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In truth, little is known about the life of Thucydides apart from a number of biographical references that are revealed throughout his History, as well as a small number of extant accounts from other sources. [footnoteRef:1] He was an Athenian, as we know from the opening line of his great work and was a participant in the early years of the war. He served as a Strategos from 424 BCE but having failed to prevent the city of Amphipolis being captured by the Spartans, he was exiled.  [1:  An example of this is Marcellinus´ Life of Thucydides, however, this text has been subjected to great scrutiny and as Maitland states in The Classical Quarterly, ´the subject matter, style and composite nature of the work render the notion of any single author out of the question´. Maitland also suggests that histories of the life of Thucydides are ´compiled from a store of anecdotal material´, and therefore what we can know about Thucydides with any degree of certainty can only come from the author himself. ] 


Thucydides´ only work is his History of the Peloponnesian War which tells the story of the various conflicts between the Delian League of city states led by Athens and the Peloponnesian League led by Sparta, which took place from 431-404 BCE. The series of books lead us from the earliest causes of the conflict, through the ebbs and flows of the various battles and events until 411 BCE, where the text ends in mid-sentence, seven years before the end of the conflict that had ravaged the entire Hellenic world.

The significance of Thucydides´ work is twofold. Firstly, and as Finley states in his introduction to Warner´s translation of Thucydides, “we have no alternative history of the Peloponnesian War to compare” and although there are other works, [footnoteRef:2] “we do far better to hold fast to the Thucydidiean history”. [2:  Finley discusses the work of Ephorus and his Universal History, which uses no original sources and was merely a reinterpretation of Thucydidiean sources. ] 


Secondly, and perhaps far more significantly, it is Thucydides´ methodology for carrying out this work that has echoed through time and is arguably the reason that this work is still being treated by academics to this day. 
Very early on in his History, Thucydides sets the text apart from other contemporary histories by outlining his intentions and methods of writing and states in Book 1:22, that research had been carried out, using multiple sources [footnoteRef:3] and analysis of that research [footnoteRef:4] had been carried out with a view to understanding the contemporary events and chronicling them accurately.  [3:  ´I did not even trust my own impressions, but it rests partly on what I saw myself, partly on what others saw for me´ - Thuc. P.W. 1.22.2 (Tran. Dutton).]  [4:  ´the accuracy of the report being always tried by the most severe and detailed tests possible´ - Thuc. P.W. 1.22.3 (Tran. Dutton).] 


Thucydides attempted to present his History using logic, reason, research and fact to give an impartial chronology of the conflict that he believed was “more worthy of relation than any that had preceded it”. [footnoteRef:5] At one stage in his Archaeology, and as Momigliano states, Thucydides “combines archaeological data, comparative ethnography and a historical interpretation of literary texts,” [footnoteRef:6] which is technique worthy of being considered modern historiography. [footnoteRef:7] It is this methodology that has earned him the titles (in some circles at least) of the father of historiography, the father of scientific history, the father of political realism and so on. [5:  Thuc. P.W. 1.1.1 (Tran. Dutton).]  [6:  Momigliano. The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography. (1990). p.43.]  [7:  Merriam Webster Dictionary: (2020) Definition of Historiography. In particular the passage stating ´the writing of history based on the critical examination of sources, the selection of particulars from the authentic materials, and the synthesis of particulars into a narrative that will stand the test of critical methods´.] 


In the coming passages, individual elements of Thucydides´ methodology whilst writing his History of the Peloponnesian War will be discussed and the effects on the reliability of his account, actual or perceived, will also be evaluated. 

Thucydidiean chronology

The Manual of Historical Research Methodology defines chronology as “the science of arranging the events of the past in order of their occurrence”, [footnoteRef:8] and something which underpins the basis of all historical study, whilst also serving to determine “the structure of historical works”. [footnoteRef:9] Sreedharan also confidently states that “the chronology of events provides the clue to solving problems of origin, growth, development and decay”, [footnoteRef:10] which is certainly what Thucydides set out to achieve when he embarked on his History, as we see when he pens that his History is for “those inquirers who desire an exact knowledge of the past”. [footnoteRef:11] [8:  Sreedharan. A Manual of Historical Research Methodology. (2007). p.131.]  [9:  Sreedharan. (2007). p.131.]  [10:  Sreedharan. (2007). p.132.]  [11:  Thuc. P.W. 1.1. (trans. Crawley)] 


Discussion of Thucydidiean chronologies will be discussed in two distinct parts. Firstly, issues concerning the Pentecontaetia will be considered and evaluated and secondly, the way in which Thucydides establishes a chronological model from Book 2 onwards will be examined. 

In her discussion on Thucydides´ chronology of the Pentecontaetia, Kallet states that “Ancient Historians are frequently criticized when it comes to chronological reliability” and that “Thucydides is no exception”. [footnoteRef:12] Indeed, there is no shortage of criticism for Thucydides´ account of this 50-year period. A.W. Gomme described Thucydides´ account as “chronologically imprecise and brief”, [footnoteRef:13] and Duff goes further to suggest that “that Thoukydides' Pentekontaetia is seriously flawed is now widely, though not universally, accepted”. [footnoteRef:14]  [12:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. The Oxford handbook of Thucydides. (2017) p.65.]  [13:  Gomme et. al., A Historical Commentary on Thucydides (1956). P.361]  [14:  Duff, T. Review Article: The Accuracy of Thoukydides. (1999) p. 691.] 


Perceived problems with Thucydides´ accuracy in his Pentecontaetia stem from uncertainty over precise dates and “because he prefers vague terms such as “meanwhile,” “later” and the like”. [footnoteRef:15] Numerous examples of this kind of chronological inaccuracy can be found throughout the Pentecontaetia, for example in 1.100 [footnoteRef:16] and 1.104, [footnoteRef:17] and very much justify criticisms of the Thucydidiean chronology. These inaccuracies could be (and have been) used to challenge the overall accuracy of the wider Thucydidiean chronology too and Duff again claims that Thucydides' chronology is “far from being either complete or watertight”. [footnoteRef:18] It is entirely reasonable then to question the credibility of the Thucydidiean Pentecontaetia chronology and by extension the entire text, especially considering that within this brief exposition, as Badian writes, Thucydides establishes “Sparta's responsibility for the war,” [footnoteRef:19] and therefore very likely prejudices any reader of the rest of this text going forward.  [15:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.65.]  [16:  ´Some time later occurred the revolt of Thasos´ - Thuc. P.W. 1.100. (trans. Warner).]  [17:  ´About this time Inaros, the son of Psammetichus´ - Thuc. P.W. 1.104. (trans. Warner).]  [18:  Duff. (1999). p.692.]  [19:  Badian. From Plataea To Potidaea. (1993). p.74.] 


It can be argued however that contentions of accuracy within the chronology of the Thucydidiean Pentecontaetia are not issues with the text at large. In fact, Stadter separates the Pentecontaetia from the rest of the text by stating that this “analysis does not attempt to present a history of the period (which would require a quite different method)”, [footnoteRef:20] and Kallet supports this position by arguing that “Thucydides is above all interested in the process by which Athenian power grew”, [footnoteRef:21] and therefore potentially less interested in providing exact dates. It seems then, that Thucydides was concerned with simply providing context to his History in the Pentecontaetia and therefore, and as Stadter suggests, at this point does not need to employ the more accurate methods (which will be discussed) of chronological construction exhibited throughout the later stages of the text. Indeed, if Thucydides were to have treated the Pentecontaetia with the same level of historical scrutiny and detail as he did the rest of his History, it would have changed “completely the proportions and the character… of the history as a whole”. [footnoteRef:22] [20:  Stadter. The Form and Content of. Thucydides' Pentecontaetia (1.89-117). (1993). p.37.]  [21:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.64.]  [22:  Stadter. (1993). p.38.] 


At the very beginning of Book 2 and the commencement of war, Thucydides states that he “recorded the events as they occurred each summer and each winter” [footnoteRef:23] which already distinguishes the method of construction of his chronology from the majority of book one, and of course is a much more accurate method of dating events. Forsdyke remarks that “Thucydides boasts that he uses a more refined system of dating events by summers and winters and, in fact, in practice, sometimes indicates even more minute calibrations, such as the point within a season,” [footnoteRef:24] when he discusses the Boeotian capture of the city of Heraclea, [footnoteRef:25] and the Spartan mobilisation and assembly at Phlius. [footnoteRef:26] This method of dating events clearly enhances the reliability of any chronology and also the understanding of the causes and effects concerning any subsequent or prior events. Sreedharan holds the establishment of chronology as paramount and states that “History, in the absence of dates, would not only be blind but spineless”. [footnoteRef:27] Stadter too places this “extremely conscious and consistent” [footnoteRef:28] method of recording at the very apex of Thucydides´ achievements when writing his History and goes on to argue that in regularly restating a formal acknowledgement of the time in which an event occurred, Thucydides established an “unmistakably clear chronological framework” [footnoteRef:29] and with it “created a new kind of history,” [footnoteRef:30] which is now, according to Sreedharan, considered the “first step in any serious historical investigation”. [footnoteRef:31]  [23:  Thuc. P.W. 2.1. (trans. Warner)]  [24:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.22.]  [25:  ´At the very beginning of the following summer the Boeotians took over the city of Heraclea´ - Thuc. P.W. 5.2.1 (trans. Warner). ]  [26:  ´In the middle of the next summer, the Spartans, seeing that their allies´ - Thuc. P.W. 5.57.1 (trans. Warner).]  [27:  Sreedharan. (2007). p.132.]  [28:  Foster & Lateiner. Thucydides And Herodotus. (2012). p.44.]  [29:  Foster & Lateiner. (2012). p.45. ]  [30:  Foster & Lateiner. (2012). p.45.]  [31:  Sreedharan. (2007). p.132.] 


[bookmark: _Hlk37861056]After his problematic chronological account of the Pentecontaetia, the rigidity to which Thucydides keeps to his method of chronicling events by season, and in some instances, by part of season from Book 2 onwards is clearly a strength of his History and is a technique which undoubtedly contributes significantly to the reliability of his account of the Peloponnesian war. 

Critical examination and discussion of available evidence
As well as establishing a reliable chronology, Thucydides was active in the critical analysis of the available sources and very candidly discussed issues regarding the genesis of much of the existing material that he was able to employ to construct his work. Forsdyke tells us that Thucydides was obliged “to examine the evidence critically” [footnoteRef:32] and in 1.22, he states that he engaged in the investigation of “every particular, as far as was possible”. [footnoteRef:33] Rood also observes that we get “The sense of Thucydides´ mastery of the complexities of historical research” by “overt criticism of how other people treat the past”. [footnoteRef:34] [32:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.22.]  [33:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22.3 (trans. Dale)]  [34:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. Brill's Companion to Thucydides. (2012). P.234.] 


In his Handbook for Classical Research, Schaps states that when constructing any history “we must eventually base ourselves on the primary sources” and that any “secondary source, by definition, can know nothing more than what was in the primary sources”. [footnoteRef:35] Thucydides it seems, was all too aware of the lack of reliable primary material that was available to him to construct his introductory passages and as Forsdyke tells us, “Thucydides explicitly discusses the problem of evidence throughout his introduction,” [footnoteRef:36] by stating that “In investigating past history, and in forming the conclusions which I have formed, it must be admitted that one cannot rely on every detail”. [footnoteRef:37] Thucydides here doesn´t claim to have an entirely accurate picture of what happened in the past, but states that his conclusions are adequate given the scarcity of the available information and is however “proud of his method, which he claims enables enormous improvement over the findings of his predecessors,” [footnoteRef:38] as we can see when he targets his contemporaries and those that went before him in 1.21.2. [footnoteRef:39] It is this explicit recognition of the unreliability of certain elements of his History that some argue reinforces the overall reliability of his account of the Peloponnesian war, and as Rood states “Thucydides, it seems, has it both ways: both the apparent certainty of most of his narrative, and his occasional uncertainty, increase our impression of his authority”. [footnoteRef:40] Kagan too writes that “the great majority of the evidence that permits us to reject the Thucydidiean interpretation is provided by Thucydides,” [footnoteRef:41] which seems to suggest that Thucydides presented so much factual information from the available sources that any uncertainties have been identified retrospectively. One could argue that the presentation of all of these sources might too support the reliability of the overall account, as Thucydides´ emphasis “was not an attempt at deception” [footnoteRef:42] as some have accused, but an exercise in setting “before us the truth as he saw it”. [footnoteRef:43] [35:  Schaps. Handbook for Classical Research. (2011). p.41.]  [36:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.22.]  [37:  Thuc. P.W. 1.20.1 (trans. Warner)]  [38:  Rawlings. Thucydidean epistemology: between philosophy and history. (2010). p.256.]  [39:  ´It is better evidence than that of the poets, who exaggerate the importance of their themes, or of the prose chroniclers, who are less interested in telling the truth than in catching the attention of their public, whose authorities cannot be checked, and whose subject-matter, owing to the passage of time, is mostly lost in the unreliable streams of mythology.´ - Thuc. P.W. 1.21 (trans. Warner)]  [40:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). P.246.]  [41:  Kagan. The Outbreak of The Peloponnesian War. (1989). p.347.]  [42:  Kagan. (1989). p.347.]  [43:  Kagan. (1989). p.347.] 


As well as acknowledging issues with the available evidence from the past, Thucydides also discusses the reliability of the contemporary evidence that he collected when he offers some analysis and conclusions again in 1.22. 

Thucydides discusses the speeches that are made throughout his History which can be seen as rather problematic. Thucydides states that “it was hard to remember the exact words of what was said; both for myself… and to those who reported it to me from any other quarters”. [footnoteRef:44] This raises serious questions about reliability of the text, and Thucydides threatens the reliability of these speeches further by stating that his ´habit´ had been “to make the speakers say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions”. [footnoteRef:45] Thucydides here all but admits to manipulating what has been said to suit ´his opinion´, and the specific usage of the words habit and various occasions here, suggests that the manipulation of what was actually said in the speeches could have been a regular occurrence. Thucydides does go on however to say that he followed as closely “as possible to the general sense of the words that were actually used,” [footnoteRef:46] but it can be argued that the damage to the reliability of these speeches has already been done. It stands to reason that if Thucydides himself cannot be sure that what he writes is accurate, the text loses credibility as there is no way that we can be sure what has been written was actually said, and no way of cross-referencing as Thucydides himself would have expected. Due to the potentially inaccurate recounting of the speeches within the text, Duff is led to question their validity and states that they are “not verbatim reports, but vehicles for his own musings,” [footnoteRef:47] and so as a record of history, are potentially unreliable. Gruen supports this by stating that the speeches, especially those at which Thucydides admits to not being present, “are better seen as vehicles for the historian's ideas than as accurate reflections of sentiments actually expressed”. [footnoteRef:48] Garrity however argues that Thucydides´ reproductions of the content of speeches is “based on real knowledge,” [footnoteRef:49] and states that “acknowledgment of the possibility that the content he reports may not be the same as the actual content of what was said should, moreover, be taken for what it is… a scrupulous admission of the inherent difficulty of the task, nothing more and nothing less”. [footnoteRef:50] This candour and acknowledgement of the complications in creating an unbiased and reliable History could once more be seen to serve to validate the work of Thucydides. [44:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22. (trans. Dale)]  [45:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22 (trans. Crawley)]  [46:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22 (trans. Warner)]  [47:  Duff. (1999). p.691.]  [48:  Gruen. Thucydides, His Critics and Interpreters. (1971). p.329.]  [49:  Garrity. Thucydides 1.22.1: Content and Form in the Speeches. (1998). p.374.]  [50:  Garrity. (1998). p.374.] 


Thucydides goes on to discuss the reliability of his narrative, and his method of ensuring that the truth (or as close to the truth) was achieved through “most severe and detailed tests possible”. [footnoteRef:51] He writes that “with regard to the facts of what was done in the war, I did not presume to state them on hearsay from any chance informant, nor as I thought probable myself; but those at which I was personally present, and when informed by others, only after investigating them accurately in every particular”. [footnoteRef:52] Thucydides’ specific mention of cross-referencing techniques as a method of ascertaining a reliable truth, and his denial of presumptions in favour of empirical evidence suggests that he was driven by the truth, for the truth’s sake and to give as clearer picture as possible about the events that he either witnessed or was narrating based on testimony. Regarding the eyewitness accounts used to formulate the narrative, it is true that these may themselves lack reliability, but Thucydides was aware of this and as Forsdyke remarks, in 1:22 he “notes that even eyewitnesses tended to give different accounts of the events that they experienced because of partisanship or lapse of memory,” [footnoteRef:53] and goes on to say that “Thucydides explicit recognition of the deficiencies of memory and particularly the distortions introduced by partisanship has been fundamental to his reputation as the founder of scientific or objective history”. [footnoteRef:54] Ober however, argues that although Thucydides does give some indication that testing was carried out against his sources, his actual method, for example, “What exactly does this process entail? How are the narratives of past events put to the test? What is the touchstone by which the historian tests the gold content of others accounts?”, [footnoteRef:55] is never explicitly described, and instead the reader is presented with a rather antagonistic “digression on the probable reception of Thucydides” [footnoteRef:56] in 1.22.4, rather than any real explanation about how Thucydides has arrived at his narrative.  [51:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22.3 (trans. Crawley)]  [52:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22. (trans. Dale)]  [53:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017). p.22.]  [54:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017). p.25.]  [55:  Ober. Political Dissent in Democratic Athens. (2011). p.58.]  [56:  Ober. (2011). p.58.] 


Writing Style and role as impartial and authoritative narrator

Often throughout his work, Thucydides breaks the narratorial flow of the text, reveals information about himself and evaluates or compares his own work to that of his contemporaries, which for some are seen as literary devices to convince his readers of his authority as an author and for others are restatements of his role as impartial narrator of the war. Abbot, in fact, suggests that ´Thucydides´ “reputation for trustworthiness rests chiefly upon the impression produced by his manner of writing”. [footnoteRef:57] Instances of Thucydides´ ´manner of writing´ will be evaluated in the following passages.  [57:  Abbot. Thucydides: A Study in Historical. Reality (2018). ] 


Rood states that the opening statement of Book 1 of Thucydides´ History enhances his authority as a writer and that “by saying ´An Athenian´ rather than ´the Athenian´, he is simply revealing his home city” [footnoteRef:58] rather than betraying any bias for one side or the other. We can see this impartiality repeated for the introduction of the “Spartan Salaethus” [footnoteRef:59] among many other examples throughout the text. Thucydides also avoids “making any claim about his own fame” [footnoteRef:60] whereas later, he heaps praise on both an Athenian and a Spartan when he refers to the “Spartan Pausanias and the Athenian Themistocles, who were the most famous people of their day in Hellas”. [footnoteRef:61] This careful avoidance of partisanship in these instances clearly illustrate that Thucydides was active in attempting to frame himself as an impartial narrator. Rood again claims that Thucydides´ neutrality at this point can be seen to follow Herodotus´ example, whose wish it was to chronicle “the great and wonderful actions of the Greeks and the Barbarians”. [footnoteRef:62] Throughout the text, Thucydides regularly and “overtly breaks the flow the narrative” [footnoteRef:63] to “make an explicit methodological statement, to express doubt and uncertainty or even to announce his own status as writer”. [footnoteRef:64] These repeated breaks in the narrative, as seen in 2:70 [footnoteRef:65] and at the close of most of the years of the war, can be seen as constant reiterations of his role as author of the events of the war as outlined in the opening lines. Ober, however, describes Thucydides´ objectivity is a “rhetorical stance” [footnoteRef:66] that allows the author a position of privilege as “political thinker and critic of democracy,” [footnoteRef:67] which of course not only undermines the reliability of the historical method of Thucydides, but also his History as a whole.  [58:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). P.229.]  [59:  Thuc. P.W. 3.25.1 (trans. Warner)]  [60:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). P.229.]  [61:  Thuc. P.W. 1.138.6 (trans. Warner)]  [62:  Hdt. Hist. 1.1 (trans. de Sélincourt)]  [63:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). P.227.]  [64:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). P.227.]  [65:  ´so ended the second year of this war recorded by Thucydides´ - Thuc. P.W. 2.70 (trans. Warner).]  [66:  Ober. (2011). p.58.]  [67:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). p.227.] 


Further to his regular restatements of impartial authorship, Thucydides states that his rationale for composing the text is not to make it entertaining, but truthful. He writes that “the unfabulous character of my work” and “the absence of romance in my history will, I fear, detract somewhat from its interest,” [footnoteRef:68] which clearly suggests that the author is not concerned with entertainment, but accuracy. It can be argued that this manner of writing supports the reliability of Thucydides´ text as a factual account of the war. Abbot supports this position and argues that Thucydides “does not try to heighten a situation or to wring out of an incident more than it really contains,” [footnoteRef:69] and goes on to describe Thucydides´ ´self-denial´ of dramatic licence in his History as something that would naturally inspire a degree of confidence in his readers and that Thucydides´ writing style constitutes a “guarantee of good faith”. [footnoteRef:70] Contemporary works also draw criticism from Thucydides due to their perceived lack of accuracy and their exaggerations for the sake of entertainment. He states that his History will not be “disturbed either by the lays of a poet displaying the exaggeration of his craft, or by the compositions of the chroniclers that are attractive at truth's expense”. [footnoteRef:71] Once more Thucydides bolsters the reliability of his work by contrasting it with other histories of its day and describing his matter of fact manner of writing. That being said, Forsdyke does assert that “for all his rhetoric of factual accuracy, Thucydides shaped his account in ways that engage the emotions of his readers in order to both persuade and to move them”. [footnoteRef:72] It seems ironic that Thucydides is active in highlighting the historical inadequacies of his contemporaries but, in the opinion of some academics at least, is no more authoritative in his methods and is in fact, as Rawlings suggests, a “skilled manipulator who… intentionally misleads his readers”. [footnoteRef:73]  [68:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22. (trans. Dale)]  [69:  Abbot. (2018). ]  [70:  Abbot. (2018).]  [71:  Thuc. P.W. 1.1. (trans. Crawley)]  [72:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.1.]  [73:  Rawlings. The Structure of Thucydides' History. (1981). p.266.] 


As becomes apparent in Book 5:26, [footnoteRef:74] Thucydides was exiled for failing to prevent the city of Amphipolis from being captured by the Spartan army. Rood states that “it is here that he first reveals that he was an exile for much of the war – and so in an excellent position to gain information from both sides, and not least the Peloponnesians”. [footnoteRef:75] As Rood alludes to, it is the reality of exile that arguably places Thucydides in a uniquely favourable position to be able to objectively chronicle the events of the war. Indeed, Forsdyke argues that after his exile, Thucydides´ position can be “taken as further evidence of his objectivity” and that he was able to be “present on both sides of the conflict and better perceive events”. [footnoteRef:76] Thucydides himself acknowledges his privileged position and writes that it was his “fate to be an exile from my country for twenty years after my command at Amphipolis; and being present with both parties, and more especially with the Peloponnesians by reason of my exile, I had leisure to observe affairs more closely”. [footnoteRef:77] Thucydides privileged position can be seen in his account of the Battle of Matinea in 5:68:2, in his description of the ´arrangement and composition´ of the forces. Forsdyke tells us here that Thucydides “provides a detailed calculation, based on the various divisions of the Spartan army,” [footnoteRef:78] and that “knowledge of the units and chains of command of the Spartan army was presumably part of the rigorous investigation that he conducted in the Peloponnesus during the period of his exile”. [footnoteRef:79] Thucydides account of the battle was also “focalized from the Spartan perspective,” [footnoteRef:80] and Hornblower states that it is very likely that Thucydides interviewed Spartan´s to arrive at his account. [footnoteRef:81] This level of access and the objectivity of the resulting account, it seems, was achieved because of Thucydides perceived neutrality in the conflict after 424 BCE. Syme goes further to suggest that “exile may be the making of an historian,” [footnoteRef:82] that it shapes the viewpoint of the historian, “permitting him to look at things with detachment”. [footnoteRef:83] This detachment from national ideology may well have afforded Thucydides a ´leisure to observe´ from an objective perspective and therefore produce a more balanced account of events, however Rhodes argues that upon being exiled, “it would be astonishing if such a man was wholly dispassionate,” [footnoteRef:84] and states that the “view of a wholly dispassionate, scientific and impartial Thucydides still lingers in some quarters, but it needs to be discarded”. [footnoteRef:85] Rhodes point here does carry some weight, and it is a very reasonable assumption that any person would have some kind of emotional response to exile, and Thucydides, having more than most to lose from exile, [footnoteRef:86] could have been expected to have a greater response, however he mentions nothing of the sort. [74:  ´It happened, too, that I was banished from my country for twenty years after my command at Amphipolis´. - Thuc. P.W. 5.26 (trans. Warner)]  [75:  Rengakos & Tsakmakis. (2012). p.230.]  [76:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.25.]  [77:  Thuc. P.W. 5.26 (trans. Crawley)]  [78:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.26]  [79:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.26]  [80:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.26]  [81:  Hornblower. A Commentary on Thucydides: Volume III: Books 5.25-8.109. (2008).]  [82:  Syme. Thucydides: Proceedings of The British Academy. (1962).]  [83:  Syme. (1962).]  [84:  Rhodes. Thucydides on the Causes of the Peloponnesian War. (1987). p.161.]  [85:  Rhodes. (1987). p.161.]  [86:  Being an Athenian patriot, from an aristocratic background, deeply involved in Athenian politics] 


Whilst it is correct to say that exact historical objectivity, or the “view from nowhere is impossible,” [footnoteRef:87] it seems that Thucydides was at most striving to achieve objectivity as best as he could, or at least attempting to present himself as objective with a view to persuade readers of the reliability of his conclusions.  [87:  Ober. (2011). p.58.] 


Conclusion
Thucydides´ writing of the History of the Peloponnesian War is a ground-breaking achievement. The rational and empirical methodology that Thucydides devised and attempts to apply throughout his work enables us to construct a timeline of events as well as critique the causes and consequences of the events that he presents. It is Thucydides´ “emphasis on the impartial investigation of the facts” [footnoteRef:88] that sets his work apart from his contemporaries and of course, has been foundational in his reputation for authority and reliability. Westlake contends that “Modern scholars may, for all manner of reasons, challenge the accuracy of his information or the validity of his judgements, whether expressed or implied; but it is very seldom that they can find even moderately reputable evidence which they can use against him.” [footnoteRef:89] This is perhaps an indirect endorsement of the reliability of Thucydides´ account of the war, and if we have no other complete sources to use, as Finley suggests, we, as modern historians are in no real position to assert that Thucydides´ account is unreliable, and should, as Schaps tells us, “base ourselves on the primary sources,´ [footnoteRef:90] and to ´hold fast to the Thucydidiean history”. [footnoteRef:91] [88:  Balot, Forsdyke & Foster. (2017) p.26.]  [89:  Westlake. The subjectivity of Thucydides: his treatment of the Four Hundred at Athens. (1973). p.194.]  [90:  Schaps. (2011). p.41.]  [91:  Thuc. P.W. 1.22. (trans. Warner)] 


As this essay has discussed, there are, however numerous looming questions over the reliability of Thucydides´ account of the Peloponnesian War. The “conscious selectivity of facts,” [footnoteRef:92] the at times “strong pro-Athenian bias,” [footnoteRef:93] the admission of the fabrication of certain aspects of speeches in 1.22.1 all contribute to what Bury describes as the “inescapable subjectivity´ of the Historian,” [footnoteRef:94] who took “the mass of fact which was to have been shapeless, so that the work of science came to be the work of art”. [footnoteRef:95]  [92:  Gruen. (1971). p.329.]  [93:  Podoksik, E. Justice, Power and Athenian Imperialism: An Ideological Moment in Thucydides ‘History’. (2005). p.21]  [94:  Bury. The Ancient Greek Historians. (1909). p.108.]  [95:  Cornford, F. Thucydides Mythistoricus. (1971) p.ix.] 

In summary, it is clear that in his creation of a new historical methodology, Thucydides also created a masterpiece. It is imperfect and his method for the creation of the narrative and the narrative of the text itself have been (and will continue to be) justifiably subjected to intense scrutiny. There are elements of the text that can be relied upon to form a great understanding of this period, the events and the people who lived and yet there are areas where reliability becomes an issue for the historian searching for objective truth, or as close to that as possible. It is Kagan, who perfectly summarises how best to use Thucydides´ work, stating that we must “distinguish between the evidence he presents and the interpretation he puts on it. Only then can we use it as a ´possession forever´”. [footnoteRef:96]  [96:  Kagan. (1989). p.347.] 
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