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Thucydides 1.22

Thucydides' well-known words: Goov 8¢ PovAncoviar 1AV 7€
YeVOpEVOV 10 ool oxomelv kol TOV pekdédviov notd adog xatd 1o

avBpbrivov toottov xai napaninciov Eceobat have been translated
variously.! I restrict myself to a discussion of the underlined words. Rex
Wamer in the Penguin Classics translation renders (in a parenthesis):
“human nature being what it is.” The classic Crawley translation has: “in
the course of human things.” C. F. Smith in the Loeb edition has: “in all
human probability.”> S. Homblower’ says the phrase "is broader than
‘according to human nature', it means something more like ‘the human
condition' or 'situation’,” in this following H. P. Stahl* G. E. M. de Ste
Croix, less correctly according to Hornblower, would interpret the phrase to
refer to “the constancy of human nature.”® M. Cogan refers to “the human
thing," "a second human nature, 10 &vBpdmivov a public, not a private
principle of action.” ®

Had T meant something like human nature, he would in fact — as he
does elsewhere — have used expressions with physis, as in 2.50: xatd v
&veponeiav @dow.’ “The human condition” is better, and probably in
essence correct, but not complete, for as it stands the phrase is all but
meaningless. How would one best go about delimiting the meaning of the
word in this phrase? The natural way to an interpretation is to see what
other expressions T might have used, and to what 6 &vBpdnivov might

The Scholiast (C. Hude, Scholia in Thucydidem (Leipzig 1927, repr. NY 1973)
comments unhelpfully: ¢xeidn &dnia t& avéporiva.

® Thucydides (Cambridge 1919).

3 A Commentary on Thucydides I (Oxford 1991) 61.

Thukydides (Munich 1966) 33: “das, was den Menschen angeht,” “die Bedingungen
menschlicher Existenz.” Lowell Edmunds, Chance and Intelligence in Thucydides
(Cambridge 1975) 161 renders: “in accordance with the way of mankind,” “in
accordance with the human.”

The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (London 1972) 32.

Marc Cogan, The Human Thing (Chicago 1981) 185-196.

aveponelog modifies @boig often (1.76.3, 2.50.1, 3.45.7, 3.842, 4.61.5).
Elsewhere it modifies tpdrog(1.76.2, 4.116.2), <éxvn (2.48.4), Abyog (5.89.1),
rapordyor (8.24.5), véporg (5.105.1). In later books (5-8) the root is often
adverbial (5.103.2) or neuter (5.68.2, 5.015.2, 7.77.4), while &vBpdnivog modifies
only §Ovaptig (6.78.2), dpapria (dpaprelv dvBporivog - 3.40.1).
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be contrasted. We of course cannot know what he might have used, but
clearly he would have contrasted the word either with td 8efov or 10
L@ov. This latter is of course excluded. I cite several passages in support
of the opposition between human and divine, the first from T himself
(albeit in the mouth of the Athenian spokesman in the Melian Dialogue -
5.105.1-2): A®. Tiig pev Toivov mpdg 10 BeTov edpueveiog odd’ Nuelg
olbpeda Aekeiyechon obdEV Yap t»*im tfig &vBponeiag 1@V pev &g
10 Betov vopiceag, @V 8 &g 0pag adrodg BovAfoewng Sikaroduev
A mpbooopev. fyobpueda yap t6 T€ getov 86E t0 &vBphneELdV TE
capig Sia mavidg Lnd pboewg avaykaiog, o &v xportfi, &pxev:
xoi Tpetg obre BEveg 1OV VOpov 0DTE KEIUEVD npATOL YPNOAUEVOL,
Svia 8¢ maparaBdvieg kai Ecdpevov ¢c aiel xatakelyovreg

\ ] ~ n

yphpeda adtd, eiddreg xal vpag av kot &\hovg &v tfi abdri
Sovapel Mty yevopévoug dpdvtag &v 116, The word here, to be
sure, is not &v8pdmivov, but the root is the same and the meaning similar
at least. T's wording, which contrasts divine and human, is distinctly
reminiscent of the cagég oxomelv...katd 10 &vBpOTLVOV of 1.22, and
in a sense would appear to be a gloss of it.

The second passage (4.116.2) is in T's own words: 6 8¢ Bpaocidag (Eot
yap &v 1fi Anxd8e “Aénvag iepbv, xai Ervye xnpdEog, Bte épedde
npooBadely, 1@ EmPavr RpLTE 100 teixovg tplbxovia  HVAG
&pyvpiov dboewv) vopicag AAre T Tpone A &vBpomeiQ THY
&roowv yevéoBal, Tag TE TpLakovia pvag Tl 0ed anédwxev &g 10
iepdv xal thv Afixvlov KOBEADV KOl GVOOKEVAOAG TEREVOG GVAKEV

&nov. It is to be noted here as well that divinity is mentioned in the near
vicinity.

The third passage comes from the opening of Gorgias' Epitaphios (82 B
6 DK), where the two words are directly contrasted, as one might expect: Ti
y&p anfiv tolg avdpdor totrolg Gv det &vdpbor mpooeivar Ti 8¢ xal
npoofiv @v od Sel mpooeiva; einetv Suvaipnv & Bodlopat, fovroipnv
8’ & 5et, AaBOV pEv THV Belav vEpeoy, Qpuyov 8¢ tov avephrivov
@86vov.

From these passages it would appear that there was in the later fifth
century (not surprisingly) a contrast between human and divine, and that T
appeals to it in 1.22. The opposition between divine and human is of course
commonplace in Greek, and goes back (at least) to Homer and his phrase
rathp Gvdpdv TE BedV TE, and can be seen as well (e.g.) in Plato's
Cratylus 416 C: 6edv i &vBporwv, as well as from T himself (2.53.4, in
connection with the plague): 8edv ¢bBog f &vBphnwv vopog obdElg
&neipye. The question is: would a reader of T in seeing xatd T
&vepomivov immediately infer that a contrast with divine agency was
intended? If so, then T is making a different claim about his history than is
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sometimes assumed, and a different claim about the limits of human
endeavor. He means that things can be expected to turn out as they have
provided that the divine does not interfere, as it did with the plague. Far
from neglecting the gods' existence and activity, T recognizes that his
history is accurate, valid and predictive only of human actions not
influenced or thwarted by divine intervention or by chance events. In this,
then, he would be like the author of On the Sacred Disease who maintains:
Iept 8¢ tfig iepfig voboov xoAeopévng B8 Exel obSEV T pot Soxel
v &\Awv Bewtépn elvar vodowv obde iepwtépn. No more, but
probably no less: one notes that T used the adjective &vtponeia in his
description of the plague, as well as in the Melian Dialogue, a plague of a
different sort. The divine has a role, and one cannot count on human actions
and desires coming to fruition because of the possibility of gods' activities. T
is modest in his claims, and he maintains that his history is valid and
predictive only of human actions and plans unaffected by natural or
supernatural interference. He does not deny that the divine may intervene.
Translate: “subject to human limitations™ or more cumbersomely, “insofar
as matters are under human control.”
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