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Ancient thought

(500 BCE—312 CE)

[tisa commonplace to allege that ancient thought, especially Greek thought,
has little to offer the student of international relations. With the exception of
Thucydides, the great political philosophers of the ancient world, it is usually
argued, said little about relations between polities since they assumed that
the feature that defined such relations — war — was a permanent and ever-
present fixture in human affairs and that thus little could be done to change
the characteristics of such relations. This view is common to many who
otherwise differ profoundly: international relations scholars, historians of
political thought, political theorists, philosophers, classicists, and, of course,
many others (see, for example, Donelan, 1990; Knutsen, 1992, 2nd edn., 1996;
Williams, 1992).

However, this is a misreading. On three issues in particular ancient
thought offers a lot for the student of international relations: (1) the way
in which the classical period established — and questioned — distinctions be-
tween insiders and outsiders; (2) the way in which this distinction is taken
to generate, and limit, moral obligations between individuals; and (3) the
ways in which this distinction is taken to generate, and limit, obligations be-
tween collectivities. In this section classical thought will be taken to consist
of the thought of ancient Greece and Rome roughly between the political re-
forms of the Athenian statesman Cleisthenes in the fifth century sce (which
introduced democracy into Athens) and the coronation of Constantine as
Roman emperor (after the battle of Milian Bridge in 312 cE). After this pe-
riod, identifiably “classical” elements of thought become inextricably linked
with debates over the character and future of Christianity and this moves

into a different kind of problematic which will be discussed in the next

chapter.
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Bac kground

1o start with, however, it is necessary to say 'somethilng about a writer Who
lies outside our chosen timeframe, but who I‘S C&;nFra to ] understandin
of Greek political thought: Ho?nt‘!i As T. A. Sinc alr;a&;s. in oneloff: the beg
peneral surveys of Greek political thought, most o ehcen}:ra igures o
classical Greece, “had all been brought up on H.ome‘r - they had learneq to
look to the Mfiad and the Odyssey. not merely for historical facts but for ethic,]
principles” (Sinclair, 1967: 9). ‘ ; P .

There are two aspects of Homers thought worthy of special mention,
The first is the centrality of Homers epic poetry for the Greek language
tselfl The Greek language was a unity, although it had many differen di-
alects, and the language of Homer, though not spoken as such at the times
we are concerned with, was still a living language. It was the language of
prose and dramatic poetry for the early classical peri.od and lt. remained the
language of epic verse for over a thousand years. This centrality h‘as a num-
ber of implications. Most Greek political vocabulary we find first in Homer,
for example, the key term polis itself. More significantly still, many centra]
ethical terms are found first in Homer. Most significant of all, it is through
the language of Homer that the Greeks experienced their strongest unity,
but were also made aware, unambiguously and starkly, of their diversity and
disunity.

The second significance of the Homeric epics, is, of course, that they
deal very obviously with questions of “international relations” or at least with
questions of war and peace. In the very heart of Greek culture, therefore, is
to be found a presentation of the central dramas of politics as being wound
around the differences of selfand other, of individual loyalty versus commu-
nal obligation and of collectivities at odds with themselves and one another.
And, one might add, ofalliance politics, of betrayal, heroism, the perceptions
and misperceptions of different regimes, and many other aspects of both
domestic politics and international politics from Homers day to our own.

Itis useful to mention another issue here.Greek thought —and especially
Platonic and Aristotelian thought — has often been held to be “communitar-
ian” or “particularist”in orientation, in that it seeks to draw sharp distinctions
between Greeks and non-Greeks and to use that distinction asa powerful des-
'gnator of identity and thus as a central Way of organizing politics both within
and between political coOmmunities in the Greek world .

are achievable by all - not just by Greeks. Here
between Isocrates, an influential teacher of rhetoric,
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This was especially true In the political realm.Bmlng able 1o e A MR«
“virtue” would of course depend on the context in which you Wﬂ?

you were trying to do well was central, In polities, such knowl.da.

I
upon knowing the detalls of the nomol (laws,

conventions) thay g,
public life in any given city as well ag the nblllty Lo manipulage el

your own, or your causes advantage, It wag to acquire this knowled
ofall, that the Sophists offered thelr seryices asteachery, |

Thucydides

Alone among the writers of antiquity, Thucydldes has earned

Is “timeless wisdom” (Gilpin, 1984; Buzan, 1996) and by far ¢

international relations is as 4 r
some classica] scholars, unha with have claiy
Thucydides was 3 relag; AR ¢
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which Lhi:s: chapter began are considered. On the question of “insiders and
outsiders,” Thucydides seems to take it as a given feature of political life that
political communities engender the fiercest devotions and the greatest be-
trayals.In particular, the constant contrast, throughout the book, of the twin —
and intertwined — problems of choice and necessity, suggests that human
beings indeed live in communities which give them the greatest opportuni-
ties for nobility and glory, but that such communities themselves exist in a
realm (or rather realms) of necessity. The tragedy is that all are locked into
this cycle, the opportunity — Thucydides thinks — is that one can, therefore,
learn from it.

As a number of recent commentators have eloquently demonstrated
(Euben, 1990; Orwin, 1994). the artfulness of Thucydides in performing this
task liesespecially in the way he begins with seemingly opposed presentations,
specifically the “Athenian thesis” proclaiming the realm of necessity abroad,
if not always at home — the most famous example of this being the Melian
dialogue (see pp. 53—60 below) — and the Spartans stressing the primacy
of justice and piety in human affairs (think of the speech of the Spartan
ambassadors at Athens, for example). Gradually, however, we are led to see
theambiguitiesand hesitations on both sides.The Atheniansalwaysinsist that
there are some things sheltered from necessity and justice perhaps appears
less irrelevant than might at first be supposed; the Athenian envoys to Sparta.
for example, claim that while Athens is compelled to rule, within the bounds
of compulsion she rules justly (Thucydides, History. 1, 72-8: Orwin, 1994: 194).
Perhaps the greatest ambiguity in the Athenian thesis is, however, revealed
in the most celebrated exposition of it, that is to say Pericles’ funeral ora-
tion (Thucydides, History, 2. 3746 and pp. 36—42 below). Pericles presents the
Athenian empire as what Orwin calls a “freely chosen project : it is, indeed,
precisely this aspect of choice necessity which makes Athenian imperialism
so potentially glorious for the citizens of Athens. Yet in this, the rhetorical
heart of “Athenianism”, Pericles is almost endorsing the “Spartan” argument
about the “freedom from necessity.” Even the war, seen by Pericles as forced
upon the Athenians, is cited as an opportunity for (freely chosen) nobility. At
the same time, Thucydides shows us the ambiguities on the Spartan side also.
For all its claim to justice and piety, we find the Spartans as deeply embedded
in necessity as the Athenians, and far less willing to face up to the fact. As
Orwin says “If. unlike Athens, Sparta never faces this issue, that is because
necessity itself'so shackles her that she lacks the freedom for such reflections.
In practice the Spartans equate justice with the advantage of Sparta, that is
to say. whatever is required to meet the necessities that anchor their regime”
(Orwin. 1994 194).

However. this debate is not one that stopsad!e'boundarks'ofthc
*foreign.” In domestic politics too. similar forces clash. One of the central

e ———————e
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characters in Thucydides’ narrative, Alciﬁbiades, sees dorFeSliC politicg
foreign politics as the same, the city as simply an ﬁrena Or citizen coy
tition ~ an extrapolation, to be sure, but not perhaps a very great oy
Pericles’ rhetoric in the funeral oration. But this le'ads to disaster, of co
As Euben, Forde, and Orwin all point out, Thucydides seems to be po;
up the fact that civic involvement, the creation .of a common good, de
upon some sense of acommon enemy and requires a degree of almost
refusal of the “Athenian thesis” at the domestic level — Orwin and Forq
far as to call it *hypocrisy.”

Yet this view does not suggest that these features of politics are true
only for Greeks. Quite the contrary. Thucydides plainly thinks that the way
displays what we might call the “contours” of politics as such, which js why
his account of it can be a “possession for all times.” What, th
imply for the second and third questions discussed above,
Thucydides’ view imply for the generation and limits of o
individuals and then, finally, among collectivities?

As Eubens discussion of Thucydides’ account of the Cor

) Cyran revoly.
tion suggests (Euben, 1990), Thucydides was deeply aware of the perils and
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to wit, what does
bligations among
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the Spartan thesis and in the original presentation of the Athenian thesis:
perceptions of necessity and choice, concern for justice, and recognition of
necessity "'knowing no law.” The chief obligation that emerges from a consid-
eration of this claim is the obligation to be prudent and to avoid overreaching
fragile, willful human capabilities either within cities (utopian plans for do-
mestic politics, ideal cities, etc.) or between them. Diodotus, for example,
stresses not the grandeur but the danger of the empire. The contrast between
Athenian “overreaching” — and injustice — at Melos and the disaster of the
Sicilian expedition points this up also.

On this understanding, then, neither conventional piety (which raises
justice to the level of an ideal) nor strict necessity (the “logic of anarchy,”
as neorealists would today see it) is Thucydides’ concern. Rather he tries to
draw ourattention to our political nature and its implications and in so doing
shows us the role of “convention” as centrally subordinate to that “nature” -
as Homer or Heraclitus also held, but for very different and potentially very
radical reasons. This concern for our political nature as human beings unites
us all in recognition of it even as it recognizes that we will be divided for
all of the reasons that Thucydides’ history so powerfully narrates and in this
recognition lies our surest hope for real obligation and understanding.

Aristotle

Aristotle was born in Stagira, in northern Greece, in 384 sce. His father,
Nichomachus, was court physician to Amyntas III, king of Macedon, and
thus Aristotle was brought up mainly in Macedonia. At seventeen, however,
Aristotle was sent to Athens, the cultural centre of the Greek world, to pursue
his education, where he became associated with Platos Academy, and where
he remained for more than twenty years.Plato was nearly sixty when Aristotle
joined the Academy — and indeed when Aristotle actually arrived in Athens,
Plato was in Syracuse taking part in the events described in the Seventh Letter
to which we will return in a moment ~ yet he clearly recognized Aristotle’s
precocity and very soon Aristotle became a favored pupil. However, on Plato’s
death in 347 ce Aristotle left Athens. It is often supposed he left Athens be-
cause Platos nephew, Speusippus, was appointed Scholarch — head of the
Academy — when he thought the position should have gone to him.However,
asametic—anon-Athenian-bornresident of Athens — Aristotle could not own
property in Athens and since the buildings and possessions of the Academy
were transferred to Speusippus as well as the headship, it is unlikely that
Aristotle had any expectations in that regard. By all accounts, he also got
on well with Speusippus, at least personally. In any event, there were more
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xtabliied s owi sehont catled the byeewm - aften called alsa the
Decauie ot AR kit oot whitestriding upand down (and henee
QUE TOTN POHBARTR) - A composed most o the Corpay dvsandionm - g
works of x RO '»k an e have 1t todan However Avistotle elearty laineg
Wis ik with Macedion - Antipaten Alexanders regent in Greece when he
crnbatked on the Norsian wan was a close friend - and when, in 323, Alexandey
Qe there Wwan 4 general antk-Macedonian uprising throughout Greece, ang
Sally 1 Ahens, Aristarle thus withdrew to the ity of Calehis an e
il of Bubon, remarking i a reference to Athens’ execution of Socratey,
that he i not wish Athens 1o ain twiee against philosophy. He died there
the Rallowing year at the age af sixiytwe, :
The above hography i impartant i a number af ways, First it empha.
sizes the axtent o which Aristotle was fully cognizant with the polities ang
indead the international politics of his age and was a not insignificant actor
i them. Second, it shows just how much he traveled and how much he must
have encountered the breadth of cultures and characters active in the Greek
world of his own time, Amang the most controversial a of e
‘ spects of Aristotley
M::ﬁ\: extent o mm:le\\% depend upon a distinction between
Greeks ansGreeks, ~ A was widely ristotle
sivted upon this distinction and on t? he bmdmm::dx:dme&z
x::.am Bt say today, radically communitarian in that it believed
the good life humnsmspowhkonly in the polis, that the Gree
pols was the highest form v
s Y of political community. This is broadly the view
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For Aristotle, political community is a certain sort of community, not
any sort of community. “Politics,” “the political things” — ta politika ~ occurs
when “a self sufficient group of free and relatively equal individuals .. have
the opportunity to engage in regular and public discussion about which laws
and policies should direct their activities and who take turns, according to
regular and recognized rules, at ruling and being ruled” (Yack, 1993: 7). The
point of this, of course, is that while Aristotle considers the Greek polis to be
the only known example of such a community — though not always, or even
often,a very good one - it is certainly not the only possible example. Another
point is that for Aristotle, the polis is not itself natural, rather it flows from the
naturalness of human beings. This has the powerful consequence that “the
end of the polis is thus not to develop itself into a complete and perfected
form but rather to contribute to the development and perfection of human
beings into their complete and natural form. Aristotle makes this clear with
his repeated claim that the polis exists for the sake of the good life” (Yack,
1993: 16). Thus, the polis exists for something other than itself (see pp- 62-8
below).

This conception of Aristotle’s understanding of politics makes sense of
the central role conflict plays in his account in the Politics; after all the core of
the book, books 3-6,is concerned with conflict in politics. Yet many have seen
in Aristotle, both in his own time and subsequently,an especial commitment
to politics as an area free of conflict or, and perhaps particularly, for simply
ignoring the necessary role of conflict in politics. In contrast, scholars like
Yack and Nussbaum have emphasized that Aristotle is deeply aware of the
fragility of the good life —another of the many ways in which Aristotle echoes
Thucydides — and understands how inevitable conflict is in human social life
generally and in politics — as he understands it — in particular. Aristotle’s
most famous phrase itself contains the seeds of this specific understanding
of politics. Humans, he famously asserts, are political animals (Zoon Politikon).
However, healsoasserts,in the Eudemian Ethics, that human beingsare communal
animals. All polities are communities, of course, but not all communities are
polities.

This understanding of community/ political community has a num-
ber of more general implications. It first of all allows Aristotle to acknow]-
edge the huge variety of communities of which humans are capable. All
communities consist of individuals, sharing something (some good, some
feature of their identity, or whatever); they engage in interaction related to
what they share and, finally, they are bound to each other by some sense
of friendship and some sense of justice (Yack, 1993: 29. See also Aristotle,
Nichomachean Ethics, ns6a-1157b and 159b2y, Politics, 1252a1, 1261a-b). This lat-

ter point is perhaps the most important of all for as Aristotle says in the
Nichomachean Ethics:
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The term “friendship” here (the Greek term is philia) "’ ‘}l".“"'l.)’. l"-“l"}! Used jp
a rather more general sense than we would today UT ll 1¢ ‘l»’”’l- n “'R(Jt It fy
one of the central categories of Aristotelian pollllt'-l t 10Ug }"- Leffectjye
means a kind of “mutual sharing in ends and actions,” A .alml!ar point ,
visible in Aristotle’s understanding 0”“”“‘7“'}”“' as there are different kind
offrlendsl1lps. s0 there are different kinds of justice. | ‘

For Aristotle, then, humans are natural beings who necessarily live i,
communities. However, there Is an enormously wide variety of possib)e com.
munities: families, tribcs,(‘lans,cmplrcs,:md, of course, polities, as he under.
stands them. Indeed, we might say that for Aristotle, it is perfectly possible 1
talk of the community of all humankind, perhaps even — though this s much
more speculative — of 3 cosmo-polis,a world political community, As we wi|
see this aspect of Aristot]ek thought is picked up by the Stoics and has been
hugely influential in our own times as well. In the context of this variety,
there are certain sorts of communitjes — political communities - wherein
the human good is best served and within this notion of political commu.
nity various kinds of possible regimes (Aristot]e’s famous six types of political
regime found in the Py/itics — €€ pp. 69-77 bel ow).

Thus, for Aristotle, the kinds of obligations generated among individ-
uals in part depended upon the sor
Political communitjeg required certain ki

te!‘-comm g
€ast, whate unalstrife), the politi

X "SPonsibility ACtinaceq c;,:;:;ig};t},bc the case 1 other comm)umtiss.has
Other citizeng, A ble example "f‘f ;‘ Welfare of oy humans, not just

ristot]e’ discussion of
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Sparta in the Politics, for example (1271b1, and see Pp- 70-76 below). While in
many respects favorably disposed towards Spartan virtue, Aristotle nonethe-
less condemns utterly the reason behind the cultivation of virtue, that is,
military power. Moreover, to suppose that virtues exist for the sake of suc-
cess in war is called by Aristotle “absolutely murderous” (Nichomachean Ethics,
nuyybio. See also Swanson, 1992; Yack, 1993: 7). This, in fact, is a common tone
throughout Aristotles ethical and political thought. He is critical of the
tendency of various communities — the Scythians, Persians, Thracians, and
Celts are mentioned as well as the Spartans — to glorify war and to praise
domination and conquest. It is not, Aristotle thinks, appropriate to conguer
and rule other regimes since it is effectively a denial of their freedom and
their status as fellow humans (see Politics, 1324b22, 1333b26—36). These views
may, of course, partly account for the coolness that developed between both
Aristotle personally and the Aristotelian school in general and Aristodes
most famous pupil, that is, Alexander the Great. As many have pointed out,
Aristotle is widely reputed not to have been an admirer of Alexanders cam-
paigns nor of his adoption of Persian manners and style.Some have supposed
this was because Aristotle held that “Greekness” was somehow special and
that Alexander was betraying it. There may well have been something in this.
However, it seems more likely to have been a simple opposition to the prac-
tice of conquest, both for itself and for the likely effects it would have on
those who practice it, and also that from being, in at least some sense, the
ruler of a political community, Alexander had seemingly abandoned polirical
community for empire, a very different, and for Aristotle, inferior kind.

Of course, Aristotle accepts that defensive war is perfectly permissible
and even recommends the establishment of a citizen militia to help defend
a city. Moreover, he thinks that offensive war is justified in two kinds of
cases: when a free community is under attack and in need of help or out-
side intervention and when a community cannot rule itself. In both cases,
“intervention,” as we would today call it, benefits the humans of that com-
munity and, at least implicitly, the humans of the intervening community.
Aristotle also speaks many times about the centrality of peace in the possibil-
ity of virtue in political communities: as Swanson puts it, for Aristotle “war
must always serve peace and peace virtue” (Swanson, 1992 117; see also Politics,
132625-7,1333a30-b3, 1334a10).

Stoicism
Itis traditional to refer to the period after Aristotle as the “Hellenistic”

riod of Greek thought (Sinclair, 1967, chs. 12-15; A. A. Long, 1986). The success
of the great philosophical schools of Plato, Isocrates. and Aristotle led 10 2
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proliferation of schools and sects, with the Acadel?‘)' (for Amolst Olftl}llis Periog
ashadow of'its former self) and Aristotle’s peripatos increasingly challengeq by
rivals. _

Unquestionably, the dominant schools of the perlod‘, other thap the
above two, were the Cynics, Skeptics, Epicureans, and $t91cs. Althoggh al]
these schools had particular contributions to make to ethics and politics, j,
is the Stoics who are by far the most important for our current purposes. A
A.A Long says,

for more than four centuries [Stoicism] claimed the allegiance of a large number of
educated men in the Graeco-Roman world [and, as Martha Nussbaum has recently
shown, also some women (M. Nussbaum, 1996)], and its 1mPact Was not confineq
to Classical antiquity ... from the renaissance up to n?odern times the e}f]fec't of stoic
moral teaching on western culture has been pervasive ....(moreover) the influence
of Stoicism has not been confined to .. philosophers. Cicero, Seneca and Marcys
Aurelius were read and re-read by those who had time to read in the sixteenth,
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. (A. A. Long, 1986: 107)

While Stoicism began in Greece, and many of its most distingujshed
philosophical voices were Greek (most especially its founder, Zeno of Citium_
who began teaching in the painted colonnade — or stoa — in Athens in about
300/301 BCE), its power partly depended on the influence it came to have in the
new power in the classical world, Rome. Although over such a long period
Stoic philosophy clearly evolved and changed, it is remarkable how consistent
the basic Stoic orientation was.

Stoics were convinced that the unive
to rational explanation and
faculty, which allowed us to

I'se wasan ordered whole,amenable
proceeded so to explain it. The central human
reason, think,and speak — the logos — is embodied

n. Hence the j
philosophy and logic for Stoicism B
How did this cagh out in terms of insi i
) 2 nside/outside? | inciple, for the
St.01cs, fl0-0ne was “outside” the real COommunity, the hn Pt I
Diogenes the Cynic, a powerful inf] f Uuman community-

{ : uence on the early stoq for
ha\fmg asserted, against a]] the customs and Y stoa, is famous
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others have pointed out (M. Nussbaum, 1957: 7-9). She also gives 2 number
of citations which show the extent of the Stoics’ “cosmopolitanism.” We live
in two communities, Seneca tells us in De Otio, the local community of our
birth and the wider city, that community which is “truly great and truly com-
mon, in which we look neither to this corner nor to that, but measure the
boundaries of our nation by the sun.” Or again, this time in Plutarch, we read
that “we should see all human beings as our fellow citizens and neighbors’
(M. Nussbaum, 1997: 7).

Itisimportant to see, however, that the Stoics were not saying that actual
political (in the non-Aristotelian sense) boundaries were unimportant or that
they should be abolished. They were chiefly what Charles Beitz has called
“moral” rather than “institutional” cosmopolitans (Beitz, 1934). Though it is
worth pointing out that they were heavily involved with the Roman imperial
projectand much Stoic,and neo-Stoic, writing of this period often shaded into
an institutional cosmopolitanism with the potentially universal institution
being the empire. Lactantius’ famous remark that Rome was “the city that
sustainsall things” (cited in Marcellinus'History) isan example. Their point was
simply that our allegiance was, first and foremost. to the ethical community
that is constituted by all human beings as such. This does not mean that
local attachments are not themselves valuable. Seneca and Cicero were. in
one sense, great spokesmen for the Roman idea of civic involvement and
Marcus Aurelius, of course, as emperor, could hardly be indifferent to the
presence or lack of civic activism in the empire (see the discussion in p-8s
below).

These views have, of course, clear implications for the question of our
individual obligations. Stoics famously thought of humans as living in a se-
ries of concentric circles, first encircling the self, next the family. next the
extended family and close personal friends, next neighbors and local groups.
city dwellers, fellow countrymen, and outside all of these is the largest circle
of all: humanity as a whole. As Martha Nussbaum puts t, citing the Stoic
Hierocles, “our task as citizens of the world will be to draw the circles some-
how towards the centre” (M. Nussbaum, 1997: 9. See also M. Nusshaum. 1996).
Our obligations, in this context, consist in giving each of the circles their due
weight and respea,andthisreq\nmediwadonmdstbemmfor&ok
virtue. As Marcus Aurelius puts it, "Accustom yourself not to be inattentive to
what motherpmnuy:,andasfaraposdbk,mhothammg
mind .. Generally, one must first learn many things before one can
motbmacuomwnhmmndmg'(m.mg;s&ahomhm
1986: 179-209; M. Nussbaum, 1996; M. Nussbaum., 1997 g).

This view has the implication that we need to restrain the passions that
m@(mwmﬁemdmbdqﬁhmdodﬁ&kidﬁ
Mhm-M’&&em@mfwammmmw
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character. Clearly he intended his dialogues to meanSSOI‘ncl\l?lng; Wty
people perhaps to the study of philOSoph)"-‘tO G ne;ate ; OC?:LS Certajp), - ‘
question is, did he mean them to have wider imp catlons? In the dialoglm(
Plato raises questions, introduces themes, charms FI']OSZIUC rccrﬂults lo hz
banner,develops ideas.In none of them,however,does he eyelo '1 Clrip s
What does this mean for our subject here? In the first place, it gy
that we should rely not simply on what Plato wrote but op the Practice of th,
Academy under his leadership (see CherniS‘S. 1945; Grayeff, 1974 e/ Kramcr
1990). The advice he gives to Dions party in [he. Seventh l.,etter 1S echoed b'
many of the actions of the Academy while Plato lived and, indeeq for 4 Whil,
after his death, when his nephew Speusippus became head of the schog|
Broadly speaking, Plato, and the Academy, recommended the establigh, Mep,
of constitutional regimes, with complex systems of checks and balances,suCh
asare outlined in Platos own last work, the Laws, and similar to thoge We haye
already met in Aristotle.
As with Aristotle, Plato does not seem to be writing on]

In mind. In a famous passage in the Republic, Socrates suggest
built in speech” - the ideal city that it is the p

Y with Greek
s that the “City
urpose of the Republic 1o sketch

vision” (Republic, 499c—d). However, in Plato
atouch of the mystical which is absent in Ari

gives particular power to some of his mo
The Phaedrus and the Timaeuys.
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FURTHER READING

Asa general background to Greek thought, Sinclair (1967) is still unsurpassed.
On Thucydides, Hornblower (1987) presents the best general interpretation,
though it is very much a classicist’s treatment, and Orwin (1994) 16 perhaps
the best recent interpretation of Thucydides as political thinker, On Plato, a
good general introduction to his political thought.though very wedded to the
“traditional” interpretation, is Klosko (1986). An introduction to alternative
ways of reading Plato can be found in Griswold (1988). Yack (1993) offers a
thoughtful interpretation of Aristotle, which emphasizes issues of conflict
in his political theory. Euben (1990) offers a splendid series of readings of

Thucydidesand Plato which foreground diversity and conflict, Wood (1988) s

the best reading of Cicero’s political thought in a long while, while A.A. Long

(1986) offers an excellent interpretation of Stoicism in general, Alternative

considerations of classical thought about International Relations to those

offered here can be found in Boucher (1998) and Pangle and Ahrensdorf

(1999)-
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