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The international situation of today presents many striking simila 
rities with the political situation obtaining in the Greek world about the 
middle of the Fifth Century B. C. It would be no exaggeration to say 
that present day world events are παραπλήσια (') with those that took 
place then. And it is, in fact, these parallels which convince me that our 
own generation is in a better position than previous ones to grasp the 
sense and spirit of Thucydides. This spirit in turn enables us το σαφές 
σκοπεΐν (') of the events which we have already witnessed and are to 
witness. But this line of reasoning has two pitfalls : first, we may misinter
pret the thoughts of the great historian by attributing to him our own 
ways of reasoning ; and secondly, we may misinterpret reality by seeing 
it through Thucydides* eyes and not as it is. I shall try, as far as I can, 
to avoid these pitfalls by examining whether the conditions obtaining in 
his age—and thus very different from our own, do permit such a compa 
rison, and if they do, to determine the degree. 

On the eve of the Peloponnesian war, there assembled in Sparta 
representatives of those city states which were most endangered by the 
expansionist policy of Athens. After others had spoken, the Corinthians 
presented their arguments roughly as follows : 

«Because you Lacedaemonians happen to be straightforward and 
sincere, you imagine that the Athenians are as well ; and you have never 
once believed us when we have told you time and time again what we 
would suffer at their hand. Look at the situation today ; these Athenians 
have already enslaved many Greeks and now they are trying to enslave 
the ones who remain free, and above all our own allies. Everything they 
do indicates that their ultimate aim is to conquer the whole of Greece». 

Then, after describing the character and abilities of the Athenians 
wbo «will always be restless, and never let the rest of the world remain 
in peace», they go on to say : with such a power confronting you, what 
do you do ? You fritter away time, and you will not understand that peace 
can be ensured by taking certain measures, but certainly not by the 
measures you yourselves are taking. 

1) Thucydides, i. 22, 4. 
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The theme of the maintenance of peace is so timely and vital in 
our own day and age that it is well worth while establishing the exact 
meaning of the following passage from the speech of the Corinthian 
delegates. 

The Greek text reads δια μέλλε τε και οΐεσθε τήν ήσυχίαν ου τού
τοις των ανθρώπων ΙπΙ πλείστον άρκεΐν, οι αν τη μεν παρασκευή δίκαια 
πράσσωσι, τη δε γνώμη, ην άδικώνται, δήλοι ώσι μή Ιπιτρέψοντες, αλλ* επί 
τφ μή λυπεϊν τε τους άλλους καΐ αυτοί αμυνόμενοι μή βλάπτεσθαι το ϊσον 
νέμετε. 

Charles Forster Smith (*) translates this as follows : «you go on de
laying and forget that a peaceful policy suffices long only for those who, 
while they employ their military strength only for just ends, yet by their 
spirit show plainly that they will not put up with it if they are treated 
with injustice ; whereas you practise fair dealing on the principle of 
neither giving offence to others nor exposing yourselves to injury by 
self defence». 

The most astonishing thing in this translation is the last phrase 
«not exposing yourselves to injury in self - defence». What exactly does 
this mean ? This is surely nothing more nor less than an open accusation 
of cowardice. The Lacedaemonians were certainly not cowards, nor is it 
conceivable that the Corinthians would accuse them of cowardice at a 
time when they were seeking their aid. 

The text reads : καΐ αΰτοι αμυνόμενοι μή βλάπτεσθαι. This phrase, 
although it appears to be simple, may have two meanings. Either : «do 
not defend yourselves that you may not suffer losses» or : «defend 
yourselves in order to avoid losses». In the first instance βλάπτεσθαι 
refers to human casualties, whilst in the latter it refers to the destruction 
of material goods and wealth. 

When today we say that a state has as its principle άμυνόμενον μή 
βλάπτεσθαι, we mean that it adheres to the principle of refusing to take 
defensive action. For if it defends itself against aggression not only will 
its armed forces suffer casualties, but it will also suffer material damage 
as well. Its industrial centres, communications and cities would be the 
first targets for enemy aircraft—if it were not destroyed altogether by 
atomic weapons. 

But the conditions of war in Thucydides' day were very different. 
The enemy could not inflict damage upon the country unless he invaded 
it ; but when he did invade it, the outcome of the war was affected deci
sively. In that technically backward age the population depended on the 
annual harvests. Once the invaders had seized the herds, destroyed the 

1) Thucydides in the Loeb Classical Library, Vol I, p 119 (1919). 
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crops and cut down the olive and fruit trees, the spectre of starvation 
would loom large. If the defenders had enough food supplies in reserve 
they could shut themselves up behind their city walls and hold out, 
otherwise they were compelled to go out and fight ; and should they 
lose, to come to terms with the enemy ('). 

So the phrase και αυτοί αμυνόμενοι μή βλάπτεσθαι had, for Thucydi-
des' contemporaries, a specific and obvious meaning : enemy invasions 
had to be prevented if the risk of starvation and defeat was to be avoided. 

Much later in history, after technical and scientific advances, the 
destruction of wealth and produce did not determine the outcome of a 
war. For this very reason the conqueror not only refrained from destruc
tion in the country invaded but was eager to preserve its wealth for his 
own use. In the Napoleonic Wars the conditions of classical times were 
completely reversed. The Russians themselves destroyed their countryside 
in order to starve out the French armies. Βλάβη in that age meant the 
destruction of the army, meant inflicting losses on the enemy troops, for 
these and only these determined the outcome of a war. But a war without 
φόνον ανδρών is inconceivable. And so the only way for a country to 
avoid these losses was to refuse to fight (")· This is why 19th century 
scholars gave such an interpretation to the relevant passage in Thucydi-
des, and this interpretation is still adhered to in our day. The only scholar 
who, as far as I know, translated this phrase correctlywas Forbes (1895) ϊ 
his version reads : «avoiding actual harm by self - defence», but he also 
understood it in such a way that in substance he refutes it. In order to 
explain precisely what the Corinthians meant, he cites an excerpt from 
Stein's book (') : «Prussia allowed Napoleon to introduce a French army 

into the heart of the Empire (1803) ; and Haugwitz wrote : « the 
King is determined once for all to show to all Europe in the most open 
manner that he will positively have no war unless he is himself directly 

1) This is well explained by Grundy in his book «Thucydides and the History 
of his Age (1911). 

2) Another possible interpretation is the following : cBy defending yourselves, 
you suffer far fewer casualties than by attacking». This interpretation of the text is 
precluded by the fact that both attackers and defenders drew themselves up into two 
lines facing each other and then fought a pitched battle ; and both opponents posses
sed identical weapons of offence and defence. Moreover, the casualties of the defenders 
are not always necessarily smaller than those of the attackers. In the First World 
War, those who charged with bayonet and hand - granade suffered greater losses than 
the defenders with machine guns ; but in the Second World War those who resisted 
attacks by tanks suffered more casualties than their attackers. Losses in battle depend 
on the relationship between the fire power of the offensive and defensive armament, 

3) Seeley's Life Vol. I p 231. 
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attacked». This does indeed assert in words that Prussia still had spirit 
enough left for a war of self - defence : but when self - defence is so 
rigidly interpreted as to exclude the defence of one's nearest neighbours 
and of those whose safety is intimately involved with one's own, it beco
mes almost a word without meaning». Nevertheless, Gomme (1959) does 
not accept even this interpretation of Forbes', and he proceeds to correct 
him by maintaining that the real meaning is «You avoid injury e v e n 
in self - defence» (')· Steup is also categoric : «Weder . . . n o c h a u c h 
auf die Gefahr hin selbst zu Schaden zu kommen, E u c h gegen andere 
v e r t e i d i g e n w o l l t » (*). 

And so it is obvious that the interpreters were influenced by the 
conditions of warfare existing in their respective times ; but this fact 
alone is not sufficient in itself to explain how they arrived at such an 
interpretation of the text. For there exist certain basic truths which—over 
and above the conditions obtaining in a specific period—apply and will 
always apply. The policy of not defending oneself may make sense for a 
small country when it involves risking hostilities with a nation that is 
so much more powerful that the chances for a successful outcome are 
negligible. The Melians in Thucydides' time and the Czechoslovaks in 
1937 were in exactly the same situation. The former resisted and were 
massacred ; the latter submitted and survived. Again, in a general 
outbreak of hostilities it is clearly much easier for a small nation to submit, 
for it pins its hopes of survival on the struggles and sacrifices of its more 
powerful friends and allies, assuming that its own sacrifices would be in 
vain since these would not decisively affect the outcome of the war. But 
how could a great power—and Sparta was then a great power—save 
herself if she herself did not fight ? One does not need to be a politician 
to understand that the Corinthians could ever dream that the Spartans 
would allow the Athenians to invade their country without defending 
themselves. It is therefore striking that even such an eminent statesman 
as E Venizelos (s) who translated Thucydides into Modern Greek, could 
not grasp the correct interpretation of this passage. But there is an 
explanation for this. The translator generally bases his translation upon 
the existing interepretations of the text. When various interpretations 
are available, he selects the one that appears to him to be the most 
valid. But when all commentators agree he finds it difficult not to follow 
suit and, at the most, will slightly modify the phrase, or make it ambi· 

1) A. W. Gomme, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, I. 232. 
2) Classen—Steup, I, 201. 
3) Greek Prime Minister who caused a revolution against King Constantine in 

order to bring Greece into the First World War on the side of the Allies. 
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guous. This is what Venizelos did, and all translators of the passage 
concerned follow more or less the same practice. As a matter of fact, 
Smith deemed it necessary to give the following elucidation in a foot
note : «It is wise not to offend others, a n d so run the risk of injury 
which may arise in defending yourselves against the attacks you have 
provoked». This is but a desperate attempt to reverse the meaning of the 
established false construction. 

It is because this misinterpretation is generally accepted that I have 
above alluded to the conditions of warfare in various historical periods. 
This should, of course, have been quite unnecessary, because the context 
of the speech by the Corinthians itself gives the best evidence of the 
intended meaning of the sentence. 

«You Lacedaemonians, alone of all nations» the Corinthians say pre* 
viously (69, 4), «crush the power of your enemies, not when it begins to 
increase, but when it has doubled» ; and in 69, 5 : «You prefer to let the 
enemy take the initiative in attack, and then you defend yourselves». 
How, therefore, is it possible, that they should mean : «you do not defend 
yourselves», whereas in the previous passages they recognise that they 
d ο defend themselves and in fact destroy the strength of an enemy 
which has doubled ? Hence there can exist no element of doubt in the 
construction «επί τφ μη λυπεΐν τε τους άλλους και αυτοί αμυνόμενοι μή βλά· 
πτεσθαι» which can only mean that : «Your principle is not to attack 
others, but if others attack you to defend yourselves, and prevent them 
from causing you injury». 

This is certainly a conservative foreign policy, but it is consistent 
and understandable. This is what would be known as an isolation po
licy. The Monroe Doctrine in the early 19th Century was based on the 
same principles. The Corinthians considered such a policy wholly impra
cticable for that disturbed period on the eve of the Peloponnesian War, 
wholly insufficient and inadequate in the face of the Athenians" dynamic, 
expansionist policy. What, then, was the correct policy in their opinion ? 

This was the following : «οι αν tfj μεν παρασκευή δίκαια πράσσωσι, τή 
δε γνώμη, ήν άδικώνται, δήλοι ώσι μή επιτρέψοντες». 

The meaning of the last phrase is quite clear. When a nation makes 
known to one and all that it is determined to go to war if its rival makes 
such and such a move—if, for example, the rival violates a condition 
of the covenant or peace treaty—then there is no margin for a «coup» 
such as took place when Hitler occupied the Rheinland. Hitler was then 
in no position to wage war, but encouraged by his opponents' silence he 
played on the fact that no other country was prepared to call his bluff. 

But what is the meaning of the phrase τή μεν παρασκευή δίκαια πρασ· 
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<τωσι? The word παρασκευή often means the armed might itself, (') and in any 
case means armament. I cannot see what other action a nation in arms 
would take but fight. The phrase in itself undoubtedly means : they use 
their military power, i. e. they fight in order to do what is right· 

But how can it be possibly understood that this is a way of maintai
ning the peace ? If the construction were reversed, if it read : xfj μεν γνώμη 
δήλοι ώσι μή Ιπιτρέψοντες, τή δε παρασκευή δίκαια πράσσωσι one could suppose 
that those people are meant who, besides proclaiming their determination 
not to endure any humiliation, are prepared to go to war if the need 
arises. But as the text reads, to go to war in order to avoid war is 
absurd ; and to make it known that no humiliation is to be tolerated seems 
superfluous. This may all seem illogical and irrational, but it is not so. It 
is a vivid picture of events today. As in South Korea few years ago, 
and in Vietnam at present, the Americans are fighting to prevent a world 
war, they are fighting to prevent further encroachment by their rivals— 
και Ιπιστάμεθα οία όδφ καί δτι κατ' ολίγον χωροΰσιν έπι τους πέλας—to stop 
their becoming so powerful that a general war would become necessary 
and unavoidable for them. And the repeated declarations of the President 
of the United States, made a f t e r the active participation of American 
armed forces in Vietnam, are so similar to those described by Thucydides 
that one may well define American foreign policy at present by transla
ting the ancient text : «Those who with their military power practise 
that which is just, and make plain to all their decision to prevent anyone 
from curtailing them». 

This is a foreign policy which is today widely accepted as the ne
cessary one for the prevention of a general war. The question arises 
whether the conditions existing in Thucydides' age made such a foreign 
policy feasible. 

The problem can be summarised as follows : was it possible for 
Sparta to intervene with her armed forces in support of a city - state 
against the Athenians without dissolving the existing peace treaties ? An 
answer to this question is provided by the battle of Mantinea which took 
place a few years later while the Peace of Nicias was in force. The Athe
nians had then joined with the Argives to fight against the Spartans 
without, however, that treaty's being dissolved, because the battle took 
place in neutral territory. Hence the application of such a policy was 
feasible and, in fact, even more so in the light of events today where it 
is hard to conceive of a head - on clash between American and Russian 
forces without this leading to a «shooting» war. But in what circumstan
ces were the Lacedaemonians able to apply such a policy of armed 

1) Thuc II 23, II 65, IV 27, and elsewhere. 
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intervention to halt Athenian encroachment ? To what circumstances do 
the Corinthians refer when they say : «We have warned you often enough 
what we would suffer from the Athenians, but you have taken no notice» ? 

If to the word ησυχία we give the meaning of «peace», then I can 
discover but one possible instance during the thirteen years of the so 
called thirty years treaty where this was possible—the revolt of Samos. 
But the Corinthians on that occasion, far from urging the Spartans to 
intervene, discouraged them from doing so. They stated in no uncertain 
terms that the Peloponnesians should not get involved in a conflict which 
exclusively concerned Athens and her Allies. This view prevailed, and no 
support was forthcoming to the Samians. 

Consequently, it becomes obvious that the Corinthians refer to the 
entire interim of the 50 years which had lapsed since the Persian inva
sions, when the word ησυχία assumes the more general meaning of «secu 
rity». For a nation to maintain its security, it has often had to go to war. 
For this reason, England went to war repeatedly to prevent the domina
tion of Europe by a single power—Germany in this century, France in 
the last. 

This celebrated fifty- year period, during which Athens grew from a 
small city state into a powerful hegemony, is described by Thucydides in 
such a perfunctory way that expeditions such as that undertaken by Peri
cles in the Pontus are never even referred to. Nevertheless, a very clear 
picture of the growth of Athenian power does emerge. Her hegemony 
which was exclusively naval, or maritime, extended over the islands of the 
Aegean and encircled the coasts of Thrace, the Propontis and Asia Minor 
as far as Phasilis, near the modern Adalia. How could the Lacedaemonians 
possibly hinder the growth of Athenian power, and how could they pre
vent the enslavement of so many Greek cities by Athens? There was only 
one way—the invasion of Attica. Athens was in no position to halt the 
advance of land forces. All she could do would be to fortify the walls for 
her defence ; otherwise she would be forced to come to terms and accept 
the conditions imposed on her by the Peloponnesians. 

All this information is contained in a phrase from the speech by the 
Corinthians : «You Lacedaemonians are responsible for the fact that the 
Athenians have enslaved so many Greeks and are planning to enslave the 
others, for you have allowed them to fortify their city and build the long 
walls». We today find it hard to see why the Lacedaemonians should think 
it right to invade Attica with their armies in order to prevent the Athe
nians, immediately after their great victory over the Persians, from rebuil
ding the defensive walls which the latter had destroyed. But that such a 
danger was real to the Athenians is clear in the light of the various ruses 
that Themistocles used to deceive the Lacedaemonians; and, moreover» 
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the Victor of Salamis had not ruled out the possibility of his being seized 
by the Spartans when he sent his message to the Athenians urging them 
to delay the Spartan emissaries in Athens. 

After the fortification of the city, the second great defence measure 
of Athens was the system of long walls which would ensure the city's 
safety in the event of an invasion. Had these walls not been built, the 
Athenians would have been limited to the narrow confines of their city 
or would have had to abandon it for Piraeus. It was indeed while they 
were building the long walls that the Athenians were defeated by the 
Spartans at Tanagra. But rather than follow up their victory by invading 
Attica, the Spartans withdrew to the Péloponnèse, and the Athenians were 
able to complete their defensive ramparts without interference. 

It is undoubtedly to these instances that the Corinthians referred 
when pointing out what,in their view, was the correct policy to be pursued. 
They meant that if the Athenians had been prevented, in the first instance, 
from erecting walls round their city by the invasion of Attica—as the 
Corinthians themselves and Sparta's other allies had urged—and if, in the 
second instance, Attica had been invaded after the victory at Tanagra, then 
it would not have been possible for the Athenians to build the long walls 
and the ησυχία of the Greek world would have been assured. 

Thus the manner in which military might should have been employed 
in order to hinder the rival's growth and expansion was in that era much 
different from that of today. Present day theory tends towards favouring 
the reinforcement of the defences and the support of those nations whose 
national security is indirectly threatened by internal revolution or by guer
rilla warfare. In the age of Thucydides the policy was one of direct inva
sion of the enemy's territory. But the basic principle was the same both 
then as now : If a nation augments its power to the point of threatening 
the status quo, those other nations whose ησυχία depends on the existing 
balance of power should not remain indifferent to the threat merely because 
their interests do not appear to be directly involved, but should intervene 
militarily to maintain the status quo. 

Thucydides succeeded in describing epigrammatically the foreign 
policy to be pursued in times of upheaval, and even today, 2.500 years 
later, we still see it being applied to the letter ; but at the same time it 
must not be forgotten that the passage referred to comes from the Corin
thians' speech. And the Corinthians had no inclination to develop political 
theories in abstract. What they wanted was for the Spartans to assist them 
against the Athenians. Hence the Corinthians did not set forth the policy 
of armed intervention as theory, but insisted that it be executed on that 
occasion. In accordance with this principle, Attica should have been inva-
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ded at once. The invasion did take place finally, but events showed that 
the Peloponnesian War not only failed to ensure their own future ησυχία» 
but destroyed the ησυχία of all the city states of the Greek world, and 
destroyed Greece itself. 

This fact does not refute the logic of the political principle, nor does 
it leave any room for doubt as to whether the Corinthians meant this policy 
of armed intervention when they said : τη μεν παρασχευϋ δίκαια πράσσωσι. 

Their policy was, however, proven to be the wrong one, for it was 
already too late· Once the long walls had been built, the Athenians no 
longer feared an attack by land. It took 27 years to break their resistance, 
and Athens was only finally subdued after a sea - blockade with the 
Athenians facing starvation within their still impregnable walls. 

But pressed by the immediate danger facing them at Potidaea, the 
Corinthians looked upon an invasion as the only means of salvaging the 
situation. Their belief in such a policy was strengthened by the evidence 
of Archidamus9 recent invasion ; it is true that he had not advanced 
further inland than the Thriassian plain, bribed or not by Pericles ; ne
vertheless, the consequence of his exploit was the so - called thirty years' 
peace, with the Athenians abandoning their rights over Nicea, Pigai, 
Troezen and Achaia. 

The conceptions of the Corinthians were, however, defined by their 
own exclusive, narrow interests and were not determined by a more ge
neral international outlook. This is why, a few years earlier, they had 
aligned themselves with a policy of opposing Peloponnesian aid for the 
Samians. And at the moment in question, they had not understood that 
Athens had abandonned her possessions in the Péloponnèse in 445 be
cause these were beyond her sphere of interest, while now she could not 
be expected to surrender a port such as Potidaea, which fell within it. 
They could not realise that an invasion of Attica would mean the begin
ning of a life and death struggle ; they believed that this new war would 
follow the pattern of all previous ones. «Once we have repulsed the 
Athenians, we will put an end to the war when the opportunity presents 
itself» (I, 121) they said in their speech to the allies of Sparta at the 
assembly which took place somewhat later to decide upon war or peace. 
The conception of the Spartans was entirely different, for they re - evalua
ted the gravity of the impending war in all its aspects. Archidamus 
expressed his fear that their children would inherit the war from them, 
so improbable he thought that the Athenians would be frightened by an 
invasion (81, 6). This difference in attitudes is described in no uncertain 
terms by Thucydides (88) : The Lacedaemonians voted that the treaty 
had been broken, and that war must be declared, not so much because 
they were persuaded by the arguments of the allies, as because they feared 
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the growth of the power of the Athenians (')· And this he considers 
to be ή αληθέστατη πρόφασις, the real cause of the war (I, 23). 

Again, the best proof that for the Corinthians the proposed invasion 
was an application of the principle «τη παρασκευή δίκαια πράσσβιν» is given 
us by the text itself. «The correct policy is armed intervention. You 
cannot face the Athenians with your policy. You must bring it up to 
date. Invade Attika». The continuity of ideas which links the first to the 
last sentence is undeniable and inseparable. 

I have gone into this problem at length because it shows how wrong 
have been all interpreters of the phrase : τη μεν παρασκευή δίκαια πράσσωσι̂  
The scholiast who lived in an age when political conditions were entirely 
different from those of the classical era explains it as follows : «οι τη μεν 
διαγωγή και παρασκευή είρηναίως διάγουσι». The most that the scholium can 
mean is that the military preparation of peaceful peoples was to be limi 
ted to the barest essentials for a most rudimentary defence, as for example 
of the Dutch or the Swiss in our own age. The thought that a country 
thus armed could possibly maintain its ησυχία by stating that it would 
allow no one to cause it harm or injury makes one smile. 

The German scholars have turned the phrase about by translating : 
«Den Recht nicht verletzen», which means ουκ άδικα πράσσβιν instead of 
δίκαια πράσσειν. This is not only a softening of the expression but an 
entirely different meaning. Not to practise injustice does not necessarily 
mean that justice is practised. Neither the one nor the other may be 
practised, in which case the meaning is contrary to the spirit of the text. 

British scholars translate the passage in the positive, as in the text, 
but invariably add the word «only» which changes the meaning enti
rely. For when we see this passage in context, the «only» means «use 
your military strength only when you are attacked». But this, in the 
opinion of the Corinthians, was a mistaken policy. Hence this translation 
—together with the others—is a complete misinterpretation of the passage. 

Once one has understood the meaning of both foreign policies, the 
meaning of the passage as a whole becomes clear. But it is still necessary 
to interpret the expression : «To ίσον νέμετε επί τφ ...». 

The established translation is : «You practise fair dealing on the 
principle of. . .» following Steup's interpretation : «Ihr übt Gerechtigkeit 
auf der Grundlage . . .» , which means literally : «You practise justice on 
the basis of . . .». This I consider to be quite erroneous. 

Steup admits that the verb νέμειν is found nowhere else in Thucydi-
des with the sense of «to practise». But he claims that it has very nearly 

1) Crawley's translation. 
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the same sense in I, 120 : «Τα ίδια εξίσου νέμοντας, ta κοινά προσκοπεΐν». 
Here νέμειν means to administer, to govern. «While they govern 

their own affairs as everyone else does, they have a special regard for the 
general interest» This sense of νέμειν, indeed quite different from its basic 
meaning «to deal out», comes from the middle form νέμεσΰαι, which means 
«to divide between themselves», hence possess one's own portion (see Lid-
dell - Scott). Now possession has two aspects—to reap the fruits of, derive 
income from, enjoy on the one hand, and on the other to till, administer, 
govern. These two functions of possession are inseparable. Νέμειν άγρον 
means to till a field (and to reap the fruits thereof), and νέμεσθαι άγρον 
means to reap the fruits of the field one tills. Hence we encounter the 
active or middle form of the verb used indiscriminately to express the 
same thing (I, 58 τούτοις της εαυτού γης έδωκε ν έ μ ε σ θ α ι . V, 42 : 

μηδετέρους οίκεΐν αλλά κοινή ν έ μ β ι ν). So νέμω τήν πόλιν means : I govern 
the city for my own benefit. 

Steup extends the above meaning of νέμειν and conveys to it the 
meaning of άσκεΐν (to practise). This is arbitrary and questionable in 
asmuch as in order to support this interpretation he changes the meaning 
of το ίσον and of the prep. §πί cum dat. 

Tò ίσον means «the equal» and «the straight». A straight man is 
presumably a just man. A straight judge m u s t be a just one. But we 
cannot translate «straight» for «just» nor «straightness» for «justice». 
Steup has probably been unduly influenced by the fact that in German the 
words «straightness» and «justice» have the same root. ( R e c h t schaffen 
heit—Ge r e c h t ingkeit). 

The main sense of ίσον is equal, not only in number and dimension, 
but in any measure, in every sense. When customarily defining a noun 
f. ex. ίση πολιτεία or ισα δίκαια the noun is sometimes omitted, and το ίσον 
assumes its meaning ; as in επί τη ίση (Thuc. I. 27) or των ίσων και ομοίων 
{Dem. 21.112). We do exactly the same today. We speak of equality of men 
when we actually mean equality of human rights. But if we interpret το ίσον 
as meaning righteousness or equal rights, we are in fact projecting our own 
mode of expression on the classical Greek. 

In classical times we very often find the expression το ίσον μέρος. And 
so we may safely assume that it is this noun which has been omitted in this 
instance. Thus, το ίσον νέμετε means : you deal out the same portion. But 
the same portion of what ? Had we no other examples to give us indubitable 
proof of what it alludes to, we should have to resort to guesswork. But 
we have many proofs of this : in VI. 88. ίνα μηδέ τοις Άθηναίοις έλασσον 
δοκώσι νεΐμαι=ηοί to deal out to the Athenians a lesser part of their 
f a v o u r . In III. 48. Μήτε οΐκτφ πλέον νείμαντες=ηοΙ giving a greater 
part of your γ ν ώ μ η to pity. The same example occurs in III . 3. This 
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is also the meaning in the passage discussed : you deal out the same part 
of your γνώμη, i.e. you give the same importance, the same value. 

This, in fact, was Classen's interpretation, and in this he was of 
course right. But he erred in supposing that this referred to τφ λυπεΐν on 
the one hand and to τψ βλάπτεσθαι on the other, i.e. treating these two 
infinitives as objects of νέμετε. This cannot be done because of the prepo
sition επί. To avoid this, von Herwerden bracketed επί, but although past 
generations took great liberties in tampering with the text, even this «cor
rection» was too arbitrary to be accepted. And that is why the wholly 
«rroneous interpretation of Steup prevailed over the partially - mistaken 
interpretation of Classen. 

The ίσον νέμετε refers to the policy of the others on the one hand and 
to the policy of the Spartans on the other. The meaning is : you Spartans 
give the same value to your policy for the maintenance of peace which 
consists in not offending others, etc. It is no wonder that το ίσον νέμετε re
fers as far as back as to the beginning of the sentence. There is far greater 
coherence of thought in Thucydides sentences than one may suppose at 
first sight. We find a characteristic example of this in the same speech by 
the Corinthians (68. 3) : νΰν δε τί δει μακρηνορεΐν, ώ ν τους μεν δεδουλωμέ-
νους οράτε... The pronoun <δν does not refer to the above phrase μακρηγορεΐν 
(ημάς) ών, but to the preceding phrase ; its subject is την 'Ελλάδα. Conradt 
{1861) was the first to point this out, and this construction is generally 
accepted today (')· 

If the verb νέμετε must have an indirect object, it is τφ την είρήνην επί 
πλείστον άρκεΐν. But we can take το ΐσ°ν νέμετε as an expression which requi
res no further object. As for the preposition ΙπΙ with the dative, its meaning 
is not «on the principle», invented by Steup and adopted by Liddell - Scott 
who quotes this as a sole reference. Nor is it «on condition that». It indi
cates a more general relation (allgemeiner Beziehung, as Pappe says), just 
as in Plato's passage ΙπΙ τη του οίκείου έχθρα, στάσις κέκληται. 

So far, so good. There is, however, some irregularity in the sentence 
because of the position of the negative particle οΰ. If it preceded οΐεσθε, 
it would be normal. But as it reads οΰ τούτοις there is no apodosis. 

Steup (followed by Gomme) says that a normal and consequent 
syntax would be οΰ τούτοις οι αν . . . αλλά τούτοις οι αν ΙπΙ τφ μή λυπεΐν... το 
ίσον νέμωσι. This syntax is indeed correct, but besides being terribly pe
dantic, does not express what Thucydides intends. Thucydides does not say 
that peace lasts l o n g e r with the second τούτοις but only as long as 
with the others. Then, why οΰ τούτοις αλλά τούτοις ? The Corinthians 

1) Rex Warner (1959) ; Landemann (1961) ; J. de Romilly (1957). 
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address themselves directly to the Spartans. Consequently it is ου τούτοις 
αλλ" ύμΐν αΰτοΐς. And why the second αν ? The Corinthians do not say to 
the Spartans you p o s s i b l y νέμετε το ϊσον but that you definitely do 
so. In speaking of the policy of the others, they employ the αν since 
they do not refer to a specific city • state. Nor to the Athenians who em
ployed their armed forces for u n j u s t ends. Andino other power existed 
that could practise such a policy. The meaning of the Corinthians is : 
Those men maintain peace longest who w o u l d p u r s u e such and 
such a policy. A correct syntax, expressing the exact meaning of this 
sentence would be : οΰ τούτοις οι αν . . . άλλ' Ιξίσου ΰμΐν αυτοΐς επί τφ . . . 
αμυνόμενοι μή βλάπτεσΰαι. 

All this, however, is futile pondering ; it is, methinks, of no use to 
try to correct Thucydides. Important is to examine the nature of the 
existing irregularity and find out what is the cause of it. 

I quote Forbes' explanation : «It is perhaps misleading to speak 
of a m i x t u r e of two constructions, because that may be taken to 
mean that two constructions were definitely present to the mind of the 
writer, but such places are a c o n f u s i o n of two constructions, and it 
is probable that Thucydides sometimes forgot how he had begun his 
sentence before he finished it. He knew what he was going to say when 
he began, and he knew what he had said when he was ending, but he 
did not know or care exactly how he had said it». 

There is, indeed, «a confusion of two constructions». But I would 
hasten to add that Thucydides did not so much forget how he had begun 
his sentence, rather he feared that his readers would forget it. Indeed, 
the reader finds it hard to follow the sense of a long sentence. A good 
example of this is to be found in the interminable German sentences of 
the jgth century which, though correctly constructed, have to be read 
and re - read to be understood. And here we are not dealing with a pas
sage to be read, but a speech. Listeners are even less able to follow long 
sentences than readers. That is why, even today, when orators embark on 
a lengthy sentence they fall into the habit of misusing syntax in exactly 
the same way or else, to enable the listener to follow, find it necessary 
often to repeat the same phrase (Compare the repetition of τροφής απορία 
in Thucydides I, 13). 

A translation, keeping the syntax of the text, would be as follows : 
«You believe that peace can be enjoyed longest not by these who would 
use their armed force to do what is right, and let anyone know that they 
will tolerate no offence . . . but you think it suffices as well not to attack 
the others and, being prepared to defend yourselves, deter the others 
from doing any harm to you». 

This is of course not the way we would write it today, but never-
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theless its meaning is quite clear and understandable. I fully agree, there

fore with Forbes ' conclusion that this seems a more natural explanation 

than the supposition of some unusual or awkward construction. 

Οί Κορίνθιοι μέμφονται τους Λακεδαιμονίους διότι αδιαφορούν δια τα 

γύρω των συμβαίνοντα καί μόνον δταν οί ίδιοι υποστούν επίθεσιν, αμύνονται 

και αποκρούουν τον εχθρόν. Τήν τακτικήν αυτήν θεωρούν απηρχαιωμένην καί 

άκατάλληλον δπως αντιμετωπισθούν οί "Αθηναίοι. *Η ορθή, κατ8 αυτούς τακτική 

είναι ή ένοπλος Ιπέμβασις προς άναχαίτισιν της επεκτατικής πολιτικής των *Αθ 

των οποίων σκοπός είναι ή ΰποδούλωσις δλων των Ελλήνων. 

Ή πολιτική αυτή είναι σήμερον απολύτως κατανοητή. Τήν εϊδομεν άλλωστε 

εφαρμοζομένην υπό των 'Αμερικανών βΐς τήν Κορέαν καί τώρα εις το Βιετνάμ. 

'Αλλ* αΐ πςοηγούμεναι γενεαί ήτο αδύνατον να αντιληφθούν δτι ή Ινοπλος επέμ-

βασις είμπορεΐ να συμβιβασθη μέ τήν διατήρησιν της «ησυχίας». "Εδωσαν ως 

εκ τούτου τήν Ιξής ερμηνείαν ε!ς το προκείμενον χωρίον : *Η ορθή τακτική 

είναι να εξοπλίζεται Ινα κράτος χωρίς δμως να προσβάλη ούδενα, και νά καθιστά 

γνωστόν εις δλους δτι εάν το θίξουν θα πολεμήσει, Ινφ έντιθέτως οί Λακ. σιω

πούν, αποφεύγουν δε καί να αμυνθούν δια να μή υποστούν απώλειας. Καί δια 

να δώσουν τήν αλλόκοτον αυτήν ερμηνείαν καθ* ήν οί Κορ. αποκαλούν τους 

Λακ. άπολέμους καί δειλούς, Ινφ ταυτοχρόνως εκλιπαρούν τήν στρατιωτικήν 

των βοήθειαν, ήλλοίωσαν δλας τας εννοίας του κειμένου : « α μ υ ν ό μ ε ν ο ι 

μή βλάπτεσθαι» ήρμηνεύθη .* δ ε ν α μ ύ ν ε σ θ ε δια να μή βλαβήτε. Το «δί

καια π ρ ά σ σ ω σ ι » ήρμηνεύθη δ ε ν π ρ ά τ τ ο υ ν άδικα. ΕΙς τήν «ήσυχίαν» 

απεδόθη ή στενή έννοια της ειρήνης, ενώ εχβι τήν πολύ εΰρυτέραν της «ασφα

λείας». Εις τήν «παρασκβυήν» ή έννοια της προπαρασκευής, ενώ ενταύθα ση

μαίνει αυτήν ταύτην τήν ενοπλον δύναμιν (δπως εις το II 23, I I I 65, I V 27 καί 

άλλαχού). Εις δε «το ίσον νέμετε» καί ιήν πρόθεσιν «επί» μετά δοτ. απέδωσαν 

σημασίας μέ τας οποίας ούδαμού της ελληνικής γραμματείας απαντώνται (πρβ. 

Lideil - Scott). 

Είναι χαρακτηριστικον καί παρήγορον δτι ένώ ουδείς τών ξένων ερμηνευ

τών ήμφεσβήτησε τήν ορθότητα τής καθιερωμένης ερμηνείας, δύο εκ τών ημε

τέρων, δ Νεόφυτος Δούκας (1805) καί περισσότερον ό Ί . Δημάρατος (Πάπυ-

οος 1939), εστράφησαν προς τήν κατεύθυνσιν τής μόνης—καθ* ήμας—ορθής 

ερμηνείας, Ενδεδειγμένης καί από γλωσσικής απόψεως καί από απόψεως πολιτικού 

νοήματος. 


