‘On the events of the war, I did not think it proper to write on the basis of chance encounters, or of my own judgement, but of events at which I was present myself and in the other cases investigating each matter with as much accuracy as possible’ (Thucydides 1.22.2).
Discuss the validity of Thucydides as a source and his position as the ‘father of history’
To be assessed as the ‘father of history’ would require the historian to be thought of as the first historian who then influenced those who came next, it can be debated as to whether Thucydides is worthy of this title or whether other historians deserve the title more.  To be a valid source what Thucydides wrote would need to be viewed as trustworthy and believable, as he wrote on a limited topic, the Peloponnesian war, which he fought in himself, it is likely that what he has written can be easily trusted and so therefore be viewed as valid.

Thucydides himself writes on his validity in the introduction saying that he only writes on events “at which I was present myself” and had investigated any information from other sources,[footnoteRef:1] this makes him a valid source because he has the ability to verify what he is saying and is not basing his information off unknown sources of the distant past like Herodotus, instead he is writing on events that took place in his own lifetime and so we can trust that they are most probably true.  The fact that he wrote a selective and highly detailed history also increases his validity,[footnoteRef:2] with his analytical methodology allowing him to be called the first ‘scientific historian’, suggesting that he researched the events before writing his history.[footnoteRef:3]
 [1:  Thucydides 1.22.2]  [2:  Hornblower, 2011: 5]  [3:  Cochrane, 1929: 3] 

Due to translation issues of his history Thucydides may not be as trustworthy as believed, because he wrote in ancient Greek any versions being read today have been translated, probably multiple times and so meanings may have changed depending on the translators reading and interpretation, most notably the change from “barbarians” in earlier translations to “non-Greeks” later on, due to changing views over the correct term to use.[footnoteRef:4]  The structure of the history has also changed as the original version was not divided into books or chapters and the subheadings have been added by penguin editions.[footnoteRef:5]  The title “The Peloponnesian War” was never used by Thucydides instead the original title was “the war between the Peloponnesians the Athenians” which highlights a pro-Athenian bias as it does not mention their allies, and shows the clear limits on what it is he will be discussing, a focus entirely on the war and none of the other contemporary affairs.[footnoteRef:6]  Thucydides loyalties during the war also effects the validity of his writing, as although he started on the Athenian side he was exiled due to failure as a general and then went to live in the Peloponnese, meaning he consorted with both sides.[footnoteRef:7]  He says he started his work at the beginning of the war but there is much debate (the second introduction controversy) as to whether he wrote the history is one go or in two parts, the first half being up to the Peace of Nicias (4 and a quarter books) and the second half written after the Athenians final surrender in 404BC, at which point he then went through and altered the rest of the books; however, he did not finish these alternations before his death so the history remains unfinished, which is seen through the lack of speeches in Books 5 and 8.[footnoteRef:8]  This means that Thucydides was writing after the war and so could add comments or thoughts on events and why actions may have been taken, therefore adding his own opinion instead of keeping to the facts, he often comes across as opinionated and lets his emotions control what he says, seen when he describes an event as ‘a horrible thing’.[footnoteRef:9]  There are also many speeches throughout the history which Thucydides although he may have heard some of them and had access to reports of them, and so Thucydides admits himself he has had them say what they mostly likely would have said in the situation.[footnoteRef:10] [4:  Hobbes, 1843; Jowett 1881; Warner, 1972: 35]  [5:  Cartwright, 1997: 9]  [6:  Cartwright, 1997: 10]  [7:  Finley Jr, 1963: 8]  [8:  Finley Jr, 1963: 76-77]  [9:  Thucydides 3.49.4]  [10: Jebb, 1907: 371-2; Thucydides 1.22] 

Whether a person deserves the title of ‘Father of History’ very much depends on the influence that they had on future historians.  Thucydides ‘history’ went on to inspire Xenophon’s Hellenica which took over the narrative of history where Thucydides leaves off, just as Thucydides does not impeach on what Herodotus had written before him, suggesting that they saw each other as valid sources and felt no need to correct the other.  He is classed with writing the first ‘scientific’ history as he didn’t involve the gods and myths in the narrative as Herodotus had, and only wrote what he had researched as fact.[footnoteRef:11]  This factual history is emphasised through his style of writing which is very concise and detailed, even including the so-called ‘archaeology constitute’ in his introduction as a digression to corroborate his first sentence that the war which he is writing about is the most important war in Greek history.[footnoteRef:12]  He is often described as the ‘historian’s historian’ because of his acute and analytic way of writing, however, with his specialist history only on the war he only discusses political, diplomatic, and military processes, not venturing into a discussion on society.[footnoteRef:13]
 [11:  Cochrane, 1929: 166]  [12:  Finley Jr, 1963: 75]  [13:  Holland, 2013: xxx-xxxi] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]However perhaps Thucydides ‘history’ is too limited for him to deserve the title of ‘father of history’ as he only wrote on the Peloponnesian war, staying within the realms of political, diplomatic, and military history.  To be the ‘father of history’ would mean that he then set the standard for future historians, and he had very little fame in his time often because of his writing style.[footnoteRef:14]  Historians who came immediately after him deviated from his style, and instead like Livy started to include mythological stories in their writing like Herodotus had; although Livy even admits in his preface that events before the founding of the city are closer to what a poet would write and not the facts of a historian.[footnoteRef:15]  Thucydides writing style also includes many digressions and he does not immediately go into the causes and background of the war, instead making an elaborate study of the past.[footnoteRef:16]  Thucydides in many ways is not a commemorator, instead he writes the history to confirm his views on the present and to give reasons for how society is currently being run.
 [14:  Rawlings, 2015: Part 29]  [15:  Livy, History of Rome, 1 pr.7]  [16:  Finley Jr, 1963: 81] 

There are other ancient historians who perhaps more deserve the title of ‘father of history’, most notably Herodotus, who had written about the Persian wars half a century earlier.  Herodotus is predominantly the historian known as the ‘father of history’ having been named so by Cicero[footnoteRef:17] but he is also called the ‘father of lies’ because he used mythical stories, multiple different interpretations of events, and because the events he was discussing were in the distant past, so he had very little evidence to support his stories.  Many Romans did not like Herodotus’ writing especially Plutarch and there were many Roman pamphlets attempting to degrade him by publicising his ‘lies’.[footnoteRef:18]  However, his history is the first narrative history to have survived, despite the controversy over the name “historia” actually meaning “inquires” or “investigation” and so it is an incorrect translation that it has been called a “histories”.[footnoteRef:19]  What Herodotus does successfully do is provide a balance in his writing as he gives opinions from both the Greeks and non-Greeks, presenting all views and not just his own, the modern view is that Thucydides was a historian who focused on the political and military aspects, while Herodotus wrote a more rounded history including society and culture.[footnoteRef:20]  To be classed as the ‘father of history’ then he needs to have influenced future historians which he does not appear to have done with the next great historian Thucydides who completely disagrees with his style of writing, instead it is Thucydides who influences the historians who come after him like Xenophon.[footnoteRef:21] [17:  Cicero, Laws 1.5]  [18:  Waters, 1985: 153]  [19:  Quincey, 1859, 113-167; Evans, 1968: 12]  [20:  Holland, 2013: xxxi]  [21:  Evans, 1968: 12-13] 

Therefore, it appears that only in a modern context is Herodotus deemed the ‘father of history’ because his is the first narrative history to have survived and he clearly influenced current historians even if those directly after him did not follow his style, although Thucydides did influences later historians writing styles he cannot be the ‘father of history’ because he was not the earliest and there were probably some historians before both Thucydides and Herodotus who have been lost.  Thucydides may be a valid source because he only wrote on what he saw and knew, but perhaps he is not a valid source and the only reason he is trusted is because he is one of our only sources on the Peloponnesian war so there is no other choice.  Both men were clearly valued as historians though as seen by the double herm of Thucydides and Herodotus which has their heads joined together, although the one that survives today in the Naples Museum is Roman, it is believed to be a copy of a Greek original, showing that the Greeks valued both historians.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  University of Cambridge, 2017] 
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