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Pericles is often regarded as the greatest statesman in Thucydides’s
account of the Peloponnesian War, or at least the statesman whom
Thucydides himself most admires. These opinions come, in part, from
Thucydides’s censure of the Athenians for departing from Pericles’s
strategy after his death. He especially blames Athens for launcling its
expedition to Sicily, which violated Pericles’s policy of refraining from
a two-front war. Yet Thucydides indicates that even this daring under-
taking might have succeeded had domestic strife not upset Athens's
ability to adhere to prudent policy decisions. Thucydides’s suggestion,
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then, is that the Athenians’ failure to win Syracuse and suceeed against
Sparta was not simply a result of their deviation from Pericles’s policies.
[n fact, as one examines the changes that took place in Athens from
the time of Pericles through to the Sicilian expedition, it is evident that
Pericles's policies significantly contributed to the political and noral
deterioration that fed the domestic turbulence which, in turn, hindered
Athens from successfully prosecuting its war abroad. Perhaps the most
compelling evidence for this is the recall of Alcibiades, a mistake that,
as Thucydides suggests, cost the Athentans the conquest of Syracuse.
Sinee Alcibiades’s recall was due to domestic turmoil and a failure of
political trust that only developed after Pericles’s reign, itis necessary to
understand the transformation of Athens after the death of Pericles, and
how his policies contributed to that transformation.!

I'his paper argues that, according to Thucydides, three of Pericles’s
chief initiatives—his emphasis on sea power and the “navalization” of
Athens, his consolidation of the populace behind Athens’s walls, and
his program of enlightened rhetoric—contributed to the deterioration of
domestic stability in Athens. Although Pericles believed that his justif-
cation for going to war and his strategy for fighting it were rational, he
misjudged the character of Athenian “progressiveness,” and his attempt
to alter the husis of Athenian morality led to a confusion that weakened
public trust and respect for the law. While other seholars have noted the
problematic nature of Pericles’s policies, we argue that there are further
issues to consider in this assessment.? I'his paper strives, therefore, to
supplement existing accounts of Thucydides’s understanding of Pericles,
and aims especially o show how Thueydides uses Pericles to identify

the risks and costs of attempting to replace traditional sources of civic

L. See Harvey Yunis, “How Do the People Decide? Thucydides on Periclean Rhel-
oric and Civic lnstruction,” Amertcan Journal of Philology 112 {1991): 181,

2. Scholars who identify the problematic aspects of Pericles’s polivies include:
Christopher Bruell, “Thucydides and Perikles,” St folu's Review 32 (1981): 2429
Susan Collins and Devin Stauffer, eds., Empire and the Ends of Politics (Newburyport,
MA: Focus, 19945 Steven Forde, “Thueydides on the Gauses of Athenian liperial-
ism,” American Political Science Review 80 {1986): 435—48; Fdith Foster, Thucvdides,
Pericles, and Penelean Maperiutism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010},
Sara S. Monoson and Michael Loriaux, “The usion of Power and the Distuption of
Moral Nonns: Thueydides’ Critiqque of Periclean Policy,” American Political Science
Review 92 {1998). 265-97.
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identity and public trust with a rationalistic appeal to self-interest. In
this way, Thucydides's presentation of Pericles offers valuable insight
into the nature of political trust, its moral foundations, and the pos-
sibilities and liniits of so-called enlightened statesianship. We believe,
therefore, that ‘Thucydides’s voice should be added to current discus-
sions of political trust and the role of emotion in politics, especially
sitice he offers powerful reasons to believe that trust is rooted principally
in pre-political moral phenomena, not, as certain theorists argue, in
institutions or public deliberation.?

Sea Power, ‘Navalization,” and Pericles’s
Policy of Imperial Restraint

Pericles’s first speech to the Athenians contains the core of his plan for
waging war against Sparta, a plun which most scholars agree is built
around the following elements: (1) Athens must abstain from expanding
the empire, and (2) it should avoid involvement in dangerous enterprises;
{3} Athens must keep control over hier allies; and {g) Athens must focus
her resources on sea power and avoid pitched battles on land.* Although

3. Gerald Mara, “Thucydides and Plato on Demnocracy and “Trust.” Journal of
Politics 63 (2001}, 820—45, offers valuable observations on returning ta ancient Greek
thought 1o enrich the angoing discussion of political trust. If the current debale on
political trust is waged hetween communitarians {e.g.. Robert Belluh, Habits of the
Heart [New York: Harper & Row, 1985] and Francis Fukuyvama, Trust- The Soeial Vir-
tuvs and the Creation of Prospertty {New York: Free Press, 1995]) and contractarians
{e.g., Russell Hardin, “Do We Want Trust in Government?” in Democracy and Trust,
ed. Mark Warren [New York: Cambridge University Press, 19991, Thucydides is most
like the communitarian approach because of his emphasis on tradition and pre-polit-
ical ioral norns in forming identity and teust. Phis is nok to suggest that Thueydides
disregards the effect of institntions on popular morality (his treatment of Sparta would
belie this conclusion); rather, though Thucydides leans toward a communitarian view,
hie does not fall neatly into either category.

4. See A. ). Holladay, “Athenian Strategy in the Archidamian War,” Fistorut:
Zeitschrift fiir Alte Geschichte 27 (1973): 399; B, X. de Wet, “The So-Called Defensive
Policy of Pericles,” Acte Classica 12 {1969} H03=119; and Josiah Ober, “'Thucydides, Peri-
cles, and the Sirategy of Defense,” in The Craft of the Ancient Historn: Fssays in Honor
of Chester G. Starr (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985), 171 sce also
Donald Kagan, The Peloponnesian War (London: Penguin, 1954), 51-52; Victor D. Han-
son, “Is America Periclean? New Criterion {October 20011 38-48; George Cawkwell,

“Thucydides” Judgiment of Periclean Strategy.” Yele Clussical Studies 24 (1973): 53-70.
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liis strategy is simiple in conception, Pericles offers it with a confidence
informed by several prudential observations. Indeed. ‘T'hucydides himn-
self vindicates Pericles’s prediction that, su long as Athens avoids new
conguests, the war is hers to lose (cf. 101440 with 2.65.7). Pericless insight,
therefore, coupled with his unrivaled ability to control the Athenians,
testify amply to his gift for statesmanship (2.65.8). Consequently, we
expect his military strategy to be on par with his evident abilities. But
wlen considered closely, Pericles’s plans for Athens raise questions ubout
the soundness of his overall strategy, especially since he fails to deliver
an unatnbiguous long-terim military objective.

According to Pericles, Athens’s principal advantages lay in her wealth
and naval power (114153, 1142.1), o claim that squares with Thucydides’s
own judgment (2.65.12—13). But Pericless presentation of Athens’s
resourees must be contextualized in order to explain why he draws so
much confidence from his assessient. Contrary to certain scholars who,
despite correctly stressing Pericles’s rhietoric of money and power, argue
thut what Pericles truly counts on is Athens’s wealth and war materials,
we believe that it is what money and sea power together signify that
inspires Pericles’s resolve’ ‘That is, Pericles understands Athens’s wealth
and naval power as representing something more fundamental than
mere quantities of inaterial: wealth and ships mark ¢ turn away from
traditional modes of acquisition, namely agriculture and its attendant
way of life. Modern triveme warfare, by contrast, demands that men and
resources be freed up in unprecedented ways. As Pericles notes, seaman-
ship is no occasional occupation or hobby but is “so exacting us to leave
leisure for nothing clse”™ (1.142.9).% In Pericles’s mind, therefare, as long
as Sparta keeps to its conservative ways—as long as the Spartans remain
mere “furmers” (1in.2=5)—and the Athenians secure their empire, Ath-
ens really has nothing to fear. The very rigors of transitioning from a
traditional life to something resembling the Athenian commitiment to
scu power will simply prove too prohibitive for the Spartans,

3. Compare, by contrast, Foster, Thucydides, 165: Lisa Kallet-Marx, "Money Talks;
Rhetor, Demos, and the Resoutces of the Athenian FEmpire.” in Ritual, Finance, Polr-
tics: Athenian Demociatic Accounts presented to David Lewis, ed. R. Osborne and §.
Horublower (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), 238,

6. Unless atherwise noted, all quotes are from Robert Strassler, ed., The Landmark
Thucydides { New York: Touchstone, 1990},
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Iimportant for our purposes are the demands that Pericles’s stralegy
1akes on the Athenian populace for its optimal implementation. Pericles
wunted Hie Athenians to sever their ties to the limd—their agricultural
roots—and etbrace their new naval identity as an “islind city” (L143.5).
Pericles believes that to fully exercise imperial restraint, Athens inust
rethink its relation to property and their prosecution of war. From the older
perspective, warfare was tied to the lind, to the defense of one'’s liome,
crops, and possessions.” Pericles’s strategy, however, by embracing the city,
its defensive walls, and the sea, moved Athens away from the land and from
the older, “marathonian™ tradition of hoplite warfare. But this transition
leads to the following difficulty: by encouraging the Athenians to distance
themselves from their traditional, rural life, Pericles challenges the source
of Athenian identity and the ground of its social and political cohesion.
This challenge left Pericles with the need to find a new basis for Athenian
civic culture and political obligation; und to the extent that e provided a
solution, it is given in his Funeral Oration, wliere he encourages the Athe-
nians to fall in love with Athens.* But as we will sce below, the vision that
Pericles offers to encourage devotion to Athens is problematic, not least
because it is fundamentally at odds with his policy of restraint. 'There is
tension, therefore, between Pericless “restrained” war strategy on the one
lianed and his “enlightened” rhetoric of civie obligation on the other.

[t is crucial to note that none of these problems with Pericless strat-
egy, save the latter, are severely detrimental to Athens’s war etfort. As
‘I'hucydides suggests, despite the absence of a clear strategic goal, despite
the massive toll of the plague, und even despite the costly adventure in
Sicily, Atheus still could have won the war. By Thaeydides’s own esti-
mate, the outstanding cause of Athens’s loss is domestic turbulence or
Factional infighting (2.65). But because faction is not a major problem in
Athens during Pericles’s reign—indeed, this is precisely why Thueydides
praises Pericles—we are compelled to consider why faction aceelerated
in the post-Periclean era. As we will argue, it was the moral and emo-
tional impact of Pericles’s policies that contributed most clearly to politi-
cal instability in Athiens.

7. Ober, “Tmeydides,” 173-74
8. In Thucydides's Greek. Pericles’s exhortation is ambiguons; he exhorts the Athe-
nians to fall in love with the city or with its power (243.1).
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Athens Behind Tts Walls

Pericles believes that Athens, to maximize the advantages of its wealth
and navy, must reconceive itself, both in terms of the city’s physical
space and in terins of its civie identity. Pericles argues that the Athe-
nians ought to abandon the Attic countryside and fortify themselves
behind their walls. As a practical measure, he believes that this will
optimize their security. But Pericles also thinks that for Athens to truly
secure the cmpire, the city must relax, if not abandon, certain norms
to make room for cconomic and moral flexibility, He does not, how-
ever, conceive of this change as an otherwise regrettable compromise
with necessity. Rather, as is inude clear in his Funeral Oration, Pericles
thinks that his plau to sever the city from tradition is a matter of political
progress. Pericles’s policy of evacuation, the proposed abandonment of
the countryside, is, therefore, us much symbolic of his Lurger vision as it
is part of his tactical plans. Pericles wants to isolate and fortify the Athe-
nians to protect them; but at a deeper level, he wants to liberate Athens
from its agricultural roots and traditions, in order to enhance the city's
versatility, power, and ultimately its greatness.

But before turning to the Funeral Oration. we must consider
the practical implications of the evacuation policy, for it is here that
Thucydides indicates both the radical nature of Pericles’s vision for Ath-
ens, and the principal source of resistance to its implementation. More
specifically, T'hueydides provides us with a clear indication of Pericles’s
diminished view of Athenian customs, but also of the lasting power cus-
tom has on Athenian character. In this way, he shows us that Pericles
overestimated the malleability of Athenian traditions, but at the same
timie that Pericles’s effort to transform custom challenged the sources of
civie unity, teast, and identity in Athens,

Pericles twice advises the Athenians to abandon their Tand and
homes und withdraw to the safety of the city (1143.5, 213.2). His hrst
miention of the evacuation policy is given prudentially, as part of his
broader advice as the Athenians plan for war:

Dismissing all thought of our land and houses, we must vigilantly
guard the sea and the city. . . . We must cry not over the loss of
houses and land but of men's lives. . . . And if I had thought that [
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could persuade you, [ would have bid you go out and lay them waste
with your own hands. (1.143.5)

[n the sccond mention of the evacuation policy (2.13). Pericles’s advice
is finally put into action despite the reluctance that he anticipates in the
first speech. Indeed, that Pericles must push repeatedly for the evacua-
tion plan shows that it must have met with a cool reception. Yet, how-
ever daunled Pericles might have been initially, he nonctheless persists,
and that his advice hnally prevails testifies to his influence over the city.

Pericles understands that the source of resistance to evacuation cornes
from the Athenians’ attachment to their homes and to their longstanding
way of life. But Pericless insistence on the evacuation, not mercly as a
hypothetical condition (as in his first speech) but as a concrete possibility,
shows that he believes that this attachment is surmountable. There is, of
course, precedent for this phenomenon. A similar evacuation was under-
taken by Themistocles during the second Persian war. But in Pericles’s
case, it is not precedent alone that seems fo convince him that he can
implement his policy. Rather, Pericles believes that what was originally
experienced under Themistocles as a traurnatic necessity (174.2, 1.93.2,
2.6.1) can be employed as a catalyst for progress. On his view, the tradi-
tional attachuments are an impediment to Athens's ability to thrive: the
constraints of tradition hinder the free play of prudence, and the sooner
the city sheds these constrainis, the sooner it can more fully embrace its
natural versatilily {2.39.4). Pericles implicitly conceives of Athenian cus-
tom in terms similar to the distinction between nature and convention;
and when viewed as such, the city’s traditions become mere convention,
something artificial and, presumably, less authoritative and command-
ing’ By tacitly deferring to nature as the ultimate thing or force, Pericles
concedes that he does not believe that there will be divinely sanctioned
consequences for uprooting the old ways. Nor does he seem to think that
the Athenians themselves will suffer adversely for leaving behind tradi-
tions that, to Pericles, seem naive if not detrimental.

9, CF. 2.64 3 in light of Pericles’s general neglect of the gods. As with many of the
Sophists who shared this view, the distinction hetween nature Epliysis) and convention
(nomtos) is often taken to entail antinomianista. Sce Patrick Coby, “Enlightened Scif-
Interest in the Peloponnesian War: Thuevdidean Speakers on the Right of the Stronger
and lnter-State Peace.” Canadian Journal of Political Science 24 (1991): 67-68.
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‘To highlight the boldness of Pericles’s design, Thucydides justaposes
the story of Thescus against the evacnation. Many scholars have noted
this contrast, but we seek to highlight its importance. As ‘Thucydides
explains, the Athenians found it hard to leave the countryside because
of the force of old habits. And the brief mention of Thescus in this con-
text is ieant to show that even Thesens—a king whose “intelligence
matched his power” (2.15.2)—could not overcome the influence of tradi-
tion to fully unify the Attic villages under one authority.

Even after the centralization of Theseus, old habits still prevailed;
and from the early times down to the present war st Atheniuns
still lived in the country with their fumnilies and households, and
were consequently not at all inclined to move now. (2.16.1)

Thescus did have some success, however; Athens was set up as an admin-
istrative center. And as Thucydides is careful to note, Theseus's success
is marked by the celebration of the Synoecia—the feast of the union—
which Athens “still keeps in honor of the goddess” (2.15.2). Thucydides's
suggestion, therefore, is that Theseus succeeded only because he man-
aged to make his policy a matter of civic religion. To the extent that
Athens conceives of itself as a unified city, it is principally due to festivals
and sacred tradition. "T'his is because tradition and piety play a decisive
role in the structure of Athenian life and character; as Thucydides fur-
ther notes, the Athenians still observe pre<Thescatic traditions (2.15.4).
In sum, Theseus’s success went only as far as he could merge his vision
with these preexisting traditions. The influence of tradition pulls hard
on the Athenians, which is precisely why Thucydides is compelled to
offer this somber reflection on Pericles’s evacuation:

Deep was their trouble and discontent at abandoning their houses
and the hereditary teinples of the uncient state, and at having to
change their habits of life and to bid farewell to what cach regarded
as his native city. (2.16.2)

With all of this being said, the modern reader way not appreciate
the force of Thucydides’s description here; therefore, we need to digress

10). See Foster, Thucvdides, 174-62 including notes.
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briefly on the importance of religion to Athenian life!! To take just one
exaunple, thie Athenians believed that their firstancestor, Erectheus, was
born from the soil of Attica itself; this belief, and its attendant respect for
tradition, was central to Athenian piety. For an Athenian, one’s principal
loyalty was not to the city per se but to ene’s household wnd uncestral
lands, to one’s extended family, to one's political club, political district,
and tribe.* All of these commihnents were underpinned by customs,
including swearing the “ephebic™ oath. As Mikalson notes:

It was the “epliebic” oath which solemnized a young man’s entrance
into full citizenship in the state. . . . [H]e swore to maintain or
enlarge and better the fatherland as a whole, to hold in honor the
ancestral sanchuarices, to obey the officials and laws of the state."

For the ancient Athenian, therefore, religion “impregnated each and
every civic activity.”™* This religion had its roots in the houschold and
radiated out into the many concentric circles of trust and loyalty that held
the community together. Indeed, it would not be misleading to suggest
that the most vital expressions of picty for the Athenian were on the sub-
political level'”® This is why Thucydides suggests that when the Athenians
were forced to leave their local communities, each felt as if he had to bid
farewell to what he regarded us his own “native city” (216.2). 1t was the
home, family, local temples, shrines, clubs and associations that held the
most attachment; these were where the Athenian had placed his trust.
For Thucydides, the importance of Athenian religion is further high-
lighted by the history of Athens itself. As he notes in the Archeology. the
first cause of Attica’s stability, contrary to what one might expect, was

11. Consider how Donald Kagan, in Pericles of Athens and the Birth of Democracy
(New York: Free Press, 19913, 10, downplays the religious dimension of Athenian life in
order to strengthen the “relevance” of Pericles for current political thought.

12, Jou 1. Mikalson, Athernan Popular Religion (Chapel Hill: University of Noril
Carolina I'ress, 1983}, 61, 83, 102-3; compare W. Robert Connor, The New Poltticrans
of [ifth-Century Athens (Indianapolis: Llackett, 1992), 26-29,

13. Mikalson, Athcnian Popular Religion, 85. See also L. B. Zaidman and Pauline
S. Pantel, Refigion in the Ancient Greek City, trans. Paul Cartledge (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1992), 86

4. Zaidman and Pantel, Refigion, 92

15. Mikalson, Athenian Popular Religton, 83, N. X Fustel de Coulanges, The
Aurcient City: A Classic Study of the Religious und Civil institutions of Ancient Creece

and Rome, trans. A Momigliano S, C. Humphreys {Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1980}, 26-31.
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its poor soil. The more fertile regions of Greece attracted invasion from
without and fostered greed from within. Attica, by contrast, because of
its poverty “enjoved freedom from fuction” (1.2.5) and, therefore, was
afforded a settled way of life; the Athenians were the “first to lay aside
their weapous, and to adopt an easier and more luxurious mode of life”
(1.6.3), thus setting themselves apart from the rest of the Greeks.

Thueydides’s “poor soil” argument suggests the following: the hard
conditions of early life in Attica helped to forge bonds of trust among
the first inhabitunts; aud over time, this trust—initially born from neces-
sity—was then underpinned by tradition and custom, which replaced
the bond of nevessity once Attica became wealthier, and the dire con-
ditions of the poor soil were no longer pressing.'® lu the case of Attica,
therefore, long-term political success was due to enduring stability root-
ed in the soil and what the soil came to represent.” By abundoning the
countryside for the seu, Pericles alters Athens’s economy ind military,
turning Athens away from its history and the traditional basis of its com-
mual life.

16. Consider Foster, Thucydides, 14, 23, 40.

17. The myth of Erecthieus and the belief in Athenian autochiliony are prime
examples of how the soil itself became imbued with saered meaning,

18. Alasdair MacIntyre’s Whose Justice? Which Rafionality? {Notre Dame, IN: Uni-
versity of Nutre Dame Press, [985) considers the relationship between tradition and
what he labels “practical rationality.” In particular, he highlights the tension between
Homeric traditions and Periclean Athens, while also arguing that Pericles’s view of
Athens draws, surprisingly, on Homerie traditions (47=48). Maclutyre aims to illustrale
the manner in which the Greek understanding of virtue had shifted from inherent
exeellence to virtue as cffectiveness, aimed in particitlar at extrinsic goods (33~46).
The difficulty with tradition, on Maclntyre's view, s the incompatibility of these com-
peting notions. Allernahives o eonducting ane's actions implies that tradition does not
sitply guide dectsions, a situation the Athenians found themselves in at the outset of
the Peloponmesiun War, Beginning with Pericles, there is a Hne that begins to appear
between rational and nenrational arguments, but it was Pericles who was able 1o hold
together boih of these strands of his Athens, maintaining the “shared background of
beliefs” that Maclntyre argues is required for any tradition to maintain itself. ‘his
background is the boundary within which public debates can take place. After Pericles,
the tension between these divergent notions could no longer be maintained. Pericles,
though. holds the conflicking tradition together for a time (53=37). While these ten-
sions beeome manifest especially in Thucydides’s deseription of the outbreak and early
stages of the war, we argue that Pericles's response to the war is paramount. It is the
misfortines of the war that spur a retumn to tradition fand its oracular pronounce-
menitsh, but Pericles rejects this retum by ignoring and accelerating it As we suggest,
his lukewarm deference to the law, his unwillingness to accept the demos’ sense of
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Pericles’s Funeral Oration and the New
Basis for Civic Obligation

Although Pericles’s Funeral Oration lias been treated extensively by schol-
ars, we seek to further articulate the intention behind his speech. Many
read the Funeral Oration as Thucydidess own statenent on Athenian
greatness and his idealization of Pericles’s leadership.” Buta recent trend
in the scholarship has questioned, if not undermined, this once domni-
nant approach. Excellent studies by Bruell, Forde, Orwin, and Monoson
and Loriaux, and more recently Balot, Foster, and Taylor, all show how
I'hweydides is critical of Pericles and Periclean Athens, thus precluding
any simple identification of "Thucydides’s own views with those of his
Pericles.™ With this said, we believe Pericles’s aim requires further eluci-

punishment when misfortune befalls them, and his siding with “eflectiveness” (ie.,
the apparent necessities of the war) fails to notice the moeal ranifications for Athens of
this rejection. Indeed, the peaple do not follow Pericles in placing “effectiveness” over
the older virtue of “intrinsic excellence.” And that Pericles became untrustworthy to
the detnos is made elear by Thueydides when the contrast hecotnes even starker—the
post-Periclean demos ehose the excellence of Nicias (his trustworthiness, or law-hred
vittue} over the effectiveness of Alcibiades, even in the fuce of a dangerous expedition
As we argue, Pericless stature with the demos (for a Hime) is the result of his appeals
ta virtue in both of Maclntyre's uses of the term—that while the Athenians (falsely)
believe Pericles possesses the traditional virtues they admire, in particular those such
as piety that foster trust and reverence, his policies for victory in the war prove corrosive
to Athenian morality. And we must also observe that Maclntyre presents Pericles as
inheriting and responding to an Athens fundamentally guided by Homeric morality
Yet Thuevdides's presemtation of the change from ancient Athens to the Athens of the
Peloponnesian War provides an alternative view. In fact, the equation of hraditional
Athenian morality with Homeric morality may itself be problematic. The morality
inherited by Periclean Athens is 4 mixture of Homerie tradition and local religion
{local “political enlture,” we might say), along with an agrarian way of life and its
accompanying tie to the fathetland that Thucydides details in his Archaeology.

19, Lxamples include: Francis Corford, Thueydides Mvehhistoricus (London:
Edward Arnold, 1907), 50. Cyuthia Farrar, The Ongins of Democratic Thinking: The
Invention of Politics in Classical Athens (Cambridge: Cambridge University P'ress,
1998}, 163; Kagan “Pericles,” 10.

20. Christopher Bruell, “Thucydides” View of Athenian Imperialism,” Ameri-
cun Political Science Review 68 (1974): 11-17 and “Thuevdides and Perikles™, Forde,
“Thucydides™ Clifford Orwin, The Humanity of Thucydides (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1993); Monoson und Loriaux, “Illusion of Power™, Ryan Balot, “Pericles’
Anatomy of Democratic Courage,” American Journal of Phifology 122 {Z001). 305-25,
Foster, Thucydides; Martha C. Tavlor, Thueydides, Pericles, and the lea of Athens in
the Peloponstesun War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20101 Suspicion
regarding any casvgoing assimilation of Thueydides with lis Pericles can be traced
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dation to identify the most problematic elements of the speech. We argue
that Pericles’s Funeral Oration attempts to replace the traditional basis of
civic obligation with a new, progressive conception of patriotism. While
others argue that Pericles is laying out Atheniun ideals of reciprocity or
attempting to persuade his citizens o embrace a novel forn of demo-
cratic courage, we argue that Pericles is redefining the Athenians’ cmo-
tional relationship to their city. Since this point itself has been made
by others,” we offer a new explication of Pericles’s radical ambition and,
more importantly, we ain to show how the moral confusions endemic to
Pericles’s progressive project contribute significantly to the deterioration
of commmunal bonds and political trust in Athens.

Pericless dismissal of traditional Athenian customs, although
implicit in his evacuation policy. is most evident in the Funeral Ora-
tion. In fact, the speech itself begins with a critique of the very law that
requires the annual public funeral service for the war dead. As Orwin
notes, the most striking feature of the oration is Pericles’s depreciation
of the ancestral ¥ Not only does Pericles cast doubt on the value of eulo-
gizing the dead, the bulk of his speech, which is better construed as an
encomiwmn to modern Athens, downplays the achievements of the past
and celebrates the current generation—the imperial generation—as the
culmination of prior exertion. As Pericles suggests, whereas the older
Athenians needed pocts to adorn their suceess, now Athens’s greatness
speaks for itself: the city’s power is so impressive that it would make even
the praises of u Hoiner superfluous (2..41).

[t is important to note that Pericles’s denigration of the past is not
merely rhetorical but reflects his genuine evaluation of tradition, espe-
cially as it is seen in light of all that Athenian progress has made possible.
For Pericles, showing deference to tradition belongs to the old Athens,
the pre-naval “marathonian” city. In his mind, the current generation
ought to appreciate that what the city now affords thens does not depend
on ancestral ways but on the versatility and power that keeps them in

hack at Teast as far as Mortimer Clhumbers, *hueydides and Penicles,” Harvard Studies
in Clussicel Phifology 62 (1957): 80,

21. Monoson and Loriaux, “Illusion of Power™ and Balot, “Pericles” Anatomy,”
respechively.

22, Collins and Stanffer, Emprre; Orwin, Humanity; Forde, “Thucydides.”

23 Orwin, Humanity, 16.
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control of the sea. Pericles wants lis citizens to see the ancestral as
something not to be beholden to but as a constraint they are to be liber-
ated from. Consequently, he secks to replace the old forns of piety and
civic obligation with i new conception of public service, one informed
by a newly available “enlightened” perspective.

The core element of Pericles’s new perspective is that the noble, or
the admirable, need not be aligned with traditional conceptions of jus-
tice or picty. As Pericles’s culogy proceeds, it becomes clear that what
is impressive about his Athens is not its inoral uprightness but its power,
especially its capacity to afford freedom, pleasare, and even individual
perfection and immortality (2.37-39. 2.42.3, 2.43.2). And while Pericles
insists that these goods are only made possible by freely given service to
the city, he is also clear that the city’s imperial project has not always
been just. As he notes, “we have foreed every sea and land to be the
highway of our during, and everywhere, whetlier for evil or for good,
have left imperishable monuments behind us” (2.41.4).3* The city thus
duly rewards public service; but it has laken ils power to do so at the
expense of moral propriety. Stated differently, Pericles believes that Ath-
ens’s capacity for conquest is enough to justifiably compel virtuous devo-
tion, even despite the moral ambiguity of the city’s imperial project.

One cffect of Pericles’s presentation of public service is that it
attenpts to nake this service the only rational focus of personal or pri-
ate ambition; and in this way, Pericles attemnpts to collapse any mean-
ingful distinction between public and private. There are, however, prob-
lems with his approach, three of which are especially noteworthy. First,
Pericles’s rhetorie on serviee to the common good is incoherent insofar
as he wants to miuke public sacrifice admirable and rational. On the
one hand, he insists on the nobility of dying for the city—the soldiers
who gave their lives have made an exeruplary sacrifice (2.42); on the

24. Pericles mentions fohna (daringd at L1444, 2394, 2403, 2414, 2431, 2,025,
and 2.53. That Pericles uses tolma to teflect Athenian virtue is some indication of his
departure from Iraditional morality, which would have emphasized courage (andreia),
since tolma is morally unbiguous and is often wsed to indicate recklussuess and impi-
ety: see L. B. Carter, The Quiet Athenian (Oxford: Clarendon, 1986), 11=15; Lowell
Edmunds, “Thucydides’ Fthics as Revealed in His Description of Stasis (3.82-83),”
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 79 (1975} 75, Sce also Forde, “Thucydides”
which identifies tolma as one of the main forees behind Athenian imperialism and
notes its ambiguous, if not immoral, status,
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other hand, however, Pericles stresses the rewards these soldiers lave
carned for themselves, both while they were alive and after their deaths.
Pericles claims that these men are rewarded with a kind of immortality
(2.43.2—3); thus, in death, they somehow gain from their service what all
men desire. Pericles, then, while insisting ou admirable sacrifices for the
city, undercuts their nobility by nuking the sacrifice secin less bad —that
is, by making the rewards of public service so appealing that such ser-
vice cannot but seem like prudent caleulation of one’s private advantage.

Second, Pericles’s attemipt to collapse public and private interest, as
described above, is not cutirely cotpelling—the fluw in his argument is
revealed by his suggestion that death in buttle is “unfelt” (2.43.6) points
to the flaw in his argument, since it implies that one’s sacrifice is in fact
insignificant. Pericless suggestion reflects the weakness of his insinua-
tion that Athens could somehow assume a god-like status and grant its
citizens happiness, perfection, and immortality. Thus, Pericles’s argu-
ment for a rational civic devotion struggles to align public and private,
a struggle that issues from his rejection of the ancestral tradition. As
noted earlier, the older conceeption of picty privileged the family, house-
hold, and local attachiments over the city. Pericles, by contrast, secks
to subordinate all loyalties to civie devotion. But in order for this new
alignment of loyalty to be rationally compelling, Pericles is forced to say
that the citizen is most fully satisfied by, or even completed by, public
service. ‘Ihis is why Pericles wants the Athenians to think of their city
as an object of erotic longing: he wants to turn the most personal form
of devotion into the basis of civic obligation, as if Athens itself could
reciprocate one's erotic hopes (z.43.). The irony hiere is that by turning
the city into an object of longing, Pericles replaces the ancestral gods
witl a “divinized” city; to be a plausible or compelling focus of eros, the
city, it seems, must assume god-like properties, including the power to
grant immiortality. But as Forde notes, it is not clear that the city can
be the object of erotic longings, even if, or precisely becanse, it can-
not possibly fulfill them.?
patriotisim is that it appeals to emotional longings that were traditionally

‘Thus, the third problem with Pericles’s new

and perhaps most appropriately expressed in a private capacity. That
Thueydides thinks this is problematic is indicated by his presentation

25. Forde, “Thucydides.” 43943,
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of eros in describing the hysteria surrounding the Sicilian expedition,
which we will turn to briefly in the next section.

A further problem related to Pericless collapse of the private and
public realns is that it leaves the city as the highest inoral authority. 1f
the city is superior to the ancestral tradition, then it need not observe
any limit upheld by that tradition. And as Pericles suggests, it is the
power of Athens thut is impressive, not the city’s justice or righteous-
ness—this is how the Athens of the present has moved beyond the Ath-
ens of the past. Not only, then, does Pericles claim that Athens ought
not adhere to the old limits, but he is moving the conception of what is
1oble or adinirable away from moral norus as such.

But 'Thucydides shows us that Pericles’s effort in this regard 1s not
a clean break. While insisting on Atheus’s current superiority, Pericles
nonetheless appeals to traditional conceptions of virtue to vindicate Ath-
ens’s constitution and its way of life (2.37, 2.40). ‘I'hus Pericles, while
criticizing the ancestral norms, unwittingly preserves them, albeit in
an inevitably inaddled form. Despite his effort to move Athens away
from its past self-conception, thercfore, he in fact fosters an incomplete
and confused form of enlighitennent, versious of which are evinced by
other Athenian speukers, most notably the Athenian envoys at Sparta
ad those at Melos (176.2=3, 5.105.2=3). In Pericles’s case, as in these
ofhers, we see a confident contempt for traditional norins, coupled with
an anselfconscious relimice on those same norms, particularly those
related to justice and nobility. The effect of this confusion is o weakened
attachmient to traditional morality precisely becanse the speaker is con-
vinceed that hie is no longer beholden to it

With Pericles, we observe a particularly deleterious effect of this con-
fusion in his own mability to fully appreciate the basis of the Athenians’
trust in him. While it is true that Pericles is highly adept at landling
the populace, he does not seem to grasp that the Athenians favor him,
not because of their erotic devotion to Athens or because of his prudent
schemes, but because Pericles appears virtuous. Pericles does indeed
refer to his patriotisin and constancy (2.60-61), but he does not scen
to realize the extent to which he carns political capital by deferring to
the old marathouian virtues of courage, moderation, honesty, and jus-
tice (consider 2.13, 2.05.8). It is these ostensible virtues, not Pericles’s pro-
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gressive, enlightened views, that are the true basis of the long-standing

public trust he enjovs. But by pushing Athens farther away from the

old morality, and by confusing it with his progressive notions, Pericles

diminishes its status and influence, thus weukening the extent to which

the old woral norms can be an effective basis for political trust. This

latter notion is especially evident in Pericles’s fourth speech, where he

adnits that holding Athens'’s empire will require an untraditional moral

fAexibility (2.63.23). ‘Uhe effect of this suggestion is to make it seem like

being decent is foolish, or it is naive to insist that Athens hold to mor-
al virtue in its foreign policy. But the more that the Athenians openly

believe that prudenice requires separating self-interest from morality, the

more they ure unwilling to trust their political representatives, un effect
made especially clear in the countext of Diodotus’s speech. "The post-
Periclean generation of statesinen are compelled to speak openly about
self-interest, lest they be dismissed as fools by the demos; but at the sume

time, the demos is highly suspicious of those that approuch them (3.42).
The problemn, as Thucydides presents it, is that after Pericles, Athenian
statesmen could not ind a firm fooling with the populace; the reason

for this is clear: by trying to move the popular conception of nobility
away from traditional norms, and by openly separating prudential self-
concern from older notions of picty ind justice, Pericles perpetuates
a coufusion in opinion that undermines the potential for any bond to
form between statesmen and the people. And the fatal effect for the
city is that it can no longer be governed effectively. "Flcydides shows,
for example, that, along with Alcibiades, the people selected Nicias to
lead them. ‘Their vote pairs the most openly mnbitious statesinan with
the most openly pious and public-spirited, the two conpeting motiva-
tions of the demos being conquest for personal gain along with fear that
such an expedition would be unsafe and even impious {6.24.1~4). And
this conubination leads to disastrous vesults precisely becanse, without
someone to harmonize their motives, the demos’s oscillation between
these concerns undermines the stability required for the successful
implementation of policy.®

civic obligation should not, however, be taken as evidence that Thucydides himsclf
believes that prudent action must always conform to moral narms. Monoson and Lori-
aux, while correetly noting that Tlwevdides seriously “doubts bumanity’s capacity to
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The Plague, Pericles’s Response, and the
Latent Picty of the Athenians

As several commentators have noted, the juxtaposition of the Funeral
Oration against the plague sequence is one of the clearest examples of
Thucydidess art of writing, Thueydides intends for his reader to con-
sider how the suffering caused by the plague undermines Pericles’s por-
trait of Athenian strength and glory—the savage nature of the disease
challenging in particular Pericless claim that one can become insensi-
tive to death. While this contrast is prominent, Thucydides's aim here
goes further: he shows that the pressure of the plague forces u religious
response from the Athenians; aud despite a considerable disregard of
custoinary rites, the overwhelming urge among the populace is for some
sort of supernatural or religious explunation for their suffering. That
is, when confronted by severe misfortune, the Athenians make sense
of their plight in u moral or spiritual way; whatever the status of their
enlightenment, it has not wholly overcome the challenge of the prob-
lemn of evil, which is demonstrated by the contrast between the common

chart a prudent course of action while disregarding notins of inoral conduct.” seen to
go too far in suggesting Hat “prudent action relies on the guidunce ar restraint pro-
vided by moral norms” (“lllusion of Power,” 2901 C. D. C. Reeve argues that Pericles
governed in a moderate manner by satisfying the interests of the few and the many
within Athens (“Thucydides on Vwman Nature.” Political Theory 27 (1999): 4453},
Reeve's account is based on the observation that Pericles himself was not “overcome
by ambition or pleonexia” despite Pericles’s exhortations to both daring and the desire
for glory (2394, 2403, 2414, 243.1). In Reeve's praise of Pericles, citing 2.65.1-10
as evidenee that Pericles governed moderately, he misses three important sentences
{2.65.2=4} where Thueydides directs our attention to the suffering that Pericles’s
domestic policies caused the demos. Further, Thueydides’s claim that Pericles gov-
erned in a “measured” (metrios) way is qualificd—he governed in a measured way
*during peace” (63.5). Reeve's argument that Pericles was suceessful precisely hecause
of his moderation would need to consider the omitted remarks where Thucydides is
critical of certain effects of Pericles’s statesmanship. These conclusions obviate what
Thucydides takes to be u perhaps intractable problem: that the needs of the city. espe-
cially its sell-preservation, do not sit in fundamental alignment with the necessity of
governing the city’s domestic integrity. The conditions for political trust depend upon
the presence of clear normative restraints; and, as shown by the fallout from Pericless
reign, traditional moral norms are eschewed at great cost. But the self-presesvation of
a city mav tequire aclions that deviate from wnorality, as in the case of Themistocles's
evactation of Athens. The suecess of Brasidas, due in part to his deceptions, proviees a
further illustration of the disjunction between moral virtue and pradence, as does the
suceesses of Alcibiades precisely because of his moral Rexibility.
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response and Thueydides’s own defachinent. But Pericles, in lis attempt
to stem the cffects of the plague, and the growing momentum of the
peace movement, does not acknowledge religion or the gods. In his
final speech, lie only succeeds in calining his audience by restating the
promise of imperial power, as opposed to addressing the deeper wounds
caused by the city'’s collective loss. Pericles’s fourth speech thus contin-
ues in the sume vein as the others; he continues to treat the Athenians
as an enlightened populace, distegurding and even perhups repudiating
the traditional supports for virtue, while simultaneously relying on their
prevailing morality as a source of strength and endurance.

Noting the similarity between the plague sequence and the revo-
lution in Corcyra, several comunentators rightly identify these two
passages as essential to Thucydides's depiction of the vulnerability of
moral norms to the pressure of fear and neeessity. The suggestion is
that ‘I'hucydides believes that imoral norms collapse with their system
of enforcement, that when the law is impotent, society becomes lawless
and amoral®™ As regards the plague, however, this conclusion needs to
go further to capture Thucydides’s argument. Thucydides shows that
the breakdown of law and order in Athens during the plague is not sim-
ply a result of the removal of the threat of punishinent; rather, the wide-
spread turning away fromn moral and legal order is itself a result of the
sense of being punished:

Fear of the gods or law of man there was none to restrain them. As
for the first, they judged it to be just the same whether they wor-
shipped them or not, as they saw all alike perishing; and for the last,
1o one expected to live to be brought to trial for his offenses, but
each felt that a far severer sentence had already passed upon them all
and hung over their heads. (2.53.4, emphasis added)

Lor the Athenians, the randomness of the disease, especially the lack
of coincidence between suffering and merit, causes them not to simply
eschew moral nonms, but to believe that the gods have cither abandoned
them or passed judgment, or both. T'he Athenians do not turn to an
amoral hedonism because they think moral authority is without force;
rather, they turn 1o imnediate gratification as a consolation for being

27. Consider Monoson and Loriaux, “Hlusion of Power”
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god-forsaken. “The laws are ignored becanse their current suffering is
experienced as a punishment more severe than anything clse gods or
men could impose; they continue to understand their plight in moral
terms; they do not abandon morality because of suffering, but make
sense of their suffering in light of their morality.

That the Athenians attempt lo explain the plague in such a man-
ner, and not as a misfortune, is further evinced by their turn to oracles.
‘Thucydides suggests that very “naturally” (or “reasonably”—eikos) the
Athenians looked to past oracles as a source of illumination and were
cotwineed by those that seemed to suggest that war with Sparta would
result in pestilence for Athens (25.4). 'Ihe Atlienians seek a religious
explanation of their suffering, and inany are persuaded that the plague
is u punishment, possibly a result of hubris or reckless overreach, not
unlike Apollo’s punishiment of the Achacans at ‘Troy (Hiad 1). This reac-
tion to the plague His offers some indication that the Athenians” moral
orientation is far more Homeric than Periclean. ‘Thucydides’s broader
suggestion is that the Atheniuns—arguably, a fortiori, any population—
are unable to cope with a calamity like the plague in a noncosinic or
nonreligious way. When confronted by such a miassive death toll, and
such apparently vundom suffering, the common response is to seek an
explanation of some kind; from this perspective, it is unthinkable that
such a disaster could be the result of imere chanee; or to put this differ-
ently, T'hucydides’s cool remove from his own suffering of the disease
could never be replicated on a mass scale (2.48.3 with 2.51.4).

Not surprisingly, the Atheniaus” belief that they are being punished
contributes to a growing interest in coming to termns with Sparta. Pericles
calls an assembly to acknowledge the depressed mood of the city. His
fourth speech, however, does not provide the moral exculpation of the
cunpire that the Athenians might desire; instead of addressing the gods
or the religious response to the plague, Pericles enphasizes the aflure of
power and glory and stresses the imprudence and unnanliness of peace.

"I'he fourth speech is arguably Pericles’s most complicated due to the
delicacy of the challenge be is attempting to meet. He creates the sense

28. See Peter ). Aluensdorf, “The Fear of Deatly and the Longing for Ininortality:
Hobbes and Thueydides on Human Nature and the Problem of Anarcly,” American
Political Science Review 94 {2000} 579-43,
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that the devastation wreaked by the plague and the invading Spartans
las ot ruined the community, and that Athens is still worth fighting for.
But Pericles has to go further than this and convinee the Athenians that
their civie duty entails an obligation to the empire. 'I'he main difficulty
he faces, however, is that to strengthen the commitment to both city
and empire, Pericles lias to appeal to motives that are polentially at odds:
to grapple with the two horns of his dilenmma, Pericles appeals to a4 mor-
al sense of duty, on the one hand, and power, prudence, and glory, on
the other. The result is a rhetorical case that is i tension with itself: the
appeal to duty and patriotism is crowded out by Pericles’s new depiction
of naval power, and is then undermined by his suggestion that decency
is foolish and has no plice in the adininistration of Athens’s empire.

The fourth speech starts by addressing the anger of those Athenjans
who blame Pericles for the sutfering caused by the war, Facing his crities
head-on allows Lim to challenge his andience to turn away from their
personal losses, und to take up the collective needs of the city. Pericles
argues that the city ought to tuke prionity in the self-concern of each
citizen, since the city itsell is the neeessary condition for cach citizen'’s
well-being. As he suggests: if the city us a whole is thriving, even those
who ure badly off will survive; but in a failing city, even the successful
must suffer (z.61.2). From this, Pericles concludes that the Athenians
ought to rise to their city’s defense instead of wallowing in their private
despair and anger.

Althougl Pericles's brief case for civie obligation iy seem logically
compelling, the foree of his appeal actually has less to do with rational
self-interest than with moral persuasion. "This becomes evident when
Pericles presents himself as the model for the kind of devotion he is call-
ing for. “And yet L, the object of your anger, consider myself a man inferi-
or to no one in judging what is necessury and explaining it; furthermore,
o lover of my country and above money”™ (2.60).* Pericles stresses his
own seemingly unimpeachable motives to rebut the anger of the Athe-
nians and to blane theny, in turn, for being weak and changeable in the
face of misfortune (2.01). To the extent that the Athenians are moved
by Pericles, it is because they see him as a man who is willing to suf-

29, Thuevihides, The Peloponnesian War, trans. Steven Lattimore (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 199§)
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fer for the common good; arguably, they are much more inpressed by
his example and his moral censure than they are by his argumentation
{2.65.8). 'This part of his speech demonstrates how Pericles’s reputation
for virtue gives him the authority and political trust to be a moral leader
and outspoken critic. But by inaking his case for civic obligation n the
language of rational self-interest, Pericles obscures his moral appeal and
thus distorts the character of what is actually compelling in lis speech.

If Pericles’s remarks here can be taken to reflect lus own selfunder-
standing, the above-mentioned complications might indicate confusion
it how Pericles thinks about his own political activity. On the one land,
Pericles wants to believe that serving the city is rational: the city, as the
condition for the well-heing of all, deserves the concern of all. But this
argument would appear to demand only a limited obligation; one’s con-
cern for the city need only extend as far as the city serves one's interests:
if one’s survival is threatened by the city’s laws or its imininent collapse,
there is no imjunction to die for u losing cause. Pericles, though, goes
further; by pointing to his own resolve be implies that love of country—
patriotism—ought to trump self-interest. On the other hand, Pericles
believes that one ouglit to bear misfortune and suffering for the sake of
the whole, that love of country entails a kind of duty and is adnirable
or virtuous. But again, the patriotism that Pericles both demands and
exemplifes canmot be fully justified on the basis of his initial argumnent.
It seerns, therefore, that Pericles is saying that service to the community
is rational and yet someliow not rational; that one ought to serve out of
self-concern, and yet be selfless in one’s service to or love of country.
Pericles does go on to promise a share of glory to those who contribute
to Athens’ cause (2.42, 2.03.1, 2.64.6); but this only seems to confirm that
he thinks public service must be rewarded, that it is not simply choice-
worthy or even sufficicnt to appeal to survival,

Now, Pericles may be deliberately reflecting in his thetorie the con-
fusions of his audience; and it is certainly true that political rhetoric, to
be successful, need not be logicully coherent (2.65.8). But if the speech
can be tiken as a reflection of Pericles himself, the tensions we have
uncovered are revealing, Pericles seets to think that one showld care
for the city not only because it is necessary, but also because it 1s noble—
patriotic—to do so; yet when it comes to Athens’s war effort, Pericles
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focuses less on patriotisin and more on glory and necessity. Pericles does
not seem to notice the conflict between these appeals, perhaps because
hie thinks his own motives rest on a rational foundation. He believes thiat
he can enjuin public service without traditional exhortatious or appeals
lo the gods, but hie still refers to the habits of past Athenians that helped
themn bear up against the “hand of heaven” (2.04.2). It is not implausible
to suggest, therefore, that Thucydides’s presentation of Pericles’s fourth
speech shows him to be both confused and somewhat nuive: confused
because Pericles does not seem clear about the place of self-concern in
lis own inotives for public service; naive because he tinks he can rely
on the Athenians to act as they always have while eschewing the gods
and the nornative supports for their old habits.

If Pericles starts his speech by nnplying that traditional patriotisim
can rest on rational self-interest, the secoud and third parts of his speech
chullenge his initial appeal to decency and love of country. After adimon-
ishing his audience to put their private suffering aside, he then offers a
new inage of Athenian sea power to alleviate any distress caused by the
perils of the war. Pericles says he has refrained from being honest about
Athens’s navy because it appears boustful to do so; but now, he seemns to
think that the truth will not be offensive:

You believe you rule only over the allies. but I declare that of two
realms available for use, fand and sea, you are completely in control

from sailing with the naval force you have at your disposal. (2.62;
trans. Lattimore)

Pericles’s portrait of Athens’s irresistible command of the seas hres
the imagination and fuels the desire for global conguest. The effect,
therefore, cuts against his policy of imperial moderation, which perhaps
explains his previous silence. But Pericles goes further; he now suggests
that despite Athens’s strength, the empire is also a potential liability.
And he offers a second “honest” disclosure, namely, that it is impassible
to divest the city of empire without great risk:

You cannot abdicate from il. even if someone fearful under the

immediate cirenmslances makes this upright display in his political

mditference; for yon now hold it like a tyravny that scems unjust lo

acquire but dangerous to let go. (2.63)
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Here Pericles admits that the acquisition and adninistration of the
ernpire looks suspicious from a moral standpoint. The main point of his
suggestion, however, ammounts to the following: that whatever the morl
status of the empire, it demands finn and unflinching leadership; and
that those who recoil from this reality are not only unmanly but are a lia-
bility to the cily (2.63.3). Pericles thus implies that, while the peace move-
ment in Athens may have some title to being morally legitimate, it is
iniprudent to let such concems interfere with imperial policy. "The nranly
thing is to embrace political reality, the better to serve Athens's interests.

In this way, Pericles accomplishes a kind of moral inversion that
repudiates traditional norms. Despite insisting throughout his speech
that his audience continue to serve Athens, Pericles undennines tradi-
tional patriotisim by making the amoral “realist” seem like the one who
is most fit to help the city, thus divorcing morality from prudence.

The cumulative effect of Pericles’s thetoric in the fourth speech,
which ignores the gods and challenges traditional morality, does not
address the spiritual needs of the Athenians and weakens the basis for
trust between ruler and ruled—the very trust that the Athenians extend
to Pericles because of his reputation for virtue and integrity. Subsequent
events help illustrate this problematic outcome: s noted above, while
the Athenians come to distrust leaders who do not speak in terms of
rational self-interest or political necessity (3.42), they are also distrustful
of those who do, as is evinced by their pairing Nicias with Alcibiades
to handle the Sicilian expedition (6.8, 19, 24). Moreover. the Athenians
continue to helieve that the gods play a vital role in determining their
fate, as is shown in their various efforts to purify the island sunctuary of
Delos, and in their reaction to the mutilation of the herins.®” Pericles
undoubtedly succeeds in offering Athens a seductive portrait of itself,
but he is unable to reconcile popular morality with Athens’s imperial
project. ‘I'he Athenians were always a religious people; but by basing his
leadership and policies on the assumption that Athens is an enlightened
city, Pericles exacerbates tensions which. especially in bis absence, pre-
cipitale domestic instability.

30 Thucydides clearly states at 5.32.1 that the Athenian concern with Delos is due
to piety and that this piety is related to their view of how the war is proceeding for them.
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Conclusion: The Flawed Assumptions behind Pericles’s Policies

As we hope the foregoing has made clear, Pericles’s statesmanship,
while possessing certain advimtages and strengths compared to other
‘Thucydidean leaders, suffers from fundamental difficulties and, there-
fore, raises issues for being the model of statesimanship for Thueydides.
Pericles’s shorteomings appear connected to his view not only of Athens
but of politics as such. especially the nature of custom and its suscepti-
bility 1o the influence of reason., Of particular importance is Pericles’s
underestimation of the strength of citizen morality along with his over-
estitnation of the malleability of political life, believing that it may be
structured uccording to an “enlightened,” rational view.

In not recognizing the Atheuians’ persistent attachment to tradi-
tion, Pericles attempts to turn the city of Athens itself into the basis
of a1 new, rational morality, making “worship™ of the city the source of
personal glory. But this new civic devotion is divorced from the fidelity
one pays to the gods; devation to the city, as a new inorality, lacks what
most characterizes traditional Athenian morality—a sense of restruint
and subservience to something higher than one’s owu private aims. T'he
imperial city as an object of devotion canmot colierently place limits on
the individual. There is nothing to stop continual Athenian expansion
because empire for Pericles must be coneeived without the fetters of
morality. lmperial administration can only succeed when it is supported
by economic and moral versatility; by necessity, it cannot be moderated
by concern with the principles of justice or picty.

Culminating with Pericles’s fimal speech is his frank discussion of
the inmoral character of the Athenian empire. Pericles’s forimulation
of prudence, that it must be willing to engage in injustice, could lead
many Athenians to believe that it is simpleminded to actin any manner
that is not ultimately self-serving, This reduction of hunwan motivation
results in a pervasive cynicism which compromises the Athenians’ abil-
ity to govern themselves effectively. Because they think that it is nuive
to trust in the higher motives of others, they are unwilling to listen to
politicians who privilege anything above self-interest; but at the same
titne, the people canmot help but withhold their trust from such openly
ambitious men. Suspicion does not lead to widespread immorality, how-
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ever, but 1o vscillations between self-serving harshniess, on the one hand,
and guilt coupled with religious hysteria, on the other. The people still
want to find a footing for their trust but are now compelled to tumn to
men like Nicias, wlo, while uninipeachable from a certain perspective,
luck the resources to lead effectively compared with the likes of Alcibi-
ades und Demosthenes.

‘Iie faws in Pericles’s policies and their problematic effects compel
one to consider why ‘Thucydides appears to praise Pericles so highly
while offering a subtle and often tacitly drawn critique. We suggest that
'I"hucydides wants his readers first to favor Pericles as a model of rational
statesmanship. One is led by Pericles’s example toward the possibility
of directing political life according to considerations of what is ratio-
nally desirable; that all aspects of political and human life might be
effectively controlled without the interference of moral ties; and, most
importantly, that one need not consult political morality for guidance
but can rely on oneself to guard against the changing tides of fortune.™
But with Pericles’s failure and sudden death, the sympathetic reader is
challenged to reconsider the assumptions that make Perieles’s efforts
seem attractive. ‘Uhis is especially true given Pericles’s considerable gifts
and the remarkable authority he enjoys in Athens. Much as Thucydides
uses the plague to show how volatile Athens, the “school of Greece,” can
become under the pressure of suffering, so too does Pericles’s example

31. See John 1. Finley, Thucydides {Cambridge. MA: Harvard Universily Press,
1942); Warner Jueger, Paidera: The Ideals of Greek Culture, trans, Gilhert Highet, val.
1, Archuic Greeee and the Mind of Athens (New York: Oxford University Press, 1945);
Jacqueline de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperiulism (Oxford: Basil Black-
well, 1963); Leo Steavss, The City and Man {(Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1964}, Atlene Saxonhouse, “Natare and Convention in Thucydides History,” Polity
10 (1978): 461-57; Cobv. “Eulightened Self-Interest” for ilerations of the view that
‘Iueydides is writing principully for a reader who sympathizes with the rationalisin
of the sophistic enlightenmient and, in particular, with its main fenet, the distinetion
between nalure (physis) and convention (nomos). For a contrary view, see Nanno Mari-
natos. ‘Thucvdides and Religion, Beitrige Zur Klassischen Philologie 129 (Konigsten/
Ts: Hain, 19811 which argues that Thueydides is conventional in his religious views.
Cf. Robert C. Bartlett, The Idea of Enlightenment (Toronlo: University of “Toronto
Press, 2001) and Timothy Burns, “What War Discloses”™ in Recovering Reason: Essavs
in Honor of Thomas L. Pangle, ¢d. T. Burns (FLanham, MD: Lexington, 2010) and

“The Virtue of Thueydides' Brasidas,” Journal of Polities 73 (2011} 508-23, » hich offer
reasons for sceing Thueydides as a rationalist who, because he is sensitive to certain
limitations of reason, brings to light deficiencies of the moral and religious alternatives
through the views of his characters.
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compel a similar a fortiori argument: that if Pericles himself cannot
stabilize Athens and harinonize the city's interests with a viable political
morality, then one must reevaluate the lhopes one might have for using
reason to reforin or ubandon the traditional basis of political life.

Pericles’s attempt to enlighten the Athenians is marred by incou-
sistencies and contradictions. For instance, his exhortation to worship
the glorious rule of self-sufficient Athens as o means of overcoming
one's own mortality stands in contrast to his adnission that all things
by nature decay (2.64.3). Not only each individual human life, but glory
itsclf, the memory of glorious deeds, will ultimately fade away. The aim
that each Athenian strives for cannot, in the final aualysis, be satished.
And as we have seen, even the attempt to detach the Athenian citizen
from their traditional views does not offer the clean break with the
past that Pericles hopes for. Despite his exhortation to abandon Homer
and the previous generations, the Atheniaus are continually disturbed
by Pericles’s eclipse of the past. nstead, piety returns in a vehement
and reactionary formy during the preparation of the Athenian armada,
precisely when the possible “nmmortality” of limitless erpire appears
before them. Pericles’s attempt is not successful and his own inconsis-
tencies perhaps even reveal that he himself does not understand the
source of morality, and how it limits the possibility of reason wholly
governing politics, domestic or foreign.

While scholars recognize the importance of political trust, its estab-
lishment and preservation renain debated. But where "Thucydides
most notably differs from, and is, therefore, instructive to this corrent
debate, is in his characterization of political trust. ‘T'huevdides’s critique
of Pericles is essential because it reveals the tension between the bonds
of trust in a community, bonds forimed through u shared morality, and
the ueeds of foreign policy. Noticing the extreme costs of promoting
enlightened sell-interest as the political aim, Thueydides leaves us o
weigh the various aims of any political community and the require-
ments of statesinanship to direct politics prudentially toward its preser-
vation and flourishing.
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Introduction: A Wall of Cooperation between Church and State!

For nearly 150 years, the “wall of separation” has served as the cen-
tral image for explaining the relationship between church and the
American state. As a concept, it has an excellent pedigree with its origins
from the words of a Founder, Thomas Jefferson, in his 8oz correspon-
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dence with the Danbury Baptists, and its adoption in judicial decision-
making first in Reynolds v. U.S. (1878) and more famously in Justice
Hugo Black's majority decision in Everson v. Board of Education (1947).
Yet, before Jefferson wrote his now fatnous letter, an alternative image
served to deseribe American chureh and state relations and, indeed,
challenged Jefferson’s—or rather Jefferson wanled to challenge it.?

‘I'his image is the other wall in American politics, the wall of Jerusa-
lem that Nehemiah rebuilt as told in the eponyious biblical book. For
Awmerican clergy invoking Nehemiah, the wall did not separate church
and state but rather raised the wall of the stute around the sacred cen-
ter—the temple—to defend it. I return, the sacred temple provided the
spiritual resources to keep the wall strong and well manned. In Ameri-
can scholarship on church and state issues from the early republic, this
wall is the often-overlooked “nehemiad” in favor of other narrative and
thetorical appeals’ Yet, as [ have argued clsewhere, Puritan leaders,
hoth religious and seculur, looked to Nehemiah as the statesman par
excellence, whose combined picty aud patriotisin united the returning
Jews to rebuild their city, defended against the conspiracies of heathen
movernors, and secured at Tast the Toly city for the orthodox believers
returning from exile* Jonathan Mitchel looked to Nehemiah when cull-
ing on secular authoritics to lead the way on religious orthodoxy.” Col-
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‘Wall of Separation’ Metaphor,” Journal of Clurch and State 45 (2003): 5-14; Daniel
1.. Drcishach, Thomas Jefferson and the Wall of Scparation between Church and State
iNew York: New York University Press, 2003); Philip Hamburger, Sepuration of Chiurch
and State {Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004); Donald L. Drakeman.
Church, State, and Original Intent (New York: Cambridge University Press. 2010).

3. An incomplete list would include: James T Hutson, ed., Religion and the New
Republic (New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000): Mark A. Noll, America’s God: From
Jonuthan Edwards to Abraham Lincoln {(New York: Osford University Press, 2002),
James . Hutson, Forgotten Themes of the Founding: The Recovery of Religious Themes
int the Early American Republic (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2003); James A
Morone, Hellfire Nation: The Pelitics of Sin in Amencun History (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 2003): Thomas S. Kidd, God of Liberty: A Religious istory of the
American Revolutinn (New York: Basic Books, 2012)

4 James M, Patterson, “The Amertican Nehemiad, or the Tule of Two Walls,” Jour-
nal of Church and State 57 (2013): 450-68,

5. Jonathan Mitchel, “Nehaniah on the Wall in Troublesomn [sic] Times,” 10667
tepr. in American Sermaons: The Pilgrims to Martin Luther King Jr., ¢d. Michael Warner
{New York: Library of America, 1999), 119-30.



