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INTRODUCTION

Grote in his time

In 1849 Ernest Jones, leader of the radical Chartist movement, was languish-
ing in Tuthill Fields Infirmary, as he had been since 1845. To cheer himself up,
especially after the failure of the 1848 ‘events’ both on the continent and in
London, he executed an accomplished ink drawing, a diptych of sorts depict-
ing an idyllic Grecian scene of the past counterposed pointedly to a gloomy
Victorian town of the present.' It would be hard to conjure up a more graphic
image of Victorian radical nostalgia, common to both the Left and the Right
ends of the political spectrum, each habitually looking back to the Greeks with
a view to sighting a better political future.”

At the time of Jones’ drawing, George Grote, of Dutch and (Hanseatic)
German descent on his father’s side and Huguenot on his mother’s, was hard at
work producing what was eventually to be his 12-volume A History of Greece
Jrom the Earliest Period to the Close of the Generation Contemporary with Alexander
the Great (1846-1856). George Jr was more hard-headed than Jones, perhaps as
a result of inheriting and occupying a position in the family bank of Prescott
and Grote for many years. But he was nevertheless every bit as absorbed as the
Chartist radical with the Victorian passion for the ancient Greeks, which
amounted almost to self-identification, at least among the leisured and edu-
cated classes.’

Leisure and education were of the essence. Grote was born on 17 November
1794, the year that Edward Gibbon, Esquire, died. The writing of history was
then only barely emerging from the shadow of belles lettres to claim the status of
a nascent discipline, although it was not to be codified and routinised as
such — involving a university degree and the appropriate apparatus of scholarly
journals and so forth — for almost a century more. Unlike Gibbon, a sickly child
and largely an autodidact, Grote received as good a formal education as was on

1

The drawing is currently (August 1999) on display in the special exhibition hall of the
British Library, Add. Ms 61971A ff. 28v—29.

> Jenkyns 1980; Turner 1981.

> Dowling 1994.
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INTRODUCTION

offer to an English schoolboy in his day: five years at Sevenoaks grammar
school, followed by five years at Charterhouse, where his fellow-Carthusians
included Connop Thirlwall (of whose history of Greece more follows). But, like
Gibbon, Grote had the inestimable benefit of feminine pedagogical support:
while Gibbon had his Aunt Kitty, Grote had his mother Selina, from whom he
learned not just literacy but also the rudiments of Latin even before leaving
home for Sevenoaks."

Of leisure, however, Grote knew little, mainly but not exclusively from his
own choice. His father took him out of school and placed him in the family
bank at the age of fifteen, which caused him to embark on a stern course of pri-
vate reading and edification, significantly in German, Italian and French as
well as English, Greek and Latin. He lost his literary maidenhead (as Gibbon
would have said) in an essay on Lucretius composed when he was in his early
twenties. Karl Marx, who completed his Berlin doctoral thesis on Lucretius’s
models Democritus and Epicurus a quarter of a century later, would surely
have approved Grote’s materialist, anti-metaphysical bent. This style had been
reinforced by his early reading of the utilitarian philosophy of Jeremy
Bentham, and the political economy of David Ricardo and James Mill. Grote’s
course as a ‘philosophical radical’ was thus firmly set before, and not impeded
by, marriage in 1820 to the admirably devoted and intellectually endowed
Harriet Lewin, a fellow Kentish person (Grote, H. 1873).

Grote’s serious study of ancient Greek history can be dated from at latest a
letter of January 1822, written when he was just 27 years old and shortly after
his fledgling essay of 1821 on Athenian government. But from then until
1846, the year of publication of the first two volumes of his Hiszory, Grote was
never exclusively devoted to that Hellenic affair. Between 1825 and 1827 he
was a leading player in the establishment of the University of London:
University College was founded on determinedly secular lines, without benefit
of clergy or chapel. Between 1833, the year after the Reform Act, and 1841, he
sat during three successive Parliaments as a Member for the City of London,
advocating electoral reform and firmly representing the ‘philosophical radical’
interest, for example by voting in favour of the abolition of slavery throughout
the British Empire.’ Before entering Parliament he had already become a man
of ample private means through inheritance; when he decided to step down in
1841, therefore, he had a more than comfortable economic basis for the brain-
work that was to follow — the fulfilment of the project announced per litteras
almost 20 years earlier. However, it was not until 1843 that he relinquished
the management of the family bank.

He had published in Greek history as far back as 1826. He stretched his

* Grote’s early biography: (Mrs Harriet) Grote 1873; Clarke 1962 (this includes a useful list of
Grote’s published writings; add the work cited in n. 27, below); cf. Lloyd-Jones 1982; Vaio
1990.

> Thomas 1980.



INTRODUCTION

intellectual muscles furcher in 1843 with a review, significantly, of a work by
one of the founders of Quellenkritik (source-criticism) as applied to the study of
ancient Greek and Roman history: the Dane Barthold Niebuhr’s Griechische
Heroengeschichre. For Grote too, in the first two volumes of his History (pub-
lished March 1846), was to be preoccupied almost exclusively with the stuff of
heroic legend. His review, entitled ‘Grecian Legends and Early History’, was
republished in a posthumous collection of his Minor Works in 1873, and is still
worth reading as a manifesto of historical positivism founded on the most solid
of German source-critical bases.® Not least, it was thanks to this critical
methodology that Grote believed he was in a position to ‘know” when Greek
History, properly so called, began: namely, in what we, following the chrono-
graphic system bequeathed by the early Byzantine monk Dionysius Exiguus,
call 776 B.c.

Greek history B.G. (Before Grote)

But let us concentrate for the moment on Greek — or rather ‘Grecian’ — History
B.G. (‘Before Grote’). The roll call of his predecessors is not long, nor is it
especially distinguished; their achievement on the whole amounting to little
more than paraphrase of Herodotus and Thucydides. Temple Stanyan seems to
have been the first (1739), followed in the last quarter of the eighteenth cen-
tury by the Dubliner Oliver Goldsmith. Next is John Gillies in 1786, who was
historiographer-royal of Scotland to George III. In 1784 William Mitford
began a strongly Tory project that was not to see completion, in five volumes,
for another 25 years, and to which Byron expressed a typically challenging
reaction. He hated, he said, Mitford’s politics, but he admired his wrath, since
he considered honest wrath to be a merit in a historian if it gave his views
urgency and pungency. A more considered reaction to Mitford came from
Grote’s erstwhile schoolfellow, Thirlwall. It was in fact Thirlwall who, of the
writers of Greek history in English, provided Grote with a model both to fol-
low and to supersede.

Yet, as we have seen, Grote by no means confined his reading to works in
English. Nor did he write in the approved Tacitean manner, without either iraz
(Byron’s — and Mitford’s — wrath) or studium (partisanship). Perhaps no histo-
rian can do that, although we all pay lip-service to at least some ideal of dis-
embodied impartiality and passionless objectivity.” But at a considerable
distance in time, and far removed from the immediacy of the mid-Victorian
intellectual and political fray, it is certainly easier for us to see that, for Grote,
history was importantly and almost literally a Clausewitzian affair of the heart:
the continuation of (democratic) politics with the admixture of other means

¢ Bain 1873: 73-134. Momigliano 1994: 21, highly commends Grote’s ‘respect for the law of
evidence’.
7 See Evans 1997.

Xi



INTRODUCTION

(scholarly, literary and rhetorical). This does not mean, however, that he did
not take the scholarship deadly seriously.

Grote’s History reviewed — and reviled

Among the first to perceive and to congratulate the success and importance of
Grote’s rehabilitation of ancient Greek democracy was John Stuart Mill (son of
the political economist James). The battle of Marathon, he famously wrote in a
review, was more important than the battle of Hastings — even as an event in
English history — since it saved Athens’ fledgling democracy (the ultimate
fountainhead of the western political tradition) from being strangled in the
nest by a form of oriental despotism.® Rather than joining the traditional vitu-
perative chorus which regarded the impoverished Athenian masses as a fickle,
ignorant, stupid, capricious and vicious mob, Mill followed Grote in wonder-
ing at the tolerance with which that ‘mob’ had habitually responded to the
cruel and dangerous element in the Athenian citizen body. The ultra-oligarchs
had twice within a decade (411 and 404) staged unpleasantly bloody counter-
revolutions to no obvious advantage to the city as a whole, and to the obvious
distaste of the great majority of citizens, even including many of those who
were relatively affluent.’

Grote, like Mill, would surely have been justly gratified by the rash of
‘2500’ celebrations (commemorating not Marathon but the supposed inaugu-
ration of democracy by Cleisthenes in 508/7 B.c.) that were held across the
western world in 1992 and 1993, especially as, when Grote began publishing
his History, the ‘antidemocratic tradition in western thought’ had long been
dominant and must have seemed well-nigh unshakeable.'’

For the sake of balance, however, I mention also a severe contemporary critic
of Grote: the Cambridge scholar Richard Shilleto. Not for overtly political rea-
sons, but rather for those of scholarly principle and method, Shilleto objected
violently to ‘Grote’s relatively favourable assessment of the demagogue Cleon,
against whom, Grote suggested, Thucydides was biased’."" Of course, by com-
parison with the vitriol poured out against Cleon by Thucydides, not to men-
tion Aristophanes, almost any judgement is likely to be relatively favourable.
But what ostensibly had upset Shilleto the most — enough to cause him to
issue a fierce pamphlet entitled Thucydides or Grote? (1851) — was Grote’s
assumption, or presumption, that he could improve on Thucydides. Shilleto’s
own scholarship was of the narrow literary-linguistic kind then fashionable in
Cambridge, and it affronted him that a non-universitarian outsider such as
Grote should have had the gall to pronounce on matters firmly within the

8 Mill 1978 [1846]: 273.

2 Mill 1978 [1853]: 327, cited by Finley 1985b: 128.
9" Roberts 1994.

""" Stray 1997: 363.
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INTRODUCTION

exclusive province of the professional scholar. I leave it to readers to answer
Shilleto’s question for themselves.'”

50 years after Grote

The selection from Grote’s original 12 volumes printed after this introduction
was explicitly flagged by the two men responsible as being issued fifty years
after the completion of Grote’s marathon project. It constitutes, as they put it,
‘a series of extracts dealing primarily with a political evolution’, so chosen on
the perfectly defensible grounds that this captured the essence of the story of
improvement that Grote was most concerned to tell."” Impressed, perhaps now
one might say over-impressed, by the exponential growth of empirical knowl-
edge between 1856 and 1907, the Oxford-educated Mitchell (not subse-
quently known to fame) and Caspari (better known under his later name of
Max Cary) judged Grote’s history to have become desperately outmoded
scholastically but still ‘of great value to the student of political evolution, and
a guide to the practical politician’ (xxii), when read as ‘a deliberate defence of
Greek democracy based on the concrete facts of historical evidence and . . . as a
study of democracy itself as it came into being, flourished, and fell in one par-
ticular instance’ (xxii). That, as we shall see from our survey of Grote’s more
recent reception, was to damn with faint praise.

Besides making their selection on those grounds, Mitchell and Caspari also
felt obliged to point out in an editorial preface what they saw as two of the
most serious of Grote’s avoidable historiographical defects: his failure to appre-
ciate duly the contribution of the tyrants of the Archaic era (roughly the sev-
enth and sixth centuries), or that of the Age of Alexander (reigned 336-323),
blinded as he was by his partiality for the democracy, especially the democracy
of Athens, that had superseded the early tyrannies and had been in its turn
superseded by the Macedonian kingdom and empire of Alexander and his
father Philip.

Both claims are arguable — that is, there is something to be said both for and
against the criticisms of Mitchell and Caspari. The Archaic age tyrants, or
some of them, did perform the function of ‘opening’ their societies (in a
Popperian sense), making a political career more widely available to the tal-
ented, and not just to those adult male Greeks with the ‘right’, aristocratic
pedigree. On the other hand, to regard the tyrants’ autocratic rule as some sort
of Golden Age — Peisistratus and his sons were sometimes represented as such
by nostalgic, usually anti-democratic sources of the fifth and fourth centuries —
is to be just as much guilty of bias as was Grote.

As for the contribution of Philip and Alexander to the political development
of Greece, here too there is plenty of room for (at least) two opinions. From

" On Grote’s critique of Thucydides, see further the acute comments of Irwin 1998: 428-30.

3 Mitchell and Caspari 1907: xxii.
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INTRODUCTION

Bismarckian German scholars onwards, there have been those who have wel-
comed the political unification that Macedonian suzerainty brought, as if it
were the realisation of something approaching a united states of Hellas. Yet
they must also answer the charge that the termination of radical democracy at
Athens, and the clamping of a garrison on to that city to ensure its oligarchic
compliance, were not, in the broader scheme, unmitigated blessings. At any
rate, for over two millennia there was not to be found again anywhere on earth
a democracy of quite the radical, participatory kind enjoyed for almost two
centuries by the Athenians. And Grote’s considered judgement that the estab-
lishment at Athens of popular jury-courts funded from the city’s public coffers
was ‘one of the most important and prolific events in all Grecian history’ is still
well worth favourable consideration, despite or rather precisely because of the
variously motivated contumely that has normally been the lot of Athenian
democratic justice from Thucydides, Aristophanes, the so-called ‘Old
Oligarch’, Plato and Xenophon right down to our own times."*

However, perhaps even more questionable today, in the light of the latest
scholarship, is Mitchell and Caspari’s decision to end their selection from
Grote’s History with the restoration of democracy at Athens in 403 and thus
not to continue the democracy’s story to its (un)natural end in 322/1. Mogens
Hansen, the greatest living authority on the Athenian democracy in all its
aspects, has dedicated much of his scholarly labours over the past quarter-
century to demonstrating the case that the democracy of the fourth century
was as interesting and important in its own right as it is well attested (much
better, in fact, than that of the fifth century).

Hansen also happens to believe that the restored, post-403 democracy was
actually different in kind from that which Athens had enjoyed from 508, or at
any rate 462, down to 404 (apart from the 411/10 oligarchic interlude)."”
Whether he is right or not, the key point is that it was different but not, as
Grote (like Mill and many others then and now) was inclined to pronounce,
inferior. It would be unfortunate if the reprinting of Mitchell and Caspari’s
otherwise judicious selection were to give credence to the totally false view
that the restored and ever-developing Athenian democracy of the fourth cen-
tury was somehow not equal to the democracy of the Periclean ‘Golden Age’."®

On the other hand, Mitchell and Caspari’s joint editorial labours were by no
means in vain. Apart from the numerous footnotes quietly signposted ‘Ep, 13
of the 35 chapters into which their selection is divided contain editorial addi-
tions in the form either of introductions or appendices, not to mention the

" Grote 1846-1856: end of ch. 46; Mitchell and Caspari 1907: 332. For a recent survey of
scholarship on Athenian democratic justice see P. Millett and S. Todd ‘Law, Society and
Athens’ in Cartledge, Millett and Todd 1990: 1-18.

Most recently Hansen 1999 (originally 1991), which incorporates a new, 34 page chapter
entitled, with Lutheran echoes, ‘One Hundred and Sixty Theses about Athenian Democracy’.
Also of outstanding value and importance is the work of Josiah Ober, e.g. 1989.
Unfortunately, Meier 1999 may be guilty of doing just that.
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INTRODUCTION

wholly editorial chapter 1 on ‘Early Attica’. From among the host of additional
footnotes I would draw particular attention to those that source the then
recently discovered and published Politeia of the Athenians attributed to
Aristotle (1891, 20 years after Grote’s death).'” It is the availability of this
text, together with the development of the epigraphic habit among ancient
historians, that have transformed the post-Grote picture of the institutional
set-up of the Athenian democracy — though, since the Azh. Pol. is strongly
weighted to the oligarchic side in its first, narrative portion, it is likely to have
reinforced Grote’s sense of fulfilling a recuperative democratic mission.

Naturally, the Azh. Pol. also receives attention in several editorial appendices
(e.g., pp. 12—14, an admirable account of the pseudepigraphic ‘Constitution of
Drakon’, preserved in Azh. Pol. ch. 4; or pp. 863—867, on the oligarchic
counter-revolution of the ‘Four Hundred’ of 411; or pp. 954-956, on the ‘heat
of this hatred of the factions’ in 404/3). Besides these, special mention should
also perhaps be made of the Appendix (pp. 412—413) that deconstructs the
‘forty years’ ascendency [sic] of Perikles’, wrongly attributed by non-contem-
porary ancient writers — and too often merely parroted by modern historians
who ought to know better.'®

100 years after Grote

Almost fifty years after Mitchell and Caspari, Arnaldo Momigliano perhaps did
more justice, if in much smaller compass, to Grote’s overall achievement, in an
inaugural lecture at University College London entitled ‘George Grote and the
Study of Greek History’ (1952, deservedly reprinted as recently as 1994). In
that lecture Momigliano rightly observed that Grote

was determined to understand and respect evidence from whatever
part it came; he recognized freedom of speech, tolerance, and compro-
mise as the conditions of civilization; he respected sentiment, but
admired reason."”

High praise, indeed. However, like Mitchell and Caspari, Momigliano was
inevitably also drawn to comment on the growth in our knowledge of the
ancient Greek world since Grote wrote. Yet, far from indulging in complacent
self-congratulation, he chose to focus his lecture sombrely on the current ‘cri-
sis’ that he identified in historical scholarship on ancient Greece. This crisis
had, he considered, four elements: it was a crisis of inadequate evidence for the

The standard modern commentary on the Azh. Pol. is that of Rhodes 1981, the title of which
indicates his disbelief in the ancient attribution to Aristotle (as opposed to his School); see
also Rhodes’ Penguin translation of 1984.

For a recent, sober account of Perikles see Podlecki 1998.

" Momigliano 1994: 28.
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INTRODUCTION

now widely desiderated social and economic history of Greece; of variously
one-dimensional approaches; of political partisanship; and of the divorce of the
study of political ideas from that of political events and institutions. Grote, of
course, was writing long before the turn to social and economic history had
become marked, in modern let alone ancient historiography. On the other
hand, he too may be considered guilty of both a one-dimensional focus on, and
of a one-sided partisanship for, democratic politics. What he may not be
faulted for, however, is divorcing theory from practice in his study of the
political.

Indeed, Grote wrote whole books on Plato and the other companions of
Sokrates (1865), though Platonic doctrine was thoroughly uncongenial to his
own brand of Utilitarianism, and also on the more congenial Aristotle (unpub-
lished in his lifetime). However, the important thing in this present context is
that he also treated those giant thinkers within the generous confines of his
History, since, as he put it, on the last page of his final, twelfth volume, ‘both
of them belong to general history as well as to philosophy’. Still today, the sec-
tion of the chapter devoted to cultural history in which he deals with the
Sophists may well serve as a powerful antidote — or useful protreptic — to a
reading of Plato’s accounts of them, because, as Grote put it, ‘the unfriendly
spirit of Plato did much more to attach the title of Sophists specially to these
teachers, than any assumption of their own’ (ch. 67: see below).

150 years after Grote

Since Momigliano delivered his inaugural lecture on Grote, almost a further
fifty years have elapsed: is Grote now truly dead — or should he still be read?
The present reprint has been undertaken in the firm belief that he should,
above all, for the reasons given by Momigliano but also for those advanced by
Mitchell and Caspari, and not least for the remarkably positive effect reading
his History has had on the authors of some of the most important recent work
in ancient Greek history. I cite just a small handful of the latter by way of
illustration.

On the general-historical side, Geoffrey de Ste. Croix, author of two of the
most important studies in ancient Greek history (understood in the widest
possible sense, wider even than Grote’s) during the past generation, wrote in
1972:

Still supreme in many ways is the great History of Greece written over a
century ago by George Grote, whose judgment on many historical
and philosophical matters is superior to that of most subsequent

writers.”

? Ste. Croix 1972: 4. He then went on to urge that Grote be read as a whole, and not in the

Mitchell and Caspari abridgement which ends with ch. 65 of the original, and therefore
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INTRODUCTION

The late Moses Finley, if anything more influential even than Ste. Croix,
began his brilliant essay on the Athenian ‘demagogues’ with a long quotation
from the original ch. 61 of Grote’s History (31 of the present selection). This
reproduced one of the many telling criticisms that Grote levelled against
Thucydides, for all that he was still prepared to salute him without irony as a
‘great historian’. The original version of Finley’s essay was published as long
ago as 1962, but it had lost none of its topicality when it was reprinted in a
slightly revised form in 1985 — indeed it is still entirely contemporary today.
The highest compliment I could pay to it would be to call it Grotean (rather
than ‘Grote-esque’).”" Finally, I cite again the work of Mogens Hansen. In the
25-page bibliography of the recently revised edition of his standard The
Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, Grote’s History is one of the very
few nineteenth-century items to be granted admission, honoris cansa.”

On the philosophical-historical side the chorus of approval is perhaps even
louder and stronger. In his Socratic Studies, edited by Myles Burnyeat, the late
Gregory Vlastos hailed Grote’s History, along with his multi-volume study of
Plato, as ‘the finest contributions yet made in their respective themes’.” Burnyeat
himself, reviewing a commemorative volume organised to mark the bicentenary of
Grote’s birth in 1794 (below), commended the ‘greatness’ of the History, and par-
ticularly its ‘two immortal chapters’ (sc. chs 67 and 68 of the original edition, enti-
tled respectively ‘The Drama—Rhetoric and Dialectics—The Sophists’ [see above],
and ‘Sokrates’), which he believes ‘should be compulsory reading for every student
of the Classics’.** Finally, to bring the story right up to date, Terence Irwin, in a
splendid essay on J.S. Mill and the Classical world, has written ringingly:

Grote’s work constitutes a contribution of the first rank both to the
study of Greek history and to the study of Greek philosophy. None of
his English contemporaries equalled his contribution to either area of
study; and no one at all has equalled his contribution to both areas.”

Vale atque ave

Herodotus, ‘Father of History’ (as Cicero dubbed him), related at the begin-
ning of his great Histories his version of a famous story of an alleged meeting
between the Athenian statesman Solon, the wise adviser, and the Lydian king

excludes what he considered to be ‘still the best treatment of “the Sophists” . . . an essential con-
tribution to the “intellectual history” of the second half of the fifth century’. Whilst this may be
true, Mitchell and Caspari’s exclusion is consistent with their editorial principles of selection. See
also Ste. Croix 1981: 609 n. 2 (a brief citation of Grote’s account of the Lamian War, 323-2 B.C.).

*'" Finley 1985a: 38-9. See also n. 12.
#2 Hansen 1999: 359-84, at 367.

3 Vlastos 1994: 18.

' Burnyeat 1997.

 Irwin 1998: 424.
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Croesus, the oriental despot blinded by wealth and its power. Herodotus chiefly
used it to illustrate the often tragic Greek adage ‘look to the end’ — that is, call
no persons truly fortunate until you see how they die. Happily, George Grote
died as well as he possibly could. For his services to literature and learning, and
to the cause of education, he was granted at the end, on 24 June 1871, the sig-
nal honour of burial in Westminster Abbey, where his bust may still be seen —
but is too rarely recognised. A writer for the Morning Post of 26 June 1871
noted at the end of a glowing report the proximity of Grote’s grave to that of
Edward Gibbon: a factually inaccurate collocation but wholly apt as a reflection
on English ancient historiography in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.*®

A perhaps less expected tribute not only to Grote’s memory, but also to his
continued vital and revivifying influence, was paid in 1996, by a small collection
edited by W.M. Calder III and Stephen Trzaskoma. The double ‘hook’ on which
this book was hung was the bicentenary of Grote’s birth and the first publication
of a manuscript by him, long known in the British Library but not hitherto
printed with proper editorial apparatus (‘Of the Athenian Government’, 1821).
This youthful essay, if truth be told, is not all that interesting, but the collection
in which it is included is far from being only a pious curiosity.”’

To conclude, in terms of posterity Grote may lack the advantage of having
been a stylist in the class of Gibbon. But unlike Gibbon, Grote wrote for, as
well as in, the modern age: indeed all the better for living on the cusp between
the traditional and the modern world, as the industrial revolution was succeed-
ing the scientific, and the ancient form of exploitation of man by man through
chattel slavery was being partially abolished (with Grote’s support, as we have
seen) in favour of more modern forms. Moreover, he wrote at a political con-
juncture in which democracy, in all its manifold meanings and constructions,
was wide open for interpretation. Thomas Hobbes had famously called
Thucydides ‘the most politick historiographer that ever writ’,”® but a case could
be made for awarding that title today, as far as the history of ancient Greece is
concerned, to the Athenian historian’s Victorian follower (and judicious critic).

Everyone will have their favourite piece of Grote’s History, several of which
have already been noted here. Mine is probably the long footnote in the
deservedly much-praised ch. 67 in which he defended ‘the Sophist’ (really,
Grote’s Sophist) against the unfortunate Professor Maurice, author of a volu-
minous History of Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy (1850). For Grote, the ideal
ancient Sophist represented ‘intellectual and persuasive force, reflecting and
methodised so as to operate upon the minds of free hearers, yet under perfect

2 The report is cited in (Mrs) Grote 1873: 331-3; for Mrs Grote’s record of ‘a conversation in

which the merits of Gibbon are dwelt upon’ by Grote, including those of the notorious fif-
teenth and sixteenth chapters of the Dec/ine and Fall, see ibid. 266—7. Hardly surprisingly,
though, Grote could not evince any admiration for Gibbon’s style.

77 Calder and Trzaskoma 1996; see esp. Huxley 1996 and Chambers 1996. For a review see
Burnyeat 1997.

* Cited in context by Ste. Croix 1972: 27.
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liberty of opposition’ — just such a force as Grote himself no doubt wished to
be, and to a very large extent still succeeds in being.

Finally, let us conclude by bringing the story up to the present and beyond.
Although Grote would have been pleased by the recent celebrations of the
2500th anniversary of Cleisthenes’ proto-democratic reforms at Athens, he
would surely also have been disappointed that democracy on the direct, partic-
ipatory Athenian model had not yet come any closer to realisation, even partial
realisation, in the ‘New’ Britannia of the outgoing second and incoming third
millennium.” It may be a little sad to end on a downbeat note, but that is
surely how the indefeasibly rational and conspicuously honest George Grote
would have wanted it.

Paul Cartledge, 1999*°
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

GEORGE GROTE, Greek historian, philosopher, educationalist, and politician,
was born at Clay Hill, near Beckenham in Kent, on November 17, 1794. His
grandfather, Andreas Grote, originally a merchant of Bremen, migrated to
London, and was one of the founders of the banking house of Grote, Prescott
and Company (January, 1766). His eldest son, George (by a second marriage),
became the husband of Selina Peckwell, descended on her mother’s side from
the old Huguenot family of the De Blossets, who, after the revocation of the
Edict of Nantes, had left their home in Touraine.

George Grote the historian, the eldest son of George Grote and Selina
Peckwell, inherited not only the common-sense and business capacity of the
Bremen banker, but also to some extent that virile Huguenot spirit the infu-
sion of which into British families so often produced splendid results in all
departments of intellectual and commercial activity. Selina Grote was a woman
of strong character and ambition. She it was to whom Grote owed his earliest
training. Before he went, in his sixth year, to Sevenoaks Grammar-school, he
had learned from her not only reading and writing, but also the rudiments of
Latin. At Sevenoaks he made steady progress with his work, and in his tenth
year was sent to Charterhouse, where Dr. Raine was at the time headmaster. It
is a curious coincidence that, among many fellow-scholars since become
famous, he should there have met Connop Thirwall, whose history of Greece
his own was eventually, to some extent at least, to supersede. During the six
years which he spent at Charterhouse he acquired a profound interest in Greek
and Roman literature, an interest which never waned throughout his long life
of varied activity. His father, sceptical of the advantages of a University career,
took him from school at the age of sixteen, and put him into the bank. The
mechanical routine of his daily life only confirmed him in his ardour for
knowledge, and he entered upon a steady course of private reading. In order
that his studies might not be confined to the literature of his own tongue, he
acquired a working knowledge of German, Italian, and French. During this
period he not only studied his favourite classical authors, but also plunged into
history, political science, and philosophy.

In the winter of 181415 he first made the acquaintance of Miss Harriet
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Lewin, who was afterwards to become his wife. Her father, Thomas Lewin, of
Bexley in Kent, was a man of old family and independent means. Their mar-
riage took place in 1820, and was in every respect an ideal union, strengthened
by the bonds of mutual respect and intellectual sympathy.

During the three years preceding his marriage he continued his studies, and
made his first attempt in the field of literary production, an essay (still existing
in MS.) on Lucretius, an author for whom he had a great admiration. In 1817
he was introduced to David Ricardo, and through him to James Mill, then at
work on his Analysis of the Human Mind. In Mill he found a teacher whose
views were eminently congenial, and to this period may be traced the crystal-
lization of his own empirical theories. This attitude towards metaphysical
problems was strengthened by the utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham, to whom
Grote owed his strong democratic principles and his intolerance of all dog-
matic religion. The sequel will show how great an influence the early associa-
tion with these men, afterwards known as the ‘philosophic radicals’, exercised
upon his political career and upon his History of Greece.

The early years of his married life were spent in a house attached to the bank
in Threadneedle Street. The death of his only child a week after its birth left
Mrs. Grote dangerously ill, and it was during her slow convalescence that
Grote composed his first published work, the Essay on Parliamentary Reform.
This paper, most of which was subsequently republished in his Essentials of
Parliamentary Reform (1831), was a powerful reply to Sir James Mackintosh,
who had advocated in the Edinburgh Review a system of class representation.
Grote’s pamphlet contained a statement of a case for popular representation,
frequent elections, and the use of the ballot. In 1822 he arranged for publica-
tion a manuscript of Jeremy Bentham, and gave it to the world under the title
Analysis of the Influence of Natural Religion on the Temporal Happiness of Mankind,
by Philip Beauchamp.

The years from 1822 to 1830 were a time of quiet preparation and inter-
course with congenial friends, of whom the younger Mill is perhaps the best
known. A small circle of students met together regularly in Threadneedle
Street for reading and conversation, mainly in metaphysics and political phi-
losophy. In these meetings Mrs. Grote took part with the others, and sedu-
lously qualified herself to be a worthy associate in her husband’s work. In 1822
Grote began to make a special study of Greek history. In a letter dated January
14 he says: ‘T am at present engaged in the fabulous ages of Greece, which I
find will be required to be illustrated by . . . a large mass of analogical matter
from other early histories, in order to show the entire uncertainty and worth-
lessness of tales to which early associations have so long familiarized all classi-
cal minds. I am quite amazed to discover the extraordinary greediness and
facility with which men assert, believe, re-assert, and are believed.” Mrs. Grote,
in her biography of her husband, states that she herself in 1823 first suggested
to him the idea of putting his conclusions into the form of a book; but, as is
pointed out by G. Croom Robertson in his article in the Dictionary of National
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Biography, it appears certain that he was already at work in 1822. The actual
writing was, most fortunately, deferred for nearly twenty years, owing to his
absorption in the sphere of practical politics. His only publication at this time
on Greek history was a critique on Mitford’s History of Greece (Westminster
Review, April, 18206).

The most important work in which Grote took part about this time was the
foundation of the University of London in Gower Street (1825-27). In 1830
his father, owing to failing health, had to give up his work at the bank. Grote’s
new position there enabled him to pay a visit to Paris, then on the brink of rev-
olution, a visit in the course of which he made the acquaintance of the chief
Liberal politicians (see Mrs. Grote’s Life of Ary Scheffer, 1860). In June his
father died, at the age of seventy, and Grote became the owner of estates in
Lincolnshire and Oxfordshire, with a capital of about £40,000. In the Reform
movement of 1831 he was debatred from taking active part, owing to the work
which devolved upon him as his father’s executor. For this reason he refused to
stand as candidate for the City, but his paper on the Essentials of Parliamentary
Reform sufficiently indicated his views. In February, 1833, he at last took his
seat as one of the members for the City of London, and his motion in favour of
vote by ballot in elections was discussed two months later. The chief points of
his argument are given in Alexander Bain’s introduction to the Minor Works,
1873. The speeches are marked by accuracy of reasoning and the absence of any
extraneous considerations, and are entirely worthy of the author of the Hisrory
of Greece.

For eight years and a half, during three successive Parliaments, he con-
tinued to represent his constituency, and saw the gradual recrudescence of
Conservatism which followed the Reform movement. Slowly he came to feel
that the views of the ‘philosophic radicals’, however convincing to himself, did
not represent the opinions of his party, and at the end of the Parliament of
1841 (June), he decided to retire. He was now free to devote himself to the
compilation of his works on the history and philosophy of Greece.

During 1841-42 he travelled in Italy. Returning to London, he devoted
himself to the management of the bank, and to the preparation for his Hisrory
of Greece, conscientiously re-reading the authorities and verifying his data. The
two volumes which constituted the first part were preceded by an important
critique' of Niebuhr's Griechische Heroen-Geschichte. The review was important
not only intrinsically in relation to Niebuhr’s work, but also as a ‘trial trip’. In
1843 he commenced upon the actual composition of his first volume, and, in
order to devote the whole of his time to the work, he retired from the man-
agement of the bank. At last, in March, 1846, the first two volumes appeared,
and were received with general approbation. “Thus I became for once’, says
Mrs. Grote in the biography of her husband, ‘witness of a state of feeling on his
part approaching to gratified self-love, which at times would pierce through

' Westminster Review (May, 1843, reprinted in Minor Works).
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that imperturbable veil of modesty habitually present with him.” The most
important notices (in The Edinburgh Review by J. S. Mill and in The Quarterly
Review by Dean Milman) were entirely favourable. All but the last part of the
second volume contained the account of the legendary period. The second part
(‘Historical Greece’) was only just begun.

The unqualified approbation with which the first two volumes had been
received roused the author to even greater activity. The third and fourth vol-
umes were published in 1847, the fifth and sixth in 1849. In the following
year he brought out the seventh and eighth volumes, the ninth and tenth in
1852, the eleventh in 1853, the twelfth and last in 1856. Thus the publication
of this great work, containing the history of Greece down to the death of
Alexander the Great, was completed in ten years.

At the conclusion of his labours Grote took a holiday abroad, and then
returned to take up his study of Plato. This treatise, the second of his Hellenic
trilogy, appeared in 1865 under the title Plato and the other Companions of
Sokratés. It contains a summary of Greek philosophy from Thales to
Democritus, a biography of Plato, and an analysis of all the separate dialogues,
with an elaborate commentary. His next contribution was a dissertation in The
Westminster Review, January, 1866, on J. S. Mill’s Examination of Sir William
Hamilton’s Philosophy. In the preface (p. vii) to the third edition, Mill pays a
high tribute to Grote as a philosopher in connexion with this critique.

He was now in his seventy-first year. With unabated energy he began the
third part of the trilogy, his study of Aristotle. The materials for this work he
had been accumulating for upwards of fifty years, but he was not destined to
complete it. All that he actually wrote was published in 1872 by Alexander
Bain and G. Croom Robertson. It contains the life of Aristotle, a general dis-
cussion of his works, and a minute analysis of the logical treatises. The editors
were, however, enabled to add from his MS. notes, and from what he wrote in
Bain’s Manual of Mental and Moral Science, his examination of the other works
which constitute the Aristotelian Canon.

This brief sketch of Grote’s life would be incomplete without a reference to
his exertions on behalf of the University of London, University College, and
the British Museum. On the foundation of the University of London in Gower
Street he became a member of the governing council (1827—31). In 1836 this
institution changed its name to ‘University College’, owing to the foundation
(18306) of the ‘University of London’ at Burlington House. In 1849 he rejoined
the council of University College, became treasurer in 1860, and, on the death
of Lord Brougham, president in 1868. In 1862 he became vice-chancellor in
the University of London. His valuable library he bequeathed to the
University, and to the College a sum of £6,000 for the endowment of a Chair
in Mental Philosophy. He was a trustee of the British Museum, succeeding
Henry Hallam in 1859.

As an educationalist he showed the same comprehensive grasp of principles
which is so marked a feature of his historical and philosophical writings. As in
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his History he realized the importance of describing the intellectual along with
the social and political development of the Greek world, so in education he was
a resolute opponent of the dangerous tendency towards over-specialization.
While he supported the establishment of scientific degrees, he was unflinch-
ingly opposed to the abolition of Greek in the Matriculation examination. It
was his firm conviction that a perfect education could consist only of a combi-
nation of literary, philosophic, and scientific training.

He died on June 18, 1871, in his seventy-seventh year, and was buried in
Westminster Abbey. He was a Fellow of the Royal Society; he received the
honorary degrees of D.C.L. Oxon, and LL.D. Cantab.; he succeeded Macaulay
as Foreign Member of the French Institute, and in 1869 refused Mr.
Gladstone’s offer of a peerage. It would be impossible to improve upon
Alexander Bain’s estimate of his character. ‘In the depths of his character’, says
Bain, ‘there was a fund of sympathy, generosity, and self-denial rarely equalled
among men. On the exterior his courtesy, affability, and delicate consideration
for the feelings of others were indelibly impressed upon every beholder; yet
this amiability of demeanour was never used to mislead, and in no case relaxed
his determination for what he thought right. Punctual and exact in his engage-
ments, he inspired a degree of confidence and respect which acted most benefi-
cially on all the Institutions and Trusts that he took a share in administering,
and his loss to them was a positive calamity.’

XXV



EDITORS’ PREFACE

Firry-years have now elapsed since Grote gave to the world the last volume of
his great work. During these years the study of Greek history has been pursued
incessantly, and works in many languages have been produced. This flood of
literature has been of all kinds, ranging from comprehensive treatises on the
whole subject to elaborate monographs on the minutest points. The ancient
authorities have been re-edited, not only from the literary or classical point of
view, but with special reference to their historical importance, and the evi-
dence on which the historian depends has been collected under particular sub-
ject headings to facilitate comparison. Not only, therefore, is it practically safe
to assert that no important literary evidence has been overlooked, but almost
every passage has been analysed and re-analysed, until every possible explana-
tion has been thoroughly reconsidered.

And, in the second place, we are now in possession of a mass of evidence
which fifty years ago was lacking. This new evidence is of every kind — liter-
ary, epigraphic, numismatic, artistic. The very word ‘archaology’ has acquired
a wholly new connotation. Half a century ago archaology was, to most people,
merely the search for ancient objects of beauty, regarded as curios and collected
by uncritical enthusiasts without reference to their relative age or their histor-
ical meaning. It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that archaology was then
merely a hobby; it is no exaggeration to say that it is now perhaps the most
important part of the science of ancient history. The modern student of Greek
history would do well to compare, for example, the evidence on which
Thirlwall and Grote based their discussions of the problems connected with
the first Delian League with that which is now accessible. Or again, let him
compare an article on Troy contributed to the eighth edition of the
Encyclopeedia Britannica with its successor in the edition of 1902. It may seem
unnecessary to elaborate this point, yet it is only too easy to forget that the
study of Greek history, as we now understand it, is widely different from what
it was when Grote and Thirlwall began to write. Indeed it is impossible, with-
out a full appreciation of this point, adequately to estimate the importance of
their work. If we consider for a moment what has been done in recent years in
connexion with Homeric and pre-Homeric civilization, we cannot but feel
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surprise when we realize what a change has been wrought. The very terms
‘Mycenean’, ‘Minoan’, ‘Agean civilization’ are of recent date. When we read a
report such as that by Dr. A. J. Evans in the Times of October 31, 1905, and
compare with it a passage in Grote or Thirlwall on the same period, only then
do we see how entirely the problem has changed in character, and how difficult
it is, in estimating the work done by scholars of the middle nineteenth century,
to realize the conditions under which they worked.

Again, when we scan the chapter headings of Grote’s History, we marvel at
the wide range of his work. Just as it was at last found impossible to treat
Greek history in the course of a book on universal history, so at the present day
no writer would think of treating such subjects as Pheenicia, Egypt, Babylon,
and so on, within the limits of a Greek history on the scale which Grote
attempted. In fact, so much evidence has accumulated that in all probability
no Greek history covering the period from the beginning to Alexander will
ever again be attempted, save in the form of superficial text-books.

Finally, in this connexion it is necessary to allude to the Aristotelian
Constitution of Athens, published in 1892. The discovery of this treatise consti-
tutes almost a new epoch in Greek historical study. Whatever be the value
attached to it, whatever its obvious defects and omissions, it has none the less
solved many problems and supplied much detail hitherto lacking, as will
appear in the notes and appendices to the present volume.

In view of all these points, the importance of which we cannot here consider
save in the barest outline, the reader may well ask for some explanation which
will justify the appearance of the present volume. What is the peculiar value of
Grote’s work which gives it an interest after so much time has elapsed, during
which the whole subject has been reconsidered and partially reconstructed?

Grote and his predecessors

It was in the latter part of the eighteenth century that Greek history became a
unit of study. Hitherto it had been regarded as a part of universal history, when
ancient history was merely a literary pastime, and criticism was unknown. The
first author of a Greek history pure and simple was Stanyan, who published in
1739. After him, towards the end of the century, came Gast (Dublin, 1793),
John Gillies, and Mitford. It is interesting, in view of what we shall have to say
subsequently concerning Grote, to notice the respective attitudes of the two
latter. Gillies, in his dedication to George III., sufficiently indicates his feeling
with regard to the great political problems of Greek history. Deeply impressed
by the events of the French Revolution, he had acquired a profound distrust of
the methods of democracy. Mitford also wrote under the influence of strong
Tory conviction. Both these writers made it their chief concern to contrast the
peaceful permanence of the Spartan constitution with the ever-recurring stasis
which marked the evolution and decay of the Athenian democracy. Whatever
may be our opinion as to the justice of their attitude, we are bound to recog-
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nise that they first studied Greece as the birthplace of conscious political exper-
iment, and once and for all lifted it above the level of a land of mere romance.

Further, it was to some extent due to the anti-Athenian standpoint of these
works that Thirlwall and Grote undertook their tasks. Bishop Thirlwall, an
accurate and accomplished scholar, and, above all, a man of absolute intellec-
tual honesty, brought to bear upon his work a thorough knowledge not only of
the ancient classical authors, but also of contemporary German scholarship.
His history, though it can never, owing to its very virtues, become popular, has
great merit, and is, perhaps, at the present time more highly appreciated than
when it appeared. It is marked by great care in the weighing of evidence, and
its conclusions are always advanced with an almost unnecessary modesty. It was
this very impartiality which prevented him from taking a strong line either in
praise or in blame. Although he disapproved of the categorical denunciation
which Mitford meted out to Greek democracy, his habitual caution prevented
him from enlarging on its merits.

Grote was a man of entirely different character. As we have seen in the bio-
graphical sketch, he was by inheritance and by the circumstances of his early
life out of sympathy with the academic spirit. Trained in the atmosphere of
business, deeply interested from his earliest youth in the social and political
movements of the time, his interest in Greek history was that of the practical
politician and man of affairs. Under the influence of the two Mills and Jeremy
Bentham, he had acquired a strong antipathy to all forms of authority — social,
political, and intellectual. Every problem was to him a matter for rational dis-
cussion. He viewed ancient history as one among many fields of human devel-
opment, and, sweeping from it the unreal atmosphere of abstract scholarship,
subjected it to the criteria by which he judged the history of France or of
England.

When he came first to consider the legendary period of Greek history in this
spirit, he was astounded at the credulity, as he thought, of those who had
attached any weight to its time-honoured myths. He refused to admit that any
historical fact could even be deduced from them. Since his time the study of
comparative mythology has demonstrated that his sweeping condemnation
was unjustified. Yet his scepticism did valuable service in stimulating his suc-
cessors to further research; and though his conclusions are to a great extent
overthrown, this has none the less come to pass only by the more rigid appli-
cation of his own method over a more extensive field of study.

It is not, however, on his examination of the legendary period that the last-
ing interest of Grote’s work is based. We read it now mainly because it affords
an important illustration of the author’s habit of mind, and that of the circle in
which he moved; partly also because it represents a view which is now super-
seded. As an authoritative exposition of the subject, it has practically ceased to
be important.

In the same spirit of practical criticism, Grote proceeded to consider the part
of Greek history which he distinguished as ‘historical’. Though not a scholar of
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Thirlwall’s type, he had with extraordinary perseverance read and re-read the
ancient historians, and had thoroughly familiarized himself with the modern
literature of the subject — English, French, and German. In addition to this,
he had studied general history, mediaval and modern, and was thus enabled to
illustrate his work by means of parallel examples taken from more recent
events. Above all, he was, as we have seen, a practical politician, with an
enthusiasm for democracy. From his schooldays till the beginning of his pub-
lic career he had studied political philosophy from the theoretical standpoint,
and had thoroughly absorbed the ‘philosophic radicalism’ of his teachers.
Subsequently, during his public career he had been a steady advocate of demo-
cratic principles, and had been in the forefront of the Reform movement.
Popular representation, vote by ballot, the abolition of all forms of privilege,
and the spread of education — to all these he had given his support. When we
further remember that during these years of active life he was continually test-
ing and verifying the results of his study of history and political philosophy, it
is not surprising that he should have become strengthened in his opposition to
Mitford’s view of Greek political development. It was, therefore, with the def-
inite intention of refuting Mitford that he began his History of Greece.

His book is to be regarded, therefore, primarily as a deliberate defence of
Greek democracy based on the concrete facts of historical evidence, and secon-
darily as a study of democracy itself as it came into being, flourished, and fell
in one particular instance. The great question is, ‘Did Athens, and subse-
quently Greece as a whole, fall because or in spite of free institutions?’; in other
words, “Was Greek democracy inherently unsound?’

It is this fact which at once distinguishes Grote’s history from that of
Thirlwall, and gives to it a permanent interest and value which are not depen-
dent on the minutie of accurate scholarship or the accumulation of new evi-
dence. One might even go so far as to say that, if subsequent research were to
prove the works of Thukydides and Herodotus a tissue of the most outrageous
fiction, his work would still be of great value to the student of political evolu-
tion, and a guide to the practical politician. Unlike most of the great histori-
ans, he wrote with a reasoned enthusiasm for an ideal, backed up by a thorough
knowledge of the actual conditions of modern life and of the vagaries of human
nature and individual idiosyncrasy.

It was no doubt due partly to this very enthusiasm that his work is so much
more readable than those of most German historians (except E. Curtius,
Eduard Meyer, and Adolf Holm). His expression is always clear and precise,
and occasionally — as in his account of the Athenian disaster at Syracuse —
rises to the most dignified grandeur. The reader is throughout impressed by a
feeling of security; the argument breathes authority and sanity of judgment,
and the consciousness that all obtainable evidence has been duly weighed. Nor
is this feeling weakened by the fact that scholars have discovered a number
of minor inaccuracies in the interpretation of quotations from the ancient
authorities.
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The cold impartiality of Thirlwall, as we have said, had the effect of rob-
bing his history of what we may call its universal as opposed to its purely his-
torical value. On the other hand, Grote’s enthusiasm for democracy
undoubtedly prevented him from doing full justice to much that was good in
the non-democratic governments of Greece. This unfairness is exemplified
most clearly in two parts of his work, namely, in his estimate of the so-called
“Tyrants’ of the Greek world and in his attitude towards the Macedonian
Empire.

It is necessary to examine these two points somewhat fully, in order, if pos-
sible, to justify the principle on which these parts of the History of Greece have
been omitted in the present volume.

In the first place, all forms of absolute government were anathema to Grote.
He was profoundly convinced that tyranny in itself is bad for a people collec-
tively and individually. With the propriety of this view we are not concerned.
But he went further and practically denied that the Greek tyrants made any
serious contribution to the best interests of their subjects, or had any other
object than the personal gratification of greed and ambition. Even the heading
of the chapter (Part I, c. ix) in which he deals specially with this question is
subtly misleading. In speaking of an ‘Age of the Despots’, he appears to sug-
gest that tyranny was confined to a period, and that a primitive period, of
Greek development. Grote’s critics, notably Dr. Mahaffy,! have made much of
this, and have pointed out with justice that absolute government was an ever-
recurring phenomenon in the Greek world. This fact is, however, mentioned
by Grote himself, and at the same time he quite properly distinguishes
between the tyrannies of early Greece which preceded the epoch of constitu-
tional government and those which arose at a time when the City State of the
Greeks had been absorbed into an Empire, and the individual citizen had
ceased to be a real political unit. The early tyrants rose by their own energies,
and supported themselves by the help of a hitherto depressed element in the
state. They represented a revolt against the existing power, and were, in some
sense at least, a ‘home-grown product’. The later tyrants were either (1) the
puppets of an external power, reigning in another’s interest by external support
(e.g., those imposed by the Persians on the Ionian cities, 550—-500 B.c.; by
Antigonus Gonatas in the Peloponnesian cities); or (2) the Hellenistic mon-
archs, who, supposing they are properly called ‘tyrants’ at all, were on the same
level as the Roman Emperors, and entirely different from those whom Grote
discusses in this chapter. He was primarily concerned to investigate the ulti-
mate meaning of Greek political development in relation to the history of gov-
ernment. He regarded it, therefore, mainly as a culture-producing mechanism,
and only secondarily as a means to material prosperity. However unfair he may
have been in confining himself to one epoch and disregarding the wider diffu-
sion of Greek life which we know as Hellenism, he was therefore justified,

' Prolegomena to Greek History, ch. i.
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from his point of view, in speaking of an ‘Age of the Despots’. Between 508
and the Macedonian Empire there were few ‘tyrannies’ in the chief cities of
Greece proper.

When we come, however, to consider Grote’s actual account of the ‘tyrants’,
it must be admitted that he did them less than justice. The ‘tyrants’, though
their motives were no doubt primarily prudential rather than deliberately
beneficent, undoubtedly paved the way for the ‘great age’ of Greece by putting
an end to the struggle between the orders. The necessary condition for the per-
manence of a tyranny was domestic peace. Now, as the chief sufferers from the
rule of the one man were the oligarchs whom he had deposed from authority,
it was they from whom the tyrant had most reason to look for opposition. He
was, therefore, compelled to win the assistance of the people, who were only
too glad to be relieved of the selfish autocracy of their previous masters. Thus,
whether the tyrant was merely an ambitious oligarch, playing for his own
hand, or the champion of a merchant class whose wealth was exposed to the
irresponsible depredations of the exclusive oligarchs, or the representative of an
oppressed section of the people, the result was the same — a union of one pow-
erful personality with the poorer and hitherto unrepresented classes. Not only
did this union often produce order out of chaos, but it gave to the many a new
feeling of confidence in themselves and a sense of responsibility. They learned
their own strength, and how to put it forth.

In the second place, the tyrants were compelled in general to pay for popu-
lar support by permitting the people to pursue their private avocations with-
out unreasonable molestation. This led to the accumulation of wealth and the
extension of trade at home and abroad, and enriched the Greek mind by famil-
iarizing it with the natural and artistic products of other lands. Thus we find
evidence of commercial treaties made by Periander of Corinth (Hdt., i. 20 e
seq.) with Thrasybulus of Miletus and Psammetichus II. of Egypt, by Kypselus
with Gyges and Midas (Hdt., ii. 14). Again, in the case of Kleisthenes of
Sikyon (¢f. Hdt., vi. 127, for story of Agariste) and Peisistratus of Athens (see
Appendix to Chapter 3), we find the cause of general peace strengthened by
dynastic alliances. To this period must be ascribed the transference (due, of
course, partly to the Persian conquests in Asia Minor) of commercial pre-emi-
nence from outlying states to Corinth and Agina, and, indeed, the birth of
commerce as the predominant factor in political matters.

Finally, the tyrants were in two ways responsible for the development of
Greek art and literature. In the first place, their orderly government provided
for the first time the conditions which are essential to artistic and literary pro-
duction. Secondly, it was their policy to foster in all possible ways everything
that contributed to the magnificence of the states, and so to impress upon their
subjects the advantage of monarchic over aristocratic government (Chapter 3,
Appendix).

In these ways the Greek tyrants not only paved the way for constitutional
government by creating a national spirit in place of the perpetual strife of
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classes, but even anticipated many of the best results which constitutional gov-
ernment was to produce. But for Grote all these undoubted advantages were
vitiated by the fundamental fact that the tyrant, however beneficent his rule,
however popular he might be, was not a constitutional sovereign. He had no
political ideal for the citizen, save that of unquestioning submission; he did
not stimulate a political consciousness, and, in fact, did everything possible to
stifle freedom of thought in the sphere of politics. An excellent example of this
is to be found in the case of Peisistratus. The Solonian constitution had failed
because it was too moderate; it had despoiled the aristocrats without giving
sufficient power to the democrats. Peisistratus soon found that the seeds of lib-
erty had been sown, and that he must avoid two extremes. He must not out-
rage the half-conscious spirit of liberty, and yet he must not encourage it. He
therefore aimed at giving the people order and prosperity and flattering their
pride, so that in present prosperity they might forget the anomaly of his single
predominance. So long as the farmers had no personal causes for complaint, he
knew he could rely on their remaining on their farms and not making use of
the Solonian reforms which he affected to maintain. Thus he governed through
archons, but was careful that the office should be in the hands of his relatives.
It was only when his successors became careless of their disguise that the peo-
ple discovered the delusion. A silk-gloved despot is naturally a greater bar to a
democratic propaganda than the most brutal usurper. Therefore Grote, regard-
ing tyranny from the theoretical standpoint, was blind to its good points, and
dismissed it as unproductive in the best sense.

We now come to the second important portion of the History of Greece which
has been omitted from the present volume, the Age of Alexander. From Grote’s
first Preface we see what was his attitude towards this epoch. Speaking of the
period succeeding the generation of Alexander, he says: “The political action of
Greece becomes cramped and degraded — no longer interesting to the reader,
or operative on the destinies of the future world ... As a whole, the period
between 300 B.C. and the absorption of Greece by the Romans is of no interest
in itself, and is only so far of value as it helps us to understand the preceding
centuries. . . . as communities, they (the Greeks) have lost their own orbit, and
have become satellites of more powerful neighbours.” Whatever be the justice
of these statements, it is perfectly clear that Grote himself was in no way
attracted by the study of the Macedonian Empire and the diffusion of what
we may perhaps, with due deference to Dr. Mahaffy, still distinguish as
Hellenism. As we read the chapters dealing with the rise of the Macedonian
Empire, we feel that the writer’s heart was not in his work. The story lacks the
fire and vitality of the preceding chapters, and is not only cold and mechanical,
but also incomplete and misleading.” Those who would study the rise of

> This must not be taken to imply that Grote was deliberately misleading. His narration of

detailed facts is conspicuously fair — e.g., he sometimes attacks Demosthenés and defends
ZAschinés. It is rather that his whole attitude has been shown to be incorrect.
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Macedonia should abandon Grote in favour of more recent works, such as D.
G. Hogarth’s Philip and Alexander; Holm’s History of Greece, ii. and iii.; Beloch’s
Grriechische Geschichte, ii. and iii.

The errors which vitiate the section on the Macedonian Era cannot here be
discussed. It must be sufficient to point out that the intervention of the north-
ern monarchy must not be regarded as a gratuitous and wholly deplorable per-
turbation of political development in Greece, but rather as the necessary
outcome of an evolution which made the Hellenic republics the inferiors of
Macedon in moral energy, in military and financial power. It is an even greater
mistake to look upon the outcome of the Macedonian predominance — the
Hellenistic age — as a period of monotony and irremediable decay. On the con-
trary, it is a time of restless activity, of new ideas in almost every branch of
Greek life, and represents the highest growth of Greek prestige among foreign
nations. Moreover, the problems which the Hellenistic world was called upon
to solve were often of a peculiarly modern character, and the record of its suc-
cesses and failures cannot but be instructive to students of social and political
evolution.

The years of Spartan and Theban supremacy represent in the main an epoch
of stagnation, if not of retrogression, and are singularly barren in respect of
new political ideas. In addition to this lack of intrinsic interest, the record has
not been enriched by any new documents of first-class importance, but can
safely be allowed to stand in its original form. For this period, therefore, the
editors think it sufficient to refer the student to the corresponding part of
Grote’s own text.

Composition of the present edition

These reasons, added to the great difficulty of compressing so large a work into
the narrow compass of one volume, have induced the editors to sacrifice the
Legendary Period, the story of the Tyrants, and the Fourth Century and
Macedonian Period. But in addition to these wholesale excisions, further com-
pression has been inevitable. It may be well to go into these separate points in
detail. Before doing so, it is convenient to recapitulate the chief points in the
preceding pages, so that the reader may have a clear idea by force of contrast of
the actual contents of the volume.

Firstly, Grote was a rationalist; therefore, and because the science of
Comparative Mythology has made giant strides since Grote’s work appeared,
the Legendary Period has been omitted. Secondly, Grote was an idealistic
democrat, and was thus a prejudiced critic of the Tyrants; therefore the chapter
on the Tyrants and those on the Macedonean Empire are omitted.

Finally, it is unquestionable that an author puts his best work into that sub-
ject in which his real interest lies. It follows that the true value of Grote’s work
is contained in his account of the Athenian democracy. The editors have, there-
fore, selected those chapters which bear most closely on this particular epoch of

XXX111



EDITORS’ PREFACE

Greek history. But not only is this the part in which Grote was primarily inter-
ested; it is also that part which lends itself most satisfactorily to reproduction at
the present day. Recent research in Greek history has only confirmed the main
outline which Grote gave with so much fulness and accuracy. To reproduce to any
purpose his account of the Legendary Period or of Alexander the Great would
demand elaborate alteration, and even reconstruction, such as is impossible
within the limits of a volume of this kind. This book, therefore, contains that por-
tion of the History which is the essence of the work, and is also incomparably the
most valuable in itself to the student of ancient history, even at the present day,
when, as we have seen, the literature of the subject has so enormously increased.
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A. Part I: The Legendary Period.

B. Part II.: Chapters I.—X. These chapters contain a general description of
Greece — its topography, political divisions, physical features and ethnogra-
phy. The topography in general may be studied in many recent works by
trained explorers to better advantage than in these chapters. Even the most
superficial of readers would scarcely be interested in perusing an account of
Greece which does not contain any account of recent archaeological discoveries;
and the briefest account of these would cover more space than the letterpress
which it would purport to supplement. Moreover, the ground has been thor-
oughly covered by specific archaeological works. Furthermore, it must be
remembered that Grote had never qualified himself for this part of the work by
a visit to Greece.

This disqualification appears in these chapters, and also in his accounts of
military operations. The notes will to some extent show how far the more care-
ful study of the ground has enabled us to correct the account he gave of battles
and marches (see especially on Salamis, pp 263—267). Again, the science of
Greek ethnology (e.g., on the subject of Pelasgi, Leleges, Dorians) is an entirely
new phenomenon since Grote’s time. To give any useful account of our present
knowledge would involve the reconstruction of Grote’s work. The same remark
applies with even greater force to those passages which treat of ancient Greek
religion. So little could have been retained that it has seemed best to omit the
whole.

The omission of the chapters dealing with the early history of Sparta
(V.—VIIL) calls for a further word of explanation. An inspection of these chap-
ters, or of the corresponding sections of other Greek histories, will reveal the
profound — we might almost say the hopeless — obscurity in which this sub-
ject is still involved. Whether we consider the institutions of Lykurgus, or the
gradual rise of Sparta to its predominant position in the Peloponnese, we find
that the details supplied by ancient historians are mostly worthless, and the
best work of modern critics, notably that of Grote himself, has consisted in the
negative process of sweeping away false inferences without supplying any sys-
tematic reconstruction. On the whole, therefore, it suffices to bear in mind that
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Sparta came to represent a landed gentry, living as an aristocracy of peers
among a population of dependents (‘Periceki’) and serfs (‘Helots’). Leaving to
these inferior classes the pursuit of trade and agriculture, the true Spartiates
concentrated themselves within their capital, and devoted themselves to the
only vocation open to them — that of arms. Their success over the other
Peloponnesian states merely illustrates the advantage which disciplined troops
of professional warriors have always possessed over half-trained militias.

The political lessons to be learnt from these chapters are inconsiderable.
Even in later historical times the influence of Sparta on Greek history is mainly
a negative one, and is significant only as arresting or impeding the develop-
ment of the true leaders of Greek thought and culture. Our ignorance of early
Spartan history is, therefore, the less regrettable, and need not be remedied by
an attempted reconstruction with such scanty material as we possess.

Chapter IX., dealing with early Corinth, Sikyon and Megara, is in the main
an account of the tyrannies which flourished in those cities during the seventh
and sixth centuries, and has therefore been omitted for reasons already stated.

C. Retaining Chapter XI., which treats of the Solonian legislation and the
beginning of conscious political development in Athens, the editors have for the
same reasons as before omitted Chapters XII., on Eubcea and the Cyclades; XIII.,
on the Asiatic Ionians, where again recent archaeological work is of the highest
importance; XIV., on the Zolic Greeks in Asia; XV., on the Asiatic Dorians.

D. Chapters XVI.—XXI. deal with the Eastern nations with which the
Greeks came into contact. Of these, Chapters XVI. and XVII. contain accounts
of the peoples of Asia Minor, Medes and Scythians. These subjects have been
entirely revolutionized of recent years, and are now, what they scarcely yet were
in Grote’s time, entirely separate branches of learning. It is interesting to note
that there is, for example, no reference in Grote to the important site of Pteria,
now regarded by many as the ancient centre of a great Hittite monarchy.
Similarly a ‘Pheenician problem’ has arisen, of which Grote knew nothing.
Chapters XVIIIL. and XXI., therefore, are no longer an adequate summary of
our knowledge concerning this people. Still less adequately do Chapters XIX.
and XX. represent the results of recent researches in Egypt and Assyria. The
bulk of this section is of value to the antiquarian only who would trace the
progress of the world’s enlightenment on these subjects of study. The editors
have retained only a few pages of Chapter XVII., on the Lydian kings, whose
history is of importance to the historian of Greece as leading up to the great
Graeco-Persian conflict.

E. Chapters XXII.-XXIV. and XXVII., dealing with the colonization of the
West (Kyréné, Italy, Sicily, Etruria, Gaul, Epirus, Illyria) by the Greeks, resem-
ble the chapters on the Asiatic Greeks in consisting mainly of untrustworthy
legends about the foundation of cities. Their chief use lies in the knowledge
they afford about the wide area of Greek expansion; but this point is suffi-
ciently illustrated by a perusal of the later chapters on the full historical
period. Chapters XXV. and XXVI., which discuss the Northern peoples
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(Macedonia and Thrace, together with the Greek settlements in those dis-
tricts), are omitted for similar reasons.

E Chapters XXVIIIL., on the Panhellenic Festivals, and XXIX., on the
Lyrical Age and the Seven Wise Men, relate more especially to the history of
Greek culture, and are, therefore, out of place in a series of extracts dealing pri-
marily with a political evolution. Moreover, so far as they bear on this ques-
tion, they chiefly elucidate that Age of the Despots, on which the present
volume has little to say (see above, p. xx. f1.).

Chapters XXX. and XXXI., treating of Athenian history during the latter
half of the sixth century, have been retained almost in full.

G. Chapters XXXII.-XXXIV. record the rise of the Persian Empire. So far
as they deal with purely national questions, they have been antiquated ever
since the days of Rawlinson. Therefore, instead of reprinting the whole of this
section, we would refer the student to the account in E. Meyer’s Geschichre des
Altertums, vol. iii., book 1. Those pages, however, which record the early rela-
tions of Persia with Greece have been incorporated in a composite chapter;
while the end of Chapter XXXIV. and the whole of Chapter XXXV. have been
welded together into a chapter whose subject is the Ionic Revolt.

From this point Grote’s work has been reproduced without any substantial
excisions down to the fall of the Athenian Empire in 404 B.c. (Chapters
XXXVI.-LXV.). The portion which treats of the Persian Wars has frequently
been amplified or corrected, in view of the new knowledge we now possess,
notably in matters of topography. The story of the Athenian supremacy
required very little alteration, save upon one or two questions, where fresh doc-
umentary evidence has modified the accepted conclusions; in such cases a full
discussion of the problem has been reserved for an appendix.

It has already been pointed out that the period dealt with in these chapters,
besides being the most significant in the whole of Greek history, was undeni-
ably that in which Grote took especial interest. In order to do justice to the
historian’s highest achievement, the editors have thought it better to retain
this part of the narrative almost in full, and to sacrifice the whole of the fourth-
century section (see p. xxiil).

As regards the supplementary notes, the editors have endeavoured to give
references to those sources which are most useful and most accessible to the
reader. They also wish to acknowledge a more general debt of obligation to the
following works: E. Meyer’s Geschichte des Altertums (vols. iii. and iv.), and
Forschungen zur alten Geschichte, Holm’s History of Greece (vol. ii.); Grundy’s
Great Persian War, Hill's Sources of Greek History (478—431); Hicks and Hill’s
Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions; and Gilbert’s Greek Constitutional
Antiquities. Finally, they have embodied a great deal of valuable and, to the
best of their knowledge, unpublished material from the lecture-notes and pri-
vate instruction of their former tutor, the Rev. E. M. Walker, of Queen’s
College, Oxford, to whom they largely owe that interest in the problems of
Greek history which has led them to attempt their present task.
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EARLY ATTICA'

IN spite of the prominence to which the Athenian State attained in later times,
the history of early Attica is, if anything, more obscure than that of the other
leading states of Greece. The two best sources of evidence for the period previ-
ous to the seventh century — (1) the records of Oriental monarchs who came
into contact with the Greek world, (2) the lays of contemporary poets — fail us
almost entirely in dealing with Attica, and practically we find ourselves con-
fined to the data of subsequent tradition. Of this kind of record we have prac-
tically nothing that received literary shape before the fifth century, and much
of this information is derived from writers who were removed in time from the
events they described at least as far as are present-day historians from the
Norman Conquest. Furthermore, even the earlier versions are largely based on
pure conjecture, and, so far as they do seem to possess a substratum of fact,
they often present it in a distorted and mutilated form, which argues a lack of
proper understanding on the part of their authors. We hardly go too far in say-
ing that Thukydidés alone of all writers on early Attic institutions had both
ready access to first-hand evidence and the ability to use it to good purpose. A
survey of the existing body of tradition shows that much has to be discarded as
otiose or demonstrably false, while the residue for the most part requires care-
ful sifting before it may safely be used constructively.

Besides the literary record; we have a certain amount of archaological evi-
dence, which in some cases is of a thoroughly cogent nature. But while it is
reasonable to hope that this source of knowledge will continue to increase as
steadily as has been the case for the last twenty years, and may even afford us
data with a conclusive bearing on important questions, yet, for the present, the
testimony of the monuments does not allow us to go any great length in recon-
structing the history of the country.

The utmost reserve is, therefore, called for in' giving any account of early
Attica, and while some such exposition would seem to be required with a view

' This chapter is entirely editorial; it is intended as an introduction on the history of Athens

before Solon. For purposes of reference subsequent chapters are numbered in addition with
the numbers (in square brackets) which they bear in the complete edition. — Eb.
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to the complete understanding of later Athenian history, it should always be
borne in mind that, down to the age of Solon at least, we are moving in a field
of research which is still to a large extent unexplored, and perhaps will never
be mapped out with an adequate supply of landmarks.

For the period preceding the ‘Dorian invasion’ no consistent account what-
ever is offered by our literary authorities. Such isolated fragments of legend as
have come down to us® often bear the marks of baseless fabrication, and con-
tradictions between the different versions abound. Yet there is one salient fea-
ture which runs through the great mass of Attic legends — the idea that the
nation was the offspring of the Attic soil, and this same conviction was a stand-
ing article of belief among the Athenians of historic times. Thukydidés® fur-
nishes a good a priori reason for holding this view when he points to the
barrenness of the land, which would hardly tempt a foreign invader, and the
archaeological evidence tends in the same direction.’

Another important fact concerning the earliest period is the wide distribu-
tion of material remains over many parts of Attica.” The Acropolis of Athens
has, indeed, traces of a Mykenaean palace, but is, in other respects, hardly supe-
rior to many others. This accords well with the legend that Athens was not
originally the sole political centre of the country, which was split up into inde-
pendent communities such as are found in the early history of Laconia, and
always maintained themselves in Beeotia.

Concerning the very earliest period of Attic history we may, therefore, safely
make two statements: (1) Attica contained an element of population of whose
advent into the country no sort of trace remains; (2) the territory was originally
broken up among a number of isolated villages.

Another important point is this. Although the Athenians, as we have seen,

~

For an enumeration of the chief legends, see Grote, part i., c. ii. The greater part of these sto-
ries have been preserved for us by Apollodorus, Strabo, and Harpocration, whose knowledge
is mainly based on the Atthides, or special histories of Attica, which began with the work of
Hellanikus (end of fifth century), and ended with the compilation of Istros (250—220 B.C.).
Most of this legendary history consists of arbitrary combinations founded on a minimum of
fact.

Among the earlier authorities, who were in a better position to record the popular myths,
we may mention (1) Herodotus, (2) the fifth-century dramatists, (3) the fourth-century ora-
tors. All these writers, however, were led by preconceived ideas to alter the stories pretty
much as they pleased; hence their unsupported statements carry little weight.

L2

In the beehive tomb at Acharnz the continuous series of pottery fragments proves an unbro-
ken worship of the dead from neolithic times down to the full historic period (¢f. Perrot et
Chipiez Art de la Gréce Primitive, ch. iii. § 8, pp. 414—417).

Among other sites we may mention Acharna Eleusis, Thorikus, and perhaps Marathon.
There are traces of primitive fortifications in the Daphne Pass on the boundary-line between
the territory of Athens and Eleusis. Tradition speaks of war between these two communities,
and implies the independence of Eleusis as late as the eighth century. The Homeric Hymn to
Demeter (which can hardly have been composed earlier than 750 B.c.) glorifies Eleusis with-
out ever mentioning Athens.
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claimed to be an autochthonous people, their legends contain frequent allu-
sions to foreign immigration. Moreover, the topographical disposition of the
earliest Athenian communities presupposes some such view, for, as Thukydidés
tells us,” besides the original site on the Acropolis and its southern confines
there grew up a settlement away in the south-east of the later town.

There are also general archaological considerations which render such an
immigration highly probable. The primitive monuments of the country are
clearly to be assigned to the ‘Minoan’ stage of culture, which sprang up in
neolithic days within the Agean basin.® The sites of a subsequent date show
signs of a new type of civilization, suggesting the influx of settlers from
another region. That at least one such invasion from the north took place
before the beginnings of Greek history is generally admitted, and probably
two successive currents may be distinguished. With the former of these we
venture to connect the immigration into Attica, of which the visible proof lies
in the sudden appearance of the so-called Dipylon pottery.’

It would be rash to define exactly the nationality of these invaders, who may,
indeed, have comprised different elements, and have spread their colonization
over a considerable length of time. Yet we might with a fair show of reason
attach to these settlers the name of ‘lonians’'” Among the chief reasons for
adopting this name we may mention (1) the legend of ‘Ton’s’ coming in its var-
ious forms, and of the strife of Athéné and Poseidon Erechtheus; (2) the desig-
nation of Athenians as ‘Ionians’ in Homer (I/., xiii. 685, 689); (3) the
specifically ‘Tonic’ character of the deities worshipped in the south-eastern set-
tlement of Athens (Apollo Delphinius and Poseidon Helikonius).

The later wave of invaders, generally known as the ‘Dorians’,'" left

II. 15.

This culture is attributed by Professor Ridgeway (in The Early Age of Greece) to the ‘Pelasgi.’
This name seems as appropriate as any other, but it is safer not to introduce specific names for
peoples where no racial differentiation can as yet be proved.

This style of vases is discussed at length in Walters’ History of Ancient Pottery, vol. i., pp.
177-192; Rayet et Collignon, Histoire de la Céramique Grecque, pp. 19—38. The assignation of
the Dipylon fabrics is one of the hardest problems of prehistoric archaology; at any rate, their
abrupt appearance in the Zgean lands points to some external origin. But see Poulsen,
Dipylongrdber.

Professor Ridgeway (gp. cit.) comprehends these invaders under the name ‘Acheans’. But there
is a difficulty in attributing, to what was in historic times so small an offshoot, such wide-
spread upheavals as the archeaological record proves. Perhaps the safest course is to withhold
a generic name for this wave of northern conquerors, and to assume that only in later days
were they differentiated into distinct branches, such as the ‘Achwans’ of Thessaly and
Peloponnese, the ‘Tonians’ of Attica and Asia Minor. The latter name probably originated on
the eastern side of the Agaean, and the Attic immigrants adopted it at a subsequent date in
virtue of a real or supposed kinship. ‘Ton’ and ‘Achzeus’ were represented as brothers in the
legend.

The ‘Dorians’ are generally supposed to have introduced iron and the fibula into Greece, if not
the practice of cremation. Professor Ridgeway would assign all these innovations to the
Acheaans. Existing evidence hardly permits of a settlement of these rival claims.

8
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unmistakable marks of its progress on the general map of Greece. Yet the lit-
erary tradition unanimously declares that Attica did not receive a fresh element
of population at this time, and it was the recognized belief in the historical
period that the Athenians were a non-Dorian race.'”

In Attica, therefore, we may recognize a twofold stratification of the early
population (1) an autochthonous ‘Attic’, (2) an immigrant ‘Tonic’ element. We
must suppose that the advent of the ‘Tonians’ was marked by no such cata-
clysms as seem to have attended the Dorian irruption, and that the amalgama-
tion of the two elements proceeded so steadily that the feelings of racial
distinction which never quite died out in the Peloponnese, and were revived by
tyrants like Kleisthenés of Sikyon (who represented a racial reaction)," early
led to a belief in national solidarity. Yet in addition to the reasons already
quoted to prove the Athenians a mixed stock there are many features in
the political institutions of the country which presuppose some such original
division.

We have seen that there is reason to believe that Attica was originally split
up into a number of independent communities. In early historic times they
appear merged into a single political unit — the state of Athens; and through-
out the later period there is a complete absence, within the bounds of Attica,
of that local separatism which proved the bane of most of the larger Greek
States.

This change was affected by a political concentration known as the
GLVOIKIGUOG, in commemoration of which the Athenians of the fifth century
still celebrated a feast (1@ cuvoikia). There is some evidence that this process
of unification was gradual, for the later existence of a religious union of four
communities in the Marathon district'* points to a former political federation,
and the incorporation of Eleusis was probably not effected till about 700 B.c.
(see p. 2, n. 6). Yet the consummation of such a change implies, as
Thukydidés' has observed, a powerful central government, and this condition
of things was commonly supposed to have been realized under King Théseus.
This monarch, it should be observed, was represented as a new-comer from the
‘Tonic’ town of Troezen, and affiliated to the Tonic’ gods Poseidon and Apollo
Delphinius.'® From this we may infer that the political unification was effected
by an immigrant dynasty which had gathered a large measure of power in its
hands, and eclipsed the local chieftains (the dt0tpedéeg Pociiieg of
Homer), who at this period are never mentioned as constituting a check upon
the sovereign.

Thus Herodotus, who sharply divides the inhabitants of Greece into ‘Dorians’ or ‘original
Hellenes’ and ‘Pelasgi’, has no hesitation in assigning the Athenians to the latter class (ii. 56;
vii. 94; viii. 44).

1 Hdt., v. 68.

Cf. Gilbert, Constitutional Antiquities (Engl. transl.), p. 99, n. 1.

YOI 1.

6 Plut., Theseus, chs. 6, 14, 18.
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Of the later fortunes of this monarchy nothing certain can be said. The leg-
ends enumerate a long list of sovereigns who are in reality nothing more than
names to us. We may suppose that the kingship of Athens went through the
same stages of evolution as that of other Greek cities, until in the Homeric age
(900-800 B.c.) it showed signs of being absorbed by the growing power of the
nobility. The only event of this period to which we need ascribe any impor-
tance is the reputed colonization'” of the Cyclades, the district of Asia Minor
later known as ‘Tonia’ by colonists mainly under Attic leadership — a move-
ment brought about by the influx of the Dorian tribes. In view of the persis-
tent tradition which made Athens the metropolis of all these States, and of the
claim which Solon made for Athens as the ‘eldermost country of Ionia’, we
must admit some element of truth in this legend."®

The disintegration of the monarchy took place in Attica, as elsewhere, by
slow degrees. While refusing to bind ourselves to any of the detailed accounts
in which the antiquarians set forth this change, we may follow them in distin-
guishing three main steps in the process; (1) the life-tenure of the sovereignty
was abolished;" (2) the monarchy was thrown open to all the noble families;
(3) the functions of the king were divided among a board of magistrates, and
the term of office fixed at one year.”” By this transformation, which was finally
accomplished about the year 700,”" Athens came under that form of govern-
ment which meets us at the beginning of the historical period.

We have now reached a stage where we may argue back from the conditions
presented to us in the days of Solon to the state-organization of the early Attic
oligarchy, though it is still imperative to realize the rudimentary character of
all the institutions of such early date, and so to avoid the anachronisms which
mark the expositions of some historians, notably the theorists of the fourth
century B.C.

The executive functions which the king had been compelled to share, first
with a commander in the field, and then with a chief justice,”” are henceforth

This event may conjecturally be placed between 1100 and 900. Hekataus’ computation in
Hdt., ii. 143, suggests Miletus was founded sixteen generations before his time — i.e., about
1050 B.c.

This does not compel us to take over the entire traditional account of the ‘migrations.” There
is much to commend the view that an ‘lonian’ population already existed in Asia Minor and
the islands as the result of immigration by way of Thrace and the Hellespont. The new influx
from Greece proper, and especially from Athens, may have created ‘Tonia’ in this sense, that it
gave cohesion to the population, and led to its differentiation from ‘Zolis’ in the north, and
‘Doris’ in the south.

See Mahaffy, Social Life in Greece, ch, ii., pp. 37, 38, for the insecure position of Homeric mon-
archs whose years had brought about a decline of vigour.

" A similar process of ‘putting the kingship in commission’ is attested for Corinth (Diod., vii.
9, and Strabo, viii, p. 378).

From the year 683 there exists an uninterrupted list of names of the chief annual magistrates.
Cf. Ath. Pol., ch. 3, which is mostly based on a sound method of argument — inference from
later survivals.

21
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distributed as follows. (1) The Archon Eponymus, the youngest of the former
kings’ assessors, whose judicial powers raised him above the heads of his
seniors to the presidency of the State, so that the administrative year came to
be designated by his name. (2) The Basileus, who with the title of ‘sovereign’
only retained the old religious functions and a slender spiritual jurisdiction.”
(3) The Polemarch, who continued to be commander-in-chief. Furthermore, the
chief justice was supported by a body of Thesmothetee, who may be described as
departmental judges.”® The election of these magistrates seems to have been
effected by the council of nobles,” who selected candidates from among the
chief families, and recruited their own number from this source.® On such a
system it is clear that power was practically confined to a close corporation of
aristocrats, who not merely, like the Roman Senate, embodied among its life-
members the collective political wisdom of the country, but through its nom-
inees for office exercised a complete control over the executive. Besides its
general administrative powers, the council could constitute itself, or perhaps
delegate from its total numbers, a court for the hearing of important trials, and
become specially identified with the judging of murder cases.”’

The commons of this period are never mentioned as exercising any political
power whatsoever. The reason for the predominant power which resided in the
nobility is partly to be sought for in the accumulation of wealth in their
hands.”® But the ultimate cause, which enables us to explain a good deal that

» The rex sacrorum, or rex sacrificulus, at Rome offers an exact parallel.

Though Ath. Pol. (ch. 3, § 4) makes the early Thesmotheta mere clerks of the archives, Grote
is no doubt right in assigning them full judicial powers. The mention of archives is clearly an
anachronism (Full Text, c. x.).

It is less easy to decide whether their numbers were originally fixed at six. This provision
may have been due to Solon, who is reported to have instituted the regular board of ‘the nine
archons’ (Azh. Pol., ch. 3, § 5; Apollodorus, quoted in Diog. Lert., Solon, 58).

The name 1| £€§ ’Apeiov ndyov BovAn commonly given to this body may not date back
beyond Solon’s time. We can hardly imagine that its sittings at this date were confined to the
Areopagus site.

This is as much as can safely be inferred from the somewhat confused account in Azh. Pol., 3,
§ 6,and 8, § 2. The elections were made ‘on the score of nobility and wealth’.

The account in Azh. Pol., 3, § 6, attributes to the Council (1) a general control over law and
administration, (2) a power of summary jurisdiction over ‘insubordinates’.

The subject of the early jurisdiction for homicide is involved in much obscurity. The
‘Areopagus’ was generally regarded in later times as the traditional court for murder cases,
and from Plut., So/., 19, it follows that it had existed as such before Solon’s time. But we can-
not say for certain when this special jurisdiction fell to the Council. We also hear of nobles
who sat as €ép€tat in murder cases (Poll., viii. 125, and C.I.A., i. 61), for which purpose they
divided themselves into at least four courts (ITpvtaveiov, ITaAlddiov, Aeldiviov, and
Dpeatt®), according to the specific charge. Probably the ephete were delegates of the
Council, who may have reserved important cases for a plenary sitting. Solon seems to have
regulated the sittings of the Council on the Areopagus for such trials (Poli., ad Joc.).

% Ath. Pol., 2, § 2.
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is peculiar in early Attic institutions, may be found in the religious organiza-
tion which had been imposed on the country.

We have already noticed that the ‘Tonian’ immigrants who came to settle
near Athens, brought with them their own deities. This religious separation
between the earlier and later strata of inhabitants in Attica has perhaps a much
greater significance than has hitherto been suspected. Recent researches™ into
the character of Greek religion have brought out very strongly the dual char-
acter that runs through the beliefs and practices of the historic period. The offi-
cial ‘Olympian’ worship was imposed by an invading people’” upon a primitive
cult of earth-deities, whose nature is illustrated by numerous survivals into the
later epoch. The feature of this ‘autochthonous’ religion which has the most
bearing on the present argument is its ‘matriarchal’ character. The deities are
mostly female, and their affinities of kin are such as reflect the primitive orga-
nization of human races on the basis of birth by the same mother.”"

Concerning early Athens, a number of legends have been preserved which
indicate the presence of a matriarchal religion, if not of a matriarchal tribe-
system;’” and we may with confidence assume that the autochthonous popula-
tion of Attica had not freed its religious and social observances from all these
primitive elements.

Among such survivals, it seems justifiable to class the organization of Attic
society into Phratries. In support of this hypothesis we may urge (1) that hith-
erto such attempts as have been made to find even a plausible raison d'étre for
this unit on any other basis have scarcely removed more difficulties than they
have created; (2) the names ¢ppatpial, ¢ppdtopeg are clearly akin to Latin
fraters, and must mean ‘brotherhoods’, ‘brothers’.” It is noticeable that the
bond of brotherhood was much more important in the days anterior to patriar-
chal organization.** (3) The special duty of pparopeg, which survived at least
as late as the fourth century,” was the avenging of murder within the Phratric
group. Such a provision, however, only arises where no satisfaction can be
obtained through patriarchal authority.*® Moreover, the Eumenides, whose

Miss J. E. Hatrison's Prolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion, especially c. vi.

Most probably the ‘Achaans’ of Professor Ridgeway and Homer.

Cf. McLennan, Studies in Ancient History (first series), chapter on ‘Kinship in Ancient Greece.’
Later antiquarians were utterly unable to realize this condition of things, and their versions

of the legends are often so ludicrous as to have been rejected by modern critics as utterly

worthless. Yet a kernel of truth can undoubtedly be extracted from them. It is perhaps unsafe

to argue from these stories to the complete retention of the ‘matriarchal’ system as late as the

full ‘Minoan’ period of Ageean history; they may contain mistaken inferences from surviving

religious conceptions to an early practice already obsolete.

2 Cf Ath., xiii. 2, § 555; Justin, ii. 6; Plato, Legg, 796 (on the primitive character of Athéné);

and especially St Augustine, De Civitate Dei, 18, 9.

The forms adeAdOG, AdeAdN imply a common mother, but not necessarily the same father.

* McLennan, Studies (first series), p. 105 ff.

» C.I.A., i. 61 (Hicks and Hill, 78); Demosth. Or., 43, § 57, 58.

36 Cf. Grote, ch. x. (full text).
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awful power as avengers of murder always impressed the Athenian mind, were
deities of the primitive type.”” (4) The inclusion of all OpoydAaKTES in the
dpatpia,” the former term implying a system of maternal affiliation.

Now, turning to the ‘Tonian’ stratum of population, we find strong evi-
dence of its being organized on the patriarchal system. For (1) their chief
gods, Apollo and Poseidon, are males of the ‘Olympian’ order. (2) The
typical ‘Tonian’ festival, the Apaturia, was a gathering of OTATOpPEG, or
opondrtopec,” of whom the élite were known as Ebmatpidat. (3) The leg-
end which made ‘Ton’ a son of "ATOAA®V ITotp@®og shows that the ‘Tonian’
population claimed descent from an ascertained line of male ancestors. (4)
The name yevvitol implies the importance of paternity in the social
grouping.

This patriarchal system we find imposed upon the whole burgess population
in that system of Yévn which, under the ‘lonic’ nobility of Athens, became the
chief unit of social organization. Membership of the Yév1 depended on descent
from ‘AnoAlov Iatpdog, which only the Ionian aristocrats could claim to
prove, and the performance of ceremonies which remained a corporate secret
among these new-comers. A fortiori, these tests were imposed on those who
would quality for office,” so that in effect the entire power of State came to
reside with the patriarchal nobility and the population came to be sharply
divided between Eupatridae and others." The only way of entering the
charmed circle lay in the admission to the religious rites of the Y€vT under the
guise of dpyedveg, coupled, no doubt, with a fictitious adoption,” and the
fact that the Eupatride kept a rigid control over this machinery is shown by
the importance accruing to the Archon Eponymus, who adjudicated on cases of

7 Cf. Harrison, op. cit., ch. vi.

3 Philochorus, fr. 94: ToUg dppdropag énavaykes d&xeohot Kail Tovg Opyedvag Kai TOUG
opoydhaktag. The further remark, oG yevvitag kaAobpeV may hold good if it merely
records the conception of Philochorus’ time (about 300 B.c.), but the equation OpOYdAOK-
TEG=7Y€EVVNTOL seems inherently absurd, and cannot be taken to shed light on ancient fam-
ily ties. The same would apply to Pollux, viii. 3, where Yevvital and OLOYOAUKTES are
juxtaposed.

Meier, De Gentilitate Attica, p. 11. The original deity of the Apaturia was Apollo. The wor-
ship of an Athéna Phratria on this occasion is not proved for a period earlier than the fourth
century, by which time the two different strata of divinities could easily be associated in a fes-
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tival without any feeling of incongruity.

This test was preserved in the case of the archonship down to the fourth century (Azh. Pol.,
lv. 3: éngpotdOty, 6tav SoKIUAL®OOl, TI¢ GOl TATNP ... KOl Tig TATPOG MATNP . . .
peta 8¢ tavta el Eotiv at® Andirmv Iatpdog kal Zevg Epkelog, kol mov tadto ta
iepd éot).

The names for the other elements vary (I'eopdpot, I'empyoli, Aypoidral, Anpiovpyot,
Entyempdpot), but the contrast between Eupatrids and non-Eupatrids is always brought out
clearly.

Cf. the process by which admission was gained into the gentes patriciae at Rome, who in the
third and fourth centuries of the city formed a politically privileged corporation similar to
that of the Eupatridee at Athens.
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family law. Even the old murder-jurisdiction was transferred to the control of
the Eupatride, for the ‘Areopagus’ Council certainly belonged entirely to this
class; and the same is stated of the &petar and dpvAoPaciieic.” Another
division which has given rise to much perplexity, but is of less fundamental
importance for the proper understanding of early Attica, is that of ¢pvAai,
tp1ttieg, and vavkpopiot. The names of the four dpviai (Fedéovreg,™
Alywkopeig, Apyadeic, OnAnteg) have given rise to a suggestion that here
we have a distribution into castes. But, apart from the fact that a true caste-
system can nowhere be traced in Greece, it is known that Eupatride were
enrolled in each tribe.”

On the other hand, the persistent tradition that these tribes were created by
‘Ton’, or sons of Ton’ bearing the above names, and their recurrence in various
towns of Ionia, show that this division was not primitive, but was introduced
by the ‘lonian’ aristocracy.

Hence, too, the tribal system has been brought into connection with the
GLVOLKIGUOG, which we have already seen to be due to an ‘Tonian’ monarch.
It may be taken to recall a half-way stage between the original multiplicity of
communities and the later concentration into a single state. The four pviai
would then be local divisions,”® which were retained after the complete
OLVOLKIGUOG for administrative purposes. We may conjecturally place the
Aiyikopeic (‘goatherds’) on the uplands of the MeoOyeta;” the Apyadeic
(‘tillers’) in the plain north of Athens; the ‘OnAnteg (‘warriors’) in the
Tetrapolis of Marathon,”” and the I'eéAéovteg in the capital.

The occurrence of tribal deities such as Zgbg I'ehémVv does not prove that
the uAai were essentially a religious organization, for it was a common prac-
tice of Greek corporations to organize a worship of some patron deity, even
where the real object of their combination was of a purely secular character.*®
Similarly, the Roman curiae, in spite of the prevalence of sacra curiae, were orig-
inally a local unit.”

The Tp1TT0G, as the name indicates, is to be regarded as a third part of the
GUAT. Nothing is recorded of its early functions, but if we argue back from the

“ Poll., viii. 111, 125.

“ The variants Tehéovteg and T'edéovteg are ruled out by the recurrence of the form
T'ehéovtec in inscriptions of Cyzicus (C.I1.G. 3663—3665) and Teos (C.1.G. 378, 379), and
of Zevg I'eléwv in C.LA. iii. 2. ['ehéovteg is an Ionic form from YeAAV (Smyth, Ionic
Dialect, § 688), and perhaps o1 moy éeg of Hdt., v. 77.

© Pollux, viii. 111.

“ The division into ITed1€ilg, [TapdAtot, and Atdkpiot, which we meet with in sixch-century
history, seems an informal one.

47 Cf. the Tetplxopot of Marathon (Poll., iv. 105),and the Enakpeig of C.LA., ii. 570 — both

religious survivals.

Notable instances of these ostensibly religious organizations are the MovG€iov of Athens

and Alexandria, and the Greek tradesmen’s guilds.

¥ Cf. Greenidge, Roman Public Life, . i., § 4, p. 41.
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TPLTTVG, as organized by Kleisthenés,”® we may infer that its prototype was
likewise a military unit, composing one-third of the tribal levy.

The forty eight vavkpoplot are naturally conceived of as subdivisions of
the Tp1TTVG. Their military character is proved by the fact that each of these
units had to supply one ship for the fleet, a number of horsemen,”" and pre-
sumably a quota of foot-soldiers for the army. The commanding vavkpapot,”
or TPLTAVELG TOV VALKPAP®V, are found exercising a command at the time
of Kylon’s conspiracy (about 630 B.C.), and no doubt served as captains of their
ships.

Whatever need Attica may have had of a land-militia, there can be little
doubt that in the earliest period following the Dorian invasion the fleet was
often in requisition. After the breakdown of the Minoan thalassocracy the
entire Agean Sea was infested with pirates, such as the Karians and
Pheenicians, whose presence Thukydidés attests;® and Athens certainly took
her part in policing the Saronic Gulf as a member of the Kalaurian League;™
her men-of-war are frequently depicted on the Dipylon vases of the ninth and
eighth centuries. In later times the need of this protecting squadron may have
grown less, when the navies of Megara, Agina, Chalkis, and Eretria effectually
cleared the Agean of foreign corsairs. We may suppose that the Naukrari of
the seventh century seldom saw any active naval service.

The military functions of the Naukraries have been obscured by a fourth-
century version’> which is followed by the later antiquarians. On the strength
of some fragments of Solonian law, in which the Naukrari are represented as
levying contributions and disbursing public money, they have been taken for
exchequer officials. No doubt such duties fell to their lot: indeed, in pre-
Solonian times taxation must chiefly have consisted of war contributions. But
at this stage of Athenian development the financial duties can only have been
incidental. The relation of the vovkpapia to the dTHOG is not easy to estab-
lish. Though the latter unit was not made use of for political purposes till the
end of the sixth century, there is evidence of its existence before this date,’® and
the elaborate organization and religious associations of many demes point to a
high antiquity. As their number (not less than 100, perhaps much more) was
far greater than that of the vavkpopiol, we may suppose that the dfjplot,

% Tt seems safe to assume that if Kleisthenés had changed the functions of the Tp1TT0G he would

have changed the name; to act otherwise would have been to court confusion.

Pollux, viii. 100, assigns two horsemen to each vovkpapia. A total of ninety-six horse for
the whole of Attica seems much too small. Hence the reading 800 looks like a mistake for
d£Ka, or some such number.

The name is now generally interpreted as ‘ship’s-captains’ or ‘ship-furnishers’ (vodg
Kpoive).

> Thuc., i. 4-8.

4 Strabo, viii., p. 374.

> Ath. Pol., 8, § 3: vaOKPOPLOV GpyT) TETAYLEVN TPOG TE TAG Eloddpag Kol Tag dandvag.
¢ Cf Hd., i. 60, and ix. 73: ps.-Plat., Hipparchus, 228 D.

51

52
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though constituting an important aggregate in the estimation of their inhabi-
tants, appeared to the central government too small a unit to take into
account.

If we now review the political and social organization of early Attica, we find
an immigrant ‘Tonian’ nobility overlaid upon a nucleus of autochthonous
Athenians. By their control of a government centralized to an unusual degree,
and, above all, of the State religion, the former constitute an oligarchy of the
most rigid type, and of popular institutions there exists as yet no trace.

Under such conditions it is inevitable that class opposition should sooner or
later arise, and herein the condition of Athens differed little from that of many
other Greek cities on a similar plane of evolution. The trouble was aggravated
in the case of Attica by economic difficulties, which among the more progres-
sive mercantile communities found a natural solution in colonial emigration.
It is not, therefore, surprising that an ambitious noble should have taken
advantage of the internal disorders of his city to try and establish himself as its
despot.

Late in the sixth century’’ an aristocrat named Kylén, who already stood in
high honour as a winner at the Olympian games, and had seen his father-in-
law Theagenés make a successful bid for absolute power at Megara, laid a plot
to siege the Athenian Acropolis on a festival day, when the chances of a sur-
prise were not unfavourable. In this way the citadel fell easily enough into the
hands of the conspirators; but Kylén had made the mistake of using a
Megarian force to back him in his enterprise. Accordingly, instead of hailing
him as a deliverer, the Athenian people promptly rallied to repel what they
regarded as a foreign invasion. By maintaining a vigorous blockade, they soon
reduced the garrison to sore straits. Kylon himself escaped, but most of his
party finally renounced the defence, and took sanctuary in the temple of
Athéné Polias. Their treacherous slaughter by the leaders of the besieging
force’® brought upon the city the taint of blood-guiltiness and visitations of
the plague. The pollution was removed from the community by the elaborate
purification ceremonies dictated by a Cretan ‘holy man’ named Epimenidés;
but the noble family of the Alkmzdnids,”” who through the archon Megaklés

The date of Kyldn’s victory is given by Eusebius (i. 198) as 640. His conspiracy must have
fallen within one of the subsequent Olympiac years. Since Kylon thought that his prestige as
a victor would count for much, it seems preferable to make his treason follow soon upon his
success at the games — i.c., in 636 or 632. Cf. J. H. Wright, The Date of Cylon (Boston, 1892);
Busolt, Gr. Gesch., i., p. 670, n. 10.

The officers who actually conducted the military operations are vaguely referred to in Thuk.
i., 120, as ol émiteTpappévol TV Gviakny; Hde., v. 71, only mentions TPLTAVELG TOV
VOUKPAp®V, but the responsibility for the murder seems to have attached to the chief archon
Megaklés.

The Alkmeaonide, like certain other great houses at Athens, claimed descent from old Attic
heroes, and were always anxious to disavow connection with the Ionian new-comers. This
aversion has inspired Herodotus in certain passages (i. 143; v. 69), which are generally
assumed to reproduce their family traditions.

11
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had taken a leading part in the act of sin, was condemned to exile, and for long
after regarded as under a curse.

Another consequence of Kylon’s abortive attempt consisted in a partial
concession of rights to the people on the part of the alarmed aristocracy.
Towards the end of the century® a junior archon named Drako was commis-
sioned to codify and set forth in writing the body of ‘ordinances” which hith-
erto had been kept secret by the ruling classes. This exclusive knowledge of the
country’s laws,®" coupled with the religious sanction by which they could
enforce their decisions, gave the Eupatride a mastery over the whole commu-
nity which practically knew no limits. This arbitrary control over the springs
of justice constituted one of the worst grievances of the early Greek commoner,
for it deprived him of all security as to property and person. Though Drako’s
code of laws may have seemed excessively harsh to fourth-century orators, the
mere publication of such a code was an act of mercy to the oppressed classes,
since at least it enabled them to ascertain the limits of their liability.®

Drako’s codification came too late to cope with the evils which the days of
unwritten law had engendered. The economic position especially had become irre-
trievably unsound, and before long the need of a more thorough reform became
evident. Under these conditions the legislator Solon swept away most of Drako’s
code, and left nothing standing except the venerable murder-laws.” In fact, the
work of Drako was obscured so effectually that later politicians could trade on the
general ignorance by promulgating new ‘constitutions’ under Drako’s name.**

APPENDIX

THE above account follows the received tradition in ascribing to Drako nothing but a
codification of existing laws. This view is founded upon the explicit statement of

In spite of their proud isolation these autochthonous grandees managed to maintain them-
selves in the forefront of State politics (Hdt., vi. 125).

The friction between these different strata of nobility was undoubtedly one of the chief deter-
minants of Athenian policy during the sixth and early fifth centuries, and family feeling may
well have had a share in shaping Kleisthenés’ constitution. Even in the days of full democracy
the Alkmeaonids reckoned themselves in a class apart from the Eupatridae (Isoct., De Big., § 25).

The date inferred from Azh. Pol., 4, § 1, is 621. It is natural to refer Drako’s laws to the period
after Kylon’s conspiracy, hence that event can hardly be placed later than 624.

For the irresponsible character of the judgments delivered by the early kings and nobles, ¢f.
Hom., I/. xvi. 384—388, and Hesiod, Epya, 213-285.

The first written code among the Greeks, published by Zaleukus for Lokri, dates from about
660 B.Cc. — not very long before Drako. Many Greek cities can hardly have had any written
laws until after the age of the tyrants.

In Rome the publication of the jus civile and dies fasti by the scribe Cn. Flavius in 304 con-
fessedly dealt a severe blow to the power of the nobles, who had hitherto contrived through
their pontifices and preetors to administer the law to suit their own interests (Liv., ix. 46).
Drako is said by some authorities to have created the Epheta (Poll., viii. 125). But it is more
likely that he merely regulated their functions.

See below.

61
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Aristotle (Politics, ii. 12), who in this passage is clearly using a definite piece of knowl-
edge to correct certain cutrent mistakes concerning Drako.

At first sight this opinion might seem to have been refuted once for all by c. 4 of the
Ath. Pol., which gives a detailed exposition of a ‘constitution of Drako’. But apart from
the fact that the Politics have proved a thoroughly trustworthy treatise, whereas the
Ath. Pol. has used good and bad sources somewhat indiscriminately, a closer inspection
of the chapter shows that its statements are open to the gravest objection.

In passing from c. 3 to c. 4 of the treatise we are plunged straight out of the most
primitive type of oligarchy into a highly artificial ‘mixed constitution’, such as could
only have been evolved in days of ripe political reflection.

Among the anachronisms with which the chapter abounds we may mention (1) the
oTpatnyol and TPLTAVEIC; (2) the d1€yyYONGIC and e0BOVA of magistrates; (3) the
money qualifications and financial provisos (00G1av dropaivovteg Elevbépay, etc.)
in an age when coinage had certainly not yet crossed the Agean, and wealth must have
been expressed in terms of cattle and the like; (4) the numbers and other details of the
BovAn (the odd voter annexed to the round 400, so as to prevent a tie on a division,
implying a large experience of ‘parliamentary procedure’); (5) the preferment of
gloayyelial by private citizens; (6) the plentiful use of highly technical phraseology,
and the absence of those archaisms which abound in Solon’s laws.

The negative evidence against c. 4. is equally strong. We may notice more particu-
larly (1) the absence of that semi-religious organization into Yévn which in those days
was a fundamental fact in Attic politics; (2) the complete silence in which the agrarian
question is passed over, though in Drako’s days the problem must already have been
acute.

In the face of this overwhelming array of objections, the only positive argument
which might be advanced in support of the chapter is the fact that there are references
to it in other parts of the treatise.

These references, however, may well have been interpolated by editors and tran-
scribers to avoid obvious discrepancies; at all events, their evidence is clearly not in
itself strong enough to outweigh the fundamental difficulties which the chapter
presents.

It remains to explain from what sources this passage may have been derived.

According to one hypothesis it ultimately rests on some fragments of genuine
Drakontian statutes discovered by the revising committee created after the revolution
of the Four Hundred, or the Tyranny of the Thirty. But (1) it is extremely doubtful
whether any records of Drako’s or Solon’s constitution survived the destruction of
Athens in 480—479. (2) Such a large document could hardly have remained unnoticed
in the whole of the fifth century. (3) Even if the editors of these fragments were to be
held responsible for the modern wording of c. 4, a genuine Drakontian fragment could
not resemble the Azh. Pol. version even in substance.

Wilamowitz (Arist. u. Athen, 1.165) would make Theramenés the author in the
political crisis of autumn 404. And there is indeed a striking resemblance between
some of the enactments in. c. 4 and those in ¢. 29 embodying the ideal constitution
of Theramenés — e.g., the hoplite basis of citizenship, the rotation of offices among
all eligible citizens. Moreover, Theramenés ostensibly tried to reinstate an ‘ancestral’
constitution.

But (1) it is hard to see how such a forgery could have survived the scrutiny of the
vopoBétat, especially that of the board of 403, which was specially commissioned to

13
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sift the mass of laws ascribed to Drako and Solon (Andok., De Mysz., §§ 81-83). (2)
The return to Drako’s laws was hardly contemplated by the moderate section under
Theramenés, whose ideal was rather to be found in Kleisthenés (Ath. Pol., c. xxviii.).
The same objections apply to Theramenés’ colleague Andron (father of the atthidogra-
pher Androtion).

Again, the forgery might be ascribed to Nikomachus, whom Lysias (c. Nicom.)
accuses of tampering with the old statutes, or to one of his fellow drafting-clerks. But
the charges in the above-mentioned oration carry little weight, and are belied by all
we know of the circumstances under which statutes were revised, such transcrip-
tions always being carefully controlled (Andok., foc. cit.; Reinach, Epigraphie Grecque,
p. 306 /7).

Though the revisions of the statute-books would pretty certainly have rendered
impossible the survival of a barefaced forgery they failed to create any clear notions as
to the real nature of Drako’s code. It is well known that in the fourth century all sorts
of institutions were ascribed to Solon. The like applies to Drako, who disputes some
enactments with his more famous successor (e.g., the vopog apylog — Plut., Sol., 17;
Pollux, Onom. , viii. 42).

These circumstances may well have led a political speculator of the fourth century to
compose a ‘Constitution of Drako’, which by chance or intention came to be incorpo-
rated in the Atthides, and hence into the Azh. Pol. We may go further, and attribute
the authorship to a writer of the Isokratean school. For (1) Azh. Pol. is largely based on
such authorities; (2) the “Theramenic’ features of c. 4 would most naturally survive,
like other parts of that statesman’s programme, among this group of writers; (3) the
important part assigned to the Areopagus accords well with Isokratés’ favourite doc-
trines; (4) finance was specially attractive to some fourth-century writers like
Androtion; (5) Isokratés sought his ideal in a pre-Solonian constitution (Isokr., Panath.,
§ 108 f1); (6) the whole chapter in Azh. Pol. resembles rather the lucubration of a pro-
fessor than a document to be discussed by men of affairs.

It is noticeable that c. 4 of the Azh. Pol. is never quoted by other ancient authorities.
Possibly it stood condemned in early times, and was passed over by the later compilers.

14



2 [XT]

SOLONIAN LAWS AND
CONSTITUTION

[IT is important, before considering the complicated details of Solon’s reforms, to point
out the sources from which information is derived. In the first place, it is clear that
there existed in the fifth and fourth centuries no real tradition as to the actual provi-
sions. Had such existed there would either have been no serious difference of opinion,
or else the disputants would undoubtedly have appealed to that tradition. Now, firstly,
there is no such appeal, and, secondly, there are most important differences of view
among fourth-century authorities — e.g., concerning (1) the Seisachtheia, between the
author of the Athenaion Politeia and Androtion (see below); (2) the coinage reform; (3)
the respective qualifications of the second and third classes. Further, the Azh. Pol.
endeavours to elucidate problems by inferences from Solon’s poems, or by mere proba-
bility, rather than by appeal to tradition.

Another source would be the laws of Solon. In the fourth century there were
undoubtedly genuine Solonian laws in existence. But the laws relating to the
Seisachtheia were dead; only a few of the agrarian and constitutional laws (if any) were
still in operation.

The main source is, therefore, Solon’s poems, fragments of which are preserved in the
Ath. Pol. (c. 12). In general it is important to notice that Grote’s views (e.g., as to the
Seisachtheia) must be reconsidered in the light of the Azh. Pol., which, as will appear
in the notes, differs not only from Androtion (as to the Seisachtheia), but also from
nearly all previous authorities in respect of the coinage reform. — Ep.]

WE now approach a new ara in Grecian history — the first known example of
a genuine and disinterested constitutional reform, and the first foundation-
stone of that great fabric which afterwards became the type of democracy in
Greece. The archonship of the Eupatrid Solon dates in 594 B.c., thirty years
after that of Drako, and about eighteen years after the conspiracy of Kylon
(assuming the latter event to be correctly placed, 612 B.c.).'

[The Kylonian conspiracy is generally dated 632 B.c. Kylon, who had married the daughter
of Theagenés, tyrant of Megara, attempted (probably with Megarian support) to become
tyrant in Athens, but was defeated and treacherously slain with his followers. No doubt this
was one of the causes of the Megarian War, which contributed to increase the economic dis-
tress in Attica by interfering with Athenian trade.

The year of Solon’s archonship is probably either 594—593 or 592—-591; the former is the
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The lives of Solon by Plutarch and by Diogenés (especially the former) are
our principal sources of information [but see above — Eb.] respecting this
remarkable man; and while we thank them for what they have told us, it is
impossible to avoid expressing disappointment that they have not told us
more. For Plutarch certainly had before him both the original poems, and the
original laws, of Solon, and the few transcripts, which he gives from one or the
other, form the principal charm of his biography. But such valuable materials
ought to have been made available to a more instructive result than that which
he has brought out. There is hardly anything more to be deplored, amidst the
lost treasures of the Grecian mind, than the poems of Solon, for we see by the
remaining fragments that they contained notices of the public and social phe-
nomena before him, which he was compelled attentively to study — blended
with the touching expression of his own personal feelings, in the post alike
honourable and difficult, to which the confidence of his countrymen had
exalted him.

Solon, son of Exekestidés, was a Eupatrid of middling fortune,” but of the
purest heroic blood, belonging to the family of the Kodrids and Neleids, and
tracing his origin to the god Poseidon. His father is said to have diminished
his substance by prodigality, which compelled Solon in his eatlier years to have
recourse to trade, and in this pursuit he visited many parts of Greece and Asia.
He was thus enabled to enlarge the sphere of his observation, and to provide
material for thought as well as for composition. His poetical talents displayed
themselves at a very early age, first on light, afterwards on serious, subjects. It
will be recollected that there was at that time no Greek prose-writing, and that
the acquisitions as well as the effusions of an intellectual man, even in their
simplest form, adjusted themselves not to the limitations of the period and the
semicolon, but to those of the hexameter and pentameter. Nor in point of fact
do the verses of Solon aspire to any higher effect than we are accustomed to
associate with an earnest, touching, and admonitory prose composition. The
advice and appeals which he frequently addressed to his countrymen’ were
delivered in this easy metre, doubtless far less difficult than the elaborate
prose of subsequent writers or speakers, such as Thukydidés, Isokratés, or
Démosthenés. His poetry and his reputation became known throughout many
parts of Greece, so that he was classed along with Thalés of Milétus, Bias of
Priéné, Pittakus of Mityléné, Periander of Corinth, Kleobulus of Lindus,
Cheilén of Lacedemon — altogether forming the constellation afterwards
renowned as the seven wise men.

more likely, though it is held that his reforms probably extended over more than a year, and
that he held an extraordinary office for the purpose of completing the work. Professor Case
(Class. Rev., October, 1888, pp. 240, 241) holds that the constitutional laws were passed
about 570, but see Busolt, ii., 2nd ed., p. 259. — Ep.]

Plutarch, Solon, i.; Diogen Laért. iii. 1; Aristot., Polit., iv. 9, 10.
Plutarch, Solon, v.

N
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The first particular event in respect to which Solon appears as an active
politician is the possession of the island of Salamis, then disputed between
Megara and Athens. Megara was at that time able to contest with Athens, and
for some time to contest with success, the occupation of this important island.
It appears that the Megarians had actually established themselves in Salamis,
at the time when Solon began his political career, and that the Athenians had
experienced so much loss in the struggle as to have formally prohibited any
citizen from ever submitting a proposition for its reconquest. Stung with this
dishonourable abnegation, Solon counterfeited a state of ecstatic excitement,
rushed into the agora, and there on the stone usually occupied by the official
herald, pronounced to the surrounding crowd a short elegiac poem" which he
had previously composed on the subject of Salamis. Enforcing upon them the
disgrace of abandoning the island, he wrought so powerfully upon their feel-
ings, that they rescinded the prohibitory law: ‘Rather (he exclaimed) would I
forfeit my native city and become a citizen of Pholegandrus, than be still
named an Athenian, branded with the shame of surrendered Salamis!” The
Athenians again entered into the war, and conferred upon him the command of
it — partly, as we are told, at the instigation of Peisistratus, though the latter
must have been at this time (600—594 B.C.) a very young man, or rather a boy.”

In addition to the conquest of Salamis, Solon increased his reputation by
espousing the cause of the Delphian temple against the extortionate proceed-
ings of the inhabitants of Kirrha [for which see full text, part ii., chap. iii.,
p- 51]; and the favour of the oracle was probably not without its effect in
procuring for him that encouraging prophecy with which his legislative career
opened.

S

Plutarch, Solon, viii. It was a poem of 100 lines, Y0PLEVTOG TAVL TETOINUEVADV.

Diogenés tells us that ‘Solon read the verses to the people through the medium of the her-
ald’ — a statement not less deficient in taste than in accuracy, and which spoils the whole
effect of the vigorous exordium, ADTOC KTjpvE AoV & ipepthic Talapivog, etc.
Plutarch, / c.; Diogen. Laért, i. 47. Both Herodotus (i. 59) and some authors read by Plutarch
ascribed to Peisistratus an active part in the war against the Megarians, and even the capture
of Nisea, the port of Megara. Now the first usurpation of Peisistratus was in 560 B.C., and we
can hardly believe that he can have been prominent and renowned in a war no less than forty
years before.

[If the recovery of Salamis be dated as above, unquestionably Peisistratus cannot have been
old enough to take any prominent part (¢f. Azh. Pol., c. 17). Bury (History of Greece, p. 191),
however, assigns the capture of Salamis roughly to 569 B.c., when the power of Megara had
declined, and Solon, having returned from his travels, perceived that the moment had arrived
for a decisive step. This date, of course, solves the difficulty as to Peisistratus’s share in the
action taken. Further, the success of Solon’s unconstitutional method of arousing Athenian
spirit is, perhaps, less surprising at this time than had it taken place before his legislation —
as Grote states. A comparison of Azh. Pol., c. 17, and c. 14 seems to show that there were two
wars against Megara, one (perhaps to recapture Nisaa, the port of Megara) in 570—565, in
which Peisistratus gained glory, the other in 600 (?) (for the recovery of Salamis — i.e., the
one to which Solon’s great poem necessarily belongs), in which Peisistratus cannot have taken
part. — Ep.]
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It is on the occasion of Solon’s legislation that we obtain our first glimpse —
unfortunately but a glimpse — of the actual state of Attica and its inhabitants.

Violent dissensions prevailed among the inhabitants of Attica, who were
separated into three factions — the Pedieis, or men of the plain, comprising
Athens, Eleusis, and the neighbouring territory, among whom the greatest
number of rich families were included; the mountaineers in the east and north
of Attica, called Diakrii, who were on the whole the poorest party; and the
Paralii in the southern portion of Attica from sea to sea, whose means and
social position were intermediate between the two. Upon what particular
points these intestine disputes turned we are not distinctly informed. They
were not, however, peculiar to the period immediately preceding the archon-
tate of Solon. They had prevailed before, and they reappear afterwards prior to
the despotism of Peisistratus; the latter standing forward as the leader of the
Diakrii, and as champion, real or pretended, of the poorer population.

But in the time of Solon these intestine quarrels were aggravated by some-
thing much more difficult to deal with — a general mutiny of the poorer pop-
ulation against the rich, resulting from misery combined with oppression. The
Thétes, whose condition we find described in the poems of Homer and Hesiod,
are now presented to us as forming the bulk of the population of Attica — the
cultivating tenants, métayers, and small proprietors of the country. They are
exhibited as weighed down by debts and dependence, and driven in large num-
bers into slavery — the whole mass of them being in debt to the rich, who were
proprietors of the greater part of the soil.®

All the calamitous effects were here seen of the old harsh law of debtor and
creditor — once prevalent in Greece, Italy, Asia, and a large portion of the
world — combined with the recognition of slavery as a legitimate status, and
of the right of one man to sell himself as well as that of another man to buy
him. Every debtor unable to fulfil his contract was liable to be adjudged as the
slave of his creditor, until he could find means either of paying it or working it
out; and not only he himself, but his minor sons and unmarried daughters and

Plutarch, Solon, 13. [There has been much discussion as to the Hektémori (‘men of the sixth
part’), who were certainly the distressed class in Attica. Three explanations are given: (1)
labourers who received one-sixth of the produce as wages; (2) tenants who paid five-sixths as
rent; (3) tenants who paid one-sixth as rent. The first two are improbable. In a country like
Attica no one could have lived on so small a pittance. The last is most probable, and fits in
with the statement that all the land was in the hands of a few. There seems no adequate rea-
son to believe (e.g., with Gilbert, Gk Const. Antig., Eng. trans., p. 117 note) that the last
interpretation does not explain the misery which prevailed. The soil of Attica was not rich,
and agriculture was probably very backward. One or two bad harvests would compel the
Hektémor (who probably had no reserve) to become indebted to the capitalist, who naturally
came to absorb the small holdings. The whole difficulty lay in the fact that the small tenants
had no recuperative power; once in debt they were helpless — lost their land and their per-
sonal freedom. This is perhaps corroborated by the fact that at the present day the tenant-
farmers of Thessaly (the most fertile land in Greece) pay only one-third as rent. — ED.]
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sisters also, whom the law gave him the power of selling.” The poor man thus
borrowed upon the security of his body (to translate literally the Greek phrase)
and upon that of the persons in his family. So severely had these oppressive
contracts been enforced, that many debtors had been reduced to slavery in
Attica itself, many others had been sold for exportation, and some had only
hitherto preserved their own freedom by selling their children. Moreover, a
great number of the smaller properties in Attica were under mortgage,” signi-
fied (according to the formality usual in the Attic law, and continued down
throughout the historical times) by a stone pillar erected on the land, inscribed
with the name of the lender and the amount of the loan. The proprietors of
these mortgaged lands, in case of an unfavourable turn of events, had no other
prospect except that of irremediable slavery for themselves and their families.
Some had fled the country to escape legal adjudication of their persons, and
earned a miserable subsistence in foreign parts by degrading occupations.
Upon several, too, this deplorable lot had fallen by unjust condemnation and
corrupt judges; the conduct of the rich, in regard to money sacred and profane,
in regard to matters public as well as private, being thoroughly unprincipled
and rapacious.

The manifold and long-continued suffering of the poor under this system,
plunged into a state of debasement not more tolerable than that of the
Gallic plebs’ — and the injustices of the rich in whom all political power
was then vested — are facts well attested by the poems of Solon himself,
even in the short fragments preserved to us. It appears that immediately
preceding the time of his archonship, the evils had ripened to such a point

So the Frisii, when unable to pay the tribute imposed by the Roman Empire, ‘primo boves
ipsos, mox agros, postremo corpora conjugum et liberorum, servitio tradebant’ (Tacit.,
Annal., iv. 72).

By almost all modern historians the word 8pot is interpreted (as above) ‘mortgage-pillars’.
Now these undoubtedly existed in the time of Demosthenes, but none have been found ear-
lier than 400. To suppose that Solon’s reforms were so successful that no landowner was dri-
ven to mortgage his land for nearly two centuries of internal and external strife is a large
hypothesis. Again, (1) no ancient authorities describe Solon’s §pot in this sense; (2) the sys-
tem of mortgage belongs to a stage in economic development much in advance of the early
sixth century when payment was made in kind; (3) Solon calls himself a §pog in the last line
of the poem. But further, if, as has been held above, the Hektémors were not freeholders, but
tenants, it follows that mortgaging was impossible. The §pog, then, is a symbol not of mort-
gage but of ownership; the landowners had extended their private TELLEVT (estates) over the
land. This process was accomplished, no doubt, largely by the aid of the Eupatrid monopoly
in the law-courts, where the old families, as at a similar period in Roman history, had great
power owing to their control of religious ceremonial and their wealth. (See H. Sidgwick in
Class. Rev., 1894, pp. 296, 297, on the harshness of the judges.) The abolition of this reli-
gious vested interest was one of the main features of the Kleisthenean legislation. By check-
ing this system of encroachment Solon freed the land, which had become ‘enslaved’, and
became a ‘boundary-stone’ against further acquisition by the wealthy (6povg dveilov
moAhayn Tennyodtag and §pog katéstnV). — Ep.

7 Ceesar, Bell. Gall., vi. 13.

19



HISTORY OF GREECE

— and the determination of the mass of sufferers, to extort for themselves some
mode of relief, had become so pronounced — that the existing laws could no
longer be enforced. Such was the condition of things in 594 B.c., through
mutiny of the depressed classes and uneasiness of the middling citizens, that
the governing oligarchy were obliged to invoke the well-known wisdom and
integrity of Solon. Though his vigorous protest (which doubtless rendered him
acceptable to the mass of the people) against the iniquity of the existing sys-
tem, had already been proclaimed in his poems — they still hoped that he
would serve as an auxiliary to help them over their difficulties. They therefore
chose him, nominally as archon along with Philombrotus, but with power in
substance dictatorial.

It had happened in several Grecian states, that the governing oligarchies,
either by quarrels among their own members, or by the general bad condition
of the people under their government, were deprived of that hold upon the
public mind which was essential to their power. Sometimes (as in the case of
Pittakus of Mityléné anterior to the archonship of Solon, and often in the fac-
tions of the Italian republics in the middle ages) the collision of opposing
forces had rendered society intolerable, and driven all parties to acquiesce in
the choice of some reforming dictator. Usually, however, in the early Greek oli-
garchies, this ultimate crisis was anticipated by some ambitious individual,
who availed himself of the public discontent to overthrow the oligarchy and
usurp the powers of a despot. And so probably it might have happened in
Athens, had not the recent failure of Kylon, with all its miserable conse-
quences, operated as a deterring motive. It is curious to read, in the words of
Solon himself, the temper in which his appointment was construed by a large
portion of the community, but most especially by his own friends, bearing in
mind that at this early day, so far as our knowledge goes, democratical govern-
ment was a thing unknown in Greece — all Grecian governments were either
oligarchical or despotic, the mass of the freemen having not yet tasted of con-
stitutional privilege. His own friends and supporters were the first to urge
him, while redressing the prevalent discontents, to multiply partisans for him-
self personally, and seize the supreme power. They even ‘chid him as a mad-
man for declining to haul up the net when the fish were already enmeshed’."
The mass of the people, in despair with their lot, would gladly have seconded
him in such an attempt, while many even among the oligarchy might have
acquiesced in his personal government, from the mere apprehension of some-
thing worse if they resisted it. That Solon might easily have made himself

19" See Plutarch, Solon, 14, and, above all, the trochaic tetrameters of Solon himself, addressed to
Phokus, Fr., 24—26, Schneidewin:

Ok €dpv Zorwv Padbdpwv, ovde Povinelg avnp,
EcOLa yap g0 8160vtog, avtog odk £6éEato.
ITepiparav & dypav, dyacOeic odk dvécoTacey péya
Aixtoov, Bupod 0 apopti Kol ppevdv drocdarelg.
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despot admits of little doubt. Nothing but the combination of prudence and
virtue, which marks his lofty character, restricted him within the trust spe-
cially confided to him. To the surprise of everyone — to the dissatisfaction of
his own friends — under the complaints alike (as he says) of various extreme
and dissentient parties who required him to adopt measures fatal to the peace
of society, he set himself honestly to solve the problem.

Of all grievances the most urgent was the condition of the debtors. To their
relief Solon’s first measure, the Seisachtheia,'' or shaking off of burthens, was
directed. The relief which it afforded was complete and immediate. It can-
celled at once all those contracts in which the debtor had borrowed on the
security either of his person or of his land; it forbad all future loans or contracts
in which the person of the debtor was pledged as security; it deprived the cred-
itor in future of all power to imprison or enslave, or extort work from his
debtor, and confined him to an effective judgment at law authorizing the
seizure of the property of the latter. It liberated and restored to their full rights
all debtors actually in slavery under previous legal adjudication; and it even
provided the means (we do not know how) of repurchasing in foreign lands,
and bringing back to a renewed life of liberty in Attica, many insolvents who
had been sold for exportation.'” And while Solon forbad every Athenian to
pledge or sell his own person into slavery, he took a step farther in the same
direction by forbidding him to pledge or sell his son, his daughter, or an
unmarried sister under his tutelage — excepting only the case in which either
of the latter might be detected in unchastity."

By this extensive measure the poor debtors — the Thétes, small tenants and
proprietors — together with their families, were rescued from suffering and
peril. But these were not the only debtors in the State; the creditors and land-
lords of the exonerated Thétes were doubtless in their turn debtors to others,
and were less able to discharge their obligations in consequence of the loss
inflicted upon them by the Seisachtheia. It was to assist these wealthier
debtors, whose bodies were in no danger — yet without exonerating them
entirely — that Solon resorted to the additional expedient of debasing the
money standard.'* He lowered the standard of the drachma in a proportion
something more than 25 per cent., so that 100 drachmas of the new standard
contained no more silver than 73 of the old, or 100 of the old were equivalent

For the Seisachtheia, see appendix to this chapter. — Ep.

2 See Ath. Pol., c. 12; also Plutarch, Solon, c. 15. — Eb.

Plutarch, Solon, c. 23: compare c. 13. The statement in Sextus Empiricus (Pyrrhon., Hypot., iii.
24, 211) that Solon enacted a law permitting fathers to kill (poveO€LV) their children cannot
be true, and must be copied from some untrustworthy authority. Compare Dionys., Hal., A.
R., ii. 26, where Dionysius contrasts the prodigious extent of the parria potestas among the
early Romans, with the restrictions which all the Greek legislators alike — Solon, Pittakus,
Charondas — either found or introduced; he says, however, that the Athenian father was per-
mitted to disinherit legitimate male children, which does not seem to be correct.

See appendix to this chapter. — ED.
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to 138 of the new. By this change the creditors of these more substantial
debtors were obliged to submit to a loss, while the debtors acquired an exemp-
tion to the extent of about 27 per cent."”

Lastly, Solon decreed that all those who had been condemned by the archons
to atimy (civil disfranchisement) should be restored to their full privileges of
citizens — excepting, however, from this indulgence those who had been con-
demned by the Ephete, or by the Areopagus, or by the Phylo-Basileis (the four
kings of the tribes), after trial in the Prytaneium, on charges either of murder
or treason.'® So wholesale a measure of amnesty affords strong grounds for
believing that the previous judgments of the archons had been intolerably
harsh; and it is to be recollected that the Drakonian ordinances were then in
force.

Such were the measures of relief with which Solon met the dangerous dis-
content then prevalent. That the wealthy men and leaders of the people —
whose insolence and iniquity he has himself severely denounced in his
poems, and whose views in nominating him he had greatly disappointed'’ —
should have detested propositions which robbed them without compensation
of many legal rights, it is easy to imagine. But the statement of Plutarch,
that the poor emancipated debtors were also dissatisfied, from having
expected that Solon would not only remit their debts, but also redivide the
soil of Attica, seems utterly incredible; nor is it confirmed by any passage
now remaining of the Solonian poems.'® Plutarch conceives the poor debtors
as having in their minds the comparison with Lykurgus and the equality of
property at Sparta, which (as I have already endeavoured to show)" is a fic-
tion; and even had it been true as matter of history long past and antiquated,
would not have been likely to work upon the minds of the multitude of
Attica in the forcible way that the biographer supposes. The Seisachtheia
must have exasperated the feelings and diminished the fortunes of many per-
sons; but it gave to the large body of Thétes and small proprietors all that
they could possibly have hoped. We are told that after a short interval it
become eminently acceptable in the general public mind, and procured for

Plutarch, Solon, c. 15. See the full exposition given of this debasement of the coinage in
Boeckh’s Mezrologie, c. ix., p. 115.

Boeckh thinks (c. xv., § 2) that Solon not only debased the coin, but also altered the
weights and measures. I dissent from his opinion on this latter point, and have given my rea-
sons for so doing in a review of his valuable treatise in the Classical Museum, No. 1. [G. E.
Hill, Num. Chron., 1897, pp. 284-292. — Eb.]

Plutarch, Solon, c. 19. In the general restoration of exiles throughout the Greek cities, pro-
claimed first by order of Alexander the Great, afterwards by Polyperchon, exception is made
of men exiled for sacrilege or homicide (Diodor., xvii. 109; xviii. 8—46).

Plutarch, Solon, c. 15. 003& HOAUK®G, OVF LTEIKOV TOIG OLVAREVOLS, 0VOE TPOG
fdoviv TV Elopévev, £0eTo ToLG vOpoULG, etc.

' Plutarch, Solon, c. 16.

Full text, part ii., c. vi. — Eb.
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Solon a great increase of popularity — all ranks concurring in a common sac-
rifice of thanksgiving and harmony.”

In regard to the whole measure of the Seisachtheia, indeed, though the
poems of Solon were open to everyone, ancient authors gave different state-
ments both of its purport and of its extent. Most of them construed it as hav-
ing cancelled indiscriminately all money contracts; while Androtion and
others thought that it did nothing more than lower the rate of interest and
depreciate the currency to the extent of 27 per cent., leaving the letter of the
contracts unchanged. How Androtion came to maintain such an opinion we
cannot easily understand.”" For the fragments now remaining from Solon dis-
tinctly refute it, though, on the other hand, they do not go so far as to sub-
stantiate the full extent of the opposite view entertained by many writers —
that all money contracts indiscriminately were rescinded:*” against which there
is also a farther reason, that if the fact had been so, Solon could have had no
motive to debase the money standard. Such debasement supposes that there
must have been some debtors at least whose contracts remained valid, and
whom, nevertheless, he desired partially to assist. His poems distinctly men-
tion three things: (1) the removal of the boundary-stones; (2) the enfranchise-
ment of the land; (3) the protection, liberation, and restoration of the persons
of endangered or enslaved debtors. All these expressions point distinctly to the
Thétes and small [tenants], whose sufferings and peril were the most urgent,
and whose case required a remedy immediate as well as complete. We find that
his repudiation of debts was carried far enough to exonerate them, but no
farther.

It seems to have been the respect entertained for the character of Solon

Plutarch, /. ¢. §0vcdv t€ Kowvy, TetodyHeiav v Buciov dvoudlovieg, etc.

See appendix to this chapter. — ED.

Plutarch, Solon, c. 15. The statement of Dionysius of Halic. in regard to the bearing of the
Seisachtheia is in the main accurate — Y pe®v Apectv yndroopévny Toig anodpoig (v. 65)
— to the debtors who were liable on the security of their bodies and their lands, and who were
chiefly poor — not to all debtors.

Herakleidés Pontic. (IToAtt., c. I) and Dio Chrysostom (Or., xxxi., p. 331) express them-
selves loosely.

Both Wachsmuth (Hell. Alterth., v. i., p. 259) and K. E. Hermann (G7. Staats Alter., § 106)
quote the Heliastic oath and its energetic protest against repudiation, as evidence of the bear-
ing of the Solonian Seisachtheia. But that oath is referable only to a later period; it cannot be
produced in proof of any matter applicable to the time of Solon; the mere mention of the
Boulé of Five Hundred in it shows that it belongs to times subsequent to the Kleisthenean
revolution. Nor does the passage from Plato (Legg., iii., p. 684) apply to the case.

Both Wachsmuth and Hermann appear to me to narrow too much the extent of Solon’s
measure in reference to the clearing of debtors. But on the other hand, they enlarge the effect
of his measures in another way, without any sufficient evidence — they think that he raised
the villein tenants into free proprietors. Of this I see no proof, and think it improbable. A large
proportion of the small debtors whom Solon exonerated were probably free proprietors before;
the existence of the §pot or mortgage pillars upon their land proves this {but see n. 8, p. 19
— Ebp.1L.
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which partly occasioned these various misconceptions of his ordinances for the
relief of debtors. Androtion in ancient, and some eminent critics in modern
times are anxious to make out that he gave relief without loss or injustice to
anyone. But this opinion seems inadmissible. The loss to creditors by the
wholesale abrogation of numerous pre-existing contracts, and by the partial
depreciation of the coin, is a fact not to be disguised. The Seisachtheia of Solon,
unjust so far as it rescinded previous agreements, but highly salutary in its
consequences, is to be vindicated by showing that in no other way could the
bonds of government have been held together, or the misery of the multitude
alleviated. We are to consider, first, the great personal cruelty of these pre-
existing contracts, which condemned the body of the free debtor and his fam-
ily to slavery; next, the profound detestation created by such a system in the
large mass of the poor, against both the judges and the creditors by whom it
had been enforced, which rendered their feelings unmanageable, so soon as
they came together under the sentiment of a common danger and with the
determination to ensure to each other mutual protection. Moreover, the law
which vests a creditor with power over the person of his debtor, so as to con-
vert him into a slave, is likely to give rise to a class of loans which inspire noth-
ing but abhorrence — money lent with the foreknowledge that the borrower
will be unable to repay it, but also in the conviction that the value of his per-
son as a slave will make good the loss; thus reducing him to a condition of
extreme misery, for the purpose sometimes of aggrandizing, sometimes of
enriching, the lender. Now the foundation on which the respect for contracts
rests, under a good law of debtor and creditor, is the very reverse of this. It rests
on the firm conviction that such contracts are advantageous to both parties as
a class, and that to break up the confidence essential to their existence would
produce extensive mischief throughout all society. The man whose reverence
for the obligation of a contract is now the most profound would have enter-
tained a very different sentiment if he had witnessed the dealings of lender and
borrower at Athens under the old ante-Solonian law. The oligarchy had tried
their best to enforce this law of debtor and creditor with its disastrous series of
contracts; and the only reason why they consented to invoke the aid of Solon,
was because they had lost the power of enforcing it any longer, in consequence
of the newly-awakened courage and combination of the people. That which they
could not do for themselves Solon could not have done for them, even had he
been willing. Nor had he in his position the means either of exempting or com-
pensating those creditors who, separately taken, were open to no reproach;
indeed, in following his proceedings, we see plainly that he thought compensa-
tion due, not to the creditors, but to the past sufferings of the enslaved debtors,
since he redeemed several of them from foreign captivity, and brought them
back to their home. It is certain that no measure, simply and exclusively
prospective, would have sufficed for the emergency. There was an absolute
necessity for overruling all that class of pre-existing rights which had produced
so violent a social fever. While, therefore, to this extent, the Seisachtheia cannot
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be acquitted of injustice, we may confidently affirm that the injustice inflicted
was an indispensable price paid for the maintenance of the peace of society, and
for the final abrogation of a disastrous system as regarded insolvents.”> And the
feeling as well as the legislation universal in the modern European world, by
interdicting beforehand all contracts for selling a man’s person or that of his
children into slavery, goes far to sanction practically the Solonian repudiation.
One thing is never to be forgotten in regard to this measure, combined with
the concurrent amendments introduced by Solon in the law — it settled finally
the question to which it referred. Never again do we hear of the law of debtor
and creditor as disturbing Athenian tranquillity. The general sentiment which
grew up at Athens, under the Solonian money-law and under the democratical
government, was one of high respect for the sanctity of contracts. Not only was
there never any demand in the Athenian democracy for new ‘tables’ or a depre-
ciation of the money standard, but a formal abnegation of any such projects
was inserted in the solemn oath taken annually by the numerous Dikasts, who
formed the popular judicial body called Hélizea or the Héliastic jurors — the
same oath which pledged them to uphold the democratical constitution, also
bound them to repudiate all proposals either for an abrogation of debts or for a
redivision of the lands.?* There can be little doubt that under the Solonian law,

» That which Solon did for the Athenian people in regard to debts, is less than what was

promised to the Roman plebs (at the time of its secession to the Mons Sacer in 491 B.C.) by
Menenius Agrippa, the envoy of the Senate, to appease them, though it does not seem to have
been ever realized (Dionys. Hallic., vi. 83). He promised an abrogation of all the debts of
debtors unable to pay, without exception — if the language of Dionysius is to be trusted,
which probably it cannot be.

Dr. Thirlwall justly observes respecting Solon, ‘He must be considered as an arbitrator to
whom all the parties interested submitted their claims, with the avowed intent that they
should be decided by him, not upon the footing, of legal right, but according to his own view
of the public Interest. It was in this light that he himself regarded his office, and he appears
to have discharged it faithfully and discreetly.” (History of Greece, c. xi., vol. ii, p. 42.)
Deémosthen., Cont. Timokrat., p. 746, 00OE TAOV YPEDV TOV 1dlOV ATOKOTAS, 0VOE VNG
avadacpov ¢ Adnvoiov, obd olkidT (Yyndprodpol); compare Dio Chrysostom, Orat.,
xxxi, p. 332, who also dwells upon the anxiety of various Grecian cities to fix a curse upon all
propositions for 3 PEQV GmOKONTN and YRG AvOSAGHOG. What is not less remarkable is, that Dio
seems not to be aware of any one well-authenticated case in Grecian history in which a redi-
vision of lands had ever actually taken place — 0 un& 6iwg iopev €l mtote cuvERT (L. c.).

There was one exceptional case, in which the Attic law always continued to the creditor
that power over the person of the insolvent debtor which all creditors had possessed originally
— it was when the creditor had lent money for the express purpose of ransoming the debtor
from captivity (Démosthen., Cont. Nikostr., p. 1249) — analogous to the Actio Depensi in the
old Roman law. Any citizen who owed money to the public treasury, and whose debt became
overdue, was deprived for the time of all civil rights until he had cleared it off.

Diodorus (i. 79) gives us an alleged law of the Egyptian king Bocchoris releasing the per-
sons of debtors, and rendering their properties only liable, which is affirmed to have served as
an example for Solon to copy. If we can trust this historian, lawgivers in other parts of Greece
still retained the old severe law enslaving the debtor’s person: compare a passage in Isokratés
(Orat., xiv., Plataicus, p. 305; p. 414 Bek.).
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which enabled the creditor to seize the property of his debtor, but gave him no
power over the person, the system of money-lending assumed a more beneficial
character. The old noxious contracts, mere snares for the liberty of a poor free-
man and his children, disappeared, and loans of money took their place,
founded on the property and prospective earnings of the debtor, which were in
the main useful to both parties, and therefore maintained their place in the
moral sentiment of the public. And though Solon had found himself compelled
to rescind all the mortgages on land subsisting in his time, we see money freely
lent upon this same security, throughout the historical times of Athens, and the
evidentiary mortgage pillars remaining ever after undisturbed.”

[It is interesting to notice that, whereas in the majority of ancient commu-
nities lending money on interest was regarded as disgraceful] at Athens the
more favourable point of view prevailed throughout all the historical times.
The march of industry and commerce, under the mitigated law which pre-
vailed subsequently to Solon, had been sufficient to bring it about at a very
early period, and to suppress all public antipathy against lenders at interest.”®
We may remark, too, that this more equitable tone of opinion grew up spon-
taneously, without any legal restriction on the rate of interest — no such
restriction having ever been imposed, and the rate being expressly declared free
by a law ascribed to Solon himself.”” The same may probably be said of the
communities of Greece generally; at least, there is no information to make us
suppose the contrary. But the feeling against lending money at interest
remained in the bosoms of the philosophical men long after it had ceased to
form a part of the practical morality of the citizens, and long after it had ceased
to be justified by the appearances of the case as at first it really had been. Plato,
Aristotle, Cicero,” and Plutarch, treat the practice as a branch of that com-
mercial and money-getting spirit which they are anxious to discourage; and
one consequence of this was, that they were less disposed to contend strenu-
ously for the inviolability of existing money-contracts. The conservative feel-
ing on this point was stronger among the mass than among the philosophers.
Plato even complains of it as inconveniently preponderant,”” and as arresting
the legislator in all comprehensive projects of reform. For the most part,
indeed, schemes of cancelling debts and redividing lands were never thought

But see n. 8, p. 19 — Eb.

% Boeckh (Public Econ. of Athens, b. i., ch. 22, p. 128) thinks differently — in my judgment,
contrary to the evidence: the passages to which he refers (especially that of Theophrastus) are
not sufficient to sustain his opinion, and there are other passages which go far to contradict it.

* Lysias, Cont. Theomnést. A., c. 5, p. 360.

* Cicero, De Officiis, i. 42.

* Plato, Legg., iii., p. 684; v., pp. 736, 737.

Cicero lays down very good principles about the mischief of destroying faith in contracts;
but his admonitions to this effect seem to be accompanied with an impracticable condition:
the lawgiver is to take care that debts shall not be contracted to an extent hurtful to the State.
Compare his opinion about feneratores, Offic., i. 42; ii. 25.

26



SOLONIAN LAWS AND CONSTITUTION

of except by men of desperate and selfish ambition, who made them stepping-
stones to despotic power. Such men were denounced alike by the practical sense
of the community and by the speculative thinkers; but when we turn to the case
of the Spartan king Agis III., who proposed a complete extinction of debts and
an equal redivision of the landed property of the State, not with any selfish or
personal views, but upon pure ideas of patriotism, well or ill understood, and for
the purpose of renovating the lost ascendancy of Sparta — we find Plutarch®
expressing the most unqualified admiration of this young king and his projects,
and treating the opposition made to him as originating in no better feelings
than meanness and cupidity. The philosophical thinkers on politics conceived
(and to a great degree justly, as I shall show hereafter) that the conditions of
security, in the ancient world, imposed upon the citizens generally the absolute
necessity of keeping up a military spirit and willingness to brave at all times
personal hardship and discomfort; so that increase of wealth, on account of the
habits of self-indulgence which it commonly introduces, was regarded by them
with more or less of disfavour. If in their estimation any Grecian community
had become corrupt, they were willing to sanction great interference with pre-
existing rights for the purpose of bringing it back nearer to their ideal standard.
And the real security for the maintenance of these rights lay in the conservative
feelings of the citizens generally, much more than in the opinions which
superior minds imbibed from the philosophers.

Such conservative feelings were in the subsequent Athenian democracy
peculiarly deep-rooted. The mass of the Athenian people identified inseparably
the maintenance of property in all its various shapes with that of their laws and
constitution. And it is a remarkable fact, that, though the admiration enter-
tained at Athens for Solon was universal, the principle of his Seisachtheia and
of his money-depreciation was not only never imitated, but found the
strongest tacit reprobation; whereas at Rome, as well as in most of the king-
doms of modern Europe we know that one debasement of the coin succeeded
another. It is of some importance to take notice of this fact, when we reflect
how much ‘Grecian faith’ has been degraded by the Roman writers into a
byword for duplicity in pecuniary dealings.”' The democracy of Athens (and,

% See Plutarch’s Life of Agis, especially c. 13, about the bonfire in which the kAdpia or mort-

gage deeds of the creditors were all burnt, in the agora of Sparta; compare also the compari-
son of Agis with Gracchus, c. 2.

‘Graeca fide mercari.” Polybius puts the Greeks greatly below the Romans in point of veracity
and good faith (vi. 56); in another passage he speaks not quite so confidently (xviii, 17). Even
the testimony of the Roman writers is sometimes given in favour of Attic good faith, not
against it (Velleius Paterc., ii. 23).

The whole tone and argument of the Oration of Démosthenés against Leptinés is a remark-
able proof of the respect of the Athenian Dikastery for vested interests, even under less obvi-
ous forms than that of pecuniary possession. We may add a striking passage of Démosthenés,
Cont. Timokrat., wherein he denounces the rescinding of past transactions (T0L TETPAYLEVA
Aboat, contrasted with prospective legislation) as an injustice peculiar to oligarchy, and
repugnant to the feelings of a democracy (Conz. Timokrat., c. 20, p. 724; c. 36, 747).
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indeed, the cities of Greece generally, both oligarchies and democracies) stands
far above the senate of Rome, and far above the modern kingdoms of France
and England until comparatively recent times, in respect of honest dealing
with the coinage.”” Moreover, while there occurred at Rome several political
changes which brought about new tables, or at least a partial depreciation of
contracts, no phenomenon of the same kind ever happened at Athens, during
the three centuries between Solon and the end of the free working of the
democracy. Doubtless there were fraudulent debtors at Athens; while the
administration of private law, though not in any way conniving at their pro-
ceedings, was far too imperfect to repress them as effectually as might have
been wished. But the public sentiment on the point was just and decided. It
may be asserted with confidence that a loan of money at Athens was quite as
secure as it ever was at any time or place of the ancient world, in spite of the
great and important superiority of Rome with respect to the accumulation of a
body of authoritative legal precedent, the source of what was ultimately shaped
into the Roman jurisprudence. Among the various causes of sedition or mis-
chief in the Grecian communities™ we hear little of the pressure of private
debt.

By the measures of relief above described** Solon had accomplished results
surpassing his own best hopes. He had healed the prevailing discontents; and
such was the confidence and gratitude which he had inspired, that he was
now called upon to draw up a constitution and laws for the better work-
ing of the government in future. His constitutional changes were great
and valuable; respecting his laws, what we hear is rather curious than
important.

It has been already stated that, down to the time of Solon, the classification
received in Attica was that of the four Ionic tribes, comprising in one scale
the Phratries and Gentes, and in another scale the three Trittyes and forty-
eight Naukraries; while the Eupatride, seemingly a few specially respected
gentes, and perhaps a few distinguished families in all the gentes, had in
their hands all the powers of government. Solon introduced a new principle®

2 A similar credit, in respect to monetary probity, may be claimed for the republic of Florence.

See M. Sismondi, Républigues Italiennes vol. iii., ch. 18, p. 176.
The insolvent debtor in some of the Beeotian towns was condemned to sit publicly in the
agora with a basket on his head, and then disfranchised (Nikolaus Damaskenus, Frag., p. 152,
ed. Orelli).

According to Diodorus, the old severe law against the body of a debtor, long after it had
been abrogated by Solon at Athens, still continued in other parts of Greece (i. 79).
3 Solon, Frag. 27, ed. Schneid. —

A pev dehinta oLy Oeoloy fjvua, GAla & ob patnv "Epdov.

% According to Plutarch (Solon, 18—23). The Ath. Pol., however (c. vii, 3), says that this divi-
sion had existed before Solon’s time. It is conceivable that the words in the Ath. Pol.,
ka0dmep d1pNTO Kol TPATEPOV, are an interpolation by a redactor, who wished to make
the passage square with c. iv. on Drako’s alleged constitution (for which see above, Appendix
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of classification — called in Greek the timocratic principle. He distributed all
the citizens of the tribes, without any reference to their gentes or phratries,
into four classes, according to the amount of their property, which he caused to
be assessed and entered in a public schedule. Those whose annual income was
equal to 500 medimni of corn (about 700 Imperial bushels) and upwards —
one medimnus being considered equivalent to one drachma in money — he
placed in the highest class; those who received between 300 and 500 medimni,
or drachms, formed the second class; and those between 200 and 300, the
third. The fourth and most numerous class comprised all those who did not
possess land yielding a produce equal to 200 medimni. The first class, called
Pentakosiomedimni, were alone eligible to the archonship and to all com-
mands; the second were called the knights or horsemen of the State, as pos-
sessing enough to enable them to keep a horse and perform military service in
that capacity; the third class, called the Zeugitee, formed the heavy-armed
infantry, and were bound to serve, each with his full panoply. Each of these
three classes was entered in the public schedule as possessed of a taxable
capital calculated with a certain reference to his annual income, but in a
proportion diminishing according to the scale of that income — and a man
paid taxes to the State according to the sum for which he stood rated in the
schedule; so that this direct taxation acted really like a graduated income-
tax. The rateable property of the citizen belonging to the richest class (the
Pentakosiomedimnus) was calculated and entered on the State-schedule at a

to Chapter 1., on Early Attica). Another suggestion (Bury, p. 183) is that the first three classes
existed, but that Solon constituted a new class for those who had previously been outside the
pale. The solution of this problem possesses a purely academic interest. The essential point is
Solon’s purpose in modifying or inventing the classification. The explanation given above, and
followed by many writers (e.g., Gilbert, Eng. trans., p. 130 note), is almost demonstrably
unsound. The Azh. Pol. says nothing about taxation, and, as we know that Peisistratus, the
champion of the poorer classes, subsequently levied a uniform tax of 5 or 10 per cent, it is
absurd to suppose that the highly democratic principle of a sliding-scale had been previously
adopted by Solon. Peisistratus would not have dared to attempt a reaction from a sliding-scale
income-tax to a sort of poll-tax. See p. 62, n. 14.

The Ath. Pol. (Joc. cit.) makes it clear that what Solon did was to bring the classification, if
it existed before, into organic connection with the governmental machine by basing on it a
graduated system of privileges and duties. There is no doubt that the archonship was still
limited to the first class, and that certain minor offices were open to the second and third
classes. The essential point, however, is that the fourth class (which included such men as the
fishermen of the Paralia and the artisan population of Athens) received a certain place and
power in the state organism. This class was certainly ineligible for office (even in the fourth
century its members could obtain office only by posing as Zeugites). According to the Azh.
Pol. (vii. 3), Solon gave them ‘a share in the ekklésia and the law-courts’; and the Politics (ii.
12) says that they received the right of electing the officers of State and receiving their annual
accounts. If the Azh. Pol. (viii. 1) had been correct in its further statement about Solon — that
the high offices were chosen by lot out of elected candidates — the ‘share in the ekklésia’
would have been valueless. The statement in the Po/itics is probably correct, and the mode of
election of archons described in the Azh. Pol. (Joc. cit.) must be dated after Marathon. See n. 2,
p. 388. — Ep.
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sum of capital equal to twelve times his annual income; that of the Hippeus,
horseman or knight, at a sum equal to ten times his annual income; that of the
Zeugite, at a sum equal to five times his annual income. Thus, a
Pentakosiomedimnus whose income was exactly 500 drachms (the minimum
qualification of his class), stood rated in the schedule for a taxable property of
6,000 drachms, or one talent, being twelve times his income — if his annual
income were 1,000 drachms, he would stand rated for 12,000 drachms, or two
talents, being the same proportion of income to rateable capital. But when we
pass to the second class, horsemen or knights, the proportion of the two is
changed. The horseman possessing an income of just 300 drachms (or 300
medimni) would stand rated for 3,000 drachms, or ten times his real income,
and so in the same proportion for any income above 300 and below 500.
Again, in the third class, or below 300, the proportion is a second time altered
— the Zeugite possessing exactly 200 drachms of income was rated upon a still
lower calculation, at 1,000 drachms, or a sum equal to five times his income;
and all incomes of this class (between 200 and 300 drachms) would in like
manner be multiplied by five in order to obtain the amount of rateable capital.
Upon these respective sums of scheduled capital, all direct taxation was levied.
If the State required 1 per cent. of direct tax, the poorest Pentakosiomedimnus
would pay (upon 6,000 drachms) 60 drachms; the poorest Hippeus would pay
(upon 3,000 drachms) 30; the poorest Zeugite would pay (upon 1,000
drachms) 10 drachms. And thus this mode of assessment would operate like a
graduated income-tax, looking at it in reference to the three different classes —
but as an egual income-tax, looking at it in reference to the different individu-
als comprised in one and the same class®® [but see p. 28, n. 35. — Ep.].

% On one point I cannot concur with Boeckh (Staatshaushaltung der Athener, bk. iii., c. 5). He

fixes the pecuniary qualification of the third class, or Zeugites, at 150 drachms, not at 200.
All the positive testimonies (as he himself allows, p. 31) agree in fixing 200, and not 150; and
the inference drawn from the old law, quoted in Démosthenés (Cont. Makartar., p. 1067) is
too uncertain to outweigh this concurrence of authorities.

Moreover, the whole Solonian schedule becomes clearer and more symmetrical if we adhere
to the statement of 200 drachms, and not 150, as the lowest scale of Zeugite income; for the
scheduled capital is then, in all the three scales, a definite and exact multiple of the income
returned — in the richest class it is twelve times — in the middle class, ten times — in the
poorest, five times the income. But this correspondence ceases, if we adopt the supposition of
Boeckh, that the lowest Zeugite income was 150 drachms; for the sum of 1,000 drachms (at
which the lowest Zeugite was rated in the schedule) is no exact multiple of 150 drachms. In
order to evade this difficulty, Boeckh was compelled to have recourse to a solution both
round-about and including nice fractions: he thinks that the income of each was converted
into capital by multiplying by twelve, and that in the case of the richest class, or
Pentakosiomedimni, the whole sum so obtained was entered in the schedule — in the case of
the second class, or Hippeis, § of the sum — and in the case of the third class, or Zeugites, § of
the sum. Now, this process seems to me rather complicated, and the employment of a fraction
such as & (both difficult and not much above the simple fraction of one-half) very improbable;
moreover, Boeckh’s own table (p. 41) gives fractional sums in the third class, when none
appear in the first or second.

30



SOLONIAN LAWS AND CONSTITUTION

All persons in the state whose annual income amounted to less than 200
medimni, or drachms, were placed in the fourth class, and they must have con-
stituted the large majority of the community. They were not liable to any
direct taxation, and perhaps were not at first even entered upon the taxable
schedule, more especially as we do not know that any taxes were actually levied
upon this schedule during the Solonian times. It is said that they were all
called Thétes, but this appellation is not well sustained, and cannot be admit-
ted; the fourth compartment in the descending scale was, indeed, termed the
Thetic census, because it contained all the Thétes, and because most of its
members were of that humble description; but it is not conceivable that a pro-
prietor whose land yielded to him a clear annual return of 100, 120, 140, or
180 drachms, could ever have been designated by that name.”’

Such were the divisions in the political scale established by Solon, called by
Aristotle a Timocracy, in which the rights, honours, functions, and liabilities
of the citizens were measured out according to the assessed property of each.
The highest honours of the state — that is, the places of the nine archons annu-
ally chosen, as well as those in the senate of Areopagus, into which the past
archons always entered — perhaps also the posts of Prytanes of the Naukrari —
were reserved for the first class; the poor Eupatrids became ineligible, while
rich men not Eupatrids were admitted. Other posts of inferior distinction were
filled by the second and third classes, who were, moreover, bound to military
service, the one on horseback, the other as heavy-armed soldiers on foot.
Moreover, the Liturgies of the State, as they were called — unpaid functions
such as the trierarchy, chorégy, gymnasiarchy, etc., which entailed expense and
trouble on the holder of them — were distributed in some way or other
between the members of the three classes, though we do not know how the dis-
tribution was made in these early times. On the other hand, the members of
the fourth or lowest class were disqualified from holding any individual office
of dignity. They performed no liturgies, served in case of war only as light-
armed or with a panoply provided by the State, and paid nothing to the direct
property-tax or Eisphora. It would be incorrect to say that they paid 7o taxes,
for indirect taxes, such as duties on imports, fell upon them in common with
the rest; and we must recollect that these latter were, throughout a long period
of Athenian history, in steady operation, while the direct taxes were only levied
on rare 0ccasions.

But though this fourth class, constituting the great numerical majority of

Such objections, of course, would not be admissible, if there were any positive evidence to
prove the point. But in this case they are in harmony with all the positive evidence, and are
amply sufficient (in my judgment) to countervail the presumption arising from the old law on
which Boeckh relies.

See Boeckh, Staatshaushaltung der Athener, ur supra. Pollux gives an Inscription describing
Anthemion son of Diphilus — ®ntikod avti TéAovg inndd dpeydapevog. The word
TeLeV does not necessarily mean actual payment, but ‘the being included in a class with a
certain aggregate of duties and liabilities” — equivalent to censeri (Boeckh, p. 36).
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the free people, were shut out from individual office, their collective impor-
tance was in another way greatly increased. They were invested with the right
of choosing the annual archons, out of the class of Pentakosiomedimni; and,
what was of more importance still, the archons and the magistrates generally,
after their year of office, instead of being accountable to the senate of
Areopagus, were made formally accountable to the public assembly sitting in
judgment upon their past conduct. They might be impeached and called upon
to defend themselves, punished in case of misbehaviour, and debarred from the
usual honour of a seat in the senate of Areopagus.

Had the public assembly been called upon to act alone without aid or guid-
ance, this accountability would have proved only nominal. But Solon con-
verted it into a reality by another new institution, which will hereafter be
found of great moment in the working out of the Athenian democracy. He cre-
ated the pro-bouleutic or pre-considering senate,”® with intimate and especial
reference to the public assembly — to prepare matters for its discussion, to con-
voke and superintend its meetings, and to ensure the execution of its decrees.
The senate, as first constituted by Solon, comprised 400 members, taken in
equal proportions from the four tribes — not chosen by lot (as they will be
found to be in the more advanced stage of the democracy), but elected by the
people, in the same way as the archons then were — persons of the fourth or
poorest class of the census, though contributing to elect, not being themselves
eligible.

But while Solon thus created the new pre-considering senate, identified
with and subsidiary to the popular assembly, he manifested no jealousy of the

% The use of the term ‘senate’ conveys an entirely false impression of the functions and consti-
tution of the Solonian Box/é. The term ‘senate’ is far more suited to the ancient ‘Council of the
Areopagus’, which was the original Bou/¢ of the state, and bore a real resemblance to the
Roman senate, the Spartan Gerousia, and the royal councils of the heroic ages. The Solonian
Boule, as in its subsequent modifications under Kleisthenés, was primarily and specifically not
a deliberative assembly, but a committee whose function it was to prepare and report on busi-
ness for the Ekklésia, a body which, for various reasons, was suited only for giving a final
decision on a prepared issue. This Bou/é must always be translated ‘council’, not ‘senate’.

On the view taken as to the alleged Constitution of Drako (see p. 12), there is no reason to
doubt the view that Solon actually invented this second council. His difficulty was that, hav-
ing deprived the Areopagus of its administrative functions, he was in danger of leaving too
much power in the hands of the archons, who were still Eupatrid. For the danger of leaving
such an assembly as the Ekklésia in the hands of magistrates, we may compare the Roman
comitia, with their irregular days of meeting. Possibly the Bou/é was elected by the
Naukraries Meyer, Gesch. d. Alr., ii. 569), as the Kleisthenean Bou/é was by the demes (Azh.
Pol., 62). The Boul? acted, therefore, as a safeguard to the Ekklésia, which, by reason of the
comparative infrequency of its meetings, and by its constitution, would necessarily have been
the tool of the executive state officers. It is most important to remember that the Bow/é does
not appear with any prominence between 594 and the struggle between Isagoras and
Kleisthenés. It is, therefore, clear, when we further consider the political crises of the time of
Damasias and the Peisistratid usurpation, that the functions of the Box/¢ cannot have been
more than those of a committee of reference. — ED.
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pre-existing Areopagitic senate.”” On the contrary, he enlarged its powers, gave
to it an ample supervision over the execution of the laws generally, and
imposed upon it the censorial duty of inspecting the lives and occupations of
the citizens, as well as of punishing men of idle and dissolute habits. He was
himself, as past archon, a member of this ancient senate, and he is said to have
contemplated that by means of the two senates the state would be held fast, as
it were with a double anchor, against all shocks and storms.™

Such are the only new political institutions (apart from the laws to be
noticed presently) which there are grounds for ascribing to Solon, when we
take proper care to discriminate what really belongs to Solon and his age, from
the Athenian constitution as afterwards remodelled. It has been a practice
common with many able expositors of Grecian affairs, and followed partly even
by Dr. Thirlwall,”’ to connect the name of Solon with the whole political and
judicial state of Athens as it stood between the age of Periklés and that of
Démosthénes — the regulations of the senate of five hundred, the numerous
public dikasts, or jurors, taken by lot from the people, as well as the body
annually selected for law-revision, and called Nomothets, and the prosecution
(called the Graphé Paranomdn) open to be instituted against the proposer of
any measure illegal, unconstitutional, or dangerous. There is, indeed, some
countenance for this confusion between Solonian and post-Solonian Athens, in
the usage of the orators themselves. For Démosthenés and Zschinés employ

% The Ath. Pol. knows practically nothing of Solon’s provisions with regard to the Areopagus.

The popular version (quoted by Plutarch, c. xix.) — that the Areopagus was an invention of
Solon’s — is disproved by his own statement of Solon’s law of amnesty, which reinstated all
who were then disfranchised, ‘except those who had been condemned by the Areopagus on a
capital charge’. Apart from other positive arguments, the analogy of all Greek states is enough
to show that such a Council must have been of immemorial antiquity.

What, then, was Solon’s attitude to the Areopagus? There can be little doubt that he took
from it its old deliberative functions, and thus practically placed it outside the ordinary state
machinery. The ekklésia, on its newly-broadened basis, and brought into touch with actual
administration by the new Bowlé¢ of 400, received the power which the Areopagus had
wielded. In compensation for this important deprivation, the ancient council was entrusted
with the dignified position of protector of the State, while it retained its old jurisdiction in
cases of homicide and offences against the law. To say that Solon ‘enlarged its powers’ is to
overlook the fundamental importance of the new powers transferred from it to the Ekklésia
and Boulé¢ combined. — Ep.

" Plutarch, Solon, 18, 19, 23; Philochorus, Frag. 60, ed. Didot; Athenaus, iv., p. 168; Valer.
Maxim., ii, 6.

Meursius, Solon, passim; Sigonius, De Republ. Athen., i., p. 39 (though in some passages he
makes a marked distinction between the time before and after Kleisthenés, p. 28). See
Wachsmuth, Hellenische Alterthumskunde, vol. i., § 46, 47; Tittmann, Griechische Staatsverf-
assungen, p. 146; Platner, Der Attische Prozess, book ii., c. 5, pp. 28—38; Dr. Thirlwall, History
of Greece, vol. ii., ch. xi., pp. 46—57.

Niebuhr, in his brief allusions to the legislation of Solon, keeps duly in view the material
difference between Athens as constituted by Solon, and Athens as it came to be after
Kleisthenés; but he presumes a closer analogy between the Roman patricians and the
Athenian Eupatride than we are entitled to count upon.

41
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the name of Solon in a very loose manner, and treat him as the author of insti-
tutions belonging evidently to a later age: for example, the striking and char-
acteristic oath of the Heliastic jurors, which Démosthenés®? ascribes to Solon,
proclaims itself in many ways as belonging to the age after Kleisthenés, espe-
cially by the mention of the Senate of five hundred and not of four hundred.
Among the citizens who served as jurors, or dikasts, Solon was venerated gen-
erally as the author of the Athenian laws. An orator, therefore, might well
employ his name for the purpose of emphasis, without provoking any critical
inquiry whether the particular institution, which he happened to be then
impressing upon his audience, belonged really to Solon himself or to the sub-
sequent periods. Many of those institutions, which Dr. Thirlwall mentions in
conjunction with the name of Solon, are among the last refinements and elab-
orations of the democratical mind of Athens — gradually prepared, doubtless,
during the interval between Kleisthenés and Periklés, but not brought into
full operation until the period of the latter (460—429 B.c.). For it is hardly pos-
sible to conceive these numerous dikasteries and assemblies in regular, fre-
quent, and long-standing operation, without an assured payment to the dikasts
who composed them. Now such payment first began to be made about the
time of Periklés, if not by his actual proposition;*” and Démosthenés had good
reason for contending that if it were suspended, the judicial as well as the

B
(9

Demosthen., Cont. Timokrat., p. 746. ZEschinés ascribes this oath to 0 VOpo0£&tng (c. Keesiphon. ,
p. 389).

Dr. Thirlwall notices the oath as prescribed by Solon (History of Greece, vol. ii., c. xi., p. 47).

So again Démosthenés and Zschinés, in the orations against Leptinés (c. 21, p. 486) and
against Timokrat., pp. 706, 707 — compare Aschin., c. Kresiph., p. 429 — in commenting
upon the formalities enjoined for repealing an existing law and enacting a new one, while
ascribing the whole to Solon — say, among other things, that Solon directed the proposer ‘to
post up his project of law before the Eponymi’” (k0¢elvar mpocOev tdv EnmvOpmv): now
the Eponymi were (the statues of) the heroes from whom the ten Kleisthenean tribes drew
their names, and the law making mention of these statues, proclaims itself as of a date subse-
quent to Kleisthenés. Even the law defining the treatment of the condemned murderer who
returned from exile, which both Démosthenés and Doxopater (ap. Walz. Collect. Rbetor., vol.
ii., p. 223) call a law of Drako, is really later than Solon, as may be seen by its mention of the
GEwV (Démosth., Cont. Aristok., p. 629).

Andokidés is not less liberal in his employment of the name of Solon (see Oraz, i. De
Mysteriis, p. 13), where he cites as a law of Solon, an enactment which contains the mention
of the tribe Zantis and the [council] of five hundred (obviously therefore subsequent to the
revolution of Kleisthenés), besides other matters which prove it to have been passed even sub-
sequent to the oligarchical revolution of the four hundred, towards the close of the
Peloponnesian war. The Prytanes, the Proédri, and the division of the year into ten portions
of time, each called by the name of a pryzany — so interwoven with all the public proceedings
of Athens — do not belong to the Solonian Athens, but to Athens as it stood after the ten
tribes of Kleisthenés.

[In spite of these arguments, Greenidge (Greek Constitutional History, p. 154 n.) is inclined
to believe that Solon did originally constitute a sworn body of dikasts. — ED.]

% See Boeckh, Public Economy of Athens, book ii., c. 15.
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administrative system of Athens would at once fall to pieces.* It would be a
marvel, such as nothing short of strong direct evidence would justify us in
believing, that in an age when even partial democracy was yet untried, Solon
should conceive the idea of such institutions; it would be a marvel still greater
that the half-emancipated Thétes and small proprietors, for whom he
legislated — yet trembling under the rod of the Eupatrid archons, and utterly
inexperienced in collective business — should have been found suddenly com-
petent to fulfil these ascendent functions, such as the citizens of conquering
Athens in the days of Periklés — full of the sentiment of force and actively
identifying themselves with the dignity of their community — became gradu-
ally competent, and not more than competent, to exercise with effect. To sup-
pose that Solon contemplated and provided for the periodical revision of his
laws by establishing a Nomothetic jury or dikastery, such as that which we find
in operation during the time of Démosthenés, would be at variance (in my
judgment) with any reasonable estimate either of the man or of the age.
Herodotus says that Solon, having exacted from the Athenians solemn oaths
that #hey would not rescind any of his laws for ten years, quitted Athens for
that period, in order that he might not be compelled to rescind them himself;
Plutarch informs us that he gave to his laws force for a century absolute.”
Solon himself, and Drako before him, had been lawgivers evoked and empow-
ered by the special emergency of the times: the idea of a frequent revision of
laws, by a body of lot-selected dikasts, belongs to a far more advanced age, and
could not well have been present to the minds of either. The wooden rollers of
Solon, like the tables of the Roman decemvirs,*® were doubtless intended as a
permanent ‘fons omnis publici privatique juris’.

If we examine the facts of the case, we shall see that nothing more than the
bare foundation of the democracy of Athens as it stood in the time of Periklés,
can reasonably be ascribed to Solon. ‘T gave to the people (Solon says in one of
his short remaining fragments)'” as much strength as sufficed for their needs,
without either enlarging or diminishing their dignity; for those, too, who pos-
sessed power and were noted for wealth, I took care that no unworthy treat-
ment should be reserved. I stood with the strong shield cast over both parties,
so as not to allow an unjust triumph to either.” Again, Aristotle tells us that
Solon bestowed upon the people as much power as was indispensable, but no
more:*® the power to elect their magistrates and hold them to accountability; if
the people had had less than this, they could not have been expected to remain

Démosthen., Cont. Timokrat., c. 26, p. 731: compare Aristophanés, Ekklesiazus., 302.
Herodot., i. 29; Plutarch, Solon, c. 25. Aulus Gellius affirms that the Athenians sware under
strong religious penalties to observe them for ever (ii. 12). [Azh. Pol., c. vii., says that Solon
made his laws for 100 years. — Ep.]

“ Livy, iii. 34.

Ath. Pol., xii. 1. — Ep.

“ Aristot., Polit., ii. 9, 4.

35



HISTORY OF GREECE

tranquil — they would have been in slavery and hostile to the constitution.
Not less distinctly does Herodotus speak, when he describes the revolution
subsequently operated by Kleisthenés — the latter (he tells us) found ‘the
Athenian people excluded from everything’.”” These passages seem positively
to contradict the supposition, in itself sufficiently improbable, that Solon is the
author of the peculiar democratical institutions of Athens, such as the constant
and numerous dikasts for judicial trials and revision of laws. The genuine and
forward democratical movement of Athens begins only with Kleisthenés, from
the moment when that distinguished Alkmednid, either spontaneously or
from finding himself worsted in his party strife with Isagoras, purchased by
large popular concessions the hearty co-operation of the multitude under very
dangerous circumstances. While Solon, in his own statement as well as in that
of Aristotle, gave to the people as much power as was strictly needful, but no
more — Kleisthenés (to use the significant phrase of Herodotus), ‘being van-
quished in the party contest with his rival, fo0k the people into parinership’. It was,
thus, to the interests of the weaker section, in a strife of contending nobles,
that the Athenian people owed their first admission to political ascendancy —
in part, at least, to this cause, though the proceedings of Kleisthenés indicate a
hearty and spontaneous popular sentiment. But such constitutional admission
of the people would not have been so astonishingly fruitful in positive results,
if the course of public events for the half-century after Kleisthenés had not
been such as to stimulate most powerfully their energy, their self-reliance, their
mutual sympathies, and their ambition.

But the Solonian constitution, though only the foundation, was yet the
indispensable foundation, of the subsequent democracy. And if the discontents
of the miserable Athenian population, instead of experiencing his disinterested
and healing management, had fallen at once into the hands of selfish power-
seekers like Kylon or Peisistratus’ — the memorable expansion of the
Athenian mind during the ensuing century would never have taken place, and
the whole subsequent history of Greece would probably have taken a different
course. Solon left the essential powers of the state still in the hands of the oli-
garchy. The party combats (to be recounted hereafter) between Peisistratus,
Lykurgus and Megaklés, thirty years after his legislation, which ended in the
despotism of Peisistratus, will appear to be of the same purely oligarchical
character as they had been before Solon was appointed archon. But the oli-
garchy which he established was very different from the unmitigated oligarchy
which he found, so teeming with oppression and so destitute of redress, as his
own poems testify.

It was he who first gave both to the citizens of middling property and to the
general mass, a locus standi against the Eupatrids. He enabled the people par-
tially to protect themselves, and familiarized them with the idea of protecting

4
" Herodot., v. 69.
% For a criticism of the propriety of this estimate of Peisistratus, see c. iii., appendix. — ED.
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themselves, by the peaceful exercise of a constitutional franchise. The new
force, through which this protection was carried into effect, was the public
assembly called Heliza,”' regularized and armed with enlarged prerogatives
and farther strengthened by its indispensable ally — the pro-bouleutic or pre-
considering Senate [Council]. Under the Solonian constitution, this force was
merely secondary and defensive, but after the renovation of Kleisthenés it
became paramount and sovereign. It branched out gradually into those numer-
ous popular dikasteries which so powerfully modified both public and private
Athenian life, drew to itself the undivided reverence and submission of the
people, and by degrees rendered the single magistracies essentially subordinate
functions. The popular assembly, as constituted by Solon, appearing in modi-
fied efficiency and trained to the office of reviewing and judging the general
conduct of a past magistrate — forms the intermediate stage between the pas-
sive Homeric agora, and those omnipotent assemblies and dikasteries which
listened to Periklés or Démosthenés. Compared with these last, it has in it but
a faint streak of democracy, and so it naturally appeared to Aristotle, who
wrote with a practical experience of Athens in the time of the orators; but com-
pared with the first, or with the ante-Solonian constitution of Attica, it must
doubtless have appeared a concession eminently democratical. To impose upon
the Eupatrid archon the necessity of being elected, or put upon his trial of after
accountability by the rabble of freemen (such would be the phrase in Eupatrid
society), would be a bitter humiliation to those among whom it was first
introduced; for we must recollect that this was the most extensive scheme of
constitutional reform yet propounded in Greece, and that despots and oli-
garchies shared between them at that time the whole Grecian world. As it
appears that Solon, while constituting the popular assembly with its pro-
bouleutic Senate [Council], had no jealousy of the Senate of Areopagus, and

' Lysias, Cont. Theomnest, A., c. S, p. 357, who gives 8av pf mpoostipfon | Hiloa as a

Solonian phrase; though we are led to doubt whether Solon can ever have employed it, when
we find Pollux (vii. 5, 22) distinctly stating that Solon used the word €moitia to signify what
the orators called TpOGTIUNHATO.

The original and proper meaning of the word HAlowa is, the public assembly (see
Tittmann, Griech. Staatsverfass., pp. 215, 216): in subsequent times we find it signifying at
Athens — (1) The aggregate of 6,000 dikasts chosen by lot annually and sworn, or the assem-
bled people considered as exercising judicial functions; (2) each of the separate fractions into
which this aggregate body was in practice subdivided for actual judicial business. ExkAncia
became the term for the public deliberative assembly properly so called, which could never be
held on the same day that the dikasteries sat (Démosthen., Cons. Timokrat., c. 21, p. 726): every
dikastery is in fact always addressed as if it were the assembled people engaged in a specific
duty.

I imagine the term HAlowa in the time of Solon to have been used in its original meaning —
the public assembly, perhaps with the implication of employment in judicial proceeding. The
fixed number of 6,000 does not date before the time of Kleisthenés, because it is essentially con-
nected with the ten tribes; while the subdivision of this body of 6,000 into various bodies of
jurors for different courts and purposes did not commence, probably, until after the first reforms
of Kleisthenés. I shall revert to this point when I touch upon the latter and his times.
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indeed even enlarged its powers — we may infer that his grand object was, not
to weaken the oligarchy generally, but to improve the administration and to
repress the misconduct and irregularities of the individual archons; and that,
too, not by diminishing their powers, but by making some degree of popular-
ity the condition both of their entry into office and of their safety or honour
after it.

It is, in my judgment, a mistake to suppose that Solon transferred the judi-
cial power of the archons to a popular dikastery. These magistrates still contin-
ued self-acting judges, deciding and condemning without appeal — not mere
presidents of an assembled jury, as they afterwards came to be during the next
century.”” For the general exercise of such power they were accountable after
their year of office. Such accountability was the security against abuse — a very
insufficient security, yet not wholly inoperative. It will be seen, however,
presently that these archons, though strong to coerce, and perhaps to oppress,
small and poor men, had no means of keeping down rebellious nobles of their
own rank, such as Peisistratus, Lykurgus, and Megaklés, each with his armed
followers. When we compare the drawn swords of these ambitious competi-
tors, ending in the despotism of one of them, with the vehement parliamentary
strife between Themistoklés and Aristeidés afterwards, peaceably decided by
the vote of the sovereign people and never disturbing the public tranquillity,
we shall see that the democracy of the ensuing cenctury fulfilled the conditions
of order, as well as of progress, better than the Solonian constitution.

To distinguish this Solonian constitution from the democracy which fol-
lowed it, is essential to a due comprehension of the progress of the Greek
mind, and especially of Athenian affairs. That democracy was achieved by
gradual steps, which will be hereafter described. Démosthenés and Zschinés
lived under it as a system consummated and in full activity, when the stages of
its previous growth were no longer matter of exact memory; and the dikasts
then assembled in judgment were pleased to hear their constitution associated
with the names either of Solon or of Theseus. Their inquisitive contemporary
Aristotle was not thus misled; but even commonplace Athenians of the century
preceding would have escaped the same delusion. For during the whole course

°2 The statement of Plutarch, that Solon gave an appeal from the decision of the archon to the

judgment of the popular dikastery (Plutarch, Solon, 18), is distrusted by most of the exposi-
tors, though Dr. Thirlwall seems to admit it, justifying it by the analogy of the Ephete, or
judges of appeal constituted by Drako (History of Greece, vol. ii., ch. xi., p. 46).

[The Azh. Pol. (c. ix.) definitely states that Solon gave the right of appeal from the magis-
trates to the Heliza, and seems to regard this measure as the corner-stone of his reforms (see
Bury, H. of G.). Probably this appeal was in civil cases only, as criminal cases were still tried
before the Areopagus and the Epheta. There is no doubt that the magistrates still retained
considerable judicial power; it was only later that they degenerated into a court of first
instance (see Greenidge’s Greek Constitutional History, p. 154). We may add that Lysias (Or. x.,
c. 16) quotes a genuine Solonian law in which the Heliaa is mentioned. There is therefore no
doubt that the Heliza were, at least in some crude form, the invention of Solon. — ED.]
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of the democratical movement from the Persian invasion down to the
Peloponnesian war, and especially during the changes proposed by Periklés and
Ephialtés, there was always a strenuous party of resistance, who would not suf-
fer the people to forget that they had already forsaken, and were on the point
of forsaking still more, the orbit marked out by Solon. Periklés underwent
innumerable attacks both from the orators in the assembly and from the comic
writers in the theatre. And among these sarcasms on the political tendencies
of the day, we are probably to number the complaint, breathed by the poet
Kratinus, of the desuetude into which both Solon and Drako had fallen — ‘I
swear’ (said he in a fragment of one of his comedies) ‘by Solon and Drako,
whose wooden tablets (of laws) are now employed by people to roast their
barley’.”” The laws of Solon respecting penal offences, respecting inheritance
and adoption, respecting the private relations generally, etc., remained for
the most part in force: his quadripartite census also continued, at least for
financial purposes, until the archonship of Nausinikus in 377 B.C., so that
Cicero and others might be warranted in affirming that his laws still pre-
vailed at Athens; but his political and judicial arrangements had undergone
a revolution®® not less complete and memorable than the character and spirit
of the Athenian people generally. The choice, by way of lot, of archons and
other magistrates, and the distribution by lot of the general body of dikasts
or jurors into panels for judicial business, may be decidedly considered as
not belonging to Solon, but adopted after the revolution of Kleisthenés;
probably the choice of [councillors] by lot also. The lot was a symptom of
pronounced democratical spirit, such as we must not seek in the Solonian
institutions.

It is not easy to make out distinctly what was the political position of the
ancient Gentes and Phratries, as Solon left them. The four tribes consisted alto-
gether of gentes and phratries, insomuch that no one could be included in any
one of the tribes who was not also a member of some gens and phratry. Now
the pro-bouleutic or pre-considering [council] consisted of 400 members —

53

Kratinus, ap. Plutarch, Solon, 25:

pog tod Térmvog kai Apdrovrog, oGt vov
DpOyovoty 110M 10 KAy pLG Talg KOPPESTY.

Isokratés praises the moderate democracy in early Athens, as compared with that under
which he lived; but in the Oraz., vii. (Aregpagitic.), he connects the former with the names of
Solon and Kleisthenés, while in the Orat., xii. (Panathenaic.) he considers the former to have
lasted from the days of Theseus to those of Solon and Peisistratus. In this latter oration he
describes pretty exactly the power which the people possessed under the Solonian constitution
— 10OV Tag Apyag Kotaothoal Kol AaBely diknv mopd tdv EEapaptavoviay, which
coincides with the phrase of Aristotle — T0¢ Apyag aipeicOut kol e0OOVELV — supposing
GpyOVTOV to be understood as the substantive of £Eapoptavoviav.

Compare Isokratés, Or., vii., p. 143 (p. 192 Bek.), and p. 150 (202 Bek.), and Orar., xii., pp.
260-264 (351-356 Bek.).

4 Cicero, Orat. pro. Sext. Roscio, c. 25; Alian, V. H., viii. 10.
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100 from each of the tribes; persons not included in any gens or phratry could,
therefore, have had no access to it. The conditions of eligibility were similar,
according to ancient custom, for the nine archons — of course, also, for the sen-
ate of Areopagus. So that there remained only the public assembly, in which an
Athenian not a member of these tribes could take part: yet he was a citizen,
since he could give his vote for archons and senators, and could take part in the
annual decision of their accountability, besides being entitled to claim redress
for wrong from the archons in his own person — while the alien could only do
so through the intervention of an avouching citizen or Prostatés. It seems,
therefore, that all persons not included in the four tribes, whatever their grade
of forcune might be, were on the same level in respect to political privilege as
the fourth and poorest class of the Solonian census. It has already been
remarked that even before the time of Solon the number of Athenians not
included in the gentes or phratries was probably considerable: it tended to
become greater and greater, since these bodies were close and unexpansive,
while the policy of the new lawgiver tended to invite industrious settlers from
other parts of Greece to Athens. Such great and increasing inequality of polit-
ical privilege helps to explain the weakness of the Government in repelling the
aggressions of Peisistratus, and exhibits the importance of the revolution after-
wards wrought by Kleisthenés, when he abolished (for all political purposes)
the four old tribes, and created ten new comprehensive tribes in place of them.
In regard to the regulations of the senate [council] and the assembly of the
people, as constituted by Solon, we are altogether without information: nor is
it safe to transfer to the Solonian constitution the information, comparatively
ample, which we possess respecting these bodies under the later democracy.
The laws of Solon were inscribed on wooden rollers and triangular tablets, in
the species of writing called Boustrophédon (lines alternating first from left to
right, and next from right to left, ‘like the course of the ploughman’), and pre-
served first in the Acropolis, subsequently in the Prytaneium. On the tablets,
called Kyrbeis, were chiefly commemorated the laws respecting sacred rites
and sacrifices;” on the pillars or rollers, of which there were at least sixteen,
were placed the regulations respecting matters profane. So small are the frag-
ments which have come down to us, and so much has been ascribed to Solon by

% Plutarch, Solon, 23—25. He particularly mentions the sixteenth G€®V: we learn also that the

thirteenth GE®V contained the eighth law (c. 19): the twenty-first law is alluded to in
Harpokration, v.,"Ott ol Tointod.

Some remnants of these wooden rollers existed in the days of Plutarch in the Athenian
Prytaneium. See Harpokration and Photius, v., KOpBeig; Aristot., mepl [loMteidv, Frag.
35, ed. Neumann; Euphorion, ap. Harpokrat. O kdtw0ev vopog; Bekker, Anecdota, p. 413.

What we read respecting the d&oveg; and the KOpPelg does not convey a clear idea of
them. Besides Aristotle, both Seleukus and Didymus are named as having written commen-
taries expressly about them (Plutarch, Solon, i.; Suidas, v., "‘Opye®vec; compare also
Meursius, Solon, c. 24; Vit. Aristotelis, ap. Westermann. Vitarum Scriptt. Grac., p. 404), and the
collection in Stephan., Thesanr., p. 1095. [Gilbert, pp. 140, 141, n. — Ep.]
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the orators which belongs really to the subsequent times, that it is hardly pos-
sible to form any critical judgment respecting the legislation as a whole, or to
discover by what general principles or purposes he was guided.

He left unchanged all the previous laws and practices respecting the crime
of homicide, connected as they were intimately with the religious feelings of
the people. The laws of Drako on this subject, therefore, remained, but on
other subjects, according to Plutarch, they were altogether abrogated;® there
is, however, room for supposing that the repeal cannot have been so sweeping
as this biographer represents.

The Solonian laws seem to have borne more or less upon all the great depart-
ments of human interest and duty. We find regulations political and religious,
public and private, civil and criminal, commercial, agricultural, sumptuary,
and disciplinarian. Solon provides punishment for crimes, restricts the profes-
sion and status of the citizen, prescribes detailed rules for marriage as well as
for burial, for the common use of springs and wells, and for the mutual inter-
est of conterminous farmers in planting or hedging their properties. As far as
we can judge from the imperfect manner in which his laws come before us,
there does not seem to have been any attempt at a systematic order or classifi-
cation. Some of them are mere general and vague directions, while others,
again, run into the extreme of speciality.

By far the most important of all was the amendment of the law of debtor
and creditor, which has already been adverted to, and the abolition of the
power of fathers and brothers to sell their daughters and sisters into slavery.
The prohibition of all contracts on the security of the body was itself sufficient
to produce a vast improvement in the character and condition of the poorer
population — a result which seems to have been so sensibly obtained from the
legislation of Solon, that Boeckh and some other eminent authors suppose him
to have abolished villeinage and conferred upon the poor tenants a property in
their lands, annulling the seignorial rights of the landlord. But this opinion
rests upon no positive evidence, nor are we warranted in ascribing to him any
stronger measure in reference to the land than the annulment of the previous
mortgages.’’

The first pillar of his laws contained a regulation respecting exportable pro-
duce. He forbade the exportation of all produce of the Attic soil, except olive-
oil alone. And the sanction employed to enforce observance of this law deserves

Plutarch, Solon, c. 17; Cyrill., Cont. Julian. v., p. 169, ed. Spanheim. The enumeration of the
different admitted justifications for homicide, which we find in Démosth., Conz. Aristokrat., p.
637, seems rather too copious and systematic for the age of Drako; it may have been amended
by Solon, or perhaps in an age subsequent to Solon.

°7 See Boeckh, Public Economy of the Athenians, bk. iii., § 5 [and note 8, p. 9 above]. Tittmann
(Griechisch. Staatsverfass., p. 651) and others have supposed (from Aristot., Polit., ii. 7) that
Solon enacted a law to limit the quantity of land which any individual citizen might acquire.
But the passage does not seem to me to bear out such an opinion. [Most writers accept. —
Ep.]
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notice, as an illustration of the ideas of the time — the archon was bound, on
pain of forfeiting 100 drachms, to pronounce solemn curses against every
offender.”® We are probably to take this prohibition in conjunction with other
objects said to have been contemplated by Solon, especially the encouragement
of artisans and manufacturers at Athens. Observing (we are told) that many
new immigrants were just then flocking into Attica to seek an establishment,
in consequence of its greater security, he was anxious to turn them rather to
manufacturing industry than to the cultivation of a soil naturally poor.”” He
forbade the granting of citizenship to any immigrants, except to such as had
quitted irrevocably their former abodes, and come to Athens for the purpose of
carrying on some industrious profession; and in order to prevent idleness, he
directed the senate of Areopagus to keep watch over the lives of the citizens
generally, and punish every one who had no course of regular labour to support
him. If a father had not taught his son some art or profession, Solon relieved
the son from all obligation to maintain him in his old age. And it was to
encourage the multiplication of these artisans that he ensured, or sought to
ensure, to the residents in Attica the exclusive right of buying and consuming
all its landed produce except olive-oil, which was raised in abundance more
than sufficient for their wants. It was his wish that the trade with foreigners
should be carried on by exporting the produce of artisan labour instead of the
produce of land.®

This commercial prohibition is founded on principles substantially similar
to those which were acted upon in the early history of England, with reference
both to corn and to wool, and in other European countries also. In so far as it
was at all operative, it tended to lessen the total quantity of produce raised
upon the soil of Attica, and thus to keep the price of it from rising — a pur-
pose less objectionable (if we assume that the legislator is to interfere at all)
than that of our late Corn Laws, which were destined to prevent the price of

% Plutarch, Solon, 24. The first law, however, is said to have related to the ensuring of a mainte-

nance to wives and orphans (Harpokration, v., £110G).

By a law of Athens (which marks itself out as belonging to the century after Solon, by the
fulness of its provisions and by the number of steps and official persons named in it), the root-
ing up of an olive-tree in Attica was forbidden, under a penalty of 200 drachms for each tree
so destroyed — except for sacred purposes, or to the extent of two trees per annum for the con-
venience of the proprietor (Démosthen., Cont. Makartat., c. 16, p. 1074).

7 Plutarch, Solon, 22.

% Plutarch, Solon, 22—24. According to Herodotus, Solon had enacted that the authorities
should punish every man with death who could not show a regular mode of industrious life
(Herod., ii. 177; Diodor., i. 77).

So severe a punishment is not credible, nor is it likely that Solon borrowed his idea from
Egypt.

According to Pollux (viii. 6) idleness was punished by atimy (civil disfranchisement) under
Drako. Under Solon this punishment only took effect against the person who had been con-
victed of it on three successive occasions. See Meursius, Solon, c. 17; and the Areopagus of the
same author, c. 8 and 9; and Taylor, Lectt. Lysiac., cap. 10.
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grain from falling. But the law of Solon must have been altogether inoperative,
in reference to the great articles of human subsistence; for Attica imported,
both largely and constantly, grain and salt-provisions — probably also wool
and flax for the spinning and weaving of the women, and certainly timber for
building. Whether the law was ever enforced with reference to figs and honey
may well be doubted; at least, these productions of Attica were in after-times
generally consumed and celebrated throughout Greece. Probably, also, in the
time of Solon the silver-mines of Laureium had hardly begun to be worked;
these afterwards became highly productive, and furnished to Athens a com-
modity for foreign payments not less convenient than lucrative.”'

It is interesting to notice the anxiety, both of Solon and of Drako, to enforce
among their fellow-citizens industrious and self-maintaining habits;** and we
shall find the same sentiment proclaimed by Periklés, at the time when
Athenian power was at its maximum. Nor ought we to pass over this eatly
manifestation in Attica of an opinion equitable and tolerant towards sedentary
industry, which in most other parts of Greece was regarded as comparatively
dishonourable. The general tone of Grecian sentiment recognised no occupa-
tions as perfectly worthy of a free citizen except arms, agriculture, and athletic
and musical exercises; and the proceedings of the Spartans, who kept aloof even
from agriculture and left it to their Helots, were admired, though they could
not be copied, throughout most part of the Hellenic world. Even minds like
Plato, Aristotle and Xenophon concurred to a considerable extent in this feel-
ing, which they justified on the ground that the sedentary life and unceasing
house-work of the artisan were inconsistent with military aptitude. The town-
occupations are usually described by a word which carries with it contemptu-
ous ideas, and though recognised as indispensable to the existence of the city,
are held suitable only for an inferior and semi-privileged order of citizens. This,
the received sentiment among Greeks, as well as foreigners, found a strong and
growing opposition at Athens, as I have already said — corroborated also by a
similar feeling at Corinth.”” The trade of Corinth, as well as of Chalkis in
Eubcea, was extensive, at a time when that of Athens had scarce any existence.
But while the despotism of Periander can hardly have failed to operate as a dis-
couragement to industry at Corinth, the contemporaneous legislation of Solon
provided for traders and artisans a new home at Athens, giving the first
encouragement to that numerous town-population both in the city and in the
Peiraeus, which we find actually residing there in the succeeding century. The

' Xenophon, De Vectigalibus bus, iii. 2.

02 Thukyd., ii. 40 (the funeral oration delivered by Periklés) — koi T0 mévesOat ovy 6pLoAo0-
VeV TV ailoypov AAAL 00 dtadedyely Epy@ aioytov.
Herodot., ii. 167—177; compare Xenophon, Economic., iv. 3.

The unbounded derision, however, which Aristophanés heaps upon Kledn as a tanner, and
upon Hyperbolus as a lamp-maker, proves that if any manufacturer engaged in politics, his
party opponents found enough of the old sentiment remaining to turn it to good account
against him.
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multiplication of such town residents, both citizens and metics — i.e., resident
persons, not citizens, but enjoying an assured position and civil rights — was a
capital fact in the onward march of Athens, since it determined not merely the
extension of her trade, but also the pre-eminence of her naval force — and thus,
as a farther consequence, lent extraordinary vigour to her democratical govern-
ment. It seems, moreover, to have been a departure from the primitive temper
of Atticism, which tended both to cantonal residence and rural occupation. We
have, therefore, the greater interest in noting the first mention of it as a conse-
quence of the Solonian legislation.

To Solon is first owing the admission of a power of testamentary bequest at
Athens, in all cases in which a man had no legitimate children. According to the pre-
existing custom, we may rather assume that if a deceased person left neither children
nor blood relations, his property descended (as at Rome) to his gens and phratry.®*

It has been already mentioned that Solon forbade the sale of daughters or sis-
ters into slavery by fathers or brothers, a prohibition which shows how much
females had before been looked upon as articles of property. And it would seem
that before his time the violation of a free woman must have been punished at
the discretion of the magistrates, for we are told that he was the first who
enacted a penalty of 100 drachms against the offender, and 20 drachms against
the seducer of a free woman.” Moreover, it is said that he forbade a bride when
given in marriage to carry with her any personal ornaments and appurtenances,
except to the extent of three robes and certain matters of furniture not very
valuable. Solon farther imposed upon women several restraints in regard to
proceeding at the obsequies of deceased relatives. He forbade profuse demon-
strations of sorrow, singing of composed dirges, and costly sacrifices and con-
tributions. He limited strictly the quantity of meat and drink admissible for
the funeral banquet, and prohibited nocturnal exit, except in a car and with a
light. It appears that both in Greece and Rome the feelings of duty and affec-
tion on the part of surviving relatives prompted them to ruinous expense in a
funeral, as well as to unmeasured effusions both of grief and conviviality; and
the general necessity experienced for legal restriction is attested by the remark
of Plutarch, that similar prohibitions to those enacted by Solon were likewise
in force at his native town of Chaeroneia.*

®  This seems the just meaning of the words, &v T yével To0 1e0vnk6TOC £581 TO Y pAUATO

Kol TOV O1KOV KOTOUEVELY, for that early day (Plutarch, Solon, 21). [Bury (p. 186 note)
thinks that Solon merely legalized an existing usage, but see Abbott, History of Greece, part i.,
p. 421. — Ep.]

According to Aschinés (Cont. Timarch., pp. 16—78), the punishment enacted by Solon against
the TPOAYWYOG, or procurer, in such cases of seduction was death.

Plut., Solon 20. The Solonian restrictions on the subject of funerals were to a great degree
copied in the twelve tables at Rome; see Cicero, De Legg., ii. 23, 24. He esteems it a right
thing to put the rich and the poor on a level in respect to funeral ceremonies. Plato follows an
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opposite idea, and limits the expense of funerals upon a graduated scale according to the oen-
sus of the deceased (Legg., xii., p. 959).
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Other penal enactments of Solon are yet to be mentioned. He forbade
absolutely evil-speaking with respect to the dead. He forbade it likewise with
respect to the living, either in a temple or before judges or archons, or at any
public festival, on pain of a forfeit of three drachms to the person aggrieved,
and two more to the public treasury. How mild the general character of his
punishments was, may be judged by this law against foul language, not less
than by the law before-mentioned against rape. Both the one and the other of
these offences were much more severely dealt with under the subsequent law of
democratical Athens. The peremptory edict against speaking ill of a deceased
person, though doubtless springing in a great degree from disinterested repug-
nance, is traceable also in part to that fear of the wrath of the departed which
strongly possessed the early Greek mind.

It seems generally that Solon determined by law the outlay for the public
sacrifices, though we do not know what were his particular directions. We are
told that he reckoned a sheep and a medimnus (of wheat or barley ?) as equiv-
alent, either of them, to a drachm, and that he also prescribed the prices to be
paid for first-rate oxen intended for solemn occasions. But it astonishes us to
see the large recompense which he awarded out of the public treasury to a vic-
tor at the Olympic or Isthmian games: to the former 500 drachms, equal to
one year’s income of the highest of the four classes on the census; to the latter
100 drachms. The magnitude of these rewards strikes us the more when we
compare them with the fines on rape and evil-speaking. At the same time, we
must remember both that these Pan-Hellenic sacred games presented the chief
visible evidence of peace and sympathy among the numerous communities of
Greece, and that in the time of Solon, factitious reward was still needful to
encourage them. In respect to land and agriculture Solon proclaimed a public
reward of five drachms for every wolf brought in, and one drachm for every
wolf’s cub; the extent of wild land has at all times been considerable in Attica.
He also provided rules respecting the use of wells between neighbours, and
respecting the planting in conterminous olive-grounds. Whether any of these

Démosthenés (Cont. Makartat., p. 1071) gives what he calls the Solonian law on funerals,
different from Plutarch on several points.

Ungovernable excesses of grief among the female sex are sometimes mentioned in Grecian
towns. See the pavikOV TEvOOG among the Milesian women (Polyaen., viii. 63); the Milesian
women, however, had a tinge of Karian feeling.

Compare an instructive inscription recording a law of the Greek city of Gambreion in
Zolic Asia Minor, wherein the dress, the proceedings, and the time of allowed mourning, for
men, women, and children who had lost their relatives, are strictly prescribed under severe
penalties (Franz, Fiinf Inschriften und fiinf Stidte in Kleinasien, Berlin, 1840, p. 17). Expensive
ceremonies in the celebration of marriage are forbidden by some of the old Scandinavian laws
(Wilda, Das Gildenwesen in Mittelalter, p. 18).

And we may understand the motives, whether we approve the wisdom or not, of sumptu-
ary restrictions on these ceremonies, when we read the account given by Colonel Sleeman of
the ruinous expenses incurred to this day among the Hindoos in the celebration of marriage.
(Rambles and Recollections of an Indian Official, vol. i., c. vi., p. 51-53.)
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regulations continued in operation during the better-known period of
Athenian history cannot be safely affirmed.

In respect to theft, we find it stated that Solon repealed the punishment of
death which Drako had annexed to that crime, and enacted, as a penalty, com-
pensation to an amount double the value of the property stolen. The simplic-
ity of this law perhaps affords ground for presuming that it really does belong
to Solon. But the law which prevailed during the time of the orators respect-
ing theft must have been introduced at some later period, since it enters into
distinctions and mentions both places and forms of procedure, which we can-
not reasonably refer to the forty-sixth Olympiad. The public dinners at the
Prytaneium, of which the archons and a select few partook in common, were
also either first established, or perhaps only more strictly regulated, by Solon.
He ordered barley-cakes for their ordinary meals, and wheaten loaves for festi-
val days, prescribing how often each person should dine at the table. The hon-
our of dining at the table of the Prytaneium was maintained throughout as a
valuable reward at the disposal of the Government.

Among the various laws of Solon there are few which have attracted more
notice than that which pronounces the man, who in a sedition stood aloof and
took part with neither side, to be dishonoured and disfranchised.®” Strictly
speaking, this seems more in the nature of an emphatic moral denunciation, or
a religious curse, than a legal sanction capable of being formally applied in an
individual case and after judicial trial — though the sentence of Atimy, under
the more elaborated Attic procedure, was both definite in its penal conse-
quences and also judicially delivered. We may, however, follow the course of
ideas under which Solon was induced to write this sentence on his tables, and
we may trace the influence of similar ideas in later Attic institutions. It is obvi-
ous that his denunciation is confined to that special case in which a sedition
has already broken out: we must suppose that Kylon has seized the Acropolis,
or that Peisistratus, Megaklés and Lykurgus are in arms at the head of their
partisans. Assuming these leaders to be wealthy and powerful men, which
would in all probability be the fact, the constituted authority — such as Solon
saw before him in Attica, even after his own organic amendments — was not
strong enough to maintain the peace; it became, in fact, itself one of the con-
tending parties. Under such given circumstances, the sooner every citizen pub-
licly declared his adherence to some one of them, the earlier this suspension of
legal authority was likely to terminate. Nothing was so mischievous as the
indifference of the mass, or their disposition to let the combatants fight out the
matter among themselves, and then to submit to the victor. Nothing was more
likely to encourage aggression on the part of an ambitious malcontent than the
conviction that if he could once overpower the small amount of physical force
which surrounded the archons, and exhibit himself in armed possession of the
Prytaneium or the Acropolis, he might immediately count upon passive sub-

7 Plutarch, Solon, 20, and De Serd Numinis Vindicta, p. 550; Aulus Gell., ii. 12.
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mission on the part of all the freemen without. Under the state of feeling
which Solon inculcates, the insurgent leader would have to calculate that every
man who was not actively in his favour would be actively against him, and this
would render his enterprise much more dangerous. Indeed, he could then never
hope to succeed, except on the double supposition of extraordinary popularity
in his own person, and widespread detestation of the existing government. He
would thus be placed under the influence of powerful deterring motives; so
that mere ambition would be less likely to seduce him into a course which
threatened nothing but ruin, unless under such encouragements from the pre-
existing public opinion as to make his success a result desirable for the com-
munity. Among the small political societies of Greece — especially in the age
of Solon, when the number of despots in other parts of Greece seems to have
been at its maximum — every government, whatever might be its form, was
sufficiently weak to make its overthrow a matter of comparative facility. Unless
upon the supposition of a band of foreign mercenaries — which would render
the government a system of naked force, and which the Athenian lawgiver
would, of course, never contemplate — there was no other stay for it except a
positive and pronounced feeling of attachment on the part of the mass of citi-
zens. Indifference on their part would render them a prey to every daring man
of wealth who chose to become a conspirator. That they should be ready to
come forward, not only with voice but with arms — and that they should be
known beforehand to be so — was essential to the maintenance of every good
Grecian government. It was salutary, in preventing mere personal attempts at
revolution, and pacific in its tendency, even where the revolution had actually
broken out — because in the greater number of cases the proportion of parti-
sans would probably be very unequal, and the inferior party would be com-
pelled to renounce their hopes.

It will be observed that in this enactment of Solon, the existing government
is ranked merely as one of the contending parties. The virtuous citizen is
enjoined, not to come forward in its support, but to come forward at all events,
either for it or against it. Positive and early action is all which is prescribed to
him as matter of duty. In the age of Solon there was no political idea or system
yet current which could be assumed as an unquestionable datum — no con-
spicuous standard to which the citizens could be pledged under all circum-
stances to attach themselves. The option lay only between a mitigated
oligarchy in possession and a despot in possibility; a contest wherein the affec-
tions of the people could rarely be counted upon in favour of the established
government. But this neutrality in respect to the constitution was at an end
after the revolution of Kleisthenés, when the idea of the sovereign people and
the democratical institutions became both familiar and precious to every indi-
vidual citizen. We shall hereafter find the Athenians binding themselves by
the most sincere and solemn oaths to uphold their democracy against all
attempts to subvert it; we shall discover in them a sentiment not less positive
and uncompromising in its direction than energetic in its inspirations. But
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while we notice this very important change in their character, we shall at the
same time perceive that the wise precautionary recommendation of Solon, to
obviate sedition by an early declaration of the impartial public between two
contending leaders, was not lost upon them. Such, in point of fact, was the
purpose of that salutary and protective institution which is called the
Ostracism. At present I merely notice its analogy with the previous Solonian
law, and its tendency to accomplish the same purpose of terminating a fierce
party-feud, by artificially calling in the votes of the mass of impartial citizens
against one or other of the leaders — with this important difference, that while
Solon assumed the hostile parties to be actually in arms, the ostracism averted
that grave public calamity by applying its remedy to the premonitory symp-
toms [see below, c. 4., Appendix I., § 7. — Ep.].

I have already considered, in a previous chapter,®® the directions given by
Solon for the more orderly recital of the Homeric poems; and it is curious to
contrast his reverence for the old epic with the unqualified repugnance which
he manifested towards Thespis and the drama, then just nascent, and holding
out little promise of its subsequent excellence. Tragedy and comedy were now
beginning to be grafted on the lyric and choric song. First one actor was pro-
vided to relieve the chorus; next two actors were introduced to sustain ficti-
tious characters and carry on a dialogue, in such manner that the songs of the
chorus and the interlocution of the actors formed a continuous piece. Solon,
after having heard Thespis acting (as all the early composers did, both tragic
and comic) in his own comedy, asked him afterwards if he was not ashamed to
pronounce such falsehoods before so large an audience. And when Thespis
answered that there was no harm in saying and doing such things merely for
amusement, Solon indignantly exclaimed, striking the ground with his stick,
‘If once we come to praise and esteem such amusement as this, we shall quickly
find the effects of it in our daily transactions.” For the authenticity of this anec-
dote it would be rash to vouch, but we may at least treat it as the protest of
some early philosopher against the deceptions of the drama; and it is interest-
ing as marking the incipient struggles of that literature in which Athens after-
wards attained such unrivalled excellence.

It would appear that all the laws of Solon were proclaimed, inscribed, and
accepted without either discussion or resistance. He is said to have described
them, not as the best laws which he could himself have imagined, but as the
best which he could have induced the people to accept. He gave them validity
for the space of ten years, during which period® both the [Council] collectively
and the archons individually swore to observe them with fidelity; under
penalty, in case of non-observance, of a golden statue as large as life to be
erected at Delphi. But though the acceptance of the laws was accomplished
without difficulty, it was not found so easy either for the people to understand

% Vol. i., pp. 534 ff (ed. 1862). — Ep.
% Plutarch, Solon, 15.
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and obey, or for the framer to explain them. Every day persons came to Solon
either with praise, or criticism, or suggestions of various improvements, or
questions as to the construction of particular enactments; until at last he
became tired of this endless process of reply and vindication, which was seldom
successful either in removing obscurity or in satisfying complainants.
Foreseeing that if he remained he would be compelled to make changes, he
obtained leave of absence from his countrymen for ten years, trusting that
before the expiration of that period they would have become accustomed to his
laws. He quitted his native city, in the full certainty that his laws would
remain unrepealed until his return; for (says Herodotus) ‘the Athenians could
not repeal them, since they were bound by solemn oaths to observe them for ten
years’. The unqualified manner in which the historian here speaks of an oath,
as if it created a sort of physical necessity and shut out all possibility of a con-
trary result, deserves notice as illustrating Grecian sentiment.”

On departing from Athens, Solon first visited Egypt, where he communi-
cated largely with Psendphis of Heliopolis and Sonchis of Sais, Egyptian
priests who had much to tell respecting their ancient history, and from whom
he learnt matters real or pretended, far transcending in alleged antiquity the
oldest Grecian genealogies — especially the history of the vast submerged
island of Atlantis, and the war which the ancestors of the Athenians had suc-
cessfully carried on against it 9,000 years before. Solon is said to have com-
menced an epic poem upon this subject, but he did not live to finish it, and
nothing of it now remains. From Egypt he went to Cyprus, where he visited
the small town of ZApeia, said to have been founded originally by Demophon,
son of Theseus, and ruled at this period by the prince Philokyprus — each
town in Cyprus having its own petty prince. It was situated near the river
Klarius in a position precipitous and secure, but inconvenient and ill-supplied.
Solon persuaded Philokyprus to quit the old site and establish a new town
down in the fertile plain beneath. He himself staid and became Oekist of the
new establishment, making all the regulations requisite for its safe and pros-
perous march, which was indeed so decisively manifested, that many new set-
tlers flocked into the new plantation, called by Philokyprus So/7, in honour of
Solon. To our deep regret, we are not permitted to know what these regula-
tions were; but the general fact is attested by the poems of Solon himself, and
the lines, in which he bade farewell to Philokyprus on quitting the island, are
yet before us. On the dispositions of this prince his poem bestowed unqualified
commendation.”"
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Herodot., i. 29. One hundred years is the term stated by Plutarch (So/. 25). [A. P. vii. says
100.]

Plutarch, Solon, 26; Herodot., v. 113. The statements of Diogenés that Solon founded Soli in
Kilikia, and that he died in Cyprus, are not worthy of credit (Diog. Laért., i. 51-62). [Even
the visit to Philokyprus is regarded by many — e.g., Bury, p. 163 — as based on no real evi-
dence. — Eb.]
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Besides his visit to Egypt and Cyprus, a story was also current of his having
conversed with the Lydian king Croesus at Sardis. The communication said to
have taken place between them has been woven by Herodotus into a sort of
moral tale, which forms one of the most beautiful episodes in his whole history.
Though this tale has been told and retold as if it were genuine history, yet as it
now stands, it is irreconcilable with chronology, although very possibly Solon
may at some time or other have visited Sardis, and seen Croesus as hereditary
prince.”?

But even if no chronological objections existed, the moral purpose of the tale
is so prominent, and pervades it so systematically from beginning to end, that
these internal grounds are of themselves sufficiently strong to impeach its cred-
ibility as a matter of fact, unless such doubts happen to be outweighed —
which in this case they are not — by good contemporary testimony. The narra-
tive of Solon and Creesus can be taken for nothing else but an illustrative fic-
tion, borrowed by Herodotus from some philosopher, and clothed in his own
peculiar beauty of expression, which on this occasion is more decidedly poeti-
cal than is habitual with him. I cannot transcribe, and I hardly dare to abridge
it. The vain-glorious Croesus, at the summit of his conquests and his riches,
endeavours to win from his visitor Solon an opinion that he is the happiest of
mankind. The latter, after having twice preferred to him modest and meritori-
ous Grecian citizens, at length reminds him that his vast wealth and power are
of a tenure too precarious to serve as an evidence of happiness — that the gods
are jealous and meddlesome, and often make the show of happiness a mere
prelude to extreme disaster — and that no man’s life can be called happy until
the whole of it has been played out, so that it may be seen to be out of the
reach of reverses. Creesus treats this opinion as absurd, but ‘a great judgment
from God fell upon him, after Solon was departed — probably (observes
Herodotus) because he fancied himself the happiest of all men’. First he lost
his favourite son Atys, a brave and intelligent youth (his only other son being
dumb). For the Mysians of Olympus, being ruined by a destructive and for-
midable wild boar which they were unable to subdue, applied for aid to
Croesus, who sent to the spot a chosen hunting force, and permitted —
though with great reluctance, in consequence of an alarming dream — that
his favourite son should accompany them. The young prince was unintention-
ally slain by the Phrygian exile Adrastus, whom Creesus had sheltered and

7> Plutarch tells us that several authors rejected the reality of this interview as being chronolog-

ically impossible.

In my judgment, this is an illustrative tale, in which certain real characters — Croesus and
Solon — and certain real facts — the great power and succeeding ruin of the former by the vic-
torious arm of Cyrus — together with certain facts probably altogether fictitious, such as the
two sons of Creesus, the Phrygian Adrastus and his history, the hunting of the mischievous
wild boar on Mount Olympus, the ultimate preservation of Creesus, etc., are put together so
as to convey an impressive moral lesson. The whole adventure of Adrastus and the son of
Creesus is depicted in language eminently beautiful and poetical.
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protected.”” Hardly had the latter recovered from the anguish of this misfor-
tune, when the rapid growth of Cyrus and the Persian power induced him to
go to war with them, against the advice of his wisest counsellors. After a strug-
gle of about three years he was completely defeated, his capital, Sardis, taken
by storm, and himself made prisoner. Cyrus ordered a large pile to be prepared,
and placed upon it Creesus in fetters, together with fourteen young Lydians, in
the intention of burning them alive, either as a religious offering, or in fulfil-
ment of a vow, ‘or perhaps (says Herodotus) to see whether some of the gods
would not interfere to rescue a man so pre-eminently pious as the king of
Lydia’. In this sad extremity Croesus bethought him of the warning which he
had before despised, and thrice pronounced, with a deep groan, the name of
Solon. Cyrus desired the interpreters to inquire whom he was invoking, and
learnt in reply the anecdote of the Athenian lawgiver, together with the
solemn memento which he had offered to Croesus during more prosperous
days, attesting the frail tenure of all human greatness. The remark sunk deep
into the Persian monarch, as a token of what might happen to himself: he
repented of his purpose, and directed that the pile, which had already been
kindled, should be immediately extinguished. But the orders came too late. In
spite of the most zealous efforts of the bystanders, the flame was found
unquenchable, and Creesus would still have been burnt, had he not implored
with prayers and tears the succour of Apollo, to whose Delphian and Theban
temples he had given such munificent presents. His prayers were heard; the
fair sky was immediately overcast, and a profuse rain descended, sufficient to
extinguish the flames. The life of Croesus was thus saved, and he became after-
wards the confidential friend and adviser of his conqueror.

Such is the brief outline of a narrative which Herodotus has given with full
development and with impressive effect. It would have served as a show-
lecture to the youth of Athens not less admirably than the well-known fable of
the Choice of Héraklés, which the philosopher Prodikus,”* a junior contempo-
rary of Herodotus, delivered with so much popularity. It illustrates forcibly the
religious and ethical ideas of antiquity; the deep sense of the jealousy of the
gods, who would not endure pride in anyone except themselves;” the impossi-
bility for any man of realizing to himself more than a very moderate share of
happiness; the danger from reactionary Nemesis, if at any time he had over-
passed such limit; and the necessity of calculations taking in the whole of life,
as a basis for rational comparison of different individuals. And it embodies, as
a practical consequence from these feelings, the often-repeated protest of
moralists against vehement impulses and unrestrained aspirations. The more
valuable this narrative appears, in its illustrative character, the less can we pre-
sume to treat it as a history.

 Herod., i. 32, 34, 44, 45.
™ Xenoph., Memorab., ii. 1, 21.
> Herodot., vii. 10.
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It is much to be regretted that we have no information respecting events in
Attica immediately after the Solonian laws and constitution, which were pro-
mulgated in 594 B.C., so as to understand better the practical effect of these
changes.”® What we next hear respecting Solon in Attica refers to a period
immediately preceding the first usurpation of Peisistratus in 560 B.C., and after
the return of Solon from his long absence. We are here again introduced to the
same oligarchical dissensions as are reported to have prevailed before the
Solonian legislation: the Pedieis, or opulent proprietors of the plain round
Athens, under Lykurgus, the Parali of the south of Attica, under Megaklés, and
the Diakrii or mountaineers of the eastern cantons, the poorest of the three
classes, under Peisistratus, are in a state of violent intestine dispute. The
account of Plutarch represents Solon as returning to Athens during the height
of this sedition. He was treated with respect by all parties, but his recommen-
dations were no longer obeyed, and he was disqualified by age from acting
with effect in public. He employed his best efforts to mitigate party animosi-
ties, and applied himself particularly to restrain the ambition of Peisistratus,
whose ulterior projects he quickly detected.

The future greatness of Peisistratus is said to have been first portended by a
miracle which happened, even before his birth, to his father Hippokratés at the
Olympic games. It was realized, partly by his bravery and conduct, which had
been displayed in the capture of Nisza from the Megarians,”” partly by his
popularity of speech and manners, his championship of the poor,” and his
ostentatious disavowal of all selfish pretensions — partly by an artful mixture

* From the Azh. Pol. (c. xiii.) we are able to supplement the above account, though the new

information is both partial and beset with difficulties. We learn (1) that, in the fifth year
(590-589) after Solon’s archonship, internal strife (5TA.G1C) became so serious that no archon
was elected (this incidentally shows that office was still elective); (2) that four years later
(586-585) there was anarchia; and (3) that in 582-580 the archon Damasias (illegally)
remained in office for two years and two months, after which he was forcibly expelled from
office, and ten archons were elected — five Eupatrid, three Agroeci, and two Demiurgi. This
account leads up to Peisistratus by the simple statement that the city continued to suffer from
perpetual strife between the various factions.

It is noticeable that the GTAG1LG recurs every fourth year, and that each of the three cases
would be officially described as anarchy — i.e., either there was no archon, or, as in (3), an ille-
gal archon. Probably the whole story may be reduced to the single fact of Damasias’s archon-
ship. It has been argued that the solution described in (3) represents a compromise which was
to supersede Solon’s constitution. It is more probable, however, that the archonship (0
Gpy®V) was put into commission of ten to avoid the domination of a single archon like
Damasias. The other eight archons on this hypothesis still existed.

It is important to notice the essential fact that immediately after Solon’s departure there
was strife between the Eupatrids and the agriculturalists, which almost certainly proves that
Solon’s removal of the §pot (boundary-stones) had largely failed in its object. It follows that
the healthy economic condition of Athens in the fifth century was due mainly to Peisistratus
and Kleisthenés. — ED.

See note above, p. 17, n. 5. — Ep.
8 Aristot., Politic., v. 4, 5; Plutarch, Solon, 29.
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of stratagem and force. Solon, after having addressed fruitless remonstrances to
Peisistratus himself, publicly denounced his designs in verses addressed to the
people. The deception whereby Peisistratus finally accomplished his design, is
memorable in Grecian tradition.”” He appeared one day in the agora of Athens
in his chariot with a pair of mules; he had intentionally wounded both his per-
son and the mules, and in this condition he threw himself upon the compas-
sion and defence of the people, pretending that his political enemies had
violently attacked him. He implored the people to grant him a guard, and at
the moment when their sympathies were freshly aroused both in his favour and
against his supposed assassins, Aristo proposed formally to the Ekklésia (the
pro-bouleutic Senate [Council], being composed of friends of Peisistratus, had
previously authorized the proposition)®* that a company of fifty club-men
should be assigned as a permanent bodyguard for the defence of Peisistratus.
To this motion Solon opposed a strenuous resistance,”’ but found himself over-
borne, and even treated as if he had lost his senses. The poor were earnest in
favour of it, while the rich were afraid to express their dissent; and he could
only comfort himself after the fatal vote had been passed, by exclaiming that
he was wiser than the former and more determined than the latter. Such was
one of the first known instances in which this memorable stratagem was played
off against the liberty of a Grecian community.*

The unbounded popular favour which had procured the passing of this grant
was still farcher manifested by the absence of all precautions to prevent the
limits of the grant from being exceeded. The number of the bodyguard was not
long confined to fifty, and probably their clubs were soon exchanged for sharper
weapons. Peisistratus thus found himself strong enough to throw off the
mask and seize the Acropolis. His leading opponents, Megaklés and the
Alkmednids, immediately fled the city, and it was left to the venerable age and
undaunted patriotism of Solon to stand forward almost alone in a vain attempt
to resist the usurpation. He publicly presented himself in the market-place,
employing encouragement, remonstrance and reproach, in order to rouse the
spirit of the people. To prevent this despotism from coming (he told them)
would have been easy; to shake it off now was more difficult, yet at the same
time more glorious.” But he spoke in vain, for all who were not actually
favourable to Peisistratus listened only to their fears, and remained passive; nor
did anyone join Solon, when, as a last appeal, he put on his armour and planted
himself in military posture before the door of his house. ‘I have done my duty
(he exclaimed at length); I have sustained to the best of my power my country

" Plato, Republic, viii., p. 565; [Ath. Pol., c. xiv.].

% Diog. Laért., i. 49. [The name should be Aristion according to Ath. Pol., c. xiv. — Ep.]

81 Plutarch, Solon, 29, 30; Diog. Laért., i. 50, 51; Ath. Pol., c. xiv.

8 This story is said to be commemorated in the ‘Stélé of Aristion,” a monument discovered at
Brauron, which represents a figure holding a long club standing by the side of a tomb. — Eb.

% Plutarch, Solon, 30; Diogen. Laért., i. 49; Diodor., Excerpta, lib. vii—x.
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and the laws’: and he then renounced all farther hope of opposition, though
resisting the instances of his friends that he should flee, and returning for
answer, when they asked him on what he relied for protection, ‘On my old
age.” Nor did he even think it necessary to repress the inspirations of his Muse.
Some verses yet remain, composed seemingly at a moment when the strong
hand of the new despot had begun to make itself sorely felt, in which he tells
his countrymen — ‘If ye have endured sorrow from your own baseness of soul,
impute not the fault of this to the gods. Ye have yourselves put force and
dominion into the hands of these men, and have thus drawn upon yourselves
wretched slavery.’

It is gratifying to learn that Peisistratus, whose conduct throughout his
despotism was comparatively mild, left Solon untouched. How long this dis-
tinguished man survived the practical subversion of his own constitution we
cannot certainly determine; but according to the most probable statement he
died during the very next year, at the advanced age of eighty.

We have only to regret that we are deprived of the means of following more
in detail his noble and exemplary character. He represents the best tendencies
of his age, combined with much that is personally excellent; the improved eth-
ical sensibility; the thirst for enlarged knowledge and observation, not less
potent in old age than in youth; the conception of regularized popular institu-
tions, departing sensibly from the type and spirit of the governments around
him, and calculated to found a new character in the Athenian people; a gen-
uine and reflecting sympathy with the mass of the poor, anxious not merely to
rescue them from the oppressions of the rich, but also to create in them habits
of self-relying industry; lastly, during his temporary possession of a power alto-
gether arbitrary, not merely an absence of all selfish ambition, but a rare dis-
cretion in seizing the mean between conflicting exigencies. In reading his
poems we must always recollect that what now appears commonplace was once
new, so that to his comparatively unlettered age the social pictures which he
draws were still fresh, and his exhortations calculated to live in the memory.
The poems composed on moral subjects generally inculcate a spirit of gentle-
ness towards others and moderation in personal objects. They represent the
gods as irresistible, retributive, favouring the good and punishing the bad,
though sometimes very tardily. But his compositions on special and present
occasions are usually conceived in a more vigorous spirit; denouncing the
oppressions of the rich at one time, and the timid submission to Peisistratus at
another — and expressing in emphatic language his own proud consciousness
of having stood forward as champion of the mass of the people. Of his early
poems hardly anything is preserved. The few lines remaining seem to manifest
a jovial temperament which we may well conceive to have been overlaid by
such political difficulties as he had to encounter — difficulties arising succes-
sively out of the Megarian war, the Kylonian sacrilege, the public despondency
healed by Epimenidés, and the task of arbiter between a rapacious oligarchy
and a suffering people. In one of his elegies addressed to Mimnermus, he
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marked out the sixtieth year as the longest desirable period of life, in prefer-
ence to the eightieth year, which that poet had expressed a wish to attain.®
But his own life, as far as we can judge, seems to have reached the longer of the
two periods; and not the least honourable part of it (the resistance to
Peisistratus) occurs immediately before his death.

There prevailed a story that his ashes were collected and scattered around the
island of Salamis, which Plutarch treats as absurd — though he tells us at the
same time that it was believed both by Aristotle and by many other consider-
able men. It is at least as ancient as the poet Kratinus, who alluded to it in one
of his comedies, and I do not feel inclined to reject it.”” The inscription on the
statue of Solon at Athens described him as a Salaminian; he had been the great
means of acquiring the island for his country, and it seems highly probable that
among the new Athenian citizens who went to settle there he may have
received a lot of land and become enrolled among the Salaminian demots. The
dispersion of his ashes connecting him with the island as its Oekist may be
construed, if not as the expression of a public vote, at least as a piece of affec-
tionate vanity on the part of his surviving friends.

We have now reached the period of the usurpation of Peisistratus (560 B.C.),
whose dynasty governed Athens (with two temporary interruptions during the
life of Peisistratus himself) for fifty years. The history of this despotism, milder
than Grecian despotism generally, and productive of important consequences
to Athens, will be reserved for a succeeding chapter.

APPENDIX

Solon’s economic reforms

[THE view taken above as to the details of the measure known as the Seisachtheia (‘shak-
ing off of burdens’) is not in accordance with those of present-day scholars. The Azh.
Pol. (cc. x. and xii.) has supplied new evidence, and other considerations tend to mod-
ify Grote’s explanation.

There is no doubt that one provision was that which forbade all loans on the security
of the person (K®ALGAG daveilely €l cOpact). This was presumably retrospective,
otherwise the ‘freeing of the land’ from the wealthy holders would have been so far
meaningless. It is also clear that Solon restored to the Hektemors the land which had
been absorbed into the large private TELEVN. So much is clear from the poems as
quoted in the Azh. Pol. Further, we learn from the poems that Solon had to deal with a
cry for YNNG GvAdUGHOG, and that he refused to grant icopotpiav.

But the poems do not in any way confirm the view (given in Azh. Pol.) that Solon

8 Solon, Fragment 22, ed. Bergk. Isokratés affirms that Solon was the first person to whom the

appellation Sophist (in later times carrying with it so much obloquy) was applied (Isokratés,
Or. xv., De Permutatione, p. 344; p. 496 Bek.).
Plutarch, Solon, 32; Kratinus #p. Diogen. Laért, i. 62.
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cancelled all debts. It is fairly clear that this idea was merely a mistaken inference from
the fact that the slaves were re-enfranchised.

The questions of the 6pot (explained by Grote as mortgage-pillars) and the
Hektemors having been dealt with already in the footnotes, it remains to discuss
Grote’s theory as to the relation between the above economic reforms and the reform of
the coinage. Grote’s criticism of Androtion’s somewhat puerile theory is valuable, but
it does not go far enough. The fact is that up to the discovery of the Azh. Pol. all his-
torians were under a complete misconception as to Solon’s coinage reform. From the
Ath. Pol. (c. x. 1) we learn that this was entirely distinct from the Seisachtheia, and
directed solely to the expansion of Athenian foreign trade by bringing it into a more
intimate connexion with the best markets — 7.e., Solon replaced the ZAginetan scale of
weights and measures by the Eubceic (approximately), and perhaps made a similar
change in the coinage. By this change Athens was enabled to leave the hostile and lim-
ited markets of AEgina and Megara, and seek new trade with Chalkis and Corinth, both
in Eubcea, among all the Greek cities of the Agean Sea, and also in Italy. Not only did
Athens thus enter upon a new and productive commercial career, but she also began to
come more and more into contact with the wider Greek world as a whole, and thus to
prepare for her imperial destiny in the fifth century. There is no reason to doubt that
Solon’s early travels had shown him the immense fields of activity which awaited
Athens in the ZAgean as soon as she should have freed herself from a scale of coinage,
etc., which bound her to the Saronic Gulf. — Eb.]
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3 [XXX]

GRECIAN AFFAIRS DURING THE
GOVERNMENT OF PEISISTRATUS
AND HIS SONS AT ATHENS

WE now arrive at what may be called the second period of Grecian history,
beginning with the rule of Peisistratus at Athens and of Creesus in Lydia.

It has been already stated that Peisistratus made himself despot of Athens in
560 B.c. He died in 527 B.c., and was succeeded by his son Hippias, who was
deposed and expelled in 510 B.c., thus making an entire space of fifty years
between the first exaltation of the father and the final expulsion of the son.
These chronological points are settled on good evidence. But the thirty-three
years covered by the reign of Peisistratus are interrupted by two periods of
exile, one of them lasting not less than ten years, the other five years; and the
exact place of the years of exile, being nowhere laid down upon authority, has
been differently determined by the conjectures of chronologers." Partly from
this half-known chronology, partly from a very scanty collection of facts, the
history of the half-century now before us can only be given very imperfectly.
Nor can we wonder at our ignorance, when we find that even among the
Athenians themselves, only a century afterwards, statements the most incorrect
and contradictory respecting the Peisistratids were in circulation, as
Thukydidés distinctly, and somewhat reproachfully, acquaints us.

More than thirty years had now elapsed since the promulgation of the
Solonian Constitution, whereby the annual Senate [Council] of Four Hundred
had been created, and the public assembly (preceded in its action as well as
aided and regulated by this Senate [Council]) invested with a power of exact-
ing responsibility from the magistrates after their year of office. The seeds of

The Ath. Pol. has a fairly elaborate account of the period contained in this chapter, and,
among other details, gives the lengths of Peisistratus’ three periods of rule and his two exiles.
The dates given are, however, like many others in the treatise, self-contradictory. As no cer-
tain solution has been offered by the critics, and as the discussion has a purely academic inter-
est, it is unnecessary here to discuss the matter (see J. E. Sandys on Azh. Pol., c. xiv., note;
Bury, Class. Rev., February, 1895 and Busol, ii., 2, p. 258). It may be mentioned, however,
that some authorities (e.g., Beloch in Rhein. Mus., xlv., 1890, pp. 465 et seq., Meyer, Gesch. d.
Alr ii., pp. 772, 773) are inclined to hold that the whole story of alternate rule and exile is
open to serious doubt, and that Peisistratus may perhaps not have experienced so many vicis-
situdes. — ED.
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the subsequent democracy had thus been sown, and no doubt the administra-
tion of the archons had been practically softened by it. Yet nothing in the
nature of a democratical sentiment had yet been created. A hundred years
hence we shall find that sentiment unanimous and potent among the enter-
prising masses of Athens and Peiraus, and shall be called upon to listen to
loud complaints of the difficulty of dealing with ‘that angry, waspish,
intractable little old man, Démus of Pnyx’ — so Aristophanés’ calls the
Athenian people to their faces, with a freedom which shows that he at least
counted on their good temper. But between 560—510 B.C. the people are as
passive in respect to political rights and securities as the most strenuous enemy
of democracy could desire, and the government is transferred from hand to
hand by bargains and cross-changes between two or three powerful men,’ at
the head of partisans who echo their voices, espouse their personal quarrels, and
draw the sword at their command. It was this ancient constitution — Athens
as it stood before the Athenian democracy — which the Macedonian Antipater
professed to restore in 322 B.C., when he caused the majority of the poorer cit-
izens to be excluded altogether from the political franchise.*

By the stratagem recounted in a former chapter, Peisistratus had
obtained from the public assembly a guard which he had employed to
acquire forcible possession of the Acropolis. He thus became master of the
administration; but he employed his power honourably and well, not dis-
turbing the existing forms farther than was necessary to ensure to himself
full mastery. Nevertheless we may see by the verses of Solon’ (the only con-
temporary evidence which we possess), that the prevalent sentiment was by
no means favourable to his recent proceeding, and that there was in many
minds a strong feeling both of terror and aversion, which presently mani-
fested itself in the armed coalition of his two rivals — Megaklés at the head
of the Paralii or inhabitants of the sea-board, and Lykurgus at the head of
those in the neighbouring plain. As the conjunction of the two formed a
force too powerful for Peisistratus to withstand, he was driven into exile,
after no long possession of his despotism. But the time came (how soon we

"Aypoikog dpynVv, KLOUOTPAOE, dKpdyorog
Anfpog ITukvitng, 8i0GKOAOV YEPOVTIOV.
Aristoph., Equit., 41.

I need hardly mention that the Pnyx was the place in which the Athenian public assemblies
were held.

Plutarch (De Herodot. Malign., c. 15, p. 858) is angry with Herodotus for imparting so petty
and personal a character to the dissensions between the Alkmaednids and Peisistratus. His
severe remarks in that treatise, however, tend almost always to strengthen rather than to
weaken the credibility of the historian.

4 Plutarch, Phokion, c. 27.

> Solon, Frag., 10, ed. Bergk.:

Ei 6¢ mendvOate Avypa Ot Duetépny KoKOTNTO,
M1t B0l TobtOV poipav EnapudEpeTe, etc.
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cannot tell)® when the two rivals who had expelled him quarrelled. Megaklés
made propositions to Peisistratus, inviting him to resume the sovereignty,
promising his own aid, and stipulating that Peisistratus should marry his
daughter. The conditions being accepted, a plan was laid between the two new
allies for carrying them into effect, by a novel stratagem — since the simulated
wounds and pretence of personal danger were not likely to be played off a sec-
ond time with success. The two conspirators clothed a stately woman, six feet
high, named Phyé, in the panoply and costume of Athéné, surrounded her
with the processional accompaniments belonging to the goddess, and placed
her in a chariot with Peisistratus by her side. In this guise the exiled despot
and his adherents approached the city and drove up to the Acropolis, preceded
by heralds, who cried aloud to the people — ‘Athenians, receive ye cordially
Peisistratus, whom Athéné has honoured above all other men, and is now
bringing back into her own Acropolis.” The people in the city received the
reputed goddess with implicit belief and demonstrations of worship, while
among the country cantons the report quickly spread that Athéné had
appeared in person to restore Peisistratus, who thus found himself, without
even a show of resistance, in possession of the Acropolis and of the govern-
ment. His own party, united with that of Megaklés, were powerful enough to
maintain him, when he had once acquired possession. And probably all, except
the leaders, sincerely believed in the epiphany of the goddess, which came to
be divulged as having been a deception, only after Peisistratus and Megaklés
had quarrelled.’

Ath. Pol. says eleven years. — Ep.
Herodot., i. 60; [Azh. Pol., c. xiv. ad fin.]. A statement (Athenaus, xiii., p. 609) represents
Phyé to have become afterwards the wife of Hipparchus.

Of this remarkable story, not the least remarkable part is the criticism with which
Herodotus himself accompanies it. He treats it as a proceeding infinitely silly; he cannot con-
ceive how Greeks, so much superior to barbarians — and even Athenians, the cleverest of all
the Greeks — could have fallen into such a trap. To him the story was told as a deception from
the beginning, and he did not perhaps take pains to put himself into the state of feeling of
those original spectators who saw the chariot approach without any warning or preconceived
suspicion. But even allowing for this, his criticism brings to our view the alteration and
enlargement which had taken place in the Greek mind during the century between
Peisistratus and Periklés. Doubtless neither the latter nor any of his contemporaries could
have succeeded in a similar trick.

The fact, and the criticism upon it, now before us, are illustrated by an analogous case
recounted in a previous chapter [Full Text, vol. ii., c. viii.]. Nearly at the same period as this
stratagem of Peisistratus, the Lacedemonians and the Argeians agreed to decide, by a combat
of three hundred select champions, the dispute between them as to the territory of Kynuria.
The combat actually took place, and the heroism of Othryades, sole Spartan survivor, has been
already recounted. In the eleventh year of the Peloponnesian war (shortly after or near upon
the period when we may conceive the history of Herodotus to have been finished) the
Argeians, concluding a treaty with Lacedaemon, introduced as a clause into it the liberty of
reviving their pretensions to Kynuria, and of again deciding the dispute by a combat of select
champions. To the Lacedemonians of that time this appeared extreme folly — the very
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The daughter of Megaklés, according to agreement, quickly became the wife
of Peisistratus, but she bore him no children. It became known that her hus-
band, having already adult sons by a former marriage, and considering that the
Kylonian curse rested upon all the Alkmea6nid family, did not intend that she
should become a mother. Megaklés was so incensed at this behaviour, that he
not only renounced his alliance with Peisistratus, but even made his peace with
the third party, the adherents of Lykurgus, and assumed so menacing an atti-
tude, that the despot was obliged to evacuate Attica. He retired to Eretria® in
Eubcea, where he remained no less than ten years, employed in making prepa-
rations for a forcible return, and exercising, even while in exile, a degree of
influence much exceeding that of a private man. He not only lent valuable aid
to Lygdamis of Naxos’ in constituting himself despot of that island, but pos-
sessed, we know not how, the means of rendering important service to differ-
ent cities, Thebes in particular. They repaid him by large contributions of
money to aid in his re-establishment: mercenaries were hired from Argos, and
the Naxian Lygdamis came himself both with money and with troops. Thus
equipped and aided, Peisistratus landed at Marathon in Attica. How the

proceeding which had been actually resorted to a century before. Here is another case, in
which the change in the point of view, and the increased positive tendencies in the Greek
mind, are brought to our notice not less forcibly than by the criticism of Herodotus upon
Phyé-Athéné.

Istrus (one of the Atthido-graphers of the third century B.c.) and Antiklés published books
respecting the personal manifestations or epiphanies of the gods — "ATOAA®VOG
Emavelat: see Istrus, Fragment., 33—37 ed. Didot. If Peisistratus and Megaklés had never
quarrelled their joint stratagem might have continued to pass for a genuine epiphany, and
might have been included as such in the work of Istrus. I will add, that the real presence of
the gods, at the festivals celebrated in their honour, was an idea continually brought before
the minds of the Greeks.

The Athenians fully believed the epiphany of the god Pan to Pheidippidés the courier on
his march to Sparta a little before the battle of Marathén (Herodot., vi. 105), and even
Herodotus himself does not controvert it, though he relaxes the positive character of history
so far as to add — ‘as Pheidippidés himself said and recounted publicly to the Athenians’. His
informants in this case were doubtless sincere believers, whereas, in the case of Phyé, the story
was told to him at first as a fabrication.

At Gela in Sicily, seemingly not long before this restoration of Peisistratus, Télinés (ances-
tor of the despot Gelon) had brought back some exiles to Gela, ‘without any armed force, but
merely through the sacred ceremonies and appurtenances of the subterranean goddesses’
(Herodot. vii. 153). Herodotus does not tell us the details which he had heard of the manner
in which this restoration at Gela was brought about; but his general language intimates that
they were remarkable details, and they might have illustrated the story of Phyé-Athéné.

[It has been suggested with some plausibility that the whole Phyé episode was a later
invention which originated in a plastic representation of the return of Peisistratus, in which
the goddess Athéné, as it were officially, accompanied Peisistratus into the city (see Stein,
Herodotus, i. 60). — Ed.]

According to the Azh. Pol. (c. xv.) Peisistratus settled first on the Thermaic Gulf at a place
called Rhakélus, subsequently crossed the isthmus to the district round Pangaum, and
thence to Eretria, where he arrived in the eleventh year after his expulsion. — Eb.

?  About Lygdamis, see Ath. Pol., c. 15. — Ep.
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Athenian government had been conducted during his ten years’ absence, we do
not know; but the leaders of it permitted him to remain undisturbed at
Marathon, and to assemble his partisans both from the city and from the coun-
try. It was not until he broke up from Marathon and had reached Palléné on his
way to Athens, that they took the field against him. Moreover, their conduct,
even when the two armies were near together, must have been either extremely
negligent or corrupt; for Peisistratus found means to attack them unprepared,
routing their forces almost without resistance. In fact, the proceedings have
altogether the air of a concerted betrayal. For the defeated troops, though
unpursued, are said to have dispersed and returned to their homes forthwith, in
obedience to the proclamation of Peisistratus, who marched on to Athens, and
found himself a third time ruler."’

On this third successful entry he took vigorous precautions for rendering
his seat permanent. The Alkmabdnide and their immediate partisans retired
into exile; but he seized the children of those who remained and whose senti-
ments he suspected, as hostages for the behaviour of their parents, and placed
them in Naxos under the care of Lygdamis. Moreover, he provided himself
with a powerful body of Thracian mercenaries, paid by taxes levied upon the
people;'' and he was careful to conciliate the favour of the gods by a purifica-
tion of the sacred island of Delos. All the dead bodies which had been buried
within sight of the temple of Apollo, were exhumed and reinterred farther off.
At this time the Delian festival — attended by the Asiatic Ionians and the
islanders, and with which Athens was of course peculiarly connected — must
have been beginning to decline from its pristine magnificence; for the subju-
gation of the continental Ionic cities by Cyrus had been already achieved, and
the power of Samos, though increased under the despot Polykratés, seems to
have increased at the expense and to the ruin of the smaller Ionic islands.
Partly from the same feelings which led to the purification of Delos, partly as
an act of party revenge, Peisistratus caused the houses of the Alkmaednids to be
levelled with the ground, and the bodies of the deceased members of that fam-
ily to be disinterred and cast out of the country."”

This third and last period of the rule of Peisistratus lasted several years, until

' Herodot., i. 63. The Ath. Pol. (Joc. cit.) says that on his second return Peisistratus, presumably

finding that his popularity was uncertain, arranged a review of the armed citizens in the
Theseum, and addressed them intentionally in a voice which they could not all hear. On their
protesting, he bade them move to the gate of the Acropolis, and while he further addressed
them his agents secured their arms, which they had left in the Theseum. Peisistratus then
told them of his stratagem, and bade them go home and leave him to manage their affairs. If
the story is true, and if Peisistratus had good reason for the step he took, it is almost incredi-
ble that the Athenians should have again permitted themselves to be so easily duped. In spite
of Grote’s skilful argument (above, p. 59, n. 7), the three stories of Peisistratus’s coups d'état
bear all the signs of that romantic fiction which even at a later date collects round the names
of famous men. — Ep.

"' Herodot., i. 64.

"2 TIsokratés, Or., xvi., De Bigis, c. 351.
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his death in 527 B.c. It is said to have been so mild in its character, that he
once even suffered himself to be cited for trial before the Senate of Areopagus;"
yet, as we know that he had to maintain a large body of Thracian mercenaries
out of the funds of the people, we shall be inclined to construe this eulogium
comparatively rather than positively. Thukydidés affirms that both he and his
sons governed in a wise and virtuous spirit, levying from the people only an
income-tax of 5 per cent.'* This is high praise coming from such an authority,
though it seems that we ought to make some allowance for the circumstance of
Thukydidés being connected by descent with the Peisistratid family."”” The
judgment of Herodotus is also very favourable respecting Peisistratus; that of
Aristotle favourable, yet qualified, since he includes these despots among
the list of those who undertook public and sacred works with the deliber-
ate view of impoverishing as well as of occupying their subjects. This sup-
position is countenanced by the prodigious scale upon which the temple of
Zeus Olympius at Athens was begun by Peisistratus — a scale much
exceeding either the Parthen6n or the temple of Athéné Polias; both of

Y Ath. Pol. (c. xv., 8) says the charge was one of murder, and that the accuser was so terrified

that he did not proceed with the case. Surely it is at least as logical to infer from this that

Peisistratus had some suspicion that the issue would be thus favourable to him. If we credit

him with the diplomatic genius which the common accounts presume, it is surely ungener-

ous to accuse him in this case of a disinterested anxiety to let the law take its course. — ED.

For the statement of Boéckh, Dr. Arnold, and Dr. Thirlwall, that Peisistratus had levied a

tithe or tax of 10 per cent., and that his sons reduced it to the half, I find no sufficient war-

rant: certainly the spurious letter of Peisistratus to Solon in Diogenes Laértius (i. 53) ought
not to be considered as proving anything.

[The Ath. Pol. (c. xvi., 4) definitely states that Peisistratus imposed a tax of 10 per cent.,
which he was able to collect owing to the prosperity and contentment which followed his
administration (so Zenob., 4, 76, speaks of a tithe on farmers). It is suggested by Bury (p.
195) that this tax was an old impost continued by Peisistratus, and that either he or his sons
reduced it to 5 per cent. (this would soften the contradiction between Thuk., vi. 54, and Azh.
Pol.). The real interest of this tax is that it proves conclusively that Solon could not have
introduced a sliding-scale income-tax. Peisistratus, whose whole aim was to conciliate his
friends, the poorer classes, would have been the last to revert from a democratic system to one
under which all citizens paid at an equal rate (see above, p. 28, n. 35).

Here in the complete edition follows a note in which Grote seeks to refute Thirlwall’s the-
ory, based on Herod., i. 64, that Peisistratus possessed estates in the Strymon. The statement
of the Azh. Pol. (p. 60, n. 8) that Peisistratus spent part of his exile accumulating resources of
men and money in ‘the places about Pangaum’ at least proves that the author of the Azh. Pol.
saw no reason to discredit the statement of Herodotus. The eager haste with which after the
Persian War the Athenians directed their energies to driving the Persian governor from Eion
and the Strymon valley seems to suggest that they were endeavouring to recover a possession
of proved value (Thuk., i. 98). — Ep.]

Y Hermippus (#p. Marcellin., Vit. Thukyd., p. ix.), and the Scholiast on Thukyd., i. 20, affirm
that Thukydidés was connected by relationship with the Peisistratidee. His manner of speak-
ing of them certainly lends countenance to the assertion; not merely as he twice notices their
history, once briefly (i. 20) and again at considerable length (vi. 54—59), though it does not
lie within the direct compass of his period — but also as he so emphatically announces his
own personal knowledge of their family relations (vi. 55).
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which, nevertheless, were erected in later times, when the means of Athens
were decidedly larger'® and her disposition to demonstrative piety certainly no
way diminished. It was left by him unfinished, nor was it ever completed until
the Roman emperor Hadrian undertook the task. Moreover, Peisistratus intro-
duced the greater Panathenaic festival, solemnized every four years, in the
third Olympic year; the annual Panathenaic festival, henceforward called the
Lesser, was still continued.’

I have already noticed, at considerable length, the care which he bestowed in
procuring full and correct copies of the Homeric poems, as well as in improv-
ing the recitation of them at the Panathenaic festival — a proceeding for which
we owe him much gratitude, but which has been shown to be erroneously
interpreted by various critics. He probably also collected the works of other
poets — called by Aulus Gellius,'® in language not well suited to the sixth cen-
tury B.C., a library thrown open to the public. The service which he thus ren-
dered must have been highly valuable at a time when writing and reading were
not widely extended. His son Hipparchus followed up the same taste, taking
pleasure in the society of the most eminent poets of the day' — Simonidés,
Anakreon, and Lasus; not to mention the Athenian mystic Onomakritus, who
though not pretending to the gift of prophecy himself, passed for the propri-
etor and editor of the various prophecies ascribed to the ancient name of
Muszus. The Peisistratids, well versed in these prophecies, set great value
upon them, and guarded their integrity so carefully, that Onomakritus, being
detected on one occasion in the act of interpolating them, was banished by
Hipparchus in consequence.” The statues of Hermés, erected by this prince or
by his personal friends in various parts of Attica,” and inscribed with short
moral sentences, are extolled by the author of the Platonic dialogue called
Hipparchus, with an exaggeration which approaches to irony. It is certain, how-
ever, that both the sons of Peisistratus, as well as himself, were exact in fulfill-
ing the religious obligations of the State, and ornamented the city in several
ways, especially the public fountain Kallirrhoé. They are said to have main-
tained the pre-existing forms of law and justice, merely taking care always to
keep themselves and their adherents in the effective offices of state, and in the
full reality of power. They were, moreover, modest and popular in their per-
sonal demeanour, and charitable to the poor; yet one striking example occurs of
unscrupulous enmity, in their murder of Kimén by night through the agency

16 Aristot., Politic., v. 9, 4; Dikaarchus, Vita Greaciee, pp. 140—166, ed. Fuhr; Pausan., i. 18, 8.
For a further estimate of Peisistratus’s services to religion and art, and of his rule in general,
see Appendix to this chapter. — Eb.

" Aul. Gell., N. A., vi. 17.

' Herodot., vii. 6; Pseudo-Plato, Hipparchus, p. 229.

Herodot, v. 93; vii. 6. Ovoudkpttov, xpnopLorOYoV Kol dtafEtny TdV Y pNoUdV TOV
MovGoiov. See Pausan., i. 22, 7. Compare, about the literary tendencies of the Peisistratids,
Nitzsch, De Historid Homeri, ch. 30, p. 168.

*' Philochor., Frag., 69, ed. Didot; Plato, Hipparch., p. 230.
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of hired assassins.”” There is good reason, however, for believing that the gov-
ernment both of Peisistratus and of his sons was in practice generally mild
until after the death of Hipparchus by the hands of Harmodius and
Aristogeitdn, after which event the surviving Hippias became alarmed, cruel,
and oppressive during his last four years. Hence the harshness of this conclud-
ing period left upon the Athenian mind” that profound and imperishable
hatred against the dynasty generally, which Thukydidés reluctantly admits,
labouring to show that it was not deserved by Peisistratus, nor at first by
Hippias.

Peisistratus left three legitimate sons — Hippias, Hipparchus, and
Thessalus.”* The general belief at Athens among the contemporaries of
Thukydidés was, that Hipparchus was the eldest of the three, and had suc-
ceeded him. Yet the historian emphatically pronounces this to be a mistake,
and certifies upon his own responsibility that Hippias was both eldest son and
successor. Such an assurance from him, fortified by certain reasons in them-
selves not very conclusive, is sufficient ground for our belief — the more so as
Herodotus countenances the same version; but we are surprised at such a
degree of historical carelessness in the Athenian public, and seemingly even in
Plato,” about a matter both interesting and comparatively recent. In order to
abate this surprise, and to explain how the name of Hipparchus came to sup-
plant that of Hippias in the popular talk, Thukydidés recounts the memorable
story of Harmodius and Aristogeiton.

** Herodot., vi. 38—103; Theopomp., #p. Athenz., xii., p. 533.
» Thukyd., vi. 53; Pseudo-Plato, Hipparch., p. 230; Pausan., i. 23, 1.
' Ath. Pol. (c. xvii. 3) states that Hippias and Hipparchus were the sons of Peisistratus’s
early marriage, prior to his tyranny, while Iophon and Hegesistratus were the sons of an
Argive woman, Timonassa, whom he married either in his first exile or ‘when he was in
power’. The fact that the first two were already growing up at the time may perhaps
partly account for his apparently undiplomatic conduct towards the daughter of
Megaklés. By Timonassa, whose former husband was Archinus of the house of Kypselus,
Peisistratus became connected not only with Argos, but also with the old tyrant family of
Corinth. The Ath. Pol. adds that Hegesistratus was known also as Thessalus, but
Thukydidés calls Thessalus legitimate, while Herodotus says that Hegesistratus was a
bastard; and, again, that he was in command at Sigeium, while Thukydidés says that
Thessalus remained at Athens. The point is as difficult as it is unimportant; what is valu-
able is that the Azh. Pol. definitely states (c. xviii.) that Hippias was both older than
Hipparchus and steadier and more capable politically, and that he, therefore, ruled the
city. Hipparchus is described as having the ‘artistic’ temperament, frivolous, and plea-
sure-loving, while Thessalus — greatly their junior — is an uncouth and insolent fellow.
— Ep.
Thukyd., i. 20, about the general belief of the Athenian public in his time — ABnvaiov
yovv 10 mAn0og ofovtar 0P ‘Appodiov kol Apioroyeitovog Innapyov tHpavvov
dvta amoBuvelv, xoi odk icuctv 8t Inmiag mpesPotatoc dv Apxe 1OV
[lelo1oTpdTov TAdDVY, etc. [But see n. 24, above — Ep.]

The Pseudo-Plato in the dialogue called Hipparchus adopts this belief, and the real Plato in
his Symposion (c. 9, p. 182) seems to countenance it.

25
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Of these two Athenian citizens,” both belonging to the ancient gens called
Gephyrei, the former was a beautiful youth, attached to the latter by a mutual
friendship and devoted intimacy which Grecian manners did not condemn.
Hipparchus made repeated propositions to Harmodius, which were repelled,
but which, on becoming known to Aristogeiton, excited both his jealousy and
his fears lest the disappointed suitor should employ force — fears justified by
the proceedings not unusual with Grecian despots, and by the absence of all
legal protection against outrage from such a quarter. Under these feelings, he
began to look about, in the best way that he could, for some means of putting
down the despotism. Meanwhile Hipparchus, though not entertaining any
designs of violence, was so incensed at the refusal of Harmodius, that he could
not be satisfied without doing something to insult or humiliate him. In order
to conceal the motive from which the insult really proceeded, he offered it, not
directly to Harmodius, but to his sister. He caused this young maiden to be
one day summoned to take her station in a religious procession as one of the
Kanéphor or basket-carriers, according to the practice usual at Athens. But
when she arrived at the place where her fellow-maidens were assembled, she
was dismissed with scorn as unworthy of so respectable a function, and the
summons addressed to her was disavowed.

An insult thus publicly offered filled Harmodius with indignation, and still
farther exasperated the feelings of Aristogeitdn. Both of them resolving at all
hazards to put an end to the despotism, concerted means for aggression with a
few select associates. They awaited the festival of the Great Panathenea,
wherein the body of the citizens were accustomed to march up in armed pro-
cession, with spear and shield, to the Acropolis, this being the only day on
which an armed body could come together without suspicion. The conspirators
appeared armed like the rest of the citizens, but carrying concealed daggers
besides. Harmodius and Aristogeitén undertook with their own hands to kill
the two Peisistratids, while the rest promised to stand forward immediately for
their protection against the foreign mercenaries; and though the whole num-
ber of persons engaged was small, they counted upon the spontaneous sympa-
thies of the armed bystanders in an effort to regain their liberties, so soon as
the blow should once be struck. The day of the festival having arrived,
Hippias, with his foreign bodyguard around him, was marshalling the armed
citizens for procession, in the Kerameikus without the gates, when Harmodius
and Aristogeitdn approached with concealed daggers to execute their purpose.
On coming near, they were thunderstruck to behold one of their own fellow-
conspirators talking familiarly with Hippias, who was of easy access to every
man. They immediately concluded that the plot was betrayed. Expecting to be

% Herodot., v. 55—58. Harmodius is affirmed by Plutarch to have been of the deme Aphidnae

(Plutarch, Symposiacon, i. 10, p. 628).
It is to be recollected that he died before the introduction of the Ten Tribes, and before the
recognition of the demes as political elements in the commonwealth.
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seized, and wrought up to a state of desperation, they resolved at least not to
die without having revenged themselves on Hipparchus, whom they found
within the city gates near the chapel called the Lebkorion, and immediately
slew him. His attendant guards killed Harmodius on the spot, while
Aristogeitbn, rescued for the moment by the surrounding crowd, was after-
wards taken, and perished in the tortures applied to make him disclose his
accomplices.

The news flew quickly to Hippias in the Kerameikus, who heard it earlier
than the armed citizens near him awaiting his order for the commencement of
the procession. With extraordinary self-command, he took advantage of this
precious instant of foreknowledge, and advanced towards them, directing them
to drop their arms for a short time, and assemble on an adjoining ground. They
unsuspectingly obeyed; upon which he ordered his guards to take possession
of the vacant arms. Being now undisputed master, he seized the persons of

all those citizens whom he mistrusted — especially all those who had
daggers about them, which it was not the practice to carry in the Panathenaic
procession.

Such is the memorable narrative of Harmodius and Aristogeitdn, peculiarly
valuable inasmuch as it all comes from Thukydidés.”” To possess great power —
to be above legal restraint — to inspire extraordinary fear — is a privilege so
much coveted by the giants among mankind, that we may well take notice of
those cases in which it brings misfortune even upon themselves. The fear
inspired by Hipparchus — of designs which he did not really entertain, but
was likely to entertain, and competent to execute without hindrance — was
here the grand cause of his destruction.

The conspiracy here detailed happened in 514 B.c., during the thirteenth
year of the reign of Hippias, which lasted four years longer, until 510 B.c.
These last four years, in the belief of the Athenian public, counted for his
whole reign; nay, many persons made the still greater historical mistake of
eliding these last four years altogether, and of supposing that the conspiracy of
Harmodius and Aristogeiton had deposed the Peisistratid government and
liberated Athens. Both poets and philosophers shared this faith, which is

Thukyd, i. 20; vi. 54—59; Herodot., v. 55, 56; vi, 123; Aristot., Polit., v. 8, 9.

[This story is confirmed in its general outlines by the Azh. Pol., though Thessalus, not
Hipparchus, is the disappointed lover and the cause of the tumult, and certain other details
are different. The interest of this incident, which was doubtless told in many forms, is that
while the earlier years of the Peisistratids had been marked by mild administration, the sub-
sequent severity of Hippias was apparently so appalling that the fertile imagination of the
Athenians subsequently magnified this very commonplace personal quarrel into a crisis of
first-rate national importance. Romance apart, Harmodius and Aristogeit6n are sorry national
heroes; but it must be remembered that the actual expulsion of Hippias could not honestly be
attributed to any Athenian. In the same way the heroes of the Greek revolution received an
honour which they could hardly claim; Mavrocordatos, indeed, was merely incompetent, but
Kolokotrones and Odysseus were frankly blackguards. For the statues of Harmodius and
Aristogeitdn, see E. Gardner, Handbook of Greek Sculpture, pp. 181—187. — Ebp.
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distinctly put forth in the beautiful and popular Skolion or song on the sub-
ject: the two friends are there celebrated as the authors of liberty at Athens —
‘they slew the despot and gave to Athens equal laws’.”® So inestimable a pre-
sent was alone sufficient to enshrine in the minds of the subsequent democracy
those who had sold their lives to purchase it. Moreover, we must recollect that
the intimate connection between the two, though repugnant to the modern
reader, was regarded at Athens with sympathy, so that the story took hold of
the Athenian mind by the vein of romance conjointly with that of patriotism.
Harmodius and Aristogeitdn were afterwards commemorated both as the win-
ners and as the protomartyrs of Athenian liberty. Statues were erected in their
honour shortly after the final expulsion of the Peisistratids; immunity from
taxes and public burdens was granted to the descendants of their families; and
the speaker who proposed the abolition of such immunities, at a time when the
number had been abusively multiplied, made his only special exception in
favour of this respected lineage.”” And since the name of Hipparchus was uni-
versally notorious as the person slain, we discover how it was that he came to
be considered by an uncritical public as the predominant member of the
Peisistratid family — the eldest son and successor of Pesistratus, the reigning
despot — to the comparative neglect of Hippias.

Whatever may have been the previous moderation of Hippias, indignation
at the death of his brother, and fear for his own safety,”” now induced him to
drop it altogether. It is attested both by Thukydidés and Herodotus, and
admits of no doubt, that his power was now employed harshly and cruelly —
that he put to death a considerable number of citizens. We find also a state-
ment no way improbable in itself and affirmed both in Pausanias and in
Plutarch — inferior authorities, yet still in this case sufficiently credible — that
he caused Le@na, the mistress of Aristogeitdn, to be tortured to death, in order
to extort from her a knowledge of the secrets and accomplices of the latter.”!
But as he could not but be sensible that this system of terrorism was full of

% See the words of the song:

‘Ot TV TOPAVVOV KTOVETNV
Toovopovg T ‘Abfvog Emomodtny —

(ap. Atheneeus, xv., p. 691).

The epigram of the Ketan Simonidés (Fragm., 132, ed. Bergk; ap. Hephastion, c. 14, p. 26,
ed. Gaisf.) implies a similar belief: also the passages in Plato, Symposion, p. 182; in Aristot.,
Polit., v. 8, 21 and Arrian, Exped. Alex., iv. 10, 3.

¥ Herodot., vi. 109; Demosthen., Adv. Leptin., c. 27, p. 495; Cont. Meidiam, c. 47, p. 569; and
the oath prescribed in the Psephism of Demophantus — Andokidés, De Mysteriis, p. 13; Pliny,
H. N., xxxiv. 4—8; Pausan., i. 8, 5; Plutarch, Aristeidés, 27.

The statues were carried away from Athens by Xerxés, and restored to the Athenians by
Alexander after his conquest of Persia (Arrian, Ex. AL, iii. 16, 14: Pliny, H. N., xxxiv. 4-8).
H ydp dethio povikdTatdv €0TIv &V TAIG TUPAVVIGLY, observes Plutarch (Artaxerxés, c.
25).

Pausan., i. 23, 2; Plutarch, De Garrulitate, p. 897; Polyaen., viii. 45; Athenaus, xiii., p. 596.
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peril to himself, so he looked out for shelter and support in case of being
expelled from Athens. With this view he sought to connect himself with
Darius, king of Persia, a connection full of consequences to be hereafter devel-
oped. Aantidés, son of Hippoklus, the despot of Lampsakus on the Hellespont,
stood high at this time in the favour of the Persian monarch, which induced
Hippias to give him his daughter Archediké in marriage, no small honour to
the Lampsakene, in the estimation of Thukydidés.”> To explain how Hippias
came to fix upon this town, however, it is necessary to say a few words on the
foreign policy of the Peisistratids.

It has already been mentioned that the Athenians, even so far back as the
days of the poet Alkeeus, had occupied Sigeium in the Troad, and had there
carried on war with the Mityleneans; so that their acquisitions in these regions
date much before the time of Peisistratus. Owing probably to this circum-
stance, an application was made to them in the early part of his reign from the
Dolonkian Thracians, inhabitants of the Chersonese on the opposite side of the
Hellespont, for aid against their powerful neighbours the Absinthian tribe of
Thracians. Opportunity was thus offered for sending out a colony to acquire
this valuable peninsula for Athens. Peisistratus willingly entered into the
scheme, while Miltiadés, son of Kypselus, a noble Athenian living impatiently
under his despotism, was no less pleased to take the lead in executing it: his
departure and that of other malcontents as founders of a colony suited the pur-
pose of all parties. According to the narrative of Herodotus — alike pious and
picturesque, and doubtless circulating as authentic at the annual games which
the Chersonesites, even in his time, celebrated to the honour of their cekist —
it is the Delphian god who directs the scheme and singles out the individual.
The chiefs of the distressed Dolonkians going to Delphi to crave assistance
towards procuring Grecian colonists, were directed to choose for their cekist
the individual who should first show them hospitality on their quitting the
temple. They departed and marched all along what was called the Sacred Road,
through Phokis and Beeotia to Athens, without receiving a single hospitable
invitation. At length they entered Athens, and passed by the house of
Miltiadés while he himself was sitting in front of it. Seeing men whose cos-
tume and arms marked them out as strangers, he invited them into his house
and treated them kindly: upon which they apprised him that he was the man
fixed upon by the oracle, and adjured him not to refuse his concurrence. After
asking for himself personally the opinion of the oracle, and receiving an affir-
mative answer, he consented, sailing as cekist at the head of a body of Athenian
emigrants to the Chersonese.”

Having reached this peninsula, and having been constituted despot of the
mixed Thracian and Athenian population, he lost no time in fortifying the narrow

> We can hardly be mistaken in putting this interpretation on the words of Thukydidés —

AOnvaioc v, Aopyoaknved, Edwke (vi. 59).
» Herodot., vi. 36, 37.
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isthmus by a wall reaching all across from Kardia to Paktya, a distance of about
four miles and a half; so that the Absinthian invaders were for the time effec-
tually shut out,’® though the protection was not permanently kept up. He also
entered into a war with Lampsakus on the Asiatic side of the strait, but was
unfortunate enough to fall into an ambuscade and become a prisoner. Nothing
preserved his life except the immediate interference of Creesus, King of Lydia,
coupled with strenuous menaces addressed to the Lampsakenes, who found
themselves compelled to release their prisoner. Miltiadés had acquired much
favour with Creesus, in what manner we are not told. He died childless some
time afterwards, while his nephew Stesagoras, who succeeded him, perished
by assassination some time subsequent to the death of Peisistratus at
Athens.”

The expedition of Miltiadés to the Chersonese must have occurred early after
the first usurpation of Peisistratus, since even his imprisonment by the
Lampsakenes happened before the ruin of Creesus (546 B.C.). But it was not till
much later — probably during the third and most powerful period of
Peisistratus — that the latter undertook his expedition against Sigeium in the
Troad. This place appears to have fallen into the hands of the Mityleneans:
Peisistratus retook it>°, and placed there his illegitimate son Hegesistratus as
despot. The Mityleneans may have been enfeebled at this time (somewhere
between 537-527 B.C.) not only by the strides of Persian conquest on the
mainland, but also by the ruinous defeat which they suffered from Polykratés
and the Samians.”” Hegesistratus maintained the place against various hostile
attempts, throughout all the reign of Hippias, so that the Athenian possessions
in those regions comprehended at this period both the Chersonese and

* Thus the Scythians broke into the Chersonese even during the government of Miltiadés, son
of Kimdn, nephew of Miltiadés the cekist, about forty years after the wall had been erected
(Herodot., vi. 40). Again, Periklés re-established the crosswall, on sending to the Chersonese
a fresh band of 1,000 Athenian settlers (Plutarch, Periklés, c. 19): lastly, Derkyllidas the
Lacedemonian built it anew, in consequence of loud complaints raised by the inhabitants of
their defenceless condition — about 397 B.c. (Xenophon, Hellen., iii. 2, 8—10). So imperfect,
however, did the protection prove, that about half a century afterwards, during the first years
of the conquests of Philip of Macedon, an idea was entertained of digging through the isth-
mus, and converting the peninsula into an island (Demosthenés, Philippic ii. 6, p. 92, and De
Halonneso, c. 10, p. 86); an idea, however, never carried into effect.

» Herodot., vi. 38, 39.

Herodot., v. 94. Grote’s view that there were two expeditions against Sigeium is generally
adopted (but see Beloch in Rhein. Mus., xiv., pp. 465—473). The first war, as attested by the
mention of Alkaus and Periander, may be dated roughly 600 to 590, its object being to
injure Megarian trade. The ‘Sigeium bilingual’ (Hicks and Hill, 8), indicating Athenian
influence in that district, probably belongs to about 600. The second war must certainly be
attributed to a late date in Peisistratus’s reign, especially if Hegesistratus was really appointed
governor (see note, p. 50). Perhaps the final security of the Athenian settlement at Sigeium
may be attributed to weakness on the part of Lesbos, due to the attacks of Polykratés. For a
brief account of the bilingual, see Bury, p. 864. — Eb.

7 Herodot., iii. 39.
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Sigeium.”® To the former of the two Hippias sent out Miltiadés, nephew of the
first cekist, as governor after the death of his brother Stesagoras. The new gov-
ernor found much discontent in the peninsula, but succeeded in subduing it by
entrapping and imprisoning the principal men in each town. He farther took
into his pay a regiment of five hundred mercenaries and married Hegesipylé,
daughter of the Thracian king Olorus.” It must have been about 518 B.c. that
this second Miltiadés went out to the Chersonese.”” He seems to have been
obliged to quit it for a time, after the Scythian expedition of Darius, in conse-
quence of having incurred the hostility of the Persians; but he was there from
the beginning of the Ionic revolt until about 493 B.C., or two or three years
before the battle of Marathon, on which occasion we shall find him acting com-
mander of the Athenian army.

Both the Chersonese and Sigeium, however, though Athenian possessions,
were now tributary and dependent on Persia. It was to Persia that Hippias,
during his last years of alarm, looked for support in the event of being expelled
from Athens; he calculated upon Sigeium as a shelter, and upon Zantidés as
well as Darius as an ally. Neither the one nor the other failed him.

The same circumstances which alarmed Hippias and rendered his dominion
in Attica at once more oppressive and more odious, tended, of course, to raise
the hopes of his enemies, the Athenian exiles, with the powerful Alkmednids
at their head. Believing the favourable moment to be come, they even ventured
upon an invasion of Attica, and occupied a post called Leipsydrion in the
mountain range of Parnés, which separates Attica from Beeotia.” But their
schemes altogether failed: Hippias defeated and drove them out of the country.
His dominion now seemed confirmed, for the Lacedemonians were on terms of
intimate friendship with him; and Amyntas, King of Macedon, as well as the
Thessalians, were his allies. Yet the exiles whom he had beaten in the open
field succeeded in an unexpected manceuvre, which, favoured by circum-
stances, proved his ruin.

By an accident which had occurred in the year 548 B.c.,* the Delphian tem-
ple was set on fire and burnt. To repair this grave loss was an object of solici-
tude to all Greece; but the outlay required was exceedingly heavy, and it
appears to have been long before the money could be collected. The
Amphiktyons decreed that one-fourth of the cost should be borne by the
Delphians themselves, who found themselves so heavily taxed by such assess-

® Ibid., vi. 104, 139, 140.

¥ Ibid., vi. 39—103.

There is nothing that I know to mark the date except that it was earlier than the death of
Hipparchus in 514 B.C., and also earlier than the expedition of Darius against the Scythians,
about 516 B.c., in which expedition Miltiadés was engaged: see Clinton’s Fasti Hellenici, and
J. M. Schultz, Beitrag zu genaneren Zeitbestimmungen der Hellen. Geschichten von der 63sten bis zur
72sten Olympiade, p. 165, in the Kieler Philologische Studien, 1841.

Herodot., v. 62.

Pausan, x. 5, 5.
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ment, that they sent envoys throughout all Greece to collect subscriptions in
aid, and received, among other donations, from the Greek settlers in Egypt
twenty mine, besides a large present of alum from the Egyptian king Amasis;
their munificent benefactor Creoesus fell a victim to the Persians in 546 B.C., so
that his treasure was no longer open to them. The total sum required was three
hundred talents (equal probably to about 115,000/. sterling)® — a prodigious
amount to be collected from the dispersed Grecian cities, who acknowledged
no common sovereign authority, and among whom the proportion reasonable
to ask from each was difficult to determine with satisfaction to all parties. At
length, however, the money was collected, and the Amphiktyons were in a sit-
uation to make a contract for the building of the temple. The Alkmaednids,
who had been in exile ever since the third and final acquisition of power by
Peisistratus, took the contract. In executing it, they not only performed the
work in the best manner, but even went much beyond the terms stipulated,
employing Parian marble for the frontage where the material prescribed to
them was coarse stone.” As was before remarked in the case of Peisistratus
when he was in banishment, we are surprised to find exiles (whose property
had been confiscated) so amply furnished with money, unless we are to suppose
that Kleisthenés the Alkmaonid, grandson of the Sikyonian Kleisthenés,
inherited through his mother wealth independent of Attica, and deposited it
in the temple of the Samian Héré. But the fact is unquestionable, and they
gained signal reputation throughout the Hellenic world for their liberal per-
formance of so important an enterprise. That the erection took considerable
time, we cannot doubt. It seems to have been finished, as far as we can conjec-
ture, about a year or two after the death of Hipparchus — 512 B.c. — more than
thirty years after the conflagration.

To the Delphians, especially, the rebuilding of their temple on so superior a
scale was the most essential of all services, and their gratitude towards the
Alkmeednids was proportionally great. Partly through such a feeling, partly
through pecuniary presents, Kleisthenés was thus enabled to work the oracle
for political purposes, and to call forth the powerful arm of Sparta against
Hippias. Whenever any Spartan presented himself to consult the oracle, either

% Herodot, i. 50, ii. 180. I have taken the 300 talents of Herodotus as being ZAginetan talents,

which are to Attic talents in the ratio of 5:3. The Inscriptions prove that the accounts of the
temple were kept by the Amphiktyons on the ZAginetan scale of money: see Corpus Inscrip.
Boéckh, No. 1688, and Boéckh, Metrologie, vii. 4. [Others — e.g., Bury — give ‘over £70,000’.
— En.]
Herodot., v. 62. The words of the historian would seem to imply that they only began to
think of this scheme of building the temple after the defeat of Leipsydrion, and a year or two
before the expulsion of Hippias; a supposition quite inadmissible, since the temple must have
taken some years in building.

[It is interesting to notice that recent excavation confirms the statement of Herodotus, that
the Delphian temple had one marble facade (Bu/l. de Corresp. Hell., 1896, p. 650 et seq.). —
Ep.]
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on private or public business, the answer of the priestess was always in one
strain — ‘Athens must be liberated’. The constant repetition of that mandate
at length extorted from the piety of the Lacedeemonians a reluctant compli-
ance. Reverence for the god overcame their strong feeling of friendship towards
the Peisistratids, and Anchimolius, son of Aster, was despatched by sea to
Athens at the head of a Spartan force to expel them. On landing at Phalérum,
however, he found them already forewarned and prepared, as well as farther
strengthened by one thousand horse specially demanded from their allies in
Thessaly. Upon the plain of Phalérum this latter force was found peculiarly
effective, so that the division of Anchimolius were driven back to their ships
with great loss, and he himself slain.” The defeated armament had probably
been small, and its repulse only provoked the Lacedeemonians to send a larger,
under the command of their king Kleomenés in person, who on this occasion
marched into Attica by land. On reaching the plain of Athens, he was assailed
by the Thessalian horse, but repelled them in so gallant a style, that they at
once rode off and returned to their native country, abandoning their allies with
a faithlessness not unfrequent in the Thessalian character. Kleomenés marched
on without farther resistance to Athens, where he found himself, together with
the Alkma6nids and the malcontent Athenians generally, in possession of the
town. At that time there was no fortification except round the Acropolis, into
which Hippias retired, with his mercenaries and the citizens most faithful to
him, having taken care to provision it well beforehand, so that it was not less
secure against famine than against assault. He might have defied the besieging
force, which was no way prepared for a long blockade. Yet, not altogether con-
fiding in his position, he tried to send his children by stealth out of the coun-
try; in which proceeding the children were taken prisoners. To procure their
restoration, Hippias consented to all that was demanded of him, and withdrew
from Attica to Sigeium in the Troad within the space of five days.

Thus fell the Peisistratid dynasty in 510 B.c., fifty years after the first
usurpation of its founder.”® It was put down through the aid of foreigners,"’
and those foreigners, too, wishing well to it in their hearts, though hostile
from a mistaken feeling of divine injunction. Yet both the circumstances of its
fall, and the course of events which followed, conspire to show that it possessed
few attached friends in the country, and that the expulsion of Hippias was wel-
comed unanimously by the vast majority of Athenians. His family and chief
partisans would accompany him into exile — probably as a matter of course,
without requiring any formal sentence of condemnation. An altar was erected
in the Acropolis, with a column hard by, commemorating both the past inig-
uity of the dethroned dynasty, and the names of all its members.

 Herodot., v. 62, 63. [Ath. Pol. (xix. 4) gives Anchimolus. — ED.]
% Herodot., v. 64, 65.
47 Thukyd., vi. 56, 57.
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APPENDIX

[THE above chapter, as has been indicated in the Preface, gives a very inadequate idea
of the services of Peisistratus to the Athenian state both in its internal and in its exter-
nal relations. This is due partly no doubt to the author’s underlying distrust of autoc-
racy, however moderate, and also to insufficient knowledge. Subsequent discoveries,
archaological and other, together with an impartial consideration of the evidence,
enable us to arrive at a more just appreciation of a most important epoch in the devel-
opment of the Athenian state.

1. Internal Affairs. — We have already seen that, for many reasons, the legislation of
Solon was a failure. The recurrent civil strife culminating for the moment in the
archonship of Damasias, followed by some twenty years of perpetual civil disturbance
between the rich and poor, town and country, landlord and tenant, show conclusively
that the net result of the Solonian reforms was meagre. Yet we learn that the general
peace and prosperity in the third period of Peisistratus’s rule was such that a uniform
tax of 10 per cent was successfully levied (see above, p. 62 n. 14), and that, as the
author of the Azh. Pol. states, the period was as ‘the age of Kronos’. This fact alone is
enough to show that some fundamental change had come over the country.

The Ath. Pol. (c. xvi.) entirely corroborates the general view indicated in the above
chapter that Peisistratus was a moderate ruler. ‘He governed more as a constitutional
monarch than as a tyrant, and was kindly, considerate, and inclined to mercy.” He
maintained the form of government by archons, though in some way he brought it
about that his relatives and friends were always in office — not, as is often held, by
influencing the verdict of the lot, for until after Marathon the archons were elected (see
p- 388 n. 3). His main object, as the Azh. Pol. (Joc. cit.) specifically states, was to make
the people imagine that the established forms were safe in his hands. To accomplish
this it was essential that they should be induced to remain peacefully on their farms,*
and in their consequent prosperity lose sight of the fact that his position was unconsti-
tutional. He therefore encouraged agriculture by granting freeholds to the farmers, no
doubt partly from the lands acquired from his former rivals who had fled the country,
and by actually advancing money. In this way he healed the strife which, even after
Solon’s legislation, had been prevalent between landlord and tenant, and relieved him-
self of the peril of an idle, discontented mob in Athens itself. With the same object of
decentralizing the population he established local courts of justice throughout Attica,
and himself frequently went on circuit. On one of these journeys he met on Hymettus
an old farmer who sturdily declaimed against the hardships of his lot, ascribing them
to the 10 per cent. tax. According to the story, Peisistratus at once remitted the tax in
his case. This personal supervision exercised by Peisistratus, coupled with the obvious
wisdom of his policy, stamps him as a man of real political genius.

The same statesmanlike prudence enabled him to realize the importance of weaken-
ing the local religious domination of the landowners by creating a new popular and
national religion — a policy which Kleisthenés subsequently followed to its logical
conclusions. It was he who organized the great city Dionysia, games to Dionysus, in
honour of whom he built at the foot of the Acropolis a temple, the ruins of which are
still in part visible. Since Dionysus was the god of the rustics, it is clear that in exalt-
ing his festival to the dignity of a national celebration he was strengthening his hold

8 Cf. Periander of Corinth (Diog, Laért., i. 98); the Sikyonian tyrants (Poll., vii. 68).
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on the people on whose support his position depended. In the same spirit he encour-
aged the celebration of the Panathenaic games, and added to the old limestone temple
of Athena on the Acropolis a Doric colonnade (Dérpfeld, Azhenische Mitteilungen, 1886,
pp- 337-351; Schrader, ib., 1904; Gardner, Ancient Athens); he planned, though he
never finished, a great temple to Olympian Zeus in the site where more than six hun-
dred years later Hadrian completed the famous temple, some pillars of which may still
be seen. To him has been ascribed the original Parthenon which preceded that of
Periklés, and it is said that he gave encouragement to Thespis of Ikaria, who, by his
character-impersonation, became the precursor of the subsequent Attic drama. His
alleged services to Homeric scholarship are separately considered below.

Nor, in the midst of these comprehensive activities, did he omit to care for useful
public works. Recent excavation has brought to light in the valley between the
Areopagus and the Pnyx the waterworks which he built to receive water brought by an
aqueduct from the Kephissus.” We hear also that he constructed roads and other pub-
lic works.

2. External Policy. — We have already seen that Peisistratus had a very distinct for-
eign policy. If the stories of his exiles are true, this attitude was indeed thrust upon
him by circumstances. There are signs, however, which prove that he thoroughly real-
ized (as was the case with other of the Greek tyrants) the value of external alliances.
The catholicity of his extra-Athenian friendships is remarkable. By his marriage with
Timonassa he was connected with Argos; in Lygdamis, whom he installed at Naxos, he
had a trusted friend; during his second exile he had formed connexions in Thessaly, on
the Strymon, and in Eretria. He was also on good terms with Sparta and Thebes. Of far
more vital importance to the peculiar destiny of Athens was his policy of expansion in
the Hellespont. In the first place he recaptured the fortress of Sigeium at the mouth of
the strait (this was no doubt a second war, not the one in which Alkaus cast away his
shield, see p. 69 n. 36), and it was under his auspices, no doubt, that the Philaid
Miltiadés went out as the official founder of an Athenian settlement on the Thracian
Chersonese. By these two enterprises, following on the humiliation of Megara nearer
home, Peisistratus unquestionably laid the foundation of the Athenian Empire, and
paved the way for the glories of the fifth century. Hitherto a colonial policy had been
peculiar among Greeks to those of the eastern ZAgean, who, especially the Milesians,
had extended Greek commerce to the distant shores of the Euxine. By the settlements
of Sigeium and the Thracian Chersonese, Athens became mistress of the narrow strait,
by the possession of which she was to control the enormous Pontic grain-trade.

3. The question of how far, if at all, Peisistratus influenced the text of Homer is one
to which, in view of the slenderness of the evidence, no answer can here be attempted.
Similarly we cannot properly go further than express an opinion that the Panathenaic
regulation is a fact, and that the authorship may be attributed to either Solon,
Peisistratus, or Hipparchus. From this assumption the smallest legitimate inference
would be that there already existed some recognized order; how else could they have
known in what order the rhapsodiae should be sung? The most recent view taken by Mr.
T. W. Allen (to whom the editors are indebted for the above opinion) is that the his-
torical Homer of 900, or thereabouts, left the I/izd and Odyssey much as we now have
them (see Class. Rev., June, 1906). — Ep.]

¥ Dorpfeld in Arh. Mitt., 1894, pp. 143—151; 1895, pp. 161 et seq.; 1896, p. 265 et seq.
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4 [XXXI]

GRECIAN AFFAIRS AFTER THE
EXPULSION OF THE
PEISISTRATIDS — REVOLUTION OF
KLEISTHENES AND ESTABLISHMENT
OF DEMOCRACY AT ATHENS

WitH Hippias disappeared the mercenary Thracian garrison, upon which he
and his father before him had leaned for defence as well as for enforcement of
authority. Kleomenés with his Lacedeemonian forces retired also, after staying
only long enough to establish a personal friendship, productive subsequently
of important consequences, between the Spartan king and the Athenian
Isagoras. The Athenians were thus left to themselves, without any foreign
interference to constrain them in their political arrangements.

It has been mentioned in the preceding chapter that the Peisistratids had for
the most part respected the forms of the Solonian Constitution. The nine
archons, and the pro-bouleutic or pre-considering [Council] of Four Hundred
(both annually changed), still continued to subsist, together with occasional
meetings of the people — or rather of such portion of the people as was com-
prised in the gentes, phratries, and four Ionic tribes. The timocratic classifica-
tion of Solon (or quadruple scale of income and admeasurement of political
franchises according to it) also continued to subsist — but all within the tether
and subservient to the purposes of the ruling family, who always kept one of
their number as real master, among the chief administrators, and always
retained possession of the acropolis as well as of the mercenary force.

That overawing pressure being now removed by the expulsion of Hippias,
the enslaved forms became at once endued with freedom and reality. There
appeared again, what Attica had not known for thirty years, declared political
parties, and pronounced opposition between two men as leaders — on one side,
Isagoras son of Tisander, a person of illustrious descent — on the other,
Kleisthenés the Alkmabdnid, not less illustrious, and possessing at this
moment a claim on the gratitude of his countrymen as the most persevering as
well as the most effective foe of the dethroned despots. In what manner such
opposition was carried on we are not told. It would seem to have been not
altogether pacific; but at any rate, Kleisthenés had the worst of it, and in
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consequence of this defeat (says the historian), ‘he took into partnership the
people, who had been before excluded from everything’." His partnership with
the people gave birth to the Athenian democracy: it was a real and important
revolution.”

The political franchise, or the character of an Athenian citizen, both before
and since Solon, had been confined to the primitive four Ionic tribes, each of
which was an aggregate of so many close corporations or quasi-families — the
gentes and the phratries. None of the residents in Attica, therefore, except
those included in some gens or phratry, had any part in the political franchise.
Such non-privileged residents were probably at all times numerous, and
became more and more so by means of fresh settlers. Moreover, they tended
most to multiply in Athens and Peiraus, where immigrants would commonly
establish themselves. Kleisthenés, breaking down the existing wall of privi-
lege, imparted the political franchise to the excluded mass. But this could not
be done by enrolling them in new gentes or phratries, created in addition to
the old. For the gentile tie was founded upon old faith and feeling which in the
existing state of the Greek mind could not be suddenly conjured up as a bond
of union for comparative strangers. It could only be done by disconnecting the
franchise altogether from the Ionic tribes as well as from the gentes which con-
stituted them, and by redistributing the population into new tribes with a
character and purpose exclusively political. Accordingly, Kleisthenés abolished
the four Ionic tribes, and created in their place ten new tribes founded upon a
different principle, independent of the gentes and phratries. Each of his new
tribes comprised a certain number of demes or cantons, with the enrolled pro-
prietors and residents in each of them. The demes taken altogether included
the entire surface of Attica, so that the Kleisthenean constitution admitted to
the political franchise all the free native Athenians; and not merely these, but
also many metics, and even some of the superior order of slaves.” Putting out
of sight the general body of slaves, and regarding only the free inhabitants, it
was in point of fact a scheme approaching to universal suffrage, both political
and judicial.

The slight and cursory manner in which Herodotus announces this memo-
rable revolution tends to make us overlook its real importance. He dwells

' Herodot., v. 66—69.

The Ath. Pol. (cc. xix., xx.) gives practically the same account of the expulsion of the
Peisistratids. It states, however (c. xxi.), that, though Kleisthenés obtained the support of the
people at once, it was only in the fourth year afterwards on the final expulsion of Isagoras that
he began to frame his constitution. It is most important to realize that Isagoras was actually
elected archon in this year (508—507), which shows that the struggle was protracted, and that
Kleisthenés had by no means the unanimous support of the people till this year. Note also
that it is in the course of this struggle that the Bou/é¢ — i.c., the Solonian 400, not the
Kleisthenean — first appears as a dominating factor in politics — Eb.

Aristot., Polit., iii. 1; 10; vi., 2, 11. KAe160€vNG — moAlobg édvAiétevoe Eévoug kol
d00Lovg [LeTOlKOVG. [See Appendix to the chapter. — Ep.]
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chiefly on the alteration in the number and names of the tribes: Kleisthenés, he
says, despised the Ionians so much, that he would not tolerate the continuance
in Attica of the four tribes which prevailed in the Ionic cities, deriving their
names from the four sons of Ion — just as his grandfather the Sikyonian
Kleisthenés, hating the Dorians, had degraded and nicknamed the three
Dorian tribes at Siky6n. Such is the representation of Herodotus, who seems
himself to have entertained some contempt for the Ionians, and therefore to
have suspected a similar feeling where it had no real existence.”

But the scope of Kleisthenés was something far more extensive. He abol-
ished the four ancient tribes, not because they were Ionic, but because they had
become incommensurate with the existing condition of the Attic people, and
because such abolition procured both for himself and for his political scheme
new as well as hearty allies. And, indeed, if we study the circumstances of the
case, we shall see very obvious reasons to suggest the proceeding. For more
than thirty years — an entire generation — the old constitution had been a
mere empty formality, working only in subservience to the reigning dynasty,
and stripped of all real controlling power. We may be very sure, therefore, that
both the [Council] of Four Hundred and the popular assembly, divested of that
free speech which imparted to them not only all their value but all their
charm, had come to be of little public estimation, and were probably attended
only by a few partisans. Under such circumstances, the difference between
qualified citizens and men not so qualified — between members of the four old
tribes and men not members — became during this period practically effaced.
This, in fact, was the only species of good which a Grecian despotism’ ever
seems to have done. It confounded the privileged and the non-privileged under
one coercive authority common to both, so that the distinction between the
two was not easy to revive when the despotism passed away. As soon as Hippias
was expelled, the [Council] and the public assembly regained their efficiency;
but had they been continued on the old footing, including none but members
of the four tribes, these tribes would have been re-invested with a privilege
which in reality they had so long lost, that its revival would have seemed an
odious novelty, and the remaining population would probably not have sub-
mitted to it. If in addition we consider the political excitement of the moment
— the restoration of one body of men from exile, and the departure of another
body into exile — the outpouring of long-suppressed hatred, partly against
these very forms by the corruption of which the despot had reigned — we shall

Herod., v. 69. This comparison of the Athenian Kleisthenés, whose tribal organization was
specifically intended to raise the status of the people generally, with Kleisthenés of Sikyon,
whose aim was to exalt the Ionians at the expense of the Dorians is a striking example of his-
torical ineptitude. It is difficult to see how Herodotus could have conceived that Kleisthenés
intended to slight the Ionians. For the antipathy of the Alkmaednids towards Ionians, see
chap. 1., p. 11, n. 59. — Ep.

For a criticism of Grote’s attitude to the Greek tyrants, see Preface, p. xxx foll, and Appendix
to the previous chapter. — Eb.
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see that prudence as well as patriotism dictated the adoption of an enlarged
scheme of government. Kleisthenés had learnt some wisdom during his long
exile; and as he probably continued for some time time after the introduction
of his new constitution, to be the chief adviser of his countrymen, we may con-
sider their extraordinary success as a testimony to his prudence and skill not
less than to their courage and unanimity.

Nor does it seem unreasonable to give him credit for a more generous for-
ward movement than what is implied in the literal account of Herodotus.
Instead of being forced against his will to purchase popular support by propos-
ing this new constitution, Kleisthenés may have proposed it before, during the
discussions which immediately followed the retirement of Hippias; so that the
rejection of it formed the ground of quarrel (and no other ground is men-
tioned) between him and Isagoras.® The latter doubtless found sufficient sup-
port, in the existing [Council] and public assembly, to prevent it from being
carried without an actual appeal to the people. His opposition to it, moreover,
is not difficult to understand; for necessary as the change had become, it was
not the less a shock to ancient Attic ideas. It radically altered the very idea of
a tribe, which now became an aggregation of demes, not of gentes — of fellow-
demots, not of fellow-gentiles. It thus broke up those associations, religious,
social, and political, becween the whole and the parts of the old system, which
operated powerfully on the mind of every old-fashioned Athenian. The pactri-
cians at Rome who composed the gentes and curiee — and the plebs, who had
no part in these corporations — formed for a long time two separate and oppos-
ing factions in the same city, each with its own separate organization. Only by
slow degrees did the plebs gain ground, while the political value of the patri-
cian gens was long maintained alongside of and apart from the plebeian tribe.
So too, in the Italian and German cities of the Middle Ages, the patrician fam-
ilies refused to part with their own separate political identity when the guilds
grew up by the side of them; even though forced to renounce a portion of their
power, they continued to be a separate fraternity, and would not submit to be
regimented anew, under an altered category and denomination, along with the
traders who had grown into wealth and importance.” But the reform of
Kleisthenés effected this change all at once, both as to the name and as to the
reality. In some cases, indeed, that which had been the name of a gens was
retained as the name of a deme, but even then the old gentiles were ranked
indiscriminately among the remaining demots. The Athenian people, politically

It is conceivable that Kleisthenés made some previous attempt at a constitutional reform, but
the Ath. Pol. merely states that there was 6TAG1G (as during the period after Solon), and thus
lends no colour to the theory that Kleisthenés had any idea of a reform in 511-510. The
quarrel was probably merely a struggle for supremacy between two party leaders, as in the
period preceding the rule of Peisistratus — ED.

In illustration of what is here stated, see the account of the modifications of the Constitution
of Zurich, in Bluntschli, Staats und Rechts Geschichte der Stadr Zurich, book iii., ch. 2, p. 322;
also, Kortiim, Entstechungs Geschichte der Freitsiidtischen Biinde im Mittlelalter, ch. 5, pp. 74, 75.
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considered, thus became one homogeneous whole, distributed for convenience
into parts, numerical, local, and politically equal. It is, however, to be remem-
bered, that while the four Ionic tribes were abolished, the gentes and phratries
which composed them were left untouched, continuing to subsist as family
and religious associations, though carrying with them no political privilege.
The ten newly-created tribes, arranged in an established order of precedence,
were called — Erechthéis, Agéis, Pandidnis, Leontis, Akamantis, (Enéis,
Kekrdpis, Hippothoontis, Aantis, Antiochis; names borrowed chiefly from the
respected heroes of Attic legend. This number remained unaltered until the
year 305 B.C., when it was increased to twelve by the addition of two new
tribes, Antigonias and Demetrias, afterwards designated anew by the names of
Ptolemais and Attalis: the mere names of these last two, borrowed from living
kings, and not from legendary heroes, betray the change from freedom to sub-
servience at Athens. Each tribe comprised a certain number of demes — can-
tons, parishes, or townships — in Attica. But the total number of these demes
is not distinctly ascertained; for though we know that in the time of Polemd
(the third century B.C.) it was one hundred and seventy-four, we cannot be sure
that it had always remained the same; and several critics construe the words of
Herodotus to imply that Kleisthenés at first recognised exactly one hundred
demes, distributed in equal proportion among his ten tribes.” Such construc-
tion of the words, however, is more than doubtful, while the fact itself is
improbable; partly because if the change of number had been so considerable as
the difference between one hunded and one hundred and seventy-four, some
positive evidence of it would probably be found — partly because Kleisthenés
would indeed have a motive to render the amount of citizen population nearly
equal, but no motive to render the number of demes equal, in each of the ten
tribes. It is well known how great is the force of local habits, and how unalter-
able are parochial or cantonal boundaries. In the absence of proof to the con-
trary, therefore, we may reasonably suppose the number and circumscription of
the demes, as found or modified by Kleisthenés, to have subsisted afterwards
with little alteration, at least until the increase in the number of the tribes.
There is another point, however, which is at once more certain, and more
important to notice. The demes which Kleisthenés assigned to each tribe were
in no case all adjacent to each other; and therefore the tribe, as a whole, did not
correspond with any continuous portion of the territory, nor could it have any
peculiar local interest, separate from the entire community. Such systematic
avoidance of the factions arising out of neighbourhood will appear to have been
more especially necessary, when we recollect that the quarrels of the Paralii, the
Diakrii, the Pediaki, during the preceding century, had all been generated
from local feud, though doubtless artfully fomented by individual ambition.
Moreover, it was only by this same precaution that the local predominance of

8

Herodot., v. 69. [See Appendix to this chapter, § v. — ED.]
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the city, and the formation of a city-interest distinct from that of the country,
was obviated; which could hardly have failed to arise had the city by itself con-
stituted either one deme or one tribe. Kleisthenés distributed the city (or
found it already distributed) into several demes, and those demes among sev-
eral tribes, while Peireeus and Phalérum, each constituting a separate deme,
were also assigned to different tribes; so that there were no local advantages
either to bestow predominance, or to create a struggle for predominance, of one
tribe over the rest.” Each deme had its own local interests to watch over; but
the tribe was a mere aggregate of demes for political, military, and religious
purposes, with no separate hopes or fears apart from the whole State. Each tribe
had a chapel, sacred rites and festivals, and a common fund for such meetings,
in honour of its eponymous hero, administered by members of its own choice;
and the statues of all the ten eponymous heroes, fraternal patrons of the democ-
racy, were planted in the most conspicuous part of the agora of Athens. In the
future working of the Athenian Government, we shall trace no symptom of
disquieting local factions.

The deme now became the primitive constituent element of the common-
wealth, both as to persons and as to property. It had its own demarch, its reg-
ister of enrolled citizens, its collective property, its public meetings and
religious ceremonies, its taxes levied and administered by itself. The register of
qualified citizens'’ was kept by the demarch, and the inscription of new citi-
zens took place at the assembly of the demots, whose legitimate sons were
enrolled on attaining the age of eighteen, and their adopted sons at any time
when presented and sworn to by the adopting citizen. The citizenship could
only be granted by a public vote of the people, but wealthy non-freemen were

? The deme Melité belonged to the tribe Kekropis; Kollytus, to the tribe Agéis; Kydathenwon,
to the tribe Pandionis; Kerameis, or Kerameikus, to the Akamantis; Skambinide, to the
Leontis.

All these five were demes within the city of Athens, and all belonged to different tribes.

Peireens, belonged to the Hippothoontis; Phalérum, to the Aantis; Xypeté, to the Kekropis;
Thymaetade, to the Hippothoontis. These four demes, adjoining to each other, formed a sort
of quadruple local union, for festivals and other purposes, among themselves; though three of
them belonged to different tribes.

See the list of the Attic demes, with a careful statement of their localities in so far as ascer-
tained, in Professor Ross, Die Demen von Attika, Halle, 1846. The distribution of the city-
demes, and of Peireus and Phalérum, among different tribes, appears to me a clear proof of
the intention of the original distributors. It shows that they wished from the beginning to
make the demes constituting each tribe discontinuous, and that they desired to prevent both
the growth of separate tribe-interests and ascendency of one tribe over the rest: it contradicts
the belief of those who suppose that the tribe was at first composed of continuous demes, and
that the breach of continuity arose from subsequent changes.

Of course, there were many cases in which adjoining demes belonged to the same tribe; but
not one of the ten tribes was made up altogether of adjoining demes.

We may remark that this register was called by a special name, the Lexiarchic register; while
the primitive register of phrators and gentiles always retained, even in the time of the orators,
its original name of the common register.

10
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enabled sometimes to evade this law and purchase admission upon the register
of some poor deme, probably by means of a fictitious adoption. At the meet-
ings of the demots, the register was called over, and it sometimes happened
that some names were expunged, in which case the party thus disfranchised
had an appeal to the popular judicature. So great was the local administrative
power, however, of these demes, that they are described as the substitute, under
the Kleisthenean system, for the Naukraries under the Solonian and ante-
Solonian. The Trittyes and Naukraries,'' though nominally preserved, and the
latter augmented in number from forty-eight to fifty, appear henceforward as
of little public importance.

Kleisthenés preserved, but at the same time modified and expanded, all the
main features of Solon’s political constitution; the public assembly or Ekklésia
— the pre-considering [Council] composed of members from all the tribes —
and the habit of annual election, as well as annual responsibility of magistrates,
by and to the Ekklésia. The full value must now have been felt of possessing
such pre-existing institutions to build upon, at a moment of perplexity and
dissension. But the Kleisthenean Ekklésia acquired new strength, and almost a
new character, from the great increase of the number of citizens qualified to
attend it; while the annually-changed [Council], instead of being composed of
four hundred members taken in equal proportion from each of the old four
tribes, was enlarged to five hundred, taken equally from each of the new ten
tribes. It now comes before us, under the name of [Council] of Five Hundred,
as an active and indispensable body throughout the whole Athenian democ-
racy: moreover, the practice now seems to have begun (though the period of
commencement cannot be decisively proved) of determining the names of the
[councillors] by lot."” Both the [Council] thus constituted, and the public
assembly, were far more popular and vigorous than they had been under the
original arrangement of Solon.

If the Naukraries still supplied as in older times one ship and two mounted soldiers each, it
would seem that less than twenty years before Marathon Athens had only 50 ships and 100
horse. E. Meyer points out that Kleidémus alone (Frag., 8) speaks of the Kleisthenean
Naukraries and suggests that they were abolished in 483, when the fleet was increased.
Certainly we do not hear anything of them afterwards. It is suggested that in Poll., 8, 108, we
should read ‘ten’ for ‘two’ and thus obtain a cavalry force 480 strong. But see Boeckh (Political
Economy of the Athenians, ii, § 21), who makes out a good case for believing that the cavalry
amounted to only 96 under the system of 48 Naukraries. — ED.

The method of appointment of the Councillors (by the demes Azh. Pol., c. 62) in the time of
Kleisthenés can only be inferred from third-century inscriptions, according to which they
were appointed in numbers proportionate to the population of the deme, and by lor. We need
hardly doubt that this method was adopted by Kleisthenés. If so, it is only in the broadest
sense that we can describe the Kleisthenean Boulé as a representative assembly (Bury, p. 215).
The elected stratégi were far more representative in character. As to the method of election, it
should be added that in the analogous constitution imposed (?. 450) on Erythrae (C.LA., i. 9;
Hicks and Hill, 32), the Council is appointed by lot. For a list of Councillors of the third-cen-
tury type, see C.I.A., ii. 868; Acharna has 22. — Ep.
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The new constitution of the tribes, as it led to a change in the annual
[Council], so it transformed no less directly the military arrangements of the
state, both as to soldiers and as to officers. The citizens called upon to serve in
arms were now marshalled according to tribes — each tribe having its own tax-
iarchs as officers for the hoplites, and its own phylarch at the head of the horse-
men. Moreover, there were now created, for the first time, ten stratégi'’ or
generals, one from each tribe; and two hipparchs, for the supreme command of
the horsemen. Under the prior Athenian constitution it appears that the com-
mand of the military force had been vested in the third archon or polemarch,
no stratégi then existing. Even after the stratégi had been created, under the
Kleisthenean constitution, the polemarch still retained a joint right of com-
mand along with them — as we are told at the battle of Marathon, where
Kallimachus the polemarch not only enjoyed an equal vote in the council of
war along with the ten stratégi, but even occupied the post of honour on the
right wing." The ten generals, annually changed, are thus (like the ten tribes)
a fruit of the Kleisthenean constitution, which was at the same time power-
fully strengthened and protected by this remodelling of the military force. The
functions of the generals became more extensive as the democracy advanced, so
that they seem to have acquired gradually not merely the direction of military
and naval affairs, but also that of the foreign relations of the city generally —
while the nine archons, including the polemarch, were by degrees lowered
down from that full executive and judicial competence which they had once
enjoyed, to the simple ministry of police and preparatory justice. Encroached
upon by the stratégi on one side, they were also restricted in efficiency, on the
other side, by the rise of the popular dikasteries or numerous jury-courts. We
may be sure that these popular dikasteries had not been permitted to meet or
to act under the despotism of the Peisistratids, and that the judicial business of
the city must then have been conducted partly by the Senate of Areopagus,
partly by the archons; perhaps with a nominal responsibility of the latter, at
the end of their year of office, to an acquiescent Ekklésia. And if we even
assume it to be true, as some writers contend, that the habit of direct popular
judicature (over and above this annual trial of responsibility) had been partially
introduced by Solon, it must have been discontinued during the long coercion

B From the Azh. Pol. (c. 22) we learn that the institution of the stratégi — (1) must have been

at least as late as 504 B.C., and (2) was, in fact, in the twelfth year before Marathon — i.e., in
501 B.c. Further, the polemarch is described as still in supreme command of the whole army.
In a subsequent note (n. 3, p. 88) we shall see that the introduction of sortition in the elec-
tion of the archons coincides with the diminishing importance of the office — e.g., ten years
after Marathon the polemarch has vanished — and the parallel increase in the power of the
stratégus. The stratégi were elected (not chosen by lot) originally by and out of their respec-
tive tribes; in the fourth century out of the whole body of citizens (Azh. Pol., c. 41). The first
known case of two generals who were of the same tribe is that of Periklés and Diotimus in
440. Therefore, the change probably took place about the middle of the fifth century. — ED.
" Herodot., vi. 109-111.
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exercised by the supervening dynasty. But the outburst of popular spirit,
which lent force to Kleisthenés, doubtless carried the people into direct action
as jurors in the aggregate Heliza, not less than as voters in the Ekklesia — and
the change was thus begun which contributed to degrade the archons from
their primitive character as judges, into the lower function of preliminary
examiners and presidents of a jury. Such convocation of numerous juries,
beginning first with the aggregate body of sworn citizens above thirty years of
age, and subsequently dividing them into separate bodies or pannels for trying
particular causes, became gradually more frequent and more systematized;
until at length, in the time of Periklés, it was made to carry a small pay, and
stood out as one of the most prominent features of Athenian life. We cannot
particularize the different steps whereby such final development was attained,
and whereby the judicial competence of the archon was cut down to the mere
power of inflicting a small fine. But the first steps of it are found in the revo-
lution of Kleisthenés, and it seems to have been consummated after the battle
of Plateea. Of the functions exercised by the nine archons, as well as by many
other magistrates and official persons at Athens, in convoking a dikastery or
jury-court, bringing on causes for trial, and presiding over the trial — a func-
tion constituting one of the marks of superior magistracy, and called the
Hegemony or presidency of a dikastery — I shall speak more at length here-
after. At present I wish merely to bring to view the increased and increasing
sphere of action on which the people entered at the memorable turn of affairs
now before us.

The financial affairs of the city underwent at this epoch as complete a change
as the military. The appointment of magistrates and officers by tens, one from
each tribe, seems to have become the ordinary practice. A board of ten, called
Apodektz,” were invested with the supreme management of the exchequer,
dealing with the contractors as to those portions of the revenue which were
farmed, receiving all the taxes from the collectors, and disbursing them under
competent authority. Of this board the first nomination is expressly ascribed to
Kleisthenés, as a substitute for certain persons called Kolakretae, who had per-
formed the same function before, and who were now retained only for subordi-
nate services in the Prytaneum. The duties of the Apodekta were afterwards
limited to receiving the public income, and paying it over to the ten treasurers
of the goddess Athéné, by whom it was kept in the inner chamber of the
Parthenon, and disbursed as needed; but this more complicated arrangement
cannot be referred to Kleisthenés. From this time forward, too, the [Council]
of Five Hundred steps far beyond its original duty of preparing matters for the
discussion of the Ekklesia. It embraces, besides, a large circle of administrative
and general superintendence, which hardly admits of any definition. Its
sittings become constant, with the exception of special holidays. The year is

> See further Ath. Pol., ch. xlviii. This is the only board of ten which can be attributed to

Kleisthenés himself. — ED.
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distributed into ten portions called Prytanies — the fifty senators of each tribe
taking by turns the duty of constant attendance during one prytany, and
receiving during that time the title of The Prytanes: the order of precedence
among the tribes in these duties was annually determined by lot. In the ordi-
nary Attic year of twelve lunar months, or 354 days, six of the prytanies con-
tained thirty-five days, four of them contained thirty-six; in the intercalated
years of thirteen months, the number of days was thirty-eight and thirty-nine
respectively. Moreover, a farther subdivision of the prytany into five periods of
seven days each, and of the fifty tribe-councillors into five bodies of ten each,
was recognised. Each body of ten presided in the [Council] for one period of
seven days, drawing lots every day among their number for a new chairman
called Epistatés, to whom during his day of office were confided the keys of the
acropolis and the treasury, together with the city seal. The remaining council-
lors, not belonging to the prytanizing tribe, might of course attend if they
chose. But the attendance of nine among them, one from each of the remain-
ing nine tribes, was imperatively necessary to constitute a valid meeting, and
to ensure a constant representation of the collective people.'®

During those later times known to us through the great orators, the
Ekklésia, or formal assembly of the citizens, was convoked four times regularly
during each prytany, or oftener if necessity required — usually by the
[Council], though the stratégi had also the power of convoking it by their own
authority. It was presided over by the prytanes, and questions were put to the
vote by their Epistatés or chairman. But the nine representatives of the non-
prytanizing tribes were always present as a matter of course, and seem, indeed,
in the days of the orators to have acquired to themselves the direction of it,
together with the right of putting questions for the vote'’ — setting aside
wholly or partially the fifty prytanes. When we carry our attention back, how-
ever, to the state of the Ekklésia, as first organized by Kleisthenés (I have
already remarked that expositors of the Athenian constitution are too apt to
neglect the distinction of times, and to suppose that what was the practice
between 400—330 B.c. had been always the practice), it will appear probable
that he provided one regular meeting in each prytany, and no more; giving to
the [Council] and the stratégi power of convening special meetings if needful,
but establishing one Ekklésia during each prytany, or ten in the year, as a reg-
ular necessity of state. How often the ancient Ekklésia had been convoked dur-
ing the interval between Solon and Peisistratus we cannot exactly say —
probably but seldom during the year. Under the Peisistratids, its convocation
had dwindled down into an inoperative formality. Hence the re-establishment
of it by Kleisthenés, not merely with plenary determining powers, but also
under full notice and preparation of matters beforehand, together with the best
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See Appendix to this chapter. — Eb.
See the valuable treatise of Schomann, De Comitiis, passim; also his Antiq. Jur. Publ. Gr.,
c. xxxi.; Harpokration, v., Kvpia ExxAncia; Pollux, viii. 95.
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securities for orderly procedure, was in itself a revolution impressive to the
mind of every Athenian citizen. To render the Ekklésia efficient, it was indis-
pensable that its meetings should be both frequent and free. Men were thus
trained to the duty both of speakers and hearers, and each man, while he felt
that he exercised his share of influence on the decision, identified his own
safety and happiness with the vote of the majority, and became familiarized
with the notion of a sovereign authority which he neither could nor ought to
resist. This was an idea new to the Athenian bosom. With it came the feelings
sanctifying free speech and equal law — words which no Athenian citizen ever
afterwards heard unmoved: together with that sentiment of the entire com-
monwealth as one and indivisible, which always overruled though it did not
supplant, the local and cantonal specialities. It is not too much to say that
these patriotic and ennobling impulses vere a new product in the Athenian
mind, to which nothing analogous occurs even in the time of Solon. They were
kindled in part doubtless by the strong reaction against the Peisistratids, but
still more by the fact that the opposing leader, Kleisthenés, turned that transi-
tory feeling to the best possible account, and gave to it a vigorous perpetuity,
as well as a well-defined positive object, by the popular elements conspicuous
in his constitution. His name makes less figure in history than we should
expect, because he passed for the mere renovator of Solon’s scheme of govern-
ment after it had been overthrown by Peisistratus. Probably he himself pro-
fessed this object, since it would facilitate the success of his propositions; and
if we confine ourselves to the letter of the case, the fact is in a great measure
true, since the annual [Council] and the Ekklésia are both Solonian — but both
of them under his reform were clothed in totally new circumstances, and
swelled into gigantic proportions.

But it was not only the people formally installed in their Ekklésia who
received from Kleisthenés the real attributes of sovereignty — it was by him
also that the people were first called into direct action as dikasts or jurors. I
have already remarked that this custom may be said, in a certain limited sense,
to have begun in the time of Solon, since that law-giver invested the popular
assembly with the power of pronouncing the judgment of accountability upon
the archons after their year of office. Here again the building, afterwards so
spacious and stately, was erected on a Solonian foundation, though it was not
itself Solonian. That the popular dikasteries, in the elaborate form in which
they existed from Periklés downward, were introduced all at once by
Kleisthenés, it is impossible to believe. Yet the steps by which they were grad-
ually wrought out are not distinctly discoverable. It would rather seem, that at
first only the aggregate body of citizens above thirty years of age exercised
judicial functions, being specially convoked and sworn to try persons accused
of public crimes, and when so employed bearing the name of the Héliza, or
Heéliasts; private offences and disputes between man and man being still deter-
mined by individual magistrates in the city, and a considerable judicial power
still residing in the senate of Areopagus. There is reason to believe that this
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was the state of things established by Kleisthenés, which afterwards came to be
altered by the greater extent of judicial duty gradually accruing to the
Heéliasts, so that it was necessary to subdivide the collective Héliaa.

According to the subdivision, as practised in the times best known, 6,000
citizens above thirty years of age were annually selected by lot out of the whole
number, 600 from each of the ten tribes; 5,000 of these citizens were arranged
in ten pannels or decuries of 500 each, the remaining 1,000 being reserved to
fill up vacancies in case of death or absence among the former. The whole
6,000 took a prescribed oath, couched in very striking words; after which every
man received a ticket inscribed with his own name as well as with a letter des-
ignating his decury. When there were causes or crimes ripe for trial, the
Thesmothets, or six inferior archons, determined by lot, first, which decuries
should sit, according to the number wanted; next, in which court, or under the
presidency of what magistrates the decury B or E should sit, so that it could
not be known beforehand in what cause each would be judge. In the number of
persons who actually attended and sat, however, there seems to have been
much variety, and sometimes two decuries sat together.'"® The arrangement
here described, we must recollect, is given to us as belonging to those times
when the dikasts received a regular pay, after every day’s sitting; and it can
hardly have long continued without that condition, which was not realized
before the time of Periklés. Each of these decuries sitting in judicature was
called the Hélicea — a name which belongs properly to the collective assembly
of the people, this collective assembly having been itself the original judica-
ture. I conceive that the practice of distributing this collective assembly or
Heéliza into sections of jurors for judicial duty may have begun under one form
or another soon after the reform of Kleisthenés, since the direct interference of
the people in public affairs tended more and more to increase. But it could
only have been matured by degrees into that constant and systematic service
which the pay of Periklés called forth at last in completeness. Under the last-
mentioned system the judicial competence of the archons was annulled, and
the third archon or polemarch withdrawn from all military functions. But this
had not been yet done at the time of the battle of Marathon, where
Kallimachus the polemarch not only commanded along with the stratégi, but
enjoyed a sort of pre-eminence over them; nor had it been done during the year
after the battle of Marathon, in which Aristeidés was archon — for the magis-
terial decisions of Aristeidés formed one of the principal foundations of his
honourable surname, the Just."

With this question as to the comparative extent of judicial power vested by
Kleisthenés in the popular dikastery and the archons, are in reality connected
two others in Athenian constitutional law, relating, first, to the admissibility

'8 For the whole question of the Heliza, see Gilbert, Constitutional Antiquities (Eng. trans.), pp.

391 ff. — Eb.
Y Plutarch, Arist., 7; Herodot., vi. 109—111.
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of all citizens for the post of archon, next, to the choosing of archons by lot. It
is well known that in the time of Periklés, the archons, and various other indi-
vidual functionaries, had come to be chosen by lot™ — moreover, all citizens®'
were legally admissible, and might give in their names to be drawn for by lot,
subject to what was called the Dokimasy or legal examination into their status
of citizen and into various moral and religious qualifications, before they took
office; while at the same time the function of the archon had become nothing
higher than preliminary examination of parties and witnesses for the dikastery,
and presidence over it when afterwards assembled, together with the power of
imposing by authority a fine of small amount upon inferior offenders. Now all
these three political arrangements hang essentially together. The great value of
the lot, according to Grecian democratical ideas, was that it equalized the
chance of office between rich and poor; but so long as the poor citizens were
legally inadmissible, choice by lot could have no recommendation either to the
rich or to the poor. In fact, it would be less democratical than election by the
general mass of citizens, because the poor citizen would under the latter system
enjoy an important right of interference by means of his suffrage, though he
could not be elected himself. Again, choice by lot could never under any cir-
cumstances be applied to those posts where special competence, and a certain
measure of attributes possessed only by a few, were indispensable — nor was it
ever applied throughout the whole history of democratical Athens, to the
stratégi or generals, who were always elected by show of hands of the assem-
bled citizens. Accordingly, we may regard it as certain, that at the time when
the archons first came to be chosen by lot, the superior and responsible duties
once attached to that office had been, or were in course of being, detached from
it, and transferred either to the popular dikasts or to the ten elected stratégi; so
that there remained to these archons only a routine of police and administra-
tion, important, indeed, to the State, yet such as could be executed by any cit-
izen of average probity, diligence, and capacity — at least there was no obvious
absurdity in thinking so; while the Dokimasy excluded from the office men of
notoriously discreditable life, even after they might have drawn the successful
lot. Periklés,” though chosen stratégus year after year successively, was never
archon; and it may be doubted whether men of first-rate talents and ambition
often gave in their names for the office. To those of smaller aspirations® it was
doubtless a source of importance, but it imposed troublesome labour, gave no
pay, and entailed a certain degree of peril upon any archon who might have
given offence to powerful men, when he came to pass through the trial of
accountability which followed immediately upon his year of office. There was
little to make the office acceptable, either to very poor men, or to very rich and

% For the introduction of the lot, see n. 3, p. 388. — Ep.

The Thétes were not legally eligible even in the fourth century; see n. 35, p. 28. — Ep.
22 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 9—16.
» See a passage about such characters in Plato, Republic, v., p. 475 B.
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ambitious men; and between the middling persons who gave in their names,
anyone might be taken without great practical mischief, always assuming the
two guarantees of the Dokimasy before, and accountability after office. This
was the conclusion — in my opinion a mistaken conclusion, and such as would
find no favour at present — to which the democrats of Athens were conducted
by their strenuous desire to equalize the chances of office for rich and poor. But
their sentiment seems to have been satisfied by a partial enforcement of the lot
to the choice of some offices — especially the archons, as the primitive chief
magistrates of the State — without applying it to all or to the most responsi-
ble and difficult. Hardly would they have applied it to the archons, if it had
been indispensably necessary that these magistrates should retain their original
very serious duty of judging disputes and condemning offenders.

I think therefore that these three points — (1) The opening of the post of
archon to all citizens indiscriminately; (2) the choice of archons by lot; (3) the
diminished range of the archon’s duties and responsibilities, through the
extension of those belonging to the popular courts of justice on the one hand
and to the stratégi on the other — are all connected together, and must have
been simultaneous, or nearly simultaneous, in the time of introduction: the
enactment of universal admissibility to office certainly not coming after the
other two, and probably coming a little before them.**

Now in regard to the eligibility of all Athenians indiscriminately to the
office of archon, we find a clear and positive testimony as to the time when
it was first introduced. Plutarch tells us* that the oligarchical,” but high-
principled, Aristeidés was himself the proposer of this constitutional change,
shortly after the battle of Platea, with the consequent expulsion of the Persians
from Greece, and the return of the refugee Athenians to their ruined city.
Seldom has it happened in the history of mankind that rich and poor have been
so completely equalized as among the population of Athens in that memorable
expatriation and heroic struggle; nor are we at all surprised to hear that the
mass of the citizens, coming back with freshly-kindled patriotism as well as
with the consciousness that their country had only been recovered by the equal
efforts of all, would no longer submit to be legally disqualified from any office
of State. It was on this occasion that the constitution was first made really
‘common’ to all, and that the archons, stratégi, and all functionaries, first
began to be chosen from all Athenians without any difference of legal eligibil-
ity.ZG No mention is made of the lot, in this important statement of Plutarch,
which appears to me every way worthy of credit, and which teaches us, that
down to the invasion of Xerxés, not only had the exclusive principle of the
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For the whole of this question, see p. 388, n. 3, and p. 347, n. 30. — Ep.

So at least the supporters of the constitution of Kleisthenés were called by the contemporaries
of Periklés.

Plutarch, Arist., c. 22: yphderl yAPIopa, KOV €lvor TV moATelay, Koi Tobg dpyov-
tag &5 AOnvaiov ndviov aipelicbat.
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Solonian law of qualification continued in force (whereby the first three classes
on the census were alone admitted to all individual offices, and the fourth or
Thétic class excluded), but also the archons had hitherto been elected by the
citizens — not taken by lot. Now for financial purposes, the quadruple census
of Solon was retained long after this period, even beyond the Peloponnesian
war and the oligarchy of Thirty; but we thus learn that Kleisthenés in his con-
stitution retained it for political purposes also, in part at least. He recognised
the exclusion of the great mass of the citizens from all individual offices — such
as the archon, the stratégus, etc. In his time, probably, no complaints were
raised on the subject. For his constitution gave to the collective bodies —
[Council], Ekklésia, and Hélizea or Dikastery — a degree of power and impor-
tance such as they had never before known or imagined. And we may well sup-
pose that the Athenian people of that day had no objection even to the
proclaimed system and theory of being exclusively governed by men of wealth
and station as individual magistrates — especially since many of the newly-
enfranchised citizens had been before metics and slaves. Indeed, it is to be
added, that even under the full democracy of later Athens, though the people
had then become passionately attached to the theory of equal admissibility of
all citizens to office, yet in practice poor men seldom obtained offices which
were elected by the general vote, as will appear more fully in the course of this
history.”’

The choice of the stratégi remained ever afterwards upon the footing on
which Aristeidés thus placed it; but the lot for the choice of archon must have
been introduced shortly after his proposition of universal eligibility, and in
consequence too of the same tide of democratical feeling — introduced as a far-
ther corrective, because the poor citizen, though he had become eligible, was,
nevertheless, not elected. And at the same time, I imagine, that elaborate dis-
tribution of the Héliaea, of aggregate body of dikasts or jurors, into separate
pannels or dikasteries for the decision of judicial matters, was first regularized.
It was this change that stole away from the archons so important a part of their
previous jurisdiction; it was this change that Periklés more fully consummated
by ensuring pay to the dikasts.

But the present is not the time to enter into the modifications which Athens
underwent during the generation after the battle of Plateea. They have been
here briefly noticed for the purpose of reasoning back, in the absence of direct
evidence, to Athens as it stood in the generation before that memorable battle,

7 [See notes referred to above. — Ep.] So in the Italian republics of the twelfth and thirteenth

century the nobles long continued to possess the exclusive right of being elected to the con-
sulate and the great offices of state, even after those offices had come to be elected by the peo-
ple. The habitual misrule and oppression of the nobles gradually put an end to this right, and
even created in many towns a resolution positively to exclude them. At Milan, towards the
end of the twelfth century, the twelve consuls with the Podesta possessed all the powers of
government. These consuls were nominated by one hundred electors chosen by and among
the people. (Sismondi, Histoire des Républiques Italiennes, ch. xii., vol. ii., p. 240).
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after the reform of Kleisthenés. His reform, though highly democratical,
stopped short of the mature democracy which prevailed from Periklés to
Demosthenés, in three ways especially, among various others; and it is there-
fore sometimes considered by the later writers as an aristocratical constitu-
tion:*® (1) It still recognised the archons as judges to a considerable extent, and
the third archon or polemarch as joint, military commander along with the
stratégi; (2) it retained them as elected annually by the body of citizens, not as
chosen by lot; (3) it still excluded the fourth class of the Solonian census from
all individual office, the archonship among the rest. The Solonian law of exclu-
sion, however, though retained in principle, was mitigated in practice thus far
— that whereas Solon had rendered none but members of the highest class on
the census (the Pentakosiomedimni) eligible to the archonship, Kleisthenés
opened that dignity to all the first three classes, shutting out only the fourth.”
That he did this may be inferred from the fact that Aristeidés, assuredly not a
rich man, became archon. I am also inclined to believe that the [Council] of
Five Hundred as constituted by Kleisthenés was taken, not by election, but by
lot, from the ten tribes, and that every citizen became eligible to it. Election
for this purpose — that is, the privilege of annually electing a batch of fifty
[councillors] at once by each tribe — would probably be thought more trou-
blesome than valuable; nor do we hear of separate meetings of each tribe for
purposes of election. Moreover, the office of [councillor] was a collective, not an
individual office; the shock therefore to the feelings of semi-democratised
Athens, from the unpleasant idea of a poor man sitting among the fifty pry-
tanes, would be less than if they conceived him as polemarch at the head of the
right wing of the army, or as an archon administering justice.

A farther difference between the constitution of Solon and that of
Kleisthenés is to be found in the position of the Senate of Areopagus. Under
the former, that Senate had been the principal body in the State, and Solon had
even enlarged its powers; under the latter, it must have been treated at first as
an enemy and kept down. For as it was composed only of all the past archons,
and as during the preceding thirty years every archon had been a creature of
the Peisistratids, the Areopagites collectively must have been both hostile and
odious to Kleisthenés and his partisans — perhaps a fraction of its members
might even retire into exile with Hippias. Its influence must have been sensi-
bly lessened by the change of party, until it came to be gradually filled by fresh
archons springing from the bosom of the Kleisthenean constitution. Now dur-
ing this important interval the new-modelled [Council] of Five Hundred and
the popular assembly stepped into that ascendancy which they never after-
wards lost. From the time of Kleisthenés forward, the Areopagites cease to be
the chief and prominent power in the State. Yet they are still considerable; and

8 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 15; compare Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 2, and Isokratés, Areopagiticus, Or. vii.,

p. 143, 192 (ed. Bek.).
* But see p. 388 n. 3. — Ep.
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when the second fill of the democratical tide took place, after the battle of
Plateea, they became the focus of that which was then considered as the party
of oligarchical resistance. I have already remarked that the archons during the
intermediate time (about 509-477 B.c.) were all elected by the Ekklésia, not
chosen by lot,”” and that the fourth or poorest and most numerous class on the
census were by law then ineligible; while election at Athens, even when every
citizen without exception was an elector and eligible, had a natural tendency to
fall upon men of wealth and station. We thus see how it happened that the past
archons, when united in the Senate of Areopagus, infused into that body the
sympathies, prejudices, and interests, of the richer classes. It was this which
brought them into conflict with the more democratical party headed by
Periklés and Ephialtés, in times when portions of the Kleisthenean constitu-
tion had come to be discredited as too much imbued with oligarchy.

One other remarkable institution, distinctly ascribed to Kleisthenés, yet
remains to be noticed — the ostracism; upon which I have already made some
remarks’’ in touching upon the memorable Solonian proclamation against
neutrality in a sedition. It is hardly too much to say, that without this protec-
tive process none of the other institutions would have reached maturity.

By the ostracism a citizen was banished without special accusation, trial, or
defence, for a term of ten years — subsequently diminished to five. His prop-
erty was not taken away, nor his reputation tainted; so that the penalty con-
sisted solely in the banishment from his native city to some other Greek city.
As to reputation, the ostracism was a compliment rather than otherwise;’” and
so it was vividly felt to be, when, about ninety years after Kleisthenés, the con-
spiracy between Nikias and Alkibiadés fixed it upon Hyperbolus: the two for-
mer had both recommended the taking of an ostracising vote, each hoping to
cause the banishment of the other; but before the day arrived, they accommo-
dated their own quarrel. To fire off the safety-gun of the republic against a per-
son so little dangerous as Hyperbolus, was denounced as the prostitution of a
great political ceremony: ‘it was not against such men as he (said the comic
writer Plato) that the shell was intended to be used’. The process of ostracism
was carried into effect by writing upon a shell or potsherd the name of the per-
son whom a citizen thought it prudent for a time to banish, which shell, when
deposited in the proper vessel, counted for a vote towards the sentence.

I have already observed that all the governments of the Grecian cities, when
we compare them with that idea which a modern reader is apt to conceive of
the measure of force belonging to a government, were essentially weak — the
good as well as the bad — the democratical, the oligarchical, and the despotic.
The force in the hands of any government, to cope with conspirators or muti-
neers, was extremely small, with the single exception of a despot surrounded

% See p. 388, and n. 3 — Ep.
' See above, chap. 2, p. 48, and Appendix to this chapter — Ep.
32 Aristeidés, Rhetor, Orat, xlvi., vol. ii., p. 317 (ed. Dindorf).
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by his mercenary troop. Accordingly, no tolerably sustained conspiracy or
usurper could be put down except by direct aid of the people in support of the
Government, which amounted to a dissolution, for the time, of constitutional
authority, and was pregnant with reactionary consequences such as no man
could foresee. To prevent powerful men from attempting usurpation was there-
fore of the greatest possible moment. Now a despot or an oligarchy might
exercise at pleasure preventive means,”> much sharper than the ostracism, such
as the assassination of Kimon, mentioned in the last chapter as directed by the
Peisistratids. At the very least, they might send away anyone, from whom they
apprehended attack or danger, without incurring even so much as the imputa-
tion of severity. But in a democracy, where arbitrary action of the magistrate
was the thing of all others most dreaded, and where fixed laws, with trial and
defence as preliminaries to punishment, were conceived by the ordinary citizen
as the guarantees of his personal security and as the pride of his social condi-
tion — the creation of such an exceptional power presented serious difficulty. If
we transport ourselves to the times of Kleisthenés, immediately after the
expulsion of the Peisistratids, when the working of the democratical machin-
ery was as yet untried, we shall find this difficulty at its maximum. But we
shall also find the necessity of vesting such a power somewhere absolutely
imperative. For the great Athenian nobles had yet to learn the lesson of respect
for any constitution. Their past history had exhibited continual struggles
between the armed factions of Megaklés, Lykurgus, and Peisistratus, put down
after a time by the superior force and alliances of the latter; and though
Kleisthenés, the son of Megaklés, might be firmly disposed to renounce the
example of his father, and to act as the faithful citizen of a fixed constitution,
he would know but too well that the sons of his father’s companions and rivals
would follow out ambitious purposes without any regard to the limits imposed
by law, if ever they acquired sufficient partisans to present a fair prospect of
success. Moreover, when any two candidates for power, with such reckless dis-
positions, came into a bitter personal rivalry, the motives to each of them, aris-
ing as well out of fear as out of ambition, to put down his opponent at any cost
to the constitution might well become irresistible, unless some impartial and
discerning interference could arrest the strife in time. ‘If the Athenians were
wise (Aristeidés is reported to have said,’® in the height and peril of his parlia-
mentary struggle with Themistoklés), they would cast both Themistoklés and
me into the barathrum.” And whoever reads the sad narrative of the

33 See the discussion of the ostracism in Aristot., Po/itic., iii. 8, where he recognises the problem

as one common to all governments.

3 Plutarch, Aristeid., c. 3.

% The barathrum was a deep pit, said to have had iron spikes at the bottom, into which crimi-
nals condemned to death were sometimes cast. Though probably an ancient Athenian pun-
ishment, it seems to have become at the very least extremely rare, if not entirely disused,
during the times of Athens historically known to us, but the phrase continued in speech after
the practice had become obsolete. The iron spikes depend on the evidence of the Schol.
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Korkyrean sedition, in the third book of Thukydidés, together with the reflec-
tions of the historian upon it,”® will trace the gradual exasperation of these
party feuds, beginning even under democratical forms, until at length they
break down the barriers of public as well as of private morality.

Against this chance of internal assailants Kleisthenés had to protect the
democratical constitution — first, by throwing impediments in their way and
rendering it difficult for them to procure the requisite support; next, by elim-
inating them before any violent projects were ripe for execution. To do either
the one or the other, it was necessary to provide such a constitution as would
not only conciliate the good-will, but kindle the passionate attachment, of the
mass of citizens, insomuch that not even any considerable minority should be
deliberately inclined to alter it by force. It was necessary to create in the mul-
titude, and through them to force upon the leading ambitious men, that rare
and difficult sentiment which we may term a constitutional morality — a para-
mount reverence for the forms of the constitution, enforcing obedience to the
authorities acting under and within those forms, yet combined with the habit
of open speech, of action subject only to definite legal control, and unre-
strained censure of those very authorities as to all their public acts — com-
bined, too with a perfect confidence in the bosom of every citizen, amidst the
bitterness of party contest, that the forms of the constitution will be not less
sacred in the eyes of his opponents than in his own. This co-existence of free-
dom and self-imposed restraint, of obedience to authority with unmeasured
censure of the persons exercising it, may be found in the aristocracy of England
(since about 1688) as well as in the democracy of the American United States:
and because we are familiar with it, we are apt to suppose it a natural senti-
ment; though there seem to be few sentiments more difficult to establish and
diffuse among a community, judging by the experience of history. We may see
how imperfectly it exists at this day in the Swiss Cantons; while the many vio-
lences of the first French revolution illustrate, among various other lessons, the
fatal effects arising from its absence, even among a people high in the scale of
intelligence. Yet the diffusion of such constitutional morality, not merely
among the majority of any community, but throughout the whole, is the indis-
pensable condition of a government at once free and peaceable; since even any
powerful and obstinate minority may render the working of free institutions
impracticable, without being strong enough to conquer ascendancy for them-
selves. Nothing less than unanimity, or so overwhelming a majority as to be
tantamount to unanimity, on the cardinal point of respecting constitutional
forms, even by those who do not wholly approve of them, can render the
excitement of political passion bloodless, and yet expose all the authorities in
the State to the full licence of pacific criticism.

Aristophan., Plutus, 431 — a very doubtful authority, when we read the legend which he
blends with his statement.

36 Thukyd., iii., 70, 81, 82.
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At the epoch of Kleisthenés, which by a remarkable coincidence is the same
as that of the regifuge at Rome, such constitutional morality, if it existed any-
where else, had certainly no place at Athens; and the first creation of it in any
particular society must be esteemed an interesting historical fact. By the spirit
of his reforms — equal, popular, and comprehensive, far beyond the previous
experience of Athenians — he secured the hearty attachment of the body of cit-
izens. But from the first generation of leading men, under the nascent democ-
racy, and with such precedents as they had to look back upon, no self-imposed
limits to ambition could be expected. Accordingly, Kleisthenés had to find the
means of eliminating beforehand any one about to transgress these limits, so as
to escape the necessity of putting him down afterwards, with all that blood-
shed and reaction, in the midst of which the free working of the constitution
would be suspended at least, if not irrevocably extinguished. To acquire such
influence as would render him dangerous under democratical forms, a man
must stand in evidence before the public, so as to afford some reasonable means
of judging of his character and purposes. Now the security which Kleisthenés
provided, was, to call in the positive judgment of the citizens respecting his
future promise purely and simply, so that they might not remain too long neu-
tral between two formidable political rivals — pursuant in a certain way to the
Solonian proclamation against neutrality in a sedition, as I have already
remarked in a former chapter. He incorporated in the constitution itself the
principle of privilegium (to employ the Roman phrase, which signifies, not a
peculiar favour granted to anyone, but a peculiar inconvenience imposed), yet
only under circumstances solemn and well-defined, with full notice and dis-
cussion beforehand, and by the positive secret vote of a large proportion of the
citizens. ‘No law shall be made against any single citizen, without the same
being made against #// Athenian citizens; unless it shall so seem good to 6,000
citizens voting secretly.”” Such was that general principle of the Constitution,
under which the ostracism was a particular case. Before the vote of ostracism
could be taken, a case was to be made out in the Senate and the public assem-
bly to justify it. In the sixth prytany of the year, these two bodies debated and
determined whether the state of the Republic was menacing enough to call for
such an exceptional measure.” If they decided in the affirmative, a day was
named, the agora was railed round, with ten entrances left for the citizens of

Andokidés, De Mysteriis, p. 12, c. 13. According to the usual looseness in dealing with the
name of Solon, this has been called a law of Solon (see Petit., Leg. A#t., p. 188), though it cer-
tainly cannot be older than Kleisthenés.

‘Privilegia ne irroganto’ said the law of the Twelve Tables at Rome (Cicero, Legg., iii.
4-19).

3 Aristotle and Philochorus, ap. Photium, App., p. 672 and 675, ed. Porson.

It would rather appear by that passage that the ostracism was never formally abrogated;
and that even in the later times, to which the description of Aristotle refers, the form was still
preserved of putting the question whether the public safety called for an ostracizing vote,
long after it had passed both out of use and out of mind.
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each tribe, and ten separate casks or vessels for depositing the suffrages, which
consisted of a shell or a potsherd with the name of the person written on it
whom each citizen designed to banish. At the end of the day the number of
votes were summed up, and if 6,000 votes were found to have been given
against any one person, that person was ostracized; if not, the ceremony ended
in nothing.”” Ten days were allowed to him for settling his affairs, after which
he was required to depart from Attica for ten years, but retained his property,
and suffered no other penalty.

It was not the maxim at Athens to escape the errors of the people, by calling
in the different errors, and the sinister interest besides, of an extra popular or
privileged few. Nor was any third course open, since the principles of repre-
sentative government were not understood, nor, indeed, conveniently applic-
able to very small communities. Beyond the judgement of the people (so the
Athenians felt), there was no appeal. Their grand study was to surround the
delivery of that judgement with the best securities for rectitude, and the best
preservatives against haste, passion, or private corruption. Whatever measure
of good government could not be obtained in that way, could not, in their
opinion, be obtained at all. I shall illustrate the Athenian proceedings on this
head more fully when I come to speak of the working of their mature democ-
racy. Meanwhile in respect to this grand protection of the nascent democracy —
the vote of ostracism — it will be found that the securities devised by
Kleisthenés, for making the sentence effectual against the really dangerous
man and against no one else, display not less foresight than patriotism. The
main object was, to render the voting an expression of deliberate public feel-
ing, as distinguished from mere factious antipathy. Now the large minimum of
votes required (one-fourth of the entire citizen population) went far to ensure
this effect — the more so, since each vote, taken as it was in a secret manner,
counted unequivocally for the expression of a genuine and independent senti-
ment, and could neither be coerced nor bought. Then, again, Kleisthenés did
not permit the process of ostracizing to be opened against any one citizen
exclusively. If opened at all, everyone without exception was exposed to the
sentence; so that the friends of Themistoklés could not invoke it against
Aristeidés, nor those of the latter against the former, without exposing their
own leader to the same chance of exile. It was not likely to be invoked at all,
therefore, until exasperation had proceeded so far as to render both parties
insensible to this chance — the precise index of that growing internecine hos-
tility, which the ostracism prevented from coming to a head. Nor could it even

% Philochorus, #¢ supra; Plutarch, Aristeid., c. 7; Schol. ad Aristophan., Equit., 851; Pollux, viii.

19.

There is a difference of opinion among the authorities, as well as among the expositors,
whether the minimum of 6,000 applies to the votes given in all, or to the votes given against
any one name. I embrace the latter opinion, which is supported by Philochorus, Pollux, and
the Schol. on Aristophanés, though Plutarch countenances the former. [See Appendix to this
chapter, § 7. — Ep].
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then be ratified unless a case was shown to convince the more neutral portion
of the [Council] and the Ekklesia: moreover, after all, the Ekklesia did not
itself ostracize, but a future day was named, and the whole body of the citizens
were solemnly invited to vote. It was in this way that security was taken not
only for making the ostracism effectual in protecting the constitution, but to
hinder it from being employed for any other purpose. We must recollect that
it exercised its tutelary influence, not merely on those occasions when it was
actually employed, but by the mere knowledge that it might be employed, and
by the restraining effect which that knowledge produced on the conduct of the
great men. Again, the ostracism, though essentially of an exceptional nature,
was yet an exception sanctified and limited by the constitution itself; so that
the citizen, in giving his ostracizing vote, did not in any way depart from the
constitution or lose his reverence for it. The issue placed before him — ‘Is there
any man whom you think vitally dangerous to the State? If so, whom?” —
though vague, was yet raised directly and legally. Had there been no ostracism,
it might probably have been raised both indirectly and illegally, on the occa-
sion of some special imputed crime of a suspected political leader, when
accused before a court of justice — a perversion, involving all the mischief of
the ostracism, without its protective benefits.

Care was taken to divest the ostracism of all painful consequence except
what was inseparable from exile. This is not one of the least proofs of the wis-
dom with which it was devised. Most certainly it never deprived the public of
candidates for political influence; and when we consider the small amount of
individual evil which it inflicted — evil, too, diminished, in the cases of
Kimon and Aristeidés, by a reactionary sentiment which augmented their sub-
sequent popularity after return — two remarks will be quite sufficient to offer
in the way of justification. First, it completely produced its intended effect; for
the democracy grew up from infancy to manhood without a single attempt to
overthrow it by force® — a result, upon which no reflecting contemporary of
Kleisthenés could have ventured to calculate. Next, through such tranquil
working of the democratical forms, a constitutional morality quite sufficiently
complete was produced among the leading Athenians, to enable the people
after a certain time to dispense with that exceptional security which the
ostracism offered.”’ To the nascent democracy, it was absolutely indispensable;

It is not necessary in this remark to take notice, either of the oligarchy of Four Hundred, or
of that of Thirty, called the Thirty Tyrants, established during the closing years of the
Peloponnesian war, and after the ostracism had been discontinued. Neither of these changes
was brought about by the excessive ascendancy of any one or few men; both of them grew out
of the embarrassments and dangers of Athens in the latter period of her great foreign war.

Aristotle (Polit., iii. 8, 6) seems to recognise the political necessity of the ostracism, as
applied even to obvious superiority of wealth, connection, etc. (which he distinguishes point-
edly from superiority of merit and character), and upon principles of symmetry only, even
apart from dangerous designs on the part of the superior mind. No painter (he observes) will
permit a foot, in his picture of a man, to be of disproportionate size with the entire body,

41
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to the growing, yet militant, democracy, it was salutary; but the full-grown
democracy both could and did stand without it. The ostracism passed upon
Hyperbolus, about ninety years after Kleisthenés, was the last occasion of its
employment. And even this can hardly be considered as a serious instance: it
was a trick concerted between two distinguished Athenians (Nikias and
Alkibiadés) to turn to their own political account a process already coming to
be antiquated. Nor would such a manceuvre have been possible, if the contem-
porary Athenian citizens had been penetrated with the same serious feeling of
the value of ostracism as a safeguard of democracy, as had been once entertained
by their fathers and grandfathers. Between Kleisthenés and Hyperbolus, we
hear of about ten different persons as having been banished by ostracism: first
of all, Hipparchus of the deme Cholargus, the son of Charmus, a relative of the
recently-expelled Peisistratid despots;* then Aristeidés, Themistoklés, Kimon,
and Thukydidés, son of Melésias, all of them renowned political leaders: also
Alkibiadés and Megaklés (the paternal and maternal grandfathers of the dis-
tinguished Alkibiadés), and Kallias, belonging to another eminent family at
Athens; lastly, Damon, the preceptor of Periklés in poetry and music, and emi-
nent for his acquisitions in philosophy.”® In this last case comes out the vulgar
side of humanity, aristocratical as well as democratical; for with both, the
process of philosophy and the persons of philosophers are wont to be alike
unpopular. Even Kleisthénes himself is said to have been ostracized under his
own law, and Xanthippus; but both upon authority too weak to trust.*
Miltiadés was not ostracized at all, but tried and punished for misconduct in
his command.

Plutarch has affirmed that the ostracism arose from the envy and jealousy
inherent in a democracy,” and not from justifiable fears — an observation often
repeated, yet not the less demonstrably untrue. Not merely because ostracism
so worked as often to increase the influence of that political leader whose rival
it removed — but still more, because, if the fact had been as Plutarch says, this
institution would have continued as long as the democracy; whereas it finished
with the banishment of Hyperbolus, at a period when the government was
more decisively democratical than it had been in the time of Kleisthenés. It
was, in truth, a product altogether of fear and insecurity,” on the part both of

though separately taken it may be finely painted; nor will the chorus-master allow any one
voice, however beautiful, to predominate beyond a certain proportion over the rest.

His final conclusion is, however, that the legislator ought, if possible, so to construct his
constitution as to have no need of such exceptional remedy; but if this cannot he done then
the second-best step is to apply the ostracism. Compare also v. 2, 5.

The last century of the free Athenian democracy realized the first of these alternatives.

2 Plutarch, Nikias, c. 11; [Ah. Pol., xxii, 4. — Ep.]

 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 4; Plutarch, Aristeid., c. 1.

“ AElian, V. H., xiii., 24; Herakleidés, mepi TToAteldy, c. 1, ed. Kohler.
 Plutarch, Themistoklés, 22; Plutarch, Aristeidés, 7.

“ Thukyd., viii. 73.
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the democracy and its best friends — fear perfectly well grounded, and only
appearing needless because the precautions taken prevented attack. So soon as
the diffusion of a constitutional morality had placed the mass of the citizens
above all serious fear of an aggressive usurper, the ostracism was discontinued.
And doubtless the feeling, that it might safely be dispensed with, must have
been strengthened by the long ascendancy of Periklés — by the spectacle of the
greatest statesman whom Athens ever produced, acting steadily within the
limits of the constitution; and by the ill-success of his two opponents, Kimon
and Thukydidés — aided by numerous partisans and by the great comic writ-
ers, at a period when comedy was a power in the State such as it has never been
before or since — in their attempts to get him ostracized. They succeeded in
fanning up the ordinary antipathy of the citizens towards philosophers so far as
to procure the ostracism of his friend and teacher Damon; but Periklés himself
(to repeat the complaint of his bitter enemy the comic poet Kratinus)* ‘holds
his head as high as if he carried the Odeion upon it, now that the shell has
gone by’ — i.e., now that he has escaped the ostracism. If Periklés was not con-
ceived to be dangerous to the constitution, none of his successors were at all
likely to be so regarded. Damon and Hyperbolus were the two last persons
ostracized. Both of them were cases, and the only cases, of an unequivocal
abuse of the institution, because, whatever the grounds of displeasure against
them may have been, it is impossible to conceive either of them as menacing
to the State — whereas all the other known sufferers were men of such position
and power that the 6,000 citizens who inscribed each name on the shell, or at
least a large proportion of them, may well have done so under the most consci-
entious belief that they were guarding the constitution against real danger.
Such a change in the character of the persons ostracized plainly evinces that the
ostracism had become dissevered from that genuine patriotic prudence which
originally rendered it both legitimate and popular. It had served for two gen-
erations an inestimable tutelary purpose — it lived to be twice dishonoured —
and then passed, by universal acquiescence, into matter of history.

A process analogous to the ostracism subsisted at Argos,’ at Syracuse, and
in some other Grecian democracies. Aristotle states that it was abused for fac-
tious purposes: and at Syracuse, where it was introduced after the expulsion of
the Gelonian dynasty; Diodorus affirms that it was so unjustly and profusely
applied, as to deter persons of wealth and station from taking any part in pub-
lic affairs; for which reason it was speedily discontinued. We have no particu-
lars to enable us to appreciate this general statement. But we cannot safely

47 Kratinus ap. Plutarch., Periklés, c. 13.

O oyvokédarog Zebg 661 Tpocépy etal
[Mepikdénc, tdd€iov €mi T00 Kpaviov
Eyov, éneidn tolotpakov Tapoiyetal.

For the attacks of the comic writers upon Damon, see Plutarch, Periklés, c. 4.
Aristot., Polit., iii. 8, 4; v. 2, 5.
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infer that because the ostracism worked on the whole well at Athens, it must
necessarily have worked well in other States — the more so as we do not know
whether it was surrounded with the same precautionary formalities, nor
whether it even required the same large minimum of votes to make it effective.
This latter guarantee, so valuable in regard to an institution essentially easy to
abuse, is not noticed by Diodorus in his brief account of the Petalism — so the
process was denominated at Syracuse.”

Such was the first Athenian democracy, engendered as well by the reaction
against Hippias and his dynasty, as by the memorable partnership, whether
spontaneous or compulsory, between Kleisthénes and the unfranchised multi-
tude. It is to be distinguished both from the mitigated oligarchy established
by Solon before, and from the full-grown and symmetrical democracy which
prevailed afterwards from the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, towards the
close of the career of Periklés. It was, indeed, a striking revolution, impressed
upon the citizen not less by the sentiments to which it appealed than by the
visible change which it made in political and social life. He saw himself mar-
shalled in the ranks of hoplites alongside of new companions in arms — he was
enrolled in a new register, and his property in a new schedule, in his deme and
by his démarch, an officer before unknown — he found the year distributed
afresh, for all legal purposes, into ten parts bearing the name of prytanies, each
marked by a solemn and free-spoken Ekklésia at which he had a right to be
present, his Ekklésia was convoked and presided over by [councillors] called
prytanes, members of a [Council] novel both as to number and distribution,
his political duties were now performed as member of a tribe, designated by a
name not before pronounced in common Attic life, connected with one of ten
heroes whose statues he now for the first time saw in the agora, and associating
him with fellow-tribesmen from all parts of Attica. All these and many others
were sensible novelties felt in the daily proceedings of the citizen. But the
great novelty of all was, the authentic recognition of the ten new tribes as a
sovereign Démos or people, apart from all specialities of phratric or gentile ori-
gin, with free speech and equal law; retaining no distinction except the four
classes of the Solonian property-schedule with their gradations of eligibility. To
a considerable proportion of citizens this great novelty was still farther
endeared by the fact that it had raised them out of the degraded position of
metics and slaves; while to the large majority of all the citizens, it furnished a
splendid political idea, profoundly impressive to the Greek mind — capable of
calling forth the most ardent attachment as well as the most devoted sense of
active obligation and obedience. We have now to see how their newly-created
patriotism manifested itself.

Kleisthenés and his new constitution carried with them so completely the
popular favour, that Isagoras had no other way of opposing it except by calling

*" Diodor., xi. 55—87. This author describes very imperfectly the Athenian ostracism, transfer-

ring to it apparently the circumstances of the Syracusan Petalism.
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in the interference of Kleomenés and the Lacedemonians.’’ Kleomenés lis-
tened the more readily to this call, as he was reported to have been on an inti-
mate footing with the wife of Isagoras. He prepared to come to Athens; but his
first aim was to deprive the democracy of its great leader Kleisthenés, who, as
belonging to the Alkmabnid family, was supposed to be tainted with the
inherited sin of his great-grandfather Megaklés, the destroyer of the usurper
Kylon. Kleomenés sent a herald to Athens, demanding the expulsion ‘of the
accursed’ — so this family were called by their enemies, and so they continued
to be called eighty years afterwards, when the same manceuvre was practised
by the Lacedemonians of that day against Periklés. This requisition, recom-
mended by Isagoras, was so well timed, that Kleisthenés, not venturing to dis-
obey it, retired voluntarily; so that Kleomenés, though arriving at Athens only
with a small force, found himself master of the city. At the instigation of
Isagoras, he sent into exile seven hundred families, selected from the chief par-
tisans of Kleisthenés. His next attempt was to dissolve the new [Council] of
Five Hundred,’' and to place the whole government in the hands of three hun-
dred adherents of the chief whose cause he espoused. But now was seen the
spirit infused into the people by their new constitution. At the time of the first
usurpation of Peisistratus, the [Council] of that day had not only not resisted,
but even lent themselves to the scheme. Now, the new [Council] of
Kleisthenés resolutely refused to submit to dissolution, while the citizens gen-
erally, even after the banishment of the chief Kleisthenean partisans, mani-
fested their feelings in a way at once so hostile and so determined, that
Kleomenés and Isagoras were altogether baffled. They were compelled to retire
into the acropolis and stand upon the defensive. This symptom of weakness
was the signal for a general rising of the Athenians, who besieged the Spartan
king on the holy rock. He had evidently come without any expectation of find-
ing, or any means of overpowering, resistance; for at the end of two days his
provisions were exhausted, and he was forced to capitulate. He and his
Lacedemonians, as well as Isagoras, were allowed to retire to Sparta; but the
Athenians of the party captured along with him were imprisoned, con-
demned,’” and executed by the people.

Kleisthenés, with the seven hundred exiled families, was immediately
recalled, and his new constitution materially strengthened by this first success.
Yet the prospect of renewed Spartan attack was sufficiently serious to induce
him to send envoys to Artaphernés, the Persian Satrap at Sardis, soliciting the
admission of Athens into the Persian alliance. He probably feared the intrigues
of the expelled Hippias in the same quarter. Artaphernés, having first informed
himself who the Athenians were, and where they dwelt, replied that if they
chose to send earth and water to the king of Persia, they might be received as

* For the order of these events, see n. 2, p. 76 above — Ep.

The Council here referred to is the Solonian, not the Kleisthenean. See p. 76 n. 2. — Ep.
** Herodot., v. 70-72. [Ath. Pol., c. xx. — Ep.]
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allies, but upon no other condition. Such were the feelings of alarm under
which the envoys had quitted Athens, that they went the length of promising
this unqualified token of submission. But their countrymen on their return
disavowed them with scorn and indignation.”

It was at this time that the first connection began between Athens and the
little Boeotian town of Plataea, situated on the northern slope of the range of
Kithearon, between that mountain and the river Asdpus — on the road from
Athens to Thebes; and it is upon this occasion that we first become acquainted
with the Beeotians and their polities. The Boeotian federation™ was composed
of some twelve or thirteen autonomous towns under the headship of Thebes,
which was, or professed to have been, their mother-city. Plateea had been (so
the Thebans affirmed) their latest foundation;” it was ill-used by them, and
discontented with the alliance. Accordingly, as Kleomenés was on his way back
from Athens, the Plateans took the opportunity of addressing themselves to
him, craving the protection of Sparta against Thebes, and surrendering their
town and territory without reserve. The Spartan king, having no motive to
undertake a trust which promised nothing but trouble, advised them to solicit
the protection of Athens, as nearer and more accessible for them in case of
need. He foresaw that this would embroil the Athenians with Boeotia, and
such anticipation was, in fact, his chief motive for giving the advice, which the
Plataeans followed. Selecting an occasion of public sacrifice at Athens, they
despatched thither envoys, who sat down as suppliants at the altar, surrendered
their town to Athens, and implored protection against Thebes. Such an appeal
was not to be resisted, and protection was promised. It was soon needed, for
the Thebans invaded the Platean territory, and an Athenian force marched to
defend it. Battle was about to be joined, when the Corinthians interposed with
their mediation, which was accepted by both parties. They decided altogether
in favour of Plataea, pronouncing that the Thebans had no right to employ
force against any seceding member of the Beeotian federation.’® The

> Herodot. v. 73. [The importance of this incident is overlooked by many authors. The state-
ment that the ambassadors of their own accord gave the symbols of submission is quite
incredible. Kleisthenés was supreme at the time, must have given the ambassadors their
instructions, and must have known that any help from Persia meant submission. The proba-
bility is that, being hard pressed by the forces of Sparta, Eubcea, and Beeotia (Herod., v. 73
/), he sought aid from Persia, hoping to disguise from the Ekklésia the nature of the agree-
ment. The fact that the Ekklésia saw through the plan lends probability, if not to Zlian’s
story that Kleisthenés himself was ostracized, at least to the hypothesis that he fell into dis-
grace soon after his legislation. His total disappearance (which is in no way explained) is one
of the strange facts in Greek history. At all events, it is clear that the alleged medism of the
Alkmaonids at Marathon was not without precedent in Athens, whose Panhellenic patrio-
tism was a growth of later date. — Ep.]

See part ii., c. iii. of full edition.

* Thukyd., iii. 61.

Herodot., vi. 108. This is an important circumstance, in regard to Grecian political feeling; I
shall advert to it hereafter.
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Thebans, finding the decision against them, refused to abide by it, and
attacked the Athenians on their return, but sustained a complete defeat: a
breach of faith which the Athenians avenged by joining to Plataea the portion
of Theban territory south of the Asdpus, and making that river the limit
between the two. By such success, however, the Athenians gained nothing
except the enmity of Boeotia — as Kleomenés had foreseen. Their alliance with
Plataea, long-continued and presenting in the course of this history several
incidents touching to our sympathies, will be found, if we except one splendid
occasion,” productive only of burden to the one party, yet insufficient as a pro-
tection to the other.

57

Herodot., vi. 108. Thukydidés (iii. 58), when recounting the capture of Plataa by the Lace-
demonians in the third year of the Peloponnesian war, states that the alliance between Plataa
and Athens was then in its ninety-third year of date; according to which reckoning it would
begin in the year 519 B.C.

I venture to think that the immediate circumstances, as recounted in the text from
Herodotus (whether Thukydidés conceived them in the same way, cannot be determined),
which brought about the junction of Platza with Athens, cannot have taken place in
519 B.c., but must have happened affer the expulsion of Hippias from Athens in 510 B.c. —
for the following reasons:

1. No mention is made of Hippias, who yet, if the event had happened in 519 B.c., must
have been the person to determine whether the Athenians should assist Plataa or not.

[But Thukydidés naturally would not mention Hippias; he was no doubt reflecting the
view taken in his day, which would naturally ascribe so romantic a friendship as that of
Athens and Platea, not to Hipplias, but to the democracy. — Ep.]

2. We know no cause which should have brought Kleomenés with a Lacedemonian force
near to Plataa in the year 519 B.C.; we know from the statement of Herodotus (v. 76) that no
Lacedeemonian expedition against Attica took place at that time. But in the year to which I
have referred the event, Kleomenés is on his march near the spot upon a known and assigna-
ble object.

[Kleomenés may well have been occupied in securing Megara for the Peloponnesian
League. — Ep.]

3. Again, Kleomenés, in advising the Plataeans to solicit Athens, does not give the advice
through good will towards them, but through a desire to harass and perplex the Athenians,
by entangling them in a quarrel with the Beeotians. At the point of time to which I have
referred the incident this was a very natural desire; he was angry, and perhaps alarmed, at the
recent events which had brought about his expulsion from Athens. But what was there to
make him conceive such a feeling against Athens during the reign of Hippias? That despot
was on terms of the closest intimacy with Sparta: the Peisistratids were (§eivovg Ta
pdAtoto — Herod., v. 63, 90, 91) ‘the particular guests’ of the Spartans, who were only
induced to take part against Hippias from a reluctant obedience to the oracles procured one
after another by Kleisthenés. The motive, therefore, assigned by Herodotus, for the advice
given by Kleomenés to the Plateans, can have no application to the time when Hippias was
still despot.

4. That Herodotus did not conceive the victory gained by the Athenians over Thebes as
having taken place before the expulsion of Hippias, is evident from his emphatic contrast
between their warlike spirit and success when liberated from the despots, and their timidity
or backwardness while under Hippias (v. 78). The man who wrote thus cannot have believed
that in the year 519 B.c., while Hippias was in full sway, the Athenians gained an important
victory over the Thebans, cut off a considerable portion of the Theban territory for the
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Meanwhile Kleomenés had returned to Sparta full of resentment against the
Athenians, and resolved on punishing them as well as on establishing his
friend Isagoras as despot over them. Having been taught, however, by humili-
ating experience, that this was no easy achievement, he would not make the
attempt, without having assembled a considerable force. He summoned allies
from all the various States of Peloponnesus, yet without venturing to inform
them what he was about to undertake. He at the same time concerted measures
with the Beeotians, and with the Chalkidians of Eubcea, for a simultaneous
invasion of Attica on all sides. It appears that he had greater confidence in their
hostile dispositions towards Athens than in those of the Peloponnesians, for he
was not afraid to acquaint them with his design — and probably the Boeotians
were incensed with the recent interference of Athens in the affair of Platea. As
soon as these preparations were completed, the two kings of Sparta, Kleomenés
and Demaratus, put themselves at the head of the united Peloponnesian force,
marched into Attica, and advanced as far as Eleusis on the way to Athens.
But when the allies came to know the purpose for which they were to be
employed, a spirit of dissatisfaction manifested itself among them. They had
no unfriendly sentiment towards Athens; and the Corinthians especially,
favourably disposed rather than otherwise towards that city, resolved to pro-
ceed no farther. At the same time, king Demaratus, either sharing in the
general dissatisfaction or moved by some grudge against his colleague which
had not before manifested itself, renounced the undertaking also. Two such
examples, operating upon the pre-existing sentiment of the allies generally,
caused the whole camp to break up and return home without striking a blow.”®

We may here remark that this is the first instance known in which Sparta
appears to act as recognised head of an obligatory Peloponnesian alliance, sum-
moning contingents from the cities to be placed under the command of her
king. Her headship, previously recognised in theory, passes now into act, but
in an unsatisfactory manner, so as to prove the necessity of precaution and con-
cert beforehand — which will be found not long wanting.

purpose of joining it to that of the Plataans, and showed from that time forward their con-
stant superiority over Thebes by protecting her inferior neighbour against her.

[Against this we know that the birth of Athenian enterprise was no posterior to the
Peisistratids (¢f. the expeditions to Sigeium, the Thracian Chersonese, etc.).

For this problem, see J. Wells in _Journ. of Hell. Stud. (1905, pp. 193 et seq.); he argues for
519 B.C., but accepts the object of Kleomenés as Herodotus gives it. From this we should be
compelled to assume that Sparta had for many years been acting a treacherous role towards
Athens under the guise of friendship to the Peisistratids. Against this, however, it must be
pointed out that, in point of fact, the alliance of Plataa was really valuable to Athens, which
thus acquired a useful base against Beeotia, and command of the most important line of
retreat for a defeated Boeotian army. Moreover, (1) the alteration of ninety-three years to
eighty-three is not technically plausible, and (2) we may well conceive that Kleomenés, on
the ground of the friendship with Hippias, to which Herodotus bears witness, actually did
intend to benefit Athens by his decision with regard to Plateea. — ED.]

% Herodot., v. 75.
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Pursuant to the scheme concerted, the Boeotians and Chalkidians attacked
Attica at the same time that Kleomenés entered it. The former seized (Enoé
and Hysie, the frontier demes of Attica on the side towards Platea; while the
latter assailed the north-eastern frontier which faces Eubcea. Invaded on three
sides, the Athenians were in serious danger, and were compelled to concentrate
all their forces at Eleusis against Kleomenés, leaving the Beeotians and
Chalkidians unopposed. But the unexpected breaking-up of the invading army
from Peloponnesus proved their rescue, and enabled them to turn the whole of
their attention to the other frontier. They marched into Beeotia to the strait
called Euripus, which separates it from Eubcea, intending to prevent the junc-
tion of the Beeotians and Chalkidians, and to attack the latter first apart. But
the arrival of the Boeotians caused an alteration in their scheme; they attacked
the Boeeotians first, and gained a victory of the most complete character —
killing a large number, and capturing 700 prisoners. On the very same day
they crossed over to Eubcea, attacked the Chalkidians, and gained another vic-
tory so decisive that it at once terminated the war. Many Chalkidians were
taken, as well as Beeotians, and conveyed in chains to Athens, where after a cer-
tain detention they were at last ransomed for two mina per man. Of the sum
thus raised, a tenth was employed in the fabrication of a chariot and four horses
in bronze, which was placed in the Acropolis to commemorate the victory.
Herodotus saw this trophy when he was at Athens. He saw, too, what was a
still more speaking trophy, the actual chains in which the prisoners had been
fettered, exhibiting in their appearance the damage undergone when the
Acropolis was burnt by Xerxés: an inscription of four lines described the offer-
ings and recorded the victory out of which they had sprung.”

Another consequence of some moment arose out of this victory. The
Athenians planted a body of 4,000 of their citizens as Kléruchs (lot-holders) or
settlers upon the lands of the wealthy Chalkidian oligarchy called the
Hippobote — proprietors probably in the fertile plain of Lélantum between
Chalkis and Eretria. This is a system which we shall find hereafter extensively
followed out by the Athenians in the days of their power; partly with the view
of providing for their poorer citizens — partly to serve as garrison among a
population either hostile or of doubtful fidelity. These Kléruchs did not lose
their birthright as Athenian citizens. They were not colonists in the Grecian
sense, and they are known by a totally different name — but they corresponded
very nearly to the colonies formerly planted out on the conquered lands by
Rome. The increase of the poorer population was always more or less painfully
felt in every Grecian city; for though the aggregate population never seems to

* Herodot., v. 77; Alian, V. H., vi. i; Pausan., i 28, 2. [The Athenians further erected a portico

at Delphi. There has recently been found the dedicatory inscription (Hicks and Hill, 11)
which runs, ‘The Athenians dedicated the portico with the arms and figure-head which they
took from their enemies.” Wilamowitz-Moellendorff shows that this refers to a sea-fight in
506 (Arist. und Ath., ii. 287). — Ep.]
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have increased very fast, yet the multiplication of children in poor families
caused the subdivision of the smaller lots of land, until at last they became
insufficient for a maintenance; and the persons thus impoverished found it dif-
ficult to obtain subsistence in other ways, more especially as the labour for the
richer classes was so much performed by imported slaves. Doubtless some fam-
ilies possessed of landed property became extinct. Yet this did not at all bene-
fit the smaller and poorer proprietors, for the lands rendered vacant passed, not
to them, but by inheritance or bequest or intermarriage to other proprietors for
the most part in easy circumstances, since one opulent family usually inter-
married with another. The numerous Kléruchies sent out by Athens, of which
this to Eubcea was the first, arose in a great measure out of the multiplication
of the poorer population, which her extended power was employed in provid-
ing for. Her subsequent proceedings with a view to the same object will not be
always found so justifiable as this now before us, which grew naturally, accord-
ing to the ideas of the time, out of her success against the Chalkidians.

The war between Athens, however, and Thebes with her Boeotian allies still
continued, to the great and repeated disadvantage of the latter, until at length
the Thebans in despair sent to ask advice of the Delphian oracle, and were
directed to ‘solicit aid from those nearest to them’.*’ ‘How (they replied) are we
to obey? Our nearest neighbours, of Tanagra, Koroneia, and Thespiz, are now,
and have been from the beginning, lending us all the aid in their power.” An
ingenious Theban, however, coming to the relief of his perplexed fellow-
citizens, dived into the depths of legend and brought up a happy meaning.
“Those nearest to us (he said) are the inhabitants of Agina: for Thébé (the
eponym of Thebes) and ZAgina (the eponym of that island) were both sisters,
daughters of Asdpus. Let us send to crave assistance from the Aginetans.’ If his
subtle interpretation (founded upon their descent from the same legendary
progenitors) did not at once convince all who heard it, at least no one had any
better to suggest. Envoys were at once sent to the Aginetans, who, in reply to
a petition founded on legendary claims, sent to the help of the Thebans a rein-
forcement of legendary, but venerated, auxiliaries — the Zakid heroes. We are
left to suppose that their effigies are here meant. It was in vain, however, that
the glory and the supposed presence of the ZAakids Telamdn and Péleus were
introduced into the Theban camp. Victory still continued on the side of
Athens; so that the discouraged Thebans again sent to Agina, restoring the
heroes,” and praying for aid of a character more human and positive. Their

" Herodot., v. So.

In the expression of Herodotus, the ZAakid heroes are rea/ly sent from Zgina, and really sent
back by the Thebans (v. 80, 81). Compare again v. 75; viii. 64; and Polyb., vii. 9, 2: OV
TAV GLGTPUTEVOUEVOV.

Justin gives a narrative of an analogous application from the Epizephyrian Lokrians to
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Sparta (xx. 3): “Territi Locrenses ad Spartanos decurrunt: auxilium supplices deprecantur: illi
longinquad militid gravati, auxilium a Castore et Polluce petere eos jubent. Neque legati
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request was granted, and the Aginetans commenced war against Athens, with-
out even the decent preliminary of a herald and declaration.®

This remarkable embassy first brings us into acquaintance with the Dorians
of Agina — oligarchical, wealthy, commercial, and powerful at sea, even in the
earliest days; more analogous to Corinth than to any of the other cities called
Dorian. The hostility which they now began without provocation against
Athens — repressed by Sparta at the critical moment of the battle of Marathon,
then again, breaking out — and hushed for a while by the common dangers of
the Persian invasion under Xerxés, was appeased only with the conquest of the
island about twenty years after that event, and with the expulsion and destruc-
tion of its inhabitants. There had been, indeed, according to Herodotus,” a
feud of great antiquity between Athens and Zgina, of which he gives the
account in a singular narrative, blending together religion, politics, exposition
of ancient customs, etc. But at the time when the Thebans solicited aid from
Agina, the latter was at peace with Athens. The Aginetans employed their
fleet, powerful for that day, in ravaging Phalérum and the maritime demes of
Attica; nor had the Athenians as yet any fleet to resist them." It is probable
that the desired effect was produced, of diverting a portion of the Athenian
force from the war against Boeotia, and thus partially relieving Thebes; but the
war of Athens against both of them continued for a considerable time, though
we have no information respecting its details.

Meanwhile the attention of Athens was called off from these combined ene-
mies by a more menacing cloud which threatened to burst upon her from the
side of Sparta. Kleomenés and his countrymen, full of resentment at the late
inglorious desertion of Eleusis, were yet more incensed by the discovery, which
appears to have been then recently made, that the injunctions of the Delphian
priestess for the expulsion of Hippias from Athens had been fraudulently pro-
cured.” Moreover, Kleomenés, when shut up in the Acropolis of Athens with
Isagoras, had found there various prophecies previously treasured up by the
Peisistratids, many of which foreshadowed events highly disastrous to Sparta.
And while the recent brilliant manifestations of courage and repeated victories,
on the part of Athens, seemed to indicate that such prophecies might perhaps
be realized, Sparta had to reproach herself, that, from the foolish and mischie-
vous conduct of Kleomenés, she had undone the effect of her previous aid
against the Peisistratids, and thus lost that return of gratitude which the
Athenians would otherwise have testified. Under such impressions, the Spartan

responsum socia urbis spreverunt; profectique in proximum templum, facto sacrificio, auxil-
ium deorum implorant. Litatis hostiis, obtentoque, ut rebantur, quod petebant — haud secus lati
quam si deos ipsos secum avecturi essent — pulvinaria iis in navi componunt, faustisque profecti
ominibus, solatia suis pro auxiliis deportant.’

%2 Herodot., v. 81, 82.

© Ibid., v. 83-88.

¢ Herodot., v. 81—89. [See Appendix II. to this chapter. — ED.]

% Herodot., v. 90.
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authorities took the remarkable step of sending for Hippias from his residence
at Sigeium to Peloponnesus and of summoning deputies from all their allies to
meet him at Sparta.

The convocation thus summoned deserves notice as the commencement of a
new ara in Grecian politics. The previous expedition of Kleomenés against
Attica presents to us the first known example of Spartan headship passing from
theory into act: that expedition miscarried because the allies, though willing to
follow, would not follow blindly, nor be made the instruments of executing
purposes repugnant to their feelings. Sparta had now learnt the necessity, in
order to ensure their hearty concurrence, of letting them know what she con-
templated, so as to ascertain at least that she had no decided opposition to
apprehend. Here, then, is the third stage in the spontaneous movement of
Greece towards a systematic conjunction, however imperfect, of its many
autonomous units: first we have Spartan headship suggested in theory, from a
concourse of circumstances which attract to her the admiration of all Greece —
power, unrivalled training, undisturbed antiquity, etc.; next, the theory passes
into act, yet rude and shapeless; lastly, the act becomes clothed with formali-
ties, and preceded by discussion and determination. The first convocation of
the allies at Sparta, for the purpose of having a common object submitted to
their consideration, may well be regarded as an important event in Grecian
political history; the proceedings at the convocation are no less important, as
an indication of the way in which the Greeks of that day felt and acted, and
must be borne in mind as a contrast with times hereafter to be described.

Hippias having been presented to the assembled allies, the Spartans
expressed their sorrow for having dethroned him — their resentment and
alarm at the new-born insolence of Athens,* already tasted by her immediate
neighbours, and menacing to every State represented in the convocation —
and their anxiety to restore Hippias, not less as a reparation of past wrong,
than as a means, through his rule, of keeping Athens low and dependent. But
the proposition, though emanating from Sparta, was listened to by the allies
with one common sentiment of repugnance. They had no sympathy for
Hippias — no dislike, still less any fear, of Athens — and a profound detesta-
tion of the character of a despot. The spirit which had animated the armed
contingents at Eleusis now reappeared among the deputies at Sparta, and the
Corinthians again took the initiative. Their deputy Sosiklés protested against
the project in the fiercest and most indignant strain. No language can be
stronger than that of the long harangue which Herodotus puts into his
mouth, wherein the bitter recollections prevalent at Corinth respecting
Kypselus and Periander are poured forth. ‘Surely heaven and earth are about to
change places — the fish are coming to dwell on dry land, and mankind going
to inhabit the sea — when you, Spartans, propose to subvert the popular gov-
ernments, and to set up in the cities that wicked and bloody thing called a

% Herodot., v. 90, 91.
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Despot.®” First try what it is, for yourselves at Sparta, and then force it upon
others if you can: you have not tasted its calamities as we have, and you take
very good care to keep it away from yourselves. We adjure you by the common
gods of Hellas, plant not despots in her cities: if you persist in a scheme so
wicked, know that the Corinthians will not second you.’

This animated appeal was received with a shout of approbation and sympa-
thy on the part of the allies. All with one accord united with Sosiklés in abjur-
ing the Lacedeemonians® ‘not to revolutionize any Hellenic city’. No one
listened to Hippias when he replied, and warned the Corinthians that the time
would come, when they, more than anyone else, would dread and abhor the
Athenian democracy, and wish the Peisistratide back again. He knew well
(says Herodotus) that this would be, for he was better acquainted with the
prophecies than any man; but no one then believed him, and he was forced to
take his departure back to Sigeium; the Spartans not venturing to espouse his
cause against the determined sentiment of the allies.®”

That determined sentiment deserves notice, because it marks the present
period of the Hellenic mind; fifty years later it will be found materially altered.
Aversion to single-headed rule, and bitter recollection of men like Kypselus
and Periander, are now the chords which thrill in an assembly of Grecian
deputies. The idea of a revolution (implying thereby an organic and compre-
hensive change of which the party using the word disapproves) consists in sub-
stituting a permanent One in place of those periodical magistrates and
assemblies which were the common attribute of oligarchy and democracy; the
antithesis between these last two is as yet in the background, and there prevails
neither fear of Athens nor hatred of the Athenian democracy. But when we
turn to the period immediately before the Peloponnesian war, we find the order
of precedence between these two sentiments reversed. The antimonarchical
feeling has not perished, but has been overlaid by other and more recent polit-
ical antipathies — the antithesis between democracy and oligarchy having
become, not indeed the only sentiment, but the uppermost sentiment, in the
minds of Grecian politicians generally, and the soul of active party movement.
Moreover, a hatred of the most deadly character has grown up against Athens
and her democracy, especially in the grandsons of those very Corinthians who
now stand forward as her sympathizing friends. The remarkable change of feel-
ing here mentioned is nowhere so strikingly exhibited as when we contrast the
address of the Corinthian Sosiklés just narrated, with the speech of the
Corinthian envoys at Sparta immediately antecedent to the Peloponnesian war,
as given to us in Thukydidés.” It will hereafter be fully explained by the inter-

¢ Herodot., v. 92.

8 Ibid.,v. 93.

9 Ibid.,v. 93, 94.

" Thukydid., i. 68-71, 120—124.
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mediate events, by the growth of Athenian power, and by the still more mirac-
ulous development of Athenian energy.

Such development, the fruit of the fresh-planted democracy as well as the
seed for its sustentation and aggrandizement, continued progressive during the
whole period just adverted to; but the first unexpected burst of it, under the
Kleisthenean constitution and after the expulsion of Hippias, is described by
Herodotus in terms too emphatic to be omitted. After narrating the successive
victories of the Athenians over both Boeotians and Chalkidians, that historian
proceeds — ‘Thus did the Athenians grow in strength. And we may find proof
not merely in this instance but everywhere else, how valuable a thing freedom
is: since even the Athenians, while under a despot, were not superior in war to
any of their surrounding neighbours, but so soon as they got rid of their
despots, became by far the first of all. These things show that while kept down
by one man, they were slack and timid, like men working for a master; but
when they were liberated, every single man became eager in exertions for his
own benefit.” The same comparison reappears a short time afterwards, where he
tells us that ‘the Athenians, when free, felt themselves a match for Sparta; but
while kept down by any man under a despotism, were feeble and apt for sub-
mission’.”"

Stronger expressions cannot be found to depict the rapid improvement
wrought in the Athenian people by their new democracy. Of course this did
not arise merely from suspension of previous cruelties, or from better laws, or
better administration. These, indeed, were essential conditions, but the active
transforming cause here was, the principle and system of which such amend-
ments formed the detail: the grand and new idea of the sovereign People, com-
posed of free and equal citizens — or liberty and equality, to use words which
so profoundly moved the French nation half a century ago.”” It was this com-
prehensive political idea which acted with electric effect upon the Athenians,
creating within them a host of sentiments, motives, sympathies, and capaci-
ties, to which they had before been strangers. Democracy in Grecian antiquity
possessed the privilege, not only of kindling an earnest and unanimous attach-
ment to the Constitution in the bosoms of the citizens, but also of creating an
energy of public and private action, such as could never be obtained under an
oligarchy, where the utmost that could be hoped for was a passive acquiescence
and obedience. Burke has remarked that the mass of the people are generally
very indifferent about theories of government; but such indifference (although
improvements in the practical working of all Governments tend to foster it) is
hardly to be expected among any people who exhibit decided mental activity
and spirit on other matters; and the reverse was unquestionably true, in the
year 500 B.C., among the communities of ancient Greece. Theories of govern-
ment were there anything but a dead letter: they were connected with

' Herodot., v. 78-91.
72 Le., in the French Revolution. — ED.
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emotions of the strongest as well as of the most opposite character. The theory
of a permanent ruling One, for example, was universally odious; that of a rul-
ing Few, though acquiesced in, was never positively attractive, unless either
where it was associated with the maintenance of peculiar education and habits,
as at Sparta, or where it presented itself as the only antithesis to democracy, the
latter having by peculiar circumstances become an object of terror. But the
theory of democracy was pre-eminently seductive, creating in the mass of the
citizens an intense positive attachment and disposing them to voluntary action
and suffering on its behalf, such as no coercion on the part of other
Governments could extort. Herodotus,”” in his comparison of the three sorts of
government, puts in the front rank of the advantages of democracy ‘its most
splendid name and promise’ — its powers of enlisting the hearts of the citizens
in support of their constitution, and of providing for all a common bond of
union and fraternity. This is what even democracy did not always do; but it
was what no other government in Greece cox/d do; a reason alone sufficient to
stamp it as the best Government, and presenting the greatest chance of benef-
icent results, for a Grecian community. Among the Athenian citizens, cer-
tainly, it produced a strength and unanimity of positive political sentiment,
such as has rarely been seen in the history of mankind, which excites our sur-
prise and admiration the more when we compare it with the apathy which had
preceded, and which is even implied as the natural state of the public mind in
Solon’s famous proclamation against neutrality in a sedition.”* Because democ-
racy happens to be unpalatable to most modern readers, they have been accus-
tomed to look upon the sentiment here described only in its least honourable
manifestations — in the caricatures of Aristophanés, or in the empty common-
places of rhetorical declaimers. But it is not in this way that the force, the
earnestness, or the binding value, of democratical sentiment at Athens are to
be measured. We must listen to it as it comes from the lips of Periklés,” while
he is strenuously enforcing upon the people those active duties for which it
both implanted the stimulus and supplied the courage; or from the oligarchi-
cal Nikias in the harbour of Syracuse, when he is endeavouring to revive the
courage of his despairing troops for one last death-struggle, and when he
appeals to their democratical patriotism as to the only flame yet alive and
burning even in that moment of agony.”® From the time of Kleisthenés down-
ward, the creation of this new mighty impulse makes an entire revolution in
the Athenian character; and if the change still stood out in so prominent a

> Herodot., iii. 80. The democratical speaker at Syrcacuse, Athenagoras, also puts this name and

promise in the first rank of advantages (Thukyd., vi. 39).

See chapter 2. above.

7 See the two speeches of Periklés in Thukyd., ii. 35—-46, and ii. 60—64. Compare the reflec-
tions of Thukydidés upon the two democracies of Athens and Syracuse — vi. 69 and vii.
21-55.

" Thukyd., vii. 69.
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manner before the eyes of Herodotus, much more must it have been felt by the
contemporaries among whom it occurred.

The attachment of an Athenian citizen to his democratical constitution
comprised two distinct veins of sentiment: first, his rights, protection and
advantages derived from it — next, his obligations of exertion and sacrifice
towards it and with reference to it. Neither of these two veins of sentiment was
ever wholly absent; but according as the one or the other was present at differ-
ent times in varying proportions, the patriotism of the citizen was a very dif-
ferent feeling. That which Herodotus remarks is the extraordinary efforts of
heart and hand which the Athenians suddenly displayed — the efficacy of the
active sentiment throughout the bulk of the citizens. We shall observe even
more memorable evidences of the same phanomenon in tracing down the his-
tory from Kleisthenés to the end of the Peloponnesian war; we shall trace a
series of events and motives eminently calculated to stimulate that self-
imposed labour and discipline which the early democracy had first called forth.
But when we advance farther down, from the restoration of the democracy after
the Thirty Tyrants, to the time of Demosthenés — (I venture upon this brief
anticipation, in the conviction that one period of Grecian history can only be
thoroughly understood by contrasting it with another) — we shall find a sensi-
ble change in Athenian patriotism. The active sentiment of obligation is com-
paratively inoperative — the citizen, it is true, has a keen sense of the value of
the democracy, as protecting him and ensuring to him valuable rights, and he
is, moreover, willing to perform his ordinary sphere of legal duties towards it;
but he looks upon it as a thing established, and capable of maintaining itself in
a due measure of foreign ascendancy, without any such personal efforts as those
which his forefathers cheerfully imposed upon themselves. The orations of
Demosthenés contain melancholy proofs of such altered tone of patriotism —
of that languor, paralysis, and waiting for others to act, which preceded the
catastrophe of Chearoneia, notwithstanding an unabated attachment to the
democracy as a source of protection and good government.”” That same preter-
natural activity which the allies of Sparta, at the beginning of the
Peloponnesian war, both denounced and admired in the Athenians, is noted by
the orator as now belonging to their enemy Philip. Such variations in the scale
of national energy pervade history, modern as well as ancient, but in regard to
Grecian history, especially, they can never be overlooked. For a certain measure,
not only of positive political attachment, but also of active self-devotion, mil-
itary readiness, and personal effort, was the indispensable condition of main-
taining Hellenic autonomy, either in Athens or elsewhere, and became so more
than ever, when the Macedonians were once organized under an enterprising
and semi-hellenized prince. The democracy was the first creative cause of that
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Compare the remarkable speech of the Corinthian envoys at Sparta (Thukyd., i. 68—71) with
the ¢prlompaypoosvvn which Demosthenés so emphatically notices in Philip (Olynthiac., i.
6. p. 13); also Philippic., i. 2, and the Philippics and Olynthiacs generally.
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astonishing personal and many-sided energy which marked the Athenian char-
acter, for a century downward from Kleisthenés; that the same ultra-Hellenic
activity did not longer continue, is referable to other causes which will be here-
after in part explained. No system of government, even supposing it to be very
much better and more faultless than the Athenian democracy, can ever pretend
to accomplish its legitimate end apart from the personal character of the peo-
ple, or to supersede the necessity of individual virtue and vigour. During the
half-century immediately preceding the battle of Chearoneia, the Athenians
had lost that remarkable energy which distinguished them during the first
century of their democracy, and had fallen much more nearly to a level with
the other Greeks, in common with whom they were obliged to yield to the
pressure of a foreign enemy. I here briefly notice their last period of languor, in
contrast with the first burst of democratical fervour under Kleisthenés now
opening — a feeling, which will be found, as we proceed, to continue for a
longer period than could have been reasonably anticipated, but which was too
high-strung to become a perpetual and inherent attribute of any community.

APPENDIX I

The Kleisthenean reforms

[THE Ath. Pol. (c. xxi. ff.) does not greatly advance our knowledge of the details of the
Kleisthenean reforms. The general description there given tallies in all essentials with
the authorities quoted by Grote. Certain points deserve special attention.

According to the Azh. Pol., (1) Kleisthenés divided the people into ten tribes, in order
that more might share the privileges of citizenship (so Grote), and that the tribal organi-
zation might be entirely dissociated from the clans and phratries; in other words, that the
old local religious unit might have no connection with politics. The anti-local character of
the tribes is further emphasized by the fact that they were called after ten Attic’® heroes
selected by the Pythia out of 100 suggested names. (2) The country was divided into
thirty sections in three groups — the City, the Shore (Paralia), and the Inland (Mesogaea),
each of which had ten ‘trittyes’. Each of the ten tribes received by lot three trittyes. (This
division further marks the anti-local nature of the Kleisthenean system.) (3) The residents
in each deme constituted a political unit — i.c., were regarded as ‘fellow-demesmen’. (4)
The forty-eight naukraries were superseded (politically) by the demes.

The main difficulties of the divisions are as follows:

1. We must conclude that the territory of each tribe fell into three blocks, each of
which might consist of one deme or several. It would be expected that the demes of
each tribe would fall into three groups, but, in fact, this is not the case. Thus, Zantis
consists of Phalérum and eleven demes in the north in the Marathon district — Ze., of
two groups. Other tribes are in five or six groups.”

8 Even Ajax, eponym of Aantis, though not Attic, might well be regarded as such.

On the division into tribes and trittyes, Milchhofer (Uber die Demenordnung des Kleisth., in
Appendix to Abbandlung, d. Berl. Akad., 1892) has a detailed account which in the main
bears out the Azh. Pol. He mentions, among other things, that the demes apportioned to each
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2. It is impossible to determine precisely the geographical extent of the divisions
‘City’, ‘Shore’, and ‘Inland’. The City is practically identical with the old Pedion, but
the Kleisthenean ‘Shore’ is more extensive than the old Paralia, which was properly the
southern coast only.

3. The Ath. Pol. seems to suggest that the demes were the creation of Kleisthenés,
but there is clear evidence that they were primitive divisions. Thus Herodotus (ix. 73),
speaking of Decelea, says ‘the Dioscuri set up the demes’, and (i. 62) speaks of hostil-
ity between ‘the City and the Demes’. We may fairly conclude that the country demes
were not created but merely given political existence by Kleisthénes, while the demes
of Athens were created by him.

4. Herodotus says that Kleisthenés divided the demes d€ka €ic TG GLAGG — i.e.,
ten to each tribe.*” The Azh. Pol. says nothing of this, and it is clear that in such a sym-
metrical arrangement the division into thirty trittyes would be out of place. Further, as
Grote says, there is no reason to suppose there were originally exactly 100 demes.
(Strabo gives 174 (p. 396); from Inscrr. about 170 names have been recovered.) It has
been held that the number was originally 100, but was subsequently increased to pre-
vent an inequality due to increased population in certain districts. But (#) from the
first there must have been difference in size among the demes — e.g., between the hill-
demes of the north and Phalérum, the port of Athens; (b) no equality was subsequently
maintained, for in the two succeeding centuries there were demes containing from 100
to 200 people, while Acharne was péya pHépog TG TOAEMG, and perhaps could
muster 3,000 hoplites; (¢) the whole argument is based on a misconception as to the
nature of the demes. In fact, the membership was hereditary, and a man retained his
deme-connexion even though for business or other reasons he might reside in another
deme — a privilege for which he paid a tax (such a man was called an £yKEKTNUEVOC).

5. The next difficulty is as to those whom Kleisthenés admitted to citizenship (p. 60
above). From the Politics it is clear that he did admit aliens who were resident in Attica,
presumably merchants whose admission strengthened not only his own party but also
the State as a whole, and certain slaves (perhaps freedmen who had acquired some
social status). Obviously, however, he must have done more than this; it would not
have gratified his party that he should grant privileges to aliens and slaves. From Azh.
Pol. (xiii. 5) we gather that from the time of Solon there was a class of people who were
outside the citizen body, being of impure descent (T Yével ur kaBapoti); these peo-
ple, for obvious reasons, strongly supported the Peisistratids, after whose expulsion
they were definitely stigmatized as without the pale by a special vote (dtayndLopog).

The authorship of this decree is not stated. The natural supposition is that it was
part of the programme of Isagoras, but he, according to the Azh. Pol., was ‘the friend of
the tyrants’,*' and would not commit the folly of passing a decree against a body of
men who had held the same political views.*? It would seem, indeed, that Kleisthenés,

trittys were mostly contiguous, and that two trittyes of one tribe are sometimes (e.g., in Agéis
and Pandionis) contiguous. R. Loeper in Azh. Mitt., 1892, pp. 319-433.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Arist. und Athen., pp. 149, 150) suggests d€Kaya for déka, — ie.,
he parcelled out the demes to the tribes in ren batches.

Note, however, that Busolt (ii.?, p. 401) and Meyer (ii., p. 798) regard this as a false inference;
and indeed, later Alkmeednid traditions would be glad to emphasize such a point.

Quite possibly ‘those of impure descent’ may have included Peisistratean mercenaries; in a
similar case the mercenaries of Gélo and Hierd refused to surrender the franchise.
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as the enemy of the Peisistratids, must have carried the decree in the first moments of
his triumphant return, and that later, being worsted by Isagoras (who was elected
archon in 508), he made a wolre jace, and proposed the admission probably in large
numbers of the class in question as a political device.

Whether this inference is correct or not, it is certain that Grote was right in his con-
tention that Kleisthenés broadened the basis of citizenship apart from his admission of
aliens and slaves. Herodotus and the Azh. Pol. are equally emphatic in regarding citi-
zenship as the bait by which he won the support of the popular party.

6. Recent criticism only confirms Grote’s view that the Council (Bou/é) of Five
Hundred was the corner-stone of the Kleisthenean structure. Though we cannot agree
with those who maintain that no Box/é had existed before Kleisthenés,” it is perfectly
clear from the absence of any recorded action by such a Council between Solon and 510
that from this time it acquired a new importance, and that it came to be looked upon
as the real executive power, whereas the Ekklésia met rarely (four times a month), and
was in any case too large for real discussion. The Council was a compact body in con-
tinuous session, and, though (Azh. Pol., c. 62) a councillor could not serve more than
twice, we may fairly assume that there was some approach to continuity of policy.
Moreover, the fact that the councillors were held responsible for the discharge of their
duties at the end of their year of office and for the preliminary examination of their suc-
cessors (OOKIOG10) must have contributed to give to their deliberations a sobriety
which did not necessarily characterize the proceedings of the Ekklésia. It is important
in this connexion to notice that on at least two occasions of the utmost importance the
Council was given full powers, (1) to send ambassadors to Philip (Demosthenés, Fa/s,
Leg., p. 389), and (2) to inquire into the affair of the mutilation of the Herma on the
night preceding the sailing of the Sicilian expedition. The importance which the
Athenians attached to this body in the middle fifth century is shown by (among other
instances) the inscription relating to the constitution imposed on Erythre (about 450
B.C.), which included a body of presumably similar functions. In a word, the proper
working of a Greek democracy inevitably postulated a Council of this sort.

7. Finally, it is necessary to say something of the device of ostracism, which Grote
treated favourably at considerable length in the chapter above. The Az, Pol. (c. xxii.)
definitely states that Kleisthenés invented the system with a view to getting rid of the
tyrants, and yet Hipparchus, its first Peisistratid victim, was not expelled till 488. To
this problem no answer has been given. Again, if this was the original object it could
have had no object at all after Marathon, which finally extinguished any hopes which
the ex-tyrants may have cherished. To justify it as being better than the existing
0TA01G is clearly beside the point.

At the best we can but regard ostracism as a pis aller; at the worst, i.e., as a purely
political device, it was unjust to the victim, and harmful to the State both intrinsically
and as the ruin of the party system. In practice it demanded a very high level of self-
control on the part of the people, a sobriety of judgment which is not happily illus-
trated by the story of the man who voted against Aristeidés because he was always
called ‘The Just.” It might well be argued that a system which deprived Athens of the
assistance of Xanthippus and Aristeidés during the invasion of Xerxés, and of Kimédn
% The argument is based largely on the existence of an inscription relating to Salamis (Hicks
and Hill, 4), in which, instead of the formula usual in later times — ‘it seemed good to the
Boulé and the people’ (Ekklésia) — we read ‘it seemed good to the people’.
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at the time of Tanagra, stands self-condemned. The defence that it stimulated a
national consciousness again recalls the Aristeidés story, and leads us to consider
whether the Athenian was not at least sufficiently stimulated in this respect by the
meetings of the Ekklésia, and by his service as a dikast. The real significance of the sys-
tem is that it definitely transferred from the Areopagus to the Ekklésia the ultimate
protection of the Constitution.* — Ep.]

APPENDIX II

Athens and Agina

[THE history of the relations between ZAgina and Athens (which constitutes almost the
whole history of the island) is very difficult to recover from Herodotus. Their strife is
traced back to a curious feud about the images of the deities Damia and Auxesia, which
the Aginetans had carried off from Epidaurus. The Epidaurians had sent annual offer-
ings to Athens in recognition of the fact that the images were made of Attic olive
wood. This act of courtesy the Aginetans withheld, but when the Athenians endeav-
oured to carry off the deities the images fell on their knees, the Eginetans attacked
their enemies, and only one Athenian survived, to be murdered on his return by
Athenian matrons. For this episode Herodotus gives no date; R. W. Macan and J. B.
Bury suggest c. 570. But the whole story suggests an atiological myth to account for
the kneeling posture of the statues and certain ancient customs in the two cities.

The story of the fifth-century war presents problems of a different character.
According to Herodotus, the sole authority, when (shortly after 507) Agina definitely
joined the Thebans the Athenians prepared to strike hard without delay, in spite of an
oracle which bade them dedicate a precinct to Aakus, and expect victory only after the
lapse of thirty years; they were interrupted by Sparta’s movements on behalf of
Hippias. Subsequently (it is necessary to anticipate events) Agina medized in 491;
Athens persuaded Sparta to punish this treachery, and Kleomenés, after one failure,
succeeded, with his new colleague Leotychidés, in exacting hostages, whom he
deposited in Athens (according to Herodotus, 491-490). On his death the Athenians
refused to give up these hostages, and war ensured, in which the Athenians, in spite of
the help of the traitor Nikodromus, unquestionably had the worst.

The problems of this account are:

1. Herodotus clearly implies that the war lasted from 507—-481 (i.e., the Congress at

the Isthmus), and though at that time, as he says, it was the most important war in
Greece, he gives no account except of the years 491-490.
8 The fact that Hipparchus was the first to be ostracized in 488 gave rise to the suggestion
(Lugebil, Des Wesen d. Ostrak.) that the device was not invented till about 496, and was, there-
fore, not part of the Kleisthenean reform. But it is quite likely that Azh. Pol. (xxii. 4) — which
would seem to corroborate this view — is arguing from a list of those who were returning
early in 480 — i.ec., of those exiled after Marathon. We need not doubt the unanimous testi-
mony of our authorities.

Grote’s view that ostracism did not take place unless 6,000 votes were cast against one man
is open to the serious objection that it is highly improbable that a sufficient number of citi-
zens were even present at an Ekklésia to give so large a vote on one side. Probably 6,000 votes
had to be given in all, as for other privilegia in Attic law.
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2. If the war was at its height (see p. 155 n. 12) in 498, how could the Athenians
have dared to send twenty ships (out of so small a fleet) to assist the Ionians at Ladé?

Rev. E. M. Walker suggests the following solution. The only certain date is 458,
that of the final victory of Athens; the oracle speaks of thirty years from the dedication
to Zakus to that victory. This gives us 488. When we consider further (1) that it was
in 483482 that Themistoklés persuaded Athens to raise a fleet of 200, and (2) that it
is precisely to the period 490—480 that later historians (Eusebius, Chron. Can.) assign
the greatness of the Aginetan power, we may well conclude that, although ZAgina may
have sympathized with Thebes after 507, she declined to render active assistance, and
that the war actually broke out in 488 when Athens declined to surrender the hostages.
— Ebp.]
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5 [XVII, XXXII-XXXIV]

IONTAN GREEKS — RISE OF THE
PERSIAN EMPIRE

IN the preceding chapter I have followed the history of Central Greece very
nearly down to the point at which the history of the Asiatic Greeks becomes
blended with it, and after which the two streams begin to flow to a great
degree in the same channel. I now turn to the affairs of the Asiatic Greeks, and
of the Asiatic kings as connected with them.

With Gygés, the Mermnad King, commences the series of aggressions from
Sardis upon the Asiatic Greeks, which ultimately ended in their subjection.
Gygés invaded the territories of Milétus and Smyrna, and even took the city
(probably not the citadel) of Kolophdn. Though he thus, however, made war
upon the Asiatic Greeks, he was munificent in his donations to the Grecian
god of Delphi. His numerous as well as costly offerings were seen in the tem-
ple by Herodotus. Elegiac compositions of the poet Mimnermus celebrated the
valour of the Smyrnzans in their battle with Gygés." Gygés also attacked the
territory of Magnésia (probably Magnésia on Sipylus) and after a considerable
struggle took the city.”

How far the Lydian kingdom of Sardis extended during the reign of Gygés
we have no means of ascertaining. Strabo alleges that the whole Troad’
belonged to him, and that the Greek settlement of Abydus on the Hellespont
was established by the Milesians only under his auspices. On what authority
this statement is made we are not told, and it appears doubtful, especially as so
many legendary anecdotes are connected with the name of Gygés. This prince
reigned (according to Herodotus) thirty-eight years, and was succeeded by his
son Ardys, who reigned forty-nine years (about 678—629 B.c.)." We learn that

Herod., i. 14; Pausan., ix, 29, 2.

Nikolaus Damasc., p. 52, ed. Orelli.

Strabo, xiii., p. 590.

The early history of Lydia, as told by Grote, is little more than a record of successive dynas-
ties whose actual achievements remain utterly unknown to us. Though this account, based
wholly on Herodotus and other Greek writers whose knowledge of the subject was more
mythological than historical, can now be supplemented to a certain extent by the results of

S

recent archaological research, our total sum of information is still exceedingly scanty. Until
Lydia, like the neighbouring kingdoms of the Phrygians and Hittites, becomes more
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he attacked the Milesians, and took the Ionic city of Priéné. Yet this possession
cannot have been maintained, for the city appears afterwards as autonomous.’
His long reign, however, was signalized by two events, both of considerable
moment to the Asiatic Greeks — the invasion of the Cimmerians, and the first
approach to collision (at least the first of which we have any historical knowl-
edge) between the inhabitants of Lydia and those of Upper Asia under the
Median kings.°

As the dominion of the Scythians in Upper Asia lasted twenty-eight years
before they were expelled by Kyaxarés, so also the inroads of the Cimmerians
through Asia Minor, which had begun during the reign of the Lydian king
Ardys, continued through the twelve years of the reign of his son Sadyattés
(629-617 B.c.), and were finally terminated by Alyattés, son of the latter.’
Notwithstanding the Cimmerians, however, Sadyattés was in a condition to
prosecute a war against the Grecian city of Milétus, which continued during
the last seven years of his reign, and which he bequeathed to his son and suc-
cessor. Alyattés continued the war for five years longer. So feeble was the senti-
ment of union among the various Grecian towns on the Asiatic coast, that none
of them would lend any aid to Milétus except the Chians, who were under spe-
cial obligations to Milétus for previous aid in a contest against Erythre. The
Milesians unassisted were no match for a Lydian army in the field, though their
great naval strength placed them out of all danger of a blockade; and we must
presume that the erection of those mounds of earth against the walls, whereby
the Persian Harpagus vanquished the Ionian cities half a century afterwards,

accessible to explorers, it must remain an unprofitable task to chronicle its early history. The
connexion between Lydia and Greece during these days remains a matter of profound obscu-
rity, and for the student of Greek history the early record of the Asiatic kingdom, such as it
is, has very little value.

With the accession of the so-called Mermnad dynasty (late in the eighth century) the his-
tory of Lydia acquires greater interest, and can be treated somewhat more fully. At this point
the present volume begins to reproduce Grote’s original text. — ED.

> Herodot., i. 15.
The invasion of the Cimmerians has a certain amount of interest, owing to the effect it pro-
duced upon the Greek settlers in Asia Minor. Putting together the few useful items of infor-
mation in Herodotus (i. 15, 16; iv. 11, 12), and some isolated notices in other writers, we may
infer — (1) that they were a nomadic people, who had formerly lived in and around the
Crimea; (2) that they made a sudden raid (perhaps by sea) into Asia Minor; (3) that they
established themselves on the north coast, and from there overran Phrygia and Lydia; (4) that
they diverted the attention of the Lydian kings for a while from the Greek cities of Asia
Minor, but themselves endangered and even captured some of these; (5) that they made little
permanent impression on the distribution of power in Asia Minor, save that they destroyed
the Phrygian kingdom, and so opened a way for the later Lydian kings into farther Asia
Minor.

The earliest relations of Lydia with the powers of further Asia (Assyria and Media) are of
lictle or no importance for Greek history. — ED.
From whom Polyanus borrowed his statement, that Alyattés employed with effect savage
dogs against the Cimmerians, we do not know (Polyen. vii. 2, 1).
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was then unknown to the Lydians. For twelve successive years the Milesian ter-
ritory was annually overrun and ravaged, previous to the gathering in of the
crops. The inhabitants, after having been defeated in two ruinous battles, gave
up all hope of resisting the devastation; so that the task of the invaders became
easy, and the Lydian army pursued their destructive march to the sound of
flutes and harps. While ruining the crops and the fruit-trees, Alyattés would
not allow the farm-buildings or country-houses to be burnt, in order that the
means of production might still be preserved, to be again destroyed during the
following season. By such unremitting devastation the Milesians were reduced
to distress and famine, in spite of their command of the sea. The fate which
afterwards overtook them during the reign of Creesus, of becoming tributary
subjects to the throne of Sardis, would have begun half a century earlier, had
not Alyattés unintentionally committed a profanation against the goddess
Athéné. Though no one took notice of this incident at the time, yet Alyattés
on his return to Sardis was smitten with prolonged sickness. Unable to obtain
relief, he despatched envoys to seek humble advice from the god at Delphi.
But the Pythian priestess refused to furnish any healing suggestions until he
should have rebuilt the burnt temple of Athéné, and Periander, at that time
despot of Corinth, having learnt the tenor of this reply, transmitted private
information of it to Thrasybulus, despot of Milétus, with whom he was inti-
mately allied. Presently there arrived at Milétus a herald on the part of
Alyattés, proposing a truce for the special purpose of enabling him to rebuild
the destroyed temple, who on his arrival found abundance of corn heaped up in
the agora, and the citizens engaged in feasting and enjoyment; for Thrasybulus
had caused all the provision in the town both public and private to be brought
out in order that the herald might see the Milesians in a condition of apparent
plenty, and carry the news of it to his master. The stratagem succeeded.
Alyattés, under the persuasion that his repeated devastation inflicted upon the
Milesians no sensible deprivations, abandoned his hostile designs, and con-
cluded with them a treaty of amity and alliance. It was his first proceeding to
build two temples to Athéné, in place of the one which had been destroyed,
and he then forthwith recovered from his protracted malady. His gratitude for
the cure was testified by the transmission of a large silver bowl, with an iron
footstand welded together by the Chian artist Glaukus — the inventor of the
art of thus joining together pieces of iron.®

Alyattés is said to have carried on other operations against some of the Ionic
Greeks: he took Smyrna,” but was defeated in an inroad on the territory of

8 Herodot., i, 20—23.
?  The operations of the Lydian kings seem to have been mainly directed against those Greek
ports which stood at the extremity of the great trade-routes descending from the heart of Asia
Minor to the Agean sea. Thus, Smyrna and Phokaea, situated near the mouth of the Hermus,
and Kolophon and Ephesus, commanding the lower Kajster valley, were of great importance
to a monarch whose capital (Sardis) stood at the meeting-point of the Hermus and Kajster

roads. When once they had acquired these terminal ports, the Lydian kings controlled the
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Klazomenz. But on the whole his long reign of fifty-seven years was one of
tranquillity to the Grecian cities on the coast, though we hear of an expedition
which he undertook against Karia.'” He is reported to have been during youth
of overweening insolence, but to have acquired afterwards a just and improved
character. By an Ionian wife he became father of Creesus, whom even during
his lifetime he appointed satrap of the town of Adramyttium and the neigh-
bouring plain of Thébé. How far his dominion in the interior of Asia Minor
extended we do not know, but very probably his long and comparatively inac-
tive reign may have favoured the accumulation of those treasures which after-
wards rendered the wealth of Creesus so proverbial. His monument, an
enormous pyramidal mound upon a stone base, erected near Sardis by the joint
efforts of the whole Sardian population, was the most memorable curiosity in
Lydia during the time of Herodotus. It was inferior only to the gigantic edi-
fices of Egypt and Babylon."!

Croeesus obtained the throne, at the death of his father, by appointment from
the latter. The aggressive reign of Craesus, lasting fourteen years (559-545
B.C.), formed a marked contrast to the long quiescence of his father during a
reign of fifty-seven years.

Pretences being easily found for war against the Asiatic Greeks, Croesus
attacked them one after the other. Unfortunately, we know neither the partic-
ulars of these successive aggressions, nor the previous history of the Ionic cities,
so as to be able to explain how it was that the fifth of the Mermnad kings of
Sardis met with such unqualified success, in an enterprise which his predeces-
sors had attempted in vain. Milétus alone, with the aid of Chios, had
resisted Alyattés and Sadyattés for eleven years — and Croesus possessed no
naval force, any more than his father and grandfather. But on this occasion,
not one of the towns can have displayed the like individual energy. In regard
to the Milesians, we may perhaps suspect that the period now under consid-
eration was comprised in that long duration of intestine conflict which
Herodotus represents (though without defining exactly when) to have crip-
pled the forces of the city for two generations, and which was at length
appeased by a memorable decision of some arbitrators invited from Paros.
These latter, called in by mutual consent of the exhausted antagonist parties
at Milétus, found both the city and her territory in a state of general neglect
and ruin. But on surveying the lands, they discovered some which still
appeared to be tilled with undiminished diligence and skill: to the propri-
etors of these lands they consigned the government of the town, in the belief
that they would manage the public affairs with as much success as their

whole of the great North Road through Asia Minor up to the river Halys. Similarly, the
acquisition of Milétus gave them complete dominion over the Maander valley and the
Southern Road as far as Kilikia. — Ep.

Nikolaus Damasken., p. 54, ed. Orelli; Xanthi Fragment.
Herodot., i. 92, 93. [For a description of Alyattés’ tomb, see Stein, Herodotus, i. 93. — EDp.]
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own.'? Such a state of intestine weakness would partly explain the easy sub-
jugation of the Milesians by Creesus, while there was little in the habits of the
Tonic cities to present the chance of united efforts against a common enemy.
These cities, far from keeping up any effective political confederation, were in
a state of habitual jealousy of each other, and not unfrequently in actual war."
The common religious festivals — the Deliac festival as well as the Pan-Ionia,
and afterwards the Ephesia in place of the Delia — seem to have been regularly
frequented by all the cities throughout the worst of times. But these assem-
blies had no direct political function, nor were they permitted to control that
sentiment of separate city-autonomy which was paramount in the Greek mind
— though their influence was extremely precious in calling forth social
sympathies. Apart from the periodical festival, meetings for special emergen-
cies were held at the Pan-Tonic temple; but from such meetings any city, not
directly implicated, kept aloof."* As in this case, so in others not less critical
throughout the historical period — the incapacity of large political combina-
tion was the source of constant danger, and ultimately proved the cause of ruin,
to the independence of all the Grecian states. Herodotus warmly commends
the advice given by Thalés to his Ionic countrymen — and given (to use his
remarkable expression) ‘before the ruin of Ionia’” — that a common Senate,
invested with authority over all the twelve cities, should be formed within the
walls of Tebs, as the most central in position; and that all the other cities
should account themselves mere demes of this aggregate commonwealth or
Polis. And we cannot doubt that such was the unavailing aspiration of many a
patriot of Milétus or Ephesus, even before the final operations of Creesus were
opened against them.

That prince attacked the Greek cities successively, finding or making differ-
ent pretences for hostility against each. He began with Ephesus, which is said
to have been then governed by a despot of harsh and oppressive character,
named Pindarus, whose father had married a daughter of Alyattés, and who
was therefore himself nephew of Craesus. The latter, having in vain invited
Pindarus to surrender the town, brought up his forces and attacked the walls.

2" Herodot., v. 28.

Alyattés reigned fifty-seven years, and the vigorous resistance which the Milesians offered
to him took place in the first six years of his reign. The ‘two generations of intestine dissen-
sion” may well have succeeded after the reign of Thrasybulus. This, indeed, is a mere conjec-
ture, yet it may be observed that Herodotus, speaking of the time of the Ionic revolt (500
B.C.), and intimating that Milétus, though then peaceable, had been for two generations at an
early period torn by intestine dissension, could hardly have meant these ‘two generations’ to
apply to a time earlier than 617 B.C.

5 Herodot., i. 17; vi, 99; Athene., vi., p. 267.

See the remarkable case of Milétus sending no deputies to a Pan-Ionic meeting, being safe

herself from danger (Herodot., i. 141).

> Herodot., i. 141-170. About the Pan-Ionia and the Ephesia, see Thukyd., iii. 104; Dionys.
Halik., iv. 25; Herodot., i. 143—148.
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One of the towers being overthrown, the Ephesians abandoned all hope of
defending their town, and sought safety by placing it under the guardianship
of Artemis, to whose temple they catried a rope from the walls — a distance
little less than seven furlongs. They at the same time sent a message of suppli-
cation to Croesus, who is said to have granted them the preservation of their
liberties, out of reverence to the protection of Artemis, exacting at the same
time that Pindarus should quit the place. Such is the tale of which we find a
confused mention in ZAlian and Polyenus. But Herodotus, while he notices the
fact of the long rope whereby the Ephesians sought to place themselves in con-
tact with their divine protectress, does not indicate that Croesus was induced
to treat them more favourably. Ephesus, like all the other Grecian towns on the
coast, was brought under subjection and tribute to him.'"® How he dealt with
them, and what degree of coercive precaution he employed either to ensure
subjection or collect tribute, the brevity of the historian does not acquaint us.
But they were required, partially at least, if not entirely, to raze their fortifica-
tions; for on occasion of the danger which supervened a few years afterwards
from Cyrus, they are found practically unfortified."”

Thus completely successful in his aggressions on the continental Asiatic
Greeks, Creesus conceived the idea of assembling a fleet, for the purpose of
attacking the islanders of Chios and Samos; but became convinced (as some
said, by the sarcastic remark of one of the seven Greek sages, Bias or Pittakus)
of the impracticability of the project. He carried his arms, however, with full
success, over other parts of the continent of Asia Minor, until he had subdued
the whole territory within the river Halys, excepting only the Kilikians and
the Lykians. The Lydian empire thus reached the maximum of its power, and
the treasures amassed by Creesus at Sardis, derived partly from this great num-
ber of tributaries, partly from mines in various places as well as auriferous
sands of the Paktdlus, exceeded anything which the Greeks had ever before
known.

We learn, from the brief but valuable observations of Herodotus, to appreci-
ate the great importance of these conquests of Creesus, with reference not
merely to the Grecian cities actually subjected, but also indirectly to the whole
Grecian world.

‘Before the reign of Creesus (observes the historian) all the Greeks were free:
it was by him first that Greeks were subdued into tribute’.'® And he treats this

1S Herodot., i. 26; Zlian, V. H., iii. 26; Polyan., vi, 50. The story contained in Zlian and
Polyenus seems to come from Batdn of Sinopé.

In reference to the rope reaching from the city to the Artemision, we may quote an analo-
gous case of the Kylonian suppliants at Athens, who sought to maintain their contact with
the altar by means of a continuous cord — unfortunately the cord broke (Plutarch, So/on, c.
12).

Herodot., i. 141. Compare also the statement respecting Phokea, c. 168.
This remark, of course, is not quite accurate. Some cities — e.g., Kolophon — had been sub-
dued more than a century before. — Ep.
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event as the initial phenomenon of the series, out of which grew the hostile
relations between the Greeks on one side, and Asia as represented by the
Persians on the other, which were uppermost in the minds of himself and his
contemporaries.

It was in the case of Croesus that the Greeks were first called upon to deal
with a tolerably large barbaric aggregate under a warlike and enterprising
prince, and the result was such as to manifest the inherent weakness of their
political system, from its incapacity of large combination. The separated
autonomous cities could only maintain their independence either through sim-
ilar disunion on the part of barbaric adversaries, or by superiority, on their own
side, of military organization as well as of geographical position. The situation
of Greece proper and of the islands was favourable to the maintenance of such
a system: not so the shores of Asia with a wide interior country behind. The
Tonic Greeks were at this time different from what they became during the
ensuing century. Little inferior in energy to Athens or to the general body of
European Greeks, they could doubtless have maintained their independence,
had they cordially combined. But it will be seen hereafter that the Greek
colonies — planted as isolated settlements, and indisposed to political union,
even when neighbours — all of them fell into dependence so soon as attack
from the interior came to be powerfully organized; especially if that organiza-
tion was conducted by leaders partially improved through contact with the
Greeks themselves. Small autonomous cities maintain themselves so long as
they have only enemies of the like strength to deal with: but to resist larger
aggregates requires such a concurrence of favourable circumstances as can
hardly remain long without interruption. And the ultimate subjection of
entire Greece, under the kings of Macedon, was only an exemplification on the
widest scale of this same principle.

The Lydian monarchy under Creesus, the largest with which the Greeks had
come into contact down to that moment, was very soon absorbed into a still
larger — the Persian — of which the Tonic Greeks, after unavailing resistance,
became the subjects. The partial sympathy and aid which they obtained from
the independent or European Greeks, their western neighbours, followed by
the fruitless attempt on the part of the Persian king to add these latter to his
empire, gave an entirely new turn to Grecian history and proceedings. First, it
necessitated a degree of central action against the Persians which was foreign to
Greek political instinct; next, it opened to the noblest and most enterprising
section of the Hellenic name — the Athenians — an opportunity of placing
themselves at the head of this centralizing tendency; while a concurrence of
circumstances, foreign and domestic, imparted to them at the same time that
extraordinary and many-sided impulse, combining action with organization,
which gave such brilliancy to the period of Herodotus and Thukydidés. It is
thus that most of the splendid pha&nomena of Grecian history grew, directly or
indirectly, out of the reluctant dependence in which the Asiatic Greeks were
held by the inland barbaric powers, beginning with Croesus.
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These few observations will suffice to intimate that a new phase of Grecian
history is now on the point of opening. Down to the time of Crcesus, almost
everything which is done or suffered by the Grecian cities bears only upon one
or other of them separately: the instinct of the Greeks repudiates even the
modified forms of political centralization, and there are no circumstances in
operation to force it upon them. Relation of power and subjection exists
between a strong and a weak State, but no tendency to standing political co-
ordination. From this time forward, we shall see partial causes at work, tend-
ing in this direction, and not without considerable influence; though always at
war with the indestructible instinct of the nation, and frequently counteracted
by selfishness and misconduct on the part of the leading cities."

The Iomo and Zolic Greeks on the Asiatic coast had been conquered and
made tributary by the Lydian king Creesus: ‘down to that time (says
Herodotus) all Greeks had been free.” Their conqueror Craesus, who ascended
the throne in 560 B.c., appeared to be at the summit of human prosperity and
power in his unassailable capital, and with his countless treasures at Sardis. His
dominions comprised nearly the whole of Asia Minor, as far as the river Halys
to the east; on the other side of that river began the Median monarchy under
his brother-in-law Astyages, extending eastward to some boundary which we
cannot define, but comprising in a south-eastern direction Persis proper or
Farsistan, and separated from the Kissians and Assyrians on the east by the line
of Mount Zagros (the present boundary-line between Persia and Turkey).
Babylonia, with its wondrous city, between the Euphrates and the Tigris, was
occupied by the Chaldeans, under their king Labynétus: a territory populous
and fertile, partly by nature, partly by prodigies of labour, to a degree which
makes us mistrust even an honest eye-witness who describes it afterwards in its
decline — but which was then in its most flourishing condition. The Chaldean
dominion under Labynétus reached to the borders of Egypt, including as
dependent territories both Judeaa and Phenicia. In Egypt reigned the native
king Amasis, powerful and affluent, sustained in his throne by a large body of
Grecian mercenaries, and himself favourably disposed to Grecian commerce

" The effect of the Lydian overlordship on the Greek towns of Asia Minor was certainly not a

very unfavourable one. (1) Though compelled to demolish their walls, the cities do not seem
to have lost all their control over foreign affairs, but in the later wars of Croesus appear rather
as allies than as subjects. (2) Their obligation to pay tribute was more than compensated by
their admission into one of the greatest trading states of the time. The trade and wealth of the
Tonian cities suffered no loss from the conquest; in some cases — e.g., that of Phokea — it
benefited considerably. In this connexion we may also mention the invention of coinage by
the Lydians, which the Asiatic Greeks were not slow to adopt for their own use (¢f. P. Gardner,
Types of Greek Coins, pp. 1—6; Head, Coinage of Lydia and Persia, Introduction; Holm, Greck
History, Engl. transl., pp. 214, 215). (3) The racial and religious differences between con-
querors and conquered were not very deep, and do not appear to have been sharply felt on
either side.

The subsequent dominion of the Persians, though by no means oppressive, must have
appeared harsh enough to the Greeks by contrast with the Lydian suzerainty. — Ep.
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and settlement. Both with Labynétus and with Amasis, Creesus was on terms
of alliance; and as Astyagés was his brother-in-law, the four kings might well
be deemed out of the reach of calamity. Yet within the space of thirty years or
a little more, the whole of their territories had become embodied in one vast
empire, under the son of an adventurer as yet not known even by name.

The rise and fall of Oriental dynasties has been in all times distinguished by
the same general features. A brave and adventurous prince, at the head of a
population at once poor, warlike, and greedy, acquires dominion; while his suc-
cessors, abandoning themselves to sensuality and sloth, probably also to
oppressive and irascible dispositions, become in process of time victims to
those same qualities in a stranger which had enabled their own father to seize
the throne. Cyrus, the great founder of the Persian empire, first the subject and
afterwards the dethroner of the Median Astyagés, corresponds to this general
description, as far at least as we can pretend to know his history. For in truth,
even the conquests of Cyrus, after he became ruler of Media, are very imper-
fectly known, whilst the facts which preceded his rise up to that sovereignty
cannot be said to be known at all: we have to choose between different accounts
at variance with each other, and of which the most complete and detailed is
stamped with all the character of romance. The Cyropadia of Xenophon is
memorable and interesting, considered with reference to the Greek mind, and
as a philosophical novel.”” That it should have been quoted so largely as
authority on matters of history is only one proof among many how easily
authors have been satisfied as to the essentials of historical evidence. The nar-
rative given by Herodotus of the relations between Cyrus and Astyagés, agree-
ing with Xenophon in little more than the fact that it makes Cyrus son of
Kambysés and Mandané and grandson of Astyagés, goes even beyond the story
of Romulus and Remus in respect to tragical incident and contrast.

To the historian of Halikarnassus we have to oppose the physician of the
neighbouring town Knidus — Ktésias, who contradicted Herodotus, not with-
out strong terms of censure, on many points, and especially upon that which is
the very foundation of the early narrative respecting Cyrus; for he affirmed that
Cyrus was noway related to Astyagés.”’ However indignant we may be with
Ktésias for the disparaging epithets which he presumed to apply to an histo-
rian, whose work is to us inestimable, we must, nevertheless, admit that as sur-
geon in actual attendance on King Artaxerxés Mnémon, and healer of the
wound inflicted on that prince at Kunaxa by his brother Cyrus the younger, he
had better opportunities even than Herodotus of conversing with sober-
minded Persians; and that the discrepancies between the two statements are

* Among the lost productions of Antisthenés, the contemporary of Xenophon and Plato, and

emanating like them from the tuition of Sokratés, was one, KOpog, 1} mept Baociielog
(Diogenes Laért., vi. 15).

*' See the extracts from the lost Persian History of Ktésias, in Photius Cod., lxxii.
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to be taken as a proof of the prevalence of discordant, yet equally accredited,
stories.

That Cyrus was the first Persian conqueror, and that the space which he
overran covered no less than fifty degrees of longitude, from the coast of Asia
Minor to the Oxus and the Indus, are facts quite indisputable; but of the steps
by which this was achieved, we know very little. The native Persians, whom he
conducted to an empire so immense, were an aggregate of seven agricultural,
and four nomadic, tribes — all of them rude, hardy, and brave — dwelling in a
mountainous region, clothed in skins, ignorant of wine, or fruit, or any of the
commonest luxuries of life, and despising the very idea of purchase or sale.
Their tribes were very unequal in point of dignity, probably also in respect to
numbers and powers, among one another. First in estimation among them
stood the Pasargadee; and the first phratry or clan among the Pasargadae was
the Achemenide, to whom Cyrus himself belonged. Whether his relationship
to the Median king whom he dethroned was a matter of fact, or a politic fic-
tion, we cannot well determine. But Xenophon, in noticing the spacious
deserted cities, Larissa and Mespila, which he saw in his march with the Ten
Thousand Greeks on the eastern side of the Tigris, gives us to understand that
the conquest of Media by the Persians was reported to him as having been an
obstinate and protracted struggle. However this may be, the preponderance of
the Persians was at last complete: though the Medes always continued to be
the second nation in the empire, after the Persians, properly so called; and by
early Greek writers the great enemy in the East is often called ‘the Mede’ as
well as ‘the Persian’. The Median Ekbatana, too, remained as one of the capital
cities, and the usual summer residence, of the kings of Persia; Susa on the
Choaspés, on the Kissian plain farther southward, and east of the Tigris, being
their winter abode.

The general analogy among the population of Iran probably enabled the
Persian conqueror with comparative ease to extend his empire to the east, after
the conquest of Ekbatana, and to become the full heir of the Median kings. If
we may believe Ktésias, even the distant province of Baktria had been before
subject to those kings. At first it resisted Cyrus, but finding that he had
become son-in-law of Astyagés as well as master of his person, it speedily
acknowledged his authority.”

According to the representation of Herodotus, the war between Cyrus and
Creesus of Lydia began shortly after the capture of Astyagés, and before the
conquest of Baktria. Creesus was the assailant, wishing to avenge his brother-
in-law, to arrest the growth of the Persian conqueror, and to increase his own
dominions. His more prudent councillors in vain represented to him that he
had little to gain, and much to lose, by war with a nation alike hardy and poor.
He is represented as just at that time recovering from the affliction arising out
of the death of his son.

2 A .
Ktésias, Persica, c. 2.
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To ask advice of the oracle, before he took any final decision, was a step
which no pious king would omit. But in the present perilous question Creesus
did more. Before he would send to ask advice respecting the project itself, he
resolved to test the credit of some of the chief surrounding oracles — Delphi,
Do6déna, Branchide near Milétus, Amphiaraus at Thebes, Trophodnius at
Lebadeia, and Ammon in Libya. Amphiaraus maintained his credit undimin-
ished, while Apollo at Delphi, more omniscient than Apollo at Branchide,
solved the question with such unerring precision as to afford a strong addi-
tional argument against persons who might be disposed to scoff at divination.
Creesus accounted the Delphian oracle and that of Ampbhiaraus the only trust-
worthy oracles on earth — following up these feelings with a holocaust of the
most munificent character, in order to win the favour of the Delphian god.
Three thousand cattle were offered up, and upon a vast sacrificial pile were
placed the most splendid purple robes and tunics, together with couches and
censers of gold and silver; besides which he sent to Delphi itself the richest
presents in gold and silver — ingots, statues, bowls, jugs, etc., the size and
weight of which we read with astonishment; the more so as Herodotus himself
saw them a century afterwards at Delphi. Nor was Croesus altogether unmind-
ful of Amphiaraus. He sent to him a spear and shield of pure gold, which were
afterwards seen at Thebes by Herodotus: this large donative may help the
reader to conceive the immensity of those which he sent to Delphi.

The envoys who conveyed these gifts were instructed to ask at the same
time, whether Croesus should undertake an expedition against the Persians —
and if so, whether he should solicit any allies to assist him. In regard to the sec-
ond question, the answer both of Apollo and of Amphiaraus was decisive, rec-
ommending him to invite the alliance of the most powerful Greeks. In regard
to the first and most momentous question their answer was remarkable for cir-
cumspection as it had been before for detective sagacity: they told Creesus, that
if he invaded the Persians, he would subvert a mighty monarchy. The blind-
ness of Croesus interpreted this declaration into an unqualified promise of suc-
cess: he sent further presents to the oracle, and again inquired whether his
kingdom would be durable. “When a mule shall become King of the Medes
(replied the priestess), then must thou run away — be not ashamed’.”’

More assured than ever by such an answer, Craesus sent to Sparta, under the
kings Anaxandridés and Aristo, to tender presents and solicit their alliance.
His propositions were favourably entertained — the more so, as he had before
gratuitously furnished some gold to the Lacedemonians, for a statue to
Apollo. The alliance now formed was altogether general — no express effort
being as yet demanded from them, though it soon came to be. But the incident
is to be noted, as marking the first plunge of the leading Grecian state into
Asiatic politics. At this time Croesus was the master and tribute-exactor of the

» The Delphians subsequently explained this oracle in the sense that Cyrus, being born of par-

ents of unequal station, was a ‘mule’ (Herodot., i. 91). — Eb.
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Asiatic Greeks, whose contingents seem to have formed part of his army for the
expedition now contemplated; an army consisting principally, not of native
Lydians, but of foreigners.

The river Halys formed the boundary at this time between the Median and
Lydian empires: and Croesus, marching across that river into Kappadokia, took
the city of Pteria, with many of its surrounding dependencies. Cyrus lost no
time in bringing an army to their defence considerably larger than that of
Creesus; trying at the same time, though unsuccessfully, to prevail on the
Ionians to revolt from him. A bloody battle took place between the two
armies, but with indecisive result: after which Creesus, seeing that he could
not hope to accomplish more with his forces as they stood, thought it wise to
recurn to his capital, and collect a larger army for the next campaign.
Immediately on reaching Sardis he despatched envoys to Labynétus, king of
Babylon; to Amasis, king of Egypt; to the Lacedeemonians, and to other allies;
calling upon all of them to send auxiliaries to Sardis during the course of the
fifth month. In the meantime, he dismissed all the foreign troops who had fol-
lowed him into Kappadokia.

Had these allies appeared, the war might perhaps have been prosecuted with
success. And on the part of the Lacedemonians, at least, there was no tardiness;
for their ships were ready and their troops almost on board, when the unex-
pected news reached them that Creesus was already ruined. Cyrus had foreseen
and forestalled the defensive plan of his enemy. Pushing on with his army to
Sardis without delay, he obliged the Lydian prince to give battle with his own
unassisted subjects. The open and spacious plain before that town was highly
favourable to the Lydian cavalry, which at that time (Herodotus tells us) was
superior to the Persian. But Cyrus, employing a stratagem whereby this cav-
alry was rendered unavailable, placed in front of his line the baggage camels,
which the Lydian horses could not endure either to smell or to behold. The
horsemen of Creesus were thus obliged to dismount; nevertheless, they fought
bravely on foot, and were not driven into the town till after a sanguinary
combat.

Though confined within the walls of his capital, Creesus had still good rea-
son for hoping to hold out until the arrival of his allies, to whom he sent press-
ing envoys of acceleration. For Sardis was considered impregnable — one
assault had already been repulsed, and the Persians would have been reduced to
the slow process of blockade. But on the fourteenth day of the siege, accident
did for the besiegers that which they could not have accomplished either by
skill or force. Sardis was situated on an outlying peak of the northern side of
Tmolus; it was well fortified everywhere except towards the mountain; and on
that side the rock was so precipitous and inaccessible, that fortifications were
thought necessary, nor did the inhabitants believe assault to be possible in that
quarter. But a Persian soldier having accidentally seen one of the garrison
descending this precipitous rock to pick up his helmet which had rolled down,
watched his opportunity, tried to climb up, and found it not impracticable;
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others followed his example, the stronghold was thus seized first, and the
whole city speedily taken by storm.

Cyrus had given especial orders to spare the life of Croesus, who was
accordingly made prisoner. But preparations were made for a solemn and ter-
rible spectacle; the captive king was destined to be burnt in chains, together
with fourteen Lydian youths, on a vast pile of wood. We are even told that
the pile was already kindled and the victim beyond the reach of human aid,
when Apollo sent a miraculous rain to preserve him. As to the general fact of
supernatural interposition, in one way or another, Herodotus and Ktésias
both agree, though they describe differently the particular miracles
wrought.?* It appears that Croesus, after some time, was released and well
treated by his conqueror, and lived to become the confidential adviser of the
latter as well as of his son Kambysés. Ktésias also acquaints us that a consid-
erable town and territory near Ekbatana, called Baréné, was assigned to him,
according to a practice which we shall find not unfrequent with the Persian
kings.

The destruction of the Lydian monarchy, and the establishment of the
Persians at Sardis — an event pregnant with consequences to Hellas generally

2 Compare Herodot., i. 84-87, and Ktésias, Persica, c. 4; which latter seems to have been

copied by Polyeenus, vii. 6, 10.

It is remarkable that among the miracles enumerated by Ktésias, no mention is made of fire
or of the pile of wood kindled: we have the chains of Croesus miraculously struck off, in the
midst of thunder and lightning, but no fire mentioned. This is deserving of notice, as illus-
trating the fact that Ktésias derived his information from Persian narrators, who would not be
likely to impute to Cyrus the use of fire for such a purpose. The Persians worshipped fire as a
god, and considered it impious to burn a dead body (Herodot., iii. 16). Now Herodotus seems
to have heard the story about the burning from Lydian informants (A&ygtatr DO Avddv,
Herodot., i. 87). Whether the Lydians regarded fire in the same point of view as the Persians,
we do not know; but even if they did, they would not be indisposed to impute to Cyrus an act
of gross impiety, just as the Egyptians imputed another act equally gross to Kambysés, which
Herodotus himself treats as a falsehood (iii. 16).

The long narrative given by Nikolaus Damaskénus of the treatment of Creesus by Cyrus,
has been supposed by some to have been borrowed from the Lydian historian Xanthus, elder
contemporary of Herodotus. But it seems to me a mere compilation, not well put together,
from Xenophon's Cyropeedia and from the narrative of Herodotus, perhaps including some
particular incidents out of Xanthus (see Nikoli, Damas., Fragm., ed, Orell., pp. 57-70, and
the Fragments of Xanthus in Didot’s Historic. Graecor. Fragm., p. 40).

[Another version, which ascribes the building of the pyre to Creesus’ own will, is preserved
(1) in a representation on an Attic vase of about 500 B.C. (¢f. Journ. of Hell. Stud., 1898,
p- 268); (2) in Bacchylidés, iii. 23—62. A similar act of self-immolation is recorded of Asshur-
edilani, the last king of Nineveh, and of the Carthaginian general Hamilcar (Herodot., vii.
167), and is well in keeping with the temperament of Semitic princes.

Bacchylidés agrees with Ktésias in saving Croesus by the intervention of Apollo, who is
made to transplant him to the ‘Hyperboreans’. This last point suggests a doubt whether the
Greeks of the fifth century had any definite knowledge of Creesus’ fate. It has been suggested
that Croeesus actually perished on his own pyre (Grundy, Grear Persian War, p. 28); but against
this must be set the explicit statement of Ktésias quoted in the text — Ep.]
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— took place in 546 B.c.” Sorely did the Ionic Greeks now repent that they had
rejected the propositions made to them by Cyrus for revolting from Creesus —
though at the time when these propositions were made, it would have been
highly imprudent to listen to them, since the Lydian power might reasonably
be looked upon as the stronger. As soon as Sardis had fallen, they sent envoys
to the conqueror entreating that they might be enrolled as his tributaries, on
the footing which they had occupied under Croesus. The reply was a stern and
angry refusal, with the exception of the Milesians, to whom the terms which
they asked were granted.”

The other continental Ionians and Zolians began to put themselves in a
condition of defence. It seems that the Lydian king had caused their fortifica-
tions to be wholly or partially dismantled, for we are told that they now began
to erect walls; and the Phokaans especially devoted to that purpose a present
which they had received from the Iberian Arganthénius, king of Tartéssus.
Besides thus strengthening their own cities, they thought it advisable to send
a joint embassy entreating aid from Sparta. They doubtless were not unap-
prised that the Spartans had actually equipped an army for the support of
Croesus. Their deputies went to Sparta, where the Phokean Pythermus,
appointed by the rest to be spokesman, clothing himself in a purple robe*’ in
order to attract the largest audience possible, set forth their pressing need of
succour against the impending danger. The Lacedemonians refused the prayer;
nevertheless, they despatched to Phokaa some commissioners to investigate
the state of affairs — who, perhaps persuaded by the Phokeans, sent one of
their number to the conqueror at Sardis, to warn him that he should not lay
hands on any city of Hellas, for the Lacedeemonians would not permit it. “Who
are these Lacedemonians? (inquired Cyrus from some Greeks who stood near
him) — how many are there of them, that they venture to send me such a
notice?’” Having received the answer, wherein it was stated that the
Lacedemonians had a city and a regular market at Sparta, he exclaimed — ‘I
have never yet been afraid of men like these, who have a set place in the mid-
dle of their city, where they meet to cheat one another and forswear themselves.

» This important date depends upon the evidence of Solinus (Polybistor., i. 112) and Sosikratés

(ap. Diog. Laért., i. 95): see Clinton’s Fasti Hellen., ad ann. 546, and his Appendix, c. 17.
upon the Lydian kings.

[The chronology of Xanthus, who assigns a reign of five generations (167 years) to the last
Lydian dynasty, and places their accession in Ol. 18 (708—705), brings the capture of Sardis
down to 541-537 (¢ Busolt, Gr. Gesch., ii, p. 460) — Eb.]

This preferential treatment may have been due to commercial reasons. The Persians had spe-
cial motives for suppressing the trade of the two other great markets at the end of the Asiatic
trade-routes — Phékaa and Sardis. For this object they would have had to transfer traffic to
the route of the Maeander Valley, and to attach firmly to themselves its terminal port of
Milétus. — Ep.

Herodot., i. 152. The purple garment, so attractive a spectacle amid the plain clothing uni-
versal at Sparta, marks the contrast between Asiatic and European Greece.

26
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If I live they shall have troubles of their own to talk about, apart from the
Ionians.” To buy or sell appeared to the Persians a contemptible practice: for
they carried out consistently one step further, the principle upon which even
many able Greeks condemned the lending of money on interest; and the speech
of Cyrus was intended as a covert reproach of Grecian habits generally.

The Tonic Greeks were left to defend themselves as best they could against
the conqueror; who presently, however, quitted Sardis to prosecute in person
his conquests in the East, leaving the Persian Tabalus with a garrison in the
citadel, but consigning the large treasure captured, with authority over the
Lydian population, to the Lydian Paktyas. As he carried away Croesus along
with him, he probably considered himself sure of the fidelity of those Lydians
whom the deposed monarch recommended. But he had not yet arrived at his
own capital, when he received the intelligence that Paktyas had revolted, arm-
ing the Lydian population, and employing the treasure in his charge to hire
fresh troops.

Paktyas had come down to the sea-coast, and employed the treasures of
Sardis in levying a Grecian mercenary force, with which he invested the place
and blocked up the governor Tabalus. But he manifested no courage worthy of
so dangerous an enterprise; for no sooner had he heard that the Median general
Mazarés was approaching at the head of an army despatched by Cyrus against
him, than he disbanded his force and fled to Kymé for protection as a suppli-
ant. Presently arrived a menacing summons from Mazarés, demanding that he
should be given up forthwith.

Not choosing to surrender Paktyas, nor daring to protect him against a
besieging army, they sent him away to Mityléné, whither the envoys of
Mazarés followed and demanded him, offering a reward so considerable, that
the Kymeaans became fearful of trusting them, and again conveyed away the
suppliant to Chios. But here again the pursuers followed. The Chians were per-
suaded to drag him from the temple and surrender him, on consideration of
receiving the territory of Atarneus (a district on the continent over against the
island of Lesbos) as purchase-money. Paktyas was thus seized and sent prisoner
to Cyrus, who had given the most express orders for this capture: hence the
unusual intensity of the pursuit.”

28

Herodot., i. 160. The short fragment from Chardn of Lampsakus, which Plutarch (De
Malignitat. Herod., p. 859) cites here, in support of one among his many unjust censures on
Herodotus, is noway inconsistent with the statement of the latter, but rather tends to confirm
it.

In writing this treatise on the alleged ill-temper of Herodotus, we see that Plutarch had
before him the history of Chardn of Lampsakus, more ancient by one generation than the his-
torian whom he was assailing, and also belonging to Asiatic Greece. Of course, it suited the
purpose of his work to produce all the contradictions to Herodotus which he could find in
Charbn: the fact that he has produced none of any moment, tends to strengthen our faith in
the historian of Halikarnassus, and to show that in the main his narrative was in accordance
with that of Chardn.
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Mazarés next proceeded to the attack and conquest of the Greeks on the
coast; an enterprise which, since he soon died of illness, was completed by his
successor Harpagus. The towns assailed successively made a gallant but inef-
fectual resistance. The Persian general by his numbers drove the defenders
within their walls, against which he piled up mounds of earth, so as either to
carry the place by storm or to compel surrender. All of them were reduced one
after the other. With all, the terms of subjection were doubtless harder than
those which had been imposed upon them by Creesus, because Cyrus had
already refused to grant these terms to them, with the single exception of
Milétus, and because they had since given additional offence by aiding the
revolt of Paktyas.” The inhabitants of Priéné were sold into slavery: they were
the first assailed by Mazarés, and had perhaps been especially forward in the
attack made by Paktyas on Sardis.

Among these unfortunate towns thus changing their master and passing
into a harsher subjection, two deserve especial notice — Teds and Phokea. The
citizens of the former, so soon as the mound around their walls had rendered
farther resistance impossible, embarked and emigrated, some to Thrace, where
they founded Abdéra — others to the Cimmerian Bosporus, where they planted
Phanagoria: a portion of them, however, must have remained to take the
chances of subjection, since the town appears in after-times still peopled and
still Hellenic.”

The fate of Phokeaa, similar in the main, is given to us with more striking
circumstances of detail, and becomes the more interesting, since the enterpris-
ing mariners who inhabited it had been the torch-bearers of Grecian geo-
graphical discovery in the West. Arganthénius, King of Tartéssus (near Cadiz),
invited them to immigrate in a body to his kingdom, offering them the choice
of any site which they might desire. His invitation was declined, though prob-
ably the Phokeans may have subsequently regretted the refusal; he also mani-
fested his goodwill towards them by a large present with which they defrayed
the expense of constructing fortifications round their town.”" The walls were

** The chief disadvantages of the Persian rule, as compared with the Lydian, were — (1) the sys-
tem of control by means of local tyrants; (2) the obligation to military service; (3) the with-
drawal of encouragement to Greek trade. The prosperity of Ionia depended largely on free
intercourse with the hinterland; the loss of these facilities, apart from all political disasters,
would have sufficed to ruin this coast district of Asia Minor. — Ep.

Herodot., i, 168; Skymnus Chius, Fragm., v. 153; Dionys., Perieg., v. 553.

1 As to the fortifications (which Phokea and the other Ionic cities are reported to have erected
after the conquest of Sardis by the Persians), the case may stand thus. While these cities were
all independent, before they were first conquered by Creesus, they must undoubtedly have
had fortifications. When Creesus conquered them, he directed the demolition of the fortifica-
tions; but demolition does not necessarily mean pulling down the entire walls: when one or a
few breaches are made, the city is laid open, and the purpose of Creesus would thus be
answered. Such may well have been the state of the Ionian cities at the time when they first
thought it necessary to provide defences against the Persians at Sardis; they repaired and per-
fected the breached fortifications.
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both extensive and well-built. Yet they could not hinder Harpagus from rais-
ing his mounds of earth up against them, while he was politic enough at the
same time to tempt them with offers of a moderate capitulation; requiring
only that they should breach their walls in one place by pulling down one of
the towers, and consecrate one building in the interior of the town as a token
of subjection. To accept these terms was to submit themselves to the discretion
of the besieger, for there could be no security that they would be observed. The
Phokeaans, while they asked for one day to deliberate upon their reply,
entreated that during that day Harpagus should withdraw his troops alto-
gether from the walls. With this demand the latter complied, intimating at
the same time that he saw clearly through the meaning of it. The Phokeans,
having determined that the inevitable servitude impending over their town
should not be shared by its inhabitants, employed their day of grace in prepa-
ration for collective exile, putting on shipboard their wives and children as
well as their furniture and the movable decorations of their temples. They then
set sail for Chios, leaving to the conqueror a deserted town for the occupation
of a Persian garrison.

It appears that the fugitives were not very kindly received at Chios. At least
when they made a proposition for purchasing from the Chians the neighbour-
ing islands of (Enusse as a permanent abode, the latter were induced to refuse
by apprehensions of commercial rivalry. It was necessary to look farther for a
settlement; while Arganthonius, their protector, being now dead, Tartéssus
was no longer inviting. Twenty years before, however, the colony of Alalia in
the island of Corsica had been founded from Phokaea by the direction of the
oracle, and thither the general body of Phékaans now resolved to repair.
Having prepared their ships for this distant voyage, they first sailed back to
Phokeea, surprised the Persian garrison whom Harpagus had left in the town,
and slew them. They then sunk in the harbour a great lump of iron, binding
themselves by a solemn and unanimous oath never again to see Phokea until
that iron should come up to the surface. Nevertheless, in spite of the oath, the
voyage of exile had been scarcely begun when more than half of them repented
of having so bound themselves, and became homesick. They broke their vow
and returned to Phokaa. Harpagus must have been induced to pardon the pre-
vious slaughter of his Persian garrison, or at least to believe that it had been
done by those Phokeans who still persisted in exile. He wanted tribute-paying
subjects, not an empty military post, and the repentant home-seekers were
allowed to number themselves among the slaves of the Great King.

Meanwhile the smaller but more resolute half of the Phokeans executed
their voyage to Alalia in Corsica, with their wives and children, in sixty pen-
tekontérs or armed ships, and established themselves along with the previous

[If the stone foundations of these city walls were preserved, as is most likely, it would be
possible to build up the remaining courses of sundried brick at short notice, as the Athenians

did in 479. — Ep.]
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settlers. They remained there for five years, during which time their indis-
criminate piracies had become so intolerable (even down to this time, piracy
committed against a foreign vessel seems to have been practised frequently and
without much disrepute), that both the Tyrrhenian sea-ports along the
Mediterranean coast of Italy, and the Carthaginians, united to put them down.
There subsisted particular treaties between these two, for the regulation of the
commercial intercourse between Africa and Italy, of which the ancient treaty
preserved by Polybius between Rome and Carthage (made in 509 B.c.) may be
considered as a specimen.’” Sixty Carthaginian and as many Tuscan ships,
attacking the sixty Phokean ships near Alalia, destroyed forty of them, yet not
without such severe loss to themselves that the victory was said to be on the
side of the latter; who, however, were compelled to carry back their remaining
twenty vessels to Alalia, and to retire with their wives and families, in so far as
room could be found for them, to Rhegium. At last these unhappy exiles found
a permanent home by establishing the new settlement of Elea or Velia in the
Gulf of Policastro, on the Italian coast, southward from Poseid6nia or Pastum.
The Phokean captives, taken prisoners in the naval combat by Tyrrhenians and
Carthaginians, were stoned to death. But a divine judgment overtook the
Tyrrhenian town of Agylla in consequence of this cruelty; and even in the time
of Herodotus, a century afterwards, the Agylleeans were still expiating the sin
by a periodical solemnity and agon, pursuant to the penalty which the
Delphian oracle had imposed upon them.

Such was the fate of the Phokaan exiles, while their brethren at home
remained as subjects of Harpagus, in common with all the other Ionic and
Aolic Greeks, except Samos and Milétus. For even the insular inhabitants of
Lesbos and Chios, though not assailable by sea, since the Persians had no fleet,
thought it better to renounce their independence and enrol themselves as
Persian subjects — both of them possessing strips of the mainland which they
were unable to protect otherwise. Samos, on the other hand, maintained its
independence, and even reached, shortly after this period, under the despotism
of Polykratés, a higher degree of power than ever: perhaps the humiliation of
the other maritime Greeks around may have rather favoured the ambition of
this unscrupulous prince, to whom I shall revert presently. But we may readily
conceive that the public solemnities in which the Ionic Greeks intermingled,
in place of those gay and richly-decked crowds which the Homeric hymn
describes in the preceding century as assembled at Delos, presented scenes of
marked despondency. One of their wisest men, indeed, Bias of Priéné, went so
far as to propose, at the Pan-Ionic festival, a collective emigration of the entire
population of the Ionic towns to the island of Sardinia. Nothing like freedom
(he urged) was now open to them in Asia; but in Sardinia, one great Pan-Ionic
city might be formed, which would not only be free herself, but mistress of her

32

Aristot., Polit., 5, 11; Polyb., iii, 22. [On the date see Mommsen, Rom. Hist., ii., appendix
(1894). — Ep.]
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neighbours. The proposition found no favour, the reason of which is suffi-
ciently evident from the narrative just given respecting the unconquerable
local attachment on the part of the Phékeaan majority. But Herodotus bestows
upon it the most unqualified commendation, and regrets that it was not acted
upon. Had such been the case, the subsequent history of Carthage, Sicily, and
even Rome, might have been sensibly altered.

Thus subdued by Harpagus, the Ionic and Zolic Greeks were employed as
auxiliaries to him in the conquest of the south-western inhabitants of Asia
Minor — Karians, Kaunians, Lykians, and Doric Greeks of Knidus and
Halikarnassus. Of the fate of the latter town, Herodotus tells us nothing,
though it was his native place. The inhabitants of Knidus, a place situated on
a long outlying tongue of land, at first tried to cut through the narrow isthmus
which joined them to the continent, but abandoned the attempt with a facility
which Herodotus explains by referring it to a prohibition of the oracle. Neither
Karians nor Kaunians offered any serious resistance. The Lykians only, in their
chief town Xanthus, made a desperate defence. Having in vain tried to repel
the assailants in the open field, and finding themselves blocked up in their city,
they set fire to it with their own hands, consuming in the flames their women,
children and servants, while the armed citizens marched out and perished to a
man in combat with the enemy.”” Such an act of brave and even ferocious
despair is not in the Grecian character. In recounting, however, the languid
defence and easy submission of the Greeks of Knidus, it may surprise us to call
to mind that they were Dorians and colonists from Sparta. The want of stedfast
courage, often imputed to Ionic Greeks as compared to Dorian, ought properly
to be charged on Asiatic Greeks as compared with European; or, rather, upon
that mixture of indigenous with Hellenic population, which all the Asiatic
colonies, in common with most of the other colonies, presented, and which in
Halikarnassus was particularly remarkable; for it seems to have been half
Karian, half Dorian, and was even governed by a line of Karian despots.

Harpagus and the Persians thus mastered, without any considerable resis-
tance, the western and southern portions of Asia Minor; probably, also, though
we have no direct account of it, the entire territory within the Halys which had
before been ruled by Creesus. The tributes of the conquered Greeks were trans-
mitted to Ekbatana instead of to Sardis. While Harpagus was thus employed,
Cyrus himself had been making still more extensive conquests in Upper Asia
and Assyria.

It was not till thirty years later that King Darius completed the conquest of
the Ionic Greeks by the acquisition of Samos. That island had maintained its

% Herodot., i. 176. The whole population of Xanthus perished, except eighty families acciden-

tally absent: the subsequent occupants of the town were recruited from strangers. Nearly five
centuries afterwards, their descendants in the same city slew themselves in the like desperate
manner, to avoid surrendering to the Roman army under Marcus Brutus (Plutarch, Brutus,

c. 31).
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independence, at the time when the Persian general Harpagus effected the con-
quest of Ionia, and even when Chios and Lesbos submitted. The Persians had
no fleet to attack it; nor had the Phenicians yet been taught to round the
Triopian cape. Indeed, the depression which overtook the other cities of Ionia
tended rather to the aggrandizement of Samos, under the energetic and
unscrupulous despotism of Polykratés. That ambitious Samian, about ten years
after the conquest of Sardis by Cyrus (seemingly between 536—532 B.C.), con-
trived to seize by force or fraud the government of his native island, with the
aid of his brothers Pantagnotus and Syloson, and a small band of conspirators.
At first the three brothers shared the supreme power; but presently Polykratés
put to death Pantagn6tus, banished Sylosén, and made himself despot alone.
In this station his ambition, his perfidy, and his good fortune were alike
remarkable. He conquered several of the neighbouring islands, and even some
towns on the mainland; he carried on successful war against Milétus, and sig-
nally defeated the Lesbian ships which came to assist Milétus; he got together
a force of one hundred armed ships called pentekonters, and one thousand mer-
cenary bowmen — aspiring to nothing less than the dominion of Ionia, with
the islands in the Agean. Alike terrible to friend and foe by his indiscriminate
spirit of aggression, he acquired a naval power which seems at that time to
have been the greatest in the Grecian world. He had been in intimate alliance
with Amasis, King of Egypt,”* who, however, ultimately broke with him.
Considering his behaviour towards allies, this rupture is not at all surprising;
but Herodotus ascribes it to the alarm which Amasis conceived at the uninter-
rupted and superhuman good fortune of Polykratés — a degree of good fortune
sure to draw down ultimately corresponding intensity of suffering from the
hands of envious gods.

The facts mentioned by Herodotus rather lead us to believe that it was
Polykratés, who, with characteristic faithlessness, broke off his friendship with
Amasis; finding it suitable to his policy to cultivate the alliance of Kambysés,
when that prince was preparing for his invasion of Egypt. In that invasion the
Tonic subjects of Persia were called upon to serve, and Polykratés deeming it a
good opportunity to rid himself of some Samian malcontents, sent to the
Persian king to tender auxiliaries from himself. Kambysés eagerly caught at
the prospect of aid from the first naval potentate in the ZAgean; upon which
forty Samian triremes were sent to the Nile, having on board the suspected
persons, as well as conveying a secret request to the Persian king that they
might never be suffered to return. Either they never went to Egypt, however,
or they found means to escape. But they certainly returned to Samos, attacked
Polykratés at home, and were driven off by his superior force without making
any impression. Whereupon they repaired to Sparta to entreat assistance.

¥ The value which kings of Egypt could derive from an alliance with the predominant naval

power of the Agean is illustrated by the care with which the early Ptolemies courted Rhodes in
order to safeguard themselves and retain their hold on Cyprus against the rulers of Syria. — Ep.
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We may here notice the gradually-increasing tendency in the Grecian world
to recognise Sparta as something like a head, protector, or referee, in cases
either of foreign danger or internal dispute. The earliest authentic instance
known to us, of application to Sparta in this character, is that of Croesus
against Cyrus; next, that of the Ionic Greeks against the latter: the instance of
the Samians now before us, is the third. The important events connected with,
and consequent upon, the expulsion of the Peisistratidee from Athens, mani-
festing yet more formally the headship of Sparta, occur fifteen years after the
present event; they have been already recounted in a previous chapter, and
serve as a farther proof of progress in the same direction. To watch the growth
of these new political habits is essential to a right understanding of Grecian
history.

We are told that both the Lacedeemonians and the Corinthians — who joined
them in the expedition now contemplated — had separate grounds of quarrel
with the Samians, which operated as a more powerful motive than the simple
desire to aid the suffering exiles. But it rather seems that the subsequent
Greeks generally construed the Lacedeemonian interference against Polykratés
as an example of standing Spartan hatred against despots. Indeed, the only
facts which we know to sustain this anti-despotic sentiment for which the
Lacedeemonians had credit, are, their proceedings against Polykratés and
Hippias: there may have been other cases, but we cannot specify them with
certainty. However this may be, a joint Lacedemonian and Corinthian force
accompanied the exiles back to Samos, and assailed Polykratés in the city: they
did their best to capture it, for forty days, and were at one time on the point of
succeeding, but were finally obliged to retire without any success.

On the retirement of the Lacedemonian force, the Samian exiles were left
destitute; and looking out for some community to plunder, weak as well as
rich, they pitched upon the island of Siphnos. The Siphnians of that day were
the wealthiest islanders in the Agean, from the productiveness of their gold
and silver mines — the produce of which was annually distributed among the
citizens, reserving a tithe for the Delphian temple. Their treasure-chamber was
among the most richly-furnished of which that holy place could boast, and
they themselves probably, in these times of early prosperity, were numbered
among the most brilliant of the Ionic visitors at the Delian festival.”” The
Samians, landing at Siphnos, demanded a contribution, under the name of a
loan, of ten talents. Upon refusal, they proceeded to ravage the island, inflict-
ing upon the inhabitants a severe defeat, and ultimately extorting from them
100 talents. They next purchased from the inhabitants of Hermioné, in the
Argolic peninsula, the neighbouring island of Hydrea, famous in modern Greek
warfare. Yet it appears that their plans must have been subsequently changed,
for instead of occupying it, they placed it under the care of the Treezenians, and

% The contribution which Siphnos made to the chest of the Delian League was unusually high

for a small island; in 450 it amounted to three talents (C. I. A., i. 230). — Ebp.
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repaired themselves to Krete, for the purpose of expelling the Zakynthian set-
tlers at Kyddnia. In this they succeeded, and were induced to establish them-
selves in that place; but after they had remained there five years, the Kretans
obtained naval aid from Agina, whereby the place was recovered, and the
Samian intruders finally sold into slavery.”®

Such was the melancholy end of the enemies of Polykratés. Meanwhile that
despot himself was more powerful and prosperous than ever. Samos under him
was ‘the first of all cities, Hellenic or barbaric’. The great works admired by
Herodotus in the island — an aqueduct for the city, tunnelled through a moun-
tain for the length of seven furlongs — a mole to protect the harbour, two
furlongs long and twenty fathoms deep’’ — and the vast temple of Héré —
may probably have been enlarged and completed, if not begun, by him.
Aristotle quotes the public works of Polykratés as instances of the profound
policy of despots, to occupy as well as to impoverish their subjects.”® The ear-
liest of all Grecian thalassokrats, or sea-kings — master of the greatest naval
force in the Agean, as well as of many among its islands — he displayed his
love of letters by friendship to Anakreon, and his piety by consecrating to the
Delian Apollo™ the neighbouring island of Rhéneia. But while thus outshin-
ing all his contemporaries, victorious over Sparta and Corinth, and projecting
farther aggrandizement, he was precipitated on a sudden into the abyss of ruin;
and that, too, as if to demonstrate unequivocally the agency of the envious
gods, not from the revenge of any of his numerous victims, but from the gra-
tuitous malice of a stranger whom he had never wronged and never even seen.
The Persian satrap Oroetés, on the neighbouring mainland, conceived an
implacable hatred against him. Availing himself of the notorious ambition and
cupidity of Polykratés, he sent to Samos a messenger, pretending that his life
was menaced by Kambysés, and that he was anxious to make his escape with
his abundant treasures. He proposed to Polykratés a share in this treasure, suf-
ficient to make him master of all Greece, as far as that object could be achieved
by money, provided the Samian prince would come over to convey him away.
Meandrius, secretary of Polykratés, was sent over to Magnésia on the Maander
to make inquiries. He there saw the satrap with eight large coffers full of gold
— or, rather, apparently so, being in reality full of stones, with a layer of gold
at the top™ — tied up ready for departure. The cupidity of Polykratés was not
proof against so rich a bait. He crossed over to Magnésia with a considerable

The connexion between Krete and Agina was proverbial (¢ Stein, Herodor. iii. 59). The for-
mer island may have served the Zginetans as a station on their trade-route to Naukratis in
Egypt. — Ep.

The aqueduct is still to be seen in a remarkable state of preservation, Cf. Fabricius, Athenische
Mitteilungen, ix., p. 163 ff. — Ep.

Aristot., Polit., v. 9, 4: T®v wepl Xapov Epya [Tolvkpdteto. mavta yop todta dOVATUL
TAOTOV, AGYOALOY KOl TEVIAV TV GPYOUEVMV.

% Thukyd., i. 14; iii. 104.

e Compare the trick of Hannibal at Gortyn in Krete — Cornelius Nepos (Hannibal, c. 9).
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suite, and thus came into the power of Orcetés. The satrap slew him and cru-
cified his body; releasing all the Samians who accompanied him, with an inti-
mation that they ought to thank him for procuring them a free government —
but retaining both the foreigners and the slaves as prisoners.

At the departure of the latter from Samos, in anticipation of a speedy return,
Meandrius had been left as his lieutenant at Samos; and the unexpected cata-
strophe of Polykratés filled him with consternation. Though possessed of the
fortresses, the soldiers, and the treasures, which had constituted the machinery
of his powerful master, he knew the risk of trying to employ them on his own
account. Partly from this apprehension, partly from the genuine political
morality which prevailed with more or less force in every Grecian bosom, he
resolved to lay down his authority and enfranchise the island. ‘He wished (says
the historian in a remarkable phrase)® to act like the justest of men; but he was
not allowed to do so.” His first proceeding was to erect in the suburbs an altar,
in honour of Zeus Eleutherius, and to enclose a piece of ground as precinct,
which still existed in the time of Herodotus; he next convened an assembly of
the Samians. “You know (said he) that the whole power of Polykratés is now in
my hands, and that there is nothing to hinder me from continuing to rule over
you. Nevertheless, what I condemn in another I will not do myself, and I have
always disapproved of Polykratés, and others like him, for seeking to rule over
men as good as themselves. Now that Polykratés has come to the end of his
destiny, I at once lay down the command, and proclaim among you equal law;
reserving to myself as privileges, first, six talents out of the treasures of
Polykratés — next, the hereditary priesthood of Zeus Eleutherius for myself
and my descendants for ever. To him I have just set apart a sacred precinct, as
the God of that freedom which I now hand over to you’.*

This reasonable and generous proposition fully justifies the epithet of
Herodotus. But very differently was it received by the Samian hearers. One of
the chief men among them exclaimed with the applause of the rest, ‘You rule
us, low-born and scoundrel as you are! you are not worthy to rule: don’t think
of that, but give us some account of the money which you have been handling’.

Such an unexpected reply caused a total revolution in the mind of
Mezandrius. It left him no choice but to maintain dominion at all hazards,
which he resolved to do. Retiring into the acropolis under pretence of prepar-
ing his money accounts for examination, he sent for Telesarchus and his chief
political enemies, one by one — intimating that the accounts were open to
inspection. As fast as they arrived they were put in chains, while Maandrius
remained in the acropolis, with his soldiers and his treasures, as the avowed
successor of Polykratés.

1 Herodot., iii. 142: 1® Sukarotdte Gvopdv Povlopéve yevécOal odvk EEeyévero.

Compare his remark on Kadmus, who voluntarily resigned the despotism at Kos (vii. 164).
For the reservation of a sacerdotal prerogative to retired monarchs, ¢f. Battus III, of Kyréné
(Herodot., iv. 161) and the factAévg of republican Athens. — Ep.
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We cannot but contrast their conduct on this occasion with that of the
Athenians about twelve years afterwards, on the expulsion of Hippias, which
has been recounted in a previous chapter. The position of the Samians was far
the more favourable of the two, for the quiet and successful working of a free
government, since they had the advantage of a voluntary as well as a sincere
resignation from the actual despot. Yet the thirst for reactionary investigation
prevented them even from taking a reasonable estimate of their own power of
enforcing it. They passed at once from extreme subjection to overbearing and
ruinous rashness. Whereas the Athenians, under circumstances far less promis-
ing, avoided the fatal mistake of sacrificing the prospects of the future to rec-
ollections of the past; showed themselves both anxious to acquire the rights,
and willing to perform the obligations, of a free community; listened to wise
counsels, maintained unanimous action, and overcame by heroic efforts forces
very greatly superior. If we compare the reflections of Herodotus on the one
case and on the other,” we shall be struck with the difference which those
reflections imply between the Athenians and the Samians — a difference trace-
able in a great degree to the preliminary lessons of the Solonian constitution,
overlaid, but not extinguished, during the despotism of the Peisistratids which
followed.

The events which succeeded in Samos are little better than a series of crimes
and calamities. The prisoners, whom Meandrius had detained in the acropolis,
were slain during his dangerous illness, by his brother Lykarétus, under the
idea that this would enable him more easily to seize the sceptre. But
Meandrius recovered, and must have continued as despot for a year or two. It
was, however, a weak despotism, contested more or less in the island, and very
different from the iron hand of Polykratés. In this untoward condition the
Samians were surprised by the arrival of a new claimant for their sceptre and
acropolis — and what was much more formidable, a Persian army to back him.

Syloson, the brother of Polykratés, having taken part originally in his
brother’s conspiracy and usurpation, had been at first allowed to share the
fruits of it, but quickly found himself banished. In this exile he remained dur-
ing the whole life of Polykratés, and until the accession of Darius to the
Persian throne, which followed about a year after the death of Polykratés. He
happened to be at Memphis in Egypt during the time when Kambysés was
there with his conquering army,” and when Darius, then a Persian of little
note, was serving among his guards. Sylosdn was walking in the agora of
Memphis, wearing a scarlet cloak, to which Darius took a great fancy, and pro-
posed to buy it. A divine inspiration prompted Sylosén to reply, ‘I cannot for
any price sell it; but I give it you for nothing, if it must be yours’. Sylosdn at
length heard with surprise that the unknown Persian, whom he had presented

© Herodot., v. 78, and iii. 142, 143.
* Syloson like many other Greeks, had gone to ‘see the country’ (Herodot., iii. 139) out of pure
curiosity — ED.
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with the cloak at Memphis, was installed as king in the palace at Susa. He
went thither, proclaimed himself as the benefactor of the new king, and was
admitted to the regal presence. Darius remembered the adventure of the cloak,
when it was brought to his mind — and showed himself forward to requite, on
the scale becoming the Great King, former favours rendered to the simple sol-
dier at Memphis. Gold and silver were tendered to Sylosdn in profusion, but he
rejected them — requesting that the island of Samos might be conquered and
handed over to him, without slaughter or enslavement of inhabitants. His
request was complied with. Otanés was sent down to the coast of Ionia with an
army, carried Sylosén over to Samos, and landed him unexpectedly on the
island.

Maandrius was in no condition to resist the invasion, nor were the Samians
generally disposed to sustain him. He accordingly concluded a convention
with Otanés, whereby he agreed to make way for Sylosbn, to evacuate the
island, and to admit the Persians at once into the city; retaining possession,
however, for such time as might be necessary to embark his property and trea-
sures, of the acropolis, which had a separate landing-place, and even a subter-
ranean passage and secret portal for embarkation — probably one of the
precautionary provisions of Polykratés. Otanés willingly granted these condi-
tions, and himself with his principal officers entered the town, the army being
quartered around; while Sylosdn seemed on the point of ascending the seat of
his deceased brother without violence or bloodshed. But the Samians were des-
tined to a fate more calamitous. Maandrius had a brother named Charilaus,
violent in his temper and half a madman, whom he was obliged to keep in con-
finement. This man, looking out of his chamber-window, saw the Persian offi-
cers seated peaceably throughout the town and even under the gates of the
acropolis, unguarded, and relying upon the convention. He clamoured for lib-
erty and admission to his brother, whom he reviled as a coward no less than a
tyrant. ‘Here are you, worthless man, keeping me, your own brother, in a dun-
geon, though I have done no wrong worthy of bonds; while you do not dare to
take your revenge on the Persians, who are casting you out as a houseless exile,
and whom it would be so easy to put down. If you are afraid of them, give me
your guards; I will make the Persians repent of their coming here, and I will
send you safely out of the island forthwith.’

Meandrius, on the point of quitting Samos for ever, had little personal
motive to care what became of the population. He had probably never forgiven
them for disappointing his honourable intentions after the death of Polykratés,
nor was he displeased to hand over to Sylosdon an odious and blood-stained
sceptre, which he foresaw would be the only consequence of his brother’s mad
project. He therefore sailed away with his treasures, leaving the acropolis to his
brother Charilaus; who immediately armed the guards, sallied forth from his
fortress, and attacked the unsuspecting Persians. Many of the great officers
were slain without resistance before the army could be got together; but at
length Otanés collected his troops and drove the assailants back into the
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acropolis. While he immediately began the siege of that fortress, he also
resolved, as Meandrius had foreseen, to take a signal revenge for the treacher-
ous slaughter of so many of his friends and companions. His army, no less
incensed than himself, were directed to fall upon the Samian people and mas-
sacre them without discrimination — man and boy, on ground sacred as well as
profane. The bloody order was too faithfully executed, and Samos was handed
over to Syloson, stripped of its male inhabitants.

Sylosdn was thus finally installed as despot of an island peopled chiefly, if not
wholly, with women and children: we may, however, presume that the deed of
blood has been described by the historian as more sweeping than it really was.
It seems, nevertheless, to have set heavily on the conscience of Otanés, who was
induced some time afterwards to take measures for repeopling the island. From
whence the new population came we are not told; but wholesale translations of
inhabitants from one place to another were familiar to the mind of a Persian
king or satrap.

Meandrius, following the example of the previous Samian exiles under
Polykratés, went to Sparta and sought aid for the purpose of re-establishing
himself at Samos. But the Lacedemonians had no disposition to repeat an
attempt which had before turned out so unsuccessfully, nor could he seduce
King Kleomenés by the display of his treasures and finely-wrought gold plate.
The king, however, not without fear that such seductions might win over some
of the Spartan leading men, prevailed with the ephors to send Meaandrius
away.”

Syloson seems to have remained undisturbed at Samos, as a tributary of
Persia, like the Ionic cities on the continent: some years afterwards we find his
son Aakeés reigning in the island.

Darius had now acquired full authority throughout the Persian empire, hav-
ing put down the refractory satrap Oroetés, as well as the revolted Medes and
Babylonians. He had, moreover, completed the conquest of Ionia, by the
important addition of Samos; and his dominion thus comprised all Asia Minor
with its neighbouring islands. But this was not sufficient for the ambition of a
Persian king, next but one in succession to the great Cyrus. The conquering
impulse was yet unabated among the Persians, who thought it incumbent
upon their king, and whose king thought it incumbent upon himself, to
extend the limits of the empire. Though not of the lineage of Cyrus, Darius
had taken pains to connect himself with it by marriage: he had married Atossa
and Artystoné, daughters of Cyrus — and Parmys, daughter of Smerdis the
younger son of Cyrus. Atossa had been first the wife of her brother Kambysés;
next, of the Magian Smerdis his successor; and thirdly of Darius, to whom she
bore four children. Of those children the eldest was Xerxés, respecting whom
more will be said hereafter.

4 . . A .
® The date of this event may be placed about 515 B.C. — i.e., soon after Kleomenés’ accession. —

Ep.
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Had her influence prevailed, the first conquering appetites of Darius would
have been directed not against the steppes of Scythia, but against Attica and
Peloponnesus; at least so Herodotus assures us.

Atossa took an early opportunity of reminding Darius that the Persians
expected from him some positive addition to the power and splendour of the
empire; and when Darius, in answer, acquainted her that he contemplated a
speedy expedition against the Scythians, she entreated him to postpone it and
to turn his forces first against Greece — ‘I have heard (she said) about the
maidens of Sparta, Athens, Argos and Corinth, and I want to have some of
them as slaves to serve me — you have near you the best person possible to give
information about Greece — that Greek who cured your foot.” Darius was
induced by this request to send some confidential Persians into Greece to pro-
cure information, along with his surgeon, Démokédés. Selecting fifteen of
them, he ordered them to survey the coasts and cities of Greece, under guid-
ance of Démokédés, but with peremptory orders upon no account to let him
escape or to return without him.

They visited and examined all the principal places in Greece — probably
beginning with the Asiatic and insular Greeks, crossing to Eubcea, circumnav-
igating Attica and Peloponnesus, then passing to Korkyra and Italy. They sur-
veyed the coasts and cities, taking memoranda of everything worthy of note
which they saw. Such a Periplis, if it had been preserved, would have been
inestimable, as an account of the actual state of the Grecian world about 515
B.C. As soon as they arrived at Tarentum Démokédés found an opportunity of
executing what he had meditated from the beginning. At his request,
Aristophilidés the king of Tarentum seized the fifteen Persians and detained
them as spies, while Démokédés himself made his escape to Kroton.

Like the Milesian Histiaeus (of whom I shall speak hereafter), he cared not
what amount of risk he brought upon his country in order to procure his own
escape from a splendid detention at Susa. Now the influence which he origi-
nated was on the point of precipitating upon Greece the whole force of the
Persian empire, at a time when Greece was in no condition to resist it. Had the
first aggressive expedition of Darius, with his own personal command and
fresh appetite for conquest, been directed against Greece instead of against
Scythia, Grecian independence would have perished almost infallibly. For
Athens was then still governed by the Peisistratids. What she was under them,
we have had occasion to notice in a former chapter. She had then no courage for
energetic self-defence, and probably Hippias himself, far from offering resis-
tance, would have found it advantageous to accept Persian dominion as a
means of strengthening his own rule, like the Ionian despots. Moreover,
Grecian habit of co-operation was then only just commencing. But fortunately
the Persian invader did not touch the shore of Greece until more than twenty
years afterwards, in 490 B.c., and during that precious interval, the Athenian
character had undergone the memorable revolution which has been before
described. Their energy and their organization had been alike improved, and
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their force of resistance had become decupled; besides which, their conduct had
so provoked the Persian that resistance was then a matter of necessity with
them, and submission on tolerable terms an impossibility. When we come to
the grand Persian invasion of Greece, we shall see that Athens was the life and
soul of all the opposition offered. We shall see, farther, that with all che efforts
of Athens, the success of the defence was more than once doubtful, and would
have been converted into a very different result, if Xerxés had listened to the
best of his own counsellors. But had Darius — at the head of the very same
force which he conducted into Scythia, or even an inferior force — landed at
Marathon in 514 B.c., instead of sending Datis in 490 B.c., he would have
found no men like the victors of Marathon to meet him. As far as we can
appreciate the probabilities, he would have met with little resistance except
from the Spartans singly, who would have maintained their own very defensi-
ble territory against all his efforts, like the Mysians and Pisidians in Asia
Minor, or like the Mainots of Laconia in later days; but Hellas generally would
have become a Persian satrapy. So incalculably great has been the influence of
Grecian development, during the two centuries between 500—-300 B.C., on the
destinies of mankind, that we cannot pass without notice a contingency which
threatened to arrest that development in the bud. Indeed, it may be remarked
that the history of any nation, considered as a sequence of causes and effects
affording applicable knowledge, requires us to study not merely real events,
but also imminent contingencies — events which were on the point of occur-
ring but yet did not occur.

APPENDIX

[THE account of the Scythian expedition of Darius has been omitted in the present text
because it has but little bearing on the history of Greece. Moreover the version of our
chief ancient authority on this episode (Herodotus) is so manifestly worthless that our
positive knowledge about it is inconsiderable, and to discuss the conjectures of modern
commentators would hardly fall within the scope of this work. For detailed treatises on
the subject reference may be made to Macan, Herodotus, vol. ii., app. iii.; Grundy, Great
Persian War, pp. 48—64; Bury, Classical Review, July, 1897, pp. 277-282.

The chief points concerning the expedition may be summarized as follows:

1. Its Date. — The termini are 514 B.c. and 511 B.c. The balance of evidence inclines
to 512.

2. Its Object. — This seems to have been subsidiary to another enterprise, which,
though hardly mentioned by Herodotus, was calculated greatly to strengthen the mil-
itary position of the Persian empire — the conquest of Thrace. The advance into
Scythia may then be conceived of as a demonstration of strength against tribes which
might have been inclined to violate the new frontier (¢f. Macan, op. cit., p. 49). In later
times a similar offensive movement was found necessary by Alexander the Great and by
Trajan.

3. The Route Pursued. — The bridging of the Bosporus rests on good evidence, and a
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similar operation on the Danube cannot reasonably be called into doubt. Darius’ sub-
sequent advance would seem to have been confined to the plains of Wallachia.

4. Its Resulr. — This must have been more or less disastrous, otherwise Byzantium
and the Propontis towns would hardly have dared to revolt (see pp. 146-149). — Ep.]
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IONIC REVOLT

THERE can be no doubt that during Darius’ absence across the Danube the
Tonians lost an opportunity eminently favourable, such as never again returned,
for emancipating themselves from the Persian dominion. Their despots, espe-
cially the Milesian Histieeus, were not induced to preserve the bridge across
that river committed to their care by any honourable reluctance to betray the
trust reposed in them, but simply by selfish regard to the maintenance of their
own unpopular dominion." And we may remark that the real character of this
impelling motive, as well as the deliberation accompanying it, may be
assumed as resting upon very good evidence, since we are now arrived within
the personal knowledge of the Milesian historian Hekateeus, who took an
active part in the Ionic revolt a few years afterwards, and who may perhaps
have been personally engaged in this expedition.

Extricated from the perils of Scythian warfare, Darius marched southward
from the Danube through Thrace to the Hellespont, where he crossed from
Sestus into Asia. He left, however, a considerable army in Europe, under the
command of Megabazus, to accomplish the conquest of Thrace. Perinthus on
the Propontis made a brave resistance, but was at length subdued; after which
all the Thracian tribes, and all the Grecian colonies between the Hellespont
and the Strymon, were forced to submit, giving earth and water, and becoming
subject to tribute. Near the lower Strymon was the Edonian town of Myrkinus,
which Darius ordered to be made over to Histizeus of Milétus; for both this
Milesian, and Koés of Mityléné, had been desired by the Persian king to name
their own reward for their fidelity to him on the passage over the Danube.
Kéés requested that he might be constituted despot of Mityléné, which was
accomplished by Persian authority; but Histiaus solicited that the territory
near Myrkinus might be given to him for the foundation of a colony. As soon
as the Persian conquests extended thus far, the site in question was presented
to Histiseus, who entered actively upon his new scheme. We shall find the ter-
ritory near Myrkinus eminent hereafter as the site of Amphipolis; it offered

Histieeus had pointed out that the annihilation of Darius’ army in Scythia would lead to
popular risings against the Greek tyrants who had accompanied the expedition. — Ep.
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great temptation to settlers, as fertile, well-wooded, convenient for maritime
commerce, and near to auriferous and argentiferous mountains.

It seems, however, that the Persian dominion in Thrace was disturbed by an
invasion of the Scythians, who, in revenge for the aggression of Darius, overran
the country as far as the Thracian Chersonese, and are even said to have sent
envoys to Sparta, proposing a simultaneous invasion of Persia, from different
sides, by Spartans and Scythians. The Athenian Miltiadés, who was despot or
governor of the Chersonese, was forced to quit it for some time, and Herodotus
ascribes his retirement to the incursion of these nomads. But we may be per-
mitted to suspect that the historian has misconceived the real cause of such
retirement. Miltiadés could not remain in the Chersonese after he had incurred
the enmity of Darius by exhorting the Ionians to destroy the bridge over the
Danube.’

Herodot., vi. 40—84. That Miltiadés could have remained in the Chersonese undisturbed,
during the interval between the Scythian expedition of Darius and the Ionic revolt (when the
Persians were complete masters of those regions, and when Otanés was punishing other towns
in the neighbourhood for evasion of service under Darius), after he had declared so pointedly
against the Persians on a matter of life and death to the king and army — appears to me, as it
does to Dr. Thirlwall (History of Greece, vol. ii., app. ii., p. 486, ch. xiv., pp. 226—249), emi-
nently improbable. So forcibly does Dr. Thirlwall feel the difficulty, that he suspects the
reported conduct and exhortations of Miltiadés at the bridge over the Danube to have been a
falsehood, fabricated by Miltiadés himself twenty years afterwards, for the purpose of acquir-
ing popularity at Athens during the time immediately preceding the battle of Marathon.

I cannot think this hypothesis admissible. It directly contradicts Herodotus on a matter of
fact very conspicuous, and upon which good means of information seem to have been within
his reach. I have already observed that the historian Hekatzeus must have possessed personal
knowledge of all the relations between the Ionians and Darius, and that he very probably may
have been even present at the bridge: all the information given by Hekataus upon these
points would be open to the inquiries of Herodotus.

There are means of escaping from the difficulty of the case, I think, without contradicting
Herodotus on any matter of fact important and conspicuous, or indeed on any matter of fact
whatever. We see by vi. 40 that Miltiadés did quit the Chersonese between the close of the
Scythian expedition of Darius and the Ionic revolt; Herodotus indeed tells us that he quitted
it in consequence of an incursion of the Scythians. Now, without denying the fact of such an
incursion, we may well suppose the historian to have been mistaken in assigning it as the
cause of the flight of Miltiadés. The latter was prevented from living in the Chersonese con-
tinuously, during the interval between the Persian invasion of Scythia and the Ionic revolt, by
fear of Persian enmity. It is not necessary for us to believe that he was never there at all, but
his residence there must have been interrupted and insecure.

The statement of Cornelius Nepos, that he quitted it immediately after the return from
Scythia, from fear of the Persians, may be substantially true.

[There is no need to assume that Miltiadés was the sole author of the resolution about
breaking the bridge: the idea may have been rife among the Greek squadron generally. It is
probable enough that Miltiadés and his friends exaggerated the part he played, perhaps on
the occasion of one of his trials at Athens, and that Herodotus was influenced to some extent
by the Philaid traditions.

But considering that the Propontis cities on this occasion grew disaffected against Darius,
and that Miltiadés took good care to escape from the Persians during the Ionian revolt, we
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The conquests of Megabazus did not stop at the western bank of the
Strymon. He carried his arms across that river, conquering the Paonians, and
reducing the Macedonians under Amyntas to tribute. A considerable number
of the Paonians were transported across into Asia, by express order of Darius.
Such violent transportations of inhabitants were in the genius of the Persian
Government.’

From the Pxonian lake Prasias, seven eminent Persians were sent as envoys
into Macedonia, to whom Amyntas readily gave the required token of submis-
sion, inviting them to a splendid banquet. When exhilarated with wine, they
demanded to see the women of the regal family, who, being accordingly intro-
duced, were rudely dealt with by the strangers: at length the son of Amyntas,
Alexander, resented the insult, and exacted for it a signal vengeance. When
Bubarés, another eminent Persian, was sent into Macedonia to institute
researches, Alexander contrived to hush up the proceeding by large bribes, and
by giving him his sister Gygea in marriage.”

Meanwhile Megabazus crossed over into Asia, carrying with him the
Pezonians from the river Strymon. Having become alarmed at the progress of
Histieeus with his new city of Myrkinus, he communicated his apprehensions
to Darius, who was prevailed upon to send for Histieus, retaining him about
his person, and carrying him to Susa as counsellor and friend, with every mark
of honour, but with the secret intention of never letting him revisit Asia
Minor. The fears of the Persian general were probably not unreasonable; but
this detention of Histiaeus at Susa became in the sequel an important event.

On departing for his capital, Darius nominated his brother Artaphernés
satrap of Sardis, and Otanés general of the forces on the coast in place of
Megabazus. The new general dealt very severely with various towns near the
Propontis, on the ground that they had evaded their duty in the late Scythian
expedition, and had even harassed the army of Darius in its retreat. He took

may well suppose that his conduct had been treasonable. Miltiadés’ alleged flight from the
Scythians, which comes somewhat awkwardly into Herodotus’ text, may have been a distor-
tion on the part of his enemies — e.g., the Alkmao6nids, whose traditions Herodotus almost
certainly used. If the Scythians ever did reach the Chersonese, Miltiadés would have shown a
very poor spirit in thus fleeing, instead of standing behind his fortifications, which the nomad
raiders could hardly have forced. — Ep.]

The motive for this transportation which Herodotus supplies is purely fanciful. The real rea-
son lay, no doubt, in the need of placing under full Persian control the important coast-road
to Macedonia, which could easily have been blocked by the natives between the sea on the one
hand, Lake Prasias and Mount Pangaeus on the other (¢f. Grundy, Grear Persian War, p.
67). The measure may first have been suggested by Megabazus, whose strategic sense also
warned him against leaving Myrkinus in the hands of Histizus. — ED.

The murder of the envoys has been regarded with a good show of reason as a fiction which
Alexander subsequently circulated among the Greeks to lend colour to his claim of Phil-
Hellenism (¢f. Macan, Herodotus, i., p. 162). Herodotus seems to reproduce the traditions of
his house in several passages (vii. 173, viii. 136—140, ix. 44). If the tale is true, we must sup-
pose that Darius overlooked the insult because he wished to make an example of insubordi-
nate officials. — ED.
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Byzantium and Chalkédon, as well as Antandrus in the Troad, and
Lampdnium. With the aid of a fleet from Lesbos, he achieved a new conquest
— the islands of Lemnos and Imbros, at that time occupied by a Pelasgic pop-
ulation, seemingly without any Greek inhabitants at all.’

At the time when Darius quitted Sardis on his return to Susa, carrying with
him the Milesian Histizeus, he left Artaphernés his brother as satrap of Sardis,
invested with the supreme command of Western Asia Minor. The Grecian
cities on the coast, comprehended under his satrapy, appear to have been
chiefly governed by native despots in each; and Milétus especially, in the
absence of Histieus, was ruled by his son-in-law Aristagoras. That city was
now in the height of power and prosperity — in every respect the leading city
of Ionia. The return of Darius to Susa may be placed seemingly between 512
and 510 B.c., from which time forward the state of things above described con-
tinued, without disturbance, for about ten years — ‘a respite from suffering’, to
use the significant phrase of the historian.

It was about the year 506 B.c. that the exiled Athenian despot Hippias,
after having been repelled from Sparta by the unanimous refusal of the
Lacedeemonian allies to take part in his cause, presented himself from Sigeium
as a petitioner to Artaphernés at Sardis. He now doubtless found the benefit of
the alliance which he had formed for his daughter with the despot ZAantidés of
Lampsakus, whose favour with Darius would stand him in good stead. He
made pressing representations to the satrap, with a view of procuring restora-
tion to Athens, on condition of holding it under Persian dominion; and
Artaphernés was prepared, if an opportunity offered to aid him in this design.
So thoroughly had he resolved on espousing actively the cause of Hippias, that
when the Athenians despatched envoys to Sardis, to set forth the case of the
city against its exiled pretender, he returned to them an answer not merely of
denial, but of menace — bidding them receive Hippias back again, if they
looked for safety. Such a reply was equivalent to a declaration of war, and so it
was construed at Athens. It leads us to infer that the satrap was even then
revolving in his mind an expedition against Attica, in conjunction with
Hippias; but fortunately for the Athenians, other projects and necessities inter-
vened to postpone for several years the execution of the scheme.

Of these new projects, the first was that of conquering the island of Naxos.
Here, too, as in the case of Hippias, the instigation arose from Naxian exiles —
a rich oligarchy which had been expelled by a rising of the people. This island,
like all the rest of the Cyclades, was as yet independent of the Persians.® It was

°  The annexation of Lemnos and Imbros ought perhaps to be dated back to the time of the

Peisistratids. If the natives were not expelled till 502, we might expect to hear of Darius rein-
stating them in 494 (¢f. Meyer, Forschungen, i., pp. 13—15). It is easy to conceive how the
Athenian democracy transferred the credit for that conquest from the tyrants to the popular
hero Miltiadés. — Ebp.

Herodot., v. 31. Plutarch says that Lygdamis, established as despot at Naxos by Peisistratus
(Herodot., i. 64), was expelled from this post by the Lacedemonians (De Herodot.
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wealthy, prosperous, possessing a large population both of freemen and slaves,
and defended as well by armed ships as by a force of 8,000 heavy-armed
infantry. The exiles applied for aid to Aristagoras, who saw that he could turn
them into instruments of his own policy, provided he could induce
Artaphernés to embark in the project along with him — his own force not
being adequate by itself. Accordingly he went to Sardis, and laid his project
before the satrap, intimating that as soon as the exiles should land with a pow-
erful support, Naxos would be reduced with little trouble: that the neighbour-
ing islands of Paros, Andros, Ténos, and the other Cyclades, could not long
hold out after the conquest of Naxos, nor even the large and valuable island of
Eubcea. He himself engaged, if a fleet of 100 ships were granted to him, to
accomplish all these conquests for the Great King, and to bear the expenses of
the armament besides. Artaphernés entertained the proposition with eagerness,
and promised him in the ensuing spring 200 ships instead of 100. Messengers
despatched to Susa having brought back the ready consent of Darius, a large
armament was forthwith equipped under the command of the Persian
Megabatés, to be placed at the disposal of Aristagoras — composed both of
Persians and of all the tributaries near the coast.

With this force Aristagoras and the Naxian exiles set sail from Milétus, giv-
ing out that they were going to the Hellespont: on reaching Chios, they waited
in its western harbour of Kaukasa for a fair wind to carry them straight across
to Naxos. But a warning, opportunely transmitted, was turned by the Naxians
to the best account. They carried in their property, laid up stores, and made
every preparation for a siege, so that when the fleet arrived, it was met by a
stout resistance, remained on the island for four months in prosecution of an
unavailing siege, and was obliged to retire without accomplishing anything
beyond the erection of a fort, as lodgment for the Naxian exiles.

Aristagoras now put into effect the scheme of revolting from Persia, and it
so happened that there arrived nearly at the same moment a messenger from
his father-in-law Histieeus, who was detained at the court of Susa, secretly
instigating him to this very resolution. Not knowing whom to trust with this
dangerous message, Histieeus had caused the head of a faithful slave to be
shaved — branded upon it the words necessary — and then despatched him, so
soon as his hair had grown, to Milétus, with a verbal intimation to Aristagoras
that his head was to be again shaved and examined. Histizeus sought to pro-
voke this perilous rising, simply as a means of procuring his own release from
Susa, and in the calculation that Darius would send him down to the coast to
re-establish order. Aristagoras convened his principal partisans at Milétus, and
laid before them the formidable project of revolt. All of them approved it, with
one remarkable exception — the historian Hekateeus of Milétus, who opposed

Malignit., c. 21, p. 859). I confess that I do not place much confidence in the statements of
that treatise as to the many despots expelled by Sparta; we neither know the source from
whence Plutarch borrowed them, nor any of the circumstances connected with them.
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it as altogether ruinous, and contended that the power of Darius was too vast
to leave them any prospect of success. When he found direct opposition fruit-
less, he next insisted upon the necessity of at once seizing the large treasures in
the neighbouring temple of Apollo at Branchide for the purpose of carrying on
the revolt. By this means alone (he said) could the Milesians, too feeble to carry
on the contest with their own force alone, hope to become masters at sea —
while, if #hey did not take these treasures, the victorious enemy assuredly
would. Neither of these recommendatious, both of them indicating sagacity
and foresight in the proposer, was listened to. Probably the seizure of the trea-
sures — though highly useful for the impending struggle, and though in the
end they fell into the hands of the enemy, as Hekataeus anticipated — would
have been insupportable to the pious feelings of the people, and would thus
have proved more injurious than beneficial.

Aristagoras and his friends resolved forthwith to revolt. Their first step was
to conciliate popular favour throughout Asiatic Greece by putting down the
despots in all the various cities — the instruments not less than the supports of
Persian ascendancy, as Histieus had well argued at the bridge of the Danube.
The opportunity was favourable for striking this blow at once on a considerable
scale. For the fleet, recently employed at Naxos, had not yet dispersed, but was
still assembled at Myus, with many of the despots present at the head of their
ships. Accordingly Iatragoras was despatched from Milétus, at once to seize as
many of them as he could, and to stir up the soldiers to revolt. This decisive
proceeding was the first manifesto against Darius. Iatragoras was successful:
the fleet went along with him, and many of the despots fell into his hands —
among them Histieus (a second person so named) of Termera, Oliatus of
Mylasa (both Karians), Kéés of Mityléné, and Aristagoras (also a second per-
son so named) of Kymé. At the same time the Milesian Aristagoras himself,
while he formally proclaimed revolt against Darius, and invited the Milesians
to follow him, laid down his own authority, and affected to place the govern-
ment in the hands of the people. Throughout most of the towns of Asiatic
Greece, insular and continental, a similar revolution was brought about; the
despots were expelled, and the feelings of the citizens were thus warmly inter-
ested in the revolt. Such of these despots as fell into the hands of Aristagoras
were surrendered into the hands of their former subjects, by whom they were
for the most part quietly dismissed, and we shall find them hereafter active
auxiliaries to the Persians. To this treatment the only exception mentioned is
Koés, who was stoned to death by the Mitylenaans.’

The story of the siege of Naxos and the causes of the revolt given by Herodotus is open to
several objections.

1. The prospect of Aristagoras aggrandizing his own power by the conquest of Naxos was
too slight to be worth calculating upon. The experience of Histiaeus’ dispossession at
Myrkinus ought to have dispelled any illusions which Aristagoras cherished on this point.

2. The conduct of Megabatés in warning the Naxians, and thus wrecking the expedition
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By these first successful steps the Ionic revolt was made to assume an exten-
sive and formidable character, much more so, probably, than the prudent
Hekataeus had anticipated as practicable. The naval force of the Persians in the
Agean was at once taken away from them, and passed to their opponents, who
were thus completely masters of the sea, and would, in fact, have remained so,
if a second naval force had not been brought up against them from Phenicia —
a proceeding never before resorted to, and perhaps at that time not looked for.

Having exhorted all the revolted towns to name their generals and to put
themselves in a state of defence, Aristagoras crossed the Agean to obtain assis-

out of pure ill-will against Aristagoras, is not even plausible. Megabatés would have courted
disgrace by such an action.

3. If the Naxians had received no warning until the expedition was under way they could
hardly have fortified and provisioned their town for a four months’ siege. Their resistance in
490 against an armament probably not much greater collapsed entirely.

4. Histieus could not reasonably expect to stir up a revolt by a single message of a sum-
mary character.

5. The success of Aristagoras in spreading revolt throughout the west of Asia Minor can-
not be explained on the supposition that he was pursuing a purely selfish policy.

The general course of Herodotus' narrative rather points to some such development, as
follows:

1. The rising had been concerted long beforehand. For (2) it is known that a general
desire for revolt had been in existence so far back as 512 (Herodot., iv. 137). (b) The occupa-
tion of Myrkinus by Histieus points to some scheme of creating a bulwark for the Greeks
against the Persian advance. (c) The message of Histizus can hardly have been anything but
a final signal for the execution of a pre-arranged plan. (&) The ease with which the anti-tyran-
nical revolutions were effected shows that the trail had been laid in most of the Greek cities.

2. The Naxian expedition provided the chief of the conspiracy with a large Ionian arma-
ment (the Persian contingent being an unsolicited and no doubt unwelcome reinforcement).
A long delay before Naxos gave Aristagoras time to prepare his armament for the moment of
striking — ‘bellum habere quam gerere malebat’. It is very tempting to conjecture that warn-
ing was sent to Naxos, not by Megabatés, but by Aristagoras, or at least that Aristagoras used
Megabatés for his tool, and that the word was given some time beforehand.

3. The underlying motive for the revolt must have been generally prevalent. The mere
desire for independence may count for much, and the westward advance of Darius, with the
menace of the Agean Sea being turned into a Persian lake, may have alarmed those cities
whose trade intercourse with Greece proper and the West was considerable. But the prompt
deposition of the tyrants in all the cities indicates that the Ionians, who, no doubt, now felt
themselves prepared to imitate Athens, and take the government into their own hands,
keenly resented the Persian system of ruling by means of local despots. It is noticeable that
Darius subsequently did not reinstate the tyrants (¢f. Grundy, Great Persian War, pp. 79-91).

The Ionian revolt thus appears as a patriotic and well-conceived movement. If Herodotus
represents it for the most part (though not consistently) in an odious light, this may be due
to the sources he used. Among these may be enumerated (1) Hekataeus, who thought the ris-
ing was doomed from the first, and was constantly overruled in the councils of war; (2) a
Samian tradition, which would naturally seek to condone the sorry behaviour of its country-
men by representing the whole revolt as a sorry business, and would in no case speak well of
its rival Milétus; (3) the opinion of Periklés’ circle at Athens, which had little sympathy with
the Ionians, and found it expedient to depreciate the military capacity of the subject depen-
dencies in the fifth century. — Eb.

152



IONIC REVOLT

tance from Sparta, then under the government of King Kleomenés, to whom
he addressed himself, ‘holding in his hand a brazen tablet, wherein was
engraved the circuit of the entire earth, with the whole sea and all the rivers’.
Probably this was the first map or plan which had ever been seen at Sparta, and
so profound was the impression which it made, that it was remembered there
even in the time of Herodotus.” Having emphatically entreated the Spartans to
step forth in aid of their Ionic brethren, now engaged in a desperate struggle
for freedom, he proceeded to describe the wealth and abundance (gold, silver,
brass, vestments, cattle and slaves), together with the ineffective weapons and
warfare, of the Asiatics. Such enemies as the latter (he said) could be at once
put down, and their wealth appropriated, by military training such as that of
the Spartans — whose long spear, brazen helmet and breast-plate, and ample
shield, enabled them to despise the bow, the short javelin, the light wicker tar-
get, the turban and trowsers, of a Persian. He concluded by magnifying espe-
cially the vast treasures at Susa — ‘Instead of fighting your neighbours (he
concluded), Argeians, Arcadians, and Messenians, from whom you get hard
blows and small reward, why do you not make yourselves rulers of all Asia, a
prize not less easy than lucrative?” Kleomenés replied to these seductive insti-
gations by desiring him to come for an answer on the third day. When that day
arrived, he put to him the simple question, how far it was from Susa to the sea?
To which Aristagoras answered with more frankness than dexterity, that it was
a three months’ journey; and he was proceeding to enlarge upon the facilities
of the road when Kleomenés interrupted him — ‘Quit Sparta before sunset,
Milesian stranger: you are no friend to the Lacedeemonians, if you want to carry
them a three months’ journey from the sea’. In spite of this peremptory man-
date, Aristagoras tried a last resource. Taking in his hand the bough of suppli-
cation, he again went to the house of Kleomenés, who was sitting with his
daughter Gorgd, a girl of eight years old. He requested Kleomenés to send
away the child, but this was refused, and he was desired to proceed; upon
which he began to offer to the Spartan king a bribe for compliance, bidding
continually higher and higher from ten talents up to fifty. At length the little
girl suddenly exclaimed, ‘Father, the stranger will corrupt you, if you do not at
once go away’. The exclamation so struck Kleomenés, that he broke up the
interview, and Aristagoras forthwith quitted Sparta.’

Doubtless Herodotus heard the account of this interview from
Lacedemonian informants. Yet we may be permitted to doubt whether any

The earliest map of which mention is made was prepared by Anaximander in Ionia,
apparently not long before this period: see Strabo, i., p. 7; Agathemerus, 1, c. 1; Diogen.
Laére., ii. 1.

We may remark both in this instance and throughout all the life and time of Kleomenés, that
the Spartan king has the active management and direction of foreign affairs — subject, how-
ever, to trial and punishment by the ephors in case of misbehaviour (Herodot., vi. 82). We
shall hereafter find the ephors gradually taking into their own hands, more and more, the
actual management.
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such suggestions were really made, or any such hopes held out, as those which
he places in the mouth of Aristagoras — suggestions and hopes which might
well be conceived in 450—-440 B.c., after a generation of victories over the
Persians, but which have no pertinence in the year 499 B.c. Down even to the
battle of Marathon, the name of the Medes was a terror to the Greeks, and the
Athenians are highly and justly extolled as the first who dared to look them in
the face. Aristagoras may very probably have represented that the Spartans
were more than a match for Persians in the field; but even thus much would
have been considered, in 502 B.c., rather as the sanguine hope of a petitioner
than as the estimate of a sober looker-on.

The Milesian chief had made application to Sparta, as the presiding power of
Hellas — a character which we thus find more and more recognised and pass-
ing into the habitual feeling of the Greeks. Fifty years previously to this, the
Spartans had been flattered by the circumstance that Creesus singled them out
from all other Greeks to invite as allies: now, they accepted such priority as a
matter of course.

Rejected at Sparta, Aristagoras proceeded to Athens, now decidedly the sec-
ond power in Greece. Here he found an easier task, not only as it was the
metropolis (or mother-city) of Asiatic Ionia, but also as it had already incurred
the pronounced hostility of the Persian satrap, and might look to be attacked as
soon as the project came to suit his convenience, under the instigation of
Hippias: whereas the Spartans had not only no kindred with Ionia, beyond that
of common Hellenism, but were in no hostile relations with Persia, and would
have been provoking a new enemy by meddling in the Asiatic war. The promises
and representations of Aristagoras were accordingly received with great favour
by the Athenians, who, over and above the claims of sympathy, had a powerful
interest in sustaining the Ionic revolt as an indirect protection to themselves —
and to whom the abstraction of the Ionic fleet from the Persians afforded a con-
spicuous and important relief. The Athenians at once resolved to send a fleet of
twenty ships, under Melanthius, as an aid to the revolted Ionians — ships which
are designated by Herodotus, ‘the beginning of the mischiefs between Greeks
and barbarians’ — as the ships in which Paris crossed the ZAgean had before been
called in the Iliad of Homer. Herodotus farther remarks that it seems easier to
deceive many men together than one — since Aristagoras, after having failed
with Kleomenés, thus imposed upon the 30,000 citizens of Athens. But on this
remark two comments suggest themselves. First, the circumstances of Athens
and Sparta were not the same in regard to the Ionic quarrel — an observation
which Herodotus himself had made a little while before: the Athenians had a
material interest in the quarrel, political as well as sympathetic, while the
Spartans had none. Secondly, the ultimate result of their interference, as it stood
in the time of Herodotus, though purchased by severe intermediate hardship,
was one eminently gainful and glorifying, not less to Athens than to Greece.

When Aristagoras returned, he seems to have found the Persians engaged in
the siege of Milétus. The twenty Athenian ships soon crossed the Agean, and
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found there five Eretrian ships which had also come to the succour of the
Ionians, the Eretrians generously taking this opportunity to repay assistance
formerly rendered to them by the Milesians in their ancient war with Chalkis.
On the arrival of these allies, Aristagoras organized an expedition from
Ephesus up to Sardis, under the command of his brother Charopinus. The ships
were left at Koréssus, a mountain and seaport five miles from Ephesus, while
the troops marched up under Ephesian guides, first along the river Kajster,
next across the mountain range of Tmolus to Sardis. Artaphernés had not
troops enough to do more than hold the strong citadel, so that the assailants
possessed themselves of the town without opposition. But he immediately
recalled his force near Milétus,"’ and summoned Persians and Lydians from all
the neighbouring districts, thus becoming more than a match for Charopinus,
who found himself, moreover, obliged to evacuate Sardis owing to an acciden-
tal conflagration. Most of the houses in that city were built in great part with
reeds or straw, and all of them had thatched roofs. Hence it happened that a
spark touching one of them set the whole city in flame. Obliged to abandon
their dwellings by this accident, the population of the town congregated in the
market-place — and as reinforcements were hourly crowding in, the position of
the Ionians and Athenians became precarious. They evacuated the town, took
up a position on Mount Tmédlus, and when night came, made the best of their
way to the sea-coast. The troops of Artaphernés pursued, overtook them near
Ephesus, and defeated them. Eualkidés, the Eretrian general, perished in the
action, together with a considerable number of troops. After this unsuccessful
commencement, the Athenians betook themselves to their vessels and sailed
home, in spite of pressing instances on the part of Aristagoras to induce them
to stay. They took no farther part in the struggle;'' a retirement at once so sud-
den and so complete, that they must probably have experienced some glaring
desertion on the part of their Asiatic allies, similar to that which brought so
much danger upon the Spartan general Derkyllidas, in 396 B.c."?

' Char6n of Lampsakus, and Lysanias in his history of Eretria, seem to have mentioned this first

siege of Milétus, and the fact of its being raised in consequence of the expedition to Sardis:
see Plutarch, De Herodot. Maligniz., p. 861, though the citation is given there confusedly, so
that we cannot make much out of it.

Herodot., v. 102, 103. It is a curious fact that Charén of Lampsakus made no mention of this
defeat of the united Athenian and Ionian force: see Plutarch, De Herodot. Malignit., ut sup.
Further motives for the retirement of Athens from the conflict have been suggested.

1. The war against Agina, which (according to Herodotus) was at its height in 491, may
have reached an acute stage in 498. The absence of an Athenian squadron in Ionia gave the
ZAginetans an opportunity for an attack in force (but see ch. 4., app. II.).

2. The medizing party at Athens may have gained the upper hand after the retreat from
Sardis. This faction had gained a temporary ascendancy in 507, and again in 496 carried the
election of Hipparchus (presumably a kinsman of the tyrant) to the archonship (Dion. Hal.,
Antig. Rom., vi. 1). It is likely enough that the government was in its hands from 498 till
493, when the fall of Milétus and the imminence of an invasion brought the patriotic party
once more into power (see note 23 p. 164). — Ep.
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The burning of a place so important as Sardis, however, including the tem-
ples of the local goddess Kybébé, which perished with the remaining build-
ings, produced a powerful effect on both sides — encouraging the revolters, as
well as incensing the Persians. Aristagoras despatched ships along the coast,
northward as far as Byzantium, and southward as far as Cyprus. The Greek
cities near the Hellespont and the Propontis were induced, either by force or
by inclination, to take part with him: the Karians embraced his cause warmly;
even the Kaunians, who had not declared themselves before, joined him as soon
as they heard of the capture of Sardis; while the Greeks in Cyprus, with the
single exception of the town of Amathfs, at once renounced the authority of
Darius, and prepared for a strenuous contest.” Onesilus of Salamis, the most
considerable city in the island, finding the population willing, but his brother,
the despot Gorgus, reluctant, shut the latter out of the gates, took the com-
mand of the united forces of Salamis and the other revolting cities, and laid
siege to Amath{is. These towns of Cyprus were then, and seem always after-
wards to have continued, under the government of despots; who, however,
unlike the despots in Ionia generally, took part along with their subjects in the
revolt against Persia."!

The rebellion had now assumed a character so serious, that the Persians were
compelled to put forth their strongest efforts to subdue it. From the number of
different nations comprised in their empire, they were enabled to make use of
the antipathies of one against the other, and the old adverse feeling of
Phenicians against Greeks was now found extremely serviceable. The Phenician
fleet was employed to transport into Cyprus the Persian general Artybius with
a Kilikian and Egyptian army; while the force under Artaphernés at Sardis was
so strengthened as to enable him to act at once against all the coast of Asia
Minor, from the Propontis to the Triopian promontory. On the other side, the
common danger had for the moment brought the Ionians into a state of union
foreign to their usual habit; so that we hear now, for the first and the last time,
of a tolerably efficient Pan-Tonic authority.

Apprised of the coming of Artybius with the Phenician fleet, Onesilus and
his Cyprian supporters solicited the aid of the Ionic fleet, which arrived shortly
after the disembarkation of the Persian force in the island. Onesilus offered to
the Tonians their choice, whether they would fight the Phenicians at sea or the
Persians on land. Their natural determination was in favour of the sea-fight,

This revolt may be brought into connection with a victory of the Ionian over the Phenician
fleet off the Pamphylian coast (mentioned in Plutarch, De Herod. Malign., ch. xxiv.). Such a
battle would explain the inactivity of the Phenician ships till 497 (Grundy, op. cit., p. 99 et
seq.). — ED.

Herodot., v. 103, 104, 108. Compare the proceedings in Cyprus against Artaxerxés Mnémon,
under the energetic Evagoras of Salamis (Diodor., xiv. 98; xv. 2), about 386 B.C.; most of the
petty princes of the island became for the time his subjects, but in 351 B.c. there were nine
of them independent (Diodor., xvi. 42), and seemingly quite as many at the time when
Alexander besieged Tyre (Arrian, ii. 20, 8).
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and they engaged with a degree of courage and unanimity which procured for
them a brilliant victory; the Samians being especially distinguished. But the
combat on land, carried on at the same time, took a different turn.

The personal bravery of the Cypriots was rendered useless by treachery in
their own ranks. Stésénor, despot of Kurium, deserted in the midst of the
battle, and even the scythed chariots of Salamis followed his example; while
the brave Onesilus, thus weakened, perished in the total rout of his army. No
farther hopes now remaining for the revolters, the victorious Ionian fleet
returned home. Salamis relapsed under the sway of its former despot Gorgus,
while the remaining cities in Cyprus were successively besieged and taken; not
without a resolute defence, however, since Soli alone held out five months.

Meanwhile the principal force of Darius having been assembled at Sardis,
Daurisés, Hymeas, and other generals who had married daughters of the Great
King, distributed their efforts against different parts of the western coast.
Daurisés attacked the towns near the Hellespont — Abydus, Perkété,
Lampsakus, and Pasus — which made little resistance. He was then ordered
southward into Karia, while Hymeas, who with another division had taken
Kios on the Propontis, marched down to the Hellespont and completed the
conquest of the Troad as well as of the Zolic Greeks in the region of Ida.
Artaphernés and Otanés attacked the Ionic and Zolic towns on the coast — the
former taking Klazomene, the latter Kymé.

There remained Karia, which, with Milétus in its neighbourhood, offered a
determined resistance to Daurisés. Forewarned of his approach, the Karians
assembled at a spot called the White Pillars, near the confluence of the rivers
Meander and Marsyas. Victory, after a sharp contest, declared in favour of
Daurisés, chiefly in consequence of his superior numbers. Two thousand
Persians, and not less than ten thousand Karians, are said to have perished in
the battle. The Karian fugitives, re-united after the fight in the grove of Zeus
Stratius near Labranda, were deliberating whether they should now submit to
the Persians or emigrate for ever, when the appearance of a Milesian reinforce-
ment restored their courage. A second battle was fought, and a second time
they were defeated, the loss on this occasion falling chiefly on the Milesians.
The victorious Persians now proceeded to assault the Karian cities, but
Herakleidés of Mylasa laid an ambuscade for them with so much skill and
good fortune, that their army was nearly destroyed, and Daurisés with other
Persian generals perished. This successful effort, following upon two severe
defeats, does honour to the constancy of the Karians, upon whom Greek
proverbs generally fasten a mean reputation. It saved for the time the Karian
towns, which the Persians did not succeed in reducing until after the capture
of Milétus.

On land, the revolters were thus everywhere worsted, though at sea the
Ionians still remained masters. But the unwarlike Aristagoras began to despair
of success. Assembling his chief advisers, he represented to them the
unpromising state of affairs, and the necessity of securing some place of refuge,
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in case they were expelled from Milétus. He then put the question to them,
whether the island of Sardinia, or Myrkinus in Thrace near the Strymon (which
Histieus had begun some time before to fortify), appeared to them best
adapted to the purpose. Among the persons consulted was Hekataeus the histo-
rian, who approved neither the one nor the other scheme, but suggested the
erection of a fortified post in the neighbouring island of Leros, a Milesian
colony, wherein a temporary retirement might be sought, should it prove
impossible to hold Milétus, but which permitted an easy return to that city,
so soon as opportunity offered.”” Emigration to Myrkinus, as proposed by
Aristagoras, presented no hope of refuge at all; since the Persians, if they
regained their authority in Asia Minor, would not fail again to extend it to the
Strymon.'® Nevertheless, the consultation ended by adopting this scheme,
since probably no Ionians could endure the immeasurable distance of Sardinia
as a new home. Aristagoras set sail for Myrkinus, taking with him all who
chose to bear him company. But he perished not long after landing, together
with nearly all his company, in the siege of a neighbouring Thracian town.
Though making profession to lay down his supreme authority at the com-
mencement of the revolt, he had still contrived to retain it in great measure;
and on departing for Myrkinus, he devolved it on Pythagoras, a citizen in high
esteem. It appears, however, that the Milesians paid little obedience to his suc-
cessor, and made their government from this period popular in reality as well
as in profession.

Not long after his departure, another despot — Histieeus of Milétus, his
father-in-law and jointly with him the fomenter of the revolt — presented him-
self at the gates of Milétus for admission. The outbreak of the revolt had
enabled him, as he had calculated, to procure leave of departure from Darius.
That prince had been thrown into violent indignation by the attack and burn-
ing of Sardis, and by the general revolt of Ionia, headed by the Milesian
Aristagoras, but carried into effect by the active co-operation of the Athenians.
“The Athenians (exclaimed Darius) — who are #hey?’ On receiving the answer,
he asked for his bow, placed an arrow on the string, and shot as high as he could
towards the heavens, saying — ‘Grant me, Zeus, to revenge myself on the
Athenians’. He at the same time desired an attendant to remind him thrice
every day at dinner — ‘Master, remember the Athenians’: for as to the Ionians,

Herodotus has perhaps mistaken the occasion on which Hekataus gave this advice. In 496
such a proposal would have been a ridiculous half-measure. If the contest really was hopeless,
emigration to Myrkinus, or elsewhere away from Asia, could alone have safeguarded the
Tonians; if there remained any prospect of holding the sea and of recovering the mainland, the
evacuation of Milétus would have been a gratuitous sacrifice. Hekataeus” advice would suit
much better some crisis of party quarrel within the walls of Milétus (¢/. Macan, Herodotus, i.,
p: 267). — Eb.

The territory of Myrkinus, commanding the only passage across the Strymon, might have
been held with a small force almost indefinitely. The idea of Histieeus and Aristagoras may
have been from the very first to find a barrier against Persia’s westward advance. — Eb.
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he felt assured that their hour of retribution would come speedily and easily
enough.'’

At first Darius had been inclined to ascribe the movement in Ionia to the
secret instigation of Histizeus. But the latter found means to satisfy him, and
even to make out that no such mischief would have occurred, if he (Histiaus)
had been at Milétus instead of being detained at Susa. By such assurances he
obtained his liberty, and went down to Sardis, promising to return as soon as
he should have accomplished them. But on reaching Sardis he found the satrap
Artaphernés better informed than the Great King at Susa. Accordingly
Histieeus took to flight, went down to the coast, and from thence passed over
to Chios. Here he found himself seized on the opposite count as the confidant
of Darius and the enemy of Ionia. He was released, however, on proclaiming
himself not merely a fugitive escaping from Persian custody, but also as the
prime author of the Ionic revolt: and he farther added that Darius had con-
templated the translation of the Ionian population to Phenicia, as well as that
of the Phenician population to Ionia — to prevent which translation he
(Histieeus) had instigated the revolt. This allegation, though nothing better
than a pure fabrication, obtained for him the goodwill of the Chians, who car-
ried him back to Milétus: but before he departed, he despatched to Sardis some
letters, addressed to distinguished Persians, framed as if he were already in
established intrigue with them for revolting against Darius, and intended to
invite them to actual revolt. His messenger betrayed him, and carried his let-
ters straight to Artaphernés. The satrap desired that these letters might be
delivered to the persons to whom they were addressed, but that the answers
sent to Histieeus might be handed to himself. Such was the tenor of the
answers, that Artaphernés was induced to seize and put to death several of the
Persians around him: but Histieeus was disappointed in his purpose of bring-
ing about a revolt in the place.

On arriving at Milétus, Histieus found Aristagoras no longer present, and
the citizens altogether adverse to the return of their old despot: nevertheless,
he tried to force his way by night into the town, but was repulsed and even
wounded in the thigh. He returned to Chios, but the Chians refused him the
aid of any of their ships: he next passed to Lesbos, from the inhabitants of
which island he obtained eight triremes, and employed them to occupy
Byzantium.'®

Herodot., v. 105:°Q Ze0, éxyevécOai por Adnvaiovg ticucOat. Compare the Thracian
practice of communicating with the gods by shooting arrows high up into the air (Herodot.,
iv. 94). [Herodotus here seems to be using an Attic version, composed, perhaps, after the bat-
tle of Marathon, ‘ad majorem Atheniensium gloriam’. — Ep.]

The story of Histieeus’ piracies deserves no credit. If he had molested Ionian commerce the
confederates would certainly have sent a squadron to stop the nuisance. The fact that he was
left undisturbed for more than a year proves that he was keeping his trust. His commission
was more probably to keep the Bosporus route open for the passage of supply-ships, and to
ensure the fidelity of Byzantium (¢f. Grundy, op. ciz., p. 121 e seq.). — Eb.
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A vast Persian force, both military and naval, was gradually concentrating
itself near Milétus, against which city Artaphernés had determined to direct
his principal efforts. Not only the whole army of Asia Minor, but also the
Kilikian and Egyptian troops fresh from the conquest of Cyprus, and even the
conquered Cypriots themselves, were brought up as reinforcements; while the
entire Phenician fleet, no less than 600 ships strong, co-operated on the coast.
To meet such a land-force in the field was far beyond the strength of the
Tonians, and the joint Pan-Ionic Council resolved that the Milesians should be
left to defend their own fortifications, while the entire force of the confederate
cities should be mustered on board the ships. At sea they had as yet no reason
to despair, having been victorious over the Phenicians near Cyprus, and having
sustained no defeat. The combined Ionic fleet, including the Zolic Lesbians,
amounting in all to the number of 353 ships, was accordingly mustered at
Ladé — then a little island near Milétus, but now joined on to the coast, by the
gradual accumulation of land in the bay at the mouth of the Maander. Eighty
Milesian ships formed the right wing, one hundred Chian ships the centre,
and sixty Samian ships the left wing, while the space between the Milesians
and the Chians was occupied by twelve ships from Priéné, three from Myus,
and seventeen from Tebs — the space between the Chians and Samians was
filled by eight ships from Erythre, three from Phokea, and seventy from
Lesbos.

The total armament thus made up was hardly inferior in number to that
which, fifteen years afterwards, gained the battle of Salamis against a far larger
Persian fleet than the present. Moreover, the courage of the Ionians, on ship-
board, was equal to that of their contemporaries on the other side of the
Agean; while in respect of disagreement among the allies, we shall hereafter
find the circumstances preceding the battle of Salamis still more menacing
than those before the coming battle of Ladé. The chances of success, therefore,
were at least equal between the two, and, indeed, the anticipations of the
Persians and Phenicians on the present occasion were full of doubt, so that they
thought it necessary to set on foot express means for disuniting the Ionians —
it was fortunate for the Greeks that Xerxés at Salamis could not be made to
conceive the prudence of aiming at the same object. There were now in the
Persian camp all those various despots whom Aristagoras, at the beginning of
the revolt, had driven out of their respective cities. At the instigation of
Artaphernés, each of these men despatched secret communications to their cit-
izens in the allied fleet, endeavouring to detach them severally from the gen-
eral body, by promises of gentle treatment in the event of compliance, and by
threats of extreme infliction from the Persians if they persisted in armed
efforts. Though these communications were sent to each without the knowl-
edge of the rest, yet the answer from all was one unanimous negative. The con-
federates at Ladé seemed more one, in heart and spirit, than the Athenians,
Spartans and Corinthians will hereafter prove to be at Salamis.

But there was one grand difference which turned the scale — the superior
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energy and ability of the Athenian leaders at Salamis, coupled with the fact
that they were Athenians — that is, in command of the largest and most impor-
tant contingent throughout the fleet.

At Ladé, unfortunately, this was quite otherwise. Each separate contingent
had its own commander, but we hear of no joint commander at all. Nor were
the chiefs who came from the larger cities — Milesian, Chian, Samian, or
Lesbian — men like Themistoklés, competent and willing to stand forward as
self-created leaders, and to usurp for the moment, with the general consent and
for the general benefit, a privilege not intended for them. The only man of suf-
ficient energy and forwardness to do this was the Phokaan Dionysius — unfor-
tunately the captain of the smallest contingent of the fleet, and therefore
enjoying the least respect. For Phokea, once the daring explorer of the western
waters, had so dwindled down since the Persian conquest of Ionia, that she
could now furnish no more than three ships.

The same impatience of steady toil and discipline, which the Ionians dis-
played to their own ruin before the battle of Ladé, will be found to character-
ize them fifty years afterwards as allies of Athens, as I shall have occasion to
show when I come to describe the Athenian empire."’

From the day on which the Ionians discarded Dionysius, their camp became
a scene of disunion and mistrust. Some of them grew so reckless and unman-
ageable, that the better portion despaired of maintaining any orderly battle;
and the Samians in particular now repented that they had declined the secret
offers made to them by their expelled despot — Zakeés, son of Syloson. They
sent privately to renew the negotiation, received a fresh promise of the same
indulgence, and agreed to desert when the occasion arrived. On the day of bat-
tle, when the two fleets were on the point of coming to action, the sixty
Samian ships all sailed off, except eleven, whose captains disdained such
treachery. Other Ionians followed their example; yet amidst the reciprocal
crimination which Herodotus had heard, he finds it difficult to determine who
was most to blame, though he names the Lesbians as among the earliest desert-
ers. The hundred ships from Chios, constituting the centre of the fleet — each
ship carrying forty chosen soldiers fully armed — formed a brilliant exception
to the rest. They fought with the greatest fidelity and resolution, inflicting
upon the enemy, and themselves sustaining, heavy loss. Dionysius the
Phékean also behaved in a manner worthy of his previous language, and cap-
tured with his three ships the like number of Phenicians. But such examples of
bravery did not compensate the treachery or cowardice of the rest. The defeat

" While the lack of union among the Tonians is clearly proved by their behaviour at Ladé, and

suggests that they committed a great mistake in refusing to undergo the discipline of
Dionysius, the story which Herodotus relates about their laziness and love of ease is hardly
credible. The entire past history of Ionia and the achievements of the fleet during the present
revolt (Herodot., v. 121) prove that they were skilful and active sailors. The pungency of
Herodotus’ satire on Ionian effeminacy goes far to belie his own statement, and suggests that
he was here drawing from prejudiced sources (see note on p. 151). — Eb.
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of the Ionians at Ladé was complete as well as irrecoverable. To the faithful
Chians, the loss was terrible both in the battle and after it; for though some of
their vessels escaped from the defeat safely to Chios, others were so damaged as
to be obliged to run ashore close at hand on the promontory of Mykalé, where
the crews quitted them, with the intention of marching northward through
the Ephesian territory to the continent opposite their own island. We hear
with astonishment, that at that critical moment, the Ephesian women were
engaged in solemnizing the Thesmophoria — a festival celebrated at night, in
the open air, in some uninhabited portion of the territory, and without the
presence of any male person. As the Chian fugitives entered the Ephesian ter-
ritory by night, their coming being neither known nor anticipated — it was
believed that they were thieves or pirates coming to seize the women, and
under this error they were attacked by the Ephesians and slain. It would seem
from this incident that the Ephesians had taken no part in the Ionic revolt, nor
are they mentioned amidst the various contingents; nor is anything said either
of Kolophén, or Lebedus, or Ere.

The Phokaan Dionysius, perceiving that the defeat of Ladé was the ruin of
the Ionic cause, and that his native city was again doomed to Persian subjec-
tion, did not think it prudent even to return home. Immediately after the bat-
tle he set sail, not for Phokaa, but for the Phenician coast, at this moment
stripped of its protecting cruisers. He seized several Phenician merchantmen,
out of which considerable profit was obtained: then setting sail for Sicily, he
undertook the occupation of a privateer against the Carthaginians and
Tyrrhenians, abstaining from injury towards Greeks. Such an employment
seems then to have been considered perfectly admissible. A considerable body
of Samians also migrated to Sicily, indignant at the treachery of their admirals
in the battle, and yet more indignant at the approaching restoration of their
despot Zakés.

The victory of Ladé enabled the Persians to attack Milétus by sea as well as
by land; they prosecuted the siege with the utmost vigour, by undermining the
walls, and by various engines of attack. Their resources in this respect seem to
have been enlarged since the days of Harpagus. In no long time the city was
taken by storm, and miserable was the fate reserved to it. The adult male pop-
ulation was chiefly slain; while such of them as were preserved, together with
the women and children, were sent in a body to Susa to await the orders of
Darius, who assigned to them a residence at Ampé, not far from the mouth of
the Tigris. The temple at Branchide was burnt and pillaged, as Hekataeus had
predicted at the beginning of the revolt. The large treasures therein contained
must have gone far to defray the costs of the Persian army. The Milesian terri-
tory is said to have been altogether denuded of its former inhabitants — the
Persians retaining for themselves the city with the plain adjoining to it, and
making over the mountainous portions to the Karians of Pedasa. Some few of
the Milesians found a place among the Samian emigrants to Sicily. It is certain,
however, that new Grecian inhabitants must have been subsequently admitted
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into Milétus; for it appears ever afterwards as a Grecian town, though with
diminished power and importance.

The capture of Milétus, in the sixth year from the commencement of the
revolt,” carried with it the rapid submission of the neighbouring towns in
Karia;’' and during the next summer — the Phenician fleet having wintered at
Milétus — the Persian forces by sea and land reconquered all the Asiatic
Greeks, insular as well as continental. Chios, Lesbos, and Tenedos — the towns
in the Chersonese — Selymbria and Perinthus in Thrace — Prokonnésus and
Artake in the Propontis — all these towns were taken or sacked by the Persian
and Phenician fleet. The inhabitants of Byzantium and Chalkédén fled for the
most part, without even awaiting its arrival, to Mesembria; while the Athenian
Miltiadés only escaped Persian captivity by a rapid flight from his abode in the
Chersonese to Athens. His pursuers were, indeed, so close upon him, that one
of his ships, with his son Metiochus on board, fell into their hands. As
Miltiadés had been strenuous in urging the destruction of the bridge over the
Danube, on the occasion of the Scythian expedition, the Phenicians were par-
ticularly anxious to get possession of his person, as the most acceptable of all
Greek prisoners to the Persian king, who, however, when Metiochus the son
of Miltiadés was brought to Susa, not only did him no harm, but treated
him with great kindness, and gave him a Persian wife with a comfortable
maintenance.

Far otherwise did the Persian generals deal with the reconquered cities on
and near the coast. The threats which had been held out before the battle of
Ladé were realized to the full. The most beautiful Greek youths and virgins
were picked out, to be distributed among the Persian grandees as eunuchs or
inmates of the harems. The cities, with their edifices, sacred as well as profane,
were made a prey to the flames; and in the case of the islands, Herodotus even
tells us that a line of Persians was formed from shore to shore, which swept
each territory from north to south, and drove the inhabitants out of it. That
much of this hard treatment is well founded, there can be no doubt. But it
must be exaggerated as to extent of depopulation and destruction, for these
islands and cities appear ever afterwards as occupied by a Grecian population,
and even as in a tolerable, though reduced, condition. Samos was made an
exception to the rest, and completely spared by the Persians, as a reward to its
captains for setting the example of desertion at the battle of Ladé; while
Aakeés, the despot of that island, was reinstated in his government.

Amidst the sufferings endured by so many innocent persons, of every age

" Herodot., vi. 18. This is almost the only distinct chronological statement which we find in
Herodotus respecting the Ionic revolt. [For detailed expositions of chronology, see Macan, op.
cit., p. v; Grundy, op. cit., pp. 142—144. The revolt as a whole is now placed by most author-
ities between 499 and 494. — Ep.]

The entire disappearance of Karia from Herodotus’ narrative after the campaign of Pedasa
suggests that it had already been reduced (¢/. Grundy, op. ¢it., p. 135). This would also explain
how Artaphernés came to have such a large army at his disposal. — Eb.
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and of both sexes, the fate of Histieeus excites but little sympathy. He was at
Byzantium when he learnt the surrender of Milétus; he then thought it expe-
dient to sail with his Lesbian vessels for Chios, where admittance was refused
to him. But the Chians, weakened as they had been by the late battle, were in
little condition to resist, so that he defeated their troops and despoiled the
island. During the present break-up of the Asiatic Greeks, there were doubt-
less many who (like the Phokaan Dionysius) did not choose to return home to
an enslaved city, yet had no fixed plan for a new abode. Of these exiles, a con-
siderable number put themselves under the temporary command of Histizus,
and accompanied him to Thasos.”> While besieging that town, he learnt the
news that the Phenician fleet had quitted Milétus to attack the remaining
Ionic towns. He therefore left his designs on Thasos unfinished, in order to go
and defend Lesbos. But in this latter island the dearth of provisions was such,
that he was forced to cross over to the continent to reap the standing corn,
around Atarneus and in the fertile plain of Mysia near the river Kaikus. Here
he fell in with a considerable Persian force under Harpagus — was beaten,
compelled to flee, and taken prisoner. On his being carried to Sardis,
Artaphernés the satrap caused him to be at once crucified: partly no doubt
from genuine hatred, but partly also under the persuasion that if he were sent
up as a prisoner to Susa, he might again become dangerous, since Darius would
even now spare his life, under an indelible sentiment of gratitude for the main-
tenance of the bridge over the Danube. The head of Histizeus was embalmed
and sent up to Susa, where Darius caused it to be honourably buried, con-
demning this precipitate execution of a man who had once been his preserver.

We need not wonder that the capture of Milétus excited the strongest feel-
ing, of mixed sympathy and consternation, among the Athenians. In the suc-
ceeding year (so at least we are led to think, though the date cannot be
positively determined) it was selected as the subject of a tragedy — The Caprure
of Milttus — by the dramatic poet Phrynichus; which, when performed, so
painfully wrung the feelings of the Athenian audience that they burst into
tears in the theatre, and the poet was condemned to pay a fine of one thousand
drachme, as ‘having recalled to them their own misfortunes’.”” The piece was
forbidden to be afterwards acted, and has not come down to us.

The attack upon Thasos looks like a preliminary operation to the conquest of Myrkinus
(Grundy, ap. cit., p. 139). — Eb.

The impeachment of Phrynichus seems to represent a desperate attempt on the part of the
medizing party at Athens to hush up the sensational news from Ionia which threatened to
cause a revulsion of feeling in favour of the patriots (see note 12 on. p. 155, and ¢f. the effect of
the capture of Olynthus in 348 B.c.). The year 493 marks the return of Miltiadés to Athens,
and the election of Themistoklés to the archonship. Perhaps the latter was Phrynichus’ choré-
gus, and induced him to write a patriotic play (Meyer, Gesch. d. Altertums, iii., p. 312); in 476
he paid the costs for the production of the Phanisse, in which the same poet glorified the bat-
tle of Salamis (Plutarch, Themistoklés, ii., § 6). In spite of Phrynichus’ condemnation, the war-
party acquired and retained control till after the battle of Marathon. — Eb.
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7 [XXXVI]

FROM THE IONIC REVOLT TO
THE BATTLE OF MARATHON

IN the preceding chapter I indicated the point of confluence between the
European and Asiatic streams of Grecian history — the commencement of a
decided Persian intention to conquer Attica. From this time forward, there-
fore, the affairs of Greece and Persia come to be in direct relation one with the
other, and capable of being embodied, much more than before, into one con-
tinuous narrative.

The reconquest of Ionia being thoroughly completed, Artaphernés pro-
ceeded to organize the future government of it, with a degree of prudence and
forethought not often visible in Persian proceedings. Convoking deputies from
all the different cities, he compelled them to enter into a permanent conven-
tion for the amicable settlement of disputes, so as to prevent all employment of
force by any one against the others. Moreover, he caused the territory of each
city to be measured by parasangs (each parasang was equal to thirty stadia, or
about three miles and a half), and arranged the assessments of tribute accord-
ing to this measurement, without any material departure, however, from the
sums which had been paid before the revolt. Unfortunately, Herodotus is
unusually brief in his allusion to this proceeding, which it would have been
highly interesting to be able to comprehend perfectly. We may, however,
assume it as certain, that both the population and the territory of many among
the Tonic cities, if not of all, were materially altered in consequence of the pre-
ceding revolt, and still more in consequence of the cruelties with which the
suppression of the revolt had been accompanied. In regard to Milétus,
Herodotus tells us that the Persians retained for themselves the city with its
circumjacent plain, but gave the mountain portion of the Milesian territory to
the Karians of Pédasa. Such a proceeding would naturally call for fresh mea-
surement and assessment of tribute; and there may have been similar transfers
of land elsewhere. I have already observed that the statements which we find in
Herodotus, of utter depopulation and destruction falling upon the cities, can-
not be credited in their full extent; for these cities are all peopled, and all
Hellenic, afterwards. New inhabitants would probably be admitted in many of
them, to supply the loss sustained; and such infusion of fresh blood would
strengthen the necessity for the organization introduced by Artaphernés, in
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order to determine clearly the obligations due from the cities both to the
Persian Government and towards each other. Herodotus considers that the
arrangement was extremely beneficial to the Ionians, and so it must unques-
tionably have been. He farther adds that the tribute then fixed remained unal-
tered until his own day — a statement requiring some comment, which I
reserve until the time arrives for describing the condition of the Asiatic Greeks
after the repulse of Xerxés from Greece Proper.

Meanwhile the intentions of Darius for the conquest of Greece were now
effectively manifested. Mardonius, invested with the supreme command, and
at the head of a large force, was sent down in the ensuing spring for the pur-
pose. Having reached Kilikia in the course of the march, he himself got on
ship-board and went by sea to Ionia, while his army marched across Asia Minor
to the Hellespont. His proceeding in Ionia surprises us, and seems to have
appeared surprising as well to Herodotus himself as to his readers. Mardonius
deposed the despots throughout the various Greek cities, leaving the people of
each to govern themselves, subject to Persian dominion and tribute. This was
a complete reversal of the former policy of Persia, and must be ascribed to a
new conviction, doubtless wise and well founded, which had recently grown
up among the Persian leaders, that on the whole their unpopularity was aggra-
vated more than their strength was increased, by employing these despots as
instruments. The phanomena of the late Ionic revolt were well calculated to
teach such a lesson; but we shall not often find the Persians profiting by expe-
rience, throughout the course of this history.

Mardonius did not remain long in Ionia, but passed on with his fleet to the
Hellespont, where the land-force had already arrived. He transported it across
into Europe, and began his march through Thrace; all of which had already
been reduced by Megabazus, and does not seem to have participated in the
Tonic revolt. The island of Thasus surrendered to the fleet without resistance,
and the land-force was conveyed across the Strymon to the Greek city of
Akanthus, on the western coast of the Strymonic Gulf. From hence Mardonius
marched into Macedonia, and subdued a considerable portion of its inhabitants
— perhaps some of those not comprised in the dominion of Amyntas, since that
prince had before submitted to Megabazus. Meanwhile he sent his fleet to dou-
ble the promontory of Mount Athos, and to join the land-force again at the
Gulf of Therma, with a view of conquering as much of Greece as he could, and
even of prosecuting the march as far as Athens and Eretria; so that the expedi-
tion afterwards accomplished by Xerxés would have been tried at least by
Mardonius, twelve or thirteen years earlier, had not a terrible storm completely
disabled the fleet. The sea near Athos was then, and is now, full of peril to nav-
igators. One of the hurricanes so frequent in its neighbourhood overtook the
Persian fleet, destroyed three hundred ships, and drowned or cast ashore not
less than twenty thousand men. Of those who reached the shore, many died of
cold, or were devoured by the wild beasts on that inhospitable tongue of land.
This disaster checked altogether the farther progress of Mardonius, who also
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sustained considerable loss with his land-army, and was himself wounded, in a
night attack made upon him by the tribe of Thracians called Brygi. Though
strong enough to repel and avenge this attack, and to subdue the Brygi, he was
yet in no condition to advance farther. Both the land-force and the fleet were
conveyed back to the Hellespont, and from thence across to Asia.

The ill-success of Mardonius seems to have inspired the Thasians, so recently
subdued, with the idea of revolting. At least their conduct provoked the suspi-
cion of Darius; for they made active preparations for defence, both by building
war-ships, and by strengthening their fortifications. The Thasians were at this
time in great opulence, chiefly from gold and silver mines, both in their island
and in their mainland territory opposite. The mines at Skapté Hylé in Thrace
yielded to them an annual income of eighty talents; their total surplus revenue
— after defraying all the expenses of government so that the inhabitants were
entirely untaxed — was two hundred talents (£46,000, if Attic talents; more,
if either Euboic or Aginean). With such large means, they were enabled soon
to make preparations which excited notice among their neighbours; many of
whom were doubtless jealous of their prosperity, and perhaps inclined to dis-
pute with them possession of the profitable mines of Skapté Hylé. As in other
cases, so in this: the jealousies among subject neighbours often procured reve-
lations to the superior power. The proceedings of the Thasians were made
known, and they were forced to raze their fortifications as well as to surrender
all their ships to the Persians at Abdéra.'

Darius was only the more eagerly bent on his project of conquering Greece.
Hippias was at his side to keep alive his wrath against the Athenians. Orders
were dispatched to the maritime cities of his empire to equip both ships of war
and horse-transports for a renewed attempt. His intentions were probably
known in Greece itself by this time, from the recent march of his army to
Macedonia. Nevertheless, he now thought it advisable to send heralds round to
most of the Grecian cities, in order to require from each the formal token of
submission — earth and water; and thus to ascertain what extent of resistance
his projected expedition was likely to experience. The answers received were to
a high degree favourable. Many of the continental Greeks sent their submis-
sion, as well as all those islanders to whom application was made. Among the
former we are probably to reckon the Thebans and Thessalians, though
Herodotus does not particularize them. Among the latter Naxos, Eubcea, and
some of the smaller islands, are not included; but Agina, at that time the first
maritime power of Greece, is expressly included.

Nothing marks so clearly the imminent peril in which the liberties of
Greece were now placed, and the terror inspired by the Persians after their
reconquest of Ionia, as this abasement on the part of the ZAginetans, whose
commerce with the Asiatic islands and continent doubtless impressed them

' Herodot., vi. 46—48. See a similar case of disclosure arising from jealousy between Tenedos

and Lesbos (Thukyd., iii. 2).
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strongly with the melancholy consequences of unsuccessful resistance to the
Great King. But on the present occasion their conduct was dictated as much
by antipathy to Athens as by fear, so that Greece was thus threatened with the
intrusion of the Persian arm as ally and arbiter in her internal contests — a con-
tingency which, if it had occutred now in the dispute between ZAgina and
Athens, would have led to the certain enslavement of Greece, though when it
did occur nearly a century afterwards, towards the close of the Peloponnesian
war and in consequence of the prolonged struggle between Lacedemon and
Athens, Greece had become strong enough in her own force to endure it with-
out the loss of substantial independence.

Though a period apparently not less than fourteen years (from about
506-492 B.c.) had elapsed from the beginning of the war with Zgina, the
state of hostility still continued; and we may readily conceive that Hippias, the
great instigator of Persian attack upon Greece, would not fail to enforce upon
all the enemies of Athens the prudence of seconding, or at least of not oppos-
ing, the efforts of the Persian to reinstate him in that city. It was partly under
this feeling, combined with genuine alarm, that both Thebes and ZAgina man-
ifested submissive dispositions towards the heralds of Darius.

Among these heralds, some had gone both to Athens and to Sparta, for the
same purpose of demanding earth and water.’

About this period we see the bonds drawn closer between Athens and
Sparta.” The Athenians, for the first time, prefer a complaint at Sparta against
the Aginetans for having given earth and water to Darius — accusing them of
having done this with views of enmity to Athens, and in order to invade Attica
conjointly with the Persian. This they represented ‘as treason to Hellas’, call-
ing upon Sparta, as head of Greece, to interfere. In consequence of their appeal,
Kleomenés, King of Sparta, went over to ZAgina, to take measures against the
authors of the late proceeding, ‘for the general benefit of Hellas’.

The proceeding now before us is of very great importance in the progress of
Grecian history. It is the first direct and positive historical manifestation of
Hellas as an aggregate body, with Sparta as its chief, and obligations of a cer-
tain sort on the part of its members, the neglect or violation of which consti-
tutes a species of treason. I have already pointed out several earlier incidents,
showing how the Greek political mind, beginning from entire severance of
states, became gradually prepared for this idea of a permanent league with
mutual obligations and power of enforcement vested in a permanent chief —

The outrages which Herodotus alleges to have been committed against these envoys at Sparta
and Athens are perhaps to be regarded as a fiction of the later fifth century, when the Persians
were held in contempt by the Greeks. Moreover, the visit of a Persian envoy at Athens in 491
accords ill with the version that Darius had declared ‘war to the knife’ upon them during the
Tonian revolt, and had launched the expedition of 492 specially against them (¢f. Macan,
Herodotus, ii., pp. 98—-101). — Eb.

This friendship may have dated from the patriotic reaction at Athens in 493 (see note 23 on
p- 164), and have ripened into a defensive alliance. — Ep.
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an idea never fully carried into practice, but now distinctly manifest and par-
tially operative. First, the great acquired power and territory of Sparta, her
military training, her undisturbed political traditions, create an unconscious
deference towards her such as was not felt towards any other state. Next, she is
seen (in the proceedings against Athens after the expulsion of Hippias) as sum-
moning and conducting to war a cluster of self-obliged Peloponnesian allies,
with certain formalities which give to the alliance an imposing permanence
and solemnity. Thirdly, her position becomes recognised as first power or pres-
ident of Greece, both by foreigners who invite alliance (Croesus) or by Greeks
who seek help, such as the Plateans against Thebes or the Ionians against
Persia. But Sparta has not been hitherto found willing to take on herself the
performance of this duty of Protector general. She refused the Ionians and the
Samian Meandrius, as well as the Plataeans, in spite of their entreaties founded
on common Hellenic lineage; the expedition which she undertook against
Polykratés of Samos was founded upon private motives for displeasure, even in
the estimation of the Lacedemonians themselves; moreover, even if all these
requests had been granted, she might have seemed to be rather obeying a gen-
erous sympathy than performing a duty incumbent upon her as superior. But
in the case now before us, of Athens against ZAgina, the latter consideration
stands distinctly prominent. Athens is not a member of the cluster of Spartan
allies, nor does she claim the compassion of Sparta, as defenceless against an
overpowering Grecian neighbour. She complains of a Pan-Hellenic obligation
as having been contravened by the Zginetans to her detriment and danger,
and calls upon Sparta to enforce upon the delinquents respect to these obliga-
tions. For the first time in Grecian history such a call is made; for the first time
in Grecian history, it is effectively answered. We may well doubt whether it
would have been thus answered — considering the tardy, unimpressible, and
home-keeping character of the Spartans, with their general insensibility to dis-
tant dangers — if the adventure of the Persian herald had not occurred to gall
their pride beyond endurance — to drive them into unpardonable hostility
with the Great King — and to cast them into the same boat with Athens for
keeping off an enemy who threatened the common liberties of Hellas.

From this time, then, we may consider that there exists a recognised politi-
cal union of Greece against the Persian — or at least something as near to a
political union as Grecian temper will permit — with Sparta as its head for the
present. To such a pre-eminence of Sparta, Grecian history had been gradually
tending. But the final event which placed it beyond dispute, and which hum-
bled for the time her ancient and only rival — Argos — is now to be noticed.

It was about three or four years before the arrival of these Persian heralds in
Greece, and nearly at the time when Milétus was besieged by the Persian gen-
erals, that a war broke out between Sparta and Argos’ — on what grounds

* That which marks the siege of Milétus, and the defeat of the Argeians by Kleomenés, as con-

temporaneous, or nearly so, is — the common oracular dictum delivered in reference to both:
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Herodotus does not inform us. Kleomenés, encouraged by a promise of the ora-
cle that he should take Argos, led the Lacedeemonian troops to the banks of the
Erasinus, the border river of the Argeian territory. But the sacrifices, without
which no river could be crossed, were so unfavourable, that he altered his
course, extorted some vessels from Agina and Sikyon, and carried his troops by
sea to Nauplia, the seaport belonging to Argos, and to the territory of Tiryns.
The Argeians having marched their forces down to resist him, the two armies
joined battle at Sépeia near Tiryns. Kleomenés, by a piece of simplicity on the
part of his enemies which we find it difficult to credit in Herodotus, was
enabled to attack them unprepared, and obtained a decisive victory. For the
Argeians (the historian states) were so afraid of being over-reached by strata-
gem, in the post which their army occupied over against the enemy, that they
listened for the commands proclaimed aloud by the Lacedemonian herald, and
performed with their own army the same order which they thus heard given.
This came to the knowledge of Kleomenés, who communicated private notice
to his soldiers, that when the herald proclaimed orders to go to dinner, they
should not obey, but immediately stand to their arms. We are to presume that
the Argeian camp was sufficiently near to that of the Lacedeemonians to enable

in the same prophecy of the Pythia, one half alludes to the sufferings of Milétus, the other half
to those of Argos (Herodot., vi. 19-77).

I consider this evidence of date to be better than the statement of Pausanias. That author
places the enterprise against Argos immediately (00TIK® — Paus., iii. 4, 1) after the accession
of Kleomenés, who, as he was king when Maandrius came from Samos (Herodot., iii. 148),
must have come to the throne not later than 518 or 517 B.c. This would be thirty-seven years
prior to 480 B.C., a date much too early for the war between Kleomenés and the Argeians, as
we may see by Herodotus (vii. 149).

[An early date for this campaign has lately been advocated by Mr. J. Wells (Journ. Hell.
Stud., 1905, pt. ii., pp. 193—197). The chief arguments advanced are (1) the statement of
Pausanias; (2) the presence of 1,000 Argive volunteers in the wars of Z£gina and Athens about
487 B.C.; (3) the expansion of Sparta beyond the Peloponnese, 519-509 B.c., which could
hardly have occurred until Argos had been crippled; (4) the suspicious character of the
Telesilla story, which suggests that the oracle on which it was based was a later fabrication.

Against this we may urge: (1) Pausanias’ version clearly rests on a prejudiced account
which seeks to emphasize the folly of preferring Kleomenés as king to Dorieus. By placing his
Argive campaign and its atrocities ‘immediately after his accession’, Spartan tradition threw
the disastrous effect of this preference into stronger light. Hence the chronology may have
been adapted to give point to a local Spartan version. (2) The Argives may have been attracted
by the prospect of high pay, as when they aided Athens during the Peloponnesian war. (3)
Sparta’s policy shows many signs of hesitation between 519 and 495. The surrender of Platea
to Athens in 519 (see note 57 p. 102), the lukewarm prosecution of the campaign against
Athens in 507, and the desertion of the Beeotian allies, the rejection of the proposals of
Maandrius and Aristagoras (515 and 499), almost require an impending ‘Argive peril’ to
account for them. (4) An oracle so obscure as to require a fiction to explain it is for that very
reason unlikely to be a later forgery. Moreover, the fact that the oracle gave a wrong forecast (a
hard-won Argive victory) seems decisive in favour of its genuineness. Again, it is unlikely
that the oracle was delivered 530—520; about this period Milétus stood on specially good
terms with Persia, and to forecast its destruction would have constituted a gratuitous act of
prophecy. — Ep.]
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them to hear the voice of the herald — yet not within sight, from the nature of
the ground. Accordingly, so soon as the Argeians heard the herald in the
enemy’s camp proclaim the word to go to dinner, they went to dinner them-
selves. In this disorderly condition they were attacked and overthrown by the
Spartans. Many of them perished in the field, while the fugitives took refuge in
a thick grove consecrated to their eponymous hero Argus. Kleomenés, having
enclosed them therein, yet thinking it safer to employ deceit rather than force,
ascertained from deserters the names of the chief Argeians thus shut up, and
then invited them out successively by means of a herald — pretending that he
had received their ransom, and that they were released. As fast as each man
came out, he was put to death; the fate of these unhappy sufferers being con-
cealed from their comrades within the grove by the thickness of the foliage,
until someone climbing to the top of a tree detected and proclaimed the
destruction going on — after about fifty of the victims had perished. Unable to
entice any more of the Argeians from their consecrated refuge, which they still
vainly hoped would protect them, Kleomenés set fire to the grove and burnt it
to the ground. The persons within it appear to have been destroyed either by
fire or by sword. Not less than six thousand citizens, the flower and strength of
Argos, perished in this disastrous battle and retreat. So completely was the city
prostrated, that Kleomenés might easily have taken it, had he chosen to march
thither forthwith and attack it with vigour. If we are to believe later historians
whom Pausanias, Polyanus, and Plutarch have copied, he did march thither
and attack it, but was repulsed by the valour of the Argeian women, who, in
the dearth of warriors occasioned by the recent defeat, took arms along with
the slaves, headed by the poetess Telesilla, and gallantly defended the walls.’
This is probably a myth, generated by a desire to embody in detail the dictum
of the oracle a little before, about ‘the female conquering the male’.® We are
compelled by the distinct statement of Herodotus to affirm that Kleomenés
never did attack it. Immediately after the burning of the sacred grove of Argos,
he dismissed the bulk of his army to Sparta, retaining only one thousand
choice troops with whom he marched up to the Héraeeum, or great temple of
Héré, between Argos and Mykéne, to offer sacrifice. The priest in attendance
forbade him to enter, saying that no stranger was allowed to offer sacrifice in
the temple. But Kleomenés had once already forced his way into the sanctuary
of Athéné on the Athenian Acropolis, in spite of the priestess and her interdict
— and he now acted still more brutally towards the Argeian priest, for he

> Pausan., ii. 20, 7; Polyen., viii. 33; Plutarch, De Virtut. Mulier., p. 245; Suidas, s.v.
TeléoAla.
¢ Herodot., vi. 77:

ALMX Stav 1) Onkela TOV dpoeva viknoaco
E&eldon, kol k660¢ &v "Apyeiotoy dpmnrat, etc.

If this prophecy can be said to have any distinct meaning, it probably refers to Héré, as pro-
tectress of Argos, repulsing the Spartans.
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directed his helots to drag him from the altar and scourge him. Having offered
sacrifice, Kleomenés returned with his remaining force to Sparta.

But the army whom he had sent home returned with a full persuasion that
Argos might easily have been taken — that the king alone was to blame for
having missed the opportunity. As soon as he himself returned, his enemies
(perhaps his colleague Demaratus) brought him to trial before the ephors on a
charge of having been bribed, against which he defended himself as follows.
He had invaded the hostile territory on the faith of an assurance from the ora-
cle that he should take Argos; but so soon as he had burnt down the sacred
grove of the hero Argus (without knowing to whom it belonged), he became at
once sensible that this was all that the god meant by taking Argos, and there-
fore that the divine promise had been fully realized. Accordingly, he did not
think himself at liberty to commence any fresh attack, until he had ascertained
whether the gods would approve it and would grant him success. It was with
this view that he sacrificed in the Héreeum. There, though his sacrifice was
favourable, he observed that the flame kindled on the altar flashed back from
the bosom of the statue of Héré, and not from her head. If the flame had flashed
from her head, he would have known at once that the gods intended him to
take the city by storm; but the flash from her bosom plainly indicated that the
topmost success was out of his reach, and that he had already reaped all the
glories which they intended for him. We may see that Herodotus, though he
refrains from criticizing this story, suspects it to be a fabrication. Not so the
Spartan ephors. To them it appeared not less true as a story than triumphant as
a defence, ensuring to Kleomenés an honourable acquittal.’

Though this Spartan king lost the opportunity of taking Argos, his victories
already gained had inflicted upon her a blow such as she did not recover for a
generation, putting her for a time out of all condition to dispute the primacy
of Greece with Lacedeemon. Both in legend and in earliest history, Argos
stands forth as the first power in Greece, with legendary claims to headship,
and decidedly above Lacedeemon, who gradually usurps from her, first the real-
ity of superior power, next the recognition of pre-eminence — and is now, at
the period which we have reached, taking upon herself both the rights and the
duties of a presiding State over a body of allies who are bound both to her and
to each other. Her title to this honour however, was never admitted at Argos,
and it is very probable that the war just described grew in some way or other
out of the increasing presidential power which circumstances were tending to

The real motive of Kleomenés in retreating after his victory should rather be sought in the
standing policy of Sparta with regard to Argos. In spite of constant enmities Sparta seems
always to have treated her ‘elder sister’ with marked forbearance, and to have desired nothing
more than to render her unable to do active damage. This attitude manifests itself time after
time during the Peloponnesian war (between 420 and 415). It is rare to find one Hellenic city
compassing the complete ruin of another, and Kleomenés, by sacking Argos, would have
shocked Greek sentiment, and won the applause of none but a few extremists in his country.
— Eb.
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throw into her hands. Now the complete temporary prostration of Argos was
one essential condition to the quiet acquisition of this power by Sparta.
Occurring as it did two or three years before the above-recounted adventure of
the heralds, it removed the only rival at that time both willing and able to
compete with Sparta — a rival who might well have prevented any effective
union under another chief, though she could no longer have secured any Pan-
Hellenic ascendency for herself — a rival who would have seconded Zgina in
her submission to the Persians, and would thus have lamed incurably the
defensive force of Greece. The ships which Kleomenés had obtained from the
Aginetans as well as from the Sikyonians, against their own will, for landing
his troops at Nauplia, brought upon both these cities the enmity of Argos,
which the Sikyonians compromised by paying a sum of money, while the
Aginetans refused to do so. The circumstances of the Kleomenic war had thus
the effect not only of enfeebling Argos, but of alienating her from her natural
allies and supporters, and clearing the ground for undisputed Spartan primacy.

Returning now to the complaint preferred by Athens to the Spartans against
the traitorous submission of ZAgina to Darius, we find that King Kleomenés
passed immediately over to that island for the purpose of inquiry and punish-
ment. He was proceeding to seize and carry away as prisoners several of the
leading Aginetans, when some among them opposed to him a menacing resis-
tance, telling him that he came without any regular warrant from Sparta and
under the influence of Athenian bribes — that in order to carry authority, both
the Spartan kings ought to come together. It was not of their own accord that
the Aginetans ventured to adopt so dangerous a course. Demaratus, the col-
league of Kleomenés in the junior or Prokleid line of kings, had suggested to
them the step and promised to carry them through it safely. Dissension
between the two co-ordinate kings was no new phanomenon at Sparta. But in
the case of Demaratus and Kleomenés, it had broken out some years previously
on the occasion of the march against Attica. Hence Demaratus, hating his col-
league more than ever, entered into the present intrigue with the Aginetans
with the deliberate purpose of frustrating his intervention. He succeeded, so
that Kleomenés was compelled to return to Sparta, not without unequivocal
menace against Krius and the other Aginetans who had repelled him, and not
without a thorough determination to depose Demaratus.

It appears that suspicions had always attached to the legitimacy of
Demaratus’s birth. His reputed father, Aristo, having had no offspring by two
successive wives, at last became enamoured of the wife of his friend Agétus —
a woman of surpassing beauty — and entrapped him into an agreement,
whereby each solemnly bound himself to surrender anything belonging to him
which the other might ask for. That which Agétus asked from Aristo was at
once given. In return, the latter demanded to have the wife of Agétus; never-
theless, the oath was peremptory, and he was forced to comply. The birth of
Demaratus took place so soon after this change of husbands, that when it was
first made known to Aristo, as he sat upon a bench along with the ephors, he
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counted on his fingers the number of months since his marriage, and exclaimed
with an oath — “The child cannot be mine.” He soon, however, retracted his
opinion, and acknowledged the child, who grew up without any question
being publicly raised as to his birth, and succeeded his father on the throne.
But the original words of Aristo had never been forgotten, and private suspi-
cions were still cherished that Demaratus was really the son of his mother’s
first husband.

Of these suspicions Kleomenés now resolved to avail himself, exciting
Leotychidés, the next heir in the Prokleid line of kings, to impugn publicly
the legitimacy of Demaratus — engaging to second him with all his influence
as next in order for the crown — and exacting in return a promise that he
would support the intervention against Agina. Leotychidés was animated not
merely by ambition, but also by private enmity against Demaratus, who had
disappointed him of his intended bride. He warmly entered into the scheme,
arraigned Demaratus as no true Herakleid, and produced evidence to prove the
original doubts expressed by Aristo. A serious dispute was thus raised at
Sparta, wherein Kleomenés, espousing the pretensions of Leotychidés, recom-
mended that the question as to the legitimacy of Demaratus should be decided
by reference to the Delphian oracle. Through the influence of a powerful native
of Delphi, he procured from the Pythian priestess an answer pronouncing that
Demaratus was not the son of Aristo. Leotychidés thus became king of the
Prokleid line, while Demaratus descended into a private station, and was
elected at the ensuing solemnity of the Gymnopadia to an official function.
The new king, unable to repress a burst of triumphant spite, sent an attendant
to ask him in the public theatre, how he felt as an officer after having once
been a king. Demaratus retired home from the theatre, and at once quitted
Sparta for Elis, under pretence of going to consult the Delphian oracle.

Demaratus was well known to be a high-spirited and ambitious man —
noted, among other things, as the only Lacedeemonian king down to the time
of Herodotus who had ever gained a chariot victory at Olympia. Hence
Kleomenés and Leotychidés became alarmed at the mischief which he might
do them in exile. By the law of Sparta, no Herakleid was allowed to establish
his residence out of the country, on pain of death.® Accordingly they sent in
pursuit of him, and seized him in the island of Zakynthus. But the
Zakynthians would not consent to surrender him, so that he passed unob-
structed into Asia, where he presented himself to Darius, and was received
with abundant favours and presents.

Meanwhile Kleomenés, having obtained a consentient colleague in
Leotychidés, went with him over to ZAgina, eager to revenge himself for the
affront which had been put upon him. To the requisition and presence of the

Plutarch, Agis c. 11: xatd 01 Tve. vopov moialov, 0¢ obk €4 tOv Hpaxieidnv éx
yovaikog aAlodanrig tekvovobat, Tov & anelfovTo THC Zmdptng €Ml UETOIKIGUQ
mPpOg ETEpPovg Gmobdviokely KEAEDEL.
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two kings jointly, the ZAginetans did not dare to oppose any resistance.
Kleomenés made choice of ten citizens eminent for wealth, station, and influ-
ence. Conveying them away to Athens, he deposited them as hostages in the
hands of the Athenians.

It was in this state that the affairs of Athens and of Greece generally were
found by the Persian armament which landed at Marathon, the progress of
which we are now about to follow. And the events just recounted were of mat-
erial importance, considered in their indirect bearing upon the success of that
armament. Sparta had now, on the invitation of Athens, assumed to herself for
the first time a formal Pan-Hellenic primacy, her ancient rival Argos being too
much broken to contest it — her two kings, at this juncture unanimous, employ
their presiding interference in coercing Agina, and placing Aginetan hostages
in the hands of Athens. The Aginetans would not have been unwilling to pur-
chase victory over a neighbour and rival at the cost of submission to Persia, and
it was the Spartan interference only which restrained them from assailing
Athens conjointly with the Persian invaders; thus leaving the hands of the
Athenians free, and their courage undiminished, for the coming trial.

Meanwhile a Persian force, brought together in consequence of the prepara-
tion made during the last two years in every part of the empire, had assembled
in the Aletan plain of Kilikia near the sea. A fleet of six hundred armed
triremes, together with many transports both for men and horses, was brought
hither for their embarkation: the troops were put on board and sailed along the
coast to Samos in Ionia. The Ionic and Zolic Greeks constituted an important
part of this armament, while the Athenian exile Hippias was on board as guide
and auxiliary in the attack of Attica. The generals were Datis, a Median — and
Artaphernés, son of the satrap of Sardis so named, and nephew of Darius. We
may remark that Datis is the first person of Median lineage who is mentioned
as appointed to high command after the accession of Darius, which had been
preceded and marked by an outbreak of national hostility between the Medes
and Persians.” Their instructions were, generally, to reduce to subjection and
tribute all such Greeks as had not already given earth and water. But Darius
directed them most particularly to conquer Eretria and Athens, and to bring
the inhabitants as slaves into his presence.

The recent terrific storm near Mount Athos deterred the Persians from fol-
lowing the example of Mardonius, and taking their course by the Hellespont
and Thrace. It was resolved to strike straight across the ZAgean (the mode of
attack which intelligent Greeks like Themistoklés most feared, even after the
repulse of Xerxés) from Samos to Eubcea, attacking the intermediate islands in
the way. Among those islands was Naxos, which ten years before had stood a
long siege, and repelled the Persian Megabatés with the Milesian Aristagoras.
It was one of the main objects of Datis to efface this stain on the Persian arms

°  Rawlinson, Herodotus, app. bk. iii., essay ii., proves that the revolt at the outset of Darius’
> > y 1L,

reign was inspired by religious and not by national feeling. — Ep.
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and to take a signal revenge on the Naxians. Crossing from Samos to Naxos, he
landed his army on the island, which he found an easier prize than he had
expected. The terrified citizens, abandoning their town, fled with their families
to the highest summits of their mountains; while the Persians, seizing as slaves
a few who had been dilatory in flight, burnt the undefended town with its edi-
fices sacred and profane."

From Naxos Datis despatched his fleet round the other Cyclades islands,
requiring from each, hostages for fidelity and a contingent to increase his army.
With the sacred island of Delos, however, he dealt tenderly and respectfully.
The Delians had fled before his approach to Ténos, but Datis sent a herald to
invite them back again, promised to preserve their persons and property invi-
olate, and proclaimed that he had received express orders from the Great King
to reverence the island in which Apollo and Artemis were born. His acts cor-
responded with this language; for the fleet was not allowed to touch the island,
and he himself, landing with only a few attendants, offered a magnificent sac-
rifice at the altar. As a large portion of his armament consisted of Ionic Greeks,
such pronounced respect to the island of Delos may probably be ascribed to the
desire of satisfying their religious feelings; for in their days of eatly freedom,
this island had been the scene of their solemn periodical festivals, as I have
already more than once remarked.

Pursuing his course without resistance along the islands, and demanding
reinforcements as well as hostages from each, Datis at length touched the
southernmost portion of Eubcea — the town of Karystus and its territory. The
Karystians at first refused either to give hostages or to furnish reinforcements
against their friends and neighbours. But they were speedily compelled to sub-
mission by the aggressive devastation of the invaders.

The destination of the armament was no secret to the inhabitants of Eretria,
among whom consternation, aggravated by intestine differences, was the
reigning sentiment. They made application to Athens for aid, which was read-
ily afforded to them by means of those four thousand kleruchs or out-citizens
whom the Athenians had planted sixteen years before in the neighbouring ter-
ritory of Chalkis. Notwithstanding such reinforcement, however, many of
them despaired of defending the city, and thought only of seeking shelter on
the unassailable summits of the island, as the more numerous and powerful
Naxians had already done before them; while another party, treacherously seek-
ing their own profit out of the public calamity, lay in wait for an opportunity
of betraying the city to the Persians. Though a public resolution was taken to
defend the city, yet so manifest was the absence of that stoutness of heart which
could alone avail to save it, that a leading Eretrian named Aschinés was not
ashamed to forewarn the four thousand Athenian allies of the coming treason,

10

The historians of Naxos affirmed that Datis had been repulsed from the island. We find this
statement in Plutarch, De Malign. Herodot., c. 36, p. 869, among his violent and unfounded
contradictions of Herodotus.
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and urge them to save themselves before it was too late. They followed his
advice and passed over to Attica by way of Ordpus; while the Persians disem-
barked their troops, and even their horses, in expectation that the Eretrians
would come out and fight. As the Eretrians did not come out, they proceeded
to lay siege to the city, and for some days met with a brave resistance, so that
the loss on both sides was considerable. At length two of the leading citizens
betrayed Eretria to the besiegers; its temples were burnt, and its inhabitants
dragged into slavery. It is impossible to credit the exaggerated statement of
Plato, which is applied by him to the Persians at Eretria as it had been before
applied by Herodotus to the Persians at Chios and Samos — that they swept
the territory clean of inhabitants by joining hands and forming a line across its
whole breadth.'" That a large proportion of the inhabitants were carried away
as prisoners, there can be no doubt. But the traitors who betrayed the town
were spared and rewarded by the Persians,'”” and we see plainly that either
some of the inhabitants must have been left, or new settlers introduced, when
we find the Eretrians reckoned ten years afterwards among the opponents of
Xerxés.

After halting a few days at Eretria, and depositing in the neighbouring islet
of Agilia the prisoners recently captured, Datis re-embarked his army to cross
over to Attica, and landed in the memorable bay of Marathon on the eastern
coast — the spot indicated by the despot Hippias, who now landed along with
the Persians, twenty years after his expulsion from the government. Forty-seven
years had elapsed since he had made as a young man this same passage, from
Eretria to Marathon, in conjunction with his father Peisistratus, on the occasion
of the second restoration of the latter. On that previous occasion, the force
accompanying the father had been immeasurably inferior to that which now sec-
onded the son. Yet it had been found amply sufficient to carry him in triumph
to Athens, with feeble opposition from citizens alike irresolute and disunited.
And the march of Hippias from Marathon to Athens would now have been
equally easy, as it was doubtless conceived to be by himself, both in his waking
hopes and in the dream which Herodotus mentions — had not the Athenians
whom he found been men radically different from those whom he had left.

11

Plato, Legg., iii., p. 698, and Menexen., c. 10, p. 240; Diogen. Laért., iii. 33; Herodot., vi. 31:
compare Strabo, x., p. 446, who ascribes to Herodotus the statement of Plato about the
60 yNvevotg of Eretria. Plato says nothing about the betrayal of the city.

It is to be remarked, that in the passage of the treatise De Legibus, Plato mentions this story

(about the Persians having swept the territory of Eretria clean of its inhabitants) with some
doubt as to its truth, and as if it were a rumour intentionally circulated by Datis with a view
to frighten the Athenians. But in the Menexenus the story is given as if it were an authentic
historical fact.
Plutarch, De Garrulitate, c. 15, p. 510. The descendants of Gongylus the Eretrian, who passed
over to the Persians on this occasion, are found nearly a century afterwards in possession of a
town and district in Mysia, which the Persian king had bestowed upon their ancestor.
Herodotus does not mention Gongylus (Xenoph., Hellen., iii. 1, 6).
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To that great renewal of the Athenian character, under the democratical
institutions which had subsisted since the dispossession of Hippias, I have
already pointed attention in a former chapter. The modifications introduced by
Kleisthenés in the Constitution had now existed about eighteen years, without
any attempt to overthrow them by violence. Individual citizens doubtless
remained partisans in secret, and perhaps correspondents, of Hippias. But the
mass of citizens, in every scale of life, could look upon his return with nothing
but aversion. With what degree of newly-acquired energy the democratical
Athenians could act in defence of their country and institutions, has already
been related in a former chapter. But unfortunately we possess few particulars
of Athenian history, during the decade preceding 490 B.c., nor can we follow
in detail the working of the Government. The new form, however, which
Athenian politics had assumed becomes partially manifest when we observe
the three leaders who stand prominent at this important epoch — Miltiadés,
Themistoklés, and Aristeidés.

The first of the three had returned to Acthens three or four years before the
approach of Datis, after his absence in the Chersonesus of Thrace, whither he
had been originally sent by Hippias about the year 517—-516 B.C., to inherit
the property as well as the supremacy of his uncle, the cekist Miltiadés. As
despot of the Chersonese, and as one of the subjects of Persia, he had been
among the Ionians who accompanied Darius to the Danube in his Scythian
expedition. He had been the author of that memorable recommendation which
Histieeus and the other despots did not think it their interest to follow — of
destroying the bridge and leaving the Persian king to perish. Subsequently he
had been unable to remain permanently in the Chersonese, for reasons which
have before been noticed; but he seems to have occupied it during the period
of the Ionic revolt. What part he took in that revolt we do not know. On arriv-
ing at Athens, after his escape from the Phenician fleet, he was brought to trial
before the judicial popular assembly for alleged misgovernment in the
Chersonese, or for what Herodotus calls ‘his despotism’ there exercised.
Probably the Athenian citizens settled in that peninsula may have had good
reason to complain of him — the more so as he had carried out with him the
maxims of government prevalent at Athens under the Peisistratids, and had in
his pay a body of Thracian mercenaries.> However, the people at Athens hon-
ourably acquitted him, and he was one of the ten annually elected generals of
the Republic, during the year of this Persian expedition.

The character of Miltiadés is one of great bravery and decision. Yet he does

The charge of ‘tyrannical government’ is unlikely, for the bitterest enemies of Miltiadés — the
Alkmeabdnide — were almost certainly partisans of the ex-tyrant Hippias. No satisfactory rea-
son can be supplied for a capital impeachment of Miltiadés at this date. It is tempting to con-
jecture that an attempt was made to disqualify Miltiadés for the generalship by an
Apodokimasia (if such a process existed early in the fifth century), and that this endeavour
was magnified into a judicial trial through confusion with the impeachment after Marathon.
— Eb.
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not peculiarly belong to the democracy of Kleisthenés, like his younger con-
temporaries Themistoklés and Aristeidés. The two latter are specimens of a
class of men new at Athens since the expulsion of Hippias, and contrasting
forcibly with Peisistratus, Lykurgus, and Megaklés, the political leaders of the
preceding generation. Themistoklés and, in a less degree, Aristeidés, different
as they were in disposition, agree in being politicians of the democratical
stamp, exercising ascendency by and through the people — devoting their time
to the discharge of public duties, and to the frequent discussions in the politi-
cal and judicial meetings of the people — manifesting those combined powers
of action, comprehension, and persuasive speech, which gradually accustomed
the citizens to look to them as advisers as well as leaders — but always subject
to criticism and accusation from unfriendly rivals, and exercising such rivalry
towards each other with an asperity constantly increasing.

Neither Themistoklés nor Aristeidés could boast a lineage of gods and
heroes, like the Aakid Miltiadés. Both were of middling station and circum-
stances. Aristeidés, son of Lysimachus, was on both sides of pure Athenian
blood; but the wife of Neoklés, father of Themistoklés, was a foreign woman
of Thrace or of Karia: and such an alliance is the less surprising, since
Themistoklés must have been born during the dynasty of the Peisistratids,
when the status of an Athenian citizen had not yet acquired its political value.
There was a marked contrast between these two eminent men — those points
which stood most conspicuous in the one being comparatively deficient in the
other. In the description of Themistoklés, which we have the advantage of find-
ing briefly sketched by Thukydidés, the circumstance most emphatically
brought out is, his immense force of spontaneous invention and apprehension,
without any previous aid either from teaching or gradual practice. The might
of unassisted nature'* was never so strikingly exhibited as in him. He con-
ceived the complications of a present embarrassment, and divined the chances
of a mysterious future, with equal sagacity and equal quickness. The right
expedient seemed to flash upon his mind extempore, even in the most perplex-
ing contingencies, without the least necessity for premeditation. He was not
less distinguished for daring and resource in action: when engaged on any joint
affairs, his superior competence marked him out as the leader for others to fol-
low, and no business, however foreign to his experience, ever took him by sur-
prise, or came wholly amiss to him. Such is the remarkable picture which
Thukydidés draws of a countryman whose death nearly coincided in time with
his own birth. The untutored readiness and universality of Themistoklés prob-
ably formed in his mind a contrast to the more elaborate discipline, and care-
ful preliminary study, with which the statesmen of his own day — and Periklés
especially, the greatest of them — approached the consideration and discussion
of public affairs. Themistoklés had received no teaching from philosophers,
sophists and rhetors, who were the instructors of well-born youth in the days

" Thukyd., i. 138.
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of Thukydidés, and whom Aristophanés, the contemporary of the latter, so
unmercifully derides — treating such instruction as worse than nothing, and
extolling, in comparison with it, the unlettered courage, with mere gymnastic
accomplishments, of the victors at Marathon. There is no evidence in the mind
of Thukydidés of any such undue contempt towards his own age. The same
terms of contrast are tacitly present to his mind, but he seems to treat the great
capacity of Themistoklés as the more a matter of wonder, since it sprang up
without that preliminary cultivation which had gone to the making of
Periklés.

The general character given by Plutarch,” though many of his anecdotes are
both trifling and apocryphal, is quite consistent with the brief sketch just cited
from Thukydidés. Themistoklés had an unbounded passion — not merely for
glory, insomuch that the laurels of Miltiadés acquired at Marathon deprived
him of rest — but also for display of every kind. He was eager to vie with men
richer than himself in showy exhibition — one great source, though not the
only source, of popularity at Athens — nor was he at all scrupulous in procur-
ing the means of doing so. Besides being assiduous in attendance at the
Ekklesia and the Dikastery, he knew most of the citizens by name, and was
always ready with advice to them in their private affairs. Moreover, he pos-
sessed all the tactics of an expert party-man in conciliating political friends
and in defeating political enemies. And though he was in the early part of his
life sincerely bent upon the upholding and aggrandizement of his country,
and was on some most critical occasions of unspeakable value to it, yet on the
whole his morality was as reckless as his intelligence was eminent. He will be
found grossly corrupt in the exercise of power, and employing tortuous means,
sometimes, indeed, for ends in themselves honourable and patriotic, but
sometimes also merely for enriching himself. He ended a glorious life by years
of deep disgrace, with the forfeiture of all Hellenic esteem and brotherhood —
a rich man, an exile, a traitor, and a pensioner of the Great King, pledged to
undo his own previous work of liberation accomplished at the victory of
Salamis.

Of Aristeidés we possess, unfortunately, no description from the hand of
Thukydidés. Yet his character is so simple and consistent, that we may safely
accept the brief but unqualified encomium of Herodotus and Plato, expanded
as it is in the biography of Plutarch and Cornelius Nepos,'® however little the
details of the latter can be trusted. Aristeidés was inferior to Themistoklés in
resource, quickness, flexibility, and power of coping with difficulties; but
incomparably superior to him, as well as to other rivals and contemporaries, in
integrity public as well as private; inaccessible to pecuniary temptations as
well as to other seductive influences, and deserving as well as enjoying the
highest measure of personal confidence. He is described as the peculiar friend

' Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 3, 4, 5; Cornelius Nepos, Themist., c. 1.
16 Herodot., viii. 79; Plato, Gorgias, c. 172: dprotov Gvdpa &v ' AOfvyot kai Sikardtatov.
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of Kleisthenés, the first founder of the democracy'’ — as pursuing a straight
and single-handed course in political life, with no solicitude for party-ties,"
and with little care either to conciliate friends or to offend enemies — as
unflinching in the exposure of corrupt practices, by whomsoever committed or
upheld — as earning for himself the lofty surname of ‘the Just,” not less by his
judicial decisions in the capacity of archon, than by his equity in private arbi-
trations and even his candour in political dispute — and as manifesting,
throughout a long public life full of tempting opportunities, an uprightness
without flaw and beyond all suspicion, recognised equally by his bitter con-
temporary the poet Timokreon'” and by the allies of Athens upon whom he
first assessed the tribute. Few of the leading men in any part of Greece were
without some taint on their reputation, deserved or undeserved, in regard to
pecuniary probity. But whoever became notoriously recognised as possessing
this vital quality, acquired by means of it a firmer hold on the public esteem
than even eminent talents could confer. Thukydidés ranks conspicuous probity
among the first of the many ascendent qualities possessed by Periklés; while
Nikias, equal to him in this respect, though immeasurably inferior in every
other, owed to it a still larger proportion of that exaggerated confidence which
the Athenian people continued so long to repose in him. The abilities of
Aristeidés — though apparently adequate to every occasion on which he was
engaged, and only inferior when we compare him with so remarkable a man as
Themistoklés — were put in the shade by this incorruptible probity, which
procured for him, however, along with the general esteem, no inconsiderable
amount of private enmity from jobbers whom he exposed, and even some jeal-
ousy from persons who heard it proclaimed with offensive ostentation. We are
told that a rustic and unlettered citizen gave his ostracizing vote and expressed
his dislike against Aristeidés,” on the simple ground that he was tired of hear-
ing him always called ‘the Just’. Neither indiscreet friends nor artful enemies,
however, could rob him of the lasting esteem of his countrymen, which he
enjoyed, though with intervals of their displeasure, to the end of his life. He

17

Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 1—4; Themistoklés, c. 3; An Seni sit gerenda respublica, c. 12, p. 790;
Preaecepta Reip. Gerend., c. ii., p. 805.

The entire abstention of Aristeidés from party politics is not beyond dispute. He is generally
found sharing the good and evil fortunes of the Alkmaebnidee. In 489, when he became
archon, in 479 and subsequent years, when he was prominent in the public service, the
Alkmaeonid party were enjoying political ascendency, and their chief representative,
Xanthippus, is often found acting in union with Aristeidés. The latter’s ostracism in 483 like-
wise follows close upon that of the Alkmae6nid leaders (see note 9 on pp. 220-221).

The title of ‘Just’ may have been originally conferred on Aristelidés in consequence of his
assessment of the Delian Confederates in 478 (Meyer, Gesch. d. Altertums, iii., p. 492). This
title has led later writers, from the fourth century onwards, to idealize Aristeidés’ character,
and has served as a peg on which to hang innumerable anecdotes. Our real knowledge of
Aristeidés is almost entirely confined to the scanty notices about him in Herodotus. — Eb.

" Timokreon ap. Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 21.
Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 7.
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was ostracized during a part of the period between the battles of Marathon and
Salamis, at a time when the rivalry between him and Themistoklés was so vio-
lent that both could not remain at Athens without peril; but the dangers of
Athens during the invasion of Xerxés brought him back before the ten years of
exile were expired. His fortune, originally very moderate, was still farther
diminished during the course of his life, so that he died very poor, and the
State was obliged to lend aid to his children.

Such were the characters of Themistoklés and Aristeidés, the two earliest
leaders thrown up by the Athenian democracy. Half a century before,
Themistoklés would have been an active partisan in the faction of the Parali or
the Pedieis, while Aristeidés would probably have remained an unnoticed citi-
zen. At the present period of Athenian history, the characters of soldier, mag-
istrate, and orator, were intimately blended together in a citizen who stood
forward for eminence, though they tended more and more to divide themselves
during the ensuing century and a half. Aristeidés and Miltiadés were both
elected among the ten generals, each for his respective tribe, in the year of the
expedition of Datis across the £Egean, and probably even after that expedition
was known to be on its voyage. Moreover, we are led to suspect from a passage
in Plutarch, that Themistoklés also was general of his tribe on the same occa-
sion”', though this is doubtful; but it is certain that he fought at Marathon.
The ten generals had jointly the command of the army, each of them taking his
turn to exercise it for a day. In addition to the ten, the third archon or pole-
march was considered as eleventh in the military council. The polemarch of
this year was Kallimachus of Aphidne.

Such were the chiefs of the military force, and to a great degree the admin-
istrators of foreign affairs, at the time when the four thousand Athenian
kleruchs or settlers planted in Euboea — escaping from Eretria, now invested
by the Persians — brought word to their countrymen at home that the fall of
that city was impending. It was obvious that the Persian host would proceed
from Eretria forthwith against Athens. A few days afterwards Hippias disem-
barked them at Marathon.

Of the feeling which now prevailed at Athens we have no details. Opinions
were not unanimous as to the proper steps to be taken, nor were suspicions of
treason wanting. Pheidippidés® the courier was sent to Sparta immediately to
solicit assistance; and such was his prodigious activity, that he performed this
journey of 150 miles, on foot, in forty-eight hours.” Revealing to the ephors
that Eretria was already enslaved, he entreated their assistance to avert the
same fate from Athens, the most ancient city in Greece. The Spartan authori-
ties readily promised their aid, but unfortunately it was now the ninth day of

* Plutarch, Aristeidss, c. 5.

** The name is now usually read ‘Philippidés.” — Ep.

Mr. Kinneir remarks that the Persian Cassids, or foot-messengers, will travel for several days
successively at the rate of sixty or seventy miles a day (Geographical Memoir of Persia, p. 44).
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the moon. Ancient law or custom forbade them to march, in this month at
least, during the last quarter before the full moon; but after the full, they
engaged to march without delay. Five days’ delay at this critical moment
might prove the utter ruin of the endangered city; yet the reason assigned
seems to have been no pretence on the part of the Spartans. It was mere blind
tenacity of ancient habit, which we shall find to abate, though never to disap-
pear, as we advance in their history.”*

In this respect the answer brought by Pheidippidés was mischievous, as it
tended to increase that uncertainty and indecision which already prevailed
among the ten generals, as to the proper steps for meeting the invaders. Partly,
perhaps, in reliance on this expected Spartan help, five out of the ten generals
were decidedly averse to an immediate engagement with the Persians, while
Miltiadés with the remaining force strenuously urged that not a moment
should be lost in bringing the enemy to action, without leaving time to the
timid and the treacherous to establish correspondence with Hippias and to
take some active step for paralysing all united action on the part of the citizens.
This most momentous debate, upon which the fate of Athens hung, is repre-
sented by Herodotus to have occurred at Marathon, after the army had
marched out and taken post there within sight of the Persians; while Cornelius
Nepos describes it as having been raised before the army quitted the city —
upon the question whether it was prudent to meet the enemy at all in the field,
or to confine the defence to the city and the sacred rock. Inaccurate as this lat-
ter author generally is, his statement seems more probable here than that of
Herodotus. For the ten generals would scarcely march out of Athens to
Marathon without having previously resolved to fight: moreover, the question
between fighting in the field or resisting behind the walls, which had already
been raised at Eretria, seems the natural point on which the five mistrustful
generals would take their stand.”

However this may be, the equal division of opinion among the ten generals,
whether manifested at Marathon or at Athens, is certain. Miltiadés had to
await the casting-vote of the polemarch Kallimachus. To him he represented
empbhatically the danger of delay, with the chance of some traitorous intrigue
occurring to excite disunion and aggravate the alarms of the citizens. Nothing
could prevent such treason from breaking out, with all its terrific consequences
of enslavement to the Persians and to Hippias, except a bold, decisive, and
immediate attack — the success of which he (Miltiadés) was prepared to guar-
antee. Fortunately for Athens, the polemarch embraced the opinion of
Miltiadés; while the seditious movements which were preparing did not show

* We may suspect that Sparta during this crisis missed the firm hand of Kleomenés, who prob-

ably was in exile at the time (see p. 176). — Ebp.

The general question of marching out or standing at bay behind the walls was no doubt set-
tled in Athens; but the method and moment of attack can only have been decided on the field
(¢f. Macan, op. cit., ii., pp. 208, 209). — Eb.
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themselves until after the battle had been gained. Aristeidés and Themistoklés
are both recorded to have seconded Miltiadés warmly in this proposal, while all
the other generals agreed in surrendering to Miltiadés their days of command,
50 as to make him as much as they could the sole leader of the army.”® It is said
that the latter awaited the day of his own regular turn before he fought the
battle. Yet considering the eagerness which he displayed to bring on an imme-
diate and decisive action, we cannot suppose that he would have admitted any
serious postponement upon such a punctilio.”’

While the army were mustered on the ground sacred to Héraklés near
Marathon, with the Persians and their fleet occupying the plain and shore
beneath, and in preparation for immediate action — they were joined by the
whole force of the little town of Plateea, consisting of about 1,000 hoplites,
who had marched directly from their own city to the spot, along the southern
range of Kitherdn, and passing through Dekeleia. Their coming on this
important occasion seems to have been a spontaneous effort of gratitude, which
ought not to be the less commended because their interests were really
wrapped up in those of Athens — since if the latter had been conquered, noth-
ing could have saved Platea from being subdued by the Thebans. Yet many a
Grecian town would have disregarded both generous impulse and rational cal-
culation, in the fear of provoking a new and terrific enemy. If we summon up
to our imaginations all the circumstances of the case — which it requires some
effort to do, because our authorities come from the subsequent generations,
after Greece had ceased to fear the Persians — we shall be sensible that this vol-
unteer march of the whole Plataan force to Marathon is one of the most affect-
ing incidents of all Grecian history. Upon Athens generally it produced an
indelible impression, commemorated ever afterwards in the public prayers of
the Athenian herald,” and repaid by a grant to the Plataans of the full civil
rights (seemingly without the political rights) of Athenian citizens.

Of the two opposing armies at Marathon, we are told that the Athenians

2 , . . .
6 Herodotus’ account betrays some confusion as to the relations between Kallimachus and

Miltiadés. The former is represented as presiding over the debate, but the conduct of opera-
tions during the battle seems entirely in the hands of Miltiadés. Moreover, the historian
clearly conceives the functions of the polemarchus and the stratégi to have been the same as
in his own day, when the former magistrate had lost all importance, and was selected by the
indiscriminate verdict of the lot, and all the real power was vested in the generals.

But it is now certain that no change was made in the position of the higher magistrates
before 487 (Azh. Pol., c. 22); hence we may safely conclude that Kallimachus was the com-
mander-in-chief, and Miltiadés his subordinate. If Herodotus has unduly exalted Miltiadés’
official standing, and later historians have recognised him as generalissimo to the complete
exclusion of Kallimachus, their mistake was most probably due to the later tradition of the
Athenian people, which rightly made Miltiadés the hero of the campaign. But it was by his
advice, and not by his word of command, that Miltiadés brought the battle to a successful
issue (¢f. Grundy, op. cit., pp. 174—-178) — Eb.

For the real explanation of this delay, see note 36 on pp. 189-90. — Eb.
* Thukyd., iii. 55.
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were 10,000 hoplites, either including, or besides, the 1,000 who came from
Platzea.”” This statement is no way improbable, though it does not come from
Herodotus, who is our only really valuable authority on the case, and who
mentions no numerical total. Indeed, the number named may seem smaller
than we should have expected, considering that no less than 4,000 kleruchs or
out-settled citizens had just come over from Eubcea. A sufficient force of citi-
zens must of course have been left behind to defend the city. The numbers of
the Persians we cannot be said to know at all, nor is there anything certain
except that they were greatly superior to the Greeks. We hear from Herodotus
that their armament originally consisted of six hundred ships of war, but we
are not told how many separate transports there were; moreover, reinforce-
ments had been procured as they came across the Z£gean from the islands suc-
cessively conquered.”® There were a certain proportion of cavalry, and some
transports expressly prepared for the conveyance of horses. Moreover,
Herodotus tells us that Hippias selected the plain of Marathon for a landing-
place, because it was the most convenient spot in Attica for cavalry movements
— though it is singular, that in the battle the cavalry are not mentioned.”'

* Justin states 10,000 Athenians, besides 1,000 Plataans, Cornelius Nepos, Pausanias and
Plutarch give 10,000 as the sum total of both. Justin, ii. 9; Corn. Nep., Miltiad., c. 4;
Pausan., iv. 25, 5; x. 20, 2; compare also Suidas, s.v., Inmiog.

30 Justin (ii. 9) says that the total of the Persian army was 600,000, and that 200,000 perished.
Plato (Menexen., p. 240) and [Lysias] (Orat. Funebr., c. 7) speak of the Persian total as 500,000
men, Valerius Maximus (v. 3), Pausanias (iv. 25), and Plutarch (Parallel. Greec., ad init.), give
300,000 men. Cornelius Nepos (Miltiadés, c. 5) gives the more moderate total of 110,000
men.

The silence of Herodotus (whom we shall find hereafter very circumstantial as to the num-
bers of the army under Xerxés) seems to show that he had no information which he could
trust. His account of the battle of Marathon presents him in honourable contrast with the
loose and boastful assertors who followed him. For though he does not tell us much, and falls
lamentably short of what we should like to know, yet all that he does say is reasonable and
probable as to the proceedings of both armies; and the little which he states becomes more
trustworthy on that very account — because it is so little — showing that he keeps strictly
within his authorities.

There is nothing in the account of Herodotus to make us believe that he had ever visited
the ground of Marathon.

The strength of the Persian army is not altogether beyond computation. (1) Allowing for
100 soldiers on each Persian man-of-war (it is extremely unlikely that the troops were carried
on special transports), we obtain a total of 60,000. But the number 600, which is also
assigned to the Persian fleets of 512 (Herodot., iv. 87) and 494 B.c. (Herodot., vi. 9), and
reappears in simple multiples or aliquot parts in Xerxés’ campaign and on later occasions, is
clearly a conventional total, and may not have been attained on this occasion (Meyer, Gesch. d.
Alz, iii., p. 325; Grundy, op. cit., p. 49 note). (2) The Persian loss of 5,400 probably represents
one-third or one-fourth of the numbers engaged, for it is clear that their casualties, especially
in the centre, were proportionately high. If we suppose about one-half of the army was not
present at the battle (see note 36 on pp. 189-90), this leaves us a total of 40,000 or 50,000
men. — ED.

' The statement that the plain of Marathon was suitable for cavalry action has lately been
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Marathon, situated near to a bay on the eastern coast of Attica, and in a
direction E.N.E. from Athens, is divided by the high ridge of Mount
Pentelikus from the city, with which it communicated by two roads, one to the
north, another to the south of that mountain. Of these two roads, the northern,
at once the shortest and the most difficult, is twenty-two miles in length: the
southern — longer, but more easy, and the only one practicable for chariots —
is twenty-six miles in length, or about six and a half hours of computed march.
It passed between Mounts Pentelikus and Hymettus, through the ancient
demes of Gargéttus and Palléné, and was the road by which Peisistratus and
Hippias, when they landed at Marathon forty-seven years before, had marched
to Athens. The bay of Marathon, sheltered by a projecting cape from the
northward, affords both deep water and a shore convenient for landing; while
its plain extends in a perfect level along this fine bay, and is in length about six
miles, in breadth never less than about one mile and a half. Two marshes
bound the extremities of the plain: the southern is not very large, and is almost
dry at the conclusion of the great heats; but the northern, which generally cov-
ers considerably more than a square mile, offers several parts which are at all
seasons impassable. Both, however, leave a broad, firm, sandy beach between
them and the sea. The uninterrupted flatness of the plain is hardly relieved by
a single tree; and an amphitheatre of rocky hills and rugged mountains sepa-
rates it from the rest of Attica, over the lower ridges of which some steep and
difficult paths communicate with the districts of the interior.””

The position occupied by Miltiadés before the battle, identified as it was to
all subsequent Athenians by the sacred grove of Héraklés near Marathon, was
probably on some portion of the high ground above this plain. The Persians
occupied a position on the plain; their fleet was ranged along the beach, and
Hippias himself marshalled them for the battle. The native Persians and Sakee,
the best troops in the whole army, were placed in the centre, which they con-
sidered as the post of honour, and which was occupied by the Persian king
himself, when present at a battle. The right wing was so regarded by the
Greeks, and the polemarch Kallimachus had the command of it. The hoplites
were arranged in the order of their respective tribes from right to left, and at
the extreme left stood the Plateans. It was necessary for Miltiadés to present a
front equal or nearly equal to that of the more numerous Persian host, in order
to guard himself from being taken in flank. With this view he drew up the

challenged. It is asserted that the ground was too highly cultivated and intersected with too
many trenches (Stein, Herodotus, vi. 102, 2 note; T.M. Hughes in Class. Rev., March 1901, pp.
131-136).

It is difficult to say whether these obstacles would have baffled the fine light cavalry of the
Persians. Perhaps the horses were merely landed for rest and pasture after the long sea-
voyage. On the absence of the cavalry from the battle, see note 36 on pp. 189-90. — Ep.

On the topography of Marathon, which has been more closely investigated since Grote wrote,
see especially Grundy, Grear Persian War, pp. 163—165, and the map of Attica by Curtius,
Kaupert, and Milchhéfer (Berlin, 1903). — Eb.
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central tribes, including the Leontis and Antiochis, in shallow files and occu-
pying a large breadth of ground; while each of the wings was in stronger and
deeper order, so as to make his attack efficient on both sides. His whole army
consisted of hoplites, with some slaves as unarmed or light-armed attendants,
but without either bowmen or cavalry.

At length the sacrifices in the Greek camp were favourable for battle.
Miltiadés, who had everything to gain by coming immediately to close quar-
ters, ordered his army to advance at a running step over the interval of one mile
which separated the two armies.”” It doubtless operated beneficially in render-
ing the Persian archers comparatively innocuous, but we may reasonably sup-
pose that it also disordered the Athenian ranks, and that when they reached the
Persian front, they were both out of breath and unsteady in that line of pre-
sented spears and shields which constituted their force. On the two wings,
where the files were deep, such disorder produced no mischievous effect: the
Persians, after a certain resistance, were overborne and driven back. But in the
centre, where the files were shallow, and where, moreover, the native Persians
and other choice troops of the army were posted, the breathless and disordered
Athenian hoplites found themselves in far greater difficulties. The tribes
Leontis and Antiochis, with Themistoklés and Aristeidés among them, were
actually defeated, broken, driven back, and pursued by the Persians and Sakee.
Miltiadés seems to have foreseen the possibility of such a check when he found
himself compelled to diminish so materially the depth of his centre. For his
wings, having routed the enemies opposed to them, were stayed from pursuit
until the centre was extricated, and the Persians and Sake put to flight along
with the rest. The pursuit then became general, and the Persians were chased
to their ships ranged in line along the shore. Some of them became involved in
the impassable marsh and there perished.”® The Athenians tried to set the
ships on fire, but the defence here was both vigorous and successful — several
of the forward warriors of Athens were slain, and only seven ships out of the

3 Colonel Leake and Mr. Finlay seem disposed to reduce the run to a quick march, partly on the

ground that the troops must have been disordered and out of breath by running a mile. The
probability is, that they really were so, and that such was the great reason of the defeat of the
centre. It required some steadiness of discipline to prevent the step of hoplites, when charg-
ing, from becoming accelerated into a run. See the narrative of the battle of Kunaxa in
Xenoph., Anabas., i. 8, 18; Diodor., xiv. 23; compare Polyen., ii. 2, 3. The passage of
Diodorus here referred to contrasts the advantages with the disadvantages of the running
charge.

[Most modern critics are inclined to reserve the actual run for the last two hundred yards
or so, when the Athenians were within range of the Persian archers, and were unprotected on
the flanks. Even a Greek hoplite trained in the OTAMT®V dpONOG (in which the shield must
have been a specially severe hindrance), would obviously exhaust his strength in a set run of
one mile.

Delbriick (Gesch. der Kriegskunst, vol. i., book 1i., 5) observes that Ceasar’s soldiers at
Pharsalus took rest in the middle of a charge over 600 to 700 feet of ground. — ED.]

3 Pausan, i. 32, 6.
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numerous fleet destroyed. This part of the battle terminated to the advantage
of the Persians. They repulsed the Athenians from the seashore, so as to secure
a safe re-embarkation, leaving few or no prisoners, but a rich spoil of tents and
equipments which had been disembarked and could not be carried away.

Herodotus estimates the number of those who fell on the Persian side in this
memorable action at 6,400 men. The number of Athenian dead is accurately
known, since all were collected for the last solemn obsequies — they were 192.
How many were wounded we do not hear. The brave Kallimachus the pole-
march, and Stesilaus, one of the ten generals, were among the slain, together
with Kynegeirus son of Euphorion, who, in laying hold on the poop-staff of
one of the vessels, had his hand cut off by an axe, and died of the wound. He
was brother of the poet Zschylus, himself present at the fight. The statement
of the Persian loss as given by Herodotus appears moderate and reasonable,”
but he does not specify any distinguished individuals as having fallen.

But the Persians, though thus defeated and compelled to abandon the posi-
tion of Marathon, were not yet disposed to relinquish altogether their chances
against Attica. Their fleet was observed to take the direction of Cape Sunium
— a portion being sent to take up the Eretrian prisoners and the stores which
had been left in the island of Agilia. At the same time a shield, discernible
from its polished surface afar off, was seen held aloft upon some high point of
Attica — perhaps on the summit of Mount Pentelikus, as Colonel Leake sup-
poses with much plausibility. The Athenians doubtless saw it as well as the
Persians; and Miltiadés did not fail to put the right interpretation upon it,
taken in conjunction with the course of the departing fleet. The shield was a
signal put up by partisans in the country, to invite the Persians round to
Athens by sea, while the Marathonian army was absent. Miltiadés saw through
the plot, and lost not a moment in returning to Athens. On the very day of the
battle, the Athenian army marched back with the utmost speed from the
precinct of Héraklés at Marathon to the precinct of the same god at Kynosarges
close to Athens, which they reached before the arrival of the Persian fleet. Datis
soon came off the port of Phalérum; but the partisans of Hippias had been so
dismayed by the rapid return of the Marathonian army, that he did not find
those aids and facilities which he had anticipated for a fresh disembarkation in
the immediate neighbourhood of Athens. Though too late, however, it seems
that he was not much too late. The Marathonian army had only just completed
their forced return-march. A little less quickness on the part of Miltiadés
in deciphering the treasonable signal, and giving the instant order of march —
a lictle less energy on the part of the Athenian citizens in superadding a fatigu-

»  For the exaggerated stories of the numbers of Persians slain, see Xenophon, Anabas., iii. 2, 12,

Plutarch, De Malign. Herodot., c. 26, p. 862; Justin, ii. 9; and Suidas, s.v. ITouciin.

In the account of Ktésias, Datis was represented as having been killed in the battle, and it
was further said that the Athenians refused to give up his body for interment; which was one
of the grounds whereupon Xerxés afterwards invaded Greece. See Ktésias, Persica, c. 18-21.
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ing march to a no less fatiguing combat — and the Persians with the partisans
of Hippias might have been found in possession of Athens. As the facts turned
out, Datis, finding at Phalérum no friendly movement to encourage him, but,
on the contrary, the unexpected presence of the soldiers who had already van-
quished him at Marathon — made no attempt again to disembark in Attica,
but sailed away, after a short delay to the Cyclades.

Thus was Athens rescued, for this time at least, from a danger not less terri-
ble than imminent. Nothing could have rescued her except that decisive and
instantaneous attack which Miltiadés so emphatically urged. Imperfect as the
account is which Herodotus gives of this most interesting crisis, we see plainly
that the partisans of Hippias had actually organized a conspiracy, and that it
only failed by coming a little too late. The bright shield uplifted on Mount
Pentelikus, apprising the Persians that matters were prepared for them at
Athens, was intended to have come to their view before any action had taken
place at Marathon, and while the Athenian army were yet detained there; so
that Datis might have sent a portion of his fleet round to Phalérum, retaining
the rest for combat with the enemy before him. If it had once become known
to the Marathonian army that a Persian detachment had landed at Phalérum —
where there was a good plain for cavalry to act in, prior to the building of the
Phaléric wall, as had been seen in the defeat of the Spartan Anchimolius by the
Thessalian cavalry, in 510 B.c — that it had been joined by timid or treacher-
ous Athenians, and had perhaps even got possession of the city — their minds
would have been so distracted by the double danger, and by fears for their
absent wives and children, that they would have been disqualified for any
unanimous execution of military orders.’® Generals as well as soldiers would

36 Grote’s acute conjecture that the shield was hoisted as a signal to Datis to send part of his fleet

round to Phalérum has provided the key by which the most successful modern critics have
explained the course of operations. In accordance with recent views, we may reconstruct the
campaign as follows:

1. Datis landed at Marathon, not so much because of his horses, as for the purpose of lur-
ing the Athenian army as far as possible from the capital.

2. After providing a sufficient force to occupy and detain the Athenian levy posted on the
spurs of Pentelikus, Datis held a detachment of his fleet in readiness to sail to Phalérum and
strike a blow with the help of the medizing party in Athens. The whole of the cavalry accom-
panied this latter army, perhaps for use against the Spartan force on the contingency of its
appearing off Athens.

The plan of surprising Athens by such a sudden swoop may have been suggested by
Hippias, in whose interests it was to gain a bloodless victory.

3. So long as the whole Persian force remained at Marathon the Athenians made no move;
without the help of the Spartan contingent they were manifestly too weak to assume the
offensive (¢ note 25 on pp. 183).

4. When the Persian striking force was embarked, either anticipating the shield-signal (as
Herodotus’ version would lead us to suppose), or directly after its appearance, the Athenian
army seized its chance of dealing with the enemy in detail, and promptly attacked the retain-
ing force. The Athenians may have realized that the critical moment had come in different
ways: () by actually observing the departure of half the fleet, or the preparations to that
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have become incurably divided in opinion — perhaps even mistrustful of each
other. The citizen-soldier of Greece generally, and especially of Athens, pos-
sessed in a high degree both personal bravery and attachment to order and dis-
cipline. But his bravery was not of that equal, imperturbable, uninquiring
character, which belonged to the battalions of Wellington or Napoleon. It was
fitful, exalted or depressed by casual occurrences, and often more sensitive to
dangers absent and unseen, than to enemies immediately in his front. Hence
the advantage, so unspeakable in the case before us, and so well appreciated by
Miltiadés, of having one undivided Athenian army — with one hostile army,
and only one, to meet in the field. When we come to the battle of Salamis, ten
years later, it will be seen that the Greeks of that day enjoyed the same advan-
tage. But the wisest advisers of Xerxés impressed upon him the prudence of
dividing his large force, and of sending detachments to assail separate Greek
States — which would infallibly produce the effect of breaking up the com-
bined Grecian host, and leaving no central or co-operating force for the defence
of Greece generally. If time had been allowed for the Persian movement on
Athens before the battle of Marathon had been fought, the triumph of the
Athenians might well have been exchanged for a calamitous servitude. To
Miltiadés belongs the credit of having comprehended the emergency from the
beginning, and overruled the irresolution of his colleagues by his own single-
hearted energy.

I have already observed that the phase of Grecian history best known to us,
and amidst which the great authors from whom we draw our information
lived, was one of contempt for the Persians in the field. It requires some effort
of imagination to call back previous feelings after the circumstances have been
altogether reversed. Perhaps even Aschylus the poet, at the time when he com-
posed his tragedy of the Perse to celebrate the disgraceful flight of the invader
Xerxés, may have forgotten the emotions with which he and his brother
Kynegeirus must have marched out from Athens fifteen years before, on the
eve of the battle of Marathon. Again, therefore, the fact must be brought to
view, that down to the time when Datis landed in the bay of Marathon, the

effect; (b) by guessing the meaning of the shield-signal; (¢) by information from the Ionians in
Datis’ fleet, who are said to have sent a signal to Miltiadés to the effect that ‘the horse were
gone’ (Suidas, 5. 2., Xopig Innelg; Macan, op. cit., ii., p. 231).

The chief advantages of this theory are that it explains — (1) the early reluctance of both
sides to take the offensive; (2) the vital importance of the shield-signal; (3) the absence of the
Persian cavalry from the battle; and (4) the comparative ease with which the Athenians won
the day. If all our ancient authorities pass over in silence the division of Datis’ force, it should
be remembered that Athenian patriots would be likely to suppress everything that minimized
the victory, and that the traitors would have no motive for explaining the true history of the
shield episode.

This account follows in the main the reconstructions of the campaign made by Munro
(Journ. Hell. Stud., 1899, pp. 186—197) and Grundy (Great Persian War, ch. 4). These trea-
tises, together with the critical analysis of the ancient authorities in Macan (Herodotus, ii., app.
x.), are almost indispensable as a supplement to Grote’s account. — Eb.
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tide of Persian success had rarely been interrupted, and that especially during
the ten years immediately preceding, the stern extinction of the Ionic revolt
had aggravated to the highest pitch the alarm of the Greeks. To this must be
added the successes of Datis himself, and the calamities of Eretria, coming
with all the freshness of novelty as an apparent sentence of death to Athens.
The extreme effort of courage required in the Athenians to encounter such
invaders, is attested by the division of opinion among the ten generals. Putting
all the circumstances together, it is without a parallel in Grecian history. It
surpasses even the combat of Thermopyle, as will appear when I come to
describe that memorable event. The combat of Marathon was by no means a
very decisive defeat, but it was a defeat — the first notable one which the
Persians had ever received from Greeks in the field. If the battle of Salamis, ten
years afterwards, could be treated by Themistoklés as a hair-breadth escape for
Greece, much more is this true of the battle of Marathon, which first afforded
reasonable proof, even to discerning and resolute Greeks, that the Persians
might be effectually repelled, and the independence of European Greece main-
tained against them — a conviction of incalculable value in reference to the for-
midable trials destined to follow.

Upon the Athenians themselves, ‘the first to face in the field successfully the
terrific look of a Persian army’, the effect of the victory was yet more stirring
and profound.’” It supplied them with resolution for the far greater actual sac-
rifices which they cheerfully underwent ten years afterwards, at the invasion of
Xerxés, without faltering in their Pan-Hellenic fidelity. It strengthened them
at home by swelling the tide of common sentiment and patriotic fraternity in
the bosom of every individual citizen. It was the exploit of Athenians alone,
but of all Athenians without dissent or exception — the boast of orators,
repeated until it almost degenerated into commonplace, though the people
seem never to have become weary of allusions to their single-handed victory
over a host of forty-six nations.”® It had been purchased without a drop of
intestine bloodshed — for even the unknown traitors who raised the signal
shield on Mount Pentelikus, took care not to betray themselves by want of
7 Pausanias, i. 14, 4; Thukyd., i. 73: dopév yap Mapabdvi te pdvol Tpokivduvedoar
10 BapPapo, etc.

Herodot., vi. 112: mpdtotl t¢ Gvéoyovto &obfitd te Mndiknv Opéovieg, xoi
dvdpag tavtnv €odnpévous. t€mg 8¢ Nv toict EAAnot kai 16 obvopa 10 M1dmv
doPog dxovoat.

It is not unworthy of remark, that the memorable oath in the oration of Demosthenés, De
Corona, wherein he adjures the warriors of Marathon, copies the phrase of Thukydides — 00
ua tov; &v Mapabdvi mpokivévveboavtag TdV mpoyovev, etc. (Demosthen., De
Corona, c. 60).

[This stock phrase does some injustice to the Ionians, who fought bravely enough against
Cyrus and Darius. It is only strictly true if by ‘Hellenes’ the European Greeks alone are signi-
fied. — Ep.]

So the computation stands in the language of Athenian orators (Herodot., ix. 27). It would be
unfair to examine it critically.
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apparent sympathy with the triumph. Lastly, it was the final guarantee of their
democracy, barring all chance of restoration of Hippias for the future.”

Who it was that raised the treacherous signal shield, to attract the Persians
to Athens, was never ascertained. Very probably, in the full exultation of suc-
cess, no investigation was made. Of course, however, the public belief would
not be satisfied without singling out some persons as the authors of such a trea-
son. The information received by Herodotus (probably about 450-440 B.C.,
forty or fifty years after the Marathonian victory) ascribed the deed to the
Alkmednids. He does not notice any other reported authors, though he rejects
the allegation against the Alkmabnids upon very sufficient grounds. They
were a race religiously tainted, ever since the Kylonian sacrilege, and were
therefore convenient persons to brand with the odium of an anonymous crime;
while party feud, if it did not originally invent, would at least be active in
spreading and certifying such rumours. At the time when Herodotus knew
Athens, the political enmity between Periklés, son of Xanthippus, and Kimon,
son of Miltiadés, was at its height. Periklés belonged by his mother’s side to
the Alkmae6nid race, and we know that such lineage was made subservient to
political manceuvres against him by his enemies.”” Moreover, the enmity
between Kimon and Periklés had been inherited by both from their fathers; for
we shall find Xanthippus, not long after the battle of Marathon, the prominent
accuser of Miltiadés. Though Xanthippus was not an Alkmae6nid, his marriage
with Agaristé connected himself indirectly, and his son Periklés directly, with
that race. And we may trace in this standing political feud a probable origin
for the false reports as to the treason of the Alkmaednids."

When the Athenian army made its sudden return-march from Marathon to
Athens, Aristeidés with his tribe was left to guard the field and the spoil; but
the speedy retirement of Datis from Attica left the Athenians at full liberty to
revisit the scene, and discharge the last duties to the dead. A tumulus was
erected on the field (such distinction was never conferred by Athens except in
this case only) to the one hundred and ninety-two Athenian citizens who had

% According to Cicero (Epist. ad Attic., ix. 10) and Justin (ii. 9), Hippias was killed at

Marathon. Suidas (2. Tnmiag) says that he died afterwards at Lemnos. Neither of these state-
ments seems probable. Hippias would hardly go to Lemnos, which was an Athenian posses-
sion; and had he been slain in the battle, Herodotus would have been likely to mention it.
“ Thukyd., i. 126.
Although Herodotus endeavours to represent the Alkmeadnide as an eminently patriotic and
tyrant-hating clan, he himself admits elsewhere that — (1) their earlier representatives (espe-
cially Megaklés) were on good terms with several autocrats; (2) Kleisthenés in 507 counselled
submission to Persia (see note 53 on p. 101, c. 4); (3) in 489 they were prominent in
impeaching Miltiadés. It is also significant that Pindar in his ode on the Alkmadnid
Megaklés, written to celebrate a victory in autumn 490 (Pyzh., vii.), makes no mention of
Marathon, which is quite contrary to his habit of alluding to great contemporaneous events
(¢f. Macan, op. cit., ii., p. 176).
For the policies of Athenian parties with regard to the Persian wars, see note 12 on p. 155.
— Eb.
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been slain. Their names were inscribed on ten pillars erected at the spot, one for
each tribe: there was also a second tumulus for the slain Platzans, a third for the
slaves, and a separate funeral monument to Miltiadés himself. Six hundred years
after the battle, Pausanias saw the tumulus, and could still read on the pillars
the names of the immortalized warriors.”” Even now a conspicuous tumulus
exists about half a mile from the seashore, which Colonel Leake believes to be
the same.” The inhabitants of the deme of Marathon worshipped these slain
warriors as heroes, along with their own eponymus, and with Héraklés.

So splendid a victory had not been achieved, in the belief of the Athenians,
without marked supernatural aid. The god Pan had met the courier
Pheidippidés on his hasty route from Athens to Sparta, and had told him that
he was much hurt that the Athenians had as yet neglected to worship him; in
spite of which neglect, however, he promised them effective aid at Marathon.
The promise of Pan having been faithfully executed, the Athenians repaid it by
a temple with annual worship and sacrifice. Moreover, the hero Theseus was
seen strenuously assisting in the battle; while an unknown warrior, in rustic
garb and armed only with a ploughshare, dealt destruction among the Persian
ranks: after the battle he could not be found, and the Athenians, on asking at
Delphi who he was, were directed to worship the hero Echetlus.** Even in the
time of Pausanias, this memorable battle-field was heard to resound every
night with the noise of combatants and the snorting of horses. Amidst the
ornaments with which Athens was decorated during the free working of her
democracy, the glories of Marathon of course occupied a conspicuous place.
The battle was painted on one of the compartments of the portico called
Poekilé, wherein, amidst several figures of gods and heroes — Athéné,
Héraklés, Theseus, Echetlus, and the local patron Marathon — were seen hon-
oured and prominent the polemarch Kallimachus and the general Miltiadés,
while the Platzans were distinguished by their Beeotian leather casques.” The
sixth of the month Boédromion, the anniversary of the battle, was commemo-
rated by an annual ceremony even down to the time of Plutarch.’

42

Pausan., i. 32, 3. Compare the elegy of Kritias ap. Athena., i., p. 28.
The tumulus now existing is about thirty feet high, and two hundred yards in circumference.
(Leake, On the Demi of Attica: Transactions of Royal Soc. of Literat., ii., p. 171).

[The correctness of this identification has been upheld against recent criticisms by T. M.
Hughes in the Class. Rev., March, 1901, p. 131 /. — Ep.]

Plutarch, Theseus, c. 24; Pausan., i. 32, 4.
Pausan., i. 15, 4; Démosthen., Cont. Near, c. 25.

[In this connection should also be mentioned the Treasury of the Athenians at Delphi, ded-
icated out of the spoils at Marathon (see Paus., x. 11, 5); Homolle, Fouilles de Delphes; Hicks
and Hill, Historical Inscriptions, n. 13). For a full description of the painting in the Poekilé por-
tico, see Harrison and Verrall, Mythology and Monuments of Ancient Athens, pp. 133—137). — Ep.]
4 Herodot., vi. 120; Plutarch, Camill., c. 19; De Malignit. Herodoti, c. 26, p. 862; and De Glorid
Atheniensium, c. 7.

Boédromion was the third month of the Attic year, which year began shortly after the sum-
mer solstice.
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Two thousand Spartans started from their city immediately after the full
moon, and reached the frontier of Attica on the third day of their march — a
surprising effort when we consider that the total distance from Sparta to
Athens was about one hundred and fifty miles. They did not arrive, however,
until the battle had been fought and the Persians departed. Curiosity led them
to the field of Marathon to behold the dead bodies of the Persians, after which
they returned home, bestowing well-merited praise on the victors.

Datis and Artaphernés returned across the Agean with their Eretrian pris-
oners to Asia. On reaching Asia, the Persian generals conducted their prisoners
up to the court of Susa and into the presence of Darius. They were planted at a
spot called Arderikka, in the Kissian territory, one of the resting-places on the
road from Sardis to Susa, and about twenty-six miles distant from the latter
place. Herodotus seems himself to have seen their descendants there on his
journey between the two capitals, and to have had the satisfaction of talking to
them in Greek — which we may easily conceive to have made some impression
upon him, at a spot distant by nearly three months’ journey from the coast of
Tonia.

Happy would it have been for Miltiadés if he had shared the honourable
death of the polemarch Kallimachus — ‘animam exhalasset opimam’ — in
seeking to fire the ships of the defeated Persians at Marathon. The short sequel
of his history will be found in melancholy contrast with the Marathonian
heroism.

His reputation had been great before the battle, and after it the admiration
and confidence of his countrymen knew no bounds. He now proposed to his
countrymen to incur the cost of equipping an armament of seventy ships with
an adequate armed force, and to place it altogether at his discretion, giving
them no intimation whither he intended to go, but merely assuring them that
if they would follow him, he would conduct them to a land where gold was
abundant, and thus enrich them.”” Such a promise from the lips of the recent
victor of Marathon was sufficient. The armament was granted, no man except
Miltiadés knowing what was its destination. He sailed to the island of Paros,"

[Boeckh, Mondcyklen der Hellenen, § 15, p. 64 et seq., makes the sixth of Boédromion merely
the memorial day, and not the anniversary of the battle (¢f. our official ‘King’s birthday’).
Though contested by Grote, this theory has been generally adopted by modern critics, as it
obviates many difficulties incident on correlating the Athenian and Spartan calendars for the
year. — ED.]

47" This may be an allusion to Thasos; perhaps it was merely a pretence (¢f, Macan, Herodotus, ii.,

p- 254). Secrecy was no doubt essential to the success of Miltiadés’ enterprise. The difficulty
of concealing plans under a democratic rule frequently hampered Athenian generals. — Eb.

Cornelius Nepos (Miltiadés, ch. vii.), whose account is probably based on Ephorus, and
embodies better traditions than the mixture of Parian and Alkmednid sources on which
Herodotus appears to be based, says that Miltiadés had a general commission to punish medi-
zing islanders, and regained control over most of the Zgaan. Though this account is rather
in the vein of the later fifth century, when Athens presided over the Delian League, it helps
us to recover the true object of Miltiadés’ expedition — the formation of an outer circle of
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laid siege to the town, and sent in a herald to require from the inhabitants a
contribution of one hundred talents, on pain of entire destruction. In vain did
Miltiadés prosecute hostilities against them for the space of twenty-six days: he
ravaged the island, but his attacks made no impression upon the town.
Beginning to despair of success in his military operations, he entered into some
negotiation (such at least was the tale of the Parians themselves) with a Parian
woman named Timd, priestess or attendant in the temple of Démétér near the
town-gates. This woman, promising to reveal to him a secret which would
place Paros in his power, induced him to visit by night a temple to which no
male person was admissible. Having leaped the exterior fence, he approached
the sanctuary; but on coming near, he was seized with a panic terror and ran
away, almost out of his senses. On leaping the same fence to get back, he
strained or bruised his thigh badly, and became utterly disabled. In this melan-
choly state he was placed on ship-board, the siege being raised, and the whole
armament returning to Athens.”

Xanthippus, father of the great Periklés, thereupon impeached Miltiadés as
having been guilty of deceiving the people, and as having deserved the penalty
of death.”® The accused himself, disabled by his injured thigh, which even
began to show symptoms of gangrene, was unable to stand or to say a word in
his own defence. He lay on his couch before the assembled judges, while his
friends made the best case they could in his behalf. Defence, it appears, there
was none; all they could do was to appeal to his previous services: they
reminded the people largely and emphatically of the inestimable exploit of
Marathon, coming in addition to his previous conquest of Lemnos. The assem-
bled dikasts or jurors showed their sense of such powerful appeals by rejecting
the proposition of his accuser to condemn him to death; but they imposed on
him the penalty of fifty talents ‘for his iniquity’. Cornelius Nepos affirms that
these fifty talents represented the expenses incurred by the State in fitting out
the armament.

In those penal cases at Athens, where the punishment was not fixed before-
hand by the terms of the law, if the person accused was found guilty, it was
customary to submit to the jurors, subsequently and separately, the question as
to amount of punishment: first, the accuser named the penalty which he
thought suitable; next, the accused person was called upon to name an amount

defence which would at least delay any future Persian armada. Whether he reduced other

islands or not, it may be presumed that Naxos was still unsubdued by Persia; the acquisition

of the neighbouring and next greatest island of Paros would then have provided the

Athenians with an excellent nucleus for an advanced line of resistance among the Cyclades.
The date of this expedition is variously given as 490 or 489. — Ep.

Ephorus (Fragm. Hist. Gr, n. 107) attributes Miltiadés’ injuries to the weapons of the
besieged, and ignores the Parian version preserved by Herodotus. But, like the latter, he fails
to supply a natural motive for the raising of the siege. — ED.

The version of Ephorus and Cornelius Nepos (loc. cit.) represents the charge as one of ‘treason’:
Miltiadés had allowed the siege of Paros to end in a fiasco in consideration of a bribe. — Ep.
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of penalty for himself, and the jurors were constrained to take their choice
between these two — no third gradation of penalty being admissible for con-
sideration. Of course, under such circumstances, it was the interest of the
accused party to name, even in his own case, some real and serious penalty —
something which the jurors might be likely to deem not wholly inadequate to
his crime just proved; for if he proposed some penalty only trifling, he drove
them to prefer the heavier sentence recommended by his opponent.’!
Accordingly, in the case of Miltiadés, his friends, desirous of inducing the
jurors to refuse their assent to the punishment of death, proposed a fine of fifty
talents as the self-assessed penalty of the defendant; and perhaps they may have
stated, as an argument in the case, that such a sum would suffice to defray the
costs of the expedition. The fine was imposed, but Miltiadés did not live to pay
it: his injured limb mortified, and he died, leaving the fine to be paid by his
son Kimon.

According to Cornelius Nepos, Diodorus, and Plutarch, he was put in
prison, after having been fined, and there died.”* But Herodotus does not men-
tion this imprisonment, nor does the fact appear to me probable: he would
hardly have omitted to notice it, had it come to his knowledge. Immediate
imprisonment of a person fined by the dikastery, until his fine was paid, was
not the natural and ordinary course of Athenian procedure, though there were
particular cases in which such aggravation was added. Usually a certain time
was allowed for payment,” before absolute execution was resorted to, though
the person under sentence became disfranchised and excluded from all political
rights, from the very instant of his condemnation as a public debtor, until the
fine was paid. Now in the instance of Miltiadés, the lamentable condition of
his wounded thigh rendered escape impossible — so that there would be no
special motive for departing from the usual practice, and imprisoning him
forthwith: moreover, if he was not imprisoned forthwith, he would not be
imprisoned at all, since he cannot have lived many days after his trial. All
accounts concur in stating that he died of the mortal bodily hurt which already
disabled him even at the moment of his trial, and that his son Kimon paid the
fifty talents after his death. If e could pay them, probably his father could have

°' It is not certain whether such a form of legal procedure existed in Miltiadés’ time. The charge

may have been preferred to begin with in the form of an €icayyehia in the Ekklésia, and the

death-sentence modified by an amendment (¢/. Macan, op. cit., ii., p. 257; Meyer, Gesch. d.

Alt., iii., 339). — Ep.

Cornelius Nepos, Miltiadés, c. 7; and Kimon, c. 1; Plutarch, Kimon, c. 4; Diodorus, Fragment.,

lib. x. All these authors probably drew from the same original fountain; perhaps Ephorus; but

we have no means of determining. Respecting the alleged imprisonment of Kimon, however,
they must have copied from different authorities, for their statements are all different.

% See Boeckh, Public Economy of Athens, b. iii. ch. xiii., p. 390, Engl. transl. (vol. i., p. 420
Germ.); Meier und Schdomann, A#sisch. Prozess, p. 744. Dr. Thirlwall takes a different view of
this point, with which I cannot concur (Hisz. Gr., vol. iii., app. ii., p. 488); though his gen-
eral remarks on the trial of Miltiadés are just and appropriate (ch. xiv., p. 273).
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paid them also. This is an additional reason for believing that there was no
imprisonment — for nothing but non-payment could have sent him to prison.

Thus closed the life of the conqueror of Marathon. The last act of it produces
an impression so mournful, that readers, ancient and modern, have not been
satisfied without finding someone to blame for it: we must except Herodotus,
our original authority, who recounts the transaction without dropping a hint of
blame against anyone. To speak ill of the people, as Machiavel has long ago
observed, is a strain in which everyone at all times, even under a democratical
government, indulges with impunity and without provoking any opponent to
reply. In this instance, the hard fate of Miltiadés has been imputed to the vices
of the Athenians and their democracy — it has been cited in proof, partly of
their fickleness, partly of their ingratitude. But however much blame may
serve to lighten the mental sadness arising from a series of painful facts, it will
not be found justified if we apply to those facts a reasonable criticism.

What is called the fickleness of the Athenians on this occasion is nothing
more than a rapid and decisive change in their estimation of Miltiadés,
unbounded admiration passing at once into extreme wrath. The question to be
determined is, whether there be sufficient ground for such a change; and in the
case of Miltiadés, that question must be answered in the affirmative.’*

The charge of ingratitude against the Athenian popular juries really
amounts to this — that in trying a person accused of present crime or fault,
they were apt to confine themselves too strictly and exclusively to the particu-
lar matter of chatge, either forgetting, or making too little account of, past ser-
vices which he might have rendered. Whoever imagines that such was the
habit of Athenian dikasts, must have studied the orators to very little purpose.
Their real defect was the very opposite; they were too much disposed to wander
from the special issue before them, and to be affected by appeals to previous
services and conduct.”” That which an accused person at Athens usually strives

% If the more plausible account of Nepos be adhered to, it will be seen that Miltiadés, though per-

haps deserving of a money fine, had certainly done nothing worthy of death, the only reasonable
charge against him being his failure to take Paros. The fact that the death-penalty was demanded
is a proof of the bitter rancour with which his enemies persecuted him. Though it is difficult to
say whether the people in this case are absolutely free from blame or not, there is no doubt that
Miltiadés’ political rivals showed a most vindictive spirit in preferring their accusation.

Chief among the accusers were the Alkma6nide. It has already been observed how their
unpatriotic policy in previous years was thwarted by Miltiadés (see note 12 on p. 155). The
failure of the Parian expedition provided them with an opportunity for taking revenge on
their adversary, and re-establishing for a while their own ascendancy.

The Alkmaednid version has very probably been reproduced by Herodotus, who clearly did

not consult the traditions of the Philaid house for this last episode, though he apparently
drew upon them for Miltiadés’ earlier career. — ED.
Machiavel, in the twenty-ninth chapter of his Discorsi sopra T. Livio, examines the question:
‘Which of the two is more open to the charge of being ungrateful — a popular government or
a king?’ He thinks that the latter is more open to it. Compare ch. 59 of the same work, where
he again supports a similar opinion.
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to produce is an impression in the minds of the dikasts favourable to his gen-
eral character and behaviour; of course he meets the particular allegation of his
accuser as well as he can, but he never fails also to remind them empbhatically
how well he has performed his general duties of a citizen — how many times
he has served in military expeditions — how many trierarchies and liturgies he
has performed, and performed with splendid efficiency. In fact, the claim of an
accused person to acquittal is made to rest too much on his prior services, and
too little upon innocence or justifying matter as to the particular indictment.
It is what we should naturally expect from a body of private, non-professional
citizens assembled for the occasion — and belongs more or less to the system
of jury-trial everywhere; but it is the direct reverse of that ingratitude, or
habitual insensibility to prior services, for which they have been so often
denounced.

I have already remarked that the fickleness, which has been so largely
imputed to the Athenian democracy in their dealings with him, is nothing
more than a reasonable change of opinion on plausible grounds: nor can it be
said that fickleness was in any case an attribute of the Athenian democracy. It
is a well-known fact, that feelings, or opinions, or modes of judging, which
have once obtained footing among a large number of people, are more lasting
and unchangeable than those which belong only to one or a few; insomuch that
the judgments and actions of the many admit of being more clearly understood
as to the past, and more certainly predicted as to the future. If we are to pred-
icate any attribute of the multitude, it will rather be that of undue tenacity
than undue fickleness. There will occur nothing in the course of this history to
prove that the Athenian people changed their opinions, on insufficient
grounds, more frequently than an unresponsible one or few would have
changed.

But there were two circumstances in the working of the Athenian democ-
racy which imparted to it an appearance of greater fickleness, without the real-
ity: — first, that the manifestations and changes of opinion were all open,
undisguised, and noisy; the people gave utterance to their present impression,
whatever it was, with perfect frankness; if their opinions were really changed,
they had no shame or scruple in avowing it; secondly — and this is a point of
capital importance in the working of democracy generally — the present
impression, whatever it might be, was not merely undisguised in its manifes-
tations, but also had a tendency to be exaggerated in its intensity. This arose
from their habit of treating public affairs in multitudinous assemblages, the
well-known effect of which is to inflame sentiment in every man’s bosom by

M. Sismondi also observes, in speaking of the long attachment of the city of Pisa to the
cause of the Emperors and to the Ghibelin party: ‘Pise montra dans plus d’une occasion, par
sa constance a supporter la cause des empereurs au milieu des revers, combien la reconnois-
sance lie un peuple libre d’'une manieére plus puissante et plus durable qu’elle ne sauroit lier le
peuple gouverné par un seul homme’ (Histoire des Républ. Italiennes, ch. xiii, tom. ii., p. 302).
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mere contact with a sympathizing circle of neighbours. Whatever the senti-
ment might be, fear, ambition, cupidity, wrath, compassion, piety, patriotic
devotion, etc.,”® and whether well-founded or ill-founded — it was constantly
influenced more or less by such intensifying cause. This is a defect which, of
course, belongs in a certain degree to all exercise of power by numerous bodies,
even though they be representative bodies — especially when the character of
the people, instead of being comparatively sedate and slow to move, like the
English, is quick, impressible, and fiery, like Greeks or Italians; but it operated
far more powerfully on the self-acting Démos assembled in the Pnyx. It was, in
fact, the constitutional malady of the democracy, of which the people were
themselves perfectly sensible — as I shall show hereafter from the securities
which they tried to provide against it — but which no securities could ever
wholly eradicate. Frequency of public assemblies, far from aggravating the
evil, had a tendency to lighten it. The people thus became accustomed to
hear and balance many different views as a preliminary to ultimate judg-
ment; they contracted personal interest and esteem for a numerous class of
dissentient speakers; and they even acquired a certain practical consciousness
of their own liability to error. Moreover, the diffusion of habits of public
speaking, by means of the sophists and the rhetors, whom it has been so
much the custom to disparage, tended in the same direction — to break the
unity of sentiment among the listening crowd, to multiply separate judg-
ments, and to neutralize the contagion of mere sympathizing impulse.
These were important deductions, still farther assisted by the superior taste
and intelligence of the Athenian people: but still the inherent malady
remained — excessive and misleading intensity of present sentiment. It was
this which gave such inestimable value to the ascendency of Periklés, as
depicted by Thukydidés: his hold on the people was so firm, that he could
always speak with effect against excess of the reigning tone of feeling.
‘“When Periklés (says the historian) saw the people in a state of unseasonable
and insolent confidence, he spoke so as to cow them into alarm; when again
they were in groundless terror, he combated it, and brought them back to

3¢ This is the general truth, which ancient authors often state, both partially, and in exaggerated

terms as to degree. ‘Heec est natura multitudinis (says Livy); aut humiliter servit aut superbe
dominatur.” Again, Tacitus — ‘Nihil in vulgo modicum; terrere, ni paveant; ubi pertimuerint
impune contemni’ (Annal., i. 29). Herodotus, iii. 81: ®0&el 6& (0 dHOG) EunecmV T4
TPNYHATO GVEL VOOU, Y ELLAPP® TOTAUD TKELOG.

It is remarkable that Aristotle, in his Politica, takes little or no notice of this attribute
belonging to every numerous assembly. He seems rather to reason as if the aggregate intelli-
gence of the multitude was represented by the sum total of each man’s separate intelligence in
all the individuals composing it (Po/il., iii. 6, 4, 10, 12), just as the property of the multitude,
taken collectively, would be greater than that of the few rich. He takes no notice of the dif-
ference between a number of individuals judging jointly and judging separately. I do not
indeed observe that such omission leads him into any positive mistake, but it occurs in some
cases calculated to surprise us, and where the difference here adverted to is important to
notice (see Politic., iii. 10, 5, 6).
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confidence.”” We shall find Démosthenés, with far inferior ascendancy,
employed in the same honourable task. The Athenian people often stood in
need of such correction, but unfortunately did not always find statesmen, at
once friendly and commanding, to administer it.

7 Thukyd., ii. 65.
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8 [XXXVIII]

FROM THE BATTLE OF
MARATHON TO THE MARCH OF
XERXES AGAINST GREECE

I HAVE recounted, in a preceding chapter, the Athenian victory at Marathon,
the repulse of the Persian general Datis, and the return of his armament across
the Agean to the Asiatic coast. Far from satiating his revenge upon Athens,
the Persian monarch was compelled to listen to the tale of an ignominious
defeat. His wrath against the Athenians rose to a higher pitch than ever, and he
commenced vigorous preparations for a renewed attack upon them as well as
upon Greece generally. Resolved upon assembling the entire force of his
empire, he directed the various satraps and sub-governors throughout all Asia
to provide troops, horses, and ships both of war and burthen. For no less than
three years the empire was agitated by this immense levy, which Darius deter-
mined to conduct in person against Greece. Nor was his determination abated
by a revolt of the Egyptians, which broke out about the time when his prepa-
rations were completed. He was on the point of undertaking simultaneously
the two enterprises — the conquest of Greece and the reconquest of Egypt —
when he was surprised by death, after a reign of thirty-six years. As a precau-
tion previous to this intended march he had nominated as successor Xerxés, his
son by Atossa; for the ascendancy of that queen ensured to Xerxés the prefer-
ence over his elder brother Artabazanes, son of Darius by a former wife, and
born before the latter became king. The choice of the reigning monarch passed
unquestioned, and Xerxés succeeded without opposition. It deserves to be
remarked, that though we meet with several acts of cruelty and atrocity perpe-
trated in the Persian regal family, there is nothing like that systematic fratri-
cide which has been considered necessary to guarantee succession in Turkey
and other Oriental empires.

The intense wrath against Athens, which had become the predominant sen-
timent in the mind of Darius, was yet unappeased at the time of his death, and
it was fortunate for the Athenians that his crown now passed to a prince less
obstinately hostile as well as in every respect inferior. Xerxés, personally the
handsomest and most stately man amid the immense crowd which he led
against Greece, was in character timid and faint-hearted, over and above those
defects of vanity, childish self-conceit, and blindness of appreciation, which he
shared more or less with the later Persian kings. Yet we shall see that even
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under his conduct, the invasion of Greece was very near proving successful; and
it might well have succeeded altogether, had he been either endued with the
courageous temperament, or inflamed with the fierce animosity, of his father.

On succeeding to the throne, Xerxés found the forces of the empire in active
preparation, pursuant to the orders of Darius; except Egypt, which was in a
state of revolt. His first necessity was to reconquer this country, a purpose for
which the great military power now in readiness was found amply sufficient.
Egypt was subdued and reduced to a state of much harder dependence than
before: we may presume that not only the tribute was increased, but also the
numbers of the Persian occupying force, maintained by contributions levied on
the natives. Achemenes, brother of Xerxés, was installed there as satrap.

But Xerxés was not at first equally willing to prosecute the schemes of his
deceased father against Greece. At least such is the statement of Herodotus,
who represents Mardonius as the grand instigator of the invasion, partly
through thirst for warlike enterprise, partly from a desire to obtain the
intended conquest as a satrapy for himself. There were not wanting Grecian
counsellors to enforce his recommendation both by the promise of help and by
the colour of religion. The great family of the Aleuade, belonging to Larissa
and perhaps to other towns in Thessaly, were so eager in the cause, that their
principal members came to Susa to offer an easy occupation of that frontier ter-
ritory of Hellas; while the exiled Peisistratids from Athens still persevered in
striving to procure their own restoration at the tail of a Persian army. Indeed,
it was not difficult to show, according to the feelings then prevalent, that a new
king of Persia was in honour obliged to enlarge the boundaries of the empire."
The conquering impulse springing from the first founder was as yet unex-
hausted; the insults offered by the Athenians remained still unavenged.

On the occasion of this invasion, now announced and about to take place, we
must notice especially the historical manner and conception of our capital
informant — Herodotus. The invasion of Greece by Xerxés, and the final
repulse of his forces, constitute the entire theme of his three last books and the
principal object of his whole history, towards which the previous matter is
intended to conduct. Amidst those prior circumstances, there are doubtless
many which have a substantive importance and interest of their own,
recounted at so much length that they appear codrdinate and principal, so that
the thread of the history is for a time put out of sight. Yet we shall find, if we
bring together the larger divisions of his history, omitting the occasional pro-
lixities of detail, that such thread is never lost in the historian’s own mind: it
may be traced by an attentive reader, from his preface and the statement imme-
diately following it — of Craesus as the first barbaric conqueror of the Ionian
Greeks — down to the full expansion of his theme, ‘Grecia Barbariz lento col-
lisa duello’, in the expedition of Xerxés. That expedition, as forming the con-
summation of his historical scheme, is not only related more copiously and

' Aschylus, Pers., 761.
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continuously than any events preceding it, but is also ushered in with an
unusual solemnity of religious and poetical accompaniment, so that the sev-
enth book of Herodotus reminds us in many points of the second book of the
Iliad. The dream sent by the Gods to frighten Xerx&s, when about to recede
from his project — as well as the ample catalogue of nations and eminent indi-
viduals embodied in the Persian host — have both of them marked parallels in
the Iliad: and Herodotus seems to delight in representing to himself the enter-
prise against Greece as an antithesis to that of the Atreide against Troy.” The
religious idea, so often presented elsewhere in Herodotus — that the Godhead
was jealous and hostile to excessive good fortune or immoderate desires in man
— is worked into his history of Xerxés as the ever-present moral and as the
main cause of its disgraceful termination.’ For we shall discover as we proceed,
that the historian, with that honourable frankness which Plutarch calls his
‘malignity’, neither ascribes to his countrymen credit greater than they deserve
for personal valour, nor seeks to veil the many chances of defeat which their
mismanagement laid open.*

Xerxés is described as having originally been averse to the enterprise, and
only stimulated thereto by the persuasions of Mardonius. This was probably
the genuine Persian belief, for the blame of so great a disaster would naturally
be transferred from the monarch to some evil counsellor. Against the rashness
of this general — the evil genius of Xerxés — we find opposed the prudence
and long experience of Artabanus, brother of the deceased Darius, and there-
fore uncle to the monarch. The age and relationship of this Persian Nestor
emboldened him to undertake the dangerous task of questioning the determi-
nation which Xerxés, though professing to invite the opinions of others, had
proclaimed as already settled in his own mind. The speech which Herodotus
puts into the mouth of Artabanus is that of a thoughtful and religious Greek.

Herodotus represents the great expedition of Xerxés to have originated
partly in the rashness of Mardonius, who reaps his bitter reward on the field of

The same comparison of the Persian struggle with the Trojan war is perhaps found in the ped-
iment sculptures of the temple which the Zginetans dedicated after the contest of 480 (but
see Furtwingler, £gina, 1906). — Ep.

For a fuller discussion of Herodotus’ ethics, see E. Meyer, Forschungen, vol. ii., pp. 252—268.
— Eb.

While Plutarch (if indeed the treatise De Herodoti Malignitate be the work of Plutarch) treats
Herodotus as uncandid, malicious, corrupt, the calumniator of great men and glorious deeds

IS

— Dionysius of Halikarnassus on the contrary, with more reason, treats him as a pattern of
excellent dispositions in an historian, contrasting him in this respect with Thukydidés, to
whom he imputes an unfriendly spirit in criticising Athens, arising from his long banish-
ment: H pév Hpodotov 160eo1¢ &v dnactv Emielkng, Kol 10ig pev dyoaboig cuv-
NoopéEVN, TO1G d€ KuKOlg cuvalyovoa: 1 6& @ovkvdidov d1dbectg adOeKNoTOG TIG
Kol mKpd, Kol T 7matpidt THS GLYAG HUVNOIKOKOVOO TO HEV YOP GUOPTHOTE
gneképyetal Kal poha AKpiBAg, TOV 6€ KATd VOOV KeEX®PNKOTOV Kabdmas ov pépy-
ntot §| donep Nvoykacuévog [Dionys. Hal., Ad Cn. Pompeium de Preecip. Historicis Judic.,
p- 112, ed. Rhys Roberts — Ep].
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battle at Plateea — but still more in the influence of ‘mischievous Oneiros’,
who is sent by the gods (as in the second book of the Iliad) to put a cheat upon
Xerxés, and even to overrule by terror both his scruples and those of
Artabanus. The gods having determined (as in the instances of Astyagés,
Polykratés, and others) that the Persian empire shall undergo signal humilia-
tion and repulse at the hands of the Greeks, constrain the Persian monarch into
a ruinous enterprise against his own better judgment. Such religious imagina-
tion is not to be regarded as peculiar to Herodotus, but as common to him
with his contemporaries generally, Greeks as well as Persians, though pecu-
liarly stimulated among the Greeks by the abundance of their epic or quasi-
historical poetry. The story of Xerxés’ dream has its rise (as Herodotus tells us)’
in Persian fancy, and is in some sort a consolation for the national vanity; but
it is turned and coloured by the Grecian historian, who mentions also a third
dream, which appears to Xerxés after his resolution to march was finally taken,
and which the mistake of the Magian interpreters falsely construed® into an
encouragement, though it really threatened ruin. How much this religious
conception of the sequence of events belongs to the age, appears by the fact
that it not only appears in Pindar and the Attic tragedians generally, but per-
vades especially the Persee of ZAschylus, exhibited seven years after the battle of
Salamis — in which we find the premonitory dreams as well as the jealous
enmity of the gods towards vast power and overweening aspirations in man;’
though without any of that inclination, which Herodotus seems to have
derived from Persian informants, to exculpate Xerxés by representing him as
disposed himself to sober counsels, but driven in a contrary direction by the
irresistible fiat of the gods.

While we take due notice of those religious conceptions with which both
the poet and the historian surround this vast conflict of Greeks and barbarians,
we need look no farther than ambition and revenge for the real motives of the
invasion. Considering that it had been a proclaimed project in the mind of
Darius for three years previous to his death, there was no probability that his
son and successor would gratuitously renounce it. Shortly after the reconquest
of Egypt, Xerxés began to make his preparations, the magnitude of which

Herodot., vii. 12: Kai 81 kov &v 11 vuxti €ide dyiv to1fvde, g Aéyetar Hmod
[Mepoéwv.

Respecting the influence of dreams in determining the enterprises of the early Turkish sul-
tans, see Von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reichs, book ii., vol. i., p. 49.

Compare the dream of Darius Codomannus. Plutarch, Alexander, c. 18.

[A similar conception appears on a Greek vase of the fourth or third century from

Canusium (Gerhard, Antike Denkmiler, pl. 105), in which the Persian king is represented as
seated in council, with a winged Aot (Deceit) hovering over him. — Ep.]
7 Aischylus, Pers. 96, 104, 181, 220, 368, 745, 825; compare Sophocl., Ajax, 129, 744, 775,
and the end of the Edipus Tyrannus; Buripid., Hecub., 58; Pindar, Olymp., viii. 86; Lsthm., vi.
39; Pausanias, ii. 33, 3. Compare the sense of the word d€1613ai®V in Xenophon, Agesilaus,
c. 11, § 8: ‘the man who in the midst of success fears the envious gods’.
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attested the strength of his resolve as well as the extent of his designs. The
satraps and subordinate officers, throughout the whole range of his empire,
received orders to furnish the amplest quota of troops and munitions of war —
horse and foot, ships of war, horse-transports, provisions, or supplies of various
kinds, according to the circumstances of the territory; while rewards were held
out to those who should execute the orders most efficiently. For four entire
years these preparations were carried on, and we are told that similar prepara-
tions had been going forward during the three years preceding the death of
Darius.

The Persian empire was at this moment more extensive that ever it will
appear at any subsequent period; for it comprised maritime Thrace and
Macedonia as far as the borders of Thessaly, and nearly all the islands of the
Agean north of Crete and east of Eubcea — including even the Cyclades. There
existed Persian forts and garrisons at Doriskus, Eion, and other places on the
coast of Thrace, while Abdéra with the other Grecian settlements on that coast
were numbered among the tributaries of Susa.® It is necessary to bear in mind
these boundaries of the empire at the time when Xerxés mounted the throne,
as compared with its reduced limits at the later time of the Peloponnesian war
— partly that we may understand the apparent chances of success to his expe-
dition, as they presented themselves both to the Persians and to the medizing
Greeks — partly that we may appreciate the after-circumstances connected
with the formation of the Athenian maritime empire.

In the autumn of the year 481 B.c. the vast army thus raised by Xerxés
arrived, from all quarters of the empire, at or near to Sardis, a large portion of
it having been directed to assemble at Kritala in Kappadokia, on the eastern
side of the Halys, where it was joined by Xerxés himself on the road from Susa.
From thence he crossed the Halys, and marched through Phrygia and Lydia,
until he reached Sardis, where winter-quarters were prepared for him. But this
land force, vast as it was, was not all that the empire had been required to fur-
nish. Xerxés had determined to attack Greece, not by traversing the Agean, as
Datis had passed to Eretria, and Marathon, but by a land force and fleet at once
— the former crossing the Hellespont, and marching through Thrace,
Macedonia, and Thessaly, while the latter was intended to accompany and
codperate. A fleet of ships of war, besides numerous vessels of service and bur-
then, had been assembled on the Hellespont and on the coasts of Thrace
and Ionia; moreover, Xerxés, with a degree of forethought much exceeding
that of his father Darius in the Scythian expedition, had directed the forma-
tion of large magazines of provisions at suitable maritime stations along the
line of march, from the Hellespont to the Strymonic Gulf. During the four
years of military preparation there had been time to bring together great quan-
tities of flour and other essential articles from Asia and Egypt.

8

Herodot., vii. 106, 108; also vii. 59, and Xenophon, Memorab., iii. 5, 11. Compare Zschylus,
Pers. 871-896.

205



HISTORY OF GREECE

If the whole contemporary world were overawed by the vast assemblage of
men and muniments of war, which Xerxés thus brought together, so much
transcending all past, we might even say all subsequent, experience — they
were no less astounded by two enterprises which entered into his scheme — the
bridging of the Hellespont, and the cutting of a ship-canal through the isth-
mus of Mount Athos. For the first of the two there had indeed been a prece-
dent, since Darius about thirty-five years before had caused a bridge to be
thrown over the Thracian Bosporus, and crossed it in his march to Scythia. Yet
this bridge of Darius, though constructed by the Ionians and by a Samian
Greek, having had reference only to distant regions, seems to have been little
known or little thought of among the Greeks generally, as we may infer from
the fact that the poet Aschylus’ speaks as if he had never heard of it; while the
bridge of Xerxés was ever remembered both by Persians and by Greeks as a
most imposing display of Asiatic omnipotence. The bridge of boats — or rather
the two separate bridges not far removed from each other — which Xerxés
caused to be thrown across the Hellespont, stretched from the neighbourhood
of Abydos on the Asiatic side to the coast between Sestos and Madytus on the
European, where the strait is about an English mile in breadth. The execution
of the work was at first entrusted, not to Greeks, but to Phenicians and
Egyptians, who had received orders long beforehand to prepare cables of extra-
ordinary strength and size expressly for the purpose; the material used by the
Phenicians was flax, that employed by the Egyptians was the fibre of the
papyrus. Already had the work been completed and announced to Xerxés as
available for transit, when a storm arose, so violent as altogether to ruin it. The
wrath of the monarch, when apprised of this catastrophe, burst all bounds. It
was directed partly against the chief engineers, whose heads he caused to be
struck off,'’ but partly also against the Hellespont itself. He commanded that
the strait should be scourged with 300 lashes, and that a set of fetters should
be let down into it as a farther punishment."'

It has been common, however, to set aside in this case not merely the words,
but even the main incident of punishment inflicted on the Hellespont,'* as a
mere Greek fable rather than a real fact; the extreme childishness and absurdity
of the proceeding giving to it the air of an enemy’s calumny. But this reason
will not appear sufficient, if we transport ourselves back to the time and to the
party concerned. To transfer to inanimate objects the sensitive as well as the

° Aschylus, Pers., 731, 754, 873.

Plutarch (De Tranquillitate Animi, p. 470) speaks of them as having had their noses and ears

cut off.

Herodot., vii. 34, 35. The assertion — that no one was in the habit of sacrificing to the

Hellespont — appears strange when we look to the subsequent conduct of Xerxés himself (vii.

53); compare vii. 113, and vi. 76.

2 See Stanley and Blomfield on Aschyl., Pers., 731, and K. O. Miiller, Kleine Schriften, vol. ii.,
p- 59.
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willing and designing attributes of human beings is among the early and
widespread instincts of mankind, and one of the primitive forms of religion."
By the old procedure, never formally abolished, though gradually disused, at
Athens — an inanimate object which had caused the death of a man was
solemnly tried and cast out of the border. And the Arcadian youths, when they
returned hungry from an unsuccessful day’s hunting, scourged and pricked the
god Pan or his statue by way of revenge. Much more may we suppose a young
Persian monarch, corrupted by universal subservience around him, to be capa-
ble of thus venting an insane wrath."" To offer sacrifice to rivers, and to testify
in this manner gratitude for service rendered by rivers, was a familiar rite in
the ancient religion. While the grounds for distrusting the narrative are thus
materially weakened, the positive evidence will be found very forcible. The
expedition of Xerxés took place when Herodotus was about four years old, so
that he afterwards enjoyed ample opportunity of conversing with persons who
had witnessed and taken part in it: and the whole of his narrative shows that
he availed himself largely of such access to information. Besides, the building
of the bridge across the Hellespont, and all the incidents connected with it,
were acts necessarily known to many witnesses, and therefore the more easily
verified.

New engineers — perhaps Greek along with, or in place of, Phenicians and
Egyptians — were immediately directed to recommence the work which
Herodotus now describes in detail. To form the two bridges, two lines of ships
— triremes and pentekonters blended together — were moored across the strait
breastwise, with their heads towards the Euxine and their sterns towards the
Agean, the stream flowing always rapidly from the former towards the latter."

Y Cf. Tylor, Primitive Culture, vol. ii. (on Animism). — ED.

On the other hand, it should be observed that the worship of the Iranian nations was remark-
ably free from animistic and anthropomorphic ideas, and that Xerxés’ father at any rate was a
strenuous upholder of pure Zoroastrianism. Cf. Rawlinson, Herodotus, app. to bk. iii., essay 2.
— Eb.

Grote, who rightly interpreted several doubtful points in Herodotus’ description as against
previous critics, has himself given a slightly erroneous description, mainly owing to his mis-
conception of the coast-line near Sestos, and the consequent direction of the current. He
would place both the bridges in a direct line with the channel.

But (1) the dxtn Tpayéa of Herodotus (vii. 34) is a headland on which a landing could
not easily be effected, hence the European ends of the two bridges must have been a good way
apart on either side of this promontory. If both bridges started from Abydos the natural
course for the lower bridge would be straight across the channel, for the upper one to slant
away up-stream. This agrees well with Herodotus’ statement that the upper bridge contained
more vessels (and so presumably was longer) than the lower one.

(2) Owing to the bend of the channel off Sestos, the current does not run parallel to the
shore, but crosses over more or less in a line from Sestos to Abydos. Unless the boats’ noses
in the upper bridge had been turned straight up the current, the strain on one set of anchor-
sheets would have been excessive, and by their tendency to swing round the ships would
have provided an insecure foundation for the upper works. If, then, the vessels in this bridge
were anchored in a line with the current, they stood slantwise across the channel. This

14
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They were moored by anchors head and stern, and by very long cables. The
number of ships placed to carry the bridge nearest to the Euxine was three
hundred and sixty, the number in the other three hundred and fourteen. Over
each of the two lines of ships, across from shore to shore, were stretched six vast
cables, which discharged the double function of holding the ships together,
and of supporting the bridge-way to be laid upon them. They were tightened
by means of capstans on each shore; in three different places along the line a
gap was left between the ships for the purpose of enabling small trading ves-
sels without masts, in voyage to or from the Euxine, to pass and repass beneath
the cables.

Over the cables were laid planks of wood, sawn to the appropriate width,
secured above by a second line of cables stretched across to keep them in their
places. Lastly, upon this foundation the causeway itself was formed out of earth
and wood, with a palisade on each side high enough to prevent the cattle
which passed over from seeing the water.

The other great work which Xerxés caused to be performed, for facilitating
his march, was the cutting through of the isthmus which connects the stormy
promontory of Mount Athos with the mainland.'® That isthmus near the point
where it joins the mainland was about twelve stadia (not quite so many fur-
longs) across, from the Strymonic to the Toronaic Gulf; and the canal dug by
order of Xerxés was broad and deep enough for two triremes to sail abreast. In
this work, too, as well as in the bridge across the Hellespont, the Phenicians
were found the ablest and most efficient among all the subjects of the Persian
monarch; but the other tributaries, especially the Greeks from the neighbour-
ing town of Akanthus, and indeed the entire maritime forces of the empire,'’
were brought together to assist. The headquarters of the fleet were first at
Kymé and Phokaa, next at Eleus in the southern extremity of the Thracian
Chersonese, from which point it could protect and second at once the two
enterprises going forward at the Hellespont and at Mount Athos.

Herodotus remarks that Xerxés must have performed this laborious work
from motives of mere ostentation: ‘for it would have cost no trouble at all’ (he
observes)'® to drag all the ships in the fleet across the isthmus; so that the canal

interpretation is as consistent as any with the somewhat loosely-worded account of Herodotus
(vii. 36): 100 pev Iovrov émkapaoiag 106 8¢ EAAnondvtov kata poov.

Herodotus gives the distance from Abydos to the opposite shore as seven stades (at the pre-
sent time it is more than 5,000 feet). The number of boats in either bridge implies a some-
what greater length, and the upper one probably exceeded a mile in length.

Cf. Stein, Herodotus, ad loc., and Grundy, Great Persian War, pp. 215, 216. — Ebp.

For a specimen of the destructive storms near the promontory of Athos, see Ephorus,
Fragment, 121, ed. Didot; Diodor., xiii. 41.

7" Herodot., vii. 22, 23, 116; Diodor., xi. 2.

Herodot. vii. 24. As this ship-canal across the isthmus of Athos has been treated often as a
fable both by ancients (Juvenal, Saz., x.) and by moderns (Cousinéry, Voyage en Macédoine, 1
transcribe the observations of Colonel Leake. That excellent observer points out evident traces
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was nowise needed. So familiar a process was it, in the mind of a Greek of the
fifth century B.C., to transport ships by mechanical force across an isthmus, a
special groove or slip being seemingly prepared for them: such was the case at
the Diolkus across the isthmus of Corinth. It is also to be noted, that the men
who excavated the canal at Mount Athos worked under the lash; and these, be
it borne in mind, were not bought slaves, but freemen, except in so far as they
were tributaries of the Persian monarch; perhaps the father of Herodotus, a
native of Halikarnassus and a subject of the brave Queen Artemisia, may have
been among them. We shall find other examples as we proceed, of this indis-
criminate use of the whip, and full conviction of its indispensable necessity, on
the part of the Persians'® — even to drive the troops of their subject-contingents
on to the charge in battle. To employ the scourge in this way towards freemen,
and especially towards freemen engaged in military service, was altogether
repugnant both to Hellenic practice and to Hellenic feeling. The Asiatic and
insular Greeks were relieved from it, as from various other hardships, when
they passed out of Persian dominion to become, first allies, afterwards sub-
jects, of Athens: and we shall be called upon hereafter to take note of this fact
when we appreciate the complaints preferred against the hegemony of
Athens.

At the same time that the subject-contingents of Xerxés excavated this
canal, which was fortified against the sea at its two extremities by compact
earthen walls or embankments, they also threw bridges of boats over the river
Strymon. These two works, together with the renovated double bridge across

of its past existence; but in my judgment, even if no such traces now remained, the testimony
of Herodotus and Thukydidés (iv. 109) would alone be sufficient to prove that it had existed
really. The observations of Colonel Leake illustrate at the same time the motives in which the
canal originated. ‘The canal (he says) seems to have been not more than sixty feet wide. As
history does not mention that it was ever kept in repair after the time of Xerxes, the waters
from the heights around have naturally filled it in part with soil in the course of ages. It
might, however, without much labour, be renewed, and there can be no doubt that it would
be useful to the navigation of the Agean: for such is the fear entertained by the Greek boat-
men of the strength and uncertain direction of the currents around Mount Athos, and of the
gales and high seas to which the vicinity of the mountain is subject during half the year, and
which are rendered more formidable by the deficiency of harbours in the Gulf of Orfand, that
I could not, as long as I was on the peninsula, and though offering a high price, prevail upon
any boat to carry me from the eastern side of the peninsula to the western. Xerxes, therefore,
was perfectly justified in cutting this canal, as well from the security which it afforded to his
fleet, as from the facility of the work and the advantages of the ground, which seems made
expressly to tempt such an undertaking. The experience of the losses which the former expe-
dition under Mardonius had suffered suggested the idea. The circumnavigation of the capes
Ampelus and Canastraeum was much less dangerous, as the gulfs afford some good harbours,
and it was the object of Xerxes to collect forces from the Greek cities in those gulfs as he
passed’ (Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iii., ch. 24, p. 145).
Herodot., vii. 22; compare vii. 103, and Xenophon, Anabasis, iii. 4—25.

The essential necessity, and plentiful use, of the whip, towards subject-tributaries, as
conceived by the ancient Persians, finds its parallel in the modern Turks.
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the Hellespont, were both announced to Xerxés as completed and ready for pas-
sage, on his arrival at Sardis at the beginning of winter 481-480 B.c. Whether
the whole of his vast army arrived at Sardis at the same time as himself, and
wintered there, may reasonably be doubted; but the whole was united at Sardis
and ready to march against Greece, at the beginning of spring 480 B.c.

While wintering at Sardis, the Persian monarch despatched heralds to all
the cities of Greece, except Sparta and Athens, to demand the received tokens
of submission, earth and water. The news of his prodigious armament was well
calculated to spread terror even among the most resolute of them. And he at
the same time sent orders to the maritime cities in Thrace and Macedonia to
prepare ‘dinner’ for himself and his vast suite as he passed on his march, which
was commenced at the first beginning of spring.

From Sardis the host of Xerxés directed its march to Abydos, first across Mysia
and the river Kaikus — then through Atarneus, Kariné, and the plain of Thébé.
They passed Adramyttium and Antandrus, and crossed the range of Ida, which
was on their right hand,” not without some loss from stormy weather and thun-
der. From hence they reached Ilium and the river Skamander, the stream of which
was drunk up, or probably in part trampled and rendered undrinkable, by the
vast host of men and animals. Xerxés ascended the holy hill of Ilium — reviewed
the Pergamus where Priam was said to have lived and reigned — sacrificed 1,000
oxen to the patron goddess Athéné — and caused the Magian priests to make
libations in honour of the heroes who had fallen on that venerated spot. He even
condescended to inquire into the local details, abundantly supplied to visitors by
the inhabitants of Ilium, of that great real or mythical war to which Grecian
chronologers had hardly yet learned to assign a precise date. Another day’s march
between Rhoeteium, Ophryneium and Dardanus on the left-hand, and the
Teukrians of Gergis on the right-hand, brought him to Abydos, where his two
newly-constructed bridges over the Hellespont awaited him.

On this transit from Asia into Europe Herodotus dwells with peculiar
emphasis. He surrounds it with much dramatic circumstance, not only men-
tioning the marble throne erected for Xerxés on a hill near Abydos, from
whence he surveyed both his masses of land-force covering the shore and his
ships sailing and racing in the strait (a race in which the Pheenicians of Sidon
surpassed the Greeks and all the other contingents) — but also superadding to
this real fact a dialogue with Artabanus, intended to set forth the internal
mind of Xerxés.

At the first moment of sunrise, so sacred in the mind of Orientals,?' the

" Herodotus says ‘on the /eft hand’ (vii. 42, § 2). On the source of this curious error, see Grundy,

op. cit., p. 217. — ED.

Tacitus, Histor., iii. 24: ‘Undique clamor, et orientem solem, ita in Syrid mos est, consalu-
tavére’ — in his striking description of the night battle near Cremona between the Roman
troops of Vitellius and Vespasian, and the rise of the sun while the combat was yet unfinished:
compare also Quintus Curtius, iii. 3, 8. [C/. also Hdt., iii. 84. — Ep.]
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passage was ordered to begin. The bridges were perfumed with frankincense
and strewed with myrtle boughs, while Xerxés himself made libations into the
sea with a golden censer, and offered up prayers to Helios, that he might effect
without hindrance his design of conquering Europe even to its farthest extrem-
ity. Along with his libation he cast into the Hellespont the censer itself, with
a golden bowl and a Persian scimitar. Of the two bridges, that nearest to the
Euxine was devoted to the military force — the other to the attendants, the
baggage, and the beasts of burthen. The 10,000 Persians, called Immortals, all
wearing garlands on their heads, were the first to pass over. Xerxés himself,
with the remaining army, followed next: the monarch having reached the
European shore, saw his troops crossing the bridges after him ‘under the lash’.
But in spite of the use of this sharp stimulus to accelerate progress, so vast were
the numbers of his host, that they occupied no less than seven days and seven
nights, without a moment of intermission, in the business of crossing over.

Having thus cleared the strait, Xerxés directed his march along the Thracian
Chersonese, to the isthmus whereby it is joined with Thrace, between the town
of Kardia on his left-hand and the tomb of Hellé on his right — the epony-
mous heroine of the strait. After passing this isthmus, he turned westward
along the coast of the Gulf of Melas and the Agean Sea. Having passed by the
ZAolic city of Anus he reached the seacoast and plain called Doriskus covering
the rich delta near the mouth of the Hebrus. A fort had been built there and
garrisoned by Darius.

Having been here joined by his fleet, which had doubled”” the southernmost
promontory of the Thracian Chersonese, he thought the situation convenient
for a general review and enumeration both of his land and his naval force.

Never probably in the history of mankind has there been brought together a
body of men from regions so remote and so widely diverse, for one purpose and
under one command, as those which were now assembled in Thrace near the
mouth of the Hebrus. About the numerical total we cannot pretend to form
any definite idea; about the variety of contingents there is no room for doubt.”
The eight nations who furnished the fleet were — Phenicians (300 ships of
war), Egyptians (200), Cypriots (150), Kilikians (100), Pamphylians (30),
Lykians (50), Karians (70), Ionic Greeks (100), Doric Greeks (30), Zolic
Greeks (60), Hellespontic Greeks (100), Greeks from the islands in the Agean
(17); in all 1,207 triremes or ships of war with three banks of oars. The

Herodot., vii, 58, 59; Pliny, H. N., iv. 11. See some valuable remarks on the topography of
Doriskus and the neighbourhood of the town still called Znos, in Grisebach, Reise durch
Rumelien und nach Brussa, ch. vi., vol. i., p. 157—159 (Gottingen, 1841). He shows reason for
believing that the indentation of the coast, marked on the map as the Gulf of Znos, did not
exist in ancient times, any more than it exists now.

Herodotus (vii. 61-96) enumerates forty-six nations. This total he may have derived from a
Persian ‘army-list’ (¢/ Munro in Journ. Hell. Stud., 1902), obtained perhaps from Artabazus
(¢f- Stein on Hdt., viii. 126), or from the Totopiat of Hekateus, or by combining these two
data. — Ep.
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descriptions of costumes and arms which we find in Herodotus are curious and
varied. But it is important to mention that no nation except the Lydians,
Pamphylians, Cypriots, and Karians (partially also the Egyptian marines on
ship-board) bore arms analogous to those of the Greeks (i.e. arms fit for steady
conflict and sustained charge — for hand combat in line as well as for defence
of the person — but inconveniently heavy either in pursuit or in flight). The
other nations were armed with missile weapons — light shields of wicker or
leather, or no shields at all — turbans or leather caps instead of helmets —
swords and scythes. They were not properly equipped either for fighting in
regular order or for resisting the line of spears and shields which the Grecian
hoplites brought to bear upon them. Their persons, too, were much less pro-
tected against wounds than those of the latter.

It was at Doriskus that the fighting-men of the entire land-army were first
numbered; for Herodotus expressly informs us that the various contingents
had never been numbered separately, and avows his own ignorance of the
amount of each. The means employed for numeration were remarkable. Ten
thousand men were counted,”” and packed together as closely as possible: a line
was drawn, and a wall of enclosure built, around the space which they had
occupied, into which all the army was directed to enter successively, so that the
aggregate number of divisions, comprising 10,000 each, was thus ascertained.
One hundred and seventy of these divisions were affirmed by the informants of
Herodotus to have been thus numbered, constituting a total of 1,700,000 foot,
besides 80,000 horse, many war-chariots from Libya and camels from Arabia,
with a presumed total of 20,000 additional men.*> Such was the vast land-force
of the Persian monarch: his naval equipments were of corresponding magni-
tude, comprising not only the 1,207 triremes or war-ships of three banks of
oars, but also 3,000 smaller vessels of war and transports. The crew of each
trireme comprised 200 rowers,*® and 30 fighting-men, Persians or Sakae; that
of each of the accompanying vessels included 80 men, according to an average
which Herodotus supposes not far from the truth. If we sum up these items,
the total numbers brought by Xerxés from Asia to the plain and to the coast of
Doriskus would reach the astounding figure of 2,317,000 men. Nor is this all.
In the farther march from Doriskus to Thermopyle, Xerxés pressed into his
service men and ships from all the people whose territory he traversed; deriv-
ing from hence a reinforcement of 120 triremes with aggregate crews of
24,000 men, and of 300,000 new land troops, so that the aggregate of his force
when he appeared at Thermopyle was 2,640,000 men. To this we are to add,

24

The army which Darius had conducted against Scythia is said to have been counted by divi-
sions of 10,000 each, but the process is not described in detail (Herodot., iv. 87).

Herodot., vii. 60, 87, 184. This same rude mode of numeration was employed by Darius
Codomannus a century and a half afterwards, before he marched his army to the field of Issus
(Quintus Curtius, iii. 2, 3).

This reckoning is perhaps not applicable to the early fifth century. Meyer (Gesch. d. Altertums,
iii., p. 359) assigns only 150 men to the warship of this period. — ED.
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according to the conjecture of Herodotus, a number not at all inferior, as atten-
dants, slaves, sutlers, crews of the provision-craft and ships of burthen, etc., so
that the male persons accompanying the Persian king when he reached his first
point of Grecian resistance amounted to 5,283,220! So stands the prodigious
estimate of this army, the whole strength of the eastern world, in clear and
express figures of Herodotus, who himself evidently supposes the number to
have been even greater; for he conceives the number of ‘camp-followers’ as not
only equal to, but considerably larger, than, that of fighting-men.

To admit this overwhelming total, or anything near to it, is obviously
impossible. As to the number of triremes, his statement seems beneath the
truth, as we may judge from the contemporary authority of ZEschylus, who in
the ‘Persa@’ gives the exact number of 1,207 Persian ships as having fought at
Salamis.”” But the aggregate of 3,000 smaller ships, and still more that of
1,700,000 infantry, are far less trustworthy. There would be little or no motive
for the enumerators to be exact, and every motive for them to exaggerate — an
immense nominal total would be no less pleasing to the army than to the
monarch himself — so that the military total of land-force and ships’ crews,
which Herodotus gives as 2,641,000 on the arrival at Thermopyle, may be
dismissed as unwarranted and incredible. And the computation whereby he
determines the amount of non-military persons present, as equal or more than
equal to the military, is founded upon suppositions no way admissible. For
though in a Grecian well-appointed army it was customary to reckon one
light-armed soldier or attendant for every hoplite, no such estimate can be
applied to the Persian host. An Asiatic soldier will at this day make his cam-
paign upon scanty fare, and under privations which would be intolerable to an
European.” But it would be rash to pretend to guess at any positive number in
the entire absence of ascertained data. When we learn from Thukydidés that he

*" Bven if Aschylus was an eye-witness at Salamis, or even a participant in the battle, he cannot

well have ascertained the total of the Persian fleet from some such official source as Herodotus
used. Hence it is less likely that Herodotus underrated the Persian aggregate, than that
Aschylus overestimated their number at Salamis by omitting to deduct previous casualties
from the original official total (see note 15 on p. 259). — Ebp.

See on this point Volney, Travels in Egypt and Syria, ch. xxiv., vol, ii., pp. 70, 71; ch. xxxii.,
p. 367; and ch. xxxix., p. 435 (Engl. transl.).

Kinneir, Geographical Memoir of the Persian Empire, pp. 22, 23. Bernier, who followed the
march of Aurungzebe from Delhi, in 1665, says that some estimated the number of persons
in the camp at 300,000, others at different totals, but that no one knew, nor had they ever
been counted. He says, “You are no doubt at a loss to conceive how so vast a number both of
men and animals can be maintained in the field. The best solution of the difficulty will be
found in the temperance and simple diet of the Indians’ (Bernier, Travels in the Mogul Empire,
translated by Brock, vol. ii., App., p. 118).

So also Petit de la Croix says, about the enormous host of Genghis-Khan, ‘Les hommes sont
si sobres, qu’ils s’accommodent de toutes sortes d’alimens.’

That author seems to estimate the largest army of Genghis at 700,000 men (Histoire de
Genghis, liv. ii., ch. vi., p. 193).

213



HISTORY OF GREECE

found it impossible to find out the exact numbers of the small armies of Greeks
who fought at Mantineia,” we shall not be ashamed to avow our inability to
count the Asiatic multitudes at Doriskus.

Ktesias gives the total of the host at 800,000 men, and 1,000 triremes, inde-
pendent of the war-chariots: if he counts the crews of the triremes apart from
the 800,000 men (as seems probable), the total will then be considerably above
a million. Alian assigns an aggregate of 700,000 men: Diodorus™ appears to
follow partly Herodotus, partly other authorities. None of these witnesses
enables us to correct Herodotus, in a case where we are obliged to disbelieve
him.”!

After the numeration had taken place, Xerxés embarked on board a Sidonian
trireme and sailed along the prows of his immense fleet, moored in line about

* Thukyd., v. 68.

The Duke of Ragusa (in his Voyage en Hongrie, Turquie, etc.), after mentioning the prodi-
giously exaggerated statements current about the numbers slain in the suppressed insurrec-
tion of the Janissaries at Constantinople in 1826, observes, ‘On a dit et répété, que leur
nombre s’étoit élevé a huit ou dix mille, et cette opinion s’est accréditée (it was really about
500). Mais les Orientaux en général, et les Turcs en particulier, n’ont aucune idée des nom-
bres: ils les emploient sans exactitude, et ils sont par caractére portés a I'exagération. D'un
autre coté, le gouvernement a dii favoriser cette opinion populaire, pour frapper I'imagination
et inspirer une plus grande terreur’ (vol. ii., p. 37).

[The Greeks, as is well known, began to lose their distinct conception of number at totals
exceeding 10,000. — Ep.]

3 Krésias, Persica, c. 22, 23; Alian, V. H., xiii. 3; Diodorus, xi. 2—11.

The Samian poet Cheerilus, a few years younger than Herodotus, and contemporary with

Thukydidés, composed an epic poem on the expedition of Xerxés against Greece. Two or
three short fragments of it are all that is preserved. He enumerated all the separate nations
who furnished contingents to Xerxés, and we find not only the Saka, but also the Solymi
(apparently the Jews, and so construed by Josephus) among them. See Fragments, iii, and iv.,
in Nzke’s edition of Cheerilus, pp. 121-134.
The chief criterion for determining the numbers of Xerxés’ force is supplied by Herodotus
(viii. 126), who relates that Artabazus escorted the King on his retreat to Asia as far as
Macedonia. From this it would appear that Xerxés left behind him in Greece almost all the
troops which he had brought over, and the same inference may be drawn from Zschylus’
description of the retreat (Persee, 482 er seq.). In this case, the total Persian force on land never
much exceeded that which Mardonius retained in 479 (Busolt, G7. Gesch., ii.>, p. 671; Munro
in_Journ. Hell. Stud., 1902, p. 295).

If the numbers of Mardonius as given in Herodotus (viii. 113) be accepted — 300,000 —
the total Persian land-force can hardly have exceeded half a million (Grundy, Great Persian
War, p. 211, inclines to a slightly higher total).

31

On the other hand, it is probable enough that even Mardonius’ total is exaggerated (see
note 19 on p. 284). Delbriick (Perser- und Burgunderkriege, p. 164) would reduce Xerxés’ force
to 50,000 combatants, Meyer (Gesch. des Alt., iii., p. 375) to 100,000. Munro (foc. ciz.) sug-
gests that each of the thirty generals mentioned in Herodot., vii. 61 ¢ seq., nominally com-
manded 10,000 men. Unless a considerable part of the official force were left behind, which
is unlikely, though Munro makes this suggestion (foc. cit., p. 298), Xerxés’ land army might
be estimated as nearly 300,000 men. The total number engaged on the fleet probably did not
exceed 200,000 (see note 26 on p. 212). — Eb.
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400 feet from the shore, and every vessel completely manned for action. Such a
spectacle was well calculated to rouse emotions of arrogant confidence. It was
in this spirit that he sent forthwith for Demaratus the exiled King of Sparta,
who was among his auxiliaries — to ask whether resistance on the part of the
Greeks, to such a force, was even conceivable. The conversation between them,
dramatically given by Herodotus, is one of the most impressive manifestations
of sentiment in the Greek language.’” Demaratus assures him that the Spartans
most certainly, and the Dorians of Peloponnesus probably, will resist him to
the death, be the difference of numbers what it may.

After the completion of the review, Xerxés with the army pursued his march
westward, in three divisions and along three different lines of road, through
the territories of seven distinct tribes of Thracians, interspersed with Grecian
maritime colonies.” The cost incurred by the city of Thasus, on account of
their possessions of the mainland, for the entertainment of his host, was no less
than 400 talents™ (=92,800L.).

Through the territory of the Edonian Thracians and the Pierians, between
Pangaeus and the sea, Xerxés and his army reached the river Strymon at the
important station called Ennea Hodoi or Nine-Roads, afterwards memorable
by the foundation of Amphipolis. Bridges had been already thrown over the
river, to which the Magian priests rendered solemn honours by sacrificing
white horses and throwing them into the stream. From the Strymon he
marched forward along the Strymonic Gulf, passing through the territory of
the Bisalte near the Greek colonies of Argilus and Stageirus, until he came to

> When Herodotus specifies his informants (it is much to be regretted that he does not specify

them oftener) they seem to be frequently Greeks, such as Dikaus the Athenian exile,
Thersander of Orchomenus in Boeotia, Archias of Sparta, etc. (iii. 55; viii. 65; ix. 16). He
mentions the Spartan king Demaratus often, and usually under circumstances both of dignity
and dramatic interest. It is highly probable that he may have conversed with that prince
himself, or with his descendants who remained settled for a long time in Teuthrania, near the
Zolic coast of Asia Minor (Xenoph., Hellenica, iii. 1, 6), and he may thus have heard of
representations offered by the exiled Spartan king to Xerxés.

It is not improbable that the skeleton of the conversation between Xerxés and Demaratus
was a reality, heard by Herodotus from Demaratus himself or from his sons; for the extreme
speciality with which the Lacedeemonian exile confines his praise to the Spartans and Dorians,
not including the other Greeks, hardly represents the feeling of Herodotus himself.

The minuteness of the narrative which Herodotus gives respecting the deposition and fam-

ily circumstances of Demaratus (vi. 63 ¢ seq.), and his view of the death of Kleomenés as an
atonement to that prince for injury done may seem derived from family information (vi. 84).
Grundy (op. cit., p. 220 et seq.) shows that none but the coast-road along Thrace is practicable,
and that the columns which struck inland merely took up stations to protect the flank of the
army against the raids of mountaineers. — ED.
This sum of 400 talents was equivalent to the entire annual tribute charged in the Persian
king’s rent-roll, upon the satrapy comprising the western and southern coast of Asia Minor,
wherein were included all the Ionic and Zolic Greeks, besides Lykians, Pamphylians, etc.
(Herodot., iii. 90).
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the Greek town of Akanthus hard by the isthmus of Athos which had been
recently cut through.

All the Greek cities which Xerxés had passed by obeyed his orders with suf-
ficient readiness, and probably few doubted the ultimate success of so prodi-
gious an armament. At Akanthus he separated himself from his fleet, which
was directed to sail through the canal of Athos, to double the two south-west-
ern capes of the Chalkidic peninsula, to enter the Thermaic Gulf, and to await
his arrival at Therma. The fleet in its course gathered additional troops from
the Greek towns in the two peninsulas of Sithonia and Palléné. Near Therma
(Saloniki), in the interior of the Gulf and eastward of the mouth of the Axius,
the fleet awaited the arrival of Xerxés by land from Akanthus. He seems to
have had a difficult march, and with some columns to have taken a route con-
siderably inland, through Peonia and Kresténia — a wild, woody, and untrod-
den country, where his baggage-camels were set upon by lions, and where there
were also wild bulls of prodigious size and fierceness. At length he rejoined his
fleet at Therma, and stretched his army throughout Mygdonia, the ancient
Pieria, and Bottiais, as far as the mouth of the Haliakmén.

Xerxés had now arrived within sight of Mount Olympus, the northern
boundary of what was properly called Hellas, after a march through nothing
but subject territory, with magazines laid up beforehand for the subsistence of
his army — with additional contingents levied in his course — and probably
with Thracian volunteers joining him in the hopes of plunder. The road along
which he had marched was still shown with solemn reverence by the
Thracians, and protected both from intruders and from tillage, even in the days
of Herodotus. The Macedonian princes, the last of his western tributaries, in
whose territory he now found himself — together with the Thessalian Aleuadae
— undertook to conduct him farcher. Nor did the task as yet appear difficult:
what steps the Greeks were taking to oppose him shall be related in the com-
ing chapter.
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9 [XXXIX]

PROCEEDINGS IN GREECE FROM
THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO
THE TIME OF THE BATTLE OF
THERMOPYLA

Our information respecting the affairs of Greece immediately after the repulse
of the Persians from Marathon is very scanty.

Kleomenés and Leotychidés, the two kings of Sparta (the former belonging
to the elder or Eurystheneid, the latter to the younger or the Prokleid race),
had conspired for the purpose of dethroning the former Prokleid king
Demaratus: and Kleomenés had even gone so far as to tamper with the
Delphian priestess for this purpose. His manceuvre being betrayed shortly
afterwards, he was so alarmed at the displeasure of the Spartans, that he retired
into Thessaly, and from thence into Arcadia, where he employed the powerful
influence of his regal character and heroic lineage to arm the Arcadian people
against his country." The Spartans, alarmed in their turn, voluntarily invited
him back with a promise of amnesty. But his renewed lease did not last long.
His habitual violence of character became aggravated into decided insanity,
and his relatives were forced to confine him in chains under a Helot sentinel.
By severe menaces, he one day constrained this man to give him his sword,
with which he mangled himself dreadfully and perished. So shocking a death
was certain to receive a religious interpretation: yet which, among the mis-
deeds of his life, had drawn down upon him the divine wrath, was a point dif-
ficult to determine. But what surprises us most is to hear that the Spartans,
usually more disposed than other Greeks to refer every striking phanomenon
to divine agency, recognised on this occasion nothing but a vulgar physical
cause: Kleomenés had gone mad (they affirmed) through habits of intoxication,
learnt from some Scythian envoys who had come to Sparta.’

' A nucleus for an Arkadian League existed in the common religious cult of Zeus Lykaeus, in
connexion with which a federal coinage was issued at this period (Head, Historia Numorum,
p- 372). — Ep.

The bitter hostility of Spartan tradition against Kleomenés, which has plainly infected the
accounts of Herodotus (especially v. 42; vi. 75) and Pausanias (iii., ch. 4), is no doubt due to
his having partly reasserted the ancient royal prerogatives against the encroachments of the
board of ephors. The latter magistrates would seem to have acquired virtual control of the
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The death of Kleomenés, and the discredit thrown on his character,
emboldened the ZAginetans to prefer a complaint at Sparta respecting their
ten hostages, whom Kleomenés and Leotychidés had taken away from the
island, a little before the invasion of Attica by the Persians under Datis, and
deposited at Athens as guarantee to the Athenians against aggression from
Agina at that critical moment. Leotychidés was the surviving auxiliary of
Kleomenés in the requisition of these hostages, and against him the
Aginetans complained. Though the proceeding was one unquestionably ben-
eficial to the general cause of Greece, yet such was the actual displeasure of the
Lacedeemonians against the deceased king and his acts, that the survivor
Leotychidés was brought to a public trial, and condemned to be delivered up
as prisoner in atonement to the Aginetans. The latter were about to carry
away their prisoner, when a dignified Spartan named Theasidés, pointed out
to them the danger which they were incurring by such an indignity against
the regal person. The Spartans (he observed) had passed sentence under feel-
ings of temporary wrath, which would probably be exchanged for sympathy if
they saw the sentence executed.

Accordingly the Aginetans contented themselves with stipulating that
Leotychidés should accompany them to Athens and redemand their hostages
detained there. The Athenians refused to give up the hostages, in spite of the
emphatic terms in which the Spartan king set forth the sacred obligation of
restoring a deposit. They justified the refusal in part by saying that the deposit
had been lodged by the two kings jointly, and could not be surrendered to one
of them alone. But they probably recollected that the hostages were placed
with them less as a deposit than as a security against Aginetan hostility —
which security they were not disposed to forgo.

Leotychidés having been obliged to retire without success, the Aginetans
resolved to adopt measures of retaliation for themselves. They waited for the
period of a solemn festival celebrated every fifth year at Sunium; on which
occasion a ship, peculiarly equipped and carrying some of the leading
Athenians as Thedrs or sacred envoys, sailed thither from Athens. This ship
they found means to capture, and carried all on board prisoners to ZAgina.
Whether an exchange took place, or whether the prisoners and hostages on
both sides were put to death, we do not know. But the consequence of their

Government during the sixth century, but during Kleomenés’ reign they retire into the back-
ground. The expulsion of the king may be ascribed to their efforts, and it may be suspected
that Herodotus’ account of Kleomenés’ death covers a piece of foul play on the part of the
ephors. The latter certainly stood to gain much by his death, for henceforward their
supremacy remained unchallenged for two and a half centuries.

The calumnies levelled against Kleomenés should not blind us to the fact that by the
statesmanlike policy of his early days he largely helped to consolidate the Peloponnesian
League, and that by his vigorous measures in dealing with ZAgina and Argos he disabled
betimes two powers which might have seriously hindered the strategy of the patriots in the
Persian wars of 490 and 480 respectively. — Ep.
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proceeding was an active and decided war between Athens and Agina,’ begin-
ning seemingly about 488 or 487 B.C., and lasting until 481 B.c., the year pre-
ceding the invasion of Xerxés.!

An Aginetan citizen named Nikodromus took advantage of this war to fur-
ther a plot against the government of the island. Having been before banished,
he now organized a revolt of the people against the ruling oligarchy, concert-
ing with the Athenians a simultaneous invasion in support of his plan.
Accordingly on the appointed day he rose with his partisans in arms and took
possession of the Old Town — a strong post which had been superseded in
course of time by the more modern city on the sea-shore, less protected though
more convenient.” But no Athenians appeared, and without them he was
unable to maintain his footing. He was obliged to make his escape from the
island, after witnessing the complete defeat of his partisans, a large body of
whom, seven hundred in number, fell into the hands of the government, and
were led out for execution.

The Athenians who were to have assisted Nikodromus arrived at Agina one
day too late.® Their proceedings had been delayed by the necessity of borrow-
ing twenty triremes from the Corinthians, in addition to fifty of their own:’

> Herodot., vi. 87, 88.

Instead of v yap &7 Toict ABnvaiolst meviipng &ni Tovvie (vi. 87), I follow the

reading proposed by Schémann and sanctioned by Boeckh — mevtetnpic. See Boeckh,
Urkunden iiber das Attische Seewesen, chap. vii., pp. 75, 76.
The date 488—487 can be deduced with a fair measure of certainty from an oracle quoted by
Herodotus in vi. 89, which promised the Athenians the definite subjugation of Zgina after
thirty years’ fighting. Though the occasion on which the oracle was delivered is not known —
perhaps it immediately preceded or even followed upon the actual capture of £gina — it is
safe to infer that a great conflict began thirty years before the final triumph over Athens,
which came to pass in 458—-457 (¢f. Macan, Herodotus, iii., app., viii.).

It may be convenient to recapitulate the probable chronology of the Zginetan wars at this
point (but see chap. 4., app. IL.):

1. Temp. Peisistratus, the first outbreak.

. 506 B.C., alliance of ZAgina and Thebes.
. 498 B.C., Agina opens war upon Athens.
. 491 B.C., a truce is imposed by Kleomenés.
. 488 B.C., the war is renewed.
. 481 B.C., ZAgina and Athens are reconciled.
7.459-457 B.C., the final conflict; Agina becomes tributary to Athens. — Ep.
’  See Thukyd., i. 8.
The real reason for the failure of the Athenians to assist Nikodromus may have been a naval
defeat which Herodotus omits to mention.

The oracle referred to in v. 89 predicted To0G AOnvoiovg molAa neicechot during the
war. If this is an allusion to unsuccessful battles, it should be observed that only zwe such
reverses are actually recorded between 488 and 458 (Herodotus, vi. 93: Thuk., i. 105). Cf.
Busolt, Griech. Gesch., ii’., p. 648. — Ep.

Herodotus (vi. 89) says the ships were sold at a nominal price of five drachmae apiece. It is not
unlikely that he has made a mistake about the occasion of this transaction. Soon after
Marathon we find the Athenians equipping a fleet of seventy sail against Paros. This implies
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with these seventy sail they defeated the ZAginetans, who met them with a fleet
of equal number — and then landed on the island. The ZAginetans solicited aid
from Argos, but that city was either too much displeased with them, or too
much exhausted by the defeat sustained from the Spartan Kleomenés, to grant
it. Nevertheless, one thousand Argeian volunteers came to their assistance, and
a vigorous war was carried on, with varying success, against the Athenian
armament.

At sea the Athenians sustained a defeat, being attacked at a moment when
their fleet was in disorder, so that they lost four ships with their crews: on land
they were more successful, and few of the Argeian volunteers survived to
return home. At length the invaders were obliged to leave the island without
any decisive result, and the war seems to have been prosecuted by frequent
descents and privateering on both sides — in which Nikodromus and the
Aginetan exiles, planted by Athens on the coast of Attica near Sunium, took
an active part;’ the advantage on the whole being on the side of Athens.

The general course of this war, and especially the failure of the enterprise
concerted with Nikodromus in consequence of delay in borrowing ships from
Corinth, were well calculated to impress upon the Athenians the necessity of
enlarging their naval force. And it is from the present time that we trace
among them the first growth of that decided tendency towards maritime activ-
ity, which coincided so happily with the expansion of their democracy, and
opened a new phase in Grecian history, as well as a new career for themselves.

Miltiadés, the victor of Marathon, having been removed from the scene
under circumstances already described, Aristeidés and Themistoklés became
the chief men at Athens, and the former was chosen archon during the suc-
ceeding year. The rivalry between the two chiefs became so bitter and menac-
ing, that even Aristeidés himself is reported to have said, ‘If the Athenians
were wise they would cast both of us into the barathrum’. Under such circum-
stances it is not too much to say that the peace of the country was preserved
mainly by the institution called Ostracism. After three or four years of contin-
ued political rivalry, the two chiefs appealed to a vote of ostracism, and
Aristeidés was banished.’

that they had already acquired the twenty Corinthian ships in addition to their standing
home-levy of fifty. The deal must then have taken place in 498 or soon after (¢f. Macan, ap. cit.,
p. 116).

The friendliness which Corinth habitually displayed towards Athens about this time (.
ch. 31, pp. 142, 144) was no doubt mainly inspired by her commercial rivalry with ZAgina.
After the Persian wars, when Athens had become her most formidable competitor, Corinth
made common cause with the Aginetans. — Eb.

How much damage was done by such a privateering war, between countries so near as Agina
and Attica, may be seen by the more detailed description of a later war of the same kind in
388 B.c. (Xenophon, Hellenic., v. 1).

The course of party politics at Athens after 490 has become better known since the discovery
of the Arh. Pol.
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Of the particular points on which their rivalry turned, we are unfortunately
little informed. But it is highly probable that one of them was the important
change of policy above alluded to — the conversion of Athens from a land-
power into a sea-power — the development of this new and stirring element in
the minds of the people. By all authorities this change of policy is ascribed
principally and specially to Themistoklés.'” On that account, if for no other
reason, Aristeidés would probably be found opposed to it: but it was, more-
over, a change not in harmony with that old-fashioned Hellenism, undisturbed
uniformity of life, and narrow range of active duty and experience — which
Aristeidés seems to have approved in common with the subsequent philoso-
phers. The seaman was naturally more of a wanderer and cosmopolite than the
heavy-armed soldier: the modern Greek seaman even at this moment is so to a
remarkable degree, distinguished for the variety of his ideas, and the quickness
of his intelligence. The land-service was a type of steadiness and inflexible
ranks, the sea-service that of mutability and adventure. Such was the idea
strongly entertained by Plato and other philosophers:'' though we may remark
that they do not render justice to the Athenian seaman. His training was far
more perfect and laborious, and his habits of obedience far more complete,'
than that of the Athenian hoplite or horseman: a training beginning with

An important event ascribed to the year 487486 is the change in the method of appoint-
ing the archons. Instead of being elected, they were henceforth drawn by lot, perhaps from a
preliminary list of 500 pentakosiomedimni appointed probably by tribal election (Azh. Pol.,
c. 22). The result of this measure was to transfer the real power in the administration from the
archons to the elective board of stratégi. By the time of the great Persian invasion the former
set of magistrates had passed into obscurity. The change may have been due to Aristeidés (cf.
Plut., Arist., 22).

The ostracism of Aristeidés in 483482 was preceded by that of the Alkmaeonid leaders
Megaklés and Xanthippus (485-484), who were probably in league with Aristeidés against
Themistoklés (¢f note 18 on p. 181). Cf. Ath. Pol., c. 22; Hicks and Hill, Historical
Inscriptions, No. 14.

Plutarch (Themist., c. 4) records on the strength of Stesimbrotus, biographer of
Themistoklés in the late fifth century, that Themistoklés had to overcome the resistance of
Miltiadés in propounding his naval programme. But (1) Miltiadés seems rather to have advo-
cated an expansive policy for Athens, and to have understood the value of naval power; (2) he
had died before Themistoklés seriously brought forward his proposals. It is possible that
Stesimbrotus made Miltiadés the hero of Marathon into an dvi|p Mapabmvoudyng, such as
Aristophanés liked to portray — Ze., a sturdy conservative, with a deep-rooted dislike for the
VauTiKOg yAog and all its works. — Ep.

0 Plutarch, Themist., c. 19.

"' Plato, Legg., iv., pp. 705, 706. Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 19. Isokratés, Panathenaic., c. 43.
Plutarch, Philopemen, c. 14: TIANv Enapeivovéav pev éviot Aéyovolv dkvodvta

vebool TOV katd 0dAaccav dPeLEI@®V TOLG TOAITAG, GG aVTO pn Adbwotv dvti

povipmv énhtdv, katd [Ildtova, vadtal yevopevol kai dtadBapévreg, dnpaktov

gk ¢ Aciog kol TdV viiowv arelbelv Ekoveimg: compare vii., p. 301.

See the remarkable passage in Xenophon (Memorab., iii. 5, 19), attesting that the Hoplites and

the Hippeis, the persons first in rank in the city, were also the most disobedient on military

service.
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Themistoklés, and reaching its full perfection about the commencement of the
Peloponnesian war.

In recommending extraordinary efforts to create a navy as well as to acquire
nautical practice, Themistoklés displayed all that sagacious appreciation of the
circumstances and dangers of the time, for which Thukydidés gives him credit:
and there can be no doubt that Aristeidés, though the honester politician of
the two, was at this particular crisis the less essential to his country. Not only
was there the struggle with Agina, a maritime power equal, or more than
equal, and within sight of the Athenian harbour — but there was also in the
distance a still more formidable contingency to guard against. The Persian
armament had been driven with disgrace from Attica back to Asia; but the
Persian monarch still remained with undiminished means of aggression as well
as increased thirst for revenge; and Themistoklés knew well that the danger
from that quarter would recur greater than ever. He believed that it would
recur again in the same way, by an expedition across the Agean like that of
Datis to Marathon," against which the best defence would be found in a
numerous and well-trained fleet. Nor could the large preparations of Darius for
renewing the attack remain unknown to a vigilant observer, extending as they
did over so many Greeks subject to the Persian empire. Such positive warning
was more than enough to stimulate the active genius of Themistoklés, who
now prevailed upon his countrymen to begin with energy the work of mari-
time preparation, as well against Agina as against Persia. Not only were two
hundred new ships to be built, and citizens trained as seamen — but the
important work was commenced, during the year when Themistoklés was
archon,'* of forming and fortifying a new harbour for Athens at Peiraus,
instead of the ancient open bay of Phalérum." The latter was indeed somewhat
nearer to the city, but Peiraeus with its three separate natural ports,'® admit-
ting of being closed and fortified, was incomparably superior in safety as well
as in convenience. It is not too much to say, with Herodotus, that the

¥ Thukyd., i. 93.
 Ibid.

> Themistoklés’ archonship is placed by Dionysius of Halikarnassus (Antig. Rom., vi. 34) in
493-492. The Ath. Pol., following a different scheme of chronology, which postdates the
chief events in Themistoklés’ life by ten years, seems to imply the year 483—482, thus con-
necting the fortification of the Peiraus with the great shipbuilding programme (¢£ Munro, in
Class. Rev., October, 1892, pp. 333, 334).

In favour of the former date it may be urged: (1) The “Themistoklés’ of Dionysius can
hardly be any but the famous statesman of that name; (2) the chances of the lot falling on
Themistoklés for the archonship in 483-482 were very minute (Busolt, Griech. Gesch., ii., p.
643, second edition); (3) the archonship had lost its administrative importance in 483; (4) the
Ath. Pol. chronology is certainly wrong in the other dates which it gives for Themistoklés.

Probably the fortification of Peireus was simply a measure of precaution devised against
the Aginetans, who had surprised and raided the open roadstead of Phalérum not long before
493 (Herodot., v. 81), and might be expected to renew the attack any moment. — Ep.

1" On these three harbours, see E. Gardner, Ancient Athens, pp. 562, 563. — ED.
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Aginetan ‘war was the salvation of Greece, by constraining the Athenians to
make themselves a maritime power’.'” The whole efficiency of the resistance
subsequently made to Xerxés turned upon this new movement in the organi-
zation of Athens, allowed as it was to attain tolerable completeness through a
fortunate concurrence of accidents; for the important delay of ten years,
between the defeat of Marathon and the fresh invasion by which it was to be
avenged, was, in truth, the result of accident. First the revolt of Egypt; next,
the death of Darius; thirdly, the indifference of Xerxés at his first accession
towards Hellenic matters — postponed until 480 B.c., an invasion which
would naturally have been undertaken in 487 or 486 B.c., and which would
have found Athens at that time without her wooden walls — the great engine
of her subsequent salvation.

Another accidental help, without which the new fleet could not have been
built — a considerable amount of public money — was also by good fortune
now available to the Athenians. It is first in an emphatic passage of the poet
Aschylus, and next from Herodotus on the present occasion, that we hear of
the silver mines of Laurium'® in Attica, and the valuable produce which they
rendered to the State. They were situated in the southern portion of the terri-
tory, not very far from the promontory of Sunium. It was the practice of the
Athenian Government either to sell, or to let for a long term of years, particu-
lar districts of this productive region to individuals or companies, on consider-
ation partly of a sum or fine paid down, partly of a reserved rent equal to one
twenty-fourth part of the gross produce.

We are told by Herodotus that there was in the Athenian treasury, at the
time when Themistoklés made his proposition to enlarge the naval force, a
great sum arising from the Laurian mines, out of which a distribution was
on the point of being made among the citizens — ten drachms to each
man."” This great amount in hand must probably have been the produce of
the purchase-money or fines received from recent sales, since the small
annual reserved rent can hardly have been accumulated during many suc-
cessive years. New and enlarged enterprises in mines must be supposed
to have been recently begun by individuals under contract with the
Government: otherwise there could hardly have been at the moment so
overflowing an exchequer, or adequate means for the special distribution
contemplated. Themistoklés availed himself of this precious opportunity —
set forth the necessities of the war with ZAgina, and the still more formid-
able menace from the great enemy in Asia — and prevailed upon the people
to forgo the promised distribution for the purpose of obtaining an

Herodot., vii. 144: Obtog yap 6 mdhepog ovotig Zomce tote v EALGSC,
avaykdoag Bolacoiovg yevéohar Adnvaiovc.

' Aschylus, Persee, 235.

Cf. the yearly distribution of the revenue from the gold-mines on Siphnos (Herodot. iii. 57).
— Eb.
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efficient navy.”” One cannot doubt that there must have been many speakers
who would try to make themselves popular by opposing this proposition and
supporting the distribution; insomuch that the power of the people generally
to feel the force of a distant motive as predominant over a present gain,
deserves notice as an earnest of their approaching greatness.

Immense indeed was the recompense reaped for this self-denial, not merely
by Athens, but by Greece generally, when the preparations of Xerxés came to
be matured, and his armament was understood to be approaching. The orders
for the equipment of ships and laying in of provisions, issued by the Great
King to his subject Greeks in Asia, the Agean, and Thrace, would of course
become known throughout Greece Proper; especially the vast labour bestowed
on the canal of Mount Athos, which would be the theme of wondering talk
with every Thasian or Akanthian citizen who visited the festival games in
Peloponnesus. The formal announcements of Xerxés all designated Athens as
the special object of his wrath and vengeance. Other Grecian cities might thus
hope to escape without mischief, so that the prospect of the great invasion did
not at first provoke among them any unanimous dispositions to resist.
Accordingly, when the first heralds despatched by Xerxés from Sardis in the
autumn of 481 B.c., a little before his march to the Hellespont, addressed

20 All the information — unfortunately it is very scanty — which we possess respecting the
y y y

ancient mines of Laurium, is brought together in the valuable Dissertation of Boeckh, trans-
lated and appended to the English translation of his Public Economy of Athens. He discusses the
fact stated in this chapter of Herodotus, in sect. 8 of that Dissertation: but there are many of
his remarks in which I cannot concur.

After multiplying ten drachma by the assumed number of 20,000 Athenian citizens, mak-
ing a sum total distributed of 333 talents, he goes on — ‘That the distribution was made
annually might have been presumed from the principles of the Athenian administration. We
are not, therefore, to suppose that the savings of several years are meant, nor merely a surplus;
but that all the public money arising from the mines, as it was not required for any other
object, was divided among the members of the community’ (p. 632).

We are hardly authorized to conclude from the passage of Herodotus that #// the sum
received from the mines was about to be distributed. The treasury was very rich, and a distri-
bution was about to be made; but it does not follow that nothing was to be left in the trea-
sury after the distribution. Accordingly, all calculations of the total produce of the mines,
based upon this passage of Herodotus, are uncertain.

I imagine that the sum of 33 talents, or 50 talents, necessary for the distribution, formed
part of a larger sum lying in the treasury, arising from the mines. Themistoklés persuaded the
people to employ the whole sum in shipbuilding, which, of course, implied that the distribu-
tion was to be renounced.

[The Ath. Pol. (c. 22) states that a sum of 100 talents was expended in order to build 100
ships. This number represents, no doubt, the sum available in 484 or 483 (when
Themistoklés brought forward his measure), and the ships actually completed by 480. These
newly-built vessels, when added to the existing fleet of about 70, would very nearly give the
total which is ascribed to the Athenian naval contingent in 480.

This version does not necessarily conflict with Herodotus’ statement that 200 ships were to
be built. This sum rather represents the ideal total, which had not been attained by the time
the war against Persia was resumed. — ED.]
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themselves to the different cities with demand of earth and water, many were
disposed to comply. Neither to Athens, nor to Sparta, were any heralds sent;
and these two cities were thus from the beginning identified in interest and in
the necessity of defence. Both of them sent, in this trying moment, to consult
the Delphian oracle; while both at the same time joined to convene a Pan-
Hellenic congress at the Isthmus of Corinth, for the purpose of organizing
resistance against the expected invader.

I have in the preceding chapters pointed out the various steps whereby the
separate states of Greece were gradually brought, even against their own nat-
ural instincts, into something approaching more nearly to political union. The
present congress, assembled under the influence of common fear from Persia,
has more of a Pan-Hellenic character than any political event which has yet
occurred in Grecian history. It extends far beyond the range of those
Peloponnesian states who constitute the immediate allies of Sparta; it compre-
hends Athens, and is even summoned in part by her strenuous instigation:
moreover, it seeks to combine every city of Hellenic race and language, how-
ever distant, which can be induced to take part in it — even the Kretans,
Korkyreans, and Sicilians. It is true that all these states do not actually come
— but earnest efforts are made to induce them to come. The dispersed brethren
of the Hellenic family are entreated to marshal themselves in the same ranks
for a joint political purpose — the defence of the common hearth and metrop-
olis of the race. This is a new fact in Grecian history, opening scenes and ideas
unlike to anything which has gone before — enlarging prodigiously the func-
tions and duties connected with that headship of Greece which had hitherto
been in the hands of Sparta, but which is about to become too comprehensive
for her to manage — and thus introducing increased habits of codperation
among the subordinate states, as well as rival hopes of aggrandizement among
the leaders. The congress at the Isthmus of Corinth marks such further
advance in the centralizing tendencies of Greece, and seems at first to promise
an onward march in the same direction: but the promise will not be found
realized.

Its first step was indeed one of inestimable value. While most of the
deputies present came prepared, in the name of their respective cities, to swear
reciprocal fidelity and brotherhood, they also addressed all their efforts to
appease the feuds and dissensions which reigned among particular members of
their own meeting. Of these the most prominent, as well as the most danger-
ous, was the war still subsisting between Athens and Agina. The latter was
not exempt, even now, from suspicions of medizing (i.e., embracing the cause of
the Persians), which had been raised by her giving earth and water ten years
before to Darius. But her present conduct afforded no countenance to such sus-
picions: she took earnest part in the congress as well as in the joint measures of
defence, and willingly consented to accommodate her difference with Athens.
In this work of reconciling feuds, so essential to the safety of Greece, the
Athenian Themistoklés took a prominent part, as well as Cheileds of Tegea in
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Arcadia.”’ The congress proceeded to send envoys and solicit cooperation from
such cities as were yet either equivocal or indifferent, especially Argos,
Korkyra, and the Cretan and Sicilian Greeks, and at the same time to despatch
spies across to Sardis, for the purpose of learning the state and prospects of the
assembled army.

These spies presently returned, having been detected, and condemned to
death by the Persian generals, but released by express order of Xerxés, who
directed that the full strength of his assembled armament should be shown to
them, in order that the terror of the Greeks might be thus magnified. The step
was well calculated for such a purpose: but the discouragement throughout
Greece was already extreme, at this critical period when the storm was about
to burst upon them. This despair of the very continuance of Hellenic life and
autonomy breaks forth even from the sanctuary of Hellenic religion, the
Delphian temple, when the Athenians, in their distress and uncertainty, sent to
consult the oracle. Hardly had their two envoys performed the customary sac-
rifices, and sat down in the inner chamber near the priestess Aristoniké, when
she at once exclaimed — “Wretched men, why sit ye there? Quit your land and
city, and flee afar! Head, body, feet, and hands are alike rotten: fire and sword,
in the train of the Syrian chariot, shall overwhelm you: nor only your city, but
other cities also, as well as many even of the temples of the gods — which are
now sweating and trembling with fear and foreshadow, by drops of blood on
their roofs, the hard calamities impending. Get ye away from the sanctuary,
with your souls steeped in sorrow.’

So terrific a reply had rarely escaped from the lips of the priestess. The
envoys were struck to the earth by it, and durst not carry it back to Athens.
In their sorrow they were encouraged yet to hope by an influential Delphian
citizen named Timon (we trace here as elsewhere the underhand working of
these leading Delphians on the priestess), who advised them to provide
themselves with the characteristic marks of supplication, and to approach
the oracle a second time. Upon which the priestess replied — ‘Athéné with
all her prayers and all her sagacity cannot propitiate Olympian Zeus. But
this assurance I will give you, firm as adamant. When everything else in the
land of Kekrops shall be taken, Zeus grants to Athéné that the wooden wall
alone shall remain unconquered, to defend you and your children. Stand not
to await the assailing horse and foot from the continent, but turn your
backs and retire: you shall yet live to fight another day. O divine Salamis,
thou too shalt destroy the children of women, either at the seed-time or at
the harvest.””

1 Plutarch, Themistokl., c. 10. About Cheileds, Herodot., ix. 9.
2 Teiyog Tprroyevel EDAvov 1801 edpvoma Zelg
Movvov anopOntov terébety, 10 6& Tékva T OVNGEL.
Q 0ein Zohapic, AmToAelg 6& 6L TEKVO YOVOLKDV, etc.
(Herodot., vii. 141)
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This second answer was a sensible mitigation of the first. It left open some
hope of escape, though faint, dark and unintelligible. When read to the peo-
ple, the obscurity of the meaning provoked many different interpretations.
What was meant by ‘the wooden wall’? Some supposed that the Acropolis
itself, which had originally been surrounded with a wooden palisade, was the
refuge pointed out; but the greater number, and among them most of those
who were by profession expositors of prophecy, maintained that the wooden
wall indicated the fleet. But these professional expositors, while declaring that
the god bade them go on ship-board, deprecated all idea of a naval battle, and
insisted on the necessity of abandoning Attica for ever.

Even with the help of an encouraging interpretation, however, nothing less
than the most unconquerable resolution and patriotism could have enabled the
Athenians to bear up against such terrific denunciations from the Delphian
god, and persist in resistance in place of seeking safety by emigration.
Herodotus emphatically impresses this truth upon his readers: nay, he even
steps out of his way to do so, proclaiming Athens as the real saviour of Greece.
Writing as he did about the beginning of the Peloponnesian war — at a time
when Athens, having attained the maximum of her empire, was alike feared,
hated, and admired, by most of the Grecian states — he knows that the opin-
ion which he is giving will be unpopular with his hearers generally, and he
apologizes for it as something wrung from him against his will by the force of
the evidence. Not only did the Athenians dare to stay and fight against
immense odds: they threw into the cause that energy and forwardness whereby
it was enabled to succeed, as will appear farther in the sequel.

But there was also a third way, not less deserving of notice, in which they
contributed to the result. As soon as the congress of deputies met at the
Isthmus of Corinth, it became essential to recognise some one commanding
city. With regard to the land-force, no one dreamt of contesting the pre-
eminence of Sparta. But in respect to the fleet, her pretensions were more

[It may be doubted whether the two oracles delivered to the Athenians followed one
another so closely as Herodotus represents.

In the former prophecy it was evidently the intention of the Delphians to terrify the
Athenians out of Greece. They believed, no doubt, that Athens was really the special goal of
Xerxés, and that the removal of the corpus delicti might prove the salvation of Greece as a
whole. In accordance with this view, they also advised Argos, Crete, and perhaps other States
to remain passive.

The second oracle is clearly a message to the Athenians to take to their ships, but not nec-
essarily for purposes of emigration. It has been conjectured that this change of attitude was
brought about by the Spartans, who could not afford to lose the Athenian fleet, and therefore
induced the Delphians to hint that the Athenians should prepare their fleet for battle
(Grundy, Great Persian War, pp. 233—238). Timon the Delphian no doubt first communi-
cated this changed attitude to Athens.

The last two lines of the second oracle are almost certainly ex post facto. Hence the story that
Themistoklés reassured his countrymen on the strength of them falls to the ground. But
Themistoklés no doubt helped to persuade them to put their trust in the fleet. — Ep.]
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disputable, since she furnished at most only sixteen ships, and little or no
nautical skill; while Athens brought two-thirds of the entire naval force, with
the best ships and seamen. Upon these grounds the idea was at first started that
Athens should command at sea and Sparta on land: but the majority of the
allies manifested a decided repugnance, announcing that they would follow no
one but a Spartan. To the honour of the Athenians, they at once waived their
pretensions as soon as they saw that the unity of the confederate force at this
moment of peril would be compromised. To appreciate this abnegation of a
claim in itself so reasonable we must recollect that the love of pre-eminence
was among the most prominent attributes of the Hellenic character; a prolific
source of their greatness and excellence, but producing also no small amount
both of their follies and their crimes. To renounce at the call of public obliga-
tion a claim to personal honour and glory, is perhaps the rarest of all virtues in
a son of Hellen.

During the winter preceding the march of Xerxés from Sardis, the congress
at the Isthmus was trying, with little success, to bring the Grecian cities into
united action. Among the cities north of Attica and Peloponnesus, the greater
number were either inclined to submit, like Thebes and the greater part of
Boeotia, or were at least lukewarm in the cause of independence: so rare at this
trying moment (to use the language of the unfortunate Plateeans fifty-three
years afterwards) was the exertion of resolute Hellenic patriotism against the
invader.

Even in the interior of Peloponnesus, the powerful Argos maintained an
ambiguous neutrality. It was one of the first steps of the congress to send spe-
cial envoys to Argos, setting forth the common danger and soliciting copera-
tion. The result is certain, that no codperation was obtained — the Argeians
did nothing throughout the struggle; but as to their real position, or the
grounds of their refusal, contradictory statements had reached the ears of
Herodotus. They themselves affirmed that they were ready to have joined the
Hellenic cause, in spite of dissuasion from the Delphian oracle — exacting only
as conditions that the Spartans should conclude a truce with them for thirty
years, and should equally divide the honours of headship with Argos. To the
proposed truce there would probably have been no objection, nor was there any
as to the principle of dividing the headship. But the Spartans added that they
had two kings, while the Argeians had only one; and inasmuch as neither of
the two Spartan kings could be deprived of his vote, the Argeian king could
only be admitted to a third vote conjointly with them. This proposition
appeared to the Argeians (who considered that even the undivided headship
was no more than their ancient right) as nothing better than insolent encroach-
ment, and incensed them so much that they desired the envoys to quit their
territory before sunset, preferring even a tributary existence under Persia to a
formal degradation as compared with Sparta.”

# Herodot., vii. 147—150.
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Such was the story told by the Argeians themselves, but seemingly not cred-
ited either by any other Greeks, or by Herodotus himself. The prevalent opin-
ion was, that the Argeians had a secret understanding with Xerxés. It was even
affirmed that they had been the parties who invited him into Greece, as a
means both of protection and of vengeance to themselves against Sparta after
their defeat by Kleomenés. And Herodotus himself evidently believed that
they medized, though he is half afraid to say so, and disguises his opinion in a
cloud of words which betray the angry polemics going on about the matter,
even fifty years afterwards.”® It is certain that in act the Argeians were neutral,
and one of their reasons for neutrality was that they did not choose to join any
Pan-Hellenic levy except in the capacity of chiefs. But probably the more pow-
erful reason was that they shared the impression, then so widely diffused
throughout Greece, as to the irresistible force of the approaching host, and
chose to hold themselves prepared for the event. They kept up secret negotia-
tions even with Persian agents, yet not compromising themselves while mat-
ters were still pending. Nor is it improbable, in their vexation against Sparta,
that they would have been better pleased if the Persians had succeeded — all
which may reasonably be termed medizing.

The absence of Hellenic fidelity in Argos was borne out by the parallel
examples of Crete and Korkyra, to which places envoys from the Isthmus pro-
ceeded at the same time. The Cretans declined to take any part, on the ground
of prohibitory injunctions from the oracle; the Korkyreans promised without

' The opinion of Herodotus is delivered in a remarkable way, without mentioning the name of

the Argeians, and with evident reluctance. After enumerating all the Grecian contingents
assembled for the defence of the Isthmus, and the different inhabitants of Peloponnesus, eth-
nically classified, he proceeds to say: ToOt@V @V TOV €10 €0vEémv al Aoimal TOALEG,
napef TV KatéreEa, €k ToL péoov katéator i 0& EAevfépmg E€eott eimely,
€K To0 pécov Katnuevotr §undtfov (viii. 73). This assertion includes the Argeians
without naming them.

When he speaks respecting the Argeians by name, he is by no means so free and categori-
cal: compare vii. 152 — he will give no opinion of his own, differing from the allegation of the
Argeians themselves; he mentions other stories, incompatible with that allegation, but with-
out guaranteeing their accuracy; he delivers a general admonition that those who think they
have great reason to complain of the conduct of others would generally find, on an impartial
scrutiny, that others have as much reason to complain of them — ‘And thus the conduct of
Argos has not been so much worse than that of others — obt® 81 o0k Apyeioict
aioylota mTemointat.

At the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, when the history of Herodotus was probably
composed, the Argeians were in a peculiarly favourable position. They took part neither with
Athens nor Lacedeemon, each of whom was afraid of offending them. An historian who openly
countenanced a grave charge of treason against them in the memorable foregone combat
against Xerx&s, was thus likely to incur odium from both parties in Greece.

The comments of Plutarch on Herodotus in respect to this matter are of little value (De
Herodoti Malignit., c. 28, p. 863), and are indeed unfair, since he represents the Argeian
version of the facts as being universally believed (gnavteg icaotv), which it evidently was
not.
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performing, and even without any intention to perform. Their neutrality was a
serious loss to the Greeks, since they could fit out a naval force of sixty
triremes, second only to that of Athens. With this important contingent they
engaged to join the Grecian fleet, and actually set sail from Korkyra; but they
took care not to sail round Cape Malea, or to reach the scene of action. Their
fleet remained on the southern or western coast of Peloponnesus, under pre-
tence of being weather-bound, until the decisive result of the battle of Salamis
was known. Their impression was that the Persian monarch would be victori-
ous, in which case they would have made a merit of not having arrived in time;
but they were also prepared with the plausible excuse of detention from foul
winds, when the result turned out otherwise, and when they were reproached
by the Greeks for their absence. Such duplicity is not very astonishing, when
we recollect that it was the habitual policy of Korkyra to isolate herself from
Hellenic confederacies.”

The envoys who visited Korkyra proceeded onward on their mission to
Gelon the despot of Syracuse. Of that potentate, regarded by Herodotus as
more powerful than any state in Greece, I shall speak more fully in a subse-
quent chapter: it is sufficient to mention now that he rendered no aid against
Xerxés. Nor was it in his power to do so, whatever might have been his incli-
nations; for the same year which brought the Persian monarch against Greece,
was also selected by the Carthaginians for a formidable invasion of Sicily,
which kept the Sicilian Greeks to the defence of their own island. It seems even
probable that this simultaneous invasion had been concerted between the
Persians and Carthaginians.*®

The endeavours of the deputies of Greeks at the Isthmus had thus produced
no other reinforcement to their cause except some fair words from the
Korkyreeans. It was about the time when Xerxés was about to pass the
Hellespont, in the beginning of 480 B.c., that the first actual step for resistance
was taken, at the instigation of the Thessalians. Though the great Thessalian
family of the Aleuade were among the companions of Xerxés, and the most
forward in inviting him into Greece, with every promise of ready submission
from their countrymen — yet it seems that these promises were in reality

25

Thukyd., i. 32—37. It is singular that the Corinthian envoys in Thukydidés do not make any
allusion to the duplicity of the Korkyraans in regard to the Persian invasion, in the strong
invective which they deliver against Korkyra before the Athenian assembly (Thukydid., i.
37-42).

[This argumentum ex silentio is so powerful that we are led to think that the Korkyraeans
really had a good excuse for their late arrival. The battle of Salamis took place about the time
of the ‘change of the monsoon’, and the north-eastern gales which are frequent about this
period may have rendered it impossible for the fleet to double Cape Malea in time.

Herodotus’ version has perhaps been influenced by Athenian sentiment soon after the out-
break of the Peloponnesian war, when the lukewarmness of Korkyra on behalf of her new pro-
tector doubtless gave rise to a feeling of irritation, and produced rumours about ‘Korkyrean
perfidiousness’. — EDp.]

% Herodot., vii. 158—167; Diodor., xi. 22.
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unwarranted. The Aleuada were at the head only of a minority, and perhaps
were even in exile, like the Peisistratidae; while most of the Thessalians were
disposed to resist Xerxés — for which purpose they now sent envoys to the
Isthmus, intimating the necessity of guarding the passes of Olympus, the
northernmost entrance of Greece. They offered their own cordial aid in this
defence, adding that they should be under the necessity of making their own
separate submission, if this demand were not complied with. Accordingly, a
body of 10,000 Grecian heavy-armed infantry, under the command of the
Spartan Euenetus, and the Athenian Themistoklés, were despatched by sea to
Alus in Achaea Phthibtis, where they disembarked and marched by land across
Achea and Thessaly. Being joined by the Thessalian horse, they occupied the
defile of Tempé, through which the river Peneius makes its way to the sea, by
a cleft between the mountains Olympus and Ossa.

The long, narrow, and winding defile of Tempé formed then, and forms still,
the single entrance, open throughout winter as well as summer, from Lower or
maritime Macedonia into Thessaly. The lofty mountain precipices approach so
closely as to leave hardly room enough in some places for a road: it is thus emi-
nently defensible, and a few resolute men would be sufficient to arrest in it the
progress of the most numerous host.”” But the Greeks soon discovered that the
position was such as they could not hold — first, because the powerful fleet of
Xerxés would be able to land troops in their rear; secondly, because there were
two other entrances possible in summer, from Upper Macedonia into Thessaly,
by the mountain passes over the range of Olympus, entrances which traversed
the country of the Perrhabians and came into Thessaly near Gonnus, about the
spot where the defile of Tempé begins to narrow. It was, in fact, by this second
pass, evading the insurmountable difficulties of Tempé, that the advancing
march of the Persians was destined to be made. On the present occasion, the
Grecian commanders were quite ignorant of the existence of any other entrance
into Thessaly, besides Tempé, until their arrival in that region. Perhaps it
might have been possible to defend for a time both entrances at once, and con-
sidering the immense importance of arresting the march of the Persians at the
frontiers of Hellas, the attempt would have been worth some risk. But they
remained only a few days at Tempé, then at once retired back to their ships,

7 The expedition to Tempé can hardly have been seriously meant by the Spartan authorities.
The danger of the Persian fleet disembarking troops on the Magnesian coast or at Pagasa
made this advanced line untenable in the long run. The march was no doubt undertaken sim-
ply as a manifesto of goodwill on behalf of the Thessalian peoples; but this effect was com-
pletely spoiled by the hasty retreat, which can only be looked upon in the light of a grave
mistake.

On this showing it hardly matters whether the allies were or were not aware at first that the
pass of Tempé could be turned by land, or felt much discomfited at the discovery. We need
certainly not follow Herodotus in bringing Alexander I. of Macedon on to the scene. With
regard to this monarch, the historian generally seems to use sources of a character far from
impartial.

For the topography of Tempé, ¢f. Grundy, ap. cit., p. 231. — Ebp.
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and returned by sea to the Isthmus of Corinth — about the time when Xerxés
was crossing the Hellespont.

This precipitate retreat produced consequences highly disastrous and dis-
couraging. It appeared to leave all Hellas north of Mount Kithearon and of the
Megarid territory without defence, and it served either as reason or pretext for
the majority of the Grecian states, north of that boundary, to make their sub-
mission to Xerxés, which some of them had already begun to do before.”®
When Xerxés in the course of his march reached the Thermaic Gulf, within
sight of Olympus and Ossa, the heralds whom he had sent from Sardis brought
him tokens of submission from a third portion of the Hellenic name — the
Thessalians, Dolopes, Znianes, Perrhaebians, Magnétes, Lokrians, Dorians,
Malians, Phthiotid Acheans, and Beeotians. Among the latter is included
Thebes, but not Thespie or Platea. The Thessalians, especially, not only sub-
mitted, but manifested active zeal and rendered much service in the cause of
Xerxés, under the stimulus of the Aleuade, whose party now became predom-
inant: they were probably indignant at the hasty retreat of those who had come
to defend them.

Had the Greeks been able to maintain the passes of Olympus and Ossa, all
this northern fraction might probably have been induced to partake in the
resistance instead of becoming auxiliaries to the invader. During the six weeks
or two months which elapsed between the retreat of the Greeks from Tempé
and the arrival of Xerxés at Therma, no new plan of defence was yet thoroughly
organized; for it was not until that arrival became known at the Isthmus that
the Greek army and fleet made its forward movement to occupy Thermopyle
and Artemisium.

* Diodor., xi. 3: 11 Topobong thg &v toig Téumeot pvhakig, etc.
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BATTLES OF THERMOPYLAZ AND
ARTEMISIUM

It was while the northerly states of Greece were thus successively falling off
from the common cause, that the deputies assembled at the Isthmus took
among themselves the solemn engagement, in the event of success, to inflict
upon these recusant brethren condign punishment, to tithe them in property,
and perhaps to consecrate a tenth of their persons, for the profit of the
Delphian god. Exception was to be made in favour of those states which had
been driven to yield by irresistible necessity. Such a vow seemed at that
moment little likely to be executed. It was the manifestation of a determined
feeling binding together the states which took the pledge, but it cannot have
contributed much to intimidate the rest.

To display their own force, was the only effective way of keeping together
doubtful allies. The pass of Thermopylae was now fixed upon as the most con-
venient point of defence, next to that of Tempé — leaving out, indeed, and
abandoning to the enemy, Thessalians, Perrhabians, Magnétes, Phthidtid
Acheans, Dolopes, Anianes, Malians, etc., who would all have been included
if the latter line had been adhered to, but comprising the largest range consis-
tent with safety. The position of Thermopyla presented another advantage
which was not to be found at Tempé; the mainland was here separated from the
island of Eubcea only by a narrow strait, about two English miles and a half in
its smallest breadth, between Mount Knémis and Cape Kénazum. On the
northern portion of Eubcea, immediately facing Magnesia and Acheza
Phthidtis, was situated the line of coast called Artemisium, a name derived
from the temple of Artemis, which was its most conspicuous feature, belong-
ing to the town of Histizea. It was arranged that the Grecian fleet should be
mustered there, in order to codperate with the land-force, and to oppose the
progress of the Persians on both elements at once. To fight in a narrow space'
was supposed favourable to the Greeks on sea not less than on land, inasmuch
as their ships were both fewer in number, and heavier in sailing than those in

1

Herodot., viii, 15-60. Compare Isokratés, Panegyric, Or. iv., p. 59.
I shall have occasion presently to remark the revolution which took place in Athenian feel-
ing on this point between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars.
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the Persian service. From the position of Artemisium, it was calculated that
they might be able to prevent the Persian fleet from advancing into the narrow
strait which severs Eubcea to the north and west from the mainland, and which
between Chalkis and Beeotia becomes not too wide for a bridge. The occupa-
tion of the northern part of the Eubcean strait was indispensable to prevent the
Persian fleet from landing troops in the rear of the defenders of Thermopylee.

Of this Eubcean strait, the western limit is formed by what was then called
the Maliac Gulf, into which the river Spercheius poured itself, near the town of
Antikyra. The lower portion of this spacious and fertile valley of the Spercheius
was occupied by the various tribes of the Malians, bordering to the north and
east on Achaza Phthidtis: the southernmost Malians, with their town of
Trachis, occupied a plain — in some places considerable, in others very narrow
— enclosed between Mount Oeta and the sea. From Trachis the range of Oeta
stretched eastward, bordering close on the southern shore of the Maliac Gulf:
between the two lay the memorable pass of Thermopyle. On the road from
Trachis to Thermopyle, immediately outside of the latter, was placed the town
of Anthéla, celebrated for its temples of Amphiktyon and of the Amphiktyonic
Démeétér, as well as for the autumnal assemblies of the Amphiktyonic council,
for whom seats were provided in the temple.

Immediately near to Anthéla, the northern slope of the mighty and pro-
longed ridge of Oeta approached so close to the gulf, or at least to an inacces-
sible morass which formed the edge of the gulf, as to leave no more than one
single wheel track between. This narrow entrance formed the western gate of
Thermopyle. At some little distance, three miles to the eastward, the same
close conjunction between the mountain and the sea was repeated — thus
forming the eastern gate of Thermopyle, not far from the first town of the
Lokrians, called Alpéni. The space between these two gates was wider and
more open, but it was distinguished, and is still distinguished, by its abundant
flow of thermal springs, salt and sulphureous. The Phokians, some time before,
had designedly endeavoured so to conduct the water as to render the pass
utterly impracticable, at the same time building a wall across it, in order to
keep off the attacks of the Thessalians, who had been trying to extend their
conquests southward and eastward.

Such was the general scene — two narrow openings with an intermediate
section of enlarged road and hot springs between them — which passed in
ancient times by the significant name of Thermopyle, the Hot Gates; or some-
times, more briefly, Pylee — The Gates. At a point also near Trachis, between
the mountains and the sea, about two miles outside or westward of
Thermopyle, the road was hardly less narrow, but it might be turned by
marching to the westward, since the adjacent mountains were lower, and pre-
sented less difficulty of transit, while at Thermopyle itself, the overhanging
projection of Mount Oeta was steep, woody, and impracticable, leaving access,
from Thessaly into Lokris and the territories south-east of Oeta, only through
the straight gate, save and except an unfrequented as well as circuitous moun-
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tain path which will be presently noticed. The wall originally built across the
pass by the Phokians was now half-ruined by age and neglect; but the Greeks
easily re-established it, determining to await in this narrow pass, in that age
narrower even than the defile of Tempé, the approach of the invading host. The
edge of the sea-line appears to have been for the most part marsh, fit neither for
walking nor for sailing; but there were points at which boats could land, so
that constant communication could be maintained with the fleet at
Artemisium, while Alpéni was immediately in their rear to supply provisions.”

Though a general resolution of the Greek deputies assembled at the
Isthmus, to defend conjointly Thermopyle and the Eubcean strait, had been
taken seemingly not long after the retreat from Tempé, their troops and their
fleet did not actually occupy these positions until Xerxés was known to have
reached the Thermaic Gulf. Both were then put in motion; the land-force
under the Spartan king Leonidas, the naval force under the Spartan comman-
der Eurybiadés, apparently about the [middle of August].” Leonidas was the
younger brother, the successor, and the son-in-law, of the former Eurystheneid
king Kleomenés, whose only daughter Gorgo he had married. Another brother
of the same family — Dorieus, older than Leonidas — had perished, even before
the death of Kleomenés, in an unsuccessful attempt to plant a colony in Sicily;
and room had been thus made for the unexpected succession of the youngest
brother. Leonidas now conducted from the Isthmus to Thermopyla a select
band of 300 Spartans — all being citizens of mature age, and persons who left
at home sons to supply their places.* Along with them were 500 hoplites from
Tegea, 500 from Mantineia, 120 from the Arcadian Orchomenus, 1,000 from
the rest of Arcadia, 400 from Corinth, 200 from Phlius, and 80 from Mykenz.
There were also doubtless Helots and other light troops, in undefined number,
and probably a certain number of Lacedeemonian hoplites, not Spartans.” In

> Por a detailed description of the pass and the surrounding country, see Grundy, Great Persian

War, pp. 277-291. — Eb.

Upon the chronology of Thermopyle, ¢ A. Mommsen, Ueber die Zeit der Olympien, p. 63;
Busolt, Griech. Gesch., ii’., p. 674. Grote was inclined to place this advance about the middle
of June. — Ep.

In selecting men for a dangerous service, the Spartans took by preference those who already
had families: if such a man was slain, he left behind him a son to discharge his duties to the
State, and to maintain the continuity of the family sacred rites, the extinction of which was

IS

considered as a great misfortune. In our ideas, the life of the father of a family in mature age
would be considered as of more value, and his death a greater loss, than that of a younger and
unmarried man.
It is extremely unlikely that many Helots marched out: they would have been more of a hin-
drance than a help in the narrow pass of Thermopyle. It is more reasonable to suppose that
some Periceki were included in the expedition. For a similar failure on Herodotus’ part to
mention the Periceki, see ix. 85. If we add a force of about 1,000 Periceki to the total of 3,100
Peloponnesians enumerated by Herodotus, we obtain the 4,000 mentioned in the epigram of
Herodot., vii. 228 (¢f. Stein, ad loc.). — Eb.

Diodorus, xi. 4, speaks of 1,000 ‘Lacedeemonians’ (¢f. Isokr., Paneg., § 90 (y1Aiovg abTOV
gmAéEavteg) Keésias, Pers., 25.]
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their march through Beeotia they were joined by 700 hoplites of Thespie,
hearty in the cause, and by 400 Thebans of more equivocal fidelity under
Leontiadés. It appears, indeed, that the leading men of Thebes, at that time
under a very narrow oligarchy, decidedly medized, or espoused the Persian inter-
est, as much as they dared before the Persians were actually in the country: and
Leonidas, when he made the requisition for a certain number of their troops to
assist in the defence of Thermopyle, was doubtful whether they would not
refuse compliance, and openly declare against the Greek cause. The Theban
chiefs thought it prudent to comply, though against their real inclinations, and
furnished a contingent of 400 men,® chosen from citizens of a sentiment
opposed to their own. Indeed, the Theban people, and the Beeotians generally,
with the exception of Thespie and Platea, seem to have had little sentiment
on either side, and to have followed passively the inspirations of their leaders.

With these troops Leonidas reached Thermopyle, whence he sent envoys to
invite the junction of the Phokians and the Lokrians of Opus. The latter had
been among those who had sent earth and water to Xerxés, of which they are
said to have repented: the step was taken probably only from fear, which at this
particular moment prescribed acquiescence in the summons of Leonidas, justi-
fied by the plea of necessity in case the Persians should prove ultimately victo-
rious:’ while the Phokians, if originally disposed to medize, were now precluded
from doing so by the fact that their bitter enemies the Thessalians were active
in the cause of Xerxés and influential in guiding his movements.® The Greek
envoys added strength to their summons by all the encouragements in their
power. “The troops now at Thermopyle (they said) were a mere advanced body,
preceding the main strength of Greece, which was expected to arrive every day:
on the side of the sea, a sufficient fleet was already on guard. Moreover, there
was no cause for fear, since the invader was after all not a god, but a man,
exposed to those reverses of fortune which came inevitably on all men, and
most of all, upon those in pre-eminent condition.”” Whether reassured by them
or not, the great body of the Opuntian Lokrians, and 1,000 Phokians, joined
Leonidas at Thermopyla.'’

¢ Herodot., vii. 205; Thukyd., iii. 62; Diodor., xi. 4; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 18.

The passage of Thukydidés is very important here, as confirming to a great degree the
statement of Herodotus, and enabling us to appreciate the criticisms of Plutarch, on this par-
ticular point very plausible (De Herodoti Malign., pp. 865, 866).

The statement of Diodorus — O@npaiwv aro g £Tépag LEPLEOC OC TETPAKOGLONL — is
illustrated by a proceeding of the Korkyrean government (Thukyd. iii. 75) when they
enlisted their enemies in order to send them away; also that of the Italian Cume (Dionys.
Hal., vii. 5).

Diodor., xi. 4.
Herodot., viii. 30.
7 Ibid., vii. 203.
' The Lokrian contingent is not mentioned again by Herodotus, and seems to have taken no
part in the main combat at Thermopyle. Munro ( Journ. Hell. Stud., p. 313) suggests that it
was detailed to hold the strong position of Herakleia. This fortress, a little to the west of

® -
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The question naturally suggests itself, why the Greeks did not at once send
their full force instead of a mere advanced guard. The answer is to be found in
another attribute of the Greek character — it was the time of celebrating both
the Olympic festival-games on the banks of the Alpheius, and the Karneian
festival at Sparta and most of the other Dorian States."'

At the time when this plan was laid, they believed that the narrow pass of
Thermopyle was the only means of possible access for an invading army. But
Leonidas, on reaching the spot, discovered for the first time that there was also
a mountain path starting from the neighbourhood of Trachis, ascending the
gorge of the river Asdpus, and the hill called Anopea, then crossing the crest
of Oeta and descending in the rear of Thermopyla near the Lokrian town of
Alpéni. This path was revealed to him by its first discoverers, the inhabitants
of Trachis, who in former days had conducted the Thessalians over it to attack
Phokis, after the Phokians had blocked up the pass of Thermopyle. It was
therefore not unknown to the Phokians: it conducted from Trachis into their
country, and they volunteered to Leonidas that they would occupy and defend
it. But the Greeks thus found themselves at Thermopyle under the same
necessity of providing a double line of defence, for the mountain path as well
as for the defile, as that which had induced their former army to abandon

Thermopyla, completely commands the road up the Asbépus gorge into Doris and the
Kephissus valley (¢/. Grundy, op. cit., pp. 261-264). In spite of the difficulties of this route,
it would almost certainly have been used by the Persians to turn the position of Thermopylea,
had it been open at the time — a Persian column subsequently used it in marching to Phokis
(Herodot., viii. 31) — hence it is reasonable to suppose that it was held. If Hydarnés began
his march by way of the As6pus gorge (see p. 105), the Lokrians must have surrendered after
a few days’ resistance, in which case it is likely enough that the tale of their inglorious behav-
iour was hushed up. — Ep.

Herodot., vii. 206. It was only the Dorian States (Lacedeemon, Argos, Sikyon, etc.) which
were under obligations of abstinence from aggressive military operations during the month of
the Karneian festival: other States (even in Peloponnesus), Elis, Mantineia, etc., and, of
course, Athens, were not under similar restraint (Thukyd., v. 54, 75).

I do not here mean to assert that these two festivals (the Karneia and the Olympia) took
place so exactly at the same time, that persons could not attend both. It would seem that the
Karneia came earlier of the two. But the Grecian festivals depended on the lunar months, and
varied more or less in reference to the solar year. The Karneia were annual; the Olympia
quadrennial.

[Modern critics are more or less agreed that the celebration of the festivals was merely
adduced as a pretext. The real reason for the half-hearted measures adopted by Sparta has been
variously interpreted. The disaffection of Argos may have required a Spartan force to remain
in the Peloponnese (¢f. Herodot., ix. 12), and the allies may have been preoccupied with the
harvest (¢f. Thuk., iii. 15). Possibly the occupation of Thermopyle was meant to be merely
temporary, to give the fleet a chance of striking a decisive blow in the selected position of
Artemisium. But the despatch of a messenger to solicit reinforcements shows that Leonidas,
at any rate, intended to make a serious stand at Thermopyle. Hence it would appear that
originally the Spartan Government meant to adopt an energetic policy, but afterwards
wavered in its resolve or found its hands forced by the other Peloponnesian States, who cer-
tainly were addicted to a short-sighted policy of defence at the Isthmus. — Ep.]

237



HISTORY OF GREECE

Tempé. The Peloponnesian troops, anxious only for their own separate line of
defence at the Isthmus of Corinth, wished to retreat thither forthwith.
Leonidas thought it necessary to send envoys to the various cities, insisting on
the insufficiency of his numbers, and requesting immediate reinforcements. So
painfully were the consequences now felt, of having kept back the main force
until after the religious festivals in Peloponnesus.

Nor was the feeling of confidence stronger at this moment in their naval
armament, though it had mustered in far superior numbers at Artemisium
on the northern coast of Eubcea, under the Spartan Eurybiadés. It was com-
posed as follows: — 100 Athenian triremes, manned in part by the citizens
of Platea, in spite of their total want of practice on ship-board, 40
Corinthian, 20 Megarian, 20 Athenian, manned by the inhabitants of
Chalkis and lent to them by Athens, 18 Aginetan, 12 Sikyonian, 10
Lacedemonian, 8 Epidaurian, 7 Eretrian, 5 Troezenian, 2 from Styrus in
Eubcea, and 2 from the island of Keos. There were thus in all 271 triremes;
together with 9 pentekonters, furnished partly by Keos and partly by the
Lokrians of Opus. Themistoklés was at the head of the Athenian contingent
and Adeimantus of the Corinthian; of other officers we hear nothing. Three
cruising vessels were pushed forward along the coast of Thessaly, beyond the
island of Skiathos, to watch the advancing movements of the Persian fleet
from Therma.

It was here that the first blood was shed in this memorable contest. Ten of
the best ships in the Persian fleet, sent forward in the direction of Skiathos, fell
in with these three Grecian triremes, who probably supposing them to be the
precursors of the entire fleet sought safety in flight, but were run down and
captured.

Xerxés had halted on the Thermaic Gulf for several days, employing a large
portion of his numerous army in cutting down the woods, and clearing the
roads, on the pass over Olympus from Upper Macedonia into Perrheabia, which
was recommended by his Macedonian allies as preferable to the defile of
Tempé.'” Not intending to march through the latter, he is said to have gone by
sea to view it; and remarks are ascribed to him on the facility of blocking it up
so as to convert all Thessaly into one vast lake. His march from Therma
through Macedonia, Perrhabia, Thessaly, and Achea Phthibtis, into the terri-
tory of the Malians and the neighbourhood of Thermopyle, occupied eleven or

"> The pass over which Xerxés passed was that by Petra, Pythium, and Oloosson — ‘saltum ad

Petram’, ‘Perrheebiae saltum’ (Livy, xlv. 21; xliv. 27). Petra was near the point where the road
passed from Pieria or Lower Macedonia into Upper Macedonia (see Livy, xxxix. 26).
Compare respecting this pass, and the general features of the neighbouring country,
Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iii., ch. xviii., pp. 337—343; and ch. xxx., p.
430; also Boué, La Turquie en Europe, vol. 1., pp. 198—202.
The Thracian king Sitalkés, like Xerxés on this occasion, was obliged to cause the forests
to be cut, to make a road for his army, in the early part of the Peloponnesian war (Thukyd.,

ii. 98).
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twelve days:" the people through whose towns he passed had already made
their submission, and the Thessalians especially were zealous in seconding his
efforts. His numerous host was still farther swelled by the presence of these
newly-submitted people, and by the Macedonian troops under Alexander. He
respected and protected the sacred places, an incident which shows that the
sacrilege and destruction of temples imputed to him by the Greeks, though
true in regard to Athens, Milétus, etc., was by no means universally exhibited,
and is even found qualified by occasional instances of great respect for Grecian
religious feeling. Along the shore of the Malian Gulf he at length came into
the Trachinian territory near Thermopyle, where he encamped, seemingly
awaiting the arrival of the fleet, so as to combine his farther movements in
advance, now that the enemy were immediately in his front.

But his fleet was not destined to reach the point of communication with the
same ease as he had arrived before Thermopyla. After having ascertained by
the ten ships already mentioned (which captured the three Grecian guardships)
that the channel between Skiathos and the mainland was safe, the Persian
admiral Megabates sailed with his whole fleet from Therma, or from Pydna,"*
his station in the Thermaic Gulf, eleven days after the monarch had begun his
land-march, and reached in one long day’s sail the eastern coast of Magnesia,
not far from its southernmost promontory. The greater part of this line of
coast, formed by the declivities of Ossa and Pelion, is thoroughly rocky and
inhospitable; but south of the town called Kasthanaea there was a short extent
of open beach where the fleet rested for the night before coming to the line of
coast called the Sépias Akté. The first line of ships were moored to the land,
but the larger number of this immense fleet swung at anchor in a depth of
eight lines. In this condition they were overtaken the next morning by a sud-
den and desperate hurricane — a wind called by the people of the country
Hellespontias, which blew right upon the shore. The most active among the
mariners found means to forestall the danger by beaching and hauling their
vessels ashore; but a large number, unable to take such a precaution, were

" The Persian fleet did not leave Therma until eleven days after Xerxés and his land-force

(Herodot., vii. 183); it arrived in one day on the Sépias Akté or south-eastern coast of
Magnesia (ibid.), was then assailed and distressed for three days by the hurricane (vii. 191),
and proceeded immediately afterwards to Apheta (vii. 193). When it arrived at the latter
places, Xerxés himself had been #hree days in the Malian territory (vii. 196).

[It has been observed that Herodotus’ diaries of the Persian army and fleet do not agree as
to the time that elapsed since the advance from Therma until the end of the double battle at
Thermopyle and Artemisium; for the fleet he counts eighteen, for the army twenty days.
Modern critics usually make the arrival of the army at Trachis and the fleet at the Sépias coast
fall on the same day, and either shorten Xerxés’ alleged stay at Trachis from four days to two,
or lengthen the duration of the naval operations. Cf. Bury, in the Annual of the British School at
Athens, vol. ii., 1895-96, p. 83 et seq.; Grundy, op. cit., pp. 320, 342, 343, where a detailed
reconstruction is attempted. — ED.]

' Diodor., xi. 12.
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carried before the wind and dashed to pieces near Melibeea, Kasthaneea, and
other points of this unfriendly region. Four hundred ships of war, according to
the lowest estimate, together with a countless heap of transports and provision
craft, were destroyed: and the loss of life as well as of property was immense.
For three entire days did the terrors of the storm last, during which time the
crews ashore, left almost without defence, and apprehensive that the inhabi-
tants of the country might assail or plunder them, were forced to break up the
ships driven ashore in order to make a palisade out of the timbers. At length
on the fourth day calm weather returned, when all those ships which were in
condition to proceed put to sea and sailed along the land, round the southern
promontory of Magnesia to Aphete at the entrance of the Gulf of Pagase.

Meanwhile Xerxés, encamped within sight of Thermopyle, suffered four
days to pass without making any attack. A probable reason may be found in
the extreme peril of his fleet, reported to have been utterly destroyed by the
storm: but Herodotus assigns a different cause. Xerxés could not believe
(according to him) that the Greeks at Thermopyle, few as they were in num-
ber, had any serious intention to resist.

Though we read thus in Herodotus, it is hardly possible to believe that we
are reading historical reality. The whole proceedings of Xerxés, and the immen-
sity of host which he summoned, show that he calculated on an energetic resis-
tance; and though the numbers of Leonidas, compared with the Persians, were
insignificant, they could hardly have looked insignificant in the position which
they then occupied — an entrance little wider than a single carriage-road, with
a cross wall, a prolonged space somewhat widened, and then another equally
narrow exit, behind it.

The Medes, whom Xerxés first ordered to the attack, animated as well by the
recollection of their ancient Asiatic supremacy as by the desire of avenging the
defeat of Marathon, manifested great personal bravery. The position was one in
which bows and arrows were of little avail: a close combat hand to hand was
indispensable, and in this the Greeks had every advantage of organization as
well as armour. Short spears, light wicker shields, and tunics, in the assailants,
were an imperfect match for the long spears, heavy and spreading shields,
steady ranks, and practised fighting of the defenders. Yet the bravest men of
the Persian army pressed on from behind, and having nothing but numbers in
their favour, maintained long this unequal combat, with great slaughter to
themselves, and little loss to the Greeks. Though constantly repulsed, the
attack was as constantly renewed, for two successive days: the Greek troops
were sufficiently numerous to relieve each other when fatigued, since the space
was so narrow that few could contend at once; and even the Immortals, or ten
thousand choice Persian guards, and t