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CONSTRUCTION OF PANHELLENIC IDENTITY IN
THE GREEK HISTORICAL DISCOURSE OF THE
CLASSICAL PERIOD

Summary of doctoral dissertation

Subiject of the research

The subject of this doctoral dissertation is the question of Panhellenic
identity, which reveals itself in the works of Greek historiographers of
Classical period: Herodotus® Histories; Thucydides’ History of the
Peloponnesian War; and numerous works of Xenophon: History of
Greece, Anabasis, Education of Cyrus, Agesilaus, and Constitution of
the Spartans.

Problem of the research

Although the Greeks did not have a term for what we now refer to as
“Panhellenism”, there is one mention of the term Panhellenes
(ITavérAnveg), which demonstrates an attempt to express the new idea
of commonality. The term Panhellenes is used to include all the Greek
oikoumene with its geographical, ethnical, and cultural spaces, and
thus outlines an integral aspect of this particular term. However, the
biggest problem concerning the question of Panhellenic identity is the
fact that it emerges not as formed and clearly defined, but as being in
a state of continuous formation. That is to say, various models of
Panhellenic identity do not allow for a clear expression of the grounds
on which the Greeks formed their identity, and which features and
qualities they considered to be the essence of their Greekness (10
‘EAMnvicov). Different models of identity — whether a genealogical
model based on mythology, a cultural model construed by the
opposition of what is Greek against what is barbarous, a polis-model,
or a values-based model — all express an implicit idea of Panhellenic
identity that is not as clearly defined, which in turn is extrapolated
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from the works of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon. None of
these historians gave us a universal interpretation of the answer to the
question of Panhellenic identity. One must reconstruct the picture of
Panhellenic identity from individual propositions, allusions, and as
often as not omissions, which leads to a picture that rather resembles
a mosaic of multiple incomplete pieces. In examining the question of
Panhellenic identity, one must accept the fact that the question of
identity, which on the part of the Greeks demonstrates the process of
becoming conscious about one’s origins, becomes more and more
entangled with their pragmatism. The idea of the Greeks as one nation
— a united whole — is manipulated to reach specific goals. One such
goal might be the defence of Greek freedom; another the security of
Greek poleis, and so forth. Consequently, one has to reject the idea of
the unity of the Greeks and the stability of Greek identity as having no
grounds — indeed, not only Thucydides but also Herodotus and
Xenophon highlight the problematic aspects of the question of
identity. By demonstrating its manipulative character, they raise an
indirect question: whether the Greeks are actually one nation and a
united ethnos. These three historians highlight the negative aspects of
Panhellenic discourse: its deficiency and utilitarianism.

Objective of the dissertation

The objective of the dissertation is: a) to analyse the changes in the
idea of Panhellenic identity in the Greek classical historical discourse,
beginning with the origin of this idea in the earliest historical texts
(starting with the genealogical model, which is explained as the model
of common origin, through to the local model, which in turn tackles
the question of the identity of various poleis, then to the Panhellenic
model, for instance, in Greeks vs barbarians or West vs East); b) to
reveal the significance of the “Other” (a barbarian or Greek as the
“Other”) by emphasising various concepts of the “Other” (e.g. the
“Other” as the enemy, the new, or the ideal) in the formation of
Panhellenic identity.



Tasks of the dissertation
To achieve the main objective, different tasks were set:

1. To identify the conditions which encouraged the formation of and
changes in the discourse on Greek identity in the historiography.

2. To reveal the paradigm of cultural identity and its transformation in
the context of the Greco-Persian wars in Herodotus’ Histories.

3. To analyse the political model of Greek identity in Thucydides’
History of the Peloponnesian War.

4. To demonstrate the paradox of the disappearance of boundaries
between Greek and barbarian identities in Xenophon’s historical
works.

Review of literature

Aside from sporadic references,! the question of Panhellenic identity
in the works of Greek historiographers has not been widely analysed
in the papers of Lithuanian scholars. Foreign scholars have paid more
attention to this subject. However, the question of identity has not yet
been represented to such an extent as it is analysed in this dissertation.
Jonathan M. Hall, the author of one of the key studies? on the question
of Panhellenic identity (the results of which are used significantly in
this dissertation), analyses the significance of myths in the formation
of Panhellenic identity and the problem of defining ethnic groups. He
also underlines how important archaeology and linguistics are for the
exclusion and definition of different ethnic groups. In his work, Hall

! N. Juchnevitiené, ,Tautiniai stereotipai klasikingje ir romeéniskojoje
Graikijoje: Herodotas ir Diodoras apie graikus ir kitus®, in: Literatira, T. 48,
Nr. 3, 2006, p. 52-67; N. Juchneviciene, Graiky kary su persais recepcija
roméniskoje Graikijoje: Herodotas Plutarcho akimis, in: Literatiira, T. 47,
Nr. 3, 2005, p. 1-25.

2 Jonathan M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997.
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confines himself only to the model of ethnic identity, and omits the
questions of socio-political and cultural Panhellenic identity. A very
significant implication of Hall’s study is the idea that, according to
him, the ethnic group is not the outcome of a natural process, and thus
it cannot be reduced to an essentialist approach. In the formation of
the ethnic group, genealogy, language, and material culture have very
important roles, and thus the formation of the ethnic group is a
dynamic process. In another study® dedicated to the question of
Panhellenic identity, Hall discusses the question of ethnic identity in
more detail. He pays a lot of attention to the approach to the analysis
of the problem of identity. In this study, Hall analyses various factors
that are important for the formation of Panhellenic identity, such as
Greek colonisation and Greek culture. Compared to the former, the
latter study is more comprehensive in terms of its chronology, as Hall
touches upon the question of how identity was handled in the
Hellenistic period. Hall’s studies on the subject of Panhellenic identity
are an important source that is widely used in this dissertation for the
construction of models of genealogical, ethnical, and cultural identity.
However, Hall does not interpret the tension that is characteristic of
the question of Panhellenic identity, and therefore cannot see the
exploitative aspects of this issue. Hall barely mentions the socio-
political identity model, or the Xenophontic notion of Panhellenic
identity.

When analysing Herodotus’ Histories, where the cultural
identity model is especially conspicuous, one specific piece of
research* by Francois Hartog is widely used. While discussing the
depiction of the Scythians in the fourth book of Herodotus’ Histories,
Hartog uses the metaphor of a mirror, which outlines Herodotus’
approach to Scythian society and its customs. According to Hartog, in
describing the Scythians Herodotus purportedly aims a mirror to show
the “otherness” of Scythian customs. At the same time, the mirror

3 Jonathan M. Hall, Hellenicity: Between Ethnicity and Culture, Chicago
and London: The University of Chicago Press, 2005.

4 F. Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London:
University of California Press, 1988.
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reflects another view: that of Greek customs. Therefore, by aiming a
mirror at the Scythians Herodotus not only allows us to gain an
impression of the novelty or otherness of Scythian customs with
regard to Greek customs, but he also reveals a lot about the similarities
and, in a sense, normalities of Greek customs. In essence, Herodotus
shows the Greeks to themselves. Hartog talks about “the rhetoric of
otherness™: according to him, Herodotus uses various techniques in
order to represent the countries that he is travelling through to the
reader, the most important of which are inversion, comparison, and
analogy. The purpose of their usage is that by describing Scythian
customs, Herodotus allows the reader an impression of Greek
customs: by comparing the customs of Greeks and Scythians he shows
the otherness of Scythian customs by way of inversion, which allows
him to describe the nature of Greek customs by implication. The
method that Hartog proposed for the analysis of the fourth book of
Herodotus’ Histories is adapted in this dissertation for the analysis of
the customs of other countries (Egypt, Persia, India, and Arabia).
However, the shortcoming of this method is that it cannot be used in
every case, as Herodotus does not have a homogenous picture of both
identity and otherness. This is very clear in the description of Spartan
customs, an example of the Greeks being non-homogenous in that
there is an element of both the Greek “Other” and the Greek “Same”.
On the grounds of this idea, in this dissertation it is argued that the
notions of identity and otherness depend on the central or peripheral
position. This means that Herodotus, who is himself a Greek, registers
how the customs of foreign countries deviate from ordinary Greek
customs, but at the same time he notices that there is also a central and
peripheral perspective in the Greek world.

Vernon L. Provencal uses the aforementioned approach of
Hartog, albeit slightly modified, in his own study.® Just like Hartog,
Provencal uses a structural approach when analysing the description
of the relations between the Persians and the Greeks. According to

5 Vernon L. Provencal, Sophist Kings: Persians as Other in Herodotus,
London, New Delhi, New York, Sydney: Bloomsbury Academic, 2015.
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Provencal, the fundamental difference between the Greeks and the
Persians is their approach to reality: on the one hand the Persians see
it as manipulative; whilst on the other hand the Greeks see it as having
an established order, rules, principles etc. This approach becomes
clearer when the Persians try to expand their empire, and thus violate
the limits that have been naturally set. According to Provencal,
Herodotus shows that such behaviour of the Persians is a reflection of
their sophistic nature. Provecal argues that the lust for power which is
characteristic of the Persian kings is the best representation of the
principle of vopog pboewe, which in turn is seen by Herodotus as
being opposed to the Greek principle of vopoc Baciiede. According to
Provencal, Herodotus also sheds light on other differences between
the Greeks and Persians: egalitarianism; propensity to believe in the
Divine; the idealism of the former; and the hierarchism, determinism,
and naturalism of the latter.

The question of the differences and similarities between the
customs of Greece and those other countries is part of the question of
the relationship between Greeks and non-Greeks (or barbarians). Edith
Hall argues® that a need to define the relationship between Greeks and
barbarians arose as there was a great number of foreigners in Greece,
a fact which itself was of no great importance and did not condition
negative views with regard to foreigners. However, the Greco-Persian
wars changed this situation significantly, and the neutral view with
regard to foreigners was replaced by an entirely negative perception
of the Persians, as well as of other foreigners.

Paul Cartledge also contributes to the discussion on the
subject of the “other”. Cartledge argues that the propensity to divide,
or to oppose, is not a prerogative of one nation — it is typical of the
whole humankind. The Greek propensity to oppose, divide, or polarise
was especially strong, and all of these oppositions were of a
delimitative nature. When speaking of themselves, Greeks
distinguished themselves from the “others”, while at the same time
considering the others to be inferior. In addition, the Greeks thought

8 E. Hall, Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-definition through Tragedy,
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991.
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of themselves as culturally superior. Cartledge handles the subject
from different perspectives: the Greeks vs the barbarians; the men vs
the women; the citizens vs the foreigners; the free vs the slaves; and
the gods vs the mortals. Cartledge’s book has the advantage of being
a great synthesis of the research of various scholars on the subject of
opposition between the Greeks and the barbarians. However,
Cartledge does not analyse an Athenocentric version of Greek
identity, noting that Greece is not equivalent to Athens despite this
kind of identification having been a common practice.

One study’ that is critical for understanding the political
identity model is written by Maria Fragoulaki. She analyses the notion
of kinship in Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War in great
detail. Fragoulaki shows not only the complexity of the term itself, but
also of the wider phenomenon. Fragoulaki talks of kinship, and the
other phenomena which define interpersonal and intercommunal
relations (such as eiiia, “friendship”; and yevia, “friendly relations™).
A crucial element of Fragoulaki’s study is dedicated to the
development of relationships between metropolis and apoikia within
the context of kinship relations. The author outlines the circumstances
under which the question of kinship relations was raised, and what was
expected from the metropolis and apoikia accordingly. Although it
might be expected that kinship relations or ethnic affiliations must
have been an important factor in defining the relationships between
metropolis and apoikia, the reality was different: kinship relations
were considered to be of little importance. In other cases, however,
every possibility was used to find even the slightest link between two
different Greek poleis, and therefore to justify an alliance between
them. The examples given by Fragoulaki well illustrate the relations
between Greek poleis, which are based on the conception of
Realpolitik. The subject of kinship relations, the pragmatism of the
relationships between metropolis and apoikia, and the intercommunal
relations between poleis which are discussed in Fragoulaki’s study,
reveal an important aspect of Panhellenic identity: political identity.

7 M. Fragoulaki, Kinship in Thucydides, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2013.
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Fragoulaki discerns an ongoing change from ethnic identity to polis
identity; a change which, in turn, reveals itself through an increasing
pragmatism and a weakening of ethnic relations with regard to ethnic
affiliation.

The fragility of ethnic relations and the manipulative aspect
of kinship relations was highlighted by Edouard Will.2 Will denies the
existence of various ethnic stereotypes. When talking of the notion of
order that is seen to be characteristic of the Dorians or the
individualism of the lonians, for instance, he is of the opinion that both
gualities have no ethnic basis whatsoever. The attempts made by
various ethnic groups to ground their identity on the basis of different
external markers only proves the existence of a utilitarian aspect in
relationships between Greeks. Greek pragmatism was of such a
strength that even the notion of freedom — a shared value of virtually
all of the Greeks — acquired different connotations in the speeches of
Athenian and Spartan representatives. The discourse on freedom
originated in the face of the Greco-Persian wars, and was a major
factor in achieving victory. However, the issue of the war changed the
notion of freedom. Athens, which played an important role in the war
against Persia, for some time used a slogan that invoked the feeling of
a war of independence from the Persians, and thus subjected one polis
after another to their rule. The Greek poleis that opposed Athenian rule
and wanted to leave the Athenian empire faced an Athenian resistance.
Athens did not want to grant freedom to their allies, as this act would
have weakened their security. Therefore, Athens understood freedom
as freedom for themselves, notwithstanding what their allies wanted
or expected. At the instigation of the poleis that belonged to the
Athenian empire, Sparta decided to liberate those Greek poleis that
were not content with Athenian rule, thus initiating a new project of
liberation from Athenian control. The slogan of freedom (or the slogan
of liberation from the enemy), the slow process via which this slogan
became more and more nuanced, and its skilful use by both sides for

8 E. Will, Dorien et loniens, Essai sur la valeur du critére ethnique appliqué
a l‘étude de ['histoire et de la civilisation grecques, Strassbourg:
Publications de la Faculté des Lettres de 1‘Université de Strassbourg, 1956.
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the formation of an ideology, is discussed by Kurt Raaflaub.® His
study very clearly shows how far from the Periclean notion of freedom
this new notion of freedom that emerged during the Peloponnesian
war, and which became a caricature of freedom, was. This new
freedom did nothing but split the Greeks poleis. In this respect, even
Pericles’ funerary oration, in which the dead are remembered and the
Athenian way of life and Athenian values are exalted, is unsettling in
the context of the Peloponnesian war, as even in this oration one may
identify how Panhellenic values are gradually equated with Athenian
ones. In other words, in the Athenian rhetoric, the state of being
Athenian is equivalent to that of being a Greek.

Few studies are important for understanding the
Xenophontic model of identity that is based on values. When speaking
of the main subjects in Xenophon’s History of Greece, Vivienne Gray
emphasises the importance of moral values and personal achievements
for Xenophon himself.!® Such qualities as justice, loyalty, and the
ability to lead others were of crucial importance for Xenophon in
assessing human behaviour. There is no doubt that the time he spent
with Socrates had a huge impact on Xenophon in developing such a
method of moral assessment. Nevertheless, Xenophon used this
method to assess the behaviour of Greek poleis as well. He made clear
parallels between, for instance, the insulting behaviour of the Spartans
and the punishment that befell them. Xenophon also saw a close link
between the Athenian hybris after establishing their empire and their
loss in the Peloponnesian war. Insolence and respect, justice and
injustice, courage and cowardice were those qualities which, for
Xenophon, were of the same value in both humans and poleis. Based
on this idea, it is argued in this dissertation that by creating a personal
vision of Panhellenic identity, Xenophon hoped for the Greeks to
forget their disagreements and to unite under the leadership of one

9 K. Raaflaub, Discovery of Freedom in Ancient Greece, Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 2004

V. Gray, The Character of Xenophon ‘s Hellenica, Baltimore: John
Hopkins University Press, 1989.
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particular person or polis. Xenophon expected that this one person or
polis could initiate the revival of Greece.

John Dillery discusses the real conditions of the formative process of
identity and the impossibility of uniting. According to him,
Xenophon’s Anabasis is an exceptional piece of writing in the sense
that it touches upon the question of Panhellenic identity from a
different perspective. Xenophon shows how an army, which is
composed of soldiers with different identities, becomes one unit. The
army gradually becomes a structure, acquires Panhellenic values, and
is even able act as a community. Dillery argues, however, that in
Xenophon’s Anabasis one may discern the temporality of this
soldiers” community and their Panhellenic values. The fact that an
army of Greek mercenaries dissolves after reaching the boundaries of
the Greek world reveals the problems which the Greeks have to cope
with: the absence of unity and the differences of opinion. It is argued
in this dissertation that, by talking of Panhellenic values, Xenophon
outlines his perspective on how the coexistence of the Greeks has to
be orientated.

The novelty and relevance of the subject

Despite the fact that research dedicated to Greek historiography is
abundant, with a wide range of authors and subjects covered, there is
no comprehensive study on the subject of Panhellenic identity.
International research exists which uses social anthropology,
linguistics, archaeology, epigraphy, and a plethora of other methods
in response to this issue. The fact that this question has been discussed
from various perspectives, as well as the sheer volume papers on this
subject, show its importance. In every piece of research which has
discussed the question of Panhellenic identity, a largely traditional
opinion prevails: the discourse of Panhellenic identity begins with the
genealogical and ends with the culture model. International scholars
have, in their work on Panhellenic identity, focused far more keenly
on Herodotus. Herodotus not only speaks of genealogy, he also
captures the birth of the cultural identity model — which marks a
certain threshold. The question of Panhellenic identity is rarely
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touched upon in Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War, and
any mentions are mainly in the context of the relations between Greek
poleis (in scenarios of Realpolitik). However, scholars have rarely
questioned the implications of Realpolitik for Panhellenic identity.
The significance of ethnic affiliations for alliances, the peculiarity of
the relationships between metropolis and apoikia, and the pragmatic
characteristics of the relationships between cities are subjects which
are discussed separately, and their application to the subject of
Panhellenic identity remains rare. In research on Panhellenic identity,
the historical and literary works of Xenophon are rarely cited. Most
attention is paid to the originality of Xenophon, to the authenticity of
his historical works, and to the significance of the moral principles
within his oeuvre. In this sense, the Xenophontic model of identity
that is based on values is new, as there is no research on this subject
whatsoever. Therefore, the research conducted in this dissertation is
original with regard to the authors discussed, is original with regard to
a new approach handling old material, and is original altogether with
regard to the new discourse of Panhellenic identity in the works of
Greek historians in the Classical period. In this dissertation, it is
argued that the subject of Panhellenic identity is a difficult and
ongoing process which is formulated anew, and which is characterised
by various tensions.

Methodology of the research

The main approaches that are used in this dissertation are descriptive,
comparative, and transtextual. For the analysis of the identity models
in Herodotus’s Histories, the discourse of “Self” and “Other” is used.
The approach found in F. Hartog’s The Mirror of Herodotus is also
used, which notes that by describing the customs of various countries,
Herodotus tries to hold them in opposition to Greek customs. He
thereby points a mirror at them, a mirror which not only reflects the
otherness of the customs of those countries, but also reflects the
regularity of Greek customs. In the discussion of the political speeches
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in Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War and their
Panhellenic implications, hermeneutical and narratological methods
are used. The identity process theory (IPT) is also used in this
dissertation, the primary idea of which is that the formation of identity
is largely influenced by social change and various social factors. On
the basis of this idea, it is argued that Panhellenic identity is a
continuous process which has to respond to various challenges in
different periods of the formation of identity.

Range of the research

In this dissertation, only those Panhellenic identity models that belong
to the historiography of the Classical period (from the fifth to the
fourth century BC) are analysed. This is a very important delimitation,
as genealogical, ethnic, political, or values-based models of
Panhellenic identity differ from the subsequent Panhellenic model,
which is oriented more toward the arrangement of a battle against a
common enemy. Military Panhellenism replaces genealogical, ethnic,
political, or values-based Panhellenism, which is understood as a
reaction to danger for the security of the Greeks.

Theses defended in the dissertation

1. The question of Panhellenic identity in the Greek historiography of
the Classical period reveals itself primarily through genealogy, i. e.
through an effort to relate the question of identity to one ancestor
(Hellen) or his descendants (Doros, Aiolos, and lon).

2. The genealogical identity model cannot satisfy an increased demand
for identification, and is thus replaced by a more specific identity
model.

11 |dentity Process Theory. Identity, Social Action and Social Change, ed.
by Rusi Jaspal and Glynis M. Breakwell, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2014.
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3. The model of ethnic Panhellenic identity is often orientated
pragmatically: ethnic affiliations become a pretext for alliance against
a common enemy or for the organisation of defence.

4. The cultural identity model arises from the experience of
encountering other people. An explicit description of the customs of
various people and conclusions about the particular qualities of the
Greeks allow one to discern which cultural factors represent the core
of Panhellenic identity.

5. The Peloponnesian war changes the cultural identity model to
political identity model, which is orientated towards the values of the
polis. Instead of one Panhellenic identity, different identity models
arise, of which the Athenian identity model is regarded as universal
(the Athenian and the Panhellenic identity models become
equivalent).

6. The values-based identity model marks the beginning of the crisis
in the Greek world, and with it efforts to unite the Greeks who have
no common values or ideas for rebirth. Leadership, which is to be
understood as the leadership of one polis or one political figure, is
represented as an opportunity to escape the prevailing situation and to
unite forces in finding a common goal.

Structure of the dissertation

This dissertation consists of an introduction, one main section of
narration (the main section of narration is divided into smaller units,
in which various identity models are discussed), a conclusion, and a
list of literature.

Conclusions

1) Herodotus’ Histories, Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian
War, and Xenophon’s historical (or pseudohistorical) writings were
not exclusively dedicated to the subject of Panhellenic identity. The
question of Panhellenic identity is only implicitly, rather than overtly,
discussed. Different identity models that are related to these three
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historians emerge as a result of various conflicts, political tensions,
and civilizational and moral challenges.

2) The Greeks’ need to trace their genealogy was sufficiently satiated
by mythology, which gave them a credible explanation of their origin.
The genealogical model tackled the guestion of the common ancestor
by providing one predecessor of the Greeks (Hellenes): Hellen.
However, the figure of Hellen was quite obscure, and could not be
used to make resumptive conclusions about the qualities or the
mentality of the Greeks. The discovery of an eponymous father could
only link the Greeks with a concrete name without being able to
explain what kind of people the Greeks really were, which values they
practiced, or how exceptional they were. The genealogical identity
model could only state that one part of the people, who were called
Hellenes, came to live in a certain place that was called Hellas.

3) The ethnic group became the basis for a new, more defined identity
model. As they were not a homogenous people but instead consisted
of many different ethnic groups, the Greeks began to look for
differences between these ethnic groups. Just as in the case of the
genealogical identity model, so the ethnic identity model was based
on mythology. Hellen’s children were Aiolos, Doros, and Ion, who
were accordingly the predecessors of the Aeolians, Dorians, and
lonians. Thus, instead of looking for a common identity and certain
gualities that could unite all of the Greeks, the local identities of the
Aeolians, Dorians, and lonians were created, which were of more
importance than one common Hellenic identity.

4) An identification with the Aeolians, Dorians, and lonians had to
solve the problem of identity, as identification was based not on an
abstract, hard to define, multifaceted image of the Hellenes, but on the
idea of ethnic group, which was easier to define with regard to values.
However, even in this case identification with an ethnic group was not
so clear-cut: the Greeks identified themselves with different ethnic
groups, but the main argument for identification with lonians,
Dorians, or Aeolians was not a complex set of values or qualities
which were characteristic of these groups, but belonging itself. On the
other hand, even this question of belonging to one or another ethnic
group was of no great importance, and was raised only in those rare
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cases when a Dorian, Aeolian, or lonian polis had to face a threat to
its existence. In such a case, the fact of belonging to one or another
ethnic group was used to appeal for help. The outlook of Hellenes on
kinship, belonging, and identity often seems to be pragmatic and
cynical: both kinship and identity were important insofar as they
helped to make political alliances, or to defeat or resist enemies.

5) The alliance of the lonians in Asia Minor, known as the lonian
League, is one example that shows the Hellenes’ pragmatism with
regard to ethnic affiliations. The Hellenes of Asia Minor were forced
to unite in the face of the Persian threat. However, their primary
concern was not of the danger to them as an ethnic unit, but of the
freedom of their poleis. Judging by this example, one may argue that,
despite the self-identification with one or another ethnic group, the
identity of a polis (i.e. connection with a particular polis or the sense
of belonging to it) was already an important part of the discourse
around identity. Every Greek primarily saw themselves not as member
of one nation or ethnic group, but as a citizen of a polis. The polis was
already a centre of Greek identity —in it one could find all of the values
that were considered to be important — and every Greek was concerned
with the fortune of their polis. Both nation and ethnic group were only
a reference to belonging.

6) Efforts to formulate the essence of Panhellenic identity start after
confrontation with the Persians. Unlike in the war against the Greeks
of Asia Minor, the goal of the Persian king was the conquest of Hellas
— there was a threat to the freedom and autonomy of all Greeks.
Freedom was one of the Panhellenic values and, although Greek poleis
had their own independent policies, peculiar political systems, and
even differences in values, the common experience of freedom
allowed these differences to exist. Freedom represented a guarantee of
Greek idiosyncrasy and authenticity. The Persian threat naturally
forced the Greeks to ask themselves what kinds of values and qualities
—which had allowed their freedom to thrive —they stood to lose. There
is an observation in Herodotus’ Histories that answers this question:
according to it, Greekness, despite local differences, consists of
common origin, language, worshipped gods, festivals, and customs.
As one may detect from this observation, apart from genealogical
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aspect of Greek identity, all other markers of Greekness are related to
culture. Therefore, culture was an important factor that helped to unite
the different experiences of the Greeks.

7) In Herodotus’ History, the question of Panhellenic identity is also
implicitly raised when analysing Greek and barbarian cultures.
Herodotus, who was himself Greek and thus saw Greek culture from
a central position, was at the same time open to foreign cultural
experiences. Herodotus acknowledges that alien cultural elements are
rooted in the Greek cultural space. By describing the customs of
barbarous people and thus showing us what, in terms of culture, is
different from those of the Greeks, Herodotus construes the complex
of Greek customs, values, and qualities by way of antinomy, and
represents Greek culture as paradigm to which alien cultures can come
close or even influence.

8) The Greek victory against the Persians could not have been
achieved without the help of two poleis — Athens and Sparta. Athens
and Sparta felt responsibility for the independence of all Greeks, and
took the initiative to ensure security on land and sea. Freedom,
according to the Athenians and the Spartans, was a value that had to
be secured, and the Persian threat, in their discourse at least, was real.
The Athenian initiative was to start organising the alliance of Greek
poleis which, in future, might protect Greece from repeated Persian
onslaught. Attempts to secure a monopoly on freedom was understood
to be an Athenian prerogative, which forced Sparta to interfere and
liberate from Athenian oppression those Greek poleis that were tired
of Athenian dominion. Thus, two ideologies of freedom were created:
one Athenian; the other Spartan. Athens’ promise was freedom from
Spartan danger, on the condition that a polis become part of the
Athenian empire. Sparta proposed freedom from Athenian control —
in other words, freedom to not become part of the Athenian empire. A
conflict became unavoidable, and hence the Peloponnesian war broke
out between the two super-poleis — Athens and Sparta — with their
allies being involved. This was not only a military, but also a values-
based conflict: Athens tried to show that they are fighting for Greek
freedom, and that Athenian values, which were discussed at length by
Pericles (military and political excellence, courage, resolution,
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openness, innovativeness, and equality), should be identified with
Panhellenic values. In other words, only Athens could decide what is
Greek and what is not. Once more, as is shown by Thucydides,
Panhellenic identity becomes fragmented: there is no common Greek
identity anymore, only various identities, and the Athenian identity,
by showing that it represents Greekness best, becomes the most
important. The aim of such discourse was not an objective view of
Panhellenic identity. The association of Panhellenic values with
Athenian ones was part of Athenian ideology, and was another way of
sustaining the Athenian empire. Athens could successfully exploit the
guestion of Greek identity by demonstrating the appeal of being a part
of the values of the Athenian world. With this, Athens called Greek
poleis to join the empire, as to be a part of the Athenian empire meant
to belong to the Greek world, and thus to be an Athenian was
equivalent to being a Greek.

9) In the Greece of his times, Xenophon could not find one identity
model that could define all of the Greeks. Therefore, he was instead
forced to discuss what it might potentially be. Xenophon cared for a
united Greece, and had one primary goal: united Greek policy. In his
History of Greece, one can see his immense sympathy with common
Greek initiatives that could consolidate all of the Greek poleis. One
such initiative was the war against Persia that interfered in Greek
affairs and contributed a great deal to Greek discord. The war against
Persia would not only have meant victory against an old enemy, but
also would have presented a very good opportunity to unite. However,
the biggest problem with regard to Panhellenic identity was that
Xenophon could not recognise or see those Greek values that could
have been the basis for unification. The Greek democratic world was
in a state of crisis, democratic politics could no longer manage the
reality of war, and democratic regimes were out of order. For
Xenophon, one of the ways to solve a crisis of politics and values was
to find a Panhellenic leader. Leadership, according to Xenophon, was
not to be understood as the leadership of a particular person who could
unite the Greeks, but perhaps as the leadership of one strong Greek
polis that could unite them. Such a leader had to have high moral
standards or, in the case of a polis, proper, impeccable customs.
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Moreover, it seems that Xenophon believed himself to have found
such a leader, either in the person of Agesilaus or in the polis of Sparta.
However, Xenophon’s hopes never came to fruition: Agesilaus’ death
and Sparta’s collaboration with Persia made this opportunity
impossible.

10) In the work of all three historians (Herodotus, Thucydides, and
Xenophon), the question of identity is discussed in the context of
conflict: Persian threat; the enmity between Greek poleis; or the
efforts of Greek mercenaries to save themselves. The question of
Greek identity does not come about naturally, but is rather provoked.
One situation where the question of Panhellenic identity becomes
vitally important has to do with the efforts of Greek poleis to stay free.
The experience of freedom was inherent to every Greek polis, and they
did everything that they could to retain it. Not only Herodotus, but
also Thucydides and Xenophon try to show that Greek poleis can be
independent from one another politically, but be united with regard to
a common enemy. Self-determinism was the main, essential
precondition for freedom. Freedom was the value which Greeks
cherished above all others, sparing no effort in their pursuit of it, and
it is because of this attitude that Greek culture can be referred to as the
culture of freedom.
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PANHELENINIO TAPATUMO KONSTRAVIMAS
KLASIKINIAME GRAIKU ISTORINIAME DISKURSE

Daktaro disertacijos santrauka
Tyrimo objektas

Disertacijos tyrimo objektas yra panheléninio tapatumo klausimas,
atsiskleidziantis klasikinio laikotarpio graiky istoriografy veikaluose:
Herodoto Istorijoje, Tukidido Peloponeso karo istorijoje, taip pat
Ksenofonto veikaluose Graikijos istorija, Anabasis, Kyro aukléjimas,
Agesilajas, Spartos santvarka.

Darbo problema

Nors graikai netur¢jo termino panhelénizmas, tac¢iau jau nuo
Homero laiky egzistaves terminas panhelénai (IlavéAinveg) rodo
pastanga iSreiksti naujg bendrumo idéja: terminu panhelénai siekiama
aprépti visg graikiskaja oikumeng tiek geografine, tiek etnine, tiek ir
kultiirine prasme, parodant Sio termino integruojantj, o ne atskiriantj
pobidj. Vis delto didziausia problema, susijusi su panheléniskosios
tapatybés klausimu, yra ta, kad klasikinio laikotarpio graiky
istoriografy kiiriniuose panheléniskoji tapatybé atsiskleidzia ne kaip
susiformavusi ir aiSkiai apibrézta, bet kaip nuolat besiformuojanti ir
save begrindzianti. Tai reiSkia, kad egzistuojantys skirtingi
panheléninés tapatybés modeliai neleidzia aiskiai pasakyti, kokiu
pagrindu helénai grindzia savaja tapatybe, kokias savybes ir bruozus
laiko heléniskumo (16 ‘EAANvikov) esme. Skirtingi tapatybés modeliai
- genealoginis, kuriamas mitologijos pagrindu, kultrinis,
konstruojamas per to, kas graikiska ir to, kas barbariska, dichotomija,
polio tapatybés ir galiausiai vertybinis tapatybés modelis, — isSreiskia
ne aiskiai apibréztg, bet veikiau implikuojama, i§ Herodoto, Tukidido
ir Ksenofonto teksty ekstrapoliuojama panheléninés tapatybés idéja.
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N¢ vienas i§ §iy istoriky nepateiké universalios, visg graikiskaji
tapatybés klausimg aprépiancios Sio klausimo aptarties. IS pavieniy
teiginiy, aliuzijy, neretai ir nutyléjimy tenka konstruoti
panheléniskosios tapatybés vaizda, labiau primenantj ne paveiksla, bet
skirtingy daliy mozaika. Nagrinéjant panheléninio identiteto klausima
neiSvengiamai tenka pripazinti, kad tapatybés klausimas,
demonstruojantis graiky samonéjimo procesa, ima sietis su ViS
rySkéjanciu jy pragmatizmu. Graiky kaip vienos tautos, vieningos
visumos idéja pradedama traktuoti kaip konkreciy tiksly, susijusiy
vienu atveju su graiky laisvés apsauga, kitakart — su konkreciy graiky
poliy gynyba, jgyvendinimo biidas. Todél tenka atmesti teiginj apie
graiky vieninguma ir graikiSkosios tapatybés monolitiskumag kaip
nepagrista, nes tiek Tukididas, tiek Herodotas, tiek Ksenofontas
suproblemina tapatybés klausima, pademonstruodami manipuliatyvy
naudojimosi juo pobidj, netiesiogiai klausdami, ar graikai i$ tiesy
buvo vieninga tauta, bendras etnosas, vieninga visuma. Tiek
Herodotas, tiek Tukididas, tiek Ksenofontas neretai parodo negatyvy
panheléninio diskurso pobiidj, jo nepakankamumg ir utilatirisSkuma.

Darbo tikslas

Disertacijos tikslas yra iSnagrinéti panheléninio tapatumo
sampratos kaitg graiky klasikiniame istoriniame diskurse nuo $ios
sampratos  uzuomazgy  ankstyviausiuose  kiriniuose  (nuo
genealoginio, bendra kilme aiSkinamo, visos tautos ir jg sudaranciy
genCiy identiteto modelio ir lokalaus, atskiry poliy identiteta
aptarian¢io modelio iki panheléninio modelio, pvz., graikai Vs
barbarai arba Vakarai vs Rytai); atskleisti ,,Kito“ (barbaro ir graiko
kaip ,,Kito) reik§mg¢ panheléniniam tapatumui formuotis, iSryskinant
jvairias ,,Kito* konceptualizacijas (kaip prieso, kaip kitoniskumo, kaip
idealo).
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Uzdaviniai

Siekiant pagrindinio uzsibrézto tikslo, disertacijoje keliami
Sie uzdaviniai:

1. nustatyti salygas, skatinusias graikiSkojo tapatumo diskurso
atsiradimg istoriografijoje ir jo formy kaita,

2. atskleisti Herodoto Istorijoje pateikiama kultiirinio tapatumo
paradigma ir jos transformacija graiky kary su persais kontekste;

3. istirti politinj graikiskojo tapatumo modelj Tukidido Peloponeso
karo istorijoje;

4. parodyti riby tarp barbaro ir graiko tapatybiy iSnykimo paradoksa
Ksenofonto istoriniuose veikaluose.

Tyrimy apzZvalga

Be pavieniy uzuominy  Lietuvos  mokslininky
tyringjimuose’?, panheléninés tapatybés klausimas graiky istoriografy
veikaluose Lietuvoje placiau nebuvo nagrinétas. UZsienio tyrinétojai
panheléninés tapatybés klausimui yra skyre démesio, taCiau tokia
apimtimi, kokia panheléninio identiteto problema yra aptariama Sioje
disertacijoje, ji néra pristatyta. Pagrindiniy studijy, skirty
panheléninés tapatybés klausimui, kuriy rezultatais disertacijoje yra
zenkliau naudojamasi, autorius Jonathanas M. Hallas savo pirmajame
etninés tapatybés klausimui skirtame tyrime®® nagrinéja mity reikSme
tapatybés klausimo formuluotei, etniniy grupiy apibrézties problema,
parodo archeologijos ir kalbotyros svarbg skirtingy etniniy grupiy

12 N. Juchnevigiené, ,,Tautiniai stereotipai klasikinéje ir roméniskojoje
Graikijoje: Herodotas ir Diodoras apie graikus ir kitus®, in: Literatira, T. 48,
Nr. 3, 2006, p. 52—-67; N. Juchneviciené, Graiky kary su persais recepcija
roméniskoje Graikijoje: Herodotas Plutarcho akimis, in: Literatira, T. 47,
Nr. 3, 2005, p. 1-25.

13 Jonathan M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek Antiquity, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997.
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i§skyrimui ir apibrézimui. Siame tyrime Hallas apsiribojo tik etninés
tapatybés modeliu ir nenagrinéja socialinio-politinio ar kultdrinio
panheléninés tapatybés klausimo aspekto. Reik§minga Jonathano M.
Hallo tyrimo i§vada yra ta, jog etniné grupé jo poziiiriu néra natiiraliai
atsiradusi ir jai negali biiti pritaikomas esencialistinis pozitris. Etninés
grupés formavimesi lemtingg vaidmen] vaidina tiek genealogija, tiek
kalba, tiek materialiné kulttra ir todél jos kiirimasis yra dinamiskas
procesas. Savo antrojoje panheléninei tapatybei skirtoje studijoje'*
Hallas i$samiau aptaria etninés tapatybés klausima, jis taip pat daug
démesio skiria pacioms panheléninés tapatybés klausimo tyringjimo
priecigoms. Taciau pastarojoje studijoje Hallas daugiau démesio skiria
kitiems panheléninés tapatybés formavimuisi svarbiems faktoriams,
kaip antai graiky kolonizacijai ar kultiirai. Lyginant su pirmaja studija
pastarasis tyrimas prasiplecia ir chronologiniu atzvilgiu, nes Hallas
paliecia ir tapatybés klausimo traktuote helénizmo laikotarpiu. Nors
Hallo tyrimai panheléninio tapatumo tema disertacijoje yra
panaudojami genealoginiy, etniniy ir kultiiriniy tapatybés modeliy
iSskyrimui, vis délto Hallo studijose giliau nenagrinéjama
panheléninés tapatybés klausimui nei§vengiamai biidinga jtampa, dél
kurios $is tapatybés klausimas yra kaskart performuluojamas is naujo,
jis nejzvelgia iSnaudotojisko panheléninés tapatybés klausimo
aspekto. Hallas veik visiskai nekalba apie socialinj-politinj tapatybés
modelj ar ksenofontiskaja panheléninés tapatybés samprata.
Aptariant Herodoto Istorijoje ypa¢ ryskiai atsiskleidziantj
kultirinj tapatybés modelj buvo remtasi Frangois Hartogo studija’®.
Aptardamas Kketvirtojoje Herodoto Istorijos knygoje pateikta skity
apraSyma, F. Hartogas pasitelkia veidrodzio metafora, kuria nusako
Herodoto atliktg skity visuomenés ir jos papro¢iy studija: anot
Hartogo, aprasydamas skitus Herodotas tarsi nukreipia j juos veidrodj,

14 Jonathan M. Hall, Hellenicity: Between Ethnicity and Culture, Chicago
and London: The University of Chicago Press, 2005.

15 F. Hartog, The Mirror of Herodotus, Berkeley, Los Angeles, London:
University of California Press, 1988.
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parodant;j jy paprociy kitoniskumg. Tuo pat metu §is veidrodis rodo ir
kita, graikiSky paprociy, vaizda. Taigi nukreipdamas veidrod; j skitus
Herodotas ne tik leidzia susidaryti nuomong apie skity paprociy
nejprastuma ar jy kitoniSkuma graikiSky paprociy atzvilgiu, bet ir
daug pasako apie graiky paprociy tapatuma ir tam tikra prasme norma.
Herodotas tokiu biidu leidZia graikams pamatyti save pacius. Frangois
Hartogas kalba apie Herodoto ,kitybés retorika*: Hartogo teigimu,
aprasomus kraStus Herodotas nori pristatyti skaitytojui, ir tai jis daro
pasitelkdamas jvairias priemones, i§ kuriy svarbiausios yra inversija,
palyginimas ir analogija. Jy esmé yra ta, kad apraSydamas skity
paprocius Herodotas leidzia susidaryti nuomon¢ apie graiky
paprocius: lygindamas vieny ir kity paprocius, Herodotas parodo, kad,
pavyzdziui, skity paprociy kitoniSkumas inversijos keliu leidzia
numanyti, kokie yra graiky paprociai (kita karta, paprociy sutapties
atveju, kuris pasitaiko re¢iau, galima kalbéti apie analogija). Hartogo
pasitilytas Herodoto Istorijos ketvirtajai knygai skirtas metodas
disertacijoje yra pritaikomas ir kity tauty paprociy apraSymo atvejais
(egiptieciy, persy, indy, araby). Vis délto Hartogo metodo trukumas
yra tas, jog norint jj pritaikyti kiekvienu atveju yra reikalingas
vienalytis Kitybés ir tapatybés paveikslas, o kalbant apie Herodotg to
negalima pasakyti. Ryskiausias to pavyzdys yra Spartos paprociy
deskripcija: Spartos papro€iy aprasymas yra graiky paprociy
nehomogeniskumo pavyzdys, reiskiantis, kad ir pacioje Heladéje
egzistavo graikiskasis ,kitas® ir ,tas pats“. Remiantis Sia jzvalga
disertacijoje teigiama, kad tapatybés ir skirtybés rastis yra nulemta
buvimo centre ar periferijoje pozicijos, t. y. Herodotas, pats biidamas
graikas, fiksuoja svetimy tauty paproc¢iy nukrypimo nuo jo suvokto
graikiskojo vidurkio pavyzdzius, taCiau tuo pat metu jis pastebi ir
graikiSkajame pasaulyje egzistuojancia centro ir pakrascio
perspektyva.
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Hartogo pasitlyta, tik kiek modifikuota, prieiga savo
studijoje’® taiko ir Vernonas Provencalis. PanaSiai kaip Hartogas
analizuoja Herodoto pateiktg skity visuomengs ir paprociy apraSyma,
taip Provencalis, remdamasis savo pirmtako pasiiilytu strukttralistiniu
metodu, perskaito i§ Herodoto pateikto persy aprasymo isryskéjancia
graiky ir persy santykiy istorija. Provencalis tvirtina, kad pagrindinis
Herodoto pabréziamas skirtumas tarp persy ir graiky yra jy pozidris |
tikrove: viena vertus, kaip j manipuliuojama (persai), kita vertus, kaip
] turin¢ia aiskiai nustatyta tvarka, taisykles, principus etc. (graikai).
Sis pozifiris i§ry$kéja persams méginant isplésti savo imperijos ribas
ir perzengti nustatytas ribas. Anot Provencalio, Herodotas parodo, kad
toks persy elgesys kyla i§ persiSkam mentalitetui budingos sofistinés
nuostatos. Pasak Provencalio, persy karaliams buidingas valdzios
troSkimas yra geriausia vopog ¢@voewg principo iliustracija, kurig
Herodotas prieSina graikiSkajam vopog Paociievg. Provencalio
teigimu, Herodotas iSrysSkina ir kitus graiky ir persy tauty skirtumus:
pirmyjy egalitarizma, polinkj tikéti dieviska apvaizda, idealizma ir
antryjy hierarchizma, determinizma, nattiralizma.

Klausimai apie graiky ir kity tauty paprociy ir mentalitety
panasSumus ir skirtumus yra pagrindinio klausimo apie apskritai graiky
ir negraiky arba, kaip graikai juos jvardijo, — barbary santykj. Edith
Hall savo knygoje'’ teigia, kad poreikis apibrézti santykius tarp graiky
ir barbary (kitaip tariant, svetimkalbiy, mat pastarasis jvardijimas dar
nebuvo konotuotas neigiamai) atsirado dél didelio svetimSaliy
Graikijoje skaiCiaus, kuris pats savaime neturéjo reikSmés ir nelémé
neigiamo svetims$aliy vertinimo. Taciau graiky karai su persais $ia
situacijg pakeité ir neutralus svetimsSaliy vertinimas greitai buvo
pakeistas iSimtinai neigiamu persy, bet kartu ir kity svetimsaliy,
vertinimu.

16 Vvernon L. Provencal, Sophist Kings: Persians as Other in Herodotus,
London, New Delhi, New York, Sydney: Bloomsbury Academic, 2015.

17 E. Hall, Inventing the Barbarian: Greek Self-definition through Tragedy,
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991.
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Paulas Cartledge‘as taip pat jsijungia j bendrg diskusija
,Kito“ tema®®, Cartledge‘as teigia, kad polinkis skirstyti, daryti
opozicijas néra isskirtiné vienos tautos savybé — ji budingai visai
zmonijai. Graiky polinkis opozicijai, atskyrimui, poliarizacijai buvo
itin stiprus, taciau vienas labai ryskus Siy jy kuriamy opozicijy bruozas
buvo tas, kad jos buvo atribojanciojo pobiidzio. Graikai, kalbédami
apie save ir kitus, atribojo ir pateiké savaji ,,Kito* vertinima, kuris
daznai yra ne pastarojo naudai. Kalbédami apie save ir barbarus, tai
yra visg zmonija sudarancias grupes, graikai save laiko kultariskai
pranaSesniais. Cartledge‘as opozicijos tema nagringja i§ skirtingy
perspektyvy: graikai vs barbarai, vyrai vs moterys, pilie¢iai VS
svetim$aliai, laisvieji vs vergai, dievai vs mirtingieji. DidZiausias P.
Cartledge‘o knygos privalumas tas, kad jis puikiai susintetina jvairiy
mokslininky graiky ir barbary opozicijos tema darytus tyrimus. Tiesa,
jis vengia giliau nagrinéti aténocentriskajj graikiSkosios tapatybés
variantg, teigdamas, kad Graikija néra Aténai, nors tokio tapatinimo,
be jokios abejonés, biita.

Politiniam tapatybés modeliui suprasti labai reikSminga yra
Maria Fragoulaki studija'®, aptarianti giminystés sampratg Tukidido
Peloponeso karo istorijoje. M. Fragoulaki parodo ne tik giminystés
termino, bet ir juo jvardijamo reiskinio sudétinguma. Fragoulaki kalba
ne tik apie giminyste, bet ir apie kitus tarpasmeninius ir
tarpbendruomeninius santykius apibrézianc¢ius fenomenus (tokius
kaip draugysté, o¢iiio, ar svetingumas, Eevia). Labai svarbi M.
Fragoulaki studijos dalis giminystés ryS$iy kontekste aptaria
metropolijos ir apoikijos santykiy raida. Tyrinétoja parodo, kokiomis
aplinkybémis buvo prisimenami giminystés rySiai ir kokiy
jsipareigojimy buvo tikimasi tiek i§ metropolijos, tiek i§ apoikijos.
Visgi nors ir biity galima tikeétis, kad giminystés rySiai ar, kitaip

18 p, Cartledge, The Greeks: A Portrait of Self and Others, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002.

19 M. Fragoulaki, Kinship in Thucydides, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2013.
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tariant, etninés afiliacijos turéjo vaidinti jpareigojant] vaidmenj jy
santykiuose, taciau reali situacija buvo tokia, jog vienu atveju |
giminystés rysius nebuvo atsizvelgiama, jie nelaikyti svarbiais, bet jau
kitu atveju —ieskota bet kokiy, net ir menkiausiy, sasajy, pateisinanéiy
sajungy tarp skirtingy poliy sudarymg. M. Fragoulaki pateikti
pavyzdziai labai gerai iliustruoja graiky poliy santykius, pagristus
realigja politika. Giminystés rysiy, metropolijos ir apoikijos santykiy
pragmatizmo, poliy tarpusavio ry$iy temos, nagrin¢gjamos M.
Fragoulaki knygoje, atskleidzia svarby panheléninés tapatybés, biitent
politinés tapatybés, aspekta: slinktj nuo etninés prie polio tapatybés,
atsiskleidZiantj per vis didéjant] pragmatizma etninés priklausomybés
atzvilgiu ir vis mazéjantj etniniy ry$iy tvirtuma.

Etniniy rySiy trapuma, manipuliatyvy giminystés rySiy
pobiidj pastebéjo ir Edouardas Willis?. Jis taip pat neigia jvairiy
etniniy stereotipy egzistavimag: pvz., kalbédamas apie dorénams
btdinga tvarka arba jonénams biidingg individualizma mokslininkas
teigia, kad tiek viena, tiek kita savybé neturi jokio etninio pagrindo
(ypac kalbant apie dorénams biidingg tvarka, apie kurig liudijimai yra
pakankamai vélyvi). Tokie skirtingy etniniy grupiy bandymai
remiantis jvairiais iSoriniais zenklais grjsti savo tapatybe tik dar karta
patvirtina pragmatiskai orientuotg graiky tarpusavio santykiy pobidj.

Graiky pragmatizmas buvo toks stiprus, kad net laisvés
samprata — i pazitros visy graiky vertybé — Atény ir Spartos atstovy
kalbose jgauna skirtingas konotacijas. Laisvés kaip panhelénisSkosios
vertybés diskursas atsirado graiky-persy kary akivaizdoje ir didzia
dalimi nulémé graiky pergale. TacCiau laimétas karas pakeité laisvés
sampratg. Aténai, vaidine svarby vaidmenj kare pries persus, dar kurj
laikg naudojosi nepriklausomybés nuo persy Siikiu, pajungdami savo
valdZzion vieng polj po kito. Bet véliau aténieciy valdymu nusivyle ir
panore iS jy globos pasitraukti graiky poliai susidiiré su arSiu Atény

20 E_Will, Dorien et loniens, Essai sur la valeur du critére ethnique
appliqué a [‘étude de [ ‘histoire et de la civilisation grecques, Strassbourg:
Publications de la Faculté des Lettres de 1°‘Université de Strassbourg, 1956.
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pasipriesinimu. Aténai nenoréjo suteikti laisveés savo sagjungininkams,
nes toks veiksmas, anot jy, buty susilpnines jy sauguma. Taigi Aténai
laisve suprato kaip laisve sau, nepriklausomai nuo savo sgjungininky
nory ir lukes¢iy. Reaguodama | tai ir atsiliepdama j Atény imperijos
sudétyje buvusiy graiky poliy kvietima, Sparta ryZosi iSlaisvinti Atény
valdymu nepatenkintus graikus, tokiu biidu inicijuodama nauja laisvés
nuo Atény kontrolés projekta. Apie tai, kaip laisves, t.y. iSsilaisvinimo
nuo prieso, Siikis graiky (ypac aténieciy ir kity graiky) tarpusavio kare
igavo naujy atspalviy, kaip apgalvotai laisvés Siikis buvo panaudotas
tiek vienos, tiek kitos kariaujanciosios pusés ideologijos formavimui,
raSo Kurtas Raaflaubas?’. Jo tyrimas parodo, kaip toli nuo V a. pr. Kr.
laisvés idealo buvo Peloponeso karo salygomis nukalta laisvés
samprata, i§ tiesy virtusi pastarosios karikatlira ir ne suvienijusi
graikus, bet, priesingai, juos atskyrusi. Sia prasme ir Periklio kalba,
kurioje prisimenami mirusieji ir kurioje iSaukstinamas aténietiskasis
gyvenimo budas bei aténietiSkosios vertybés, Peloponeso karo jvykiy
fone vercia ne dziaugtis, bet sunerimti, kadangi $ioje kalboje galima
pastebéti, kaip panheléniSkos vertybés pamazu imamos tapatinti su
aténietiSkomis — kitaip sakant, aténietiSkojoje retorikoje buvimas
aténieCiu imamas prilyginti buvimui graiku.

Ksenofonto veikaluose nuzyméto vertybinio tapatybés
modelio supratimui reik§mingos yra kelios studijos. Vivienne‘a Gray,
kalbédama apie pagrindines temas Ksenofonto Graikijos istorijoje,
pabrézia moraliniy savybiy ir asmeniniy pasiekimy reik§me paciam
veikalo autoriui?®. Tokios savybés kaip teisingumas, istikimybeé,
geb¢jimas vadovauti kitiems Ksenofontui buvo labai svarbios
vertinant pavieniy Zmoniy elgesj. Néra abejonés, kad tokiam
moraliniam vertinimui didziule jtaka padaré jo praleistas laikas su
Sokratu. Taciau moralinj Zzmoniy vertinimg Ksenofontas perkelé poliy

21 K. Raaflaub, Discovery of Freedom in Ancient Greece, Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 2004

22\, Gray, The Character of Xenophon ‘s Hellenica, Baltimore: John
Hopkins University Press, 1989.

32



veiksmams vertinti, pateikdamas aiskias paraleles tarp, pavyzdziui,
dievus jzeidziancio Spartos elgesio ir ja iStikusios bausmés arba tarp
beprasidedancio Atény atgimimo ir pralaiméjimo Peloponeso kare
patirties. [ztilumas ir pagarba, teisingumas ir neteisybé, drasa ir
bailumas buvo savybés, kurias Ksenofontas vienodai vertino tiek
zmonése, tiek poliy bendruomenése. Remiantis $ia i§vada disertacijoje
teigiama, kad Ksenofontas, kurdamas savo panheléninés tapatybeés
vizija, atsizvelge i §j faktoriy ir tikéjosi, kad graikai pamir$ tarpusavio
nesantaikg ir susivienys pirmiausia vieno kurio nors politinio lyderio
ar polio iniciatyva. Ksenofontas tik&josi, kad stiprios vieno zmogaus
ar polio vertybés galés biiti pagrindu ir pacios Graikijos vertybiniam
atgimimui.

Realias panheléninés tapatybés kurimosi salygas ir
susivienijimo negalimybe aptaria Johnas Dillery‘is®. Pasak jo,
Ksenofonto Anabasis yra isskirtinis kiirinys ta prasme, kad jis
panhelénizmo klausima nagrinéja ne kaip konkrecioje vietoje ir
konkreciu laiku besiformuojantj reiSkinj. Ksenofontas uzfiksuoja
labai svarby panhelénizmo bruoza — kariuomenés kaip i§ skirtingy ir,
sakytume, skirtingomis tapatybémis pasizymin¢iy kariy sudarytos
maseés virsma j darnig, aiskiai struktiiruota, panheléniskas vertybes ir
paprocius atspindin¢ia visuma, kuri netgi sugeba sukurti savo
papro¢ius ir veikti kaip bendruomené. Taciau, anot Dillery‘io,
Ksenofonto Anabasyje isryskéja Sios kariy bendruomenés kaip
panehelénisky vertybiy palaikymo projekto laikinumas. Tai, kad
graiky samdiniy kariuomené iSyra, jai pasiekus graikiskojo pasaulio
ribas, atskleidzia problemas, su kuriomis susiduria graikai —
vieningumo nebuvima, pozitriy skirtingumga. Disertacijoje teigiama,
kad kalbédamas apie panhelénines vertybes Ksenofontas nuzymi
perspektyva, kuria graikiSkasis pasaulis privalo orientuoti savo
bendrabuvj.

23 ). Dillery, Xenophon and the History of His Times. London and New
York: Routledge, 2003.
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Temos naujumas ir aktualumas

Nors Lietuvoje graiky istoriografijos tyrimai yra gausts,
apimantys daugybe autoriy ir temy, tadiau iSsamesniy tyringjimy
panheléninio identiteto tema nebtta. Vakaruose panheléninio
identiteto  tyrimai atliekami remiantis daugiausia socialine
antropologija, lingvistika, archeologija, epigrafika, graiky filosofine ir
retorine tradicija®. Tai, kad klausimas nagrinétas i§ jvairiy
perspektyvy, taip pat retkarciais pasirodancios publikacijos §ia tema
rodo, kad problema yra reikSminga ir tikslaus atsakymo, kaip graikai
suvoké save, kokiais kriterijais remdamiesi apibrézé savo bendruma,
néra. Visuose panheléninio identiteto tyrinéjimuose ligi Siol buvo
laikomasi daugiau ar maziau tradicinio pozidirio, jog panheléninés
tapatybés diskursas prasideda genealoginiu panheléniskosios
tapatybés modeliu ir baigiasi kultiiriniu tapatybés modeliu. Vakary
tyrinétojai turbiit daugiausia démesio panheléniniy tyrimy studijose
skyré Herodotui, mat jo Istorijoje yra kalbama tiek apie genealogija,
tiek apie tam tikra slenkst] zyméjusj kulttirinio tapatybés modelio
atsiradima. Tukidido Peloponeso karo istorijoje panheléninés
tapatybés klausimas yra keliamas retai, daugiausia Peloponeso karo
metu tarp graiky poliy susiklosc¢iusiy santykiy, iSreiSkiamy Realpolitik
terminu, kontekste. Gausiis Tukidido tyrinétojai labai retai klausé apie
realiosios politikos implikacijas panheléniniam identitetui. Etniniy
afiliacijy reikSmé karinéms sgjungoms sudaryti, santykiy tarp
metropolijos ir apoikijos specifika, miesty bendravimg lydintis
pragmatizmas buvo temos, kurios buvo nagring¢jamos atskirai ir kuriy
rySys su panheléninio tapatumo tema buvo veik nepastebimas.
Panheléninio identiteto tyrin¢jimuose Ksenofonto istoriniai ar
literatliriniai  veikalai buvo retai cituojami. Daugiausia buvo
gin¢ijamasi dél Ksenofonto originalumo, jo istoriniy veikaly
patikimumo, Ksenofonto veikaluose pastebimy moraliniy principy

24 Ancient Perceptions of Greek Ethnicity, ed. I. Malkin, Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2001.
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reik§més. Sia prasme Ksenofonto vertybinio tapatybés modelio
aptarimas yra visiSkai naujas, tokio pobuidzio tyrimy dar nebuvo
atlikta. Taigi disertacijoje atliktas tyrimas panheléninio identiteto
tema yra naujas aptariamy autoriy, i naujos perspektyvos aptartos
senos medziagos bei apskritai naujai kuriamo diskurso panheléninio
tapatumo tema klasikinio laikotarpio graiky istoriografy veikaluose
poziiiriu. Disertacijoje atskleidziama, kad panheléninio tapatumo
tema yra sudétingas, vis i§ naujo performuluojamas, jvairiy jtampy
lydimas, atsinaujinantis procesas.

Tyrimo metodologija

Pagrindinés darbe naudojamos prieigos — deskriptyving,
komparatyvistiné, transtekstuali. Kultliriniy tapatumo paradigmy
tyrimui Herodoto Istorijoje yra naudojamas ,savo“ ir ,Kito*
diskursas. Cia taip pat pasitelkiama Francois Hartogo Herodoto
veidrodyje pritaikyta strategija, iSreiSkiama ,,Herodoto veidrodzio®
metafora. Jos esmé — Herodoto Istorijoje apraSomy skirtingy tauty
paprocius apibiidinti per opozicija su graiky paprociais, t. y. tam tikra
prasme j juos nukreipti veidrodj, kuris atspindi ne tik ty tauty paprociy
kitoniskuma, bet ir graiky paprociy normatyvuma. Politinése kalbose,
Tukidido Peloponeso karo istorijoje paliecianciose panheléninio
tapatumo klausimg, yra pasitelkiamas hermeneutinis ir naratologinis
metodai. Disertacijoje taip pat pritaikoma tapatybés proceso teorijos
(IPT — identity process theory) jzvalga®, esg tapatybés formavimasi
lemia socialiné kaita, jvairlis socialiniai faktoriai. Remiantis Sia
mintimi, disertacijoje nekart pabréziamas panheléninés tapatybés
procesualumas, kaitos ir atsako j iSSuikius aspektai panheléninés
tapatybés jvairiais laikotarpiais formavimosi procese.

%5 Tapatybés proceso teorijos apZvalga paimta i§: ldentity Process Theory.
Identity, Social Action and Social Change, ed. by Rusi Jaspal and Glynis M.
Breakwell, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014.
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Tyrimo apréptis

Disertacijoje yra nagrinéjami klasikinio laikotarpio (V-IV a.
pr. Kr.) istoriografijoje aptariami panheléninio identiteto modeliai.
Sitai yra svarbu suvokti, kadangi Herodoto, Tukidido ir Ksenofonto
veikaluose atsiskleidziantys genealoginis, etninis, politinis ir
vertybinis tapatybés modeliai skiriasi nuo, pavyzdziui, véliau
iSkylan¢io panheléninio tapatybés modelio, kuris yra labiau
orientuotas j panheléninés kovos prie§ bendra prie$g organizavimu ir
visy helény pajégy tam tikslui mobilizavimu. Genealoginj, etninj,
politinj ir vertybinj panhelénizma keiCia karinis panhelénizmas,
suvokiamas kaip reakcija j vieno prieSo keliamg grésme helény
saugumui.

Ginamieji teiginiai

1. Panheléninio identiteto klausimas klasikinio laikotarpio graiky
istoriografijoje pirmiausia atsiskleidzia per genealogija, t. y. bandyma
tapatybés klausimg sieti su vienu protéviu (Helénu) ir jo palikuonimis
(Doru, Ajolu, ljonu).

2. Genealoginis panheléninés tapatybés modelis ilgainiui
nebepatenkina iSaugusio helény tapatinimosi poreikio ir yra
pakeiCiamas labiau apibréZtu etniniu tapatybés modeliu.

3. Etninis panheléninés tapatybés modelis daznai yra orientuotas
pragmatiskai — etninés afiliacijos neretai tampa dingstimi sudaryti
sajungas puolimui prie§ bendra prieSa arba atitinkamai organizuoti
gynyba.

4. Kultiirinis tapatybés modelis iSauga i§ susidiirimo su kitomis
tautomis patirties. Eksplicitiskai jvardijant jvairiy tauty paproCius ir
implicitiSkai leidziant padaryti iSvadas apie helénams budingas
savybes, parodoma, kokie kultiiriniai faktoriai sudaro panheléninés
tapatybés Serdj.

5. Peloponeso karas kultirinj panheléninés tapatybés modelj, rodantj
heléniskojo pasaulio bendrumga, pakei¢ia politiniu, j polio vertybes ir
tikslus orientuotu panheléninés tapatybés modeliu. Karo situacija
vietoj vienos visagraikiSkos tapatybés leidzia atsirasti tapatybeés
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modeliams, i§ kuriy aténietiskasis pristatomas Kaip universaliausias
(dedamas lygybés Zenklas tarp aténietiSkojo ir panheléniskojo
tapatybés modeliy).

6. Vertybinio tapatybés modelio atsiradimas zenklina heléniskojo
pasaulio krize ir bandyma susieti bendry vertybiy ir idéjy neturincius
helénus. Lyderysté, suprantama kaip vieno polio ar vieno politinio
lyderio vadovavimas, pristatoma kaip galimybé graikiSkajam
pasauliui iSeiti i§ susidariusios situacijos, sutelkti pajégas ieskant
vieno tikslo.

Darbo struktiira

Disertacija sudaro jvadas, déstomoji, panheléninés tapatybés
modelius aptarianti, dalis: atskiri skyriai yra skirti aptarti
genealoginiam, kultiiriniam (kult@iriniam tapatybés modeliui skirtoji
dalis skirstoma j smulkesnes dalis, aptariancius skitus, egiptiecius,
libius, indus, arabus, etiopus, taip pat persus ir spartie¢ius kaip helény
Kita), politiniam (i politinio tapatybés modelio aptarima
integruojamos giminystés sampratg, polio atsiradimg ir laisvés
suvokimg aténietiS$kosios ideologijos perspektyvoje nagrinéjancios
temos) ir vertybiniam tapatybés modeliams. Disertacijos pabaigoje
pateikiamos iSvados ir literatliros sgrasas.

ISvados

1) Herodoto Istorija, Tukidido Peloponeso karo istorija, Ksenofonto
veikalai nebuvo iSimtinai skirti tapatybés problematikai nagrinéti.
Panheléninés tapatybés klausimas yra grei¢iau numanomas, nei atvirai
nagrinéjamas. Skirtingi panheléninés tapatybés modeliai, biidingi
Siems trims istorikams, iskyla kaip skirtingy kariniy konflikty,
2) Helény poreikj atsekti savo genealogija gana seékmingai patenkino
mitologija, davusi tikéting jy kilmés paaiskinimg. Genealoginis
tapatybés modelis kalb¢jo apie bendrg protévi, viena visos helény
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tautos pirmtakag — Heléng. Taciau Heléno figlira buvo pernelyg
miglota, kad ja remiantis buity galima daryti apibendrinancias i§vadas
apie helény savybes, jy mentaliteta, biido bruozus. Eponiminio
protévio radimas padéjo susieti tauta su konkreciu vardu, taciau toli
grazu nepaaiskino, kokie helénai buvo i$ tiesy, kokias vertybes
praktikavo, kuo iSsiskyré. Genealoginis tapatybés modelis tik
konstatavo, kaip viena gyventojy grupé, pavadinta helénais,
apsigyveno tam tikrame kraste, turéjusiame Heladés varda.

3) Naujo, apibréztesnio panheléninio tapatybés modelio pagrindu tapo
etniné grupé. Graikai, kurie nebuvo vienalyté, o i§ skirtingy etniniy
grupiy sudaryta tauta, tarp $iy etniniy grupiy éme ieskoti skirtumy.
Kaip ir geneologinis tapatybés modelis, taip ir etninio tapatybeés
modelio atsiradimas buvo grindziamas mitologija. Helény protévio
Heléno wvaikai ir vaikaiCiai buvo Ajolas, Doras, Ijonas, buve
atitinkamai ajolény, dorény ir jonény etniniy grupiy pirmtakais. Tokiu
btidu, uzuot ieSkojus bendros tapatybés ir visus helénus vienijanciy
bruozy, buvo kuriamos lokalios ajolény, dorény ar jonény tapatybés,
buvusios svarbesnés nei viena bendra helény tapatybé.

4) Tapatinimasis su jonény, ajolény ar dorény etninémis grupémis
tapatybés klausima, regis, turéjo iSspresti, nes identifikacija vyko ne
su abstrak¢iu, sunkiai apibréziamu, daugialypiu vienos tautos — helény
— jvaizdziu, bet su mazesne, todél konkretesne ir lengviau vertybiskai
apibréziama etninés grupés idéja. Taciau ir Siuo atveju identifikacija
su etnine grupe nebuvo baigtiné: helénai tapatino save su skirtingomis
etninémis grupémis, taciau pagrindinis priskyrimo jonénams,
dorénams ar ajolénams argumentas buvo ne gerai jsisgmonintas tam
tikry vertybiy ar savybiy, budingy pastarosioms grupéms,
kompleksas, bet paprasciausiai jonéniskoji, doréniskoji ar ajoléniskoji
priklausomybé. Savo ruoztu ir $is priklausomybés vienai ar kitai
etninei grupei klausimas nebuvo labai svarbus ir buvo keliamas tais
retais atvejais, kuomet vienam ar kitam doréniSkam, jonéniSkam ar
ajoléniskam poliui iSkildavo grésmé jo egzistencijai. Tokiu atveju
priklausomybés vienai ar kitai etninei grupei faktas buvo
iSnaudojamas ieSkant pagalbos tam tikrose politinése situacijose.

38



Helény pozitiris | giminystg, priklausomybe, tapatybe daznai atrodo
pragmatiSkas ar net ciniskas: tick giminysteé, tiek tapatybés klausimas
buvo svarbus tiek, kiek jis padéjo sudaryti karines ar politines
sajungas, jveikti prieSininkus ar jiems atsispirti.

5) Mazosios Azijos jonény miesty sajunga, dar zinoma Panjonijo
sajungos pavadinimu, yra vienas i§ pavyzdziy, parodanciy
pragmatiska helény pozitrj | etnines afiliacijas. Mazosios Azijos
helénus susivienyti priverté Persijos imperijos grésme. Bet pirminis
Siy pakrantés graiky, kurie daugiausia buvo jonénai, riipestis buvo ne
pavojus jiems kaip etniniam vienetui, bet greiCiau pavojus jy poliy
laisvei. Sis labai gerai zinomas pavyzdys leidzia teigti, kad, nepaisant
saviidentifikacijos su viena ar kita etnine grupe, polio tapatybé, sasaja
su konkreciu poliu, priklausomybé jam jau buvo tapusi svarbia
tapatybés diskurso dalimi. Kiekvienas helénas save regéjo pirmiausia
ne kaip tautos ar etninés grupés narj, bet kaip polio gyventoja. Polis
buvo tapes heléno tapatybés centru, polyje telkési visos ji
apibréziancios vertybés, polio likimu jis riipinosi pirmiausiai. Tiek
tauta, tiek etniné grupé neperteiké jokios tapatybe grindziancCios
informacijos ir viso labo buvo nuoroda j priklausomybe.

6) Méginimas suformuluoti panheléninés tapatybés esme jvyksta
susidiirus su persy grésme. Kitaip nei karo su Mazosios Azijos
graikais metu Sjkart Persijos karaliaus tikslas buvo visos Heladés
uzgrobimas. Grésmé kilo visy helény laisvei ir autonomijai. Laisvé
buvo viena i§ panhelénisky vertybiy, ir nors helény poliai i§ esmés
vykdé nepriklausoma politika, turéjo savitas politines santvarkas ar
net vertybes, taciau bendra laisvés patirtis leido Siai skirtybei
egzistuoti. Laisvé uztikrino helény savitumg ar iSskirtinumg. Persy
grésme nattraliai verté kelti klausima, kokias savybes ir vertybes,
kurioms leido tarpti §ioji laisve, helénai rizikavo prarasti. Herodoto
Istorijoje yra pateikiama formuluoté, i§ esmés atsakanti  §j klausima:
pagal ja graikiSkumg, nepaisant egzistuojanciy vietinio pobudzio
skirtumy, sudaré bendra kilmé, kalba, garbinami dievai, Sventés ir
paproc¢iai. Kaip matyti, Sioje formuluotéje be genealoginio
graikiSkosios tapatybés aspekto visi kiti graikiSkumo zymenys yra
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susije su kultiira. Tad kultira buvo svarbus faktorius, padéjgs
subendravardiklinti skirtingas helény patirtis.

7) Herodotas Istorijoje panheléninés tapatybés klausimg taip pat
netiesiogiai kelia helény ir barbary kultiiry analizés kontekste. Pats
btidamas graikas ir matydamas graikiska kultiirg i§ centro pozicijos,
jis tuo paciu metu yra atviras svetimai kultiirinei patir€iai ir pripazjsta
svetimy kultiriniy elementy jsiSaknijimg graikiskoje kultiirinéje
erdvéje. Per barbary tauty paprociy apraSymus, kuriy pagrindinis
tikslas yra parodyti, kas juose yra negraikiska, kas skiriasi nuo to, ka
praktikuoja helénai, Herodotas antinomiSkai konstruoja helénisky
papro¢iy, vertybiy ir savybiy kompleksa, heléniskaja kultira
pristatydamas kaip paradigma, prie kurios svetimos kultliros gali
priartéti, o retkarciais — ir daryti jtaka.

8) Helény pergalé pries persus nebiity buvusi pasiekta be dviejy poliy
— Atény ir Spartos — indélio. Atény ir Spartos poliai, prisiimdami
atsakomybe uz visy graiky nepriklausomybe, émési iniciatyvos
uztikrinti saugumg jlroje ir sausumoje. Tiek viena, tiek kita pusé
laisve laiké vis dar galutinai neapsaugota vertybe, persy grésmé, bent
jau jy kalbose, atrodé reali. Atény iniciatyva imtis kurti helénisky
miesty sajunga, galinCig ateityje apsaugoti Helade nuo galimo
pakartotinio persy puolimo, bandymai perimti laisvés, kuri buvo
suvokiama kaip iSskirtiné Atény privilegija, monopolj paskatino
Sparta jsikisti ir iSvaduoti i§ Atény jungo tuos helény miestus, kuriems
Atény dominavimas apkarto. Taip susiformavo dvi laisvés
ideologijos: viena aténietiskoji, kita — spartietiSkoji: Aténai zadéjo
laisve nuo Spartos keliamo pavojaus, taciau su salyga, jog miestai
sutiks tapti jy imperijos dalimi; Sparta siiilé laisve nuo aténietiSkosios
kontrolés, kitaip tariant, laisve nebiiti Atény imperijos dalimi.
Konfliktas tapo neiSvengiamas. Peloponeso karas buvo dviejy
superpoliy — Atény ir Spartos — konfliktas, j kurj buvo jvelti ir jy
sajungininkai. Tai buvo ne tik karinis, bet ir vertybinis konfliktas:
Aténai stengési parodyti, kad jie kovoja uz helény laisve, kad
aténietiskosios vertybés, apie kurias iSsamiai kalba Periklis (karinis ir
politinis Saunumas, drasa, ryZtas, atvirumas, inovatyvumas, lygybé)
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yra tapatintinos su panheléniskosiomis vertybémis, ir tik Aténai gali
nuspresti, kas yra graikiSka, o kas — ne. Tokiu biidu panheléniskosios
tapatybés konstravime, kaip parodo Tukididas, dar karta jvyksta
pertriikis: imama kalbéti ne apie bendra, vieninga helény tapatybe, bet
apie atskiras tapatybes, i$ kuriy svarbiausioji tampa aténietiskoji,
parodant, kad tik ji geriausiai reprezentuoja heléniSkuma. Tokio
kalbgjimo tikslas nebuvo objektyvaus panheléniskosios tapatybeés
vaizdo sukiirimas. Panheléniskyjy vertybiy sutapatinimas su
aténietiSkosiomis vertybémis buvo aténietiskosios ideologijos dalis,
dar viena savo jury imperijos palaikymo priemoné. Aténai graiky
tapatybés klausimg galéjo sékmingai eksploatuoti: patraukdami
priklausymo aténietiskyjy vertybiy pasauliui zavesiu, Aténai kvieté
prie jy jungtis graiky polius, nes biiti Atény imperijos dalimi reiské
priklausyti graikiSkajam pasauliui, biti aténieciu reiské buti graiku.

9) Savo laikmecio Graikijoje Ksenofontas nesugebéjo rasti visus
helénus apibréziancio tapatybés modelio, todél buvo priverstas kalbéti
apie tai, koks jis galéty biti. Ksenofontui labai ripéjo vieninga
Graikija, vienas tikslas, vieninga helény politika. Graikijos istorijoje
matyti jo didziulis palankumas bet kokioms bendroms helény
iniciatyvoms, galin¢ioms suburti visus helény polius. Kaip vieng i$ ty
iniciatyvy Ksenofontas regéjo kara pries Persija, besikiSusia j helény
reikalus ir stipriai prisidéjusig prie helény nesantarvés. Karas pries
Persija biity reiskes ne tiek pegale pries seng priesa, kiek labai gera
galimybe susivienyti, dar karta pajusti graiky kary su persais metu
patirta vienybe. Vis tik didziausia problema, susijusi su
panheléniskaja tapatybe, buvo ta, kad Ksenofontas nebeatpazino ar
nematé ty graikiSky vertybiy, kurios biity galéjusios biiti pagrindu
graikams susivienyti. GraikiSkajj demokratinj pasaulj buvo iStikusi
politing krizé, demokratinés santvarkos nepajégé susidoroti su karo
realybe, demokratiniai rezimai, Ksenofonto supratimu, nebeveiké.
Ksenofontui vienas i§ politinés ir vertybinés krizés sprendimo budy
buvo panheléninio lyderio atsiradimas. Lyderyste, Ksenofonto
supratimu, reikéjo sieti nebitinai su konkreciu zmogumi, galinciu
suvienyti graikus, bet galblit ir su vieno stipraus graikisko polio,
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sugebésiancio suvienyti konflikto skaldomus graikus, iSkilimu. Toks
lyderis tur¢jo pasizyméti auksStomis moralinémis savybémis arba,
jeigu kalbétume apie polj, deramais, pavyzdziu galindiai buti
paprociais. Panasu, kad tokj lyderj Ksenofontas tikéjosi rades
Agesilajo asmenyje arba Spartoje. Vis délto Ksenofonto lukes¢iams
nebuvo lemta iSsipildyti: Agesilajo mirtis, Spartos rysiais su Persija
padaré tokia galimybe nejmanoma.

10) Visy trijy graiky istoriky — Herodoto, Tukidido ir Ksenofonto —
veikaluose tapatybés klausimas nei§vengiamai yra keliamas konflikto
situacijoje: persy grésmé, graiky poliy susiprieSinimas, graiky
samdiniy bandymas iSsigelbéti. Klausimas apie helény tapatuma
nickuomet nekyla natiiraliai, bet yra greiCiau iSprovokuojamas.
Vienintelis atvejis, kuomet klausimas apie panheléning tapatybe
tampa gyvybiskai svarbus, yra susijes su graiky poliy bandymu islikti
laisviems. Laisvé apibrézé visus graikus, laisvés patirtis buvo biidinga
kiekvienam heléniSkam poliui, nenoréjusiam jos prarasti ir dariusiam
viska, kad jg iSsaugoty. Tiek Herodotas, tiek Tukidas, tiek ir
Ksenofontas — visi jie savo veikaluose parodo, kad graikai stiprs gali
iSlikti budami nepriklausomi vienas kito atzvilgiu (nepriklausoma
poliy vykdoma politika), bet susitelke bendro prieso atzvilgiu.
Pagrinding, esminé panheléninj tapatuma nulemianti saglyga yra laisve,
kurig helénai puoseléja didziausiomis pastangomis, kurig gina ir
palaiko ir dél prioriteto kuriai visa helény kultura gali biiti vadinama
laisvés kultiira.
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