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19" century Greek funeral eulogies and
their relation to Pericles’ Funeral Oration:
the case of Georgios Markos Tertsetis”

Barbara Spinoula,

n 1846, the orator Georgios Markos Tertsetis (1800-1874) observed:
“Eykopdloviog 0 pritopoag tovg amobapévovg, EvBvueitar mold
tovg {ovtavoug’ (In praising the dead, the orator profoundly remem-
bers the living).! He was referring to one of the most significant speech-
es in Greek antiquity—and indeed, one of the most influential in the
history of world literature: Pericles’ funeral oration. Delivered in 430
B.C. at the Kerameikos cemetery in Athens, this speech commemorated
the soldiers who had perished in the first year of the Peloponnesian War.?
It was not the only funeral oration Pericles ever delivered,’ but it is
the only one Thucydides has recorded. Being a talented leader and inno-

" I am grateful to my friend Dr Matthew M. Simpson for kindly reading the draft of this
paper. He hasimproved the language and has made valuable comments.

! Tertsetis, “Melétar Bovievtikiig edyAmtriog (1846)” [Studies on eloquence of the
members of parliament], in Konomos 1984, 287. The speech from now on will be
mentioned as “On eloquence (1846)”. All translations of Greek passages throughout
this paper, unless otherwise stated, are by the author.

2 As a matter of fact, in general, ‘Speeches in Thucydides’ History are among the most
talked about topics in Thucydidean studies.” So does Kremmydas (2017, 93) rightly
point out. See Hornblower 1991, 292, on the ‘ndtprog vopog’, the ‘ancestral custom’ of
celebrating the funeral of war-soldiers at public expense; Clairmont 1983.

3 Another funeral oration is delivered by Pericles in 439 B.C., during the public burial
of the fallen Athenians at the War of Samos (Plutarch, Pericles, 28.4). This is regarded
as the first known funeral speech at Athens (Garland 1985, 90). As a whole, there are
only five (or six, including Gorgias’ fragments from a speech which was intended to
be used in his rhetorical classes) ancient Greek funeral orations surviving, one of them
being a mock funeral speech composed by Plato, titled Menexenos. See Nannini 2016,
8; Mavropoulos 2004, 40-41.
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vative speaker, Pericles went beyond the limits of praising the dead and
expounded the nature and importance of Athenian democracy, the con-
nection between the citizen and his homeland, and therefore the mean-
ing of Greek patriotism.*

In this paper I shall look for echoes of the Periclean funeral oration
in the modern Greek funeral eulogies that Tertsetis composed mainly in
honour of those killed while fighting in the Greek Revolution.” I hope to
show that Pericles, as recorded by Thucydides, constituted a vital source
of inspiration, embodying for Tertsetis the permanent virtues of demo-
cratic patriotism and Greekness.

Tertsetis was a multifaceted personality, one of the most interest-
ing and important persons in modern Greek history. He was an attorney
from Zante and also a poet; the childhood friend, “Oeppog 6madog Kai
0ikel0¢” (a warm supporter and close friend) of the poet Dionysios Sol-
omos; a war-soldier of the Greek Revolution; a member of Parliament
and its BPiogdraxag’ (librarian); a courageous judge, who became a
modern Greek symbol or incarnation of justice; a fervent supporter of
the demotic language; and the learned and inspiring history teacher, at
a crucial time, of the Greek army cadets at the newly found military
school in Nafplion, and indeed a teacher of his nation.®

4 Kakridis 1981, 174: ‘If there is one text which gives the real meaning of democracy
and patriotism, then this is the Epitaphios.’; on democracy in the Funeral Oration, see
Kakridis 2000, 65. For Felix Jacoby (1944, 60), ‘Thucydides made a political action
of a religious ceremony or [...] he has consciously and completely eliminated the
religious component of the State burial. On Pericles as a leader in Thucydides’ opin-
ion, see Westlake 1968, 23: ‘It was a basic belief of Thucydides that of all the leading
figures in the Peloponnesian war, Pericles was by far the greatest; on Pericles as an
innovative speaker, see Kennedy 2001, 38.

5 The editions I have used are: ‘O I'edpyrog Teptoétng kol T €0piokdpEVO Epya TOL by
Ntinos Konomos (Athens 1984) and the three-volume edition Teptoétn, Amwavta by
Georgios Valetas (Athens 1966-1967).

¢ Bouchard 1970, 49.

7" Konomos 1984, 27 n.1; 27: 'O Teptoéng vniipée 6 natépag 100 Apyeiov koi Tiig
B0 tiic BovAfic. To idpupa todto siys ££ap0ii P Thv Spdo Tov 6& mvevpoTcy
€0vikn) €otia; Plagiannis 1966, 367.

8 For biographical information, see Xepapadakos 1971, 44-56; Bouchard 1970; Valetas
1966, “Introduction”, 17-44; Vees 1966a; Vees 1966b; Sigouros 1954; Vlahos 1875.
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Nearly eighty speeches of Tertsetis survive today, the latest and
more complete edition of his oeuvre being that by Ntinos Konomos in
1984. Some speeches and lessons in the military school had original-
ly been published in newspapers, some speeches had been individually
published as leaflets and some were found as unpublished manuscripts
in the orator’s files.’ Year after year in Athens, Tertsetis would deliver
speeches in public, having printed announcements prior to the event he
delivered at least sixteen speeches on the anniversaries of the Greek
Revolution of 1821 (25" March), and a similar number on 20" May,
celebrating King Otto’s birthday; he would speak about the annual
poetry competition held in Athens, where the academics who ran this
competition would turn down his lengthy poems written in the demotic
language; he would also deliver speeches to the members of the Greek
Parliament. In general, in this very rich collection of speeches, he dealt
with philosophical and historical subjects, with Greek language and lit-
erature, as well as with some important persons of his time. Of special
historical interest is his Awoloyia, the speech which he made in his own
defense when, as a judge, he had refused to sign the sentences passed in
1834 upon Theodoros Kolokotronis and Dimitrios Plapoutas, and was
himself arraigned in the following year along with the president of the
1834 court, Anastassios Polyzoidis.!” Equally powerful is his very last
speech, of 25" March 1874, which he wrote a while before he fell sick
and died, and so never had the opportunity to read to an audience.!! This
speech is dedicated to Polyzoidis. It constitutes a most valuable histor-
ical source, for Tertsetis records in great detail all that happened at the
trial of the two generals and the nature of the autocratic violence which
was used in over-ruling the independence of the court’s two judges.

I have shown elsewhere how the history lessons of Tertsetis in the
Military School often echo the historical writings of Thucydides and es-

Today manuscripts of Tertsetis—none of which contains a speech—are to be found in
the: (a) Academy of Athens, Research Center for the History of Modern Hellenism,
where the ‘Archive of Georgios Tertsetis’ contains three manuscripts, and (b) General
State Archives of Greece — Central Service, where the ‘Konstantinos Konomos Col-
lection’ (COL171.01 - K5707) also comprises three manuscripts.

10 See Xepapadakos 1971, 38, 39-44.

' See Xepapadakos 1971, 33.
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pecially the funeral oration by Pericles.'? Aiming to inspire the hearts of
his young students with love for their homeland, and sharing with them
his passion for ancient Greek history, he frequently refers the cadets to
the ideas in the Periclean oration. As a learned scholar, Tertsetis had in-
troduced the teaching of Thucydides into the military academy syllabus,
and accordingly in his classes or in speeches on formal occasions such
as the opening of the school year or beginning of semester exams, he
made the most of the ancient historian’s work. I have pointed out that he
even compares his students themselves to the young Thucydides, who
was once moved to tears by listening to Herodotus reciting his Histories
in Athens. Both the cadets and Thucydides, according to Tertsetis, stand
for the hopes of their homeland and embody the promise (expected to be
realized by the cadets, as it had been by Thucydides) to become peydiot
mohitec.!?

Tertsetis refers or alludes to his favorite orator, Pericles, not only in
those history classes, but also in his rhetorical work as a whole.

Before considering him as a meticulous reader of Thucydides and
Plutarch and as an admirer of Pericles, it would be useful to know Tert-
setis” view on the significance of the 430 B.C. funeral oration, as ex-
pressed in one of his 1846 lectures to members of the Greek Parliament
on eloquence.

He read the whole text of Pericles’ Funeral Oration to his audience
glc amAfv ppactv, in simple (that is, demotic) form of Greek language,
translated by loannis Vilaras.!* His initial motive was to prove that ‘the

12 B. Spinoula, “EOvik Epnuepic: avalntdvrag tov Oovkvdidn oTig dnpocievpéveg
ophieg tov 'ewpyiov Teptoé mpog tovg Evédmdeg tov 1832”. Speech at the Con-
ference on “Readings of Thucydides”, Hellenic Military Academy, Vari, Attica, 1%
December 2023.

13 Tertsetis 1832 (National Newspaper 60-61, pp. 311-314, §1): &ibe adtd va
TPoUyYEAM®GL péyov oAt Y, kabmg mote ai copai ABfvor cuvédaPov EAmtidag, Tag
omoiog O HETEMELTO, YPOVOG EMPUYULATMGEY, 100DG0L TOL SAKPLA TOD SEKATEVTUETOVG
®ovkvdidov! Valetas puts this speech directly after Tertsetis’ first history lesson (ti-
tled “A” 'H o@éreia tijg iotopiag” [the utility of History]) under the title “Totopika
padnpata: B” Toudeio — [Matpida — Totopia” (History lessons: B” Education — Home-
land — History”, in Valetas, vol. 111, 347-352; Konomos 1984, 242-245).

14 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 277-292; 287-290: “Adyog 100
IMepwiéovg” (Pericles’ Speech); see p. 286 for mention on Vilaras.
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discord between ancient Athens and Sparta is both the image and the key
of the whole Greek history.”!* He went on to link discord to @ihapyio and
@uavrtia, the love for power and the love for oneself. His lecture has all
the characteristics of a lesson, indeed, and he takes into consideration
the audience’s ignorance: they had been busy with deeds of war and
had no time to study ancient Greek authors, he says; now, he adds, busy
as they are with their law-making duties, they have no time to translate
ancient texts in modern Greek.'*

Before reading the text, Tertsetis wished to share 0Aiyog cxéyelg
with his audience.!” @a ®@einBoduev Tolvtpdnmg, ‘we shall benefit in
a lot of ways’ from this speech, he confirmed, and he, sort of, enumer-
ated the benefits:

‘We shall know the spirit of the ancient Greeks.’

‘We shall see the grace and the height of (rhetoric) art, e.g. in order to
praise the war dead, Pericles praises their homeland, as if one, in order
to depict a human, glorifies God, the creator of human beings.’

‘We have certain information about the political spirit of Greeks: they
regarded the individual as exclusively tied to the destiny of the home-
land.’

‘We see the dislike of Greeks for Greeks, which led to the destruction
of freedom and to a general slavery.’!®

His view explains why he regarded as important Pericles’ ideals in the
life of his contemporaries, at the time of the ambitious building of an
independent Greece out of a suffering, demolished homeland, during
and after the Greek Revolution.

5 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 283.
16 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 283.
17 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 284.
8 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 286.
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“Adyoc 6t0 6TpaToTEd0 TOO MUTIKM (1828)” (Speech at the
Mytikas military camp (1828)" — A speech for the rank and file

The speech at the Mytikas military camp was delivered a year after the
battle in Athens, but it is still an Emragioc Aoyog. As Georgios Valetas
puts it, the speech is ‘addressed at a military camp, an émtagiog for the
heroes.”* Moreover, it is a speech written not for a single man, but for
all the fallen soldiers of a particular battle. Such a funeral eulogy was a
tradition in ancient Athens after the Persian Wars, but during and after
the Greek War of Independence the orator usually stood before one dead
person. Tertsetis, with his evidenced admiration for Pericles, had at the
military camp of Mytikas all the necessary conditions in order to present
and develop some important ideas of the prominent Funeral Oration.

‘Unimportant and unnecessary the praise is’

At the Western Greece General Military Camp at Mytikas in 1828, com-
rades and fellow fighters heard one of the first speeches of Tertsetis,
the oldest in his corpus. The time-and-place framework of the speech is
given by Tertsetis himself in his very evocative introduction, which was
written at a later stage, when he rewrote the funeral eulogy in a more
scholarly language and read it to a different audience.”’ That introduc-
tion expresses the strong emotion that had been felt both by Tertsetis
himself and by his comrades in that camp in 1828:

19 In Konomos 1984, 218-223.

2 Tertsetis, “Adyog €ig v Nuépav ko’ fiv €telobvio ta éviadola TdV &v
ABnvaig mecdvimv 1828 (Speech on the day when the memorial service
took place for those who fell in Athens a year ago, in 1828) in Valetas, vol.
II, 1967, see note on p. 57. From now on the speech will me mentioned as
“Speech of 1828, as its header is in the edition by Valetas. The paragraphs of
the speech have been numbered by Valetas.

2l There is no year mentioned in the manuscript. See the note on the speech in
Tertsetis, in Konomos 1984, 218 n.; Valetas 1967, vol. II, 57-58, gives the
information that the speech was first published in the Journal ®ilodoyixn
Tpwroypovia (1954, 371) by Konomos, owner of the manuscript.
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(§ 1) Adyov ateli] péddel va 6dg Avoyvdo® Kol TopokaA® v pod
yapicete v QUMKNV (sic) cog ovyyvounv. "Hupovv katd 10 &toc
1828 &i¢ 10 otpatdmedov Tod Motike. "Hrov &voiéic. "Hkovo amd
Stpopove, EvBvuoduor pdioto amdo tov avopeiov Naon Nika,
fikovoa va Aéyet: ‘TIépuct oav tdpa Td AOEAELO oG EoKoTOONKAY €iC
v Abnva...” Kai 6akpvo €00Amve 1o0g 0pBaipnods tov. M’ énfipe
gmbopio va cuvBécw Adyov mpog mapnyopiav TV Avanuévev. Kai
glvar odTOg AmopdALoKTo O6Tod TOTE E60VOEGH Kol £UaL, KOi GYLEPOV
TPOGPEP® EIG TNV AOEAQIKNY Gog Gkpoacty.?

(§ 1) An imperfect speech I am going to read to you, and I am asking
you to grant me your friendly forgiveness. I was, in the year 1828,
at the military camp of Mytikas. It was spring time. I heard various
people, I remember, especially I heard the brave Nassis Nikas saying:
‘This day last year our brothers were killed in Athens...” And his eyes
were blurred by tears. I was taken by the desire to compose a speech to
console the sad ones. So, it is exactly this speech I then composed and
delivered and which today I offer to your brotherly hearing.

The opening words of the 1828 speech focus not on the war dead, but on
the audience, exactly as its introduction:

(§ 4) On today’s date, which reminds us of those murdered in Athens,
I have no intention of praising the deceased, but rather I aim to offer
consolation and advice to the living.?

(§ 6) The praise for those [sc. the deceased] is unimportant and un-
necessary, who now in the unsetting, in their happy life they gaze at
the Saints’ and the angels’ face and they feel that their real praise is
the place where they dwell. Consolation is necessary, though, for the
living, who lie in the sadness of orphanhood ...

Further down he gives a reason for his intention not to praise the war
dead; Adidpopo 1 kol meptrtod 10 Eykdpo o1 €keivovg: The dead do

22 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828, in Valetas 1967, vol. I, 57.
2 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 218.
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not need the orator’s praise in Heaven. On the contrary, the surviving do
need the orator’s consolation.

Worshipping freedom then and now

Hence, in a speech designed mainly to be directed to the living, espe-
cially as the living in this case are fighters during the Greek Revolution,
Tertsetis stresses the imperishable connection between his contempo-
rary Greeks and their war dead on the one hand and their ancestors on
the other. He refers to the glorious achievements in the Greek-Persian
wars of 5" century B.C.:

(§ 8) Tovg TOAIOVG YEVVITOPAG Hog OTo EmoAéuncay TV BoapPfaptkiyv
vedmro tig Aciag, ...%*

(§ 8) our old progenitors when they fought against the barbarian youth
of Asia, ...

(§ 12) Ano v oM TV Abnvaiov Eoc &ig 16¢ dxpobalacoieg ToD
Mapabdvog ... Av gig 16 Ogppomvdeg 1i0eke odletar 6 EmTaplog
wov 300, ...%

(§ 12) From the city of the Athenians until the seashores of Mara-
thon ... If at Thermopylae the epitaph of the 300 was saved ...(§ 12)
d¢&v uapdabnke 1 yilg Omov mpacwvilel 1 dAPVY TOV VIKNTIV €ig TNV
‘Olopmiov Koi 8&v Eciynoev 1 eovi], 0o 10D £6VVOETE TOV AyHPOTOV
gmovov.?

(§ 12) the land has not been withered where laurel turns the winner
green at Olympia and the voice which composed the ageless praise for
him has not been silenced.

(§ 14) Awati dev opotalopev pe GAAOVG €l U PE TOVG TOAOLOTATOVG
TpoyeVWNTOpdg Lag kol dmotav 0dAacoo apuévice EANVIKO Kapaft
Eywve o, Zohapiva, Kod gic 6omv 6TepLaV ETOAEUNGE EAANVIKO TOVQEKL
&ywe mpookuvntapt Edevbepiac.?’

24 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828 in Valetas, vol. II, 1967, 59.

25 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828 in Valetas, vol. II, 1967, 61.

26 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828 in Valetas, vol. II, 1967, 61.

27 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828 in Valetas 1967, vol. II, 61. For a nice variation in the text,
see Konomos 1984, 221: “whatever sea has been crossed by a Greek ship has become
a Salamis and every land where a Greek gun has fought has become a Marathon”.
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(§ 14) For we are not like others, except only our ancient forefathers,
and now whatever sea has been crossed by a Greek ship has become
a Salamis and every land where a Greek gun has fought has become a
place for worshipping freedom.

Of these bonds that tie modern Greeks with the classical Greek paragons
I shall underline ‘worshipping freedom’ as encapsulating the historical
unity. There are some striking expressions about freedom in the para-
graphs preceding the ‘worshipping freedom’ point: firstly, the wreath
image —6Tépavog ¢ EMNvikTg éhevlepiog (the ‘wreath of Greek free-
dom’ at § 9)— will soon develop to a comment on Pericles’ view on
memory and posthumous glory; secondly, the Greeks* claim to freedom,
in the 1821 War of Independence, as a human natural right. This is a
clear reference to one of the main aims of both the European and the
Modern Greek Enlightenment.?® It cannot remain unnoticed that Tertse-
tis is thinking of natural rights, which were a great pursuit of the move-
ment of the Enlightenment, in terms of Periclean thought and diction
(see underlined words):

(§ 10) Mg Epyov éxnputtav 10 UoIKOV dikaiopa tig dvOpwrdtnToc,

mv_élevbepiav, kol &6idackav O6tL Oyt PE mopdkAnces 1§ ue

yovaukokAGbpato omletar 1 Eevbepia, AL HE TO @LAokivVOLVO TTG
avdpeiog. (§ 10) In action they asserted the natural right of humanity,

which is freedom, and they taught that freedom is achieved not with

requests or with the tears of women, but through the hazards of valour.

Freedom is imaged by Tertsetis as the country for which they are figh-

ting, so freedom and Greece are identical:

(§ 13) Q "EAnvec! Q poxdprot 6mov Exopev totodtov dvopa! Aot
givan amodedetrypévoy, &t matpida Tod "EAAvoc cav kol 8Alote &ic
100G AoV Kapodg eivar 1) Ehevdepia. Kai 1 ueyodoyuyia dokvn
ovvodeia Tov, 010 va. fondiéton Tétola ToTpida gig TOLG KIvEOHVOLS Kol

va gotoyst ... %

2

3

‘Modern Greek Enlightenment’, ‘NeogAAnvikog Atopotiopods’, is a term coined by C.
Th. Dimaras in order to describe the intellectual and philosophical movement from
the second half of the 18™ century until the Greek Revolution of 1821, as an out-turn
of the European Enlightenment. See Dimaras 1977; Kitromilides 2013.

2 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828”, in Konomos 1984, 221.
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§ 13 Oh, Greeks! How happy we are, having such a name! For it is
proven, that freedom is the Greek’s homeland, as formerly in ancient
times. And valour is its tireless companion, so that such a homeland is
aided when in danger and may accordingly flourish ...

Tertsetis has established the bond between the generation of the Greek
War of Independence and the ancient Greeks, and at the same time he
has pointed out the triptych ‘valour-freedom-happiness’, well-known
from Pericles’ Funeral Oration in Thucydides 2.43.4: To ebdoupov 10
€hevbepov, 10 8¢ ElebBepoV TO eByLYOV. Y

The triptych, repeated in the aforementioned passages from par-
agraphs 10 and 13, gives the answer to the agonizing question ex-
pressed by Tertsetis in a later speech: Ilote O evtvynowpev €ig
[Moatpida evtoyiopévn; [ldte O yapoduey AGVYVEQLUGTNV TIV YAVKELLY
élevbepiav; (When are we going to be happy in a happy homeland?
When are we going to enjoy sweet freedom with no cloud?)*

As the speech goes on, we come across the same words again. Thus,
in § 18 the sorrowful comrades are urged to cherish valour (&vdpein):

(§ 18) Q ovumatpidron, Tdte TV Avdpeiov, S16TL S&v eivon
EOUOPPOTEPO GTOAISL GO ATV i TNV vedTNTO TOD AVOpDMTOV.

(§ 18) Oh, compatriots, do honour valour, for there is no ornament
more beautiful than this in human youth.

However, this invitation is not being made by Tertsetis himself, but by
the dead fighters of the battle of Athens of the previous year. For as
he comes to the most affecting part of his speech, Tertsetis dramatiz-
es it. This is a device which he often does use in his speeches.’” The

30 Jones & Powell 1942.

31 See Tertsetis, “Adyog 12.5.1868”, in Konomos 1984, 624.

32 On modern Greek rhetoric and a 17"-19" ¢. anthology of treatises on rhetoric, see
Chatzoglou-Balta 2008, passim, p. 115: the “rules for arousing passions” from Ch.
Pamboukis’ treatise (ed. 1857); pp. 113—114: the chapter “Ways of arousing passions”
from 1. N. Stamatelos’ treatise (ed. 1862); pp. 68—69: Alexandros Mavrokordatos’ text
“On voice and dramatization”; about the orator changing his voice and using his eyes,
hand, arms and his whole body, in order to place emphasis on his words; p. 97: Neo-
phytos Doukas’ text “On Dramatizing” (Ilept "'Yrmokpicewg), that is the orator using
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scholar Konstantinos Tsatsos, in his book on modern Greek rhetoric
has adroitly associated the arts of drama and rhetoric.*® Tertsetis, under-
standing this association, blends in actual practice ‘dramatic’ techniques
with rhetoric. He presents the dead war-soldiers as speaking directly to
their mourning comrades. And wherever Tertsetis chooses this effective
means of emotional vividness, it is not perfunctorily done. The deceased
speak at length, in the Mytikas speech their words extending from § 18
until § 21. In fact, Tertsetis chooses not to relinquish the strong feeling
which this technique evokes, and the direct speech of the dead fighters
extends almost until the end of the oration, leaving out only the very last
paragraph, which occupies just three lines. The speech ends, then, at this
moment of the audience’s most compelled attention, both intellectual
and emotional.

Therefore it is the dead war-soldiers themselves who make the strik-
ing repetition of the three of the Periclean notions we have seen above
—happiness, freedom, valour:

(§ 18) ... Hpsig eldape d11 gdruyio 10D TOTOL pOg eivon 1 EAevdepio.
Kai 1 éhevbepia d&v dmoktiéton mhpeé pe v peyoroyuyio.**

(§ 18) We saw that freedom is the happiness of our country. And free-
dom is not achieved except with courage.

I have pointed out above several passages in the speech at Mytikas,
where the audience is referred to Thucydides 2.43.4. This particular

the shape of his own body in addition to his voice. Cf. A. Glykofrydi-Leontsini 1989,
75-80.

3 Tsatsos 1980, introd., p. 1€” (15): ‘the orator’s intention is to persuade, not to
write a perfect literary text. And he usually wants to persuade as many as pos-
sible. For that reason, he has to comply with their psychology and to form his
style so that his audience is moved by it. This element, as well as the element
of acting, brings rhetoric very close to the art of drama. [...] The lyrical poet
may be writing for himself; the dramatical poet writes for an audience, which
he wants to move, exactly as the orator writes or speaks in order to move an
audience, as well. That’s why there are some common bonds between the dra-
matical poet and the orator, some common psychological dependence, which
are due to the direct relation of drama and rhetoric with their listeners.’

3 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828, in Valetas 1967, vol. 11, 63 §18.
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passage from § 18, though, is a literal transposition of the famous Peri-
clean passage into modern Greek. Both the words and the syntax come
directly from Thucydides 2.43.4. Tertsetis might have wished to make
clear to his audience the meaning of the Periclean phrase, which has
been so intense and memorable due to its frugality —three words only:
70 eBdapov 10 EAeBepov, TO 8’ EevBepov TO edyuyov. He explains the
associations among the three words and supplies the verbs which, unless
Pericles had omitted them, would help impart easily these associations
even to those in the audience who were not readers of Thucydides. Thus,
happiness results from freedom, and freedom results from valour. Such
a concise account of the fruits ensured from fighting for freedom is sure
to be heard again from Tertsetis, as he often turns to Pericles for his
audience’s inspiration. As we shall see, the speech for Hypsilantis deals
with this concise life lesson once again.

It is important to point out here that in addition to having linked free-
dom now’ to ‘freedom then’, Tertsetis renders a Christian quality to the
remarkable phrase ‘a place for worshipping freedom’ (wpookvvntdpt
€levbepiag) in § 14, putting together freedom and religious piety. For
TPOoKLV® is not just ‘to worship’; it is the movement of bending one’s
body to show reverence before a saint depicted in an icon, or before God
during the Holy Liturgy in the Orthodox Church. A ‘mpockvvntépt’ in
the Greek Orthodox Church is an elaborate stand upon which an icon is
placed. So Tertsetis is attesting the holiness of freedom existing in the
modern Greek mind; hence the awe, belief and worship that freedom
inspires, just as a saintly figure does. This Greek Orthodox attitude has
formed, to a great extent, as we shall see below, the view of Tertsetis on
Pericles’ impressive statement that the whole of earth is the tomb for fa-
mous men.

Tertsetis’ disagreement on Pericles’ ‘memory as a tomb’

Nor is Pericles only allusively present, in the Mytikas speech, through
the passages that echo Thucydides. Tertsetis mentions Pericles by name
in § 16, where he comments on his famous saying that the whole earth is
the tomb of famous men (Thuc. 2.43.3). The moment Pericles’ name is
heard, the view that Tertsetis holds on immortality for the war dead has
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already been expressed clearly. At the end of § 15 he exhorted his com-
rades (‘Let us not lament them”) and immediately afterwards he uttered
a strong belief with absolute certainty (‘because they have not died, but
they live’):

(§ 15) Mnv to0g Khaiopev, dati d&v dnéBavay, dAla Lodv, kal dg pn
Qoppel TIVAC TG TAAGTAS, PNTOPIKOG £ivar O AOYOC HaC, EVVODVTAG
du Lomv tovg Ot o1 Twpvol dvBpmmot kol T petayevéotepa E6vn
Gicoma B0, Tovg Exovv gig Ta yeiAn, Gv avtd cLvEPN § Oyt ddidpopov.®’
(§ 15) Let us not lament them, because they have not died, but they
live, and let not someone think that our word is counterfeit, rhetorical,
meaning by ‘their life’ that people nowadays as well as future nations
will have them in their lips continually; if this has happened or not, it
is unimportant.

This exhortation is in the explicit direction of undermining Pericles’
well-known statement, according to which &vop@dv émeavdv [...] téeog
is the whole earth because everywhere there is dypagog pviun; people
remember the famous men and their deeds, and by being remembered
posthumously they are granted immortality. So, apart from the small
material tomb built for the famous men in their homeland, people’s
memory in all places will constitute another tomb for those being fa-
mous, as they exist, they ‘lie’ there, t00.%

Apparently, Thucydides has recorded Pericles speaking of the re-
nowned votepopnia, the precious reward of the heroic era, expressed
by Pericles in a most concise and unparalleled way. Very apt is Deborah
Steiner’s comment ‘kA€og is the sounding glory that can exist quite di-
vorced from the visible monument, and which from epic poetry on en-
joys precisely the audibility and mobility denied to the rooted stone’.*’
Having discussed about the Athenian soldiers, who received praise that

35 In Konomos 1984, 221.

36 See Hornblower 1991, 312; Loreaux 1986, 41.

37 Steiner 1999, 386. Speaking of what is denied to the rooted stone for the war dead, it
sounds as if Steiner referred to Pericles’ Funeral Oration; she discusses an epigram,
though, —Simonides fr. 531, 1@V év Ogppondroig Bavovtov— from which she claims
that Pericles borrows extensively, especially in Thuc. 2.43.2.
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does not grow old: dynpwv &rawvov, she concludes, ‘so now the orator
describes his eternally youthful &raivoc as the second, and more con-
spicuous, grave that the Athenians have won’.*®

This very important ancient Greek idea of a social, [ may say, kind
of immortality, is clearly considered by Tertsetis as TAaGTOC, PNTOPLKOG
AOyoc. And then a new exhortation follows, aiming at utterly decon-
structing Pericles’ words well before introducing him in the speech by
name. Tertsetis commented on Thucydides 2.43.3 in a sharp way, urging
his audience not to regard somebody’s glory from numerous nations as
a ‘valuable immortality’ (Kol dg pun pic eaivetor moAvtiun abavacio
va do&aletan tvag amd dmewpa £0vn). He argued that those numerous
nations include some individuals, e.g. low characters, from whom the
individual praise or glory we would regard as neither valuable nor ap-
preciate. So, nor should we appreciate the collective praise.

The point made here is the unavoidable distance of Pericles from the
Christian thought, which makes his famed statement (&vdp®dv émpavdv
ndoa Y téeoc) seem flawed:

(§ 16) Zvyyopnuévo frov ic 1oV Bowpactov avpa v Adnvavy, eic
1OV eBbyAmtTov [epuchi] vir Aéyet 8Tt pvijpa Tdv dyaddy vopdv eivor
6An 1 1 kol o E6vn ha oTéKOVY YOP® €ig adTO TO pvijpa Kol {odv
ot do&acpévol vopeg 6o Paotd 1) TAdoIc. A Eudg 1) dbovacio pog
givon 1) pakapio péAhovoa {on, ... Nai, pé Todg kdmovg Toug S Ty
EMvikn €élevbepia, voi, po 16¢ Kotokieg @V dkainv, OpvOm 6T
{odv kai &md dmov eivon péic PAémovv kai kapmodvrat TV dOdvoTnv
HOKAPIOTNTO, KOi GKOVOVV TEC AyYEMKEG MUEA®OiES VO TOVG AEyoLV:
Xopfite dikorot €ig tov kOAmov 100 TTAdotov coc. Oy, 6&v &xel M
{foig tou(g) obvopo 610 Téhog i mAdoems. Kai dtav td nepilapmpa
Bepéla kai teiyn 100 KOGV coplacbody, avtoi Ba Exovv pépog &ig
tov Opiappov tod Zwtijpoc.*

3

Steiner 1999, 389; see also Nannini 2016, 12.
3 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828, in Valetas 1967, vol. I, 62 §16. The phrase Zvyyopnuévo
ﬁ‘cov does not mean, I think, that God did forgive Pericles, but rather that we should
forgive him. As to the phrase kotowieg T@v dikoiov, it refers to v oknvaig dikaicov
from Psalm 117, 15.1-2: oo dyahdoens Kol cotmpiog &v oxnvaic dikaiov (ed.
Rahlfs & Stuttgart 1935 [repr. 1971]).

3
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(§ 16) It was forgiven to the admirable man of Athens, to eloquent Per-
icles, his saying that the whole earth is the tomb of famous men, that
all nations stand round this tomb, and that those glorious men live as
long as the Creation lasts. For us our immortality is the blissful future
life, ... Yes, by their labours for Greek freedom; yes, by the houses of
the righteous, I swear that they live, that from where they are they see
us, and that they reap the immortal bliss and hear the angelic melodies
saying to them: ‘Delight, you who are just, in the presence of your
Creator.’ No, their life has no border at the end of the Creation. Even
when the brilliant foundations and walls of the world collapse, they
are going to participate in the triumph of the Saviour.

In § 9, Tertsetis addresses Greece —‘Oh, land of Christianity, oh land of
the Greeks!” (Q v| i yprotiovosvvng, @ yij T@v EAMvov!)— and by
reaching §16, both audience and readers are well aware that for them,
Greek Christians, immortality is not thought of in terms of this world, of
this y#j. [1dca yij is not the place where immortality is granted. Heavens
is the place, in the company of God and His saints.

Pericles’ ignorance of the immortality of human soul, which is the
main idea in the Orthodox Christian Creed, will be called the ‘imper-
fection’ of the funeral oration of 430 B.C. by Tertsetis, in his afore-
mentioned lecture on the eloquence of the members of Parliament in
1846: This imperfection is that wise Pericles ... does not know, does
not surmise, does not conjecture the immortality of the soul, this divine
patriotism of the Christians’ soul. In Pericles’ speech, matter decorates
matter, the flowers of earth decorate the statue of death. The great Athe-
nian does not go beyond that. 4°

Tertsetis will then call on his audience not to blame the ancestors
for their ignorance of immortality and will urge them to feel lucky deep
in their hearts for being born in the era of light and truth, meaning the
Christian era.*!

40 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 291.
4 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 291.
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The wreath-metaphor or Greek flowers in God’s garden

After addressing Greece as the land of Christianity, Tertsetis deals with
the sacredness of the Greek armed struggle (‘Tepd éotabnkav ta puatd
oov) and proceeds to a brief and poignant account of Greek slavery
and the sufferings of the people. A wild race came from a foreign land
(CHMev amd Eévn otepia dyproe vAR), wild vanquishers who left no
other homeland to the children of Greece, but the one they can hope for,
with the use of lead (i.e. ammunition) and swords. This especially strong
statement is directly followed by a pictorial description of a wreath of
Greek freedom decorated with never withering, eternal flower blossoms
from the bright and green places of Paradise. The children of Greece
fight holding their swords, they are killed and as a result they become
flowers in Paradise, ornaments in the wreath of Greek freedom:

(§ 9) Kai 6 otépavog ti|g EMMnvikiic édevbepiag 6&v B otoAileTon
amo &vOn avootnuéva amod yépt Ovntd, GAAG GmO TO ApGpavTo.
aidvia, euTELHEVA ATO TOV AdYoV ToD Bgod €ig T0 PMTEWVA PEPT TOD
[Mopadeicov.

(§ 9) And the wreath of Greek freedom will not be decorated with
blossoms grown by a mortal hand, but with unwithered, everlasting
ones, planted by the Word (Logos) of God in the bright places of Par-
adise.*

In the elaborate wreath-metaphor of § 9 in the Mytikas speech, in two
or three lines packed with vocabulary of the polarity between mortali-
ty-decay and immortality-eternal bloom, there comes a word, a verbal
form in demotic language, asking to be taken in with two meanings and
enhancing the metaphor:

blossoms avactpéva from a mortal hand
(blossoms) unwithered, eternal, planted by the Word of God

42 The ‘bright places of Paradise’ are reminiscent of the passage from the Euchologia
(39.2.66-70) of the Orthodox Church, which is almost identical with the Evyn €ni
tehevtioovtog, read at the funeral service: avanovcov Tag Yuyxdg T®V S0VA®V GOV
TOV TPOKEKOUNUEVQOV &V TOTI® wTev®, ed. Goar, Venice 1730 (repr. Graz 1960).
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Avaotnpéva is used in its metaphorical, parenting meaning in modern
Greek: dvaotaivo a child is ‘to raise a child’. In the same paragraph,
when Tertsetis mentions the sufferings of the Greek people on the land
of Christianity under the Turkish occupation, he refers to the Ottoman
practice of Devshirme by saying that koi tékva cov dvactiOnkay €ig
v dpvnowv 1od Porrticpatog (and children of yours were raised so as
to refuse Christening).” Therefore the verb here being superficially used
of the care given in growing a plant and bringing it into blossom, at the
same time it serves the function of the wreath-metaphor: indeed, it is not
about flowers we are talking about, but about young soldiers, who were
brought up not by mortal parents, but by Adyoc, the son of God.

There is a modern Greek folk type of prayers, very likely to have
been heard in Zante, which starts with the following end-rhyming vers-
es:#

Ao T Havo Lov yevwnuévoc-1 / am’ 1ov XpioTtod avaoTnEVOG-T|
[From my mother I was born / by Christ I was raised]

The flowers in the wreath of Greek freedom were, as in the above folk
prayers, &’ Tov Xpioto avaotnuévae. They were both raised and resur-
rected by Christ, in the sense of having an eternal life, as Tertsetis means
it when in § 20 his deceased say ‘the time you say that we died, we res-
urrected, and we have Heaven as our happy dwelling’.

It is interesting and pleasing for an attentive audience to see that not
only did Tertsetis choose his diction with special care, but he also made
the most of his chosen words in all possible terms —of significance, of
allusiveness, of poeticism, of Christian faith, of linguistic strength of
genuine Modern Greek people’s language. Most importantly, the lines

4 See Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 292: tv Opnokeiav, 1
omoia pe adTo 1O Yoha pdg €vlace kai pag avaotoe (the religion, which with this
milk breast-fed and raised us); 335: (the spirit of Greece talking) t0 POlacud pov
o0ig motiler papuaxt, Aéyovv, T yaiko mov avactnoe [TAdtove kai Aswvido (my
breast-feeding feeds you poison, they say, the milk which raised Plato and Leonidas).

* This prayer my grandmother used to say and it was taken over by my mother. I do not
know whether it is widely spread in Greece, but it may be of some importance that my
grandmother’s parents came from Zante, as Tertsetis did. The case might be that he
was familiar with this folk prayer and with the verse drn’ tov Xp1ot0 dvootnpuévoc-n.
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in the aforementioned passage carry the creativity of a writer and the
philosophy of a believer.

The wreath-metaphor in § 9 contains imagery, diction and content
which Tertsetis is going to use in another wreath image, in his 1846 lec-
ture on eloquence and in a flower-metaphor in 1856. In the 1846 lecture,
there comes directly after the comment, previously mentioned, on the
Periclean ‘imperfection’, the following imagery:

Agv popicOnkav tote oi dpyoiot T vOn pe T Omoia Muelg otoAlopev
Tovg amebapévoug pag. Ta otépava ta Omoio KopTOAOYODUEV GO
ToVg Getbalelg knmovg tod Iapadeicov.”

(Ancient [sc. Greeks] never smelt the flowers with which we adorn
our dead. (sc. They never smelt) the wreaths for which we harvest fruit
from the ever-blooming gardens of Paradise).

The personal pronoun in the phrases ‘we adorn our dead’ and ‘we har-
vest fruit’ stands for the Greek Orthodox people who lead a life based
on their cultural tradition and on faith. More than that, Tertsetis speaks
of the Greek Orthodox experience, the real-life knowledge of Christian-
ity. In Greece flowers are used to adorn the dead at the religious burial
ceremony; people also use flowers in churches to adorn the dead Jesus
Christ in his Epitaphios on Good Friday, expecting the Resurrection.*
Our ancestors could not have smelt these flowers —Tertsetis is right.

The flower-metaphor of 1856 uses a double imperative of the verb
‘to love’ and between the two imperatives there is a worth-noting sen-
tence: eioat 60 &va (sc. &vOoc) (you are one [sc. flower]). We note an
effective inversion of the common subject-verb order; the effect is en-
hanced by the metaphorical content of the sentence and also its struc-
ture, consisting of only three two-syllable words which repeat two vow-
el sounds /i-e/ (gloar) and /e-i/ (4oV), followed by /e/ (Eva):

4 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 291.
4 The Epitaphios is a Christian religious icon of Jesus Christ lying dead, elaborately
embroidered on a cloth.
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dydmo. ToL &vOn, elcon éoV Eva, Thpe Tapdderypo, dydmo To &vOn Tod
VILOCYOVTOL KAPTOVG, Kol TdV Omoimv 1 yAmpn pila d&v Euapdvin
ToTé, 0VTE €1¢ TEG PUPVYEILOVIES TV ALDVOV, OVTE U0 TNV TOSOPOAT|V
domAdyyvaov &xdpidv*

do love flowers, for you are one, for example, do love flowers which
promise fruit, and the fresh root of which was never withered, neither
in the harsh winters of the centuries, nor due to the violent steps of
merciless enemies.

In thinking of the young Greek fighters as flower blossoms, Tertsetis
may be influenced by Pericles and his less known funeral oration for
the Athenian soldiers who were killed during the Samian War. Pericles
thought of those Athenian youths as the season of spring, which was lost
from that particular year.*® This was certainly a very moving thing to say
in a funeral oration, especially as in the funeral oration of 430 B.C., in
Thucydides, the young age of the deceased was not stressed, as Horn-
blower has pointed out.*

Not only did Tertsetis know the spring-simile expressed by Pericles
and recorded by Aristotle in his Rhetoric, but he often uses it in his
speeches, as of the Greek nation being the spring in human race;* of
the youths of a nation being the spring in the year;’! of the French youth
being the evergreen springtime of the European civilization.’? Above all,
he quotes Plutarch in his 1846 lecture on eloquence:

'O Iepuchiic eic dAkov Tov Adyov elye simel dy1, O paivetar, ic odTov
7oV 00 dvayvdow, gxe einel 8T1, Vi VoTEPNOEIG Hioy TOAY Gd TOVG

47 Tertsetis, “TIpoAeydpeva gig Tovg yapovg Tod M. AheEdvSpov” [Prologue to the wed-
ding of Alexander the Great] (1856), in Konomos 1984, 509.

4 Aristotle, Rhet. 1365a, 31-33: TIgpuchilg TOV €mitdorov Aéywv, tv vedtnta €K Tiig
mohewg avnpiicfan domep TO Eap €k ToL Eviavtod &l EEapedein (ed. Ross 1959).

4 Hornblower 2006, 546.

0 Tertsetis, “Adyog gig v £optnv tiic Metapopemoewng (1846)” (Speech on the feast of
the Transfiguration [1846]), in Konomos 1984, 320.

31 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 286.

52 Tertsetis, “Xtov Kaporo Agvoppav (TIpdémoon 1859)” (To Charles Lenormant [A toast
1859]), in Konomos 1984, 558.
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VE0UG TNG EIValL (G V&L ONKAGELG, VL EaAelyElg THY EvolEy dmd T £T0g
Kol VOPEIVEL SpLudg yeipmvag.>

Pericles, in another speech of his, said, not, as it seems, in the one
which I am going to read, said that, to deprive a city of its youths is
like taking away, eliminating spring from the year and leaving harsh
winter behind.

The ancient Athenian youths were a lost spring. The contemporary
youths are flowers comprising the wreath of Greek freedom; not lost
though, but eternal; not mortal, but in Paradise.

“Emtagrog Adyog gig Anpntprov Yyniaviny, 1832)”
(Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis, 1832)
‘One of the finest characters of our revolution’

On 13" August 1832, subscribers to the EQviksy Epnuepic would read a
speech by Tertsetis, written for the great army officer and leader in the
Greek War of Independence, Dimitrios Hypsilantis, who died in Naf-
plion on 5% August 1832. Such great respect was felt by Tertsetis for
this man, that he introduces him with the words ‘on the traces of the
Heroes the glorious Greek walked’> and compares him to the victorious
athletes in the ancient games at Olympia and Nemea. But the wreath
which crowns Hypsilantis, we read, has more glorious blossoms than
any wreath that ever crowned an Olympic athlete. He was, in summary,

53 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 286

5% Tertsetis, ““Emttagiog Adyog €ig Anuitpov Yynidviny” (1832) (Funeral Oration
for Dimitrios Hypsilantis), in in Konomos 1984, 246; also in Valetas 1967, vol. 11,
343-344, with the following note: ‘Under the title ““Etepog Adyog Emtapiog €ig A.
YynAdaviny cvvtedeic vmo 10D kupiov I. Teptoétov (Another funeral eulogy for D.
Hypsilantis composed by Mr G. Tertsetis) was published in the National Newspaper
(Nafplion, 13 August 1832, p. 181 a-p, after the speech by M. Schinas. The funeral
of Hypsilantis (August 1832) took place in Nafplion, where the speech was delivered
(sc. by Schinas)

55 Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis”, in Konomos 1984, 246.
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a remarkable man, gk T®V OPAIOTEPOV YAPUKTHPOV TG EXAVACTAGEDS
pog (one of the finest characters of our revolution).*

‘Na v ayondte pg kapdiav’

At the time when Tertsetis composed this funeral eulogy, he was a his-
tory teacher at the Military School at Nafplion, doing his best to in-
spire in the young cadets a deep love for their homeland. Habitually he
would refer them to Pericles’ Funeral Oration and his exhortation to the
Athenians during the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. II, 43.1): dAAd pddiov
Vv g TOAews SOvapy kad’ fuépav Epym Bempévoug kal €paoTag
yryvouévoug avthic.’’

“Love her as lovers” is the exhortation of Pericles to the Athenians.
While reading Pericles’ Funeral Oration to his audience in 1846, when
reaching the Periclean passage about the citizens-lovers, he voices: va
v dyondte pé kapdiav.’® Teaching his students about Thucydides and
Pericles must surely have kept the (pre-existing, as the 1828 speech at
Mpytikas proves) intellectual relationship of Tertsetis with both men fully
alive, and it is very likely that his work on Thucydides had given him the
material and some inspiration for this funeral eulogy.

In the funeral oration for Hypsilantis, the glorious deceased appears
to be such a lover of his homeland, as the ancient Athenians were:

"Epwg dkotdoyetog va 10f) 10 £€0vog tov €levBepov kai Evdo&ov
Qaivetal 0Tl kaTéEAeEe TAG QpEvag Kol TNV kapdiav Tod yeVvaiov
avtod “Eainvoc.®’

% Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis” (1823), in Konomos 1984, 246.

37 See Hornblower 1991, 311, comm. ibid.; Hornblower 2006, 544, comm. ibid.; Gom-
me 1956, 136: “This idealistic passage [...] someone had made the use popular; and
who more likely than Pericles?” Aristophanes makes fun of the Periclean thought at
Knights 1341-1342: Afjp’, €paotig it 606 OIAG T€ o€ / Kol kndopai cov; Birds 1279:
8o0v¢ T’ épactag Thode T ydpog £xels (ed. Wilson 2007). See Hornblower 1991, 311
n. 21; Gomme 1956, 136: “Aristophanes mocks the use of épactr|g in politics.”

8 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 289.

% Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis” (1823), in Konomos 1984, 246.
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An unrestrainable passion to see his nation free and glorious seems to
have fired the mind and heart of this brave Greek.

The phrase "Epwg dxartdoyetog is a very striking one, and must have
been difficult for the audience to forget. Ancient Greek texts, as the
search in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae produces, commonly speak
of dkatdoyeto ddkpva or dxatdoyetog Opun, of tears or impetus
that cannot be held back; in Modern Greek, we speak of axotdoyetn
apoppayia, an ‘unstoppable haemorrhage’. But &€pwg dkatdoyetog is a
rare collocationand it carries vividness suited to a speech by a poet such
as Tertsetis indeed was. As Angelos Vlahos has expressed it, oi Adyot
TOV TAVTEC oy Touuato. pdAlov &v meld Aoy fi Epya pntopuca (all of
his speeches were more poems written in prose than rhetorical works).®

Not only is the Periclean idea of love for one’s homeland in use here,
as in his lessons, but also the phrase kotépAeée v Kapdiav comes from
his first lesson in the Military School:®!

Q mécov opaia matpide 1 eOOIC pag Exapioey, @ Practol KoAfig Yiic!
Av &V 60 Eyvapila ApKETA GAEYOUEVOLS GO TOV TPOG ATV EPOTO,
Kol EmeBvpovy va 60¢ KatapAEEm Tt paAlov ...

Oh, how beautiful homeland nature has given us, oh shoots of a good
land! If I did not know you as being quite on fire due to your eros to
her, and I had the desire to set fire to you even more ...

The captivating verb katapAiéyw expresses very effectively the Peri-
clean thought of the citizen as a lover of the city.

0 A citation from the memorial service speech for Georgios Markos Tertsetis one year
after his death, in 1875. Vlahos (1966, 404) said that although we keep in our souls
Tertsetis as the national orator, he was naturally a poet.

¢! The lesson, with no title, but with an introductory note, was published in the Na-
tional Newspaper 15 (8 June 1832) 82—83. It was published under the title Toropixa
nobnuora: A° H opélea tijc iotopiag (Historical lessons: A" The utility of Histo-
ry) in Valetas, vol. III, 1967, 345-347; titled Anoordaouoro pabnudtwv o Zyoin
EveAnidowv (1832) (Fragments of lessons at the Military School [1832]) in Konomos
1984, 235-238.
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Once again, the Periclean triptych ‘happiness-freedom-valour’

The influence of Pericles is obvious once again when we read about the
valour of Hypsilantis and his love of freedom:

‘H mepipnuog adtn yevvandtng €ig ta medio Tg Payme, Kol 0 yevdsg
Thc PLAehevOepiog TOV, Elval HVNUETR TEPIPAVT, TO OTOTOL LOPTVPODV
811 6 &vOpwmog ovToC E0edpet THV gdTvyiay T moTpidog Tov €ig THY
avefoptnoiav g, N 6¢ dveloptnoia g Evopley 6t 8év dmekrtaro,
gipn S péoov EmKIvOHvev dydvav Koi did Tig peyolowyuyiog tod
ToA{TOV.

Tovtwv obTmg €OVImV EpOTM: AmO MoloV TAOV TAAMDY EVOOE®V
cupmoMT@dV Tov SVvvatal vo AoyoBf] vmodeéotepog; Kai: tic tdV
Mopaboviov fj Zohopviov d&v 0gke Tov mopadeyd], kol d&v 10ere
TOV OLOAOYNGEL GOVIPOPOV KOl GLVOYOVIGTIYV TOV; Metd TopELevoty
oAV aidvev BEhovv Bewpnbel g fipweg thg avtiig émoyfic O
Yynidving kai 6 Kipwv.®

This supreme valour in the battlefield, and the purity of his love for
freedom, are famous monuments, which testify that this man saw the
happiness of his homeland in her independence, and believed that her
independence could only be acquired through hazardous encounters and
through the magnanimity of her citizens.

Hence, I ask: lower than which of his ancient glorious fellow-citizens
can he be considered? And, which of the fighters at Marathon or Sa-
lamis would not wish to avow him as comrade and co-warrior? When
many centuries have elapsed, Hypsilantis and Cimon will be regarded
as heroes of the same era.

62 Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis” (1823), in Konomos 1984, 246.
For a similar thought, see Tertsetis, “On eloquence” (1846), in Konomos 1984, 282:
‘Respectable Chateaubriand in a text of his approximately in year 1827 writes that
Themistocles and the other fighters at Salamis would accept Admiral Andreas Miaou-
lis as a genuine co-fighter of theirs, and he is right. But I risk to say, gentlemen, that
Miaoulis knew so much of Themistocles as Themistocles did of Miaoulis. This igno-
rance of ancient history, though, did not prevent the man of Hydra to do in the Fight
as much as Themistocles did in the wars of Greece against barbarians’.
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The above passage recalls to the reader’s mind the emblematic statement
of Pericles, which I have quoted before (Thuc. 2.43.4): 10 €bdapov 10
€\evbepov, 10 &’ Ehevbepov 10 edyLYOV Kpivaveg Un Teplopdchs Tovg
TOAEUKOVG KIvdLVOLG. It is not only the vocabulary used or its meaning,
but also the structure of the passages that unite them. Very characteristic
in the speech for Hypsilantis is the repetition of the word “avefapnocio”
(independence), corresponding to the repetition of the word “ghebBepov”
in Thucydides.

The table below contains the similarities in diction between the
triptych ‘happiness-freedom-valour’ uttered by Pericles in his Funeral
Oration recorded by Thucydides and as emitted by Tertsetis in both his
Mytikas speech and his eulogy for Hypsilantis:

Pericles, Funeral Tertsetis, “Speech at the Tertsetis, “Funeral
Oration (Thuc. 2.43) Mytikas military camp” Oration for Dimitrios

(1828) Hypsilantis” (1832)”
Edoouov Edbroyia Ebroyia
Elebbepov ElevBepio Avelaptnoiov
Elebbepov ‘ElevBepio, Aveloptnoia
Edyoyov Meyaloyuvyio Meyatoyuoyia
TOAEIKODS KIVODVOUG ETIKIVODVWV Gymdvwv

Having lived according to the Periclean triptych ‘happiness-free-
dom-valour’, he gets accepted by the 5" century B.C. Greek fighters
as their contemporary co-warrior and together with Cimon, after centu-
ries, he will enjoy heroic fame and glory. It is not odd that Hypsilantis
is thought of as a hero of the classical times, for, as mentioned above,
‘we are not like others, except only our ancient forefathers.’®* What is
certainly interesting is the choice of the ancient comrade of Hypsilan-
tis. Cimon has been several times distinguished and praised by Tertse-
tis.® His choice is tinteresting, because he appears —in Plutarch, whom

6 Tertsetis, “Speech of 1828 in Valetas 1967, vol. 11, 61 §14.
6 Tertsetis, “On eloquence” (1848), in Konomos 1984, 335, where the spirit of Greece
calls him a genuine son of hers: I'vijolog vidg pov ug; Tertsetis, “Adyog o€ véovg
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Tertsetis quotes— as the ‘anti-Pericles’ figure in terms of working for
concord or discord, which is a topic of crucial importance for Tertsetis.
Cimon, son of Miltiades,* a general and admiral himself, died in Cyprus
triumphing over the Persian fleet. Tertsetis narrates elsewhere in great
detail how Cimon’s sister, Elpinice, insulting, and yet courageous, held
Pericles responsible for the loss of a lot of valiant citizens (f|uiv moAAovg
Kol dyafovg anmAiecog moAitag) by destroying a GO0V KOl GUYYEVT]
oAy, Samos, a member of the Delian League, unlike her brother who
had fought the Persians.®® Tertsetis takes the side of Elpinice, stress-
ing that her voice remains in history as ‘a frightful protest against the
first statesman’ (SoapapTOHPNOIS TPOUEPE KOTA TOD TPOTOL TOALTIKOD
avdpog), while history cares very little about the out of focus reply of
Pericles.®” Cimon has been established —by his sister, and also by Tert-
setis, for the sake of his audience— as the example of a fighting leader,
driven by a morally justified reason and not by discord.

‘How shall we sing the Lord’s song in a strange land?’

About the évrapralouevog otpatnyodg, the general about to be buried,
there are more Periclean ideas for the audience to hear:

onovdactés” (1831) (Speech to young students [1831], in Konomos 1984, 229:
ayabod motpodg peyarompenéotepo tékVo); Tertsetis, “Aéka mapaddcelg dnpociov
dwaiov” (1853) (Ten lectures on public law [1853]), in Konomos 1984, 474, where
Cimon is together with Pericles, both holding the threads of Themistocles’ plan.

% Cimon’s renowned father, Miltiades, led the Athenian army to victory over the Persian
invaders at the battle of Marathon at 490B.C.; Plutarch, Cimon; On Cimon, see Dev-
elin 1989, 72; David Stuttard has written an interesting book on Miltiades and Cimon
and admits the difficulty he faced due to lack of information surviving from antiquity
about the two men; He goes on to question the correctness of Cornelius Nepos’ and
Plutarch’s Lives of Miltiades and Cimon respectively (Stuttard 2021, 8): ‘At the same
time, it is not just possible, but likely that at least some of the “facts” recorded in our
literary sources are invention—a forensic scholarly approach to Nepos’ Life of Miltia-
des or Plutarch’s Life of Cimon can leave us wondering whether they contain much of
any value whatsoever.’

¢ Plutarch, Pericles 28.6 (ed. Ziegler 1964).

7 See the ingemination of Plutarch’s narration of Elpinice’s protest and the out of focus
reply of Pericles in Tertsetis, “On eloquence” (1846), in Konomos 1984, 284.
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the whole earth is going to constitute from now on a place in which to
praise him, for the day of death of great men is the impress, upon this
earth, of their immortality.

What we read is a paraphrase and at the same time a nice interpreta-
tion, or rather clarification, of the well-known &vdpdv émpavdv ndco
v1i Tapog from Pericles’ Funeral Oration (Thuc. 2.43.3). Like Pericles,
Tertsetis regards the human memory as keeping alive the revered dead,
and in this way memory offers immortality. Pericles’ ‘memory as a
tomb’ is here recast in the form ‘memory as immortality’.

Pericles secures immortality in the 1846 lecture of Tertsetis, too.
There, the power of speech is compared to a material praise (the old
Aoyoc—Epyov contrast, also occurring in Pericles’ Funeral Oration)®
and in his rhetorical question whether there are surviving pvnueia, frag-
ments of ancient tépot of war dead, the negative answer was given em-
phatically:

‘Eyo, koprot, 8&v BAERT® ovTe TNV okdvn TV papudpwv. Evtuyiopévol
Opmg ot Bavatopévor €keivor, 6ol amolnuidvovior did aidvog
aidvev o v edylottiav tod Iepikiéong.”

I, gentlemen, do not see even the dust of marble. Blissful, though,
those dead are, who are compensated in centuries of centuries from
Pericles’ eloquence.

Deborah Steiner seems to agree with Tertsetisas to what guarantees
timelessness: ‘To praise, not to bury’.” Of Pericles’ great talent and of
immortality ensured for the war dead, Tertsetis speaks in 1846 in an
evocative and poetical way:

68 Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis (1823)”, in Konomos 1984, 246.
% See Nannini 2016, 9; Loreaux 1986, 42; 78, 233-234; Immerwahr 1960, 286-289.

0 Tertsetis, “On eloquence” (1846), in Konomos 1984, 287.

"t From the title of Steiner’s article (1999).
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[Ipocéyete, KOpLo1, €ig TOV AOYov ToD pnTopog, kol Bd idf|te Eva
Tpaypo Bavpactov ig o yeldn tod Aaiodvrtog. O Bdvotog maipvel
oyxfiua {ofic. ®d idfjte ToLG POVELUEVOLS Oyt KOLTAUEVOVS €ig TNV
KAiviiy 100 Bavatov, &yt kokkaAw, GAAL (OOUEVOLES TV TAVOTAICLY
TOVG VO ToAepODY, Kol VO TOAEUODV aidvia Kol v Uiy ddvavtot va
amoBdvouv, yapwv Tiig Poviig Tod pYTopog.”™

Pay attention, gentlemen, to the speech of the orator, and you will see
an impressive thing in the lips of the speaker. Death takes the shape
of life. You will see the killed ones not lying in the deathbed, not as
bones, but, wearing their armor, fighting, and fighting eternally and
not being able to die, thanks to the orator’s voice.

This is a magnificent expression of Pericles’ unparalleled rhetorical
skills.

But of course, in addition to being a lover of ancient Greek history
and literature, Tertsetis was a Christian, and accordingly he would softly
pass from the Periclean immortality, limited on earth, to the Christian
immortality in heaven. Exactly as in the Mytikas speech he juxtaposed,
‘our immortality is the blissful future life’, while Pericles was ‘forgiven’
because he had no chance to gain knowledge of Christian teaching, so
in the speech for Hypsilantis, Tertsetis speaks of the deceased man’s
soul: ‘the invisible god, who filled the temple has left; this body is the
remnant of the building, which contained god; but, where is the god
who filled it? It is in its real adobe, in Heaven. In this world we are as if
in the land of exile.’” The land of exile is in fact the strange land of the
psalm writer; Tertsetis quotes Psalm 136.4 and makes a point of it. The
feeling of exile is reinforced by the question of the verse IIdg dowpev
v adnv Kvopiov €mi yiig dArotpiag; (How shall we sing the Lord’s song
in a strange land?)

Given that Hypsilantis is in his real homeland, in Heaven, after the
aforementioned Christian comment by Tertsetis and the psalm verse,
there comes the noteworthy epilogue of the speech: ‘From your real
homeland, from Heaven, oh Hypsilantis, where the earth’s virtues are

2 Tertsetis, “On eloquence” (1846), in Konomos 1984, 287.
" Tertsetis, “Funeral Oration for Dimitrios Hypsilantis (1823)”, in Konomos 1984, 246.
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rewarded with eternal bliss, keep a watch on your nation and be merciful
and beneficent.’

Even to a Christian this is a surprising invocation, as the phrases
used commonly appeal to saints or to God in prayers. Hypsilantis is
addressed as if he himself had saintly properties.

Although Tertsetis is not merely inspired by Pericles, but to some
extent, as we have noticed, even transposes the ancient passages into
modern Greek, in neither of the two funeral eulogies, 1828 and 1832,
does he mention clearly his unquestionable source, the Funeral Oration.

“Eykopo 6tov Actiyke’ (1829)” (Eulogy for Hastings
[1829]) or

“Elogio del Capitan Astings Comandante del vapore greco
(1 829)”75

Although the speech at the military camp of Mytikas was made a year
after the battle of Athens and not at the funeral of the fallen soldiers,
yet it is certainly a funeral oration. There is another speech written by
Tertsetis which was not delivered to an audience at a funeral or else-
where, nor was it published at the time. It is dedicated to the prominent
British philhellene Frank Abney Hastings and has the style of a funeral
eulogy. Indeed, Tertsetis himself has noted on his manuscript, found in
his files, in Italian, ‘Elogio del Capitan Astings Comandante del vapore
greco’, ‘elogio’ meaning éykouio or ‘praise’. Tertsetis studied in Italy
and therefore his knowledge of Italian explains why, spontaneously I
think, writes down, more as a sort of note for himself than a proper title,
the subject of the text in Italian. George Valetas, while giving it the plain
title “Adyog otov Actiyka” (Speech to Hastings), adds in a footnote
that “This speech was not printed nor delivered. The funeral oration for

™ Hastings signed in Greek as Xdoty&. The Greeks wrote his name as "Actvy€ and
Xdotyg and ActiyE, with the last spelling as predominant; see (Fokas 1947, 3 n. 1).
Professor Constantinos Rados’ (1917: 123 n. 1) preference for the spelling Aoty
(without aspiration), against Aoty is note-worthy: we write, he argues, Avvifag and
not Avvifog, although the word is Hannibal with H.

5 In Konomos 1984, 223-227; for the Italian title, see p. 227 n.
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Hastings was made by Trikoupis at Poros (May 1829)’; he implies, then,
that this speech by Tertsetis, written in that same month and year, is also
an émtagiog, like that by Spyridon Trikoupis.

Certainly, Tertsetis” speech shows how strongly he felt about the
death of Hastings. It is in part contemplative, in part an outburst prompt-
ed by the altruistic self-sacrifice of the young Englishman. The first two-
thirds or so could be a funeral oration, but the remainder addresses his
contemporary Greeks and expresses undisguisedly his indignation at
those Greeks who would rather remain under Turkish occupation or who
were criticizing the first Greek governor, loannis Capodistrias. Tertsetis
was a bold and honest speaker and he dedicated the 1849 speech on the
25 March anniversary of the Greek Revolution to make his audience
face the Greek ‘national sins’, one of which was ‘the spirit of perse-
cution against great men’. He included Capodistrias in these wronged
men: hated by several when alive, wept for now that he is dead. In the
same speech he refers to those who preferred the old period of the Turk-
ish occupation and calls them cowardly: Eic t&c yuyec tdv avavopav M
Aotpeio Tod mEpAGUEVOD KaALPOD. S

I believe that Tertsetis was absolutely conscious of the fact that the
speech was not going to be an oration at the funeral of Hastings. If he
had intended to deliver such a speech, he would have developed it in a
different way, altering the reproachful style of the second part.

As a matter of fact, he has his contemporary Greeks in mind from
the very beginning: If I didn’t understand that the praise of this man
could be to your benefit, I would be silent, fearing that the brave one
whom we are burying would not accept with pleasure the commendation
of his death and of his life.”

76 Tertsetis, “Ta apaptiuata t1od I'évoug (Adyog Maptiov 1849) (The sins of the Nation
[Speech in March 1849]), in Konomos 1984, 385-386; on 383. He mentions Capodis-
trias after Miltiades, Themistocles and Socrates, all great men who were persecuted
by their fellow patriots, and notes bitterly that ‘Willing or not, we validated the fourth
sin of this category. We cannot but confess that another most unhappy man of Greek
origin was a benefactor of Greece [...] whom, when alive, several of us hated, and
now that he is dead, we weep for’.

" Tertsetis, “Eulogy for Hastings” (1829), in Konomos 1984, 223.
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It is clear that the valiant foreigner who died for Greece ignites his
anger against the few un-brave Greeks who preferred the Turkish occu-
pation to the Greek Revolution.

Therefore, we might not expect to find echoes of Pericles’ speech in
the “Eulogy for Hastings (1829)”. It is a text with a different point of
view. The fact that Hastings was a fervent philhellene who was indif-
ferent to all that divided him, as a citizen of a foreign country, from the
Greeks and their land, prompts Tertsetis now to speak with emphasis of
the Enlightenment ideals of human brotherhood, trust in common prin-
ciples, and universal human rights, as against all society-made divisions
between peoples:

Aév glvar povéyo motpida tod avOpdnov 6 otevdg TOMOG £l TOV
omoiov &yevvnOnkapev, aAha 6An 1 yij v omoiav meplaykaildlel O
edpopog aibépag’

A man’s homeland is not merely the narrow place where he was born,
but the earth as a whole, which is embraced by the lovely air.

He goes on to say, ‘there is one law, there is one race, and it has now
come about that this land which we inhabit is a great city (‘moAtteia’) of
which all people are the citizens.’”

Nevertheless, despite the fact that the speech is not for a Greek,
but for a philhellene, and not Greekness but brotherhood of peoples is
emphasized, the Periclean thought is still present in the above citation.
When this admirer of Pericles and of his Funeral Oration employs in a
funeral eulogy, diction and syntax of a well-known Periclean passage,
he directly refers the reader to Thucydides (Thuc. 2.43.3): avop®dv yap
EMPAVAY TAGO, YT} TAPOG, Kol 00 GTNAGDY HOVOV €V T oikeig onuaivel
EMLypa@n], GALX Kol &V THj 1T TpoonKovoT &ypa@og Lvnun.

Tertsetis echoes Pericles and at the same time he uses the verb
€yevvnOnkouev, ‘we were born’, which is the direct opposite of the Pe-
riclean ‘to die’ or ‘to be buried’:

8 Tertsetis, “Eulogy for Hastings” (1829), in Konomos 1984, 223.
" Tertsetis, “Eulogy for Hastings” (1829), in Konomos 1984, 223.
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The similarities are apparent and convincing:

Pericles, Fun. Or. (Thuc. 2.43.3) avdpdv mdoa yf] oV pévov  GAAQ
Tertsetis, “Eulogy for Hastings ~ tod MM YR Advelvar  dAAd
(1829)” avBpmmov povéryo

In this way, the reader’s thought is led to a twofold interpretation of the
passage; the first reading is based on the verb ‘we were born’, while the
second one repeats Pericles’ words:

Our homeland is not only the narrow place where we were born, but...
Our tomb is not only the narrow place where we were buried, but...

This is a very artful composition which not only has two readings, but it
also validates the apparent, the first level meaning, by connecting it with
the famous Periclean text, at a second level.

The same forceful expression A&v eivar povayo ... 6 €DHOPPOC
aifépac®® will be heard again six years later, at the very beginning of the
Amoloyia which, as already mentioned, Tertsetis pronounced in court
when he was tried for refusing, as a judge, to sign the sentence upon
Kolokotronis and Plapoutas:

A&v gipat amd Ty raptm, d&v eipon Adnvoiog, motpida pov Exm dAny
v ‘EALGS0- ToovToTponteg Ekepdletal O yevvaiog 6 TTAovtapyog,
givan oxedov dvo hadeg Em. ... duvaueba vo kppacHoduey pg
QPOVN LA AKOUT TAEOV DYNAOV Amd TO pdvN L TOD TaAaiod avdpoc,
duvapeba va gimodpev, 6t Nueic 6&v eipeba odte anod v ‘EALGOw,
obte anod v Trokio, obte dmd v eppavia, odte anod v AyyAia,
Tatpida pag Eyopev 10 avOpdmivov yévog dom yij meplaykolalet O
gbpopeog aifépag elvar dyomnt pog motpido. ™!

80 Tertsetis, “Eulogy for Hastings” (1829), in Konomos 1984, 223.

81 Tertsetis, “Amoioyia kAx.” (1835) (Defence etc. [1835]), in Konomos 1984, 250. Cf.
Plutarch, Moralia 600F7-8: 6 8¢ Zokpdtng BérTiov, 00k AOnvaiog o0d’ "EAAnY dAra
KOGL10G etvar pricag; 601A2—4: 6pdg TV Dyod ToVS’ dmeipov oibépa, / Kai yijv mépE
£xovO’ Vypoig <év> aykdaioug (Eur. fr. 941, 1. 2) (ed. Sieveking 1929).
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[ am not from Sparta, [ am not an Athenian, I have the whole of Greece
as my homeland: thus the brave Plutarch expressed himself, almost
two thousand years ago. ... we can express ourselves in an even higher
spirit than that ancient man’s; we can say that we are not from Greece,
nor from Italy, nor from Germany, nor from England; we have the
human race as our homeland; as much land as the lovely air embraces,
that is our beloved homeland.

What we read in the “Eulogy for Hastings” in 1829, we see impressively
developed in the “Defence” of 1835, where it forms a suitable prologue
—emitting transcending of limits and freedom of spirit— in an important
speech of especial historical value. As expected, no Periclean echo of
the Athenian patriotism is heard here. Tertsetis, following Plutarch, art-
fully extends what would also be expressed in Diogenis Laertius’ one-
word answer: épmtneic Tobev in, ‘KoopomoAitng’, Een.*

“Adyog gig v Oaviv Tod otpatnyod A’ Avpepov [Dam-
rémont| kai T®v dAlov govevpévav gig v Kovetavrivay
[Costantina] (1837)”%

Speech for the death of General Damrémont and the other
murdered ones in Constantina (1837)

The funeral oration for General Damrémont and his soldiers, who per-
ished during the second French siege of Constantine, a fortified city in
Algeria, presents a notable divergence in style and content. Although
the French forces emerged triumphant in this assault, their victory was
marred by substantial casualties, including that of General Damrémont.

The concise eulogy for General Damrémont, spanning merely two
standard printed pages, boasts an elaborate portrayal of the enduring
legacy of ancient historical events from Greece and Rome. Tertsetis el-
oquently describes how the echoes of history, from the plains of Mar-
athon or Zama to the woodlands frequented by Plato, have continually
resonated with tales of valour:

82 Diog. Laertius, Life of Diogenis, 60.63 (ed. Dorandi 2013).
8 In Konomos 1984, 272-273.
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From the plains of Marathon or Zama®* and from the timbered paths
where dawn often saw sleepless Plato and saw him calling on the god-
desses of justice and beauty for illumination, the resounding of the cen-
turies never became silent, resonating glorious deeds.®

In this particular speech, Tertsetis eschews the emulation of Thucy-
dides’ portrayal of Pericles, instead drawing inspiration from Plutarch.
He commends the virtues of the deceased General by drawing a parallel
with Themistocles of Athens, highlighting the exemplary qualities of the
fallen leader. In his discourse, Tertsetis effectively paraphrases, conden-
sing into a cogent and succinct statement, Themistocles’ astute rejoinder
to an individual from the island of Serifos who sought to belittle the
Athenian General: ‘I would never obtain such honour if I came from
Serifos, but you would not be glorified either if you were Athenian.’3¢

“Aoyog ¢mragrog 6tov I'evvaio Kolokotpdvn (1868)7%
Funeral Oration for Gennaios Kolokotronis (1868)

Tertsetis was a child, according to Nikos Vees, when he became friends
with the two elder sons of Theodoros Kolokotronis, Panos and the
younger one, loannis, who later answered to the sobriquet ‘Gennaios’,
meaning ‘valiant’. Georgios and Panos were schoolmates. Vees holds

8 Part of the Second Punic War, the Battle of Zama (North Africa) took place in 202
B.C. when Scipio Africanus led the Roman army against Hannibal, who commanded
the Carthaginian army. The Romans were victorious.

8 Tertsetis, “Speech for the death of General Damrémont and the other murdered ones
in Constantina” (1837), in Konomos 1984, 272.

8 Tt comes from Plutarch, Themistocles, 18.5 (ed. Ziegler 1969): Tob 8¢ Zepupiov Tpog
avTOV €ImOVTOC MG 0D S’ avtov Eoynke d0&av, GAAL 610 TV TOA, ‘GAnOT Aéyelg’
simev “GAN’ oDT’ dv &yo Tepiproc dv dysvouny &vdoog, obte ol ABnvoiog’.

8 In Konomos 1984, 627. Tertsetis also wrote a speech for Theodoros Kolokotronis’
youngest son, Constantinos or Kollinos (1810-31.12.1848). The speech was delivered
two months after Kollinos’ death. The speech sounds informal, as if delivered in a
group of friends, to whom Tertsetis spoke about the virtues of his friend, as well as
his weaknesses as a politian, which the orator attributed to the state. Moreover, the
speech is important as containing Kollinos’ memories of his father, thus revealing
the great General’s personality. See Tertsetis, “Kovotavtivog-KoAlivog ®goddpov
Koloxotpdvng (Adyog 27-2-1849) (Constantinos-Kollinos Theodoros Kolokotronis
[Speech 27-2-1849]), in Konomos 1984, 373-380.
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the view that his interaction with the sons of the heroic generation of the
Kolokotronis family had a big influence on young Tertsetis.®®

The briefest funeral oration that Tertsetis composed draws a parallel
between Gennaios Kolokotronis and the ancient Persian leader Cyrus,
referencing a section from Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (8.7.7-8). This com-
parison underscores their significant contributions to their respective
nations. In this speech, there are no discernible influences from Thucy-
dides or Pericles.

Despite the absence of direct Periclean references in the last two
speeches, they exhibit the perspective held by Tertsetis on antiquity, on
national, and even on universal human memory.

Conclusion or ‘the choice must be renewed’®

The look into the funeral eulogies that Tertsetis wrote in 19® century
Greece, during as well as after the Greek Revolution, has produced
unquestionable evidence, I believe, of the Thucydidean influence, par-
ticularly of the Periclean Funeral Oration of 430 B.C., in most of the
speeches.

His connection with Pericles might have stemmed from his role
as an instructor of Greek History at the Military Academy, where he
taught Thucydides, particularly his dnunyopiot,” the public speech-
es. This teaching experience maintained and enriched his engagement
with both Thucydides and Pericles. His contemporaneous teaching and
speech-writing suggest that freshly taught passages or ideas from Per-
icles influenced his funeral orations. However, his oration at the Myti-
kas camp indicates his deep-rooted admiration for ancient Greek rhet-

8 Vees 1966, “Ano 1) (o kol ta Epya I. Teptoétn” (From the life and works of G.
Tertsetis), in Konomos 1984, 440.

8 Phrase from Loreaux 1986, 103.

% Tertsetis, “Ti 10 ®@poiov tig téxvng” (What is the beauty of art) (1858), in Kono-
mos 1984, 523, where Tertsetis refers to his teaching history in the military school in
1832: GAA’ 4pod dmyodpovV TG KUPIOTEPE TAV GLUPAVT®V, PeTEPpala €1g TOVG VEOLG
dmunyopiag gite amo Tov ‘Hpddoto, gite Gmod oV ®ovivdidn. Eig ékeivoug tovg Adyovg
Eavoiyope kahAitepa tO mvedpa tiig dpyordtntog (but having narrated the most im-
portant of the events, I would translate to the young ones public speeches either from
Herodotus or from Thucydides. In those speeches we see better the spirit of antiquity).
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oric, with Pericles as his preferred orator, a predilection likely formed
during his university years in Italy (1816—1820) or through subsequent
readings and continuous study of ancient Greek texts, after his return to
Zante or during his studies in France.”’ As a matter of fact, his interest
in Pericles never faded.

All that he tried to achieve as a teacher, namely to inspire in his
students’ souls passionate love for Greece and to make them feel as rela-
tives, as sons of their ancestors, who share the same ideals and the same
blood with them, all that, with no exception, Tertsetis tried to achieve as
a ‘national orator’, as Angelos Vlahos has called him.”

Not only ancient Greece, though, but a fusion of antiquity and Chris-
tianity we saw in his speeches. Tertsetis admires Pericles and yet his
Christian faith makes him point out a weakness in the Periclean Funeral
Oration, as we have discussed above. Some more has to be said on this
duality, I feel.

We saw Tertsetis insisting on the Christian view on immortality,
not just because he is Christian, I think. It is not only a matter of a
deep Christian faith; he is being faithful to his belief in the continuity
of Greek history and the helleno-christian identity of the Greek nation
and regards this double legacy as essential for the building of modern
Greece.”

Two things are worth-mentioning here: first, the compound term
EMnvoyplotiovicpdc, the spirit of which recurs the whole of Tertsetis’

I Konomos (1984, 10) gives the information that Tertsetis was lucky enough to attend
Professor Giuseppe Barbieri’s classes during his studies at the University of Pado-
va (1816-1820). Barbieri taught law, ancient Greek and latin literature and rhetoric.
Konomos adds that Tertsetis acquired from Barbieri his adamant adoration for law, as
well as his classical education. Vees (“Amo 1 {on kai ta £pya”, 1966, 440) notes the
interest of the University of Padova in ancient Greek poetry at the time. In France, in
Sorbonne, he had Professor of constitutional law, Pellegrino Rossi, the Italian econo-
mist, politician and jurist, as his teacher. See Plagiannis 1966, 368.

Vlahos 1875, 404.

See Tertsetis, “Speech in an Orthodox church of London” (1842): ‘what is, what
should be, the law of the Greek land. My friends, my copatriots, for many months, for
many years | have been occupied with this research and I finally saw that our destina-
tion, our law is to be Christians.” (In Konomos 1984, 275-276)

9
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work, was introduced by Spyridon Zambelios (1815-1881);** second,
Tertsetis was a teacher and later the national orator in a time when dis-
continuity in the Greek history had been proposed by the German Jakob
Philipp Fallmerayer (1790-1861), who claimed (in 1832) that modern
Greeks were not descendants of ancient Greeks, but of Slavs and Alba-
nians.”> Opposite Fallmerayer was both the philhellenic historiography
which had been produced during the Greek Revolution and the national
historiography, written afterwards.”® Zambelios and Constantine Papar-
rigopoulos (1815-1891), published the first Greek refutations of Fallm-
erayer’s theory.”

Apparently, Tertsetis’ views on the double legacy, ancient Greek
and Christian, certainly aligns with his compatriots historians’ view. In-
deed, apart from talking about the ancient Greeks often, he also refers
to persons who marked the Greek nation and its history in later times:
St Jonh the Theologian, Constantine the Great, Loukas Notaras, and the
last Emperor, Constantine XI Palaiologos, as well as the Ecumenical
Patriarch Gregory V of Constantinople. The last speech he wrote, for the
anniversary of the Greek Revolution, a speech he never delivered due to
his severe illness that led to his death, contains a hymn to the last Byz-
antine emperor:‘Glory to the last Emperor of the Empire, whom they

% See Economidis 1989, 15; Kim (2023, 16) on ‘Helleno-Christian’ culture as a synthe-
sis of classical and byzantine; cf. Koumbourlis (2005, 31): ‘hellénochrétienne’.

% Fallmerayer was one of the few exceptions, according to Koubourlis (2012, 40),
while, on the other hand, Kim (2023, 1-2) writes of ‘prevalent European intellectual
perspectives that proffered a narrative of disruption and deterioration of the ancient
Hellenism’. Cf. Veloudis, passim.

% Koubourlis (2012, 133-201) on the French historians of the period 1821-1825: Bory
de Saint-Vincent, Claude D. Raffenel and A.-Fr. Villemain; pp. 319-367, on the im-
portant German scholar of later years, J. W. Zinkeisen, whose History of Greece (vol.
1, 1832) had a great influence on Zampelios and Paparrigopoulos.

7 Zambelios’ monumental works are the Folk Songs of Greece published with a histor-
ical study on Medieval Hellenism (1852) and his Byzantine Studies on sources of the
Neohellenic Nationality from 8" until 10" centenary A.D. (1857). Paparrigopoulos’
major work is his History of the Hellenic nation (Vol. 1. 1860), while he had initially
replied to Fallmerayer in his study On the movement of some Slavic people into Pelo-
ponnese (1843), (Ilepi tijc émoiknocws olofikdv vy pvidv eig v Ilelomovvnoov);
see Koubourlis 2005, 272-309; Economidis 1989, 9—13.
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found with his double-bladed sword covered in blood, in a heap of killed
enemies, and they recognized him from the golden eagles on his dress.’*®

The role of Providence in Greek history is also an idea that Tertsetis
shares with Paparrigopoulos; when in 1846 Tertsetis refers to St Jonh
the Theologian and the Greek language as the language for spreading
Christianity: “how many times he must have thought of the brave deeds

. of the nation he was enlightening, and that divine providence had
prepared the glorious Greeks to become messengers ... of the divine
Gospel!™”

Finally, it is important to point out that Tertsetis may not be one of
the Greek historians known for witing in reply to Fallmerayer, but in fact
he did write in French in reply to Fallmerayer’s anti-hellenic theories:
In 1856, Tertsetis wrote “About the speech of Mr the Duke of Broglie”
and in 1857 he published in a French journal in Athens the article “The
Times and the lonians,” where he fervently confronted the attack by
the Times newspaper, the ‘sortie contre des loniens’ that people on the
island of Corfu are not Greek, but ‘sont un mélange d’Albanais et de
Venitiéns’; as supported by ‘le trop célebre Fallmerayer’. Tertsetis calls
these anti-hellenic views ‘puérile’ and goes on to deconstruct them.'®

Therefore, his robust views on his nations’ identity and historical
continuity are to be seen within the frame of the important events of his
time: the post-Revolution era and the demand to build a strong father-
land, and the national defense against anti-hellenic, unhistorical voices.

Dedicated to his nation, a lover of ancient Greece, of Christianity,
and a lover of the Greek War of Independence, he delivered eulogies
for those who had made their choice in life: The anonymous fighters at
the battle of Athens in 1827; the Revolution leader Hypsilantis; loannis
Kolokotronis, who was worthily named Gennaios, meaning ‘valiant’;
Captain Hastings and General Damrémont; they all had the values of
the nation.

% Tertsetis, “Speech on 25 March 1874”, In Konomos, pp. 678-688; on p. 686.

% Tertsetis, “Speech on the feast of Transfiguration (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 320;
Kim (2023, 7): “Greek was the chosen language, so to speak”.

100 The French texts are in Konomos 1984, 863—868 and 869872 respectively. Citations
from p. 869.
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Nicole Loreaux has expressed it very well:

The choice must be renewed before any battle. ... for the historian as
for the orators, all morality is based on these conventional criteria that
are the values of the city. ... Thus, from history to the epitaphioi and
from great men to combatants in the ranks, the fine death is a model
of a civic choice that is both free and determined. The funeral oration
ignores the exemplary characters that the historian was happy to iso-
late in the solitude of their decision; but to all the anonymous dead it
attributes the same choice and the same end, so that their example may
inspire emulation among the survivors;'”!

It has been apparent that in the 19" century the funeral eulogies for war
dead were mostly composed for individuals. Yet, no matter if the war
dead whom Tertsetis praises are lustrous individuals or anonymous
fighters, their deeds or they themselves (as in the Mytikas speech) do
speak to the surviving. Their decision to live or live and die as they
did, moves and persuades the audience. Tertsetis’ passion as an orator
and the literary power of his Adyog move and persuade the audience
of Greek citizens and soldiers. Obviously, the nation or ‘the city that
honours its dead with an oration rediscovers itself in the oration’'?, as
Nicole Loreaux writes, and we can no doubt say about Tertsetis what he
has said about Pericles: Eykoualovtag 6 prropag tovg dmobauévoug,

gvBupeitan o Tovg {wvtavoue.'”

101 T oreaux 1986, 103—104.

102 T oreaux 1986, 2.

13 Tertsetis, “On eloquence (1846)”, in Konomos 1984, 287. He goes on to say: koi
€x0g16lel v dnpokpotikny ey TV Abnvaiov, TOv Aadv, dia va Tov Exel fondov
€lg TOV TOAEOV.
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