


	 2 9 8 	 I n t e r p r e t a t i o n

Second, Zinman raises important questions in this section 
about whether or not my opposition to foundationalism can be reconciled 
with my earlier statements about the “permanent” contributions of the 
American Founders to the history of political thought and my critique of the 
linguistic contextualists based on the proposition that the study of the history 
of political thought should be undertaken with an eye toward philosophical 
truth. Put concisely, the pursuit of philosophical truth and permanent con-
tributions does not become a stifling foundationalism unless these truths and 
contributions are no longer subjected to critical reasoning and appraisal. My 
approach here is rooted in nothing more elaborate than the Socratic tradition 
of skepticism that rests on both the possibility of philosophical truth and the 
importance of continuously subjecting those “truths” to questioning. To be 
sure, the conclusions we draw from studying the American Founding merit 
our strongest allegiance and fiercest defense and can form the basis of much 
of our political reasoning. They should never, however, be considered “first 
principles”—if such a proposition means that they are placed outside of the 
boundaries of critical inquiry. 

All of this leads to a final set of observations about the 
authority of the American Founders. Clearly a distinction must be made here 
between the Founders’ legal and moral authority. In Understanding the Found-
ing, I was not speaking directly to the debate over the legal authority of the 
Framers’ and ratifiers’ understanding of the Constitution. Unlike Zinman, 
I do not accept the proposition that constitutional originalism necessarily 
follows from the doctrine of popular sovereignty, but I do not have space to 
address that question adequately in this format. Instead, the final section of 
Understanding the Founding broaches questions about the consequences for 
our political culture of the familiar but problematic moral authority that the 
Founders have been given. 

On these issues, I remain as conflicted as when I finished 
this book. On the one hand, the Founders’ accomplishments were many. 
Most importantly, they adopted, articulated, and refined the best political 
principles that have been formulated in the history of political thought and 
gave them institutional form. In many areas, they were progressive for their 
own time and made important efforts to address the injustices they faced. 
Thus, many of the criticisms lodged against them are misplaced and, in some 
cases, outright wrong. To teach only what they did not accomplish or to treat 
them with antiquarian detachment, not only diminishes what they achieved 
and what they set in motion, it robs us of central dimensions of our national 
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identity and leaves us without important resources for thinking through 
some of our most difficult problems. Put positively, holding them and their 
handiwork in esteem has doubtlessly contributed, as Madison suggests in the 
passage quoted by Zinman from Federalist No. 49, to the stability and longev-
ity of the American political system and the social cohesion that is a very real 
accomplishment of our history.

On the other hand, the Founders are deeply implicated in 
some of our darkest legacies, including slavery, racism, the subjugation of 
women and the tradition of inequality that followed it, and the cultural geno-
cide that accompanied Indian removal. To suggest otherwise is both immoral 
and impractical. It is immoral because it minimizes or ignores the injustices 
that were committed against numerous Americans. It is impractical because 
we are not going back to the filiopietistic study of the American Founding. 
For all of its excesses, multi-cultural analysis has profoundly broadened and 
deepened our understanding of all phases of American history and American 
political development, including the Founding. Furthermore, if ignoring or 
trashing the Founders robs us of essential aspects of our national identity and 
may weaken our social unity, we should also be aware of the limitations to a 
political discourse bounded so heavily by its origins. If we approach all our 
problems as restoration politics or let our respect for the Founders turn into 
obsequiousness, we risk losing sight of the very real progress that has been 
made in a number of areas—including our understanding of democracy—
since they lived. If the Founders remind us that democracy requires a defense 
and must be tamed to be consistent with good government, an undue rever-
ence for them can lead us to fail to apply to our constitutional system another 
venerable American tradition—our pragmatic and innovative spirit. 

This is no simple call for “two cheers” for the Founders. Nor 
is it an historicist’s plea that understanding them within their cultural context 
will provide a prophylactic against hasty judgments about them. Ultimately, 
the final chapter of Understanding the Founding pointed to the need for a way 
out of the cycle of celebration and condemnation that follows the Founders 
and called for a more complex and subtle interpretation of their legacy. We 
need such interpretations not only because the Founders were complex men 
and cannot be truly understood in any other way, but because, it seems, how 
Americans understand and judge the Founders profoundly and inseparably 
affects how we understand ourselves. 
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Thucydides presents his readers with what he considered to 
be the greatest event of all time, the Peloponnesian War. He thought it to be 
the political event par excellence which exceeded anything hitherto heard of 
or seen, anything else known (Thucydides 1996, 1.1.2). It lasted for twenty-
seven years, reached as far as Asia and Sicily, included Greeks and barbarians, 
and, presumably, afforded all those who had eyes to see and ears to hear 
something truly everlasting. 

In the proem to his work proper, Thucydides lays out two 
different threads of thought, the political and the philosophic. That Thucy-
dides brings to light the political is manifest to any of his readers from the 
moment his book is picked up to the moment it is put down. And just as obvi-
ous, but much less articulated and hence less clear—for it is announced only 
twice and never forthrightly explicated by Thucydides himself—is his stated 
philosophical intention: to give his readers the opportunity to look into the 
timeless truth about things done in political life, things which, according 
to the nature of humanity, may be done once more (1.22.4; see Addendum 
1). Thus, The Peloponnesian War is about a particular event in time of the 
greatest magnitude, while it is also the particular means through which the 
universal or unchanging human nature is brought to light. 

As one comes to see, the interplay between these two fea-
tures of particularity and universality occurs with very good reason, for the 
human being is such that his actions require not only justification before oth-
ers, but more importantly justification before himself. For as Thucydides will 
eventually show, even during the most calamitous times of lawless extrava-
gance, men do not simply rid themselves of their concern for what is just, 
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honorable, courageous, and moderate (2.53, 3.82, and 5.105). Man’s constant 
need to justify his actions in light of virtue thereby elicits his attempt to do 
so, and that attempt invariably provides his opinion on such matters and 
thus implies he has an understanding of what is ultimately right for man as 
man. Accordingly, there are many characters within Thucydides’ pages who 
profess, either openly or implicitly, to have acquired such an understanding 
and so presume to have philosophic knowledge. Only one of them, however, 
seems to be akin to Thucydides. That man is Diodotus. That this is so, why it 
is so, and what this implies I hope to have made plain by this paper’s end.

Diodotus is introduced with the resumption of a previously 
decided debate that had favored his opponent’s proposal (3.41). That debate 
followed on the heels of the Mytilenean rebellion against her Athenian allies, 
a rebellion instigated by roughly one thousand aristocrats of the island of 
Lesbos (3.50, 3.39.6, 3.27.3). Upon hearing of this hostile and seemingly 
unprovoked act (3.9-3.14), the Athenians were deeply distressed and grieved, 
overcome as they were by a sense of suffering such a great injustice at the 
hands of her “friends” during a most calamitous time. For it was precisely 
during the time of their revolt that the Peloponnesian War proper was flar-
ing up once more and the plague was devastating the Athenian homeland 
(3.3). Moved as they thus were by an overwhelming sense of justice and need 
for expediency, the Athenians vigorously set out to subdue their now hostile 
friends. In successfully doing so—and while also keeping their frightful and 
indignant rage intact—an Athenian assembly subsequently decided, under 
the advice of their leading demagogue Cleon, to then punish the Mytileneans 
by putting their entire adult male population to death and to “make slaves of 
(all her) women and children” (3.36). 

After having thus decided on the fate of their newly found 
enemies while the edge of their anger had yet to be blunted (3.38.1), the 
Athenians sent a trireme to communicate their decision to Paches, the com-
mander who had subdued Lesbos and was awaiting further instruction from 
home. However, just after having done so, Thucydides states that “[t]he 
morrow brought repentance with it and reflection on the horrid cruelty of a 
decree which condemned a whole city to the fate merited only by the guilty” 
(3.46.4). It was, then, this sense of sober regret and reflection by the Athenian 
people that brought the renewal of the Mytilene debate between Diodotus 
and his opponent, Cleon. That the Athenians had thus come to regret their 
earlier decision and wished for another pairing of speeches by these two men 
shows that they had begun to question whether or not they had previously 
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been justified in deciding what they did. Cleon and Diodotus are thereby 
introduced when the question of justification is most conspicuously and self-
consciously raised within Thucydides’ book. It is thus not overly surprising 
that, during this self-reflective occasion, we hear of the nature of communities 
and men tout court. For, given the magnitude of this occasion in particular, 
both Cleon and Diodotus are led to speak of, among other things, the nature 
of democracy and empire, wisdom and law (3.37-3.38), and necessity and 
justice (3.39-3.40). 

Yet, given the undeniable disparity of understanding between 
these two men, particularly with regard to the relation between wisdom and 
law, not only must the future fate of Mytilene be decided with their present 
debate, so too must the future role of advisers within their own political com-
munity. For it is precisely because the exceedingly popular Cleon upbraids the 
Athenian’s for requesting yet another deliberation on the matter at hand—
now that they have begun to come to their senses—that Diodotus must not 
only hope to moderate their still lingering indignation, but to also ward off 
Cleon’s denigration of the very worth of counselors (3.43.3, 3.37.4-3.38.3). By 
thus attempting to preserve the possibility of (good) counsel within his city, 
Diodotus’ speech likewise attempts to preserve the city itself. 

But for this very reason, that speech does more than simply 
outline the problems of deliberation within his own, democratic Athens. 
For, as Diodotus will eventually show, the problems raised by Cleon’s own 
demagoguery and misology are also applicable to the citizen qua citizen. 
As will thus be seen, when and wherever there is more than one advisor to 
any given city’s assembly, the same nature of man—at least as understood 
by Diodotus—will still be present, and so the same problem of democratic 
equality that Diodotus brings to light will still hold even if that assembly 
is not held or run by the demos: the few, after all, are still a class apart and 
so equal amongst themselves (Aristotle 1997, 1305b; see Addendum 2). It is 
for this very reason that Diodotus’ criticisms and warnings of counsel are 
not only particularly suited to his present purposes, but are also universally 
applicable in their extent. And it is precisely by virtue of this (philosophic) 
universality that one can subsequently match Diodotus’ present criticisms 
with the future contraction of the differences between the Spartans (rule 
of the few) and the Athenians (rule of the many) that Thucydides himself 
carries out both within his commentary on the Corcyrean revolution and 
so during his exposition of the nature of man. Accordingly, once both this 
Diodotean extension and Thucydidean contraction are taken together, they 
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will be seen to point to a shared understanding of the nature of man, not as 
oligarch or democrat, but simply as man. 

Once, then, Diodotus has taken into account the nature of 
both Cleon’s speech and its relation to the citizen as citizen, he has thereby 
placed himself in the position to effectively bring about his immediate politi-
cal intention within his assembly. That he has given this account publicly, 
however, renders his speech all the more strange. For insofar as he states that 
the principle obstacle to good council within the city consists in man’s ava-
rice—particularly the indignant suspicion leveled against an even beneficent 
counselor who might possibly benefit himself most of all through the adap-
tion of his own proposal (3.38.2, 3.38.7)—Diodotus claims that counselors 
such as himself must necessarily use deception when speaking to their audi-
ence. Accordingly, he openly states that he is about to, and so must, lie to his 
assembly. One is therefore compelled to ask why Diodotus says what he says 
about human nature, why he draws attention to his imminent lie within his 
assembly, and in what manner his fellows citizens’ suspicion of him is or is 
not justified. Each of these questions, then, must be answered if he is to be 
understood both on his own terms and in light of his relation to Thucydides. 

After having thus spoken of his present difficulty and so of 
how man’s desire for personal benefit outweighs the concern for the com-
mon good or justice, Diodotus sensibly relegates the assembly’s discussion 
about Mytilene away from the question of justice to the matter of expediency 
(3.44). He would have his fellow citizens act leniently toward the Mytilenes by 
first recognizing that they, like all men, hope, and that hope and the actions 
which issue from it cannot be prevented and so should not be impractically 
penalized by any law (3.45.3). He then further justifies his claim in light of 
three proposed characteristics of the nature of man (3.45.8-12): First, poverty 
is said to give men the courage of necessity to resist restraints. Second, plenty 
fills them with ambition and hence insolence and pride (there are other 
conditions or fortunes of life too that are subject to some fatal and master 
passion; these, however, are not named). Third, men and cities are said to 
be moved by hope and eros. But as for hope and eros in particular, they are 
said to affect all conditions of men and so to be universally at work, to cause 
the widest ruin, and to be invisible agents which are least discerned though 
far stronger than any other dangers which are actually seen. What’s more, 
fortune is said to further feed the delusion belonging to both hope and eros 
(which are hereby understood as being delusional) so that it is said to be 
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impossible to prevent human nature from doing what it has set its mind to do 
when given the presence and so agency of these two conditions. 

Even though Diodotus has thus given voice to what he 
understands to be humanity’s unruly and even delusional nature so as to 
help quell Athens’ anger, he has further implied that there is an inherent con-
nection between that nature and our thought. Accordingly, he suggests that it 
is only once our minds have had hope and eros decide on a matter for us that 
we are then compelled to act foolishly. He therefore elicits the question as to 
whether or not it is possible to understand the nature of such desire before it 
has taken hold of the mind. 

Indeed, Diodotus points in the direction of this very ques-
tion when speaking of future and unapparent things needing demonstration 
through words (3.42.2). Though his comment’s immediate bearing is such 
that it prepares the way for a sober refutation of Cleon’s misology (3.37-40), by 
the end of Diodotus’ speech its applicability extends to or takes into account 
nothing less than the human condition. For if man’s nature is driven prin-
cipally by hope and eros, then people are almost always in a situation where 
what is desired—as that which is lacking or not presently had and therefore 
“unseen”—is beyond their present reach. Accordingly, the immediate assem-
bly that has gathered together to decide on the future fate of the Mytilenaeans 
can be seen as a particular example of the general question of where desire 
as such points. Just as words are here needed in order to understand what is 
good for Athens, so too words (deliberation) are needed in order to under-
stand the nature of or what is divined by desire itself. (If one puts together 
the particular occasion of Diodotus’ speech, his desire for Athens to have 
good counsel concerning future or unseen events, with his general remarks 
about human nature, that hope and eros principally compel men and cities, 
one may suspect that what is hoped for and desired as such is the good itself.) 
In this sense, then, Diodotus speaks on a political and philosophic level and 
thus mirrors the manner of Thucydides’ writing.

Insofar as this is so, one should like to know to what extent 
man’s nature as understood by Diodotus relates to Thucydides’ conception 
of it. Or rather, one should like to know if Thucydides’ work both agrees 
with and thus sheds light on Diodotus’ implicit question of where man’s 
desire as such points or means, and whether or not he agrees with Diodotus’ 
reason for lying to citizens for the sake of the public good. Such consider-
ations, though requiring a thoroughgoing examination of Thucydides’ work 
as a whole, can nonetheless be discerned by first gleaning his own explicit 
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statements concerning human nature in his commentary on the Corcyrean 
revolution, then through a look at the chief differences between the Spar-
tan and Athenian ways of life, and finally by looking to the importance of 
the story of Harmodius and Aristogeiton. The remainder of this paper thus 
explicates each of these strands of The Peloponnesian War so as to show both 
the harmony of agreement that exists between Thucydides and his Diodotus, 
and what that harmony entails.

Corcyra and Civil War

When speaking of revolutions in general—and so just before 
speaking of Corcyra’s in particular—Thucydides echoes his earlier stated 
philosophic intention: the sufferings found during times of revolution are 
“such as have occurred and always will occur as long as the nature of man-
kind remains the same” (3.82.2). Civil wars, then, should help bring to light 
in a more explicit manner than anywhere else throughout The Peloponnesian 
War what Thucydides understands human nature to be. That he should say as 
much while describing revolutions, and that Diodotus had likewise conveyed 
his understanding of hubristic, hopeful, and desirous man with respect to 
the revolution of the Mytileneans against Athens, thus seems promising for 
showing similarities that these two men might share in their understanding 
of the human condition.

When beginning his account, Thucydides first introduces a 
basic difference between times of war and of peace with prosperity, such that 
to the former belongs sudden imperious necessities or the taking away from 
the latter the easy supply of daily wants. This wartime deprivation is said to 
make men’s passions go down to the level of their present war-like condition 
and to worsen their better judgment (3.82.2). 

Now it is not immediately clear what one is to make of this 
overall characterization, for Thucydides has just suggested that, during times 
of peace, supply of such wants had generally extended to both classes of 
people, the few and the many. In a way this is commonsensical enough, for to 
what extent can there possibly be peace without some prosperity in the allot-
ment of such supplies, particularly if their lack constitutes, at least here, the 
basis for Thucydides’ introductory characterization of the meanness of war? 
However, if this is indeed so, then it cannot be so much poverty or the lack of 
resources that drives men to revolution. Thucydides is not here pointing to 
economic grounds for discord. Rather, he points to the ever-present threat of 
war with or aide from outsiders that serves as the means by which the freeing 
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of hope for more for oneself and so less for others arises (1.24.3-7, 1.101, 1.104, 
3.70-85, 6.95.2, 7.33.5, 8.21, 8.65; Aristotle 1997, 1272b; Machiavelli 1989, 
Chapter 3). Accordingly, the revolutions that “gripped all of Hellas” seem 
to presuppose the “outside” war between Athens and Sparta (3.82.1). For it 
was that “universal” war, and the readiness with which it made flirtations 
with the two all the easier or more pronounced, that elicited from other men 
both their vengefulness towards others of their own city—who were per-
ceived to have unjustly acquired more than their fair share—and ambition 
for themselves, rather than did need. The Peloponnesian War thus gave rise 
to the enactment of the desire to hurt one’s adversaries and increase one’s 
own advantages by bringing in either of these two sets of foreigners as allies 
in revolutionary activities at home. Ironically, however, by thus bringing in 
either Athenians or Spartans, these revolutionaries were, as Thucydides has 
just shown, inadvertently bringing upon themselves the attendant worsen-
ing of judgment and lowering of the passions to the level of (civil) wartime’s 
mean necessity. Yet this is but to state that such a desire is implicitly and so 
already a sign of worse judgment and mean passion (see Addendum 3). 

Such behavior is what invariably leads to a heightening of 
what Thucydides seems to see as man’s essentially lawless nature. For as he 
is intent to show, those on all sides, whether as supporters of the Athenians 
or of the Spartans, well-to-do or not, had a ubiquitous and ambitious drive 
for rule, an omnipresent lascivious greed and lust for power (3.82.6, 8). And 
it was with such ardent passions that also came the great and ever-greater 
excess in the refinement of inventions that occurred wherever revolution ran 
its course. For when it was introduced to a new city, it is said to have brought 
with it changes or inventions of meaning such that reckless audacity finally 
became known as courageous loyalty to one’s party, frantic violence man-
liness, cautious plotting self-defense, and extreme advocators trusted men 
(3.82.3-4). As one can thus see, an ever-growing delusory understanding and 
so renaming of the virtues and vices of men accompanied the vengeful and 
ambitious desires of civil war. But of course, insofar as the simple desire to 
bring in foreigners and so war to one’s own city already constitutes another 
sort of worse judgment and mean passion, Thucydides is invariably suggest-
ing that a delusory understanding of the passions of man was already at work 
and so prior to the onset of the self-deceptive inventions of civil war which 
he here describes.

This state of affairs cannot help but remind of Diodotus’ 
warnings of the effects that hope and eros have with respect to men in general 



	 3 1 2 	 I n t e r p r e t a t i o n

(3.45). These two conditions are thus easily likened to Thucydides’ present 
description, for the dangers of these two conditions are likewise present 
when men worsen their and their city’s condition through the introduc-
tion of (civil) strife. It is thus not surprising to hear that, just as both the 
few and the many started out with the presumable intention to both better 
themselves and their party while hurting those outside it (3.82.6), eventually 
their partisan zeal was unmasked and shown to be a lawless desire that was 
ultimately no respecter of party lines, even when presumably working within 
them. As Thucydides eventually makes plain, these people were at bottom 
concerned with their own personal interests, interests that they had only, but 
perhaps self-deceptively, masked under the banner of either party. In the end 
the revolutionaries were thus violent and dangerous demagogues, so much so 
that one may say that the cities which convulsed with civil strife and anarchy 
found them everywhere afoot (3.82.5, 8; 3.83.1). 

When, then, Thucydides goes so far as to say that fair pro-
posals of an adversary were met with jealousy and that revenge was more 
important to men than their own self-preservation (3.82.7), one cannot help 
but think of Diodotus’ assembly run wild (or, to say the same thing some-
what differently, why Cleon was the most popular speaker in Athens after the 
death of Pericles). Perhaps the most distressing detail of all in his account 
of the revolution in Corcyra, however, is the relatively late admission that 
there was nonetheless a moderate part of the citizenry, but that they perished 
between the two parties, “either for not joining in the quarrel, or because 
envy would not suffer them to escape” (3.82.8).

As grim as this fact most certainly is, Thucydides uses this 
most unfortunate admission as a most helpful suggestion. For if the ambition 
which led to so much internal chaos was also joined by a suffering of the 
fear of death—as expressed by the resentment at the idea that some might 
escape it—then one might better understand that ambition and desire as 
being linked to at least a faint realization of and anger at one’s own mortality 
(see Addendum 4). This suspicion is further strengthened when Thucydides 
attests that it was from “the hopelessness of a permanent state of things” that 
all these revolutionary and lawless actions were carried on (3.83.2). One is 
thus left with the question of the paradoxical relation between the revolu-
tionaries greater desire for revenge than self-preservation, on the one hand, 
with their fear of death, on the other. 

As to what it can possibly mean for a person to wish more for 
revenge than for being safe from injury, Thucydides has already attributed 
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this most strange desire to the lust for power, to greed, and ambition (3.82.8). 
Yet if this is indeed so, then such a preference comes to sight as nothing other 
than the desire for a pretext by which one is enabled to justify distinguish-
ing oneself from others. Accordingly, one can now note, after having seen 
that personal interests lie behind partisan zeal, that this is precisely the same 
character as the initial desire and worsening of judgment belonging to the 
revolutionaries who, through the pretext of the Peloponnesian War proper, 
drew in either Athenians or Spartans and so civil war. Such a desire for 
revenge is thus the same as the already noted, preexisting delusory character 
of the vengeful and ambitious men that Thucydides’ first introduced in his 
description of the characteristics of men during times of revolution. (But 
of course, this is only to admit that this preexisting delusory character still 
needs to be explained in order to make clear how and why the revolutionar-
ies had both poor judgment and mean passion even prior to their becoming 
revolutionaries.) 

As to the strangely attested fear of death and their manifestly 
treating it lightly, certainly the revolutionaries had a somewhat detached 
understanding of such fear insofar as they expressed it by means of the 
resentment they felt toward the possibility of others surviving—and thus not 
directly or in terms of their own likely death (3.82.4). Could it be, then, that 
this opaque sense of impending impermanence compelled the revolutionaries 
all along, thus constituting the bedrock of the already noted delusory ambi-
tion and vengeance that preexisted their own, civil wars? Such ignorance or 
delusion about what compels their reckless audacity certainly helps explain 
the paradoxical relation Thucydides has here described as existing amongst 
these men, as it likewise makes clearer why and in what manner their ambi-
tion and vengeance prior to the war could already be a sign of blind judgment 
and mean passion. By thus soliciting from his reader the need to combine 
the greater desire for revenge rather than safety with a lasting fear of imper-
manence, Thucydides ultimately points to man’s hidden or misunderstood 
desire to somehow justify obtaining something more for himself, particu-
larly when faced with the prospect of his own impending death.

Insofar as each civil war Thucydides accounts for is said to 
relate to either Athens or Sparta (3.82.1), perhaps the beginning of the answer 
to the question of the nature of ambition and vengeance, i.e., how they relate 
to death and what they aim at, will be further clarified if Thucydides’ con-
traction is now extended by looking to those two different manners of life, 
Athenian and Spartan.
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Sparta 

Though the Spartans necessarily figure predominately in his 
account of the war, according to Thucydides they were laconic and thus inca-
pable of expressing what Diodotus claimed is of the nature of man. Indeed, 
the king Archidamus spoke (in an assembly on the issue of entering into war 
with Athens) of Sparta’s wisdom consisting in her citizens being too little 
educated to question the laws, and thus implied that good counsel consisted 
in part in the people’s terseness (1.84.3, 4.17.2; see Addendum 5). A Spartan 
Diodotus, capable of looking beyond the positive law, would thus appear to 
be utterly unthinkable. Sthenelaidas, one of the ephors who spoke after king 
Archidamus to the same Spartan assembly, went so far as to say that no man 
should deliberate after having received an injury, for consultation belongs to 
the doers of wrong (1.86.4). 

One can thus see that, whereas the Athenian Diodotus was 
able to convince his fellow citizens to act more moderately with respect 
to Mytilene by giving voice to unseen human nature, the laconic Spartan 
Sthenelaidas carried the day among his fellow citizens and moved them to 
vote for war through “uneducated” considerations of law or justice. That 
there is this possibility of difference between the two, Athens and Sparta, can 
no longer be surprising once the issue of language and its importance has 
been brought to light. 

Yet the importance of this difference and how it is not simply 
a consequence of Diodotus’ conception of man can be seen once one realizes 
that it is also expressed in a similar manner by Thucydides’ denial that the 
issue of law actually moved the Spartans to war. It is rather said that they 
were compelled into it out of fear (1.23.6). That this reason was hidden from 
sight and that the Spartans fostered obedience through silent habituation to 
the law thus renders unlikely that she could ever have been cognizant of the 
true cause of her entering into war (see Addendum 6). For as Diodotus had 
indicated through his speech, the compulsory is part of human nature and 
is thereby unseen and so in need of words in order to be brought to light. 
Thucydides has not only indicated as much through his written narrative, 
but also silently agrees with Diodotus’ sympathy with the hubristic nature 
of man insofar as the issue of compulsion precludes his ever endorsing the 
putative guilt of the Spartans for starting the war (see Addendum 7). One 
can thereby see that in this respect he follows the manner of Diodotus, who 
would refrain from casting blame on others (3.42). Such political moderation 
as is exhibited by both these men further hints at their shared understanding 
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of the human condition. If, then, one were to take into account what has 
thus far been shown, one might be tempted to say that Athens had more 
self-knowledge than Sparta could have insofar as she cultivated or enabled 
there to be men like Thucydides and Diodotus through her liberality and so 
education (2.38, 40).

Athens

Athens, then, is clearly distinct from Sparta in manner 
and way of life, for she is, in contradistinction to her adversary, not only 
loquacious but also exceedingly ambitious. Such ambition is made plain 
through the speeches of Pericles and those of the Corinthians before the 
Spartan assembly (1.140-144, 2.35-46, and 1.70). Her deeds too confirm this 
fact. The seemingly untimely daring of the Sicilian campaign and the erotic 
longing that overcame the Athenians for its success provide ample proof in 
this regard (1.144.1, 6.24.3). There is also the unforgettable act of daring by 
the Athenian businessmen in Sparta who spontaneously rose up and spoke 
of their desire to exhibit Athenian power, and the justification for and even 
praiseworthiness of Athens’ empire, before her opponents (1.72.1, 76.2-3). 
One might consequently wonder if Athens, unlike Sparta, was indeed capable 
of fulfilling the longings of her citizens to the extent that they were allowed to 
seek out and give voice to their desires rather than stifle them.

However, as Diodotus helps make apparent, and as Thucy-
dides seems to confirm, it is precisely because hope and eros affect “all estates 
of man” that the Athenians neither “took rest themselves nor gave any to oth-
ers.” They did not and could not do so precisely because they were essentially 
desirous and therefore always lacking what they continuously desired. Thus 
it was, to use Thucydides’ earlier words concerning the nature of man, their 
blind ambition that spurred them on, an ambition that could not ultimately 
find political satisfaction. This, of course, is understandably so, for if the 
desires and passions of men are continuously pointing beyond what “is,” or 
if desire is a desire for an unconditional and so complete good, one’s always 
wanting more suggests that the good one can have is always tentative at best. 
Understood Socratically, one wants the good to be one’s own forever (Plato 
2001, 200d-e). Yet it is precisely this “forever” that mankind is essentially 
incapable of. There is therefore something prescient in the person of Pericles, 
for he exhorted his fellow Athenians to endeavor to fall in love with Athens 
for the sake of eternal glory (2.41.1, 4-5, 43.1-4, 64.3-6). Through him, eter-
nal glory appeared as the closest approximation to the forever that mankind 
instinctually longs for but is incapable of. Periclean Athens, then, seems to 
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have been able to express more ably than the Spartans or the revolutionaries 
ever could this instinctual desire and thereby shows why her national charac-
ter was so resplendent. The question is thus to what extent her cognizance is 
able to dispel Thucydides’ earlier description of the initial delusory character 
of (revolutionary) man. In other words, is Pericles’ Athens still fooling herself 
even if she understands better than the revolutionaries ever did that it is her 
own desire to cheat death that spurs her recklessly on?

If looked at from Diodotus’ perspective, it would seem that 
Athens has still fallen short. After all, it is precisely because this Periclean 
approximation to making the good one’s own forever consists in taking eter-
nity itself as the good that it is based on actions that are admittedly mixed 
with imperishable evils (2.41.4). Yet how can eternal remembrance through 
political life simply be good if it is also bound with the remembrance of such 
lasting evil? It would rather seem that this solution to man’s desire must be 
misguided if it is necessarily contradictory. But contradictory it must be, for 
the attempt to overcome desire’s longing, or the ambitious and envious desire 
to have so much for oneself that all of history must take note, must be based 
in hubris and therefore carry with it the latter’s attendant dangers and fol-
lies. Such a self-conscious chasing after eternity, then, remains problematic, if 
only because it is based in man’s unreasonable attempt to make his mortal self 
become like, and invariably act in the manner of, the eternal gods (5.105).	

Diodotus had indeed indicated as much when he spoke of the 
unreasonable magnification cities and political individuals are susceptible of 
(3.45.6). What he ultimately meant by this becomes more apparent once one 
looks to Thucydides’ “Archaeology,” for there the latter makes his case as to 
why the Peloponnesian War was greater than the Trojan War. What that case 
in effect amounted to was his belittling the exaggerations of Homer (1.10-11). 
Perhaps the greatest exaggeration by the latter, however, is left unstated by 
Thucydides and only comes to light when one compares The Peloponnesian 
War with the Iliad. Whereas the presence of the gods abounds in the latter 
book, in Thucydides’ they are only talked about. Diodotus, the “Gift of the 
gods,” silently concurs with Thucydides’ assessment concerning such exag-
gerations to the extent that he, who is named as such, never mentions the 
gods at all. One is thus left to infer that they too are delusory products of 
the passions, of hope and eros, which tempt men to mistakenly magnify the 
importance and end of their actions. But that these misguided actions find 
their fullest expression in the desire to try to live up to the image of these 
gods—particularly those that Homer brought to light and that influenced 
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all of Hellas certainly up to Thucydides’ own day—suggests that Athens’ 
attempt for immortality most clearly represents man’s delusional nature. 

It would seem that it was by having such an insight that 
Diodotus appeared only once in political life. To the extent that this is so, one 
is compelled to reassess his explicit statement concerning communities and 
the stakes that they play for as being the greatest (3.45.6). What further gives 
justification to calling into question this particular claim of his is, of course, 
his earlier stated confession before the Athenian assembly where he told the 
people he had to, and so was about to, lie to them (3.43.3). His disappearance 
from active political life would thus seem to follow from his understanding 
of human nature and to thereby suggest that the private life he lived was more 
fulfilling than any other. He thus seems to have been placating the Athenians 
when implying their concerns were actually the greatest.

What’s more, Thucydides’ himself seems to share with 
Diodotus the preference for the private over the public life. But of course, 
Thucydides was, unlike Diodotus, a political man exiled from his own 
country (4.105-107, 5.26.5). Even so, this politically shameful turn of events 
nevertheless afforded him the leisurely opportunity to “observe affairs more 
closely.”  Yet this is all but to admit that it was only through leisure that 
Thucydides could offer his readers a possession for all times (1.22.4). It would 
thus seem that both Diodotus and Thucydides, notwithstanding the different 
occasions that turned each of them to living their own, private lives, never-
theless share with each other an ultimate preference for the contemplative 
over the political life (this becomes all the clearer with respect to Diodotus 
once one realizes the importance of the relation between wisdom and law 
that he raised in his own speech). Accordingly, insofar as the ultimate desire 
of the political community seems to find its expression in Pericles, and to the 
extent that that desire is still left wanting and confused, it would seem that 
the eternity longed for by individuals and their communities can only find 
adequate expression and satisfaction in contemplating and understanding 
the unchanging nature of man. In this way, then, Diodotus and Thucydides 
as political beings who returned to “private” life mirror each other by tacitly 
consenting to this shared, philosophic view (see Addendum 8).

For these reasons, it would seem that both of these men can 
be said to have been capable of understanding desire prior to its grasping 
hold of their minds and thus deluding them: society, one might say Athens or 
Sparta, could not simply charm them into the service of magnification. They 
thus show themselves to be aware of the essential limitations of human life 
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and desire and thereby show that they are also aware of the philosophically 
modest manner and extent by which that life and desire can be fulfilled. 

But that neither of these men openly spoke of any of this 
suggests that the misunderstood desire Diodotus spoke of is not simply dan-
gerous, as he had indeed said it was, but also politically salutary. For it was 
only through the Periclean understanding of desire that Athens was able to 
become a great empire and thus cultivate men who could actually supersede 
her: the highest city brought forth even higher men. Accordingly, Diodotus’ 
claim that citizens would reject good advice if by chance the adviser was sus-
pected of endorsing a proposal that might benefit himself most of all shows 
that his countrymen were not simply wrong in suspecting their own advisers, 
including Diodotus. In the most important respect, then, he remained silent 
about his own, higher good. (Such reticence, however, does not in anyway 
preclude his benefiting his fellow citizens while also leaving for himself the 
highest good known to man. When he was able to, Diodotus stepped forth 
and offered a politically advantageous and just proposal for his city to follow. 
This is mirrored by Thucydides giving us his book.)

Yet one must immediately add that Diodotus’ assertion that 
the city needs to be lied to even when one is trying to benefit it does not mean 
that he did so just to temper Athens’ sometimes immoderately harsh policies 
so as to maintain the necessary means for preserving a philosophic life. After 
all, such a need equally applies to those who are wholeheartedly devoted to 
being the best statesmen they can possibly be, both for their own sake and 
for the sake of the wellbeing of their city. To see how and why this is so, one 
must move beyond Diodotus’ speech to Thucydides’ narrative of the story of 
Harmodious and Aristogiton. That story shows both how Alcibiades related 
to his Athens and how Thucydides is in full agreement with Diodotus not 
only in favoring the philosophic over the political life, but also in teaching 
statesmen how to benefit political life.

Harmodius and Aristogeiton

Thucydides’ narrative of the Harmodius and Aristogeiton 
story is preceded by its adumbration which occurs five books earlier than the 
narrative itself. All the way back in Book One, Thucydides had made mention 
of the uncritical manner by which most men deal with their traditions and 
contemporary history (1.20). In attempting to illustrate some of the pains 
he had gone through so as to uncover the truths present within his book, 
Thucydides outlines the mistaken Athenian belief concerning the story of 
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these two men. It was generally believed that Harmodius and Aristogeiton 
were responsible for the usurpation and killing of the Athenian tyrant Hip-
parchus. Yet Thucydides briefly indicates that that belief was unfounded. 
Hipparchus was merely the brother of the tyrant Hippias.

But as quickly as this story comes, it goes. Thucydides’ reader 
will have to wait until Book Six before it is treated again and told in full. One 
is consequently compelled to ask why this is so. Whatever the reasons for 
this may be, the consummation of the story follows on the recall of Alcibi-
ades from Sicily (6.53). This seems fitting insofar as the mass of the people 
entertained the notion that Alcibiades longed to become a tyrant himself. 
His unmistakable superiority and the frankness with which he expressed 
it frightened the people and seemed to compel them into ruining Athens 
through their distrust of him (6.15.4). But as Thucydides makes clear, “in 
itself” his public conduct in no way cut across or against the public good. 
Indeed, nothing more than his given ability could have sensibly left anyone 
wanting, as he was remarkably capable of giving the Athenian people (and 
himself) exactly what was desired (see Addendum 9).

Even so, personal squabbles amongst the Athenians who vied 
for leadership (after the death of Pericles) encouraged such fears in the people 
(2.65.10-12, 6.12.2, 6.15.4, 6.28.2, 6.53.2). Thucydides thus indicates that the 
ruin of Athens had to do with the concern for individual success or advance-
ment of her would-be leaders, the fear of such advancement in the eyes of 
the many, and Alcibiades’ naïve frankness in openly showing his superiority 
(6.15.4). Both the leading politicians and the people were thus like-minded 
in their fear of him, for neither wanted anyone to be placed above themselves. 
(That is to say, the only way a demagogue could properly advance himself 
depended on his success with and supposed equality to the people.)  

These sorrowful admissions concerning Athenian inepti-
tudes were exactly what Diodotus had in mind when he stated that a 
competent and prudent adviser must lie to the public so that it will adopt 
and enact his prudent advice. For the nature of the many is such that they are 
essentially jealous and so primarily concerned, not with what is politically 
good as such, that is, the common good, but with maintaining an at least 
equal balance in the distribution of benefits. Accordingly, a clearly beneficial 
proposition would be rejected out of spite if perchance it was suspected that 
the one advancing the proposal would somehow obtain an additional benefit 
that superseded one’s own. Insofar as this is so, Diodotus’ speech can be said 
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to prepare us for Alcibiades’ recall, which in turn prepares us for the story of 
Harmodius and Aristogeiton. 

In relating that story in full, Thucydides tells us that the 
people had heard of the harshness surrounding the rule of Pisistratus and 
his sons, Hippias and Hipparchus. Consequently, they believed tyranny was 
something to be condemned and avoided at all costs; or that Alcibiades was 
manifestly a threat to the wellbeing of Athens and so surely had to be guarded 
against insofar as he presumably had a tyrannical disposition (6.53.3). Yet 
we are subsequently informed by Thucydides, as distinct from the people 
or “the vulgar” who do not take pains to find out the truth of such matters, 
that Pisistratus and his lineage had not generally been harsh in their rule. In 
fact, they had cultivated wisdom and virtue, and the city had been splendidly 
adorned during their reign (6.54.5). It was only after the attempt on and 
execution of Hipparchus by Aristogeiton and Harmodius that fear compelled 
Hippias, the true tyrant, to act in the manner that the people seemed to have 
assumed all tyrants had acted and would act (6.59.1-2). Yet what had com-
pelled all of this, or what drove these two in their attempt against the tyranny, 
thus provoking the ensuing harshness of it, was not a revolution inspired by 
freedom that longed to break the yoke of oppression so as to install a demo-
cratic regime like the one Athens had at the time of Alcibiades’ recall. No—it 
was primarily Aristogeiton’s jealousy in regard to his lover Harmodius and 
the advances the tyrant’s brother, Hipparchus, had made toward him. Thus 
it was through jealousy that the democratic Athens of Alcibiades’ time was 
incidentally prepared. However, no matter how incidental that preparation 
was, Aristogeiton’s motivation for acting as he did and the character of the 
later democratic Athens were one and the same. Both were more concerned 
with their own satisfaction and limiting the advancement of another’s, even 
if that meant worsening their lot and the city’s wellbeing along with it.

Eros, Socrates tells us, is the Tyrant incarnate (Plato 1968, 
573). Diodotus had indicated as much when he had spoken of the desire of 
the people to not be overcome in any regard by others. As matters have thus 
far come to light, Aristogeiton’s proto-democratic character would seem 
to confirm this very suggestion. Yet all of this cuts against the fundamen-
tal principles of a democracy as such. One is thus left wondering whether 
democracies are incapable of understanding their true nature or where their 
principles actually come from. This contention appears to be borne out inso-
far as the Athenian misperception concerning the “tyrannicide” seems to 
correspond to the lie the city needs to be told. That correspondence begins 
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to reveal itself once the general Athenian inaccuracy concerning her own 
tyrants and history is understood to stem from the demos’ desire to justify 
the Athenian democracy against the “cruel” despotism of yesteryear. Yet that 
justification has since come to light as mere, though unknowing, pretense: 
the people are inherently jealous of those who have more, just as was Aris-
togeiton. And it was precisely tyrannical jealousy which not only endangered 
both conspirators and their fellow citizens, but also the Athenians who were 
afraid of and so recalled the competent and yet hubristic Alcibiades. Demo-
cratic people thus deceive themselves concerning the matter of equality or 
their democratic institutions as being more salutary and just than they really 
are. This seems to be why Diodotus covered over the issue of justice in regard 
to Mytilene and instead spoke of expediency.

By so doing, he was able to deceive in his own manner pre-
cisely because he knew what kind of lies the people depend on. Following on 
all that has been said, it would thus seem that the demos—but therewith any 
demos whatsoever, including the few who are equal amongst themselves—
are most hostile to the truth concerning their own longings in two important 
respects. That is, the Athenians were incapable of both following Diodotus’ 
depreciation of political greatness and of learning of the dangers of their 
hypocrisy that he had helped expose. Accordingly, his frank admission about 
the nature of the city and man was not instructive to the city but only to 
Thucydides’ reader. This is confirmed by the fact that they did not seem to 
understand that he was lying to them. They were consequently unable to learn 
from his admission and better themselves. In other words, they still went on 
to recall Alcibiades for reasons that go to the heart of their misperceptions 
concerning the harshness of tyrannies, their own tyrannical ambitions. (That 
they followed his advice at all with respect to Mytilene seems to have more 
to do with his giving voice to what they already felt within themselves and 
so were willing to admit. In other words, the help he could offer was heavily 
qualified by its being bound to a particular affair.)

The story of Harmodius and Aristogeiton can thus be under-
stood as having intended to show that the Athenians lacked self-knowledge 
(accordingly, the earlier temptation to assert Athens’ superior self-knowledge 
with respect to Sparta’s must now be mitigated). Yet in order to see this we 
had to first familiarize ourselves with the Athenian character through people 
such as Diodotus, Alcibiades, and the responses to them by other fellow 
Athenians (including Thucydides’ comments concerning each) during the 
war. Thus only after having read from Book One to Book Six are we properly 
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prepared to understand what the Athenians could not:  that they did not 
understand themselves. Thucydides beautifully brings this out during his 
narrative of the Sicilian campaign where the Athenians were fighting unsuc-
cessfully against the Syracuseans. It was said that they were for the first time 
during the war fighting against a city like themselves, both in character and 
constitution. Yet it was just this sameness between the two regimes that made 
the fighting difficult for the Athenians. They were perplexed and driven into 
bewilderment (7.55). Athens, then, did not and could not understand the 
enemy because she could not understand herself. But even more than this, it 
would seem that the story of Harmodius and Aristogeiton suggests that, had 
Alcibiades become tyrant, he may have been able to save the people and thus 
his country by re-instilling the wisdom that was coeval with Hippias’ early 
tyranny (though this seems to only be a qualified preference of Thucydides’ 
for tyranny which is based on the circumstances of the Sicilian expedition; 
see 1.17). 

For reasons such as these, both Diodotus and Thucydides 
can be understood to not only point beyond the merely political, they also 
show how the city can be practically and so politically helped. They thereby 
address two different audiences at once, those who are either politically 
inclined like Alcibiades but wish to avoid his failures, and those who are 
philosophically inclined like themselves. Their political involvement is thus 
salutary and profound.

Addenda

1. To the extent that Thucydides’ intention is to offer knowl-
edge of the human condition, perhaps one must concede that his book is not 
simply philosophical, but is of political philosophy. With respect to philoso-
phy, one may say that, inasmuch as man is that special being who is open 
to the whole (being), he alone can philosophize about it, for of all beings he 
is like it inasmuch as he can follow in thought the order or nature of that 
which is. Yet the pursuit of such knowledge presupposes that he, insofar as 
he is also the only creature capable of self-deception, must come to know his 
own nature first and foremost. Political philosophy is thus of the greatest 
philosophical importance. 

2. For example, Gerald M. Mara’s “Thucydides and Plato on 
Democracy and Trust” (2001), Leo Strauss’s “The History of the Pelopon-
nesian War” (1978), and Clifford Orwin’s “Democracy and Trust” (2000) are 
all primarily interested in Diodotus’ claim as only pertaining to democratic 
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regimes. One notable exception is David Bolotin’s “Thucydides” (1987), 
which in this respect and others anticipates some of the claims I make in this 
paper, specifically as regards Diodotus and philosophy. I should also men-
tion in this regard Christopher Bruell’s essay “Thucydides’ View of Athenian 
Imperialism” (1974), as he too is aware of the sweeping claims which Diodo-
tus makes in his speech.

3. C. D. C. Reeve’s interpretation of these events in his 
“Thucydides on Human Nature,” does not seem to take this important fact 
into account. Likewise, Reeve’s does not sufficiently deal with the envy or 
pleonexia that exists even amongst equals (as do both Diodotus and Thucy-
dides), but instead relegates this animosity to the differing classes of rich and 
poor (and this even though Thucydides ultimately shows how this class divi-
sion is less important than the similar individuals that make up the classes). 
And though he mentions that “power and wealth naturally attract some 
envy,” he otherwise glosses this fact over and thereby the otherwise prob-
lematic relation between power and arrogance (1999, 438). In other words, 
not enough attention seems to be given to the fact that even justified power 
and its sound use might still be perceived as unjustified or arrogant and thus 
bring with them the unjust desire for revenge. 

4. Peter J. Ahrensdorf’s “The Fear of Death and the Long-
ing for Immortality: Hobbes and Thucydides on Human Nature and the 
Problem of Anarchy” (2000) also examines but in a different manner the 
importance of the desire for immortality within Thucydides’ narration.

5. A. Andrews, in his “The Mytilene Debate: Thucydides” 
openly states that this speech was certainly for the sake of showing Sparta’s 
national character (1962, 71).

6. Indeed, she was slow to enter into it precisely because 
she first needed others to speak for her (1.70, but also 6.88.10, 6.90-93, 7.18.1, 
7.19.1, 7.27.3-5, 7.28.1-2, 8.95.2). Her lack of speech is thus linked with her lack 
of “movement” or ambition so that she appears on the whole as “unnatural.” 
Speech, then, brings to light and belongs with ambition, so that one can speak 
of the loquacious and ambitious Athenians. In this regard, Athens is more 
natural than Sparta and so more important in Thucydides’ narrative.

7. Martin Ostwald, in his philological exegesis of the text, 
notes how the compulsion which led to war is not directly attributed to the 
Spartan fear of Athens, as most translations tend to suggest, for the use of 
ananke lacks a direct object. Accordingly, he concludes that Thucydides’ 
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ananke applies not only to Sparta’s fear, but also to Athens’ growth (1988, 
3-5). Thus, both parties were compelled into war by each other.

8. That Thucydides was content to simply observe affairs 
and no longer actively partake in them comes to light when one considers 
others who had been run out of Athens and yet longed for and so reentered 
political life: namely Themistocles, Hippias, and Alcibiades. It thus seems 
that only Thucydides was content to go to others simply for the sake of “see-
ing.” Both Thomas Hobbes (1989, 571-75) and David Bolotin (1987, 30-31) 
make a similar claim to mine. To avoid unnecessary confusion, however, it 
must be added that this private life of contemplation is based on an under-
standing of the political nature of man and so cannot simply be apolitical. In 
this respect, Thucydides and Diodotus ultimately point to a common theme 
found elsewhere in the classical tradition (e.g., Plato’s Apology, 32-33, and 
Gorgias, 521d, the difference between Xenophon’s Socratic and non-Socratic 
writings, and Aristotle’s Politics, 1255b20 and 1324a). As to Thucydides’ rela-
tion to philosophical thought in general, particularly with respect to the 
Sophists, see Arlene Saxonhouse’s “Nature and Convention in Thucydides’ 
History” (1978, 461-87).

9. Plutarch points to the difficulty of Alcibiades’ relation to 
Athens by stating that she both needed him but couldn’t stomach him (1986, 
xxii.5 and xxvii-xxxviii.) For two other extended and direct treatments of 
this relation, one may consult Steven Forde’s The Ambition to Rule (1989) and 
Robert Faulkner’s The Case for Greatness (2007, 58-126.)
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Postscript to “A Report on Leo Strauss’s  
Course on Giambattista Vico”

Way n e  A m bl e r

University of Colorado at Boulder

Wayne.Ambler@colorado.edu

I wrote a report published in the last edition of Interpreta-
tion on the transcript of Leo Strauss’s course on Vico, taught in the autumn 
quarter of 1963, at the University of Chicago. I noted that the transcript suf-
fers lacunae and that Lectures 8, 10, and 16 are missing altogether. I did not 
realize that my own copy of the transcript was missing a seventeenth lecture, 
one that I have since acquired. 

Better information on these transcripts should be available 
in the future: the tapes and transcripts of Strauss’s courses are being put into 
digital format at the new Leo Strauss Center at the University of Chicago. 
For further details, see http://chronicle.uchicago.edu/090402/strauss.shtml 
(accessed April 3, 2009) and http://leostrausscenter.uchicago.edu/ (accessed 
April 3, 2009). 

The transcript of the seventeenth lecture is the last of the 
course, is a page or two shorter than average, and ends without any conclud-
ing statement, either of that class or of the course as a whole. It considers 
selected paragraphs numbered between 1039 and 1083 of the New Science of 
Giambattista Vico, and hence the transcript does not include consideration 
of the concluding section of this work, paragraphs 1097-1112, which would 
have offered an occasion for more synoptic comments. For this and other 
reasons the last class confirms the impression left by the other lectures that 
Strauss understood this course to be a preliminary and wide-ranging inves-
tigation, not a conclusive study. The transcript of class 17 does not make any 
corrections of points made in previous classes or announce any substantial 
development of prior discussions, though of course it does refer to some 

© 2009 Interpretation, Inc.
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topics that were also discussed in prior classes. Chief among these are Vico’s 
account of the barbarism or even bestiality of early times, the return of bar-
barism in the Middle Ages, and the question of how Vico understands divine 
providence. Newer points include Vico’s views that the emergence of philoso-
phy depended especially on legislation and democracy; that his schema of the 
usual succession of the ages did not hold in Assyria, Egypt, or the Middle Ages, 
no one of which had a democratic age; and that—perhaps surprisingly—less 
is known about the later medieval barbarism than about its predecessor. The 
Middle Ages had chroniclers but no Thucydides or Aristotle.
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Addenda and Corrigenda: 
Interpretation, Vol. 36, Issue 1, Fall 2008

E m m a n u e l  Pata r d

Université Paris I Panthéon-Sorbonne

Emmanuel.Patard@malix.univ-paris1.fr

p. 10, n. 31, l. 10:	 90	 should appear as	 91

p. 27 (additional comment): On Leo Weinstein’s mimeographed copy of 
the “Restatement (1950)” typescript, which appears to stem from the same 
stencil as Joseph Cropsey’s and Laurence Berns’, the following notation, 
in Weinstein’s hand, occurs at the top of the first page: “Corrected version 
1954”—This notation suggests that the handwritten additions (included in 
the published versions) which appear on the series of mimeographed copies 
are contemporary with the publication of the French translation. (I thank 
Stuart Warner, Chicago, for having pointed out this document to me.)

p. 32, l. 10 (additional note): OT 1963: no comma after “hand”

p. 43: note 137 should be removed. 

p. 56, l. 6 (additional note): JC: sceptic

p. 80, l. 8:	 496 ff.		  495 f.

p. 91: the three lines in smaller size above the date should appear on the right 
of the page.

p. 93, l. 3:	 17.XII.1933		  17.XII.1932
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p. 93, correction to p. 222 (December 17, 1932):

	 17, Square Grangé		  7 Square Grangé 
	 Paris (13e), 17.XII.32		  Paris (13e), 17.XII.1932

p. 93, correction to p.  222, l.  2:  “have  the” should appear in the second  
column, and “have now the” in the third column.
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