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Summary

This thesis examines the discourse of political freedom in ancient Greek
historical texts. In Chapter One, I examine evidence for 'freedom' from the Near East and
Greece before the outbreak of the Persian Wars. Although most scholars agree that
political 'freedom' and 'slavery' did not exist in the East, and that it did not emerge in
Greece until the fifth century, in this chapter I conclude that the Cyrus Cylinder and poem
36 of Solon provide evidence demonstrating that the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery'
had been used in a political context before the Persian Wars.

Chapters Two and Three focus on Herodotus' Histories, and how the historian
was able to bring the past into dialogue with contemporary fifth-century politics through
the language of 'freedom' and 'autonomy'. This chapter examines how Herodotus
considers the relevancy of 'freedom' from a Persian perspective in order to deliver a
warning to the Persians at the end the Histories. For Herodotus, 'freedom' could only be
understood by examining it within the context of a society's vopoL.

Chapter Four examines how Thucydides created a metanarrative on language
through his statement regarding the meaning of words at 3.82.4. Words, or rather the
names/labels (Ovopa) which people assigned to their actions, were not in accord with
reality. By using the word dvopa (name/label) to signal to the reader that the action being
described did not correspond to reality, Thucydides reveals to the reader how language
itself and arbitration —the one means of avoiding conflict—in fact precipitated it. An
analysis of the relationship between Ovopa (name/label) and 'freedom’ in the text
indicates that the concept of 'freedom' was exploited by politicians in order to gain
support for campaigns which more often resulted in the enslavement of people and states
than in their freedom. Through his metanarrative on language, Thucydides showed not
only that 'freedom' served as a justifiable pretext for war, but that language itself was a
catalyst for armed conflict.

In Chapter Five, the Mytilenean debates and the conflict between Plataea, Thebes
and Sparta are examined. An analysis of the speeches in these episodes reveals that
Thucydides is engaged in a philosophical examination of the limits of autonomy in a
world where the stronger are able to manipulate justice or disregard it altogether.
Thucydides has described Plataea and Mytilene as 'autonomous' in order to engage in a
philosophical exercise which explored the relationship between vopog and ¢puoig, and
the role it played in determining the actions of men and states at war.

Chapter Six is an analysis of Sophocles' singular use of 'autonomy" in light of the
debate between vopog and ¢uolg in the Antigone. The tragedy of the play is underpinned
by the language of vopog and ¢puoig: both Antigone and Creon believed that their actions
were just because they were in accordance with vopoc. Sophocles' description of

Antigone as

(39



‘autonomous' creates a parallel between the character of Antigone and the allies of Athens
in Thucydides' history, who, like Plataea, were described as 'autonomous' but ultimately
suffer the consequences of acting in accordance with what they deem 'right' just as
Antigone does.

Chapters Seven and Eight examine the relationship between Xenophon's
philosophical and historical works with regard to the language of 'freedom'. An
examination of how Xenophon reconstructed 'freedom' in order to make it relevant for
aristocrats, whom he called kaloi kagathoi, reveals how Xenophon aimed to tackle the
problem of moral ambiguity by carving a niche for aristocrats in society. Although
Xenophon's intentions may have been well placed, in deconstructing morality, Xenophon
has essentially reconstructed the reality which allowed states to subvert 'justice'. The way
in which Xenophon has used the language of 'freedom' to frame historical events suggests
that Xenophon believed that 'freedom' was a divisive word which could only be used for
the 'good' of Greece in Panhellenic crusades against the barbarian.

Although historians provide valuable information about the past, an examination
of how the language of 'freedom' was used by historians to frame historical events reveals
that these historians' treatment of 'freedom' was informed as much by the past as it was by
the historians' present intellectual and political environments. While previous attempts
have been made by scholars to define 'freedom' using Herodotus', Thucydides' and
Xenophon's histories as evidence for historical 'freedom', my analysis reveals that
passages in these histories where 'freedom' played an historical role were often influenced
by the historians' political and intellectual milieu. Understanding how contemporary
politics and intellectual trends have influenced these historians' representations of
'freedom' allows the modern historian to draw meaning from specific passages which
have previously been overlooked, and which contribute to the overall meaning garnered

from the structure of the work.
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The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Introduction

Introduction

Does freedom mean the same thing to everyone? This is undoubtedly a
pertinent question for the current political climate, consumed as it is by rhetoric
extolling personal freedom and by international campaigns which claim to be
'freeing' nations suffering from tyrannical rule." Every generation witnesses a new
field of thinkers, scholars, academics, writers, and now bloggers, who are
compelled by the circumstances of their own times to question not only what it
means to be free, but to what extent we, as individuals and as citizens of a state or
nation, are free. Because every state, both ancient and modern, conceptualises
'freedom' within the framework of its individual culture, the individuality of these
cultures and their various constitutions engender a plurality of 'freedoms'. We may
all speak about 'freedom', but we do not all mean the same thing by it. Moses
Finley notes that 'freedom' itself cannot be defined: not only can freedom only be
understood in terms of what it means to be unfree, but the rights and privileges
that constitute freedom are too vast and vary too much between societies for them
to be limited to a single, all-encompassing definition.’

Political theorists from the time of Machiavelli have been inspired by
Greek and Roman texts and have sought ancient precedents for their particular
conceptualisations of 'freedom'. From the time of the Renaissance. Roman libertas
has played a pivotal role in shaping how political theorists understand the freedom
of the state, and the role that individuals play in shaping and securing this
freedom. However, there is a difference between examining Greek eleutheria and
Roman libertas to better understand the role played by freedom in the Greek and
Roman world, and seeking to understand ancient conceptualisations of freedom in
order to use them to strengthen one's own political theories. In the case of the
latter, one's contemporary political situations often leads to misinterpretations of
ancient conceptualisations of freedom. The importance of the former was first
recognised by Benjamin Constant, who noted that the 'excesses of the [French]
revolution and the institution of terror by the Jacobins was the result of the

misconceived wish to restore in modern conditions an ancient form of liberty'.’

! Lakoff (2006:133-225) discusses various ways in which 'freedom' is used by politicians with
regard to the freedom of the individual, religious freedom, economic freedom and foreign policy.
? Finley (1981: 77).

* Vlassopoulos (2010: 40); Liddel (2007: 4-5).
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Constant felt that during the French Revolution the ideas of Rousseau had been
distorted to justify the right of society to impose liberties on others for their own
benefit.* Drawing out the fundamental differences between ancient and modern
ideas of liberty, Constant demonstrated that the differences between ancient and
modern societies have led to diverse conceptualisations of liberty.’

Since his speech in 1819, those discussing the concept of freedom have
recognised the dangers of conflating ancient and modern freedom. Although
Constant's warning has been recognised, especially among modern academics
who seek to understand the role of freedom in antiquity independent of any
greater theorising, modern political theorists, such as Quentin Skinner, continue to
create theories of 'liberty' based on notions of freedom from disparate times and
places.® Such theorists have appropriated the past without considering the
discursive qualities of 'freedom' portrayed in the works of ancient historians. A
brief examination of the role of ancient freedom—both eleutheria and libertas—
in political theory, and modern scholarship on 'freedom' in ancient Greece will
demonstrate the methodology of this thesis, which aims to explore how the
concept of freedom, specifically éAevOeg- in its various forms, was used by
ancient historians in fifth-century Greece as a narrative tool, and how Herodotus,
Thucydides and Xenophon do not simply describe how historical protagonists talk
about freedom, but subject the concept of 'freedom' to frameworks, antitheses and
discourses as a means of understanding the past. Consequently, when historians
write about 'freedom’, they are not only presenting a characterisation of the role
played by 'freedom' in reality, but they are often considering more generally what
it means to be 'free' within the context of the narrative they have created by

subjecting the past to interpretive frameworks.

Past Appropriations of Greek and Roman Freedom

Although the focus of this thesis is Greek 'freedom', an examination of
Roman republicanism during the Renaissance and its role in the English Civil
War demonstrates how ancient conceptualisations of 'freedom' enjoyed a long

history of appropriation by political theorists, who sought to bolster their own

* Murray (1995: 40).
> For a more complete discussion of these differences, see pages 8-11,27 n. 103,

% See below for a more complete discussion of Skinner.
2
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positions through ancient precedent. Such appropriation, however, did not begin
until the Middle Ages in Italy. In the intervening years the discourse of 'freedom’
was not as important for intellectuals and theologians who were more concerned
with the 'good life' and virtue.” Machiavelli's interest in empire lay in republican
Rome, where the structure of the state allowed for an expansion of power. The
struggle of the Greeks against consolidation of power is a testament to their
commitment to the polis, but it did not provide a coherent theory of empire for
Machiavelli. The imperium of Rome was an established institution, which meant
that there was also an established understanding of state sovereignty. For
Machiavelli, a free state must be independent of external control and ruled by the
citizen body, both of which were Roman republican ideals.® Machiavelli's revival
of Roman republicanism is preserved in the Discorsi, a commentary on Livy's
first ten books, which he hoped would reveal how Rome successfully created a
'perfect republic'. Drawing from Polybius' distinction between the Spartans, who
sought to preserve power, and the Romans, who sought to expand, Machiavelli
argued that the pursuit of power was the best way to ensure that an organised
society not be enslaved. The example of Rome had shown that a state which
aimed to preserve its power was ultimately forced by defensive measures to
expand. Machiavelli believed that a free state was one which, as Livy noted, is
able 'to stand upright by means of one's own strength without depending on the
will of another' (35.32.11).°

Machiavelli's investigations into Roman history led him to believe that
Rome's success lay in the conflict of orders, which eventually led to the protection
of the individual from the power of the magistrates, an essential component of
Roman libertas: through provocatio, the right of the citizen to appeal to the
Roman people, and auxilium, the right of the tribune to intervene on behalf of a
citizen against whom a magistrate might use his power, the freedom of the lower
classes was secured. '’ Drawing from the Roman example of the power of the
tribunes, Machiavelli believed that freedom lay in the protection of the masses

from their rulers. He preferred citizen militias to mercenary armies, as paid armies

" Morrow (1998: 74-75); Vlassopoulos (2010: 51-52); McClelland (1996: 130-47).
¥ Skinner (1978: 157-58).

? Skinner (1998: 46).

1 Rubinstein (1991: 48-49).
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ultimately paved the way for the fall of the Roman Republic.'' But Machiavelli's
interest in the freedom of the masses did not stem from any underlying interest in
the rights of the individual. Athens and Rome had demonstrated to Machiavelli
that for an empire to be successful in war, its citizens must be free, as the masses
were necessary to create an army. Since states preserve their capacity to act
according to their will by expanding, free citizens were a necessary prerequisite of
a free state. As Vlassopoulos notes '[f]reedom, in giving every citizen an incentive
for caring for his community and its preservation, made free communities
invincible in war and offered them the opportunity to rule over others'."”
Machiavellian freedom depended on the participation of the masses, for, without
them, they would fall prey to 'aggressive neighbours and power-hungry domestic
elites'.”” Thus the best way to preserve the liberty of the state was to pursue power
through expansion in order to prevent the community from becoming dependent
on the will of a more powerful governing body.

Whereas classical political philosophy was more concerned with 'the role
of justice in the state, the nature of law, and the limits of political obligation',
Machiavelli was more interested in the 'institutions (ordini) of republics and of
kingdoms, the preservations of the political regimes, military organisation and
judicial administration, and territorial aggrandisement'.'* Machiavelli's adoption of
ancient forms of freedom served as a means of controlling the masses, who
provided a fighting machine to act in the interests of the state. For Machiavelli,
libertas was not an ideal to be emulated for its own sake or because he felt that
individuals were entitled to live without fear of those endowed with power, but
because the success of an empire depended on the cooperation of the masses who
would fight. Thus Machiavelli was not so much interested in what the ancients
believed about freedom, but felt that it would be beneficial 'to imitate those who
had been the rulers of the world'."” Although Skinner regards Machiavelli as one
of the forerunners of the neo-roman movement, Sullivan argues that Machiavelli

has been inappropriately deemed a classical republican. Machiavelli was not so

"' Vlassopoulos (2010: 52-54).
2 Vlassopoulos (2010: 50).

"> Maddox (2002: 188).

'* Rubinstein (1991: 47).

'* Rubinstein (1991: 43).
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much concerned with republican virtue as he was with how the model of
republican Rome was conducive for creating an empire.'®

Machiavelli's ideas concerning the relationship between liberty and the
state continued to influence political theorists and those opposed to the
consolidation of power from the fifteenth through the eighteenth century."’
Machiavelli's understanding of ancient freedom provided those who resisted the
monarchical movement of the sixteenth century with a language of opposition.
Foremost among those whose writings were appropriated by the supporters of the
monarchy during the English Civil War was Hobbes, who proposed a different
conceptualisation of freedom. He argued that opponents of monarchy were
wrongly led to believe by the writers of antiquity that liberty and monarchy were
incompatible.'® Hobbes' position on the relationship between law and liberty is

summarised by Skinner:

One of the prime duties of the state is to prevent you from invading the
rights of action of your fellow-citizens, a duty it discharges by imposing
the coercive force of law on everyone equally. Provided that you are
neither physically nor coercively constrained from acting or forbearing
from acting by the requirements of law, you remain capable of exercising
your powers at will and to that degree remain in possession of your civil

liberty."”

In Leviathan, Hobbes explains that his position on liberty stems from his belief
that freedom was the condition of all men by nature: in his natural state man was
free to use his power for his own preservation (Leviathan 1.16). The right to self-
preservation was a natural 'liberty'. This meant that men were equal, and that no
one was superior. Man is naturally disposed to competition for honour, he takes
interest in his own affairs over those of the collective, and he is inclined to show

off his superiority. Consequently there was perpetual war. In order to safeguard

' Skinner (1990: 121-41); Sullivan (2004: 58-64).

7 For a more complete discussion see Skinner (1998: 10-16); Vlassopoulos (2010: 54-55).

"* Vlassopoulos (2010: 55-56). As Oswyn Murray has noted, there is no difference in English
between 'freedom' and 'liberty' (1995: 36). Both words are used as translations of the ancient
Greek concept of ehevBepia.

' Skinner (1998: 5).
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man's right to self-preservation, all men surrendered their freedom to a sovereign,
thereby creating an obligation to obey this authority. The sovereign is endowed
with power by those who have surrendered their freedom to him. It is the
sovereign's duty to protect men through the force of law, which requires that men
abandon their natural state. Since men have given power to the sovereign, they
may not, even if the desire for reform is unanimous, alter the form of
government.”” Hobbes' thoughts on the natural state of man were undoubtedly
influenced by Thucydides' history —a work which Hobbes himself translated — for
whom it was the nature of the stronger to rule the weaker, and that it was the
purview of the stronger to disregard justice or establish standards of justice that
rendered actions which were in the interest of the stronger just. Although one
might argue that man has ceded to the sovereign his right to act freely, Hobbes
explained that the law did not limit an individual's will, but rather induced
deliberation so that one might see that it was one's will to obey the law.*' Thus a
monarchy might offer its subjects more freedom than a democracy.” So long as
one's will was not forced to conform to law, one was in possession of liberty.
Furthermore, subjects were free to act in situations where no law restricted action.
The parliamentary response to such theories drew heavily from
Machiavelli's Discorsi, which gave 'renewed prominence to what is perhaps best
described as the neo-roman element in early-modern political thought'.** Livy
provided theorists with a working definition of what it meant to be 'free': a self-
governing community was one in which 'the imperium of the laws is greater than
that of any man' (2.1.1). Those who opposed the monarchy resurrected the
classical understanding of liberty, which had been best preserved by Machiavelli,
who, Harrington and Neville both note, played an essential role in ensuring that
the Roman republican understanding of freedom not be lost.”* Political theorists of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries such as Marchamont Nedham, Algernon
Sidney, James Harrington, and Henry Neville looked to republican Rome to
understand under what constitution the civil liberties of the individual may best be

protected. They were mainly concerned with civil rights such as the equal

? McClelland (1996: 193-96); Morrow (1998: 258-63).
*! Skinner (1998: 8); Hobbes (1996: 120); Malcom (1991: 531).
*? Vlassopoulos (2010: 57).
* Skinner (1998: 10-11).
** Harrington (1992: 10, 20, 30); Neville (1969: 81, 97, 126).
6
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enjoyment of life, liberty, and estate, even though neither the Romans nor the neo-
roman theorists of the Renaissance had mentioned the enjoyment of civil rights as
a component of liberty.

These theorists, influenced by Roman republicanism, developed intricate
ideas based on Roman writers concerning what constituted the 'freedom' and
'enslavement' of the state. Skinner traces the neo-roman theorists' ideas back to the
writers of ancient Rome.” According to Justin's Digest, slaves and children were
in potestate domini, or under the jurisdiction not of themselves, but of another.”
Thus even if one was a slave to a benevolent master, such as Tranio in Plautus'
Mostellaria (78-79)—even if he did not consider himself oppressed —he was still
a slave by virtue of the fact that he was dependent on the will of another, or
obnoxius, liable to harm or punishment at the will of another.”” Whether or not a
state was 'free' was understood by these theorists through the analogy of the body
politic: a free state was one which, like a freeman as opposed to a slave, acted
according to its will without influence or coercion. The will of the state was
represented by the will of the people which was determined by the majority.

The inclusive nature of the 'will' may have made it optimal, however the
neo-roman theorists recognised that it was flawed: if all were to participate in the
process of determining the 'will', then the opinions of the masses who were unable
to properly partake in self-governance must also be considered. Consequently
they considered the best form of government to be an assembly chosen by the
people to legislate on their behalf. So long as the body politic was able to exert its
will, even if the will was represented by a few elected officials, then the
community, and thus the state, was free. While all agreed that some form of a
mixed constitution was best—an aristocratic senate combined with a democratic
assembly —Neville believed that the body politic could not function without a
head; for Neville, monarchy and liberty were compatible. As Neville notes, so

long as the king is subject to the laws agreed upon by the body, a state governed

* Skinner (1998: 38-46). Skinner examines Justin's Digest and the works of Livy, Plautus, Sallust
and Seneca to better understand the theories of the British activists he discusses, even though he
does not mention which—if any —of the passages from the ancient authors were cited by writers
during the English Civil War. Vickie B. Sullivan questions whether these writers, Harrington in
particular, were in fact republicans, given that their theories seem more influenced by the
liberalism of Hobbes (2004: 128-143).
% See also Livy 5.20.3; 8.19.12.
7 Skinner (1998: 43-44) notes that Sallust, Tacitus and Seneca use obnoxius to describe the
'condition of dependence suffered by those who forfeit their liberty.

7
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by a king may be 'free'.”® This is a departure from Roman conceptions of libertas,
which was founded, according to Livy's introduction to Book Two, on the
expulsion of the Tarquins. Neville's thoughts on liberty and monarchy have led
some, such as Sullivan, to argue that he was more influenced by Hobbesian
liberalism than republican Rome .”

A state which was free by virtue of its ability to act in accordance with the
will of the body politic can be enslaved in two ways. First, a state can be enslaved
if the body politic, like a natural body, is not able to act according to its will. A
state may be prevented from acting according to its will if anyone or anything
other than the body politic determines the will of the people. Thus even a single
ruler who acts in accordance with the laws would render the state enslaved since
the state must act according to his will rather than the collective will.
Furthermore, a state which has been subjugated through colonisation or conquest
is deemed enslaved, since, like the American colonies in the eighteenth century,
its interests are not represented in the will of the people. As Richard Price notes,
any country 'that is subject to the legislature of another country in which it has no
voice, and over which it has no control, cannot be said to be governed by its will.
Such a country, therefore, is in a state of slavery'.”

The second way a state may lose its freedom is significant for those
writers who, unlike their Roman republican predecessors, believe that a state may
be free under the rule of a king, so long as the king acts in accordance with the
will of the people represented in a parliament. As Machiavelli argued in the
Discori, a community can be ruled by a republic or by a prince while being self-
governing at the same time.”' However, if the king, or single 'head' of state, is
endowed with veto power, then the people are effectively enslaved by the threat
of veto power. Not all neo-roman theorists believed that monarchy and freedom
were compatible. For John Hall and Francis Osborne, monarchy was slavery; a

free state must be governed by a republic.*

% Neville (1969: 174-75).

¥ See note above.

30 Price (1991: 30), as cited by Skinner (1998: 50).

3 Machiavelli Discorsi,1.2.

32 For a more complete discussion of neo-roman theorists see Skinner (1998: 1-57). My brief

analysis has been taken from these pages.
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The English Civil War is just one example of how ancient
conceptualisations of freedom were used to justify each party's beliefs either for
or against the monarchy. The conflicts caused by misappropriations of the past,
and, more specifically ancient conceptualisations of 'freedom', were noted by
Constant, whose speech emphasised the importance of recognising the differences
between ancient and modern notions of 'freedom'. For Constant, ancient 'freedom'’
was firmly rooted in the idea of civic liberty: 'as a citizen, he decided on peace
and war; as a private individual, he was constrained, watched, and repressed in all
his movements'.” Constant argues that, with the exception of Athens, the concept
of liberty was limited to the freedom of the individual to take part in and influence
the constitution of the state.”* Modern liberty, on the other hand, was relatively
unparalleled in the ancient world.” Modern freedom was manifest in several
forms: freedom of expression, vocation, property, movement, association,
religion, the right 'to be neither arrested, detained, put to death or maltreated in
any way by the arbitrary will of one or more individuals'.*® Furthermore, it is
everyone's right to exert some influence on the administration of one's
government. As Constant notes, in antiquity '[t]he laws regulated customs, and as
customs touch on everything, there was hardly anything that the laws did not
regulate'.”’

In his History as the Story of Liberty, Benedetto Croce accepted Constant's
argument that there were fundamental differences between ancient and modern
liberty, but he argued that Constant's thesis, which equated ancient liberty with
political liberty and modern liberty with civic liberty, was too strict.” In 1958
Isaiah Berlin, in his essay "Two Concepts of Liberty', assessed 'freedom' by
breaking it down not into 'ancient' and 'modern’' conceptualisations, but 'positive'
and 'negative'. Negative freedom, what John Locke called 'natural liberty', was
defined as the right to live without being interfered with or coerced by others.

Positive freedom, or in Locke's terms 'the liberty of man in society', or 'civil

33 Constant (1988: 311).

** Constant (1988: 312).

* See page 10 and page 27 n. 103 for further discussion on Constant's treatment of modern and
ancient liberty. See pages 13-15 for an assessment of more modern research concerning the
parallels between ancient and modern conceptions of freedom.

*® Constant (1988: 309-310).

*" Constant (1998: 311).

* Croce (1941: 245-46); Liddel (2007: 9).
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liberty', was the right of men to participate in government and influence it. Berlin
argues that a man may become 'unfree' if he does not have the resources necessary
to act, or he may be rendered 'unfree' by his own 'inner conflicts or enslaving
desires'.”

Gray notes that Berlin's theory of positive and negative freedom is more
nuanced: freedom may be limited by intrapersonal relationships which would
impinge on one's negative freedom, or by intrapersonal factors such as neuroses
and prejudices which would limit one's ability to positively act.*’ Skinner has
shown that an individual's ability to act depends on the individual being free from
constraint. Consequently there seems to be little difference between positive and
negative freedom. However, Skinner notes that Berlin made a more convincing
argument regarding the relationship between self-mastery and positive freedom,
which he argues hearkened back to the work of Bernard Bosanquet and T. H.
Green: positive freedom can only be achieved through the process not so much of
self-mastery, but self-realisation; 'whatever is the true goal of man...must be
identical with his freedom'.*' In this sense Berlin's conceptualisation of positive
freedom, with its emphasis on self-mastery is different than Constant's ancient
freedom, in which the individual is free to exert his influence in government.**
But Berlin's notion of 'freedom' as self-mastery is not entirely without precedent,
as both Plato and Xenophon considered 'freedom' to be a quality possessed by the
individual similar to self-discipline or control.”’ Berlin's emphasis on inaction and
self-enslavement is foreshadowed in Xenophon's own appropriation of the
political concept of 'freedom' to the inner 'freedom' of the individual .**

Constant's argument concerning the differences between ancient and
modern freedom focused primarily on ancient freedom as the right of man to take
part in politics, and modern freedom as the right of man to enjoy civil liberties.
There is, however, one conceptualisation of freedom shared by both ancient and

modern societies, as evidenced from the works of ancient historians: the freedom

** Gray (1984: 5).

* Gray (1984: 5).

! Skinner (2002: 16-18). Berlin is quoted by Skinner.

2 Vlassopoulos (2010: 42).

“* Stalley (1998: 145-58).

* See Chapter Eight, page 289, for a greater discussion of positive and negative 'freedom' in
Xenophon's works.
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of the community to govern itself without external interference. This sort of
freedom was recognised as the absence of influence or coercion, or, to put it in
Berlin's language, 'negative freedom'. Herodotus has both the Persians and the
Athenians fight for 'freedom' from a more powerful state, where the right of the
community to govern itself and determine its own foreign policy is threatened by
assimilation by a more powerful governing body. Likewise, Thucydides' Spartans
fight for the Greek city-states whose right to act without influence or coercion has
been violated by Athens.

Despite Constant's warning of the dangers inherent in appropriating
ancient conceptualisations of freedom, modern theorists continue to build
arguments in favour of particular forms of liberty by appealing to ancient
precedent. More recently, Skinner's historical forays into neo-roman theory have
led him to consider how republicanism, with its emphasis on active participation,
might be useful for a modern state. Skinner has criticised traditional conceptions
of negative liberty by promoting a republican alternative. Negative liberty is the
absence of interference, and as Hobbes noted, the 'greatest liberty of subjects,
dependeth on the silence of the law'.* For Hobbes, individual freedom was 'the
zone of action in which the individual is left alone by the state.' Positive freedom,
on the other hand, was championed by Rousseau and Hegel as the ability to
achieve potential through action.* Since Rousseau the main criticism of positive
liberty has been that creating social institutions to ensure that people reach their
potential is an infringement of negative liberty: government, given the power to
demonstrate to those less educated or unaware that a better life exists, can hinder
one's freedom to be left alone.*’

According to Skinner, liberty which exists in spite of the law rather than
existing under the protection of the law could easily become slavery. If freedom is
not protected by the law, then an individual's freedom is as secure as a slave's,
who, under the control of benevolent master enjoys some freedom, but constantly
lives in fear of becoming a slave to a more overbearing master.** Skinner's theory

of liberalism includes social institutions that allow for active self-government of

* Hobbes Leviathan 11,21, 143.
* Taylor (1979: 179).
41 Murray (1995: 37-38); Maddox (2002: 188).
* Kukathas (1993: 543).
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which citizens may be forced to partake. He argues that liberty is threatened by
contemporary liberalism, and more specifically those in the libertarian movement,
who are mainly concerned with self-interest and individual rights, which are
themselves obstacles to rights and liberties. The best liberty, therefore, is the
liberty which exists under the protection of the laws, a form of liberty at odds with
Berlin's conception of negative liberty. By living 'a relatively strenuous life of
republican involvement' one may enjoy what Berlin defined as 'negative' freedom.
As West notes, Berlin's conceptualisation of the measures necessary for protecting
negative liberty requires that the individual partake of practices and obligations
similar to those necessary in Skinner's model. Furthermore, the political activism
which Skinner describes is similar to that which Rousseau endorsed, even though

Skinner seldom mentions Rousseau.*

Greek and Roman Freedom

While in the past theorists' interest in 'freedom' was driven by a desire to
seek ancient precedents for political agendas, modern scholars, whose interests
were and are undoubtedly piqued by the contemporary language of politics, seek
to examine ancient 'freedom' on its own terms. The prominence of democracy and
the language of 'freedom' in politics has led to a renewed interest in ancient
conceptualisations of 'freedom'. Mogens Herman Hansen has argued that the same
models of liberty, equality and democracy can be seen in ancient and modern
societies, but that the architects of modern democracy were not influenced by
Athenian precedents. Furthermore, he argues that individual liberty is evidenced
from the fact the Athenians lived as they wished.” Orlando Patterson has argued
that both personal and civic freedom existed in the ancient world.” Patterson
posits a third type of freedom—'sovereignal freedom' — which he defines as the
power to do as one pleases regardless of the wishes of others.”> However, as
Murray points out, Patterson has conflated freedom with power.

Mulgan has shown that there were several ways that the eleuther- root

could be used. 'Free' was used to denote the social status of the individual. A slave

4 West (1993: 84-85).
* Murray (1995: 42); Hansen (1992: 14-30).
! Murray (1995: 42); Patterson (1991).
32 Patterson (1991: 3); Murray (1995: 42-43).
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was one who did not have control over his own person; one could be a slave
compared to a master, who had power over the slave, or to a freeman, who, unlike
a slave, controlled himself. By analogy it was applied to the state to describe a
polis which was not under the control of another state or a despot who treated his
citizens like slaves. It was used by democrats to describe the control they
exercised over their own affairs. Lastly, the concept of 'freedom' was used by
philosophers to describe a state of being in which one was free from the passions
and motivations which would enslave one.”” As Kostas Vlassopoulos has noted,
the polarity of 'free' and 'slave' typically only refers to the social status of the
individual; unlike most historical societies, Greece was one of the few to transfer
a social condition to a political status.>

The study of 'freedom’ in antiquity is often paired with democracy, as in
the fifth century the language of 'freedom' came to be associated with political
institutions. Aristotle notes that those who defend democracy argue that 'freedom'’
can only be found in a democracy, since 'freedom' is the foundation of its
constitution. Aristotle writes in the Politics that there are two types of liberty
enjoyed by those living in a democracy (1317a40-b17). The first is the right to
rule and be ruled in turn, as it allows all men to have an equal share. The second is
to live as one likes. In the funeral oration Pericles states that the Athenians are
'free and tolerant in their private lives'; they live as they like, and if a neighbour
enjoys himself in his own way, they do not give him looks which might hurt his
feelings (2.37).” In this sense the Athenians enjoy the sort of freedom which is
described by Constant as modern, individual freedom.”® Aristotle notes that even
better than ruling and being ruled would be to not be governed at all, or, in other
words, anarchy (Pol. 6.2.1317a40-b17).”” Although Hansen uses this passage
concerning Athens to argue that there are few differences between ancient and
modern forms of liberality, Murray rightly notes that the Athenians' individual
rights were not protected from interference by the community, as the institution of

ostracism and the trial of Socrates have demonstrated.”® The rights which the

> Mulgan (1984: 7-26); Vlassopoulos (2010: 42-44).
* Vlasoloulos (2010: 42).
¥ Andrews (2004: 539-61).
%6 Vlassopoulos (2010: 45).
21 Murray (1995: 47); Vlassopoulos (2010: 45-46).
¥ Hansen (1989: 8).
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Athenians enjoyed did not form the basis of any fundamental theory of personal
rights, and the Athenians' own personal freedom was less important than the
institutions of the city which protected their political rights.”

Constant's claim that individual freedom in antiquity was curtailed to suit
the interests of the state continues to be reassessed. According to Constant, the
ancients, while in possession of freedom to exert influence over government, were
limited in terms of individual freedom.” Condorcet argued that the Greeks had no
conception of individual rights,’" however Mulgan asserts that this claim is
extreme. Individuals had rights within the framework of their social status. For
example, a master may exert his rights over his slaves. On the whole, the rights of
the individual were not grounded in a commitment to personal freedom, but in the
welfare of the community. Thus an individual may exert his right to honour the
dead or to own property, so long as his claims did not interfere with the interests
of the community.” Ostracism, which required no charge, nor provided the
accused with the right of defence or appeal, was the ultimate right of the
community over the individual.

Playwrights in antiquity were far more limited in terms of the severity of
attacks made against the state than against the individual; '[i]ndividuals were fair
game, but not the community'.*’ Aristophanes, in the Acharnians recounts how he
was prosecuted for damaging the reputation of Athens in the presence of
foreigners (377-82, 502-3). Unlike modern notions of liberality, Constant argued,
the ancients placed little value on individual freedom; the individual in antiquity
was subjected to the authority of the community, a circumstance faced by
Sophocles' Antigone, whose right to bury her brother—a freedom of religion—
was denied by Creon on the grounds that it was not in the interest of the
community. Mulgan argues that '[i]t was recognised that the state, in exercising
power, might transgress the wishes of the gods, and the citizens therefore do
wrong in obeying the state'.** Although Mulgan asserts that individuals enjoyed

less freedom when it came to attacks against the community, Murray argues that

% Murray (1995: 48).

% Constant (1998: 236).

" Williams (2004: 45-68).
52 Mulgan (1984: 17).

5 Mulgan (1984: 14-15).
 Mulgan (1984: 16).
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this control was far less restricted in Ancient Greece than it is today. Rather than
seeing Antigone as an example of an individual's actions being limited by the
interests of the state, Murray argues that the fact that such a play was performed
reveals the Athenians' tolerance for debate regarding conflict between civil and
higher laws.” As I shall examine in Chapter Six, the story of Antigone's struggles
becomes a platform for examining what happens when the interests of the
community are at odds with those of the city-state. In this light, Antigone's
struggle provides evidence not only of the limits of personal liberty, but of the
conflict between the interests of the stronger, which prevailed in accordance with
¢volg, and the vopou of the community.

While modern liberalism aims to limit the control exerted by the
government on the lives of individuals, in antiquity the rights of the individual did
not exist independent of an individual's membership and participation in a
community.” In other words, whereas modern liberalism seeks to protect
individuals from government, the liberty of the individual in antiquity was
secured through the constitution. Although, as Murray notes, positive freedom
may best be enjoyed under the guidance of philosopher kings or priests, and
negative freedom through anarchy, it was widely recognised in antiquity that
some form of government was necessary in order to 'civilise man'. As the chorus
in Sophocles' Antigone notes, one of the developmental stages in the 'civilising' of
man included the acquisition of d.otuvopoL, the customs necessary for man to
come together to live as a community. Similarly, though much later, social
contract theorists believed that individuals could not enjoy freedom on their own,
but at one point in the distant past it was the general will of the people to come
together to enjoy a more limited form of freedom. This too can become a form of
control, as the 'general will' is used as an argument to justify the subjugation of
the minority, or the will of the community. Rousseau reconciled this flaw by
advocating for direct democracy, whereby the will of each individual would be

heard, as opposed to a representative democracy.”’

5 Murray (1995: 45-46).
% Vlassopoulos (2010: 46).
 Murray (1995: 39).
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A Different Approach to 'Freedom'

Past approaches and interests in ancient conceptualisations of 'freedom'
have been dominated by those seeking to support their political theories and
agendas, the danger of which was recognised by Rousseau, and by those seeking
to understand the ancient precedents for modern democracy. While, as noted
above, modern scholarship seeks to understand the freedom of the individual and
the state within the context of antiquity, such research does not take into account
that the process of recording 'what happened' is an intellectual process that entails
synthesis, and, quite often, theorising or subjecting interpretations of the past to
theoretical frameworks. Consequently when historians use the language of
'freedom’, their decision to include such language may reflect an historical reality
in which 'freedom' (¢AevBepia) and 'autonomy' (avtovopia) played a role, but it
may also be the case that they are considering more generally what it means to be
'free' or 'autonomous' by examining 'freedom' and 'autonomy' through theoretical
frameworks, such as relativism or the vopog-¢polg debate. Any candid reader of
Herodotus and Thucydides is able to detect the importance of freedom as an
ideological tool during the fifth century. A TLG search for éAevBep- reveals that
it is used 80 times by Herodotus, 101 by Thucydides, but only 38 times in
Xenophon's Anabasis and Hellenica, and 29 times in the Memorabilia. A search
for dovh- (slavery) reveals the following: Herodotus 96, Thucydides 78,
Xenophon's historical works 25, Memorabilia 32. avtovop- (autonomy):
Herodotus 2, Thucydides 48, Xenophon's historical works 40. While there are
many variables at play that can affect the results, such as the length of the history,
the fact that autonomy occurs only twice in Herodotus, but 48 times in
Thucydides, is significant: 'autonomy' was a term which arose from the
circumstances of the interaction between members of the Delian League. It was
not a term which was relevant for the Persian Wars and therefore appears only
twice in Herodotus' history, but, as I discuss in Chapter Three, its presence
intensifies the ironic tone of the passages in which it is used. Xenophon is much
more reserved in his use of 'freedom' and 'slavery' in his historical narratives than
in the Memorabilia. This is due to his philosophical reconceptualisation of
'freedom', which he proposes as a solution to the problem of moral ambiguity.
Xenophon has been omitted from my discussion of 'autonomy' due to the fact that

he does not engage with the term philosophically. 'Autonomy' is entirely absent
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from his philosophical works, and his application of 'autonomy" in the historical
works indicates that he uses the term solely as a political term.

This thesis will examine how Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon
engage the language of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' in ways that are more
philosophical than historical. This, I argue, is due to the fact these historians did
not simply relay what happened, but rather use the past to consider not only how
the customs and conventions of a society inform one's understanding of 'freedom’,
but also how culturally embedded ideologies, such as 'freedom' can be abused
when a society's vopou are either subverted or ignored by the interests of the
stronger, a circumstance arising from unbridled nature. While Herodotus uses the
language of 'freedom' to deliver a subtle warning to the Athenians of his own
time, Thucydides exposes how language itself, and specifically the language of
freedom, had become a tool of war. For Thucydides, 'autonomy' was powerless to
defend the weaker from the interests of the stronger in a world in which men
behave in accordance with ¢pUoLg instead of vopor. Herodotus and Thucydides
use the language of 'freedom' as a narrative tool to create meaning in their texts
precisely because 'freedom' was a value-laden concept that was intrinsic to the
vopol of the Greeks and essential for preserving their right to live in accordance
with these vopot. Xenophon, on the other hand, rejects traditional
conceptualisations of 'freedom' and instead considers how one who is 'free' in the
sense of self-control might be useful politically. This new conceptualisaion of
'freedom' is essential for understanding Xenophon's position concerning the
relevancy of 'freedom' in the political arena. As I shall demonstrate, freedom and
autonomy are as much subjected to the interpretive lens through which the
historian intellectualises the past as the past itself is.

Examinations of Greek 'freedom' have been limited to either
understanding what 'freedom' and 'autonomy' meant in an historical context or in a
philosophical context. Kurt Raaflaub has conducted the most comprehensive
analysis of freedom in the Greek world, but his focus is primarily political, nor
does he consider the philosophical theorising which shaped both Herodotus' and
Thucydides' engagement with freedom.*® Pohlenz examines the history of freedom

as an ideal with regard to the individual, and while he does include Herodotus' and

% Raaflaub (2004).
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Thucydides' histories in his evaluation, their texts are regarded as historical, while
his philosophical interests are limited to Socrates.”” Ehrenberg, who likewise
examines freedom as an ideal, is more concerned with freedom in a contemporary
context than with understanding freedom in either a Greek or Roman context.”” As
discussed above, scholarship on political freedom from an historical perspective
abounds, yet none of these assessments include a discussion of how an historian's
representation of 'freedom' is shaped by the frameworks used by the historian to
process and present the past.”’

Finley notes that '[c]hanges in the matrix of rights that prevail in any
society normally begin in a struggle over specific issues, not over abstract
concepts or slogans. The rhetoric and the abstractions come later, and then are
reified'.”” Although ancient writers such as Thucydides and Aristotle both warned
against the dangers of stasis, Finley suggests that those who read these authors
failed to heed their warnings on account of their desire for kerdos, or profit, and
time, honour; stasis was just one of the means of achieving kerdos and time.”
Finley notes that conflicts in Greek history were the result of tensions regarding
specific issues, rather than 'abstract theories about rights or freedom'.”* While the
language of 'freedom' may have played a role in the historical reality narrated by
the historians, often éAevBeQ- and qutovop- appear in situations where such
language is in dialogue with intellectual/philosophical frameworks and debates
underpinning the historians' narrations. As I shall demonstrate, historians engage
the concept of 'freedom' to create meaning in the text precisely because of the
value accorded the word for what it represented in terms of identity and history.
By subjecting 'freedom' and 'autonomy' to interpretive frameworks such as
relativism, the antithesis between vopog and ¢Uo1g, and the destabilisation of
language caused by ¢UoLg, historians are able to not only consider the role played
by 'freedom' in facilitating conflict, but they are also able to send subtle messages

to the reader and warnings concerning the dangers of rhetoric.

% Pohlenz (1966).
" Ehrenberg (1974).
! More specific and limited studies on freedom which are either historical or philosophical in their
approach will be discussed throughout this thesis where relevant.
" Finley (1981: 80).
”* Finley (1981: 80).
™ Finley (1981: 84).
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The complexity of the role played by 'freedom' in ancient politics is
exemplified in a speech reported by Thucydides given by the Spartan general
Brasidas to the Acanthians. Here Brasidas persuades the Acanthians that an

alliance with Sparta is in their interest:

If, now that I have made my position plain, you are going to say that you
are unable to help, but have friendly feelings and so ought not to be made
to suffer for rejecting me; that you regard freedom (t1jv éAevBepiav) as a
risky thing to have, that it is right to offer it only to those capable of
receiving it and not to force it on anyone against his will, then I shall call
upon the gods and heroes of your country to witness that I came here to
help you and could not make you understand it. I shall lay waste your land
and try to bring you over by force...We Spartans are only justified in
freeing (éAevBepOTV) people against their own will, because we are acting
for the good of all alike. We have no imperialistic ambitions; our whole
effort is to put an end to imperialism, and we should be doing wrong to the
majority, if we were to put up with your opposition to the autonomy

(avtovopiay) which we are offering to all (Thuc. 4.87).”

The Acanthians would certainly have argued that the use of force limited their
'freedom' to make decisions in their own interest. The Spartans justified the use of
force through the rhetoric of 'freedom'. The threat of force used by the Spartans to
persuade the Acanthians that an alliance would benefit them might even constitute
'enslavement' from the Acanthians' perspective. However, embedded within
Thucydides' ostensible claim to be writing an account of the conflict between
Athens and Sparta is his desire that his work be useful for those seeking to avoid
similar conflicts in the future.”® In describing the process through which he wrote
his history, Thucydides explains that he has relied on both his own memories as
well as those of others, whose accounts were difficult to reconcile on account of
partiality or forgetfulness. With regard to speeches, Thucydides states that 'some

were delivered before the war began, others while it was going on; some I heard

73 Translation Warner (1972a).
’® See Chapter Four, pages 125-29, for a more complete discussion of Thucydides' speeches.
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myself, others I got from various quarters; it was in all cases difficult to carry
them word for word in one's memory, so my habit has been to make the speakers
say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of
course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they really
said' (1.22.1).” Thucydides claims to have reproduced as true an account of the
speeches as possible, but the act of listening and processing what one has heard
entails interpretation. While his intent may have been to recreate speeches that
reflect what was actually said, it cannot be denied that one's memory is subject to
the interpretative framework through which the past is judged in hindsight.
Consequently I regard the speeches, as well as the use of value laden language in
narrative portions of the historian's text, as a reflection of the historian's
processing of the past. Such language, more specifically the language of
'freedom’, was used by historians as a narrative tool precisely because it was
ascribed value. However, it is my position that historians are not so much relaying
how the language of 'freedom' was actually used in politics—even though
undoubtedly there are occasions where historical narratives accurately reflect the
role played by the language of 'freedom'—but that they are using the language of
'freedom' as narrative tool. The prevalence of 'freedom' in the works of Herodotus,
Thucydides and Xenophon may, therefore, accurately reflect the role of freedom
in an historical reality, but just as it was used by political agents to manipulate
individuals, so too was it used by historians to expose the danger of employing
emotive language such as freedom in rhetoric.

By 'political freedom' I do not mean the 'freedoms' afforded by an
oligarchic or democratic constitution, but rather how historians narrate political
events and wars through the language of 'freedom'. The aim of this thesis is to
examine how and why 'freedom' was meaningful in the context in which it was
used, rather than to identify concrete definitions of oligarchic or democratic
'freedom'. Modern scholars have sought to understand the circumstances which
paved the way for 'freedom's' emergence from an historical rather than
historiographical perspective. Kurt Raaflaub argues that by the collapse of Athens
in 404, freedom was a definable status which was readily used by advocates and

politicians alike. For this reason Raaflaub terminates his case study in 404,

"7 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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primarily focusing on the development of ideology rather than its
implementation.”® He does not consider that Thucydides may be implementing a
concept which had already developed into an ideology. Martin Ostwald, in
seeking to define 'autonomy', investigates the role this political concept played in
history.” Bosworth has argued, in much the same vein as Raaflaub, that it is
possible to identify different meanings for 'autonomy' from different
perspectives.*” While it may be possible to identify such perspectives, none have
considered that the historian, like the politician, may be using the language of
'autonomy' and 'freedom' because of its rhetorical power. It is the prerogative of
the historian as much as the politician to give the public his own perspective of
past events.

Even if the historian believes that his method is 'objective', the very
process of selecting which events to chronicle requires an interpretive framework.
Recent scholarship has shown that the historicity of ancient historical narratives
only becomes clear once these works are freed from the constraints of modern
expectations.®' In his work on Herodotus' sources, Fehling does not consider the
intellectual and political climate which influenced Herodotus' reproduction of the
past. As a consequence, Fehling is critical of Herodotus as an historian and
contributes to the corpus of scholarship which sees Herodotus as the father of
lies.*” Thomas notes that Fehling's work shows 'little attempt...to ask what might
have been acceptable or "true" to fifth-century Greeks, and comparisons are made
with ancient literature of a much later date and later stage of cultural
development'.*’ Passages which deviate from chronology or which are proven
incorrect by either the physical evidence or by other historians are regarded as
errors. In the past such 'errors' have invalidated the work of the historian.
Likewise, passages in which 'freedom' and 'autonomy' are used anachronistically
have been attributed to carelessness on the part of the historian. Rather than

discredit the historian, one should ask why the historian has chosen to tell the

8 Raaflaub (2004: 18).
" Ostwald (1982).
% Bosworth (1992: 122-23).
1 Thompson (1996: 61-68); Rood (1998: 14-18); Thomas (2000: 8-9).
%2 Fehling (1989: 152).
> Thomas (2000: 8).
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story in this way, and why he has chosen to use the language of 'freedom' and
‘autonomy' even though the application of these concepts was anachronistic.
Recent studies on the narrative structure of ancient histories have shown
the benefits of employing literary theory. The theoretical frameworks set forth by
Gérard Genette in Narrative Discourse as well as Mieke Bal's Narratology:
Introduction to the Theory of Narrative provide the tools necessary for conducting
this assessment. By applying literary theory to Thucydides' history, Tim Rood, in
Narrative and Explanation, has shown that literary methods, which had
successfully been used by de Jong in her work on Homer, Narrators and
Focalizers, could be used in analyses of historical works.** Although I have not
explicitly employed the language of narratology in my thesis, the results of Rood's
research, which demonstrate the benefits of reading historical works as literature,
have informed my thesis throughout.** Reading historians as literature rather than
'history' distances the modern reader from prejudices regarding what makes a
good history. Read in this way, what are historical inaccuracies by modern
standards are the tools for understanding the structure of the history.** When these
inaccuracies are examined within the overall structure of the narrative, histories
which were previously considered unreliable become valuable commentaries on
the process of conceptualising and interpreting the past. Elizabeth Irwin and
Emily Greenwood's collection of essays on Book Five of Herodotus' Histories has
demonstrated the value of reading Herodotean logoi in context. The significance
of particular stories can only be truly understood when these passages are read in
relationship to the larger text.*” As Caroline Dewald notes, 'the structure of a
historical narrative...is not...by definition a sign of its separation from the truth of
the past, but is rather one of the most important vehicles by which the working
historian both understands the past and tries to convey something of its particular

realities to others'.®

% For Rood's analysis of Genette's and Bal's respective theories on focalization, see Rood (1998:
9-14,20-21,294-96).
% My decision not to include focalisation was a conscious one. As Rood himself has noted,
focalisation, which is effective in literature, is less so when dealing with historical texts (Rood
1998: 294-96). Instead my reading of the historical texts is informed by contemporary literature
and by the theories which are drawn from the structure and language of the texts themselves.
**Rood (1999: 15-16).
8 Irwin and Greenwood (2007: 9-19).
* Dewald (2005: 14).

22



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Introduction

Since Near Eastern states, and more specifically Persia, figure prominently
in Herodotus' Histories, the role which the concept of 'freeing' and 'slavery' played
in Near Eastern states will be examined in the first chapter. In addition to
Herodotus' Histories, Thucydides' and Xenophon's historical works will be
examined. Since Xenophon was the last of the extant Greek historians to write
before Roman conceptualisations of 'freedom' began to influence Greek
perceptions of 'freedom', my analysis ends with Xenophon and does not include
Polybius. Historical assessments of political freedom are often based on passages
in which the language of 'freedom' or 'autonomy' is being employed as a literary
device. In analysing the function of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' I have taken a
literary, as well as an historical, approach. In recording the past, historians are
influenced by the political and social circumstances of their own times. Both
Raaflaub and Ostwald have noted examples where Herodotus and Thucydides
used the language of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' to frame their narrations of events
that happened before these concepts were coined. Rather than dismiss these
passages on anachronistic grounds, or argue that the concepts were used simply
because they were apt, I examine why the author has chosen to use these terms,
and how such anachronisms made the passage meaningful to a contemporary
audience.

While the influence of philosophical and intellectual trends on the genre of
history has received recognition in recent years, the seminal scholarship on
'freedom' and 'autonomy' in historical works has largely ignored the relationship
between these two genres. Darien Shanske, in Thucydides and the Philosophical
Origins of History, dismisses Herodotus as a philosophical historian on the
grounds that his work was 'original', but not 'foundational'. Herodotus is useful
because the remarkable nature of Thucydides' history can only be understood
when his text is compared to that of Herodotus'; unlike Herodotus' themes, which
are more traditional, the themes which frame Thucydides' history were entirely
new. I suggest that Herodotus' engagement with intellectual frameworks such as
relativism and vopoc-¢puoig shaped the way that he engaged with 'freedom' and
'slavery' in his history. Thus Herodotus, who is the earliest and most prolific
writer to employ the language of 'freedom', may have been thinking
philosophically about 'freedom' when he used it in political contexts. Rosalind

Thomas has demonstrated that Herodotus frequently alludes to novel ideas in his
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histories, most notably those of the Ionians, and ideas of relativism.* Herodotus'
engagement with the philosophical debate between vopog and ¢pvoLg indicates
that his Histories was not a 'less radical break from the oral tradition',”” but was in
fact something altogether unprecedented. Written history, as opposed to oral
history, allowed the historian to engage with an interpretative framework which
was informed by popular intellectual trends.

Frequently Herodotus refers to his methods through a metanarrative in
which he speaks about his own techniques as an historian. As Munson notes
'[w]ith the metanarrative, however, the author of the narrative emerges from the
text. As an explicit mediator between reality and the audience, he communicates
to the audience about his record of reality and its reason for being'.”" For the
purposes of this thesis, Chatman's distinction between story and discourse will be
useful: story forms the content of a narrative which an author transmits through
mimesis; discourse refers not to the content of a narrative but how the narrative is
transmitted.”” The relevance of discourse analysis rests on the coherence of the
work and on the assumption that an author has made use of some sort of structural
framework in the organisation of the work. As Henry Immerwahr, Charles
Fornara and, most recently, Elizabeth Irwin and Emily Greenwood have shown,
understanding the structure and organisation of Herodotus' /ogoi provides insight
into Herodotus' views on history.” As I shall examine, one of the structural
frameworks used by both Herodotus and Thucydides to make sense not only of
the present but also the past is the antithesis between vopog and ¢pvoig. Rather
than simply relay the role played by 'freedom’ in an historical reality, historians
examine the possibility that there are diverse conceptualisations of 'freedom’,
since 'freedom' itself existed in accordance with vopol. Furthermore, they
examine how the rhetoric of 'freedom' no longer reflected reality, as culturally
embedded values which existed in accordance with vopou had been destabilised
by ¢pvoLg, thereby allowing men to deem acts of enslavement 'just' and to argue

that such acts were carried out in the name of 'freedom'.

¥ Thomas (2006: 60-74).
% Shanske (2007: 11).
°! Muson (2001: 16-17). Luraghi (2006: 76-89).
°2 Chatman (1978: 19).
% Dewlad and Marincola (2006: 3); Immerwahr (1966); Fornara (1971); Irwin and Greenwood
(2007).
24



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Introduction

Thucydides' metanarrative is implicit and therefore more difficult to
extract. Tim Rood has demonstrated the benefits of employing narratology to
demonstrate the structural coherence of Thucydides' narrative, which often seems
disjointed, rife with omissions, and incomplete. Drawing upon this recent
scholarship which seeks to understand the works of these historians without
imposing our own expectations, I focus on how the lens through which Herodotus,
Thucydides and Xenophon shaped their respective histories was influenced by
their contemporary political and intellectual environments. By metadiscourse I
mean the commentary provided by an historian concerning the role of language in
politics. Herodotus frequently alludes to his historical methods, but a separate
narrative on the value-laden concept of freedom is created through anachronisms
in order to provide a critique of contemporary Athenian behaviour. Commenting
on what they deem to be Genette's incorrect application of 'meta’, Bal and Tavor
note that this type of metanarrative must be distinguished from metadiscourse,
which is a discourse on discourse.” While Herodotus uses the language of
'freedom' to demonstrate how his narrative of the conflict between Persia and
Greece provides a second narrative, or metanarrative, on contemporary Athenian
behaviour, Thucydides uses the language of 'freedom’ to create a discourse on the
language of freedom itself. This discourse takes the shape of a commentary on the
meanings of words and the abuse of value-laden concepts such as 'freedom' which
are employed at decisive moments to demonstrate the failure of language to
provide an alternative to armed conflict. Xenophon's appropriation of the
language of 'freedom' in a non-political context is itself a sign that he, and perhaps
others, were questioning what it meant to be free, but this only becomes apparent
when his philosophical works are read alongside his historical ones.

Herodotus', Thucydides', and Xenophon's use of the language of 'freedom'
in their historical narratives may reflect an historical reality in which politicians
spoke of 'freedom'. Unfortunately the independent evidence necessary for
verifying this claim does not exist. However, the prevalence of the language of
'freedom' in the works of the playwrights and the logographers suggests that those
living in the fifth century were often exposed to this language, and that these

historians are reflecting a pervasive ideology in their narratives. By identifying

% Bal and Tavor (1981: 41-42); Genette (1972: 239).
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signposts in the texts of these historians —such as anachronisms, key words, and
independent philosophical treatments of key themes—it becomes clear how these
historians use the language of freedom to comment on the concept of freedom
itself and the role it plays in their respective political spheres, and for
understanding the themes which shaped their histories.”

While I am not suggesting that these historians would benefit from the sort
of metahistorical analysis posited by Hayden White,” I am suggesting that
Herodotus' and Thucydides' contemporary intellectual environments and past
literary and oral traditions provide a framework for interpretation.” While much
research has been done on the influence of Homer on Herodotus and the
relationship between Sophocles' plays and Herodotus' and Thucydides' histories,
these investigations do not explain how the historians' intellectual environment
shaped the presentation of 'freedom' in their respective texts.” Thucydides was so
interested in human nature and principles underlying or motivating the behaviour
or actions of men that at times it seems that history was the vehicle through which
he engaged with these ideas;” recording the past almost seems secondary. Darien
Shanske's examination of Thucydides as an historian is philosophical in approach,
but his treatment of the historian is based on the following premise: "The Greeks
thought about logos, about ordering the world, not language, and their supposedly
naive conflation may instead reflect a profound insight into the connectedness of
notions that we moderns have torn asunder'.'”” Plato's dialogues, the fragments of
the sophists, and the works of Gorgias are a testament to the precise treatment
given words by those living in the latter half of the fifth and the early fourth
century. In the Phaedrus, Plato addresses the ambiguity of words, such as 'just’,
'good' and 'love', which allow one to deceive more easily (Phdr. 259¢-263¢).""" In

Thucydides' history, it is possible to identify moments where the historian

% Inherent within my interpretative framework is the dilemma of using only historical sources —
independent of material evidence — as representative of discourse rather than of an historical
reality. When the works of these historians are reduced to discourse, that discourse becomes
meaningless as it no longer has a comparative control grounded in an historical reality. However,
the act of reporting in itself results in a discourse which, despite its claims to accurately represent
reality, can never fully convey 'what happened'.
% White (1973: 1-42).
7 Dewald (2005: 13-15).
% Dewald and Kitzinger (2006: 122-27); Greenwood (2006: 98-107); Marincola (2006: 13-24).
% Cogan (1981a: 233-54).
1% Shanske (2007: 10).
"' For a more complete discussion of this passage see Chapter Seven, pages 247-48.
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interacts with the problems posed by the ambiguity not just of arguments (AOyOL),
but of words (0vopata). This distinction indicates that Thucydides was conscious
of the power of words, and not just arguments, as Shanske asserts.'”> Moments in
Thucydides' history where the language of 'freedom' figures prominently suggest
that Thucydides may have framed his history and political speeches through this
language not because 'freedom' was in fact used or even 'apt', but because he was
making a statement concerning the role of 'freedom' in rhetoric.

Historians, and more specifically Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon,
the historians which will be the focus of this thesis, frame the past through the
language of 'freedom'. The following thesis questions the underlying assumption
that Greeks believed that 'freedom' was 'good' and 'slavery' was 'bad', or that an
analysis of how these historians use of the language of 'freedom' will lead to
concrete definitions of it. Modern scholars have defined 'freedom' from the
perspective of the Spartans or the Athenians, but they do not consider that the
historian was employing 'freedom' not because the Spartans or Athenians used it
this way, but because it fits within his own interpretative framework.'””> Herodotus'
use of the language of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' allows the reader to compare the
Athenians' glorious past with their present atrocities. Attempts to identify whether
Thucydides was pro-Athenian or pro-Spartan result in little consensus, primarily
because Thucydides used language to show that language itself could be

subverted. Inconsistencies between speech and narrative in Xenophon's Hellenica

192 Shanske (2007: 10).
' The differences between Spartan and Athenian conceptualisations of 'freedom' have been
recognised since the time of Constant, who noted that ancient notions of liberty centered on the
individual's right to take part in government. The ancients were not as concerned with the notion
of personal liberty, with the exception of the Athenians', whose commercial success allowed them
to be less dependent on government for meeting their needs (Murray 1995: 41; Liddel 2007: 6-7).
More recently Raaflaub has argued that the institutions of Athenian democracy could only be
preserved by protecting their power thereby ensuring the freedom of Athenian citizens. Spartan
'freedom' was not so much defined by its role in internal politics as it was by its role in providing
the Spartans with a justification for intervention in the relations between Athens and her allies.
This type of freedom was based on the sovereignty of city-states in interstate affairs (Raaflaub
2004: 166-202). However, Mulgan argues that equality rather than freedom was the important
political principle for the Athenians. He bases this argument on the fact that Athenian rights such
as isegoria and isonomia contain within them the notion of equality, and that the concept of
'freedom of speech', parrhesia, is not etymologically related to the notion of 'freedom' (Mulgan
1984: 12-13). Murray notes that whereas the Spartans were concerned with eunomia, the
Athenians were concerned with isonomia (Murray 1995: 36). The democratic ideal —an ideal not
shared by the Spartans—of living as one likes was unique to the Athenians and was often met with
criticism, by Aristotle in particular, who argues that the desire to live as one likes is tantamount to
anarchy (Hansen 2010: 6, 13-18; Muray 1995: 47-48; Hdt. 3.83.3, Thuc. 2.37.2,7.69.2, Pl. Resp.
557B, Isoc. 7.20, 12.131, Arist. Pol. 1310a32-34, 1316b24, 1317b11-17, 1318b39-41, 1319b30).
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reveal how the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery' become the domain of those
trying to deceive the listener, while his use of the language of 'freedom' in the
Anabasis shows how this language could be appropriately used in historical
exempla. Xenophon's own speeches and those of Cyrus in the Anabasis include
allusions to past events meant to encourage the Ten Thousand (An. 1.7.3,3.2.13).
Likewise, Plato, in the Menexenus, parodies contemporary logographers who
abuse the past in order to achieve goals which may or may not be in the intended
audience's interest (Pl. Mn. 234a-236d)."%

Throughout this thesis, knowledge of the historians' time will be accessed
through the comedies, tragedies, poetry, philosophy and inscriptions of the period
in which the historian wrote. My primary methodological approach is to treat the
historian within the context of his intellectual and political environment: an
historian's conceptualisation of 'freedom' will be examined in light of the
intellectual and literary discourse popular during his own time. Inscriptions will
also be examined where relevant in order to gain a better perspective of the
historian's political climate. My analysis of 'freedom' will begin with an
examination of the Mycenaean and Near Eastern evidence for 'freedom’, followed
by an analysis, in Chapters Two and Three, of Herodotus' use of 'freedom' and
‘autonomy' within the context of Persian history and fifth-century politics. Chapter
Four will examine how Thucydides establishes a metanarrative on language and
the implications of this narrative on his approach to 'freedom'. Chapter Five
focuses on Thucydides' conceptualisation of 'autonomy' as a political concept, and
as a philosophical term which is engaged in the debate between vopog and ¢pUoLS.
In Chapter Six I examine how Sophocles' singular use of 'autonomous' can also be
viewed within the context of vopog and ¢pvoig, and how Thucydides' and
Sophocles' interactions with this concept can be viewed as complementary.
Chapter Seven is an analysis of Xenophon's solution for the flaws of rhetoric by
establishing that the one who persuades the state regarding what is best must be a
kalos kagathos, a title typically reserved for aristocrats in the fifth century,'”” but

used by Xenophon to refer to an individual in possession of particular qualities

"% For a more complete discussion of the Menexenus see Chapter Eight, section 4.
195 Roscalla (2004: 115).
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that allow one to do good towards one's family and state.'”® Xenophon's
appropriation of 'freedom' as a quality which the kalos kagathos must possess in
order to do what is best and to the advantage of the state suggests that Xenophon
was influenced by the rhetoric of 'freedom' in his reconceptualisation of the
concept. Chapter Eight will be an examination of the role of 'freedom' in historical
exempla and the relationship between the emergence of exempla and Xenophon's

panhellenic ideology.

19 Referring to an individual as a kalos kagathos is a convention among modern academics.
Xenophon does not use the adjectival form, but prefers to speak of individuals as exhibiting the
character of nahoxayaB(a. Because Xenophon speaks of individuals attaining the qualities of
those belonging to the order of the xaloxdyaBia, those writing on this topic speak of these
individuals using the adjectival form kalos kagathos (Waterfield 2004: 79-114; Roscalla 2004:
115-124).
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Chapter 1: Pre-Persian War 'Freedom'

The following chapter will consist of an introduction to the concept of
'freedom', éhevBepla. There are several ways in which the language of 'freedom'
appears in the historical works. It can be used to describe the right of a state to
govern itself unimpeded by a foreign power, the right of the individual to act
politically without constraint, and it can refer to the physical status of the
individual. Kurt Raaflaub has shown that the notion of political freedom is a fifth-
century development in Greek thought stemming from notions of personal
freedom.' Before the Persian Wars 'free' and 'slave' were adjectives referring to
the personal status of the individual. Conflicts between city-states consisted of
border conflicts and did not involve missions of conquest; what was feared was
not the subjugation of the state, but the enslavement of the individual. A sixth-
century statement of Heraclitus makes this all too clear: 'War is the father of all
and the king of all, and some he shows as gods, others as men; some he makes
slaves, others free' (mOAepog mAviwv pev wothE €o0TL, Tvtwy 8¢ faothels, ol
TOUG HEV Beovg €deiEe ToUg 88 AvBpdmovg, Tovg pev dohAoug moinoe Tovg
d¢ eéhevBépoug)'?

The aim of this chapter is to show that before the Persian Wars the concept
of 'being free' was used solely in reference to an individual's status in society, and
that when the concept of 'freedom' was used in reference to war, it was used to
describe the physical 'enslavement' or 'freedom' of an individual resulting from
either a win or loss in battle. Persian and Greek evidence for the existence of these
concepts will be examined in order to determine what role, if any, Persia's history
played in shaping how the Greeks spoke about political freedom. This analysis
will be based on the Persian evidence. Limited though it may be, physical
remains, such as the Cyrus Cylinder, suggest that the Persians exploited a
platform of 'freeing' or 'loosening' a people from oppression in order to gain
power by attributing the physical status of 'slavery' or 'being free from physical
oppression' to a group of individuals. The metaphorical application of a physical
state of being to a group demonstrates that the concept of 'being loosened from
slavery' was used metaphorically as a rhetorical tool in the campaigns of the

Persians. If the idea of 'loosening' or 'freeing' had already been used by the

! Raaflaub (2004: 14-17).
% Raaflaub (2004: 24); Heraclitus DK B53, tr. Kirk. For further discussion of this fragment, see

Chapter Three, section 2.
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Persians, as the Cyrus Cylinder demonstrates, then Herodotus could have easily
adopted and adapted this ideology, also common among the Greeks, from a
Persian perspective in a way which was, at the same time, both believable and
consequently more powerful by virtue of the fact that it was not a fabrication. The
examination of the evidence for 'freedom' in both Greece and the East, and
‘autonomy' in Greece, will provide a context for my analysis of these terms in

Herodotus' Histories in Chapters Two and Three.

1.1 Pre-Persian War ¢hev0egia: Personal Freedom vs. Freedom of the
State

A discussion of the Homeric works and lyric poetry is necessary in order
to understand the transition of freedom from a literal to metaphorical state.
Although forms of éLevBepdg and dovAog appear on Linear B tablets from the
Bronze Age, such references are essentially left out of Raaflaub's discussion of
'freedom’ as a political concept, since Mycenaean society was so similar to Near
Eastern power structures, where, according to Raaflaub, 'freedom' did not exist.’
While this may be the case, by creating an 'other' which the Greeks rejected, the
Persians played an implicit role in shaping how the Greeks perceived 'freedom'. In
order to understand Greek attitudes towards 'freedom' and why Herodotus framed
Near Eastern history through the language of 'freedom', not only must the Persian
evidence for 'freedom' be examined, but also how Near Eastern 'freedom' is
similar to Mycenaean era 'freedom'.

Although slaves served a fundamental role in the structure of Mycenaean
society, the only time that the language of 'freedom' appears in the Linear B
tablets from Knossos and Pylos is in an economic context and not a political one.*
In the tablets, linen which was not turned over to the palace was deemed ereutero
or 'free' from palace control. Thus ereutero describes the status of produce or men
who were not subject to palace control. However, there were few in Mycenaean
society who were 'free' from the palace structure, in which nonslaves were
subjects. As Garlon notes '[t]he whole mass of nonslaves thus appears to be
normally situated in a state of dependency vis-a-vis the palace, a position which,

from a modern point of view (or from that of the classical polis), would appear to

3 Raaflaub (2004: 17).
* Palmer (1963: 307).
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lie somewhere in between slavery and liberty'.” The tablets from Knossos and
Pylos suggest that there was a hierarchy within the social category of 'slave'
(doero/doera) in which those who were slaves of a deity were more privileged
than others, while some slaves who were blacksmiths, weavers, and artisans could
own property. Records for slaves typically identify the slave's profession and
place of origin, indicating that many became slaves after being conquered and
subsequently brought back to the palace. Not all slaves were bound by the same
customs. Some are recorded as having contributed to the revenue of their master's
estate, and for this reason it is thought that 'slave' in this context would be equal to
a serf .’

The next extant evidence of 'freedom' and 'slavery' occurs in the //iad and
the Odyssey.” While the overall lack of sources from the Mycenaean period to the
writing down of the Homeric works makes it difficult to identify trends in thought
which would have contributed to an ideology of 'freedom’, several observations
may be drawn from the contrast between Mycenaean evidence for 'freedom' and
the period in which Homer wrote. The blend of Mycenaean, Dark Age, and
Classical era motifs —with respect to institutions such as funerary practices,
weaponry, battle strategies, and dialect—makes the dating of the Homeric works a
difficult task. Based on his analysis of the oral tradition, the emergence of writing,
and the content and language of the Iliad, Kirk suggests the epic was produced in
the eighth century. Despite the overall lack of evidence for the Dark Ages, Kirk
notes that the Homeric works offer a link between the Mycenaean past and the
poet's own present.® One of those elements from the Mycenaean era preserved in
the Homeric works is the use of the language of 'free' and 'slave'.” A comparison
between the language of 'free' and 'slave' in the Mycenaean tablets to this language
in the Homeric works demonstrates that by the production of the Homeric works
the freedom or slavery of the individual could be described through metaphor by
referring to nouns such as 'day' or 'bowl' as 'free’ or 'slave'."” Previously, in the

Mycenaean tablets, linen described as 'free' was exempt from palace control, and

> Garlon (1988: 29).

® Palmer (1963: 95, 127-128), Ventris and Chadwick (1973: 123-24); Garlon (1988: 28-29).

7 ¢éLevBep- does not appear in the works of Hesiod.

¥ Kirk (1985: 1-16).

? Kirk (1990: 221).

' Regardless of whether or not the description of objects as 'free’ or 'slave'—a description which
served as a metaphor for the individual's free or slave status—emerged during the eighth century
or earlier, the fact remains that this particular usage of 'free' and 'slave' represents a deviation from

how these adjectives were used in the Linear B tablets.
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the description of linen as 'free' did not stand in as a metaphor for the freedom or
slavery of the individual who produced the linen. While slaves captured in war are
referred to as dpw/dpudg in the Homeric works, donotio and dpnotelpa
describe workmen and workwomen. In both Mycenaean society and in Homeric
society, some came into slavery after being conquered in war, and in Homeric
society, as in Mycenaean society, nonslaves were still not considered 'free’, since
both slaves and nonslaves were subject to the more powerful nobility."" For the
Homeric heroes slavery was a natural consequence of losing a war. Depending on
the outcome of the battle, one will enjoy either a 'day of freedom' or be forced to
endure the 'day of slavery'. Hector describes his fears for Andromache's fate

through the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery":

But it is not so much the pain of the Trojans

that troubles me, not even of Priam the king nor Hekabe,

nor the thought of my brothers who in their numbers and valour

shall drop in the dust under the hands of men who hate them,

as troubles me the thought of you, when some bronze-armoured

Achaian leads you off, taking away your day of freedom,

in tears; and in Argos you must work at the loom of another

and carry water from the spring Messis or Hypereia,

all unwilling, but strong will be the necessity upon you;

and some day seeing you shedding tears a man will say of you:

"This is the wife of Hektor, who was ever the bravest fighter

of the Trojans, breakers of horses, in the days when they fought
about Ilion.'

So will one speak of you; and for you it will be yet a fresh grief,

to be widowed of such a man who could fight off the day of your

slavery.'”?

alr’ o pot Todwv tOagoov pélel Ghyog Omioow,
obt” attiic Exdfng olte IToiédpoto dvoxtog
olte naoyvitwv, ol nev moréeg Te nal E00A0L

ev novinouL méootev VT’ AvopdaL duapevéeaoy,

" Garlon (1988: 26-27, 31, 37).
2 Translation Lattimore (1951).
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nal xev 18w pooéolg Meoomidog 1) “Yreoeing
TOAN” denalopévn, npatepn O’ emuxeloet” Avayxn:
ral ot TIg el oty v ratd ddxu yEovoav:
“Extopog N8e yuviy Og dototeeone pdyeoBon
Toohwv immoddpmv §te TMOV AudpepayovTo.

(g moTé TIg £0éeL 0oL &’ av véov ¥ooeTal dhyog
YATEL ToLo D’ dvdoog dpbvery ovAov Nua
(Hom. 7. 6.450-63).

Hector describes Andromache's inevitable enslavement as a loss of a 'free day'.
The consequences of this loss is forced labour, which can only be brought to an
end by warding off the 'slave day'. As Kirk notes, £é\e0)0g0ov Nuo.o is a formulaic
phrase that appears in two other passages of the Iliad (16.831,20.193)." In both
of these passages the phrase is used to describe women being led off as captives of
war. A reference to the 'wine bowl] of liberty' confirms that the Greeks viewed
'freedom' and 'slavery' in terms of the status of the individual rather than the status
of the state. Shortly after Hector's speech, at 6.528 Hector exclaims that they will
set up 'the wine bowl of liberty/ after we have driven out of Troy the strong-
greaved Achaeans'.'"* While the Trojan city will be 'free' of the threat posed by the
Greeks, the 'freedom' which Hector is referring to is the 'freedom' of the individual
who has skirted death and escaped enslavement at the hands of the Achaeans.
Although incorporation into either the Trojan or Greek society was never a
threat for either side during the war, what was to be feared was a loss of individual
rights in the form of physical enslavement. Homer's account of the Trojan War
makes it clear that the slavery or freedom of the individual is at stake. While the

physical preservation of the city is also in danger, the 'freedom' of the city itself is

" Kirk (1990: 221). Hector chooses to focus on the demeaning domestic labour that Trojan women
would have been forced to endure, rather than the fact that they would also have been forced to
sleep with their Greek captors (1. 2.355).
** Translation Lattimore (1951). &AL topev- T@ 8’ dmoBev dpeoodued’, al xé mobL Zebg / dom
gmovoaviowol Beoig aleryevétnol/ xontioa othoacBal éheBegov év peydoolowy / éx Toolng
ghdoavtag vxviudag Ayaloic. Like the Trojans, the Greek also set up mixing bowls on
celebratory occasions (/. 9.202). Kirk notes that the 'mixing bowl of freedom' is a unique
figurative phrase (1990: 228), while Bassett suggests that these phrases were characteristic of
Hector (1938: 78).
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not spoken of in the Homeric works. Although the adjective is used to describe a
'day', the day is described as 'free' because this day marks the day on which those
who are being led away will no longer be 'free' but slaves. Similarly 'slave' is used
to modify 'day' because it is the day on which one becomes a 'slave'. The day
itself, rather than the individual, is 'slavish' or 'free'. The use of the adjectival form
in these examples, rather than the more common genitive form which is used to
closely connect two nouns, suggests that the idea of being 'free' had not yet
become an abstraction to be fought for. As Raaflaub notes, 'given the outlook
typical of the epic, which focuses on the part, the individual, or the moment
instead of the whole, the collective or the enduring, we should not interpret
eleutheron eémar simply as the equivalent of a permanent state of freedom and
hence as a paraphrase of the noun eleutheria, which did not yet exist'."”” The
language of 'freedom' appears in the Homeric works and in the Linear B tablets,
but conceptually the idea of being 'free' or 'enslaved' was limited to adjectival
forms which could be used to describe the status of a person, a day, or a mixing
bowl. The concept of 'freedom’, limited as it was to adjectival forms, had not yet
acquired the prescriptive power necessary for a concept to become an ideology.
In the poems of Solon the quality of being 'free' or 'enslaved' was
attributed to the state for the first time, when debt bondage was associated with
the end of slavery. Until quite recently Solon's poems have been regarded as
authentic —written by Solon himself—and as fitting within the historical
framework set forth in the Athenaion Politeia. However, with greater
understanding of the oral tradition, some have begun to question the authenticity
of Solon's work.'® While in the past it was generally accepted that these poems
were written to be performed at symposia, the discord between the historical
Solon and his first person persona in the poems have caused some to question
Solon's audience and the tone of his poems, and even to question whether the
poems themselves should be attributed to Solon, or whether these poems are the

product of the demands of social memory in the fourth century."” However, those

15 Raaflaub (2004: 23-24). Although Raaflaub does not believe that Mycenaean 'freedom' played a
role in the emergence of political freedom, he does include a brief examination of the pre-
Herodotean evidence for words with the éAevBeQ- root.
' Block and Lardinois (2006: 2-3).
7 For the role of social memory in shaping the persona of Solon see Eva Stehle (2006: 102-111).
For the transgressive qualities of Solon's poetry see Irwin (2006: 36-75) who discusses the tension
between Solon's role as one who wards off tyranny while at the same time takes up the goad
associated with it. This tension was recognised in the Athenaion Politeia as well (6.3, 8.4).
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who believe that Solon's poems were not composed by the historical Solon are in
the minority. While it may be the case that the various personae surrounding the
historical Solon were a later fabrication resulting from the demands of social
memory, as Stehle argues, Maria Noussia-Fantuzzi, in her review of Solon's
fragments, notes that there is 'no evidence to suppose large-scale misattribution,
since the poems preserved under Solon's name are not vexed by the same
problems of origin we find in the case of the corpus of 'Theognis"."* Consequently
I regard the poems of Solon as offering evidence for the emergence of 'freedom'’
as a rhetorical tool in politics. In poem 36, those who had been sold abroad,
forced to roam in far away places, and speak a foreign tongue are called back to
Athens through the seisachtheia. The occurrences of 'freedom' and 'slavery' as

concepts in Solon's poem are more abstract than earlier uses of this language.

I brought the people together for these reasons,

How did I stop before I accomplished them?

In the court of Time these things will be witnessed
by the testimony of the great mother of the Olympian
gods, the Black Earth, from whom I drew

up the boundary stones stuck in everywhere;

earlier she was enslaved, now she is free.

Many men I brought up to their divinely-founded
fatherland, men sold, one illegally,

another legally, and others fleeing

by forcible necessity, no longer speaking an Attic-tongue,
as men wandering everywhere;

and others holding a shameful slavery,

now trembling before their masters,

I set them free.”

gy 8¢ TV pev oivexa Euviyayov
dfpov, Tl ToUTWV TELY TUYELY EMOVOAUNV;
OULHaQTUQOM TadT’ v €v dixnt Xedvou

pnme peyiom dapdvov Olvpmony

'® Stehle (2006: 109); Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010: 48).
' Translation John Lewis (http://www classicalideals.com/Solon%20Poetry .htm).
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dowota, I'f) péhawva, ThHg €YD ToTE
6povg aveihov molhayfiL TemyoTag,
1p600ev &¢ dovlevovoa, viv EhevBéon
molovg &° ABfvag motld’ ég Bedutitov
aviyoyov moaféviag, dAlov exdirnwg,
alhov dnalwg, Tovg 8 avaryxraing Vo
YOELODG PpuydVTAG, YAOOTOV OVXET’ ATTLRV
iEvrog, wg O1 oAhay it TAAVWOUEVOUG:
ToUG O’ €vBA&d’ avtod dovhiny dewméa
gyovrag, 0N deomotéwv TeopeouEVoLg,

ghevBégoug EBmra (36.1-15).%

In this passage the 'earth' is enslaved, but 'free' once the boundary stones have
been removed. In another fragment (3 G. -P.> = 4 W.?), Solon describes the
citizens' hubristic behaviour as leading to an 'inescapable wound' that results in
'slavery' for the entire city (lines 17-18). Noussia-Fantuzzi notes that the reference
to 'slavery' in this fragment may refer to either the slavery of the city and
individuals ruled by a tyrant, to debt bondage, or to the 'aristocracy's political
subjection of the masses— subjection which likely fueled the social revolt'
However, as Kurt Raaflaub has argued, 'freedom' only became the antithesis of
tyranny after the Persian Wars, even though, as this fragment attests, tyranny itself
was considered 'slavery'.”> Solon's use of the language of 'slavery' may be
metaphorical if it is referring to enslavement under a tyrant, but it does not offer
evidence that the language of 'freedom' was being used in a metaphorical sense
for political purposes.

What is remarkable about poem 36 is that the language of 'slavery' is used
rhetorically as a political metaphor. Elizabeth Irwin notes that in this poem, Solon

36, Solon has appropriated the language of 'slavery' in order to gain support for

his measures.” In this passage the imagery of the 'enslaved' members of the

2 ¢ f. Xen. HG 4.4.6 where a state is abolished as a separate entity once the boundary markers
have been removed.
2l Noussia-Fantuzzi (2010: 247).
2 Raaflaub (2004: 29, 96-102). See also 12 G. -P.*=9 W *lines 1-4 and 15 G. -P*=11 W%,
Noussia-Fantuzzi suggests that 'slavery' in these passages refers either to the inability of the
Athenians to govern themselves under a tyrant, or to the loss of independence suffered by one not
willing to submit to a aipbiog avi (2010: 333).
¥ Irwin (2005: 96-100).
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demos is similar to that of slaves of war. The members of the demos wander in
foreign lands, speaking a foreign tongue. They tremble before masters.
Comparing this image to that of Tyrtaeus 10, Irwin notes that Solon's description
of 'slavery' evokes the image of captives of war being sold as slaves. She notes
that Solon 'uses the concept of slavery in civic contexts, applying it both to the
state of the land before his measures and also to the citizen'.** Solon's description
of the land and the people being 'enslaved' through political measures is the first
time that the concept of 'slavery' is used in the metaphorical sense rather than the
literal for political purposes. Once the language of 'slavery' is used not to refer to
actual 'enslavement', but to political conditions which are, by analogy, similar to
physical enslavement, a literal state becomes a metaphor which is exploited for its
persuasive power. For Tyrtaeus, leaving one's land and wandering is worse than
being killed in war (Tyr.10).” Through the metaphor of slavery Solon is able to
equate a condition deemed by the community to be worse than death with the
measures he has overturned. Although Solon does not argue that he is fighting for
'freedom' in an abstract sense, his attribution of a physical state to the earth and to
those in debt bondage is the first step towards the emergence of an ideology of
'freedom' and 'slavery'.

According to Raaflaub, 'the mainland Greeks rarely witnessed the
destruction of a city or extinction of a polis and the enslavement or expulsion of
its population. All this justifies the conclusion that the contemporaries of the
Persian Wars were not accustomed to associating war among Greek poleis with
political freedom or servitude'*® The Greeks may have rarely experienced a threat
on the scale of that offered by Persia, but Solon's poem suggests that the language
of 'free' and 'slave' being used in a political context was not unprecedented. In his
conclusions regarding the emergence of 'freedom', Raaflaub argues that the
Greeks only conceptualised their struggle with the Persians as one for freedom
after the fact, when they realised that their usual methods of understanding and
explaining wars fought between neighboring poleis would no longer suffice.
Raaflaub's conclusion is called into question by Irwin's assessment of Solon 36.”

According to Irwin, 'Solon uses war itself and its poetic depictions as the means of

* Irwin (2005: 99).
» Irwin (2005: 103).
26 Raaflaub (2004: 74).
2" Raaflaub (2004: 86).
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prioritising what he considers the more significant threats to the city, stasis';**
according to Raaflaub, if too many members of the community become enslaved
through debt bondage, then 'a predictable chain of escalating factors can lead to
civil strife (stasis), tyranny, and thus to servitude to all'.*’ Included among those
poetic depictions that Solon appeals to is the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery',
which had previously been used in the Homeric epics to describe the
consequences of war. Although Raaflaub notes that there is no evidence to suggest
that Solon's reforms raised the political awareness of 'freedom',” they do indicate
that the language of 'freedom' was being used metaphorically in a rhetorical sense.
Solon 36 indicates that there was a precedent for conceptualising domestic
conflicts through the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery'. Raaflaub does not regard
Solon 36 as evidence for 'political freedom' because there was no evidence that
the Greeks used this language as an ideology to support their causes in internecine
conflicts. Although the conflict which Solon frames through the language of
'freedom' and 'slavery' concerns factions within the city rather than a conflict
between cities, the rhetorical use of such language before the Persian Wars was
not unprecedented.

After the Persian Wars Greek authors begin to speak of the subjection and
freedom of the state. In Aeschylus' play the Persians, first performed in 472,
Aeschylus recounts the invasion of Greece by Persia.’' This play provides the
earliest evidence that the Greeks conceptualised their struggle against Persia as
one for 'freedom'. This play is unique in that it is a tragedy about contemporary
events rather than mythological ones. Although Herodotus is the main source for
the Persian Wars, he himself was not present. Aeschylus, on the other hand,
fought at both Salamis and Marathon. 'Freedom' is invoked on two occasions in
this play. At lines 402-405 it is used as an exhortation to the Greeks: 'O Greek /

Sons advance! Free your fathers' land, / Free your sons, your wives, the

2 Irwin (2005: 104).
% Raaflaub (2004: 56); see West (1992) fr. 4 for evidence that Solon is addressing the Athenians
who live in 'our city'. According to Raaflaub, Solon's reforms, which include the language of
freedom, are significant because it was the first time that the free status of citizens was recognised
as a 'precondition for the polis's well-being'. While this is significant, what concerns my argument
even more is that the language of 'free' and 'slavery' is attributed to the earth and to a group of
individuals in order to garner support for Solon's political agenda.
%0 Raaflaub (2004: 53).
3! Many of the events about which Herodotus wrote occurred well before the 420s when he was
writing. Consequently Herodotus' Histories will be discussed after Aeschylus' works, even though
Herodotus writes about historical events which happened before many of the stories told by
Aeschylus.
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sanctuaries / Of paternal gods, of sepulchers / Of ancestors (& aideg EAMAvwy,
ite éhevBegotte maTE(d’, EhevBegoite & maldag yvvairag Bedv te
ToTMdLV E8M BNrag te mooydvwv).? The Greeks are urged to free their
fatherland, their wives, the temples of their ancestral gods, and the graves of their
ancestors. This is certainly a metaphorical application of the concept of 'freedom’,
since only one grouping in the above list, their wives, would endure servitude if
the Greeks should be defeated. Like Solon, who freed the earth and those enslaved
through debt, the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery' is invoked not because the
state or temples or graves would be enslaved, but because the Greeks themselves
would be subject to Persia just as a slave would be subject to a master.
Furthermore, those institutions which bind Greeks living in disparate communities
and those living within the same community — the temples of their gods and the
graves of their ancestors—would become subject to Persia; the right of the Greeks
to recognise and pay homage to these elements would be subject to Persia's
consent.

The threat posed by Persia to the Greek gods and their common way of
life is echoed by Herodotus at 8.144. Here the Athenians explain that they would
never accept Xerxes' offer for a treaty on the grounds that they are bound by a
heritage shared among the Greeks not to make peace with Xerxes and to avenge
the burning of statues and of the homes of the gods.” In both the Persians and in
the Athenians' response to the Spartans, the bonds that unite Greeks are given as
justification for fighting for freedom, or for fighting against one who would
threaten these bonds, a threat that is framed in the language of slavery by
Herodotus. At lines 591-594 the Chorus describes the state of affairs in Persia
following the Persian retreat abstractly in terms of 'freedom': 'Nay, no longer is
the tongue / Imprisoned kept, but loose are men / When loose the yoke of power's
bound / To bawl their liberty (00’ €Tt yYA@ooa footoioty / €v puhanaic:
AéEMuTOon Yoo / Maog EletBega Balew, / g MO Tuyov dhxac).™ At lines
402-405 of the Persians the verb 'to free' appears in Greek literature for the first
time, signifying the transition of 'freedom' as a quality of an individual or land, to

something for which one fights.

32 Translation Bernardete (1991).
** For more on this passage see Chapter Three, section 1.
3 Translation Bernardete (1991).
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The birth of freedom as an ideology in the ancient world is a progressive
development mirroring the social history of the ancient Greeks. Before the Persian
Wars, battles between Greek city-states were confined largely to conflicts between
neighbours. Moshe Berent has suggested that the polis functioned as a stateless
community.” Gerner, following Max Weber, defines the state as 'that institution
or set of institutions specifically concerned with the enforcement of order
(whatever else they may also be concerned with). The state exists where
specialized order-enforcing agencies, such as police forces and courts, have
separated out from the rest of social life. They are the state'.*® In Athens, the
power to rule was not undertaken by a few who exploited a population for the
purposes of production, nor was ability to use force consolidated and controlled
by a bureaucracy. Individuals were responsible for 'policing' themselves through a
self-help policy, offices were chosen by lot, and policy making decisions were
made not by individuals backed by state institutions, but by charismatic
individuals. Consequently, as Berent notes, it would be incorrect to consider the
ancient polis— with the rare exception—a state by modern standards.”” Through
war egalitarian stateless communities 'maintain their cohesion'.”®

After the Persian Wars, there was a new consequence to be feared: subject
status within a greater empire. Although Greek city-states would not have been
completely destroyed, incorporation into Persia would have resulted in a loss of
administrative control. Towards the end of the Persian Wars the Greeks lament the
outcome of peace with Persia: 'it is quite clear that we shall become the King's
allies, and we shall join him in marching against any land to which the Persians
direct us' (Hdt. 9.11).* For the Greeks, freedom of movement—the ability of the
community to determine against whom and with whom one would march—was
paramount. As Raaflaub has argued, freedom was associated with the Persian
Wars, since rule by Persia reminded the Greeks of rule by a tyrant, an institution
which closely resembled slavery.”’ The highly efficient administration of the
Persians required that subject states not be razed and destroyed, for the success of

the Persian government lay in exacting tribute from subject states. As Finley

3 Berent (2000: 257-89).
6 Gellner (1991: 4).
37 Berent (2000: 257-68).
3 Berent (2000: 258).
39 Translation Purvis, Strassler edition (2007).
% Raaflaub (2004: 101-102).
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notes, state sanctioned coercion was not common in the ancient polis; standing
militias were only enforced by tyrants.*’ Thus the Greeks would have perceived an
institutionalised coercive force such as the Persian military apparatus, or the
taxation system —also a trademark of tyrannies**—as a threat to their 'stateless'
way of life. The Greeks were faced with a war which, if lost, would result in a
retribution far different than anything they had known before, one which would
result not in complete annihilation or assimilation, but in incorporation into a
stratified society, 'where the means of coercion are centralized or monopolized by
a ruling class'.* The Greeks would not have comprised this ruling class. Once the
Greeks were presented with circumstances which made incorporation and a loss of
political control a reality, freedom as a political concept became important for
understanding the magnitude of the struggle which they had overcome, as
incorporation would have meant that the Greeks would be forced to obey the
edicts of the Persian administration in much the same way that a slave obeys a
master.

The Linear B tablets indicate that the concept of 'free’ and 'slave' were used
to describe the status of individuals; they were not used by politicians on account
of their rhetorical power. Although Kirk notes that ¢éAe/6egog and doVALOG, as
they appear in the Iliad, are Mycenaean terms restricted to technical usages,” the
application of these adjectives to 'day' and 'cup' suggest that these words were
beginning to be conceptualised as abstractions. The emergence of the language of
'free' and 'enslaved' as political metaphors taken advantage of by politicians for
their persuasive power is evidenced by the poems of Solon. The transition of the
adjectival form 'free' to the verbal form 'to free' to the noun form 'freedom' can be
observed in the works of Homer, Solon, and Aeschylus. The gradual emergence of
political 'freedom' as a concept which was used metaphorically to describe the
condition of a community that possessed the ability to defend itself against threats
can be seen in the increased use of non-adjectival forms of 'freedom'. This
indicates that the Greeks had begun to think about 'freedom' as something which

could be fought for rather than a state of being.

*! Finley (1983: 18-20).
2 Austin and Vidal-Naquet (1977: 121).
4 Berent (2000: 258).
# Kirk (1990: 221).
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Raaflaub has argued in his study on 'freedom' that its emergence may be
attributed to the abolition of tyranny among the Greek states and the threat of
foreign tyranny.” But events are just events until they are thought about, debated,
and conceptualised. As Max Weber has noted '[e]vents are not just there and
happen, but they have a meaning and happen because of that meaning’.** In other
words 'an event is not just a happening in the world; it is a relation between a
certain happening and a given symbolic system. And although as a happening an
event has its own "objective" properties and reasons stemming from other worlds
(systems), it is not these properties as such that give it effect but their significance
as projected from some cultural scheme. The event is a happening interpreted —
and interpretations vary'."” The historical events which Raaflaub cites as evidence
for the conditions which facilitated the emergence of 'political freedom' may have
led people to apply, by metaphorical extension, the physical enslavement and
freedom of the individual to the state. The statuses of 'free' and 'slave' were
already, by the time of the Persian Wars, being used metaphorically in political
contexts. According to the extant sources, the major threats to a community and
its members were enslavement through debt and enslavement through war. It
would follow that the status of 'free' and 'enslaved' would become a structural
schema that would inform the Greeks’ interpretations of happenings, thereby
rendering them events. However, Raaflaub argues that initially the Persian Wars
were not viewed as a struggle for 'freedom'. Because the magnitude of the wars
fought against the Persians was so far beyond the scope of anything previously
suffered, new ways of defining the war had to be concocted; for the first time,
wars were memorialised as freedom wars.* The Persian Wars constitute a crisis
that precipitated a new paradigm for thinking about conflict: 'Crises —the sparks
that ignite a scientific revolution—occur when attributions of meaning based on
the established and familiar paradigm are no longer perceived as reliable. As the
revolution takes its course, these meanings change, and "...the scientist with a new
paradigm sees differently from the way he had seen before"'.*

The crisis of the Persian Wars necessitated a new scheme for thinking

about the conflict, and the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery' filled this void. But

* Raaflaub (2004: 58-89).

*As quoted by Sahlins (1985: 153).

“7 Sahlins (1985: 153).

8 Raaflaub (2004: 65).

* Nathanson (2009) paragraph 2.2, citing Kuhn (1970: 115).
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Herodotus did not confine this new paradigm solely to the events of Greek
history. Instead, through the frameworks of relativism and the conflict between
vopog and ¢pvoig Herodotus considers the relevancy of this paradigm for different
societies and whether or not people were free by nature, or whether freedom itself
was a social construction. Herodotus' own interest in this new paradigm mirrors
the popularity of this language in society, and, to a certain extent, helped codify its
place, a place and prominence that is criticised by Thucydides. This
phenomenon —that the interpretation of a happening renders a happening an
event—can affect the course of history itself as much as what really happened.
Raaflaub’s conclusion that 'freedom' was only associated with the Persian
Wars after the wars had ended is based on the fact that there is no evidence from
the period of the Persian Wars to suggest that such language was used as an
ideology. It may be the case that Solon, in 594 BC, framed his policies as a
'freeing' of the 'enslaved' in order to make them more appealing. This
demonstrates how deeply rooted slavery, and all of its associations— 'enslaved',
'slave' —were as a negative concept or status. However, it is unclear to what extent
the language of 'freedom' figured in the rhetorical campaign of the Greeks during
the Persian Wars. By Solon's time the language of 'freedom' had been
appropriated by politicians. Regardless of whether or not 'freedom' was part of the
ideological platform of the Greeks during the war, the war itself was the
impetus —the crisis— which led to the emergence of a new historical paradigm. As
I briefly mentioned above, the process of historicising may be oral, and it may be
as simple as a general narrating a battle from the previous week. Due to the lack
of evidence, it is impossible to know for sure whether the language of 'freedom'
figured into the rhetorical campaigns and exhortations of generals during the
Persian Wars. Whether or not 'political freedom' played a role depends on at what
point the Greeks understood the magnitude of the crisis and created new
paradigms for conceptualising it. What can be said is that based on the evidence it
is likely that by Herodotus' time the paradigm of 'free' and 'slave' were used
commonly enough that Herodotus was able to construct, order and interpret past
and present conflicts through the language of 'freedom' in ways which are
meaningful because, as I shall investigate in Chapters Two and Three, the reader
recognised the function or role attributed to the struggle for 'freedom' during the

Persian Wars.
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The role which the Persians played in providing an 'other' to Greek
'freedom' should not be underestimated. Only by comparison to the Persians,
whose obeisance to a king reminded them of tyranny, could the Greeks understand
what it meant to be 'free' politically. Despite the fact that the Persians represented
'slavery' for the Greeks, Herodotus frequently attributes the language of 'freedom!'
to Persia. Before examining key passages where Persian history is contextualised
through this language, it is necessary to examine the evidence which may have led
Herodotus to consider the relevancy of 'freedom' from a Persian perspective. This

analysis will be based on Persian sources and evidence.

1.2  Persian Administration and Ideology

The following section explores the Persian or Eastern evidence for the
'freeing' or 'loosening' of a people from oppression, and the practice of integrating
subject groups into the empire. Both of these aspects of Persian history and
imperial institutions are portrayed as characteristics of Persia. Unfortunately, little
can be said with any certainty regarding the Persian empire when one attempts to
construct Persian history using only Persian sources. Unlike the Assyrians, the
Persian kings left behind no annals of great deeds, and before the reign of Cyrus,
the Greek sources are relatively silent about the activities of the Persians.” Both
modern academics and ancient commentators have noted that Herodotus'
treatment of the 'barbarian’ does not conform to contemporary 'vilifying' trends.
Flower notes that 'Herodotus did not write what we might call "triumphalist"
history, nor are the Persians depicted as weak and despicable rulers of an evil
empire, who got their just deserts at the hands of morally and physically superior
Greeks'”! Plutarch criticizes Herodotus in his essay On the Maliciousness of
Herodotus for praising the barbarian and criticizing Greeks (12-14).>

Herodotus' portrayal of Persia itself is problematic. He states that Cyrus'
mother was the daughter of the king of the Medes, while his father, Cambyses,
was a Persian from a non-royal family (1.107).”> However, the Babylonian and

Persian documents indicate that Cambyses was the king of Ashan, a territory that

% Briant (2002: 5-6).
*! Flower (2006: 275).
2 Munson (2001: 7).
>* Munson suggests that Herodotus' portrayal of Cyrus as the son of a non-royal Persian is based
on the Persian tradition that focuses on Cyrus as one of the Persians' own rather than a noble
(2009: 462).
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survived the collapse of Elam. Rather than focusing on Cyrus' 'Persian' past,
Herodotus focuses on his relationship to the Medes, who were far more
imperialistic, according to tradition, than the Persians. For this reason, when the
Greeks speak of the Persians as a powerful threat, they refer to them as Medes.™*
This, too, is problematic, since it is doubtful that the Medes existed as a unified
state.” However, Briant and Munson both note that Herodotus most likely based
his depiction of the Medes on his knowledge of Persia.’® Even if this is the case, as
Flower, in his analysis of Herodotus' presentation of Persia suggests, 'Herodotus'
literary portrait is based, to judge from Persian inscriptions, on their own self-
projection as an imperial people'.’’ Rather than depicting the Persians as 'servile
and effeminate’ as they are in Aeschylus' Persians, Herodotus' narrative questions
these assumptions, thereby reminding the Greeks that the Persian threat still
loomed.”®

Not only has Herodotus' use of Near Eastern evidence been the subject of
much scrutiny, but the extant to which he allowed his depiction of Persia to be
influenced by Greek perceptions has also been fervently debated. Historians such
as Maria Brosius and Amélie Kuhrt lament the necessity of using Greek historians
to reconstruct Persian history, while Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg has argued that
Herodotus’ presentation of Persia is not authentically Persian.”” However, Rosaria
Munson suggests that Herodotus’ Persian history was based on Iranian oral
sources, and preserves authentic Persian discourse.”” Ian Moyer has demonstrated
that Herodotus presents valid and well-supported information concerning other
societies, rather than using these societies as mirrors of identity 5" Herodotus
presents neither an entirely objective portrait of Persia, nor does he create an
image of Persia which served simply as a mirror. The portrait of Persian freedom
painted by Herodotus is carefully couched in Persian ideology, but presented in
such a way that the Athenians' present behaviour and ideology are reflected in
Herodotus' presentation of Persia. Although Herodotus seems to impose a Greek

perspective of 'freedom' in his analysis of Persian history, an examination of

* Munson (2009: 458-60).
>3 Sancisi-Weerdenberg (1988: 205); Helm (1981: 85-88).
56 Briant (2002: 26).
57 Flower (2006: 278).
8 Flower (2006: 274-287).
%% Brosius (2000: 2-3, 76-78); Kuhrt (1995: 647-48); Sancisi-Weerdenburg (2002: 579-90).
% Munson (2009: 457-470).
8! Moyer (2002: 70-90).
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Persian ideologies regarding nobility and royalty suggest that Herodotus'
application of the concept of 'freedom' reflects Persian society as much as Greek
society. By understanding the relationship between Herodotus' Persians and the
Persian evidence, grounds will be established for evaluating Herodotus'
presentation of Persian ideology with regard to 'freedom'.

The Old Persian word for 'free' or 'noble', *azata, is derived from zata-
meaning 'to give birth to'. The Persian word *azata literally means 'born in' or
'born into'.*” This word is reconstructed from an Aramaic document found in
Elaphantine in 427 BCE. Hesychius, in the fifth century CE, lists aCdtn as
éhevBepla, and alntau as the 'intimates of the (Persian) king' (Hsch. 1442).
According to Briant, the status of being 'noble' was determined through two
hierarchies: the clan hierarchy and the royal hierarchy. Status in Persian society
was determined by ethnicity, family name, and clan or tribe. One's status in the
royal hierarchy depended on the Persian king's estimation: the more highly one is
esteemed by the king, the more noble one is.” This royal hierarchy formed the
basis of Hesychius' definition of aCftau as the 'intimates of the (Persian) king'
(Hsch. 1442). One's place in the clan hierarchy was established through birth. This
manner of determining nobility can be seen in the etymology of *azata. Frangois
de Blois has argued that defining *azata as 'noble' does not preclude the
possibility that *azata also meant 'free' as opposed to 'slave'.** If a concept of
'free' existed in Persia, it would have been defined according to the slave-free
social model, in which one's place was determined by either a royal or clan
hierarchy.

Although Briant relies heavily on later sources for evidence of the two
hierarchies, he does provide some Persian evidence for his claims.” Briant offers
an inscription from Nags-e Rustam, located six kilometers north of Persepolis, as
evidence of a 'rich/poor' power structure. This inscription, written in Elamite,
Babylonian and Old Persian, was found inside a structure which housed the tombs

of Darius I, Xerxes, Artaxerxes I and Darius II. Only the tomb of Darius I has

%2 Blois (1985: 5); Benveniste (1973: 262, 267).
%3 Briant (2002: 331-32).
 Blois (1985: 5-7).
% Later sources used by Briant for this argument include: Hdt. 1.206, 1.133,3.30, 3.68, 3.127,
3.144,532,4.167,7.8,7.41,7.53,7.62,7.117,8.126,9.15,9.16,9.24,9.41; Curt. 10.1.22-23; Str.
15.3.19; Ath. 7.514c; Ael., NA. 12.21.
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inscriptions.*® Briant describes Darius as a mediator between the weak and the
powerful, which he argues is comparable to 'rich' and 'poor'.”” It may be the case
that 'weak' and 'strong' are synonymous with 'rich' and 'poor’, but the wording of
the inscription suggests that Darius is referring to his role as a judge in ensuring
that those with less power, whether this be financial power, nobility, or strength,
are not unjustly treated by the 'strong' and vice versa: 'By the favour of Ahura
Mazda I am of such a kind that I am a friend of the Right, and not a friend of the
Wrong; it is not my desire that the weak man should suffer injustice at the hands
of the strong, it is not my desire that the strong man should suffer injustice from
the weak' (103.2).% Later Darius states 'what a man says against a man, does not
convince me, until I hear testimony of both.' Twice Darius speaks of his
'understanding and judgement' (103.7, 8). This inscription provides valuable
evidence of Darius' image as a protector of 'justice' and the Persian ideology of
'justice', but to assert that the language of the inscription provides evidence of a
'rich' and 'poor' dichotomy is untenable. There is no reason that the references to
'weak' and 'strong' should preclude those who are nobles according to the clan
hierarchy by assuming that 'weak' and 'strong' are comparable to 'rich' and 'poor'.
The Greeks believed that the Persians were 'slavish' on account of their
unyielding loyalty to one man. The more loyal or 'noble' a Persian was, the more
'slavish' he was from a Greek perspective. Evidence for the language of 'trust' and
'faithfulness' is preserved in the Behistun inscription and may explain how the
idea of 'nobility' came to be interpreted as 'slavery' by the Greeks. This inscription
was carved on a cliff at Behistun on the road from Babylon to Ecbatana. Carved in
three languages, Old Persian, Elamite and Akkadian, the inscription provides
justification for Darius' usurpation of the throne. It is likely that the inscription
was circulated around the empire on papyri in Aramaic, and that Herodotus may
have used one of these copies for the story of Darius' rise to power.” One who
exhibited the qualities of 'faithfulness' and 'trust' could achieve the status of
nobility, or *azata, through the royal hierarchy, but all persons, regardless of
class, were deemed bandaka if they were loyal subjects. Persons who sent aid

against rebels of the Persian empire were called bandaka as well. This word is

% Brosius (2000: 42).
7 Briant (2002: 331).
% DNb 103, Brosius (2000: 64).
% Mieroop (2004: 290).
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used to describe those who were highly esteemed by the Persian king, and would
have included *azata, nobles or 'freemen' within the Persian empire. The Greek
word which best describes bandaka is motdtatog, since the quality of being
'trustworthy' was one of most essential traits a loyal subject must have. This is the
word used by many Greek writers to describe loyal subjects of the Persian empire:
Herodotus (3.30), Xenophon (An. 1.8.28,1.9.30,1.6.3; Cyr. 8.5.8; Oec. 4.6),
Diodorus (17.59.1), Aelian (VH 6.14), and Aeschylus (Pers. 2).”” The Akkadian
version of this word in the Behistun inscription, gallu, comes from the vocabulary
of slavery or dependence. Briant suggests that the subtle discrepancies between
bandaka and qallu may explain why the Greek word d0DA0G is used as a
translation for bandaka in a letter sent to the satrap of an lonian province by
Darius. This letter was preserved as an inscription dating to the Roman imperial
period, but the letter, which is stylistically similar to letters from the Achaemenid
period, was originally written during the time of Darius.”" In the letter, which is a
translation of the original letter written in Old Persian, Gadatas is described as a
'slave’'.

King of Kings,

Darius the son of Hystaspes

says the following to his slave Gadatas.

Baourevg [fo]oilé-
wv, Aageiog 6 Yo-
tdomew Faddron

dothwt téde Méye[1] (12.1-4).”

It is believed that the letter is derived from a Greek translation of a letter from
Darius, in which Gadatas would have been referred to as bandaka, a word

corresponding more or less to the Greek notion of miotig.” Unable to find the

0 Briant (2002: 324).

! Briant (2002: 491). This letter provides the only evidence of Persian activity in Asia Minor
between Otanes' conquest of Samos (520-519) and Darius' stop at Sardis on his way to Greece.
Consequently it has been the subject of much debate (Briant 2002: 491). Although attempts have
been made to discredit the letter, those who defend it argue that the grammatical errors support the
fact that it was not originally written in Greek (Meiggs and Lewis 1969: 21).

7 According to Meiggs and Lewis (1969: 20), the language which is reminiscent of the
Achaemenid writing style are the phrases faothevg facirhéwv and Tade Aéyel.

”* In the letter Gadatas is praised for cultivating the fruit trees in Syria, but is reprimanded for

taxing the gardeners of Apollo and ordering them to till sacred soil.
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Greek word for bandaka the translator had recourse to the Akkadian translation of
the word, gallu, which led him to &oDAog in Greek.”* This letter was inscribed
during the Roman period on a wall found at Deirmendjik, on the road from
Magnesia on the Maeander to Tralles in Asia Minor.”” During the Roman
conquest in the first century BC cities and temples had to prove that they were
eligible for certain privileges based on the prior existence of such treatment. It is
likely that this inscription comes from this period.”® Therefore the translation of
bandaka as doDAog is evidence that the Greeks in Asia Minor in the first century
BCE felt that one loyal to the king was a slave, but it cannot be used as evidence
for such beliefs in the fifth century, even though the original letter dates from this
period. What it does signify is that Herodotus resisted translating bandaka as
dothog even though popular criticism of the Persian empire led many of his
contemporaries to denigrate loyal Persians by calling them dodhot.”” Despite this,
Herodotus is consistent in his depiction of the Persian ideology of 'trust'.
Herodotus was keenly aware of the differences between what constituted
'free’ and 'slave' from a Persian and Greek perspective. The relationship between
'trust' or 'loyalty' to the king and 'slavery' is exemplified by the Scythian reaction

to the failure of the Ionian revolt.

They [Scythians] judged the Ionians as free men to be the most worthless
and cowardly of the whole human race; but as slaves, to be the most fond

of servility and the least likely to flee from their masters.”

ral toTo pév, dg £dvrag Tavag Ehevbégoug, xoxiotovg Te nol
AvavdoTaToUGS %IVOLoL Elval ATdvTwV GvOQOTWY, ToDTO 8, (g
dotAwv Tovwv Tov Moyov motetpevot, avopdmoda Gprhodéomotd

paot eivow xai ddonoto pdtota (Hdt. 4.142).

The Scythians represent a third-party perspective of the interplay between Persian
'nobility' and Greek 'freedom'. Hartog's monumental work on Herodotus'
presentation of 'barbarian' or 'foreign' practices has become the fundamental

framework for understanding how Herodotus' foreign ethnographies were filtered

™ Meiggs and Lewis (1969: 12); Briant (2002: 324-325).
7> Meiggs and Lewis (1969: 20).
76 Briant (2002: 491).
" Missiou (1993: 377-391).
"8 Translation Purvis, Strassler edition (2007).
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through a Greek lens and are, therefore, key to understanding the Greek
conceptualisation of self. This 'mirror' emerges when the Greeks encounter the
Persians, or even when the Persians encounter the Scythians, a scenario resulting
in the Persians seeming more 'Greek' compared to the Scythians' 'otherness'.”
Both Pelling and Cartledge note that there is also an 'internal Greek other', a part
often played by the Spartans, a dichotomy that, in Pelling's words, is 'firmly on the
path to Thucydides, where the important national polarity is Athenian/Spartan
rather than Greek/Persian'.*’ Pelling notes that frequently the Scythians appear
‘normal' compared to the 'otherness’ of the Amazons, even though the Scythians
themselves seem 'other' when compared to the Persians.*’ In the passage above,
the Scythians appear as defenders of 'freedom', urging the Ionians to free their
land of the Persians by helping them. While Miltiades encourages the Ionians to
help the Scythians, Histiaios argues that the Ionian tyrants owed their own
positions of power to Darius, and that if they were to oppose Darius, their own
power would be diminished (4.138). The Ionians, therefore, pretend to help the
Scythians, but in reality side with the Persians. Thus the Scythians observe that
the Ionians are the 'most worthless and cowardly' of free men, but as slaves, the
'most fond of servility and the least likely to flee from their masters'. It would
seem, then, that whether or not the lonians are to be considered the worst and
most cowardly or the best slaves depends on whether the Ionians are categorised
according to the 'slave/free' Greek construct, or according to the 'slave/noble’
construct of the Persians in which the most loyal servants of the king are
rewarded. Herodotus demonstrates at 4.142 that he has faithfully presented the
Persian ideology of 'trust': the Ionians have remained faithful to the Persians, but
in doing so they have lied to the Scythians. The Scythians'—or even Herodotus'—
recognition that one's estimation of the Ionians would differ based on which
construction was used in evaluating them suggests that the lonians themselves
were caught between two vying frameworks or ways of ordering the world —one
Persian, the other Greek —neither of which existed by nature, but rather by
convention.

Unlike the Greeks of mainland Greece, the Greeks of Asia Minor occupied

a unique place: although they shared a common language, religion and customs

e Hartog (1988: 49-57, 173-92); Pelling (1997: 51-52).
%0 Pelling (1997: 54); Cartledge (1993: 51-77).
&l Pelling (1997: 51-55).
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with the Greeks, their proximity to the Persians would have brought them into
closer and more frequent contact with the Persians, thereby rendering them more
liable to Persian aggression, and more likely to side with or adopt Persian
customs. At 1.134 those people living closest to the Persians are held in the
highest esteem, while those living farther are less honoured by them; 'the reason
for this is that they regard themselves as by far the best people in the world in all
respects, and others as gradually decreasing in goodness, so that those living
farthest away from them are the worst people in the world'. Kuhrt notes that
Herodotus' ordering of the world according to the Persians is accurate: the lists of
subject peoples in royal inscriptions always begin with those nearest the seat of
the empire, which 'makes for a ripple effect, with Persia as the perfect, still

1 82

centre'.”” The fact that the Persians refer to the Greeks as Ionians, and that the
Ionians are divided into Greeks often indistinguishable from Carians and Lydians,
suggests the relatively minor place occupied by the Greeks in the Persian imperial
scheme.® In fact, sometimes the Ionians/Greeks are entirely omitted in lists of
territories forming the compass points of the Persian Empire.** Although the
Persians figured prominently in Greek perceptions of ‘self’, the Greeks played a
less significant role in the Persian ideology of empire.

Herodotus' characterisation of the Persians and Scythians, as examined
above, and the Scythians' evaluation of Ionian Greeks through the lens of Persian
and Greek conceptions of slavery suggests that Herodotus is not simply relaying
'what happened' or 'what was said', but is instead examining how people's
judgements are informed by their culture, or their vopot. Herodotus does not
describe the nobles of the Persian empire as slaves, even though, from a Greek
perspective, obedience to one ruler not checked by the laws or vopot of a society
was tantamount to slavery. Although the Scythians' statement regarding the
Ionians is more traditionally Greek in that those loyal to the Persians are deemed
the best 'slaves', Herodotus does not use the language of 'slavery' to speak about
the Persian nobles in his narrative, but instead portrays the Persians as having
their own notion of what it means to be 'free' in accordance with their vépor.*

The Scythians engage in a 'relativistic' assessment of the Ionians from a Greek

82 Kuhrt (2002: 20); Root (1979: 63-65).

%3 Kuhrt (2002: 9, 21); Rollinger (1999: 167-72).

8 Kuhrt (2002: 22); DPh2 DH2.

% For a more complete discussion of Herodotus' relativism see Chapter Three, section 2.
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perspective: as 'free' men they were the most cowardly, but as 'slaves' they were
the most loving of their masters. From a Persian perspective the Ionians would be
praised for being the most loyal subjects, while, from a Greek perspective, the
Persians would be looked down upon for being not worthy of 'freedom'.

Rosalind Thomas notes that Herodotus engages with relativism and vopog
and ¢Uo1g, and that 'he gathered and described his material with such sophistic
ideas at least partly in the background'.*® Although sophists such as Protagoras,
Prodicus, Gorgias, Hippias, Antiphon, Thrasymachus and Critias have been
traditionally categorised as sophists who must be distinguished from more
reputable philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle, Kerferd notes the 'sophists',
when examined in their own right rather than against the more traditional
philosophical schools of Plato and Aristotle, made significant contributions to the
world of thought and discourse.*’ Part of the difficulty in assessing the sophists'
contributions is that not all sophists subscribed to a particular doctrine or even the
same doctrines, though they were, for the most part, concerned with man as a
social being and his place in society rather than the natural world or objective
truths.*® As Guthrie notes 'they shared the general philosophical outlook...of
empiricism, and with this went a common skepticism about the possibility of
certain knowledge, on the grounds both of the inadequacy and fallibility of our
faculties and of the absence of a stable reality to be known’.* The sophists were
attacked for their emphasis on empiricism which their attackers argued resulted in
knowledge based on subjectivity rather than objective truths. What they did have
in common was the manner in which they presented themselves: they were
travelling 'educators' who prepared men for the world of politics, and more
specifically rhetoric, after young men had completed their formal education.

One of the main obstacles in trying to understand the sophists is that so
little of their actual writings remain. Modern reconstructions of the sophists rely
heavily on the works of Plato, whose depiction of them is often hostile, as the
sophists themselves are attacked for being more concerned with the phenomenal

world.” Kerferd asks '[bJut what if the sophists were the equivalent of modern

% Thomas (2006: 70).
¥ Kerferd (1981: 1-3).
% In the extant literature the only 'sophist' to ever call himself a sophist was Protagoras (Plat.
Protag.317b).
* Guthrie (1969: 47-48).
% Kerferd (1981: 4-23).
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journalists or publicists at their worst—not interested in transcendent reality to be
sure, but equally not interested in empirical truths either, but concerned simply
with what can be given through appearance of truth to persuade or deceive an
audience?”' By recognising the unique qualities and diverse —and often

opposing —doctrines of the sophists, Kerferd hopes to restore the image of the
sophists as philosophers in their own right, and, in some sense, as ancient
sociologists. The sophists 'taught and discussed grammar, linguistic theory, moral
and political doctrines, doctrines about gods and the nature and origin of man,
literary analysis and criticism, mathematics, and at least in some cases the
elements of physical theory about the universe'.”” Thus, even though they were not
concerned with ‘objective truth’, they played an essential role in the emergence of
the philosophical principles of Plato, asking questions which previously had not
been asked. Susan Jarratt, drawing from Guthrie’s assessment of how the Greeks
used the concept of 'sophist' prior to Plato's and Xenophon’s condemnation of the
concept, analyses the role of the sophists in the transition from mythic to logical
culture by comparing the function of the poet and sophist as educator.”

Wallace notes that the confidence and resources that Athens acquired after
the Persian Wars, coupled with the need for acute speaking skills for success in
the assembly, drew many teachers of these teachers of rhetoric to Athens.
Furthermore the democratic ideologies of personal freedom and freedom of
speech made Athens even more welcoming to those who professed to teach the art
of rhetoric and persuasion.” The convergence of all of these elements in Athens
and its influence on the shaping of historiography has not gone unnoticed.
Elizabeth Irwin’s examination of Herodotus and Thucydides’ treatment of Minos
leads her to suggest that the historians may have been working closely at Athens,
and that, consequently, the emergence of historiography itself was influenced by
the culture that emerged from Athenian imperialism.” Furthermore, Herodotus’
reference to logopoioi (2.134, 143) and a comparison of the historian’s work to
that of medical treatises and the sophists suggests that his ‘history was primarily

an intellectual endeavor, part of an increasingly critical interrogation of the

I Kerferd (1981: 175).
2 Kerferd (1981: 174).
% Guthrie (1969: 27-34); Jarratt (1991: 31-62).
° Wallace (1998: 204-205).
% Irwin (2007b: 188-223).
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natural world and what men said about it’.”® Those who were considered sophists
used frameworks such as the debate between vopog and ¢pvoig and relativism in
order to bolster their arguments. Callicles in Plato's Gorgias explains how vOpog

and ¢UoLg may be useful:

And these, nature and law, are for the most part opposed to each other, so
if a person is ashamed and doesn't dare to say what he thinks, he's forced
to contradict himself. This is in fact the clever trick you've thought of, with
which you work mischief in your discussions: if a person makes a
statement in terms of law, you slyly question him in terms of nature; if he

makes it in terms of nature, you question him in terms of law.”

Mg TO TOAAG O¢ TabTA EvavTtl’ AAMMAAOLS €0TiV, 1] TE VOIS ®al O
VOROG 0V OVV TIG 0oy VN TOL %ol pr) Tohud AMéyery dmeo Vvoet,
avoyraletal évaviia Aéyewv. 6 01 xal oV ToDTO TO COPOV
RATAVEVONRMDS HOKOVQYELS €V TOLG AOYOLS, EAV PEV TLG HOTO VOUOV
YN, nata UoY VTV, v 0€ Ta THS PUOEWS, TA TOD VOHOU

(482e-483a).

Guthrie notes that even though the sophists could not be considered a 'school', 'all
alike believed in the antithesis between nature and convention. They might differ
in their estimate of the relative value of each, but none of them would hold that
human laws, customs and religious beliefs were unshakable because rooted in an
unchanging natural order'.”® The Scythians while being essential players in the
field of action in Herodotus' narrative, also serve as objective observers of the
conflict between vying frameworks. What constituted 'slavery' from a Greek
perspective was a prerequisite for inclusion in the 'nobility' or *azata, but from a
Greek perspective to be a Persian 'noble' was to be a 'slave'. While from a Greek
perspective the Persians were 'slavish', they were not slavish because they were so
by 'nature', but rather because the Persians' conceptualisation of 'freedom'
constituted 'enslavement' from the perspective of the Greeks, whose understanding

of what it meant to be 'free' was shaped by their own rejection of tyranny. Of the

% Osborne (2007: 18).
7 Translation Zeyl (1997).
% Guthrie (1969: 48).
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fourteen times that the concept of 'freedom' appears in discussions of Athenian
history, seven of those times concerns the expulsion and possible reinstatement of
Hippias.” As Raaflaub has noted, the concept of 'political freedom' for the Greeks
was deeply rooted in the overthrow of tyranny, and, for this reason, the struggle
against the Persians came to be conceptualised as a struggle for 'freedom'.'”
Herodotus, however, does not simply narrate the Persian Wars as a struggle for
'freedom’, but he reconsiders the relevancy of 'freedom' not only to events
predating the emergence of 'freedom' as an ideology, but also to societies and
people who do not share this ideology. One of the ways he is able to accomplish
this is by thinking about 'freedom' as a relative term, and one which existed in
accordance with vopog. For Herodotus, the Persians were not 'slavish' by nature
or ¢pvoLg, but 'slavish' from the perspective of the vopou of the Greeks.

In conceptualising 'freedom' from a Persian perspective Herodotus
considers how royal ideologies may inform Persian 'freedom'. The relationship
between 'faith' or 'trust' in the king and 'slavery' was a common motif among the
empires of the Near East, which shared ideologies manifested by the Persian
empire. The similarities between Persia and other Near Eastern empires means
that a short digression on these motifs in Near Eastern empires will be beneficial.
The Near Eastern ideology of 'trust' and 'slavery' is exemplified in the account of
Gyges, the Lydian king, and his son's dealings with the Assyrian king,
Assurbanipal. This account was recorded in the royal annals of Assurbanipal on
two tablets.'”' Having been sent a dream by the Assyrian god, Assur, Gyges sent a
message to Assurbanipal relating his dream. In his dream Gyges was told to lay
hold of the feet of Assurbanipal and conquer his enemies by invoking the name of
the king. From that day forward Gyges was able to defeat the Cimmerians, a
troublesome troop that had been plaguing the Lydians. The Assyrian king is
repaid by the delivery of two Cimmerian chieftains shackled with fetters of iron
along with rich gifts. But the Lydian king's faith in Assubanipal did not last.
Eventually he ceased heeding the words of Assur, and instead Gyges 'trusted in
his own strength, and hardened his heart'. Soon after, Gyges sent aid to
Tushamilki, the king of Egypt, who had thrown off the yoke of Assyrian

sovereignty. The Cimmerians, by calling upon the name of Assurbanipal, were

% Hdt. 5.55, 5.62 (twice), 5.63, 5.64, 591 (twice).
19 Raaflaub (2004: 58-59).
191 uckenbill (1989: 784).

56



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter One

able to invade Lydia. Having become cognisant of his error, Gyges' son,
presumably Ardys, paid a visit to the Assyrian king and proclaimed the following:
"Thou art the king whom the god favored. Thou didst curse my father and evil was
visited upon him. I am (thy) slave, who fears thee, be gracious unto me and I will
bear thy yoke'.'”?

Two different forms of slavery are preserved in this passage. The first is
that of a prisoner of war, shackled with fetters and treated as an object, a gift to
the king. Such gifts would have increased the estimation of the giver in the eyes of
the king. The second form of slavery is more metaphorical in nature and clearly
distinguishable from the first: that of a slave to the empire, one whose faith in the
king and the king's god Assur is precipitated by fear, and who bears the yoke of
his rule. The Persian evidence, like the Assyrian evidence, suggests that the king
was chosen by god, as the Behistun Inscription and inscriptions at Naqs-e Rustam
which describe Darius' kingship as divinely ordained by Ahura Mazda indicate.
Such evidence may have been the impetus for Herodotus’ description of Cyrus’
kingship (Hdt. 1.122, 126). The presence of both types of slavery among Near
Eastern empires and Persia suggests that slavery itself was used rhetorically to
instill 'fear' among subjects whose faithfulness was questionable. The rhetorical
yoke of the king's rule could easily become a reality, as those who were not loyal
to the king were forced to endure the yoke of servitude in the form of forced
labour. Persian society was arranged according to 'noble/slave' model which was
perpetuated by an ideology of 'trust' and the 'truth'.

Persian and Near Eastern motifs of servitude would have provided
Herodotus with ample reasons to present the Persians as 'slavish', but, for the most
part, he does not. At times he even uses the language of 'freedom' to frame Persian
history. Given how entrenched 'freedom' was in the Greek identity, Herodotus'
attribution of 'freedom' may seem inaccurate. But Persian evidence suggests that
the language of 'freeing' or 'loosening' a people was employed in their rhetorical
campaigns. The Cyrus Cylinder, an inscription commemorating the capture of
Babylon by the Persian king, Cyrus, in 539 BC offers evidence of such rhetoric.
This rhetoric allowed the Persians easily to incorporate the population and local
officials into their empire. The inscription describes the welcoming of Cyrus by

the Babylonian god Marduk, who had been threatened with extinction by the

102K 2675, K 228; Luckenbill (1989: 784-785).
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previous ruler, Nabonidus. According to the inscription 'without battle and
fighting he [Marduk] let him [Cyrus] enter his city Babylon. He [Cyrus] saved
Babylon from its oppression'. Having been destroyed by an unending yoke, a
common metaphor throughout antiquity for servitude, the inhabitants of Babylon
are described as rejoicing in Cyrus' kingship which ended the era of servitude.
Cyrus, in the first person, claims to have entered Babylon peacefully, and to have
daily cared for the worship of Marduk. 'My numerous troops marched peacefully
through Babylon, their servitude I loosened'. Amélie Kuhrt points out that the
proclamation made by Cyrus in the Cyrus Cylinder, which vilifies the previous
king, Nabonidus, should not be seen as a declaration of liberation or a reversal of
existing policies. Such declarations were 'part of the traditional rhetoric of
Babylonian conquerors after triumph'.'”’

The Cyrus Cylinder is not the only evidence for praise of Cyrus during this
period. A poem, written in Akkadian and distributed for public reading,
disparages the former king of Babylon and praises Cyrus for having liberated the
people of Babylon from prison.'”* From the Persian perspective such
proclamations may not have held importance for the words contained therein, but
for that which they stood, that is, a justification for Persian presence. For the
citizens of Babylon, who may in fact have been oppressed by their previous
leader, the proclamation was a testament to their having been freed from political
and religious servitude. Even this must be questioned, as some scholars have
argued that Cyrus' intervention was carefully planned in collaboration with the
priests of Babylon, who were being neglected by Nabonidus.'” This, combined
with the fact that such evidence was written after the fall of Babylon and most
likely at the command of the new king or his followers, casts some doubt on how
accurate the depiction is. This being said, unlike his Babylonian and Assyrian
predecessors, he did not deport citizens from the city. The Persian king displayed
reverence for the Babylonian religion by giving offerings to Marduk, and by
rebuilding the temples which had been ruined in Babylonia, Elam, and Assyria. In
addition, he ordered the reconstruction of the temple of Jerusalem, as well as the

return of foreigners who had been forced to settle in Babylonia.'”® Although the

193 Kuhrt (1995: 649).
1% Dandamaev (1989: 51).
1% Dandamaev (1989: 53).
196 Dandamaev (1989: 54).
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Cyrus Cylinder presents evidence for the existence of a 'freedom' rhetoric, there is
a notable difference between the act of freeing a people from oppression, and
offering them absolute freedom to govern and manage themselves; just because a
people are freed from the oppression of a overbearing ruler does not mean that
they are free from the influence of their liberators. The Cyrus Cylinder offers
testimony for the former, but certainly not the latter, as Babylon became a
province of the Persian empire, and even revolted unsuccessfully from Persia
shortly after Darius ascended the throne in 522 BC (Hdt. 3.150-160).

The account of Cyrus' invasion of Babylon found in the Cyrus Cylinder is
at odds with the accounts of the Babylonian Chronicle, a prose narration of events
written in chronological order in the third person.'’”” The discrepancies between
these accounts indicates that the language preserved in the cylinder was meant to
be rhetorically persuasive, and even deceptive. According to the Babylonian
Chronicle the capture of Babylon was marked by a battle between the
Babylonians and the Persians, and was followed by the destruction of Opis, the
scene of the battle, after which Cyrus 'carried off the plunder (and) slaughtered the
people'.'” This is a departure from the account in the Cyrus Cylinder, which states
that Cyrus marched into the city peacefully.

Herodotus' account also deviates from the peaceful intervention of Cyrus
described in the Cylinder. Herodotus' description of the siege at the end of Book
One and the capture of Babylon resembles a city exchanging religious oppression
for that of an imperial nation: 'besides paying a fixed tribute', the city was required
'to supply food to the great king and his army during different portions of the year'
(Hdt. 1.192). In addition to such demands, Persian satrapies, or provinces, lost all
independence in foreign policy."” According to general practices of Near Eastern
kings during this period, treaties with subject nations required that such nations
harmonise their foreign policy with that of the empire, as well as refrain from
communication and alliances with enemies of the empire.""” Although Cyrus could
claim to be liberating, freeing, or loosening the city of Babylon from a previous
ruler who had oppressed a portion of the community, one would be pressed to

argue that he was fighting for the absolute freedom of the city. What was offered

7 Grayson (1975: IX)
1% Grayson (1975: 109); Kuhrt (1995: 659).
19 Dandamaev (1989: 56).
1% Westbrook (2003: 1058).
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to Babylon was freedom from one form of oppression in exchange for a different
type of oppression.

Persian evidence suggests that the notion of 'freeing' or 'loosening' the
people from 'servitude' provided the Persians with a rhetorical platform to win
over the people with words, even though their invasion was hostile. The
inhabitants of Babylon were not physically 'enslaved' by the previous king, but
were oppressed. Like Solon, Cyrus has appropriated the language of 'slavery' in
order to liken his political measures to one who has released the citizens from
physical enslavement. But unlike Solon's reforms, which paved the way for social
reform on a mass scale, Cyrus' intervention resulted in an exchange of power, but
did not alter the status quo: conquered states continued to be ruled by
Mesopotamian theocracies. Social reform on a grand scale rarely, if ever,
happened in the Near East.""' 'Freedom' or the language of 'loosening from
oppression' provided the means for gaining power, but was not itself the end. By
'loosening' the oppressed faction of the city which they were invading, the
Persians already had a group in place which would support their rule. A loyal
ruling party within a newly conquered territory was essential, since the success of
the Persian empire depended on faithful subjects who supported and maintained
the empire.

The Cyrus Cylinder is not proof that the Persians popularised the notion of
'political freedom', but is instead evidence that it was not beyond the imagination
for Herodotus to attribute some notion of 'freedom' to the Persians. The Old
Persian word for 'nobility', *azata, was used in reference to the status of the
individual and not the state, in much the same way that 'free' described the
individual before the Persian Wars in Greece. Furthermore, the manner in which
the Persians implemented a metaphorical conceptualisation of 'slavery' indicates
that the language of 'loosening from servitude' was used to gain goodwill, in much
the same way that Solon appropriated this language to compare his reforms to the
overthrow of tyranny. Raaflaub has argued that the social and political structures
of Mycenaean civilization 'seem closely related to those of the Near Eastern states
of the second millennium in which, apparently, freedom was of no significant

value'.'"> While the lack of rhetoric from the East concerning positive notions of

""" The only exception to this is the case of the Israelites whose struggle for social reform and
'freedom' has been examined by Daniel Snell (2001: 117-136).
112 Raaflaub (2004: 17).
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what it means to be politically 'free' from monarchical or tyrannical rule validates
this hypothesis, the Cyrus Cylinder demonstrates that liberating or loosening a
people from oppression and slavery was used as a justification for intervention
and subversive subjugation. Evidence such as this may have led Herodotus to
frame his narrative of Persian history in terms of 'freedom' and to consider how

the Persian vopol might give shape to an ideology of 'freedom'.
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Chapter 2: Athens, Liberator or Enslaver?

The previous chapter examined the evidence for 'freedom' as a rhetorical
tool in the Greek world prior to the Persian Wars, as well as the Persian sources
for a rhetoric of 'freeing' and 'slavery' in military campaigns. Cyrus and Solon
framed their actions in terms of 'loosening' or 'freeing' from servitude in a
metaphorical sense. Solon did not actually 'free' the earth from 'slavery'. Nor did
Cyrus literally 'loosen' the people of Babylon from 'slavery'. Both the Greeks and
the Persians exploited the language of 'slavery' in order to gain support for
political measures. Since no evidence exists from the time of the Persian Wars to
suggest that the Greeks used the language of 'freedom' as a rhetorical tool during
the conflict with Persia, Raaflaub argues that it was not until 480 that the Greeks
began to see the war with Persia as a struggle for freedom." Although Herodotus is
the main source for the period of history which led to the emergence of 'freedom'
as an ideology, Herodotus' treatment of the language of 'freedom' suggests that he
did not simply use the language of 'freedom' in contexts where it would have been
relevant historically, but instead the manner in which he employs the language of
'freedom' has been shaped by the strife he witnessed in his own time.

The Athenian role as leader in a league meant to preserve the 'freedom' of
Greece from Persia after the Persian retreat might lead one to expect that a history
of the Persian Wars would be laden with references to the Athenians' role in
securing the 'freedom’ of the Greeks.” Or one might expect that this uniquely
Greek concept would be applied solely to the Greeks. But this is not the case. Of
the eighty references to éhev0ep- in its various forms in Herodotus' Histories,
only fourteen of these references are uttered from the mouth of an Athenian. Out
of those fourteen instances five occur in the narrative of the expulsion of tyrants
from Athens, for which Sparta is responsible, and has, effectively, freed Athens
from tyranny (5.55, 5.62 (twice), 5.63, 5.64). Three occur in the debate between
the Spartans and the Corinthians about whether or not Hippias should be
reinstated as tyrant of Athens (5.91, twice), and two occur in a speech given to the
polemarch of Aphidnae, Callimachus, by Miltiades, the Athenian dissident who
persuades the Athenians to take up arms against the Persians at Marathon (6.109).

In his speech Miltiades remarks that Athens can either be free or enslaved, but that

! Raaflaub (2004: 65).
? For evidence that the Persian Wars were conceptualised as a struggle for 'freedom' independent

of Herodotus' Histories, see pages 39-40.
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if Athens chooses to rise up against the Medes the city will become the first city in
Greece. Two occur in a statement made by Herodotus where he argues that the
Alcmaeonids are responsible for freeing Athens from tyranny, since they may
have bribed the Pythia to persuade the Spartans to free Athens (6.123).

With the exception of Miltiades' speech, that leaves one example in which
the Athenians, as a citizen body, state that they will fight for their own freedom
and that of the Greeks from Persia (8.142). It is the only instance where the
Athenians are portrayed as being actively engaged in securing their own freedom,
a decision that, according to Herodotus, effectively delivered the Greeks from the

threat of Persian enslavement. But Herodotus cautiously expresses this opinion.

At this point I feel impelled to express an opinion which I am not going to
keep to myself, despite the fact that it will offend a great many people,
because I believe it to be true. If the Athenians had taken fright at the
danger that was bearing down on them and had abandoned their country,
or if they had stayed put where they were but had surrendered to Xerxes,
no one would have tried to resist Xerxes...Once they had decided that their
preference was for Greece to remain free, it was they who aroused the
whole of the rest of Greece...and, with the help of the gods, repelled the
king's advance (Hdt. 7.139).

According to Herodotus, the Athenians had two opportunities to side with Persia,
but they rejected the Persians' offer both times (8.140-44, 9 .4-5). Thucydides'
Athenians make similar claims when they argue that they have come about their
power rightly on account of their efforts in the Persian Wars, and that, if they had
not abandoned Attica and fled to their ships, or if they had sided with Persia from
the beginning, 'there would be no point then in your [Spartans] attempting a sea-
battle with your inadequate navy, and Xerxes would have gone on to achieve his
object at leisure' (Thuc. 1.74).* The abandonment of Attica for ships and the
ensuing battle is one which is described by Aeschylus in the Persians as a fight

for 'freedom'.’ Thus by the time of Herodotus the story of the Athenians' struggle

® Translation Waterfield (1998).
* Translation Hammond (2009).
> See pages 39-40.
63



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Two

for the 'freedom' of the Greeks and the debt owed by the rest of the Greeks to the
Athenians was already a common theme.

The discomfort Herodotus expresses at 7.139 was due to the growing
resentment many Greeks felt towards the Athenians, who, as Hermocrates notes in
Thucydides' history, have substituted their own empire for that of the Persians
(Thuc. 6.76.4).° Regardless of whether or not Thucydides actually quotes
Hermocrates, this statement reflects sentiments that were likely shared by many,
as the Athenian imperial apparatus, as I shall show, bore some similarities to that
of Persia's. The following section will be an examination of Thucydides'
Athenians, the allies responses to them, as well as independent epigraphic and
literary evidence. While I am not suggesting that there is grounds for
intertextuality between Herodotus and Thucydides, I argue that the discontent
expressed by the allies in Thucydides' history reflects a general response to the
emergence of Athenian arche in the fifth century. There is evidence to suggest
that Athens' allies may have felt that their treatment at the hands of the Athenians
differed little from that of the Persians, and that, for this reason, the language of
'slavery' was used to describe Athenian actions in Thucydides. The language of
slavery and 'ruling' that came to be associated with Athens may have led
Herodotus to consider the similarities between Athens and Persia, and that, if the
Athenians could claim to offer 'freedom' to their own citizens while 'enslaving'
their allies, then perhaps the Persians too had their own conceptualisation of

'freedom'.

2.1 On Reading Herodotus

The first written work in Greek literature which provides an historical
narrative of a struggle for 'freedom'—not just the physical 'freedom' of the
individual, but the 'freedom' of individuals collectively to make decisions in their
interest and align themselves as they choose’ —occurs in Herodotus' Histories, a
narration of the Persian invasion of Greece, the factors which contributed to the
cultural conflict between East and West, and the events leading up to the what are

now referred to as the Persian Wars, a struggle which began when the Athenians

¢ For a more complete discussion of this passage in the context of the Peloponnesian War, see
pages 69-70.
7 At9.11 the Athenian envoys threaten to make peace with Persia, which will result in having to
march wherever the king orders them to march. The fear expressed in this passage is that allies of
the king are forced to have the same friends and enemies as the king.
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burned the Persian city of Sardis in 499 and ended with the Persian retreat in 479.
In order to understand how Herodotus used the concept of 'freedom', one must
have a clear picture of the text in context. Having written in the mid-fifth
century —some even posit a date as late as 414 —Herodotus and his audience
would have witnessed the internal strife that enveloped the Greek world: after the
Persian retreat the Athenians assumed leadership of a league created to secure the
freedom of the Greeks from the threat looming in the East.® What was once a
defensive alliance became an empire, with Athens at its head, and members which
formerly enjoyed a status of equality found themselves coerced into complying
with Athenian demands; by the 430s there were no longer any meetings of
member states.” The Athenians claimed that they had borne the burden of
liberating Greece from Persia, thereby justifying what the allies referred to as their
'enslavement’. No one would argue that initially the decision to continue the
league after the Persian retreat was unwarranted: the Persians had retreated, but
the Greeks feared that the return of Persian forces was imminent (Thuc. 1.90).
The context having been set, is there evidence that fifth-century affairs
shaped Herodotus' narration and interpretation of the Persian Wars? And even if
authorial intent cannot be shown, how would a person, living during the fifth
century and witnessing the Peloponnesian Wars, have interpreted Herodotus'
presentation of 'freedom'? According to tradition, Herodotus was 'an itinerant
lecturer, an Ionized Dorian, possibly half Carian, born of a distinguished family
but perhaps not an aristocrat, politically active, but not a military man'."” Studies
which aim to understand the relationship between Herodotus' narration and the
historian's own political and cultural milieu are becoming increasingly popular.
Elizabeth Irwin, in her examination of Thracian history and ethnography in Book
Five, noting the similarities between his description of the Paeonians and the
Athenians, argues that Herodotus' narration of the Athenians exhibits
characteristics typical of late fifth-century discourse on Thrace.'' Irwin's
examination of Herodotus' treatment of Samos reveals that Herodotus' interest in
the island may have had as much to do with contemporary Periclean politics as

with his own personal experiences.'” Irwin has even suggested that Herodotus and

# For Herodotus' dates see Hornblower (1996, vol. 2: 29); Munn (2000: 363 n. 78, 315-23).
’ Ryder (1965: 21); Hornblower (1991: 145-46, 395).
1 Munson (2001: 267); Brown (1988: 4-8); Evans (1982: 2-6).
" Irwin (2007b: 41-87).
2 Irwin (2009: 395-416).
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Thucydides were working side by side.”> However, Shanske asserts that 'more of
the features of his [Herodotus] text point backwards rather than forwards'."
Shanske's conclusion that Thucydides was looking for a 'cure' precludes the
possibility that Thucydides' history engages with a Herodotean past just as much
as Herodotus' history engages with Thucydides' own present. In making such
claims Shanske has overlooked Tim Rood's assessment of the Sicilian
Expedition."”

Such intertextuality assumes that Thucydides had access to a published, or
nearly published manuscript, of Herodotus' Histories. Even if one is not
convinced that the historians were working together, one would be hard pressed to
deny the parallels between the texts. Whether such parallels were intentional or
whether they were the result of two historians working in similar political and
intellectual worlds, the fact that Herodotus engages with the present as much as
the past means that the influence of the present on his selection and presentation
of his enquires is becoming an increasingly popular phenomenon. According to
Munn, Herodotus' work was published between 425-415 BC, while Thucydides'
work would have been published 396-95 BC.'° Even if Herodotus and Thucydides
were not working 'side by side', it is possible that Thucydides may have had
access to Herodotus' work. Munson notes that recent scholarship that aims to
understand Herodotus' relationship to the present demonstrates a recognition of
the complexity of reading his work, and how his logoi and the overall text as a
coherent whole become more meaningful with regard to both the multiplicity of
meanings and their relationship to fifth-century politics."”

Despite Herodotus' reputation for being a weak political thinker, Kurt
Raaflaub has demonstrated that Thucydidean echoes in Herodotus are a testimony
to the opposite.'® Herodotus' immediate audience, those living during the fifth
century, would have understood and read (or heard) his presentation of
imperialism and freedom within the context of their own culture and politics.
Since Charles Fornana's Herodotus: An Interpretative Essay, there has been

growing interest in how the conflict between Athens, Sparta, and their allies

B Irwin (2007a: 188-223).
' Shanske (2007: 11).
" Rood (1999: 141-68).
' Munn (2000: 363 n. 78, 315-23).
' For summaries on the implications of reading Herodotus in light of fifth-century politics see
Irwin (2007b: 86-87; 2009: 416).
'8 Raaflaub (1987: 221-48).
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influenced the composition of the Histories."” Fornara suggests that Herodotus'
silence on the present creates an irony within the text. John Moles notes that
Herodotus is writing with an eye towards present politics as much as past history.
In this sense, he argues, the Histories serve as a warning to the Athenians.*” More
recently Moles has suggested that Herodotus himself speaks through Socles in his
speech concerning the dangers of tyranny, in this case the imposition of tyranny
on Athens by the Spartans. Moles suggests that Socles' speech is meant to 'jolt
contemporary listeners and readers into reflection on their own situations and on
the connections between those situations and the historical period down to 479'*!
Moles considers the speech a 'meta'-speech for the Histories as a whole.”
Similarly, John Henderson draws parallels between Herodotean history
commencing at 5.67 and the events of the Peloponnesian War, though without the
moralizing tendency of Moles' interpretation of Socles' speech.”

As the results of Herodotus' investigations demonstrate, he was as much
concerned with the present as he was the past. A reading which aims to interpret
Herodotus' Histories within the context of the historian's contemporary culture
will shed light on the reader's response to the text, since Herodotus and his
audience would have shared a similar cultural and political environment. This
type of analysis hinges on a comparison between statement (i.e. Herodotus'
narration) and the knowledge shared between the historian and his audience.** As
Iser and Dewald have both noted, for modern readers to be able to understand the
structure of a text, such as Herodotus' Histories, it is necessary to read the text
multiple times. The process of rereading allows one to garner meaning from the
text that one living closer to Herodotus' time would have been able to achieve
with more ease.” Because the knowledge shared between the author and the
reader is internal to the text, historians must examine literature external to the text
to understand what knowledge Herodotus may have expected his audience to
have. Consequently, this chapter examines responses to Athenian arche during

the time when Herodotus was writing in order to better understand how the

' Fornara (1971: 56, 81).
2 Moles (1996: 259-84).
! Moles (2007: 265).
22 Moles (2007: 266).
# Henderson (2007: 289-310).
* Hartog (1988: 7-8).
2 Iser (1989: 10); Dewald (1997: 69).
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political turmoil of this time shaped the way he uses the language of 'freedom' in

his Histories.

2.2 A Fifth-Century Perspective on Athens

Although Herodotus' Histories concerns events which happened at least
sixty or seventy years before he was writing, there are brief moments in the text
where the historian steps away from his narration and offers a commentary on the
current political climate. At 8.142 the Spartans remind the Athenians of their role
as liberators.” As I shall argue in Chapter Three, this is a role which would only
make sense to the post-Persian War reader who would have been aware of the
Athenians' role in forcing a Persian retreat. As noted above, at 7.139 Herodotus
states that the Athenians were responsible for freeing the Greeks from Persia, a
statement which he prefaces by admitting that it will not be pleasing to his reader.
This is a statement meant for a reader who knew that the Athenians were losing
popularity as they began to act more like an empire than a Greek city-state. In
each of these passages Herodotus does not directly make reference to events in his
own time, but in a subtle way adds a second narrative, or metanarrative, to the
text, which invites the reader to compare the previous actions of Greek city-states
to their current ones.

References to fifth-century politics in the Histories are, on occasion, more
explicit. At 8.3 Herodotus states that there was talk of entrusting the sea command
to the Athenians, but that the Athenians knew there were many who did not

support this plan and so abandoned it.

But when the allies protested, the Athenians gave way, because what was
important to them was the survival of Greece and they knew that if they
made leadership a point of dispute, Greece was lost. And they were right,
because internal dissension is worse than a united war effort to the same
degree that war is worse than peace. So it was appreciation of this fact that
made the Athenians give way without making a fuss—but, as they later
demonstrated, only for as long as they badly needed the rest of the Greeks.
Once Xerxes' invasion had been repulsed and they were fighting for his

territory rather than their own, they deprived the Lacedaemonians of the

% This passage will be discussed in Chapter Three.
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leadership, using Pausanias' arrogant behaviour as a pretext. But all this

happened later (Hdt. 8.3).”

In this passage Herodotus explicitly compares Athenian actions during the Persian
War with those after.”® By doing so, Herodotus asks the reader to consider the
differences between the united Greek front during the Persian invasion and the
fragmented nature of Greek politics in his own day. More generally Herodotus is
asking the reader to read about the past with eye on the present.

Passages from Thucydides' history suggest that some felt that a
comparison between Athens and Persia was warranted. At the debate at Camarina,
Hermocrates, the Syracusan statesman, urges the Sicilians to take immediate
action against the Athenians, whose fleet has landed in Sicily and who have sent
their own embassy to Camarina to persuade the people of Camarina to side with
them. According to Hermocrates the Athenians have established a trend of
fighting on behalf of weaker city-states as a means of gaining power. This is
exactly what they have done in coming to the aid of Leontini. Similarly, in the

Persian Wars, they claimed to be fighting on behalf of the Ionians:

This front against the Persians was not, then, the Athenians fighting for
Greek freedom, nor the Greeks fighting for their own: the Athenians were
looking to replace Persian enslavement with theirs, and the Greeks to
make a change of slave-master--to one just as clever, but clever for the

29
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* Moles (2002: 33-52); Forsdyke (2005: 224-41).
? Translation Hammond (2009).
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In the above passage the Athenians are compared to the Persians; according to
Hermocrates, the Athenians were not fighting for freedom, but using freedom as a
pretext for imperial endeavours.

Comparisons between Athens and Persia in the narrative passages of
Thucydides are often not as explicit as those which occur in the speeches, but are
powerful on account of their subtlety. Such passages offer evidence that there was
dialogue concerning the similarities between Athens and Persia during the time
that Herodotus was writing. In the following passage, Thucydides analyses the
evolution of warfare in Greece before the Persian Wars by comparing past tactics

to the tactics of empires.

Wars by land there were none, none at least by which power was acquired;
we have the usual border contests, but of distant expeditions with conquest
the object we hear nothing among the Hellenes. There was no union of
subject cities round a great state, no spontaneous combination of equals for
confederate expeditions; what fighting there was consisted merely of local

warfare between rival neighbours.”

noto yiv 08 moAepog, 60ev Tig xal dUvaug mopeyEVeTo, oVOELS
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graoTol oi aotvyeitoveg émorépouy (Thue. 1.15.2).

The contrast drawn is decisive: relations between city-states and warfare had
drastically changed. The method of presentation in this passage further elicits a
contrast with Persia. Rather than stating positively how Greece had changed,
Thucydides has illustrated pre-Persian Wars Greece by stating what it was not, all
of which are elements present in Greece during the Peloponnesian Wars: with the

Sicilian Expedition, Athens sent fleets far from home, the purpose of which was

* Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
70



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Two

land acquisition, with the hope of moving onto Carthage and Italy (Thuc. 6.15.2,
90.2). The alliance of small states under the leadership of a great power was the
original dynamic of the Delian League (Thuc. 1.97; 3.10.3-4); the references to
leagues formed by smaller states on the basis of equality echoes what the Greeks
originally set out to do in response to the Persian invasion (Hdt. 7.145, Thuc.
1.91.6).

The description of Greece through negative rather than positive illustration
serves another purpose: that which Greece was formerly not is exactly what Persia
is and what Athens became. Rood notes that Thucydides often uses the 'negative'
as a 'forceful contradiction of characters' expectations'.” Just as the Athenians
went abroad in order to conquer, so too did Xerxes,” and it is the imperial nature
of such expeditions by eastern powers which is described by Herodotus as
impinging on a city-state's freedom (Hdt. 1.6). During the Persian Wars the fear
among Greeks that an alliance with Persia would force them to march wherever
the king chose (Hdt. 9.11) indicated that the alliance offered to Greece by Persia
was not one of equality among members (Hdt. 8.140).

Thucydides' history demonstrates that there is ample evidence for a
dialogue which compared Athens and Persia circulating during the latter half of
the fifth century. Explicit comparisons, such as that of Hermocrates, invited the
reader to consider Athenian policy in light of Persian history. Tim Rood has
demonstrated that Thucydides' portrayal of the Sicilian expedition mirrors
Herodotus' narration of Xerxes' expedition to Greece, thereby eliciting a reading
of Thucydides which renders the Athenians an imperial power like the Persians,
moving west beyond the boundaries of their empire to enslave the conquered.”
Even if such similarities were not intentional, the parallelism between Xerxes' and
the Athenians' expansionist efforts would have led some to consider the
similarities between these two imperial powers. Although arguments proposing
Persian influence on the Athenian imperial model are tenuous at best, evidence
may be found from sources besides Herodotus and Thucydides which may have

led some to associate Athenian imperialism with Persian despotism.

*' Rood (1998: 19-20).

*2 For an intertextual analysis of Thucydides' description of the Sicilian expedition and Herodotus
portrayal of Xerxes' expedition see Rood (1999: 141-68).

** Rood (1999: 141-68).
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There are several similarities between the Persian and Athenian imperial
model. The Persian institution of the 'eye and ear of the king' was similar enough
to Athenian €¢mioromol to warrant comparison. Herodotus tells of the story of
young Cyrus who, while playing a pretend game with his playmates, appointed
one of his friends to be his Eye (Hdt. 1.144). In Aeschylus' Persians, the king's
eye is described as 'trustworthy in all things' (tOv 60V mMOTOV TAVT'
0pBaludv),* while Aristophanes includes the Eye Pseudartaban among his cast
of characters in the Acharnians.”” The distinction between the faithful Eye and the
false Eye in Greek literature, and in the Acharnians in particular, is an accurate
reflection of the importance of the truth versus the lie in Persian ideology as
exhibited by the Behistun Inscription and by Herodotus (1.136).* Jack Martin
Balcer argues that the Athenians adopted the Persian imperial model, but his
argument lacks the necessary evidence to support this claim.” It is more likely
that that whatever institutions the empires shared were the result of a cultural
koine rather than direct borrowing.*® According to Balcer 'the King's Eyes
conducted political and administrative surveillance of the satrapal regions, and
communicated that information to the King'.”’

Although the evidence for the institution of the King's Eye is primarily
Greek, it does not matter whether such an institution actually existed, since, if the
Greeks believed that it did, this belief would have led them to draw comparison to
Athenian émioxomor.*” Sometime after the subjugation of Naxos in 468 states
began to rebel from Athens and a means of 'keeping an eye' on the allies became
necessary. Included among the duties of an émloromog was the selection of the
local BovAeutad to supervise the examination of new counselors. If anyone failed
to meet the criteria for running for this office such persons could be prosecuted by
the émioromog and the ¢poovpaEy0g. The émioromol were responsible for
overseeing the collection of tribute to ensure that there was no malpractice in the

collection process.*’ While the émioxomol could not try or convict persons

** Aesch. Per.979.
35 Balcer (1977: 257).
*% Brosius (2000: 29-41); Sancisi-Weerdenberg (1993: 23-31).
7 Balcer (1977: 252).
*¥ I have adopted the phrase 'cultural koine' from Kurt Raaflaub (2000a).
* Balcer (1977: 260).
% Besides the Acharnians, the King's Eye is also described by Xenophon in the Cyropaedia 8.2.10.
“ ML 40, 12-16. Although this fragment is almost entirely reconstructed, an independent
inscription (IG 1° 14) suggests that ém{oxomol were sent to Erythrae. For a more complete
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themselves, they did have the power to summon and bring allies to trial at
Athens.* Citing the Constitution of the Athenians (1.14, 16), Forsdyke notes that
it was a 'generalized principle of Athenian imperial rule' to remove 'power over
the decision of death, exile, disenfranchisement, and the confiscation of property
from the allied cities'.* However, there is much debate concerning the official
judicial decree stipulating Athens' policies regarding the summoning and indicting
of individuals from allied city-states. While Balcer argues that there was a judicial
decree for the entire Athenian empire dating as far back as 450, de Ste. Croix only
suggests that such a decree existed towards the end of the Athenian empire.*
Forsdyke places the judicial decree in the 440s around the time of the Chalcis
decree on the grounds that this was a period of time in which there were several
revolts against Athens. Furthermore, Forsdyke, like Figueira who has argued that
the decree forcing the allies to use Athenian coinage was not as overbearing as
some have suggested, argues that the judicial decree was not meant to be a means
of asserting control, but was instead meant to reassure allies that the highest
penalties would only be enforced through proper judicial proceedings.” Even if it
is the case that measures such as the adoption of Athenian coinage and the judicial
decree were not meant to be oppressive, the fact remains that the allies on whom
such measures were imposed may have regarded them as oppressive.

The presence of the Athenian representatives, whether €mioxomol or other,
in the allied states would have served as a constant reminder of Athenian power.
The referral of court cases to Athens under the supervision of the étioromog was
just one of the many laws passed by the Athenians which limited the cultural
sovereignty and administrative control of Greek city-states. Such legislation

included: decrees protecting Athenian citizens and honorary consuls or

discussion concerning the relationship between ML 40 and /G 1° 14 see Meiggs and Lewis (1969:
92-93) and Walbank (2008: 64).
*2 Balcer (1977: 252-5).
* Forsdyke (2005: 225).
* Balcer (1978: 119-42); de Ste. Croix (1961: 270-71). See Meiggs (1972: 225) for an argument in
favour of a later late for the judicial decree. Meiggs argues that a judicial decree was only in
existence by 424, which is his date for the Constitution of the Athenians, and he warns against
taking the Chalcis decree as representative of greater decree imposed on all allies. For problems
dating such a decree see Meiggs (2008, reprint of 1943: 65-66). For the decree concerning Chalcis
see ML 52. This decree may have applied to Eretria (Forsdyke 2005: 225 n. 71). Raaflaub (2004:
327 n. 127) notes that Chalcis and Eretria, if ML applies to Eretria, were forced to pay tribute not
to the league, but the Athenian demos.
* For the decree enforcing Athenian coinage see ML 45; Figueira (1998: 15); Forsdyke (2005:
225-26).
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7pbEevol*’; the decree prohibiting the Megarians from access to Athenian ports*’;
standardisation of the assessment and collection of tribute**; imposition of
Athenian standards of measurements, weights, and currency“g; obligatory
contributions to the Panathenaea™; the institution of religious cults in allied states
and participation in religious festivals.”' Meiggs notes that after 'the end of
fighting against Persia removed the common cause which had bound the allies
together under Athenian leadership, positive steps had to be taken to prevent the
disintegration of the League'.*® By imposing a common identity, the Athenians
were able to create a sense of unity. However, such efforts were not always well
received. As Rhodes argues, 'by prescribing a form of constitution, transferring
major lawsuits from local courts to Athenian courts, and forbidding cities to issue
their own silver coins and to use their own weights and measures, Athens had
imposed forms of submission to which states which aspired to be independent had
not previously been subjected'.”” The exaction of tribute, mandatory military
support, and the office of the overseer were common, or believed to be common,
to both the Persian and Athenian imperial models.

Just how oppressed the allies really were has been questioned by Osborne,
who has examined the archaeological evidence for building activity in the fifth
century. He interprets the lack of such activity in [onia and in the Athenian empire
in general as indicative of 'Athenian popularity rather than Athenian oppression'.”

Holscher suggests that political monuments erected in Athens and abroad were

% Meiggs (1972: 171-72); IG*28a; IG ii* 38; Ar. Peace 164-72.
*7 de Ste. Croix (1972)
® ]G i* 34; ML 46; ATL 2.D7: Meiggs (1972: 165-67); Fornara and Samons (1991: 180-81).
“1G i’ 1453; ATL 2.D14; ML 45; Meiggs (1972: 167-71);
%ML 40, 69; Meiggs (1972: 292-95). ML 40 deals solely with Erythrae after the city had revolted.
This inscription has been dated to the 450s, suggesting that initially only Ionian cities would be
expected to honor Athens as a mother city. However, by 425 all members of the league are
required to bring a cow and a panoply to the Panathenaea (ML 69, lines 55-58). At lines 57-58 the
allies must escort their offerings at the Panathenaea 'like colonists' (Meiggs 1972: 293; Boedeker
2007: 56; Maurizio 1998: 297-317).
°! Delos was the focal point of the Delian League, as it was the site of an Ionian sanctuary. This
suited the image of the league, which was founded as an Ionian league (Thuc. 1.96). Smarczyk
(1990: 464) suggests that Delos was chosen for its religious significance as the center of
Ionianism, and that the choice of Delos was more religious propaganda. The treasury was most
likely moved in 454 when the tribute lists began to be inscribed at Athens (Hornblower 1991:
146). The tribute which was brought was displayed in Athens at the Great Dionysia, which had
become an imperial festival (Ar. Ach. 504; Isoc. Peace 82; ML 46, 68). In the 430s allies were
required to send offerings to the Eleusinian mysteries (ML 73), while oroi in allied cities suggest
the imposition of cults honoring Athena, or the confiscation of land by Athens which was offered
to Athenian deities (/G i’ 1481-99).
52 Meiggs (1972: 293).
3 Rhodes (2007: 35).
* Osborne (1999: 331)
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more influenced by the Athenians' need for 'legitimation’, and that building
programs were more stimulated by empire than democracy.” Furthermore, the
Athenians did not typically erect monuments in other cities; monuments in honour
of Athena were most likely built by pro-Athenian parties, such as in the case of a
monument on Samos from the 440s commemorating Athens' suppression of a
revolt. Ephesus, on the other hand, had a proactive building campaign, rivaling
that of the Athenians, which, Holscher suggests, was an 'act of self-assertion
against overpowering Athens'.*

While Forsdyke, Figueira, and Rhodes suggest that Athenian leadership
was not as overbearing or as oppressive as it may have seemed, and that the rich
would have suffered more from Athenian demands than the poor, who would have
benefited from a democratic constitution, it is significant that Thucydides' history
often defies attempts to locate an authorial voice due to the contradictions and
opposing viewpoints throughout his history.”” Responses to Athenian leadership —
whether to support it or to revolt on account of its overbearing nature —are diverse
and contradictory, just as are the opinions expressed by speakers in Thucydides'
narration. Athenian legislation limited a city-state's cultural identity by forcing
them to conform to Athenian practices, thereby denying the unique cultural and
political heritage of individual city-states. For some, Athenian hegemony may
have been even more overbearing than Persian rule which allowed states to
administer themselves according to their own traditions, and where the imperial
administration relied on the positive relationship between the Persian elite and
local authorities.” Although there are similarities between the Athenian and
Persian imperial models, these similarities are not proof of influence, but aspects
of empire which may have been part of the cultural milieu of the fifth century.

Forsdyke notes that modern responses to the Athenian empire are shaped
in large part by Thucydides' negative depiction of Athenian behaviour at 1.98 4-
99.2.” Thucydides' narrative of these events may be hostile, but his
characterisation of Athens is as valid as the Athenians' own characterisation of

their empire. Just because the Athenians did not intend to be overbearing does not

> Holscher (1998: 182-83).
%6 Holscher (1998: 173).
37 Forsdyke (2005: 223-36); Figueira (1998: 15); Rhodes (2007: 35-39), especially page 36 for a
discussion of contradictory views found in Thucydides' speeches.
38 Kuhrt (1995: 696-701); Cawkwell (2005: 61-86) suggests that the Greeks were not so much
opposed to the institutions of the Persian empire as they were to the very idea of being ruled itself.
% Forsdyke (2005: 226).
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mean that their actions were not regarded as such. And even if some did not find
the demands overbearing, this does not necessarily mean that everyone did not. It
is likely that there were various responses to Athenian demands. Since
Thucydides portrays Athenian behaviour as hostile, and since Herodotus hesitates
to praise Athens at 7.139, I am concerned with the views of those who found the
Athenian arche oppressive. Regardless of whether the similarities between
institutions of Athens and Persia are due to conscious adoption or because the
system is one which both Athens and Persia, independent of one another,
established because it 'works', the similarities were significant enough that
likening Athens to Persia would not be a stretch of the imagination.
Understanding the context in which Herodotus wrote enriches the
experience of reading. It allows the modern reader to see that Herodotus was not
only influenced by the political turbulence of his own times, but was, at times,
consciously commenting on later fifth-century politics through his narrative of the
Persian Wars. Sometimes comparisons between Athens and Persia are made
explicit by Herodotus and Thucydides, while at other times these comparisons are
implicit. The epigraphic evidence preserves measures taken by the Athenians to
maintain control over their allies. Many of these measures bore a resemblance to
Persian imperial institutions, and may have led some to believe that a comparison
between Athens and Persia was warranted. The following section will be an
analysis of the language used by Thucydides to talk about the Athenians.
Although the Athenians 'freed' Greece from the Persians, Thucydides' Athenians
are more often referred to as 'enslavers', an epithet commonly attributed to the
Persians. The frequency and ease with which the concept of 'slavery' appears in
reference to the Athenians suggests that accusations of 'enslavement' on the part of
Athens were common in the fifth century. Such accusations may have led
Herodotus to consider how a city-state like Athens, which had once fought for the
'freedom' of the Greeks, could then evolve into an imperial power which 'enslaved'
rather than 'liberated'. As I shall demonstrate in Chapter Three, Herodotus
investigates this transition by considering how the Persians, who during the
Persian Wars represented 'slavery' with regard to both the treatment of subjects

and other nations, may have, at one time, also fought for their own 'freedom'.

23  Thucydides' Athenians: Athens the Enslaver

Understanding Athenian imperial language is problematic. The idea that
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pinpointing the moment that 'language of alliance mutates into the language of
domination' in the epigraphic record has been pervasive in attempts to fill in
Thucydidean gaps regarding the growth of Athenian power.®” Polly Low notes that
this in itself is problematic, as the interpretation of epigraphic evidence is based
on assumptions about the Athenian empire that are themselves based on
Thucydides.”' Examining epigraphic evidence independent of a Thucydidean
model of Athenian power, Low concludes that the image one draws from
inscriptions is one of 'cooperation rather than coercion', and that the Athenians
may be offering a means of engaging in a great Panhellenic culture rather than
being forced to conform to an Athenian model. She does, however, note that,
whatever tone is established in the inscriptions by the relationship between author
and audience, the outcome is the same: 'the Athenians get the power, and the allies
get what they're given'.”” The Athenians, she concludes, might be more diplomatic
than they are given credit for by Thucydides.*”

Even if it is the case that the Athenians' relationship with their allies was
more based on reciprocity and consensual, the fact remains that in Thucydides'
history the Athenians are more often enslaving than engaging in positive
interactions with allies. With the exception of Plataea, where the Spartans enslave
the women and children (Thuc. 3.68), dvdoamod-, a word referring to physical
enslavement, is used to describe Athenian actions a total of seventeen times.
Although the more common word for slavery, dovA-, occurs throughout both
Herodotus (96 times) and Thucydides (78), dovA-is more ambiguous; it can refer
either to restrictions on political freedoms such as parrhesia or isegoria, the
subjugation of a state by a greater power, or the physical enslavement of an
individual. It is significant that Thucydides describes the Athenians' actions in
terms of avdpamod- ; Herodotus only uses this concept to describe the physical
enslavement of prisoners or nations conquered in war. It is used thirty times in
Herodotus' Histories, and of those thirty times it is used, twelve are in reference to
Persians enslaving conquered peoples; four times it refers to slaves as the property
of their owner; five times it is used in reference to prisoners of war being carried

off; only three times is it used to describe the behavior of Greeks towards one

 Low (2005: 94).
I Low (2005: 93-95).
2 Low (2005: 108).
% Low (2005: 108-109).
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another, and, of those, two refer to Samos (3.125, 6.23; 1.66, Tegea). Thucydides'
description of Athenian actions through the language of 'slavery', either because
the Athenians physically 'enslaved' people, or metaphorically 'enslaved' the city-
state, suggests that he was contrasting their behaviour with that of the Persians,
who had historically been famous for 'enslaving', as Herodotus' Histories attests.
By contrasting Thucydides' description of Athenian leadership in the Delian
League to Herodotus' description of Persian rule, it is possible to see how the
language of 'slavery' plays a subtle, yet powerful role in conveying Athens'
transition from a league to an empire.

The transition of the Delian League from a defensive alliance to an empire
displays the simultaneous deterioration of equality among the allies and the
growth of Athenian power. According to Thucydides, shortly after the Persian
retreat and not long before assuming leadership in the Delian League, the
Athenians began to rebuild their fortification walls, but the Spartans objected on
the grounds that the Athenians should join them in pulling down the walls around
cities outside of the Peloponnese. By pulling down fortification walls, the
Spartans argued that the Persians, should they invade again, would not have a base
from which to operate; the Peloponnese would serve as a place of refuge for all
Greeks. Thucydides informs the reader that in reality the Spartans were afraid of
the Athenians' wall-building enterprise (1.89-90). The Athenians continue to build

their walls arguing that they

now thought it fit that their city should have a wall, and that this would be
more for the advantage of both the citizens of Athens and the Hellenic
confederacy, for without equal military strength it was impossible to
contribute fair or equal counsel to the common interest. It followed, he
[Themistocles] observed, either that all the members of the confederacy
should be without walls, or that the present step should be considered a

right one (Thuc. 1.91. 6-7).%

Shortly after this passage, Thucydides describes how the Athenians assumed

5 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); doxeiv obv odloL %ol VOV dpewvov eivat Thv
EauTdV TOAY TElY0G ExeLy, xal id(Q Tolg mohltalg nal € TOVg mAvTag Euppdyoug
hpehpbTeQov EoeaBal ol Yo olov T' elval 1 G AVILTEAOL TaQUo%eVTS OPOTOVY TL §)
{oov &g T »owvov fovieteoHat.
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leadership in the league, which Thucydides states (1.97.1) consisted of 'allies who
were originally autonomous and reached their decision in general congress'
(Myovpevol 8¢ aTOVOUMY TO TEMOTOV TOV EVPUAYX WY ROl GITO ROLVDY
Euvodwv Boukevdvtwv).” As autonomous allies, the states lived according to
custom, literally according to their own customs or laws. Many members of the
Delian League provided ships instead of facing military service. Consequently
'while Athens was increasing her navy with the funds which they [allies]
contributed, a revolt always found them without resources or experience for war'
(1.99.3).°° The success of the Persian empire hinged on the symbiotic and
reciprocal nature of the relationship between the royal administration and the local
governments of subject states, which were expected to pay taxes to the Persian
empire, supply food for the Persian satraps, as well as provide soldiers for military
garrisons. Good relations between local authorities and their Persian satraps
served as a method of control over local citizens, and such allowances for the
perpetuation of local culture did not, as some have argued, contribute to the
overall decline of the Persian empire.”’ The actions of the Athenians as described
by Thucydides were more similar to an eastern empire like Persia than an
independent Greek city-state.

Once allies failed to meet Athenian demands they were 'enslaved'. At
1.98.1 the town of Eion was enslaved: 'the Athenians besieged and captured Eion
on the Strymon from the Persians, and made slaves of the inhabitants' (;lp@TOV
uev Hiova Ty £m Stoupd vt Mdwv éxoviwv moMooxig ethov xai
Nvdpamddoav).”® Next, at 1.98.2, the Athenians invaded Scyros: '[n]ext they
enslaved Scyros the island in the Aegean, containing a Dolopian population, and
colonized it themselves' (€metta Zx0Qov TV €V T® Alyaim vijoov, 1|V Orovv
Abhomeg, NvdoamtOdlooy ®ol hxioav avtoi).” Carystus surrendered on terms,
and, after besieging Naxos, the Athenians brought the island back into the alliance
(Thuc. 1.98.3-4). At 1.98.4 Thucydides states that '[t]his was the first allied state
to lose its freedom —something quite contrary to Greek norms which would
subsequently happen to the others one by one' (TN T€ AT TOALG EVPHOYLS

OO TO ®0Be0TNROC ESOVAMON, Emerta 08 %al TOV AALWV OG EXAOTY

% Translation mine. For a greater discussion of 'autonomy' in this passage see pages 170-71.
“ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
7 Kuhrt (1995: 696-701).
% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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EuvEéPN).” In 465 the Thasians were defeated by the Athenians. Their walls were
demolished, their navy surrendered, and they were forced to pay an indemnity and
tribute to the league in the future. In addition, they surrendered their rights on the
mainland as well as their rights to the mines (Thuc. 1.01.3). At 1.108 Thucydides
describes Athenian actions towards Aegina: after a long battle the island finally
surrendered, the fortification walls were torn down, the fleet handed over, and the
people of Aegina were forced to pay tribute in the future.

Thucydides' narration indicates that the Athenians increasingly exhibited
behavior similar to an imperial power such as Persia. Although disputes arose
between members of the Hellenic League regarding leadership (Hdt. 8.2-3),
decisions were made in congress, and, even after leadership was transferred to
Athens after the Persian Wars, member states were 'autonomous' and decisions
were made in a common assembly (Thuc. 1.97). Slowly, Athens began increasing
control over the allies, forcing them to provide troops for her cause, as well as
destroying fleets, fortification walls, and exacting tribute. In the Pentecontaetia,
Thucydides' narration of the events from the end of the Persian Wars to the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War (479-435), the historian recounts the growth
in Athenian power and the fear that this provoked in the Spartans, which he
considers the most true reason for war (1.23.6). Thucydides states 'the Athenians
were not the old popular rulers they had been at first; and if they had more than
their fair share of service, it was correspondingly easy for them to reduce any that
tried to leave the confederacy' (Thuc 1.99.1)."

By the outbreak of war in 432, Athenian rhetoric differs little from that of
Xerxes, who claimed that the Greeks were weak because they did not serve a
master. In 432 the Spartans deliver their ultimatum to Athens.”” A full account of
Spartan demands is revealed in Pericles' response to the Spartan ultimatum: the
siege of Potidaea must be abandoned, the decree concerning Megara must be
revoked, autonomy must be given to Aegina, and to the Greeks as well (1.140.3-
4). In what follows Pericles makes an argument which is similar to one given by
Xerxes, arguing that the Spartans will never be able to overcome the Athenians,
since they have no central deliberative body. Xerxes, in his conversation with

Demaratus, asks '[h]Jow could a thousand men—or ten thousand or fifty thousand,

™ Translation Hammond (2009).
! Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).

7 For more on the Spartan ultimatum see page 90, n. 24 and page 192.
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for that matter— when every single man among them is as free as the next man
and they do not have a single leader, oppose an army the size of ours?' (Hdt.

7.103).” Similarly Pericles states

In a single battle the Peloponnesians and their allies may be able to defy
all Hellas, but they are incapacitated from carrying on a war against a
power different in character from their own, by the want of the single
council chamber requisite to prompt and vigorous action, and the
substitution of a congress composed of various peoples, in which every
state possesses an equal vote, and each presses its own ends—a condition

of things which generally results in no action at all (1.141.6).

From Pericles' perspective the strength of the Athenians lies in the power garnered
from their allies, who are governed by a central deliberative body, which acts in
the interest of Athens. Sparta and her allies, on the other hand, operate as a league;
members of the Peloponnesian League have equal votes which they cast in their
own interests. In the early years of the Delian League the 'autonomy' of Greek
city-states was guaranteed through their right to vote in the assembly. This vote
ensured that equal and fair discussions were held on the basis of equal strength.”
Once Athens began to withdraw voting power from the allies, city-states began to
feel that their voices in discussions had been silenced.

From a Greek perspective the inherent problem with the Persian empire is
that Persians and their subjects obeyed the Persian king, whose authority, much
like that of a tyrant, was not checked by the vépou of the society.”® The Spartans,
on the other hand, were 'slaves' to their own vOpoL, as Demaratus points out (Hdt.
7.104), while according to Pericles, '[o]ur constitution is called a democracy
because we govern in the interests of the majority, not just the few. Our laws give
equal rights to all in private disputes...We are tolerant in our private dealings with
one another, but in all public matters we abide by the law: it is fear above all
which keeps us obedient to the authorities of the day and to the laws, especially

those laws established for the protection of the injured and those unwritten laws

® Translation Waterfield (1998); Forsdyke (2005: 224-41).
' Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
5 This will be discussed in greater depth in Chapter Five, sections 1-3.
’® See Chapter Three, section 3 for more on the discussion between Xerxes and Demaratus and for
Persian vopot in Herodotus.
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whose contravention brings acknowledged disgrace' (Thuc. 2.37.1).” Unlike the
'law', policies of the Persian king were divinely dictated and could therefore be
easily changed.”® While the Athenians may have governed themselves in
accordance with vopot, when it came to determining what actions should be
carried out by the league, decisions were not made by members who exercised
equal voting rights. Thucydides offers evidence that Athenian actions were
conceptualised through the language of 'slavery', and that the allies believed their
‘autonomous' condition constituted 'enslavement'. The Mytileneans make the

following statement in their speech to the Spartans concerning their revolt.

But the object of the alliance was the liberation of the Hellenes from
Persia, not the subjugation of the Hellenes to Athens. So long as the
Athenians in their leadership respected our independence, we followed
them with enthusiasm. But when we saw that they [Athenians] were
becoming less and less antagonistic to Persia and more and more interested
in enslaving their own allies, then we became frightened. Because of the
multiple voting system, the allies were incapable of uniting in self-
defence, and so they all became enslaved except for us and Chios. We,
supposed to be independent and nominally free, furnished our own

contingents in the allied forces.”

Ehppayol pévrol eyevopeda ovx £t xatadovidoel TV EAMvav
Abnvaiolg, dAL' et EhevBepdoel amo Tod MAdov toig ‘EAow. xal
uéyoL Hev 6o tod toov 1yodvto, meoblpwg eimtdpeda- emeldn 0¢
EWQAOUEY aUTOVS TV PEV Tod MNdov €xBoav aviévroag, Ty ¢ TV
Evppdywv dovAworv Emayopévoug, obx ddeeic Tt Nuev. adhvarol 8¢
Ovteg ©0' €v yevopevol dua morlvymdiav apdvaoBor ol ELppor oL
edovhmBnoav v Huodv xoi Xiov: Hueig d¢ avtdvopol 1 dvteg ol

ghevBegoL T@ Odvopat Euveotpatevoapev (Thuc. 3.10.3-5).

"7 Translation Hammond (2009); %ai dvopo pgv i T pi) €g ohlyoug &)’ ég mhelovag oixelv
Onpoxgatia xéxintar HETeatt 8¢ AT PEV TOVS VOROUS TROC Ta dla didpoga maat To loov
... averayBhg ¢ Ta (dla mpooowhoDvTeg Ta dnpodoLa St d¢og Pdhota ov
TAQAVOUODUEV, TOV TE aiel €V GOy T OVIMV ArQOATEL UL TMOV VORWYV, KAl LAMOTA AVTOV
dooL te €’ MPehlg TOV AdrovPEVLWVY xetvTal ral dooL dyadol Ovteg aloybvny
?spo)\oyov TaVIY q)égovow.

See Chapter 3, section 3.
" Translation Warner (1972a).
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Although originally league members were 'autonomous', the Athenians slowly
limited the voting rights of the allies, thereby limiting their ability to exercise their
voice in the assembly and hastening their enslavement.”® By applying the language
of 'slavery', language which Herodotus uses to describe the physical enslavement
of subjects by the Persians, Thucydides conveys the emergence of Athens as an
empire through his use of rhetorically charged words. By describing Athenian
actions through the language of 'slavery' Thucydides invites the reader to consider
the value of 'freedom', when a city-state which had fought for the 'freedom' of the
Greeks took advantage of its 'liberator' reputation in order to 'enslave' its allies.*'
As I have shown, there is sufficient evidence from Thucydides' history to
suggest that there was a general rhetoric or belief that Athens was 'enslaving' the
allies and that treatment at the hands of the Athenians differed little from what
they would have suffered at the hands of the Persians. Thucydides'
characterisation of Athens as an 'enslaver' and comparisons between Athens and
Persia in his history represent general sentiments circulating during Herodotus'
time which may have led him to compare Athens and Persia in his own history.
As I shall argue in the next chapter, one of the ways that Herodotus draws a
comparison between the Persians and the post-Persian Wars Athenians is by
examining how 'freedom' did not have a fixed definition, but was instead
culturally embedded and prone to shifts in meaning as the vopou of different
groups change in accordance with growth. In order to elicit the irony of the
situation — that Athens the liberator had become Athens the enslaver —Herodotus
considers what it might mean to be 'free' according to the vopot of the Persians.
By simultaneously engaging with Persian notions of 'freedom' and the 'freedom'
for which the Greeks fought during the Persian Wars, Herodotus demonstrates
that 'freedom’ itself is not a quality or condition that exists by nature, but rather a

concept which is culturally embedded and therefore not absolute.

% Alternatively Cleon, at 3.37, argues that democracy is ill-equipped to run an empire since
listening to the complaints of the allies has led to the decision concerning Mytilene being debated
again, which only makes the Athenians seem weak. However, this is the perspective of an
Athenian, and not of the allies, who would have felt that the ability to address the Athenians on
such an occasion as this was a far cry from equality in the assembly.
81 See Chapter Four for a more thorough analysis of 'freedom' in Thucydides' history.
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Chapter 3: Herodotean Freedom

The previous chapter examined the extent to which Herodotus was
thinking about contemporary politics while writing the Histories and the
evidence —both literary and epigraphic —that those who were dissatisfied with
Athenian rule may have compared Athens to Persia. The aim of the following
chapter is to examine how the political turmoil of Herodotus' own time and the
emergence of Athenian power in the fifth century may have led him to consider
how a society's priorities and vopoL may engender different conceptualisations of
what it means to be free. Although the Athenians had fought to free the Greeks
from the Persians during the Persian Wars, as the Athenians' own power grew, the
institutions of their rule began to resemble that of the Persians, against which they
had fought in their struggle for freedom. An examination of 'freedom' from a
Persian perspective suggests that Herodotus was not only concerned with how
'freedom' may be relevant to an imperial power, but also how empire's and city-
state's vopot change in accordance with their own successes and failures, and that,
consequently, so too do their conceptualisations of what it means to be free. As
Herodotus states, 'I will cover minor and major human settlements equally,
because most of those which were important in the past have diminished by now,
and those which were great in my own time were small in times past. I will
mention both equally because I know that human happiness never remains long in
the same place' (1.5)." 'Freedom' was closely tied to the Greek identity and to the
Athenians, who had fought for the freedom of the Greeks during the Persian
Wars. By considering 'freedom' from a Persian perspective, Herodotus is able to
draw a comparison between the Persians and the fifth-century Athenians, two
groups dissonant with regard to both time and place, and, in doing so, he is able
provide a warning to the Athenians regarding their present behaviour.

Unlike Fornara and Moles, who do not address the role that intellectual
trends may have played in eliciting irony, I suggest that the manner in which
Herodotus creates irony is shaped by frameworks and modes of discourse such as
relativism and the debate between vopog and ¢pUois. In her analysis of the

ethnographies in Herodotus, Rosaria Vignolo Munson approaches the text through

! Translation Waterfield (1998); Tt Y& T méhal peydha v, Ta Jrok):d aDTOV TURQA YEYOVE:
Ta 8¢ £ Epéo MV peydha, modtegov NV oxed. Ty avBowmny v ématdpuevog
ebdaLpoviny ovdapd £V TOVTY pévovaay, Empvioopal ApdoTéQmwv Opolng.
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discourse 'to understand what the text says by examining how it says it'.’
Similarly, I shall focus specifically on how Herodotus engages in a discourse of
'freedom' through frameworks, such as relativism and the vopog-¢p ol debate, in
order to compare fifth-century Athens to Persia. For Herodotus 'freedom' was a
concept which was not 'fixed' by nature. In other words, it did not exist by nature,
but rather what it meant to be 'free' was determined by a community's vOpoL—
what was deemed right, both in terms of customs and the laws. Consequently, for
Herodotus, there were multiple ways of defining what it meant to be 'free', and
these definitions shifted in accordance with the culturally embedded values of a
society. Furthermore, what was deemed 'freedom' from one group's perspective
could constitute 'slavery' from another's, thereby opening discussions of 'freedom'
to relativistic analyses.’

My own approach to Herodotus has been influenced by recent scholarship
which aims to read Herodotus not only as an historian, but as a writer whose
understanding of the world and whose methods were influenced by intellectual
frameworks and politics of the fifth century. It has not always been the case that
Herodotus' Histories were viewed as a product of an intellectual pursuit that
aimed to make sense of the world—the present world—as well as the past.
Munson notes that the ethnographies in Herodotus were previously viewed as
disiecta membra that were 'artfully but somewhat pointlessly inserted into the
historical narrative'.* While Jacoby has suggested that Herodotus' work consisted
of logoi that were originally independent, with the ethnographic logoi being
inserted into the historical narrative at a later date, both Immerwahr and Lateiner
argue against an 'analyst' approach in favour of the conceptual unity of Herodotus'
work.” Those who adopt this approach, as Lateiner argues, 'explain more
adequately...the pervasive intellectual concerns of the author and the literary
skills which shaped his narrative techniques'.® Munson notes that inconsistencies
and omissions in texts provide as much information to the reader as the text itself,
but despite this, the issue of temporal dissonance in the ethnographic and
historical logoi is problematic: while the historical logoi create a chronological

narrative of the past, the ethnographic logoi describe 'permanent conditions and

2 Munson (2001: 266).
* For a more complete discussion of relativism in Herodotus' Histories, see pages 50-55.
* Munson (2001: 2).
3 Jacoby (1913: 327-34, 341-55); Lateiner (1989: 3-6); Immerwahr (1966: 46-78).
® Lateiner (1989: 5).
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customary actions in the present'.’” In the past, the historical narratives and the
ethnographic narratives dealing more with the way things are have been viewed as
separate entities. However, Munson suggests that the ethnographies complement
Herodotus' historical narrative of the Persian Wars by questioning what it means
to be Greek, thereby offering commentary on Herodotus' own fifth-century world
through the past. In this sense, Herodotus' investigations into the past and the
present are complementary, and, if one is to understand Herodotus' 'message', one

must understand how disparite elements of his work in fact work together.*

31 The Problem: One Word, Two Freedoms

While words formed from the éAevBep- root are used fourteen times in
reference to Athens, only once do the Athenians actually claim that they are
fighting for the 'freedom' of the Greeks.” One would expect the Athenians to be
depicted touting the slogan of 'freedom' as they defend Greece, especially after
their triumph at Marathon. As Sahlins has argued 'an event is a happening
interpreted','"” and the language which the Greeks used to interpret the crisis of the
Persian Wars was the language of 'freedom'. As I examined in Chapter One,
evidence independent of Herodotus suggests that the Greeks began to
conceptualise the struggle against the Persians as one for freedom shortly after the
retreat of the Persians. Often crises require new paradigms of meaning when
previous paradigms are not able to capture the magnitude of the crisis. The
Persian Wars precipitated the emergence of a new type of 'freedom'.'" Whereas
previously 'free' and 'slave' had been used to describe the status of an individual
and as a metaphor for political reforms, from the crisis of the Persian Wars
emerged an ideology of 'freedom' in the sense of being free from the control of
another. This new ideology or paradigm of 'freedom' was used to describe the
overthrow of tyranny in Herodotus' Histories. One would expect, given how
frequently this word appears in the context of Persian history and tyranny, that
this language would also be used to narrate the actions of the Athenians during the

war, since Herodotus believes them to be largely responsible for securing the

" Munson (2001: 2).
¥ Munson (2001: 230-31, 272-73).
° See pages 61-62 for specific examples.
' Sahlins (1985: 153).
"' See pages 39-42.
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freedom of the Greeks (7.139)."”> However, the first time that the Athenians say
that they will defend the 'freedom' of the Greeks occurs after Salamis, when
Mardonius, a Persian general, sends a message from Xerxes through his
ambassador, Alexander the Macedonian, to the Athenians offering them an

alliance. The passage begins with Alexander speaking.

Men of Athens, Mardonius says the following: 'a messenger has come to
me from King Xerxes speaking thus: 'l [Xerxes] forgive the Athenians all
wrong-doings committed by them against me. Now, Mardonius, do the
following: give back their land to them, but also let them add to it, let
them, being autonomous, take for themselves another land, whichever one
they want, in addition to this one. If they are willing to come to terms with

me, rebuild as many temples of theirs as I have burnt'.”®

Gvdpeg ABnvaiot, Mapdoviog Tade héyer Epoi ayyehin fxetl o
Baothéog Méyovoa Mg ABMvaiolol Tag AuooTddag Tog ¢ ue €5
énelvwv yevopévag mdoag petinu. Nov e 0de, Mapdovie, molee:
To0TO PEV TV YAV 0dL Amddog, Todto de dAANY ROg TahTy EAECOWY
avtol, Hviva av €0€Amal, €6vteg avTdvopoL ipd Te Thvta odL, Hv On
BoUAwvtai ye époi Oporoyéewy, avopbwoov, doa eym évémonoa (Hdt.

8.140).

Mardonius adds his own advice: the forces of Persia are too great for the Greeks
to defeat, and even if they do, another greater force will follow. His message ends
at 8.140 with the following statement: 'Be free, making a defensive alliance with
us without treachery and deceit' (€ote €éhe0eQoL, NIV Opaypiny ouvBEpevol
dvev te d6hov rol amdng).

The Spartans, having heard that a possible peace deal might be struck
between the Athenians and the Persians, send envoys to Athens to dissuade the
Athenians from making peace with Persia. The Spartan message was one which

would be more apt if applied to the Peloponnesian Wars than the Persian:

"2 For evidence independent of Herodotus' Histories that the Persians Wars were conceptualised as
a struggle for 'freedom’, see pages 39-40.
" Translation mine.
" Translation mine.
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Besides all of these things, it is in no wise tolerable that the Athenians, you
who in the past appeared to be freeing many men, be the cause of slavery

for the Greeks."

dAhwg Te TOUTWV AMEdVTOY aitiovg yevéaBal dovroovng Tolot
"EAAnot ABnvaiovg o0daumde avaoyetov, oltiveg aigl »al TO Tahal

paiveobe mohhovg élevBepmoavtes avBowmwy (Hdt. 8.142).

This is surely a statement that looks forward to the Athenian role as liberator
during the Persian Wars and enslaver thereafter. The language which Herodotus
uses in Xerxes' message serves to strengthen the admonishing tone of the passage.
Xerxes stated that the Greeks would be 'autonomous', but there is no epigraphic or
literary evidence for 'autonomy' prior to Sophocles' Antigone in 442.'° Figueira
notes that 'autonomy' was commonly used during the era of the Delian League to
describe relations between city-states.'” Raaflaub goes one step further by arguing
that 'free' was used to describe the lack of external interference, while
'autonomous' described the sovereignty exerted by a people over domestic
policies."® Words which are formed from the avtovop- root are often translated
into English as 'autonomy'/'autonomous' and 'independence'/'independent'.
Although many translators of Greek texts render both avtovopia and élevBepia
as 'freedom', avtovopia does not mean 'freedom'. While Hansen notes that a state
is no longer deemed autonomous if it is ruled by a tyrant, Athens, Persia, a
Spartan harmost, or the Peloponnesian league, he notes that there is a degree of

subjectivity in interpreting what it means to be autonomous, which is why the

"% Translation mine.
' The concept of autonomy was complex and frequently used. It appears as an adjective twice in
Herodotus, once in Sophocles' Antigone, and four times in the works of Hippocrates (thrice in
Airs, Waters and Places; once in de morbis popularibus). In Thucydides' history it occurs thirty-
nine times as an adjective, five times in verbal form, three times as a noun, and once as an adverb.
Of the thirty-nine times it is used as an adjective, it is used only six times to describe the condition
of a city-state, but thirty times in reference to the inhabitants of city-states; twice it describes an
oixnolg, and once an individual. In Xenophon's Hellenica a0Tovop- appears thirty-two times as
an adjective. It occurs six times in noun form. In the rhetorical works of the fourth century there is
an increased use of the noun form: eleven out of the nineteen times the concept is invoked by
Isocrates it is in noun form. Andocides' references to autonomy are sparse: he uses it six times, all
in de pace, all as adjectives, except for once when it appears as a noun. Demosthenes only uses the
word as an adjective, and one of those instances is a participle. Furthermore, Hansen (1998: 78)
notes that the assumption that a polis must be autonomous is incorrect, as 500 city-states deemed
poleis by contemporary sources would not be considered autonomous.
' Figueira (1990: 63-88).
'8 Raaflaub (2004: 147-60).
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term was politically useful for those asserting that their sovereignty was being
interfered with by a more powerful body." Despite the ambiguity of how the
concept of 'autonomy' could be used, Low notes the close relationship between
intervention and autonomy; the concept is typically invoked in instances of
political interference.”

In his monograph on autonomy, Ostwald concludes that 'autonomy'
entered the political scene as a concept by 432 BC, since the citizens of Aegina
complained that they had lost the avtovopia guaranteed them by Athens in the
Thirty Years' Peace (446-445 BC). According to Ostwald, the concept of
‘autonomy' best described the circumstances of Athens' violation of Aegina's
rights as a state, and therefore Herodotus consciously decided to use the term
anachronistically, since the situation described at 8.140 fit the circumstances of its
use. As this is not the first instance in which Athens exerted influence over Greek
city-states in the post-Persian War period, it is entirely conceivable that
avtovopda as a concept became prevalent earlier, most likely around 468/467 BC
when the Greek city-states began to feel that they were being deprived of their
basic political rights by Athenian hegemony.”' Drawing from the earlier research
of Ostwald, Raaflaub argues in favour of a later date for the origin of avtovopia
due to the lack of epigraphic evidence for the term before 427-426 BC >

Regardless of when 'autonomy' actually emerged as a concept, both
Herodotus and Thucydides used the concept anachronistically. The term, having
emerged from the escalating tensions between Athens, Sparta, and their respective
allies, was associated with the politics of the Peloponnesian War. Rather than
attribute Herodotus' and Thucydides' anachronistic uses of 'autonomy' to the
aptness of the vocabulary for the narrative, one should ask how anachronistic use
of this vocabulary gives meaning to the text. Ostwald suggests that Herodotus
uses 'autonomy' because it accurately describes the situation, but that it was not
used at the time of the event.”” While I agree that Herodotus chose to use the term
because it fits the context of his narrative, I believe that the decision to include an
anachronistic concept was not one which was taken lightly by the historian. This

term appears only twice in the Histories, suggesting that Herodotus chose to use

' Hansen (1995: 34-35); Ostwald (1982: 42); Bosworth (1992: 122-52); Rhodes (1999: 40).
2 Low (2007: 187-98).
2! Ostwald (1982: 40).
22 Raaflaub (2004: 148).
3 Ostwald (1982: 1).
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the term only in particular contexts. Additionally it brings the reader forward to
the Peloponnesian War when 'autonomy' becomes a controversial political
status.** In using a term associated with the politics of the Peloponnesian War, the
reader is led to contrast the Athenian fight to 'free’ the Greeks (Hdt. 7.139), and
their subsequent 'enslavement' of their Greek allies.

What is significant about Herodotus' use of 'autonomy"' at 8.140 is not so
much what 'autonomy' means in the context of the Persian Wars, but what it
signifies for the reader.” As a concept which emerged during the escalating
tensions between Athens, Sparta and their respective allies, the mention of
'autonomy' at 8.140 would have signified to the reader that Herodotus is using the
past to engage with the present, and, more specifically, drawing a comparison
between the Athenians' claim to be fighting for the 'freedom' of the Greeks at
8.143, and their behaviour during the Peloponnesian Wars when the Athenians
were accused of 'enslaving' city-states and violating their 'autonomy'. The advice
of the Spartans prevailed and the Athenians declined the Persian offer. The
Athenians state that they are well aware of the disparity between Persian and
Greek forces.” Despite this disparity, at 8.143 the Athenians argue that they will
never enslave Greece to Persia: 'but nevertheless we, striving after freedom, we
will defend ourselves in whatever way we can' (GAN' Spwg €hevBeQing
YAy opevor apuveopefa olitm dxwg av »ol duvdpeba).” Instead they will
fight the Persians since it is not a good thing that in making a treaty with Persia,
Athens be responsible for enslaving those with whom she shares a language,
temples, gods, religious rites, and a common way of life (Hdt. 8.143-44).

The use of 'autonomy' as a narrative tool at 8.140 brings the past into
dialogue with the politics of the latter half of the fifth century. Athens, having

promised never to enslave Greece, had become the 'enslavers' of Greeks after the

** Although one could argue that Herodotus' reference to 'autonomy' would remind the reader of
the Spartan ultimatum which led to the outbreak of the Peloponnesian Wars, the only evidence for
this ultimatum is in Thucydides' history (Thuc. 1.139.3). Thucydides' account of the role of
'autonomy' in the war is complicated by his representation of the term. Consequently Herodotus'
mention of 'autonomy' would have led the reader to consider the similarities between Athens'
relationship with her allies, in which 'autonomy' played a role, and the Persian offer of 'autonomy".
Herodotus' use of 'autonomy' would bring the reader forward to fifth-century politics in general,
rather than to the Spartan ultimatum specifically. For more on Thucydides' 'autonomy' see Chapter
Five.
 For present purposes, 'autonomy' serves as a signifier in the narrative. The concept of 'autonomy'
will be dealt with at greater length and in more depth in Chapter Five.
%% This is another forward-looking statement. The calculation of military strength was a common
feature of Athenian military ideology (Raaflaub 2001: 307-41).
?’ Translation mine.
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Persian Wars. Embedded within the irony is a warning to the Athenians not to
forget the means by which they attained their empire in the first place: by freeing
Greece from Persia. Sara Forsdyke has noted that Herodotus often criticises
contemporary Athenians by referring to noble actions in the past. She argues that
criticism is the point of his statement at 8.3 where he relates that the Athenians
yielded to those who objected to their leadership, having recognised that if they
continued to argue Greece would perish. In case the message was not clear,
Herodotus continues: 'for internal strife is a thing as much worse than war carried
on by a united people, as war is worse than peace' (Hdt. 8.3).?® This mode of

criticism is used by the Spartan ephor, Sthenelaidas in Thucydides' history.

And yet if they behaved well against the Persians in the past, but ill toward
us now, they deserve double punishment for having ceased to be good and

for having become bad.”

rattot €l PO Tovg MNdovg Eyévovto ayabol tote, oG &' NuUag
zaxol vOv, duthaoiag Inpiog dEroi eiotv, OtL avt' ayoBdv naxol

vevévnvrat (Thuc. 1.86.1).

The inclusion of such forms of criticism by Thucydides suggests that this opinion
expressed by Sthenelaidas was popular during Herodotus' lifetime and must be
considered when appeals to noble deeds are made at moments where the
protagonist has the opportunity to do either great harm or good. The statement
made by the Spartans at 8.142 is double edged: not only does it refer to the noble
deeds of the Athenians, it also draws attention to their imperial designs after the
Persian Wars by reminding the reader at one and the same time what Athens
formerly was and no longer is.

The use of freedom at 8.140 poses a problem: Mardonius interprets
Xerxes' offer of 'autonomy' as 'freedom', but the Greeks reject this offer on the
grounds that they are so focused on 'freedom' that they will fight for it in whatever
way they can (Hdt. 8.143). The Athenians have essentially rejected an offer of
'freedom’, and of 'autonomy', by claiming that they are fighting for 'freedom'. This

dilemma can only be resolved if the Persians and the Greeks mean something

*® Translation mine.
¥ Translation Forsdyke (2006: 235).
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different by 'freedom'. Many have argued that Herodotus used the language of
'freedom' anachronistically and haphazardly. In the following section I shall
examine the intellectual trends popular during Herodotus' lifetime that provided
him with a framework for thinking about what it means to be 'free'. By attributing
the language of 'freedom' to Persia, and, as I shall show, establishing a
conceptualisation of 'freedom' that is shaped by the vopou of the Persians,
Herodotus is suggesting in a subtle, yet powerful way, that 'freedom' may be
culturally embedded, or rather shaped by a society's cultural and political vopo.
Although there is little evidence to suggest that there was a Persian
ideology of 'freedom' comparable to Greek 'freedom', evidence such as the Cyrus
Cylinder, in which the Persians 'loosen' those suffering 'from oppression', may
have led Herodotus to consider that, at one time, the Persians themselves
struggled to 'free' themselves from the Medes, but that, at some point, the struggle
to free themselves from the Medes ultimately made the Persians powerful enough
to rule over others. Herodotus examines the emergence of Persia as a dominant
power in the Near East and how its vopot, which shift as they grow more
powerful, affect the Persians' conceptualisation of 'freedom'. He does this in order
to better understand how the Athenians, who had once liberated the Greeks from

Persia, could become the enslavers of Greeks.

a2 Herodotus and Contemporary Intellectual Trends

Herodotus was as influenced by contemporary intellectual trends as he was
by the political developments of the fifth century. Thomas has shown that
Herodotus was influenced by Ionian thinkers such as Xenophanes, Pythagoras,
Heraclitus and Hecataeus, by Presocratics such as Anaxagoras, and by sophists
such as Protagoras. Herodotus may even be considered a sophos, 'a sage or man of
wisdom'.” The very phrase used by Herodotus to describe his endeavor, ioToging
amodelELg, is itself a 'scientific undertaking', and one that is comparable to 'the
process of inquiry in cases of judicial arbitration'.”’ Asheri notes that it was not
until the fourth century that iotoQin, or 'enquiry', came to be associated with

investigations into the past.”> Herodotus' methodology relies primarily on first-

hand knowledge, &1, and reasoning or opinion, yvaoun (2.99). The term was

** Thomas (2000: 6-7).
3 Munson (2001: 7); Thomas (1997: 128-48).
32 Asheri (2007: 8).
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used by the Presocratics to refer to their investigations, and by Socrates' own time
it was used to describe a branch of knowledge known as mel pOoewg iotogia.”
Both Connor and Nagy have noted that in the process of carrying out his
investigations, Herodotus acts as an {otwg, or arbitrator in a dispute, who passes
judgments after collecting the evidence or the results of his enquires.** At times,
however, Herodotus' engagement with his text suggests that he asserted a role that
exceeded the limits of arbitrator, such as at 7.139 where he expresses his own
opinion.”

According to Plutarch (Per. 4.3) and Plato (DK 29 A4), Pericles, along
with others in his circle such as Herodotus, Phidias and Sophocles, attended
lectures by Zeno the Eleatic.”® Rosalind Thomas suggests that Herodotus' own
personal conditions may have led him to conceptualise his enquiries through

sophistic precepts:

Perhaps too, as a Greek from Asia Minor, he was acutely aware that it was
not enough to be Greek in the fight against the Persians, and while
ethnography was important, the Asiatic Greeks could hardly accept that as
inhabitants of Asia they were different by nature from the mainland
Greeks. The new sophistic stress on nomoi perhaps offered Herodotus
conceptual terms in which to express some reasons for the longer-term
conflict between Greeks and Persians and the surprising success of the

Greeks."

As I shall argue, Herodotus considers how 'freedom' is understood within the
context of a particular society's vopot, and how, while one group may view a
particular action or behaviour as 'slavish', another will view it the mark of a 'free'
individual. Through the frameworks of vopog-gpvolg and relativism Herodotus
considers what it means to be 'free'. For Herodotus, 'freedom' was defined in
accordance with the vopou of particular societies, and, therefore, value judgments
concerning other group's perceptions of what is 'free’ or 'slavish' are informed by

these vopot. Consequently what constitutes slavishness from a Greek perspective,

3 Pl. Phd. 96a8; Connor (1993: 4).
* Nagy (1990: 315-20); Connor (1993: 4).
% Connor (1993: 15.)
% Kerferd (1981: 19). For an introduction to those considered to be 'sophists', see pages 53-55.
3 Thomas (2006: 71).
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namely loyalty to a king, is deemed the mark of a nobleman from a Persian
perspective. One of the best preserved examples of relativism is the Dissoi logoi,
or the "Twofold Argument', written at the beginning of the fourth century, and
comprised of nine chapters with opposing arguments such as good and evil,
justice and injustice.’ In each of these arguments, by arguing from both sides of a
moral debate, the author proves that actions can either be good or evil depending
on one's perspective.” Guthrie provides a definition of relativism as applied to

values:

There 1s nothing to which the epithets good, bad or the like can be applied
absolutely and without qualification, because the effect of everything is
different according to the object on which it is exercised, the
circumstances of its application and so on...When a speaker says that good
and bad are only relative, he may mean that 'there is nothing good or bad,
but thinking makes it so'. Any investigation of the nomos-physis antithesis
turns up plenty of examples of this: incest abominable in Greek eyes,

normal in Egyptian and so on.*

Herodotus' own use of relativism differs from the relativism engaged in by the

sophists. At 3.38 Herodotus makes the following statement regarding vopot:

If one were to order all mankind to choose the best set of rules in the
world, each group would, after due consideration, choose its own customs;
each group regards its own as being by far the best. So it is unlikely that

anyone except a madman would laugh at such things.*'

Ei y60 tig moobein méol dvBodmolot EéxAEEacBat xehehwv VOHOUC
TOVG ROAMAOTOVG €% TOV TTavTVY VORIV, dtaoxepdpevol Gv Eéhoiato

ERA0TOL TOVG EMVTAV: 0UT® VOTOVOL TOAAOY TL RAAAOTOVG TOVG

* Gera (2000: 22). See pages 50-52 for Herodotus' Scythians, who engage in relativism.
¥ Lépez Eire (2007: 337); Pownall (2004:, 13); DK 90 1.8.
“ Guthrie (1971: 166).
! Translation Waterfield (1998).
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£0VTOV VOpOoLG Exaotot eival. OV GV 0ixdg £0TL GALOV Ve 1

pavopevov Gvdoa yéhwta ta totadta tibeobor.

To prove that it is the case that each group gives primacy to or prefers its own
vopot, Herodotus describes two groups of people, neither of whom could be
persuaded by any sum of money to abandon for another's their own customs for
dealing with the dead; 'So these practices have become enshrined as customs just
as they are, and I think Pindar was right to have said in his poem that custom is
the king of all' (3.38). This sentiment, Gera notes, is similar to a thought
experiment set up in the Dissoi Logoi.”> While Heinimann has suggested that 3.38
is so sophistic that it must have been borrowed from the writings of the sophists,
Thomas notes that Heinimann's conclusion does not explain why this passage has
been inserted into the text.** According to Munson, Herodotus' comment that no
one except a 'madman would laugh at such things', that is, that men regard their
own VOPOL to be best, is a reference to Cambyses, who sets out to determine
whether practices, common beliefs, and cultural institutions will be able to sustain
objective examination. In the process of his examination, Cambyses violates
several vopot and is driven mad by illness, and thus his transgressions 'coincide
with an impairment of the mind that clearly belongs in the sphere of physis
(nature)'.*” While the sophists employed relativism to argue from both sides of
argument, Herodotus used relativism to explain that one's value judgements are
culturally embedded, the result being that one must be mad, like Cambyses, to
deny the cultural primacy of a particular group's vopotr. As Munson argues, 'the
lack of objective validity in people's perception that their own nomoi are ®ahot
only goes to show that all nomoi are xahoi'.** For Munson, Herodotus is a
relativist only in the sense that he believes that individuals' value judgements are
determined by their vopor. Humphreys rejects the traditional assessment that
vopog refers to 'custom' at 3.38 and to 'law' at 7.102-104, but instead argues that

the same principle is being invoked.*” She suggests that Herodotus was not

*? Similarly at 7.52 Herodotus notes that 'if everyone in the world were to bring his own problems
along to market with the intention of trading with his neighbours, a glimpse of his neighbours'
problems would make him glad to take back home the ones he came with'.
* Gera (2000: 36-37).
* Heinimann (1945: 81); Thomas (2000: 126).
* Munson (2001: 168-69).
% Munson (2001: 170).
*7 For more on 7.102-104 see Chapter Three, section 3.
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concerned with the debate between vopog and ¢pvotg, but was instead making the
point that one must not act beyond the boundaries set by vopot regardless of the
variation of vopoL between cultures; one must suffer the consequences if one does
so, as the madness of Cambyses revealed. For Humphreys, vopog in Herodotus is
an answer and an endpoint; Herodotus does not ask why people observe particular
vopoL, but views vOpoL as a stopping point in his enquiry.

Humphreys concludes that Herodotus' thinking is closer to the Presocratics
than to the sophists, who believe that there is no reason to live in accordance with
vopol since they are man-made; the only reason men obey them is fear of
punishment.”® Herodotus appeals to vOpog in both passages (3.38, 7.102-104) in
order to explain something that is unpredictable. In the case of 3.38 vOpog is used
to explain the different burial customs, while at 7.102-104 it is used to explain
why the Greeks would dare to oppose the Persians when they are so greatly
outnumbered.* Interpretation of 3.38 depends on the meaning of vopo. It is
simple enough to assert that Herodotus has used vopol as an explanatory 'last
resort'. However, based on Herodotus' own interaction with the concept of vopou
at 3.38, it would make sense that Herodotus is engaging with vopog on another
level.

However, a more subtle distinction is being drawn here: vopog is the king
of all in that it sets the parameters of justice within a society, whereas in war the
victor determines what is just and unjust. Herodotus does not argue from an
absolute position of relativism: he does not suggest that what was deemed
detestable to one group was an established practice deemed good by another, but
that the principles in accordance with which a group lives will result in different
culturally embedded notions of acceptable behaviour, and that based on these
notions value judgements are made concerning what it good and bad, just and
unjust. That this is the case can be seem by a comparison of Herodotus' statement
regarding vopog at 3.38 and the context of the original Pindar fragment that
Herodotus quotes. At 3.38 Herodotus states, 'I think Pindar was right to have said
in his poem that custom is king of all' (0p8®g pot doxéel ITivdagog motfjoat,

vopov mavtov Bacthéa phoag etvar).”” Humphreys notes the parallelism of

* Humphreys (1987: 213-214).
49 Humphreys (1987: 218); Evans (1965: 142-53).
3% Translation Waterfield (2009).
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3.38 and Heraclitus fragment B53, 'war is the father and king of all'."' However,
Herodotus is making a statement concerning vopot that is fundamentally different
than Heraclitus' position on vopog. In fragment B114, Heraclitus makes the

following statement:

Speaking with understanding they must hold fast to what is shared by all,
as a city holds to its law, and even more firmly. For all human laws are
nourished by one divine one. It prevails as it will and suffices for all and is

more than enough.’

Euv vowL Aéyovtag ioyueiteabar xon Tt Evvil mdviwy, HrwormeQ
VOPL TTOALG, ®OL TTOAD L0YVQOTEQWGS. TOEGOVTAL YOO TIAVTES OL
avBommeLoL VOpOoL Vo £vOg Tod Belov: xpaTel Y0Q TOCODTOV OROCOV

£0€LeL nol EEapnel Moo val mepuyiveton.”

Kahn connects Heraclitus' comment on vOpog to another fragment, B44: 'The
people must fight for the law as for their city wall'. Based on these two passages,
Kahn suggests that vopoc is the only defense that the weak have against the
interests of the stronger.”* Furthermore, connecting this fragment to B43, in which
Heraclitus likens violence or lawlessness to a house on fire, Kahn argues that
Heraclitus may have been influenced by Solon's image of public disaster in
fragment 3.26-37, but he notes that Heraclitus takes Solon's 'enlightened
leadership' of one individual further by arguing that all obey the advice of one
person (B33). This advice is grounded in the 'divine', as all human laws —laws
that are common to all —are nourished by one divine law.” Although Herodotus'
quoting of Pindar seems parallel to Heraclitus —vopog is king of all just as war is
the king of all —Herodotus rejects the notion that there is one divine vopog that
unifies everyone, by providing examples where different vopoir—vépol regarded
as divine by those who practice them —are valued otherwise by those whose

vopol are different.

I DK BS53.
3 Translation Kahn (1979: 43).
> See pages 207-208.
3 Kahn (1979: 118, 179).
** Kahn (1979: 180).
97



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Three

In order to understand Herodotus' position on vOpog as 0eomdTNG or
Baothetg, it will be necessary to examine the Pindar quote in the context of the
original fragment. Pindar begins fragment 169 by stating that '[nJomos, king of
all, mortals and immortals, brings on with sovereign hand what is most violent
and makes it just' (1-4).”° As evidence in support of this statement he provides
examples from the life of Heracles, but rather than depicting Heracles as 'liberator
par excellence from monsters that trouble mankind', Ostwald notes that Heracles
is presented as acting unjustly, while those who suffer at the hands of Heracles are
presented as victims of 'violence unjustly perpetrated'.”” Ostwald recognises the
difficulty of determining which vopog is being referred to by Pindar, and, more
specifically, which vopog would justify Heracles' actions, described as they are as
being carried out by force.”® According to tradition, Heracles was a hero whose
actions were heroic and valiant, the justice of whose actions was not questioned.
By presenting Heracles as acting unjustly, Pindar was able to prove his point that
vOpog is able to make the most violent acts just. This vopog is different than
vOpog as it is presented by Heraclitus in B114: whereas vOpog in Pindar is a
conventional attitude or belief regarded as valid, vopog in Heraclitus is derived
from one divine law. Pindar's assessment of vopog is based on his own
observations of the traditional tales of Heracles, and undoubtedly by his own
world in which acts of violence were regarded as just.

Heraclitus' assessment of vOpog is more idealistic in that he regards vopot
as the common bonds that unite men and serve to protect them; they are common
to all men, regardless of where men are from, and they are derived from one
divine vopog. There is, however, still a parallelism between Heraclitus' statement
that 'war is the father of all and king of all' and Pindar's statement that vOpog is
king of all, both mortals and immortals, a relationship that was not lost on
Herodotus. Heraclitus asserts that some men are revealed by war to be gods,
others men; some are made slaves, others free. War itself may have tested men
and determined their fate by rendering them free or enslaved, but the replacement
of 'war' with this particular use of vOpog suggests that it is not war that makes
men 'free' or 'enslaved', but rather acts of violence that are regarded as 'just', as it

is ultimately the victors who set the standard of justice: Heracles was the victor,

% Translation Ostwald (1965: 117).
7 Ostwald (1965: 118).
% Ostwald (1965: 124).
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and therefore his actions are deemed just, in much the same way that the winning
side in a battle exacts justice on its enemies. The justice dealt out is undoubtedly
'unjust' from the perspective of the victim, but it is regarded as just nonetheless,
since justice serves the interests of the stronger.

For Herodotus, war did not determine whether men were 'slaves' or 'free’,
but rather vopot, deep-seated convictions that led men to engage in acts of
violence regarded as 'just', even though such acts might not seem so to others. In
this respect vopog is like a tyrant or a king: for the Spartans vOpog is a de0moOTNG
because, like slaves, they are forced by their beliefs that these norms are 'right' to
uphold and defend them. The irony, of course, an irony that is exposed by
Herodotus at 3.38, is that the vopol that men feel compelled to defend are not
vépot that are divine, but rather manmade.

The relationship between Herodotus' statement that vopog is 'king' and
Pindar's quote in reference to Heracles suggests that 'justice' itself is not fixed, but
is culturally embedded: what a society deems 'right' or 'wrong' is determined by its
vépol. Consequently, vOpog—a conviction or belief held by the community —has
the power to make even the most violent acts 'just'. Similarly, Herodotus' position
on the concept of 'freedom' is informed by his belief that 'freedom' itself is defined
by the vopou of a society, and thus different vopol can lead to contradictory
assessments and judgements of what it means to be 'free'. For Herodotus, vOpog is
king because societies determine what is 'right' and 'wrong', 'just' or 'unjust' in
accordance with it, and, consequently it can make even the most violent acts 'just'.

An examination of 'Persian freedom' in the Histories will demonstrate that
Herodotus' use of 'freedom' may not have been an oversight, but in fact
corresponds to a Persian rhetoric of 'loosening from servitude' and royal
ideologies in general. Intellectual trends such as the debate between vopog-¢pvoLg
may have inspired Herodotus to consider how a Persian perspective of what it
means to be 'free' was shaped by the vopou of the Persians. Furthermore, this
examination will reveal that Herodotus' own discussions of the constitutional
vopou of the Persians with regard to 'ruling' and 'being ruled' mirrors the
transformation of Persia from a relatively small band of individuals to a more
powerful empire, a universal pattern recognised by Herodotus at 1.5. While there
is little evidence to suggest that the Persians framed their own past in terms of
'freedom’, the similarities between fifth-century Athens and the Persians may have

led Herodotus to consider how freedom might be relevant for an imperial power
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like Persia.”® The Persians freed themselves from the Medes in much the same
way that Greeks, led by the Athenians, freed themselves from the threat of Persia.
Upon 'freeing' themselves from the Medes, Persia became a powerful empire, just
as the Athenians, upon freeing themselves from tyranny, became vastly superior
(5.78). At 6.109, on the eve of Marathon, Miltiades notes that if the Athenians
choose to fight the Persians, Athens will become the leader of Greece. This
statement makes more sense if one knows already that the Athenians have
assumed a leadership position in the Delian League. This statement suggests that
Herodotus is thinking about the relationship between 'freedom' and growth of
societies, and how, as city's grow, their vopot change, thus altering their

perception and relationship to what it means to be 'free'.

33  Freedom in Accordance with Persian vopou

An examination of how Herodotus uses the language of 'freedom' in his
narrative of Persian history illustrates that Herodotus is considering how an
imperial power like the Persians might define 'freedom' within the context of their
own vopol, and how, at various moments in a society's history that society has the
opportunity to shape or alter its vOpoL, thereby affecting its relationship to
'freedom'.

The first reference to Persian freedom occurs during the story of Cyrus'
childhood. Ten years after the failed exposure of the infant Cyrus, a dispute
between the young Cyrus and his playmates was brought before Astyages, Cyrus'
father and king of the Medes, for arbitration. One day Cyrus and his peers played
a game in which Cyrus was chosen to be the king. When one of the boys refused
to obey Cyrus' orders, he whipped the insolent youth into obedience. The beaten
boy complained to his father who presented the case before Astyages, arguing that
the son of a cowherd, and slave of Astyages, had insulted a nobleman's son (Hdt.
1.114).°° Upon meeting the child, the king asked Cyrus if he dared to behave
rudely to one who was the son of a prominent man in his court. In response Cyrus
explained that the boy was treated as he deserved. All the boys, the whipped boy
included, had chosen him to be king because they thought he was best suited for

the job. 'All the other boys did what I told them to do, but he went on refusing to

% For a more complete discussion of these similarities see Chapter Two, section 2.
8 Artembares, the father of the boy whipped by Cyrus, states the following: @ faothed, 070 TOD
00D dolhov, fourdrov d¢ madde, wde mepruPolopeda (Hdt. 1.14).
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do what he was told and ignoring me, until he was punished for it. If that was
wrong and I deserve to get into trouble for it, here I am' (1.115).”"

After his meeting with the boy, Astyages became suspicious of the boy's
identity; not only did the boy's features resemble his own, but his answer was
rather like that of a free man: 1) VO%QLOLG EAevOeQLWTEOY eivan (Hdt. 1.116). A
better definition for éLevBeQLwTéQM in this instance is 'noble'. Asheri notes that
Herodotus has described Cyrus as 'free’ because his response demonstrates
'freedom of speech'.” However, this explanation does not take into account
Herodotus' characterisation of Persians as 'free' in the sense of 'noble'. While the
antithesis of 'slave' for the Greeks was 'free', for the Persians the structural
antithesis of 'slave' was noble. According to Hesychius' Greek lexicon éAei0epog
is a definition for the Old Persian word, *azata, which, as we saw in Chapter One,
from a Greek perspective, was interpreted as 'free'.”” Herodotus could have chosen
from a selection of Greek words more commonly used to describe the Persian
nobility > but his use of é\evOeoLwtéon allows the reader to consider that the
Persian equivalent of 'freedom' would be 'nobility'. Herodotus rejects the Greek
perception of the nobles as 'slaves' on account of their loyalty and obedience to
one man, but instead considers what it might mean to be 'free' within the structure
of Persian society.

Some time after his audience with the Median king, Cyrus returned to
Persia and raised a revolt against the Median kingdom, a revolt inspired by
Harpagus who resented the king for his harsh treatment in the Cyrus fiasco.” In
the following speech Cyrus uses the Persians' fear of personal enslavement to
incite a rebellion against the Medes; the freedom of the individual was the impetus

of a political act which allowed the Persians to rule over themselves.

Men of Persia, thus is your predicament: these and a myriad of other good

things are for those who are willing to obey me without having slavish

' Oi pév vuv dhlot maideg 6 Emracodpeva énetéheov, oUTog 8¢ dvnrototeé Te xal Aoyov
elxe o08éva, ¢ O Ehafe TV dlxnv.
2 Asheri, Lloyd and Corcella (2007: 161).
% See Chapter One, page 47.
% Briant (2002: 331-32).
% Having been dealt the duty of exposing young Cyrus many years earlier, Harpagus, unable to do
the deed himself, passed the duty onto the herdsman Mithradates. Harpagus paid for his failure to
commit the crime himself with the death of his own son, whose body was served to him at the
dinner table. His eternal hatred for the king resulted in a revolt.
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work. For those of you not willing to obey me there will be countless

labours similar to yesterday's. So obey me and be free.*

avdeg IMépaat, ovTwg ViV €xelr Bovilopévolol PV epéo metBeoBat
€otL 1ade e ol dMha puoia ayadd, ovdéva TOVOV OOVAOTQETEN
gyovor un Pouvhopévolot O Epéo meiBeaBat eiat VULV TOVOL TO Y OLED
mapamAotoL GvaiBuntor. NOv av épéo melddpevor yiveoe
grevBepoL (Hdt. 1.126).

The slavish toil to which Cyrus refers is the manual labour imposed on the
soldiers the day before. Having cleared land with reaping hooks, the following
day Cyrus provided a feast for the Persians and asked them which they prefer.
Having opted for the feast rather than the labour, the Persians obeyed Cyrus and
revolted against Astyages. Cyrus likens living under Median rule to slavery.
Although the Persians were not actually 'slaves', Cyrus has drawn a parallel
between the status they currently occupy and slavery. By choosing to enjoy a feast
instead of the labour imposed on them the day before, the Persians decide to obey
Cyrus, and since they had long hated Median rule, they 'freed' themselves (Hdt.
1.127), thereby securing their own status as nobles within this new society. Their
endeavours were met with success. The Persian revolt against the Medes led to the
capture of the Median king, Astyages, and once again freedom becomes the
central theme of a dialogue between eastern kings. Harpagus, the renegade
Median general responsible for inciting the Persian revolt against the Medes,
interrogated Astyages. Their discussion provides further evidence that Herodotus
plays with ideas of 'freedom' when he uses the Greek word for 'free' (éAevBep-) to
describe Persian nobles. Harpagus, angry with Astyages for having served him his
own son's body at the dinner table, asked the former king how he enjoys being a
slave instead of a king (6 T €in 1) éxelvov dovroovy dvtl Thg PaotAning).
While this, in and of itself, would not indicate that slavery was the antithesis of
nobility in Persia, Astyages responded by accusing Harpagus of having acted
unjustly. For if he had incited a revolt merely in order that he might avenge the

death of his son, it was surely an unjust thing that

% Translation mine.
102



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Three

now the Medes, who were not at all responsible for this, were made slaves
instead of masters, and the Persians who had before been slaves of the

Medes had become their masters.®’

viv 0¢ MWdoug pev avartiovg toltov €6viag 00UAOUG AvTL
deomotéwv yeyovévar, [Tégoag 8¢ dohhovg edvtag to molv MNdwv

viv yeyovévou deomotag (Hdt. 1.129).

While 'freedom' may be the expected antithesis of 'slavery', for the Near Eastern
states 'nobility', or *@zata, is the antithesis of 'slavery'.”® Initially what concerned
the Persians was that they secure their freedom from the Medes. However, once
they have secured their freedom, they are no longer concerned with freedom, but
are instead concerned with maintaining their rule, as their rule is what allows
them to maintain their position as nobles within the society. As the Cyrus
Cylinder demonstrates, the Persians themselves claimed to be loosening from
oppression those on whose behalf the Persians intervened, which may have led
Herodotus to attribute notions of fighting for freedom from the interference of the
Oppressor.

Once the Persians free themselves from Median rule, the dominant
paradigm that structures Persian hierarchy is not 'free-slave' but 'ruling-being
ruled'. When Cyrus expressed his fear that he was being plotted against by Darius,
Darius' father reassured him that there was no one who would plot against Cyrus

for the following reason:

O King, let no Persian plot against you, but if one does, may he be killed
as quickly as possible. Instead of slaves you have made the Persians free

men, and instead of being ruled by others, they rule over all.”’

o Baothed, p ein avio TTépong yeyovarg doTig Tol émPBovietoet, i '
€07TL, ATTOAOLTO (MG TAXLOTA: O AVTL PEV d0VAWYV emoinoag élevBéQoug
[Mépoag eivar, avil 8¢ BoyeoOal U GAAWY doxewy dmdvrov (Hdt.

1.210).

%7 Translation mine.
% For a more complete discussion see Chapter One, page 47.
% Translation mine.
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Darius points out, just as Cyrus did earlier by making the Persians work (1.126),
that before Cyrus encouraged the Persians to rebel, they were slaves. The Persians
themselves were not actually 'slaves', but by occupying the lowest tiers of society
they were considered 'slaves'. By 'freeing' themselves from the Medes, the
Persians were able to establish a hierarchy in which they dominated the top tier
and were therefore closest to the king. The importance of being ruled over by
one's 'own people' in Near Eastern societies is highlighted by the Magi who,
advising Astyages, note that '[i]f it devolves to this boy, who is Persian, we Medes
will be enslaved by the Persians and will become worthless. But you are one of us.
As long as you are king, then, power is partly ours too, and we have important
standing in society thanks to you. We are bound to do all we can to look out for
you and your rule (1.120).”° The shift in language from 'freeing' to 'ruling' also
functions on another level, as it reveals the connection between being 'free' or
being a 'noble'; Persians were deemed 'free' or 'noble' on account of their
relationship to the king, who ruled over them. For the Persians, their noble status
was secured through the obedience to one man in a struggle to free themselves
from the ruling power of the Medes. This struggle results not only in their
'freedom’, but the 'enslavement’ of the Medes, a scenario which earlier the Medes
feared might happen should Cyrus rise up against them. Once they have 'freed’
themselves, they are no longer ruled by the Medes, but instead, as Darius' father
points out, rule over others, and are ruled by one of their own, thus securing their
own nobility. Once the Persians have 'freed' themselves, the more relevant
framework for conceptualisng their rule is not 'freedom' and 'slavery', but rather
'ruling' and 'being ruled'.

For the Persians 'freedom' not only meant ruling over those conquered in
their struggle to be 'free', but it also entailed 'being ruled over' by one who shares
their vopot. When the Persians have an opportunity to consider under what
constitution they might be best governed, Herodotus describes the debate
concerning whether the Persians should be governed by a democracy, an

oligarchy, or a monarchy. This passage, known as the Constitutional Debate, has

7 Translation Waterfield (1998); xelvawg pgv ydo drlotolodtal &g Tov maida todTtov
neouodoa €ovra [Tégony, xal Mpeig €6vieg MijdoL dovhotpeBd te nal Adyov ovdevog
ywopeba mpog Iepoéwv, édvieg Eetvor oéo &’ £veate®Tog Pacthéog, €6vTog oA TewW, %Al
GoyopeV TO HEQOG %al TLHAG OGS 0£0 peydhag éxopev. OVt MV TEvTOg MUV 0£0 TE %Al
Ths of)g AEYNS meoomtéov €0Tl.
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been the subject of much enquiry.”’ Munson has argued that Herodotus' assertion
twice that the Persians met to discuss their constitution indicates that Herodotus
must have had Persian evidence for this meeting (Hdt. 3.80, 6.43).”” However,
Fehling has suggested otherwise.” The structure of the debate, a contest of thesis
and antithesis, has led some to believe that it was a sophistic treatise inserted by
Herodotus, and various individuals identified as sophists have been suggested as
authors, such as Protagoras, Hippias, Antiphon, and Prodicus. However, the
manner of speaking attributed to the protagonists of the debate is consistent with
their characters, and Darius' speech is rife with references to Persian customs and
ideology, such as opposition to injustice and the 'wise king'; the debate itself may
even reflect Iranian 'contests of eloquence held in the king's court'.” The debate
may have been more relevant, as Asheri notes, to an Athenian audience in 511
attempting to decide between the constitutions advocated by Cleisthenes, Isagoras,
and the Peisistratids, but the Persians themselves may have engaged in a similar
discussion concerning their government after the death of Cambyses. As Asheri
notes, Herodotus tries to recreate a 'Persian' debate 'within the limits of his own
frame of reference: the constitutional changes of the Greek poleis'.”” Asheri argues
that Herodotus does not 'take sides' in the debate, and yet, as I shall demonstrate,
when Herodotus' response to Otanes' decision at the end of the debate is
considered, it becomes clear that Herodotus does claim a position for himself.
Since it is impossible to know for certain whether or not such a debate
happened, it becomes necessary to examine the debate within its narrative context.
After the seven conspirators have overthrown the pretender to the throne, Bardiya
or the pseudo-Smerdis, three opinions are given regarding under which sort of
government the Persian state would be best administered. Otanes argues in favour
of entrusting the people with the command, Megabazus for an aristocracy, and
Darius for a monarchy. According to Otanes, a monarch may set out to rule in
accordance with custom, but envy and hubris will lead him to 'subvert a country's

ancestral customs":’® 'make a man a monarch, and even if he is the most moral

7' Asheri, Lloyd, Corcella (2007: 471-73). For a history of scholarship concerning the
constitutional debate see Brannan (1963: 427-29).
> Munson (2009: 461,1n.2).
* Fehling (1989: 194).
7 Asheri, Lloyd, Corcella (2007: 472). For a discussion of the role of the king in establishing
'justice' see Chapter One, pages 47-48.
7> Asheri, Lloyd, Corcella (2007: 473).
76 Translation Waterfield (1998); vopoid te #ivéel métola.
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person in the world, he will leave his customary ways of thinking' (3.80).”
According to Otanes, the Persians should abandon monarchy and instead

surrender rule to the people, a form of government he refers to as isonomia.

what about majority rule, on the other hand? In the first place, it has the
best of all names to describe it—equality before the law. Itis a
government by lot, it is accountable government, and it refers all decisions

to the common people.”

ITAf60g d¢ Goyov modTO PEV OVVOUO TAVTWY RAAMOTOV EXEL,
ioovopinv. Aettepa 8¢ ToUTWV TOV O HOUVOQYOS ToLEEL OVOEV: TTAAW
LEV YOO GOy GOYEL, VtevBUVOV 8¢ doyMV €xeL, fovielpaTa 8¢

TTAVTA €C TO OOV avadéet (3.80).

Although Otanes is advocating for democracy, he does not use the language of
democracy here. Brennan suggests that Herodotus has chosen to use isonomia to
describe the constitution instead of 'democracy' in order to distinguish a
government in which individuals are equal before the law and all are given a share
from democracy, which, according to Thucydides, although being a 'democracy in
name', was in fact 'the domination of the leading man' (2.65.10).” Similarly,
Thucydides' Pericles notes that 'the empire you possess is by now like a tyranny —
perhaps it was wrong to acquire it, but certainly dangerous to let it go' (2.63.2).%
Herodotus carefully avoids using the term 'democracy' in order to distance the
idea 'in theory' to its actual execution by the Athenians, whose superior strength —
a strength acquired from the expulsion of the tyrants (5.78)—allowed them to rise
up against the Persians and become the leaders of the Greeks (6.109). However,
they did not manage the rest of the Greeks in accordance with democratic

principles or on a basis of equality, but instead city-states were managed in

" Translation Waterfield (1998); %al Yo &v TOV doLoTtov Avd®V TGvTwy otdvta £¢ TahTnV
TV AEYMNV EXTOS TOV EWOOTWV VONUATWY OTHOELE.
8 Translation Waterfield (1998).
7 Translation Hammond (2009); éy{yvetd te Aoy pev dnpoxrgartia, Eoywm 8¢ 170 Tod medTo
avdQOg ayN.
%0 Brannan (1963: 432-34); translation Hammond (2009); ¢ Tvpavvida yao 1dn Eyete abThy,
v hapelv uév &duwov doxel eival, ddeival 8¢ gmnlvduvov.
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accordance with the interests of the Athenians.*’ Otanes uses isonomia to describe
not just any non-monarchic constitution, but to emphasize, as Vlastos suggests,
that not only were all equal before the laws, but that citizens share the control of
the state equally.** By describing this form of government as isonomia, Herodotus
emphasizes that all will live in accordance with vopot and distances this form of
government from democratic Athens, which, in Herodotus' own time had come to
resemble the vOpog breaking rule of a tyrant.

After Megabyzus gives his speech in favour of oligarchy, in which he
argues that one cannot know what is right without have been taught it or having
an innate awareness of it (3.81), Darius gives his position on monarchy, in which
he argues that even under the best government in which either the people or the
few rule, ultimately one leader will emerge who will become monarch (3.82). In
his final statement regarding monarchy Darius poses a question to the

conspirators.

To sum up everything in one word, from where and from whom did we get
our freedom? From the people, from an oligarchy or from a monarchy?
My opinion, then, is that since we were freed by one man we maintain our
system, and that in addition we not destroy our ancestral customs which

work well ¥

évi 0¢ €mel mhvta ovAhafovta eimelv, n60ev NUiv 1 EhevBepin Eyéveto
%Ol TEO OOVTOG; ®OTEQ T TOD ONUOV 1) OMYaQYING 1) Lovvayov;
€ TOolvuY YvO UV Nuéag ehevBegwbévrag dud €va avdoa T
TOLOTTO TEQLOTEMAELY, Y WPLS TE TOUTOV TATEIOVG VOLOUG 1) AUELY

gyovtag eV (Hdt. 3.82).

When Otanes, who argued for rule of the people, realised that the argument in
favour of monarchy would most likely win instead of his bid for isonomia, he
stated (3.83) that he would 'like to neither rule nor be ruled' (ovte Y0 dQyeLv
olte Goyeobon €0 w).** Flower and Marincola argue that the choice between

'ruling' and 'being ruled' would have resonated with fifth-century Athenians who

8 For a more complete discussion of management of Athens in accordance with democratic
principles versus management of the Delian League, see pages 79-81.
% Vlastos (1953: 352).
% Translation mine.
% Translation mine.
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were faced with the choice of maintaining their empire or being ruled by others
(Thuc. 2.63.1-2).* Otanes rejects this choice and instead withdraws his name from
the running for king under the condition that neither he nor his family and
descendants would ever be ruled over (3.83): 'However, I renounce my claim to
the kingdom on one condition—that I and my descendants should never be ruled
by any of you' (¢ TotTQ &8¢ VmeEioTapo The GoxfS, £ @ Te DT 0VOEVOS
VUEWV dEopat, oUTe aUTOg EYm 0VTE Ol AT Euéo aiel yivopevor). Otanes'

speech ends, but Herodotus adds his own thoughts on the matter.

And even now this family is still the only free family in Persia and obeys
only those things which it wants to obey, but does not transgress the laws

of the Persians.*

%ol vOv adTn 1 oirin dtateréel potivn eéhevBéom eotoa ITepotwv nal
agyetaL tooadta doa avty BéleL, vOpous ovxr VreQPaivovoa Tovg

[Mepoéwv (Hdt. 3.83).

The relationship between this passage and Herodotus' narrative only becomes
apparent when one examines Herodotus' use of vOpog in this passage. The
difference between Darius' matptlovg vopoug at 3.82 and Herodotus' vopoug at
3.83 is subtle, but significant, and ties in with Herodotus' overall treatment of
'freedom' as a term which can only be understood within the context of individual
groups' vopot. Although the Persians have the opportunity to change their
constitution, they decide to maintain a monarchy since it was a monarch who
freed them from the Medes, a 'freedom' which was only secured by obeying Cyrus
(1.126). In addition, their conception of nobility was linked to the office of the
king. Those considered 'noble' in the past on account of their relationship to the
royal house would not want to compromise their position by implementing a
system whereby all were equal before the laws.*” Not only was their 'freedom!'
secured by being 'ruled over', but their own 'free' or 'noble' status depended on the
continuance of a structure organised around the office of the king. Darius

advocates for adhering to their ancestral customs by maintaining the monarchy,

85 Flower and Marincola (2002: 314).
¥ Translation mine.
87 At 1.134 Herodotus discusses the importance of rank within Persian society as a Persian in his

discussion of Persan vopoL beginning at 1.131. See page 52.
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and, by this, he means not only maintaining their freedom from external rule, but
also their right to occupy the upper tiers of society. Otanes, however, desires to
neither rule, nor be ruled, but Herodotus has added that even in his own time the
family of Otanes was the only free family in Persia. Otanes' family is 'free' from a
Greek perspective, but not from a Persian one. For Herodotus, Otanes is 'free'
because he lives in accordance with the vopou of the Persians, but not the will of
the king. However, as Darius asserts, the decision to maintain a monarchy is in
accordance with the ancestral vopou of the Persians. To live in accordance with
the vopou of the Persians would mean taking part in monarchy, and, although it is
not stated explicitly, the benefits that come to one in terms of status due to one's
relationship with the king. Otanes' rejection of the 'ruling/being ruled' structure
means that he has removed himself from the Persian imperial apparatus and is
instead abiding by the laws or conventions of Persia. Unlike the rest of the
Persians who are subject to the king of Persia, who, from Otanes' perspective, will
inevitably break the vopou of the Persians, Otanes has created a space for himself
in which he and his family exist in accordance with vopot, the opposite of
monarchy. Herodotus' perspective that Otanes' family is the only 'free' family is,
however, inherently Greek, as it turns out that the only constitution which the
Persians deem in accordance with their vOpot and worthy of maintaining their
'freedom' in monarchy.

With the argument that 'freedom' can only be maintained through a
monarchical constitution, Herodotus acknowledges that people who have different
vopol than the Greeks may have a different idea of what would constitute or
preserve their 'freedom'. The Constitutional Debate describes a pivotal moment in
'Persian history' when the Persians confirm the relationship between the vopog of
monarchy and 'freedom'. Although Herodotus considers that, from a Persian
perspective, 'freedom' is identified with the vopog of being ruled, he ultimately
asserts his own conceptualisation of 'freedom' when he notes that Otanes' family,
because it lives in accordance with vopoL, is the only free family in Persia. At the
same time Herodotus is also commenting on Athenian conceptualisation of what it
means to be 'free’, which had become synonymous with tyranny and rule over
others. While the Athenians themselves are governed in accordance with the
principles of democracy, the institutional apparatus which was implemented to
secure and maintain their 'freedom’, the Delian League, was not governed in

accordance with the principles of equality, but instead governed by the Athenians,
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whose management had come to resemble a monarchy. Herodotus' own
perspective on 'freedom' suggests that 'freedom' can only exist if all have an equal
share in the governing apparatus which operates in accordance with vopot.

By attributing 'freedom' to monarchy Herodotus not only considers how
imperial powers might view 'freedom' in accordance with their vopot, but he is
reminding the reader that the arguments made by the Persians regarding the
relationship between monarchy and freedom could also be made by the Athenians.
As Thucydides' Athenians note (1.74), and as Herodotus himself notes (7.139),
had the Athenians chosen not to fight, Xerxes would have succeeded in his
mission; 'We did not acquire this empire by force. It came about because you
[Spartans] were not prepared to stay on to deal with the remnants of Persian
power, and the allies approached us of their own accord and asked us to become
their leaders'.*® As it was the leadership of the Athenians which led to the
'freedom’ of the Greeks from the Persians, leadership of the league was transferred
to the Athenians. Soon the institutional body which was created to defend
'freedom' became a means of 'enslaving', and Athens' leadership in the league
came to resemble the imperial apparatus of the Persians, who maintained a
monarchy to defend their 'freedom' in much the same way that the Delian League
was created to defend the 'freedom' of the Greeks. Although one might argue that
the Delian League's mission was to defend the 'freedom' of the Greeks, Herodotus
draws a subtle comparison between the conceptualisation of 'freedom' as it might
be conceived by the Persians and the defence of 'freedom' by the Delian League.
Ultimately, in rejecting the Persian conceptualisation of 'freedom', Herodotus is
also rejecting the defence of 'freedom' by the Delian League, as it had come to
represent a conceptualisation of 'freedom' at odds with his own, which he presents
as a more traditionally Greek form of 'freedom'.

The Constitutional Debate represents a moment in Persian history when the
relationship between monarchy, or being ruled over, and 'freedom' is recognised
and established through its preservation. As I have suggested, Herodotus is
examining what it means to be 'free' by considering how groups of people with
different vopolL might conceptualise 'freedom' differently. For the Persians
'freedom' was secured by being ruled over, which, in turn, allowed them to rule

over others, which secured their noble status. At the beginning of Book Seven,

% Translation Hammond (2009).
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Xerxes defends his decision to invade Greece by noting that it is the vopog of the
Persians to expand, a vopog which only strengthens their status as rulers and
reinforces their 'freedom' from being ruled over by others. At 7.8 Xerxes
summons a meeting of the leading men in Persia in order to discuss the invasion

of Athens.

Men of Persia, I am introducing no new custom here; I am simply drawing
on traditional Persian ways. After all, as far as I can gather from our elders,
there has never been a time when we have not been at war, ever since Cyrus
deposed Astyages and we took over from the Medes...There would be no
point in recounting all the victories Cyrus, Cambyses, and my father won,
and all the people they annexed. But what about me? When I became the
king of Persia, I began to wonder how to avoid being left behind by those
who preceded me in this position of honour, and how I might increase the
Persian empire just as much as they did. And after a lot of thought I found a
way for us not only to win glory and gain land, which, so far from being
smaller and meaner than what we currently have, is in fact more fertile, but

also to exact retribution and compensation from our enemies.*

Avdpeg TTégoat, 00T’ alTog ®aTnyNoopaL vVOpov TOVOE &v DIV
TOelg, TQadEEANEVOS TE QUTD YONOOUAL DG YAQ EY® TUVOAVOpOL
TOV TEEGPUTEQWV, OVOANA KW NTOEWOAUEY ETeiTe TOQEALPOUEY TNV
Nyepoviny vde mapd Mndwv, Kigouv xatehdvrog Aotudyea.. Ta
pév vuv Kvopog te nail Kapftong matio te 6 €pog Aapeiog
HOTEQYAOOVTO KOl TQOOEXTNOAVTO ¥0VeQ, EMOTAPEVOLOL EV OUX AV
g Aéyor. Eym 8¢ émeite mapéhafov tov Boovov todtov, Ededvitov
Orwg un Aelypopot TOV TQOTEQOV YEVOUEVWV £V TLf) THOE PnoE
eLdoow mpoontioopat dvay ITégonot. oovtiCwv 8¢ evpionw
duo pev x000g NULV TQOGYLVOUEVOV X MENV TE THG VOV ExTiueda 0%
EALAO00OW 0VOE PAOVQOTEQNYV T ppOoQTEQNY &€, dpa &€ TLHwQINY TE

2Ol TOLV YLVOPEV V.

8 Translation Hammond (2009).
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For Xerxes, '[i]t is the nomos of Persia to expand'.” Mardonius argues in favour of
attacking the Greeks on the grounds that their manner of fighting amongst
themselves is ridiculous considering the fact that they all speak the same language
(7.9). Artabanus, on the other hand, argues that it would not be wise for the
Persians to invade Greece, since '[i]t is the god's way to curtail anything
excessive. And so even a massive army may be destroyed by a small force if it
attracts the god's resentment and he sends panic or thunder, until they are
shamefully destroyed' (7.10).”" Xerxes recognises that it is the Persian vopog to
expand. This vopog of the Persians is king, or master, since it determines what is
right for the Persians, and renders any act in accordance with it 'just'.”” Herodotus'
quoting of Pindar suggests that Herodotus believed that 'justice' itself was not
absolute, but that individuals determine what it 'just' in accordance with their
vopot. Since it was a vopog for the Persians to expand, Xerxes argues that the
Persians should invade Greece, despite the warnings of Artabanus. 'Freedom',
from a Persian perspective, could only be maintained through a monarchical
constitution. Not only was their 'freedom' from the Medes secured by the rule of
one, but their nobility or status as 'freemen' was linked to the office of the king.
However, Xerxes is also exercising the 'freedom' of the Persians by acting in
accordance with the vopog of expansion. In this sense city-states and empires
which are 'free' are those which make decisions based on their own vopot and,
therefore, determine what it 'just'.

At7.101-104 Xerxes and Demaratus engage in a discussion which
highlights the differences between Greek and Persian perspectives concerning
vopoL, 'freedom', and military strength. Sara Forsdyke notes that Demaratus'
discussion with Xerxes is marked by the conflation of civic strength and
democratic principles despite Demaratus' Spartan ties. Furthermore, the dialogue
is presented in such a way as to contrast tyranny with democracy. Skeptical that
the Greeks will oppose the Persians, given the smaller scale of their forces, Xerxes
asks Demaratus if they will actually oppose him (7.101). Demaratus' response —
'would you like a truthful answer, my lord, or a comforting one? —evokes,

according to Forsdyke, the principles of free speech, a characteristic of democratic

% Evans (1961: 109).
°! Translation Waterfield (1998).
%2 See page 98-99.
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ideology.” Xerxes asks him to speak truthfully. In response to Xerxes' question,
Demaratus states that '[t]here has never been a time when poverty has not been a
factor in the rearing of the Greeks, but their courage has been acquired as a result
of intelligence and the force of law (vopog ioxvdg). Greece has relied on this

).%* A similar sentiment is

courage to keep poverty and despotism at bay' (7.102
expressed by Democritus: 'Poverty in a democracy is as preferable to so-called
prosperity among dictators as freedom is to slavery'.”” In response to Demaratus'
conviction that the Greeks will fight, Xerxes laughs. As Forsdyke notes, Xerxes'
question comes in the form of boast, a type of behaviour associated with tyranny
in Athenian tragedy.”® Furthermore Demaratus' fear of speaking freely only
emphasises Xerxes' tyrannical stance and the democratic tenor of Demaratus' own
speech.”” Overall, Forsdyke notes the characteristically Athenian tone of
Demaratus' connection between strength and democracy, and she suggests that
Herodotus has generalized his characterisation of democracy to fit a panhellenic
context.” According to Murray, despotism formed a key opposition to
democracy,” and it 'indicates the rule of one man and a whole set of associations
and oppositions that formed a central nexus in Athenian political thought'.'”
Ultimately Xerxes rejects the notion that the Greeks will be able to oppose
the Persians. At 7.103 Xerxes argues that the Greek army is weak by virtue of its
freedom: 'How could a thousand men—or ten thousand or fifty thousand, for that
matter —when every man among them is as free as the next man and they do not
have a single leader, oppose an army the size of ours?' (x@¢ 6v duvaioto iAol
1 %ol POQLOL 1) %Ol TTEVTAXLOPDQLOL, EOVTEC Ye EheiBepoL ThvTeg Opolmwg %ol
LN VI EVOG QY OUEVOL, OTOATO TOOMIE AvTioTival). As the example of Cyrus
has shown, military strength, and 'freedom’, is associated with the rule of one man.

Persian strength comes from being ruled. Furthermore,

if they were ruled by one man according to our custom, they would

become better than they are by nature since they fear this man and they

% Translation Waterfield (1998); Forsdyke (2001: 343-44).
% Translation Waterfield (1998).
> DK B251; translation Procopé (1989: 314).
% ¢ f. Aesch. Pers. 827-31.
°7 Forsdyke (2001: 343-44).
o Forsdyke (2001: 347).
% Forsdyke (2001: 345); Murray (1988: 475).
190 Raaflaub (1983: 522-23).
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would go forward into battle forced by a whip, although they are fewer
facing more. But since they are free they would do neither of these

things."""

As Forsdyke notes, this objection by Xerxes seems odd, considering that the
Spartans themselves were led in battle by one of their kings. What Xerxes is
shocked by is the pairing of the 'force of the law' and military strength made by
Demaratus at 7.102, a pairing which is more apt if taken in reference to
democratic Athens where men are not ruled by one leader and are 'free’.'"”” The
pairing of military strength resulting from the overthrow of tyranny was noted by
Herodotus: 'while the Athenians were ruled by tyrants, they were no better at
warfare than any of their neighbours, but once they had got rid of the tyrants they
became vastly superior' (5.78). Furthermore, Xerxes' allusion to fear and the use
of a whip is reminiscent of tyrannical behaviour, as a tyrant and his subjects fear
one another; the whip represents the overall slavishness of his subjects.'” In

response, Demaratus gives a synopsis of Spartan political theory.

The point is that although they're free, they're not entirely free: their
master is law, and they're more afraid of this than your men are of you. At
any rate, they do whatever the law commands, and its command never
changes: it is that they should not turn tail in battle no matter how many
men are ranged against them, but should maintain their positions and

either win or die'.'*

gheBeQoL YaQ €0vTeg 0V mavta éheBeQol eior Emeott Yo odL
deomdTng vOpog, TOV VIodeLpaivouot TOAG €Tt pdhAov 1) ol ool oé-
moleDoL YOV T OV EXEVOS AVAYY: AVAYeL 08 TOUTO Oiel, oUK EDV
devyery oUdev mMAMB0g AvBROTWY Ex PdyNS, AAAA pévovTag €V TH)

TAEL Emmnpatéety 1) AmOA VoL (7.104).

! Translation Forsdyke (2001: 350); 0710 p&v Y0 £vOg GQYOUEVOL AT TEOTOV TOV HUETEQOV
yevolat” av delpalvovieg ToDTOV %ol TaQd TNV EWVTOV GUOLY dpeivoveg, »al lolev
avayralopevol paotiyl €g TAEovag ELAoo0vVeES EOVTES AveLpévoL OE £g TO EheliBeQov oV GV
motolev ToUTmV 0VOETEQU.
12 Anhot 8¢ o xat’ £v podvov ahd mavtoyf 1) lonyoeln dg 0Tl yofipa oovdaiov, el xal
ABnvaiol TuQAVVEVOPEVOL PEV OUSAPMDY TOV OHENS TEQLOKEOVTWYV MOV T TOME LA
apelvoveg, amohhayBévies 08 TVEAVVOY HAXED TIRAOTOL EYEVOVTO.
13 Forsdyke (2001: 351-52).
1% Translation Waterfield (1998).
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Although it may seem simple enough that Demaratus is invoking a 'custom' of
censure and shame that compels men in Sparta to fight, Spartan obedience is the
product of 'despotic compulsion', and therefore a subtle comparison is being made
between 'Athenian natural courage' and 'Spartan state-induced courage', a
comparison that is also made by Pericles in the funeral oration, when he states that
when they encounter danger they rely not on laws, but on natural courage (Thuc.
2.39.4).'"” Although Raaflaub has suggested that the restrictions placed on
'freedom' by vopocg is a Spartan variation of 'freedom', Forsdyke argues that
Demaratus is presenting a critique of Sparta from an Athenian perspective.'*
While the Athenians fight to preserve a constitution which is 'free’ from tyranny,
the Spartans fight because they are compelled to do so. The Athenians may not
rely on vopot, but their desire and strength in battle comes from a desire to defend
their right to live in accordance with these vopot. Consequently, Herodotus'
portrayal of 'freedom' in this passage serves to strengthen the differences between
tyranny and democracy,'”’ and the differences not only between Persian and
Greek perceptions of how vopog informs 'freedom', but also how Athenian and
Spartan vopou differ as well. For the Greeks generally, the strength of vopog has
given them the courage 'to keep poverty and despotism at bay'. Xerxes cannot
understand how vopog itself can make the Greeks a formidable enemy, since they
do not practice the same vopol as the Persians. For the Persians strength comes
from the vopog of 'ruling', while for the Greeks strength comes from the desire to
protect the right to live in accordance with vopot instead of a tyrant.

Rosalind Thomas has shown that the debate between vOpog and ¢U0Lg
provided Herodotus with a framework for thinking about differences between
Persian and Greek strength. While 'fear' makes the Persians stronger than their
nature (Hdt. 7.103.4), the tyrant vopog, which binds the Greeks, makes the
Greeks stronger.'”® While this is certainly the case, Herodotus is also commenting
on the relationship between political systems and strength. Demaratus notes that

the courage of the Greeks comes from the force of vopog (7.102). While for the

195 Forsdyke (2001: 249).
196 Raaflaub (2004: 193-202); Forsdyke (2001: 349).
97 Forsdyke (2001: 252).
1% Thomas (2000: 109-110). While 'fear' emboldens the Greeks in their struggle against the
Persians in the moment of fighting, Herodotus is more interested in the relationship between
constitutions and military strength, and the role played by these constitutions in securing the
'freedom' of the Greeks from the Persians.
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Spartans this is the shame or censure that is inflicted on hoplites for fleeing in
battle, for the Athenians strength comes not from being forced by a law or custom
to fight, but from a desire to live in accordance with vopot instead of under the
rule of one man. Xerxes, on the other hand, argues that if the Greeks followed the
Persian vopog, then the Greeks would be stronger than ¢p0o1g allows them to be.
In order for men to face such extreme odds they must be under the rule of one
man, and they must be whipped. For the Persians it is a vOpog that strength in
battle is derived from a political system in which one leader rules over his subjects
in order to make them stronger than they might otherwise be by nature. For the
Persians this was just one of the vopoL which shaped their political system, a
political system from which emerged a conceptualisation of 'freedom' at odds with
characterisation of 'freedom' given by Demaratus, in which the Spartans are, in a
sense, slaves to their own vopot, and the Athenians defend their right to isonomia,
which prescribes that all are equal before the law and which emerged after the
overthrow of the tyrants from Athens.'” As the Constitutional Debate has shown,
'freedom' was closely identified with 'being ruled' for the Persians. When Xerxes
uses the language of 'freedom' in his discussion with Demaratus he is not thinking
of 'freedom' in the Persian sense, but rather the Greek sense of not being ruled.
Although Xerxes recognises that for the Greeks being 'free' means not being ruled
over, he does not fundamentally understand how this would make the Greek a
formidible foe. This misunderstanding does not so much lie in a misunderstanding
of what it means to be 'free', but rather a misuderstanding of vopo, as it was the
Persian custom that strength comes from treating soldiers likes slaves, whereas the
Greeks' strength came from strength of vopog itself, which is that they are ruled
over not by a tyrant but by vopot.

For both Herodotus' Persians and the Greeks, 'freedom' meant living in
accordance with vopot, but for the Persians 'being ruled over' and being 'free'
were not only compatible, but linked. The Athenians' decision to be governed in
accordance with vopou instead of by tyranny led to their constitutional 'freedom'.
Just as the Athenians' maintained a constitution in accordance with vopot, a
constitution which led to their 'freedom’, so too do the Persians decide to maintain
a constitution that allowed for the rule of one, since their 'freedom' from the

Medes was secured by the rule of one. Furthermore, Persian vopot such as their

199 Raaflaub (2004: 99-101); Vlastos (1953: 358-59).
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constitution, their strength in battle, and their hierarchy all depended on the
agency of the king. The constitutional debate reveals that the opposite of tyranny
was isonomia, living in accordance with vopog rather than a tyrant who was not
subject to vopot. This, for Herodotus, is what makes Otanes' family free.
Although Herodotus recognises that the Persians have their own culturally
embedded conceptualisation of 'freedom', Herodotus' assessment of Otanes'
family is based on a conceptualisation of 'freedom' informed by Greek vopo,
namely that 'being free' means living in accordance with vopol as opposed to
tyrant. Herodotus carefully avoids using the language of democracy in the
constitutional debate and, by doing so, contrasts fifth-century Athenian
democracy, which had come to resemble tyranny with regard to its treatment of its

allies, to isonomia.

34 The Ending of the Histories: Freedom and vopog

An examination of Persian vopot with regard to being ruled and expansion
suggests that Herodotus has constructed a conceptualisation of Persian 'freedom'
in accordance with these vopot. This 'freedom' is not stagnant, but rather shifts as
the vopou and priorities of the Persians shift. When the Persians were 'slaves' of
the Medes, their main concern was securing their 'freedom from the Medes. Once
this 'freedom' was acquired, the Persians maintain a monarchical constitution,
since 'freedom' was acquired through the leadership of one man, and since
individuals were only nobles and not 'slaves' in accordance with their relationship
with the king. While the Constitutional Debate describes a moment in time when
the connection between 'being ruled' and 'freedom' is codified, Herodotus'
treatment of isonomia in this passage suggests that he is distancing the concept of
living in accordance with vopol and sharing in rule from democracy. By doing so
he is making a greater comparison between the Athenians, who governed
themselves in accordance with democratic principle, and their administration of
the Delian League, which had come to resemble a tyranny, and whose
conceptualisation of 'freedom' had come to resemble Persians conceptualisations
of 'freedom’, whereby 'freedom' could only be maintained by the rule of one, a
conceptualisation of 'freedom' which was at odds with the 'freedom' which they
sought to defend during the Persian Wars. For Herodotus, 'freedom' can only be
understood within the context of a society's vopot. As Herodotus has

demonstrated both in the Constitutional Debate and in Xerxes' debate concerning
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the vOpog of expansion, at particular moments societies are given the opportunity
to change their vopoL, thereby altering their conceptualisation of 'freedom'.
Herodotus ends his Histories with a flashback to a moment when the
Persians are presented with an opportunity to alter their vopot. Although, as I
shall discuss, some have found this passage problematic, I suggest that Herodotus
is subtly encouraging the Athenians to consider that their own conceptualisation
of 'freedom' is at odds with the 'freedom' they sought to defend in the Persian
Wars. At the end of Book Nine, Artembares proposes that the Persians, now that
they have defeated the Medes, emigrate to another country that is less rugged than
their own. According to Artembares, 'This is a perfectly reasonable thing for
people with power to do. Will we ever have a better opportunity than now, when

we rule over so many peoples and the whole of Asia?""’

Cyrus was not impressed with the proposal. He told them to go ahead —but
he also advised them to be prepared, in that case, to become subjects
instead of rulers, on the grounds that soft lands tend to breed soft men. It is
impossible, he said, for one and the same country to produce remarkable
crops and good fighting men. So the Persians admitted the truth of his
argument and took their leave. Cyrus' point of view had proved more
convincing than their own, and they chose to live in a harsh Jand and rule

rather than to cultivate fertile plains and be others' slaves.""

Ktpog 8¢, tadta dxotoog »ai o Boudoag Tov Adyov, énéleve
moléely tadta, oUTw 8¢ avToiol mogaivee xehehwV moQaoreVALeoHaL
g oUrETL GpEovTag GAL' doEopévoug: GLAEELY YA €x TOV HOAARQV
xhowv polaxovg dvdoag yiveoOar ov Y& TL The avTig YAS elval
1aEIOV TE OOPOOTOV ey xal dvdpag dyadovg ta mohéua. Qote
ovyyvovreg ITégoal oiyovto Amoatdvtes, E00WHEVTES TH YVOUN TQOG
Kvgou, doyewy te elhovto Aumony oiréovteg PaAAov 1) medidda

omnetpovteg dhhotol douvhetew (9.116).

Jacoby and Pohlenz have both found the ending of the Histories less than

satisfactory. Pohlenz finds it problematic that Herodotus makes no mention of the

"% Translation Waterfield (1998).
"' Translation Waterfield (1998).
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Greek struggle for freedom, while Jacoby wonders why there is no mention of the
Athenians' role in preserving the freedom of the Greeks.''> These are the last lines
of Herodotus' Histories, and, as Dewald has noted, these lines are not typical of
closures for Herodotus, who usually inserts a 'formulaic end sentence' at the
conclusion of an episode.'"” Noting the ring structure of the Histories, the ending
of which with its mention of Protesilaus brings the reader back to the beginning,
Dewald argues that this is in fact the ending that Herodotus intended, but she
notes the inconsistency inherent in Cyrus' recommendation, which is a flashback.
The reader knows that the Persians did not heed Cyrus' advice, but in fact the
Persians have spent significant time, energy and resources expanding. Dewald
asserts, '[1]t is the historian's choice of an ending (and thus of a plot) that sets the
reader some basic limits on the meanings the historian sees in the plethora of data
belonging within the chosen limits of his or her investigation, and it is for this
reason a particularly important pointer to the patterns and underlying coherence of
the work and to the individual and idiosyncratic understanding of the historian
who wrote it'.""* By ambiguously ending with the Athenians in Sestos in 479 and
with Cyrus' warning of expansion, Herodotus leaves it to the reader to draw
conclusions regarding the 'meaning' of the ending.

Even though Dewald recognises the irony inherent in Cyrus' warning
about expansion for the Athenians reading his work, she argues that the
ambiguous message at the end is a 'tacit acknowledgement of his [Herodotus']
own intellectual limits'; at the time Herodotus was writing he could not have
known what the outcome of the conflict between Athens and Sparta would have
been, or how the Athenians' decision to stay in Sestos rather than return to the
Greek mainland would have been meaningful in the context of contemporary
events.'”” Dewald notes that the final passage of the Histories involves a decision-
making process in which the Persian way of life is established, thus joining
seemingly disparate topics of ethnography and political narratives."'® As Thomas
has noted, Herodotus' treatment of vopot, especially at 5.78 and in the
Constitutional Debate, suggests that societies have a hand in choosing their vopot,

and, consequently, how they conceptualise 'freedom'. Herodotus does not just

"2 Jacoby (1913: 376); Pohlenz (1937: 165).
113 Dewald (1997: 64-65).
" Dewald (1997: 76).
115 Dewald (1997: 74-75, 81).
" Dewald (1997: 68).
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describe Persians' vopot, but instead shows how the Persians themselves at
critical moments establish these vopot. The Athenians of the fifth century, like the
Persians of Cyrus' time, are at a critical moment when they can set their vopot
with regard to their allies. That this message is really for the Athenians only
becomes clear once one realises that the rise of Athens as an imperial power
mirrors that of the Persians; Herodotus achieves this parallelism by collapsing the
temporal boundaries that separate the Persians and the Athenians of Herodotus'
own time. Herodotus is not so much considering how 'freedom' is relative —that
what is 'noble' behaviour from a Persian perspective is 'slavish' from a Greek
one —but rather he engages in a discourse of relativism by considering that
'freedom’ itself is determined by the vopou of particular groups, and that, while all
conceptualisations of 'freedom' are equally valid, by comparing Persian and
Athenian conceptualisations of 'freedom' with regard to ruling and being ruled, he
asks the Athenians to consider that the 'freedom' offered by the Delian League is
at odds with the 'freedom' they professed to be defending at 8.144. By attributing
'freedom' to the Persians, Herodotus not only draws a comparison between the
Persians and the Athenians, whose struggle for the 'freedom' of the Greeks had
come to be recognised as an historical trope, but he also exposes how the fortunes
of city-states and empires are not merely the work of the gods, but that vopou play
a hand in determining these fortunes; city-states and empires choose these vopou
and, consequently, play a role in precipitating their own successes and failures.
Herodotus' narration of Persian history indicates that Cyrus' advice was not
heeded. Initially the Persians are concerned with 'freeing' themselves from the
Medes. However, once this has been achieved, and once they are 'free' to exercise
their right to live in accordance with their own vopot, they maintain a monarchy,
since they acquired their 'freedom' under the leadership of one. The poignancy of
this passage lies in the readers' knowledge that not only did the Persians reject
Cyrus' advice, but that the Athenians, it seems, are on track to do so as well.
Herodotus does not include the language of 'freedom' at the end of the Histories
not because 'freedom' was not relevant, but because 'freedom' itself was
understood within the context of a society's vopot. While the Persians opt to rule
instead of becoming slaves, and therefore abandon any plans to expand, the reader
knows that this is not the case. Ultimately the Persians do not heed Cyrus' warning
that expansion into less rugged territories will result in them becoming subjects

rather than rulers. Instead they adopt a vopog of expansion, in accordance with
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which Xerxes argues that they should invade Greece, a land which is more fertile
than their own (7.8), an argument which is not in fact true. In acting in accordance
with the vépog of expansion, the Persians are defeated by the Greeks, whose

"7 Persians'

strength of vopog has kept 'poverty and despotism at bay' (7.102).
conceptualisations of 'freedom' include the vOpog not only of being ruled by a
monarch, but their exercise of this vopog results in their rule over others. The
Athenians' management of the Delian League had come to resemble the Persians'
own management of their empire, and their defence of 'freedom' was at odds with
the 'freedom' for which they had originally fought. Herodotus, therefore, ends the
Histories at a moment when the Persians choose to adopt different vopot, thereby
maintaining their rule, or their 'freedom’, by remaining in rugged lands. For the
Athenians, it is not too late to change their own vopou with regard to their
administration of the Delian League, and defend the 'freedom' for which they had
fought, a freedom, the defence of which was secured through the strength of their
vOUOC.

The Athenians reject the Persians' offer of 'freedom' for the sake of
'freedom' at 8.144. The Persians interpret their offer to the Athenians as one of
'freedom’, but 'freedom' from whose perspective? By having Mardonius describe
this offer as one which will ensure that the Athenians be 'autonomous', Herodotus
suggests that what the Athenians are really rejecting is not so much Persian
'freedom’, but rather living in accordance with Persian vopol which, although
constituting 'freedom' from a Persian perspective, would constitute slavery from
their own, since inherent in their own conceptualisation of 'freedom' is being ruled
not by one individual, but by vopot. The relationship between 'freedom' and
'monarchy' is not uncommon in the Histories. At 1.95 the Medes free themselves
from the Assyrians who ruled over them, thereby becoming 'autonomous' (1.96).
They then establish a monarchy and rule over others, a pattern that is repeated by
the Persians.'"® For Herodotus, living in accordance with vopol does not preclude

the vopou of being ruled. Thus at both 1.96 and at 8.144 Herodotus is not using

""" Translation Waterfield (1998).

'"¥ Assyrian dominance of inland Asia had lasted for 520 years when the Medes first rebelled
against them. In fact, their war of independence against the Assyrians improved them; they cast off
the yoke of slavery and became free men. Their example was later followed by all the rest of the
peoples who made up the Assyrian empire; Aoovplwv deydvimv Tig dvew Aalng € étea
el%00L %0l TEVTOROOLY, TEDTOL AT avTd®V MAdoL HoEavto amiotacdal xal xwg ovToL TEQL
T €hevBeping paeodpevol Toiol Acouplolat £yévovto dvdpeg dyabol xol dwodevol
™v dovrootvny elevBeomBnoav (Hdt. 1.95).
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'autonomy' as a political status even though, in Herodotus' own time, it had
become one, but rather he is exposing how the language of 'freedom' had come to
be closely identified with the struggle against Persia and tyranny. However, the
language of 'freedom' only disguises the real issues that lead to 'enslavement': that
those who are more powerful carry out actions in accordance with their own
understanding of what is 'right', thereby forcing those who are weaker to live in
accordance not so much with their own vopot, but in accordance with the vopot
of those more powerful. For Herodotus, vopog was king (3.38), not only because
it explained the differences between societies, but because groups of people were
rendered 'enslaved' or 'free' in accodance with the vopou of the powerful, who
believed that any action carried out in accordance with vopot, such as Xerxes'
vopog of expansion, is 'just'.

Evidence of Athenian encroachment on city-states' independence and the
allies' response to Athenian arche were examined in Chapter Two. Although it has
been suggested that not everyone viewed Athenian leadership in the Delian
League to be as oppressive as Thucydides has described, the response to Athenian
arche need not be singular, nor is one response more valid than another.
Accusations that Athenian rule constituted enslavement may have led Herodotus
to consider how a city-state like Athens, which had fought for its own 'freedom’
from tyranny, and which had fought against the Persians on behalf of the 'freedom'
of the Greeks, could become the 'enslaver' of Greeks. Herodotus notes at 1.5 that
he will 'cover minor and major human settlements equally, because most of those
that were important in the past have diminished in significance now'. Herodotus is
not concerned simply with the rises and declines of settlements. He is also
concerned with the relationship between these changes in fortune and a society's
understanding of what it means to be 'free'. Herodotus considers how the vopot of
particular groups might engender different conceptualisations of 'freedom' in order
to understand how city-states which once were 'liberators' had become the
'enslavers'. He does this by considering how 'freedom' might have been relevant
for the Persians before they had become an 'enslaving' empire.

For Herodotus, 'freedom' is not absolute and can only be defined in
accordance with the vopol of a particular culture. However, as one who identifies
with Greek vopot, Herodotus gives his own assessment of what it means to be
'free’ when he states that Otanes' family is the only 'free' family in Persia. Those

who are truly 'free’ neither rule nor are they ruled by others, but instead live in
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accordance with vopot. True 'freedom', in its most basic sense, means living in
accordance with vopot, which for the Greeks did not include being ruled by a
greater body not checked by the vopou of the Greeks. This, however, was what the
Delian League had become. By ending the Histories at a pivotal moment when the
Persians are presented with an opportunity to alter their vopot, and, consequently
their conceptualisation of 'freedom', Herodotus is reminding the Athenians that it
is not too late for them to reassess their own vopot, which had come to resemble

those of the Persians.
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Chapter 4: 'Freedom' and Thucydides' Metanarrative on Language

The previous chapter examined how Herodotus' relationship to the concept
of 'freedom' was influenced by relativism, and how he was able to make use of
relative forms of 'freedom' to create irony within the text. The following chapter
will examine how Thucydides uses the word ¢hevBep- to create a commentary on
the role of language in conflict. Rather than interpreting Thucydides' presentation
of 'freedom' through the lens of fifth-century intellectual discourse, a discourse
which informs his history throughout, modern scholars analyse Thucydidean
'freedom' as if Thucydides' interpretation of 'freedom' is representative of what
was actually presented in fifth-century politics.' In the introduction to his
investigation on the emergence of 'freedom', Raaflaub states that by the fall of
Athens in 404 the 'spectrum of meanings and functions of freedom in both the
individual-private and public-political spheres was, with few exceptions, fully
developed'.” Raaflaub seeks to define 'freedom from' the Athenian/democratic and
Spartan/oligarchic perspective without considering that his main source,
Thucydides, may have been exploiting an already codified concept as a rhetorical
tool to frame his history .}

Words formed from the ¢AevBeQ- root appear frequently enough in fifth-
century literature that it is safe to conclude that such words were rhetorically
powerful. Had they not been, they would not have been used as pervasively as
they were.* While it may be the case that the language of 'freedom' figured
prominently in the rhetorical campaigns of the Greeks during the Peloponnesian
War, an examination of how Thucydides uses words formed from the é\evBep-
root suggests that he has created a second narrative commenting on the role of
language in conflict through the vocabulary of 'freedom'. As the last chapter has
shown, Herodotus was 'playing' with 'freedom' by considering 'freedom' from the
perspective of different cultures whose vopoL would have led to different
culturally embedded notions of the value and meaning of 'freedom'. Herodotus
does not simply record the role that the concept of 'freedom' actually played in
past events. The process of recording the past presupposes an interpretive

framework, which, for Herodotus, was shaped by intellectual trends such as

! Raaflaub (2004: 160-249); Larsen (1962: 230-34); Edmunds and Martin (1977: 187-93).
% Raaflaub (2004: 18).
? Raaflaub (2004: 181-202).
* Pohlenz (1966: 10-44).
124




The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Four

relativism and the vopog-¢Uoig debate. During Herodotus' time the invocation of
'freedom' had become a popular trope in literature, and the idea of being 'free' an
integral part of the Greek identity.” The uncertain state of Greek affairs during
Herodotus' own lifetime led him to question the meaning of 'freedom', a concept
that had become associated with the Persian Wars, as Aeschylus' Persians and
Simonides' epigram attest.® The Persian Wars had put an end to the threat of
domination by Persia, but ultimately led to the emergence of a new power, the
Delian League, the institutions of which closely resembled those of Persia.” If
Herodotus was using his ethnographic and historical inquiries to question what
'freedom' meant, then it may be the case that Thucydides was engaging with the
concept of 'freedom' in ways that do not necessarily reflect what actually
happened or was said. Pohlenz notes that in addition to Herodotus and
Thucydides, authors such as Pindar, Aeschylus and Euripides were writing about
the concept of political freedom for the first time.* 'Freedom', therefore, was being
spoken of in political ways independent of Herodotus and Thucydides.
Thucydides' decision to treat the abuse of 'freedom' represents an historical reality
even if the actual language in his speeches does not.

Rhetoric in Thucydides has been the subject of contentious debate with
regard to the historical accuracy of the speeches he recounts. It is worth

examining his methodology concerning speeches briefly:

With references to the speeches in this history, some were delivered before
the war began, others while it was going on; some I heard myself, others I
got from various quarters; it was in all cases difficult to carry them word
for word in one's memory, so my habit has been to make the speakers say
what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of
course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they

really said.’

Kai oa pev Moy eimov Exaotol ) pélhovteg mokepfoewv 1 €v adTtd

NOM dvteg, yahemov T dxpifelav avt)v TOV hexBévtwv

3 Pohlenz (1966:17); Isaac (2006: 492-93).
8 For Aeschylus see pages 37-38; Simonides 8 FGE; Edmunds and Wallace (1997: 21-22).
7 See Chapter Two, section 2.
8 Pohlenz (1966: 10-44).
? Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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Eupmtdong yvaoung tdv aAnddc heyBévrwy, ovtwg eipnton (1.22.1).

Thucydides' audience, accustomed to epic, Herodotus, and logographers, for
whom accuracy in reporting speeches was not a concern, would have been
surprised by the mere concern for first-hand accounts in speech reporting.'’
Thucydides' speeches may be based on what he, himself, has heard;
reconstructions of speeches that he never could have heard (such as Nicias' final
speech at Syracuse); a combination of several speeches for which he had written
accounts; or an account of a dialogue between several individuals.'' Thucydides'
statement that he has 'speakers say what was' in his opinion 'demanded of them by
the various occasions' while 'adhering as closely as possible to the general sense
of what they really said' has been subject to much interpretation.'” As Rood points
out, Thucydides has kept as close as possible to what was said, but 'the limitations
of evidence were such that Thucydides supplemented what he could discover with
a subjective input— 'what was required (ta déovta)', and, and for this reason,
there are speeches where opposing views are posited."

While de Ste. Croix, among others, has argued that Thucydides' statement
that he adhered 'as close as possible to the general sense of what was really said'
means that he has recounted what was actually said whenever possible,"* Macleod
sets forth a plausible motive for speeches, which may account for Thucydides'
decision to include speeches such those of Cleon and Diodotus in Book Three,
whose speeches, by Thucydides' own admission, are not the most influential, but
the most opposite (3.49.1): the speeches represent 'different levels of thinking in
military and political strategy, rather than the actual arguments of individuals'."”
For Pelling, Thucydides' decision to provide a brief synopsis of the Athenians'
speech to the Spartans at 1.72.1, and instead give the Athenians a speech (1.73-

78) that focuses more on their character and matters related to expansion

19 Cole (1991: 104-11).
' Pelling (2009: 180).
12 Hornblower (1991: 59-62); Wilson (1982: 95-103); Marincola (1989: 226).
3 Rood (1999: 46).
' de Ste. Croix (1972: 8-10); Debnar (2001: 14-18); Wilson (1982:99); Badian (1992: 189);
Schneider (1974: 153).
'S Macleod (1983: 88).
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exemplifies a moment when the historian has taken certain liberties in
reconstructing speeches to demonstrate the real cause of the conflict, which
Thucydides states was 'most formally kept out of sight' (1.23.6)."® According to
Pelling, '[n]o sentence in the Greek language can have been taken quite so
variously as that on the speeches here', though, he notes, one should not be
bothered by the fact that Thucydides is deliberately ambiguous in his statement
regarding methodology in speech writing: Thucydides has either reconstructed
speeches keeping as close to possible to what was actually said, or, failing that,
reconstructed what would have been said given the circumstances.'’

The idea that Thucydides has used the speeches at various points to make
manifest, in a subtle way, the least apparent cause of the war is one that will be
investigated in this chapter. As Dewald has noted, an historian's reconstruction of
the past reflects his own assumptions about reality, 'so that the text becomes in its
narrative rules also a kind of mise en abyme, retracing in the way the narrative
works the rules that also operate in the larger outside world that each author is
trying realistically to convey in his text'.'"® My investigation of the language of
'freedom' in the speeches will demonstrate the decisive nature of language itself,
which often goes unrecognised as precipitating conflict, since language, or
arbitration, had traditionally been viewed by the Greeks as a means of avoiding
armed violence. Thucydides' speeches may reflect what was said, but they also
expose the role that language itself played in the escalating tension between
Athens, Sparta, and their respective allies.

Thucydides' speeches, and his representation of 'freedom' in them, are a
reflection of contemporary rhetoric to the extent that Thucydides reports what was
actually said, or keeps to the general line of what was said. On the topic of
Thucydides' history Hendrickson notes: 'The author of any speech must be both
Thucydides and someone else, a historical agent. The speeches, in other words,
like other historical sources, are both the objective record and historical
interpretation of the event...The essential truth of the speeches cannot be
abandoned without invalidating the history that is being written; Thucydides

cannot simply fabricate them. The speeches are also, however, incomplete and

'6 Pelling (2009: 183 -84).
17 Pelling (2009: 177, 179).
' Dewald (2009: 144-45).
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modified in accordance with the historian's reason'.”” It is impossible to say for
certain whether the speeches are a reflection of what was said or a reconstruction
of what was likely to have been said, especially given the ambiguity of 1.22.1.
However, it is certain that the speeches preserve both elements of contemporary
discourse and what Thucydides thought needed to be said in order to make sense
of the prevailing, and often contrary, political and military opinions and themes.
The process of selection and of determining what was necessary presupposes an
interpretive framework, the identification of which is complicated by the presence
of contradictory elements in the speeches. Had Thucydides provided some sort of
first person analyses of the speeches, locating authorial voice or intention would
be less complicated.” As it is, attempts to locate such a voice are thwarted by the
plurality of views and opinions embedded within the text: '[e]ach focalized
speaker...makes argumentative points that matter to himself, and is himself
embedded in a political world he is trying to shape with his own intelligent
arguments'.”’ Such variant views, Rood suggests, are the product of an historian's
attempt to create an historical narrative that will also tell something about wars in
the future.”

Scholars have conducted thorough investigations into the relationship
between speech and narrative as well as the influence of contemporary intellectual
trends on Thucydides' history.” At 1.22.4 Thucydides makes the following

statement, which signals his influence by contemporary trends.

The absence of romance in my history will, I fear, detract somewhat from
its interest; but if it be judged useful by those inquirers who desire an
exact knowledge of the past as an aid to the understanding of the future,
which in the course of human things must resemble if it does not reflect it,
I shall be content. In fine, I have written my work, not as an essay which is

to win the applause of the moment, but as a possession for all time.**

%OL £C PEV AQO0OLY {0WG TO ) LUBDAES VTAV ATEQTETTEQOV

% Hedrick (1993: 17).
2 Gribble (1998: 41-67).
2 Dewald (2009: 145).
22 Rood (2006: 225-49).
2 Rood (1999); Stahl (2006: 301-34); Morrison (2006: 251-277).
* Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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ATHUA TE €C aiel PAAOV 1] AYDVIOUO € TO TOQOYOTILO ArOVELY
Elyrettau (1.22.4).

The prominence given the idea of 'human nature' in his methodological statement
'places Thucydides immediately in connection with the sophistic movement'.”
Thucydides' speeches convey an awareness and structuring based on sophistic
techniques such as arguments from expediency, the antithesis between Adyog and
£oyov and between vopog and ¢pUolg, and his general experimentation with
antitheses and argumentation.”® Finley even goes so far as to suggest that
Thucydides' own understanding and historicising of the past was a product of the
sophistic era.”” Thucydides' first and final statements in this passage situate the
text intellectually: his account will be marked by the absence of T pvO®deg
which was characteristic of Herodotus and poets, and it will be a possession for all
time rather than an ayd®viopa, an essay for competition or display prominent
among the sophists.”® Thucydides' rejection of drydviopa is echoed by Cleon,
who, although not portrayed favourably by Thucydides, nonetheless makes the
observation at 3.37.4 that men ought to conduct themselves as 'fair judges rather
than rival athletes (aywviotal)'; 'these', he states, 'we ought to imitate, instead of
being led on by cleverness and intellectual rivalry to advise the people against our
real opinions' (3.37.5).” This statement is aimed at his audience, whom, at 3.38.7,
he accuses of listening to political debates like spectators of the sophists
(codprotd®v Beataic), who are conquered by the pleasures of the ear.”® According
to Plato (Phaed. 257d4-8), the written as opposed to spoken speech was

associated with the sophists.

> Thomas (2006: 87). See pages 53-55 for more on the sophists and the theories associated with
them.
26 Thomas (2006: 89-90); Hornblower (2009: 70-86); Denniston (1952: 10-13); Finley (1967:
chapter 2).
" Finley (1942: 43-46).
2 Thomas (2006: 89); Thomas (2000: 267); Solmsen (1975: 84); Hornblower (1991: 61-62);
Guthrie (1971b: 43).
* Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
¥ amhg te drof)g 1oV Noomuevol xal coPploT@v Beatals Eotxdteg xadnuévolg parrov i
TieQl WOAEWS POVAEVOLEVOLS.
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Even though Thucydides seems to reject sophism by stating that he is not writing
an ayoviopa, by awarding himself the ultimate prize, a possession for all time,
he is partaking in a 'model of competitive rivalry'.”!

Connor has noted that traditionally Thucydides has been viewed as a cool,
objective historian who, as a pupil of the sophists made use of scientific methods
to convey what happened. But, as Connor added, more recently scholars have
begun to see Thucydides as a passionate writer whose intense emotion has
influenced his narrative.”” Speaking of Thucydides as a 'sophistic' writer is itself
problematic. Even though the composition of his history displays an awareness of
and influence by sophistic trends, different sophists often espoused theories and
ideas which were at odds with one another.” Rather than thinking of the sophists
as espousing particular worldviews, trends associated with the sophists might be
better characterised as modes of thinking and enquiry, or theoretical frameworks,
which, depending on the content subjected to them and the context in which they
were employed, might result in different arguments or positions corresponding to
the interests of the person employing such methods. As Thomas notes,
Thucydides' analysis of the Corcyrean stasis displays the dangers of the relativity
of values, an idea found in Plato's characterisation of Protagoras (P1. Tht. 167c,
172b). However, awareness of a particular school of thought does not make one a
proponent of it; Thucydides cannot be deemed a sophist on these grounds alone.*
As Macleod has argued, Thucydides makes use of the rhetorical style and
strategies of the sophists in order to undermine them.”> My aim in this chapter is
to examine the role of 'freedom' in Thucydides' narrative in light of his views on
language. By examining Thucydides' methodological —even scientific —approach
to language, Thucydides' treatment of words becomes a means of conveying a
fifth-century audience's emotionally charged response to the language of
'freedom'.

Of the forty speeches reported directly or indirectly by Thucydides
twenty-seven of these speeches contain discussions of freedom and slavery: the
Spartans claimed that they are freeing Greece from Athens; the Athenians spoke

of the freedoms offered by democracy and the valiant struggle for freedom during

*! Greenwood (2004: 175-76, 178-81).
32 Connor (2009: 29).
* For more on those considered 'sophists', see pages 53-55.
3** Thomas (2006: 90)
** Thomas (2006: 108).
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the Persian Wars; the Spartans encouraged their soldiers to fight for the freedom
of the Greeks; the Athenians defended the freedom which they enjoy, the freedom
which was passed down to them by their ancestors.*® Over two thirds (66/101) of
the references to freedom in Thucydides' history occur in speech, while forty-
three out of the seventy-eight times slavery (OoDA0G in its various forms) occurs it
is in the speech sections.

An examination of these passages reveals that the concept of freedom is
invoked most often by the Spartans who defined their struggle as one for the
freedom of the Greeks. Once the war has commenced Thucydides notes that much
of the goodwill was on the side of the Spartans, since they were claiming to be
freeing the Greeks (Thuc. 2.8.4): 'Men's feelings inclined much more to the
Spartans, especially as they proclaimed themselves the liberators of Hellas' (1] 8¢
gVvola aEd TOAU €molel TOV avBpOTwV AoV €¢ Tovg Aaxedapovioug,
dMwg te ®ol mpoetdvTwy &t TV EALGSa éhevBepoDowy).”’ In fact, so solid
was their campaign for 'freedom' that the Athenians feared they would lose even
more allies. For Brasidas issued statements wherever he went that his mission was
to 'free' the Greeks (Thuc. 4.108.2): 'The Athenians also feared that more allies
would revolt, particularly because Brasidas displayed such moderation in all his
conduct, and declared everywhere that he had been sent out to free Hellas' (6 ya
Boaotdag €v te toig AAAOLS LETOLOV EQUTOV TTOLRELYE, RAL €V TOIS AOYOLS
avToyod édhhou dg éhevBeodonv Ty EALGSa éxmepdBein).*® Freedom'
becomes an identifying feature of Archidamus' rhetoric in the Spartan attack of
Plataea (Thuc. 2.72.1).” Brasidas' ultimatum to the Acanthians was steeped in the
rhetoric of 'freedom’, and his speeches of encouragement to soldiers offered
reminders of Sparta's mission: to 'free' the Hellenes from Athens.*’ At 8.43.3
Lichas objected to Sparta's treaties with Persia on the grounds the treaties would

require that all territories which were or had been formally part of the King's

* Euphemus says he will not mention the struggle for freedom (Thuc. 6.83.2). Most often the
Athenians avoid the rhetoric of freedom in their discussion of the Persian Wars. For further
discussion of their evasive tone see below. References for speeches pertaining to 'freedom' from an
Athenian and Persian perspective can be found in the paragraph below.
*7 Translation Warner (1972a). The verb used to describe the act of 'claiming' or 'saying' in this
passage is mpoetmov, which is typically used in public declarations, suggesting that what was
publically claimed may not represent the actual agenda of the Spartans.
*¥ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
** The conflict between Sparta, Thebes and Plataca will be examined in Chapter Five.
% See Introduction for a complete quote of Brasidas. Thuc. 4.85.1,5,6,86.1,4,87.2,5,6
(Brasidas); 4.114.3 (Brasidas); 4.120.3 (Brasidas); 5.9.1 (Brasidas); 5.9.9 (Brasidas); 5.9.10
(Brasidas).
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territory would be ceded to the Persian empire. By agreeing to this treaty, Lichas
argued that the Spartans would be 'offering to the Hellenes not liberation but
Persian domination' (xai avt’ élevBepiag &v Mnduxnv doynv toic "Eilnot
Tovg Aaxedatpoviovg mepBeivar).! Alcibiades' advice to the Persians echoed
that of Lichas' (Thuc. 8.46.3-5): it would be a better plan for the Persians to ally
themselves with the Athenians, as an alliance would suit both their interests,
whereas it was unlikely that the Spartans would not also try to free the Greeks
from Persia after they had fought for the 'freedom' of the Greeks from Athens.
Thucydides later states that Lichas' argument regarding Sparta's claim to be
'freeing' the Greeks was proven correct by Alcibiades' advice to the Persian king
(Thuc. 8.52.1).

Athenian rhetoric, on the other hand, was relatively devoid of any claims
to be fighting for or defending 'freedom'. As discussed above, Thucydides'
speeches are a combination of what was actually said and what was required by
the narrative and circumstantial demands of the text. Although the Athenians at
1.73-75 recount their actions during the Persian Wars, they do not frame their
actions through the language of 'freedom', even though the language of 'freedom'
was essential in the historical tradition of the Persian Wars.*> When the concept of
'freedom' does occur in Athenian speeches, it is either in reference to democracy
as a 'free' political institution, or to the status of the allies.*’ Instead of arguing that
their right to rule came from their role in 'freeing' the Greeks from Persia during
the Persian Wars, the Athenians defended their actions using arguments based on
probability and either their own interests or those of their allies', which often
confounded those listening.

'Freedom' was seldom voiced by the states which suffered 'enslavement' at
the hands of Athens, and who enjoyed the 'freedom' offered to them by Sparta and
the allies.** An exploration into Thucydides' thoughts on the concept of language

may help explain this anomaly. One passage in particular provides some insight

! Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
“> Raubitschek (1973: 36-38). See pages 39-40 for evidence that the Persian Wars were
conceptualised as 'freedom' wars.
* The following are instances when an Athenian speaks of freedom in Thucydides' history: 2.36.1
(Pericles); 2.37.2,40.5,43.4,62.3,63.1 (Pericles); 3.39.7 (Cleon); 3.45.6,46.5, 6 (Diodotus);
4.95.3 (Hippocrates); 6.20.2 (Nicias); 6.83.2, 84.3, 85.2, 87.2 (Euphemus); 6.20.2,7.63.4, 69.2
(Nicias); 8.48.5 (Phrynichus).
*“ The Plataeans lament their treatment at the hands of Sparta and Thebes in the name of freedom:
2.71.2 (twice), 3.54 .4, 59 4; the Mytileneans make a case for their defection from Athens: 3.10.4,
5,12.1,13.1, 7; the Melians engage in a struggle between pragmatism and realism: 5.99.1, 100.1,
112:2.
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into Thucydides' thoughts on the power of rhetoric. After narrating the turmoil
which consumed Corcyra Thucydides provides the reader with a statement

regarding the power of words:

And they changed the customary opinion of names to make their actions

consistent with their claims of justice (Thuc. 3.82.4).%

®al TV elwbuiav dElwowy TV ovopdtwv € Ta €Qyo AVTINALOEQY TH)

OHOLDOEL.

The word which Thucydides used to talk about 'names' in this passage was
dvopa, a word which can mean 'name' or 'expression/phrase'.*® Thus Thucydides
was speaking about the words which are used to 'name' or label actions.
Thucydides' choice of words in this sentence is revealing: it was not so much the
case that people began describing their actions with different words as it was that
they began calling their behaviour by different names or labels on account of the
value accorded the particular name or label. In other words, acts which might be
called or labelled as 'harmful' were instead called or labelled as 'helpful' in
accordance with the speaker's judgement. People would exploit the value of
'helpful' in order to harness the goodwill that this word conveyed, even though the
act itself was not 'helpful'. Thucydides suggests at 3.82.4 that words or names no
longer reflected the situations which they were labelling. John Wilson points out
that Thucydides does not mean to say that the definitions of words themselves
changed; the words which were used to describe situations reflected the speaker's
judgment of what is being described.”” Wilson writes that '[t]hose who used the
new description wished precisely to cash in on the usual meanings of "courage for
the sake of the party", "specious cowardice"...in order to justify behaviour hitherto
regarded as odious or discourage behaviour hitherto regarded as admirable."** Ian
Worthington notes otherwise. He states that the word which is used to describe

the action is influenced by its use.*” Wilson provides a critique of the words

Thucydides uses at 3.82.4 with the exception of évopa, the key word in this

* Translation mine.
S LST 8vopa.
* Wilson (1982:18-20).
“ Wilson (1982: 18).
* Worthington (1982: 124).
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sentence. John Hogan examines each word in the sentence in relation to other
instances of its use by Thucydides, but, like Wilson, he excludes dvopa.™
Loraux, in her examination of 3.82.4 adopts Hogan's and Wilson's interpretation
of the passage, and, while she does stress the importance of évopa., she does not
connect Thucydides' use of this term to other key passages where évopa
appears.”’ An examination of how Thucydides uses évopa in his history provides
the key to interpreting his statement at 3.82.4. This statement is essential for
understanding the historian's views on language, which shaped his engagement
with the concept of 'freedom'.

In Book One Thucydides engages in a discussion concerning the meaning
and power of words. The extreme circumstances of the conflict necessitated that
certain actions and behaviour be assigned different labels, for which, as Wilson
notes, there were already established meanings. At 1.122 .4 the Corinthians noted
that someone might argue that, while the Athenians brought freedom to all of
Greece, they, the Corinthians, failed to protect their own freedom, and even
allowed a dictator to be set up in Greece, even though they made it a principle to

overthrow despots in other states:

Such a policy, in our view, cannot be held to be exempt from three of the
greatest mistakes that can be made —lack of intelligence, lack of
resolution, or lack of responsibility. Nor do we imagine that you can
escape these imputations by claiming that you are superior to your
enemies. This feeling of superiority has done much harm before now;
indeed, from the number of the cases where it has proved disastrous it has
come to be known as the opposite name —not superiority, but plain

stupidity.*

%ol oUx {opev Omwg Téde TELOV TOV peyiotwv Evupoodv
amihoxtat, aEvveolog 1) pohaxiag 1) apelelag. ov yap om
mepevydTEG AUTA €M TV TTAEloTOVS O BAGYacav xatapoovnoLy
REYWENROTE, 1) €X TOD WOALOUG OdpdALeLY TO Evavtiov dvoua

apEOaUVVN HLETWVOUOOTOL.

% Hogan (1980: 139-50).
3! Loraux (2009: 270, 292).
52 Translation Warner (1972a).
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The vocabulary used in this sentence is problematic. Thucydides' Corinthians use
the word petovopdCely in asserting that the Spartans' superiority should be called
folly. The Spartans cannot escape from a lack of intelligence, resolution or
responsibility, by claiming that they are superior. When one is informed and when
the consequences could be so disastrous, the three faults which are the product of
superiority make the condition of superiority stupidity. In the past
notapOVNOLg, or superiority, served as an apt guise for these faults, but the
magnitude of the situation at hand requires a more severe vocabulary; the dvopua,
the name, for being ignorant, weak and indifferent is no longer accurately
captured by ratadpeovnols. Now such mistakes are stupidity, or ddpoootvn. The
circumstances or events have necessitated a shift in language: words are not
redefined, but the name or word assigned to a situation has changed. Thucydides'
use of the verb petovopdetv, a compound of dvopa, in this passage suggests
that the extreme circumstances of the Peloponnesian War have magnified the
consequences of a lack of intelligence, resolution and responsibility so that to
partake in one of these is sheer stupidity.

What is most interesting in this passage is the way that Thucydides has
used petovopdCetv. This is the only passage in the history where this word
occurs, and it is scarcely found in any of the extant literature from the fifth and
early fourth centuries. Among the fragments of the late sixth-century logographer,
Hecataeus of Miletus, it is found twice, while in the writings of Epimenides it is
found once.” Herodotus used the word four times.** In all of the above examples
petovopdlewy was used in reference to the etymology of a word or the changing
of names, either of people or places. Thucydides' history presents the first case
where it has been applied to a concept or an abstract idea. According to Price,
Thucydides' statement at 3.82 .4 reflects what happens to language during times of
internal conflict: 'culturally determined values, like honor or reputation...may, as
society changes, be used to describe different behaviours without undergoing any
semantic shift'.”> Language, like all other conventions, undergoes a shift in times

of crisis. The praise of actions formerly deemed nefarious, a situation typical in

** There is some debate regarding Epimenides' date. He is generally placed in the seventh century.
Plato places him a century later (Leg. 642d).
> Hecataeus, FGrH 1 F10, F84; Epimenides FGrH 457 F16; Hdt. 4.155,4.189, 5.69, 8.44. Other
examples include Hellanicus FGrH 4 F15; Plato, Thr. 180a6; Ctesias 688 F15.
% Price (2001: 39-43).
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stasis, represents the transformation of values within society. As a consequence,
words are used in different ways precisely because actions are judged
differently .

Thucydides' use of petovopdCerv suggests that he was engaged with a
common fifth-century debate concerning language. While Heraclitus had
recognised that language, which was supposed to serve as an account of the
world, was full of contradiction, Parmenides divided the world into a world of
appearance, which he deemed a fiction, and a world of being. According to
Parmenides, 'all that mortals posited in the belief that it was true will be name
only, coming into being and perishing, to be and not to be, change of place and
interchange of shining colour'.”” For Parmenides, the process of naming reflects
opinion rather than truth; if 'names' did in fact reflect the truth, then a rainbow
would not be wrongly called 'Iris', as Xenophanes notes.”® Democritus too
recognised that language failed to represent reality in his assessment of the
multiplicity, the changing, and the deficiency of names.” Overall there was a
prevailing belief among Presocratics that language could not adequately describe
reality. The sophists, recognising the unease expressed by the Presocratics
concerning language and reality, also consider the relationship between the words
and reality. Such discussions were framed through vépog and ¢pioig, and whether
the names of things exist by convention or by nature, a topic which is pivotal in
Plato's Cratylus. This discussion is often confused with, though distinctly separate
from, discussions concerning the origin of language and whether it existed by
'nature’ or by 'convention'.” Whereas Democritus, noting the inconsistencies of
language, regarded it as existing by convention, Prodicus supported a 'naturalist
thesis' and opposed the idea that relativism played a role in the defining of
words.”' Gorgias, on the other hand, 'claimed that nothing exists; if it exists, it
cannot be known; and that if it both exists and can be known, it cannot be

communicated to others'.** For Gorgias, 'the role of language is reduced to that of

% Price (2001: 42).
7 Translation Kerferd (1981: 71); tét wdvt’ dvopa €otal, 6ooa Peotol xatéBevto memolBdTeg
gival aAnof), ylyveoBal te ol SAAvoOaL, eival Te xal ovyl, nal ooV dhhéooewv did te xeoa
bavov apeiferv (DK 28B8.38-41).
¥ DK 21B32; de Jonge and Ophuijsen (2010: 487).
% DK 68B26; Sluiter (1997: 172-73).
5 Gera (2003: 169-70).
®' de Jonge and Ophuijsen (2010: 488); Heinimann (1945: 156).
%2 DK 82B3; translation de Jonge and Ophuijsen (2010: 489).
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a magic wand that can be used at will to impress and manipulate an audience'.”’
While Gorgias was more concerned with language as it applied to rhetoric,
Protagoras emphasised speaking correctly rather than the correctness of words or
names for things.**

The concern expressed by the Presocratics over the relationship between
reality and language is taken up by the sophists, who either take advantage of the
shortcomings of language to speak persuasively or engage in discussions
regarding the place of language —both its origin and the meanings of words—in
the debate between vopog and ¢poig. Thucydides' statement at 3.82.4 suggests
that he regarded language as fixed by convention, but that the 'social value
assigned to it, its societal manifestation in human action' can change as
circumstances change.” Thucydides' use of perovopdCetv at 1.122.4 and of
Ovopo at 3.82.4 suggests that he is engaging in an intellectual discourse on
language itself, one that began with the Presocratics who discussed the ability of
'names', or Ovopata to accurately reflect reality. For Thucydides, meanings of
words were fixed by convention, but some words, especially words that are
assigned value, were used in extreme circumstances such as civil strife, to
describe situations that would otherwise not be deemed as such. Thucydides'
belief that language could be used to describe behaviours not usually associated
with a particular action without that word undergoing any sort of shift in meaning
was not recognised by the sophists.” In this sense, Thucydides' philosophy of
language is not indebted to the sophists, but is instead a reaction to the sophists
and is embedded in a fifth-century trend of thinking critically about language. As
I shall show, Thucydides' presentation of 'freedom' indicates that it had become a
word which was used as a label or name for actions which bore little semblance to
'freeing'. In other words, it was an dvopa., or a label assigned to an action based
on the judgement of the speaker. Because of the value accorded 'freedom' by the
audience, politicians and rhetoricians made use of the term, as they hoped to sway
the audience or gain support by framing speeches through positively charged
words. In order to verify this hypothesis it is necessary to explore the other

instances in which dvopa appears.

%3 de Jonge and Ophuijsen (2010: 489).
8 Kerferd (1981:73-74); de Jonge and Ophuijsen (2010: 490).
5 Price (2001: 43).
% Price (2001: 43).
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Before doing this, it will be helpful to see how Thucydides' intellectual
environment informed his writing and his conceptualisation of 'freedom’, since
many of these contemporary trends concern language. Thucydides lived in the age
of the sophists who were engaged in antilogic, the creation of contrasting
arguments on any topic, and who questioned the inherent value of morals through
relativism.”” Although Thucydides does not explicitly make use of relativism,
antilogic, or the idea of contrasting two opposing positions, such theoretical
principals and modes of enquiry structure the speech sections of his history.*®
Thucydides never overtly makes his position regarding the sophists known, and,
in fact, only mentions one individual, Antiphon, who may or may not have been
the sophist Antiphon. In Book Eight Thucydides states that Antiphon was so well
versed in speaking that he never spoke at assembly meetings. He was generally
mistrusted on account of his reputation for cleverness, but his aid was eagerly
sought in lawsuits, and when points were to be made in the assembly (Thuc.
8.68). Regardless of which Antiphon this is,* it is important to note the
pernicious power accorded to him by the people, and possibly by Thucydides
himself, for his skill with words.

The only other reference to sophists in Thucydides comes in Cleon's
speech in the debate regarding the fate of Mytilene (3.38.7). In the Mytilenean
debate Cleon argued that bad laws that are fixed are better than good laws which
are always changing. States are better managed by the man on the street than by
intellectuals schooled in cleverness. These people want to seem wiser than the
laws and argue to get their way in debates, which can do great harm to the
political community. People who are not confident in their intelligence lack the
ability to dissect speeches. Consequently, unlike their counterparts who behave as
if they are performing in a competition, they are unbiased. Cleon advised that
rather than being carried away by their own cleverness they should try to be like
these men (Thuc. 3.37.3-5).”°

Virginia Hunter, in analysing Thucydides' characterisation of fear, has

noted the similarities between Thucydides' use of fear in his history and Gorgias'

%7 See pages 53-55; Striker (1996: 7-9); Kerferd (1981: 59-78).
 Yunis (1998: 234-39).
% Pendrick (2002: 1-26); Gagarin (2002: 39-40).
"0 c.f. Thuc. 3.82.7: §Gov &’ ol mohhol raxodgyol dvreg dekiol xéxinvral 1) auadeic dyadol,
%nol TQ pev aloytvovrtal, £ 8¢ Td aydrlhoval.
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theory of fear in his Encomium of Helen." While the psychology of 'fear' is, for
both Thucydides and Gorgias, based in the sense of sight, that is to say, one is
afraid by the sight of something or the memory of that sight, hearing is the
'corresponding sense-organ' for AOyog, which has the capacity to alter men's
mental state through persuasion and deception.” Poets are identified as culprits in
this sense, as they enter the listener's consciousness by making them feel the joy
and pain of others, a feat that is accomplished through the power of words. The
inadequacy of 'men's rational faculties' and 'their inability to remember the past,
evaluate the present critically, and have foreknowledge of the future' makes them
reliant on opinion.” Diodotus notes that the Athenians might make better
decisions if the audience faced the same consequences rather than just blaming
the speaker, who either through deception or lies has provided counsel (3.43.2-5).
Cleon, on the other hand, accuses the Athenians of being 'spectators of words and
listeners of deeds' (3.38.4); the Athenians watch speakers but do not demand more
than hearsay as evidence.”* A similar idea is set forth by Gorgias in On Not Being.
Here he argues that if something does exist, it would be impossible to
comprehend or think it, and that if one could, it would not be possible to
communicate it.” More specifically Gorgias argues that 'just as sight has the
visible as its object, and not the audible, so too when a speaker speaks, what he
says is logos rather than a colour or a thing or a thought'.”® Furthermore Cleon
argues that the Athenians place more trust in what they have heard than what they
have seen and experienced themselves in the past. Cleon concludes his speech by
accusing the Athenians of being slaves to the ear and of behaving more like
spectators of the sophists than counsellors of the city (3.38.7). In his analysis of
the Mytilenean Debate, Macleod notes that Cleon's speech is representative of
Thucydides at his most Gorgianic, for, even though Cleon condemns sophistry,
thereby destroying the possibility for debate, he still proceeds by giving a
sophistically styled speech on the consequences of future action.”” Noting the

parallels between Gorgias' theory of A0yog in the Encomium of Helen and that set

"' DK 82B11; Hunter (1962: 419-29); Segal (1962: 108).
7 Hunter (1986: 420-24); Verdenius (1981: 116-28).
7 Hunter (1986: 422).
" Hunter (1986: 424).
" S.E.M 7.65-87; De Melisso, Xenophane, Gorgia 79a11-80b21; Barney (2006: 92).
76 Translation Barney (2006: 93).
"7 Macleod (1978: 70-71). For a more complete discussion of Cleon's speech see Chapter Five,
section 2.
139



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Four

forth by Diodotus and Cleon, Hunter concludes that not only do Diodotus' and
Cleon's concerns over rhetoric resonate with those of Gorgias, but that
Thucydides himself has embraced Gorgias' theory of L0yog, and the 'link between
Gorgias and Thucydides seems incontrovertible'.”®

Thucydides was not the only fifth-century writer to comment on the power
of words to sway an audience. Fifth-century writers frequently acknowledged that
actions were called by different 'names' in accordance with the judgement of the
speaker. In a fragment of Euripides the speaker asks, 'What action is shameful if it
seem not so to the actor?'.”” Similarly, in Aristophanes' Frogs, we find 'What
action is shameful if it seem not so the audience? (1475). And Eteocles, in the
Phoenissae, laments the subjective nature of justice and wisdom: 'If everyone
defined justice and wisdom the same way, there would be no quarrelling or strife
among men. As things stand, the only similarity or equality mortals show is in
their use of words: the reality to which these refer is not the same' (499-502).%
Once again the reader is reminded of the danger which can ensue when words, or
ovopata, are applied unconventionally. Like Eteocles, Thucydides reveals that
the only recourse for avoiding quarrelling and strife, language, or arbitration, has
been subverted through the use of words which do not depict reality consistently.
Socrates noted this too and adamantly opposed the scepticism of those, such as
Protagoras, who argued that morality was subjective; in order to practice morality,
Socrates believed that there must be an agreement on the meaning of moral
terms.®' As Guthrie writes, 'From this theoretical soil grew the pride of youthful
rhetoric in its ability to sway men to or from any course of action by mastery of
the persuasive use of words'.**

The litigious nature of the Athenians, as described by Thucydides, and
their deceptive cleverness facilitate the outbreak of war. Following the speech of
the Corinthians, the Athenians ask that they be given the opportunity to respond to
the complaints made by the allies against them at the meeting in Sparta. They
state that they do not intend to respond directly to the attacks made, since the

assembly meeting is not a court of law.* They then proceed to demonstrate to

7 Hunter (1962: 425-26).

" Eur. TGrF 1 F19.

% Translations Guthrie (1971b: 165). See also Xen. Mem. 4.4.8.

8! Guthrie (1971b: 165-66). Phaedr. 263a; c.f. Euthyphro Tc-d, Alc. I 111e-112a.

% Guthrie (1971a: 111).

% For more on courtroom politicking and its implication on arbitration see Chapter Five, section 5.
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those gathered that they are not unreasonably in possession of the things that they
have acquired and that it is only right that their views be consulted (Thuc. 1.73.1).
They begin their AOyog by asking the audience to indulge them by hearing their
record during the Persian Wars, even though it is a story based more on hearsay
than eyewitnesses —a danger brought to the fore by Cleon (3.38.4)—and they
admit that their audience is probably tired of hearing the story.

The history of the Persian Wars would have been the perfect setting for
Thucydides to have the Athenians portray themselves as the liberators of Greece,
as Herodotus briefly discusses at 7.139 and 8.144.** Rather than discuss their role
in securing the 'freedom' of the Greeks from Persia, the Athenians use the history
of the Persian Wars to show that their empire came to them because they were the
only ones who were willing to defend the Greek city-states from the Persian
threat. 'Freedom' never comes into play in their argument, which is logical, but
lacking in the sort of vocabulary which would have engaged the pathos of the
listener or reader. They argue that they have done nothing deviating from human
patterns of behaviour in receiving power which was given to them. It has always
been a rule that the weak be ruled by the strong.”” a message which echoes Plato's
protagonist in the Gorgias, Callicles, who argued that in accordance with the laws
of nature the stronger should be allowed to trample the weak: the stronger
determine the parameters of justice, therefore the triumph of the stronger is just
and in accordance with nature.* Socrates resisted this thesis, asserting until the
very end of the dialogue that it is worse to act unjustly towards others than be
treated unjustly, and that men should be good rather than just seem to be so.*” The
Athenians make an argument similar to that of Callicles when they appeal to the
nature (¢pvoLg) of power. They state that 'praise is due to all who, if not so
superior to human nature (tf) avBowmeiqr pVaeL) as to refuse dominion, yet
respect justice more than their position compels them to do'.** Although the
Athenians note that the Spartans 'are not judges' before whom it is possible to plea

(1.73.1), it is clear that they are engaged in courtroom practices when they offer

% See pages 64-65, 67-68, 89.
5 G alel naBeot®TOg TOV Hoow 170 Tod duvatwtégou ratelpyeoBat (Thuc. 1.76.2). Note
that Thucydides states that it is a rule that the weaker be hemmed in or pressed hard by the more
powerful, but not necessarily ruled.
% de Romilly (1992: 120).
87 Schofield (2010: xviii).
¥ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); émawveioBal te dELoL oftiveg xONOGUEVOL TH
avBowmelq dphoeL Hote ETEQWV AQYELV draldTEQOL ) AT TNV LITdEY0VoAV dUVa LY
vévwovral (Thue. 1.76.3).
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their counterargument.” They avoid issues of policy and instead defend
themselves. Their defense consists of logical arguments based on ¢po1g and
justice, a common theme in nearly all the writings of the sophists.”

After the Spartan king, Archidamus, responds to the Athenians' speech at
Sparta, Sthenelaidas, an ephor, indignantly remarks that he does not understand
the long speeches that the Athenians make; the conflict at hand, he argues, is not
one that can be settled through speeches and lawsuits, but one which requires
immediate action (Thuc. 1.86). After the ephor's comments, Thucydides stated
that the Spartans agreed that the Athenians were the aggressors and had broken
the treaty (Thuc. 1.87). Arbitration, the means by which violent action was to be
avoided, had been rendered ineffectual by the Athenians, whose reaction to the
assembly was based more on the vopot of law courts than determined by the
vopou of the treaty.

Thucydides' Athenians never speak of 'freedom', even when discussing the
Persian Wars, because it would not be in their interest to do so. While the
Athenians are pragmatic and use logic and argumentation to reveal the motives
behind their actions, the Spartans react by appealing to emotive concepts such as
'freedom' and 'slavery' which incite anger and enthusiasm. The rhetorically skilled
Athenians knew better than to frame their defense in terms of 'freedom'. Any
mention of 'freedom' would have led to the logical attack that the Athenians were
behaving no differently than the Persians who tried to enslave them, a point made
by Hermocrates in Book Six (Thuc. 6.76).”' Thucydides' Spartans, on the other
hand, have no qualms about using the language of 'freedom'. Because Sparta's
goal in the war was to free the Hellenes from the Athenians, any act which the
Spartans felt promoted this cause could be carried out in the name of 'freedom’,
even though it may not have entailed the actual act of freeing. The Spartans
themselves have used a different name, or Ovopa, to justify actions which might
otherwise be considered 'enslavement'.

A comparison between Plato's and Thucydides' treatment of dvopa
suggests that Thucydides was engaged philosophically with the concept of

'maming' things, and the implications of incorrectly 'naming' an act in speech.

¥ 00 yap mapd Suaotalg Lulv obte NudV 0tTe TOOTWV Ol AdyoL &v ylyvowTo.
% de Romilly (1992: 114).
°! For a more complete discussion of this passage in the context of the Peloponnesian War, see
pages 69-70.
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Although évopa and Adyog may seem interchangeable, an examination of Plato's
treatment of these two words suggests that Thucydides, who is also thinking in a
more philosophical than pragmatic way about language, may be making similar
distinctions. Plato, in the Cratylus and in Letter Seven, described names
(ovépara) as being distinct from words (AOyot). While name (dvopa) was the
word which the concept was called, words (AOYoL) served as a description of the
concept which consisted of names and phrases (€€ dvopdtwv xai Onpdtwy
ovyxrelpevog).” In the Cratylus, Plato focused on the correctness of names,
ovopota, as an essential component of speaking correctly. His investigation was
limited to nouns, since these were typically the subjects of sentences. He asserted
that the act of speaking is only successful if one speaks in accordance with the
natural instrument (Pl. Cra. 387b11-c3). Names are then able to instruct and
separate how things are (Pl. Cra. 388b10-11).” Traces of the distinction between
Ovopa and A6yog can be found in Thucydides. I contend that by dvopa
Thucydides did not mean word, but name, or rather what something is called. A
statement made by Pericles at 2.37.1 offers evidence in favour of a 'Platonic'
reading of dvopa. Pericles, in the funeral oration, stated that 'with respect to the
name it is called a democracy on account of the fact that it is managed not for the
few but for the majority.” The name or §vopa is democracy; the description, or
AOyoL, is that it is governed in the interest of the majority rather than the few.
Thucydides did not say that the word or AOyog was democracy, but rather the
name, the dvopa, is democracy.

Thucydides signals to the reader that 'freedom' was a concept which did
not adequately characterize the situations in which it was applied through two
antitheses: Loyog/€pyov and dvopo/€pyov. A search for dvopa in Thucydides'
history reveals that the word was typically used in passages where he was
discussing the names for people and places, thereby excluding the possibility that
Thucydides simply used it as another word for Adyoc. He clearly did not. Of the

forty-one times it was used, twenty-five times it was used for the name of a place,

2 PL., Ep. 342a-d. Rachel Barney (2001: 163-164) discusses the authenticity of the letter, but

concludes that even if it is not authentic it still presents an accurate picture of Plato's ideas as

expressed in the Cratylus.

% Sedley (2003: 59-61). Similar sentiments can be found in Thucydides (3.42.2).

* nal dvopa pev Sud To pn € OMlyoug AN &g mhelovag oixelv dnpoxoatia xéxintal.
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a person, or the reputation of a city.” The remaining examples suggest that
Thucydides used dvopa to show that what he, or a speaker in his history, has
stated is not true, or a deviation from his narrative. Examples of dvopo from
Euripides' Helen demonstrate that questioning the relationship between the name
of a thing and the thing itself was a sophistic trend in the fifth century.” In
Euripides' play Helen stated that it was not for her that the Greeks were fighting,
but only her name.”” When Menelaus and Helen finally meet, Helen, persuading
Menelaus that it is she, states that names can exist in many places, but the body
only in one.”® Menelaus refuses to believe her, as the magnitude of the conflict
which he has seen at Troy prevents him from believing the reality before him, that
Helen was in Troy in name only.” The Helen shows that Greeks during this time
were questioning the ability of words to convey reality. This is made clear in
Thucydides' history by the unease which was displayed over people trained in
speaking taking part in the assembly (Thuc. 8.68) and from Cleon's speech (Thuc.
3.38).

Thucydides' comment on the value of words changing at 3.82.4 indicates
that words often reflected the perspective of the individual and his judgment more
than an objective reality. The result is two parallel worlds, one of speech which is
seen through the lens of the speaker's judgement, and one of reality. The
metanarrative on language encourages the reader to consider that the words
chosen by a speaker do not necessarily represent reality, but are merely the
speaker's interpretation, manipulation and reconstruction of events which are
shaped by the speaker's perceptions.

Despite the fact that these subjective 'interpretations' may not suffice by
modern standards of what constitutes 'history', such perspectives provide insight
into what were perceived to be the origins and factors which exacerbated the
conflict. Although there is much debate regarding prophasis and whether it comes

from mpodaivw or oML, I agree with Pearson who defines prophasis as

% Thuc. 1.3.4,132.3;2.29.3,37.1,64.3,68.3; 3.102.1; 4.64.3,70.1, 87.6, 133.3; 5.16.1, 20.2;
64.1,44,45,33.6,64.2,80.4;7.64.2,69.2,70.8; 8.85.2,92.2. At 1.34 Thucydides states that
before the Greeks called themselves Hellenes they refrained from calling one another barbarians,
as this word did not exist before the invention of the Hellenes.
% Solmsen (1934: 120); Segal (1971: 559).
T douydv & ¢ dhuny mEoVTEBNV Eyd pév ob, /10 &’ dvopa Totudy, abrov “Elinoly §o06¢
(Eur. Hel. 42-43).
% obivopa yévorr® &v mohhayod, 10 odpa & ol (Eur. Hel. 588).
* tovxel pe péyebog TOV xax®v melBet, o 8’ ob (Eur. Hel. 593).
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'explanation' on the grounds that this definition is 'logically satisfactory'.'”

According to Thucydides, the truest pretext (mpo¢paoLg) of the conflict was the
growth of Athenian power and fear this instilled in Sparta and her allies.'”' This
pretext, Thucydides stated, was least manifest in speech (Thuc. 1.23.6),'"* as it had
been overshadowed by the causes of the conflict which each side presented.
Rather than discussing the growth of Athenian power and the fear this incited in
the allies, each side presented arguments and speeches in which their actions were
presented as being just. Darien Shanske argues that the distinction made between
cause (aitio) and pretext (rOdaoLg) is not helpful because Thucydides does not
present Athenian behaviour as aggressive. Thus it does not seem logical that the
growth of Athenian power was the pretext for war.'”> Lawrence Tritle notes that
Thucydides downplays Athenian aggression, but, given the limitations of time and
his own perspective, does an admirable job explaining the causes.'” The use of
word mpo¢aotg at 1.23.6 is far more subtle and much more in line with
Thucydides' metanarrative on language. For Thucydides, Athenian aggression was
to be found in the ability of the Athenians to persuasively argue so that any action
which was taken seemed just. The truest pretext for going to war was the
Athenians' ability to put forth arguments, like the one examined above, which
justified the actions carried out in the Pentecontaetia, thereby undermining the
arbitration clause in the Thirty Years' Truce.

Following his statement at 3.82 .4 regarding the customary uses of
language, Thucydides provides a list of actions which were redefined according to
judgment, an example, according to Price, of people in civil strife assigning
different values to actions.'” People began calling acts of aggression courage, a
delaying weakness, self-control an excuse for cowardice. The list continues. As
Wilson points out, Thucydides did not mean that Euvetdv (understanding) came
to mean GQyOv (laziness), but that Evvetdv was deemed (EvopioOn) doyov.'” In

addition people began playing upon preconceived notions or ideas in order to

19 pearson (1972: 294).
91 Rood (1998: 208-9); Cawkwell (1997: 20-39); de Romilly (1956:114); Huart (1968: 122-23).
2 My pdv Yo dAnBeotdTny MEdGaowY, ddavestdtny 8¢ Adym, Tovg ABnvalovg yodual
peydrovg yryvopévoug ral oPov mapéyovrag toig Aaxedalpoviols dvayrdoal € 10
TOAEELY.
19 Shanske (2007: 158-59).
" Tritle (2007: 174).
' Price (2001: 39).
106 TOhpa pEv Yoo ahoyoTog Avdoeia dLiétalgog evoplodn, péAnotg 8¢ moounong dethic
€VTTQETNG, TO 8¢ M POV TOD AvavdEov TOOYMUA, %Al TO QOGS drtav EVVETOV €Ml AV
apyov (3.82.4).
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persuade others.'”’” This is made clear by the final example in the list begun at

3.82.4:

The leaders in the cities made the fairest professions: on the one side with
the cry of political equality of The People [sic], on the other of a moderate
aristocracy; but they sought prizes for themselves in those public interests
which they pretended to cherish and, stopping at nothing in their struggles

for ascendancy, engaged in direct excess.'”

ol YaQ €V Taig TOAEOL TQOOTAVTES HETA OVOHOTOG EXATEQOL
eVmEETOVg, MANBOVS Te looVopag TOMTIXAG ®al AELOTOXQATIG
0DOPQOVOC TOOTLUNTEL, T PEV %OV Aoy Oepameovteg GOLa;
£oL0DVTO, TAVTL 8¢ TEOTW AYWVLLOHEVOL AAMNA WV TepLylyveoDal
gtohumody te to dewvotata EmeEfodv te Tog Tiwelag €Tt petfoug

(3.82.8).

This example demonstrates the complexity of the concept of 'name' (Ovoua).
Following the statement that the leaders used appealing words, Thucydides
mentions ioovopia, a political buzzword of democracy and cwdootvr, a
catchword of aristocrats.'” Politicians appealed to popular language, or, in a
sense, spoke the language of the people by using political catchphrases that their
constituents would find pleasing.'"” By using &vopa, Thucydides is warning the
reader that these words, or 0vopata, icovouta and cwdewv, may only be
pretence. Immediately after stating that politicians made appeals to equality and
moderation, he states that by serving the common good they were winning prizes
for themselves. He concludes this sentiment by stating '[t]hus neither side had any
use for conscientious motives; more interest was shown in those who could
produce attractive arguments to justify some disgraceful action' (3.82.8).""

The antithesis in this passage is between what is done in consideration of

piety versus that which is done because it is made to seem better. Thucydides

17 Wilson (1982: 18-19).
1% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
1% Marchant (1909); Rademaker (2005: 200-201).
1 Debnar (2001: 226-27).
""" Translation Warner (1972a); (hote edoefelq pev otdétegol évoulov, ebmoeneiq d¢ Adyou
oig EvpBain EmdBOvVoC TL StampdEachal, dpevov Hrovov.
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emphasised the role of speech in deceiving when he stated that they 'hear' that
plan to be better even though it may not have been in their interest. Although the
argument as whole was persuasive, it was through words such as icovopia and
omdoov that politicians were able to win favour among the people. Politicians
and speakers took advantage of the rhetorical gravitas of words in order to
persuade listeners sympathetic to such vocabulary.

The opening of the Melian Dialogue reinforced the notion that advantage
could be taken of value-laden words to create a persuasive speech. This dialogue
is commonly considered more epideictic than historical.''* The pervasive language
of 'freedom’, 'slavery' and 'autonomy' is almost entirely absent from the Melian
Dialogue. The language used in this passage is devoid of any emotive or
persuasive words typical of Sparta and her allies. Its tone is more logical, a style
which was a trademark of the rhetoric of Thucydides' Athenians.'” The Athenians

provided the following warning to the Melians regarding their speech:

Then we on our side will use no fine phrases saying, for example, that we
have no right to our empire because we defeated the Persians, or that we
have a right to our empire because we defeated the Persians, or that we
have come against you now because of the injuries you have done us—a

great mass of words that nobody would believe.'"*

‘Hpeig toivuv odte avtol pet’ dvopdtov ®ahdv, ag 1) diraiwng Tov
MMdov xatalboavteg GQYOueEV 1] adwwotpevol vV émeEeQyouedal,

AOYwV pfrog dmmotov maéEopev (5.89.1).

Gomme notes that the Persian Wars were not included in the argument because it
held some rhetorical weight.'”” That being said, the power of praeteritio cannot be
denied, and although the very mention of the Persian Wars would have been
sufficient to make their point, their discussion was typically Athenian. It lacked
the tour de force of the rhetoric characteristic of the Spartans who relied on

persuasive language; the strength of the Athenian arguments lay not in fine

"2 Cogan (1981a: 88).
e £ 1.73-78.
"4 Translation Warner (1972a).
'S Gomme, HCT 4.161.
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hrases, or rather labels, or in Price's words 'culturally determined values''®
p Y

(dvopata), but in arguments (AOyol), which reveal that their actions were 'just'.
Although the Athenians stated that they would leave aside arguments that they
rule justly or that they attack justly because they have been wronged, they then
proceeded to outline their own thoughts on justice.

As Hunter has noted, 'the Athenians at Melos add a new dimension to the
way in which words work, at least in the usual Adyog, which does not permit of
interruption. Here words deceive the listeners by being both seductive and
unfalsifiable...That is, while they appeal to the emotions, they do not permit the
rational faculties to come into play (cross-examination, refutation, etc.)'.""” The
mention of dvopa at the beginning of the dialogue served as a latent warning to
the reader, and to the Melians, to be wary of the power of words, especially if a
word which was deemed an Ovopa appeared in the dialogue. The word dvopa
was spoken of a second time by the Athenians. At 5.111.3 the Athenians warned

the Melians not to be tempted into action by the name, or 6vopua, of 'shame'.

For in many cases men have still been able to see the dangers ahead of
them, but this thing called dishonour, this word, by its own force of
seduction, has drawn them into a state where they have surrendered to an
idea, while in fact they have fallen voluntarily into irrevocable disaster, in
dishonour that is all the more dishonourable because it has come to them

from their own folly rather than their misfortune.'®

oU Yo &M &mtl ye TV €V T0lg oy ols ol TEOVITTOLS HVOUVOLS
mietota dtadBeipovoay avBpmTovg Aoy VY TéPeahe. TOALOIS
YO0 TEOOQWUEVOLS £TL £C olal GEQOVTAL TO Qo QOV XAAOVUEVOVY
OvOpaTOg emoywyot duvépel Emeomdoato NoonOeiol Tod ONpaTog
£0Yw Euppooaig avnréotolg ExOVTOG TEQUTETELY ®al aloy VNV

aioyiw peta dvolog 1) Toyn mooohafPelv (Thuc. 5.111.3).

The word or concept which Thucydides called an 'alluring word' was aioy vy,

which has the power to persuade men who are subjected to persuasive speech to

16 Price (2001: 42).
"7 Hunter (1986: 423).
"8 Translation Warner (1972a).
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commit acts that are not in their interest. Even if the word 'shame' was not used in
these persuasive speeches, Thucydides' Athenians have called this concept which
has the power to persuade someone to act contrary to their own interests an
dvopa, when in fact, or in reality, the shame or dishonour which resulted from
reacting to a fear of shame was even greater. The concept of 'shame' served as
pejorative rhetorical tool. The language of 'freedom' and 'slavery', on the other
hand, was used not to dissuade someone from an action which would be contrary
to the speaker's interests, but in order to encourage people towards a course of
action which served the interests of the speaker rather than the audience. The
Athenians have just argued that it is in both the interest of the Melians and of the
Athenians that the Melians join the Athenian alliance as a tribute-paying state.
Gaining another ally was certainly in the interest of the Athenians, but not
necessarily in the interest of the Melians, who have espoused the cause of
'freedom' for the Greeks. While ideologically submitting to Athens would be
counterproductive, the Athenians argued that pragmatically it would be in the best
interest of Melos to surrender rather than be defeated by the greater forces of
Athens. By suggesting that such opposition would result in even a greater shame
than the fear of shame which compels people not to surrender, Thucydides has
essentially shamed the Melians into compliance. By framing their argument
through the concept of 'shame’, the Athenians have taken advantage of the
Melians fear of 'shame' in order to persuade them to commit actions not in their
interest.

Although initially the Athenians stated they would not use Ovopata in
their dialogue, they fail to fulfill this promise. By calling this situation, whereby a
smaller state opposes the forces of a larger state with hope as their only weapon,
shameful, a concept which the Athenians said compelled many to yield to the
power of its alluring name, the Athenians were in fact using the power of its
alluring name to persuade the Melians to commit an act of shame by surrendering.
The Athenians openly acknowledged the danger of 'shame' as an Ovopo which
did not correspond to the action, but then took advantage of its power. In doing so
they rely on the very tool they set out to avoid in the beginning. The Athenians
openly admitted that they would use arguments rather than 'words' to persuade the
audience at the opening of the Melian Dialogue. Thucydides' programmatic
statement regarding ovopata in the Corcyra episode establishes the function of

Ovopa in the text. When this word appears in the text it serves as a cue to the
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reader that the speaker or narrator may be using words which have a relative
value. By calling actions names such as 'shameful', 'courageous' or 'liberation' the
speaker is able to exploit the audience's preconceived notions regarding the value
of these culturally embedded concepts. Even though such labels are not in accord
with the actions described, the speaker, by mentioning them, is able to play with
the audience's emotional response to them. The Spartans were infamous for using
such words. The Athenians seemed to use them less, but the words were
ensconced so deeply in the argument that the audience heard the ovopata, but
did not necessarily follow the logic.

A comparison of statements made by an Athenian regarding the concept of
'shame' provides further evidence that an dvopo was a word which served as a
persuasive tool that did not correspond to reality. In the funeral oration Pericles
argued that the Athenians must conduct themselves with the same spirit as the
men who died in battle because they avoided the 'shame' of what one would be
expected to do when faced with the reality of battle. Rather than flee and save

themselves they stood their ground.

[A]nd while committing to hope the uncertainty of final success, in the
business before them they thought fit to act boldly and trust in themselves.
Thus choosing to die resisting, rather than to live submitting, they fled
only from dishonor, but met danger face to face, and after one brief
moment, while at the summit of their fortune, left behind them not their

fear, but their glory.'"”’

EATLOL pEV TO Adpaveg Tod notoEBmoeLy mTEépavteg, £Qyw O¢ meQl
toD NON 0RWpEVOL odioy avToig A& VTES TETOLOEVAL, ®al EV AVTD
@ dpvveoOal ol Tabelv paAlov ynodpuevol 1 [to] évddvreg
onCeoBat, TO pev aioyeov tod Adyov €duyov, 1O O’ €QyoV TO cOpaTL
vrépevay xot O ehaylotou xouwpod Thyng Gua axpd T dOENS

paArov 1 Tod déoug armAiraynoav (Thuc. 2.42.4).

Pericles stated that these were the men who were worthy of the city, whose daring

spirit the Athenians must imitate. This daring spirit came from placing trust in

"% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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hope (éAmtic) even in the most inopportune times. By trusting hope they were able
to escape reason or logic, which would have forced them to commit the shameful
act of fleeing. In the Melian Dialogue the Athenian representative recommended
the opposite advice, that the Melians avoid submitting to shame, that is, the shame
that arises from not being brave enough to stand their ground, and thereby save
themselves by making an alliance with Athens. In each of these passages, one
from the Funeral Oration, the other from the Melian Dialogue, 'shame' was
defined by context.'”

The Athenians' interpretation of 'hope' also depends on context. When the
Athenians themselves were threatened they encouraged soldiers to take strength
from 'hope'. However, when they were trying to persuade a smaller state to join
their alliance, they warned the state not to place too much stock in 'hope. 'Hope'
was mentioned frequently by Pericles and by the Athenians in both the Melian
Dialogue and in events surrounding the expedition to Sicily."”' For Pericles 'hope'
was the means by which men were able to overcome the shameful act of fleeing in
battle and stand their ground, and in a similar context 'hope' is spoken of by
Nicias. In the Melian Dialogue the Athenians warned the Melians that 'hope' is
only beneficial if one has solid advantages, which the Melians did not have, and
that, by trusting 'hope', the Melians would lose the opportunity of saving
themselves (Thuc. 2.42.4; 5.103.1-2). The Melians, according to the Athenians,
were more consumed by their hope for the future than by assessing reality and
making informed decisions to ensure their preservation. Thus the concept of 'hope'
may be added to the list of persuasive tools or Ovoporta that serve the interest of
the speaker and are defined by context.

Remarks made by Diodotus provide further evidence that dvopata serve
the interests of the speaker. Diodotus stated that those who argue that words
cannot be the teachers of deeds were either foolish or had their own interests in

mind. According to Diodotus, 'he is a fool, if he imagines that it is possible to deal

with the uncertainties of the future by any other medium, and he is personally

12 The concept of 'shame' is not always used as an dvopa in Thucydides' history. The idea of
shame first appears at 1.5.1 when Thucydides is describing the actions of the pirates. This is an
example of a normative use of the concept before it was co-opted by Peloponnesian War politics
as a persuasive tool and applied to situations where the 'shamefulness' of action or thought was
contingent on one's perspective. The fact that Thucydides uses 'shame’ in an 'objective' way makes
its use as a manipulative tool stand out in the text even more.
! The role or function of 'hope' in Thucydides' narration has been examined by Avery (1973: 1-
13); Cornford (1965: 209-220).
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interested if his aim is to persuade you into some disgraceful action, and, knowing
that he cannot make a good speech in a bad cause, he tries to frighten his
opponents and his hearers by some good-sized piece of misrepresentation'.'**
Diodotus' comments on rhetoric was a warning that the Athenians, when they
speak of 'shame', might have ulterior motives. This, combined with the fact that
the Athenians introduced the name of 'shame' in order to persuade the Melians
that Athenian interests served the interests of the Melians, demonstrates that
'shame' was an dvopa by virtue of the fact that it was not used consistently.

When Thucydides stated that the value or estimation of words has changed
(Thuc. 3.82.4), he was alerting the reader to be wary of taking what someone says
at face value. Thucydides' use of dvopa at the end of the Corcyra passage (Thuc.
3.82.8) suggests that by dvopa he meant catchwords used to label actions. These
labels, or names, were used not because they accurately described actions, but
because of their rhetorical power. Consequently when Thucydides said that the
situation was described by an dvopo he was warning the reader that words were
being used subversively.

A survey of the concept of shame, aioyUvn, in Thucydides' text reveals
that the word only appeared in speech. It was never used in narrative sections, and
only once, in indirect speech, was it voiced by a Spartan. Of the twenty-three
times that the adjectival form was used, it appeared only four times in the
narrative: once in Book One, dealt with above; twice in the description of the
plague; and once in Book Eight. The fact that Thucydides seldom used the
concept in narrative sections suggests that this concept had fully emerged as an
abstract persuasive tool by the time he was writing. The adjectival/nominal/verbal
forms of 'freedom’, on the other hand, appeared in both speech and narrative,
although mostly in speech. By asking the reader to compare the rhetoric of
'freedom’ to its actual implementation in the narrative, Thucydides presents the
gradual emergence of 'freedom' as an abstract rhetorical tool in his history.

The persuasive power of freedom is exemplified by Sparta's rhetorical
platform. While the Spartans maintained a consistent campaign of freedom in

speech, their actions suggest otherwise. Thucydides stated at the beginning of

122 Translation Warner (1972a) toﬂg e )»()yovg dotig 6Laudxetat un 6L6a0xd)\oug OV
nQaypm:(uv ylyveaBat, 1} aElvetdg €otwv 1) 10l Tt alTd dradéper aEivetog pév, el GA TIvi
Nyeltal el Tod pEAMOVTOG évvatov elval xal un epq)owovg bodoat, dradégel & attd, el
Bouhduevos TL aioyeov meloat ev psv elmelv oun av nyen:ou meol Tod pn zahod divaocBat, eb
d¢ draParmv xminEal Gv ToUg Te AvieQodvTag ®ol Tovg drovoopévoug (Thuc. 3.42.2).

152



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Four

Book Two that his narrative has arrived at the outbreak of war. The Thebans have
marched into the city of Plataea demanding that the city return to its traditional

123

place in the Boeotian League (Thuc. 2.1-6)."~ After a series of mishaps involving
miscommunications and hostages, Thebes and Plataea appealed to their respective
allies, Sparta and Athens. Thucydides stated that goodwill was generally on the
side of the Spartans, who proclaimed publicly that their aim was to 'free' the
Greeks (Thuc. 2.8.4; 4.108.2). Thucydides returned to Plataea later in Book Two.
Here he presented short speeches of both the Plataeans and the Spartan King,
Archidamus. The Plataeans asked that Archidamus respect the 'autonomy'
promised to them by Pausanias after the Persian retreat.'** The Platacans ended
their appeal by accusing the Spartans of joining forces with the Thebans for the
purpose of their 'enslavement' (Thuc. 2.71.2-4).

In his response Archidamus remained true to the Spartan cause. He stated
that the army of the allies has been raised to 'free' the Hellenes who are suffering
from Athenian rule. These are the very same allies who took oaths with the
Plataeans after the Persian Wars promising to defend the 'freedom’ of the Greeks.
Archidamus asserted that the Plataeans, despite their alliance with Athens, must
abide by the oath and take part in the 'freeing' of the Greeks. The dilemma for the
Plataeans was exacerbated by the hostages who had been sent to Athens after the
Theban invasion. The Plataeans explained their situation to the Athenians, who
stated that no changes should be made to the existing alliance between them, as
the Athenians had done nothing to violate the terms of the alliance. Upon learning
that the Plataeans had no intention of breaking their alliance with the Athenians,
the Spartans declared that they would invade Plataea, but that this was not an act
of aggression, since it was the fault of the Platacans who had broken their
engagement with the Spartans (Thuc. 2.71-74). Ultimately the Spartans, claiming
to be fighting for 'freedom’, killed the men of Plataea and physically enslaved the
women, after a lengthy legal process. Sparta and her allies razed the city and built
a hotel, while the land was leased to the Thebans for ten year periods (Thuc. 3.53-
68). The Samians noted the irony of Sparta's behaviour when they stated that
massacring people was no way to go about the 'freeing' of a people (Thuc.

3.32.2)."” In the name of 'freedom' the Spartans enslaved and destroyed a state

123 For more on the Theban invasion of Plataeca see Chapter Five, section 4.

124 For a more complete discussion of Plataean 'autonomy' see Chapter Five, section 4.
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which had been the symbolic centre of 'freedom’ after the Persian Wars.

The inconsistency of speech and action on the part of the Spartans in the
destruction of Plataea suggests that the concept of 'freedom' was rapidly becoming
a word which was exploited. This word was closely identified with the Persian
Wars, a period from which emerged both the notion of a Greek identity and an
awareness of the role played by 'freedom' in securing the conditions necessary for
the awareness of such an identity; the Persian Wars were conceptualised as wars
which united the Greeks in their struggle for 'freedom' (Hdt. 8.144)."
Thucydides' representation of 'freedom' as an dvopa reflects an historical reality
to the extent that it was used in actual rhetorical campaigns,'?’ but he has
constructed a secondary narrative on the role of language in conflict to comment
on the dangers of employing culturally determined, value laden words, which he
considers not necessarily words, but qualitative labels employed on account of
their meanings, which do not necessarily reflect reality.

Although the word dvopa does not appear in the narration and speeches
pertaining to Plataea, examples taken from the speech of the Mytilenean envoys'
appeal to Sparta concerning the city's revolt suggest that the concept of 'freedom'
was increasingly being viewed as a word which was used for its rhetorical value,
but which had a questionable relationship to the situation it described. In their
appeal to Sparta the Mytileneans claimed that originally the Athenian alliance was
not for the 'enslavement' of the Hellenes, but for their 'freedom' from Persia
(Thuc. 3.10.3)."** They stated that eventually all the allies became 'enslaved',
except for themselves and the Chians (Thuc. 3.10.5)."* In the very next sentence
the concept of 'freedom' appeared again, but this time it was qualified
(Thuc.3.10): 'we, autonomous, as is evident, and free in name, joined in
expeditions' (petg 8¢ avtdvopoL 1 dvteg ral EletiBegoL T dvopoTL
Euveotpatetoapev).” Thucydides' use of the particle 87 immediately following

avtovopoL suggests that the 'autonomous' status of Mytilene was common

npéoPelg Ereyov ov zakdg TV EALGda elevBegolv adTov, el dvdoag diédOelpev olite
yelpag avralpopévoug otite mohepiovg, ABnvalwv 8¢ 1O Avayxng Evppdyove.
126 See pages 38-39; Isaac (2006: 257-303); Hall (2002: 172-204); Pohlenz (1966: 10-44).
1?7 See pages 123-28 for a discussion of Thucydides' speeches.
128 Eppayol pévrol Eyevopea ovx Em natadovimoel Tdv EAMvov ABnvalolg, dh é’
€hevBepmael Ao tod MAdou toig “Elnory.
12 adhvatol 8¢ dvreg xaB’ v yevopevol S molvymdlay dpidvachal ol Ebppoyol
gdovhdBnoav v Hudv zal Xlwv. For a more complete discussion of autonomy and equality
of voting rights see Chapter Five, sections 1-3.
139 Translation mine.
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knowledge shared between the representative of Mytilene and his Spartan
audience.”’ What may be surprising to the audience was that they were still
considered 'free', the irony of which was emphasized by ovoparti, 'free in name'.
The ambassadors from Mytilene argued that they were only left 'autonomous'
because such a status suited Athenian interests. This policy was confirmed later
by Euphemus, the Athenian representative at Camarina, who stated that in Hellas,
'we treat our allies as we find them useful. The Chians and Methymnians are
autonomous and furnish ships' (Thuc. 6.85.1-2)."** The 'freedom' of the subject
status was contingent upon complicity to Athenian demands.

The Mytileneans argued that their revolt was incited on account of a lack
of trust in the 'freedom' which was extended to them by the Athenians. This lack
of trust was inspired by the fact that the equality afforded to them, rather than
being a gesture of goodwill, served Athenian interests. As soon as measures were
taken by subject states to ensure their sovereignty, these subject states suffered
Athenian intervention, thereby losing their 'freedom'.

Four different types of freedom were used in the Mytileneans' speech to
the Spartans. The first reference to 'freedom' occurred in a noun form. It was used
to describe the process of 'freeing' (Thuc. 3.10.3): the allies joined forces not for
the enslavement of the Hellenes to Athens, but for the liberation of the Greeks
from the Medes (E0pporyot pévrol eyevopueha o € ®aTadovADOoEL TOV
‘EMvov ABnvaiolg, GAL’ € éhevBepdoel 6o toh MAHdou toig
“EMow)."* The second time that 'freedom' was used the Mytileneans stated that
they were not 'free', but 'free' in name only. The qualifier dvopatt was used in
this case to reinforce the fact that the Mytileneans themselves did not see
themselves as 'free', but that this was what the Athenians called them, because it
suited their interests. In much the same way the Athenians spoke of the concept of
'shame’', referred to directly as an dvopa., to persuade the Melians to act in the
interest of the Athenians. Furthermore, 0vopoatt distinguished the sort of
'freedom' enjoyed by the Mytileneans from the idea of being 'free' from some
greater power, or of 'freeing'. The latter was the type of 'freedom' referred to in the
first example from the Mytileneans' speech. The third time the Mytileneans speak

of 'freedom’, they argued that the 'freedom' they enjoy was not trustworthy

B! Sicking and van Ophuijsen (1993: 52).

12 Xiovg pev xat Mnupvalovg ve@v magoxwyi) aTovopoug.

'3 Thucydides uses more —o1g nouns than any other author (Greenwood 2006: 5).
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because it would only exist so long as it served Athenian interests."** Here the
noun form, é\evBepia, was used to explain why the Mytileneans' 'freedom'
existed in name only. So long as Mytilene's 'freedom' served Athenian interests
the Mytileneans could not trust that the Athenians would not take it away when it
suited them.

The Mytileneans concluded their speech by stating that they would help
Sparta 'free' the Hellenes (Thuc. 3.13.1). Furthermore they encouraged the
Spartans to come forward as 'liberators' and accept them into their alliance,
thereby increasing their own strength by assuming the role of 'liberator' (Thuc.
3.13.7)."° The Mytileneans did not suggest that the Spartans 'free' the Greeks, but
rather that they appear, or rather present themselves, as taking part in the act of
'freeing'. By claiming 'liberator' status the Spartans would have assumed a role
which was rhetorically impossible to oppose. The concept of 'freedom' had
become part of the Greek identity due to the value, or one might say a&iwotg, of
'freedom'; to oppose a fight for 'freedom' would have been tantamount to opposing
an attribute intrinsic to the Greek identity. The power accrued by this word was
exemplified by Brasidas' speech to the Acanthians. In this speech 'freedom' was
appealed to eight times. At the end of the speech the Acanthians voted to accept a
Spartan alliance, due, according to Thucydides, to the fact that Brasidas said
things which were alluring."*® The word which was used to describe the things
Brasidas said, émoywyd, was the very same word used by the Athenians in the
Melian Dialogue when they spoke of 'shame' as an alluring dvopa."” 'Freedom',

as it was used by Brasidas, had become an irrefutable slogan for the Spartans.'*®

B 15 obv ab 1) Gihla Eylyveto 1) éhevBepla motH), v 1) mad yvhunv didnhoug

vmedeyopueba, nal ol pev Nuag ev T mohéuw dedidteg €0epdmevov, fuelg ¢ éxelvoug €v T
Novylg to ato émototpev (Thuc. 3.12.1); Winton (1998: 294-97).
B3 viv ¢ Emeldn) Bolwtol mpovralécavto evOVC Vimrotoapey, xal évopllopev
amootNoeoBal STy amdotaoty, amd te TV EMvov ph) ELV ax®g ToLElv adToug pet’
AOnvalwv dAha EuvehevBepolv, 4 te AOnvalwv p) attol dtadBagfval VT’ éxelvav v
VoTéQw alla moomowfoal (Thuc. 3.13.1); fjv 8’ élevBepoivteg dpalvnobe,to xpdtog Tol
nohépov PePardtegov €Eete (Thuc. 3.13.7).
1% ol 8¢ AxavOioL, TOMGOV heyBévTmv mEdTEQOV T ApdOTEQX, %P A dlayndLodpevor,
OL4 e To Emaywya elnelv TOV Boaoldav xal mepl 100 2apmod ¢poPo Eyvooav ol mhelovg
alotachar ABnvainv, xol motdoavieg adTov Tolg Herolg og Ta Téhn TOV
Aaxedaipoviov opdoavra abtov eEmeppay, ) unv Eoec0al Evppdyoug attovopovg odg
av mpooaydyntal, ottw déyovral Tov oteatdy (4.88.1). References to freedom in Brasidas'
speech: 4.85.1,4.85.5,4.85.6,4.86.1,4.86.4,4.87.2,4.87.5,4.87.6.
7 At 5.111.3 the Athenians speak of the power of an alluring word, dvopaTOg Emarymyod.
"8 By framing their debate in terms of 'freedom', Brasidas has formulated an argument with which
it is nearly impossible to disagree, in much the same way that Republicans in America speak of
'tax relief'. Even though the policies which are enacted in the name of tax relief may not be in the
interest of voters, people vote against their own interests because it is a nearly insurmountable task
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While the Athenians and Spartans spoke frequently of 'freedom', whether
of the allies or of their own city-states, subject city-states such as Mytilene and
Plataea, which suffered from Sparta's freedom 'platform', did not speak of the role
of 'freedom' in the current conflict without qualifying it, or, in the case of
Samians, objecting to it. Thucydides characterises them as speaking without
restraint about the fight for 'freedom' during the Persian Wars, but with
reservation about the role of 'freedom' in the present situation. The emergence of
'freedom' as an dvopa., a persuasive tool, the definition for which largely
depended on context, and which consequently came to be used in situations which
in reality bore little resemblance to 'freedom', led to the abandonment of such
rhetoric among the allies of Sparta and Athens, unless they were speaking of
'freedom' from the perspective of Athens or Sparta. While Thucydides' depiction
of the role played by 'freedom' in the rhetorical campaigns of the Athenians and
the Spartans, and the response to such language by the allies, may reflect reality,
Thucydides has reconstructed a reality which reflects the forces at play in
exacerbating conflict among and within city-states: namely the destabilising of
language that results when the norms which regulate behaviour among men are
thrown into confusion. These norms, or vopot, not only regulate behaviour among
men, but they also are the means by which culturally embedded concepts such as
'justice' are defined. When these have been overturned, what is 'just' is determined
not by shared vopot, but by the interests of the stronger, who then label their
actions as 'liberation' in accordance with their claims of 'justice', even though, in
fact, they are enslaving in the name of liberation. The emergence of widespread
faction in the Greek world and of rhetorical exercises that allowed individuals to
use language to deceive —such as making the weaker argument the stronger by
appealing to vOpog-¢pvoig and relativism —may have led Thucydides to consider
the role played by language in conflict, as men began to ascribe value-laden labels
to make their actions seem more just, courageous or more for the sake of
'freedom' than they actually were.

Through a metanarrative, Thucydides reveals to the reader the process by
which 'freedom' evolved from a concrete concept to a persuasive metaphor, or
Ovopa. The more the Spartans defended the 'enslavement' of people and the

destruction of cities through the language of 'freedom', and the more the

for the Republican opposition to argue against 'tax relief' without sounding like they are for higher
taxes (Lakoff 2004: 1-34).
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Athenians claimed that their allies were 'free’ despite restricting their 'freedoms’,
the more it becomes clear that 'freedom' was being used as a rhetorical tool to
persuade city-states to commit actions which were not in their interest by giving
them no 'freedom' to make a choice which was in their interest. The relationship
between dvopa and the concept of 'freedom' provides a commentary on the
relationship between the events which happened, described by Thucydides in the
narrative portion of his text, and the language used to describe those actions in the
speeches. The language used in the speeches bears little semblance to the actions
of the speakers, who 'enslave' in the name of 'freedom'.

Marc Cogan notes that the Corcyra episode is significant because it
provides a paradigm of the stasis which ensued in many Greek city-states as the
Spartans and Athenians meddled with the constitutions of city-states.'” While I
agree that this is true, the Corcyra episode also plays an essential role in
establishing a metanarrative on language, which was just as divisive as
constitutional conflicts. For Thucydides, the written word, as opposed to the
spoken word, provided the opportunity to critique the 'irrational climate of the
culture of public speaking in 'Athens'.'*" As Cawkwell suggests, statesmen might
be deemed good or bad depending on how well they advance the interests of the
state,'*' but passages such as the Corcyra episode suggest that Thucydides is
equally considering the role played by language, and, more specifically, Aoyot
and ovopata in persuading people to place the interests of state above the
welfare of the community and the individuals comprising the community.

Herodotus' appropriation of the language of 'freedom' for a rhetorical
purpose, the meaning of which depended on the reader's knowledge of freedom's
role in the traditional narration of the Persian Wars, provides evidence that
'freedom' was traditionally associated with the Persian Wars. The Cyrus Cylinder
and Solon 36 suggest that the concept of 'freedom' had been used metaphorically
to gain support for political and military campaigns long before the Persian Wars.
Herodotus' conceptualisation of 'freedom' is meaningful not in spite of
anachronisms, but because of them, and through these anachronisms Herodotus is
able to compare Athens and Persia. Through the language of 'freedom'

Thucydides provided a narrative on the role of language in exacerbating conflict.

1% Cogan (1981b: 20-21).

190 Greenwood (2004: 177); Ober (1998: 52-121).

41 Cawkwell (1997: 19); Hunter (1973: 177-84).
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He revealed how the Greek people's praise and support for 'freedom' was being
exploited by exposing the flaws of rhetoric through rhetoric. Thucydides' speakers
manipulate language to deceive their audiences, and, by exposing the failure of
value-laden and culturally embedded concepts to accurately represent reality,
Thucydides reveals, through what is essentially a rhetorical exercise, the dangers
of rhetoric. The emphasis which Plato placed on the correct naming of things is a
reaction to those who, like Thucydides' speakers, used words to describe
situations not because they accurately described the circumstance or event, but
because of the inherent value or d&iwoig of the word. While the Presocratics
debated the ability of language to accurately reflect reality, the sophists, while
recognising this and the inherent dilemma of using one sense organ to perceive
and another to communicate, were able to take advantage of failures of language
in order to manipulate men through speech. Thucydides' interaction with the
concept of 'freedom' demonstrates an awareness of such dangers, dangers which
were not expressed by Herodotus, who relies on culturally embedded notions of
and estimations of 'freedom’ in order to create irony.

Despite the fact that the Persian Wars were remembered as a struggle for
'freedom’, a struggle in which the Athenians played a pivotal role, neither
Herodotus nor Thucydides attributes the language of 'freedom' to the Athenians in
a way that reflects the role played by them in the struggle to be free of the Persian
threat. In order to compare the Athenians' past history in the Persian Wars with
their present treatment of their allies, Herodotus rarely portrays the Athenians
speaking of 'freedom'. Thucydides' Athenians abandon the language of 'freedom'
in policy disputes and instead resort to more logical and less emotive language.
Although the Athenians may be responsible for the failure of arbitration, the
means by which they achieve this—language —1is the real culprit. In the process of
writing about the conflict between Athens, Sparta and their respective allies,
Thucydides provides a commentary on the role of language, the medium through
which arbitration was conducted and armed conflict was meant to be avoided.
While it is impossible to know whether the speeches which Thucydides writes
reflect what was actually said —that is, whether the Athenians were as
dispassionately logical and the Spartans as ideological as they are portrayed,
Thucydides was doubtless influenced by the failure of language and diplomacy in
his narration of the war, and has chosen to reconstruct a reality which draws

attention to the dangers of rhetoric. Thucydides' concern with the destabilisation
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of language, which he described in his narration of the stasis of Corcyra, was not
unique to Thucydides, as the relationship between language and reality had been
previously addressed by the Presocratics and was a topic of debate among
individual sophists, who were accused of taking advantage of the ambiguity of
words to deceive an audience. Although Thucydides provided valuable
information about the war itself, he also demonstrates how contemporary
intellectual debates—that it, the relationship between reality and language —
provided a lens through which to analyse the war, and means by which to provide
a commentary on role of language in facilitating conflict. When the speeches of
Thucydides are examined in light of these intellectual pursuits his proposed goal
of setting forth the truest mpO6¢paoLg in the war seems to be as much about words

as it i1s about deeds.
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Chapter 5: Thucydidean Autonomy

With Thucydides, a new political term conceptually related to the idea of
'freedom' entered the historiographic tradition. This concept, 'autonomy', was used
only twice by Herodotus, but appeared forty-eight times in Thucydides. The
coinage of 'autonomy' during the 'golden age' of Greek literature in the fifth
century ensured that it be a focal point of modern research on political 'freedom'
in the Greek world. The ease with which ancient historians described citizens and
states as 'autonomous' has frustrated those seeking to define the specific
conditions of an autonomous state. Martin Ostwald and Elias Bickerman have
argued that there was a predetermined set of conditions which constituted the
autonomous status of the state or the citizen body.' Most recently Polly Low has
examined the relationship between the rhetoric of autonomy and intervention.” All
of these investigations have been driven by the belief that knowing 'what
happened' will lead to a coherent and consistent definition of 'autonomy'. States
and populations described as 'autonomous' by ancient historians did not often
share similar circumstances; some city-states lost walls, some paid tribute, while
others were free of indemnity, and others still had access to their navies.
Academic research on 'autonomy' has focused on identifying the criteria for its
emergence in the belief that understanding why the concept was needed would
provide a definition for the term encompassing all of its uses by both Thucydides
and later writers. Such research is more pragmatic than philosophical.

The difficulties of attempting to define what constitutes an autonomous
city-state have led to more general, all-encompassing definitions of autonomy.
For some time, it was assumed that being 'autonomous' was a quality possessed by
every city-state.’ Recently, Mogens Hansen has suggested that was not the case
when the term initially emerged, but that, by the fourth century, autonomy became
increasingly associated with characteristics constituting the polis.* Raaflaub and
Karavites have examined the fundamental relationship abtovouia and
¢hevBepta. Raaflaub notes that 'freedom' describes the external freedom of the
city-state, 'autonomy' describes the internal sovereignty of the city-state.’

Karavites suggests that, while this distinction may have been true for the fifth

"Ostwald (1982: 5-8); Bickerman (1958: 313-43).
2 Low (2007: 127-97).
*Low (2007: 188).
* Hansen (1995: 38-43).
5 Raaflaub (2004: 147-60).
161



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Five

century, by the fourth century autonomy represented a weaker form of complete
freedom.® Bickerman has argued that 'autonomy' was asserted by weaker states
against the claims of stronger ones, or was granted to weaker states by those more
powerful.’

An examination of political terminology requires that the reader
distinguish between contemporary and anachronistic usages of those terms. The
absence of 'autonomy' and 'autonomous' in the Homeric works and in the works of
the lyric poets, combined with the remarkable scarcity of this term in Herodotus,
points towards an emergence in the mid-fifth century. Martin Ostwald, in his
monograph on 'autonomy', posits a later date for its emergence than his
predecessor, Elias Bickerman, who believed that the term was coined to describe
the status of Greeks living under Persian rule.® Noting that 'autonomy' was nearly
always used by weaker states trying to assert their independence against stronger
ones, Ostwald argues that the term was coined by Athenian allies who were
protesting against imperial rule.” He sets the date for its inception between 468
and 467 when the Greek city-states began to feel that they were being deprived of
their basic political rights by Athens.'” However, epigraphic evidence for words
formed from the aytovop- root cannot be found before 427-26."" The earliest
testimony for the language of 'autonomy' is Sophocles' Antigone in 442. Noting
that the guarantee of Aegina's autonomy in the Thirty Years' Peace would have
occurred not long before the production of the Antigone, Raaflaub sets the
terminus ante quem at 446."

To all intents and purposes, both Raaflaub and Ostwald agree that the
concept of 'autonomy' emerged during the period when the allies began to feel
that the missions carried out by the Delian League were directed at them rather
than at Persia. Ostwald, like Raaflaub, argues that 'autonomy' was originally and
primarily a political concept."” Raaflaub suggests that adtévopog and attovopia

were applied to the individual so rarely that 'we can safely assume that the words

% Karavites (1984: 167-91).
’ Bickerman (1958: 336-37).
¥ Bickerman (1958: 339-41).
° Ostwald (1982: 1.)
' Ostwald (1982: 40). For further discussion of the circumstances which precipitated the
emergence of 'autonomy', see Chapter Two, section 1.
"IGT 66.11-12.
12 Raaflaub (2004: 148).
" Ostwald (1982: 11), Raaflaub (2004: 147).
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were primarily political in nature and probably in origin'."* In a later article on
Samian autonomy, Ostwald suggests that the status of autonomous was not
contingent on a state's constitution. Once again, his analysis excludes any
philosophical approach.”

A.B. Bosworth argues that avtévopog and avtovopia can only be
defined by their negative or by what they are not. For Bosworth, 'autonomy' was a
political catchword, the meaning of which was as versatile as 'freedom'.'* From
his investigation of 'autonomy' in Thucydides' and Xenophon's histories,
Bosworth determines that the definition of 'autonomy' or 'autonomous' depended
on the context in which these words appeared, and that it could only be
understood in terms of what would violate a city-state's autonomy, an approach
adopted by Hansen.'” Bosworth's and Hansen's belief that 'autonomy can only be
defined by what it is not means that 'autonomy' could take on a whole range of
meanings. The unfixed nature of 'autonomy' is one reason that Ostwald regards it
as a 'political football', as it could be used in a variety of contexts to the advantage
of any party."® Low notes that even though the concept has been regarded as
positive in nature, Cleon regards it as 'negative'."”

The prevailing assumption that 'autonomy' was political rather than
philosophical has meant that research has been focused on 'autonomous' as a
political condition. In a political context, 'autonomy' is defined as living in
accordance with one's own 'laws' or 'political conventions'.” The focus on vOpog
as 'law' has precluded philosophical considerations, and the possibility that
Thucydides, who is the earliest writer to make use of the concept with any
frequency, is using it philosophically rather than politically. Given Thucydides'
tendency to employ theoretical framework which render his interaction with
'freedom' more philosophical than political, it is possible that Thucydides may
also be thinking more generally about what it means to be 'autonomous' rather
than using it as a political term. Furthermore, the etymological relationship of

‘autonomy' to vopog may have led Thucydides to examine the meaning of

!4 Raaflaub (2004:147).

15 Ostwald (1993: 51-66)

'® Bosworth (1992: 122-23).

" Hansen (1995: 34).

8 Ostwald (1982: 42).

¥ Low (2007: 191).

2 Low (2007: 190); Ostwald (1982: 10-11); Alonso (2007: 216).
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‘autonomy' in the sense of living in accordance with 'convention' as opposed to
nature or ¢pvo1g.”

Although Thucydides' description of allies as 'autonomous' may reflect an
historical reality in which the status of 'autonomous' played a role, Thucydides
engages 'autonomy' on multiple levels. He uses it to describe relations between
allies before the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War and in his pre-war history in
general.”” These instances are 'anachronistic' in that he has applied the concept of
‘autonomy' to circumstances predating its emergence. He uses 'autonomy' in
narrative portions of the text to describe the status of allies in leagues both Greek
and foreign, as well as the terms of treaties.” Lastly, he uses it as a status claimed
and discussed by allies,” and discussed by Spartans and Athenians.” In each of
the instances where an ally speaks of 'autonomy' with regard to relationship with
Athens or Sparta, there is a corresponding passage where the status is discussed
by either a Spartan or Athenian representative.

The following chapter will examine Thucydides' presentation of the
debates concerning the Mytileneans, whose fate is to be determined by the
Athenians, and the Plataeans, whose fate is in the hands of the Spartans. Both the
Mytileneans and the Plataeans claim to be 'autonomous', however the context in
which their claims are to be interpreted result in different attitudes toward and
expectations of 'autonomy'. The problem which comes to the fore in both these
cases is the relationship between 'nature' and 'justice’ and how the relationship
between these two concepts creates different attitudes toward one's autonomy.
While it may have been the case that Thucydides was inspired to think
philosophically about what it means to be 'autonomous' on account of the unfixed
nature of the term as it was applied in politics, the particular perspectives found in
the Plataca and Mytilene episodes are not the product of Thucydides reproducing

a political reality in which autonomy served as a 'political football', but rather are

2! See pages 125-29 for a discussion of Thucydides and the sophists. For a greater discussion on
the sophists in general see pages 53-55.
“107.1:2.16.1.
B 1.1134;2062,4:2.98.3.4;2.101.3: 5.18.2,5; 527.2; 531 4; 5.33.3; 5.717.6; 5.719.1; 6.69.3;
Hermocrates 6.77.1; 6.88.4; 7.57.3,4;7.57.7; 7.58.3; 8.21.1; 8.91.3.
24 Aegina 1.67.2; Plataea 2.71.2; 2.71.4; Mytilene 3.10.5; 3.11.1; 2.11.3; Acanthus 4.88.1.
> Sparta demands that Aegina's autonomy be respected 1.139.1; Sparta demands autonomy for the
Hellenes 1.139.3; Athenians state that Sparta is demanding autonomy for Aegina and the Hellenes
1.140.3; the Athenians say that they will respect the autonomy of their allies if they were
autonomous when the treaty was made, but only if the Spartans let their allies be autonomous;
2.63.3; Archidamus on Plataea 2.72.1; Cleon on Mytilene 3.39.2; Diodotus on Mytilene 3.46.5;
Brasidas to the Acanthians 4.86.1; 4.87.5; Euphemus 6.85.1.
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the result of Thucydides' philosophical engagement with a political concept. By
engaging with the term philosophically Thucydides is able to expose the
underlying cause of the conflict.

The question raised in both the Mytilenean and Plataean episodes concerns
the nature of 'justice'. Epigraphic evidence indicates that 'autonomy' was a
political status used in official decrees. However, in debates concerning Mytilene
and in the trial of the Plataeans, Thucydides' description of the Mytileneans and
Plataeans as autonomous addresses the problematic nature of the conflict between
what is 'just' in accordance with vopog and what is 'just' in accordance with
¢vo1g. The question raised in both these passages is this: is there a fixed standard
of 'justice', or is it a law of nature that the stronger rule the weaker and, therefore,
either disregard 'justice' altogether or establish 'justice' in accordance with their
own interests? In both the Mytilenean and Plataean episodes, Thucydides engages
in a subtle critique of the limits of autonomy and what it means to be autonomous,
and more specifically to live in accordance with vopot. More generally, he
examines whether it is even possible for a city-state to be autonomous in a world
where the interests of the stronger prevail.

While there are multiple ways and contexts in which the concept of vopog
appears in fifth-century literature * each type of vOpog has one common
characteristic: each represented or was based on an order which was binding for
or valued by the particular group to which the vopog belongs; vopog was an
expression of what the people as a whole regarded as right.”’” Kerferd in his study
of the sophists provided a similar definition of vopog: 'The term vopog and the
whole range of terms that are cognate with it in Greek are always prescriptive and
normative and never merely descriptive —they give some kind of direction or
command affecting the behaviour and activities of persons and things. The nearest

modern term for vopog is 'norm'—the establishment or promulgation of vopot is

26 Thucydides himself used vOpog in a variety of contexts. He used vOpog to refer to specific
norms which regulate human life (3.56.2, 66.2); law-and-order (3.82.6; 1.77.3; 3.62.3-5); a way of
life for mankind (1.41); customs (2.97.4; 5.70, 69.2; 1.24.2; 4 98.2; 2.34.1); a belief or opinion
(6.16.2); religious practices or customs (2.52.4, 3.82.6); judicial or political vopot (2.35.1; 3.70.5-
6;4.133.3;5.49.1: 6.38.5; 2.37.3; 2.37.1; 2.39.4; 1.77.1; 3.37.3; 6.14).%° For Thucydides, vopot
could inhibit or restrain human action (2.53.4; 3.45.3,7; 3.46.4), and they were usually written,
otherwise no distinction between written and unwritten vopot would have been made at 2.37.3. As
the aim of this chapter is to examine the relationship between vopog and ¢U0Lg in passages where
the Athenians, the Spartans, and their respective allies discuss 'autonomy', I will not be conducting
an extensive examination of which type of vopog is being referred to in specific passages. Such an
examination would require a more historical analysis of 'autonomy'.
* Ostwald (1969: 54-55).
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the setting up of norms of behaviour. So vopog as law is legally prescribed norm,
and vOpog as convention is norm prescribed by convention.** While vopot may
have regulated behaviour within the polis, they were less effective in regulating
behaviour between city-states, as the case of the Platacans demonstrates.
Furthermore, vopol themselves became tools for city-states such as Athens to
establish a pretence of 'justice'. While vopoL may have been useful for monitoring
and establishing 'justice’ within the city-state, the transfer of the city-state model
to relations between city-states was less effective.

Realist approaches to international law are premised on the assumption
that there is a clear distinction between domestic and international arenas. As Low
notes, if the international arena is one which exists as a Hobbesian state of nature,
then in international law there is no true justice or injustice; law and justice
belong to the realm of civil society.” Those who reject the Hobbesian approach
argue that international law is based on the model of civil society, and that states
interact with one another as individuals do. This approach is itself problematic, as
'even if it were enforceable, the moral framework which is appropriate to relations
between individuals should not be thought to be appropriate between states.” The
tension inherent in applying moral frameworks on an individual level to interstate
relations was, according to de Ste. Croix, identified first by Thucydides.”’ As 1
shall discuss below, the stronger often determined what was just by aligning
justice with their own interests, or they disregarded justice entirely.

Since the status of 'autonomous' was used to discuss the status of allies by
Thucydides in discussions between Sparta, Athens, and their respective allies, it is
necessary to examine briefly the role of vopog in interstate relations. There
existed no formal code of international law, and what evidence of relations
between states does exist is primarily Athenian.”” Low suggests that it is possible
to come to some understanding of international law by examining law as it is
understood in the domestic sphere. She notes the general overlap between the
language and procedure used in international law found in treaties, and domestic

law: 'interstate agreements, once formulated, are drawn up in form of a resolution,

# Kerferd (1981: 112).
* Low (2007: 130).
* Low (2007: 131).
31 Ste. Croix (1972: 23-4); Low (2007: 131). For Xenohon, the gods establish both 'justice' and
vopot. Consequently what is lawful is also just (Xen. Mem. 4.4.17).
2 Low (2007: 84-85); Adcock and Mosley (1975: 121); Ostwald (1986: 119).
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proposed, and, if all goes according to plan, passed by the assembly'.”

Resolutions concerning interstate relations were described as both vopot and
ymoiopata before 403, and they were implemented and enforced by the polis
which passed the resolution.* Low's assessment of epigraphic evidence suggests
that interstate relations were regulated by vopol passed by individual states. As a
consequence, relations between states were often in flux, as vopot were 'always
subject to creation, recreation and reinterpretation'.”” Low notes that treaties were
agreements between equal and consenting parties, and that when one side has
broken the oaths, the other party no longer feels obligated to abide by the terms of
the treaty. As Low notes, '[a]ctions within the society of states are, to an extent,
constrained by nomoi, but those nomoi rely in turn on the willingness of members
of the interstate society to accept them'.*

The competing interests of league members engendered a plurality of
frameworks for constituting what was just. However, Thucydides' Athenians, as a
stronger power, dominated the weaker, and disguised their own disregard for what
was just by establishing their own interests as just, a feat accomplished by
offering the Mytileneans 'autonomy'. Thucydides' Spartans, on the other hand,
disregard justice by ignoring claims of the Plataeans to have acted in accordance
with the vopol of the Greeks. Both the Mytilenean and Plataean episodes
demonstrate that 'autonomy' itself is an impossible status to achieve when 'interest'
and 'expediency' rather than 'justice' based on vOpoL motivate and determine one's
actions, a scenario arising from an unequal balance of powers. These passages
serve a second function in the text: they demonstrate that 'autonomy', as much as
'freedom' and the various other value-laden concepts written about in the
Corcyraean stasis, has been destabilised by the circumstances of war. A
comparison of Thucydides' description of pre-war history with his treatment of
Mytilene's autonomy in the speeches of the Mytileneans, Cleon and Diodotus,
exposes the limits of 'autonomy'. In these speeches, and in the speeches
concerning the fate of the Plataeans, Thucydides is not simply speaking about
'autonomy' as a political status, but rather he is exploring the limits of 'autonomy"',

caught in the tension between justice in accordance with ¢pvoLg and vopoc.

3 Low (2007: 85).
* For a more complete discussion of the distinction between vépog and YpLopa see Hansen
(1978: 315-30); Ostwald (1969: 1-5); Ober (1998: 145-47); Stockton (1990: 80).
3% Low (2007: 127).
* Low (2007: 127).
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When one considers the influence of contemporary intellectual trends on
Thucydides' history, it seems impossible not to consider that 'autonomy' may be
used as a technical term, as well as a concept which was philosophically engaged
in a dialogue with ¢p0oLg, and, more specifically, human nature, as this was one of
Thucydides' main concerns.”’” Thucydides' treatment of 'autonomy' as a concept
that was in dialogue with o1 may explain why it has been impossible to
identify a concrete meaning of the word as political concept in Thucydides'
history. This investigation will show that passages in Thucydides' history which
have been regarded as 'historical' are in fact interpretations of historical events in
which Thucydides has subjected the past to a philosophical examination in order

to identify the underlying root of conflict.

a4 Autonomy in Thucydides' Pre-Peloponnesian War Narrative

When the Mytileneans decide to revolt, they are told to send ambassadors
to Olympia in order that Sparta and the rest of the Greek allies may hear their
case. Here they try to persuade the Spartans to receive them as allies. The
Mytileneans argue that 'the alliance between ourselves and the Athenians began
when you [Spartans] withdrew from the war against the Persians, and they
remained to finish the business...as long as the Athenians led us fairly (&m0 To®
toov 1 yodvrto) we followed them loyally; but when we saw them relax their
hostility to the Mede, and try to make the allies their subjects, then our
apprehensions began' (3.10.2, 4).”® They then explain that even though they have
been granted a status in the league equal to the Athenians, their equality is not
real: 'unable, however, to defend themselves, on account of the number of
confederates that had votes, all the allies were enslaved, except ourselves and the

Chians, who continued to send out contingents as autonomous and nominally free'

7 Ober (1998: 67-69). While Reinhold (1985: 21-40) suggests that Thucydides view of 'human
nature' is rigid, and that humans will always act out of interest, Farrar (1988: 135-37) suggests
otherwise. Colin Macleod notes that Thucydides is 'intensely aware of human nature, a force more
powerful than reason'. Macleod recognises a common element of 'human nature' that underlies
both the Mytileneans' and Athenians' policies. He notes that the Mytileneans' revolt is ultimately
driven by the necessity of safety (3.13.1), a necessity that also drives the Athenians own growth
(1.75.3-4;,5.97; 6.18.2-4, 83.2-4). This, however, is not openly admitted as a force of 'human
nature' motivating men by either the Mytileneans, Cleon, or Diodotus (1978: 75).
*¥ Huiv 8¢ nol ABnvaiowg Evppayla £y£veto TOMOTOV ATOMTOVIWV HEV VUMY €% TOD
Mndiro? mohépov, TaQAUEWVAVT®Y 08 Exelvv TQOG TG VITOAOLTA TOV EQYMYV... ROl PUEYQOL
LEV G7td ToD (oo NyoivTto, mEob WS eimdpeBa- €meldn) 8¢ Emeduev alTOUg TNV HEV TOD
Mndov €xBoav aviévrag, TNV 8¢ TV Euppdywv dotlwaly emayopévoug, ovx adeels €Tl
TNUEV.
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(3.10.5).” The equality afforded them by their 'autonomous' status is meaningless
since they were only left 'autonomous' because it suited Athenian interests
(L1

Exactly what the Mytileneans are referring to when they speak of
'autonomy' may be explained by passages in which Thucydides uses the language
of 'autonomy' to describe the past. In his narrative of Athens before synoikism,
Thucydides examines how the Athenians organised themselves politically before

Theseus merged the scattered settlements of Attica.

Under Cecrops and the first kings, down to the reign of Theseus, Attica
had always consisted of a number of independent cities, each with its own
town hall and magistrates. Except in times of danger, the king of Athens

was not consulted.*

em yap Kéxomog »al tdv modtwv facthéwv 1 Attxy € Onoéa aiel
OTO TTOAELS OHELTO TQUTOVELA TE €X0VONG KOL AQYOVTAS, ®OL OTOTE
un T deloetav, o Euvijoav fovkevodpevol ag tov factréa, AR’

avTol éraotol émohitevov xai éfovievovto (Thuc. 2.15.1).

From the time of Cecrops until the time of Theseus, the inhabitants of Attica
dwelt in city-states where each had their own moutaveia®' and doyovreg.
Thucydides stated that Theseus dissolved the deliberative bodies and the leaders
of the small cities, and produced instead one deliberative body and one
moutavetov, which existed in his own time. After discussing the physical
evidence for the feast of the union of Attica, Thucydides resumed his narrative by
stating that for a long time the Athenians had lived in autonomous dwellings
throughout Attica (z0td TNV OOV AUTOVOLUY OixNOEL peTelyov ol AOnvaior),
and that even after the unification of Attica, people continued to live in the

country as it was their custom (810 T0 £€00¢), until the present war when people

** Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); d8Uvatol 8¢ dvteg xab’ Ev yevousvol dua
Tohvymblav apidvacdat ol SOppayol EdovhdBNnoav TV Hudv xal Xiwv: Npelg 8¢
avTOvopoL 01 Ovteg xal EeiBeQOL T OVOUATL EUVEGTQOTEVOUNEY.

“ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).

*! Hansen (2006: 103, 115) notes that every polis, whether dependent or independent, had a
prytaneion which served as a dining room. In the prytaneion magistrates met with dignitaries from
other city-states and the victors in pan-Hellenic games. There would also be an altar to the goddess
Hestia with a hearth and a burning flame; smaller subdivisions of the polis did not have a
prytaneion.
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were forced to abandon their homes and their temples and move to Athens (Thuc.
2.16).* This passage suggests that an 'autonomous' body governed itself and only
participated in coalitions of its own accord. Regardless of whether that 'body' was
in fact a polis is irrelevant for present purposes, since it is clear that an
'autonomous' body governed itself and voluntarily participated in coalitions.
Thucydides' description of the beginning phases of Athens' leadership in
the league is similar to his description of pre-synoecic Athens, and it confirms the
Mytileneans' own assessment of the Athenians' management of the league.
Thucydides stated that when Athens assumed leadership in the league, the allies
were autonomous and decisions were made together. Some of the actions of the
league were carried out against Persia, some against allies who had revolted, and

some against Peloponnesian powers.

The leadership of the Athenians began with allies who were originally
autonomous states and reached their decision in general congress. I shall
now describe the use they made of it, both in war and in their management
of the league, during the period from the end of the Persian until the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War. Some of these actions were against
the Persians, some against their own allies when they revolted, some
against the Peloponnesian powers with whom on various occasions they

became involved.*

Nyovpevol 8¢ i TOVOL®Y TO TRATOV TAV EVPPAY WV KAl ATTO ROWVDV
Euvodwv Bovrevdvtwy T00dde EmAOOV mToAépw Te nal diayelpioet
TQAYUATWV PETOED TODAE TOD OAéPOU %ol TOD Mndwrob, O Eyéveto
4G Te TOV PAQPOQOV aTOlg Ral RO TOVS 0deTEQOVS EVppdiyovg
vewtepiCovtag xai [Tehomovynoiwv ToUg aiel meoaTuyydvovtag v

endot (1.97.1).

“2 i) 1€ OV &7 TOAD %ATA TV DOV AVTOVOWY OixNoeL peTelyov of ABnvaiol, zal émeldn
Suvoriobnoav, dia 10 €60g €v Toig drypols SHws ol mhelovg TOV Te Ay alwV %ol TMV
Dotegov péxol Tohde Toh moAépou YeVOUEVOL T ®al 0lxNoavTeg oV Qdlwg TavoLreoiq Tag
LETAVAOTAOELS ETOLODVTO, GAAWGE TE %Ol GOTL AVELANDOTES TAS RATATKEVAG LETO TG
Mndurd.
* Translation Warner (1972a).
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Thucydides' application of 'autonomy' predates its emergence, but this passage
cannot be ignored on these grounds. Thucydides has described the allies as
‘autonomous', and in doing so has drawn a comparison between pre-synoecic
Athens and her leadership in the league. During this period, Athens changed from
a member of an egalitarian coalition to a tyrant ruling over subject states (Thuc.
2.63).* Thucydides' presentation of 'autonomy' at 1.97 and the Mytileneans'
argument suggest that a loss of voting privileges constituted loss of 'autonomy'
from the perspective of the allies.

A statement by the Mytileneans at 3.10.5 highlights the relationship
between 'autonomy' and voting rights.* The Mytileneans argued that the allies
were incapable of uniting in defense due to the multiple votes (8t tohvyymbiav),
presumably of the Athenians (Thuc. 3.10.5): 'they [the allies] could not unite and
defend themselves because they [Athenians] had a large number of individual
votes'.** As a result of this voting system, all the allies became enslaved, except
for Mytilene and Chios (ol Evppayotl €dovhwOnoay ANV UV xot Xiwv):
'we, autonomous, as is evident, and free in name, joined in expeditions' (f)ueig 0¢
avtdvopol 81 dvieg xal EhetBegol Td Ovopatt Evveotoatetoauev).”’ The
particle 8% demonstrates that the autonomous status of the Mytileneans was
evident based on the preceding statement: the Mytileneans were autonomous by
virtue of their voting status. The other allies, who no longer had an equal vote,
had been enslaved.

The ambassador continued by noting that if all were still autonomous, they
would feel more sure that they, the Athenians, would not alter affairs, but this was
not the case: the majority were subjects and the Athenians were conferring with

them, the Mytileneans, &m0 To0 (COv.

Had we all been still autonomous, we could have had more faith in their
[Athenians] not attempting any change; but the greater number being their

subjects, while they were treating us as equals, they would naturally chafe

*'Your empire is like a tyranny: it may have been wrong to take it; it is certainly dangerous to let
it go' (g TvEavvida Yo HOm Exete adThv, fiv Aafelv pév dduwov doxel eival, ddeival &¢
emxlvOuvov), translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
* adtvartol 8¢ vteg %aB’ Ev yevopevol dud mohvyndlay apidvacbal ol E0ppayol
edovhmbnoav My uodv xal Xiov. nuelg 6¢ attdvopol O Ovieg xal £letBegol T dvopaTt
EuveoToaTeEl OO UEY.
% Translation Hornblower (1991: 394).
7 Translation mine.
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under this solitary instance of independence as contrasted with the
submission of the majority; particularly as they daily grew more powerful,

and we more destitute.*®

wal €l u&v avtdvopol ¥t uev dmavreg, fefatdteot dv NuEv Noav
undev vewteQLelv: vIToyelplovg ¢ €xovteg Tovg mheloug, HuLv d¢ Ao
to0 (00U OUAODVTES, YOAETDTEQOV EIROTWS ELeAMOV OLOELY %Ol TIQOG
10 Aéov 11O elnov ToD NueTéEov ETL HOVOU GVTIoOVHEVOY, GAAWG TE
7ol 00 dVVATMOTEQOL OUTOL AVTMV £YIYVOVTO %OL T)LELG EONUOTEQOL

(3.11.1).

According to the Mytileneans there is a correlation between being treated 67t0
tob {oov and being autonomous. Shortly after this, at 3.11.4, icoyndpovg
appears. Here it is meant literally: the Mytileneans, like the Athenians, have one
vote in a unicameral chamber.* While this vote may have given the Mytileneans a

say in determining what was right for the league, this vote also served another

purpose:

We [Mytileneans] were useful to them [Athenians] because they could
point to us and say that we, who had votes like themselves, could not
possibly have joined them unwillingly in their various expeditions and
could only be doing so because the people against whom we were being

led were in the wrong.”

Apo HEV YOQ LAQTURLM £X0MVTO Uy av Tolg Ye iooynpoug droviag,

el ui T Ndixovv oig émfjoav, Evatpatetewy (3.11.4).

According to the Mytileneans, their right to take part in determining the vopot of
the league was being used to justify the Athenians' actions against the Greeks.

Furthermore, the Athenians were only carrying out such expeditions against these

* Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
* Hornblower (1991: 395). The Chians and Lesbians helped the Athenians quell an uprising in
Samos (Thuc. 1.116.1, 117.2). The synod must have been meeting at the time of the Samian
uprising, otherwise the Mytileneans would have argued that their vote was worthless since
meetings were no longer held (Hornblower 1991: 395).
* Translation Warner (1972a).
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cities and not the Mytileneans because, as they argue, the Athenians were not yet
strong enough to oppose them. Therefore the Athenians attacked the less powerful
city-states, while leaving the Mytileneans as their last target. 'Autonomy', for the
Mytileneans', was not a positive status. There may have been a meeting in 440 to
discuss the rebellion of Samos, but meetings of allied states seem to have ceased
in the 430s.”' By the time of the Mytilenean revolt, the allies would have felt that
they had little say in the decisions made regarding league actions. An
'autonomous' state, from the perspective of the Mytileneans, is a state which has
the power to make its voice and interests heard in the assembly. The Athenians,
by giving them a vote equal to theirs, made them believe that they were
'autonomous', but this vote allowed the Athenians to present their policies as just,
thereby increasing their own power, which the Mytileneans fear will be used
against them.

Macleod has noted that the Mytileneans' speech is full of inconsistencies
and contradictions, the most significant of which is their argument that their revolt
was necessary on account of the Athenians' growing power and the fear that this
inspired in the Mytileneans, who had only been allowed to remain autonomous
because it suited Athenian interests (3.11.6, 12.1). The Mytileneans, as they
themselves admit, have chosen the present moment to revolt in order to exploit
the Athenians' weakness (3.13.2-7). This point undermines their argument that
their revolt was inspired by their fear of Athenian growth, and the fact that an
alliance must be based on an equality of power between allies (3.9.1).°* Their
revolt cannot, at one and the same time, be due to both the Athenians' superior
power and their weakened condition.

If they have revolted because the equality of their alliance, an equality
based on their 'autonomy', is not in fact equality but merely a way for the
Athenians to argue that their expeditions are 'just' (3.11.3-4), then there is no
equality and the Mytileneans are just in their revolt. However, the Mytileneans'
argument that they have chosen the present moment to revolt since the Athenians
have been weakened means that they are revolting because it is expedient. As
Macleod notes, this contradicts the Mytileneans' argument that their revolt is just

because they are weaker.

S Hornblower (1991: 146).
2 Macleod (1978: 64-66).
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For the Mytileneans, autonomy was a means of masking Athenian power,
thereby establishing a pretence of equality that would undermine their argument
that they are revolting on account of oppression (3.9). Cleon himself makes this
very same argument— that the Mytileneans' revolt is one of aggression on account
of their autonomy—at 3.39.2. The Mytileneans' persistence in establishing their
revolts as 'just' suggests their own insecurities regarding the matter (3.10).” This
fear is matched by Cleon's argument that Mytilene's 'autonomy' meant that a
revolt would be an act of aggression. The Mytileneans must, therefore, not only
prove to the Spartans that their revolt is 'just’, but also 'expedient' since the
Athenians are weaker, thereby providing them with a reason besides 'justice' to

accept them as allies.

5.2 Mytilenean Debate: Cleon and Diodotus on Autonomy

After the revolt in Mytilene has been suppressed, the Athenians decide
that all the men in Mytilene should be killed and the women and children made
slaves, since 'Mytilene had revolted without being, in the same way as the rest,
subjected to the empire' (3.36.2).* The next day the Athenians begin to regret
their decision and decide to have a second vote on the fate of the Mytileneans.
Thucydides presents the speeches of two individuals, Cleon, who had been an
advocate of the initial sentence, and Diodotus, who argues in favour of leniency,
not because the Mytileneans' revolt was just, but because a degree of leniency
would be in the interest of the Athenians.”® Cleon and Diodotus both consider the
relationship between what is 'just' and what is expedient in determining the best
punishment for the Mytileneans. In doing so, each presents a seemingly different
view of what it means for a city-state to be 'autonomous'.

In the speech of Cleon, the fears of the Mytileneans —that their autonomy
was only allowing the Athenians to grow strong enough to subdue them —is
realised. Previously the Mytileneans had argued that their 'autonomous' status was
merely a way for the Athenians to make their own actions seem more just than
they actually were until the time came when they, the Athenians were powerful
enough to oppose them. However, Cleon argues that the Mytileneans' 'autonomy'

renders their revolt even more of an affront to Athenian power than if they were

* Macleod (1978: 65).
¥ grmralodvreg THY Te ANV AOoTOOW OTL 0U% GQYOpEVOL (HomeQ ol dAhol Emooavto.
33 Price (2001: 91-100); de Romilly (1963: 156-71); Winnington-Ingram (1965: 70-71).
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enslaved, and that, therefore, they deserve to be punished even more harshly.
Thus the Mytileneans' 'autonomy' is used by Cleon to justify their punishment and
final subjugation. Cleon makes the following argument for viewing the

Mytileneans' action as aggression rather than revolt:

I can make allowances for those who revolt because they cannot bear our
empire, or who have been forced to do so by the enemy. But for those who
possessed an island with fortifications; who could fear our enemies only
by sea; who were autonomous and held in the highest honour by you—to
act as these have done, this is not revolt—revolt implies oppression; it is

deliberate and wonton aggression.”

€YD YAQ, OTIVES eV Uy duvaTol GEQELY TNV VHETEQAV ALYV 1)
oftveg VIO TOV TOAEPWV AvayraoBévTeg AméoTnoay, Euyyvouny
€y vijoov O¢ olTIvES EYOVTES PETA TEWY DV ROl ®oTO BGAacoav
uovov pofoiipevol Tovg NueTéQoug mokeplovg, £v @ xal aTol
TOUQWV TOQOLOKREVT) 0V% APAQUTOL OV TQOS ATONG, ADTOVOUOL TE
0irODVTES RAL TYUOUEVOL £C TO TOMTA VIO MUV TOLADTO. ELQYAOAVTO,
T GAhO oLTOL 1) £MeBOTAEVOGY TE ®OL ETOVEGTTHOOV POAAOV 1)

ATEGTNOAV ATTOOTOOLS PEV YE TOV Blondv T maoyoviwy €otiv (3.39.2).

This status of 'autonomous' allowed the Athenians to maintain a pretence of
equality among league members, even though their power meant that there was, in
reality, little equality. As Missiou points out, although agreements between states
frequently are made on basis of equality, €€ {oov, claims of equality often do not
reflect reality.”” The Mytileneans note that they are still autonomous (3.10.5,
11.1), as all members of the league were (1.97.1), and that members of the league
were originally led fairly (3.10.4, amo toD {oov), but now they are the only ones
endowed with a vote equal to the Athenians, who are still being treated as equals
(3.11.1).

For both Cleon and the Mytileneans, 'autonomy' is a means of control that
allows the Athenians to argue that the Mytileneans' revolt is 'unjust'. The pretence

of equality meant that, unlike the other allies who were ruled by the Athenians,

3% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
" Missiou (1987: 336-45).
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the Athenians could argue that their equal power meant that the idea of 'justice'
was still relevant (3.36.2, 39.2), and that expeditions would still seem 'just' since
the Mytileneans are taking part as willing allies (3.11.4). The status of
‘autonomous', while it represented the voting rights and representation in the
assembly, became, for the Athenians, a means of disguising their own disregard
for justice, as Athenian strength meant that Athenian interests superseded those of
others.

Diodotus also discusses 'autonomy', but rather than talking about Mytilene

specifically, he discusses the behaviour of city-states generally:

When a free community, held in subjection by force, rises, as is only
natural, and asserts its independence, it is no sooner reduced than we fancy

ourselves obliged to punish it severely.”

NV Tva éheBeQov %ol Plg AQyOPEVOV EIOTWMS TTOOS AVTOVOIOY
ATTOOTAVTA XELRWOWPED, YaAeTIDS 0lOUED YT VoL TLUwEELoBaL

(3.46.5).

Lévy has noted the inconsistencies between the Mytileneans' claim to be
autonomous and free, Cleon's claim that they are 'autonomous', and Diodotus'
claim that the Mytileneans are free, but not 'autonomous'.”* Hornblower's solution
to the inconsistencies of Mytilene's status is that Thucydides is not being
'universally strict in his use of technical terms'.*’

There is, however, another way that these inconsistencies can be
reconciled. The Mytileneans state that their status of 'autonomous' allowed the
Athenians to argue that they were seizing power through policy rather than force
(3.11.3). The vote of the Mytileneans, a vote equal to those of the Athenians,

provided the Athenians with evidence that their expeditions were just, since the

*¥ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
%% A state that is autonomous cannot also revolt in order to achieve autonomy. Lévy (1983: 249-
70). Lévy argues that the Mytileneans, at 3.10.5 are asserting that they are 'autonomous' but only
nominally free, which Hornblower (1991: 427) finds unconvincing.
% Hornblower (1991: 427). Cleon makes no mention of the 'freedom' of the Mytileneans, which is
not a problem, since 'freedom' itself is not a technical term, but is being used to make the
arguments of both the Mytileneans and Diodotus that much stronger: by presenting themselves as
nominally 'free' the Mytileneans are able to create a contrast between their current 'free' status and
the limited reality of their freedom to make decisions in their own interest. Diodotus calls the
Mytileneans 'free' to emphasise to his audience that the current policy toward city-states in revolt
is not a proper or expedient treatment.
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Mytileneans, who voted on the matter with the Athenians, also were marching
with them. If the autonomy of the Mytileneans was ever questioned, the
Athenians could point to their equal vote in the assembly.

Diodotus' statement that states assert their 'autonomy' when they rebel is
not necessarily at odds with Cleon's argument that the Mytileneans' 'autonomy'
renders their revolt an act of aggression rather than a rebellion by the oppressed.
Although the Athenians claimed that the Mytileneans were 'autonomous',
Mpytileneans themselves did not view themselves as such, since they could not act
in accordance with what they deemed 'right', or, in other words, in accordance
with their own vopot. The actions carried out by the league were not in
accordance with what was 'right' for the Mytileneans, but rather for the Athenians.
In arguing that rebellion is an assertion of their 'autonomy', Diodotus recognises
that Mytileneans' were 'autonomous' in name, but in reality their 'autonomous'
status served Athenian interests rather than their own.

The Mytileneans', Cleon's and Diodotus' attitude toward the autonomy of
the Mytileneans seem contrary, but they are not. The Mytileneans' claim that even
though they were autonomous, this was no guarantee that the Athenians would not
subject them as well. Voting in the assembly was a way for the allies to
participate in the process of determining which policies or actions were right for
the assembly. Living in accordance with vopot, or being autonomous, meant
living in accordance with what was agreed upon by the people. Even though the
Mytileneans were 'autonomous' by virtue of having a vote, they were not
necessarily living in accordance with what was deemed best by the Mytileneans.
The expeditions carried out against the allies would allow the Athenians to gather
enough strength to oppose them. In the meantime, the Mytileneans' vote in the
assembly served to justify such expeditions through 'paths of policy' until such
time when the Athenians would be strong enough to oppose the Mytileneans
(3.11). Their autonomy, their vote, made expeditions against the allies seem 'just',
and to this effect, their vote was being used against them, as it allowed the
Athenians to grow strong enough to oppose them.

Although 'autonomous' states were those which had a say in determining
what was best for themselves and their interests with regard to their allies, it
merely served as a means of 'justifying' unjust acts. Diodotus does not admit that
the Mytileneans are 'autonomous', but instead describes them as revolting for their

autonomy. While this may seem contrary to what both Cleon and the Mytileneans
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assert, namely that Mytilene is autonomous, Diodotus is referring not to their
voting rights, but rather to what their voting rights represent: the Mytileneans'
right to take part in the process of determining what it right for their own
community. The fundamental problem with 'autonomy' is that, even though
initially the league was created to carry on the war against the Persians, eventually
its expeditions were directed at other Greeks, as both the Mytileneans and
Thucydides point out. By the time the Mytileneans had revolted, the assembly
was concerned not with the interests of the league and the safety of the Greeks,
but rather the interests of the Athenians. 'Autonomy' was a state's right to have say
in what was right or in the interests of the community. Once the Athenians were
strong enough that they no longer needed the support of the allies, it was no
longer possible for allies to be 'autonomous', as the 'voice' of the autonomous only

served the interests of the Athenians which were contrary to their own.

5.3 Mytilenean Debate: Justice and Human Nature

The Mytileneans are less concerned with 'human nature' or the prevailing
forces that motivate the actions of men for obvious reasons: they are only
concerned with their present situation, whereas Cleon and Diodotus dissect the
revolt of the Mytileneans in order to determine a punishment that would suit their
interests. The Mytileneans' punishment must deter future revolts, which means
that it is imperative that Cleon and Diodotus examine why the Mytileneans and
others like them choose to oppose the Athenians. To find a necessary deterrent
they must understand the forces compelling men to act.

Cleon believes that the nature of men is such that future revolts can only
be prevented by the most severe penalties, and that this course is also the most
'just'. Diodotus, however, is not as concerned with what it 'just' as he is with what
is expedient (3.44.1-2). Diodotus' lenient stance toward the Mytileneans is
premised on his belief that it is not possible to do what is both 'just' and
‘expedient' (3.47.5), for as biased judges, the Athenians would surely deem the
Mytileneans' revolt 'unjust', yet punishing them all would not be in the interest of
the Athenians. Although Cleon's proposal regarding Mytilene may seem more
'just’, Diodotus reminds the Athenians that 'we are not in a court of justice, but in a

political assembly; and the question is not justice, but how to make the
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Mytileneans useful to us' (3.44.4).°' Both Diodotus and Cleon agree that the
Mytileneans' revolt is 'unjust',’”* but their opposing advice stems from their
different perceptions of 'human nature'. An examination of the perceptions of
'human nature' suggest that even this is subjective, or 'unfixed', as arguments
based on 'human nature' are used to promote policies regarding the Mytileneans,
whose own behaviour resembles the conceptualisation of 'human nature' the
Athenians describe as underlying their own actions.

From Cleon's perceptive, it is 'human nature' for men to behave arrogantly
when they are treated well, but to show respect to those who are strict. The

Athenians could have prevented a revolt had they treated Mytilene differently:

Our mistake has been to distinguish the Mytileneans as we have done: had
they been long ago treated like the rest, they never would have so far
forgotten themselves, human nature being as surely made arrogant by

consideration, as it is awed by firmness.”

yofv 0&¢ Mutilnvaiovg xal drar undev diadedviwg TV AALOV VP’
NUAOV TETLIRo00L, ol 0Ux AV €C TOOE EEVPOLOAV: TTEGUKE YA KOl
dhhwg dvBommog O pev Begametiov UmeQdOovely, TO O8 p) Uneirov

Bavpdlewv (3.39.5).

Cleon argues that the elements of human nature that made the Mytileneans
believe that a revolt would be possible could have been prevented had they treated
the Mytileneans with a firmer hand. Whether the Mytileneans behave arrogantly
or are awed depends on the Athenians' treatment of the Mytileneans.
Consequently Cleon argues that the most expedient plan would be the harshest
penalty, since treating them well —presumably by making them autonomous—
only gave them the hope and ambition to carry out an act of aggression.

For Diodotus, men are compelled to commit acts of rebellion by 'necessity"
and 'ambition', but 'hope' and 'greed"' are the invisible agents that allow men first to

attempt and then to believe that such attempts are possible, while 'fortune', by

1 fpeic 8¢ ol duxalopeda mog avtois, hote TV dunalwv detv, dAhd fovievopsda el
aUTOV, STImg K oNolng EEovaoty.
%2 Price (2001: 91-92).
% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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helping men when they least expect it, 'tempts men to venture with inferior
means'. According to Diodotus, there is no vopog that can prevent men from
making mistakes, since human nature, being what is, compels them to do so.
Macleod has noted that despite the fact that Cleon and Diodotus recommend
different courses of action regarding Mytilene, they both recognise that the
Mytileneans were compelled to rebel by the same factors: poverty, plenty, hope,
greed and fortune (39.3-4; 45.4-6).* Diodotus recognises these factors as

elements of 'human nature":

It is impossible to prevent, and only great simplicity can hope to prevent,
human nature doing what it has once it has set its mind upon it, by force of

law or by any other deterrent force whatsoever.”

AmA®g te adivatov ral mohAfg einBeiag, 6oTig oleTal ThHg
avBowmeiog pvoews OQRWIEVNS OOV MG TL TOAEL AITOTQOTTV

Two Exewy 1) vopwv ioy ot i dhhw Tt dewvd (3.45.7).

Diodotus' argument 'undermines a position based on legality or morality by
recourse to what men are really like'.*° By doing so, Diodotus is able to identify
the most expedient plan. While Diodotus argues that there is no vopog that can
prevent men from making mistakes when compelled by 'human nature' (3.45.3),
Cleon takes a different stance by making the Athenians the agent manipulating
their allies through their understanding of human nature.

These interpretations differ from the way in which the Athenians
understand their own actions through 'human nature'. Such differences suggest
that 'human nature' itself is subject to the rule of stronger. Just as the stronger
reserve the right to interpret or disregard what is just, so too are their own actions
perceived through different frames of 'human nature'. It is the 'human way' to
accept power when it is offered on account of fear, honour, and interest, which are
the principles of 'human nature' that compel men to accept power, and which
tempts men to disregard 'justice’ when it is in their interest. These principles are at

odds with those discussed by Cleon and Diodotus as motives in their allies'

 Macleod (1978: 75).
% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
% Macleod (1978: 75).
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revolts: poverty, plenty, hope, greed and fortune. It would seem then, that there
are multiple ways in which 'human nature' may be defined, and the elements of
'human nature' motivating the allies to revolt are not the same as those motivating
the Athenians.

At 1.76.2 the Athenians note that 'it is not surprising that, acting in the way
that human beings always will...constrained by three all-powerful motives,
honour, fear, advantage...it has always been the rule that the weaker is held down
by the stronger' (0UTwg 0V’ NUels BAVUACTOV 0VOEV TETORAUEY OV’ AITO
To0 AvBpwmelov TEOTOV VIO TELOV TOV peYloTWV VirnBEVTES, TIURGS KAl
déovg nal mdehiag aiel ®abeoTd®Tog TOV NOoW VIO TOD dUvaTOTEQOV
nateipyeoOar).”” Hornblower notes that this is a 'clear statement of the doctrine
that "might excludes right", but that this should not be confused with the sophistic
argument that "might makes right"'.*® The argument that 'justice is nothing other
than that which benefits the stronger' is posited by Thrasymachus in the Republic
(338c1-2). For Thrasymachus 'justice' is created to serve the interests of the
stronger. In the following lines Thrasymachus makes a slightly different, if not
contradictory, statement regarding justice (343a-344c): justice means acting in
another's interest; injustice is, therefore, the only path to happiness and success.
Callicles, in the Gorgias, also agrees that acting justly means acting in the interest
of others rather than oneself. Consequently he suggests that nature, ¢pUOLC,
provides an alternative conceptualisation of 'justice', that right has been judged to
consist in the rule and advantage of the stronger (483c9-d6), as is evident from the
animal world and the behaviour of states, races and men. 'Natural justice',
therefore, is 'equated to the wishes of the strong'.””

Conceptualisations of 'justice' found in Plato's works resonate, to some
extent, with Thucydides' Athenians' attitude towards 'justice'. At 5.89 the
Athenians state that 'justice, in human affairs, is only in question between equals
in power, while the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must'.””
Although the Athenians recognise that 'justice' exists, it only plays a role when

there is equality of power. Otherwise 'justice' is irrelevant. As the Melians

" Translation Hornblower (1991: 121).
% Hornblower (1991: 121).
* Low (2007: 162).
" Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996). Low notes that it is implied that Thucydides'
Athenians are referring to interstate relations rather than relations within the polis. This
distinction— that the rights of city-states are determined by a hierarchy of the strong and weak —is
made by Demosthenes, For the Liberty of the Rhodians 15.29 (2007: 163).
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themselves note, when 'justice' is not a factor in decision making, then decisions
are made based on what is expedient (5.90).”" Later, at 5.105.2, the Athenians
state that it is a vopog that 'by a necessary law of their [men's] nature, they rule
wherever they can...all we do is to make use of it, knowing that you and
everybody else, having the same power as we have, would do the same as we do'
(MyoLpeba yag 6 e Belov SOEN 10 AvOROTELOV Te 0aPDS dLd TAVTOS VIO
phoewg avayraiag, oU Gv ®QaTi), Gyew...xodueda abTd, eiddTeg nal Vudg
av ol GAlovg €v Tf) aTf) duvapel Huiv yevouévoug dodvtag Gv tattd).”” It
is a law of nature that men rule whatever they can. This is similar to the
Athenians' statement at 1.76.2 that it is the human way for the weaker to be held
down by the stronger on account of fear, anger and advantage.

Both of these statements (1.76.2, 5.105.2) convey the idea that it is a norm
of nature that the stronger prevails when the opportunity presents itself. 'Justice'
plays a role when decisions are made among equals, otherwise considerations of
expediency dominate. However, Mara has presented an alternative view of these
passages. He suggests that the 'consolidation and exercise of power' by the strong
does not exist in accordance with nature, but rather is an attempt to create order
from the chaos that is ¢p0oLg. The way in which the strong are able to consolidate
such power is through culturally embedded precepts such as love of power and
gain (1.8.3).”” While this may be true, Mara's assertion that the rule of the strong
over the weaker as an attempt to create coherence out of flux might also be
interpreted as man's attempt to create order in a disordered world through power
structures that exist in accordance with 'human nature'. Men are disposed to such
an ordering on account of three motives: honour, fear and advantage. These
motives are elements of 'human nature' that result in an ordered world in which
the stronger prevail; thus the rule of the stronger is simply a product of 'human
nature' and man's natural desire for structure.

At 1.76.2, Thucydides is merely speaking of a 'human way' of behaving
without engaging in the tension between vopog and ¢pUoig. However, shortly
after, at 1.76.3, Thucydides' Athenians state that 'praise is due to all who, if not so
superior to human nature as to refuse dominion, yet respect justice more than their

position compels them to do' (¢maveioBal te dELoL oltiveg yonoduevol T

"' Low (2007: 163).
2 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
73 Mara (2008: 156-59).
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avBowmeig phoeL MoTe ETEQWV AOYELV dROLOTEQOL 1] RATA TV VITAQYOVIAY
dtvapuv yévavrar);™ those who are to truly to be praised are those who are not
so superior to 'human nature' that they, as a stronger power, rule the weak, and
yet, even though it is not necessary, still respect what is 'just'. Claims that they are
concerned with what is 'just' are confirmed by the Mytileneans, who argue that
their own 'autonomy' allowed the Athenians to claim that their actions were 'just'.
And yet the Athenians themselves openly admit in the Melian Dialogue that
'justice’ only plays a role when there is equal power to compel. Raaflaub notes
that the average Greek would not view justice as only being possible among equal
powers, but rather that justice was a way of leveling unequal power.” 'Autonomy’',
the Mytileneans' right to take part in determining the policies of the league,
seemed to render them equal and therefore allowed the Athenians to maintain the
pretence of 'justice' despite 'human nature'. Although 'human nature' compels
them to disregard what is 'just', the Athenians deserve to be praised, since they are
still concerned with right and wrong.

While the Athenians may claim to be concerned with what is 'just', the
Mytileneans offer their 'autonomy' as proof that they are not. Furthermore, once
the Mytileneans have been subdued, their unequal power opens the floor to a
discussion of expediency.”” Diodotus advises the Athenians to disregard what is
just' so that whatever decision is made will be expedient; the idea of doing what
is 'just' and what is 'expedient' are at odds with one another. Even though Cleon
argues that it is possible to do what is both 'just' and 'expedient’, Diodotus
disagrees. While also believing that the Mytileneans' actions are 'unjust', Diodotus
argues that the expedient course would be one of leniency, which is not the 'just’
course since justice demands that they be punished. Both agree that the
Mytileneans' revolt is 'unjust', but they differ regarding what is expedient, and
these differences stem from their understanding of 'human nature', but not from
what it 'just'. Both Cleon and Diodotus admit that the standard of what is just is
determined by the Athenians' own interest and right to rule, which is itself an act
in accordance with 'human nature' (1.76.2): Cleon argues that if the Mytileneans

were right to revolt, then the Athenians must be wrong to rule (3.40.4), while

™ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
5 Raaflaub (1996: 140).
" Low notes that actions which are expedient most often benefit a smaller group than actions that
are not expedient (2007: 172-73).
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Diodotus notes that the Athenians are 'judges to the offenders of our own interest'
(3.46.4).”

Although the Athenians claim to be not so superior to human nature that
they completely disregard what is just, their measure of 'justice' and their decision
to carry out what they deem is just is determined by their own interests. 'Justice',
therefore, does not exist in accordance with 'nature', but is the product of 'human
nature'. The 'autonomy' of the Mytileneans served as ostensible evidence of the
'justness' of the Athenian actions despite the forces of 'human nature' which would
force them to disregard what is 'just'. Their manipulation of 'autonomy' served as a
disguise of their own dismissal of what is 'just' regarding their allies, and it
ultimately allowed them to dominate the weaker, as men are prevented from
yielding power once they have achieved it on account of fear, honour, and
advantage. 'Autonomy' itself was a tool of 'human nature', just as the very idea of
'human nature' became a tool for determining what was the most expedient course
for the Athenians to take regarding Mytilene. Thucydides' Athenians fail to
attribute to the Mytileneans the same forces of human nature underlying their own
actions. For the Mtyileneans, their revolt was expedient on account of the
Athenians' own weakness. If the Athenians were to recognise the similarities
between the forces of human nature in the Mytileneans' revolt and their own rule,
then they would be forced to recognise that, if their own actions are 'just’ in
pretence, while in reality their power precluded consideration of what was just,
then the same must be true for the Mytileneans. Justice itself is irrelevant in these
circumstances, as the vying power of each side ultimately means that 'nature' and
the interests of the stronger prevail.

Although Bickerman asserts that 'autonomy' was a status claimed by
weaker states against the stronger, this assumes that 'autonomy' was good for a
state. While, in the abstract, the status of 'autonomous' was beneficial for the state
possessing it, for the Mytileneans it had become a way for the Athenians to claim
that their actions were 'just'.”® The Athenians' actions may have been just if justice
is equated with the interests of the stronger, but from the perspective of the allies
some of these actions would have threatened their safety, as the Mytileneans
argue. Such actions were not in their interest and were, therefore, in their

perspective unjust. The Athenians' manipulation of autonomy as a means of

"7 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
8 Bickerman (1958: 336-37).
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making their actions seem just and their disregard for competing interests of
league members resulted in competing standards of justice. Yet over all of these
competing interests, the Athenians' own were first and foremost. Living in
accordance with vOpog may have been attainable at the city-state level. However,
on a larger scale the conflicting interests of city-states meant that some interests
were undoubtedly underrepresented and some policies were viewed as 'unjust'
when measured against their own interests. While certainly not everyone at the
city-state level was content to live in accordance with particular vopot, the stakes
were higher when it came to relations between states, as the consequences of the
revolt of a city-state were that much greater. The status of 'autonomous' was
meant to remind league members to accept responsibility for policies on account
of their own token vote in establishing policy, even though in reality it served as a
means of quelling unrest by making all responsible for decisions made.
Thucydides' engagement with autonomy suggests that in a world where the
interests of the stronger prevailed, the protections implemented to ensure that city-
state's interets were represent could be subverted to serve the interests of the
stronger. Considerations of what was 'just' belonged to a world where men acted
in accordance with vopog instead of pvoig. Although the Athenians claimed to be
concerned with 'justice', such claims only served their own interests, as 'justice'
itself had become a tool for making 'unjust’ actions seem more just than they
really were. Rhetorically 'justice’ itself had become a pretense for actions in which
the stronger prevailed over the weaker in accordance with nature. States which
were 'autonomous' may have had a vote in the assembly, but ultimately they

served the expansionist vOpog and the restless way of life of the Athenians.

54  Plataea

The trial of the Plataeans is not only a test of the Spartans' 'cry of justice',
but also, as Ostwald points out, a test of the Spartans' claim to be defending the
'autonomy' of the allies.”” Although Figueira has argued that the Spartans did not
discern between autonomy and freedom, such interpretations of autonomy are
based on the fact that the Spartan ultimatum demanding that the Athenians respect

the 'autonomy' of the Greeks was followed by their subsequent claims to be

" Ostwald (1982: 22).
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fighting for 'freedom'.*’ The invocation of autonomy by the Plataeans is an
altogether different type of 'autonomy' than that of the Mytileneans, whose
interests in the assembly were represented by their vote, thereby rendering them,
from an Athenian perspective, autonomous. For the Plataeans, being autonomous
meant living in accordance with the traditional status bestowed by Pausanias. The
Spartans' rejection not only of the Plataeans' autonomy but also their right to a
trial where what is 'just' is determined by the vopou of the Greeks serves as a
narrative marker indicating that for Thucydides' Spartans, as much as for his
Athenians, the status of autonomy was a rhetorical, persuasive tool that served the
interests of the stronger.

The many references to violations of vopoL common to all the Greeks in
both the Theban and Plataean speeches suggests that Thucydides was commenting
on the role of language or rhetoric in rendering powerless the vopot which
preserve justice in the Spartans' interactions with their allies. At 1.76.2 the
Athenians note that the Spartans only speak in terms of right and wrong because it
suits their interests: 'It has always been a rule that the weak should be subject to
the strong; and besides, we consider that we are worthy of our power. Up until the
present moment you, too, used to think that we were; after calculating your
interest, you are beginning to talk in terms of right and wrong (ta Eupdpégovra
AoyiLopevor Td dnailmidym viv yofobe). Considerations of this kind have
never yet turned people aside from the opportunities of aggrandizement offered by
superior strength'.®!

The incident in Plataea and their subsequent trial demonstrates that the
Spartans' claim to be fighting for the 'autonomy' of the Hellenes—that is, their
right to live in accordance with what is deemed right by not only their own
community, but in accordance with the vopol that had previously moderated
behaviour among the Greeks—is a false claim, as the Spartans themselves
determine what is 'just' by measuring the Plataeans' actions not by whether or not
they were in accordance with vépot, but whether they serve their own interests.
Whereas initially, as the Athenians point out, the Spartans' concern for justice

coincided with what was expedient, the trial of the Platacans exposes the Spartan

% Figueira (1990: 63-99; 1998: 249).
8 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); aA\’ aiel xaBeoTdTOG TOV HOOW VIO TOD
duvatmtégov xatelpyeoBal, dELol Te dpa voplLovteg elval xal Uulv doxodvreg péyoL ov T
Evppégovta hoytlopevol Td dxalphoyw viv xofobe, dv odelg tw magatuyov oyt T
©ThoaoBal meobelg Tol un mhéov Exelv dmeTodmeTo.
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rhetoric of 'justice' as a disguise for their real motive: their own interests. To this
extent, the Spartans, no less than the Athenians, are motivated by the same forces
outlined at 1.76.2. Once again, the question of a state's autonomy is caught
between the tension created in the struggle between ¢pUoLg—in accordance with
which the interests of the stronger prevail —and vopoL which serve to protect to
protect the weaker. This time the tensions serve to demonstrate that, while the
Athenians pretend to be concerned with the appearance of justice, all the while
professing a policy of 'might excludes right', the Spartans prefer a more gentle and
therefore manipulative policy of 'might is right'.**

At the beginning of Book Two, Thucydides describes the conflict between
Thebes and Plataea that brought Sparta and Athens into conflict with one
another.* In the fifteenth year since the truce, three hundred armed Thebans enter
the city of Plataca. These men were invited by a party within the city of Plataea,
which desired to gain power by ousting political opponents and bringing Plataea
over to the Theban alliance. Upon entering the city, the Thebans announce that all
who desire that Plataea return to its place in the Boeotian League, a place which
was in accordance with ancestral custom, xatc T ;rdTQLaL, should join them in
the market-place (2.2.4). Thucydides states that those who agreed to such terms
did so out of fear, as the Thebans had entered the city at night, and the Plataeans
could not ascertain how many Thebans were present. Once they realise that there
were fewer Thebans in the city than they had previously thought, the Platacans
carry out a successful night raid against the Thebans, taking many of them
prisoner. The reason for this night raid, according to Thucydides, was that the
majority of the Plataeans were not in favour of forsaking their Athenian ties (2.5).

Once the Thebans learned of the attack against their men in Plataea they
send a second expedition to the city, where they try to capture Platacan hostages
from an area on the outskirts of the city for a prisoner exchange. By taking
Plataean prisoners, they hoped that they would be able to make an exchange for
the Thebans taken in the night raid. The Plataeans circumvent this catastrophe and
remind the Thebans that seizing cities during times of peace is not acceptable.
According to the Thebans, the Plataeans promise to return the prisoners which

they have taken, if they, the Thebans, leave Plataea peaceably. If the Thebans

82 Price (2001: 91).
83 Price (2001: 287-88) notes that Plataea was not in fact the incident that led to the outbreak of the
war, but rather an incident that brought Athens and Sparta into conflict with one another.
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refuse to withdraw from Plataea, the Platacans will kill the Theban prisoners.
These terms were agreed to by an oath, though the Plataeans deny that this ever
happened. According to the Plataeans, they promised to return the prisoners only
after negotiations. In the end, the Thebans withdraw from the city, and the
Plataeans put to death the Theban prisoners.

When the Athenians, who were allies of Plataea, are informed of the
situation in Plataea, they do not know that the Plataeans have already killed the
Theban prisoners. The Athenians advise the Plataeans not to do anything with the
prisoners until they are able to consult with them. When the Athenians arrive in
Plataea they leave a garrison in the city and take away with them all of the
women, children, and men not of fighting age. At this point Thucydides states that
the Thirty Years' Peace has clearly been broken (2.7.1), since Plataca was an ally
of Athens and Thebes was an ally of Sparta (2.9). As Price points out, Plataea was
not in fact the moment that the truce was broken, but rather it had been already
broken in the conflict over Potidaea and Corcyra; Plataeca was merely an event
contributing to the tension between Athens and Sparta by engaging their allies in
hostilities. Furthermore, it is not certain that Thebes even took part in the Thirty
Years' Peace. The arrangement of the Plataean episode as a significant incident in
the outbreak of hostilities allows Thucydides to emphasise the principles
underlying the conflict: the tensions between vopog and ¢puoig and the role of
rhetoric in disguising the 'unjustness' of actions in which the interests of the

1.** The Plataean incident stands not only as a set piece on his

stronger prevai
narrative on stasis, but also stands as a general commentary on the powerlessness
of vopoL.

Nothing more is mentioned of the conflict between Thebes and Plataea
until 2.71, when Thucydides describes how the Spartan king, Archidamus, and the
Spartan allies invaded Plataea. After the Spartans have encamped outside Plataea
and begun laying waste to the land, Plataean representatives make an appeal to the
Spartans. The Plataeans ask the Spartans to be mindful of Plataea's symbolic role
in bringing the Persian Wars to a close: Pausanias had granted the Platacans the
right to be autonomous, having their own land and city. In addition he had

promised that no one should ever march against them unjustly or for the purpose

of enslavement.

8 Price (2001: 283-88); Powell (1988: 114); Hammond (1967: 349).
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Pausanias, son of Cleombrotus, your countryman, after freeing Hellas
from the Medes with the help of those Hellenes who were willing to
undertake the risk of the battle fought near our city, offered sacrifice to
Zeus the Liberator in the agora of Plataea, and calling all the allies
together restored to the Plataeans their city and territory, and declared it

autonomous and inviolate against aggression and slavery.*

Mavoaviag yae 6 Kheopfodtov Aaxredapdviog Elevbepboag T
‘EMbGda amd tdv MAdwv petd EAMvav TV £éBeAnodvtov
EuvdpaoBal Tov xivduvov Tiig pdymg 1) o’ NUiv eyéveto, BLoag év
) IMhataw®v ayood iepd Au EhevBepim nal Euyrahiéoag mavrog
ToVg Evppdryovg amedidov IThataledol yiv xal oMy TV odpetéoav
€xoviag aUTOVOLOUS oOixelv, otpateboal Te undéva mote adirwg e’

avToVg und’ €mi dovieia (Thuc. 2.71.2).

The Plataeans in this instance ask for nothing more than that their status according
to tradition— that they be inviolate against aggression and slavery —be respected.
But now the Spartans have joined forces with the Thebans to enslave them. In
response, Archidamus argues that what the Plataeans say is just, but that they
could still join the Spartan cause of liberating the Greeks (2.72.1), while
remaining 'autonomous'. While Debnar sees Archidamus' recognition of Plataean
autonomy as generous, Mara notes the uncharacteristic nature of the Spartans'
response as evidence of the opposite: rather than respecting the Plataeans'
autonomy promised by Pausanias, Archidamus reinterprets the oaths sworn so that
their own behaviour might seem just.** According to tradition, the Plataeans had
sworn an oath to defend the freedom of the Greeks, so Pausanias may be
suggesting that the Plataeans could, at the same time, join the cause of the
Spartans while maintaining their oath to defend the freedom of the Greeks. This is
confirmed when Pausanias advises the Plataeans to work toward the cause of
freeing the Greeks, which Pausanias had intended for them to do, and defend the
freedom of the Greeks. If they are not able to do this, they should live in leisure

enjoying their own affairs. Essentially, the Plataecans should keep to themselves

% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
% Debnar (2001: 101); Mara (2008: 165-66).
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and remain neutral (2.72.1-2).* For Pausanias, the oath to defend freedom, or
rather the ideology of freedom, is more important than the Plataeans' alliance with
the Athenians which was also part of the oath. What Pausanias does not consider
is that siding with Sparta would result in an invasion of Plataea by the Athenians,
with whom the Plataecans were allied, and in this sense his request, which Debnar
sees as generous, is in fact not.

The Plataeans' request that the Spartans respect their autonomy not only
represents their right to exist without fear of unjust intervention or slavery, but
also their right to live in accordance with their alliance with Athens. The
Plataeans' claim to 'autonomy' in this instance is a plea that the Spartans respect
their alliance with Athens. As Low points out, the language of vopog used in
treaties in the Greek world suggests that 'interstate agreements are themselves
instantiations of some more fundamental interstate nomos—one which might be
described as the (familiar) obligation pacta sunt servanda, and which, although
never explicitly formulated, is no less strongly felt or frequently invoked'.**
Isocrates' speech of the Plataean ambassadors' request for assistance characterises
the Athenians as defenders of autonomy, a position that is nowhere found in
Thucydides' narrations. As my analysis of the Mytilenean episode has suggested,
the Athenians are abusers of autonomy rather than defenders of it.*’

In keeping with their alliance with Athens, the Plataeans reply that they
must first consult the Athenians, since their wives and children are in Athens.
Furthermore, they are worried that the Athenians or the Boeotians will invade
their city once the Peloponnesians withdraw. Archidamus suggests that the

Plataeans hand over the city of Plataea in order for it to be held in trust by the

%7 'Plataeans, what you say is fair enough, so long as you act up to what you say. For you may do
just as Pausanias wished you to do—that is, you may enjoy your independence and also join the
work of liberating those other Hellenes who shared in the dangers of the past with you, who took
the oaths together with you, and who are now under Athenian domination. It is to free them and
others like them that this army has been raised and this war has broken out. The best thing of all
would be for you to take your part in the work of liberation and so to abide by the oaths
yourselves. But if this is impossible, then do what we have already asked you to do: remain neutral
and live independently; do not join either side; allow both parties to enter your city, but do not
allow either party to make use of it in war. And this will satisfy us' (Tanslation Warner 1972a);
dlnara Méyete, o Evdoeg IMhataufg, v moifite Opola toig Adyols. xabdmeg yao Mavoaviog
Lulv aédwxev, attol Te attovoueiobe xal Tovg drhoug SuveleuBegoite, ool
LETAOYOVTES TOV TOTE RVOVVWY DLV Te Euvdpooav xal eiol viv Ut ABnvalolg,
TQAO%REVT TE TOONOE %Ol TOLEPOS YEYEVNTAL AVTOV Evera xal TOV GAAwV ElevBepdoewg.
NG MAMOTA PV HETAOYOVTES %Ol aTOL Eppelvate Tolg OoxoLS el 8¢ |, &mep %al TEdTEQOV
1o moovrakeadpeba, novylav Gyete vepdpevol T Vpétepa abTdV, xal £0te pnde ped’
£tépmv, Oéxeabe d¢ apdpotégoug Gplhoug, eml ToMép® 08 uNdeTéQOoug. xal Tdde Nuiv apréOEL.
% Low (2007: 99).
¥ Isoc. 14; Low (2007: 74-76).
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Spartans for the duration of the war. Once the war has come to a close, it will be
returned. The Plataeans send representatives to the Athenians, who ask the
Plataeans not to break the oaths which their fathers swore by ending their alliance
with Athens. Shortly after the Plataean representatives return, Archidamus

delivers the following speech.

Gods and heroes...of the land of Plataea, bear witness with me that from
the beginning it was in no spirit of aggression, but only because these
people had first broken their engagement with us, that we invaded this
land in which our fathers offered their prayers to you before they defeated
the Persians and which you made a place of good omen for the warfare of
the Hellenes; nor, in our actions now, shall we be acting aggressively. We
have made a number of reasonable proposals, but these have not been
accepted. Grant us your aid, therefore, and see to it that the punishment for
what has been done wrong may fall on those who were the first to do evil,

and that we may be successful in our aim, which is a just revenge.”

Beol oot yiv v IMiatauda €xete nal Noweg, EVVIOTOQES E0TE OTL
oUte TV ANV Adrwg, EXAMITOVIMY 8¢ TOVIE TROTEQWY TO
Euvdpotov, ém yAv tvde fABopev, £v 1) ol otéeg NudY eVEGUEVOL
VULV MOV €xQdTnoay ®al TOQETYETE AUTNV EVUEVT
gvaywvioaobal toig, oUte VOV, )V TL TOLOUEV, AOLLTOOUEV:
TQORALETAUEVOL YOQ TTOAAA ROL EIXOTA OV TUYYAVOUEV.
Euyyvaopoveg 0¢ €ote Thig pev aduriag xorateabal Toig Vdyovat
TQOTEQOLS, THG O TIHMEING TUYYAVELY TOIS EMPEQOVOL VOIS
(Thuc. 2.74.2).

Ostwald has argued that it was unlikely that Plataea, which was a symbolic centre
of freedom, would have been awarded autonomy instead of full freedom after the
Persian retreat, as the Plataeans asserted at 2.71.2. In addition 'the situation in
Greece was not yet such that avtovopia had to be coined to define a status
different from éAev0epia’’ Thus it must be assumed that 'what we get from the

speeches in Thucydides is a biased version of the facts tailored by Spartans and

% Translation Warner (1972a).
! Ostwald (1982: 22).
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Thebans to fit a situation which was in 429 and 427 B.C. not what would have
been in 479 B.C.; they give us reliable information about views held on the
Hellenic League in the early 420s, but they tell us little about the actualities of
479 B.C.'** Ostwald posits that the Platacans' plea of autonomy was a test of
Sparta's claims to be fighting for the autonomy of the Greek city-states.”
Although the Spartans' platform of fighting for the 'freedom' of the Greeks
ensured that goodwill was on the side of Sparta and her allies (2.8.4), the Spartan
ultimatum which instigated the rhetorical war between Athens and Sparta
concerned 'autonomy'. At 1.139.3, the Spartans delivered the following
ultimatum: 'Sparta wishes the peace to continue, and there is no reason why it
should not, if you would let the Hellenes be autonomous (Aaxedatpdvior
Bothovrow Tv eipfvnv elvat, e & av el tovg "EAMvog altovopoug
adetre).

Although Raaflaub admits that the Plataeans may have used the language
of autonomy in their plea to the Spartans, his conclusion overlooks and even
undermines the role played by Thucydides in constructing the Plataeans'
response.” Ostwald, on the other hand, has suggested that the Plataeans' request
that the Spartans respect their 'autonomous' condition was a test of Sparta's claims
to be fighting for 'autonomy'.” While all of these may be true, Raaflaub's and
Ostwald's conclusions regarding Plataecan autonomy are premised on the fact that
'‘autonomy' was in fact a decisive factor in the Plataeans' case, and that it was
negotiations concerning the 'autonomy' of the allies that led to the outbreak of
war. Thucydides' history may reflect a reality in which 'autonomy' played a role,
and epigraphic evidence indicates that autonomy was relevant during the
Peloponnesian Wars.” However, Thucydides construction of 'autonomy' in both
the Mytilenean revolt and the conflict and trial of the Plataeans suggests that he is
just as interested in how the condition of 'autonomy' is abused and manipulated by
the prevailing forces of nature as he is the historical reality of autonomy and the

role it actually played in the war. The trial of the Plataeans, as much as the

2 Ostwald (1982: 21).
 Ostwald (1982: 22).
% Raaflaub (2000b: 252).
% Ostwald (1982: 22).
% ML 87, Tod 63. Although this is inscription has been reconstructed, the fact that 'autonomy'
continued to be used as a political term well into the fourth century suggests that its use in the
fifth-century was also political, with the exception of specific passages examined in this chapter in
which Herodotus uses the work in a philosophical context.
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Mytilenean episode, demonstrates that the language itself could be used as a tool
of the stronger to subdue the weaker by allowing the stronger to make arguments
in which actions that serve their interests rather than their allies' seem more just
than they actually are. While the case of Plataeca may be a test of the Spartans'
claim to be defending 'autonomy', it is, in fact, a test of their claim to be fighting
for 'justice' (1.76.2). Not only have the Spartans disregarded the wishes of an
already 'autonomous' city-state, now they demonstrate that they are only
concerned with justice or what is 'right' in so far as it suits their interests.

The siege of Plataca begins after the Plataeans reject the Spartans'
demands. Once the Plataeans have run out of provisions, the Spartans, knowing
that any city taken by force would have to be returned to Athens in future truces,
ask the Plataeans if they would be willing to surrender the city to Sparta
voluntarily and stand trial before the Spartans. No one, the Spartans promised,
would be punished unjustly (3.52). After the Plataeans surrender, five judges
arrive from Sparta. Rather than accusing the Plataeans directly, the Spartans ask
each Plataean male whether or not they have done anything to benefit the cause of
Sparta (3.52.4).”” Having asked the Spartans for permission to speak, the
Platacans proceed to defend themselves arguing that they were not at fault for
attacking the Thebans, who invaded their city during a religious festival.

In their defence, the Plataeans appeal to vopor among the Greeks four
times. While Thucydidean commentators such as Gomme have argued that
international law only appears in treaties in Thucydides, George Sheets has
offered a convincing argument for the contrary: the expectation that parties to a
treaty will adhere to it arises 'from the parties' mutual acceptance of a customary
legal order which imposes the reciprocal obligation'.”® Furthermore the many
references to legal arbitration as opposed to force in Thucydides are evidence for
international norms of behavior, customs, or precedents upon which the
adjudicatory process was based;*’ 'when...nomos is invoked for the purpose of
suggesting not what the parties usually have done in the past, but what they were,
or are, obligated to do in the future, it obviously purports to be a normative rule of

behavior'.'” The way in which the Plataeans and the Thebans use vOpog as a

T NodTwv 8¢ alTovg Emrakecduevol ToooDTOV pdvov, el TL Aaxredalpovioug zal Tovg
Suppdryovg v Td morépm TO ®abeotdTl AyaBov T eloyaopuévol eioiv.
% Gomme, HCT 1.172; Sheets (1994: 54).
% Low (2007: 102-28); Sheets (1994: 55).
190 Sheets (1994: 58).
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rhetorical, defensive tool suggests that the norms of international law no longer
applied in war.

If the trial of the Plataeans is to be taken as evidence of an historical
reality, Sheets' assessment of vopog would stand. However, the trial of the
Platacans and the speeches presented by Thucydides do not so much reflect an
historical reality —even though speeches may have been given—but rather the
impossibility of preserving an 'autonomous' status in a political climate where the
interests of the stronger prevail. 'Autonomy' is most often used to describe the
status of allies, and yet the competing interests of allies were often overshadowed
by the interests of the more powerful, as the Mytilenean episode demonstrates.
Consequently city-states were not living in accordance with their own vopot, but
rather the vopou of the stronger which served the stronger's interests, often to the
detriment of the weaker, 'autonomous' city-state. The Plataean episode, on the
other hand, addresses a different type of 'autonomy': the right of city-states to
make claims to justice in accordance with the accepted norms of Greek society.

According to Macleod, the Plataecan debate and the stasis in Corcyra
demonstrate 'how traditional values and restraints collapse in war before the
thought of immediate and material advantage, although—or indeed because —
people profess to uphold them'.'”" Although the Spartans express concern for what
is 'Just’, their subversion of the standard of 'justice' suggests otherwise. As Price
notes, it is remarkable that the Thebans even attempt to make claims to justice
when it is so obvious that assisting the Thebans would have been in the strategic
interest of the Spartans.'’” The first time the Plataeans appeal to a vopog, they
argue that all were bound to it: 'In seizing our city in time of peace, and what is
more at a holy time in the month, they justly encountered our vengeance, in
accordance with the universal law which sanctions resistance to an invader; and it
cannot now be right that we should suffer on their account' (3.56.2).'” The
Plataeans argue that they acted in accordance with vopog when they sought
revenge for the Theban invasion. The notion of seeking revenge in accordance

with vopog is likewise invoked by Archidamus at 2.74.2 when he states that

11 Macleod (1978: 65).
192 price (2001: 123-24).
' Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); TOAV YO0 AUTOUE TV NUETEQAY
rataropfdvovtag v omovoais xal meooéTL iegounvig 6OMS Te ETHWENOGLED RATA TOV
Aol vOpov nabeotdta, TOV mdvra Torépov datov elvar apiveoBal, zal vov ol &v
elxoTwg O’ attovg frasttolpeda.
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despite the Spartans' offer to allow the Plataeans to make right their failure to side
with them, they were unwilling, and therefore, the vengeance he seeks is in
accordance with vopog.'™

At 3.56.3 the Plataeans argue that if the Spartans use a standard of justice
which serves their own interests, they would not be acting as true judges of what
was right. In this sense they are appealing to a standard of justice determined by

impartial judges as opposed to justice which serves the interests of the stronger.

By taking your own immediate interest and their animosity as the test of
justice, you will prove yourselves to be servants of expediency rather than

105

judges of right.

el Yo T® aUTixa YENOlUD VUV TE ®ol Exelvav TTorepim TO dixalov
MPeabe, tod pev 00000 pavelobe ovxr alnbeig xoital dvteg, TO 08

Euppégov pahrov Begamevovieg (3.56.3).

Next the Plataeans appeal to the vopog which exists for the Greeks that suppliants
are not to be killed (3.58.3). Since the Plataeans surrendered voluntarily to Sparta
it is only right that they be spared. Third, they remind the Spartans that each year
they brought those Spartans who were buried in their land the traditional offerings
(voupa) as allied comrades (3.58.4). Lastly they made an appeal to glory: there
will be no glory for the Spartans if they break the established vopot of the Greeks
391}

The Thebans, for their part, also make claims in the name of vopoc. They
argue that their alliance with Persia was the decision of a few men who held
power, a form of government more similar to a dictatorship and removed from
vépol than either an oligarchy or democracy (3.62.3). The decision to make
Thebes an ally of Persia was a mistake, one made when Thebes was ruled without
vopot (3.62.5). The Thebans make appeals based on vopoL two more times in
their speech. First they claim that the Plataeans' actions against the Theban
prisoners, whom they killed, were contrary to vopog (3.66.2). Pity, they argue, is

not evoked when those who have acted wrongly, like the Plataeans, suffer in

"% Low (2007: 97).
1935 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
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accordance with vopog (3.66.2).'" Lastly, the Thebans plead that the Spartans
defend the vopog of the Greeks which was transgressed by the Plataeans (3.67.3).

In each of these two accounts, the Thebans and Plataeans appeal to
different vopol as standards for determining whether an action was just or unjust.
Both the Plataeans and the Thebans justify their actions through vopot, some of
which are vopol or 'norms' common to all. The Plataeans refer to this sort of
vopog when they argue that it was right for them to seek revenge for the Theban
invasion of their city. The remaining references to vopot in the Plataeans' speech
are reminders to the Spartans that they, the Spartans, would be breaking the vopol
of the Hellenes if they put to death suppliants. The Theban speech is rife with
vopot. Some of these vopou are the product of human nature, while others were
agreed upon conventions. The Thebans compare the decisions made by their
government, which were not governed by vopot during the Persian Wars, with
that of the Plataeans. Both the Plataecans and Thebans appeal to the vopog that it
was wrong to kill suppliants and prisoners.

Accusations that they invaded Plataea during a religious festival, an act
which the Plataeans argue was contrary to vopog and therefore unjust, are
carefully skirted by the Thebans, who remind the Plataeans that initially they were
invited into the city by some of the leading men of Plataca. These men only
wanted the Plataeans to end their alliances with outside powers and return to the
common ancestral customs of the Boeotians (¢ 8& TG ®OLVA TOV TAVTWYV
Bowwtdv mdrolo »ataotioar).'”” The Thebans suggest that if the entire city-
state of Thebes was to be blamed for the alliance made with Persia during the
Persian Wars, when only a few men were ruling, as the Platacans have argued,
then it only made sense that the Theban march into Plataea not be considered
hostile, since the leading men of Plataea invited them in.

The Thebans have essentially used the logic or reasoning of the Platacans
to make their argument stronger by proving that their own intervention in Plataca
was not hostile, since they were invited. In the final segment of the Theban
speech, a cloaked reference is made to the dangers of oratory, which is a cue to

the reader that the Thebans themselves have just used rhetoric, and in this case,

19 Macleod (1977: 237, 245-46); Lateiner (2005: 84-86).
197 ¢l 8¢ &vdoeg LMV ol TEMTOL %al YENHOOL XAl YéVeL, Boulduevol Thg pév ¥Ew Evppaylog
VUG adoat, £¢ 8¢ T ®oLvd TOV TEVIOY BolwTt®Vv TUToL0 RATA0THOAL, ETEXAAECAVTO
EnovTEG, Tl Adnob uev;
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the logic of the Plataeans, to make their position stronger. They advise the
Spartans to judge them by their actions, not their words, since good deeds do not

require long speeches. For

good deeds can be shortly stated, but where wrong is done a wealth of
language is needed to veil its deformity. However, if leading powers were
to do what you are doing now, and putting one short question to all alike,
were to decide accordingly, men would be less tempted to seek fine

arguments to cover unjust actions.'*®

OV Ayaddv pgv dvtaov Boayeio 1) dmayyehic Goxel, APAQTAVOUEVOY
d¢ LoyoL €meot roopnBévteg mpoxraibppata yiyvovror. AL’ v ol
Nyepdveg, Homep VOV VUELS, XEGAAALDOAVTES TTOOG TOVG EVUITAVTAG
Stayvdpag moonode, Noodv Tig & adinolg #oyolg Adyoug »alovg

Cntoet (Thuc. 3.67.6-7).

Thucydides' description at 3.82.4 of language may equally apply to vOpog, as
both the Platacans and Thebans interpret their own actions as being in accordance
with vépor.'” As Price points out, 'the reader' who 'may momentarily have hoped
for a return to linguistic regularity and order finds by the end of the speech a
wider chaos in how key terms are understood and used'.'"” The Plataecans' appeal,
which is based more on universal principles than the exact circumstances of their
situation, is unsuccessful. While it would seem that the Thebans have won, the
Thebans' own argument was not effective, as the Spartans ultimately disregard
both speeches in favour of their previous standard of justice. While Debnar argues
that the Thebans' failure is due to rhetorical incompetence, the Platacans are
equally unsuccessful.'"' Thucydides' presentation of the trial, which, as Macleod
notes, invokes pity for the Plataeans,'" is framed in such a way as to expose not
only the limits of vOpou in protecting the interests of the weaker, but also the
limits of 'autonomy' itself. Thucydides himself calls the Spartans' actions

'unfeeling', as the entire Plataean affair was 'adopted to please the Thebans

"% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
199 Macleod (1977: 232).
"0 Price (2001: 113).
"' Debnar (1996: 95-110).
"2 Macleod (1977: 245-46).
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(dmoteToappévor), who were thought to be useful in the war at that moment
raging' (3.68.4)."" The trial of the Plataeans is, as Macleod notes, 'a travesty of
legality'.""*

From the Thebans' perspective, the leading men of Plataea represented the
wishes of the entire citizen body just as, according to the Plataeans, the entire
citizen body of Thebes was held responsible for the Theban alliance with Persia.
The Thebans strengthen their argument by an appeal to pvoig: "'Who then merit
the detestation of the Hellenes more justly than you [Plataeans], you who sought
their ruin under the mask of honor? The former virtues that you allege you now
show not to be proper to your character; the real bent of your nature has been at
length damningly proved: when the Athenians took the path of injustice you
followed them' (3.64.4).'"” If the Athenians' rule is unjust, which it must be if the
Spartans' campaign is to be considered just, then the Plataeans' decision to side
with Athens must also be unjust. Their own appeal to ¢poLg masks the prevailing
force of g0 motivating the Spartans' own actions. The fact that ¢0oLg is only
mentioned once during the trial of the Plataecans does not necessarily mean that
Thucydides has not framed the case of Plataea as a conflict between vépog and
¢UoLs. In fact, the overwhelming absence of ¢pU0OLS is a testament to its
importance for understanding why the Spartans are behaving as they are
behaving. While they assert that they are defending the 'autonomy' of the Hellenes
and that they are concerned with what it just, they use justice itself to disguise
their own actions which have little to do with 'justice' and everything to do with
their own interests.

Ultimately, the Spartans decide that the justice of their intentions released
them from the provisions of the treaty made by Pausanias after the Persian War.
According to the Spartans, they had counted on Plataean neutrality as stipulated
by the treaty, and they had offered the Plataeans the same conditions of neutrality
just before the siege, but the Plataeans rejected this offer (3.68). From the

Spartans' perspective the Plataeans had broken the treaty, which released the

'3 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); Lateiner (2005: 85).
14 Macleod (1977: 223).
'S Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); Tlveg &v oV UMV SL1ALOTEQOV TAGL TOIG
"EAANoL pooivto, oltiveg £ () Exelvarv noxd avdpayadiav mpotBeobe; xal & pév mote
yonotol £yéveobe, g dpaté, ov mpoohrovia viv énedelEate, & 8¢ 1 UOLS aiel EBolAeTo,
EENLEYYOM €¢ TO AMBEC peta yap ABnvalwv ddirov 680V ibvtwv gxwoenoarte. A similar
argument is made by the Spartan ephor Sthenelaidas at 1.86.1 regarding the Athenians.
Hornblower notes that the effectiveness of an opponent's argument can be reduced by noting their
past behaviour which was deemed good compared to the present (1991: 130, 459).
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Spartans from being obligated to its terms. Therefore the Spartans resorted to the
question which they had asked originally in order to determine whether the
Plataeans were guilty or innocent: 'have you done anything to help the Spartans
and their allies in the present war?' (3.52).""° The Plataecans who responded that
they have not helped Sparta and her allies were put to death and the women were
made slaves. The city was destroyed. The Spartans ultimately let their own
interests prevail rather than the vopou of the Greeks, and their claim to be
defending the 'autonomy' of the Hellenes does not prevent them from violating the
'autonomy' of city-states whose alliances are not in the interest of Sparta. Low
notes that the Spartans' standard of 'justice' confirms the Athenians' own
accusations regarding the Spartans' relationship to their own interests and justice

in the Melian Dialogue.'"’

The Lacedaemonians, when their own interest or their domestic laws are
in question, are the worthiest men alive; of their conduct towards others
much might be said, but no clearer idea of it could be given than by
saying, in summary, that of all the men we know they are most

conspicuous in considering what is agreeable, and what is expedient.'"®

AOREDULLOVIOL YOQ TTQOS ODAG PEV OUTOVS KOL TOL EMYDOLA VOLLHLOL
mAeloTo ARETH XoOVTOL OGS O¢ TOVG dALOUS TTOMAG AV TIG ExwV
EUTELY G TIQOOPEQOVTAL, EVVEADV HAMOT’ GV ONADOOELEV OTL
gmpavéoToTo OV Iopev T pév 1déa xahd vopiLovot, Ta 8¢

Euppépovta dinata (5.105.4).

The Spartans' refusal to respect Plataea's autonomy suggests that the platitude to
be defending the 'autonomy' of the Greeks does not apply to those city-states
whose interests do not align with Sparta's. Furthermore, as Price has pointed out,
Thucydides has placed the Plataea episode at the outbreak of the war in order to
set the 'tone and thematic agenda' of his narrative, that it would be marked by

brutal acts and massacres.''’ There is, however, another reason for the placement

"% Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
"7 Low (2007: 231).
'"¥ Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).
" Price (2001: 289).
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of the Plataean episode. The choice of the Plataeans, to remain an ally of Athens
and suffer the vengeance of the Spartans or to side with Sparta and risk angering
the Athenians, was undoubtedly a choice faced by many city-states. Thucydides'
description of the events in Plataea and the subsequent trial of the Plataeans
exposes the fact that once city-states had set aside the common vopot which
protected the interests of the weaker from the stronger, the interests of the
stronger ultimately rendered the status of 'autonomous'—a status meant to protect
city-states not only from the interests of the stronger, but also guaranteed them the
right to make appeals based on the common vopou of the Greeks —meaningless,
as the status of 'autonomous' failed to protect the Platacans. Epigraphic evidence
suggests that it was a political term used during the Peloponnesian Wars.
Thucydides' focus on the failure of vOpog to protect the Plataeans would have
raised questions concerning what it means to be 'autonomous' in the most basic
sense of the term, as vopot failed to protect an autonomous city-state from the
standards of justice that were determined by the interests of the stronger.

On one level, Sparta's subjugation of Plataea undermines the Spartans'
claim to be fighting for autonomy. On another, Thucydides reveals the
impossibility of being autonomous when ¢pvo1g guides the behaviour of men. But
there is another way in which the Plataeans' autonomy may be interpreted. In its
most basic sense, autonomy means living in accordance with one's own vopot. In
the context of the debate between vopog, pUoLg and justice, it could be argued
that living in accordance with vOpog means living in a community or partaking in
a society where vopog rather than ¢pOowg—that is, the rule of the stronger—is the
standard by which justice is established. The failure of the Spartans to consider
the Plataeans' claims to have acted in accordance with vopog and the Athenians'
subversion of 'autonomous' as a tool which served their own interests suggests
that vopog itself had been replaced by the interests of the stronger. For the
Spartans, this means establishing standards of justice based on their own interests
rather than the vopou of the Greeks, thereby denying the 'autonomy' of the
Plataeans. For the Athenians this meant subverting a status that was meant to
ensure that city-states were given a voice in the assembly. Although city-states
which were 'autonomous' did have a voice, they were not powerful enough to
protect their interests. Furthermore their 'autonomy' provided evidence that their
own actions were 'just’, since their allies had a say in league actions. For the

Spartans 'might' was 'right' as is evidenced from the standard of justice that is
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established at Plataea. For the Athenians, on the other hand, 'might excluded
right'. The Athenians do not try to prove that their actions are in fact just, but
instead are only concerned with seeming to be just, and therefore manipulate their
own actions through language in order to seem just to the allies. As the Athenians
themselves argue, they are more concerned with 'justice' than others with a power
matching their own would be. In other words, while the Spartans openly admit
that their own interests determine what is just and therefore deny the pleas of the
'autonomous' Plataeans, the Athenians are more concerned with seeming just and
therefore manipulate 'autonomy' to serve their own interests. Regardless of
whether the position taken is 'might excludes right' or 'might is right', the status of
‘autonomous' is either ignored or manipulated, and fails to protect the interests of
the weaker. 'Autonomy', therefore, is only effective in a world which is ordered in
accordance with vopot and is rendered powerless in preventing the interests of the

stronger from prevailing.

5.5  The Court of Law and the Failure of Arbitration

The importance of arbitration is never a question in Thucydides' history.
The Spartans believe that the Athenians were the first to break the treaty, even
though they had been more at fault for the initial outbreak on account of their
refusal to submit to arbitration: 'In the former war, they [Spartans] considered that
the offense had been more on their side, both on account of the attack of the
Thebans on Plataea in time of peace, and also of their own refusal to listen to the
Athenian offer of arbitration, in spite of the clause in the former treaty that where
arbitration should be offered there should be no appeal to arms' (7.18.2).'*
Earlier, in a speech before the outbreak of war, Pericles notes that it was laid out
in the treaty, presumably the treaty marking the Thirty Years' Peace, that
differences were to be settled by arbitration, and that, until matters were settled,
each side was to keep what it had (1.140.2). An arbitration clause had been
mentioned earlier by Athenian ambassadors who asked that their differences with
Sparta be settled through arbitration as was outlined by the treaty (1.78.4)."”' An
arbitration clause was again mentioned by Pericles at 1.141.1."** As Price has

noted the Athenians have a peculiar way of speaking that alienates their audience

12 Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996).

12l de Ste. Croix (1972: 259).

122 George (2005: 139, more generally 130-140).
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and undermines the ability of language to successfully circumvent conflict: 'the
inability to communicate stems from a fundamental disharmony and collapse of
shared values and world views in Hellas'.'”’ This 'fundamental disharmony' also
means that the ways in which the Spartans and Athenians abuse and manipulate
culturally embedded ideals and concepts also differ. While the Athenians maintain
the pretense of 'autonomy', the Spartans altogether abandon the language of
‘autonomy' once it becomes apparent that a platform of 'freedom' served their
interests more than 'autonomy' (2.8 4). After the subjugation of Plataea the
Spartans would be hard pressed to persuade potential allies that they were fighting
for autonomy. Consequently they adopt the more ambiguous and therefore more
malleable concept of freedom.

Each time Thucydides speaks about arbitration in detail, the word
duwaotig appears and arbitration ultimately fails. Thucydides is commenting on
the dangers of employing courtroom rhetorical tactics in conflicts between city-
states on account of competing interests. In Book One, arbitration fails once the
Athenians have used logic to rationalise and justify their actions. The language of
the courts, specifically the language of jurors, appears seldom in Thucydides, but
where it does occur it suggests that language inadequately defends the interests of
the weaker. At 1.73.1, the Athenians state that they will not respond directly to
accusations (oU yaQ mad dtxa.otols), since the assembly is not a court of law.
Originally outlined in the treaty as a means of avoiding conflict, arbitration itself
is riddled with bias. This first becomes apparent in the case of the Corcyraeans
who, due to their geographic isolation, are not able to import impartial judges to
try cases of interstate conflict. At 1.37.3, the Corinthians argue that the neutrality
of Corcyra was a farce: when Corcyra was accused of injuring another nation, the
Corcyraeans used their own judges. At 3.46.4, in the debate concerning Mytilene,
Diodotus states that the Athenians should not injure themselves by acting like
judges who examine a case, but instead should look out for their own interests. In
the case of Plataea, the judges are responsible for enslaving a state in the name of
'freedom' (3.52.2, 3;3.53.1; 3.68.1). All of the passages cited are examples of
situations which irrevocably altered the arena of war and suggest the detrimental
effect of implementing law court practices in international conflicts. The

Athenians, who frequently used language to serve their own interests, recognised

23 Price (2001: 195; more generally 190-204).
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the failure of diplomacy and arbitration at 1.77.1, when they stated that where
force could be used there was no need to resort to law.

Thucydides' treatment of the episode of Plataea through the interpretive
framework of vopog and ¢pvoig suggests that Thucydides is considering the value
or effectiveness of being able to assert one's 'autonomy' in a world where vopoL
have been destabilised by the interests of the stronger, or, in other words, by
¢voLg. As the Plataecan and Mytilenean episodes reveal, a city-state can only be
'autonomous' when affairs among men are ordered in accordance with vopog and
not potg; political terminology itself has been destabilised by the conflict. The
Plataean plea that the Spartans respect their 'autonomy' may be a retrojection by
Thucydides meant to test the Spartans' claim to be fighting for 'autonomy', as
Ostwald has argued. I suggest that he was not just testing this claim, but showing
that it was impossible to be engaged in armed conflict while fighting for and
respecting 'autonomy'. Had the Spartans actually acknowledged the Platacans'
plea, they would have respected their wishes to remain allied with Athens. The
standard of justice chosen by the Spartans to try the Plataeans reveals the failure
of city-states to resort to the vopotr which had regulated behaviour among city-
states previously. When the interests of the stronger prevail vopol are either
ignored or manipulated, the exact circumstance which was so poignantly
described in Thucydides' description of the stasis in Corcyra (3.84.2). When the
Plataecans made appeals to their 'autonomous' condition, they were not speaking of
their right to live in accordance with their own laws and customs, but the right of
all Greeks to be protected by the vopoL which prevented justice from serving the
interests of the stronger.

At the outset, the use of autonomy in the Plataea passage seems technical,
but upon closer examination the Plataean situation becomes a philosophical
paradigm for the struggle between vopog and ¢pUo1g, a framework which
Thucydides engages in order to understand the principles underlying the root of
conflict. Instead of seeing 'autonomy' as an anachronism, in light of its
philosophical context, the anachronistic use of the word becomes a signpost for
the reader that Thucydides was using an event to examine what was happening on
a larger scale in the Greek world. By examining one case in depth, Thucydides is
able to engage his reader in questions and moral dilemmas, which the reader's

own interests prevented him from seeing as a force in present reality.
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Conclusions

As Hornblower notes, the Platacan and Mytilenean episodes are
'juxtaposed in a way which makes some comparison by the reflective reader or
listener inevitable'."** While Hornblower notes the significance of these episodes
in terms of exploring the limits of freedom, I suggest that these episodes also
explore the limits of autonomy, and that the relationship of the word 'autonomy' to
vopog allowed Thucydides to consider the value of such a status relative to the
power wielded by states in accordance with ¢pvoLg.

The Mytileneans view their 'autonomy" as a form of control. They assert
that the Athenians have only let them be 'autonomous', which for them means
having an equal vote in the assembly of the allies, because they are a valuable
ally, but that the unequal power renders their 'autonomy' meaningless. For the
Mpytileneans, being autonomous means having one's interests represented in the
league. The status of 'autonomous' granted allies by the Athenians, therefore, is
nothing more than a means of control for the Athenians. Even though the
Mytileneans have a vote equal to that of the Athenians, the unequal vote of the
other allies means that they are unable to secure a majority vote. The Plataeans,
on the other hand, view 'autonomy' as a positive status, and they ask that the
Spartans respect their 'autonomy' and their neutrality by not forcing them to side
with the Spartans, thereby breaking their alliance with Athens to defend the
'freedom' of the Greeks, an alliance created after the Persian retreat.

The question now becomes, what role, if any, does 'autonomy' play in the
conflict between 'human nature' which produces circumstances resulting in the
disregard for and subversion of justice? Thucydides' narrative framing of his
history through the conflict between vopog and ¢pUoLg means that even though
justice' and 'laws' or 'conventions' played a role in an historical reality, he is
engaging with this antithesis in a theoretical way in order to understand the
principles underlying the conflict, namely the role played by men, and, more
specifically, human nature, in conflicts between city-states. Does justice exist by
nature? Is there a fixed notion of 'justice'? The contradictions in the Mytileneans'
claims to be acting justly, combined with the Athenians own measure of what is
just' suggest that 'justice' itself was not fixed, but could rather be manipulated to

serve the interests of the stronger—the Athenians as the head of the Delian

124 Hornblower (1991: 462).
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League, and the Mytileneans during a brief moment when the Athenians had been
weakened by the plague. Thucydides' description of the alliance at 1.97.1 and the
Mpytileneans' description of their voting rights suggest that 'autonomous' allies
held equal representation in the assembly. This meant that policy was established
in accordance with what was deemed right by the members, and was, therefore,
just. Once the voting rights of the allies had been restricted or eliminated, the
Mpytileneans' felt that their vote, which was equal to that of Athens, and which,
therefore, made them 'autonomous', was simply a means of disguising policy
which was, in fact, executed by force as 'just'. 'Autonomy', the right of city-states
to live in accordance with what was deemed 'right'— their right to establish the
parameters of what is 'just'—disguised the fact that such policy was possible not
because it was deemed 'just' by the allies, but because Athens, being more
powerful, dominated the weak. Once again, the Athenians' power meant that they
did not need to consider what was 'just', but they at least pretended to do so by
making the Mytileneans autonomous.

The Plataean episode reveals that the Spartans' claim to be concerned with
what was just is true, but only to the extent that it served Spartan interests. By
describing the Plataeans as autonomous, Thucydides is able to expose the limits of
autonomy, and the irony inherent in the claims of the Spartans to be fighting for
autonomy while, at the same time, denying autonomous city-states the right to due
process. The incidents concerning Mytilene and Plataea serve as a warning to the
reader that 'autonomy', much like 'freedom', has been destabilised. Before the
outbreak of war the Athenians state that they would be willing to let their allies be
'autonomous' if the Spartans also agree to do the same. The ultimatum, according
to Thucydides, that led to the outbreak of war concerned the 'autonomy' of the
allies. While the language of 'autonomy' may reflect an historical reality,
Thucydides is engaging the concept of 'autonomy' on another level by considering
the effectiveness of 'autonomy' in a world where power or might rather than
vopot motivate and check the actions of men. 'Autonomy', like the other
culturally embedded concepts described as being destabilised by Thucydides in
the stasis of Corcyra, has also been destabilised. The concept's close relationship
to vopog made it a relevant topic of discussion in the debate between vopog and
¢votg. Thucydides' interest in 'human nature' and 'nature’, as well as the
relationship between these concepts in determining what is just, or if justice is

even relevant, means that 'autonomy', or rather a state's plea to be dealt with in
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terms of 'justice' is intrinsically linked to the vOpog-¢UoLg antithesis. Thus when
Thucydides is speaking of 'autonomy' he is often engaging in an enquiry into the
fundamental antithesis of vopog and ¢Uotg that underlies conflicts between men.
The question to which he draws attention is this: is there a place for vopot,
or standards of 'justice' in accordance with vopoL, in a world ordered in
accordance with nature instead of the laws and conventions of society? For
Thucydides' Athenians 'justice' has no place in such a world, while for his
Spartans, the stronger determines what it 'just' and therefore 'justice' serves their
interests. In such a world, language itself and words, the values of which are
culturally embedded, are destabilised once a society no longer is structured in
accordance with vopot. Consequently words can be used to describe
circumstances which meet the needs of the speaker and reflect the speaker's own
manipulation of 'justice', a phenomenon which explains the language of 'freedom'
being used to justify enslavement or even killing. Thucydides is, therefore,
exposing how language, and specifically the language of 'freedom’, has been
destablised by the war, and he is questioning the value of being 'autonomous' in a
world ordered by nature instead of vopot. Not only does Thucydides provide an
account of 'what happened', but he is also exposes the principles of human nature
that underlie the conflict, and he does this by framing his account as a conflict

between vopog and GpuoLS.
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Chapter 6: Sophocles' Antigone

The previous chapter demonstrated that Thucydides appropriated the
concept of autonomy for reasons that were not purely political, but rather
philosophical. The compound nature of the word itself, formed from ato- and
vopog, led Thucydides to consider the value of autonomy in light of the forces of
'nature'. While 'autonomy' may have been a political term, in the Mytilenean and
Plataean episodes Thucydides considers the limited value of autonomy relative to
justice, which is either altogether disregarded or manipulated to serve the interests
of the stronger. Although the primary concern of this thesis is the discourse of
'freedom’ in historiography, this chapter will focus on Sophocles' singular use of
‘autonomous' to describe Antigone.

Because Sophocles uses the adjective 'autonomous' to describe Antigone,
the consensus has been that the concept of 'autonomy' was being used
philosophically by Sophocles to describe Antigone as living in accordance with
her own vépog.' The prevalence of the vOpog-¢pUoLg antithesis in the play
suggests that this was a prominent theme in the play, and it is through the lens of
this dynamic that the singular use of 'autonomous' in the text should be
interpreted. Had Sophocles used the concept of autonomy with any degree of
frequency it might be argued that the concept was sufficiently well-established to
stand on its own. But since its appearance in the Antigone is the earliest evidence
for the term, it must be assumed that it was heard and interpreted within the
context of the debate between 'convention' (vOpog) and 'nature' (¢p0oLg), which
figured prominently in the narration of the Antigone.” As I have argued in the last
chapter, Thucydides' conceptualisation of 'autonomy' is not just political, but is
also philosophical. Since Sophocles uses 'autonomous' in a philosophical context,
I shall evaluate the relationship between Thucydides' and Sophocles' treatment of
this concept, which has hitherto been regarded as negligible.

The concept of vOpog was a common topos in ancient tragedy. Among the
works of the ancient tragedians the representation of vopog differs greatly. In

Aeschylus' Supplices 'justice', or 8{x1), is described as sitting beside the ancient

! For bibliography see below.
? Given how rare the term 'autonomous' is in Herodotus' Histories, it may seem logical that the two
instances in which the word appear should be interpreted within the framework of the vopog-
¢voLg debate. But unlike the singular occurrence in the Antigone, where the word is attributed to
an individual in a philosophical sense, it is used by Herodotus to describe politically organised
groups of people. Herodotus' use of the term is explicitly political, while Sophocles' is only
implicitly so.

207



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Six

vopou of Zeus (OC 1382), while in the Oedipus the father of lofty vopot, from
which purity in word and deed emanates, was Olympus (863-71). In contrast to
vopou established by the gods is the depiction of vopoL set by men, which were
characteristic of tyranny in Euripides' Suppliants (431-32).> In Sophocles'
Antigone, the antithesis central to the conflict between Creon and Antigone
concerns 'human' and 'divine' vopot. Echoes of the debate between Creon and
Antigone can be found in the ideas of the Presocratics and those regarded as
sophists. In the late sixth century, Heraclitus of Ephesus, in an attempt to find an
immutable standard on which to base human vopot, argued that the majority of
men live as though they each had their own understanding. Heraclitus believed
that all human vépol stem from one divine vopog, which would serve as a
standard for determining which vopoL among men should be credited and which

should be rejected.*

Speaking with understanding they must hold fast to what is shared, as a
city holds to its law, and even more firmly. For all human laws are
nourished by a divine one. It prevails as it will and suffices for all and is

more than enough.’

EUv vowL Aéyovtag ioyxvolleaBal xom
TOL Euvil Thvtwv, OrwomeQ VOLWL TTOALS, ROl TTOA
LOYVQOTEQWG. TREPOVTAL YOO TTAVTES Ol AvOQWIELOL

¢ Sk ! \

vopoL Vo €vog Tod Belov: xpatel Yoo TOoODTOV

3

Oonboov E0ENEL nail EEaQxrel TAOL ®al TEQUyiveToL.®

Kahn notes that Heraclitus' statement that all vopou are nourished by 'one divine'
(Vo €vog tod Belov) could be translated either as 'by one divine vopog', or as
'by one divine cosmic principle'. The ambiguity, he suggests, is deliberate, as
Heraclitus hints at but does not commit to the idea of a 'divine law'. Instead what

is common is the divine.” According to Heraclitus, all physical phenomena stem

3 Ostwald (1969: 29).
* DK 114; Granger (2004: 5-6); Kerferd (1981: 112-113).
3 Translation Kahn (1979: 43).
® See pages 87-88.
"Kahn (1979: 117-18).
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from this one supreme vOpog.® A city, and even a tyrant, should be governed by
one law code drawn from what was common to all; no one should be above the
law.’

Hippias presents a different position that parallels the discussion of vOpog

in the Antigone. In the Protagoras (337¢6-d2), Hippias states,

Gentlemen, I regard all of you here present as kinsmen, intimates, and
fellow citizens by nature, but convention, which tyrannizes the human

race, often constrains us contrary to nature'.'”

Q Gvdoeg, £dm, ol TaEOVTES, YODpOL £YM VUGS GUYYEVELS TE ROl
oixelovg »al mohMtag dmavrag eivar ¢phoeL, ob VO TO Y& dpotov
T Opotlw GvoeL ouyyevég €otLy, 6 08 VOPOG, TUQAVVOG WV TV

avOe®OTWV, TOALA TTad TV GOy BréleTal.

Although these two ideas, one from Heraclitus and the other from Hippias, seem
at odds with one another, they may be reconciled. Heraclitus argued that nature,
or ¢puolg, was itself a product of one divine vOpog; by living in accordance with
the vopou which stem from this one vOpog, men are in fact living in accordance
with nature. The vopou which Hippias objected to are those which were not in
accord with 'nature' and which were not common to all, but which divided men.

The subtle distinctions between Heraclitus' and Hippias' ideas on vopot
are echoed in the Antigone and prove to be one of the most contentious antitheses
in the play. Antigone, appealing to divine vopot, believes that her actions are
'right' and that she is acting justly. In the opening lines of the play, the

audience/reader learns that Creon has allowed the burial of one of Antigone's

¥ The idea that everything stems from one divine vOpog may sound similar to Herodotus'
statement that Pindar was correct when he said that vopog is king. However, Herodotus' has
referenced a quote from Pindar in which he argues that 'Nomos, king of all, mortals and immortals,
brings on with sovereign hand what is most violent and makes it just' (SM fr. 169.1-4). While for
Heraclitus, 'War is the father and king of all', for Herodotus and Pindar vépog is. Since vOpOG is
derived from one divine source, 'war' instead of vOpog makes some men slaves and others free.
Herodotus' and Pindar's substitution of vopog suggests that vopog, like war, belongs to the world
of men instead of gods, and therefore is derived from a divine source, but instead determines what
is 'just' and 'unjust' and, in this sense, has a hand in justifying a society's decision to makes some
men slaves and others free. For a more complete discussion of these passages see Chapter Three,
section 2.
? Naddaf (2005: 133). In the Laws (4.715d) Plato notes that even a tyrant must be a slave to the
laws.
' Translation Lombardo and Bell (1997).
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brothers, Eteocles, in accordance with vopog, but has forbidden the burial of the
other brother, Polyneices, who had betrayed the city of Thebes. Anyone who
disobeys Creon's decree will be stoned in the streets on Thebes (21-38)."
Antigone states that Creon buried Eteocles, 'thinking it right to make right use of
custom (oUV dixnt / xofobar Stwondv Tt vopwt)."> While Antigone agrees that
the burial of Eteocles is 'right' or 'just' and in accordance with vopog, her
compliance with Creon on this matter has nothing to do with Eteocles' staunch
defence of Thebes. Antigone makes this clear at lines 450-455, when she states
that 8{xm, who dwells with the gods below, did not issue the edict prohibiting the
burial of Polyneices, nor does a mortal's proclamation have the power to override
the unwritten voupa of the gods. For Antigone, what is 'right' is determined by
the vopou of the gods. Although Creon may believe that he is acting in accordance
with the will of the gods, who would not permit that one who disgraced their
temples and offerings be honoured, Antigone rejects Creon's conviction that the
brothers are due different burials. 'Indeed I am not disposed by my nature to join
in hating, but to love mutually' (523)." Nature, or ¢UoLg, requires that Antigone
love her brothers as they have loved her." For Antigone, the bonds of birth and
nature supersede the interests of the state and the vopol which protect those
interests at the cost of the community.

At lines 450-55, Antigone makes clear what she perceives to be the role of
vopog in her current dilemma. Antigone states that it was not Zeus who
proclaimed the decree forbidding the burial of her brother, nor has d{x1, who

dwells with those below, laid down such laws among men. Nor does she think

"' At lines 58-60 Ismene, Antigone's sister, considers the consequences of burying Polyneices:
'Now consider, when we are the only two remaining, how much worse our death will be, if we
transgress the decree or power of the tyrants contrary to vopog' (viv 8 ab pova 81 var
Aehewppéva ondmel/ 0@ vaxiot 0holued’, el vopov Bl / YHdov Tvpdvvmy 1) xpdtn
10€ELeY). The vOpog which Ismene is concerned with in this passage is the 'custom' or
'convention' that one must obey the decree of an absolute ruler. Ismene is not equating Creon's
decree, which she calls a Yfdpog, with vopog. In fact, by using vopog in an entirely different
sense, she seems to be 'going out of her way' not to call it a vopoc. The decree to prohibit burial
was not voted on by an assembly, but was issued instead by an absolute ruler. The 'convention'
which Ismene, the daughter of the former king Oedipus, is worried about violating is not the
decree itself, but the 'norm' which regulates Theban life: following the orders of the ruler.
12 Several emendations have been made in this passage. I have followed the text of Griffith (1999)
for this passage.
" Translation mine; ottol ouvéyBely, dALd ovuphelv Epuv. Griffith (1999: 211) notes that
Antigone 'coins special terms to describe her own ¢pU0Lg and its inextricable involvement in
"family"": ouvéyBw and cupdLhéw are found nowhere else in classical Greek.
' Jebb (1900: line 523) summarises Antigone's sentiment: 'Even if my brothers hate each other
still, my nature prompts me, not to join Eteocles in hating Polyneices, but to love each brother as
he loves me'.
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that a decree from a man has the power to transgress the unwritten and immovable
laws of the gods, vOoupo Bed®v. According to Martin Cropp, 'competing attitudes
to vopog and its relationship to human authority lie at the heart of the play's
dialectic'.”

Creon's behaviour, on the other hand, is driven by the belief that his
actions are in line with what he believes to be 'right' or 'just' for the city. Creon's
standard for what is 'right' is determined by the vOpot, or principles, which guide
his rule. At lines 175-210 Creon describes these principles. He states that 'it is
impossible to know thoroughly the soul (Y Uymv), thought (podévnua), and
intellect (yvounv) of every man until he has been proven in both his rule and the
principles of administering' (175-177)."° The man who rules but does not say what
he thinks on account of fear is worthless, and he scorns the man who places a
friend above the city. He would never consider as a friend one who threatened his
city, which protects everyone. This last vopog is at odds with Antigone's own
position, when she states that she loves her brothers because they love her (523),
the implication being that it matters little whether their actions benefited their
native land. These are the principles by which Creon states he 'increases the
power of the city": ToLolod’ £y vopolol Thvd’ abEw oy (191)." These ruling
guidelines explain why Creon does not let familial relations interfere with his
resolution to punish by death anyone who does not obey his orders (486-490).

Creon's decision not to allow the burial of Polyneices, despite his familial relation,

' Cropp (1997: 150).
' Translation mine; Gpfyavov 8¢ Tavtog dvdog expabely / YPuyny Te 2ol GOV %ol
YVOUNV, TIOLV &V / aQyals Te »al VOUOLoLY EvIQUpNg daviy. Jebb notes that oy alg Te nol
vépoloty should be translated as 'duties of administration and law-giving'. At line 191 Creon
describes the principles which guide his rule as vopol. Since the intervening lines concern the
principles which shape Creon's administration, it would make more sense to translate aQyaig Te
%al vopolowy as 'his rule and the principles of administering'. Furthermore, nowhere in the
Antigone does Creon speak of his own decrees as vopot, or of himself as a 'law-giver'. Ultimately
Creon's yvaun fails him, since he fails to heed Haemon's advice, which he says will be useful if
he has any yvoun (719). This advice is that it is good to learn things from those who have good
counsel. Haemon advises Creon to set Antigone free, since the decisions he makes as ruler of
Thebes ought to be made for the wOALg rather than himself. Creon fails to follow this advice, and
suffers as a result.
"7 Translation mine. At lines 211-214 the Chorus states that 'these things are pleasing to you, son
of Menoeceus, to act this way to the one that is hostile and the one that is kind to the city. You
have the power to use every vOpog concerning the dead and as many concerning those alive'. The
Chorus does not state that Creon has created the vOpog that those who love the city should be
honoured, and those who are enemies of the state punished. The Chorus has simply stated that it is
Creon's 'right' to enjoy such vopot. These vépol are not the decrees themselves, but the principles
which guide Creon's rule and which informed his decision to prohibit the burial of an enemy and
punish anyone who has disobeyed this edict.
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is based on the vopol which have allowed him to increase the power of the state,
which has endowed him with power.

When Antigone finally emerges as the 'doer of the deed', she engages in a
dialogue with Creon, which reveals how their respective interpretations of vopo
have led them to believe that their actions are just. At line 447 Creon asks
Antigone if she knew of the proclamations made prohibiting the burial. She states
that she knew, which prompts the following response from Creon, who equates
his own proclamations with vopou for the first time in the text: 'And yet you dared
to transgress these vopoL?'"® In response to this statement Antigone states that it
was not Zeus who made this proclamation, nor was it 8{xm, who lives with the
gods below, who established these vopoL among men, nor does she think that
Creon's proclamations, being mortal, have the power to override the unwritten and
steadfast vOpupa of the gods (450-455)." Antigone has rejected Creon's equation
that his proclamations are vopot. To Antigone, Creon's decrees are simply edicts
issued by a man. They cannot override the vopol set by the gods or dixm who
dwells with the gods.

Creon's interest is not in protecting the vopol of the community, which
would have required the burial of one of its own, but the vopot which safeguard
the power of the city-state and his own rule. Although Creon is convinced that his
decision was in the interest of the Thebes, the community, in whose interest Creon
was supposed to be acting, becomes critical of Creon. In the stichomythia
between Creon and Haemon at lines 726-65, the audience and reader learn that
Creon is losing support for his edict prohibiting the burial of Polyneices. In
Creon's diatribe on the evils of insubordination he states that it is necessary to
obey the one whom the city sets up in power with respect to small things, as well
as justice and its opposite (666-667). He would never praise one who transgresses
the laws or does violence to them, or who would dictate to the one ruling.” In
response to Creon's vitriolic attack on Antigone, Haemon deferentially asks that
his father consider the public's opinion of the measures he has taken. The city, he

states, weeps for the girl, saying that no one was less worthy of this treatment, and

" Translation mine; xal ST’ £TdApag T0008° vepPalvely vopovg;
% 0l yag Tl poL Zevg nv 6 xmoiEag Téde, / 00§’ ) Ebvorrog TV xdtw Bedv Alxn / Tolo10d’
&v avBpmoLoLy MELoeV vOPOUGS, / 00dE 6BEVELY TOGODTOV GOUNV TG 0 / %xNnEUYyRad’ doT’
dyoartta xaohai Oedv / v dUvaoBal Ovntd v’ 6vO’ vmeQdQapely.

Y M Hpo nray QoQae
* This might be compared to Socrates' counterargument to Thrasymachus' claims that justice is in
the interest of the stronger at 338c. This point may be compared to note 11.
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that she perishes miserably for her glorious actions, not allowing her own
brother's body to be torn by dogs and birds (663-668). He frames his argument
through the language of intelligence or intellect (yvaun), thought or sense
(poOVNHQ), and the soul (Yuyn), the very same attributes which Creon argues
cannot truly be known in a man until he has been tested in his rule and his vopot.

Haemon finishes his speech with two pieces of advice:

'For whoever thinks that he alone is wise, or that he has eloquence or the
soul which no other has, these men, having been revealed as such, are seen
as empty...for if I, young as I am, have some intelligence, I say that it is
best by far if a man is altogether full of knowledge; but that, since things
are not accustomed to go that way, it is also good to learn from those who

give good counsel (707-709, 719-723) .*!

00TLS YOO aUTOC 1 poovelv povog doxetl,

N YADGoav, 1)V oUx GALOGC, 1) Yuymv ExeLy,
ovtol dtamrvyBévieg dpOnoav xevoi (707-709).
YVOuUN Yo €l TG »or €pod vewTéQou
TRAOCEOTL, G EYWye MEESPEVELY TTOA

dOvaL TOV dvdpa TAVT’ EMOTAUNG TAEWV:

€L’ 0UV, PLhel Yo ToDTO P TahTY OETELY,

%OL TOV AEYOVTOV €V RAAOV TO pavOdavey (719-723).

Haemon's criticism of Creon is grounded in his conviction that the one who
believes that he alone possesses wisdom or has a soul that no other has is empty.
Haemon, on the other hand, believes himself possessed of good judgement. These
qualities —wisdom, soul, and judgement—are the very same qualities which
Creon argues cannot be truly known in a man 'until he has been proven in both his
rule and the principles of administering' (175-177).” In the lines that follow (719-
723), it becomes clear that Creon's vopoL have been tested, and that Haemon
rather than Creon possesses good judgement. Creon's intellect (yvaun), thought
or sense (poovnua), and soul (Yuym) have led him to the false convictions

regarding his role as ruler and whose interests he protects as ruler. In response to

2! Translation mine.
22 . .
“* Translation mine.
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Creon's question '[m]ust I rule this land for another and not for myself?* Haemon
states '[y]es, there is no city that belongs to a single man' (736-37).>* Creon then

5 to which Haemon

asks '[i]s it not thought that the city belongs to its ruler?',
retorts that Creon would be an excellent ruler of a deserted city (738-39). After
accusing Haemon of acting contrary to what is right (743), Creon states that he is
only saying such things out of respect for the gods. The interaction between Creon
and Haemon indicates that Creon's edicts had fallen out of line with the vopou of
the community, which believes that Antigone has acted gloriously in burying her
brother, and that she is not worthy of punishment. Creon's defence of his actions
suggests that the decisions he made were not in the interest of the community, but
in the interest of the political institution.

Creon's adamance that his convictions are 'right' lies in an underlying
commitment to the city, and his belief that the gods determine whether an action
is 'right/just' and 'wrong/unjust' by its relationship to the 'good' or 'interest' of the
state: actions which harm the state are 'wrong'; actions which benefit the state are
'good'. At line 208, Creon states that 'the bad will never surpass the just in honour'
(TLd) TROEEOVO” ol narol TOV EvOixwv).” According to Creon, he has denied
Polyneices a burial because he intended to burn the ground and gods of his native
land, consume kindred blood, and to enslave them (199-202). The 'just ones'
which Creon refers to, the ones who deserve a proper burial, are those who died
fighting for the city (194-95). The just are those who defend Thebes, the unjust
those who commit acts against it; the just should be honoured, but the unjust
should not. At lines 284-287 Creon equates his edict with the will of the gods,
thereby attributing his own belief that what is 'just' is determined by one's
relationship with the native land: the gods would not honour with burial one who
had come to destroy their temples and treasures, devastate the land and overturn

their vopot.” Once Creon learns that someone has buried Polyneices, the Chorus

suggests that perhaps the gods are responsible for the burial. Creon is outraged at

* Translation mine.
* Translation mine.
% Translation mine.
* Translation mine.
77 16TEQOV VIEQTIUMVTES (M EVEQYETNV / EXQUITTOV AVTOV, BOTIC AUdLXIOVAS / VAOE
mEMowv NABe xavabiuata / xal yiv éxelvav zal vopoug diaoxed®v; The phrase which is
used to describe the overturning of vopol is vopoug diaaxed@v. Jebb notes that the verb
dtaoxed- is used only twice by Sophocles in the extant works. Each time it refers to the
dissolution of a treaty (Oed. Col 620) or the power of a king (Oed. Col. 1341). Creon feared that
the vépot, or the mutually agreed upon norms or general apathy, which facilitated his continued
rule, would be questioned and possibly reversed with the invasion of Polyneices.
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the Chorus' anxiety over the matter. The gods would not, in his judgment, bury
someone who sought to destroy the political and cultural institutions of the state.
Creon notes that people have been murmuring and shaking their heads that they
hold their necks under the yoke unjustly in order to acquiesce (289-92). Creon
believes that what he is doing is just because he believes that the standard of
justice administered by the gods is the same as his own. The metaphor of the yoke
at 289-92 suggests that a state which places its own preservation above the
protection of the community's vopou is enslaved.

Creon and Antigone differ with respect to their views on vopog, and
consequently with respect to what is just as well. Antigone argues that she cannot
be expected to hate Polyneices, whom she is disposed by nature to love (523). It is
nature which requires her to perform the rites due to a loved one, the same rites,
or vopoL, required by the gods. Unlike Creon, who believes that the gods require
that one who has committed acts against them be dishonored, Antigone does not
let her brothers' actions towards Thebes alter her love for them. The gods, even
the god of death, require these vopot, namely that Antigone bury Polyneices, even
though he died trying to destroy the land (519). Antigone, like Heraclitus,
believed that the vopol of the gods are common to all. Antigone's love for her
brother and the vOpoL which she invokes in defence of the burial exist in
accordance with ¢pUoLg. The idea that men are alike by nature but divided by
vopoL, an idea expressed by Hippias (Plat. Protag. 337¢6-d2), can be drawn from
the struggle between Antigone and Creon: the vopotr which shape Creon's rule
divide Polyneices and Eteocles. But for Antigone, the honours accorded the two
brothers should be the same, since they are both loved by her by 'nature'. 'Nature'
and the vopot, which exist in accordance with ¢pU0oig, unite the brothers, but the
vopol of Creon, which are determined by the interests of the 'state' rather than
'nature', divide them. With respect to vopot, Antigone stands on the side of
nature: 'she defends those relations and aspects of life that man possesses by the
given conditions of his birth against those which he creates by strength and
force' >

Antigone's struggle was commented upon by Aristotle in the Rhetoric
(1373b). According to Aristotle there were two types of laws, one particular and

the other common. Particular vopou fell into two categories: written and

* Segal (1999: 155).
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unwritten. Common laws (rowvol vopot) were those which existed in accordance
with nature. Aristotle notes that all men have a common idea of what was just and
what was unjust even if there was neither sharing nor agreement between them.”
Thucydides also referenced 'common laws' in his summary of the stasis of
Corcyra. At 3.84.2: '[i]lndeed men too often take upon themselves in the
prosecution of their revenge to set the example of doing away with those general
laws to which all alike can look for salvation in adversity, instead of allowing
them to subsist against the day of danger when their aid may be required'.”” Both
Thucydides and Aristotle agree that men have a common idea of what is just, even
if men dispute the justness of actions. For Thucydides, conflicts concerning what
1s 'just' emerge when the interests of the 'state' are given priority, a situation which
arises when men act in accordance with a vopog that 'by a necessary law of their
[men's] nature, they rule wherever they can' (5.105.2).*' In such situations, men
either subvert the standards of justice, as Thucydides' Spartans do, in order to
claim that their actions are 'just', even though their actions are contrary to the
common vopot of the Greeks. Or they deny the relevance of justice altogether, as
Thucydides' Athenians do, even though, at the same time, by making the
Mytileneans 'autonomous' they feign a concern for justice. Creon, in seeking
vengeance for Polyneices' betrayal of the city, has repealed the xowvol vopou of
the Greeks by forbidding his burial. As predicted by Thucydides, the one who has
sought revenge and repealed these vOpoL has recourse to them once he realises the
error of his ways. But Creon is too late, and his desire for revenge has left him
bereft of a family. It is the 'common laws' (xotvol vopol), according to Aristotle,
which Antigone uses to support her argument that it is just to bury Polyneices, as,
in Aristotle's own words, it is just to do so by nature. Kerferd rightly points out

that Antigone does not speak of nature as a criterion for justice, but rather speaks

P rEyo 88 vOpov TOV pgv 1dlov, TOV 8¢ %owvov, IOV PV TOV £XA0TOLS MQLOMEVOV TTQOG
aUTolg, ®al TOVTOV TOV UEV AYQAPOV, TOV OE YEYQUUUEVOV, OLVOV OE TOV %aTd GUOLY. E0TL
v6o TL O pavietovral mdvieg, poeL ooV dixatov xal Gdov, xav undeulo xovmvia
7Q0g dAAHAoUg N undE cuvefn, olov %al ) Soporhiéovg Avirydvn dalvetal Aéyovoa, 8t
dlnarov amegnpévou BAYat tov ITohvvelxn, g dpOGeL Ov ToTTO diRaLoV.
** Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); &ELoD0( T TOVG %OLVOUE TEQL TAV TOLOVTWV Of
avBowmoL vopoug, ad’ Ov dmaotv EAmg vmdxrertal opareiol xav avtovg StacpLechal, &v
dMwv Tpwelals mooxrataliely xal ui roleleadat, el mote doa TG ®vdLVEDTAG TIVOG
denoetat avTOV.
*! Translation Crawley, Strassler edition (1996); fiyoUueOa yao t6 te Bglov 8GEN 1O
avOphmeldV Te 0ad®Os St Tavtog VO Gphoewg dvayraiag, ov &v xeartf, doyew. For a more
complete discussion of this passage see Chapter Five.
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of vOuupa, especially those which are unwritten.”” For Antigone the vépot which
are common to all and are derived from ¢Uo1Lg are the familial bonds which
require that she honour all members alike.

The relationship between vopog and ¢pvoLg is not always so implicit. An
'objective' perspective, but 'objective' only in the sense that the perspective is
neither Antigone's nor Creon's, is given by the Chorus in the Second Song, often
referred to as the 'Ode to Man'. In these lines (332-383) the Chorus delves into an
excursus on the relationship between vopog and ¢pUoLg. Some have suggested that
the divergence of ideas expressed in this passage indicates that Sophocles is
giving the reader his own insights rather than those of the elderly men of Thebes
who comprise the Chorus. For Griffith this ode invites the audience to explore
themes elicited by the play; it matters little whether these ideas are Sophocles'
own, or whether they were intended for the Chorus.” The greater theme in this
passage is the role of vopog and ¢p0oLg in the emergence of 'man' as a social
being. In the first strophe and antistrophe the Chorus describes how man has
conquered nature and gained control over animals: he can sail the sea, he works
the oxen to plough the fields, he can trap birds and snare wild animals, and he can
catch fish with nets. He subdues horses with the yoke and bulls too.

In the second strophe and antistrophe the theme of the Chorus switches
from scenes of nature to scenes of domesticity. Whereas previously man's task
was to tame nature, now man must tame himself in order to be 'civilised'. Man has
learned speech, thought and the temper of mind to dwell in cities so that he not be
subject to the forces of nature, such as frost, rain, and sickness.* The only force of
nature which man cannot escape through skill is death, which is inevitable. The
Chorus then acknowledges that man can use his 'civilising skills', especially the
skills of language, thought, and temperament to dwell in cities, for either good or
bad. It is at this point that the Chorus states that he is honoured in the city who
respects the vopot of the land and the justice which men swear to observe by
oaths to the gods; without a country is the one to whom evil is linked for the sake

of daring (368-71).%°

** Kerferd (1981: 113).
** Griffith (1999: 11, 180).
Mool GOEYHA Ral Avepdey GOOVIIO %Al AOTUVOROVS / 0QYac Ed1dGEaTOo (355-56). Jebb
(1900: line 355) defines dotuvopovg 0QYag as ' those feelings which lead men to organise social
life, and to uphold the social order by their loyalty'.
331 have borrowed the translation of Be@v gvooxrov d(xav from Jebb (1900).
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The 'temper of mind to dwell in cities', which the Chorus lists as one of the
skills acquired by man, resides in man's adherence to the vopol of the community
which protect and bind or unite it. More specifically, the vopog which Antigone
refers to as justification for her actions is the following: if her husband had died
she could have married again, and she could have had more children if a child had
died, but a brother cannot be replaced since both her parents are dead (909-912).%
This vopog is the bond of familial love which exists by 'nature'. Observance of
burial vopot, which one would, under normal circumstances, feel obligated to
follow from an unconditional, reciprocal love is intensified by Antigone's dire
family situation. The task of the 'state' or any political institution is to protect the
right of the community to live in accordance with these vopoL. But when the
vopot of the community are at odds with the vopol of the state there is civil
unrest. This is the antithesis which frames the conflict between Antigone and
Creon. In the 'Ode to Man', the audience and reader learn that one who lives in
accordance with the vopol of the community is not subject to exposure on
inhospitable hills and the sharp arrows of rain. Antigone, by acting in accordance
with the divine vopoL, is acting in accordance with the vopot which bind the
community, but in doing so she has defied the vopou of the state issued by
Creon.” Ismene, equating Creon's edict with vopog (59), points this out to
Antigone (43). Antigone herself realises this when she states that she is acting
contrary to the will of the citizens (908). In the end, Antigone likens herself to
Niobe, who turned to stone on a mountaintop and was subjected to pelting rain
(823-833). Paradoxically, by obeying the vopou of the land and justice sworn by
oaths to the gods, Antigone has failed to dispose herself of a temperament
necessary for dwelling in cities, and, as a consequence, she suffers the very fate
that such a temperament is meant to circumvent. By choosing to be atovopog—
to live in accordance with the vopou of nature — Antigone has failed to have the
temperament to dwell in a city (dotvvopog, line 355). Had Creon not subverted
the vopou of Thebes to serve the interest of the leader rather than the community,

Antigone's 'autonomous' behaviour would have been dotvvopog.

3 1{vog vopou &1 Tadta mog xdow Aéyw; / OIS uév &v pot zathavovrog EAhog My, / xal
7aig A GAhov GwTdg, el ToDd’ Humharov, / pnteods 8 év Adou xal atQog xexevboToLy /
ol €0t adehdog 6oTis Gv PAEaTOL TOTE.
%7 Creon believes that he is acting in the best interests of the 'state' by prohibiting the burial of
Polyneices whose acts violated the gods and the native land of Thebes. But Creon has failed to
consider that though his actions may defend the 'land' or the 'state', they are not in the best interests
of the community, which is comprised of individuals, bound by birth.
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The failure to comply with the message of the Chorus extends not only to
Antigone, but to Creon. By prohibiting the burial of Polyneices, who has burned
the temples and the offerings of the gods, Creon believes that he is 'honouring the
vopou of the land' and 'justice sworn by oaths to the gods'. But he is wrong. He
has failed to observe the vopou of the land by hastening the death of Antigone,
and he has failed to abide by 'justice sworn by oaths to the gods' by not allowing
the burial of Polyneices.” Creon ultimately recognises that his 'civilising skills'
have brought bad tidings after a visit from Tiresias, who warns Creon that his
'will' has brought a plague to the city (1015-1023) and a curse upon his family.
Creon's edict has brought xaxdv to both the oA and the oixoc.” The edicts
which Creon passes, which are sometimes equated with vopot, and the vopot, or
principles, which inform his rule, serve to protect the interests of the state, the
very same state which validates Creon's rule. The fact that Creon believes that his
decisions are in the interest of the 'land and therefore 'just' makes him more
sympathetic as a character than one who whose rule was guided solely by self-
interest, such as Thucydides' Athenians.

At lines 368-71 the Chorus states that without a country is the one to
whom evil is linked for the sake of daring. Presumably, the one whose daring has
led to a 'bad’ or 'evil' act is Antigone, whose actions are described as an act of
daring throughout the play, and whose behaviour may bring ruin to Thebes.
Creon, on the other hand, is the 'civiliser' who is 'high in the city' through his
loyalty to the laws and gods of Thebes. But by the end of the play it is clear that
this is not the case. After Antigone has gone to her death asking all to see what
she suffers at the hands of men for having shown reverence, Tiresias, the blind
seer enters. He informs Creon that a plague has befallen Thebes: the altars and
sacred hearths are polluted with dogs and birds that have been feasting on the
body of Polyneices, and heaven will not hear their prayers. He advises Creon to
mend his ways, and, after a short dialogue where Tiresias refutes Creon's charge
that he has been bribed to say such things, he reports that a curse will befall his

family.** After Tiresias' visit, Creon decides that he must follow his advice, since

* In hastening the death of Antigone one might argue that Creon is exerting control over the one
aspect of nature which has not been tamed by man's skill.
%% Said (1998: 287-89).
“ Taking money in exchange for lectures were common accusations brought against the sophists.
Creon has already stated that he believed that someone has buried Polyneices for money.
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the seer has never been wrong before. He decides that he should free Antigone
and follow the 'established laws' by burying Polyneices.

The tragedy of the play is that Creon believes so strongly that what he is
doing is best for the city that he forsakes the 'laws of the land' and the 'oaths
sworn by oaths to the gods'. His downfall ultimately lies in his belief that whether
a person's actions are deemed 'just/right' or 'unjust/wrong' depends on whether the
action has benefited or harmed the state. These vopoL do not protect the interests
of the community over which the state rules, and, consequently, the vopol enacted
by Creon defend the interests of the state, but they are not in accord with the
interests of the community, which is concerned with the vopot which exist in
accordance with ¢pUoig. This is the case with the burial of Polyneices, who was an
enemy of the state, but who is bound by nature to a member of the community.
This play asks the reader to consider how competing standards of what is 'just'
emerge when two groups determine what is 'just' by appealing to two different
sets of vopoL, one of which serves to protect the interests of the city-states, while
the other binds the community. This trend or polemic is best paraphrased by
Aristotle in the Sophistic Elenchi (173a7-18): 'A widespread ropos causes men to
utter paradoxes in the application of the standards of nature and law, as Callicles
1s represented as doing in the Gorgias, and which all the ancients regarded as
valid; for according to them Nature and Law are opposites, and justice is a fine
thing according to law, but not so according to nature'.*' Aristotle continues by
giving advice for counterarguments and refutation, indicating that he is referring
to the Dissoi Logoi. For present purposes what is significant about this passage is
that no distinction is made between 'human' and 'divine' vopot. For Antigone, the
vopot which she defends are the vopou which exist in accordance with the gods,
and which recognise the bonds of nature which bind a community. These vopoL—
that she bury her brother —exist in accordance with a familial bond which exists
by nature. Creon does not subvert what is just as Thucydides' Spartans do, nor
does he argue that he has no need to consider what is just since he is stronger, as
Thucydides' Athenians do. Instead Creon believes that what is just is determined
by the gods, who have Thebes' best interests in mind when establishing standards

of justice.

*! Translation Kerferd (1981: 113).
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As discussed in the previous chapter, Thucydides is engaging in a
discussion of 'justice' by considering whether what is 'just' is determined by the
vopor—both laws and conventions, or even culture —or by ¢pvoLs. Both
Sophocles and Thucydides are concerned with what is 'just', a concern which
would have occupied many who witnessed the events of the Peloponnesian War.
And Sophocles, like Thucydides, frames the story of Antigone in terms of vOpog
and ¢pUoLg. Ismene sees her own ability to act as determined by the rule of the
strong: 'Since they who rule us now are stronger than we, in this and worse than
this we must obey them' (63-64).** This might be interpreted as a case of 'might
makes right' or 'might excludes right' were it not for the fact that Creon seems to
truly believe that his actions would be condoned by the gods whose temples were
ravaged by Polyneices. The tragedy lies not in the devastating family losses
suffered by both Antigone and Creon, but in the fact that both Antigone and
Creon believed that justice was on their side, and both believed that they were
acting rightly by acting in accordance with their own vopot, Antigone with the
vopou of religious institutions which reaffirm the bonds which exist by nature,
and Creon with the vopou or principles which give power to his authority.

Sophocles' singular use of 'autonomous' in the Antigone draws its meaning
from the tragedy of the play: Creon and Antigone both believe that their actions
are 'just'. Creon believes that his actions are 'just' because they are in accordance
with his own beliefs, or vopot, that what is in the interest of the state is 'just’. He
believes that the gods adhere to the same standard of 'justice'. Antigone believes
that her actions are 'just' because they are in accordance with the vopou of the
gods which exist by nature. As Antigone is led to the cave, the Chorus makes the

following statement:

Yet a glorious death, and rich in fame

Is yours; you go to the silent tomb

Not smitten with wasting sickness, nor
Repaying a debt to the sharp-edged sword;
But autonomous you go to the home

Of the dead while yet you are living.*’

2 Translation Kitto (1994).
* Translation Kitto (1994). It has been modified.
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UrOUV ®AeWVY ®al €movov €xovo’
€5 108’ améQym nedBog verbwv;
ovte pOwvdoLy mnyeloa voooLg
oVte Elpéwv émiyelpa hayodo’,
AL’ aitOvopog Cdoa povn om
Ovntav Aidnv xataffon (817-22).

The modern consensus of the Chorus' description of Antigone as 'autonomous' is
that this adjective simply meant that she went to her death of her own free will.
While Jebb has argued that Antigone is deemed autonomous because she was the
mistress of her own fate, Knox argues that the Chorus calls her autonomous
because she has chosen to live by her own law, and is therefore fully responsible
for her death.** The description of Antigone as 'autonomous' may simply be an
observation by the Chorus that she is 'observing her own law'.** As Jebb notes,
'the word is fitting, since she has set her laws (the "8e®v voupa") above Creon's.
The implied contrast is with the helpless victims of disease or of war'.** Although
it may seem that Sophocles has used 'autonomous' simply because she is living in
accordance with her own 'law', the prevalence of words with the avto- prefix
supports the hypothesis that Antigone's 'autonomous' state should be interpreted
within the structural antithesis of the plot: the struggle between divine and
manmade vopot. Like Thucydides, whose framing of the underlying causes of
conflict with the antithesis between vopog and ¢pioig shaped the way in which he
engages with 'autonomy', Sophocles' interactions with vopog and ¢pUoLg suggest
that he could not have used 'autonomous' without thinking about the relationship
of 'living in accordance with vopot' to this debate. Words prefixed by avto-
occur fifteen times in the text.*” For Griffith, the use of these words reminds the
audience that Antigone is 'a daughter who belongs in all respects to a uniquely
inward-turned, self-fixated family, a family characterised in this play as
hopelessly involved in ate'.** Although Campbell suggests that the avto- prefix in

the works of Sophocles serves an emphatic force, Loraux notes that the prefix

* Jebb (1900: note on line 821); Knox (1964: 66,n.8, 9).
* Griffith (1999: 268.
“ Jebb (1900: note on line 821).
7 abtdderdov (1,503, 696), avtopmowy (51), attoveyd (52), avtoxtovodvre (56),
avtdye- (172,306,900, 1175, 1315), avtdmpepv- (714), avtdvopog (821), avtoyévvnt-
(864), attodyvoTtog (875).
8 Griffith (2005: 94).
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'speaks of the blood-tie as a place of incest, of parricide [and fratricide], and of
suicide'* As Griffith, Campbell and Loraux have shown, Sophocles was attentive
in his use of compound words formed from the avto- prefix, and as Loraux
suggests, they are suggestive of a greater meaning in the text. Rather than assume
that Sophocles has described Antigone as 'autonomous' because she is living in
accordance with her own 'law', it may be the case that Sophocles has situated
Antigone as a character caught in the conflict between vopog and ¢pUoLg.

Ostwald points out that this passage poses its own problems: it is the only
instance in fifth-century literature where the adjectival form is attributed to an
individual, as opposed to a group of people or a state.”® Ostwald concludes that the
original meaning must have been a political one, and that by 441 it was common
enough that the poet was able to use it metaphorically. Ostwald compares this use
of avtdvopog to Thucydides' pejorative reference to amodypoveg, those who do
not take part in politics (2.40.2). Those who live contrary to the practices of the
majority pose a threat to the state even if they were to live in isolation: 'The
avtovopio of these ampdypoveg, conceived as conceded to them by the state, is
treated as every bit as asocial as Antigone's defiance of Creon's vopot, and the use
of the adjective emphasizes their isolation from the rest of the patriotic
community'.”*

A comparison between Thucydides' use of 'autonomous' in the narration of
Plataea's destruction and Sophocles' description of Antigone as 'autonomous'
provides insight into structural themes, such as how one determines what it 'just',
which shape each author's interpretation of what it means to be 'autonomous'.
Antigone's decision to act in accordance with the 'unwritten vopou' of the gods
ultimately leads to her tragic demise. Although initially the community sides with
Creon, by the end of the play the majority sides with Antigone. Creon's support
may be attributed to the yoke which Creon himself admits the majority believes is
a burden on them. The community would not have felt sympathetic to Antigone's
cause if they did not identify in some way with Antigone's struggle. They, like

Antigone, would feel that familial bonds which exist by nature override any edicts

# Campbell (1879: 1.101.6); Loraux (1986: 167); Griffith (1999: 120).

30 Ostwald (1982: 10-11).

ST Ostwald (1982: 14). The apragmones defy characterisation as a particular social class, but are
generally recognised as individuals who practice a policy of quietude rather than active
participation in government. Connor (1992: 175-98); Christ (1998: 66, 166); Carter (1986: 99-
130).
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of the state. Thus Antigone's 'unwritten vopol' are the vopotr which bind the
community and which exist by nature. When Sophocles describes Antigone as
‘autonomous' he is exposing the real tragedy of 'autonomy': to act in accordance
with what one deems 'right' ultimately leads to the inversion of the natural order;
had Antigone not acted in accordance with what she considered 'right', she would
not have died at an early age contrary to nature.

Furthermore, Antigone's tragic fate, brought about by her decision to live
in accordance with her own vopot, allows Sophocles to subtly comment on the
tragedy inherent in living in accordance with vopou that do not serve the interests
of the stronger. This theme is also addressed by Thucydides, as autonomous city-
states such as Plataea and Mytilene, in asserting their autonomy, must make a
choice between two paths, both of which are equally devastating. For the
Plataeans, this means either remaining loyal to Athens and angering Sparta, or
siding with Sparta and angering Athens. For Mytilene, the choice was to continue
assisting in the league's missions, thereby facilitating their own eventual
subjugation, or revolt and incur the anger of Athens. The Athenians, like Creon,
were more concerned with the interests of the 'league’ and protecting its 'power’
than protecting the vopot of the communities which was the task for which they
were endowed with power in the first place.”” The tragedy of 'autonomy' was that
living in accordance with the interests and vopou of the community led to an
unnatural death.

Like Antigone, many Greek city-states would have suffered tragic ends
once they asserted their own 'autonomy' contrary to the interests of Athens.
Although Athenian comedy and tragedy was performed for Athenian audiences,
this does not mean that all plays must necessarily support an Athenian ideology.
Plays such as Aeschylus' Persians and the Eumenides glorified Athens' victory
over Persia and the rise of the civilised city.”> However, Goldhill notes that the
plays themselves often question the ideology that the ceremonies associated with
dramatic festivals promote.” Furthermore, Segal suggests that tragedy 'calls the
normative codes and the familiar institutions into question'.”® For Konstan, there is

a political 'undercurrent or subtext to the surface narrative of tragedy.” Pity is

>2 ¢.f. Chapter 3, section 2.
>3 Lattimore (1943: 83-93); Loraux (1980: 229-30); Macleod (1982: 124-44); Said (1983: 97-121).
3 Goldhill (1987: 73).
%% Segal (1986: 47).
%% Konstan (2007: 191).
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evoked in both the Antigone, as the community eventually sides with Antigone,
and in Thucydides' narration of the Plataeans. As Konstan notes, pity for the
Plataecans becomes a political consideration as pity itself is intensified and
politically charged once the Plataeans base their case on violations of religious
vopot. Thucydides was not unaware of the possibility of pity playing just as much
of a role in policy as considerations of interest or justice, as Cleon himself warns
the Athenians not to reverse their decision against the Mytileneans on account of
pity (Thuc. 3.40.2). While pity is not explicitly invoked by the Plataeans as a
defence, Macleod, like Konstan, notes that pity is the prevailing sentiment by the
end of the Plataean episode, even though the Thebans, like Cleon and Diodotus,
try to discourage it.”’ Similarly, pity is evoked for Antigone, who claims to be
defending the vopou of the gods.” According to Konstan, '[t]he Athenian theater
thus showed that pity as a personal sentiment did indeed affect politics: if it was
not itself a basis for policy, its implicit influence might nevertheless be manifested
in a judgment favorable to the unfortunate'.”” Although the vOpog concerning the
Mytileneans is reversed, the judgement against the Plataecans was not.”” The
Plataeans, like Antigone, both suffer the consequences of asserting their
‘autonomy'.

Although there is little evidence that the Athenians sympathised with their
allies, the recent movement to recognise in Athenian tragedy a critique of
Athenian ideology and civic institutions suggests that tragedy, while providing
entertainment, also encouraged the audience to consider alternative relationships
to civic institutions. The description of Antigone as 'autonomous' suggests that
Sophocles, like Thucydides, may have been considering the relative value and
consequences of living in accordance with vopou in the face of the harsh realities
of g0, which led to the structuring of society where the interests of the
stronger prevail. By attributing the concept of 'autonomy' to Antigone, the
Mytileneans and the Plataeans, Thucydides and Sophocles consider the limits of

vopol in preventing the weaker from becoming a casualty of the stronger's

*" Macleod (1977: 245-55); Konstan (2005: 49-50).
¥ Konstan (2005: 49-50)
% Konstan (2005:65).
50 At 3.37.4 Cleon refers to the Athenians' decision regarding Mytilene as a vopog. While
Winnington and Ingam (1965: 72) find it problematic that Thucydides refers to what should be a
YhdLopa as a vopog, Hansen (1978: 316) notes that the distinction between the two was not
explicit until the fourth century. Hornblower, therefore, suggests that Cleon's reference to the
Athenian decree is not problematic (1991: 423-24).
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interests. However, Sophocles offers a different interpretation of ¢0o1g, as, for
Antigone, living in accordance with ¢polg means honouring familial bonds,
which requires that she respect the vopou of the gods, as the gods themselves
determine what is 'just'. Creon, too, believes that his actions are 'just', as the gods,
like Creon, have equated what is 'just' with the interests of the city-state. The real
tragedy of the play is that everyone believes that what he or she is doing is 'just’
without recognising the power dynamic between the stronger and weaker that
ultimately skews their perception of what is just. While Thucydides' Athenians
recognise this, the Spartans, like Creon, fail to see that their own standard of
justice' conforms more to ¢pvoLg than vOpOG.

I am not suggesting that these texts have influenced one another, or that
there is evidence of intertextuality. Like Emily Greenwood, who argues that
Sophocles' Philoctetes and Book Eight of Thucydides are parallel texts,’’ I am
suggesting that Thucydides' and Sophocles' interpretation and treatment of
'autonomy' are parallel, and that this 'parallelism' only becomes apparent when
‘autonomy' is considered in light of the tension between vopog and ¢poig. Both
Thucydides' and Sophocles' presentation of the past and of the dynamics that
underly the conflict are framed through the antithesis between vopog and ¢pioLg.
Both examine the limited reality and dangers of living in accordance with vopou
when such vépol do not serve the interests of the stronger. Although Thucydides'
use of 'autonomy' may seem political, when read against Sophocles earlier
reflections of the relationship between vopog, ¢pvoig and autonomy, it becomes
clear that Thucydides' description of the Mytileneans and Plataeans as
autonomous may reflect an historical reality, but that he is using or has
constructed this reality in order to examine in detail the greater forces of ¢pUoLg

than vopog which both affect the behaviour and determine the actions of men.

Conclusion

While epigraphic evidence suggests that 'autonomy' or 'autonomous' was
used in a political context towards the end of the fifth and fourth centuries,
Sophocles did not explicitly use 'autonomous' in the political sense. Given the
number of times Sophocles used words with the avto- prefix, it seems impossible

that he would not have considered the relationship between 'autonomy' and the

1 Greenwood (2006: 83-108).
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debate between vopog and ¢puoig. The centrality of the conflict between the
vépol which govern Creon's actions and the vopol of the gods provide the
structural lens through which 'autonomous' should be interpreted.

An analysis of 'autonomy' in light of the antithesis between 'justice' as it
exists in accordance with vOpog versus 'justice' in accordance with ¢poLg
suggests that Sophocles and Thucydides were both considering the relative value
of what it means to 'autonomous' in a world structured by nature, in which the
interests of the stronger prevail. For both Sophocles and Thucydides, thinking
about the past was a philosophical enterprise which allowed them to consider not
necessarily 'what happened' but rather 'why things happen'. This process was
intrinsic to the 'craft' of the historian, and to deny philosophical influences would
be to deny the intellectualism of the historical process. Both Thucydides' and
Sophocles' philosophising of a political concept like 'autonomy' demonstrates how
inextricable philosophy and historiography were in the fifth century. The earliest
occurrence of 'autonomy' is often mistaken as being more philosophical than
political. Although Sophocles' treatment of vopog and ¢polg does render his
engagement with 'autonomy' more philosophical than political, when the political
context of the mid-fifth century is considered in light of 'autonomy's' own history
as a political concept, it seems that Sophocles may have scaled the conflict
between more powerful states and weaker ones that he witnessed during his own
time to a level which would personalise the struggle for many: he attributes the
same forces he saw at play in the relationship between stronger and weaker states
to the dynamics of the city-state and household. In this sense, Sophocles' Antigone
is a commentary on the dynamics underlying conflict during the fifth century, and
the powerlessness of living in accordance with vopotr when the interests of the

stronger prevail.
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Chapter 7: 'Freedom' and the Kalos kagathos

The following chapter will examine Xenophon's conceptualisation of
'freedom' and the relationship of this conceptualisation to his philosophical works.
Relativism and the vopog-¢UoLg antithesis shaped Herodotus' presentation of
'freedom' by providing a framework for considering 'freedom' from a Persian
perspective, which, in turn, encourages the reader to compare contemporary
Athenian behaviour in light of Persian practices. Thucydides, on the other hand,
considers the failure of language to prevent violence, when value-laden and
culturally embedded vocabulary such as 'freedom' was attributed to actions that
bear little semblance to the words used to describe them. Thucydides frames the
forces motivating the actions of men through the antithesis of vopog-¢piois. By
doing so he exposes the dangers of rhetoric, and more specifically the rhetoric of
freedom and the failure of 'autonomy' to protect city-states when language has
been destabilised, a situation which occurs act in accordance with ¢pUoLg instead
of vopot. As I have shown, both Herodotus and Thucydides make use of
'freedom' and 'autonomy' in ways which seem to reflect an historical reality.
However, both Herodotus' and Thucydides' interaction with these concepts reveals
the extent to which both historians engaged these concepts in a philosophical
exercise in order to comment on the contemporary politics, or to expose the role
played by nature, and, more specifically 'human nature', in exacerbating conflict.
Consequently, such terms may be regarded as more philosophical than historical.
The concepts of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' were used as tools to examine the
principles which underlie not only the conflict of the Peloponnesian War, but
conflict among men in general.

In the final two chapters I shall examine how Xenophon's own
philosophical position regarding 'freedom' influenced his use of the concept in his
historical writings. As I shall demonstrate, Xenophon may have been led by the
political turmoil in Athens following its surrender to consider the 'freedom!'
enjoyed by the elite who felt disenfranchised by the democracy. Xenophon
reconceptualises what it means for an individual to be 'free', and, in doing so,
creates a space for the elite, or the kaloi kagathoi, by prescribing that these
individuals possess the wisdom and skills necessary for management and for
doing what it best for the state. While Socrates serves as the best example of a
kalos kagathos in terms of being 'free' from vice and in possession of wisdom and
virtue, Xenophon presents Agesilaus as an example of how the kalos kagathos
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might be useful for the state. The decisions made by Agesilaus regarding the
enslavement of other Greeks and his enthusiasm for waging war against Persia, as
well as the examples of other generals who either promoted such enslavement or
warned against it, suggests that Xenophon felt that the kalos kagathos might best
serve Greece by promoting war not against fellow Greeks, but against Persians. In
this context the language of 'freedom' may be rehabilitated as useful in the
promotion of unification.

Few have assessed the role of 'freedom' in the narratives of fourth-century
historians. This, in part, is due to the fact that the evidence for freedom in the
fifth century makes that of later centuries seem scant. In Lessons from the Past,
Frances Pownall demonstrates that, even though fourth-century historians have
been disregarded for their unscientific approach to history, these historians, being
products of the sophistic movement, deserve attention, despite the moralising
tendencies for which they are often faulted.! According to Pownall, the attitudes
and beliefs of fourth-century historians, Xenophon in particular, were shaped by
their intellectual environment, and the emergence of 'moralising history' was in
large part due to a contemporary philosophical discourse.”> Xenophon was as much
a philosopher as he was an historian, and while he was always conscious of genre,
at times he wore the hat of the philosopher while writing history and vice versa.
History and philosophy can be so indistinguishable in Xenophon's works that
some, such as C. H. Grayson, cite Xenophon's penchant for moral exempla as
grounds for questioning Xenophon's intent to write history at all. Grayson sees
Xenophon's 'historical' works as more didactic than purely historical, an
observation which favours a more traditional Thucydidean interpretation of the
historical genre.’ Robin Waterfield suggests that Xenophon was so deeply
entrenched in philosophical discourse that he has been justly considered more a
philosopher than an historian.' Those who argue that Xenophon was a less

sophisticated thinker than Plato read Xenophon through the lens of Plato's

"'Pownall (2004: 1-4).
2 Pownall (2004: 5).
2 Grayson (1975: 35-38). Although, as I have shown, in the process of identifying the causes of
conflict between men through the antithesis of vopog and ¢pUotg, Thucydides was equally engaged
in a philosophical exercise as an historical one.
* Waterfield (2006: 189).
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Socrates rather than through the lens of 'wisdom literature which adopts a
rhetorical process'”’

Scholarship is divided on whether Xenophon was a reputable historian and
a poor philosopher, or a reputable philosopher but a poor historian. Rather than
discredit Xenophon for his focus on morality, his philosophical and historical
works should be seen as complementary. Whereas in the previous chapters of this
thesis it was necessary to gain insight into the historian's intellectual environment
from evidence external to the historian's work, Xenophon provides the reader, in
works such as the Memorabilia, with a guidebook for 'Xenophontic philosophy'.
As Seager and Tuplin note, between 400 and 386 freedom came to be regularly
exploited as a slogan in political and military campaigns in Asia Minor.’ Although
Xenophon himself provides evidence for such sloganeering, his own interaction
with 'freedom' in his historical texts is influenced by his philosophical relationship
to what it means to 'free'. This chapter will investigate how Xenophon
reconceptualises 'freedom'.

Xenophon's new understanding of what it means to be 'free' concerns the
private individual, and is central to understanding Xenophon's definition of what
it means to be a kalos kagathos. Steven Johnstone has shown that Xenophon's
redefining of the kalokagathos, a title typically reserved for aristocrats, as one
who engages in virtuous toil was not new; historically elites had always looked
for ways to distinguish themselves from other classes of society, whether through
birth, dress, or engagement in institutions such as symposia or hunting.” The
concept of the kalos kagathos was itself an invention of the mid-fifth century.
During the second half of the fifth century the term was associated with young
aristocrats such as Alcibiades, and by the end of the fifth century it came to be
associated with the oligarchy of Theramenes.® By Aristotle's time, kalokagathia
was regarded as a type of moral excellence that could only be achieved through a
leisurely lifestyle (Eth. Eud. 1249a). As Cairns has pointed out, while a variety of
authors describe individuals as kaloi kagathoi, the contexts in which an individual
is described as such do not necessarily contribute to an overall definition of what

constitutes a kalos kagathos, as different writers and different historical contexts

* Gray (1998: 24). For a more detailed discussion of the scholarship which has dismissed
Xenophon's philosophical works see Gray (1998: 1-7).
6 Seager and Tuplin (1980: 141, 144-146).
7 Johnstone (2010: 141-42).
¥ Bourriot (1995: 97-111).
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will lead to different conceptualisations of what it means to be a kalos kagathos.’
Once it became clear that the aristocratic model was no longer acceptable in
democratic Athens following the expulsion of the Thirty, Xenophon created his
own definition of what it meant to be an aristocrat, or a kalos kagathos, through
the teachings of Socrates.'’ Xenophon's Socrates is himself a kalos kagathos, and,
as such, he provides a model of an aristocratic noble living in a democratic
society."

The freedom which Xenophon is most concerned about in the context of
the kalos kagathos is not so much freedom relative to the city-state and the
institutions of the Athenian democracy, but rather the freedom of the individual.
As Christ has noted, there was a discourse of discontent among the wealthy that
the liturgies required of them were a form of slavery.'? In Xenophon's Symposium,
Charmides complains that a rich man is a slave in a democracy on account of the
liturgies required of the wealthy (4.32), and that, in a democracy, the poor are the
ones who are free (4.29, 31). Callias makes a similar argument at 4.45 when he
congratulates Antisthenes for not being a slave to the city. The equation of
nobility with slavery represented an inversion of social statuses which may have
led Xenophon to consider on a more individual level what it meant to be 'free’,
and how the 'free’ or 'noble' individual might be useful to the state independent of
the obligations of democracy. Kroeker has suggested that even though Xenophon
has traditionally been considered a supporter of oligarchy, Xenophon maintains
support for a fundamental ideology of democracy, which is reflected in his
concern for public speaking."” Similarly, Roscalla suggests that Xenophon's
purpose in creating an educated order of kaloi kagathoi is to restore some
elements of the oligarchic model in the democracy, but not necessarily to
undermine it.'"* Being free, for Xenophon, is equated with being free from the
vices which hinder one's ability to correctly define moral concepts and categorise
matters and positions accordingly, a quality which is essential for one to be a good

public speaker and provide the best advice for the state.

? Cairns (1997: 75-76).
' Wellman (1976: 312-13).
' Roscalla (2004: 117-18).
"2 Christ (2006: 188-89); Liddel (2007: 262-82).
" Kroeker (2009: 197-228). Although Vlastos (1982: 495-515) has argued that Xenophon's
Socrates is more committed to oligarchy than Plato's, Waterfield (2004: 107) notes that
Xenophon's Socrates is not entirely critical of democracy.
" Roscalla (2004:115-23); Seager (2001: 385-97).
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According to Xenophon's Socrates, one must be engaged in philosophical
exercise in order to be a kalos kagathos. An analysis of the relationship between
the person who has attained 'freedom' from vices, a prerequisite for becoming a
kalos kagathos, indicates that Xenophon has redefined 'freedom' from an
aristocratic perspective in order to preserve aristocratic elements in a democratic
society. Furthermore, the role which the kalos kagathos would ideally play in
politics suggests that Xenophon has provided this new concept of 'free' as a
remedy for the flaws of rhetoric. Thucydides exposes how language is
destabilised when when vopol themselves have been destabilised, thereby
allowing men to act in accordance with ¢pUoLg and disregard 'justice' or establish
standards of justice not in accordance with vOpot, but their interests. In situations
such as this, the destabilisation of language allows politicians to abuse the
language of freedom to serve their own interests. Xenophon, on the other hand,
redefines what it means to be 'free', and in doing so rehabilitates rhetoric and the
language of 'freedom' by prescribing that the one who possesses the capacity for
persuasion be able to define moral terms, such as 'justice', and understand whether
an action is just or unjust. Passages in Xenophon's philosophical works where
Socrates discusses whether 'freedom' and 'slavery' are just or unjust suggest that
Xenophon has rejected the notion that 'freedom' is inherently 'good' and 'slavery'
inherently 'bad'. In rejecting such beliefs Xenophon has rejected conventional
attitudes towards 'freedom' and 'slavery'. This rejection has allowed him to
consider how these concepts might be useful for the individual and, by proxy, the
state.

By Xenophon's time the Persian Wars had become symbolic of unity
among the Greeks, as this was the last time in Greek history that the Greeks
united for a common cause. Since the common cause, 'freedom', only existed so
long as the Persian threat was looming, there was a tendency in the fourth century
to vilify Persia with arguments that the Persians were different by 'nature' rather
than 'convention'. Passages from Xenophon's historical words in which 'freedom'
was used rhetorically suggest the historian felt that 'freedom' was divisive, a
rabble-rousing concept, which served to incite conflict rather than prevent it. For
Xenophon, the concept of political 'freedom' was powerless to promote
unification. But Xenophon does not entirely abandon the rhetoric of 'freedom'. In
his philosophical works, Xenophon defined 'freedom' as 'self-control' —the ability

to resist temptations and vices which enslave a person. The education of one who
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wanted to enter the ranks of the kaloi kagathoi stressed the importance of self-
control and 'freedom' from vices. Xenophon considered how one who was 'free'
could be useful for the state, and how one who was useful might employ 'freedom'
in rhetoric without deceit. By emphasising the relationship between 'freedom' and
the Persian Wars, Xenophon played an integral role in the emergence of historical
exempla for moralising purposes. 'Freedom' could be used for positive purposes in
rhetoric, but it must be carefully contextualised so as to avoid polemic.
Xenophon's treatment of 'freedom' indicates that there was a growing
awareness in the fourth century that 'freedom' could be used for negative
purposes. Xenophon's response to the rhetorical exploitation of 'freedom’ differs
from Herodotus' and Thucydides' in that he redefines what it means to be free. He
does not 'play’ with 'freedom' as Herodotus, who considers how societies with
different vopol might define 'freedom’ in different ways, does. Nor does he
expose the limits and dangers of 'freedom' or rhetoric in general when it has been
destabilised as Thucydides does. While Herodotus' and Thucydides' seek to
understand the principles underlying conflicts between men by engaging in
frameworks popular in the fifth century such as relativism, vopog-¢poig, and
questions concerning the ability of language to reflect reality, Xenophon redefines
what it means to be free. As [ shall demonstrate, Xenophon's response to
language, and more specifically 'freedom' reflects a philosophy which was rooted
in opposition to the sophists. The following chapter will examine the relationship
between Xenophon's historical and philosophical works, and, more specifically,
how Xenophon reconceptualises 'freedom' for political purposes through the
philosophical education of the kaloi kagathoi, and the model of Socrates' own

lifestyle.

7.1  Anti-sophistry and Xenophon's Socrates

Before beginning an analysis of 'freedom' and 'slavery' in Xenophon's
philosophical works, it is necessary to examine the intellectual climate which
gave shape to Xenophon's ideas. Xenophon wrote in the Anabasis that Proxenus
the Theban, an old friend who was responsible for Xenophon's participation in the
expedition of the Ten Thousand, was educated by Gorgias (2.6.16)." In addition

to Proxenus, Xenophon interacted with many considered to be sophists who

" Proxenus promised to make Xenophon a friend of Cyrus if he accompanied him on the
campaign. For a discussion of the sophists see pages 55-55, 125-29.
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appear in dialogue with Socrates in Memorabilia, such as Antiphon, Aristippus,
Antisthenes, Prodicus, and Hippias who undoubtedly influenced and shaped his
thoughts on language and morality.'® The sophists were empiricists who believed
that concepts such as 'good' varied between individuals and societies, and could,
therefore, be used as persuasive tools if one were to take advantage of the
ambiguity arising from the use of such terms."” Xenophon aimed to tackle the
problem which he saw exacerbated by the sophists by providing concrete
definitions for moral concepts, the subversion of which had infected speech.
Xenophon was not only an acquaintance of Socrates, but also spent a
substantial portion of his writing career immortalising the philosopher's ideas.
Although some have argued that he cannot be a reliable source for Socrates, Gray
has noted that he was in Athens up until the trial of Socrates, and that Socrates
was most likely at his peak while Xenophon was in Athens. Furthermore,
Xenophon's exile in Scillus was not really an exile from philosophy, since there
were schools of philosophers throughout the Peloponnese.'® In Plato's dialogues
Socrates attacked the sophists on the grounds that their teachings undermined and
devalued morality. Like Socrates' teachings and Plato's dialogues, Xenophon's
ideas and writings were shaped by his dislike for the methods of the sophists.

Xenophon made no effort to hide his disdain:

I have written the way I have, however, because my purpose is to produce
a sound treatise, and one which is designed to increase people's knowledge
and virtue, not their Sophistic skills. I want it to be useful, not just to seem
useful, because then it will never be refuted. The Sophists' intention in
lecturing and writing is to deceive others for their own gain; they do no
one any good at all. There has never been in the past nor does there exist
now a knowledgeable Sophist; in fact, they are all perfectly happy to be
called Sophists, which to a right-thinking man is a term of reproach. My
advice, then, is to be wary of the instruction offered by Sophists, but not to

disregard the considered opinions of philosophers (Cyn. 13.6-9)."

' Gray (1998: 5).

'7 See pages 50-52. Guthrie, Sophists (1971: 187, n.3).

' Gray (1998: 5).

' Although the authenticity of this work has been questioned, Gray has demonstrated that there is

no reason not to include it among the corpus of Xenophon's writings (1985: 162-72). Translation

Waterfield (2004: 83-84). »altol yéyoamral ye oVtwg, (va 60BMOG €xN, »al U1 6OPLOTIROUG
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Although both Xenophon and Plato inherited a common goal of defending
traditional morality, Xenophon's objective was to preserve the memory of
Socrates by making his teachings accessible to a wider audience. Xenophon only
reported as much Socratic philosophy as was necessary to create a work which
would be useful, and, at the same time, combat moral decline. Unlike Plato,
whose mission was to create a new discipline of philosophy, one clearly
distinguishable from its predecessors, Xenophon's goal was to popularise the
teachings of Socrates. In keeping with his belief that his works should be useful,
Xenophon chose to portray Socrates as a teacher rather than a philosopher.”’
Although Socrates himself was not political by the standard of Plato, the role of
Xenophon's Socrates was to prepare others for a role in politics (Mem. 1.6.15).%'
Xenophon openly espoused contempt for the sophists, yet in the passage
below (Mem. 1.2.10-11) he appeared as an advocate for persuasion, which was
one of the trademarks of the sophists, who could make any argument or position

seem to be the stronger one.

But I hold that they who cultivate wisdom and think they will be able to
guide the people in prudent policy never lapse into violence: they know

that enmities and dangers are inseparable from violence, but persuasion

70Lf) GG 00POUS %Al AyaBoic: ob yao doxrelv attd BovAopat parlov #) elval yofhoua,
tva aveEéleynta ) eig del. of codlotal & Emi T EEamatav Aéyovot xal yoddovow ém Td
EQUTAV %£QOEL, %Ol 0OVOEVA 0VOEV MHELODOLY: 0VOE YO 0ODOC AVTMV EYEVETO OVOELS OUVY’
EoTLV, GG 2al GQEl ExAoT codGLOTHY %ANOfjvaL, & E0Tv BVELdOC TaQd Ye eV pOVODaL.
TO PEV OVV TOV 0OPLOTOV TUQUYYEALOTA TAQA® GurdTTeoBal, Td 8¢ TOV PLAocdPmv
evOuvpnpota p) atpudlery.

* Waterfield (2004: 83-86); Scott (2000: 13-15); Nehamas (1992: 293-94); Morrison (1987a: 119-
39).

2 Waterfield (2004: 105. See also 2.2.39, 47); Morrison (1994: 181-208). In popularising Socrates,
Cooper (1999:8) notes that Xenophon abandoned more esoteric questions concerning
epistemology and ontology in favour of practical wisdom. Xenophon went to great lengths to show
that despite Socrates' sparse and frugal lifestyle (1.2.1-8; 1.3.5-9; 1.6.2-3), he, like everyone else,
abided by the gods and did his duty to the state (1.3.1-4). In fact, upon asking the oracle at Delphi
what his duty was concerning sacrifice, Socrates received the answer that he should follow the
custom of the state, for this was the way to act piously (1.3.1). By presenting Socrates as someone
with whom a reader could easily identify Xenophon distanced him from the charges commonly
brought against the sophists. As Gray (1998: 25) notes, the '[t]he question was not whether
Xenophon was capable of understanding Socratic process or doctrine, but why he chooses to
present it as he does'. For Gray (1998: 177) the rhetorical pieces in the Memorabilia are
themselves an argument, even though the individual conversations seem disparate; Xenophon has
chosen this particular medium, a more traditional medium of wisdom literature, in order to reach a
'hostile audience' who had little sympathy for Socrates. Furthermore, as Cooper (1999: 3-28)
notes, Xenophon, as an historian himself, provides much evidence of an historical Socrates.
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produces the same results safely and amicably. For violence, by making its
victims sensible of loss, rouses their hatred: but persuasion, by seeming to
confer a favour, wins goodwill. It is not, then, cultivation of wisdom that
leads to violent methods, but the possession of power without prudence.
Besides, many supporters are necessary to him who ventures to use force:
but he who can persuade needs no confederate, having confidence in his
own unaided power of persuasion. And such a man has no occasion to
shed blood; for who would rather take a man's life than have a live and

willing follower?*

Although Xenophon made no attempt to hide his scorn for the sophists, in this
passage he argued that rhetoric was a viable alternative to violence, despite the
fact that the ambiguity of words was one of the methods employed by the sophists
as a persuasive tactic. The following sections will be an exploration of
Xenophon's Socratic philosophy. This philosophy, which establishes the criteria
for becoming a kalos kagathos, redefined what it meant to be 'free' or 'enslaved'.
By personalising the concepts of 'freedom' and 'slavery', Xenophon was able to
rehabilitate rhetoric as a useful tool for political purposes. Furthermore, the
relationship between rhetoric and the kalos kagathos demonstrates that he was
thinking about historical themes when he redefined 'freedom' and 'slavery' from a
philosophical perspective, and in doing so, he has made an argument for the
usefulness of the kaloi kagathoi, or those who formerly occupied aristocratic

circles, in politics.

7.2 Self Control and Kalos Kagathos: Redefining Individual Freedom
Xenophon's definition of the kalos kagathos formed the foundation of his
philosophical writings. His belief that his writing should be useful was
exemplified by his portrayal of Socrates' pedagogy, which aimed at teaching men
to be kaloi kagathot, or members of the 'elite', through philosophy. This word,
typically reserved for Athenian gentlemen estate owners, was redefined by
Xenophon as a word to describe those who possess particular knowledge, the

acquisition of which was Socrates' ultimate goal of his teaching.” Although many,

22 Translation Marchant (2002).
¥ Waterfield (2004: 96). He argues that Xenophon tweaks the meaning of the kalos kagathos in

order to make it fit Socrates.
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including Critias and Alcibiades, came to Socrates to gain knowledge of politics,
Socrates' true aim was to teach men, not so that they might shine in the courts or
assemblies, but in order that they might become kaloi kagathoi. The defining
feature of the kalos kagathos was doing one's duty to friends, family, city and
fellow citizens, with regard to both the house and household (Mem. 1.2.47-48). In
order to be considered a kalos kagathos and meet these goals, one must be able to
correctly define and categorise virtues and things (;ipdypota). Once one can do
this, one is able to do what is best and advantageous. Thus one who cannot
correctly define what 'enslavement' is cannot correctly determine whether it is to
be categorised as a 'just' or 'unjust' action.”* If one cannot determine whether
'enslavement' is 'just' or 'unjust', one cannot offer advice on the best course of
action. And if one cannot do this, one cannot persuade people to do what is in
their interests.

In Xenophon's philosophical works, the reader encounters an altogether
new interpretation of what it means to be 'free'. This novel form of 'freedom' plays
an integral role in Xenophon's philosophical agenda: one must be 'free' from
temptation and in control of one's self in order to define and categorise. Robin
Waterfield's exploration of intertextuality in Plato's and Xenophon's Apology not
only provides evidence for their respective agendas, but, for present purposes,
underpins the role of 'freedom' in Xenophon's philosophical writings.”> Rather
than responding that there was no one wiser than Socrates, as the oracle in Plato's
Apology responded (Plat. Ap. 21a), the oracle in Xenophon's Apology responded
that there was no one more free, prudent or upright than Socrates: Xaipedp@®vtog
VG0 TOTE £MEQWTAOVTOG €V AgAdolg mEQL POV TOAADV TOEOVTWV AVEILEV O
Amolov undéva eivar avOohTwv £pod pite ElevOeoLdTEQOV PiTE
duandteQov punte owpoovéotegov. These features, according to Waterfield,
were virtues which Xenophon frequently associated with the kalos kagathos. As
an exemplar of the virtues of the kalos kagathos, Xenophon offered Socrates.”® In
Xenophon's Apology, Socrates asked if the jurors knew anyone less a slave to the
desires of the body than himself (Xen. Ap. 16). The novelty of Xenophon's
philosophy concerning 'free' in the sense of being 'free' from vices was his

recognition that these vices prevented a person from making decisions not in one's

2 Morrison (1987b: 329-47).
» Waterfeld (2004).
2 Waterfield (2004: 95-97).
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interest.

Plato's version of the trial of Socrates made no mention of Socrates being
'free’. The inclusion of 'free' in Socrates' list of qualities in Xenophon's version
signifies the importance of this concept for Xenophon's philosophical
interpretation of the historical Socrates' teachings. While Stalley notes that
'freedom’ is not typically a virtue associated with Plato, he suggests that Plato did
indeed recognise some value in freedom, but that Plato's conceptualisation of
'freedom' differs from more political ideologies of freedom current in his time.”’
For Plato, only the just man is truly free: 'the contrast between justice and
injustice is that between those who are free because they are ruled by reason and
those who are totally unfree because they are slaves to their passions'.”®
Xenophon's conceptualisation of 'freedom' differs from that of Plato's regarding
'justice'. While Plato equates the 'just' man with the 'free' man, Xenophon equates
justice with vopot, and acting justly with acting in accordance with vopot. For
Xenophon, 'justice is what is lawful in connection with men'.” One can only be a
kalos kagathos if one is 'free' from the appetites, desires or emotions which
dominate the behaviour of man and prevent him from leading a virtuous life.
According to Xenophon, the only way to control these passions was to practice
self-control (&yxpdtewa). Self-control was the basis of rational choice when it
came to activities which could easily become indulgences.” At the centre of
Xenophon's philosophy was the idea that 'self-control' was the means by which
one could attain freedom from the vices which would otherwise prevent someone
from doing what is best.” 'Should not every man hold self-control (§yxodteila) to
be the foundation of all virtue, and first lay this foundation firmly in his soul? For
who without this can learn any good or practice it worthily?' (Mem. 1.5.4). While
democratic freedom meant doing and living as one likes, freedom in the sense of

'self-control' meant that this conceptualisation of freedom was at odds with

" Stalley (1998: 145).

¥ Stalley (1998: 148).

» Cooper (1999: 25); Xen. Mem. 6.6.

% Natali (2006: 9), c f. Protagoras 355e-357e.

3! Xenophon goes to great lengths to show that Socrates was in control of his passions and
appetites. According to Xenophon Socrates could endure any kind of toil, including heat and cold.
Socrates believed in moderation and disapproved of over-eating followed by over-exercise. He
disliked 'foppery and pretentiousness' and discouraged a love for money. Xenophon wonders, then,
how one like Socrates, who taught by example (Mem. 1.5.6), could have passed on to his followers
the virtues of impiety, crime, gluttony, lust and sloth (1.2.1-5). Xenophon himself notes that
Socrates was assiduous in his own self-discipline in order to show that one must have self-control

to do honourable work.
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democratic principles of freedom. *

Xenophon's theory on the relationship between 'freedom' and 'self-control'
was radical for his own time. In the past, if a kalos kagathos were asked if he
considered himself 'free', he would assume that the question concerned his social
status as a freeman or slave; kaloi kagathoi, often translated as 'gentlemen', were
the elite in society. According to Johnstone, the traditional ways that the elites
distinguished themselves no longer sufficed in a state, such as Athens, which had
become increasingly hostile to aristocratic factions after the expulsion of the
Thirty. Consequently, Xenophon has redefined what it meant to be an aristocrat
by insisting that one be educated in philosophy and be 'free' from vice in order to
be one of the noble elite.” But in creating a new standard of nobility, Xenophon
has, in fact, reaffirmed the elitism that the democratic ideology of equality
rejected: 'By insisting on acquired capacities as the basis of the elite position,
Xenophon reintroduced birth and wealth in a mediated form: although the elite
lifestyle could be represented as ideally open to all, in actual practice it was
almost entirely elites who had access to the education'.**

While Johnstone's historical analysis of Xenophon's redefining of the
kalos kagathos 1s undoubtedly correct, I suggest that Xenophon has altered the
conventional meaning of the kalos kagathos in order to suit his objective of
providing paradigms of traditional Greek morality. By doing this, Xenophon was
able to make the kaloi kagathoi, or aristocrats, useful politically. The freedom
achieved through self-discipline was paramount, as it allowed one to attain the
virtues frequently associated with the kalos kagathos in Xenophon's works. At
1.1.16, after listing qualities that must be defined and categorised according to
virtue, Xenophon states that knowledge is equated with being a kalos kagathos,
but ignorance is described as slavishness.”> As Waterfield notes, 'since all
traditional virtues are knowledge, and ignorance is slavish, then a free person is a
virtuous person, and a virtuous person is a free. Freedom depends on self-

discipline and it is a refrain throughout Memorabilia that Socrates was the most

3 Hansen (2010: 8).
* Johnstone (2010: 143-44).
3 Johnstone (2010: 144).
* 'Knowledge made a gentleman, in his estimation, while ignorance should involve the reproach
of slavishness' (& ToUg pv eiddtag Nyeito xalovg xayaBoig eivat, Tovg &’ dyvoodvrag
avdamodmdeLS Gv dralmg rexAnobar).
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self-disciplined of men'.** Similarly, Cooper recognises the uniqueness of
Xenophon's emphasis on freedom as a defining characteristic of Xenophon's
Socrates and his philosophy: 'Xenophon's intent was to show Socrates inspiring
the young men to become proper gentlemen, and for Xenophon, who counted
himself one of those, that meant freedom from subjection to one's own desires, the
refusal to get money by submitting oneself to anyone else's direction, physical and
mental self-discipline'.’’ These virtues included the acquisition of knowledge, the
ability to make friends and do good to them while harming enemies, the ability to
manage one's estate and one's country, the ability to do good to one's country, and
the possession of wisdom, justice, self-control and piety (1.5,2.6,4.2.22,4.5;
Oec.1.16-23).®

Xenophon's appropriation of the language of 'freedom' to describe the
inner freedom of the individual requires a brief examination of contemporary
views of personal freedom. The only defence of individual liberty in Ancient
Greece may be found in Pericles' Funeral Oration, where freedom is defined as
living as one likes.” As Andrews has noted, inherent in Pericles' statement
regarding democracy at 2.37 is an attempt to reconcile critics of the freedoms —to
borrow Berlin's terminology, both positive and negative liberty —offered by
democracy which are twofold: citizens enjoy both the right to live without
interference (2.37.2-3), but also the right to participate in democracy, which itself
could be viewed as an impediment to one's freedom.*’ Interestingly, although
Plato believed that democratic ideology rendered 'freedom' tantamount to anarchy
(P1. Rep. 560e), he does not offer an alternative definition of what it means to be
'free' as a member of a community; in the Laws 'freedom’ is a characteristic of
democracy rather than an absolute idea existing independent of constitutions (Leg.
700a-701d). For Plato, democratic conceptions of equality were more dangerous
than freedom. While the oligarchic model of equality took into account

differences in merit, democratic equality did not.*!

¢ Waterfield (2004: 96-97).
3" Cooper (1999: 8).
¥ Waterfield (2004: 96-97). These qualities are exactly those which a tyrant does not possess.
These are also the qualities which make a good Hellenistic king. The purpose of estate
management is to create wealth.
% Hansen (2010: 5-7).
“ Andrews (2004: 239-61).
! Mulgan (1984: 19-20).
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Although Plato did not reconceptualise 'freedom’ in a political sense, by
applying it to the individual he defines the 'free' person as one who was in control
of his desires and passions.42 Aristotle, on the other hand, does address alternative
conceptualisations of what it means to be 'free' as a political person. He argued
that not living as one likes should not be seen as slavery, but as security (Aristot.
Pol. 1310a 35-36). For Aristotle, obedience and freedom were not mutually
exclusive.” Furthermore, Aristotle reconceptualises freedom: to be free means not
belonging to another, or being in control of one's own person (Politics 1,4, 1254a
14-15; Metaphysics, A.2,982b 25). The slave serves the interests of the master,
but the individual acts in his own interest.** By analogy, free rule is rule in the
interests of the ruled, while despotic rule is rule in the interests of the ruler.*

To be free means acting in one's interests, and the ability to act on those
interests was secured through obedience to the state. This new rendering of what
it means to be a 'free' member of a community bears some similarities to
Xenophon's reconceptualisation of what it means for an individual to be 'free’,
who is only 'free' if restraints are imposed upon him so that he may participate in
state affairs in a positive way. As Mulgan notes '[f]reedom as a personal
ideal...developed among philosophers who were sceptical about accepted social
and political institutions and values, including the distinction between slave and
free. They highlighted their criticisms by reapplying the distinction between slave
and free to what was for them a more fundamental difference'.* Furthermore,
'To]nly when the more radically antisocial philosophers had divorced the concept
of freedom from its traditional social context and used it as a metaphor to describe
the difference between the wise and the unwise was freedom applied
psychologically to the absence of internal interference'.*” On the whole, Plato and
Aristotle did not apply freedom in this way, though Plato does mention this type
of freedom occasionally (Pl. Thae. 174c-175e; Resp. 589b).** Although Xenophon
certainly makes this distinction, his ultimate aim in doing so is political in nature:

the city-state must be led by one who is kalos kai agathos. In this sense,

2 Vlassopoulos (2010: 48); Stalley (1998: 45-58); Hansen (2010: 7-9).
* Mulgan (1984: 18).
# ¢.f. Hdt. 5.78 where Herodotus connects democracy with acting in one's interest, Vlassopoulos
(2010: 50).
* Mulgan (1984: 17-18).
“ Mulgan (1984: 20).
4 Mulgan (1984: 23-24).
8 Pohlenz (1966: 95).
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Xenophon's moral philosophy borders on Plato's philosopher kings, whose

education is depicted as a process of liberation.*

7.3  Refutation in the Memorabilia and the Anabasis

Xenophon's Socratic method was comprised of three parts: refutation, or
elenchus, defining mpdypata, and categorising modrypota in accordance with
virtues. In order for one to categorise and define, one must be 'free' from the vices
which would enslave. For Xenophon, the process of defining and categorising led
to the acquisition of knowledge, which was a prerequisite for the ultimate goal of
his philosophical discourse: to teach men to be kaloi kagathoi in order that they
may do what is best with respect to the household and state. Before one could
even begin the process of defining and sorting, Socrates must first encourage his
interlocutors towards the study of philosophy by undermining their convictions
through argument and refutation. Only once they have passed this process could
they move on to the more pressing matter of defining and categorising.” Passages
from the Memorabilia where Socrates engaged his interlocutors in a refutation
concerning 'freedom' suggests that Xenophon felt that the term was sufficiently
abused in rhetoric, and therefore ambiguous, to warrant discussion.

The concept of 'being free' or 'freedom' most often occurs in discussions
concerning how wealth affects those considered 'free men' versus those numbered
among the lower ranks of society, who are 'slaves'. At 2.7 and 2.8 Xenophon's aim
is to show that the commonly held prejudices regarding slavery and freedom are
false, and that by adhering to a lifestyle which promotes these common prejudices
free people are actually enslaving themselves. At 2.7 Aristarchus explains that
after the exodus to the Piraeus he was left with a crowd of female relatives, so that
there were fourteen free people living in his house (4.2.2). He explains that there
is little money to be found in his land, since his enemies have seized it, and that
there is no value in his property since there are so few residents. Socrates asks
Aristarchus how it is possible that he is unable to provide for his family, when
Ceramon not only provides for the needs of his family, but saves enough to make
him a wealthy man. The explanation, according to Aristarchus, is simple:
Ceramon's dependants are slaves (doUAovg), while his own are free

(EAevB€QOUG). Socrates asks him which he thinks are better (BeAtiovg), slaves or

“ Pl. Resp. 514a-519b; Stalley (1998: 147).
% See Mem. 4.6.13-14 where Xenophon's Socrates engages elenchus as a technique.
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freemen? Upon answering that his free relatives are better, Socrates asks him
whether it is not shameful that his free relatives are in difficulty, while those who
are slaves are 'kept in affluence'. Aristarchus answers by explaining that
Ceramon's relatives are artisans, while his own are educated liberally
(élevBepimg memardevpuévoug). Socrates points out that those who are artisans
know how to produce things which are useful, such as bread and clothing, the
excess of which can be sold for a profit. Although Aristarchus concedes that his
family does possesses knowledge of such skills, he argues that most people, like
the Megarians who make a living by producing smocks, buy foreign men who do
most of the labour; he and his family, he insists, are free.

Socrates then asks him whether others who are free are better off and live
more happily than those who are usefully employed in work which they
understand. After asking which makes men more prudent, idleness or useful
employment, Socrates suggests that if Aristarchus were to exert his authority and
make the women work doing the things which they know how to do, Aristarchus,
feeling his relatives to be less of a drain on his expenses, would be more fond of
them, and they, in turn would be more fond of him, knowing that he was pleased
with them; traditionally women were able to be as productive as males when it
came to the work of slaves.” Upon implementing Socrates' plan, Aristarchus finds
that 'they loved him as a guardian and he liked them because they were useful'
(2.7.12).* Socrates' advice to Aristarchus reveals how common prejudices
regarding the 'slave' and 'free' prevents men from doing what is advantageous.
Aristarchus is prevented from doing what is to his advantage because of his
prejudice concerning what is fitting for 'free' women. Through refutation Socrates
reveals the error in Aristarchus' thinking, which allows him to 'rule' his household
in way which suited the interests of all.

Immediately following this passage is a discussion between Socrates and
Eutherus, who has been forced by poverty to make a living with his hands (Mem.
2.8). Once again, Socrates reveals that one is better off performing tasks which
are commonly considered slavish, than to be in want. Socrates suggests that
Eutherus, in order to ensure that he has wages in his old age, find employment as
a bailiff for someone who is better off than he. Protesting against this suggestion,

Eutherus states that he would rather not put himself into slavery (douvhieiov

3! Pomeroy (2010: 35).
52 Translation Marchant (2002).
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vmopelvou). By comparing an estate manager to those who control the city and
take charge in public affairs, Socrates persuades Eutherus that becoming a bailiff
is the best course of action. These people, Socrates states, are thought more
respectable and not more slavish on that account. When Eutherus responds by
saying he has no desire to expose himself to another man's censure, Socrates
reminds him that he must only undertake duties which he can perform and must
be aware of his own limitations.”® Knowing one's limitations is essential not only
for a bailiff, but also for city-states. At 4.2.24 Socrates argues men and city-states
must heed the advice of the Delphic Oracle and come to know their own
limitations. Xenophon's comparison between an estate manager and those who
take charge in public affairs, and his comparison between men and city-states at
4.2.24, indicates that men and city-states might both benefit from the same advice.
In providing men with a philosophy on how to be kaloi kagathoi and do what is
best and in their interest, Xenophon was also providing city-states with guidelines
on how to govern.

Although both Thucydides' Athenians and Spartans and Xenophon were
concerned with doing what was in one's interest, Xenophon, unlike the sophists,
was more concerned with the relationship between 'interest' and morality, and
more specifically, justice. Xenophon, like Plato, believed that moral concepts
were not relative. Consequently, what was in one's interest must also be morally
virtuous. If what is in one's interest is morally virtuous, then it must be in
everyone's interest. But unlike Plato's Socrates, whose approach to morality is
more esoteric, the format Xenophon has chosen to relay Socrates' teachings was
one already familiar to his audience.’* As the chapters on Herodotus and
Thucydides have shown, the ways in which historians engage the language of
'freedom' through contemporary frameworks vary. Xenophon's response to the
language of 'freedom' is altogether different than either Herodotus' or

Thucydides'.”® While for Thucydides rhetoric itself was a tool of war due the

3 ¢.f. Mem. 4.2.24 where Socrates argues men and city-states must heed the advice of the Delphic

oracle and come to know their own limitations.

** Gray (1998: 160-77).

55 By showing how the concept of 'freedom' is culturally embedded Herodotus considers how

Persian vopot might engender a different conceptualisation of 'freedom', and in doing so he is able

create irony within his text; for Herodotus people are not 'free' by 'nature’, but whether a society

considers one 'free’ or 'enslaved' depends on the vopou of that particular culture. For this reason

what the Persians consider 'noble', the Greeks consider 'slavish'. Thucydides exposes how

competing standards of 'justice' or interpretations of what is 'just' emerge when 'justice' is aligned
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destabilisation of language, Xenophon's philosophy provides a solution for the
problems he felt were exacerbated by rhetoric: those with the power to persuade
must be kaloi kagathoi who understand what is best and can persuade people to
do what is best and in the interests of the household and state. Socrates, as a kalos
kagathos, is able to do just that. He is able to persuade men that even if they
themselves are not members of the 'elite' they can still help themselves by doing
the next best thing: commit themselves to the rule or enslavement of one who
embodies the principles of the kalos kagathos (Oec. 1.22-23).%° Socrates himself
embodies Xenophon's conceptualisation of 'freedom' in the sense of 'self-control":
'In the first place, apart from what I have said, in control of his [Socrates']
passions and appetites he was the strictest of men; further in endurance of cold
and heat and every kind of toil he was most resolute; and besides, his needs were
so schooled to moderation that having very little he was yet very content' (Mem.
1.2.1-2).”" Socrates embodies 'freedom' not only because he is in control of
himself and is therefore in a better position to lead by example, but also because
he is not in a position where he must labour. These two attributes—the possession
of qualities necessary for leadership which are secured through self-control, and
the freedom from labour—are the two qualities which Johnstone points out
distinguish oligarchic conceptions of 'freedom' from democratic ideologies of
'freedom'.*® As a truly 'free' kalos kagathos, Socrates is able to advise Eutherus
and Aristarchus that is in their interest to 'enslave' themselves either by being
compelled to work, or by becoming a servant; being a slave to an aristocrat, a
kalos kagathos, is preferable to being a slave to temptation or vice.

In both passages from Memorabilia examined above, Mem. 2.7 and 2.8,
Xenophon, through the voice of Socrates, reveals that those who consider
themselves 'free' suffer from poverty out of their own reluctance to take on tasks
they deem slavish. By questioning these prejudices, Socrates undermines the
'free/slave' societal structure of the Greeks, many of whom were suffering under
social upheaval after the surrender of Athens. By undermining this structure

Socrates demonstrates that social status is secondary to well-being, and, in doing

with the interests of the state instead of vOpoL, the result being that 'freedom' is used rhetorically
not because it is apt, but because of its rhetorical cachet.
% Similarly in the Republic 590c-d Plato suggests that those whose reasoning powers are weak
should be enslaved to those who possess stronger skills.
37 Translation Marchant (2002).
5% Johnstone (2010: 156).
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so, undermines the democratic ideology of 'freedom' and equality. For what was
democratic 'freedom' really worth if a 'free' man was prevented from doing what
was best and in the interest of the state because he was enslaved to vices? In each
of these passages, Mem. 2.7 and 2.8, the illusion of wealth and the pretence of
nobility is an impediment to one's ability to be useful. By dismissing false notions
of what it means to be 'free', Xenophon reveals the fallacy of prejudices
concerning 'free' and 'slave'. Xenophon's critique of what it meant to be 'enslaved'
or 'free' demonstrates that he was thinking about what constituted such statuses in
a society where an ideology of 'freedom' reigned. Furthermore, the emphasis on
'freedom’ or 'slavery' in the philosophical works suggests that Xenophon has
rejected political ideologies of 'freedom' and 'slavery' as being pertinent to the
moral virtue of the individual. Such ideologies were used in the past, and during
Xenophon's own time, to persuade people to do what was not in their interest.
Rather than focusing on the ideological implications of 'freedom' and 'slavery',
Xenophon focuses on the physical status of the individual, which would have had

more bearing on a person's ability to be kalos kagathos.

74  Defining/Categorising

Once Socrates has prepared his interlocutor by undermining traditional
notions of 'freedom' and 'slavery', he can begin the process of defining and
categorising. The importance of 'correctly' defining words was discussed by Plato
in the Phaedrus. Although Plato and Xenophon often differed in their accounts of
Socrates, Plato's Phaedrus provides evidence for how intellectuals during
Xenophon's time were thinking about language. Since these ideas were intimated
by Xenophon, it will be helpful to examine a passage from Plato, who explicitly
states what Xenophon only implies. In the Phaedrus, Socrates posits that the one
who speaks well and nobly must have 'in mind the truth about the subject he is
going to discuss' (259¢).” Phaedrus responds by saying that he has heard that it is
not necessary for an orator to say what is just, but to say what will please the
crowd, which acts as judges. This is where persuasion comes from, not from the
truth. Later Socrates and Phaedrus agree that nothing good can come from a
rhetorician who studies what the people believe and persuades them to do bad

instead of good: 'unless he pursues philosophy properly he will never be able to

%% Translation Nehamas and Woodruff (1997).
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make a proper speech on any subject either' (261A).% Plato's account of Socrates
in this passage indicates that Socrates, like Xenophon, believes that persuasion
should only be employed as a tool if the one persuading urges people towards
right actions. The one persuading must pursue philosophy in order to know what
the 'good' is so that he may encourage them to act in accordance with the 'good'.
Later in the Phaedrus, Socrates argues that it is easier to deceive the
audience if one commits small, incremental acts of deception rather than large
ones. In order to deceive the audience the speaker must understand what a thing
truly is and understand how things are similar and dissimilar to one another. This
knowledge allows the speaker to deceive the audience by making them think that
something which is dissimilar is similar and vice versa. Rhetoric is an art which
requires philosophical training, for one who does not know what each thing is
cannot 'lead others little by little through similarities away from what is the case
on each occasion to its opposite' (262b).°" Successful deception lies in truly
knowing what things are. Phaedrus follows Socrates' logic, but asks for
clarification. The opening segment of Socrates' clarification offers insight into an
intellectual trend during this period which led writers and philosophers to consider

the meaning of words.

SOCRATES: When someone utters the word 'iron' or 'silver’, don't we all
think of the same thing?

PHAEDRUS: Certainly.

SOCRATES: But what happens when we say 'just' or 'good'? Doesn't each
one of us go in a different direction? Don't we differ with one another and
even with ourselves?

PHAEDRUS: We certainly do.

SOCRATES: Therefore, we agree about the former and disagree about the
latter.

PHAEDRUS: Right.

SOCRATES: Now in which of these two cases are we more easily
deceived? And when does rhetoric have greater power?

PHAEDRUS: Clearly, when we wander in different directions.

¢ Translation Nehamas and Woodruff (1997).
¢! Translation Nehamas and Woodruff (1997).
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SOCRATES.: It follows that whoever wants to acquire the art of rhetoric
must first make a systematic division and grasp the particular character of
each of these two kinds of things, both the kind where most people wander

in different directions and the kind where they do not.*
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b).

Socrates and Phaedrus agree that 'love', which is the topic of Lysias' speech, is a
thing to which people ascribe different meanings. 'Love', like the 'good' and the
'bad', is a topic which lends itself to deception. Similarly, 'freedom'/'slavery' and
the status of 'free'/'slave' were common tropes in persuasive speech precisely
because people held different ideas of what it meant to be 'free' and 'enslaved'.
Following the logic of Socrates, the rhetorician must have a clear understanding
of these terms in order to deceive the people gradually by toying with their belief
that 'freedom' is inherently 'good' and 'slavery' inherently 'bad'. For Thucydides
the uprooting of vopoL by ¢puoig leads to the destabilisation of language, and
more specifically those words the meanings of which are culturally embedded. In

the passage above, Socrates exposes how rhetoricians manipulate these culturally

%2 Translation Nehamas and Woodruff (1997).
248



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Seven

embedded words such as 'justice' and 'good', the definitions of which are
determined by the vopou of a particular people.

Defining and categorising were essential parts of Xenophon's dialectic. At
Mem. 4.5.12 Socrates describes dialectic as the practice of meeting together in
common deliberation and sorting things out in accordance with their kind.*’ This
is just one part of the dialectic, the other being the ability to correctly define
things, a process which is described at 4.6. Based on these two passages, Carlo
Natali shows that the Socratic dialectic, as it is presented by Xenophon, is unique
in that it is comprised of two processes: defining and categorising. Examples of
virtues and things which must be categorised and defined are listed at 1.16: what
is godly and what is ungodly; what is beautiful and what is ugly; what is just,
what is unjust; what is prudence (cw¢ootvr), what is madness; what is
courage, what is cowardice; what is a state, what is a statesman; what is a
government, what is a governor. The first step in the dialectic is the defining of
medypata, or things: what is a governor, what is a government, what is a state,
what is a statesman. Second, modypata must be sorted into the good and the bad
in accordance with particular virtues: what is just, what is unjust; what is
prudence, what is madness.” Only when a thing has been correctly defined is it
possible to know whether that thing falls under the category of the 'good' or the
'bad'.

The concept of 'slavery' frequently appears in discussions which involve
the categorising of mpdypota. At Mem. 4.2 Socrates engages in a discussion with
Euthydemus, Critias' lover, concerning the relationship between ignorance and
slavery. Socrates aims to show Euthydemus that the knowledge which he
possesses from his library collection has not really endowed him with wisdom at
all. Many of the more intriguing points concerning 'freedom' and 'slavery' which
are made in this argument are not made for their own sake, but in order to draw
out the youth's ignorance through refutation. That they are not the main points of
the argument should not detract from their value. Socrates and Euthydemus agree
that acts can be either just or unjust, depending on whether these acts are done to
friends or enemies. As an example of such an act Socrates offers enslavement,

avdpamodiCeobar, which Euthydemus agrees is an unjust act, except when an

% This process is best displayed at 4.2 in a discussion between Socrates and Euthydemus, a
passage which will be discussed in more detail below.
% Natali (2006: 19).
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elected general enslaves an unjust and hostile city (4.2.14-15).% The act of
enslaving, avdpamodiCeoBaut, can fall under the category of the 'just' or the
'unjust', depending on the circumstances. It is not the 'just' or the 'unjust' which are
considered relative, but the act of enslavement. To put it in terms of Xenophon's
Socratic dialectic, avdpamodiCleoBaul is a modypo which must be defined and
categorised according to moral virtues, which are fixed terms. The fact that
'enslaving' is a wEAypo which must be categorised presupposes that the act of
enslaving is not always 'bad' or 'unjust'. If this is the case, the opposite of 'slavery’',
'freedom', must not always be 'good' or 'just' either. When Virtue remarks that
men are able to 'free' friends and 'subdue' enemies through hard work (Mem.
2.1.28), the act of 'freeing' and 'subduing' are relative terms. Just as 'subduing' a
friend would be unjust, so too would 'freeing' an enemy. Once again, Xenophon
avoids discussions of 'freedom' as an ideology. Instead he focuses on the physical
enslavement of the citizens of the state.

Passages from the Hellenica and the Anabasis indicate that whether the
enslaving of fellow Greeks was 'just' or 'unjust' was a contentious topic. In the
Anabasis the only time that the Greeks were physically enslaved was at the hands
of Anaxibius, the Spartan admiral at Byzantium (An. 7.2.6). Fearing that the Ten
Thousand might take Byzantium by force, Anaxibius ordered the Spartan
governor of the city, Aristarchus, to sell all the soldiers of Cyrus that he found.
Apparently, he had also ordered the previous governor, Cleander, to do likewise,
but Cleander had been negligent in carrying out the admiral's commands.
Aristarchus sold at least four hundred soldiers as slaves. Although the act itself
may not be contentious from the perspective of Aristarchus, the enslavement of
Greeks by Greeks occurred just as the Ten Thousand reached a Greek city. While
the Ten Thousand were in the East, the threat of Persia had a unifying effect; here,
more than anywhere else in the narrative, the Greeks manage themselves with a
harmony uncharacteristic of a Greek city-state.® As the Ten Thousand were
reunited with other Greeks, they were threatened with physical enslavement by
the Greeks. At this point in the narrative the unity of the Ten Thousand began to
crumble. While Aristarchus may have chosen to enslave the Greeks, Xenophon's

decision to structure his narrative so that the Greeks encounter 'enslavement' just

% Socrates makes a similar argument at 2.2.2 in a discussion with his son.
% Dillery (1995: 93).
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as they re-enter Greek territory suggests that Xenophon himself felt that the
enslavement of Greek by Greek was morally and strategically wrong.

In the Hellenica the only mention of Greeks physically enslaving other
Greeks occurred during one of the final episodes of the Peloponnesian War. The
tone captures the polemical nature of the debate surrounding slavery and
ethnicity. Callicratidas, a Spartan general, having been urged to sell the
Methymnaeans and the Athenian garrison as slaves, proclaimed that 'while he was
in command no Greek should be sold as a slave (dvdpamodiaBfjvan), if he could
help it' (HG 1.6.14).°’ The following day he let the Methymnaeans go free (tovg
nev éhevBépoug agpnne), but he sold the men in the Athenian garrison as slaves,
as well as the Methymnaeans who were already slaves (HG 1.6.15). Later
(2.1.19), Lysander, another Spartan general, released all the prisoners in
Lampsacus, an Athenian ally, who were free men (ta ¢ éle0Bepa cOpaTO
mavra adfire Avoavdpog). Callicratidas' political decision to sell the garrison
and pre-existing slaves was informed by his own thoughts on what circumstances
warrant enslavement. Although he refused to sell the Methymnaean citizens as
slaves, he had no qualms about selling off the Athenians whose domineering
presence had restricted the rights of the citizens and who, therefore, deserved to
be enslaved.

Xenophon presented a different perspective on 'slavery' in his biography of
Agesilaus. Xenophon wrote that Agesilaus believed that Greek cities ought not to
be enslaved, for if they were enslaved, then there would be fewer men to help

with the conquest of the barbarian:

And when the Corinthian exiles told him that the city was about to be
surrendered to them and pointed to the engines with which they were
confident of taking the walls, he would not make the assault, declaring that
Greek cities ought not to be enslaved, but chastened (Aéywv &tL o
avdpamodiCeabar dé¢or EAvidag mohels dAhd owdoovilewv). 'And
if,' he added, 'we are going to annihilate the erring members of our own
race, let us beware lest we lack men to help in the conquest of the

barbarians' (Ages. 7.6).%°

%7 Translation Warner (1979).
% Translation Marchant (1925).
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According to Xenophon, Agesilaus possessed self control in situations where he
was tempted to be greedy (Ages. 4.3) and in affection (Ages. 5.4). In his summary
of Agesilaus' 'goodness', avdparyaBia, which all should imitate, Xenophon made

the following statement:

The man who is foremost in endurance when the hour comes for toil, in
valour when the contest calls for courage, in wisdom when the need is for
counsel —he is the man, I think, who may fairly be regarded as the perfect
embodiment of goodness...I think that the virtue of Agesilaus may well
stand as a noble example for those to follow who wish to make moral
goodness a habit. For who that imitates a pious, a just, a sober, a self-

controlled man, can come to be unrighteous, unjust, violent, wanton?®
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(Aeg. 10.1-2).

Given that Agesilaus' lifestyle, from Xenophon's perspective, matches that of the
description of the kalos kagathos, Agesilaus' position on matters such as
enslavement must be the moral position of one possessing good judgement and
wisdom. Enemy cities which were hostile must be enslaved, but cities which were
Greek and which had the same customs and religion could not be hostile. If these
cities made poor decisions, they must be chastised and shown the correct path, but
they must not be enslaved. The position of Agesilaus, a kalos kagathos, provides
further evidence that the threat of 'enslavement' faced by the Ten Thousand upon

approaching Greek territory fits within the structural narrative of the Hellenica.

% Translation Marchant (1925).
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Once the Greeks have reached Byzantium, their harmonious unity was broken by
the threat of enslavement by fellow Greeks. Agesilaus' refusal to enslave Greeks
on the grounds that they would be needed someday in a conflict with Persia
reveals Xenophon's own position. Xenophon believed that the threat of Persia
could and should be used as an incentive for unification and deterrent for
enslavement of fellow Greeks, an agenda which was consistent both in his
historical works and his philosophy of the kalos kagathos.

These passages demonstrate that Xenophon's treatment of 'slavery' was
influenced by issues which he found problematic in his own time, namely Greek
enslaving Greek. It is impossible to know whether Xenophon's historical account
of the above events was accurate. As a result it is unclear whether Xenophon's
philosophical ideas concerning the relative nature of 'enslavement' influenced his
explanation of historical events, or whether he used 'enslavement' as an example
of a mp&rypa which could either be 'just' or 'unjust' because he saw it being played
out in history. Either way, Xenophon's discussion of 'enslavement' in the
Memorabilia and in the Hellenica indicates that his historical and philosophical
positions were complementary. Furthermore, it indicates that Xenophon was
thinking philosophically about historical events in order to find remedies for the
future. One of these remedies was the character of Agesilaus, the kalos kagathos,
whose self-control led him to the conclusion that no Greek cities could justly be
enslaved. For Xenophon, a leader must understand whether 'freedom' and 'slavery'
are just or unjust in specific circumstances, and, in order to make such
distinctions, a leader must have a clear understanding of the 'just'.

The comparison elicited by Herodotus' presentation of 'freedom' hinged on
the reader's belief that 'freedom' was an absolute 'good'. Thucydides, on the other
hand, demonstrated through his metanarrative on language, that the politicians
and generals were taking advantage of the moral fixity of 'freedom' as a concept
in order justify actions which were, in reality, actions carried out not in the name
of 'freedom' but in their own interests. Xenophon, recognising that this was a
problem, prescribed that the 'elite’ be morally 'free' from vices in order to
determine what was best for the state by being able to correctly determine what is
just' and 'unjust'. The kalos kagathos, in possession of a philosophical education,
was able to persuade audiences of what was best without taking advantage of
moral ambiguity. Thus the idea of the kalos kagathos, as prescribed by Xenophon,

was the solution for the flaws of rhetoric. The person with power who persuades
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must understand whether an act such as 'freeing' or 'enslaving' is just or unjust.
Once he has engaged in the dialectic process to determine the virtuosity of
'freeing' or 'enslaving' in specific circumstances, then he is able to persuade the
audience using such language. Xenophon has removed the moral ambiguity of
concepts such as 'freedom' and 'slavery' by allowing the leader of the state, one
who possesses the qualities of the kalos kagathos, to define morality. For
Xenophon, the 'enslaving' of Greeks only led to strife among city-states.
Consequently the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery' was best relegated to the
arena of conflicts between Greeks and Persians, as the the Greeks are most united

when there was a foreign threat.

7.5  The Analogy Between State and Household

The fact that 'freedom' had, at the time Xenophon began employing the
concept in new circumstances, already enjoyed a long history with manifold
associations in the Greek world suggests that this new concept of being 'free’,
which depended entirely on the individual's commitment to self-sufficiency and
discipline, must have been, in some small way, related to its political predecessor.
Xenophon's philosophy regarding freedom as 'self-sufficiency' was created in a
climate which was heavily saturated with the rhetoric of political freedom.
Consequently it is necessary to examine how Socrates' teachings benefit not only
the individual, but the state as well. Some of Socrates' lessons which apply to the
individual could just as easily be applied to the state. Other lessons regarding the
proper management of the household suggest that the household was being used
as an analogy for the state. Still other lessons in which the character of the kalos
kagathos was discussed suggest that one who was a kalos kagathos was being
prepared for a life in politics. The following section will examine how
Xenophon's representation of Socrates' teachings was politically motivated.

Xenophon was not the first to note the analogous condition of the
individual and the state. Early testimony for the relationship between the
individual and the state can be found in the analogy between the human body and
the 'body politic', the idea that the illnesses of society are like human illnesses. As
Cuomo notes, 'these parallels ran deep because they inscribed political and ethical

values onto the body and onto nature itself'.”” Thus the movement in the fourth

" Cuomo (2007: 8).
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century, which offered remedies for politics on a grand scale through the analogy
of the household on a smaller one, was not entirely unprecedented. There was a
strong movement in the fourth century to see the master of the house as analogous
to the ruler of a state, and the management of a household as analogous to the
management of the state. Ferrari has shown the city and the soul are analogous
throughout Plato's Republic.”" A state can only be healthy if those at the helm are
as well. This emphasis on the individual as being responsible for the well-being of
the household on a smaller scale, and for the state on a larger one led philosophers
to consider the virtues which would ensure the efficient and prosperous
management of both the estate and, by analogy, the state. Xenophon's concern
with the virtue of the individual was not one which was unconcerned with
political affairs. Quite the contrary: in order for a state to prosper or for an army to
win in battle, the state's leaders, generals and politicians had to exhibit the
qualities of the kalos kagathos. The analogy between the individual and the state
offered insight into the emergence of Xenophon's radical rendering of what it
meant to be free, and how a state's well-being was contingent on the virtuosity of
those ruling.

Socrates often likens the individual to the state. Socrates' dialogue with
Euthydemus at 4.2 evolves into a discussion of the necessity of knowing oneself,
one's capacity for knowledge and power, as well as one's limitations. The same is
true for city-states, according to Socrates, for whenever states, not having
knowledge of their own capacity, go to war with stronger states, they are ruined
and free men are made slaves (4.2.29). A state, like an individual, must adhere to
the principle of the Delphic oracle: know yourself, yv@ 0L cavtov (2.2.24).
Similarly, at 2.8 Socrates advises his comrade, Eutherus, to be mindful of his
limitations in order to live at ease and escape censure from his boss. At 4.5.10
self-control (€yxpdrtela ) is connected with the ability to rule over oneself, a
household and a city, suggesting that it is necessary not only for an individual to
be 'free' from vices, but also for the state to be 'free' as well. Teachings and
lessons which are useful for the individual can also be useful for the state.

One of the most obvious analogies between the state and the individual
comes in the Oeconomicus in a passage where the qualities of the kalos kagathos

are introduced. In the opening of the Oeconomicus, Critobulus and Socrates

"' Ferrari (2005: 59-82).
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engage in a discussion concerning what constitutes one's estate. Upon reaching
the conclusion that whatever is useful should be reckoned as one's property (Oec.
1.7), the discussion turns to the relationship between the usefulness of wealth,
which is not useful to the one who does not know how to use it (Oec. 1.12).
Critobulus raises the issue of those who possess the skills of war and peace and
who have no despots ruling over them, yet they are still not able to bring about
prosperity due to idleness, moral cowardice and negligence, the vices which lead
one to engage in activities such as gambling and unprofitable friendships (Oec.
1.17-20).” Then there are those that are eager to work, but, like those who are idle
and negligent, they exhaust their estates. These too, according to Socrates, are
slaves, doDAot, to gluttony, lechery, drink and foolish ambitions (Oec. 1.21-22). It
is necessary, Socrates says, to fight for freedom against these with the same
persistence as if they were armed men trying to enslave us.”” Socrates' exhortation
suggests that Xenophon thought there was an analogy between his own ideas
concerning individual freedom and slavery and the 'freedom' and 'ensalvement'
that can result from conflict. For Xenophon, vices such as gluttony, lechery, drink
and foolish ambitions enslaved men just like armed soldiers physically enslaved
people. The struggle against slavery in both these situations is conceptualised as a
struggle for 'freedom'.

The discussion between Critobulus and Socrates suggests that Xenophon
has applied the language of political 'freedom' to the individual in order to show
that there is no such thing as 'freedom' as it is defined by politics, especially in a
city-state such as democratic Athens, where there are no restraints imposed on
individuals to prevent them from becoming slaves to vices. In a discussion
between Aristippus and Socrates, Aristippus argues that 'states claim to treat their
rulers just as I claim to treat my servants' (Mem. 2.1.9).”* Aristippus recognises
that rulers are slaves to the state just as house-servants are slaves to their masters.
Socrates suggests that they consider whether the rulers or the ruled live the more
pleasant life. Socrates lists a series of nations which rule and are ruled: the
Persians rule the Syrians, the Lydians and the Phrygians; the Scythians rule and

the Maeotians are ruled; the Carthaginians rule and the Libyans are ruled.

72 ¢.f. Thuc. 1.122.4 where the Corinthians argue that moral cowardice and negligence are
stupidity.
™ alha Set, » Kourdpouke, moog tadta oy firtov dlapdyeodal mepl The hevBeolag ¥ moog
TOUG GVV OTAOLS TELQWHEVOUS ®atadovhoDobal (Oec. 1.23).
* Translation Marchant (2002).
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Socrates continues by asking Aristippus whether he thinks that the controlling or
controlled states in Greece live a more pleasant life (2.1.10). Aristippus fails to
answer Socrates' question and provides instead an oblique response, in which
there is a shift in metaphor from ruling and being ruled/controlled and being
controlled to freedom and slavery. He states that he would not chose slavery, but
instead a middle path through neither rule nor slavery (8t ayfg ovte dud
dovieiag). For Aristippus, both the 'ruler' and the 'ruled' are enslaved: one is
enslaved to the state, the other is enslaved to the master.” Instead, Aristippus
choses freedom which most of all leads to happiness (2.1.11). By choosing
'freedom’, which he believes to be an alternative to 'ruling' and 'being 'ruled'
Aristippus has removed himself from politics; to be truly 'free' one must be
neither 'rule' nor 'be ruled', since both are 'slavery'. Socrates retorts that the
stronger have a way of making the weaker 'rue their lot' in both public and private
and treating them like slaves. The stronger harass the weaker if they refuse to
submit until they are persuaded to accept slavery as an escape from war with the
stronger. According to Socrates, Aristippus' belief that there is an alternative to
'ruling' and 'being ruled' is naive, as 'in private life do not brave and mighty men
enslave and plunder the cowardly and feeble fold?' (Mem. 2.1.13).”° Socrates has
brought the discussion back to the arena of world politics in a way that reveals the
analogous condition of the individual in both public and private life with the
citizen body in world affairs.

Aristippus rejects the proposition that 'ruling' is synonymous with 'free'.
Aristippus' solution to the dilemma presented by Socrates is to become a foreigner
in every land, being 'free' from the paradigm of power politics and social
hierarchies. For Aristippus being 'free' means neither 'ruling' nor 'being ruled',
and, essentially, means being detached from politics, much like Thucydides'
autonomous beings who live by their own customs and deny those of the
community (Thuc. 2.63). While Connor suggests that apragmones who live by
themselves in isolation are 'peaceful men', Christ notes that these people are not

identifiable as a social group, despite Carter's argument that they are.”” Quietism

75 Stalley (1998: 148). Similarly, a tyrant is not only a slave to his passions, but also a slave to the
people (Pl. Resp. 579).
’® Translation Marchant (2002).
"7 Connor (1992: 175-98); Christ (1998: 66); Carter (1986: 27). Christ notes that the reluctance of
the apragmon to respond aggressively in a suit is a reflection of their 'uncontentious nature' rather
than weakness (1998: 166).
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was an alternative lifestyle to the demands of democracy which required active
participation.”® Antisthenes wrote a treatise on freedom and slavery, where he
argued that one's social standing, whether free or slave, was irrelevant.”
Diogenes, a cynic, believed that through training and exercise one could learn to
live with as few needs as possible. He coined the term 'cosmopolitan', a term
which described his status as a citizen of the world, as an act of defiance against
the traditional norms of society. Like Antisthenes, Diogenes used the concepts of
'freedom' and 'slavery' to criticise social customs.* Aristippus' belief that neither
the 'ruling' nor the 'ruled' are truly 'free' suggests that the value of being 'free' was
questioned by those who felt that government, by requiring the participation of
citizens, was an infringment of their 'freedom'. In other words, 'freedom’ itself, in
a democratic context, came to be associated with obligation, which led some,
including Xenophon, to reconceptualise what it means to be 'free' as an individual,
and to consider the relevancy of 'freedom' in terms of the city-state. For
Xenophon, one who was 'free' from vices could be useful by encouraging the
Greeks to abandon their conflicts with one another and instead unite in a struggle
against Persia. In this context the language of 'freedom' served to unite rather
divide men from different city-states.

The discussion between Aristippus and Socrates reveals two separate
antitheses which appear throughout the Memorabilia. The first is that of ruling
and being ruled (2.1), the second that of being free and being a slave as a social
status (2.7). Then there is the metaphor of political freedom and slavery (3.5.26),
which is extended to city-states and the citizens of city-states as a collective unit.
The relationship between political freedom and personal freedom is manifest in
Xenophon's Socratic mission. Upon being asked how he can claim to be making
politicians even though he avoids politics, Socrates states that he could play no
greater role in politics than producing competent politicians (Mem. 1.2.47).
Although Xenophon's Memorabilia seems removed from the political arena in its
focus on the personal choices of the individual, Socrates' discussions with
Euthydemus, Eutherus, Critobulus and Aristippus indicate that Xenophon's theory
of personal 'freedom' is not entirely detached from political 'freedom'. Xenophon's

discussions with Euthydemus and Eutherus indicate that the advice given by

"8 Carter (1986: 99-130).
7 Mulgan (1984: 20).
8 Mulgan (1984: 20-21).
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Socrates which concerns the individual can also be good for the state. As
Johnstone notes, the skill required to manage a household or lead a chorus is the
same skill required to govern a state.*’

Individuals and states could each benefit from the advice of Socrates.
Socrates' discussion with Critobulus draws a comparison between the forces
which result in the physical enslavement of the individual with the vices which
enslave one. Both must be opposed in order to secure 'freedom'. For Aristippus,
being 'free' means taking no part in the political game which inevitably
pigeonholes one into one of two categories: ruling and being ruled. Although
Xenophon's reconceptualisation of 'freedom' may seem detached from politics, it
is not. For a general or political leader to be morally good, he must be free from
the vices which would enslave. In considering the education of those fit to rule,
Socrates shows Aristippus that the one fit to rule must have supreme powers of
self-control and must be able to withstand the demands of hunger, thirst and
fatigue from toil. He must also be able to function on little sleep and be able to
control whatever passions may hinder his ability to rule, as well as be indifferent
to the heat and cold. Aristippus concludes that he is not among those fit to rule, as
he prefers the life of pleasure, and he knows that most states treat their rulers as he
treats his slaves: he expects his slaves to provide the necessities of life just as
citizens expect their rulers to do the same (2.1.9).

An ideal ruler, one who is a kalos kagathos, one whose 'freedom’ is
secured by the rejection of vices which would enslave, is Agesilaus. As the main
objective for the kalos kagathos is to be useful to one's family, friends, and state,
this person is not entirely 'free'. At Mem. 2.1.9 Aristippus notes that 'states claim
to treat their rulers just as I claim to treat my servants'. Thus the kalos kagathos, in
many respects, is subjected to a lifestyle which bears more similarities to slavery
than freedom. But the kalos kagathos is also 'free' in the sense that his judgement
is not impaired by vices which control one. An ideal ruler, a kalos kagathos, is
able to manage the state just as master rules his estate, and each must ward against
the vices and forces which would enslave the individual. An individual who is a
slave to vices is not able to make decisions in the interest of the state.

Furthermore, one who is a slave cannot properly discern what is 'good/just’ or

8 Johnstone (2010: 153).
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'bad/unjust’ for the state. Consequently this person cannot persuade the citizens of
the right course of action for the state.

The conditions in Athens after the overthrow of the oligarchs may have
led Xenophon to consider what it meant to be 'free' in a society where the elite,
through the obligations imposed on them by democracy and their marginalised
status, seemed enslaved by the masses of 'free' citizens. Passages from speeches in
the Hellenica suggest, as I shall show in the next chapter, that Xenophon believed
that the concept of 'freedom' had become a term which no longer represented
reality. Xenophon's withdrawal from the political arena and the unpopularity of
the oligarchic model after the fall of the Thirty in Athens compelled those forced
from politics to consider the value of virtues traditionally associated with public
politics.** One of these virtues was 'freedom'. Rather than asking what it means for
a state to be 'free', Xenophon instead asked what it meant for the individual to be
'free', and in doing he redefines the usefulness of the elite in society.

That Xenophon was more concerned with the individual should come as
no surprise: Xenophon felt that the state could only be properly administered if
those guiding it were kaloi kagathoi. Most important among the skills and virtues
mastered by a kalos kagathos was 'self-control'; only a person having 'self-control'
was free from vices and passions which otherwise enslave. And only the person
who was 'free' was able to correctly define and categorise things and, based on
this analysis, do what was best. Socrates frequently asserts that a ruler or general
should be able to resist temptations in order that he may judge what is best and act
accordingly. This person, free from the vices which make man a slave to fleeting
pleasures, is the person who is 'able to guide the people in prudent policy [and]
never lapse into violence' (Mem. 1.2.10-11).* The means by which he does this is
persuasion.

Xenophon's reconceptualisation of 'freedom' reveals how he was able to
reconcile his contempt for the sophists with his belief that persuasion was a valid
alternative to armed conflict. In addition, an investigation into 'freedom' in
Memorabilia suggests that Xenophon was dissatisfied with contemporary
discourse of 'freedom', leading him to consider the value of 'freedom' for the
individual rather than the state. Applying a political ideology to the individual

created a new role for 'freedom' in the political realm, one which provided a

82 Badian (2004: 33-52).
% Translation Marchant (2002).
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remedy for the conflicts in diplomacy and arbitration which the rhetoric of
'political freedom' had exacerbated.

Xenophon's representation of Socrates and his presentation of Socratic
dialectic suggest that Xenophon's writing was deeply influenced by his reaction to
the sophists. His forays into elenchus indicate that Xenophon's philosophical
works are not only useful, but applicable in the political arena. In order for one to
be a kalos kagathos, one must be able to categorise the action (Toaypo) in
accordance with its virtue: is the action just/unjust, good/bad? The virtues under
which mpdypata are sorted, such as 'just' and 'unjust', were the very concepts or
names which had been destabilised during the Peloponnesian War. These names
or labels which people deemed their actions did not always correspond to reality,
and consequently they were called ovoporta by Thucydides. 'Justice' was not
defined by the acts which were deemed 'just'. Instead 'justice' had a fixed value
independent of actions. The difference between Thucydides' and Xenophon's
responses to 'freedom' and 'justice' stem from the principles underlying the
intellectualising process: while Thucydides is concerned with the 'nature' and,
more specifically 'human nature' as a structuring element for understanding the
behaviour and actions of men, Xenophon is more interested in finding remedies
for the conflicts between Greeks. For Xenophon, the kalos kagathos was a means
not only of rehabilitating the elite as useful members of society, but one who was
a kalos kagathos understood that the enslavement of Greeks was never 'just'.
However, on a personal level 'enslavement' was not always a 'bad' thing but was
sometimes 'good', especially when one was enslaved to vices. For Thucydides
'freedom' and 'autonomy' were Ovopata, which were morally ambiguous. This
was demonstrated by the case of Plataea, where citizens were enslaved in the
name of 'freedom', and by the Mytilenians' argument that they were 'free' in name,
but that they are only 'free' because it served the interest of Athens, which
benefited from their contributions. For Xenophon the acts of 'freeing' and
‘enslaving' were concepts which must be defined and categorised in order to avoid
ambiguity. Once an act of 'freeing' or 'enslaving' had been deemed just or unjust
by the kalos kagathos, the kalos kagathos could use these concepts rhetorically in

a persuasive speech to promote unification rather than divisions among citizens.
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Chapter 8: Rhetorical 'Freedom' in Xenophon's Historical Works

The previous chapter examined Xenophon's philosophical
conceptualisation of 'freedom', which was a quality essential for being a kalos
kagathos. This chapter will examine how Xenophon's philosophical rendering of
'freedom’ allows the kalos kagathos to be useful in politics and how his own
engagement with freedom in the historical works was influenced by his
philosophical reconceptualisation of 'freedom'. Discussions between Socrates and
his interlocutors demonstrated that Socrates' teachings and his lifestyle, which was
'free’ from vice, provided examples which would allow one to do good to one's
family, friends, and state. Although Xenophon's concept of personal 'freedom'’
seems not at all related to political freedom, passages in which the metaphor of
'political freedom' appears in discussions of personal 'freedom' suggest that the
metaphor of 'political freedom' has influenced his theory of personal 'freedom'.
'Freedom' from vices which impaired one's judgement was essential for one to be
able to make persuasive speeches which were in the interests of the state.

Although Xenophon openly criticises the sophists, he suggests that
rhetoric was a viable, and in fact the only, alternative to war. While this may seem
to be a paradox, an examination of speeches in Xenophon's historical works
suggests that persuasion can only be an alternative to war if the one persuading
was 'free’ from vice, or a kalos kagathos. A comparison of Xenophon's moral
intellectualism to speeches made in the Anabasis and the Hellenica demonstrates
how the language of freedom could be used to deceive people, and how freedom
could be used to persuade others to act in their interests by those engaging in
dialectic. Three speeches from Xenophon's historical works provide examples of
'incorrect' and 'correct' methods for incorporating the language of 'slavery' and
'freedom’ in speeches. The first two are examples of how to use language to
deceive, while the last is an example of how language can be used successfully as
an alternative to violence. These examples indicate that Xenophon was thinking
philosophically about language in his recording of the past, and that unlike
Thucydides, who exposes how the language of 'freedom' had been destabilised by
conflict, Xenophon's account of the past provided remedies for the future in the
form of paradigms. The second section will examine how Xenophon used the

language of 'freedom' in historical exempla to encourage unification among the
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Greeks. By establishing 'fixed' definitions of value-laden terms such as 'justice

and 'free', Xenophon is able to rehabilitate language as a tool in diplomacy.

8.1  Thebes

Shortly before the outbreak of the Corinthian War, the Thebans made a
speech to the Athenians. This speech reveals how the language of 'freedom' and
'slavery' could be used to incite conflict. Agesilaus' rejection of the peace offered
by the Persian King engendered suspicion in many Persians who feared that
Agesilaus, who had been in the East for some time, was plotting to kill the King
of Persia (3.5.1). For the King of Persia, the solution was simple: incite an
uprising in Greece against Sparta large enough to have Agesilaus recalled. In
accordance with this plan. Tithraustes sent Timocrates of Rhodes to several cities
in Greece on the understanding that they were to make war with Sparta in
exchange for money.'

Many leading men in Greece received money from the Persians via the
Rhodians: the Thebans, Corinthians and Argives all took part in the scandal; the
Athenians, thinking that empire was their right, needed no enticement to make
war with Sparta (3.5.2). The instigation of the war lay largely with the Thebans
who understood that the Spartans would never make war on the allies without
being provoked first. Therefore they convinced the Opuntian Locrians to levy a
tax from some territory which both they and the Phocians claimed to own. As the
Thebans expected, the Phocians countered by invading the territory of the
Locrians. The ringleader of the Theban enterprise convinced the Thebans that the
Phocians had invaded Locris and a Theban counter-invasion followed.

In response to the Theban invasion of Phocis, the Phocians requested help
from the Spartans, who, according to Xenophon, welcomed a pretext for war

against the Thebans.” Once it became clear to the Thebans that the Spartans were

" The Hellenica Oxyrhynchia names Pharnabazus as the one who sent Timocrates to Greece with
money rather than Tithraustes (Hell. Oxy.7.2). Rung (1994: 423-33) shows that even though
Xenophon and the Oxyrhynchus historian differ in their accounts of the money distribution they
do not necessarily contradict one another, as was previously thought. Sending unofficial diplomats
to foreign states was common practice in Persia and should not be considered out of place, or as a
fabrication by Xenophon.
? ol pévrol Aaxedarpdviol dopevol Elafov mpoddaoty otoatebely ém tovg Onpalovg (HG
3.5.5). Xenophon lists several reasons for the Spartans' eagerness to go to war with Thebes. First,
the Thebans claimed the tithe which was due to Apollo at Decelea; the Spartans, along with help
from the Thebans, fortified Decelea during the Peloponnesian War. This action, according to
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planning an invasion of their territory, the Thebans turned to the Athenians as
potential allies. But before the Thebans could convince the Athenians that they
were worthy allies, they first revised history. Xenophon has stated earlier in his
work that the Thebans voted against any form of mercy for the Athenians during
their surrender (HG 2.2.19). In a bid for forgiveness the Thebans argue that 'it was
not the city of Thebes that voted then; it was just one man who happened at that
time to have a seat at the council of the allies' (HG 3.5.8).° This is the exact
argument that the Thebans gave in Thucydides' history as to why they medized
during the Persian Wars (Thuc. 3.62). The argument made in Thucydides was
contradicted by Herodotus in his narration of how events unravelled in the city of
Thebes (Hdt. 9.87), suggesting that there was a tradition among historians to
attribute falsehoods to Thebans.

In their speech, the Thebans suggest that they will be able to regain their
empire if they come to the aid of those who had been wronged by Sparta.* The
Theban ambassadors make a case for rebellion against Sparta by comparing the
current situation in Greece to the political climate during the Peloponnesian War.
The Theban ambassador notes that in the previous war Athens' own subjects were
afraid to rebel until they, the subjects, were offered support by Sparta. This
allowed the subject states to reveal their real feelings towards Athens. If the
Athenians were to join together with the Thebans, those who hated the Spartans
would make their real feelings known (2.5.10-11).” The analogy of the two wars
placed Athens and Thebes in a position comparable to that of Sparta during the
Peloponnesian War. This analogy leads the reader to consider that if the
Athenians become allies of Thebes, they too will be campaigning for the 'freedom'’

of the Greeks, while the Spartans will be on the side once occupied by Athens.

Thucydides, was mainly responsible for the decline of power at Athens (Thuc. 7.27). Second, the
Thebans refused to assist the Spartans in the invasion of the Piraeus. The Spartans claimed that
they persuaded the Corinthians to abstain as well, yet another reference which draws the reader
back to the previous war. The third reason which is given is more immediate: the Thebans had
prevented the Agesilaus from sacrificing at Aulis before his campaign in the East (3.4.3-4),a
campaign in which the Thebans refused to take part.
? Translation Warner (1979).
‘%ol pv 8L pév, & dvdpeg ABnvaiol, BothooB’ Gv TV doynv v mdTEQOV ExéXTNOOE
avarafelv mavteg Emotdpuefa- Todto 8¢ g parhov eirog yevéobal 1) el avTol Tolg VT
exelvarv aduwovpévorg fonboite; (Xen. HG 3.5.10).
*c.f. Thuc.2.8.
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Next the Thebans identify the stakes of the war for any who may not have

been convinced by the Peloponnesian War allusion.

The Spartans, now that things have gone well for them, think it perfectly
proper to set up their own helots as governors, and meanwhile treat their
free allies as though they were slaves. And as for the people whom they
got to revolt from you [Athens], they made their deception quite clear.
What they gave them was not freedom but a double measure of servitude.
These people are now under the absolute authority not only of governors

but also of the [clommittees of [t]len which Lysander set up in each city.°

aAha Tovg pev elhwtag aguootag agtotol xablotdval, Tdv o8
OVPpPAY VY ELeVBEQV OVTWYV, EEL NUTUYN OV, OEOTTOTAL
AvamePNVAoLY. AAAG PV ®ol 0UG VIOV ATEOTNOAV GaveQol eioLy
EENTATNHOTES AVTL YOQ ehevBepiog duThijv avtolg douvheiav
TOQETYNHRAOLY: VITO TE YOQ TOV AQUOOTAOV TVQAVVODVTAL ROl VITO
déxna avdpmv, ovg AVoavdQog rotéotnoev €v €xdotn mohel (HG

351219

By accusing the Spartans of enslaving the Greek city-states, the Thebans advocate
a positive role for themselves as liberators of Greece. This is the first divisive
speech in the Hellenica regarding relations among Greek city-states after peace
has been established in Athens. The extent to which this speech is deceitfully
inflammatory is revealed by what may be regarded as an inconsistency in the
narration. Shortly before this speech at 3.4.2, Xenophon noted that the councils of
ten had been dissolved by the ephors at Sparta and a proclamation had been issued
allowing all cities to return to their traditional constitutions.” Following the decree
Xenophon stated that there was much confusion in the cities regarding their

ancestral constitutions since 'there were no longer democracies, as there had been

® Translation Warner (1979).
7 After Iphicrates' invasion of Phlius the citizens hand over the city to the Spartans for protection.
When the threat of a Corinthian invasion passes the Spartans return the city to the Phliasians and
allow them to live under their own laws (4.4.15). According to Diodorus (14.10) harmosts and
oligarchic governments were ubiquitous in Greece, but these were disbanded between 403 and 402
when Lysander and his proxies began to lose administrative control in Athens and in the East
(Hornblower 1991: 184).
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when Athens was in control, nor were there the committees of ten, as under
Lysander' (3.4.7).* At one and the same time Xenophon has stated that the
committees of ten had been dissolved, but that it was the councils of ten that
constituted enslavement at the hands of Sparta. Rather than question Xenophon's
aptitude as an historian, these contradictions should be examined, as they become
meaningful in light of Xenophon's position regarding the usefulness of rhetoric
and the kalos kagathos.

Had the Thebans simply stated that they were fighting for the 'freedom' of
the Greeks, their speech would have evoked images of the Persian Wars, when
heroic men and cities, most notably not Thebes, defended the freedom of the
Greeks and the identity of the Greek people; to be Greek was to defend freedom.
Anyone who failed to take up arms in the name of freedom would have feared
accusations of being 'ungreek', a reputation the Thebans had carried for some
time, having medized in the Persian Wars.

The metaphor of freedom and slavery invoked by Thebes was clearly not
apt: as the situation stands, Sparta had already 'freed' the city-states from the
committees of ten. George Lakoff notes that when metaphors appear in debate it
is often a sign that the argument is weak.” Not only have the Thebans lied, but
they themselves provoked the war. Framing the cause of the conflict in terms of
'freedom' and 'slavery', which had become metaphors for 'good/just' and
'bad/unjust’, allowed the Thebans to give a 'just' cause for the war even though
none existed. By playing upon the emotions and attitudes shared by all Greeks,
namely that 'freedom' was good and 'enslavement' was bad, the Thebans
persuaded potential allies that their cause was the 'right' one. The language of
'freedom' and 'slavery' had become a means of justifying the precipitation of a war
without a defendable cause, especially in this case, as the war had been incited by
the Persians. Xenophon reveals to the reader that the Thebans' claims to be
'freeing' are not to be trusted. He does this by having the Thebans lie about the

Spartan harmosts in their speech, a fact which is proven false in the narrative.

¥ Translation Warner (1979).
° Lakoff (2004: 22).
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8.2  Apollonia and Acanthus versus Olynthus

The last references to political freedom in the Hellenica all refer to
paradigms of subordination involving a conflict of the Olynthians with the
Apollonians and Acanthians. Fearing that the Olynthians would force them into
an alliance, a fear which was later realised (HG 5.3.1), ambassadors from
Acanthus and Apollonia asked the Spartans to help them stop the spread of
Olynthian power. The ambassador from Acanthus, Cligenes, began his speech by

listing the crimes committed by Olynthus.

The Olynthians induced other cities to combine with them on the basis of
one system of laws and a common citizenship; they then went on to take
over some of the larger cities. The next objective was the liberation of the
cities of Macedonia from the Macedonian king, Amyntas, and as soon as
the nearest cities had come over to them they were quick to take the next

step and proceed against the more distant and larger ones."

OUTOL TOV TOLEWV TTQOONYAYOVTO £ (DTE VOPOLS TOIG ahTOlg
¥ONOoBOL %Ol OVUTOATEVELV, ETELTAL OE AL TOV PELLOVWV TIQOOEAAPOV
Tvog. £x & ToUTOoV Emeyelipnoay xai tag THs Maxedoviag TOLELS
ghevBeQoDv Ao Apiviov tod Maxeddvav facthéwg. Emel O¢
glonrovoay ai £yyitota aUTOV, TayL %ol Em TAS TOEQW ®al pellovg

gmopetovto (5.2.12-13).

When the representatives from Acanthus and Apollonia appealed to Sparta for
help, it was not because they were concerned about their own 'freedom’, even
though they could have easily made this claim. Instead the argument which was
posited placed the liberators, the Olynthians, on the side of injustice. For the
Acanthians and Apollonians being freed meant being coerced into an alliance. On
the eve of the Corinthian War, the Thebans successfully persuaded the Athenians
to join their cause by accusing the Spartans of enslaving free allies. But those very

same allies which were enslaved by Sparta were states which had been freed from

1% Translation Warner (1979).
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Athens during the Peloponnesian War. If the Olynthians were wrong in garnering
support through liberation, then so too must the Thebans.

In case the Spartans were still unwilling to help the Acanthians, Cligenes
gave the Spartans a reason to help which would also serve their own interests:
ambassadors from Athens and Thebes were already consorting with the
Olynthians (5.2.15). The Spartans surely would have felt that an alliance between
former enemy states with an emerging superpower was a threat, especially if the
superpower claimed to be 'freeing' city-states from Macedon."" Although Cligenes
had argued that the Thebans and Athenians had already sent ambassadors to the
Olynthians, Leontiades contradicted this statement in a speech before the Spartan
assembly justifying Phoebidas' invasion of Thebes. He stated that 'in the full
knowledge that you [Sparta] were making war on the Olynthians, Thebes was
arranging an alliance with Olynthus' (5.2.34). The Theban and Athenian alliance
with Olynthus was used to persuade the Spartans to send aid to the smaller states
in Thrace; after the Spartans sent troops to Thrace, it was the Spartan war against
Olynthus which was given as explanation for Thebes' alliance with Olynthus.
Both cannot be true. These contradictions were not mistakes on Xenophon's part,
but instead demonstrated that Cligenes and Leontiades were using language to
persuade those listening to act in the interest of the speaker, which was not
necessarily in their own interests.

Similarly, in a later speech Polydamus of Pharsalus, seeking help from

Sparta in an imminent war with Jason of Pherae, provided a quote from Jason:

"' The Spartans decide to send out an army to Thrace as quickly as possible so that cities which
were not part of the Olynthian alliance would not be forced to join, and so that those who were
already members would be less reliable allies (5.2.23). The appointed general, Eudamidas,
convinces the ephors to allow his brother, Phoebidas, to take part in the invasion. Instead of
marching straight to Thrace, Phoebidas makes a detour in Thebes, where he becomes involved in a
conflict between two political parties, led on one side by Ismenias, and on the other by Leontiadas.
While Leontiadas supported friendly relations with Sparta, Ismenias was the Theban responsible
for accepting the Persian bribe that initially led to the Corinthian War. After helping Phoebidas
gain control of the acropolis, Leontiades delivers a speech to the Theban council in which he
claims that the Spartans have come with no intention of starting a war. Calling upon a law that
stated that it was right to arrest any man who has committed acts worthy of the death penalty,
Leontiades called for the arrest of Ismenias on charges of being a war-monger (5.2.30). Thus those
responsible for inciting the war against Sparta were punished and the Thebans have atoned for
their role in precipitating the Corinthian War by punishing Ismenias, the Theban leader who was
responsible for taking the Persian bribe and inciting the hostilities which led to the Corinthian War
(5:2:35).
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Boeotia and all other states now at war with Sparta are allies of mine, and
I can assure you that they would accept my leadership, too, if only I freed

them from the Spartans."

xal pv Bowwtol ye »ai oi Ghlot évteg door Aoaxedaipoviotg
TOAEHODVTES VITAQYOVOL oL GV OL ®al AxoAovBelv Toivuv
a&lovowy epot, av povov Ao Aaxedoipoviov ehevbBep®d avtolg

(HG 6.1.10).

Polydamus mentioned Jason's intent to 'free' the Greeks from Sparta in order to
persuade the Spartans that Jason was as much a threat to them as he was to
Pharsalus. Like the Acanthians and Apollonians, who viewed Olynthus' 'freeing'
of city-states as a threat, Polydamus and Sparta both recognised that Jason's
'freeing' was a means of gaining allies, and therefore a threat. Not only has
'freedom' become a rhetorical tool of persuasion, as the Thebans' speech to the
Athenians shows, but its alignment with false pretence makes it a dangerous
rhetorical tool. To free a state no longer belonged to the realm of positive political
rhetoric. As freedom had become a means of securing alliances and even
'enslavement’, the line between 'freedom' and 'slavery' had become blurred. The
speeches of the Thebans, Cligenes, and Polydamus demonstrate how the language
of 'freedom' and 'slavery' was used in speeches where the speaker was persuading
the audience to commit acts which were in the interest of the speaker, but not
necessarily in the interest of the intended audience. Passages in the narrative
portion of Hellenica in which the evidence given by the speakers is contradicted
demonstrate that the speaker was engaged in deception and therefore invoked
words which were ambiguous in order to garner support. These words, which
Thucydides called ovopata, were the very sorts of words like 'love' which
Socrates, in the Phaedrus (263a-b) argued were used to deceive the audience in
small increments."

Discussions in the Memorabilia concerning 'slavery' and whether it could

ever be 'just' suggest that there were times that 'freeing' could be 'unjust', but as

12 Translation Warner (1979).
" See pages 247-49.
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Xenophon's biography of Agesilaus revealed, the enslavement of Greek cities was
never just. The persuasiveness of the Thebans' speech before the Athenians was
strengthened by their appeal to emotive language like 'freedom' and 'slavery'.
Ultimately this language helped them instigate the first violent conflict among the
Greeks since the fall of Athens. Through the speech of the Thebans, Xenophon
revealed the power of 'freedom' to incite violence. These passages show that the
rhetoric of 'freedom' served to divide and was a means of making diplomacy a
tool of war rather than an alternative to violence. This was at odds with
Xenophon's statement in the Memorabilia that persuasion was the most powerful
means of avoiding violence.

Xenophon's statement regarding persuasion at Mem. 1.2.10-11 and
passages in which speakers used deception to incite violence may seem
contradictory, but they are consistent with Xenophon's solution to the flaws of
rhetoric: the one speaking must embody the virtues of the kalos kagathos.
Xenophon's description of Agesilaus' lifestyle indicates that he would be deemed
a kalos kagathos. A passage from the Hellenica in which Agesilaus must
determine whether someone's actions are 'just' or 'unjust' suggests that Xenophon
has removed the moral ambiguity of concepts frequently used as persuasive tools
by prescribing that the one who leads the city-state and advises what is best be a
kalos kagathos.

When the Spartans learned that Phoebidas, on his way to Olynthus,
invaded Thebes and aligned himself with the faction leader Leontiades, Agesilaus
stated that whether Phoebidas' actions were 'just' should be determined by the
established vopupov: actions which are bad for Sparta are 'unjust'; actions which
are good for Sparta are 'just' (HG 5.2.32). The standard of 'justice' set by
Agesilaus was nearly identical to that of the Spartans who determined whether the
Plataeans were guilty or innocent by asking them if they have done anything to
help the cause of the Spartans (Thuc. 3.52.4)."* Any action which was deemed
useful and just with respect to one's city was deemed just. However, because
Xenophon equates 'justice' with acting in accordance with vopoL, and given that
different city-states establish different vopoLl to serve their particular interests,

different city-states will produce different standards of what is 'just'. Rather than

'“ See Chapter Five, section 4.
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'fixing' standards of justice, Xenophon allows for competing interests that result in
competing standards of justice.

These passages demonstrate how speakers used the language of 'freedom'
and 'slavery' as a deceptive, persuasive tool. To 'free' was good, while to 'enslave'
was bad, and therefore these words could be used to persuade people to do things
which were not in their interest. Thucydides noted this through his use of
'freedom' as an dvopa. Discussions in the Memorabilia concerning whether
'enslavement’ was 'just' or 'unjust', and the conclusion that it could be either,
indicates that whether 'freeing' or 'enslaving' were 'right' or 'wrong' depended on
the context. By describing 'slavery' as a 'thing' which must be categorised,
Xenophon recognised that 'freedom' and 'slavery' were not always synonymous
with 'good/just' and 'bad/unjust'. Speeches from the Hellenica demonstrate how
the language of 'freedom' could be used to persuade people to act. By making
these speeches inconsistent with narrative, Xenophon reveals the deceptive nature
of the speaker's intent, which was couched in the language of 'freedom'. The
Thebans' speech to the Athenians was laden with metaphors of 'freedom' and
'slavery'. Ultimately the Athenians were persuaded to side with the Thebans in a
war which the Thebans had provoked. 'Freedom' was used in this case not because
the Thebans think it was "just' or 'right' to 'free' people, but because the language
of 'freedom' roused people to arms and incited violence. Cligenes' and Polydamus'
speeches demonstrate how the framing of persuasive speeches through the
language of 'freedom' could be negative: both speakers expressed fears that
another city was 'forcing alliances' by 'freeing' them (5.2.23). In each of these
cases 'freedom' was used because it either provoked violence, or because it could
be used to show that an enemy was to be feared: the language of 'freedom' was a
divisive tool rather than one which unified. None of these speeches portray
'freedom’ positively.

Although both Thucydides and Xenophon were critical of how 'freedom'
was used rhetorically, their approaches to this critique were quite different. The
Athenians subverted justice in order to persuade others that what was in their
interest was 'right', while the Spartans took advantage of morally ambiguous acts
such as 'freeing' in order to garner goodwill and support for their cause, which in
reality resulted in the enslavement or killing of citizens. Thucydides engages in a

narrative on language throughout his history by revealing how value-laden
271



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Eight

concepts which are culturally embedded are destabilised when men act in
accordance with ¢pU0o1g rather than vopog. Thucydides exposes this principle as
one of the underlying causes of the stasis and strife between city-states, and, at the
same time, reveals how language, as much as armed conflict, fails to mitigate
hostilities. Xenophon, on the other hand, provides a remedy for the destabilisation
of language by establishing guidelines for an individual to determine whether an
action was 'good/just' or 'bad/unjust'. The standard of justice set by Agesilaus in
the trial of Phoebidas indicates that whether or not actions were just was
determined by their relationship to the good of the city and the citizens. Agesilaus
believed that justice could be determined by the interest of the state. From
Xenophon's perspective, what was good for the city was good for the citizens.
Unlike Thucydides and Sophocles, whose works demonstrated a keen awareness
of how the actions of the state affected and were often at odds with the interests of
the citizens, Xenophon believed that ultimately what benefited the state benefited
the citizens. The irony of Xenophon's solution is that he has reconstructed a

scenario which allows for competing conceptualisations of justice.

8.3  Agesilaus and Pharnabazus

A discussion between Pharnabazus, a Persian satrap, and Agesilaus
provides an example of how the concept of 'freedom' could occur in speech not in
order to deceive, but in order to achieve one's goal without deception. While in
Dascylium, Agesilaus received an audience with Pharnabazus. In Pharnabazus'
dialogue with the Greek King, Pharnabazus expressed to Agesilaus that he felt he
had been treated unjustly by the Greek forces: having supplied money and having
fought beside the Spartans in the previous war, he was living like a fugitive in his
own land (4.1.32-33). Pharnabazus conceded that the injustice he felt might be
due to a misunderstanding of honour and justice. If this was the case, Pharnabazus
asked Agesilaus to show that this sort of behavior was the 'right behavior for men
who are repaying kindness that they have received' (4.1.33). This is one of the rare

instances where an historian discusses openly the ambiguity of words. Even
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though people may speak the same language or use the same words, they might
not mean the same thing."”

The Spartans were filled with shame by Pharnabazus' request for
clarification and silence ensued. Agesilaus reassured the king that he was being
treated no differently than any other Greek during a time of war. When the Greeks
were at war with one another men often fought against their fatherlands and
friends killed friends. Since the Greeks were at war with Persians, Agesilaus
explained that everything and everyone belonging to the king of Persia would be
treated as hostile. He advised Pharnabazus that if being an ally of the Greeks
meant simply changing one master for another, then he should remain loyal to the
king. But since loyalty to the king prevented him from fully enjoying his own
possessions and forced him to pay homage to a master, he might want to consider

shifting his loyalties. Agesilaus continued:

And, as I see it, it is better to be free than to have all the money in the
world. This, however, is not what we are advising—that you should be
free and at the same time poor. What we suggest is that you should, by
using us as your allies, add, not to the King's empire, but to your own, and
that you should bring into subjection to yourself those who are now, like
you, slaves of another. And so, if you become free and rich at the same

time, what else could you desire to make you completely happy?'®

raitol ELe00goV elval £YM pev olpot AvTdELov eival TOV TavVTmV
YONUATOV. 0VOE pévToL ToDTO o€ ®eAeVOUEY, TEVNTA PEV, EAeVOEQOV
&’ elvaw, AN fulv ovppdyoLs YoMUEVOV abEEWY ) TV Pacthéng
GG TV 0OVTOD ALYV, TOVS VOV OHOSOVAOUS GOl
ROTAOTOEGOUEVOV, (DOTE GOVE VIMrOOUC elval. ®aiTol i dpa
ehe00e0bG T'elng nal TAOVOLOG YEVOLO, TIVOg AV d€0Lg r) oYL TTApTTOLY

evdalpwv eivar; (HG 4.1.35-36).

"% Similarly Mardonius argues that the Greeks should use messengers and heralds to settle their
differences rather than go to war, especially since they all speak the same language (Hdt. 7.9).
However, even though they speak the same language the conflicts arise not from
misunderstandings, but from conflicts between vépot which render all actions 'just'.
'® Translation Warner (1979).
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At the very beginning of Book Four, Xenophon stated that Agesilaus had long
been wanting to win over a nation of Persia as an ally (4.1.2), and his speech to
Pharnabazus aimed to do just that. In an attempt to win over the Persian,
Agesilaus defined freedom as the ability to enjoy one's possessions fully, while
adding to them by ruling over others, rather than being a subject to the king.
However, these terms of 'freedom' do not preclude 'ruling' over others.
Consequently this conceptualisation of 'freedom' is not one which is entirely
Greek. Its 'Greekness' has been mitigated by emphasising not absence of a single
ruler, but rather the rights accorded to Pharnabazus which would be appealing to
him if he were to choose an alliance with Agesilaus.

In this passage Agesilaus recognised that 'freedom' from a Greek
perspective would not be appealing to a Persian, who would lose his possessions
in order to be 'free' from the Persian king. Although it would have been
ideologically useful for Agesilaus to capitalise on the Persian idea of 'nobles' as
'slaves','” Agesilaus' objective was not to promote the panhellenic cause of war
against Persia, but to create an alliance with Pharnabazus. This was nearly the
opposite scenario presented by Herodotus at the end of Book Eight, when the
Persians claimed that the Athenians would still be 'free' even if they joined the
Persian Empire. Despite the similarities between these passages, there are some
significant differences. In the passage from Herodotus, Herodotus has given a
Persian perspective of 'freedom' in order to compare the Athenians' actions after
the Persian Wars to their past glory, and to reveal that 'freedom' offered by a more
powerful state to weaker ultimately only serves to confirm and strengthen the
principles by which the greater power administers its rule.'® Agesilaus' appeals to
'freedom' lacked the rhetorical gravitas of the Thebans' speech to the Athenians
precisely because he knew that the language of 'freedom' did not have the same
emotive draw for the Persians as it did for the Greeks. Consequently he only
spoke of 'free' in the sense of not being ruled by the Persian King, and instead
focused on the number of subjects he would acquire through an alliance with
Sparta. Even though Agesilaus was using speech to persuade Pharnabazus that an

alliance was in his interest, this sort of persuasive speech was acceptable.

7 Missiou (1993: 390-91).
'8 See Chapter Three, section 4.
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Whereas the speeches of the Thebans, Cligenes and Polydamus all relied on the
language of 'freedom' as persuasive tools, Agesilaus abandoned this rhetoric
because it would not have been helpful for his cause. Furthermore, a comparison
of Xenophon's narrative sections with the speeches of the Thebans, Cligenes and
Polydamus reveals that all of these speeches are deceptive. The main difference
between these speeches and Agesilaus' was that the Thebans, Cligenes and
Polydamus used the language of 'freedom' to deceive the Greeks. Agesilaus'
speech, on the other hand, was deceptive, but he was deceiving Persians rather

than Greeks.

84  Freedom in Rhetoric: Historical Exempla and Xenophon's Anabasis

In addition to the example of Agesilaus' speech, the language of 'freedom'
could be invoked for positive aims through historical exempla. While Thucydides
engaged with the past in order to examine the underlying principles motivating
the actions of men, and Herodotus used the past to engage with the present to
create irony, Xenophon engaged with the past in order to provide examples to be
imitated. This novel form of reproducing the past was a product of Xenophon's
moralisation of history which was meant to aid the reader in his quest to be a
kalos kagathos. As 1 shall demonstrate, Xenophon addresses the conflict inherent
in equating justice with the interests of the state by advocating the creation of a
foreign enemy against whom all unite for a common cause.With this increased
focus on morality there was a rise in the use of historical exempla, both in
speeches to soldiers before battle, and in the narration itself; in the case of the
former the primary audience was the army before battle and the reader a
secondary audience; in the case of the latter the reader was the primary target. The
emergence of historical exempla was the product of viewing history as having a
moralising purpose: by recounting memories which exemplified 'good' or 'just'
acts, the study of history could be useful. The following section will analyse how
examples from the past could be used to achieve goals in the present, and how the
language of 'freedom' was used in these exempla.

Evidence independent of Xenophon's works indicates that the language of
'freedom' and the appropriation of the past had become common motifs in
persuasive speeches. Xenophon's treatment of 'freedom' was influenced not only

by past exploitations of 'freedom', but by the abuse of this language which he
275



The Discourse of Political Freedom in Ancient Historiography, Chapter Eight

witnessed in his own time. The over-exuberance for 'freedom' displayed in
Aspasia's funeral oration in Plato's Menexenus indicates that Xenophon was not
the only one in the Socratic circle to feel that the term had become trite. While
some have argued that the Menexenus is not an authentic work by Plato, others,
such as Frances Pownall, have argued in favour of authenticity on the grounds
that Plato criticises the immoral use of the past, which was being abused by
logographers." As Loraux and Henderson have both noted, the funeral oration of
the Menexenus is satiric, a parody of the funeral orations, and quite possibly a
parody of Pericles' funeral oration, which, unlike most orations, is surprisingly
factual . Regardless of whether or not the Menexenus is authentic, it provides
evidence of how commonplace it had become to narrate the past through the
language of 'freedom'. Furthermore, the Menexenus offers a critical account of the
devices used by rhetoricians from the perspective of one who belonged to the
same philosophical circles as Xenophon. By offering an exaggerated account of a
funeral oration, it exposes how historical exempla and the language of freedom
could be used as persuasive tools.

In the Menexenus, Socrates recounts a funeral oration given by Aspasia,
whom Socrates claimed was his rhetoric teacher (Pl. Mn. 236a-b). In the
following section, Plato's Menexenus will be examined, as this work provides
valuable evidence for contemporary criticism of rhetorical language, most notably
'freedom’, and the use of historical exempla in speeches. This examination will be
followed by an analysis of historical exempla in Xenophon's historical works.
Although Plato was highly critical of the 'gimmicks' employed by rhetoricians,
Xenophon effectively uses them by moulding them to fit the agenda of the kalos
kagathos.

At 240e the speaker explains how the past can be used to encourage, and
to influence the future through exempla.*' The speaker states that when the
Greeks fight they draw inspiration from the men at Marathon who fought for their
freedom: men on the field became disciples of their forefathers (P1. Mn. 240e).

Just how the past can be used to inspire confidence is elaborated shortly after:

1% Pownall (2004: 2).

* Loraux (1986: 143, 304-327); Henderson (1975: 33).

2! I shall refer to the speaker of Aspasia's speech, which is delivered by Socrates, as the 'speaker'.
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And so the soldiers of Marathon and the sailors of Salamis became the
schoolmasters of Hellas; the one teaching and habituating the Hellenes not
to fear the barbarians at sea, and the others not to fear them by land. Third
in order, for the number and valour of the combatants, and third in the
salvation of Hellas, I place the battle of Plataeca. And now the
Lacedaemonians as well as the Athenians took part in the struggle; they
were all united in this greatest and most terrible conflict of all; wherefore
their virtues will be celebrated in times to come, as they are now

celebrated by us.”

VI appotéomv O ovuPaivet, Thv Te MaaBdvi poyecapévay xal
TOV €V ZoOAAUIVE VAU PLaoavTmV, tondevBijvat tovg dAhoug
"EMMvag, D70 pHEV TOV xatd YRV, U0 8¢ TdV ®otd OdhatToy
paBovrog nal €0oBévrag un ¢ofeiobal tovg Pagfdoous. Toitov d¢
Myw 10 év IThataraig €oyov xal aLOu® xal aeth) yevéohal Thg
EMmviriic ootnolag, ®otvov 101 todto Aaxedatpoviov te xol
AOnvaiwy. TO PEV OUV PEYLOTOV %Ol Y AAETIOTOTOV OVTOL TTAVTES
NUUVOVTO, KAl OO TAUTNV TV GQETIV VOV TE VP MMV
Eyrnmudlovrol xai eig Tov €merta xodvov VIO TdV Votepov (Pl. Mn.

241b-c).

This passage stresses the importance and value of Persian War motifs for
motivating soldiers in battle and setting the example of their forefathers for
emulation. Like his contemporaries, Xenophon used images from the Persian
Wars to motivate the soldiers, but as a kalos kagathos he was always careful to
mention that Persians, not Greeks, were the enemy.

The importance of 'freedom' in a speech which was meant to be
rhetorically persuasive and glorify the past is evident throughout the Menexenus.
The speaker tells of the brave actions of the Greeks, and their courage and daring
to fight on behalf of the 'freedom' of the Greeks. The struggles encountered by the
Greeks are contextualised as ones between the forces of 'freedom' and 'slavery":

the Persians were enslaving Europe, and the whole of Asia was eventually

2 Translation Ryan (1997).
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enslaved to the third king of Persia (239d); the Athenians fought the
Lacedaemonians for the freedom of the Boeotians (242a); the Athenians fought
for the freedom of the Greeks against other Greeks (242b) and then fought for
freedom on behalf of the people of Leontini (243a); once the Athenians, the
champions of freedom, surrendered, the Spartans believed that they would be able
to enslave Greeks cities (244c); the Athenians made the Greeks free from Sparta,
until they enslaved themselves once again in the Corinthian War (245a). While
the rest of the Greeks, the Corinthians, Argives and Boeotians, were prepared to
make a treaty of alliance with the King of Persia, the Athenians alone refused his
offer (245c).

According to the speaker, the reason for the Athenians' rejection of an
alliance with Persia during the Peloponnesian War lies in the innate hatred of
Athenians towards the barbarians. These platitudes based on ethnicity suggest that
the speaker is appealing to a common belief among the Greeks that their hatred

for the Persians was by nature and not a learned or conditioned hostility.

That is how firm and sound the high-mindedness and freedom of our city
are, how much we are naturally inclined to hate the barbarians, through
being purely Greek with no barbarian taint. For people who are barbarians
by birth but Greeks by law — offspring of Pelops, Cadmus, Aegyptus,
Danaus and many others—do not dwell among us. We dwell apart—
Greeks, not semibarbarians. Consequently, our city is imbued with

undiluted hatred of a foreign nature.”

olUtw &1 toL 16 ye Thg MOhewg yevvaiov xal EleBegov BERaLdY TE nal
VYLEG 0Ty 1ol poEL ooBdoBagov, Sid o eilxnovdg sival
"EMmvag xai apyeis faofdowv. ol yao ITéhomeg o0de Kadpor o1de
Alyvmroi te »al Aavaol o0d¢ dAlol mohhol pioel pev Baofaool
6vreg, vouw 8¢ "EAAnveg, ouvolrodoty Nuiv, G’ avtol "EAlnveg, ol
petEoPdoPagot oinodpev, 68ev xaBaQov TO Hloog EVIETN®E T TOAEL

T ahrotolag puoewg (Pl. Mx. 245¢-d).

 Translation Ryan (1997).
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After stating this, the speaker proceeds to describe the defeat of the Spartans at
sea by the Athenians in the East as the freeing of the king of Persia (246a). The
act of freeing and slaving, it would seem, is not limited by race. Although earlier
in the speech Cyrus was described as freeing the Medes (P1. Mn. 239d-e), this act
was confined to the East where upheavals of rulers by the ruled were typically
described through the paradigm of freedom and slavery. The concept of 'freedom'
is used at 246a in the most basic sense of the meaning: the Athenians released the
Persian king from Spartan aggression.

Sacrificing accuracy in order to give the more popular version of historical
events was a successful method of persuading an audience in the fourth century.
As Loraux has noted funeral orations often omit events that do not glorify the city,
or portray the city's defeats as being brought about by the city's own failures
rather than through the greatness of the enemy.”* Emphasis on the relevancy of
these arguments and their ability to glorify, rather than their veracity, prevailed. In
order to make themselves more appealing to the masses, orators often presented
the popular version of events.” Studies in social memory have shown that a
society's historical record, or social memory, is often shaped by its reaction to
contemporary events.”® Events are generalised and details are omitted in order to
make history more pleasing to the masses.”” The funeral oration of the Menexenus
is unique in that the speaker does not avoid topics which may be unsettling to an
Athenian audience. The speaker raises the point that Cyrus had freed the Persians
and enslaved the Medes. The speaker goes on to enumerate the imperialist
exploits of the Persians, forcing an Athenian audience to consider, as Pownall
points out, the similarities between Athenian and Persian designs.*® Similarly the
speaker does not shy away from mentioning facts unflattering to Athens, such as
the burning of Sardis during the Ionian Revolt, which could be considered
justification for Darius' invasion. Plato, like Herodotus, used history to force his
audience to reconsider Athenian imperialism in light of the Persian evidence.
Pownall demonstrates that the speaker's attempt to use hatred of the barbarian, a

common topos in Greek oratory, as justification for their actions is inept. Pownall

** Loraux (1986: 133-34).
» Pownall (2004: 3, 38-39); Ober (1989: 190-91).
% Forsdyke (2006: 226).
2 Pownall (2004: 40-45).
% Pownall (2004: 50-51); Lysias 2.21.
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suggests that Plato was showing his disapproval of the revisionist histories of the
orators by stating that the Athenians freed the king of Persia, when it had already
been argued that the Athenian hatred of the barbarian was part of their nature
(245c-d), and that it was right to wage war with the Greek until victory, but with
the barbarian until they were destroyed (242d). By subverting a common fopos,
Plato was able to criticise the revisionist histories of the orators.”

Funeral orations tend to focus less on the Peloponnesian Wars than the
Persian Wars.” Plato displays his contempt for the genre of funerary narrative by
juxtaposing Athenian claims to have always fought for freedom and opposed the
barbarian with evidence to the contrary. This combined with the fact that Plato
has Socrates relay a speech with events from the Corinthian War in which the
Athenians were responsible for enslaving Greece, an event which took place years
after the death of Socrates, is 'a reminder to the reader to look beneath the surface
of the verbal sophistries contained in the oratorical tradition for the underlying

“! While in the Menexenus Plato critiques the use of the past by

moral truth.
logographers who revise history in order to make it suit their needs, the exempla
in Xenophon's historical works serve to unify the Greeks. The Menexenus offers
evidence of the sort of criticism of oratory to which Xenophon, belonging to
similar circles, would have been exposed. Indeed, Xenophon himself offers
criticisms through the construction of his narrative of those, such as the Thebans,
who revise the past in order to persuade an audience. Xenophon, however,
prescribes a solution to this flaw through historical exempla which emphasises not
the difference between Greeks, but rather the differences between Greek and
Persian. [socrates' utopian vision served Athens' interests, but Xenophon's version
of a utopian community was inclusive and its benefits not restricted to Athens
alone.” To this end, Xenophon's historical exempla resonated with his utopian
agenda, and his biography of Agesilaus, who opposed the enslavement of Greeks
on the grounds that the numbers available to oppose the barbarian would be

diminished. A panhellenistic crusade against Persia is lauded by Xenophon in the

Agesilaus. He remarks that when the Greeks were fighting among themselves

2 Pownall (2004: 55-57); for the topos of freedom see also Thuc. 2.40.5; Lysias 2.14-15, 34,42,
44,47,55, 68; Demosthenes 60.23; Hypereides 6.10, 16, 19, 24, 40.
30 Pownall (2004: 57); Lysias 2.54-57; Demosthenes 60.11.
31 Pownall (2004: 59).
32 Dillery (1995: 98); Isoc. Paneg. 19-20.
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Agesilaus was the only one who bothered not to neglect the common good by
doing what harm he could to the Persians (Ages. 7.7).

Although the past could be used subversively, Xenophon shows how the
past could be used by a kalos kagathos to do good to one's family, friends and
state, which was the ultimate goal of the kalos kagathos. The only historical
exemplum found in the Hellenica in which a struggle for 'freedom' was invoked in
order to foster reconciliation occurred towards the end of the Peloponnesian War.
After the battle, as Thrasybulus' men combed the field for arms, Cleocritus
reminded the Athenians of their kindred blood and common traditions, and that
they had braved together the 'dangers of land and sea in defence of...common
safety and freedom (HG 2.4.20).”* Cleocritus invoked the common bonds shared
as grounds for ending the struggle. The fight for freedom alluded to in this
passage was that of the Persian Wars when the Athenians united to defeat Persia,
and not the Peloponnesian Wars, which, though offering plenty of examples of
unification among Sparta, Athens and their respective allies, represented a dark
period for the Hellenic world and would not have inspired reconciliation. During
the Persian Wars, the concept of 'freedom' was described as a 'watchword'
(00vONua) in the historical narratives of the war.** During the Ten Thousand's
march home a different c0vOnpo was adopted: Zevg ot %ol virn (Zeus the
saviour and victory) became the oUvOnpa of the Greeks (Anab. 1.8.17);
owtola, or salvation, which occurs twenty-three times in the text, rather than
¢hevOepla, which occurs nine times becomes the dominant ideology.”> As I shall
argue, to speak of fighting for 'freedom' in the present led to conflict; therefore,
the watchword of the Ten Thousand was owtnela. The concept of 'freedom'’
could be evoked for positive purposes only through historical exempla in which
'freedom' was being used in the context of the Persian Wars.

Historical exempla appear in the Anabasis when the Persian Wars were
being appealed to as an encouragement to the soldiers. In each of the examples,
when the Persian Wars were mentioned, freedom played a central role, but not

because freedom itself was a virtue, but because the Persian Wars had been

* Translation Warner (1979); %ol ToOAG peB’ VUMV REXIVOUVEDARAUEY KOl XATA YV XOL XATA
Bdhatroy VIEQ THS ®OoWVNG ALPOTEQWY MMV cwTnelag Te ®al éhevBeglag.
** Flower and Marincola (2002: 274).
35 The single reference to autonomy in the Anabasis occurs in a summary at the end of the text and
is thought to have been added by later editors.
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contextualised through the language of 'freedom'.*® The struggle which had come
to be understood in terms of 'freedom' represented for Xenophon, as it did for
Herodotus, a period of unprecedented unity in the Greek world. As the first half of
this chapter has shown, Agesilaus was opposed to the enslavement of Greeks on
the grounds that it would diminish the number of people available to fight the
barbarian. Exempla from the Anabasis suggest that Xenophon's solution for the
fragmentation of the Greek world was twofold: the leaders must be kaloi
kagathoi, and military campaigns must be directed towards the barbarian whose
'otherness' reminded the Greeks of the common qualities which united them, and
which would force the Greeks to act not in the interests of individual city-states,
but in the interests of a united Greece fighting a foreign enemy.

After the battle of Cunaxa and the death of Cyrus, Xenophon entered the
scene as a leader in the march homewards. In a speech to the soldiers encouraging
them to fight for their safety (cwnpla), Xenophon reminded them of the glorious
deeds of the past, when the Persians invaded Greece and the Athenians defeated
the Persians. Xenophon urged the Greeks to be mindful of their struggle for
freedom in the Persian Wars, an image which was meant to give the Ten
Thousand confidence that they could defeat whatever obstacles the Persians might
offer on their march home. In his speech to the soldiers, Xenophon reminded them

of their struggle during the Persian Wars.

Then, when Xerxes later on collected his innumerable army and came
against Greece, there was another occasion when your fathers defeated the
fathers of these people both on land and on sea. You can find proof of all
this in the trophies we have, but the greatest piece of evidence of all is the
freedom of the cities in which you have been born and brought up. For you

worship no man as a master, but only the gods.”

gmerta Ote Z€0ENC Votepov ayelpag TV dvoiBuntov otoaTiav
NAOev Em Ty EAGda, noi TOTE Evinwv ol uéteol medyovoL Tovg

TOUTWV TOOYHVOUC KOL KOTO YTV Kal #aTd OGAaTTAV. OV E0TL PEV

% See pages 39-40.
37 Translation Warner (1972b).
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TexpnoLa 6Qav TA TEOTTOLA, HEYLOTOV g HaQTUQLOV 1) EevBepia TV
TOhewV €V aig Lpelg £yEveoOe xal £TpddnTe: 0VdEva Yo GvBowov

deomdTV AMAG Tovg BeoVg mpooxrvvelte (Anab. 3.2.13).

When Xenophon spoke of freedom in this passage he attributed freedom to the
cities and not to the individual. In order to encourage the soldiers to work together
for their survival Xenophon drew from the unifying power of the Persian Wars
rather than the Peloponnesian Wars. The Theban ambassador, on the other hand,
made reference to the Peloponnesian War in a speech to the Athenians in order to
incite strife (HG 3.5.10-11, 14-15). While the Persian Wars were used to promote
unity among the Greeks, the Peloponnesian Wars were used in speeches to sow
disagreement.

Xenophon's comparison between the worship of man as master and the
gods in the passage above served a didactic purpose. Isocrates expressed his own
disdain for mortal worship when he complained that the Persians prostrated
themselves before men, 'thinking more lightly of the gods than of men' (Pan.
151).”® When the soldiers around Cyrus at Cunaxa prostrated themselves before
him, the word which was used i1s mpooxrvveiv (1.8.21), the very same word used
by Xenophon above at 3.2.12 to describe the worship of man instead of gods. By
alluding to the Persian defeat at the beginning of the fifth century as well as
expressing contempt for the Persian practice of prostrating before the king,
Xenophon was making the best of a very bad situation. Cyrus, the man whom
they had followed and obeyed, was dead. No longer could they bow before a man;
now they must behave as proper Greeks and bow before the gods. In situations
such as this one, invoking the glorious past of one's ancestors provided an
example for the soldiers to follow.

Xenophon also must remind the soldiers that even though they do not bow
before their generals, they must obey them. Such emphasis on discipline may
seem gratuitous, but necessary when one recalls the Ionians of Herodotus'
Histories who claimed that they were free men and therefore did not have to obey

military commanders. They paid heavily for their disobedience; having lost in

* Isocrates and Xenophon were peers and friends according to Diogenes Laertius (2.55) who
composed an encomium for Xenophon's son, Gryllus, when he died in 362 (Gray 1998: 5).
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battle to the Persians, they were enslaved (Hdt. 6.9-18). Throughout the Anabasis,
Xenophon must remind the soldiers that being free and Greek citizens did not
exempt them from obedience. After the Ten Thousand stormed the gates of
Byzantium, Xenophon, fearing that proximity to the homeland would lead to
disunity,” delivered the following admonishment: 'My advice to you is that, since
you are Greeks yourselves, you should try to get justice by obeying the leaders of
the Greeks' (7.1.30).* Presumably these generals were kaloi kagathoi, whose
knowledge of wisdom and morality would be able to guide the soldiers.
Xenophon's speech recounted the horrors of the Peloponnesian War, images
which were meant to deter the Ten Thousand from making war on their native
cities, friends and kinsmen. The exempla which Xenophon used in his speeches
served to remind the soldiers that freedom and the worship of gods was intrinsic
to the Greek identity, but that cwtnpta could only be achieved through obedience
to generals.

Howland suggests that even though the Anabasis is an historical text, its
philosophical underpinnings and resonances with Plato's Republic render it
equally philosophical.*' In what follows, I suggest that Xenophon's Anabasis is
philosophical to the extent that he uses the march of the Ten Thousand as the
model of a panhellenic crusade to demonstrate how the Greeks might be unified
when faced with a common enemy.*” By creating a common enemy Xenophon is
able to reconcile the conflicting interests and competing standards of justice
among the Greeks. John Dillery's narrative analysis of the expedition of the Ten
Thousand suggests that the Anabasis itself is a model for how the Greeks are most
united when faced with a common enemy. The Anabasis, according to Dillery,
can be divided into two sections. The end of the first section is marked by Cyrus'
death, while the second phase consists of the march back to Greece. The first two
references to political freedom occur during the first phase of the expedition
before Cyrus has died (1.7.3; 2.5.33). During the second phase of the expedition
Xenophon formally entered the scene as a leader. He delivered a speech to the

soldiers which included the last reference to political freedom in the Anabasis

% Dillery (1995: 91-95).
“ Translation Warner (1972b); xol vpiv 8¢ ovpfouvietw "EAMnvag vtag tolg tdv EAAivav
TQOEOTN®OOL TELOPEVOUS TIELRATO L TMV duralwv Tuy dveLy.
“ Howland (2000: 875-89).
2 Flower (2000: 65-101).
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until the Ten Thousand reached the sea (3.2.13). For the duration of the march to
the sea there was no mention of political freedom. This is the period in which the
army was most efficient and most successful, and, as Dillery notes, least like a
polis.” Few if any meetings of the general assembly were called; decisions were
not made jointly, but were made by a charismatic leader of an extraordinary
command, called a demagogue by the Spartans (An. 7.6.4).*

That unity was the most important factor for the survival of troops is made
clear from the disastrous consequences of disunity in the Hellenica.” Dillery has
noted that this emphasis on unity may have led Xenophon to suggest a settlement
in the East; if the desire to return home was causing disunity among the soldiers,
then a utopian community would be the most obvious solution.*® This community
would be comprised of citizens from a variety of states, as many as those which
took part in the expedition, and would represent the ultimate act of panhellenism:
the colonisation of Persia. A Panhellenic crusade against Persia was lauded by
Xenophon in the Agesilaus. He remarked that when the Greeks were fighting
among themselves Agesilaus was the only one who bothered not to neglect the
common good by doing what harm he could to the Persians (Ages. 7.7).
Agesilaus, Xenophon's kalos kagathos, who exemplified 'freedom' and who made
wise and informed decisions in the interest of the state, not only opposed the
enslavement of Greek by Greek, but chose to fight the barbarian instead of his
fellow Greeks. Thus one who was a kalos kagathos recognised that it was in the
interest of the Greeks to campaign against Persia and to restrict mention of
'freedom’ to 'freedom from' Persia. Since each of Xenophon's speeches has some
mention of the struggle for 'freedom' from Persia, one might infer that Xenophon
believed himself to be a kalos kagathos.

It is significant that freedom was entirely absent from Xenophon's
narration of the march to the sea. Up to this point in the historiography of the
Greek word, panhellenism has been portrayed as being closely aligned with the
concept of 'freedom'. In Herodotus' Histories, Bias of Priene suggested that the

Ionians set sail and found a city in order to avoid being enslaved by Persia (Hdt.

“ Dillery (1995: 93).
* This is the first extant use of 'demagogue'; in the negative sense (Dillery 1995: 93).
4 Wencis (1977: 44-49) notes that suspicion also functions as a narrative theme in the march of
the Ten Thousand.
* Dillery (1995: 87).
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1.170). Thales of Miletus argued that Teos ought to be established as the seat of a
governing council for all of Ionia (Hdt. 1.170). The Athenians in Herodotus'
Histories argued that all Greeks share a common culture and therefore would not
surrender to Persia (Hdt. 8.144). The Greek city-states joined together in one
league after the Persian Wars in order to facilitate defensive measures against
Persia. The era of the Peloponnesian Wars marked an end to the reality of
panhellenism as power politics and the interests of individual states made it
impossible for city-states to live in harmony. In the utopian vision of the
Anabasis, Xenophon considered the conditions necessary for the emergence of a
peaceful, if not unified, Greek world; the absence of freedom during the march to
the sea suggests that the polarising language of freedom had no place in
Xenophon's utopian vision. Although freedom may have served as a unifying
feature of the Persian Wars, in a post-Peloponnesian War era freedom was a
divisive word which threatened whatever unity may have existed. Consequently
its use by Xenophon wishing to seem unbiased was restricted to historical
exempla.

It cannot be denied that identity-affirming language such as political
freedom would be most apt for a Greek contingent trapped in the East, but the
only time that freedom was mentioned in the Anabasis was through historical
exempla. The Ten Thousand were a band of mercenaries who acted in defiance of
the Spartans, who were, at the time, loosely aligned with Persia. The political
freedom of the Ten Thousand was not a relevant issue for the soldiers, who were
more concerned with the monetary rewards of their service. Instead the greed of
the soldiers was contrasted with the relative poverty of the Greeks who won their
freedom in the Persian Wars. False notions concerning one's status as a 'freeman’
or 'slave' and wealth was a common motif in the Memorabilia, suggesting that
Xenophon was engaging philosophically with notions of wealth and freedom at
the beginning of the Anabasis.

It is not a coincidence that the majority of references to 'freedom' in a
political context in the Anabasis occur in exempla. The exempla in the historical
works which involve 'freedom' are abundant: Cyrus invoked the Persian War and

Greek freedom in order to persuade the Greeks to fight for him (1.7.3); o

7 See Appendix.
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Xenophon encouraged the Ten Thousand to fight by reminding them that they are
the descendants of men who fought in the Persian Wars; Cleocritus spoke of the
Persian Wars in order to foster reconciliation; the Thebans at the start of the
Corinthian War reminded the Athenians of the Peloponnesian War in order to
gain allies for their war with Sparta. Such references are historical metaphors
which were not meant to explain the cause of the conflict, but were persuasive
tools. As the Thebans' speech to the Athenians demonstrated, the concept of
'freedom' could divide just as easily as unify men. Consequently, when 'freedom’
was invoked, it was the 'freedom' of the Persian Wars which was mentioned,
which reminded the Greeks of the struggle of their forefathers against the
barbarian. The very mention of the barbarian reminded the Greeks of the
'otherness' of Persia and of the common customs, religion, and language which
unified them.

Passages from the Menexenus in which the Athenians were described as
harbouring a hatred towards the barbarian based on their 'foreign nature' is a
testament to the popularity of such sentiments. The fact that the harmony among
the Ten Thousand became more and more fragmented the closer they come to
Greek cities suggests that Xenophon himself recognised the benefits of portraying
the Persians as 'other'. However, this 'otherness' is a contrived otherness. As
Herodotus reveals the Greeks were capable of adopting vopot, or institutions of
ruling, that were comparable to those of the Persians, which, from a Greek
perspective, constituted enslavement. Even if Xenophon did not believe that the
Persians were 'other' by nature, his speech at Byzantium in the Anabasis indicates
that he was aware that the Greeks were most unified when Persia posed a threat.
Although the tone of the Menexenus suggests that it was written as a parody of
contemporary rhetoric which abused concepts such as 'freedom' and the popular
myth that the Persians were different by nature, ¢p0o1g, unlike the Menexenus,
Xenophon's works, and the antagonism of Agesilaus towards Persia, were meant
to be useful. The very fact that Xenophon went to great lengths to show how the
Persian and Greek conceptualisations of 'freedom' differed suggests that
Xenophon did not believe that Persians and Greeks were different by nature, even

though he felt that employing such rhetoric could be used for the ultimate goal of
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unifying the Greeks. Xenophon is fairly accurate in his description of Persian
vassalage.* That being said, he does routinely compare Persian 'servitude' or
'nobility' to Greek 'freedom' in order to promote a panhellenic ideology.

Wars and conflicts fought in the name of 'freedom' could only be
mentioned if the purpose of the speech served the interest of Greece and its goal
of unification, or if it was used in an historical exempla which reminded the
Greeks that there was a greater enemy to fear than a Greek one. While Plato was
more interested in establishing a school of philosophy through Socrates' teachings,
Xenophon was more concerned with making Socrates accessible and useful. Even
if Xenophon himself did not believe that the Persians were foreign by 'nature’'
rather than by 'convention' one who was a kalos kagathos, one who was able to
discern what was in the interest of the state—or rather a unified Greece —could
employ such rhetoric for the purpose of unification. So long as the advice of the
kalos kagathos served the interest of the state and the interest of Greece, whatever
the kalos kagathos deemed 'good' was just. By creating a common enemy,
Xenophon is able to reconcile the competing interests of city-states and the
competing standards of justice as well.

In an attempt to put an end to conflicts which were exacerbated by
rhetoricians who took advantage of moral ambiguity, Xenophon established the
state and the kalos kagathos who guided the state, as the controller of morality.
Even though inconsistencies in Xenophon's Hellenica suggest that he believed
that 'freedom' was a dangerous rhetorical term, it could reasonably be used so long
as its use did not incite violence among the Greeks. Since the act of 'freeing' and
‘enslaving' could be good or bad depending on how the act affected the interests of
the state and unity of Greece, only one who was a kalos kagathos could properly
discern the right time, context and the manner in which such emotionally charged
rhetoric could be employed.

Although the Athenians played a critical role in securing this 'freedom’,
Xenophon reconceptualises what it means for an individual to be 'free' due to what
he felt were the limitations of 'freedom' imposed on aristocrats in Athens, namely
that those endowed with the knowledge of 'right' and 'wrong' enjoyed a role in

government no greater than the masses. Those living in a democracy enjoyed the

* Brock (2004: 255-56).
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'freedom' to participate in the government, and, in this sense, democracy offered
its citizens 'positive freedom'; men were given the right to participate in and have
an influence on government. However, because positions were chosen by lot,
those managing the government were not necessarily in possession of moral virtue
and could not, therefore, make decisions which were in the interest of the state.
Xenophon provides the example of the Ten Thousand, who were most efficient,
yet operated least like a polis, as an example of how men might be organised best
under the leadership of one who was a kalos kagathos. This person, free from
inner conflicts and desires, a person who was in possession of 'self-mastery’,
might best lead the people themselves in a crusade against Persia, thereby
eliminating conflicts arising from diverse standards of justice.*” For Xenopon the
struggle for 'negative freedom' through the guidance of one who embodies
'‘positive freedom' was the only remedy for the conflicts between city-states which
had swept the Greek world.

Xenophon's moral intellectualism explains what appears to be a paradox in
his thought. As one schooled in a philosophical discourse which emerged in
response to those who offered rhetorical education, one would think that
Xenophon would be opposed to the use of persuasion as a valid means of
conducting business. But Mem. 1.2.10-11, quoted above, makes it clear that this is
not the case. While Xenophon encourages the use of rhetoric as an alternative to
violence, Thucydides' metanarrative on language exposes the danger of rhetoric as
a tool in a climate in which language had been destabilised. In light of
Thucydides' exposure of the flaws of language and diplomacy, Xenophon's
proposal at 1.2.10-11 almost seems naive. But Xenophon's argument must be
considered in light of his theory of moral intellectualism, which is the lens
through which he presents the past in order to provide remedies for the future. It
was the possession of power without prudence that cultivated violence. In other
words, persuasion could only serve as an alternative to violence if the one
persuading had the wisdom to support his ideas. This wisdom could only be

attained through true knowledge of how things were defined, and whether those

* Although Berlin defines 'positive liberty' as the ability to take part in and influence government,
Skinner notes that there is another conception of liberty inherent in Berlin's 'positive freedom'.
This type of 'freedom' is 'positive freedom' in the sense of self-mastery (2002: 16-18). For more on
Berlin, see pages 9-10.
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things were good or bad. This, according to Xenophon, was the failure of
diplomacy: that those who were in possession of power and were able to persuade
were ignorant, no better than slaves. In Xenophon's eyes, persuasion was a valid
means of politicking, and a favourable one at that, so long as the person who was
persuading possessed the qualities of a kalos kagathos. The problem lay not with
the art of persuasion itself, but with the ability of those persuading to define and
identify moral concepts and use them correctly. Xenophon's appropriation of
'freedom’ as an inner quality possessed by the individual provides a place for the
elite, who have the knowledge necessary to rehabilitate not only language, but
also the language of freedom as rhetorical tool. As practical as his philosophy
may be, its successful implementation is impossible, as it would require a
panhellenic crusade. Although the Socrates of Plato's Menexenus may have
faulted Xenophon for revising history in order to provide moral paradigms
through generals such as Agesilaus, Xenophon's works were not meant to be
historical. Rather his historical works use the past as a vehicle for displaying how
one who possessed the qualities of the kalos kagathos could behave and
contribute in a meaningful and useful way in a democratic society, and how
freedom itself could be used as a political tool for unification rather than

decisiveness.
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Conclusion

Historians, like the politicians whose speeches they relate, use 'freedom'
and 'autonomy' as tools. Whereas politicians use this language as a tool of
persuasion, historians use this language as a tool of narration. Rather than ask
what the meaning of 'autonomy' is, or what 'freedom' means from a Spartan or
Athenian perspective, modern historians should be asking how historians use the
language of 'freedom' and 'autonomy' as a tool to create meaning in the overall
narrative. Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon provide valuable information
about historical events. However, the interpretive frameworks and contemporary
debates—such as relativism, vOpog-¢p0otg, the relationship between language and
reality, and concerns over moral ambiguity — which historians use to understand
the principles underlying conflict often render what appear to be historical uses 'of
freedom' and 'autonomy' philosophical. Passages which Raaflaub uses as evidence
for 'historical' freedom, that is to say, events in which the language of 'freedom'
was 'actually' used, cannot be taken as reliable evidence either for the meaning of
'freedom' or for the date of its emergence.

Scholars, most notably Kurt Raaflaub, have argued that Near Eastern
societies were similar enough to Mycenaean Greece, where there was no concept
of 'political freedom', that there was no need to examine the role that 'freedom'’
played in the politics of the Near East. Given the role which the Near East and
Persia played in creating the conditions necessary for facilitating the emergence of
'freedom' as a rhetorical tool, dismissing the Near East from discussions of
'freedom' would be unsound. In Chapter One, I examined evidence from the Cyrus
Cylinder and poem 36 of Solon. This evidence suggests that the language of
'freedom' and 'slavery' had been used in a political context long before the Persian
Wars. Although neither of these pieces of evidence used the language of 'freedom'
to describe the rights of 'free' citizens, both the Cyrus Cylinder and the poem of
Solon used the language of 'freedom' and 'slavery' as metaphors for political acts.
For both Solon and Cyrus the metaphor of 'slavery' provided a means of
persuading their respective audiences that their methods and acts were in the
interest of the citizens; neither were speaking of physical enslavement, but instead
were referring to the political oppression of people and the earth. These metaphors
were successful precisely because 'slavery' was deemed an odious state by both

the Persians and the Greeks. Furthermore, relativism and the debate between
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vopog and ¢pvolg provided an intellectual framework for Herodotus to consider
how the Persians might conceptualise freedom, thereby allowing him to draw a
subtle yet powerful comparison between contemporary Athenian politics and the
Persians.

By examining how historians make use of frameworks in order to create
meaning from the past, it becomes clear that they are not simply concerned with
how historical protagonists speak about 'freedom', but are equally as concerned
with the relationship between 'freedom' and 'justice'. This connection only
becomes clear by analysing how historians' treat the relationship between
'freedom' as it exists in accordance with vopog and ¢pioig. Language can serve as
a peaceful alternative to conflict, but when the norms of society have been
subverted, and men deem their actions to be 'just' not in accordance with the
agreed upon norms of society, but in accordance with their own interests, then
acts, such as enslavement, are described as being carried out in the name of
'freedom’, in accordance with their claims of 'justice' rather than vopot.
Thucydides exposes the dangers of rhetoric and the abuse of language which
ensues when the interests of the stronger prevail, thus destabilising language
which is culturally embedded. Thucydides was not the first to recognise that
language and the meanings of words could only be understood within the context
of a particular set of vopoL, as Herodotus exposes how Athenian vopot had come
to resemble those of the Persians. In order to warn the reader, and the Athenians,
that it was not too late to adopt more traditionally 'Greek' vopou with regard to
their relationship to their allies, Herodotus considers how the Persians might have
conceptualised 'freedom' in accordance with their vopot. Herodotus was
undoubtedly influenced by contemporary politics and the trend to compare Athens
and Persia, and consequently he constructs a discourse of relativism by showing
how Persian 'freedom' differs from Greek 'freedom' on account of vopot, and, in
doing so, he exposes how 'ungreek' the Athenians' actions had become. For both
Herodotus and Thucydides, the language of 'freedom' existed within the context of
a particular set of vopotr. While Herodotus constructs conceptualisations of
'freeedom', Thucydides reveals how 'freedom' had come to be abused as the vopoL
which determined what was 'just' and 'unjust' had been overturned, thereby
allowing men to deem 'unjust' actions as acts of liberation. Herodotus is not as

concerned with the relationship between 'freedom' and 'justice’, but his reference
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to Pindar at 3.38 regarding vOpog as king suggests that, even if the relationship
between 'freedom' and 'justice' was not his primary interest, he too recognised that
city-states and empires which had fought for their 'freedom' from oppression or
enslavement exercised the right to live in accordance with their own vopot. The
context of original Pindar fragment (fr. 169, lines 1-4) that '[nJomos, king of all,
mortals and immortals, brings on with sovereign hand what is most violent and
makes it just', suggests Herodotus' tacit recognition that city-states and empires
which governed in accordance with their own vopol established standards of
justice which served their interests, thereby making even the most violent acts
'just’. In this sense, both Herodotus and Thucydides agree that 'autonomy'
described a condition of 'freedom' which was defined not by one's own vépot, but
with the vopot which protected the rule and legitimacy of the stronger. For both
Herodotus and Thucydides, the meaning of 'freedom' was culturally embedded,
and value judgements and perceptions are informed by the culture of those
making them.

Although Thucydides is considered the best source for evidence
concerning 'autonomy', his engagement with this concept was as philosophical as
it was historical. As I examined in Chapter Five, Thucydides' framing of
'autonomy' in the Mytilenean and Plataean episodes suggests that he has used this
term to draw out the tension inherent in the relationship between vopol and the
Athenians and Spartans, whose strength allowed them to subvert the standards of
justice to suit their interests, or disregard justice altogether. When Thucydides
used 'autonomy' anachronistically, he was referring to the condition of city-states
before they were forced to become allies of Athens and Sparta. For Thucydides'
Mytileneans, 'autonomy' represented the traditional alliance structure which
existed before Athens and Sparta emerged as superpowers and inhibited a state's
right to live in accordance with what they deemed 'right', or the 'norm', for the
community. When city-states, such as the Mytilenians, complained that their
'autonomy' had been violated, they were referring to the loss of voting privileges
which had been the right of every ally when the league was created and they were
still autonomous. Although it has been argued that Plataea's claims to have been

granted 'autonomy' by Pausanias were anachronistic, the defensive appeals made

" Translation Ostwald (1965: 117).
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by the Plataeans and the Thebans through vopou suggest that Thucydides was
using the conflict of Plataea to question whether a state could truly be
‘autonomous' when being forced to chose between either side would result in the
destruction of the state regardless of the choice. Despite the fact that the earliest
evidence for the concept of 'autonomy' occurred in a philosophical context,
scholars have rejected the idea that 'autonomy' may have been philosophical in
origin. Regardless of whether 'autonomy' was first and foremost a philosophical or
political term, Thucydides' use of 'autonomy' in these episodes suggests that he
was considering the limited nature of living in accordance with one's laws, or
living 'autonomously' in a world where the interests of the stronger, who either
established standards of 'justice' which served their interests or disregarded justice
altogether, prevailed.

In Chapter Six, I examined Sophocles' Antigone, which provides the
earliest written evidence of 'autonomy'. In the Antigone, the concept of 'autonomy'
acquired meaning through the debate between vopog and ¢pUoLg which framed the
central conflict between Antigone and Creon. Antigone, powerless to act in her
own interests without consequence, ultimately accepted those consequences and
acted in accordance with what she deemed right by the vopou of nature. Similarly,
the allies of Athens and Sparta, by acting in accordance with their own vopot,
were punished by these more powerful states. The tragedy of the play, which the
language of vopog and ¢pUoLg draws out, was that both Antigone and Creon
believed that their actions were just; Creon, because he believed that whatever
was in the interest of the state was just; and Antigone, because she believed that
Creon's decree, which had made the burial of her brother illegal, was contrary to
the vopou of the gods. Both believed that their actions were just and both could be
deemed 'autonomous' by virtue of acting in accordance with their own vopot. But
Sophocles has restricted the language of 'autonomy' to Antigone, who, like the
allies of Athens, was not permitted to live in accordance with the vopou of the
community.

Thucydides' history, by exposing how Athens and Sparta exploited
language, logic, and the rhetoric of 'freedom’, exposed the underlying principles of
power motivating men to act. In this context, language was a tool for the powerful
and, as a consequence, it failed to provide an alternative to armed conflict.

Sophocles' Antigone, on the other hand, showed how both the ruler and those
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'ruled' become the victims of 'justice': both sides believed that they 'rightly'
deemed justice to be on their side. Interpreted within a political context, Athens
and her allies both become sympathetic. The language of 'autonomy' provided a
convenient intersection between philosophy and politics, rooted as it was in the
philosophical debate between vopog and ¢pvolg. But it is precisely because of this
convenience —because it is used in both political and philosophical contexts —that
attempts to ascertain a precise meaning which fits every context have failed.

Both Herodotus and Thucyides use contemporary frameworks in their
historical narratives to create meaning or establish patterns, in the case of
Herodotus to provide a warning to the reader, and in the case of Thucydides to
expose the role played by the fundamental conflict between vopog and ¢pUoLg in
exacerbating conflict. These new trends provided Herodotus with novel,
conceptual frameworks for interpreting the past, and engaging the reader.
Thucydides, on the other hand, exposes how language, the only alternative to
armed conflict, is destabilised when ¢pUoLg rather than vopog structures the
relations between men. In Chapter Seven, I examined how Xenophon rejected
sophism in his historical works. While Herodotus and Thucydides seek to
understand the past and provide warnings for contemporary and future readers,
Xenophon provides remedies, or at least tries to. Through moral intellectualism
Xenophon attempts to rectify the problem of moral ambiguity, a problem which
informed both Thucydides' and Sophocles' treatment of 'justice' and the language
of 'freedom'.

For Xenophon, the leaders of the state who have the power to persuade
must be kaloi kagathoi, who are 'free' from vices and able to discern which actions
are in the interest of the state. The kalos kagathos, therefore, was the primary
arbiter of justice. One who was a kalos kagathos does what is best for the family,
friends and state. Therefore what was in the interest of the state was 'just'. In order
to eliminate the relativism of morality and justice, which Thucydides exposed as
one of the factors facilitating conflict, Xenophon deconstructs morality: only those
who have had proper training and are kaloi kagathoi are able to do what is best
and use persuasive rhetoric to urge people towards what is right for the state. In
order for one to be a kalos kagathos, one must be free from vices such as
excessive consumption, alcohol and lust. As one who exhibited the qualities of the

kalos kagathos, Agesilaus provides a paradigm for how a general should behave.
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Although Xenophon's intentions may have been well placed, in deconstructing
morality, Xenophon has essentially reconstructed the reality which allowed states
to subvert 'justice'. In the trial of Phoebidas, Agesilaus decided that Phoebidas'
guilt or innocence would be determined by the following standard: have
Phoebidas' actions helped or harmed Sparta? This standard of justice was nearly
identical to that which was used by the Spartans in the trial of the Plataeans. By
establishing the 'state' as the primary beneficiary in determining morality,
Xenophon's reconstruction of morality differs little from that of Athens or Sparta
during the Peloponnesian War, or Sophocles' Creon.

In Chapter Eight I explored how 'freedom' would be employed in rhetoric
within the framework of Xenophon's philosophical precepts concerning morality.
For Xenophon, 'freedom' was a negatively charged, divisive word, and its use
must be restricted to situations where it served the interests of the state which was
acting according to the common goal of unification. He was first in a series of
historians who believed that the writing of history should include explicitly
didactic elements. In the course of writing his history, Xenophon showed how the
language of 'freedom' could be used positively through historical exempla, and, in
addition, how 'justice' itself and the language of 'freedom' could be rehabilitated
by creating a common enemy: Persia. By appealing to the Persian Wars, generals
were able to establish examples meant to be imitated. The evocation of Persian
War exempla continued well into the Roman Era: Persian War motifs were a
present force when Flamininus championed Greek freedom with his proclamation
in 197.> Although Xenophon himself may not have believed the Persians were
different by 'nature', the otherness of Persia was emphasised in his historical
works in order to remind the Greeks of the 'freedom' which they fought for during
the Persian Wars. Ultimately, 'freedom from' Persia was more germane to the
cause of Greek unification than oligarchic or democratic conceptualisations of
'freedom".

Although Herodotus, Thucyides, and Xenophon are often cited as the main
sources for the emergence of 'freedom' as an ideology, and as the main sources for
understanding the role played by the language of 'freedom' in politics, historians

often employ the language of freedom in contexts which are often more

2 Spawforth (1994: 242); Walbank (1942: 136); Ferrary (1988: 86).
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philosophical than historical. In order to understand the past and derive meaning
from it, historians interpret the past through theoretical frameworks and debates
popular in their own times. For Herodotus, this meant examining universal
patterns concerning the rise and fall of human settlements, and the relationship
between these patterns and culturally embedded perceptions of what it means to
be 'free'. Thucydides, on the other hand, examines the relationship between
rhetoric and reality by exposing how language rarely reflected reality, especially
the language of 'freedom', when vopoL, in accordance with which men understood
and defined what it meant to be 'free', had been destabilised by ¢o1g. Both
Thucydides and Sophocles examine the limitations of being 'autonomous' in a
world where the interests of the stronger prevailed in accordance with nature.
Although Xenophon recognises that conflicts are exacerbated by the moral
ambiguity of concepts such as 'justice' and 'freedom', Xenophon reconceptualises
what it means to be 'free' in order to provide a solution to the conflicts which had
riddled the Greek world. Although these historians seem to relate 'what happened'
and the role of 'freedom' in past conflicts, often historians employ the language of
'freedom' in order to make their histories useful for present and future readers by
identifying patterns in the rise and fall of empires, the princples of human nature

underlying conflict, and the remedies for the future.
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Appendix: Wealth and the Ten Thousand

The role of 'wealth' in the expedition of the Ten Thousand echoes
Socrates' discussions of 'wealth' in the historical works. In addition it shows how
'wealth' can affect the 'freedom' of the individual. The first two references to
freedom in the Anabasis occur in a speech given by Cyrus just before the battle of
Cunaxa. In this passage the antithesis between 'freedom' and 'slavery' is replaced
by that of 'freedom' and 'wealth'. Aware of the fact that the Greeks were unhappy
about being deceived regarding the purpose of the expedition, Cyrus asked them
to show themselves worthy of the freedom which they had won in the Persian

Wars.

Greek men, I lead you as allies not because I lack barbarian men,
but because I think you better and stronger than many barbarians,
for this reason I took you. So see to it that you be men worthy of
the freedom which you have acquired and on account of which I
consider you lucky. For you know well that I would choose

freedom instead of all the other many things which I possess.'

o Gvdpeg "EMnveg, o0z avOohmwy amo®v BagBdomy ovppdyovg
VPAg dyw, aAAG voplfwv apeivovag xal »pelttovg moAAOV
BaoBdowv Dudg eivar, Su TodTo mpooérafov. dmwg ovv Eoeobe
avdoeg dEloL Thg EhevBepiag Mg #ExTNo0e xai N Vpdg Eym
evdapovitw. v yao tote L Tv EhevBepiay ELolpumy av avti v Eyw

vtV ®al AoV olomhaotoyv (1.7.3).

Cyrus ended his speech by promising that, if they were victorious, those of the
Greek who returned to Greece would be envied by their friends at home. In fact,
many Greeks may even prefer what he has to offer than what they have at home
(1.7.4). Gaulites, an exile from Samos, asked Cyrus if he truly intended to follow
through with his promise of rewards, to which Cyrus made the following
response: 'But if we should win, we must make our own friends lords over this'

(1.7.7).2 Cyrus' fear is not that he will not have enough to give, but that there will

! Translation mine.
> ’ o
“ Translation mine.
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not be enough friends to accept what he offers.’ The promise of lordship over a
region by a Persian was a common trope in Greek historiography. The Spartans
were offered by Hydarnes rule over land as a reward for submission to the king of
Persia (Hdt. 7.135), and Alexander enticed the Athenians to submit to Persia by
offering them sovereignty over a land (Hdt. 8. 140). The reward which Cyrus
offered the Greeks was to rule over others. In addition he promised them gold
crowns. The Greeks responded with enthusiasm.

Two different interpretations of freedom, one Persian, the other Greek,
were displayed in the exchange between Cyrus and the Greek troops. In fifth-
century historiography, Herodotus in particular, the concept of freedom was
presented from the perspective of Persia. Playing upon his audience's stereotypes
of Persia, Herodotus exposed how un-Greek the behaviour of the Athenians was
by applying words associated with fifth century politics to Persia. By portraying
Persia in Greek terms and showing how 'Greek' the Persians could be in passages
such as the Constitutional Debate, Herodotus exposed the irony of contemporary
Athenian policy. In the passage from Xenophon cited above, Xenophon seems to
be suggesting that the conflict between differing notions of freedom was not
between a Persian and Greek model, but between the choice of freedom and
wealth, which enslaved rather than freed.

An example from Herodotus' Histories may clarify this position. In the
exchange between Demeratus and Xerxes, the Persian king laughed at the
prospect of the Greek troops defeating his own army. Foremost among the
reasons Xerxes underestimated the Greeks was the fact that the Greeks served no
master; they were free men and as free men they obeyed the law (Hdt. 7.104) *
While Xerxes found it ridiculous that an army smaller than his own and which
obeyed laws rather than one man could defeat him, Cyrus, playing upon the
Greek soldiers' pride in having defeated the Persians, used flattery as a means of
manipulation. Rather than underestimating the Greeks like Xerxes, Cyrus agreed
that it was freedom which made the Greeks such formidable soldiers, thereby

making the Ten Thousand more amenable to his equivocal demands and rewards.

*Hv & fueig virompev, Nuag del Tovg Nuetéeovg dihovg TolTwy éyroutelg Totfiodt. Mote
ov TodTo dédowra, i) oux Exw & TL 8® EXAOTE TOV Glhwv, &v el yévnTal, AAAG pn ovx Exw
ixavoug oig 8. The concept of becoming lords over others is a common theme in the portrayal
of Persians. See Hdt. 1.129.
¢ Emeot Y4 oL Se0TOTNS YOOGS, TOV Dodelpaivouot ToAD EtL pahhov i} ol col oé.
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In the dialogue between Cyrus and the Greek soldiers which ensued,
Cyrus offered the Ten Thousand wealth and nobility, and he persuaded them to
accept this offer through flattery and bribery. It is not immediately clear whether
Cyrus promised the Greeks land in Persia if they were successful when he stated
that he would make his friends satraps of the Persian Empire (1.7.7), but a later
passage provides clarification. In his eulogy of Cyrus Xenophon stated that in the
war against the Pisidians and Mysians Cyrus made those who were willing to risk
their lives governors of the conquered territories, 'making it clear that the brave
men were going to be the most prosperous while the cowards only deserved to be
their slaves (doUAovg)'. Those who were made governors would be nobles, yet
from a Greek perspective they would be slaves, since they would be answerable
to one man instead of laws. From a Persian perspective those who were cowards
and therefore unworthy of nobility were slaves. As was previously discussed in
Chapter One on Herodotus, the Greek convention of describing one who was
loyal to the king of Persia as a slave captured the disdain for the model of the
Persian Empire; blind faith in one ruler who was not constrained by law qualified
one as a slave.” What the Ten Thousand were fighting for was not freedom, but
wealth and the right to rule over others. But this reward was one which was
double-edged: if the Greeks were to defeat the king, they would become satraps,
and like Cyrus, who was described by Xenophon as a slave of the king (1.9.29).°
become nobles in the eyes of the Persians, but from a Greek perspective slaves of
the new king of Persia, Cyrus.

Had Cyrus not been killed, and had the Greeks been rewarded for their
victory, they would, no doubt, have prostrated themselves before Cyrus as the
king of Persia, as those around Cyrus did before the tides had turned in favour of
Artaxerxes' forces at the battle of Cunaxa.” The compliance of the Ten Thousand
to Persian customs stood in sharp contrast to the reaction of the Greek soldiers in
480 BC who, having received an audience with the Persian king, refused,

declaring that they would rather hurl themselves headlong on the ground than bow

5 And yet it should be noted that Thucydides rarely describes the allies of Athens as subjects.
States which are forced into compliance or which suffer under Athenian reprisals are described as
'enslaved' but once subjects they are not 'slaves' per se.
¢ mapa pev Khgov dothov dvrog ovdelg amfel moog Paoihéa, miv Ogdvrag Emeyelonoe.
” For the Greek troops bowing to Cyrus at the battle of Cunaxa see Anab. 1.8.21. The act of
proskunei'n is acceptable to the Greeks if the object of worship is a divinity or temple: 'In Greek
eyes, proskynesis was reserved for the gods' (Briant 2002: 223). To bow before a man is not
acceptable and becomes symbolic of political enslavement by virtue of it being the act which
subjects carry out to show their subservience to the king. See also Xen. Cyr.5.3.18.
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before the king (Hdt. 7.136).* An examination of the exchange between Cyrus and
the Greek soldiers reveals that recognising and understanding how the 'other’
views freedom has allowed for a greater degree of manipulation in dialogue. The
manner in which freedom was presented in this passage suggests the inextricable
relationship between personal and political freedom. This conflict, more than that
between freedom and slavery, dominates in the works of Xenophon and is shaped

by his own philosophical background.

¥ For a further discussion of the Persian prostration see Briant (2002: 222-23). Briant notes that the
Persian reliefs represent subjects as bending forward towards the king and blowing a kiss. The
typical Greek portrayal, on the other hand, consists of a full bow before the feet of the king.
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