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THUCYDIDEAN RHETORIC AND THE
PROPAGANDA OF THE PERSIAN WARS TOPOS

The victories of the Greeks over the Persians in early fifth
century B.C. inevitably led to an upsurge of patriotic pride that
consequently was translated into an unparalleled propaganda.
The prevailing opinion is that sometime after Xerxes' defeat,
the Persian Wars became a rhetorical theme that was incorpo-
rated in the Tatenkatalog tradition,! and, according to J. de
Romilly, a topos ‘classic for anyone wishing to praise or defend
Athens’.2 These representative statements are only partly sup-
ported by Thucydides’ narrative. For the topos was not an ex-
clusive theme of epideictic oratory, as it developed in the fourth
century B.C., by which time its arguments were well estab-
lished.? In Thucydides it is mainly a theme developed in delib-
erative speeches that deal with inter-city-state politics for pro-
paganda purposes, and the topos is almost absent from the

' E. K1erpor¥, Erlebnis und Darstellung der Perserkriege (Hypomnemata,
16; Gottingen, 1966), pp. 83-110; N. Loraux, The Invention of Athens. The
Funeral Oration in the Classical City (trans. A. SHERIDAN, Cambridge, Mass.,
1986), passim.

2 In her Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism (trans. P. Tuopoy, Oxford,
1963), p. 244. See also A.W. GomME, A. ANDREWES and K.J. DoVeRr, eds., 4
Historical Commentary on Thucydides, vols. 1-5 (Oxford, 1945-1981), vol. 4,
p. 161 (hereafter abbreviated as HCT).

3 For the fourth century B.C. evidence see: C.G. STARR, Why Did the
Greeks Defeat the Persians?, «PP», 17, 1962, pp. 321-332; W.C. WesT III,
Saviors of Greece, «GRBS», 11, 1970, pp. 271-282; Loraux (above note 1),
pp. 132-171.
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Funeral Oration. This, we may safely assume, was commonly
done by everyone even with the smallest involvement in the Per-
sian Wars, in order to manipulate rhetorically past achievements
for the justification of present and future behaviour.

It is the purpose of this paper to revisit the arguments of
this topos put forth in Thucydides’ History, first in the narrative
and then in the speeches.® Given the assumption of every
Thucydidean student that the historian felt more free in the
composition of his speeches than in that of his narrative, such
an examination will enable us to see whether there is any dis-
crepancy between the narrative and the speeches over the topos,
and what is more important to appreciate Thucydides’ own at-
titude towards the claims that the different speakers make con-
cerning the Persian Wars and their aftermath.

First the topos in the narrative. That Thucydides is greatly
interested in the Persian Wars and conceives of them as a turn-
ing point in Greek History is a commonplace and evident from
the many instances of phrases like ‘before/during/after the Per-
sian Wars’.> Thucydides, particularly in the first books, con-
stantly contrasts and compares the two major Wars, the Persian
and the Peloponnesian, to show the significance of the latter
whose origins and inner causes lie in the aftermath of the
former. In the Archaeology he stresses that Greece before the
Persian Wars lacked daring (dtoApotépa), i.e. she did nothing by
common effort (xowvij 1.17);¢ during the course of the War the

* M. Kuso, Thucydides and the Persian War, «JCS», 19, 1971, pp. 43-57
(in Japannese with English summary at pp. 162-3), deals with all the instances
of the topos in Thucydides, and my work corroborates and develops further
some of his conclusions.

>Thuc.,1.14.2; 18.3; 23.1; 41.2; 69.1; 73.2; 90.1; 95.7; 97.1-2; 118.2;
142.7; 2.21.2; 3.10.2; 56.5; 6.82.3. For Thucydides’ careful use of the expres-
sions ¢ Mndwd mpaypata, 10 Mndwdv Epyov, 6 Mndxdc morenoc see: N.G.L.
HAMMOND, 10 Mnéwov and ta Mndwxé, « CR», 71, 1957, pp. 100-101. For the
predilection of Mndwa instead of Mepowd E.J. JONKERs, MfAdor, ¢ Mndwxd,
Mnéiouds, in: Studia Varia Carolo Guilielmo Vollgraff a Discipulis Oblata (Am-
sterdam, 1948), pp. 78-83.

¢ For disussions on the Archaeology see: J. bE RoMiLLy, Histoire et raison
chez Thucydide (Paris, 1956), pp. 241-298; V.J. HUNTER, Thucydides and the
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Lacedaemonians assumed the command of all the Greeks by vir-
tue of their superior power (Suvaper tpovyovtes), and the Athe-
nians, forced by the circumstances, became a naval power
(vavtixoi); after repulsing the barbarian by common effort
(xowi) the confederacy of the Greeks split, with the Lacedae-
monians and their allies being in control of the land (xata yfiv),
the Athenians and their allies of the sea (xatd 8dhaccav 1.18.2).
This geographical division of control, being the result of the
Persian Wars, created between Athens and Sparta a new situa-
tion of power struggle. It lasted up to the beginning of the
Peloponnesian War (1.18.3) whose true cause (@Anfeotén
npdeacic) was the Athenian growth of power and the alarm this
caused at Sparta (1.23.6).

In the excursus of the Pentecontaetia Thucydides provides
a detailed discussion of the Athenian achievement:7 immedi-
ately after the Persian repulsion the Lacedaemonians and their
allies ‘were alarmed at the strength of her [sc. Athens’] newly
acquired navy (mAfifog tod vavtod) and the valour (t6Apa)
which she had displayed in the war with the Medes’ (1.90.1).8
Similar sentiments are expressed as a result of the construction
of the Athenian walls: Themistocles — ‘for he first ventured
(¢7oAunoev) to tell them [sc. the Athenians] to stick to the sea’
(1.93.4) — reminds the Spartans of the Athenian daring
(toaufioar) to leave the city and embark on the ships (cf.
1.18.2), and forces them to accept de facto the walling of Ath-

Uses of the Past, «Klio», 62, 1980, pp. 191-218 and especially 216 note 80;
W.R. ConNoRr, Thucydides (Princeton, 1984), pp. 20-32; and J.R. Evris, The
Structure and Argument of Thucydides’ Archaeology, «ClAnt», 10, 1991, pp.
344-375.

7 Note that the Pentecontaetia comes after the debate at Sparta, where
similar arguments were heard. For discussions on the Pentecontaetia see:
CoNNOR (above note 6), pp. 32-52; and E. BabiaN, Thucydides and the Out-
break of the Peloponnesian War. A Historian’s Brief, in: J.W. ALLISON, ed.,
Conflict, Antithesis, and the Ancient Historian (Columbus, Ohio, 1990), pp.
46-91.

8 Translations of Thucydides’ text are from R. CrawLEY (New York,
1951).
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ens (1.91.5). The Lacedaemonians, although secretly annoyed
by this incident, were well disposed towards Athens at the time
‘on account of the patriotism (npoBupia) which she had dis-
played in the struggle with the Mede’ (1.92). Moreover, because

of Pausanias’ indiscretions, the Lacedaemonians

desired to be rid of the Median War, and were satisfied of the com-
petency of the Athenians for the position, and their friendship at the
same time towards themselves. The Athenians had thus succeeded to
the supremacy by the voluntary act of the allies (1.95.7-96.1; cf.
1.118.2).

Indeed, in book 1 Thucydides puts forth the major prere-
quisites needed for the shift of power that happened in Greece
after the Persian Wars: nmAfjfoc to0 vavtinot, toéAua, tpobupia, (or
mpoBupia toAunpotatn), and Themistocles who v apynv €06l
Evyxateoxevalev (1.93.4; cf. also the exceptional characteriza-
tion of Themistocles in 1.138.3).° These components constitute
according to Thucydides the fiyepovia that was obtained by Ath-
ens gradually, in spite of the d0vapig of Sparta, and in fact with
her consent. These three elements that define Athens’ character
will appear and be referred to in Athenian speeches apropos of
the Persian Wars, because they triggered a chain of events. Ath-
ens, the real winner of the Persian Wars, with her newly ac-
quired navy, displaying t6Apo and mpoBupic and employing the
best generals, establishes herself as the leading city-state of
Greece; and this alarming increase of power causes yet another
war, the Peloponnesian.

Even so, Thucydides’ narrative does not have to agree al-
ways with the argumentation presented in the speeches, as far
as the Persian Wars topos is concerned. This is self-evident, if
we consider the bias of the participants in the Wars, in order to
establish themselves at least as contributors in the battles

? For Themistocles in Thucydides’ account see: V.J. HUNTER, The Com-
position of Thucydides’ History: A. New Answer to the Problem, «Historia»,
26, 1977, pp. 287-291, where previous bibliography is discussed.
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fought against the Medes, or in Athens’ case exceptionally as
the saviours of Greece.!°

In the speeches we come across the Persian Wars topos
used variously according to the particular political bias of each
speaker.!! The frequency of this topos suggests a grouping of
the relatively similar arguments in spite of the peculiarities in-
volved in each speech. Yet, in the main the groupings are along
expected lines: the Athenians (speaking anonymously, or
through Pericles, Alcibiades, Euphemos and Nicias) and their al-
lies (Plataeans and Mytilenaeans) reflect the one side; on the
other are the speeches of Sthenelaidas and Archidamos, and the
Thebans’ words represent their allies’ views. The speeches of
the Corinthians and particularly of Hermocrates, although they
belong on the Spartan side and echo the Spartan propaganda,
need to be treated separately. For not only do they not follow
the Spartan arguments, as they are presented in Thucydides’
narrative, but on the contrary these speakers rather adopt and
manipulate the Athenian line of argumentation put forth in the
History. In this order we will try to establish how and why each
group respectively employs the Persian Wars topos, what is the
propaganda they present, and at the same time to compare one
group both with the other and with the narrative of Thucy-
dides.

The first time that Thucydides records the full Athenian
arguments on the topos is when Athenian envoys, who happen
to be at Sparta, appear in the Apella to dissuade the Lacedae-

1©WesT (above note 3), pp. 271-282.

' For rhetoric in Thucydides see: H.LL. HupsoN-WiLLiaMS, Thucydides,
Isocrates and the Rbetorical Composition, «CQ», 42, 1948, p. 79; L. Bopin,
Isocrate et Thucydide, in: Mélanges Gustave Glotz (Paris, 1932), pp. 93-102; P.
Moraux, Thucydide et la rhétorigue, « LEC», 22, 1954, pp. 3-23; J. GOMMEL,
Rbetorisches Argumentieren bei Thukydides (Spudasmata 10; Hildesheim 1966);
C.W. MAcLEoD, Rbetoric and History (Thucydides, VI, 16-18), «QS» 2, 1975,
pp. 39-65; and especially S. HornBLOWER, Thucydides (Baltimore, 1987), pp.
45-72; A.J. WoopMmAN, Rbetoric in Classical Historiography. Four Studies (Lon-
don & Sydney, 1988), pp. 1-69, 197-215.
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monians from rushing into war.!2 For this purpose they feel
obliged to attempt a justification for the fair title to their pos-
sessions (ovte amewotmc) and suggest that their country has
claims to considerations (&&w Adyov 1.73.1), although they are
going to repeat tiresome, because well known, events (1.73.2).
Their achievement in Marathon is dismissed in one sentence
(Mapab@dvi te povor mpoxtvduvetoor 1@ BapBape 1.73.4), as it was
before by Thucydides (1 év Mapabdvt poyxn MhAdwv mpog 'Abn-
vaioug &yéveto 1.18.1). 13 For the defeat of Xerxes at Salamis the
envoys emphasize the three decisive factors that brought victory
(1.74.1-2); 14

wpla deelpdtata & avtd napeoyouedu, apOpov te vedv mhelotov xal
&vdpa otpatnyoy Euvetdtatov xal mpobupiav doxvotatnyv. vabg wév . . .
Oguiotoxhén 88 dpyovia, 8g aittdTatog &v 1@ oTevd vavpoxfioar EYEVETO,
bmep capéotota Ecwos T4 Tpaypata, . . . npobupiav 66 kol TOAD TOAUTPO-
Tatnv £det&apey.

This behaviour especially during Salamis is enough proof of
Athens’ superiority and therefore justifies the acquisition of the
empire (1.75.1-2): 1

12 Useful discussions for the Athenian speeches are: RomiLLy (above note
2), pp. 242-62, especially 244-50; A.E. RauBITSCHEK, The Speech of the Athe-
nians at Sparta, in: P. STADTER, ed., The Speeches in Thucydides (Chapel Hill,
1973), pp. 32-48; D. CoHEN, Justice, Interest and Political Deliberation in
Thucydides, «QUCC », 45, 1984, pp. 35-60; M. HEATH, Justice in Thucydides’
Athenian Speeches, «Historia», 39, 1990, pp. 385-400; and J. Oser, Civic
Ideology and Counterbegemonic Discourse: Thucydides on the Sicilian Debate,
in: A.L. Boecenorp and A.C. SCAFURO, eds., Athenian Identity and Civic Ideo-
logy (Baltimore and London, 1994), pp. 102-26.

1 For the Athenian propaganda on Marathon see: WEST (above note 3),
pp. 273-282; Loraux (above note 1), pp. 155-171; and K.R. WALTERS, ‘We
Fought Alone at Marathon’: Historical Falsification in the Attic Funeral Ora-
tion, «RhM», 124, 1981, pp. 204-11.

14 K.R. WALTERS, Four Hundred Ships at Salamis?, «RhM», 124, 1981,
pp. 199-203, suggests about this passage and its parallel one in Lysias’ funeral
oration (2.42) that ‘this structure and its contents derive in both cases from a
common funeral oration tradition’ (p. 202). I would argue instead that Lysias
is following Thucydides who epitomized the Athenian ideology and propa-
ganda concerning the topos in his Histories.

15 See also A. Missiou, The Subversive Oratory of Andokides: Politics,
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Neither by the patriotism that we displayed at that crisis, nor by the
wisdom of our counsels, do we merit our extreme unpopularity with
the Hellenes, not at least unpopularity for our empire (uf &Gyav &m-
P06V draxelobamr = 1.75.5 mdov dvermipbovov). That empire we ac-
quire...because you were unwilling to prosecute to its conclusion the
war against the barbarian and because the allies attached themselves to
us and spontaneously asked us to assume the command.

It is along the arguments established by Thucydides himself in
the Archaeology and the Pentecontaetia that the Athenians try
to justify their empire. At least temporarily, the Athenian argu-
mentation proves to be persuasive enough to deter the Lacedae-
monians from starting hostilities with Athens.

After the speech of the envoys at Sparta the topos is men-
tioned by Pericles summarily, since Thucydides does not want
to be repetitious, unless there is something new to be added or
a different attitude concerning the topos. Thus, Pericles agrees
with what the envoys at Sparta present as the logos of the city.
He repeats that their fathers resisted the Medes and repulsed
the barbarian more by wisdom than by fortune (yvouy . . . #
txn), more by daring than by strength (toAun . . . § Suvéper
1.144.4). Similarly, in the Funeral Oration the topos is dis-
missed in praeteritio, as Pericles, or better Thucydides does not
want his audience to be weary of listening to familiar topics (&v
eldoowvy 2.36.4).1¢ Nevertheless, Pericles hints at the already
known characteristics of Athens during and after the Persian
Wars: mpoBbpwg fpvvapeda (2.36.4); ovdeic nw moréuiog ivétuxe
810 v 100 vavtinold Empérerav (39.3); ndcav psv BGAacoav xai
YV éoBatdv T fMpetépe tOAUY xotavayxdoavteg yevéshar (41.4).

Things, however, change radically from the Melian Dia-
logue onwards. The Athenians do not simply reject the topos of

Ideology and Decision-Making in Democratic Athens (Cambridge, 1992), pp.
109-121, especially p. 120.

' I.T. KAKRIDES, Epunvevtixd oxdia otov Emragio tou Govxwdisn (Athens,
1981), p. 18 suggests that the topos was ‘a well established theme of the rerum
gestarum.’
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the Persian Wars, but strongly refuse to exploit it for the
justification of the empire (5.89):17

For ourselves, we shall not trouble you with specious pretences (uet
ovopatav xoddv) — either of how we have a right to our empire
because we overthrew the Mede (xataAboavteg) ... — and make a long
speech which would not be believed.

The main reason for Thucydides’ mentioning the topos summa-
rily here, as he does later on in Alcibiades’ speech, is that the
primary purpose of the Melian Dialogue is the portrayal of the
new ethos and conduct of Athenian imperialism.!® Reliance on
such arguments is now a specious pretence, and surprisingly not
persuasive any more, whereas in book 1 the Athenians at Sparta
won over the Lacedaemonians, even if temporarily. What is
more important, the defensive posture of Athens is now trans-
formed into an offensive one. The timely scandal of Melos gave
Thucydides an excellent opportunity to hint at the changes even
in Athens’ political propaganda. Thucydides no doubt intended
to place the Melian incident in a prominent place of his History,
and taking advantage of this event he highlighted the extreme
stage and new ethos of Athenian imperialism.'® A more detailed
presentation of the new discourse on the topos had to await its

17 For the Melian Dialogue in addition to the books cited above, note 12
see also: C.W. MAacLeop, Form and Meaning in the Melian Dialogue, «Histo-
ria», 23, 1974, pp. 385-400; CoNNOR (above note 6), pp. 147-157; A.B. Bo-
sWORTH, The Humanitarian Aspect of the Melian Dialogue, «JHS», 113, 1993,
pp. 30-44.

18 RoMmILLY (above note 2), pp. 249-250 has argued that, ‘since justice is
excluded from the whole Melian Dialogue, the topos of the Persian Wars can-
not be used, because it refers to justice’. That, however, is only part of the
explanation.

9 A. ANDREWES’, The Melian Dialogue and Pericles’ Last Speech,
«PCPhS», 186, 1960, p. 10, suggestion ‘to take it (sc. the Melian Dialogue)
out of this context, not a comment on one stage of Athens’ career but a stage
in Thucydides’ own exploration of the problem of imperialism’ seems unfair to
Thucydides himself and his careful structure of the whole History. See further
H.R. Rawrings m, The Structure of Thucydides’ History (Princeton, 1981).



THUCYDIDEAN RHETORIC 99

due time:20 in the speeches of Alcibiades and particularly
Euphemos the topos is significantly changed according to the
new standards of Athenian behaviour and her political propa-
ganda that was only touched upon at Melos.

When Alcibiades addresses the Athenian ekklesia in the
debate of the Sicilian expedition, he very briefly touches on the
topos and explains (6.17.7 and 6.18.2):21

Our fathers with these very adversaries (sc. Lacedaemonians) which it
is said we shall now leave behind us when we sail, and the Mede as
their enemy as well, were able to win the empire (v apynv
éxthoavto), depending solely on their superiority at sea (tfj neplovoiq
100 vavtwo).

It is thus that empire has been won (thv te apxiv obtac éxtnodpeda),
both by us and by all others that have held it, by a constant readiness
(mpoBbuae) to support all, whether barbarians or Hellenes, that invite
assistance,

As at Melos, so too here Alcibiades talks of the Persians in ge-
neral without distinguishing the Athenian contributions at Ma-
rathon and Salamis. Furthemore, he emphasizes only one instru-
mental factor on which Athens depended, her navy. The three
important elements contributed by the Athenians against Xer-
xes at Salamis, or their uniqueness in fighting alone the Persians
at Marathon, are now not as important, and, so it seems, not
part of the propaganda anymore. Themistocles, or the ablest ge-
neral, and the daring — a word markedly absent from Alcibia-
des’ speeches (6.16-18 and 6.89-92) — are not mentioned at all.
In addition, the two speeches of Alcibiades at Athens and
Sparta are much changed in tone and arguments from the spee-
ches of the Athenians at Sparta and of Pericles. In particular,
Alcibiades seems to indicate that the Persian Wars were not de-
fensive, but offensive, when he suggests that the Athenian goal

21t is not, as A. ANpREWES, HCT 4, 161 has suggested, ‘ Thucydides’
general reluctance to dwell on such themes’.

# Very helpful for Alcibiades’ and Nicias’ speeches are: D. Tompkins,
Stylistic Characterization in Thucydides: Nicias and Alcibiades, «YCS», 22,
1972, pp. 181-214; and OBER (above note 12), pp. 102-26.
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against the Persians was to win the empire. Hence his ideas for
a new and justified expansion bring him much closer to those
expressed in the Melian Dialogue than the ones presented in
books 1 and 2.

It is Euphemos who undertakes the task of presenting, in
the same manner as Alcibiades, but in more detail, what the
Athenians believe now, after the incident of Melos, about their
former behaviour during and after the Persian Wars (6.83.1-2):

'AvO’ v GEol e Ovieg Gpa dpyopev, 6T 1€ vauTxov mhelotdv 1€ X0l TPO-
Bupiav anpopiociotov mapeoydueba &g todg "EAAnvag . . . %ol 00 xoAAe-
novpeda dg A 1OV PapPapov povor xabelovieg eixdtog dpyouev fi € Ehev-
Bepig Th TdVSe pdddov fi 1@V Evpmbviov te xal Th NUeTEpe adT@V x1vdv-
veboavtee. niol 8¢ venipBovov v mpocfxovcav cotnpiav éxropilecbur.

Finally, Nicias’ speech, three days after the Athenian de-
feat in the Great Harbour, alludes to, among other similar cir-
cumstances, that of the Persians (7.77.3-4):

If any of the gods was offended (¢nip8ovoy) at our expedition, we have
been already amply punished. Others before us have attacked their
neighbours and have done what men will do without suffering more
than they could bear; and we may now justly expect to find the gods
more kind, for we have become fitter objects for their pity than their
jealousy (olxtov . . . fj 9BOVOUL).

Nicias in these few lines before the final catastrophe implies
that the Sicilian expedition caused the jealousy of the gods. The
word &rigBovor echoes strangely the similar words &meb6vog
and évenigBovov used earlier in relation to the acquisition of the
Athenian empire (see above 1.75.1, 5; 6.83.2). Nikias opens up
the possibility that the Sicilian expedition caused the jealousy of
the gods, and this is the one and only instance in Thucydides’
History that an Athenian employs the topos not for the justifi-
cation of the empire, as it was done before in books 1 and 6,
but as a paradeigma, as the Corinthians and Hermocrates do (see
below). In Nicias” case, one may argue that his ethos is in con-
cert with the statement he makes. Yet, Thucydides’ choice of
the same word to explain the reaction of other Greek states to
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Athenian expansionism and to the Sicilian expedition is very in-
teresting and intentionally suggestive: when Nikias mentions
the phthonos of the men and the gods, he refers to the theme of
phthonos that the Athenians developed in book 1 and 6 (aveni-
pbovov, émebovag), and articulates explicitly another possible
interpretation. In that sense, Nicias’ use of the topos indicates a
radical departure from previous Athenian usage, and it also
serves as a transition between the references in books 1 and 6. 22
All these occurrences of the Persian Wars topos in Athe-
nian speeches suggest strongly that the Athenian expansion and
the alarm it caused to friends and foes needed trustworthy and
persuasive arguments. Athens’ conduct during the Persian Wars
offered ample opportunities for powerful argumentation which
with proper manipulation could win over her suspicious friends
and distrusting enemies. |
More specifically, at Sparta the Athenians, being very
careful, moderate and restrained describe the two decisive
battles, on account of which according to their interpretation
they proclaim themselves saviours of Greece — at Marathon
they alone fought for all the Hellenes against the Medes
(1.73.4); against Xerxes they contributed three very useful
elements: ships, Themistocles and daring readiness (1.74.1-2).
This attitude is corroborated both by Thucydides in the
Archaeology and the Pentecontaetia, and subsequently by
Pericles, although the contributions at Marathon and Salamis
are no longer distinct (1.144.4; 2.36). At Melos, however, the
Athenians, being aggressive and displaying self-interest and
brutality, characterize the Persian affairs as specious pretences
and an unpersuasive theme. Their defensive pose implied at
Sparta (and by Thucydides and Pericles as well) becomes now
offensive, when they change the verb to xataAtoavtec, a change
that also implies that Athens was the only saviour of Greece.

?2 On the issues that this speech of Nicias raises and its affinities with the
narratives in Herodotus and Aeschylus see: Connor (above note 7), pp. 198-
209; D. LATEINER, Nicias’ Inadequate Encouragement (Thucydides 7.69.2),
«CP», 80, 1985, pp. 201-13, and Y.Z. TzirorouLos, H pntopud) tov Hepowxav
noAépwv: n epunveia g otopiag onig Iotopisc Tov Bovxudisn, forthcoming.
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This new reasoning, apparent in Alcibiades’ case, is ratified in
Euphemos’ speech (xaberovteg, xoariiemodpueda).

Euphemos’ speech in book 6 stands as the counterpart of
the Athenians’ speech at Sparta in book 1. Both of these
speeches, comprising the full argumentation on the topos, are
delivered by persons about who, like the speakers at Melos, we
know nothing, and in front of non-Athenians. For J. de Romilly
this is an indication that Thucydides ‘intends to express the
very logos of the city’;2> for A.E. Raubitschek ‘[these two
speeches] represent two different stages in the development of
the claim of the Athenians to be entiled to rule’.2* The anonim-
ity of the speakers indicates that what they present is the un-
disputed, or the majority opinion of the demos at the time. This
kind of unanimity apropos the topos may further explain the to-
pos’ absence from deliberations in Athens recorded by Thucy-
dides. In other words, what the Athenians believe about the
Persian Wars is not debatable, at least not for the time being.
Even so, the possibility of the simultaneous existence at Athens
of two variant and keen-sighted interpretations of the past (a
‘hegemonic and counterhegemonic discourse’ to borrow ]J.
Ober’s terms) should not be excluded, as Nicias’ case well illus-
trates.?> Whereas the envoys in book 1 and Euphemus in book
6 try to persuade foreign states that Athens is entitled to her
empire, Nicias in book 7 addresses Athenians in a foreign land
and proposes a different understanding of past events: the topos
can be also used as a paradeigma for or against imitation.

More radical changes between the two speeches do take
place: the distinction between Marathon and Salamis and the
specific contributions of Athens in these two incidents are for-
gotten. The three useful elements, which caused the repulsion
of Xerxes in book 1, now have been diminished into one, i.e.
ships, which caused the overthrowing of Xerxes by the Athe-

3 RoMmriLLy (above note 2), pp. 242-3.
% RAUBITSCHEK (above note 12), p. 37.
2 OBER (above note 12) pp. 102-26.
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nians alone. Themistocles is absent,?¢ and the daring readiness
is changed into mpoBupio anpopdcictog.?’ It is already observed
that Alcibiades does not use any form of t6Aua. Euphemos uses
the verb twice, but not in connection to Athens: first, when he
accuses the Ionians that they did not have the courage (o0
é16Aunoav) to revolt against the Medes (6.82.4); and secondly,
and quite unexpectedly, when he boasts against the Syracusans
that they have now the face (xoi viv toiudow) to ask for help
from the Camarinaeans against the Athenians (6.86.4).2% Eu-
phemos at Camarina, or rather Thucydides, willingly deprives
Athens of her most decisive factors that laid down the founda-
tion for her empire: her outstanding general and her daring,
which now in Sicily begin to be attributives of the Syracusans
and their ‘Themistocles’, i.e. Hermocrates.

So, the theme of the Persian Wars has been exploited at
Sparta and Camarina for the same rason: &&loi éopev Gpyewv or
einodTOg dpyopev, i.e. the justification of the Athenian empire.
The speech of the Athenians at Sparta is in accord with, and
approved by the Thucydidean narrative, because it is based on
virtuous contact and presented according to the Periclean ideal-
ism. The speech at Camarina, according to Raubitschek, based
on power and presented in a realistic tone, stands side by side
with the Melian Dialogue and Alcibiades’ speeches. It is far re-
moved from what Thucydides narrated in the Archaeology and
the Pentecontaetia about the Athenian qualities during and af-
ter the Persian Wars.2® What is very interesting, however, is
that, when the topos appears again in the fourth century B.C.,
as Athens is stripped of the so much hated empire, it is em-

26 RoMILLY (above note 2), p. 246.

21 RomiLLy (above note 2), pp. 245-6 note 1.

2 H.C. Avery, Themes in Thucydides’ Account of the Sicilian Expedition,
«Hermes», 101, 1973, pp. 1-13; J.T. KirBy, Narrative Technique in Thucydi-
des VI-VII, «ClAnt», 2, 1983, pp. 183-211.

2 RomiLLy (above note 2), p. 248; RAUBITSCHEK (above note 12), pp. 36-
38. Whether Euphemos’ speech represents the personal views of Thucydides
about the zenith of a superpower, or Athen’s actual condition in 416 B.C. and
hereafter, cannot be answered definitely, but only subjectively and according
to each one’s prejudices or expectations from the Historian.
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ployed by famous Athenians in front of Athenian audiences.3°
It is as if Athens has forgotten her glorious past achievements
and her own rhetoric and propaganda and she needed to be re-
minded of them again. Moreover, it is now that the empire is
gone that the aim of the topos shifts. Instead of being exploited
for the empire’s justification, as it was done in Thucydides with
disastrous results, it is now used as a paradeigma for praising
past achievements and blaming present misfortunes as Nicias
did in book 7. In other words, as we will see later on in the
speeches of the Corinthians and Hermocrates, the Athenians in
the fourth century B.C. come full circle and follow the Thucy-
didean arguments on this topos, but shift its purpose: they now
follow Nicias, the Corinthians and Hermocrates when they em-
ploy it as the perfect example to imitate, and not as proof to
justify their empire.

Looking at the Athenian allies who use the Persian Wars
topos as one of their arguments, it is self-evident that the same
topos the Athenians exploited will now be expectedly changed
according to the rhetorical canons of persuasion, i.e. it will
serve the particular interests of the representative speaker.
Athenian propaganda did not mention the Plataeans in the
battle at Marathon, and overlooked completely Artemisium and
Plataea, in order not to diminish their own contribution, and
thus weaken the argument.

Ipso jure, the Plataeans being besieged by the Lacedaemo-
nians send envoys who, though allies of Athens, assert that Pau-
sanias freed Greece from the Persians in the battle that took
place in their land.3! On account of this and their virtue and
readiness their land was declared sacred and independent
(2.71.2-4). When, however, their existence is at stake during
the trial, they call up more past deeds, in order to make an ap-
peal to their judges, the Lacedaemonians. They mention in an

30 See above note 3.

31 For the Plataean debate see: C.W. MAcLEoD, Thucydides’ Plataean De-
bate, « GRBS», 18, 1977, pp. 227-246; and Missiou (above note 15), pp.
130-9.
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obscure way Marathon (3.54.4, 56.6),32 — how could they re-
ject the Athenian propaganda for Marathon? — and inform that
they participated ‘alone of the Boeotians’ in the battle at Arte-
misium (3.54.3-4) and in the battle at Thermopylae (3.56.5-6)
— a notably deliberate falsehood of the sort of which the Athe-
nians were responsible for Marathon. Their major contribution
of course was at Plataea and this is stressed in all possible ways
throughout the speech (3.54.3-4; 56.4-6; 57.1-3; 58.4-5). In one
word, they were virtuous towards the Persians (54.3), and they
had the will to be ‘daring’ (56.5).

The other ally of Athens who also refers to the Persian
Wars is Mytilene.?> The Mytilenaeans, however, are not so
much concerned with the specific issue of who freed Greece,
but rather with what happened to freedom in Greece immedi-
ately after the Persian defeat at Plataea: after the Spartan with-
drawal from the Persian War the Athenians were supposed to
lead the Greeks, not subjugate Greece, but liberate it from the
Persians. Athens, however, using shamelessly as a pretence the
Persian threat managed to subdue her allies, and continued to
do so, even when the enmity of the Persians subsided (3.10.2-4).

Both the Plataean and Mytilenaean accounts stand in the
History as representative opinions of the Athenian allies. The
exploitation of the Persian Wars theme has in each case its pur-
pose: the Plataeans, having been accused of being pro-Athenian
and facing danger from the Lacedaemonians, do not hesitate,
and indeed try hard, to flatter them by concentrating on those
events of the Persian Wars that they think will help their point.
It is not a surprise that they had displayed Athenian qualities
during that period, since it is expected from them, as Athenian
allies, to be opovtponor with Athens. Their desperate situation,
however, as C.W. Macleod has convincingly pointed out,3 is

> GommE, HCT, 2, 339, 342.

% For the Mytilenaean debate see: C.W. MacLEOD, Reason and Necessity:
Thuc. 3.9-14, 37-48, «JHS», 98, 1978, pp. 64-78; and Missiou (above note
15), pp. 126-30.

** MACLEOD (above note 33), pp. 64-78; id. (above note 31), pp. 227-246.
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apparently like that of the Melians and the Mytilenaeans, and
their propaganda, as compared to that of the Athenians, lacked
not the art of persuasion, but a strong backing of power. The
exception is the Mytilenaeans who expressing their resentment
of and just complaints towards the Athenian empire, as other
allies would do, succeed in persuading the Lacedaemonians.

Nevertheless, the disposition of these arguments about the
Persian Wars topos highlights Thucydides’ attitude: by showing
a reluctance to repeat things, he registers the discourse of and
counter-arguments to the topos. He reports through the eyes of
each individual what he, as well as others, thought of the
Persian Wars, and presumably what the respective propaganda
of the cities was during the years following them. Interestingly
enough, the Plataeans and the critical Mytilenaeans do not
touch at all on the Athenian claims of what happened during
the Persian Wars, and ex silentio give them credit for their past
behaviour (as the Lacedaemonians do as well; see below). The
Mytilenaean objection and disapproval arise from the events
that followed the Persian Wars, specifically the establishment
of the Athenian empire during the Pentecontaetia on false
pretences.

The same principles for the topos’ treatment by Thucy-
dides, inferred above, continue for the enemies of Athens,
namely the Lacedaemonians and their allies. The first Spartan
who uses the topos is the Ephor Sthenelaidas,?> who without

admitting that Athens was the decisive factor, believes that
(1.86:1);

If they behaved well against the Mede then, but ill towards us now,
they deserve double punishment (Suthaoiag {npiag GEwoi eiow) for
having ceased to be good and for having become bad.

55 For the Ephor’s speech see: E.F. BLoEDOW, The Speeches of Archidamus
and Sthenelaidas at Sparta, «Historia», 30, 1981, pp. 129-43; J.W. ALLISON,
Sthenelaidas’ Speech: Thucydides 1.86, «Hermes», 112, 1984, pp. 9-16, where
she shows convincingly that the speech of the Ephor is a masterpiece of retho-
ric and serves the purpose of Thucydides.
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The same reasoning is employed later on twice by the The-
bans, the Spartan allies whose speech stands in accord with the
policies of the leader of the Peloponnesian League. Being accu-
sed by the Plataeans, they make a confession of their ‘unwilling
medism’ and reverse the accusation by blaming the Plataeans in
turn for their ‘voluntary atticism’ (3.63.1):

You have injured the Hellenes more than we, and are more deserving
of condign punishment (a&idtepol gote maong (npiac);

and (3.67.2):

we would also prevent you (sc. Lacedaemonians) from being melted by
hearing of their past virtues, if any such they had: these may be fairly
appealed to by the victims of injustice, but only aggravate the guilt of
the criminals (toig 8¢ aioxpdv T Spdor Simhasiag {nuiac), since they
offended against their better nature.

The words, syntax and meaning are strikingly similar. It may
also be observed that the easiness, with which the Thebans bot-
row the accusation of Sthenelaidas and apply it to the Plataeans,
might be an indication of how stable the Peloponnesian League
is and how loyal its members — provided of course that the two
parties shared common interests. Both the Lacedaemonians and
the Thebans target their criticism on Athens’ conduct after the
Persian Wars, just as the Mytilenaeans do. Even so, the The-
bans stand in sharp contrast to the Athenian allies, Plataea and
Mytilene, who adopt a more or less independent and critical
stance towards Athens and her propaganda. Within the fifty
years interval between the Persian and the Peloponnesian Wars
Athens underwent significant changes, which affected her allies
as well: in this instance the result was the destruction of Pla-
taea, and in the long run of Athens herself.

And yet, the Lacedaemonians, perhaps because of their na-
tural aversion to logoi, are not so fond of the theme of the Per-
sian Wars in their speeches. King Archidamos, the Spartan with
the Periclean qualities, uses the topos, agreeing in a general sen-
tence with the Plataean flatteries that Pausanias freed Hellas,
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thus underlining the battle at Plataea (2.74.2).3¢ Finally, at
Syracuse, we are told by Thucydides that before the naval battle
in the Great Harbour, Gylippos and the other generals encou-
raged their troops as follows (7.66.2): since they had already de-
feated the Athenian navy ‘which made them (sc. the Athenians)
masters everywhere’ — implying thus the Athenian superiority
at sea from Salamis on — they can do it again.

This laconic, indirect and poor exploitation of the topos in
the Lacedaemonian and Theban speeches is not a marvel and
without purpose after all, nor is it implying that at Sparta there
was not any kind of propaganda about the Persian Wars. It is
interesting that the Lacedaemonians tacitly and indirectly give
due credit to the Athenian behaviour during the Persian Wars.
They do not attempt to correct the Athenian omissions perhaps,
as C.G. Starr has suggested,>’ because of Pausanias’ indiscre-
tions that overshadowed the victory at Plataea. More importan-
tly, it is rather Thucydides’ conviction that the Lacedaemonians
are not forced by the circumstances to rely on past deeds, in
order to prove and justify their hegemony, because they did not
possess any in comparison with Athens, at least not yet. The
Athenians are the ones who are in need of these arguments and
not the Spartans.

This, however, is not the case in the speeches of the two
outstanding Lacedaemonian allies, the Corinthians and the
Syracusans: the former in words, the latter in both words and
deeds were instrumental in winning the war for the Lacedaemo-
nians. It is the Corinthians and Hermocrates that present the
Lacedaemonian propaganda as the antipode to the Athenian in-
terpretation of the events during and after the Persian Wars.
Moreover, they manipulate the Athenian arguments employing
the topos not as proof for justification, but as a paradeigma for
imitation that eventually brings about Athens’ own annihilation.

% For the Spartan speeches see: F.M. WASSERMANN, The Speeches of King
Archidamus in Thucydides, «CJ», 48, 1953, pp. 193-200; Id., The Voice of
Sparta in Thucydides, «CJ», 59, 1964, pp. 289-96; E.D. Francis, Brachylogia
Laconica: Spartan Speeches in Thucydides, « BICS», 38, 1991-93, pp. 198-212.

7 STARR (above note 3), p. 330.
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Addressing the Apella in the first Assembly of the Pelo-
ponnesian League, the Corinthians emphasize that the Athenian
empire came into being after the Persian Wars due to Sparta’s
inactivity and responsibility (¢&cavieg avtovg 1.69.1). Moreover,
by comparing for the first time the Persians and the Athenians,
they draw the logical, albeit unheard of for the Athenians, con-
clusion that the Medes were defeated by their own mistakes
(¢mothuevor xal 1OV BapBopov odTOV mepl avtd 16 mAEl®
oparévta); likewise, it is the Athenians’ blunders if the Spartan
allies have not been annihilated (1.69.5). Finally, the Corin-
thians advise Sparta that she must react and change her behav-
iour according to the new conditions (1.71.2-3), a suggestion
that comes right after and alludes not only to the description of
the Athenian qualities they have just outlined (mapé Stvauiv
toAuntei), but also to their next speech on the eve of the War.

In the conference of the Peloponnesian League at Sparta,
when the decision was made to break the treaty (1.118.3), the
Corinthians put forth the details of, and elaborate on what they
have argued earlier. This second Corinthian speech is the only
one of the conference reported by Thucydides on the eve of the
War, very probably because the plan it proposes is the best war-
conduct for Sparta, which would lead — and it actually did —
to the ultimate and unmistaken destruction of Athens. The
Corinthians’ first concern is the navy, which they will have to
acquire, because one Athenian defeat at sea will end the war;
and for that they will also need naval trainning, in order to be
in an equal position with Athens in émothun (1.121.4). The
next step is first to avoid the three gravest failings: afuveoia,
Hadaxio, apéAera (1.122.4), then to advance to the war, one way
or another, ‘with daring’ (fapcotvrac 1.123.1), and to venture
to protect themselves; otherwise, they will meet disaster
(1.124.1) — a disgrace for descendants of forefathers who freed
Greece (1.122.3). Surprisingly enough, the Corinthians’
speeches in which they employ the Persian Wars topos indicate
that at Sparta there was indeed a different understanding of
who were the saviours of Greece. Moreover, the Corinthians
propose a very clever and fascinating plan, known already from
the defeat of Xerxes: to beat the Athenians on their own terms,
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i.e. by furnishing ships and by emulating the Athenian qualities
displayed from Salamis on, daring par excellence. The former of
these was easier to be accomplished by the Spartans; but the lat-
ter, being impossible given Sparta’s tradition, failed markedly.

And yet, Hermocrates had the advantage because the Syra-
cusans were already opoidtpomor to Athens (7.55.2; cf. also
8.96.5), a fact that proved his endeavours to convert the Syra-
cusans into ‘Athenians’ totally successful. For this Hermocrates
is put by Thucydides in an exceptional position in the History,
as he is the only speaker from the opposite camp allowed to ex-
ploit extensively the Persian Wars topos with emphasis on the
three decisive elements that caused Xerxes’ defeat. At Syracuse
in the debate about the rumours that an Atheniam fleet is sail-
ing towards Sicily, Hermocrates adopting the Corinthian sug-
gestions compares the Athenian and Persian expeditions and
reaches the same conclusions as the Corinthians did:

el 8¢ o xal motd, TV tOApay adT@v xoi SOvauty pn Exmiayf . . . ovb 6T
HEYOA® oTOAQ &mépyovial, . . . (6.33.4). dAiyol yap &7 otdror peyddrot f
Eifivov §i BapBapwv moAd and thg €avtdv Aandpavieg xatwpbooov.
(33.5). émep xoi ‘Abnvoiol avtol ovtol, 100 MAdov mapd Adyov TOALL G@o-
Aéviog, &ml 1® ovopott @g Em 'Abfivag fiet nENONoav, xal fuiv odx GvéA-
motov 10 toodto EvpPiivan (33.6). Bapoodvieg odv 14 1€ avtol mopa-
oxevalopeda . . . (34.1) . . . & & Boev mapd yvounv ToApficaviag, @
aSoxNTe piAlov Gv xotamiayeiev | T and 1ol dAnbodg duvaper. meibeos
obv péiota piv tadta ToAuficavies, . . . (34.8-9).

In the same tone, after the first unsuccessful encounter with the
Athenians, Hermocrates is urging the Syracusan Assembly for
daring (¢0&povve 6.72.2) and suggests in oratio obliqua that:
they should find more troops and train them; moreover, they
should add discipline in the field, since they do not lack
bravery; thus their courage would become greater (Bapoalec-
tépav) by the confidence that skill inspires (72.4). This reality
was a commonly accepted deficiency of the Syracusans before
the battle: Nicias in his address to the troops asserted that the
Siceliots in general will not be able to sustain the Athenian
force 814 10 THV EmoTAUNV THS TOAUNG fioow Exewv (6.68.2); and
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Thucydides understood the result of the Syracusan defeat like-
wise (6.69.1):

o yap 87 mpobupig EAMTETG loav 008E TOAUT OUT &V TavTY Tij paxm obt &v
Talg GAdang, GAAG tff uév avdpei oy flooovg &g Boov N EmotAun dviéyol,
@ 8¢ EAdeinovt avtiig xal v BodAncwv &xovieg mpovdidocav.

At Camarina, however, the willingness of Euphemos to
point out that the Syracusans display daring allows Hermocrates
to touch upon the theme of the Athenian empire, and in an an-
ti-Athenian tone to present a different explanation concerning
Athen’s expansion:

NYEROVES Yap YeEVOUEVOL EXOVTIOV OV 18 TOVEV %ol dool 4nd cedv foay
Ebppayol g &ni tob Mndov mipwpia, . . . xateoTpéyavto. xal o mepl Thg
€LevBepiag Gpo obte obtol v EAAfvev, od of "EAAnvec tic tavtdv ¢
MnN6® aviéomoay, nepl 8¢ ol puév oerowy GAAG pn éxeive XATASOVADGEWG,
ol & &mi deomdtov petaPoAf] ovx GELVETWTEPOL, XUXOELVETOTEPOL &
(6.76.3-4) . . . Exovieg mapadeiypata 1@V T éxel EAMvov d¢ 800Adhomcay
odx auodvovieg opiov avtoig, . . . (77.1).

The final exploitation of the topos by Hermocrates comes in an
indirect speech at a decisive moment just before the naval battle
in the Great Harbour. Gylippos has just encouraged the Syra-
cusans to man as many ships as possible (7.21.2), and Hermo-
crates agreeing with him completes his parallelism of the Persian
to the Sicilian expeditions in his attempt to persuade the Syra-
cusans to attack the Athenians at sea (7.21.3):

ovd’ éxetvoug [sc. Athenians] métpiov v éunepiav ovs aidiov tiic Oa-
Maoong Exewv, AL fmepdTog pdAkov 1@V Zvpoxosiov dvtag xal avayxo-
cbévag vmo MAdwv vavtolg yevésha,

while he constantly urges them to display dash and daring (to)-

HNpoUg, GvTitoAu®vTag, 6Ophoel, 1@ TOApfcOl  AmPOcdoXf TG
7.21.3-4).38

** RomrLLy (above note 2), pp. 242-250; V.J. HunTER, The Artful Repor-
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So far, Hermocrates throughout his speeches exploit delib-
erately as the perfect paradeigma the Persian Wars topos, in or-
der to accomplish his purpose. To no surprise he employs the
same three decisive factors that caused not only Xerxes’ defeat,
but the emergence of the Athenian empire as well: mAgictov vav-
Txov, mpobupia ToAunpotatn and Avip otpatnydg EvvetdrTatog.
Admittedly, the furnishing of ships was the easiest part, since
Syracuse already possessed a fleet (in 6.20.3 Nicias reports that
especially Syracuse and Selinous are napsoxevopévar toig micwy
opototponeg phiota i fuetépe duvapet). The problem for Her-
mocrates was the second part, namely to pesuade his fellow-citi-
zens to fight the Athenians at sea, a problem which Themis-
tocles had already faced successfully by means of his trick
(1.74.1 and Hdt. 8.74-75). Successful too was Hermocrates’ en-
deavour as he gradually converted his audience into ‘Athe-
nians’: in the beginning (6.34.8-9) he mentions twice toApna as a
required trait for his bold plan; and, although we are told by
Thucydides that the Syracusans display t6Apa in their first en-
counter with the Athenians (6.69.1), nevertheless, Hermocrates
does not use this word in his speech right after this battle. For
him it is lack of science, experience and trainning that defeated
them (6.72). Moreover, at Camarina surprisingly enough Euphe-
mos applies the Athenian characteristic of dash and daring to
the Syracusans. And in a remarkable way the same word reap-
pears four times later on in Hermocrates’ speech (toAunpote, avti-
ToAp@dVTOG, Bphoet, 1@ ToApfiom dnpocdoxftmg 7.21.3-4). At this
crucial moment the Syracusan general, ‘remembering’ the
Corinthian words that one defeat at sea will end the war
(1.121.4), urges for greater daring which will outdo and defeat
the Athenians.

The culmination of the parallels Thucydides drew between
the Persian and the Peloponnesian Wars center on the third and
most important factor: the intelligent general. In Euphemos’
speech Themistocles is absent, and his absence from the topos is

ter (Toronto, 1973), 149-74; Avery (above note 28), pp. 6-8; HUNTER (above
note 9), pp. 289-90; ConNOR (above note 6), pp. 189-98.
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not only an indication of the lack of leadership in Athens,3° but
a hint at the presence of a ‘new Themistocles’, as W.R. Connor
has argued convincingly, Euphemos’ counter-speaker Hermo-
crates.“* It is his presence that forces Euphemos not only to
discard Athenian daring from the topos and attribute it to the
Syracusans, but also to eliminate Themistocles, the most
important factor for Xerxes’ defeat. Yet, the parallel between
the two generals exists and is brought into the fore by
Thucydides himself ‘at the decisive moment, when he [sc.
Hermocrates] is about ... to become responsible for the defence
of Syracuse’ (6.72.2):4!

‘Epuoxpéme 6 “Eppwvog, avip xal &g tddda EOvesty ovdevog Aeumopevog
xol xetd TOv mokepov Eumepiq 16 ixavog yevouevog xal avdpelg Emeavig.

This extraordinary characterization, reserved by Thucydi-
des for very few individuals, is not totally supported by the ac-
tual career of Hermocrates. 42 Frequently Thucydides forces his
reader to assume ex silentio that Hermocrates’ contributions ei-
ther military or political were important. Hermocrates’ spee-
ches, however, had no significant effect on the course of events,
although they did predict it.#* For in the Assembly he seldom
was able to persuade his fellow citizens. Once, however,

3 RoMILLY (above note 2), p. 246.

40 ConNOR (above note 6) p. 198; J.W. ALL1SON, Power and preparedness in
Thucydides, (« AJP» Monographs in Classical Philology, 5, Baltimore and Lon-
don, 1989), pp. 116-120.

4 G.T. GrirrrtH, Some Habits of Thucydides When Introducing Persons,
«PCPhS», 187, 1961, p. 31. Presumably Hermocrates is one of the stpamyol
avtoxphtopes to be appointed at Syracuse (6.72.5 f.).

#2 GoMMEL (above note 11), pp. 74-78; HunTER (above note 33), pp.
149-174; H.D. WeSTLAKE, Hermocrates the Syracusan, in: Essays on the Greek
Historians and Greek History (New York, 1969), pp. 174-202; F.T. HinricHs,
Hermocrates bei Thukydides, «Hermes», 109, 1981, pp. 46-59; CONNOR (above
note 6), pp. 197-8; ALLisoN (above note 40), pp.116-120.

# For the relation of the speeches and the subsequent events see in par-
ticular: H.-P. STAHL, Speeches and Course of Events in Books Six and Seven of
Thucydides, in: P. STADTER, ed., The Speeches in Thucydides (Chapel Hill,
1973), pp. 60-77.
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Thucydides had drawn the parallels between the Persian and the
Peloponnesian Wars, it was natural and necessary for him to at-
tribute Themistoclean qualities to Hermocrates, since only such
a general would be able to accomplish what nobody at Athens
could ever believe possible when they voted for the expedi-
tion. 44

The way in which the Corinthians and Hermocrates
exploit the Persian Wars topos is indeed the exception to the
rule. The Athenians and their allies offer arguments of the to-
pos that in reality prove almost always fruitless. The Athenian
hegemonic discourse is persuasive only temporarily at Sparta.
Subsequently, it is forced upon friends and foes aggressively,
but to no avail. Only Nicias realizes the full potential of the to-
pos in book 7, but by that time it is too late. Likewise, the Pla-
tacans and the Mytilenaeans do all they can to persuade, but in
their case their being successful has a limited range, as they do
not possess power. The Lacedaemonians and their allies are not
as effective as the Athenians are inarticulating their position in
both words and deeds. In addition to their being rather disin-
terested in the topos, their main competence rests almost exclu-
sively on deeds. Their discourse is presented by the exceptional
Corinthians and Hermocrates: the former more in words, the
latter in both words and deeds win the agon at the level of di-
scourse for the Lacedaemonians. The Corinthians and Hermo-
crates are the only ones that manipulate the Athenian argu-
ments in such a way that results in Athens’ defeat on all fronts:
her propaganda, or the Jogos she so forcefully promoted became
a boomerang in the Corinthians’ and Hermocrates’ hands and
led to a disaster in the battlefield, even if only temporarily.
Athens’ exploitation of the topos failed markedly, because it
was misguided towards the wrong ends: a theme for the justifi-
cation of the empire and not a paradeigma, in her case not to
imitate. Her resilience, however, proved remarkable during the
Peloponnesian War. With the envy-causing empire gone the

#J.R. Erus, Characters in the Sicilian Expedition, «QS», 10, 1979,
p. 41.
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Persian Wars topos appears again in the fourth century B.C.,
only this time the eponymous Athenian speakers present the to-
pos as a paradeigma to imitate in front of Athenian audiences.
‘Mindful” as it were of Nicias’ last speech and of the topos’ re-
markable results at the hands of the Corinthians and Hermocra-
tes, they follow and develop further the arguments that
Thucydides presented in his History. 45

YANNIS Z. TzIFOPOULOS

* For reading and commenting on earlier drafts of this work I would like
to thank Professors J.W. Allison, S.V. Tracy and S.A. Frangoulidis.



