
 

 

PORTRAIT OF PERICLES IN EPHORUS’ 
UNIVERSAL HISTORY 

THE CAUSES OF THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR  
(D. S. 12,38,1−41,1)* 

ATTILA HAJDÚ 

While describing the causes of the Peloponnesian war in the Book 12 of 
his Historical work, Diodorus Siculus refers to Ephorus. (12,38,1−41,1). 
According to him, Pericles, the celebrated statesman of Athenian 
democracy, led Athens into the war, which brought the hegemony of 
Athens to an end. The Sicilian historiographer wrote down in detail that 
Pericles’ personal motives had been the real causes of the Peloponnesian 
war—namely, he attempted to deflect the attention of the Athenians from 
the accusations brought against him. In my paper, I introduce the possible 
sources of Pericles’ negative portrayal that Ephorus could integrate into his 
works, and I also identify the main characteristics of these descriptions. 
My purpose is to prove that the negative literary portrayal of Pericles is 
partly due to Ephorus’ negative attitude towards Thucydides, since agōn, 
i.e. contest, was typical of Greek ideology. 

In the 4th century BC,1 the slowly declining polis opened the door to 
Greek ideas of historiē other than the Hellenica, which followed the model 
of Thucydides’ Historiae. In this period, the field of historical inquiry 
extended. This was partially due, on the one hand, to the fact that written 
documents had gradually appeared in the oikumenē.2 On the other hand, 
the idea of Panhellenism developed by Isocrates also took hold in Greek 
thought.3 Thus, the recent past, so far described by the help of autopsia, 
was not the only focus of historical investigation. At the same time, it 
became necessary to rethink and question the epistemological hierarchy of 

                                                           
 

* The present paper has been prepared with the support of the Stiftung Aktion 
Österreich-Ungarn. 
1 Currently all the years are BC. 
2 See NÉMETH–SZILÁGYI–RITOÓK–SARKADY (2006: 652–653). 
3 See, in details ALONZO-NÚÑEZ (1990: 175); LUCE (1997: 77). 
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the opsis-akoē created by the Ionian historians, Herodotus and 
Thucydides.4  

Ephorus of Cyme, who lived at the beginning of the Macedonian 
hegemony,5 took on a Herculean task under those conditions. Ephorus was 
the first to write a universal history (῎Εφορον τὸν πρῶτον καὶ μόνον 
ἐπιβεβλημένον τὰ καθόλου γράφειν)6 in Greek historiography.7 The 
Historiae consisted of thirty books. It began with the Return of 
Heracleidae and went on to his own epoch.8 Although the Historiae were 

                                                           
 

4 For more detail regarding the epistemological background of the Ancient 
historiography, see SCHEPENS (2007: 39–55); MARINCOLA (1997: 63–85). For 
epistemology of Ephorus in detail, see PARMEGGIANI (2001: 696–703). 
5 There was a heated discussion about the issue whether Ephorus still lived at the 
beginning of Alexander’s reign (FGrHist 70 T 6 apud Plu. De Stoic. Rep. 20p. 
1043D; F 217 apud Tert. De an. 46). According to the most accepted view, 
Ephorus was born about 400 and he was dead about 330. Likewise, the dating of 
his Universal history, the Historiae, may raise many problems. On the basis of the 
references found in fragmenta, the birth of Historae can be placed between the 
years 350 and 330, cf. NIESE (1909: 170–178); PARKER (2011: BIOGRAPHICAL 
ESSAY, II/A). However, it is known the Historiae was already finished and 
published by his son, Demophilus (FGRHIST 70 T1 apud Suid. s. v. Ἔφιππος 
FGRHIST T 9a apud D. S. 14,14,3). For the life of Ephorus and his works in details, 
see SCHWARTZ (1909: 481–502); JACOBY II. C (1926: 24–25); BARBER (1935: 8–
13). 
6 Ephorus wrote his Universal history, following the concept of Herodotus. It is 
common in their lives that they were born on the boundary of the Greek and 
Eastern worlds. However, Ephorus’ concept is more conscious; his aim is to 
examine the deeds, the historical characters and to encourage his audience to lead a 
better, virtuous lifestyle by paradeigma of the historiē. See significant thesis of C. 
FORNARA: “the history became a moralistic schoolroom”, FORNARA (1983: 109). 
For the Ephorean Universal history see in details BURDE (1974: 17–24); ALONZO-
NÚÑEZ (1990: 173–177); ALONZO-NÚÑEZ (2002: 35–42); MARINCOLA (2007: 172–
174); CLARKE (2008: 96–107). According to FORNARA, the antiquarian, 
geographical and historical knowledge of this period must be accumulated and 
synthetized, on the other hand, the contemporary educated society encouraged 
Ephorus to write his Monumental Historical work FORNARA (1983: 42–43).  
7 FGrHist 70 T 7 apud Plb. 5,33,2.  
8 There are some contradictory data on the temporal boundaries of Historiae. 
According to the Byzantine writer on the entry of “Ephippos,” Ephorus discussed 
his history from the taking of Troy up to his own age (FGrHist 70 T1 apud Suid. s. 
v. Ἔφιππος). However, Diodorus Siculus said that the Ephorean History began 
with the return of Heracleidae and it ended with the siege of Perinthus (341/340) 
(FGrHist 70 T10 apud D. S. 14,76,5). Conversely, Clement of Alexandria holds 
that Ephorus reckoned 735 years between the return of the Heracleidae and the 
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very popular up to the late antiquity,9 Ephorus’ work did not survive 
intact, and we know only of 23810 fragments and 34 testimonies from his 
Historiae.11  

Despite the fragmentary tradition, scholars hold that this Universal 
historical work largely transformed previous ideas about the Greek 
historiography and it can be interpreted as one triggering a paradigm shift. 
Let us look at the title of his work: the Historiae. The title does not merely 
denote inquiry and investigation established by Herodotus; indeed, the 
work is still used today for its historical value.12 Furthermore, in many 
cases, he represents different views from the Historical tradition. Thus, he 
describes some events and people of the Greek history from other 
viewpoints. We can consider the work of the historian Ephorus as the 
“vulgate” of the Ancient Greek Historiography.13  

The chosen passage for the subject of my paper also seems to confirm 
my previous statement. Ephorus probably explicated the History of the 
Peloponnesian War in Book 13, or as he himself called, the history of the 
Archidamian War.14 There is no doubt that Thucydides was his primary 
source.15 Nevertheless, he developed the consecution of the wartime 

                                                                                                                         
 

archonship of Evaenetus, 335/4 (FGRHIST 70 F 223 apud Clem. Alex. Strom. 
1,135,1). See CLARKE (2008: 97). 
9 For the popularity of Ephorus see Macrobius, who called him as “notissimus 
scriptor historiarum” FGRHIST 70 F 20a apud Macr. 5,18,6–8). After the FGRHIST 
70 T 34 (apud LISTEN D. GRIECH. PROFANSCHRIFTST. tab. C 51), Ephorus 
belonged to the canon of the most popular ten Greek historians: ἱστορικοὶ <ι>· 
Θουκυδίδης Ἡρόδοτος Ξενοφῶν Φίλιστος Θεόπομπος Ἔφορος Ἀναξιμένης 
Καλλισθένης Ἑλλάνικος Πολύβιος.  
10 For finding of a new Ephorean fragmentum (FGRHIST 70 F 239 apud Suda s.v. 
ἀγαθοεργοί) see WHITEHEAD (2005: 299–301). 
11 The most important collections containing the fragments of Ephorus are: firstly, 
M. MARX published the fragments in 1815, which is followed by the collection of 
K. O. MÜLLER in 1841. In 1926, F. JACOBY published the fragments in his 
Monumental collection JACOBY II A (1926: 37–109). Recently, VICTOR PARKER 
did a modern English translation and he actualized the issue of Ephorus-philology 
PARKER (2011).  
12 SCHEPENS (2007: 50). 
13 HERBERT (1958: 512). For the historiographical issues and problems in Ephorus, 
in details see SCHEPENS (1977: 95–118); POWNALL (2004: 113–142). 
14 FGRHIST 70 F 197 apud Harp. s. v. Ἀρχιδάμειος πόλεμος. For the theories of the 
reconstructed content of Historae See: BARBER (1935: 160–161); PARMEGGIANI 
(2011: 717); PARKER (2011: BIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY, II/B). 
15 SCHWARTZ (1907: 13–14); JACOBY II C. (1926: 31); BARBER (1935: 123). For the 
Nachleben of Thucydides in Ephorus see NICOLAI (2006: 713–714); GOMME (1959: 
44–45); HORNBLOWER (2011: 302–303).  
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causes by amending and criticizing his predecessor. In my paper, I 
examine how Ephorus considered the Historical tradition in the Classical 
period—with special attention to Herodotus, Thucydides and 
non-historical sources—while drawing the portrait of Pericles. This 
presentation is not going to deal with the historical Pericles’ character, 
however; rather I focus on the methods of the historian from Cyme at the 
dawn of the Hellenistic period and their main characteristics.  

The narrative of Ephorus was preserved by Diodorus Siculus, although 
this is not the genuine text written by Ephorus himself. Diodorus arrived at 
the point of exposing the conflict between Corinth and Cercyra in his 
Book 12 of the Bibliotheca Historica, where Thucydides’ history began.16 
The Sicilian historiographer briefly described the causes of the 
Peloponnesian War, which he attributed to Ephorus. According to him, 
Pericles, the celebrated statesman of the Athenian democracy, led Athens 
into the large war, which brought the hegemony of Athens to an end. Ergo, 
Ephorus assigned a personal motive—the actions of Pericles—to the war 
between Athens and Sparta. This opinion conflicts with ἀληθεστάτη 
πρόφασις of Thucydides, namely with his statement that τοὺς Ἀθηναίους 
ἡγοῦμαι μεγάλους γιγνομένους καὶ φόβον παρέχοντας τοῖς 
Λακεδαιμονίοις ἀναγκάσαι ἐς τὸ πολεμεῖν· i.e. “in my view the real 
reason, true but unacknowledged, which forced the war was the growth of 
Athenian power and Spartan fear of it” (Translated by M. Hammond).17 

By following this idea, Thucydides aimed at writing a military-political 
history and did not consider the personal motives underlying the outbreak 
of the war.18 In this respect, the views held by Ephorus also differ from 
those of Thucydides. Our historiographer paid particular attention to the 
ethical appraisal of the people leading the events.19  

Essentially, there is a consensus among philologists that Diodorus 
followed the conception of Ephorus in Book 11–15 (maybe 16) of his 
historical work.20 It can be observed that the historical characters are all 

                                                           
 

16 D. S. 12,37. 
17 Th. 1,23,6. 
18 GRIBBLE (2006: 441). 
19 Ephorus was the first really significant historian to introduce the categories of 
epainoi-psogoi into the historiography, see FORNARA (1983: 108–109). For these 
categories, in general, see AVENARIUS (1959: 157–163) See also: D. S. 20,1,1–2. 
20 These books of Diodorus are epitomes of Ephorus’ Historiae. For this theory, 
see VOLQUARDSEN (1868); HOLZAPFEL (1879); SCHWARTZ (1905: 679). Diodorus 
is a mere kompilator see BARBER (1935: 21–22; 103). The philologist’s opinion, 
however, is more sceptical recently. They have begun to pay attention to the 
historiographical concepts of Diodorus Siculus. We have to see the following: the 
methods of Quellenforschung (lex Volquardsen) have been debated. Further, the 
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important, and also the encomium of their deeds, or even the criticism of 
those deeds, are of great importance in these books.21 It is possible that 
Diodorus borrowed these characterizations from the Historiae of Ephorus. 
Considering now the Ephorus/Diodorus text, I would like to briefly 
describe one of the longest fragments (FGRHIST 70 F 196 apud D. S. 
12,38,1–41,1).  

 
12,38,1: Diodorus introduces the history of the Peloponnesian war. He 
gives his motivation for discussing the causes of the war: ἐπὶ δὲ τούτων 
Ἀθηναίοις καὶ Λακεδαιμονίοις ἐνέστη πόλεμος ὁ κληθεὶς 
Πελοποννησιακός, μακρότατος τῶν ἱστορημένων πολέμων. ἀναγκαῖον δ' 
ἐστὶ καὶ τῆς ὑποκειμένης ἱστορίας οἰκεῖον [τὸ] προεκθέσθαι τὰς αἰτίας 
αὐτοῦ. 
 
12,38,2–4: the money of the Delian League was transported into Athens, 
and Pericles was in charge of it. However, the statesman spent most of this 
money on himself (ἰδίᾳ), therefore he could not account for it (38,2). So he 
fained illness and he went to bed. With the advice of his cousin, 
Alcibiades, he decided to involve Athens in the war so that he could 
distract the attention from himself and to avoid accounting for the sum 
(38,3–4).22 
 
12,39,1–3: According to Diodorus, chance (ταὐτόματον) helped his aim 
too. Let’s take a closer look at how he managed to do this. Pericles’ 
political rivals attacked his party in order to undermine his leadership. 
They accused Phidias of stealing the sacred assets, while he was making 
the statue of Athena Parthenos. Nothing more is divulged with regards to 
the story of the sculptor. A similar case happens to the sophist, 
Anaxagoras, who was the Athenian statesman’ teacher. He was indicted 
for asebeia. While others were taken to court, indictment speeches were 

                                                                                                                         
 

papyri associated with Ephorus also supported these ideas. Finally, the increased 
interest in Hellenistic historiography took the research of Diodorus redivivus 
forward as well. The new lines of Diodorus studies for more details, see, for 
example DREWS (1962: 383–392); SACKS (1990); WICKERSHAM (1994: 150–177). 
21 See the list of SCHWARTZ: the virtus of Leonidas at Thermopylae (D. S. 11,4); 
The blame of Pausanias and the praise of Aristides (D. S. 11,44–47); the encomium 
of Themistocles (D. S. 11,58–59); the victory of Myronides during the first 
Peloponnesian War (D. S. 11,82); the appreciation of Pelopidas (D. S. 15, 81) and 
the praise of Epaminondas (D. S. 15,39 and 88) SCHWARTZ (1905: 681). 
22 For the anecdote of Alcibiades see Aristodem. FGRHIST 104 F 16,4; V. Max. 
3,1, ext. 3 és Plu. Alc. 7.  
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held against Pericles. Thus, the statesman concluded, given his situation, 
that he could only counterbalance his political position by starting a war. 
 

12,39,4: The Athenians excluded the Megarians from harbours and the 
agora by means of the Megarian Decree, which might have been issued by 
Pericles himself.23 Thereupon, the Megarians applied to the Spartans for 
legal remedy. They sent an ultimatum to Athens satisfying the Megarian 
petition in which they called upon the Athenians to rescind this decree or 
they would make a war against Athens together with their allies. 

 
12,39,5–40,5: In this locus, Ephorus paraphrased the Historiae of 

Thucydides (cf. Th. 1,139–144 and 2,13). Pericles makes a stand for the 
Megarian Decree at the ecclesia. He considers the balance of power by 
weighing the resources of the city and its military capabilities. He 
concludes that, if a war were to break out, Athens would defeat his 
adversaries. His oration persuades the Athenians not to revoke the decree. 

 
12,40,6: The war is now impending. Diodorus quotes a few lines from 

the works of both Aristophanes and Eupolis for bearing out his story. He 
concludes his narrative by naming his source:  
 
12,41,1: Αἰτίαι μὲν οὖν τοῦ Πελοποννησιακοῦ πολέμου τοιαῦταί τινες 
ὑπῆρξαν, ὡς Ἔφορος ἀνέγραψε. i.e. “Now the causes of the 
Peloponnesian War were in general that I described, as Ephorus recorded 
them.” 

 
The connections of the contexture of thoughts are unclear in this adapted 
text. The lacunae and the genitive absolute constructions are used over and 
over. We must deduce that this narrative is condensed.24 Thus, Diodorus’ 
narrative is difficult to understand. From the textual contradictions,25 the 

                                                           
 

23 Cf. Aristodem. FGRHIST 104 F 1,16: βουλόμενος ἐκκλῖναι τὰς κρίσεις 
ἐπολιτεύσατο τὸν πόλεμον τοῦτον, γράψας τὸ κατὰ Μεγαρέων ψήφισμα. In 
details, see CONNOR (1960: 82–168). 
24 PARMEGGIANI (2011: 417). 
25 The Diodorean text is incoherent as to the amount of the Delian League's 
money: At 12,38,2, the amount is 8000 talents, but at 40,2, it is 10000 talents. 
(For the latter figure see also D. S. 12,54,3 and 13,21,3). We should point out that 
the figures are often recorded incorrectly in the corpus of Ephorus (cf. FGRHIST 
70 F 218 apud Plb. 12,4a,3). Thus, the most likely explanation for the fact that 
Ephorus is faulty quoted by the later authors. In spite of this, Isocrates tells about 
8000 talents (apart from the sacred assets) (Isoc. De pace 126). This figure is in 
accord with the datum of Diodorus in 38th caput VOGEL (1889: 535); PARKER 
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accumulation of the different historical events, and the varied judgments 
of Pericles,26 Friedrich Vogel concluded that Diodorus did not merely use 
Ephorus as his source. Namely, he believed that the 38th chapter was not 
based on the Historiae of Ephorus. Jacoby and Barber also share this 
view.27  

Scholars have reviewed Vogel’s theory and have recently accepted that 
the source of the whole Diodorean narrative was Ephorus of Cyme. The 
German philologist has also correctly noted that certain phrases were 
repeated many times between the 38th and 39th-40th caputs. This is not a 
Diodorean attribute, but the style of the Cymaean historian and can be 
observed per the text of Diodorus.  

According to Schwartz, Ephorus was the first to introduce the principle 
of the Verdopplung.28 This is a special literary technique by which 
Ephorus told the same story twice (or three times) in different contexts 
while using similar terms.29 The linguistic correspondences are evidence 
that the Diodorean report on the outbreak of the “Great War” is entirely 
derived from the Historiae of Ephorus.30 

Furthermore, as it is well known, the Sicilian historiographer did not 
gain respect due to the richness of his style and accuracy, but rather by his 
sources and their conservations.31 However, we must be careful. Diodorus, 

                                                                                                                         
 

(2011: COMM. AD F 196). For more information see also MERITT–WADE-GERY–
MCGREGOR (1949: 121–127).  
Another note of VOGEL related to inconsistent use of Pericles’ patronym. At 
11,85, 1, Diodorus introduces Pericles with it. At 12,38, he mentions only the 
name of Pericles. At 39,1, the name of Pericles, however, comes with assigning 
the name of his father again VOGEL (1889: 534–535). 
26 In the 38th caput, the depiction of the Athenian statesman is less negative than 
in the upcoming chapter VOGEL (1889: 535–536). 
27 JACOBY II C (1926: 31); BARBER (1935: 107). 
28 On the one hand, these repetitions can be organised on the persuasive speech 
skills of Pericles. At 38,2: οὗτος δ' ἦν εὐγενείᾳ καὶ δόξῃ καὶ λόγου δεινότητι πολὺ 
προέχων τῶν πολιτῶν. 39,5: ὁ Περικλῆς, δεινότητι λόγου πολὺ διαφέρων 
ἁπάντων τῶν πολιτῶν (…). Further at 40,5: διὰ τὴν δεινότητα τοῦ λόγου (…). On 
the other hand, another recurring phrase is “to involve in a great war” 38, 4: 
ἐμβαλεῖν εἰς μέγαν πόλεμον (…) 39,3: ἐμβαλεῖν εἰς μέγαν πόλεμον (…). VOGEL 
(1889: 535). For this, see also FGRHIST 70 F 76 (apud St. Byz. s. v. Φοινίκαιον) 
and FGRHIST 70 F 115 (apud Str. 8,3,33) fragments of the siege of Aegina PARKER 
(2011: COMM. AD F 196). 
29 SCHWARTZ (1907: 15). 
30 For the Byzantine afterlife of Ephorean tradition on the outbreak of war (esp. 
Maximus Planudes, Ioannes Tzetzes) see CONNOR (1960: 1–18). 
31 This concept was determinant in all Diodorus studies until the middle of the 20th 
century. See note 17.  
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like most of the ancient historians, often writes from memory, reducing 
and abridging the original narrative.32 At the end of his narrative, he 
expresses his doubt when he defines the causes without the principle of 
akribeia. The use of an indefinite pronoun (τινες) denotes that he merely 
suggests the reasons mentioned by Ephorus.  

Thus, most scholars believe that the narration preserved by Diodorus 
strictly follows Ephorus’ ideas. 

The fragment deals with the problems that plagued contemporary 
Athens. The Athenian finances were certainly one topic of discussion.33A 
fragment of Ephorus reports a fiery debate on finances during the so-called 
first Peloponnesian War: namely, whether Pericles bribed the Spartan 
king, Pleistoanax. 

Περικλῆς πολλῶν ὄντων χρημάτων ἐν τῆι ἀκροπόλει εἰς τὸν πόλεμον τὰ 
πλεῖστα ἀνάλωσε. φασὶ δέ, ὅτι καὶ λογισμοὺς διδοὺς τάλαντα εἴκοσιν 
ἁπλῶς εἶπεν εἰς τὸ δέον ἀνηλωκέναι. φησὶ δὲ Ἔφορος ὅτι μετὰ ταῦτα 
μαθόντες οἱ Λακεδαιμόνιοι Κλεανδρίδην μὲν ἐδήμευσαν, Πλειστοάνακτα 
δὲ <ιε> ταλάντοις ἐζημίωσαν, ὑπολαβόντες δωροδοκήσαντας αὐτοὺς διὰ 
τὸ φείσασθαι τῆς λοιπῆς Ἀθηναίων γῆς ὑπὸ τῶν περὶ τὸν Περικλέα, μὴ 
θελήσαντα γυμνῶς εἰπεῖν ὅτι ‘δέδωκα τοῖς Λακεδαιμονίων βασιλεῦσι τὸ 
ἐνδεές’.34 
(FGRHIST 70 F 193 apud Schol. Ar. Nu. 859) 

The expression of the logou deinotēs, returning three times, also proves 
that the text is coherent.35 Thucydides does not fail to mention that 
Pericles was λέγειν τε καὶ πράσσειν δυνατώτατος i.e. “a man of the 
greatest ability both with words and in action” (Translated by M. 
Hammond).36 His political success is inherent in his feared rhetorical 

                                                           
 

32 Cf. The sequence of the narrative is reversed in Aristodemus' story. He begins 
his version with the Diodorean 39th and 40th chapters. Finally he accepts certain 
elements of the Diodorus’ 38th chapter as well PARKER (2011: KOMM. AD F 196). 
33 PARMEGGIANI (2011: 425). 
34 “Since there was a great deal of money on the Acropolis, Perikles spent the 
better part of it on the war. Now they say that when he was rendering up his 
accounts, he simply stated that he had spent twenty talents for needful purposes. 
But Ephoros says that the Lakedaimonians, having learnt of this afterwards, 
confiscated the property of Kleandrides and fined Pleistoanax fifteen talents on the 
assumption that Perikles had bribed them to spare the remainder of the Athenians’ 
land. Perikles had not wished to state openly, ‘I gave the Lakedaimonians’ kings 
the missing amount” Translated by V. Parker. 
35 PARMEGGIANI (2011: 419). 
36 Th. 1,139,4. 
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talent. It is no wonder that he, as a patron of the sophists,37 is connected 
with the image of a snide and untrue orator. Ephorus uses the deinotēs, 
deriving from the attribute of deinos, in a pejorative sense: we must look 
for both the meaning and the origin of this in the contemporaneous Old 
Comedy. Further, Plutarch’s description of the Periclean elocution (Plu. 
Per. 8) resembles that of Ephorus. Plutarch claimed that the Periclean 
oratory’s effects might be derived from the different forms of the language 
of music. The mousikē occurs in Ephorus’ proem, which gives Platonic 
features:38 οὐ γὰρ ἡγητέον μουσικήν, ὡς Ἔφορός φησιν ἐν τῶι προοιμίωι 
τῆς ὅλης πραγματείας, οὐδαμῶς ἁρμόζοντα λόγον αὑτῶι ῥίψας, ἐπ' ἀπάτηι 
καὶ γοητείαι παρειςῆχθαι τοῖς ἀνθρώποις (FGRHIST 70 F 8 apud Plb. 
4,20,5).39 It is not included that Ephorus, like a musician, puts down 
similar harmful effects to the rhetoric.40 

In the materials that follow, I seek the origins of Pericles’ negative 
portrait. I am interested in what kind of Ancient tradition Ephorus 
followed while drawing the portrait of Pericles. For him, there are some 
possible analogies—namely, we can find such exempla in Herodotus and 
Hellenica Oxyrhynchia, where an individual’s personal motives led to the 
outbreak of war.41 Additionally, it was necessary for Ephorus to have an 
immediate invective against Pericles. Now, let us see them. 

                                                           
 

37 See KERFELD (2003: 25). 
38 MARINCOLA (2007: 172–173). 
39 “For one ought not to assume that music was introduced by men to deceive and 
to bewitch, as Ephoros says in the proem to his entire work, in a throw-away line 
entirely unbefitting him.” Translated by V. Parker.  
40 PARMEGGIANI (2011: 439). 
41 I suppose that Herodotus might have been a model for Ephorus too. The Father 
of History characterizes the origin of the Greco-Persian Wars as a series of private 
actions of individuals. He turns to the individual in his Book of 5–6, ignoring the 
political attitudes, he praises the virtue of the individual. We can read about similar 
circumstances regarding the Ionian revolt which breaks out on the eve of the 
Greco-Persian wars. Herodotus writes that the personal motives – those of 
Histiaeus and Aristogoras – led to the outbreak of the Ionian revolt, but he does not 
share the real causes with his audience EHRENBERG (1973: 98). Aristagoras, the 
tyrant of Miletus, has the Periclean eloquence. While looking for allies to his 
revolt, he visits the Athenians too. He promises everything to the Athenians at the 
ecclesia, and at last he persuades the Athenians to help the Miletians against the 
Persians (Hdt. 5,97). Both stories take place on the eve of a fateful war. The 
community is misled (διαβάλλειν) by a demagogic speech for their own good. See 
also PARMEGGIANI (2011: 439). 
The Hellenica Oxyrhynchia has also similar features (FGRHIST 66 F 1 col. II. 2–3 
[P. Oxy. 842]). The narrative of the Corinthian War is built around the fact that 
Timocrates of Rhodes was commissioned by the Persians, who was sent for 
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Initially, we might consider the orations of Isocrates as a possible 
model, in light of the demonstrated relationship between Ephorus and 
Isocrates.42 In the Isocratean rhetorical works, however, we cannot find the 
root of this depiction. In his speeches, he praises Pericles everywhere.43 
Concerning Pericles, he uses the attributes of σωφρονέστατος, δικαιότατος 
and σοφώτατος.44 As to the Athenians’ finances, Isocrates distinguishes 
between Pericles and the later demagogues, praising the former:  

Καίτοι Περικλῆς ὁ πρὸ τῶν τοιούτων δημαγωγὸς καταστὰς, παραλαβὼν 
τὴν πόλιν χεῖρον μὲν φρονοῦσαν ἢ πρὶν κατασχεῖν τὴν ἀρχὴν, ἔτι δ' 
ἀνεκτῶς πολιτευομένην, οὐκ ἐπὶ τὸν ἴδιον χρηματισμὸν ὥρμησεν, ἀλλὰ 
τὸν μὲν οἶκον ἐλάττω τὸν αὑτοῦ κατέλιπεν ἢ παρὰ τοῦ πατρὸς παρέλαβεν, 
εἰς δὲ τὴν ἀκρόπολιν ἀνήνεγκεν ὀκτακισχίλια τάλαντα χωρὶς τῶν ἱερῶν.45  

We must also focus on Thucydides in our analysis. Contrary to Ephorus, 
he gives a positive portrait of the Athenian statesman.46 Pericles represents 
the idea of pronoia. The strategy envisaged by him would have guaranteed 
Athens’ victory in the Peloponnesian War, but his successors did not 
progress this way. Thucydides’ Pericles is ready to subordinate his 
personal interests to those of the public. 47  

But the democratic state had significant problems, which were known 
to the historian of the Peloponnesian War.48 Tamás Mészáros recently 
emphasized that the words of the famous funeral oration, which were put 
by Thucydides into Pericles’ mouth, can be considered as clear praise of 

                                                                                                                         
 

bribing the Greek leaders to join a planned war against Sparta PARKER (2011: 
COMM. AD F 196). 
42 See FGrHist 70 T 1; T 2a; T 3; T 4; T 5; T 7; T 8; T 27; T 28. Most recent, see, 
in details PARKER (2011: COMM. AD T 1). 
43 Cf. CHAMBERS’ analysis, which showed that the view of the Athenian Empire 
was extremely undulating in the Fourth-Century literature (esp. in the oratory and 
the historiography); the condemnatory and idealized descriptions of Athens runs 
from Isocrates to Aristotle alternately. The Fourth-Century texts suggest that this 
political view of Athens have a connection with the actual politics as well 
CHAMBERS (1975: 177–191). 
44 Isoc. De bigis 28,6–8. 
45 Isoc. De Pace 126. 
46 For the idealized portrait of Pericles see SCHUBERT (1994: 11–16). 
47 Th. 2,65,8. See also GRIBBLE (2006: 455–458). 
48 Cf. ERBSE focused on Thucydides’ Methodological statement regarding the 
speeches (Th. 1,22). The researcher believes that the Ancient Greek modal particle 
ἄν must be accepted not as unrealistic but potential sense in the sentence starting 
with ὡς δ' ἂν which can put another perspective on the content of Thucydidean 
speeches (including the three addresses of Pericles too) EBRSE (1953: 57). 
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democracy. In his essay, he persuasively argues that, referring to some 
elements of the speech, Pericles was conscious of the failures of the 
Athenian democracy.49 Thucydides never criticized Pericles directly.50 

The third possible source might be works of contemporary Old 
Comedy.51 Here, for example, we find the views of the anti-Pericles 
groups and the dēmos. Due to the extant fragments, the statesman is a 
well-known character from the 440’s in the scene of the Old Comedy.52 In 
the comedies, Pericles appears as a coward,53 a warmonger,54 and, after 
drawing a parallel with Zeus, as a μέγιστος τύραννος.55  

These three types of the sources show that we must seek Ephorus’ 
portrait of Pericles in the Athenian politics from the 5th century, during 
which there were heated debates regarding responsibility and, as we have 
seen, different answers were given to the question. 

Ephorus may have accepted the version of the Comedy poets.56 As it is 
well-known, personal motives and invectives are significant in the works 
of Old Comedy; thus Ephorus also built on them when he portrayed his 
Pericles.  

From the 4th century, Comedic literature is recognized as a historical 
source.57 Nevertheless, this treatment corresponded to the Cymaean 
historian’s own methodological principles as well: the comedic poets were 
Pericles’ contemporaries, so their accounts can be classified into the 
category of ἀκριβέστατα.58 Ephorus bears testimony to the guilt of Pericles 

                                                           
 

49 MÉSZÁROS (2010: 61–72). 
50 Just before the outbreak of the war, Thucydides alludes only once to the guilt of 
Pericles because of Cylonian affair See Th. 1,127. 
51 SCHUBERT (1994: 5–9). 
52 See in details RUSTEN (2006: 547–588). 
53 Hermipp. Frg. 47. 
54 Ar. Ach. 425. 
55 Cratin. Frg. 240; 241. 
56 Cf. K. J. DOVER argued that Ephorus misinterpreted the real message of the 
Fifth-Century comedies, since he was not born in the classical milieu of Athens. 
The bounds between history and fiction receded in his mind, therefore the 
historiographer treated the anecdotes, the accusations and the rumours as real 
historical facts DOVER (1988: 50). 
57 See RUSTEN (2006: 556–557). This method is not unusual in this period. See a 
parallel in Theopompus, who was contemporary with Ephorus. He reviews the 
Fifth-Century Athenian demagogues in Book 10 of his Philippica. For this, as a 
basis, he takes both the Fifth-Century comedies and the pamphlets HOSE (2006: 
682). 
58 See the methodological statements of Ephorus in his general, major prooemium. 
FGRHIST 70 F 9 apud Harp. s. v. ἀρχαίως): (…) Ἔφορος δ' ἐν τῆι <α> τῶν 
Ἱστοριῶν τρόπον τινὰ ἐξηγήσατο, <ἐν ὧι> φησὶ περὶ τῶν ἀρχαίων πραγμάτων τοὺς 
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per loci of Aristophanes’ Acharnenses and Eupolis’ Demes, he treats them 
as historical sources which he writes like an “appendix” at the end of his 
narrative. 59  

To summarise briefly: Ephorus’ audience knew the political causes, as 
written by Thucydides, which led to the war in 431. Hence, Ephorus 
sought different answers from those of Thucydides. In my opinion, we 
must seek the reason in the agōn-theory developed by F. Nietzsche, 
concerning which was typical of Greek ideology.60 Ephorus was inspired 
by this view; he wanted to rival the writing performance of Thucydides 
and outshine the ἀληθεστάτη πρόφασις of Thucydides. As we have seen, 
Isocrates’ opinion seems to have been unimportant during this rivalry. 

Ephorus describes Thucydides’ Pericles as “a private person” by using 
the Old comedy. Let us recall briefly the narration’s motives which may 
confirm the previous statement: Ephorus’ Pericles prefers his own goals 
over those of the community; in order to avoid the accounting for the 
money, he simulates illness. With the advice of his cousin, Alcibiades, he 
speculates on the possibility of war and he does everything he can to avoid 
taking responsibility for the lost sum. This portrayal may not follow 
Thucydides’ characterization. 

In Ephorus’ history, the balance among the city, the citizens, and the 
leader, which was based on the idea of democracy, seems to be damaged. 
This Pericles, who is driven by his selfish purposes as a private person, 
invades the sphere of the city and tries to destroy the city and its citizens.  

Speeches were also an important tool for historians. Indeed, Zsigmond 
Ritoók claimed that Thucydides used speeches to illustrate the depth of his 
characters; his speeches highlighted the different views of those 
characters.61 In this regard, however, we cannot say anything about 
Ephorus’ narrative preserved by Diodorus. We can only say that Pericles 
armed himself with λόγου δεινότης—the war is decided by the help of the 
persuaded citizens of Athens. 

To sum up, the story of the historian from Cyme affects the latter 
Greco-Roman tradition. Plutarch especially used the Historiae of Ephorus 

                                                                                                                         
 

νεωτέρους διεξέρχεσθαι· <«περὶ μὲν γὰρ τῶν καθ' ἡμᾶς γεγενημένων»> φησί 
<«τοὺς ἀκριβέστατα λέγοντας πιστοτάτους ἡγούμεθα, περὶ δὲ τῶν παλαιῶν τοὺς 
οὕτω διεξιόντας ἀπιθανωτάτους εἶναι νομίζομεν, ὑπολαμβάνοντες οὔτε τὰς 
πράξεις ἁπάσας οὔτε τῶν λόγων τοὺς πλείστους εἰκὸς εἶναι μνημονεύεσθαι διὰ 
τοσούτων.»> For further information see MARINCOLA (1997: 70); MARINCOLA 
(2007: 173). 
59 For the Ephorean quotes from the comedies (especially the problem of locus of 
Eupolis) see PARKER (2011: COMM. AD F 196); CONNOR (1960: 63–71). 
60 See NIETZSCHE (1988: 37–50). 
61 NÉMETH–SZILÁGYI–RITOÓK–SARKADY (2006: 624). 
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when describing the characters of the Athenian golden age—including the 
life of Pericles (Plu. Per. 31–32).62 Based on recent literature, the roots of 
the biographical literature have to be sought in the 4th century.63 Referring 
to Xenophon’s biographical work and the encomium of Theopompus, we 
may declare that the portrayal of typical characters of Ephorus, based on 
the features of the Old comedy, contributes to the birth of biographical 
literature, an art form brought to perfection by Plutarch.  

In addition, in my opinion, there are also parallels between Ephorus’ 
portrait of Pericles and the Spartan Lysander.64 Thus, as the personal 
motives of Lysander can be held responsible for the fall of the Spartan 
hegemony, so the role of Pericles is similar regarding the overthrow of the 
Athenian Empire in the Ephorean Historiae. In this case, he is not directly 
responsible for the defeat of the city. Pericles, like Lysander, launches his 
polis on the road to destruction. It seemed to upset the balance among the 
allied city-states by transferring money of the Delian League to Athens. 
By the ingression of the money into the polis, it fills in the harmful effects 
of both tryphē and pleonexia.65 Furthermore, Pericles does not shy away 
from bribery to achieve his goal. In this way he is much like Lysander, 
who wanted to bribe the most famous oracles of the Ancient Word to 
legitimize his power. 66 

Ephorus described the Greek history as the continuous reconfiguration 
of subsequent hegemonies,67 which also suggests the existence of the 
Polybian translatio imperii in the Historae of Ephorus. It is most likely 
that Ephorus’ aim was to attribute to the politeia certain ethical principles 
borrowed from Isocrates and to connect the Isocratean paideia-principle 
with the ēthos of the polis’ leaders.68 While elaborating on his historical 

                                                           
 

62 Cf. HERBERT (1958: 510–513). 
63 Cf. The standard work on this subject is HOMEYER (1962: 75–85); GENTILI–
CERRI (1983) and MOMIGLIANO (1993). 
64 The Spartan nauarch’s real goals are clearly illustrated by his well-written 
speech [συντεταγμένον (sc. τὸν λόγον) πιθανῶς καὶ πανούργως] of the Spartan 
politeia (περὶ τῆς πολιτείας λόγος), since his most coveted desire was to achieve 
the Spartan kingship: ὡς χρὴ τῶν Εὐρυπωντιδῶν καὶ Ἀγιαδῶν τὴν βασιλείαν 
ἀφελομένους εἰς μέσον θεῖναι καὶ ποιεῖσθαι τὴν αἵρεσιν ἐκ τῶν ἀρίστων (…) See, 
in details: FGRHIST 70 F 207 apud Plu. Lys. 30,3–5). 
65 Having lust after richness, he attempts to introduce gold and silver money into 
Sparta. Thus, the tryphē, which is associated with money, risks the principle of 
homonoia and andreia guaranteeing the abundance of Sparta. See FGRHIST 70 F 
205 apud Plu. Lys. 17,1–2. 
66 FGRHIST 70 F 206 apud Plu. Lys. 25,2–4. Cf. D. S. 14, 13, 4–5.  
67 See, in details WICKERSHAM (1994: 119–177). 
68 Cf. BLANKENSHIP (2009). 
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characters, I believe, Ephorus could have done it on the basis of similar 
typologies. 

I would like to close my paper with a short remark of Athenian 
paideia. In the collective memory of the 4th century, Pericles appears 
rather as a highly skilled orator or a demagogue than as an ideal 
politician.69 Pericles represents the idea of nea paidea introduced by the 
sophists. According to some Comedic interpretations, Pericles’ squillhead 
(schinokephalos) refers to his master himself, Anaxagoras, who is simply 
mentioned by the Athenians as a personalizing of νοῦς.70 As we have seen, 
Pericles achieved his aims by means of his oratorical skills.71 Athens paid 
a high price, however, since the city lost his leading position over Hellas.  

It is possible that the exemplum of the outbreak of the Peloponnesian 
War provides an excellent opportunity for Ephorus to illustrate—while 
drawing his portrait of Pericles—the harmful effects of the sophistical 
teaching as well.72 He assigned the causes of the fall of the Athenian 
hegemony to these “new” educational principles, since all factors leading 
to the Athenian defeat were in touch with Pericles, the children of 
sophistical paideia. 
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