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PART 11

HISTORICAL GREECE
(Continued)

CHAPTER 1LXII

TWENTY-FIRST YEAR OF THE WAR-—OLIGARCHY OF
FOUR HUNDRED AT ATHENS

ABouT a year elapsed between the catastrophe of the
Athenians near Syracuse and the victory which they gained |
over the Milesians, on landing near Milétus (from September‘}
413 B.C. to September 412 B.C.). After the first of those two |
events, the complete ruin of Athens had appeared both to her ¢
enemies and to herself, impending and irreparable. But so
astonishing, so rapid, and so energetic, had been her rally,
that at the time of the second, she was found again carrying
on a tolerable struggle, though with impaired resources and on
a purely defensive system, against enemies both bolder and °
more numerous than ever. There is no reason to doubt that
her foreign affairs might have gone on thus improving, had
they not been endangered at this critical moment by the
treason of a fraction of her own citizens—bringing her again
to the brink of ruin, from which she was only rescued by the
incompetence of her enemies. ¢

That treason took its first rise from the exile Alkibiadés. I ,'
have already recounted how this man, alike unprincipled and
enercetlc, had thrown himself with his characteristic ardour
into the service of Sparta, and had indicated to her the best” \
means of aiding Syracuse, of inflicting positive injury upon T
Athens, and lastly, of provoking revolt among the Ionic allies
of the latter. It was by his boldness and personal connexions
:n Ionia that the revolt of Chios and Milétus had been |
determined.
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2 History of Greece

In the course of a few months, however, he had greatly los

A¥ the confidence of the Spartans. The revolt of the Asiatic

dependencies of Athens had not been accomplished so easily

€. \2nd rapidly as he had predicted: Chalkideus, the Spartan

\# commander with whom he had acted, was defeated and slair

#  pear Milétus: the Ephor Endius, by whom he was chiefly

\d i}’rotected, retained his office only for one year, and was

'C v succeeded by other Ephors? just about the end of September,

W or beginning of October, when the Athenians gained their

second victory near Milétus, and were on the point of blocking

up the town; lastly, King Agis, the personal enemy of Alki-

biadés, still remained to persecute him. Moreover, there was

in the character of this remarkable man something so essenti-

ally selfish, vain, and treacherous, that no one could ever rely

upon his faithful co-operation. Accordingly, as soon as any

reverse occurred, that very energy and ability, which seldom

failed him, made those with whom he acted the more ready

to explain the mischance by supposing that he had betrayed
them.

It was thus that, after the defeat of Milétus, King Agis was
enabled to discredit Alkibiadés as a traitor to Sparta ; upon
which the new Ephors sent out at once an order to the
general Astyochus, to put him to death.? Alkibiadés had nov
an opportunity of tasting the difference between Spartan and
Athenian procedure. Though his enemies at Athens were
numerous and virulent,—with all the advantage, so unspeak
able in political warfare, of being able to raise the cry o
irreligion against him ; yet the utmost which they could obtair
was, that he should be summoned home to take his trial before
the Dikastery. At Sparta, without any positive ground o

q’\, «crimination and without any idea of judicial trial, his enemie:
,Mprocure an order that he shall be put to death.
Ry Ylkibiadés however got intimation of the order in time tc
retire to Tissaphernés. Probably he was forewarned b
M) Astyochus himself, not ignorant that so monstrous a dee
v’,hwould greatly alienate the Chians and Milésians, nor foreseeir
K Jﬁ"the full mischief which his desertion would bring upon Spart:
}’ With that flexibility of character which enabled him at onc

\CE/‘ master and take up a new position, Alkibiadés soon foun:
means to insinuate himself into the confidence of the satraj

1 See Thucyd. v. 36.

2 Thucyd. viii. 45. Kal ém adrév &pucopévns émarcAis mpds "Aaroxe
2x Aaxedaluovos HoT amoxteivar (fy vap ral ¢ “Ayidi éx0ods kal EANw
Hwiaros épalvero), &c.



Twenty-first Year of the War 3

He began now to play a game neither Spartan, nor Atheman
but Persian and anti-Hellenic: a game of duplicity to which 0},«
Tissaphernés himself was spontaneously disposed, but to which v,g
the intervention of a dexterous Grecian negotiator was 1nchs- Hyf
pensable. It was by no means the interest of the Great I\mg%
(Alkibiadés urged) to lend such effective aid to either of the A\ \' n"*
contending parties as would enable it to crush the other: he?, Wv
ought neither to bring up the Phenician fleet to the aid of the 4’1
Lacedeemonians, nor to furnish that abundant pay which
would procure for them indefinite levies of new Grecian force.
He ought so to feed and prolong the war, as to make each “
party an instrument of exhaustion and impoverishment against ,}"‘ '
the other, and thus himself to rise on the ruins of both : first ‘\(PM'
to break down the Athenian empire by means of the Pelopon- W
nesians, and afterwards to expel the Peloponnesians themselves
—which might be effected with little trouble if they were
weakened by a protracted previous struggle.!

Thus far Alkibiadés gave advice, as a Persian counsellor,
not unsuitable to the policy of the court of Susa. But he
seldom gave advice without some view to his own profit,
ambition, or antipathies. Cast off unceremoniously by the
Laced®monians, he was now driven to seek restoration in his
own country. To accomplish this object, it was necessary not
only that he should preserve her from being altogether ruined,
but that he should present himself to the Athenians as one
who could, if restored, divert the aid of Tissaphernés from
Lacedeemon to Athens. Accordingly, he further suggested to
the satrap, that while it was essential to his interest not to
permit land power and maritime power to be united in the
same hands, whether Lacedemonian or Athenian—it would
nevertheless be found easier to arrange matters with the
empire and pretensions of Athens, than with those of Lace-
dezmon. Athens (he argued) neither sought nor professed any
other object than the subjection of her own maritime depend-
encies, in return for which she would willingly leave all the
Asiatic Greeks in the hands of the Great King; while Sparta,
forswearing all idea of empire, and professing ostentatiously to
‘aim at the universal enfranchisement of every Grecian city,
could not with the smallest consistency conspire to deprive
the Asiatic Greeks of the same privilege. This view appeared
to be countenanced by the objection which Theramenés and
many of the Peloponnesian officers had taken to the first
convention concluded by Chalkideus and Alkibiadés with

1 Thucyd. viii. 45, 46.
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Tissaphernés ; objections afterwards renewed by Lichas even
against the second modified convention of Theramenés, and
accompanied with an indignant protest against the idea of
surrendering to the Great King all the territory which had

All these latter arguments, whereby Alkibiadés professed to

\.’Pﬁen ever possessed by his predecessors.!

‘Q),J

o

°‘"§

¢reate in the mind of the satrap a preference for Athens, were
ther futile or founded on false assumptions. For on the one
hand even Lichas never refused to concur in surrendering the
A51at1c Greeks to Persia—while on the other hand, the empire
of Athens, so long as she retained any empire, was pretty sure
to be more formidable to Persia than any efforts undertaken
 Sparta under the disinterested pretence of liberating gener-
ally the Grecian cities. Nor did Tissaphernés at all lend
himself to any such positive impression; though he felt
strongly the force of the negative recommendations of Alki-
biadés—that he should do no more for the Peloponnesians
than was sufficient to feed the war, without ensuring to them
either a speedy or a decisive success: or rather, this duplicity
was so congenial to his Oriental mind, that there was no need
of Alkibiadés to recommend it. The real use of the Athenian
exile, was to assist the satrap in carrying it into execution ;
and to provide for him those plausible pretences and justifica-
tions, which he was to issue as a substitute for effective
supplies of men and money. Established along with Tissa-
phernés at Magnesia—the same place which had been occupied

-about fifty years before by another Athenian exile, equally:

unprincipled and yet abler, Themistoklés—Alkibiadés served
as interpreter of his views in all his conversations with the
Greeks, and appeared to be thoroughly in his confidence: an
appearance of which he took advantage to pass himself off
falsely upon the Athenians at Samos as having the power of
turning Persian wealth to the aid of Athens.

The first payment made by Tissaphernés, immediately after
the capture of Tasus and of the revolted Amorgés, to they
Peloponnesiar  at Milétus, was at the rate of one drachma pery
head. But notice was given that for the future it would be!
reduced one half; a reduction for which Alkibiadés undertoo
to furnish a reason. The Athenians (he urged) gave no mor
than half a drachma ; not because they could not afford more
but because, from their long experience of nautical affairs
they had found that higher pay spoiled the discipline of the

1 Thucyd. viil. 46~52.
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seamen by leading them into excesses and over-indulgence, as
well as by inducing too ready leave of absence to be granted,
in confidence that the high pay would bring back the men
when called for? As he probably never expected that such
subterfuges (employed at a moment when Athens was so poor
that she could not even pay the half drachma per head) would
carry conviction to any one—so he induced Tissaphernés to
strengthen their effect by individual bribes to the generals and
trierarchs ; a mode of argument which was found effectual in
silencing the complaints of all, with the single exception of the
Syracusan Hermokratés. In regard to other Grecian cities
who sent to ask pecuniary aid, and especially Chios, Alki-
biadés spoke out with less reserve. They had been hitherto
compelled to contribute to Athens (he said), and now that
they had shaken off this payment, they must not shrink from
imposing upon themselves equal or even greater burthens in
their own defence. Nor was it anything less (he added) than
sheer impudence in the Chians, the richest people in Greece—
if they required a foreign military force for their protection, to
require at the same time that others should furnish the means
of paying it.2 At the same time, however, he intimated—by
way of keeping up hopes for the future—that Tissaphernés
was at present carrying on the war at his own cost; but if
hereafter remittances should arrive from Susa, the full rate of
pay would be resumed, with the addition of aid to the Grecian
cities in any other way which could be reasonably asked. To
this promise was added an assurance that the Phenician fleet
was now under equipment, and would shortly be brought up
to their aid, so as to give them a superiority which would
render assistance hopeless: an assurance not merely deceitful,
but mischievous, since it was employed to dissuade them from
all immediate action, and to paralyse their navy during its
moments of fullest vigour and efficiency. Even the reduced
rate of pay was furnished so irregularly, and the Peloponnesian
force kept so starved, that the duplicity of the satrap became

1 Thueyd. viil. 45. Of 3¢ Tds vabs dmohelmwow, dmolmdyres és Sunpelay
by wpocopeinduevoy juabdy.

This passage is both doubtful in the text and difficult in the translation.
Among the many different explanations given by the commentators, I adopt
that of Dr. Arnold as the least unsatisfactory, though without any confidence
that it is right.

2 Thucyd. viil. 45. Tas 3¢ méAeis Seopévas xpnudrwr &miragev, abrds
dvrindywy Smep Tob Tiooadépvous, bs of uev Xiot dvaloyvvtor elev, TAoveish-
raroi §vTes Tov EAM oy, émioupla 8¢ pws cwlbpevor &iotai kal Tols gdpas
xal Tois xphuacy EAAovs bmep Tis éxelvwy EAevbeplas kwdvredew.
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obvious to every one, and was only carried through by his
bribery to the officers.!

While Alkibiadés, as the confidential agent and interpreter
of Tissaphernés, was carrying on this anti-Peloponnesian
policy through the autumn and winter of 412—-411 B.c.—partly
during the stay of the Peloponnesian fleet at Milétus, partly
after 1t had moved to Knidus and Rhodes—he was at the
same time opening correspondence with the Athenian officers
at Samos. His breach with the Peloponnesians, as well as his
ostensible position in the service of Tissaphernés, were facts
well known among the Athenian armament; and his scheme
was, to procure both restoration and renewed power in his
native city, by representing himself as competent to bring over
to her the aid and alliance of Persia, through his ascendency
over the mind of the satrap. His hostility to the democracy,
however, was so generally known, that he despaired of accom-
plishing his return unless he could connect it with an
oligarchical revolution ; which, moreover, was not less gratify-
ing to his sentiment of vengeance for the past, than to his
ambition for the future. Accordingly he sent over a private
message to the officers and trierarchs at Samos, several of
them doubtless his personal friends, desiring to be remembered
to the “best men” in the armament 2—such was one of the
standing phrases by which oligarchical men knew and described
each other—and intimating his anxious wish to come again as
a citizen among them, bringing with him Tissaphernés as their
ally. But he would come only on condition of the formation
of an oligarchical government ; nor would he ever again set
foot amidst the odious democracy to whom he owed his
banishment.?

Such was the first originating germ of that temporary calamity,
which so near brought Athens to absolute ruin, called the
QOligarchy of Four Hundred : a suggestion from the same exile
who had already so deeply wounded his country by sending
Gylippus to Syracuse, and the Lacedemonian garrison to

1 Thucyd. viil. 46. T#Hr Te Tpodph¥ rards émdpile Tois MeAomovrnalots ral
vavpexeiv ok elar GANL kal Tas Powlooas vais pdokwy fitew kal &k wepidvros
&rywvieiofar Epbeipe T4 mpdypara kal THY drpdy Tod vavTicod abréy dpelAeTo,
yevouévny ral wdvv ioxvpdy, 7d Te EAAa, katapavéoTepoy ) Gore Aavbdvew,
od mpobbuws Euvemoréuet.

2 Thucyd. viil. 47. Té& uév kal *AAkBidSov mposméudavros Ayous &s Tobs
Suvarwrdrous abrdv (Abnvatwy) Evdpas, doTe urnobdivor Tepl adrop és Tobs
BeariaTovs Tdv &wfpdmav, 81 ém’ éavyapxla Bodheras, kal ob wovnple
008t dnuokparia Th éavrdv éxBaloloy, kareAddy, &c.

3 Thucyd, viii. 47.
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Dekeleia. As yet, no man in Samos had thought of a revolu-
tion ; but the moment that the idea was thus started, the trierarchs
and wealthy men in the armament caught at it with avidity. To
subvert the democracy for their own profit, and to be rewarded
for doing so with the treasures of Persia as a means of carrying
on the war against the Peloponnesians—was an extent of good
fortune greater than they could possibly have hoped. Amidst
the exhaustion of the public treasure at Athens, and the loss of
tribute from her dependencies, it was now the private pro-
prietors, and most of all, the wealthy proprietors—upon whom
the cost of military operations fell ; from which burthen they
here saw the prospect of relief, coupled with increased chance
of victory. Elate with so tempting a promise, a deputation of
them crossed over from Samos to the mainland to converse
personally with Alkibiadés, who again renewed his assurances
in person, that he would bring not only Tissaphernés, but the
Great King himself, into active alliance and co-operation with
Athens provided they would put down the Athenian democracy,
which he affirmed that the king could not possibly trust.! He
doubtless did not omit to set forth the other side of the alter-
native ; that if the proposition were refused, Persian aid would
be thrown heartily into the scale of the Peloponnesians; in
which case, there was no longer any hope of safety for Athens.
On the return of the deputation with these fresh assurances,
the oligarchical men in Samos came together, both in greater
number and with redoubled ardour, to take their measures for
subverting the democracy. They even ventured to speak of
the project openly among the mass of the armament, who
listened to it with nothing but aversion ; but who were silenced
at least, though not satisfied, by being told that the Persian
treasury would be thrown open to them on condition, and only
on condition, that they would relinquish their democracy.
Such was at this time the indispensable need of foreign money
for the purposes of the war—such was the certainty of ruin, if
the Persian treasure went to the aid of the enemy—that the
most democratical Athenian might well hesitate when the alter-
native was thus laid before him. The oligarchical conspirators,
however, knew well that they had the feeling of the armament
altogether against them—that the best which they could expect
from it was a reluctant acquiescence —and that they must accom-
plish the revolution by their own hands and management.
They formed themselves into a political confederacy (or
Hetezria) for the purpose of discussing the best measures

! Thucyd. viii. 48.
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towards their end. It was resolved to send a deputation to
Athens, with Peisander! at the head, to make known the new
prospects and to put the standing oligarchical clubs (Heteries)
into active co-operation for the purpose of violently breaking
up the democracy ; and further, to establish oligarchical govern-
ments in all the remaining dependencies of Athens. They
imagined that these dependencies would be thus induced to
remain faithful to her, perhaps even that some of those which
bad already revolted might come back to their allegiance—
when once she should be relieved from her democracy and
placed under the rule of her “best and most virtuous citizens.”

Hitherto, the bargain tendered for acceptance had been—
subversion of the Athenian democracy and restoration of
Alkibiadés, on one hand—against hearty co-operation, and a free
supply of gold, from Persia, on the other. But what security
was there that such bargain would be realised—or that when
the first part should have been brought to pass, the second would
follow ? There was absolutely no security except the word of
Alkibiadés: very little to be trusted, even when promising
what was in his own power to perform, as we may recollect
from his memorable dealing with the Lacedemonian enveys
at Athens—and on the present occasion, vouching for some-
thing in itself extravagant and preposterous. For what reason-
able motive could be imagined to make the Great King shape
his foreign policy accerding to the interests of Alkibiadés—or
to inspire him with such lively interest in the substitution of
oligarchy for democracy at Athens? This was a question which
the oligarchical conspirators at Samos not only never troubled
themselves to raise, but which they had every motive to
suppress. The suggestion of Alkibiadés coincided fully with

1 Tt is asserted in an Oration of Lysias (Orat. xxv. Afjpov KatoAboews
’Amooyta, . 3, p. 766 Reisk.) that Phrynichus and Peisander embarked in
this oligarchical conspiracy for the purpose of getting clear of previous
crimes committed under the democracy. But there is nothing to counten-
ance such an assertion, and the narrative of Thucydidés gives quite a different
colour to their behaviour.

Peisander was now serving with the armament at Samos ; moreover his
forwardness and energy (presently to be described) in taking the formidable
initiative of putting down the Athenian democracy, is to me quite sufficient
evidence that the taunts of the comic writers against his cowardice are
unfounded. Xenophon in the Symposion repeats this taunt (ii. 14), which
also appears in Aristophanés, Eupolis, Plato Comicus, and others : see the
passages collected in Meineke, Histor. Critic. Comicor. Gracorum, vol. i.

. 178, &c.
P Modern writers on Grecian history often repeat such bitter jestsas if they
were so much genuine and trustworthy evidence against the person libelled.
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their political interest and ambition. Their object was to put
down the democracy, and get possession of the government for
themselves—a purpose, towards which the promise of Persian
gold, if they could get it accredited, was inestimable as a
stepping-stone, whether it afterwards turned out to be a delusion
or not. The probability is, that having a strong interest in
believing it themselves, and a still stronger interest in making
others believe it, they talked each other into a sincere per-
suasion. Without adverting to this fact, we should be at a loss
to understand how the word of such a man as Alkibiadés, on
such a matter, could be so implicitly accepted as to set in
motion a whole train of novel and momentous events.

There was one man, and one man alone so far as we know,
who ventured openly to call it in question. This was Phry-
nichus, one of the generals of the fleet, who had recently given
valuable counsel after the victory of Milétus; a clear-sighted
and sagacious man, but personally hostile to Alkibiadés, and -
thoroughly seeing through his character and projects. Though
Phrynichus was afterwards one of the chief organisers of the
oligarchical movement, when it became detached from and
hostile to Alkibiadés—yet under the actual circumstances he
discountenanced it altogether.! Alkibiadés (he said) had no
attachment to oligarchical government rather than to demo-
cratical ; nor could he be relied on for-standing by it after it
should have been set up. His only purpose was, to make use
of the oligarchical conspiracy now forming, for his own restora-
tion ; which, if brought to pass, could not fail to introduce
political discord into the camp—the greatest misfortune that
could at present happen. As to the Persian king, it was
unreasonable to expect that he would put himself out of his
way to aid the Athenians, his old enemies, in whom he had no
confidence—while he had the Peloponnesians present as allies,
with a good naval force and powerful cities in his own territory,
from whom he had never experienced either insult or annoy-
ance. Moreover the dependencies of Athens—upon whom it
was now proposed to confer, simultaneously with Athens her-
self, the blessing of oligarchical government—would receive
that boon with indifference. Those who had already revolted,
would not come back ; those who yet remained faithful, would

! Phrynichus is affirmed in an Oration of Lysias to have been originally
poor, keeping sheep in the country part of Attica ; then to have resided in
the city, and practised what was called sycophancy, or false and vexatious
accusation before the Dikastery and the public assembly (Lysias, Orat. xx.
pro Polystrato, ¢. 3, p. 674 Reisk.).

R 2
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not be the more inclined to remain so longer. Their object
would be to obtain autonomy, either under oligarchy or demo-
cracy, as the case might be. Assuredly they would not expect
better treatment from an oligarchical government at Athens, than
from a democratical ; for they knew that those self-styled * good
and virtuous” men, who would form the oligarchy, were, as
ministers of democracy, the chief advisers and instigators of the
people to iniquitous deeds; most commonly for nothing but
their own individual profit. From an Athenian oligarchy, the
citizens of these dependencies had nothing to expect but violent
executions without any judicial trial ; but under the democracy,
they could obtain shelter and the means of appeal, while their
persecutors were liable to restraint and chastisement, from the
people and the popular Dikasteries. Such (Phrynichus affirmed
on his own personal knowledge) was the genuine feeling among
the dependencies of Athens.! Having thus shown the calcu-
lations of the conspirators—as to Alkibiadés, as to Persia, and as
to the allied dependencies—to be all illusory, Phrynichus con-
cluded by entering his decided protest against adopting the
propositions of Alkibiadés.

But in this protest (borne out afterwards by the result) he
stood nearly alone. The tide of opinion, among the oligarchical
conspirators, ran so furiously the other way, that it was resolved
to despatch Peisander and others immediately to Athens to
consummate the oligarchical revolution as well as the recall of
Alkibiadés ; and at the same time to propose to the people
their new intended ally Tissaphernés.

Phrynichus knew well what would be the consequence to him-
self—if this consummation were brought about, as he foresaw
that it probably would be-—from the vengeance of his enemy

1 Thucyd. viii. 48. Tds Te Evuuaxidas wéres, als dmeoxijobar 3y opas
SAvyapxlav, 81t 8% kal adrol od Snmoxparhoovrar, € eldévar Epn i oddey
wdAlor ooplow ol ai apeotnrviar mwposxwphioovTar, o af mdpxovoa
BeBaidrepai Erovrar ob yap BovAfoeabat abTods per’ dAryapxias §) Snpoxparias
SovAetew uaAhov A uel émorépov by Thxwot TolTwy éAeufépovs elvar. Tobs
re kahods kbdyabods dvoualouérouvs odk éAdoow adrods voullew
o ploi mpdyparamapélew Tob S pov, woptorTasivras kal éonynTas
ToV kaKkdY TH Shpeg, éE brvTa TAelw abTods dpeAreiobar
kal Td pev én’ éxelvors elvat, kal duprror by kal Biaidrepoy &mobviiokery, Ty Te
SHpov opdvTernaTapvyrvelvatrkal énelvwv cwoppoviarhr.
Kal ratra wap ebr v Tédv Epywy émiorapévas 1as méhas capds
abrds eldévar, i obrw voutlovar.

In taking the comparison between oligarchy and democracy in Greece,
there is hardly any evidence more important than this passage : a testimony
to the comparative merit of democracy, pronounced by an oligarchical
.conspirator, and sanctioned by an historian himself unfriendly to the
-democracy.
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Alkibiadés against his recent opposition. Satisfied that the
latter would destroy him, he took measures for destroying
Alkibiadés beforehand, even by a treasonable communication
to the Lacedeemonian admiral Astyochus at Milétus ; to whom
he sent a secret account of the intrigues which the Athenian
exile was carrying on at Samos to the prejudice of the Pelopon-
nesians, prefaced with an awkward apology for this sacrifice of
the interests of his country to the necessity of protecting him-
self against a personal enemy. But Phrynichus was imperfectly
informed of the real character of the Spartan commander, or of
his relations with Tissaphernés and Alkibiadés. Not merely
was the latter now at Magnesia, under the protection of the
satrap, and out of the power of the Lacedemonians—but
Astyochus, a traitor to his duty through the gold of Tissa-
phernés, went up thither to show the letter of Phrynichus to
the very person whom it was intended to expose. Alkibiadés
forthwith sent intelligence to the generals and officers at Samos
of the step taken by Phrynichus, and pressed them to put him
to death.

The life of Phrynichus now hung by a thread, and was
probably preserved only by that respect for judicial formalities
so deeply rooted in the Athenian character. In the extremity
of danger, he resorted to a still more subtle artifice to save him-
self. He despatched a second letter to Astyochus, complaining
of the violation of confidence in regard to the former, but at
the same time intimating that he was now willing to betray to
the Lacedemonians the camp and armament at Samos. He
invited Astyochus to come and attack the place, which was as
yet unfortified—explaining minutely in what manner the attack
could be best conducted; and he concluded by saying that
this, as well as every other means of defence, must be pardoned
to one whose life was in danger from a personal enemy. Fore-
seeing that Astyochus would betray this letter as he had be-
trayed the former, Phrynichus waited a proper time, and then
revealed to the camp the intention of the enemy to make an
attack, as if it had reached him by private information. He
insisted on the necessity of immediate precautions, and himself
as general superintended the work of fortification, which was
soon completed. Presently arrived a letter from Alkibiadés,
communicating to the army that Phrynichus had betrayed them,
and that the Peloponnesians were on the point of making an
attack. But this letter, arriving after the precautions taken by
order of Phrynichus himself had been already completed, was
construed into a mere trick on the part of Alkibiadés himself,
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through his acquaintance with the intentions of the Pelopon-
nesians, to raise a charge of treasonable correspondence against
his personal enemy. The impression thus made by his second
letter effaced the taint which had been left upon Phrynichus by
the first, insomuch that the latter stood exculpated on both
charges.!

But Phrynichus, though thus successful in extricating him-
self, failed thoroughly in his manceuvre against the influence
and life of Alkibiadés; in whose favour the oligarchical move-
ment not only went on, but was transferred from Samos to
Athens. On arriving at the latter place, Peisander and his
companions laid before the public assembly the projects which
had been conceived by the oligarchs at Samos. The people
were invited to restore Alkibiadés and renounce their democrati-
cal constitution; in return for which, they were assured of
obtaining the Persian king as an ally, and of overcoming the
Peloponnesians.?  Violent was the storm which these proposi-
tions raised in the public assembly. Many speakers rose in
animated defence of the democracy; few, if any, distinctly
againstit. The opponents of Alkibiadés indignantly denounced
the mischief of restoring him, in violation of the laws, and
in reversal of a judicial sentence ; while the Eumolpide and
Kerykes, the sacred families connected with the Eleusinian
mysteries which Alkibiadés had profaned, entered their solemn
protest on religious grounds to the same effect. Against all
these vehement opponents, whose impassioned invectives
obtained the full sympathy of the assembly, Peisander had but
one simple reply. He called them forward successively by
name, and put to each the question—* What hope have you of
salvation for the city, when the Peloponnesians have a naval
force against us fully equal to ours, together with a greater
number of allied cities—and when the king as well as
Tissaphernés are supplying them with money, while we have
no money left? What hope have you of salvation, unless we

1 Thucyd. viil. 50, 5I.

2 In the speech mace by Theramenés (the Athenian) during the oligarchy
of Thirty, seven years afterwards, it is affirmed that the Athenian people
voted the adoption of the oligarchy of Four Hundred, from being told that
the Lacedemonians would never trust a democracy (Xenoph Hellen. ii. 3,
4Szf‘his is thoroughly incorrect —a specimen of the loose assertion of
speakers in regard to facts even not very long past. At the moment when
Theramenés said this, the question, what political constitution at Athens the
Lacedzemonians would please to tolerate, was all-important to the Athe-
nians. Theramenés transfers the feelings of the present to the incidents of
the past.
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can persuade the king to come over to our side?” The answer
was a melancholy negative—or perhaps not less melancholy
silence. “ Well then (rejoined Peisander)—that object cannot
possibly be attained, unless we conduct our political affairs for
the future in a more moderate way, and put the powers of
government more into the hands of a few—and unless we recall
Alkibiadés, the only man now living who is competent to do the
business. Under present circumstances, we surely shall not
lay greater stress upon our political constitution than upon
the salvation of the city; the rather as what we now enact may
be hereafter modified, if it be found not to answer.”

Against the proposed oligarchical change the repugnance of
the assembly was alike angry and unanimous. But they were
silenced by the imperious necessity of the case, as the
armament at Samos had been before; and admitting the
alternative laid down by Peisander (as I have observed already),
the most democratical citizen might be embarrassed as to his
vote. Whether any speaker, like Phrynichus at Samos,
arraigned the fallacy of the alternative, and called upon
Peisander for some guarantee, better than mere asseveration, of
the benefits to come—we are not informed. But the general
vote of the assembly, reluctant and only passed in the hope of
future change, sanctioned his recommendation.! He and ten
other envoys, invested with full powers of negotiating with
Alkibiadés and Tissaphernés, were despatched to Ionia immedi-
ately. Peisander at the same time obtained from the assembly
a vote deposing Phrynichus from his command; under the
accusation of having traitorously caused the loss of Iasus and
the capture of Amorgés, after the battle of Milétus—but from
the real certainty that he would prove an insuperable bar to all
negotiations with Alkibiadés. Phrynichus, with his colleague
Skironidés, being thus displaced, Leon and Diomedon were
sent to Samos as commanders in their stead ; an appointment,
of which, as will be presently seen, Peisander was far from
anticipating the consequences.

1 Thucyd. viil. 54. ‘O 3¢ dfjuos Td pev wpdTov drodwy xahemds Epepe Td
mepl This dAryapxlas capds 8¢ Sidociduevos vmd Tob Metocdvipov ph elvar dAAyy
gornplav, Seloas kal Gpa éxmi{wy ds kal peraBareirtar,
évédwre.

¢¢ Atheniensibus, imminente periculo belli, major salutis quam dignitatis
cura fuit. Itaque, permittente populo, imperium ad Senatum transfertur”
(Justin, v, 3).

Justin is correct, so far as this vote goes: but he takes no notice of the
change of matters afterwards, when the establishment of the Four Hundred
was consummated witkout the promised benefit of Persian alliance, and by
simple terrorism,
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Before his departure for Asia, he took a step yet more impor-
tant. He was well aware that the recent vote—a result of fear
inspired by the war, representing a sentiment utterly at variance
with that of the assembly, and only procured as the price of
Persian aid against a foreign enemy—would never pass into a
reality by the spontaneous act of the people themselves. It
was indeed indispensable as a first step ; partly as an authority
to himself, partly also as a confession of the temporary weak-
ness of the democracy, and as a sanction and encouragement
for the oligarchical forces to show themselves. But the second
step yet remained to be performed ; that of calling these forces
into energetic action—organising an amount of violence
sufficient to extort from the people actual submission in
addition to verbal acquiescence—and thus as it were tying
down the patient while the process of emasculation was being
consummated. Peisander visited all the various political clubs,
conspiracies, or Heteries, which were habitual and notorious
at Athens ; associations, bound together by oath, among the
wealthy citizens, partly for purposes of amusement, but chiefly
pledging the members to stand by each other in objects of
political ambition, in judicial trials, in accusation or defence of
official men after the period of office had expired, in carrying
points through the public assembly, &c. Among these clubs
were distributed most of ‘“the best citizens, the good and
honourable men, the elegant men, the men of note, the temper-
ate, the honest and moderate men,” ! &c., to employ that com-
plimentary phraseology by which wealthy and anti-popular
politicians have chosen to designate each other, in ancient as
well as in modern times. And though there were doubtless
individuals among them who deserved these appellations in
their best sense, yet the general character of the clubs was not
the less exclusive and oligarchical. In the details of political
life, they had different partialities as well as different antipathies,
and were oftener in opposition than in co-operation with each
other. But they furnished, when taken together, a formidable
anti-popular force ; generally either in abeyance, or dissemin-
ated in the accomplishment of smaller political measures and
separate personal successes—but capable, at a special crisis, of
being evoked, organised, and put in conjoint attack, for the
subversion of the democracy. Such was the important move-

... ;méht-now initiated by Peisander. He visited separately each
" of these clubs, put them into communication with each other,
1 0f Bérriarol, of karoxdyafol, of xaplevtes, of yrdpiuos, of cdppoves, &e. :

. dg»pegti honnéte et modéré, &c.
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and exhorted them all to joint aggressive action against their
common enemy the democracy, at a moment when it was
already intimidated and might be finally overthrown.?

1 About these Zvvwpootar émd Slkars xal &pxais—political and judicial
associations—see above in this History, vol. v. ch. xxxvii.,, vol. vi. ch.
li. ; see also Hermann Biittner, Geschichte der politischen Hetzerieen zu
Athen, pp. 75, 79, Leipsic, 1840,

There seem to have been similar political clubs or associations at Carthage,
exercising much influence, and holding perpetual banquets as a means of
largess to the poor—Aristotel. Polit, 1. 8, 2; Livy, xxxiii. 46 ; xxxiv. 61:
compare Kluge, ad Aristotel. de Polit. Carthag. p. 46-127, Wratisl. 1824.

The like political associations were both of long duration among the
nobility of Rome, and of much influence for political objects as well as
judicial success—*“ coitiones (compare Cicero pro Cluentio, ¢. 54, s. 1483)
honorum adipiscendorum causa factze——factiones—sodalitates.” The incident
described in Livy (ix. 26) is remarkable. The Senate, suspecting the char-
acter and proceedings of these clubs, appointed the Dictator Meenius (in
312 B.C.) as commissioner with full power to investigate and deal with them.
But such was the power of the clubs, in a case where they had a common
interest and acted in co-operation (as was equally the fact under Peisanderat
Athens), that they completely frustrated the inquiry, and went on as before.
“ Nec diutius, ¢ fit, quam dum recens erat, quastio per clara nomina reorum
wiguit: inde labi ccepit ad viliora capita, denec coitionibus factionibusque,
adversus gquas comparala evat, oppressa est.” (Livy, ix. 26.) Compare
Dio. Cass. xxxvii. 57, about the éraipicd of the Triumvirs at Rome. Quin-
tus Cicero (de Petition. Consulat. c. 5) says to his brother the orator—
“Quod si satis grati homines essent, hec omnia (Ze. all the swbsidiz
necessary for success in his coming election) tibi parata esse debebant, sicut
parata esse confido. Nam hoc biennio quatuor soda/states civium ad ambi-
tionem gratiosissimornm tibi obligasti . . . . . Horum in causis ad te
deferundis guidnam eorum sodales tibi receperint et confirmarint, scio ; nam
interfui.”

See Th. Mommsen, De Collegiis et Sodaliciis Romanorum, Kiel 1843,
ch. iil. sect. 5, 6, 7; also the Dissertation of Wunder, inserted in the
Onomasticon Tullianum of Orelli and Baiter, in the last volume of their
edition of Cicero, p. 200210, ad Ind. Legum; Zex Licinia de
Sodalitiis.

As an example of these clubs or conspiracies for mutual support in
fvvwpooiar éml Bikars (not including &pyais, so far as we can make out), we
may cite the association called of Eixadeis made known to us by an Inscrip-
tion recently discovered in Attica, and published first in Dr. Wordsworth’s
Athens and Attica, p. 223 ; next in Ross, Die Demen von Attica, Preface,
p- v. These Eixadeis are an association, the members of which are bound
to each other by a common oath, as well as by a curse which the mythical
hero of the association, Eikadeus, is supposed to have imprecated (évavrior
Th &p§ % Eixadebs émmpdaare)—they possess common property, and it was
held contrary to the cath for any of the members to enter into a pecuniary
process against the xowdv : compare analogous obligations among the Roman
Sodales, Mommsen, p. 4. Some members had violated their obl'igzm;o
upon this point : Polyxenus had attacked them at law for false wi%?s : anyoﬁ]‘,y
the general body of the Eikadeis pass a vote of thanks to him {gxso doing, ‘
choosing three of their members to assist him in the cause befage’the Dikas-

tery (olrwes ouvaywviotvTai 76 Emecxnpuévy Tois pdprvet) om %
SOMPEBRARY,

27 11 wrIARAG ®
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Having taken other necessary measures towards the same
purpose, Peisander left Athens with his colleagues to enter
upon his negotiation with Tissaphernés. But the co-operation
and aggressive movement of the clubs which he had originated,
was prosecuted with increased ardour during his absence, and
even fell into hands more organising and effective than his own.
The rhetorical teacher, Antiphon, of the deme Rhamnus, took
it in hand especially, acquired the confidence of the clubs, and
drew the plan of campaign against the democracy. He was a man
estimable in private life and not open to pecuniary corruption :
in other respects, of pre-eminent ability, in contrivance, judge-
ment, speech, and action. The profession to which he belonged,
generally unpopular among the democracy, excluded him from
taking rank as a speaker, either in the public assembly or the
Dikastery : for a rhetorical teacher, contending in either of
them against a private speaker (to repeat a remark already
once made), was considered to stand at the same unfair advan-
tage, as a fencing-master fighting a duel with a gentleman would
be held to stand in modern times. Himself thus debarred
from the showy celebrity of Athenian political life, Antiphon
became only the more consummate, as a master of advice, cal-
culation, scheming, and rhetorical composition,! to assist the
éraiplar alluded to in Demosthenés (cont. Theokrin. c¢. II, p. 1335) as
assisting Theokrinés before the Dikastery and intimidating the witnesses,

The Guilds in the European cities during the middle ages, usually sworn
to by every member and called Conjurationes Amicitie, bear in many respects
a resemblance to these fvrwpoofar ; though the judicial proceedings in the
medizval cities, being so much less popular than at Athens, narrowed their

range of interference in this direction : their political 1mporfance however
was quite egcllual. (See Wilda, Das Gilden Wesen des Mittelalters, Abschn.
ii. p. 167, &c)

k Omnes autem ad Amicitiam pertinentes villee per fidem ef sacramentum
firmaverunt, quod unus subveniat alteri tanquam fratri suo in utili et
honesto ” (lb p- 148).

! The person described by Krito in the Euthydémus of Plato (c. 31, p.
305 C.) as having censured Sokratés for conversing with Euthydémus and
Dlonysodorus, is pre:ented exa.ctly like Antiphon in Thucydxdes——ﬁma'ra ]
7dv Ala phrwp: 0d8¢ oluar 1rw7ro-re abrdy éml SucagThpiov dvaBeBnrévar AN
ératew adrdy pact wepl Tob wpdyparos, vh Tdy Ala, kal Sewdy elvai kal Setods
Adyovs EvvTiBévai.

Heindorf thinks that Isokratés is here meant : Groen van Prinsterer talks
of Lysias; Winkelmann, of Thrasymachus. The description would fit
Antiphon as well as either of these three : though Stallbaum may perhaps
be right in supposing no particular individual to have been in the mind of
Plato.

Of ouvrdinely émiorduevor, whom Xenophon specifies as being so eminently
useful to a person engaged in a law-suit, are probably the persons who knew
how to address the Dikastery eﬁ'ecnvely in support of his case (Xenoph.

Memorab. i. 2, 51).
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celebrity of others; insomuch that his silent assistance in
political and judicial debates, as a sort of chamber-counsel, was
highly appreciated and largely paid. Now such were precisely
the talents required for the present occasion; while Antiphon,
who hated the democracy for having hitherto kept him in the
shade, gladly bent his full talents towards its subversion.

Thus efficient was the man to whom Peisander in departing
chiefly confided the task of organising the anti-popular clubs,
for the consummation of the revolution already in immediate
prospect. His chiefauxiliary was Theramenés, another Athenian,
now first named, of eminent ability and cunning. His father
(either natural or by adoption), Agnon, was one of the
Probili, and had formerly been founder of Amphipolis. Even
Phrynichus—whose sagacity we have already had occasion to
appreciate, and who from hatred towards Alkibiad&s had pro-
nounced himself decidedly against the oligarchical movement
at Samos—became zealous in forwarding the movement at
Athens, after his dismissal from the command. He brought to
the side of Antiphon and Theramenés a contriving head not
inferior to theirs, coupled with daring and audacity even
superior. Under such skilful leaders, the anti-popular force of
Athens was organised with a deep skill, and directed with a
dexterous wickedness, never before witnessed in Greece.

At the time when Peisander and the other envoys reached
Tonia (secemingly about the end of January or beginning of
February 411 B.C.), the Peloponnesian fleet had already quitted
Milétus and gone to Knidus and Rhodes, on which latter
island Leon and Diomedon made some hasty descents, from the
neighbouring island of Chalké. At the same time, the Athenian
armament at Chios was making progress in the siege of that place
and the construction of the neighbouring fort at Delphinium.
Pedaritus, the Lacedeemonian governor of the island, had sent
pressing messages to solicit aid from the Peloponnesians at
Rhodes, but no 'aid arrived ; and he therefore resolved to
attempt a general sally and attack upon the Athenians, with
his whole force foreign as well as Chian. Though at first he
obtained some success, the batt'e ended in his complete defeat
and death, with great slaughter bf the Chian troops, and with
the loss of many whose shields were captured in the pursuit.!
The Chians, now reduced to greater straits than before, and
beginning to suffer severely from famine, were only enabled to-
hold out by a partial reinforcement soon afterwards obtained

! Thucyd. viii. 55, 6.
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from the Peloponnesian guard-ships at Milétus. A Spartan
named Leon, who had come out in the vessel of Antisthenés
as one of the Epibate or Marines, conducted this reinforcing
squadron of 1z triremes (chiefly Thurian and Syracusan), suc-
ceeding Pedaritus in the general command of the island.!

It was while Chios seemed thus likely to be recovered by
Athens—and while the superior Peloponnesian fleet was
paralysed at Rhodes by Persian intrigues and bribes—that
Peisander arrived in Ionia to open his negotiations with Alki-
biadés and Tissaphernés. He was enabled to announce that
the subversion of the democracy at Athens was already begun
and would soon be consummated : and he now required the
price which had been promised in exchange—DPersian alliance
and aid to Athens against the Peloponnesians. But Alkibiadés
knew well that he had promised what he had not the least
chance of being able to perform. The satrap had appeared to
follow his advice—or had rather followed his own inclination,
employing Alkibiadés as an instrument and auxiliary—in the
endeavour to wear out both parties, and to keep them nearly on
an equality until each should ruin the other. But he was no
way disposed to identify himself with the cause of Athens, nor
to break decidedly with the Peloponnesians—especially at a
moment when their fleet was both the greater of the two, and in
occupation of an island close to his own satrapy. Accordingly
Alkibiadés, when summoned by the Athenian envoys to perform
his engagement, found himself in a dilemma from which he
could only escape by one of his characteristic manceuvres.

1 Thucyd. viii. 61. &rvxov 8¢ &ri év ‘Pddw bvros *Acrvdyov éx Tis Mirs-
rov Adovrd e, Bvdpa SmapridTny, 35 AvTic0évet éx i BdT s Ewvémhe,
TobTov Kekomiapévor perd rdv Tedapirov Odvarov Gpyxovra, &c.

I do not see why the word émiBdrns should not be construed here, as
elsewhere, in its ordinary sense of mzéles classiarius. The commentators
(see the notes of Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and Géller) start difficulties which
seem to me of little importance ; and they imagine divers new meanings, for
none of which any authority is produced. We ought not to wonder that a
common suzles classiarins or marine (being a Spartan citizen) should be
appointed commander at Chios, when (a few chapters afterwards) we find
Thrasybulus at Samos promoted, from being a common hoplite in the ranks,
to be one of the Athenian generals (viil. 73).

The like remark may be made on the passage cited from Xenophon
(Hellenic. i. 3, 17), about Hegesandridas—émiBdrns &» Muwddpov, where
also the commentators reject the common meaning (see Schneider’s note in
the Addenda to hisedition of 1791, p. 97). The participle &» in that passage
must be considered as an inaccurate substitute for yeyernuévos, since Min-
darus was dead at the time. Hegesandridas %ad deer among the epibatee
of Mindarus, and was now in command of a squadron on the coast of
Thrace.
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Receiving the envoys himself in conjunction with Tissa-
phernés, and speaking on behalf of the latter, he pushed his
demands to an extent which he knew that the Athenians would
never concede ; in order that the rupture might seem to be on
their side, and not on his. First, he required the whole of
Ionia to be conceded to the Great King; next, all the neigh-
bouring islands, with some other items besides.! Large as
these requisitions were, comprehending the cession of Lesbos
and Samos as well as Chios, and replacing the Persian monarchy
in the condition in which it had stood in 496 B.C. before the
Ionic revolt—Peisander and his colleagues granted them all:
so that Alkibiadés was on the point of seeing his deception
exposed and frustrated. At last he bethought himself of a fresh
demand, which touched Athenian pride as well as Athenian
safety, in the tenderest place. He required that the Persian
king should be held free to build ships of war in unlimited
number, and to keep them sailing along the coast as he might
think fit, through all these new portions of territory. After
the immense concessions already made, the envoys not only
rejected this fresh demand at once, but resented it as an
insult which exposed the real drift and purpose of Alkibiadés.
Not merely did it cancel the boasted treaty (called the peace
of Kallias) concluded about forty years before between Athens
and Persia, and limiting the Persian ships of war to the sea east-
ward of Phasélis—but it extinguished the maritime empire of
Athens, and compromised the security of all the coasts and
islands of the Agean. To see Lesbos, Chios, and Samos, &c.
in possession of Persia, was sufficiently painful ; but if there
came to be powerful Persian fleets on these islands, it would be
the certain precursor and means of further conquests to the
westward, and would revive the aggressive dispositions of the
Great King as they had stood at the beginning of the reign of
Xerxes. Peisander and his comrades, abruptly breaking off
the debate, returned to Samos;—indignant at the discovery,
which they now made for the first time, that Alkibiadés had
juggled them from the outset, and was imposing conditions
which he knew to be inadmissible.2 They still appear however

1 Thucyd. viii. §6. ’lwviav T¢ yap wacav htlovy dldoofar, kai aibis vhaovs
7e émuepévas kal B AN a, ols ovr dvavriovuévwy Tév Abnvalwy, &c.

What these e cefera comprehended, we cannot divine. The demand was
certainly ample enough without them.

? Thucyd. viil. 56. vabs hlov édv Baoiréa woelofar, xol mapawAely 7hw
éavTod iy, §mn by kal Soats &v BodAnTar.

In my judgement éavrod is decidedly the proper reading here, not éavra,
I agree in this respect with Dr. Arnold, Bekker, and Géller.
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to have thought that Alkibiadés acted thus, not because he
could not, but because he wow/d not, bring about the alliance
under discussion.! They suspected him of playing false with
the oligarchical movement which he had himself instigated,
and ef projecting the accomplishment of his own restoration,
coupled with the alliance of Tissapherns, into the bosom of
the democracy which he had begun by denouncing. Such was
the light in which they presented his conduct ; venting their
disappointment in invectives against his duplicity, and in
asseverations that he was, after all, unsuitable for a place in
oligarchical society. Such declarations, when circulated at
Samos, to account for their unexpected failure in realising the
hopes which they had raised, created among the armament
an impression that Alkibiadés was really favourable to the
democracy ; at the same time leaving unabated the prestige
of his unbounded ascendency over Tissaphernés and the
Great King. We shall presently see the effects resulting
from this belief.

Immediately after the rupture of the negotiations, however,
the satrap took a step well-calculated to destroy the hopes of
the Athenidns altogether so far as Persian aid was concerned.
Though persisting in his policy of lending no decisive assistance
to either party, and of merely prolonging the war so as to
enfeeble both——he yet began to fear that he was pushing
matters too far against the Peloponnesians, who had now been
two months inactive at Rhodes, with their large fleet hauled
ashore. He had no treaty with them actually in force, since
Lichas had disallowed the two previous conventions ; nor had
he furnished them with pay or maintenance. His bribes to the
officers had hitherto kept the armament quiet ; yet we do not
distinctly see how so large a body of men found subsistence.?

In a former volume of this History, I have shown reasons for believing
(in opposition to Mitford, Dahimann, and others) that the treaty called by
the name of Kallias, and sometimes miscalled by the name of Kimon—
was a real fact and not a boastful fiction: see vol. v. ch. xlv.

The note of Dr. Arnold, though generally just, gives an inadequate
representation of the strong reasons of Athens for rejecting and resenting
this third demand.

1 Thucyd viil. 63. Kal & ooplow au-ro:s dua of & Th Za,uq, TRV AOnuu[wv
Kawo)\o'yov,aevm eoréPavro "ANkiBiddny péy, émetd ‘hr €p od BoldAetay,
éav (ral yap odr ém'r'ﬁﬂewv abTdy elvai és dAryapxfay érbeiv), &c.

2 Thucyd. vili. 44~57. In two parallel cases, one in Chios, the other in
Korkyra, the seamen of an unpaid armament found subsistence by hiring
themselves out for agricultural labour. But this was only during the
summer (see Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 1; vi. 2, 37), while the stay of the
Peloponnesians at Rhodes was from Jamuary to March.



Twenty-first Year of the War  2r

He was now however apprised that they could find subsistence
no longer, and that they would probably desert, or commit
depredations on the coast of his satrapy, or perhaps be driven
to hasten on a general action with the Athenians, under
desperate circumstances. Under such apprehensions he felt
compelled to put himself again ir. communication with them,
to furnish them with pay, and to conclude with them a third
convention—the proposition of which he had refused to enter-
tain at Knidus. He therefore went to Kaunus, invited the
Peloponnesian leaders to Milétus, and concluded with them
near that town a treaty to the following effect : —

“In this 13th year of the reign of Darius, and in the ephor-
ship of Alexippidas at Lacedseemon, a convention is hereby
concluded by the Lacedemonians and their allies, with
Tissaphernés and Hieramenés and the sons of Pharnakés,
respecting the affairs of the king and of the Lacedemonians
and their allies. The territory of the king, as much of it as is
in Asia, shall belong'to the king. Let the king determine as
he chooses respecting his own territory. The Lacedemonians
and their allies shall not approach the king’s territory with any
mischievous purpose—nor shall the king approach that of the
Lacedeemonians and their allies with any like purpose.  If any
one among the Lacedemonians or their allies shall approach
the king’s territory with mischievous purpose, the Lace-
dzmonians and their allies shall hinder him: if any one from
the king’s territory shall approach the Lacedemonians or their
allies with mischievous purpose, the king shall hinder him.
Tissaphernés shall provide pay and maintenance, for the fleet
now present, at the rate already stipulated, until the king’s fleet
shall arrive ; after that it shall be at the option of the Lace-
demonians to maintain their own fleet if they think fit—or if
they prefer, Tissaphernés shall furnish maintenance, and at the
close of the war the Lacedemonians shall repay to him what
they have received. After the king’s fleet shall have arrived,
the two fleets shall carry on war conjointly, in such manner as
shall seem good to Tissaphernés and the Lacedeemonians and
their allies. Ifthey choose to close the war with the Athenians,
they shall close it only by joint consent.” 1

In comparing this third convention with the two preceding,
we find that“ﬁo'h’ing 1§ now stipulated as to any territory except
the continent of Asia; which is ensured unreservedly to the
king, of course with all the Greek residents planted upon it.
But by a diplomatic finesse, the terms of the treaty imply that

! Thucyd. viii. 58.
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this is not a// the territory which the king is entitled to claim—
though nothing is covenanted as to any remainder.! Next,
this third treaty includes Pharnabazus (the son of Pharnakés)
with his satrapy of Daskylium; and Hieramenés, with his
district, the extent and position of which we do not know;
while in the former treaties no other satrap except Tissaphernés
had been concerned. We must recollect that the Pelopon-
nesian fleet included those 27 triremes, which had been
brought across by Kalligeitus expressly for the aid of Pharna-
bazus ; and therefore that the latter now naturally became a
party to the general operations. Thirdly, we here find, for the
first time, formal announcement of a Persian fleet about to be
brought up as auxiliary to the Peloponnesians. This was a
promise which the satrap now set forth more plainly than
before, to amuse them, and to abate the mistrust which they
had begun to conceive of his sincerity. It served the temporary
purpose of restraining them from any immediate act of despair
hostile to his interests, which was all that he looked for. While
he renewed his payments, therefore, for the moment, he
affected to busy himself in orders and preparations for the fleet
from Phenicia.?

The Peloponnesian fleet was now ordered to move from
Rhodes. Before it quitted that island, however, envoys came
thither from Eretria and from Ordpus; which latter place (a
dependency on the north-eastern frontier of Attica), though
protected by an Athenian garrison, had recently been surprised
and captured by the Beeotians. The loss of Ordpus much
increased the facilities for the revolt of Eubcea ; and these
envoys came to entreat aid from the Peloponnesian fleet, to
second the island in that design. The Peloponnesian com-
manders, however, felt themselves under prior obligation to
relieve the sufferers at Chios, towards which island they first
bent their course. But they had scarcely passed the Triopian
cape, when they saw the Athenian squadron from Chalké
dogging their motions. Though there was no wish on either
side for a general battle, yet they saw evidently that the
Athenians would not permit them to pass by Samos, and get
to the relief of Chios, without a battle. Renouncing therefore
the project of relieving Chios, they again concentrated their
force at Milétus ; while the Athenian fleet was also.again

! Thucyd. vili. 58. xdpav Thr Basciréws, bon v%s 'Aclas éo7l, Ba-
gihéws elvar kal mepl THs Xdpas ThHs éavtol BovAevérw BaciAeds frws
BodAerat.

2 Thucyd. viil. 59.
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united at Samos.! It was about the end of March 411 B.C,
that the two fleets were thus replaced in the stations which they
had occupied four months previcusly.

After the breach with Alkibiadés, and still more after this y,&
manifest reconciliation of Tissaphernés with the Peloponnesians,
Peisander and the oligarchical conspirators at Samos had to W J
reconsider their plan of action. They would not have begun \*'§
the movement at first, had they not been instigated by (*
Alkibiadés, and furmshed by him with the treacherous delusion d\“\
of Persian alliance to cheat and paralyse the people. They ('
had indeed motives enough, from their own personal ambition,
to originate it of themselves, apart from Alkibiadés ; but with- 4,6:5
out the hopes—equally useful for their purpose whether false wV
or true—connected with his name, they would have had no W
chance of achieving the first step. Now, however, that first pGb
step had been achieved, before the delusive expectation of 1&4@
Persian gold was d1551pated The Athenian people had been
familiarised with the idea of a subversion of their constitution,
in consideration of a certain price : it remained to extort from
them at the point of the sword, without paying the price, what
they had thus consented to sell.? Moreover the leaders of the
scheme felt themselves already compromised, so that they
could not recede with safety. They had set in motion their
partisans at Athens, where the system of murderous intimi-
dation (though the news had not as yet reached Samos) was
already in full swing: so that they felt constrained to persevere
as the only chance of preservation to themselves. At the same
time, all that faint pretence of public benefit, in the shape of
Persian alliance, which had been originally attached to it and
which might have been conceived to enlist in the scheme some
timid patriots—was now entirely withdrawn. Nothing remained
except a naked, selfish, and unscrupulous_ schefne of ambition,
not only-ruining the” fesdom of Athens at home, but crippling
and imperilling her before the foreign enemy at a moment when
her entire strength was scarcely adequate to the contest. The
conspirators resolved to persevere, at all hazards, both in
breaking down the constitution and in carrying on the foreign
war. Most of them being rich men, they were content

1 Thucyd. viii. 60.

2 See Aristotel. Politic. v. 3, 8. He cites this revolution as an instance
of one begun by deceit, and afterwards consummated by force—olov éml
TV TeTpakosiwy TOY Br)/.wu ¢ymdanocy, pdokovres TV Pacinéa xpnu.a'ra
mapétew mpds TOV méAepoy Ty mpds Aaxedaipoviovs' Yevaduevoi §¢, raTéxew
éretp@yro THY wolTelav.
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(Thucydidés observes) to defray the cost out of their own
purses, now that they were contending, not for their country,
» but for their own power and profit.!
They lost no time in proceeding to execution, immediately
fter returning to Samos from the abortive conference with
}SEAlklblades While they despatched Peisander with five of the
w‘envoys back to Athens, to consummate what was already in
,;‘c Ogress there—and the remaining five to oligarchise the
pendent allies—they organised all their partisan force in the
armament, and began to take measures for putting down the
cracy in Samos itself. That democracy had been the
g:oduct of a forcible revolution, effected about ten months
efore by the aid of three Athenian triremes. It had since
preserved Samos from revolting, like Chios: it was now the
eans of preserving the democracy at Athens itself. The
Y
partisans of Peisander, finding it an invincible obstacle to their
views, contrived to gain over a party of the leading Samians
) OW in authority under it. Three hundred of these latter, a
¥ portion of those who ten months before had risen in arms to
put down the pre-existing oligarchy, now enlisted as conspir-
ators along with the Athenian oligarchs, to put down the
Samian democracy, and get possession of the government for
themselves. The new alliance was attested and cemented,
according to genuine oligarchical practice, by a murder without
judicial trial, or an assassination—for which a suitable victim
was at hand. The Athenian- Hyperbolus, who had been
ostracised some years before by the coalition of Nikias and
Alkibiadés, together with their respective partisans—ostracised
(as Thucydidés tells us) not from any fear of his power and
over-transcendent influence, but from his bad character and from
his being a disgrace to the city—and thus ostracised by an
abuse of the institution—was now resident at Samos. He
represented the demagogic and accusatory eloquence of the
democracy, the check upon official delinquency; so that he
served as a common object of antipathy to Athenian and
Samian oligarchs. Some of the Athenian partisans, headed by
Charminus, one of the generals, in concert with the Samian
conspirators, seized Hyperbolus and put him to death;
seemingly with some other victims at the same time.?

1 Thucyd. viii, 63. Ab7ods 8¢ éml a'¢wll au'rwv s 1‘7’817 kal Kivdv-
VGIIOV'TGS, 6pav OTw Tp(‘ﬂ'(p ,u')) ave@’ﬁa’e'raz 'ra 1rpa'y,u.a'ra, xal T TOD ‘lI'OAE,LLOU
a,u,a. dvréxew, kal eo'cpepsw abTobs wpobiuws xpn,ua'ra kal #iv Tt &ARo 3ép, Gs
obréTi AN oLs ! gplow adTols TakaimwpovyTas.

2 Thucyd viii. 73, Kol T'rrepBo)\éy 7é Tiva TCv CAfnvalwy, /.wxenpbu
#vbowroy, GoTpakiouévoy ob Bia Suvduews kal Ghiduaros ¢éfov, EAAL Sk
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But though these joint assassinations served as a pledge to'l}-"
each section of the conspirators for the fidelity of the other in
respect to further operations, they at the same time gave warn- d’
ing to opponents. Those leading men at Samos who remained wf’
attached to the democracy, looking abroad for defence against s,ofe
the coming attack, made earnest appeal to Leon and Diome- {#
don, the two generals most recently arrived from Athens in V{p
substitution for Phrynichus and Skironidés—men sincerely ¥ {
devoted to the democracy, and adverse to all oligarchical\”y;
change—as well as to the trierarch Thrasyllus, to Thrasybulus
(son of Lykus) then serving as a hoplite, and to many others (.7
of the pronounced democrats and patriots in the Athenian
armament. They made appeal, not simply in behalf of their
own personal safety and of their own democracy, now threat-
ened by conspirators of whom a portion were Athenians—but
also on grounds of public interest to Athens; since, if Samos
became oligarchised, its sympathy with the Athenian democracy
and its fidelity to the alliance would be at an end. At this
moment the most recent events which had occurred at Athens
(presently to be told) were not known, and the democracy was
considered as still subsisting there.!

To stand by the assailed democracy of Samos, and to pre-
serve the island itself, now the mainstay of the shattered W,/
Athenian empire, were motives more than sufficient to awaken
the Athenian leaders thus solicited. Commencing a personal
canvass among the soldiers and seamen, and invoking their
interference to avert the overthrow of the Samian democracy, BW
they found the general sentiment decidedly in their favour, but *
most of all, among the Parali, or crew of the consecrated public “X
trireme called the Paralus. These men were the picked sea- S’“ d
men of the state ; each of them not merely a freeman, but a
full Athenian citizen ; receiving higher pay than the ordinary

\
aNcA

S

movnplay kal aloxivay Tis wérews, dmwortelvovar pera Xapulvov Te, évds Tév
oTparyydv kol Twwy Téy mapd oplow 'Abnvalwy, wloTw 8i8yres adrols, ral
EAAa per adTdv TotalTa fuvémpatay, Tols Te wAeloow &pumvro
émiriBecar.

1 presume that the words #AAa Towd7e Evvémpatav, must mean that
other persons were assassinated along with Hyperbolus.

The incorrect manner in which Mr. Mitford recounts these proceedings
at Samos has been properly commented on by Dr. Thirlwall (Hist. Gr.
ch. xxviii. vol. iv. p. 30). It is the more surprising, since the phrase uera
Xappivov, which Mr. Mitford has misunderstood, is explained in a special
note of Duker.

! Thucyd. viil. 73, 74. obk %&lovw mepiidely abrods apis ve Sapfapéyras,
ral Zduov *Abnvalois dAAoTpiwleioar, &c.

.« . . 0D yip fideady ww ToUs TeTpakoaiovs BpxovTas, &c.
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seamen, and known as devoted to the democratical constitution,

with an active repugnance to oligarchy itself as well as to every-

thing which scented of it.! The vigilance of Leon and Diomedon

on the defensive side counteracted the machinations of their

! colleague Charminus, along with the conspirators; and provided,

‘ ..}1”,for the Samian democracy, faithful auxiliaries constantly ready

for action. Presently the conspirators made a violent attack

+to overthrow the government ; but though they chose their own

wThoment and opportunity, they still found themselves thoroughly

\) {rorsted in the struggle, especially through the energetic aid of

. n.the Parali. Thirty of their number were slain in the contest,

,,J and three of the most guilty afterwards condemned to banish-

ment. The victorious party took no further revenge, even upon

the remainder of the three hundred conspirators—granted a

general amnesty—and did their best to re-establish constitutional
and harmonious working of the democracy.?

Chareas, an Athenian trierarch, who had been forward in
the contest, was sent in the Paralus itself to Athens, to make
communication of what had occurred. But this democratical
crew, on reaching their native city, instead of being received
with that welcome which they doubtless expected, found a
state of things not less odious than surprising. The democracy
of Athens had been subverted: instead of the Senate of Five
Hundred, and the assembled people, an oligarchy of Four
Hundred self-installed persons were enthroned with sovereign
authority in the Senate House. The first order of the Four
Hundred, on hearing that the Paralus had entered Peireus,
was to imprison two or three of the crew, and to remove all the
rest from their own privileged trireme aboard a common
trireme, with orders to depart forthwith and to cruise near
Eubcea. The commander Chzreas found means to escape,
and returned back to Samos to tell the unwelcome news.?

The steps, whereby this oligarchy of Four Hundred had been

k Woradually raised up to their new power, must be taken up from
the time when Peisander quitted Athens,—after having ob-
/4% tained the vote of the public assembly authorising him to treat

1 Thucyd. viil. 73. «kal odx HkieTa rods apdArovs, Uvdpas *Abyvatovs Te
kal éAevfépovs mdvras & 1§ vyt wAdortas, ral del dfwore dAiyapxia
kal uy mapodoy émrinetpévovs.

Peitholaus called the Paralus pérarov 7ot Shuov— *the club, staff, or
mace of the people.” (Aristotel. Rhetoric. iii. 3.)

2 Thueyd. vili. 73. Kal rpudeovra uév mivas éméereway Tdv Tpiakooiov,
Tpeis 8¢ Tovs almiwrdTous vyl é(nuiwoav’ Tois & EAAois od pynoikakodyTes
dnuorpaTotuevor TO Aotrdy EvvemoiTevov.

3 Thucyd. viii. 74.
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with Alkibiadés and Tissaphernés,—and after having set on
foot a joint organisation and conspiracy of all the anti-popular
clubs, which fell under the management especially of Antiphon
and Theramenés, afterwards aided by Phrynichus. All the
members of that board of Elders called Probtli, who had been
named after the defeat in Sicily-—with Agnon, father of Thera-
menés, at their headl—together with many other leading
citizens, some of whom had been counted among the firmest
friends of the democracy, joined the conspiracy; while the
oligarchical and the neutral rich came into it with ardour; so
that a body of partisans was formed both numerous and well
provided with money. Antiphon did not attempt to bring
them together, or to make any public demonstration, armed or
unarmed, for the purpose of overawing the actual authorities.
He permitted the senate and the public assembly to go on
meeting and debating as usual; but his partisans, neither the
names nor the numbers of whom were publicly known, received
from him instructions both when to speak and what language
to hold. The great topic upon which they descanted, was the
costliness of democratical institutions in the present distressed
state of the finances, when tribute from the allies could no
longer be reckoned upon—the heavy tax imposed upon the
state by paying the Senators, the Dikasts, the Ekklesiasts or
citizens who attended the public assembly, &c. The state
could now afford to pay none but those soldiers who fought
in its defence, nor ought any one else to touch the public
money. It was essential (they insisted) to exclude from the
political franchise all except a select body of Five Thousand,
composed of those who were best able to do service to the city

T {‘%ﬁ

L

by person and by purse.
The extensive disfranchisement involved in this last proposi-&‘.

.

tion was quite sufficiently shocking to the ears of an Athenian
assembly. But in reality the proposition was itself a juggle,"\"\,
never intended to become reality, and representing something Y
far short of what Antiphon and his partisans intended. Their
design was to appropriate the powers of government to them- Yo ¢
selves simply, without control or partnership; leaving this
body of Five Thousand not merely unconvened, but non-%
existent, as a mere empty name to impose upon the citizens &
generally. Of such real intention, however, not a word was as&v‘r’_“

1 Thucyd. viil. 1. About the countenance which aZ these Probiili lent ¢
to the conspiracy, see Aristotle, Rhetoric, iii. 18, 2.

Respecting the activity of Agnon, as one of the Probili, in the same
cause, see Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosthen. c. 11, p. 426 Reisk. sect. 66.
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yet spoken. The projected body of Five Thousand was the
theme preached upon by all the party orators; yet without
submitting any substantive motion for the change, which could

, not be yet done without illegality.
¥ Even thus indirectly advocated, the project of cutting down
1,7y wthe franchise to Five Thousand, and of suppressing all the
N./" paid civil functions, was a change sufficiently violent to call
£ forth abundant opponents. For such opponents Antiphon was
\" _ fully prepared.  Of the men who thus stood forward in opposi-
'J tion, either all, or at least all the most prominent, were succes-
""“,‘l}"'sively taken off by private assassination. The first of them
_\r&' who thus perished was Androklés, distinguished as a demagogue
A" }»r popular speaker, and marked out to vengeance not only by
\ ,.,,7 {hat circumstance, but by the further fact that he had been
,}Nf mong the most vehement accusers of Alkibiadés before his
a"\ exile. For at this time, the breach of Peisander with Tissa-
7" phernés and Alkibiadés had not yet become known at Athens,
so that the latter was still supposed to be on the point of returning
home as a member of the contemplated oligarchical government.
After Androklés, many other speakers of similar sentiments
perished in the same way, by unknown hands. A band of
Grecian youths, strangers got together from different cities,?
was organised for the business : the victims were all chosen on
the same special ground, and the deed was so skilfully perpe-
trated that neither director nor instrument ever became known.
After these assassinations—sure, special, secret, and systematic,
emanating from an unknown Directory like a Vehmic tribunal
—had continued for some time, the terror which they inspired
became intense and universal. No justice could be had, no
inquiry could be instituted, even for the death of the nearest
and dearest relative. At last, no man dared to demand or
even to mention inquiry, looking upon himself as fortunate that
he had escaped the same fate in his own person. So finished
an organisation, and such well-aimed blows, raised a general
belief that the conspirators were much more numerous than
they were in reality. And as it turned out that there were
persons among them who had before been accounted hearty

1 Thucyd. viii. 69. Of elkoot kal éxaTdy uer’ abrav (that is, along with
the Four Hundred) “EAAnves veavigior, ofs éxpavro el i wov déor xerpovpyeiv.
Dr. Arnold explains the words “EAAqves veaviaro: to mean some of the
members of the aristocratical clubs or unions, formerly spoken of. But
I cannot think that Thucydidés would use such an expression to designate
Athenian citizens : neither is it probable that Athenian citizens would be

employed in repeated acts of such a character.
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democrats,! so at last dismay and mistrust became universally
prevalent. No one dared even to express indignation at the
murders going on, much less to talk about redress or revenge,
for fear that he might be communicating with one of the
unknown conspirators. In the midst of this terrorism, all
opposition ceased in the senate and public assembly, so that
the speakers of the conspiring oligarchy appeared to carry an

unanimous assent.? @ N

Such was the condition to which things had been brought in
Athens, by Antiphon and the oligarchical conspirators acting
under his direction, at the time when Peisander and the five
envoys arrived thither returning from Samos. It is probable
that they had previously transmitted home from Samos news of
the rupture with Alkibiadés, and of the necessity of prosecuting

the conspiracy without further view either to him or to the f\

Persian alliance. Such news would probably be acceptable
both to Antiphon and Phrynichus, both of them personal
enemies of Alkibiadés; especially Phrynichus, who had pro-
nounced him to be incapable of fraternising with an oligar-
chical revolution.® At any rate, the plans of Antiphon had
been independent of all view to Persian aid, and had been
directed to carry the revolution by means of naked, exorbitant,

1 Even Peisander himself had professed the strongest attachment to the
democracy, coupled with exaggerated violence against parties suspected of
oligarchical plots—four years before, in the investigations which followed
on the mutilation of the Hermze at Athens (Andokidés de Myster. c. 9,
10, sect. 36—43).

It is a fact that Peisander was one of the prominent movers on both
these two occasions, four years apart. And if we could believe Isokratés
(de Bigis, sect. 4-7, p. 347), the second of the two occasions was merely
the continuance and consummation of a plot, which had been projected

nd begun on the first, and in which the conspirators had endeavoured to
nlist Alkibiadés. The latter refused (so his son, the speaker in the
bove-mentioned oration, contends) in consequence of his attachment to
he democracy ; upon which the oligarchical conspirators, incensed at his
efusal, got up the charge of irreligion against him and procured his
anishment.

Though Droysen and Wattenbach (De Quadringentorum Athenis

actione, p. 7, 8, Berlin 1842) place confidence to a considerable extent,

this manner of putting the facts—I consider it to be nothing better than
omplete perversion ; irreconcileable with Thucydidés, confounding together
acts unconnected in themselves as well as separated by a long interval of
ime, and introducing unreal causes—for the purpose of making out (what
as certainly not true) that Alkibiadés was a faithful friend of the democracy,
nd even a sufferer in its behalf.
' 2 Thucyd. viii. 66.

3 Thucyd. vili. 68. wopl{wy odx #v more adrdv (Alkibiadés) kara Td
ikds Ow SAyapxlas kareAfely, &c.
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nd well-directed fear, without any intermixture of hope or an;}
pyospect of public benefit. Peisander found the reign of terro

W* filily matured. He had not come direct from Samos to Atherit

Abut had halted in his voyage at various allied dependencies—
hile the other five envoys, as well as a partisan named Diotre’
@r phés, had been sent to Thasos and elsewhere ;! all for the same.
M‘Jy purpose, of putting down democracies in those allied cities

pM, where they existed, and establishing oligarchies in their room:

'if Peisander made this change at Ténos, Andros, Karystus,
AT igina, and elsewhere; collecting from these several places
» h regiment of 300 hoplites, which he brought with him t
’ ,Athens as a sort of body-guard to his new oligarchy.? Hg
o v could not know, until he reached Peirzus, the full success of
& the terrorism organised by Antiphon and the rest; so that he
probably came prepared to surmount a greater resistance thar
he actually found. As the facts stood, so completely had the
public opinion and spirit been subdued, that he was enablec
to put the finishing stroke at once. His arrival was the signal
for consummating the revolution; first, by an extorted
suspension of the tutelary constitutional sanction—next, by the
more direct employment of armed force.

First, he convoked a public assembly, in which he proposed
a decree, naming ten commissioners with full powers, to pre-
pare propositions for such political reform as they should think
advisable—and to be ready by a given day.® According to the

} Thucyd. viii. 64.

2 Thucyd. viii. 65. Of 8¢ aupl 7dv HeloavSpoy wapawAéorris Te,
tomep &édorTo, Tobs dhpovs év Tals woAeot kaTéAvoy, kal Gua
Eoriv 4¢’ by xwplwy kal dmAlras Exovres oplow adrols Evuudyous
#nQoy és Tas *AbAvas. Kal kararauBdvover T& wAeigTa Tois éTalpois
mpoetpydouéva. .

We may gather from ¢. 69 that the places which I have named in thd
text were among those visited by Peisander : all of them lay very much ir
his way from Samos to Athens. ‘

3 Thucyd. vili. 67. Kal mpatov ptv Tdv Sjuov tvANéEavres elmov yvduny
Séka 8vdpas énéelar Euyypagpéas alToxpdTapas, TodTous B¢ Fuyypd
Yavras yvduny éreveyreiv és Tdy Sjuov és Huépav puriv, kel 8 T ApoTa -
méAis olkfioeTar.

In spite of certain passages found in Suidas and Harpokration (see K. F
Hermann, Lehrbuch der Griechischen Staats Alterthiimer, sect. 167
note 12: compare also Wattenbach, De Quadringentor, Factione, p. 38)
I cannot think that there was any connexion between these ten tvyypagsir
and the Board of mpdéBovAor mentioned as having been before name
(Thucyd. viil. 1). Nor has the passage in Lysias, to which Herman
makes allusion, anything to do with these fvyypageis. The mention .
Thirty persons, by Androtion and Philochorus, seems to imply that eithe
they, or Harpokration, confounded the proceedings ushering in th
oligarchy of Four Hundred, with those before the subsequent oligarchy ¢

J
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usual practice, this decree must previously have been approved
in the Senate of Five Hundred, before it was submitted to the
people. Such was doubtless the case in the present instance,
so that the decree passed without any opposition. On the day
fixed, a fresh assembly met, which Peisander and his partisans
caused to be held, not in the usual place (called the Pnyx)
within the city walls, but at a place called Kolénus, ten stadia
(rather more than a mile) without the ‘walls,! north of the city.
Kolénus was a temple of Poseidon, within the precinct of
which the assembly was enclosed for the occasion. Such
an assembly was not likely to be numerous, wherever held,?
since there could be little motive to attend when freedom
of agbate was extinguished ; but the oligarchical conspirators
now transferred it without the walls; selecting a narrow area
for the meeting—in order that they might lessen still further
the chance of numerous attendance—of an assembly which
they fully designed should be the last in the history of Athens.
They were thus also more out of the reach of an armed
movement in the city, as well as enabled to post their
own armed partisans around, under colour of protecting the
meeting against disturbance by the Laced®monians from
Dekeleia. (F\j
The proposition of the newly-appointed Decemvirs (probably

Peisander, Antiphon, and other partisans themselves) was X
exceedingly short and simple. They merely moved th b
abolition of the celebrated Graphé Paranomén ; that is, the «c,\
proposed that every Athenian citizen should have full libert;R

~

Thirty. The odvedpot or ovyypageis mentioned by Isokratés (Areopagit. Or.
vii. sect. 67) might refer either to the case of the Four Hundred or to that
of the Thirty.

! Thucyd. viil. 67. *Emeira, éreidh 4 Huépa épiike, EvvékApoay Ty

exxAnolay és Tdv Kohwvdy (¥o1i & iepdy Tooedovos ¥w wlhews améxov
: gtadlovs pdAieTa Séna), &c.

The very remarkable word fuvéxAyoar, here used respecting the assembly,
1appears to me to refer (not, as Dr. Arnold supposes in his note, to any
!existing practice observed even in the usual assemblies which met in the

Pnyx, but ratHer) to a departure from the usual practice, and the employ-
ment of a stratagem in reference to this particular meeting.
i Koldnus was one of the Attic Demes: indeed there seems reason to
(imagine that two distinct Demes bore this same name (see Boeckh, in the
{ Commentary appended to his translation of the Antigoné of Sophoklés,
tpp. 190, 191 ; and Ross, Die Demen von Attika, pp. 10, 11). It is in the
v srove of the Eumenidés, hard by this temple of Poseidon, that Sophoklés
aaas laid the scene of his immortal drama, the (Edipus Koloneus.

2 Compare the statement in Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 76,

3. 127) respecting the small numbers who attended and voted at the
eassembly by which the subsequent oligarchy of Thirty was named.
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of making any anti-constitutional proposition that he chose—
and that every other citizen should be interdicted, under heavy
penalties, from prosecuting him by Graphé Paranomon (indict-
ment on the score of informality, illegality, or unconstitu-
tionality), or from doing him any other mischief. This pro-
position was adopted without a single dissentient. It was
thought more formal by the directing chiefs to sever this pro-

57, position pointedly from the rest, and to put it, singly and apart,
+ 1into the mouth of the special commissioners ; since it was the
’\Z ﬁéggahsmg condition of every other positive change which they
W ere about to move afterwards. Full liberty being thus granted

\ make any motion, however anti- consntutlonal and to dis-

Ja - pense with all the established formalities, such as preliminary

P
authorisation by the senate—Peisander now came forward with

’Y‘/& hes substantive propositions to the following effect :—

1. All the existing democratical magistracies were suppressed
at once, and made to cease for the future. 2. No civil func-
8 . .

“"  tions whatever were hereafter to be salaried. 3. To constitute
a new government, a committee of five persons were named
forthwith, who were to choose a larger body of one hundred
(that is, one hundred including the five choosers themselves).
Each individual, out of this body of one hundred, was to choose
three persons. 4. A body of Four Hundred was thus con-
stituted, who were to take their seat in the Senate-house, and
to carry on the government with unlimited powers, according
to their own discretion. 5. They were to convene the Five
#Thousand, whenever they might think fit.! All was passed

MMthout a dissentient voice.
he invention and employment of this imaginary aggregate
v}} Five Thousand was not the least dexterous among the com-
J&%atlons of Antiphon. No one knew who these Five Thousand
ere: yet the resolut1on, just adopted, purported—not that”

V‘ J-such a number of citizens should be singled out and constituted,
@1ther by choice, or by lot, or in some determinate manner
bxx)nch should exhibit them to the view and knowledge of others
¥_but that the Four Hundred should convene 77¢ Five 7rou-

\}"’" sand, whenever they thought proper: thus assuming the latter
to be a list already made up and notorious, at least to the Four
Hundred themselves. The real fact was that the Five Thou-
sand existed nowhere except in the talk and proclamations
of the conspirators, as a supplement of fictitious auxiliaries.

! Thucyd. viil. 67. ’EA@évras 8¢ adrods 'rs'rpalcoa'wus owras és o
Bou}\ewﬁptov, dpxew 8wy by &pto"ra yryvdorwo, aua-oxparropas, ral
ToYs 7rewralcto'xz)\lous 3¢ fuAAéyew, Smérav adrols Soxf.
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Chey did not even exist as individual names on paper, but
imply as an imposturous nominal aggregate. The Four Hun-
Ired now installed formed the entire and exclusive rulers of the
itate.? But the mere name of the Five Thousand, though
t was nothing more than a name, served two important pur-
»oses for Antiphon and his conspiracy. First, it admitted of
seing falsely produced (especially to the armament at Samos)
1s proof of a tolerably numerous and popular body of equal,
jualified, concurrent citizens—all intended to take their turn by
‘otation in exercising the powers of government ; thus lightening
he odium of extreme usurpation to the Four Hundred, and
passing them off merely as the earliest section of the Five
Thousand, put into office for a few months, and destined at the
end of that period to give place to another equal section.?
Next, it immensely augmented the means of intimidation
possessed by the Four Hundred at home, by exaggerating the
impression of their supposed strength. For the citizens
zenerally were made to believe that there were five thousand
real and living partners in the conspiracy ; while the fact that
these partners were not known and could not be individually
identified, rather aggravated the reigning terror and mistrust—
since every man, suspecting that his neighbour might possibly
be among them, was afraid to communicate his discontent

1 Thucyd. viil. 66. #v 8¢ ToliTo edmpemts mpds Tobs wAelovs, émel Efeww
e T wOAw ofmep xal pebiordvas EueAhoy.

Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 26.

2 Thucyd. viil. 72. Téumova: 8¢ & Ty Sduov Séxa &rdpas. . . . . 5:dd-
fovras—mevTaktoxihios 8¢ 87 eley, xal ob Terpaxdoior pdvov, of
wpdaooyTes.

viii, 86. O & anfiyyeAdov bs o¥re éml Siapfopd s méAews 7 perd-
oracis yévoro, GAN éml cwrnpla. . . ., Ty 8¢ mevrarioxiAfwy §T:
ndvres &v 76 péper pebétovoiy, &e.

viii. 89. 8&AAX Tobs wevTariaxXtAlovs Epye kal uh ovduart xpivar
dmodeivivar, xal T wokirelay loairépay rabiordval

viii. 92. (After the Four Hundred had already been much opposed
and humbled, and were on the point of being put down)—#y 8¢ mpds Tdv
xhov ® mapdkAnois bs xph, 807is Tovs wevTantoxtAlovs BobAerar
Bpyew dvrl TéY Terparociwy, évar énl Td Eyov. EmerpimTovre ~vyap Suws
¥ri Tdv mevrakia XtAlwy 7§ dvduari, pY Svrucpus Shuor Boris BotAeTa
dpxetw dvopdlew—poBoluevol py 7§ bvri o, kel mpdsTivacindy
TisT18 &yvorav cpaArf. Kal of Terpandoiot 814 TobTo odic §j0eAov Tobs
mevrakiaxtAfovs o¥iTe elvar, ofre ud) Svras 3HAovs elvar 7d
HEy karaoThoar perdxovs Togobrovs, EyTicpus v dfjuov fyoduevor, 7O ¥ ad
dgavis péBoy és aANhAous mapétery.

vili. 93. Aéyovres Tods T€ WevTaxioxtAlovs &mopaveiy, kal €k
TobTwy év péper, § By Tols wevraxioxiMos Jokfi, Tobs rerpaxosiovs
trecfar, Téws B¢ THy wéhw wdenl Tpémy Biapfelpew, &e.

Compare also ¢. 97.
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or propose means for joint resistance.! In both these twc
ways, the name and assumed existence of the Five Thousanc
lent strength to the real Four Hundred conspirators. It
masked their usurpation while it increased their hold on the
respect and fears of the citizens.

As soon as the public assembly at Kolonus had with such
seeming unanimity accepted all the propositions of Peisander,

were chosen and constituted in the form prescribed. It now
only remained to install them in the Senate-house. But this

Wthey were dismissed ; and the new regiment of Four Hundred

{ucould not be done without force, since the senators were already

é.;,within it ; having doubtless gone thither immediately from

athe assembly, where their presence (at least the presence of the

Prytanes, or Senators of the presiding tribe) was essential as

legal presidents. They had to deliberate what they would do
gal p y \

under the decree just passed, which divested them of all
authority. It was even possible that they might organise
armed resistance ; for which there seemed more than usua
facility at the present moment, since the occupation of Dekelei:
by the Lacedeemonians kept Athens in a condition like that ¢
a permanent camp, with a large proportion of the citizens da
and night underarms.?2 Against this chance the Four Hundrec!
made provision. They selected that hour of the day when th
greater number of citizens habitually went home (probably
their morning meal), leaving the military station, with the arm
piled and ready, under comparatively thin watch. While the}
general body of hoplites left the station at this hour according
to the usual practice, the hoplites (Andrian, Tenian and others
in the immediate confidence of the Four Hundred were directed
by private order to hold themselves prepared and in arms at a
little distance off; so that if any symptoms should appear of
resistance being contemplated, they might at once interfere and
forestall it. Having taken this precaution, the Four Hundred
marched in a body to the Senate-house, each man with a
dagger concealed under his garment, and followed by their
special body-guard of 120 young men from various Grecian
cities—the Instruments of the assassinations ordered by Anti-
phon and his colleagues. In this array they marched into the
Senate-house, where the senators were assembled—and com-
manded them to depart; at the same time tendering to them
1 Compare the striking passage (Thucyd. viii. 92) cited in my previous note.
2 See the jests of Aristophanés, about the citizens all in armour buying
their provisions in the market-place and carrying them home—in the

Lysistrata 560; a comedy represented about December 412 or January
411 B.C., three months earlier than the events here narrated.
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their pay for all the remainder of the year (seemingly about
three months or more down to the beginning of Hekatombzeon,
the month of new nominations) during which their functions.
ought to have continued. The senators were noway prepared
to resist the decree just passed under the forms of legality, with
an armed body now arrived to enforce its execution. They
obeyed and departed, each man as he passed the door receiving
the salary tendered to him. That they should yield obedience
to superior force under the circumstances, can excite neither
censure nor surprise; but that they should accept from the
hands of the conspirators this anticipation of an unearned
salary, was a meanness which almost branded them as ac-
complices, and dishonoured the expiring hour of the last
democratical authority. The Four Hundred now found them-
selves triumphantly installed in the Senate-house. There was
not the least resistance, either within its walls, or even without,
by any portion of the citizens.!

Thus perished, or seemed to perish, the democracy of Athens,
fter an uninterrupted existence of nearly one hundred years

ince the revolution of Kleisthenés.  So incredible did it appear ¥

hat the numerous, intelligent, and constitutional citizens of
Athens should suffer their liberties to be overthrown by a band
f four hundred conspirators, while the great mass of them not
mly loved their democracy, but had arms in their hands to
lefend it—that even their enemy and neighbour Agis at
Jekeleia could hardly imagine the revolution to be a fact

»
WV‘UJ

H

.ccomplished. We shall see presently that it did not stand— *

wor would it probably have stood, had Circuistances—even
been more favourable—but the accomplishment of it at all,

is an incident too extraordinary to be passed over without .

some words in explanation.

We must remark that the tremendous catastrophe and loss -

of blood in Sicily had abated the energy of the Athenian
character generally—but especially, had made them despair
of their foreign relations ; of the possibility that they could
make head against enemies, increased in number by revolts
among their own allies, and further sustained by Persian gold.
Tpon this sentiment of despair is brought to bear the treacher-
sus delusion of Alkibiadés, offering them the Persian aid ; that
s, means of defence and success against foreign enemies, at
he price of their democracy.. Reluctantly the people are
srought, but they are brought; to entertain the proposition :
md thus the conspirators gain their first capital point—of
1 Thucyd. viii. 69, 70.
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familiarising the people with the idea of such a change o
constitution. The ulterior success of the conspiracy—when

11 prospect of Persian gold, or improved foreign position, was
1,% an end—is due to the comblnatlons, alike nefarious and
skilful, of Antiphon, wielding and organising the united strength
13 of the aristocratical classes at Athens; strength always exceed-
}Smgly great, but under ordinary circumstances working in frac-
jons disunited and even reciprocally hostile to each other—
restramed by the ascendent democratical institutions—and
uced to corrupt what it could not overthrow. Antiphon,
Jmut to employ this anti-popular force in one systematic
‘» scheme and for the accomplishment of a predetermined
/ A {)urpose, keeps still within the same ostensible constitutional
mits. He raises no open mutiny : he maintains inviolate the

u rardinal point of Athenian political morality—respect to the
s decision of the senate and political assembly, as well as to
onstitutional maxims. But he knows well that the value of
‘these meetings, as political securities, depends upon entire
,w.freedom of speech; and that if that freedom be suppressed,
w~  the assembly itself becomes a nullity—or rather an instrument
of positive imposture and mischief. Accordingly he causes all

the popular orators to be successively assassinated, so that no
man dares to open his mouth on that side ; while on the other
hand, the anti-popular speakers are all loud and confident,
cheering one another on, and seeming to represent all the
feeling of the persons present. By thus silencing each in-
dividual leader, and intimidating every opponent from standing
forward as spokesman, he extorts the formal sanction of the
assembly and the senate to measures which the large majority

of the citizens detest. That majority however are bound by
their own constitutional forms: and when the decision of
these, by whatever means obtained, is against them, they have
neither the inclination nor the courage to resist. In no part

of the world has this sentiment of constitutiodal duty, and
submission to the vote of a legal majority, beeh more keenly
and universally felt, than it was among the citizens of demo-
cratical Athens.! ‘Antiphon thus finds means to employ the
constitutional sentiment of Athens as a means of killing the
constitution ; the mere empty form, after its vital and protective
efficacy has been abstracted, remains simply as a cheat to

paralyse individual patriotism.

1 This striking and deep-seated regard of the Athenians for all the forms
of an established constitution, makes itself felt even by Mr. Mitford (Hist.
Gr. ch. xix. sect. v. vol. iv. p. 235).
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It was this cheat which rendered the Athenians indisposed to
stand forward with arms in defence of that democracy to which
they were attached. Accustomed as they were to unlimited W
pacific contention within the bounds of their constitution, they w
were in the highest degree averse to anything like armed
intestine contention. This is the natural effect of an established
free and equal polity—to substitute the contests of the tongue\/l- »Q',
for those of the sword, and sometimes, even to create so P
extreme a disinclination to the latter, that if liberty be ener- ¥ “
getically assailed, the counter-energy necessary for its defence M\
may probably be found wanting. So difficult is it for the same
people to have both the quahtles requisite for making a free
constitution work well in ordinary times, together with those
very different qualities requisite for upholding it against ex-
ceptional dangers and under trying emergencies. None but
an Athenian of extraordinary ability like Antiphon would have
understood the art of thus making the constitutional feeling of
his countrymen subservient to the success of his conspiracy—+
and of maintaining the forms of legal dealing towards assembled
and constitutional bodies, while he violated them in secret and
successive stabs directed against individuals. Political assassin-
ation had been unknown at Athens (as far as our information
reaches), since the time when it was employed about fifty years
before by the oligarchical party against Ephialtés, the coadjutor
of Periklés.l But this had been an individual case, and it was
reserved for Antiphon and Phrynichus to organise a band of
assassins working systematically, and taking off a series of
leading victims one after the other. { As the Macedonian kings
in after-times required the surrender of the popular orators in
a body, so the authors of this conspiracy found the same
enemies to deal with, and adopted another way of getting rid
of them ; thus reducing the assembly into a tame and lifeless
mass, capable of being intimidated into giving its collective
sanction to measures which its large majority detested.

As Greclan history has been usually written, we are instructed
to believe that the misfortunes, and the corruption, and the
degradation, of the democratical states, were brought upon
them by the class of demagogues, of whom Kleon, Hyperbolus,
Androkiés, &c., stand forth as specnnens These men are
represented as mischief-makers and revilers, accusing without
just cause, and converting innocence into treason.

Now the history of this conspiracy of the Four Hundred

1 See Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10 ; Diodor. xi. 77; and vol. vi. chap. xlvi.
of this History,
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presents to us the other side of the picture. It shows that the
political enemies—against whom the Athenian people were
protected by their democratical institutions, and by the dema-
gogues as living organs of those institutions—were not fictitious
but dangerously real. It reveals the continued existence of
powerful anti-popular combinations, ready to come together for
treasonable purposes, when the moment appeared safe and
tempting. It manifests the character and morality of the
leaders, to whom the direction of the anti-popular force natur-
ally fell. It proves that these leaders, men of uncommon
ability, required nothing more than the extinction or silence of
the demagogues, to be enabled to subvert the popular securi-
ties, and get possession of the government. We need no
better proof to teach us what was the real function and intrinsic
necessity of these demagogues in the Athenian system; taking
them as a class, and apart from the manner in which individuals
among them may have performed their duty. They formed
the vital movement of all that was tutelary and public-spirited
in democracy. Aggressive in respect to official delinquents,
they were defensive in respect to the public and the constitu-
tion. If that anti-popular force, which Antiphon found ready-
made, had not been efficient, at a much earlier moment, in
stifling the democracy-—it was because there were demagogues
to cry aloud, as well as assemblies to hear and sustain them.
1f Antlphon s conspiracy was successful, it was because he knew
.-~ "where to aim his blows, so as to strike down the real enemies
of the oligarchy and the real defenders of the people. I here
employ the term demagogues because it is that commonly used
by those who denounce the class of men here under review :
the proper neutral phrase, laying aside odious associations,
would be to call them, popular speakers or opposition speakers.
But by whatever name they may be called, it is impossible
rightly to conceive their position in Athens, without looking at
them in contrast and antithesis with those anti-popular forces
gainst which they formed the indispensable barrier, and which
»Som forth into such manifest and melancholy working under
the sbrganising hands of Antiphon and Phrynichus.
s soon as the Four Hundred found themselves formally
nstalled in the Senate-house, they divided themselves by lot
into separate Prytanies (probably ten in number, consisting of
forty members each, like the former Senate of Five Hundred,
V“L in order that the dlstrlbutlon of the year to which the people
\(' were accustomed might not be disturbed), and then solemnised
their installation by prayer and sacrifice. They put to death
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some political enemies, though not many: they further im-
prisoned and banished others, and made large changes in the
administration of affairs ; carrying everything with a strictness
and rigour unknown under the old constitution.! It seems to
have been proposed among them to pass a vote of restoration
to all persons under sentence of exile. But this was rejected
by the majority, in order that Alkibiadés might not be among
the number ; nor did they think it expedient, notwithstanding,
to pass the law, reserving him as a special exception. ‘ vv'./\

They further despatched a messenger to Agis at Dekeleia, /"’ﬂ
intimating their wish to treat for peace ; which (they afﬁrmed){\ o
he ought to be ready to grant to them, now that “the faithlessph’,
Demos ” was put down. Agis however, not believing that the ‘
Athenian people would thus submit to be deprived of theirW\
liberty, anticipated that intestine dissension would certainly
break out, or at least that some portion of the Long Wallso”a
would be found unguarded, should a foreign army appear. v
While therefore he declined the overtures for peace, he at the
same time sent for reinforcements out of Pelopennesus, and
marched with a considerable army, in addition to his own
garrison, up to the very walls of Athens. But he found the
ramparts carefully manned : no commotion took place within :
even a sally was made, in which some advantage was gained
over him. He therefore speedily retired, sending back his
newly-arrived reinforcements to Peloponnesus ; while the Four
Hundred, on renewing their advances to him for peace, now
found themselves much better received, and were even
encouraged to despatch envoys to Sparta itself.? |

As soon as they had thus got over the first difficulties, and &
placed matters on a footing which seemed to promise stability,
they despatched ten envoys to Samos. Aware beforehand of Wz
the danger impending over them in that quarter from thew
known aversion of the soldiers and seamen to anything in the
nature of oligarchy, they had moreover just heard, by thei;/\‘/j
arrival of Chereas and the Paralus, of the joint attack made by
the Athenian and Samian oligarchs, and of its complete failure.
Had this event occurred a little earlier, it might perhaps have
deterred even some of their own number from proceeding with
the revolution at Athens—which was rendered thereby almost
sure of failure from the first. Their ten envoys were instructed
to represent at Samos that the recent oligarchy had been

1 Thucyd. viii. 70. I imagine that this must be the meaning of the words

—78 8¢ ¥AAa Evepov kaTd KpdTOS THY WA,
2 Thucyd. viii. 71.
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established with no views injurious to the city, but on the
contrary for the general benefit ; that though the Council now
installed consisted of Four Hundred only, yet the total number
of partisans who had made the revolution and were qualified
citizens under it, was Five Thousand ; a number greater (they
added) than had ever been actually assembled in the Pnyx
under the democracy, even for the most important debates,?
in consequence of the unavoidable absences of numerous
individuals on military service and foreign travel.
+ 4What satisfaction might have been given, by this allusion to
¢, "{be fictitious Five Thousand, or by the fallacious reference
/) the numbers, real or pretended of the past democratical
semblies—had these envoys carried to Samos the first tidings
f the Athenian revolution—we cannot say. They were fore-
\ stalled by Chzreas the officer of the Paralus ; who, though the
* Four Hundred tried to detain him, made his escape and
?hastened to Samos to communicate the fearful and unexpected
NN\ »Ehange which had occurred at Athens. Instead of hearing
-f‘ that change described under the treacherous extenuations pre-
Ageribed by Antiphon and Phrynichus, the armament first learnt
,}*)yf from the lips of Cheereas, who told them at once the extreme
“5" truth—and even more than the truth. He recounted with
Y & 1 di'gnation that every Athenian, who ventured to say a2 word
» °gg‘amst the Four Hundred rulers of the city, was punished with
N he scourge—that even the wives and children of persons hostile
to them were outraged-—that there was a design of seizing and
wv imprisoning the relatives of the demfocrats at Samos, and
rf‘ Mputting them to death if the latter refused to obey orders from
A" Athens. The simple narrative, of what had really occurred,

‘e

uf-

1 Thueyd. viii. 72. This allegation, respecting the number of citizens
who attended in the Athenian democratical assemblies, has been sometimes
cited as if it carried with it the authority of Thucydidés; which is a great
mistake, duly pointed out by all the best recent critics. It is simply the
allegation of the Four Hundred, whose testimony, as a guarantee for truth,
is worth little enough.

That 70 assembly had ever been attended by so many as 5000 (odderdmwore)
I certainly am far from believing. It is not improbable, however, that 5000
was an unusually large number of citizens to attend. Dr. Arnold, in his
note, opposes the allegation, in part, by remarking that *“ the law requlred
not only the presence but the sancuon of at least 6000 citizens to some
particular decrees of the assembly.” It seems to me however quite possible,
that in cases where this large number of votes was required, as in the
ostracism, and where there was no discussion carried on immediately before
the votmg——the process of voting may have lasted some hours, like our
keeping open of a poll. So that though more than 6000 citizens must have
voted altogether—it was not necessary that all should have been present in
the same assembly.
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would have been quite sufficient to provoke in the armament
a sentiment of detestation against the Four Hundred. But
these additional details of Chereas, partly untrue, filled them
with uncontrollable wrath, which they manifested by open
menace against the known partisans of the Four Hundred at
Samos, as well as against those who had taken part in the
recent oligarchical conspiracy in the island. It was not without
difficulty that their hands were arrested by the more reflecting
citizens present, who remonstrated against the madness of such
disorderly proceedings when the enemy was close upon them. %,’W

But though violence and aggressive insult were thus season- W
ably checked, the sentiment of the armament was too ardent b
and unanimous to be satisfied without some solemn, emphatic,
and decisive declaration against the oligarchs at Athens. A
great democratical manifestation, of the most earnest and M
imposing character, was proclaimed, chiefly at the instance of
Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus. The Athenian armament, brought
together in one grand assembly, took an oath by the most
stringent sanctions—To maintain their democracy—To keep . ¢
up friendship and harmony with each other—To carry on the \wé
war against the Peloponnesians with energy—To be at enmity 6:5
with the Four Hundred at Athens, and to enter into no &
amicable communication with them whatever. The whole W
armament swore to this compact with enthusiasm, and even
those who had before taken part in the oligarchical movements
were forced to be forward in the ceremony.! What lent double
force to this touching scene, was, that the entire Samian popu-
lation, every male of the military age, took the oath along with
the friendly armament. Both pledged themselves to mutual
fidelity and common suffering or triumph, whatever might be
the issue of the contest. Both felt that the Peloponnesians at
Milétus, and the Four Hundred at Athens, were alike their
enemies, and that the success of either would be their common
ruin.

Pursuant to this resolution—of upholding their democracy

! Thucyd. viii. 75. Merd 8¢ TobTo, Aaumpds #0n és Snuoxpariav Bov-
Npevor peractioar 7% & TH Zdup 8 Te OpacidBovres kal OpdovAlos,
Sprwoay wdvras Tods Tparidras Tobs ueyloTous Bpxovs, kal abTovs Tods ék
Tis bAryapxlas pdhiora, § phy Snuoxparhceado xal duovohoew, kal Tdv mpds
MeAomovymotovs wéhepov wpobduws dioloew, kal Tols TeTparooiors woréutol
Te Erecbar kal obdev émunpurelaeaar. Evvduvvoay 8¢ ral Soufwr wdvres Tdv
abrbdy 8pkov of &v T HAwia, kel 78 wpdyuara wdvra kal Ta dmoSnodueva &k
7@y kwdlvwy fuvexowdoavto of grpati@Tar Tois Sautows, voullovres obiTe
éxelvors &moaTpoply cwrnplas odre oplow elvar, GAN &dv 7e of Terpaxdoiol
kparficwow édv Te of éx MiAdTov moAéuiot, Sagpbapfioeofar.
: cz2
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and at the same time sustaining the war against the Pelopon-

v ‘#hesians, at all cost or peril to themselves—the soldiers of the
(}}"/ mament now took a step unparalleled in Athenian history.
ﬁ'j eeling that they could no longer receive orders from Athens
y VS‘ under her present oligarchical rulers, with whom Charminus
J‘/and others among their own leaders were implicated, they
constituted themselves into a sort of community apart, and

L held an assembly as citizens to choose anew their generals and

K ierarchs. Of those already in command, several were deposed
4~/ Mds unworthy of trust; others being elected in their places,
N ‘especially Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus. The assembly was
Y% not held for election alone. It was a scene of effusive sym-
A .. Pathy, animating eloquence, and patriotism generous as well
s resolute.  The united armament felt that #zey were the real
Y4 f Athens; the guardians of her constitution—the upholders of
\. her remaining empire and glory—the protectors of her citizens
L)“ﬂ at home against those conspirators who had intruded themselves
wrongfully into the Senate-house—the sole barrier, even for
those conspirators themselves, against the hostile Pelopon-
nesian fleet. “ The city has revolted from wus” (exclaimed
Thrasybulus and others in pregnant words which embodied a
whole train of feeling?). * But let not this abate our courage :

for they are only the lesser force—we are the greater and the
self-sufficing. We have here the whole navy of the state,
whereby we can ensure to ourselves the contributions from our
dependencies just as well as if we started from Athens. We

have the hearty attachment of Samos, second in power only to
Athens herself, and serving us as a military station against the
enemy, now as in the past. We are better able to obtain
supplies for ourselves, than those in the city for themselves ;

for it is only through our presence at Samos that they have
hitherto kept the mouth of Peirzus open. If they refuse to
restore to us our democratical constitution, we shall be better

able to exclude them from the sea than they to exclude us.
What indeed does the city do now for us to second our efforts
against the enemy? Little or nothing. We have lost nothing

by their separation. They send us no pay—they leave us to
provide maintenance for ourselves—they are now out of con-
dition for sending us even good counsel, which is the great
superiority of a city over a camp.2  As counsellors, we here are

.
1 Thucyd. viii. 76. Kal wapawéoes &AAas re émowotvro & oplow adrols
dvierdpevos, kal &s ob St abuuely St f TOALs adT@v AP éaTnKe TobSs Yap
eAdooovs &wd 0 p By TEY TAElvwy Kkal & mdvTa Topiuwrépwy pelbeordyal
2 Thucyd. viii. 76. Bpaxd 8¢ Tt elva xal 0d8evds &kiov, § mpds Td meprylyve-
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better than they ; for they have just committed the wrong of
subverting the constitution of our common country—while we
are striving to maintain it, and will do our best to force them
into the same track. Alkibiadés, if we ensure to him a safe
restoration, will cheerfully bring the alliance of Persia to
sustain us ; and even if the worst comes to the worst—if all
other hopes fail us—our powerful naval force will always
enable us to find places of refuge in abundance, with city and
territory adequate to our wants.”

Such was the encouraging language of Thrasyllus and
Thrasybulus, which found full sympathy in the armament, and |
raised among them a spirit of energetic patriotism and resolu- QX)
tion, not unworthy of their forefathers when refugees at Salamis R“};
under the invasion of Xerxes. To regain their democracy and ' p”
to sustain the war against the Peloponnesians, were impulses (-
alike ardent and blended in the same tide of generous (}'«;
enthusiasm ; a tide so vehement as to sweep before it the \r/";
reluctance of that minority who had before been inclined to ¢{*7.
the oligarchical movement. But besides these two impulses, efg'
there was also a third, tending towards the recall of Alkibiadés ;

a coadjutor, if in many ways useful, yet bringing with him a
spirit of selfishness and duplicity uncongenial to the exalted
sentiment now all-powerful at Samos.!

This exile had been the first to originate the oligarchical
conspiracy, whereby Athens, already scarcely adequate to the
exigencies of her foreign war, was now paralysed in courage
and torn by civil discord—preserved from absolute ruin only by
that counter-enthusiasm which a fortunate turn of circumstances

oba: &y wokeplwy §) wéhis xphowpos By, kal obdey dmorwAexévar, of -ye uhre
Gpybpiov ¥r1 elxov méumer, GAN abrol émopllovro of gTpaTiéTar, uhTe Bob-
Aevua xpnoTéy, obmep Evexa wéAis oTpaTanédwy KpaTel- GAAL kal é¥ TodTols TobS
ey fuaprnrévar, Tods warplovs vépovs kataAboavras, abrol 8¢ odblew xal
éxelvovs weipdoeobar mposavayrdlew. “QorTe obdt TolTovs, olmep By PBov-
Aeboéy T xpnaTéy, maph opio: xelpovs elvar.

1 The application of the Athenians at Samos to Alkibiadés, reminds us
of the emphatic language in which Tacitus characterises an incident in some
respects similar. The Roman army, fighting in the cause of Vitellius
against Vespasian, had been betrayed by their general Cacina, who
endeavoured to carry them over to the latter : his army however refused to
follow him, adhered to their own cause, and put him under arrest. Being
afterwards defeated by the troops of Vespasian, and obliged to capitulate in
Cremona, they released Cacina, and solicited his intercession to obtain
favourable terms. ¢ Primores castrorum nomen atque imagines Vitellii
amoliuntur; catenas Caxcinz (nam etiam tum vinctus erat) exsolvunt,
orantque, ut cause suz deprecator adsistat: aspernantem tumentemque
lacrymis fatigant. Extremum malorum, tot fortissimi vivi, proditoris opem
invocantes” (Tacitus, Histor. iii. 31).



44 History of Greece

had raised up at Samos. Having at first duped the con-
spirators themselves and enabled them to dupe the sincere
democrats, by promising Persian aid, and thus floating the
plot over its first and greatest difficulties—Alkibiadés had
found himself constrained to break with them as soon as the
time came for realising his promises. But he had broken off
with so much address as still to keep up the illusion that he
could realise them if he chose. His return by means of the
oligarchy being now impossible, he naturally became its enemy,
and this new antipathy superseded his feeling of revenge
against the democracy for having banished him., In fact he
was disposed (as Phrynichus had truly said about him)! to
avail himself indifferently of either, according as the one or
the other presented itself as a serviceable agency for his
ambitious views. Accordingly, as soon as the turn of affairs at
Samos had made itself manifest, he opened communication
with Thrasybulus and the democratical leaders,? renewing to
them the same promises of Persian alliance, on condition of
his own restoration, as he had before made to Peisander and
the oligarchical party. Thrasybulus and his colleagues either
sincerely believed him, or at least thought that his restoration
afforded a possibility, not to be neglected, of obtaining Persian
aid, without which they despaired of the war. Such possibility
would at least infuse spirit into the soldiers ; while the restora-

d before accompanied i, of renouncing the democratical
nstitution.

\ﬁn was now proposed without the terrible condition which
W

It was not without difficulty, however, nor until after more
one assembly and discussion,® that Thrasybulus prevailed
the armament to pass a vote of security and restoration to

xf‘:ﬁ‘» lkibiadés. As Athenian citizens, the soldiers probably were

3»

ssed by the democratical tribunal, on the ground of irreligion
with suspicion of treason. They were however induced to
pass the vote, after which Thrasybulus sailed over to the
Asiatic coast, brought across Alkibiadés to the island, and
introduced him to the assembled armament. The supple
exile, who had denounced the democracy so bitterly both at

'g:willing to take upon them the reversal of a sentence solemnly

1 Thucyd. viii. 48.
2 Thucydidés does not expressly mention this commumcatlon——but it is
lmghed in the words *AAxiBiadnpy—a o uevoy wapé E €Ly, &e. (vm 76).
Thucyd. Vlll 81. pao'vBoqus, delTerisabriis yvduys éx d,u.e-
vos, éwezSh p.e'reu"r'no'e 70, 1rpa'y,u.wm, Sbare Ka'rd-yetv "AAkiBiddny, xal T éNos
an emc}mmas Erewre Td wAffos TRV oTpaTiwTEY, &C.
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Sparta, and in his correspondence with the oligarchical, .
conspirators, knew well how to adapt himself to the sympathies
of the democratical assembly now before him. He began by
deploring the sentence of banishment passed against him, and
throwing the blame of it, not upon the injustice of his country-‘ -
men, but upon his own unhappy destiny.! He then entered w
upon the public prospects of the moment, pledging himself
with entire confidence to realise the hopes of Persian alliance, W
and boasting in terms not merely ostentatious but even extrava- '
gant, of the ascendent influence which he possessed over W
Tissaphernés. The satrap had promised him (so the speech v/
went on) never to let the Athenians want for pay, as soon as
he once came to trust them ; not even if it were necessary to
issue out his last daric or to coin his own silver couch into
money. Nor would he require any further condition to induce
him to trust them, except that Alkibiadés should be restored
and should become their guarantee. Not only would he
furnish the Athenians with pay, but he would, besides, bring
up to their aid the Phenician fleet, which was already at
Aspendus—instead of placing it at the disposal of the Pelopon-
nesians.

In the communications of Alkibiadés with Peisander and
bis coadjutors, Alkibiadés had pretended that the Great
King could have no confidence in the Athenians unless they
not only restored him, but abnegated their democracy. On
this occasion, the latter condition was withdrawn, and the
confidence of the Great King was said to be more easily
accorded. But though Alkibiadés thus presented himself with
a new falsehood, as well as with a new vein of political
sentiment, his discourse was eminenily successful. Itanswered
all the various purposes which he contemplated—partly of
intimidating and disuniting the oligarchical conspirators at
home—partly of exalting his own grandeur in the eyes of the
armament—partly of sowing mistrust between the Spartans and
Tissaphernés. It was in such full harmony with both the
reigning feelings of the armament—eagerness to put down the
Four Hundred, as well as to get the better of their Pelopon-
nesian enemies in Ionia—that the hearers were not disposed to

! Thucyd. viii. 81, ~yevouévns 8¢ érrxinolas 1hy 7¢ i8lav fvugpopav
s pvyisénpridoaronal dvwropipaTo & ArniBuddys, &e.

Contrast the different language of Alkibiadés, vi. 92; viil, 47.

For the word tvupopdy, compare 1, 127,

Nothing can be more false and perverted than the manner in which the

proceedings of Alkibiadés, during this period, are presented in the Qration
of Isokratés de Bigis, sect. 18-23.
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scrutinise narrowly the grounds upon which his assurances
rested. In the fulness of confidence and enthusiasm, they
elected him general along with Thrasybulus and the rest;
conceiving redoubled hopes of victory over their enemies both
at Athens and at Milétus. So completely indeed were their
imaginations filled with the prospect of Persian aid, against
their enemies in Ionia, that alarm for the danger of Athens
under the government of the Four Hundred became the
predominant feeling; and many voices were even raised in
favour of sailing to Peireus for the rescue of the city. But
Alkibiadés, knowing well (what the armament did not know)
that his own promises of Persian pay and fleet were a mere
delusion, strenuously dissuaded such a movement, which would
have left the dependencies in Ionia defenceless against the
Peloponnesians. As soon as the assembly broke up, he crossed
over again to the mainland, under pretence of concerting
measures with Tissaphernés to realise his recent engagements.
+ Relieved, substantially though not in strict form, from the
*Pgnaltles of exile, Alkibiadés was thus launched in a new

reer. After having first played the game of Athens against

%,,»V Sparta, next that of Sparta against Athens, thirdly that of

l-.

¥

*Tissaphernés against both—he now professed to take up

Magain the promotion of Athenian interests. In reality,

/however, he was, and had always been, playing his own

Wgame, or obeying his own selfinterest, ambition, or anti-

N

pathy. He was at this time eager to make a show of
Intimate and confidential communication with Tissaphernés, in
order that he might thereby impose upon the Athenians at
Samos ; to communicate to the satrap his recent election as
general of the Athenian force, that his importance with the
Persians might be enhanced ; and lastly, by passing backwards
and forwards from Tissaphernés to the Athenian camp, to
exhibit an appearance of friendly concert between the two,
which might sow mistrust and alarm in the minds of the
Peloponnesians. In this tripartite manceuvring, so suitable
to his habitual character, he was more or less successful;
especially in regard to the latter purpose. For though he
never had any serious chance of inducing Tissaphernés to
assist the Athenians, he did nevertheless contribute to alienate
him from the enemy, as well as the enemy from him.!

Without any longer delay in the camp of Tissaphernés than
was necessary to keep up the faith of the Athenians in his
promise of Persian aid, Alkibiadés returned to Samos, where he

! Thucyd. viii. 82, 83, 87.
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was found by the ten envoys sent by the Four Hundred from
Athens, on their first arrival. These envoys had been long in

their voyage ; having made a considerable stay at Delos, under W

alarm from intelligence of the previous visit of Chzreas, and

the furious indignation which his narrative had provoked.! At'P?",)
length they reached Samos, and were invited by the generalsto Jy

had the utmost difficulty in procuring a hearing-——so strong was
the antipathy against them—so loud were the cries that the
subverters of the democracy ought to be put to death. Silence’
being at length obtained, they proceeded to state that the late
revolution had been brought to pass for the salvation of the
city, and especially for the economy of the public treasure, by
suppressing the salaried civil functions of the democracy, and
thus leaving more pay for the soldiers:? that there was no
purpose of mischief in the change, still less of betrayal to the
enemy, which might already have been effected, had such been
the intention of the Four Hundred, when Agis advanced from
Dekeleia up to the walls : that the citizens, now possessing the
political franchise, were, not Four Hundred only, but Five
Thousand in number, all of whom would take their turn in
rotation for the places now occupied by the Four Hundred:3

make their communication to the assembled armament. They,?,'aw
IS

3 Thucyd. viii. 77-86.

2 Thucyd. vili. 86. Ei 3 & ebréredv 7 fvvrérunrar, Hore Tods
orparidras Exew Tpophy, mdvy emawely.

This is a part of the answer of Alkibiadés to the envoys, and therefore
indicates what they had urged.

3 Thucyd. viil. 86, 7&v Te mevranioxihwy. 81t wdvres & 76 pdper uedé-
tovaw, &c. I dissent from Dr. Amold’s construction of this passage, which
is followed both by Poppo and by Goller. He says in his note—¢“ The
sense must clearly be, ‘that all the citizens should be of the five thousand
in their turn,” however strange the expression may seem, ue@éfoveo: Tdv wevra-
riexirfwy.  But without referring to the absurdity of the meaning, that all
the Five Thousand should partake of the government 2% ¢keir turn—for they
all partook of it as being the sovereign assembly—yet peréxew in this sense
would require 7dv wpayudrwr after it, and would be at least as harsh,
standing alone, as in the construction of ue6éiovot Tay wevranioxiniwy.”

Upon this I remark—1. Meréxew may be construed with a genitive case
not actually expressed, but understood out of the words preceding ; as we
may see by Thucyd. ii. 16, where I agree with the interpretation suggested
by Matthiee (Gr. Gr. § 325), rather than with Dr. Arnold’s note.

2. In the present instance, we are not reduced to the necessity of gather-
ing a genitive case for ueréxery by implication out of previous phraseology :
for the express genitive case stands there a line or two before—7fs 7 éAcws,
the idea of which is carried down without being ever dropped—oi &
amfyyeArov, &s obite éml Siapbopd THs mAews 7 perdoracis yévoiro, &AN
éml owrnple, o6 Wa rois moheplors mapaBobfi (1. €. % wéAis) . . . . Tév 7€
wevramio X hwy §1i wdvres v 1§ péper peféfovoiy (i e. Ths Thhews).
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that the recitals of Chaereas, affirming ill-usage to have been
offered to the relatives of the soldiers at Athens, were utterly
false and calumnious.
Such were the topics on which the envoys insisted, in an
. ﬁ,’ﬁitpologetic strain, at considerable length, but without any effect
.~ 49 conciliating the soldiers who heard them. The general
- _pesentment against the Four Hundred was expressed by several
““\persons present in public speech, by others in private manifest-
’-,,L gtion of feeling against the envoys: and so passionately was
~  fthis sentiment aggravated—consisting not only of wrath for
" 7" \ghat the oligarchy had done, but of fear for what they might
! ;fo—that the proposition of sailing immediately to the Peirzus
i f./‘~was revived with greater ardour than before. Alkibiadés, who
~#wphad already once discountenanced this design, now stood for-
W sward to repel it again. Nevertheless all the plenitude of his
Jinfluence, then greater than that of any other officer in the
« parmament, and seconded by the esteemed character as well as
59’ the loud voice of Thrasybulus,! was required to avert it. But
r him it would have been executed. While he reproved and
ilenced those who were most clamorous against the envoys, he
W ook upon himself to give to the latter a public answer in the
name of the collective armament. “ We make no objection
(he said) to the power of the Five Thousand: but the Four
Hundred must go about their business, and reinstate the
Senate of Five Hundred as it was before. We are much
obliged for what you have done in the way of economy, so
as to increase the pay available for the soldiers. Above all,
maintain the war strenuously, without any flinching before the
enemy. For if the city be now safely held, there is good hope
that we may make up the mutual differences between us by
amicable settlement ; but if once either of us perish, either we

There is therefore no harshness of expression ; nor is there any absurdity
of meaning, as we may see by the repetition of the very same in viii. 93—
Aéyovres Tobs Te wevrario i lovs dmopavely, kal dx TobTwy év pépes, by
Tois mevraxioxihlots Sonfl, Tods TeTparociovs €oceoba, &c.

Dr. Arnold’s designation of these Five Thousand as “the sovereign
assembly ” is not very accurate. They were not an assembly at all : they had
never heen called together, nor had anything been said about an intention
of calling them together : in reality, they were but a fiction and a name—
but even the Four Hundred themselves pretended only to talk of them as
partners in the conspiracy and revolution, not as az assembly 10 be convoked
—mrevrarisxfhior—oi wpdooovres (viil. 72).

As to the idea of bringing all the remaining citizens to equal privileges
(in rotation) with the ¥ive Thousand, we shall see that it was never
broached until considerably after the Four Hundred had been put down.

1 Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 26.
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here or you at home, there will be nothing left for the other to
make up with.”? W/
With this reply he dismissed the envoys; the armament
reluctantly abandoning their wish of sailing to ’Athens. G"l
Thucydidés insists much on the capital service which Alkibi- ¥
adés then rendered to his country, by arresting a project which JB%
would have had the effect of leaving all Ionia and the Helles-
pont defenceless against the Peloponnesians. His advice
doubtless turned out well in the result; yet if we contemplate” 4
the state of affairs at the moment when he gave it, we shall be
inclined to doubt whether prudential calculation was not rathet\:, f-
against him, and in favour of the impulse of the armament.
For what was to hinder the Four Hundred from patching up a @, \
peace with Sparta, and getting a Lacedemonian garrison into
Athens to help them in maintaining their dominion? Even -
apart from ambition, this was their best chance, if not their
only chance, of safety for themselves: and we shall presently
see that they tried to do it—being prevented from succeeding,
partly indeed by the mutiny which arose against them at Athens,
but still more by the stupidity of the Lacedemonians them-
selves. Alkibiadés could not really imagine that the Four
Hundred would obey his mandate delivered to the envoys, and
resign their power voluntarily. But if they remained masters
of Athens, who could calculate what they would do—after
having received this declaration of hostility from Samos—not
merely in regard to the foreign enemy, but even in regard to
the relatives of the absent soldiers? Whether we look to the
legitimate apprehensions of the soldiers, inevitable while their
relatives were thus exposed, and almost unnerving them as to the
hearty prosecution of the war abroad in their utter uncertainty
with regard to matters at home—or to the chance of irreparable
public calamity, greater even than the loss of Ionia, by the
betrayal of Athens to the enemy—we shall be disposed to con-
clude that the impulse of the armament was not merely natural,
but even founded on a more prudent estimate of the actual
chances, and that Alkibiadés was nothing more than fortunate
in a sanguine venture. And if, instead of the actual chances,
we look to the chances as Alkibiadés represented, and as
the armament conceived them upon his authority-—viz. that
the Phenician fleet was close at hand to act against the

1 Thucyd. viii. 86. Kal TaAAa éxéhever aurexew, ral undev &vdiddvar Tois
wo}\e,uiots mpds ptv 'y&p o'¢as au-rous aw(ay.en,s 7is méAews moAAy Anida
elvor kal EvuBivar, el 8¢ a.1ra§ Td Erepov aparfoerar, H 15 & Zdug % - &keivo,
obdt §ry SieArayfoeral 7is &re Ereabar.
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Lacedemonians in Ionia—we shall sympathise yet more
with the defensive movement homeward. Alkibiadés had an
advantage over every one else, simply by knowing his own
falsehoods.

\ At the same assembly were introduced envoys from Argos,
Nbearlng a mission of recognition and an offer of aid to the
' Athenian Demos in Samos. They came in an Athenian tri-

,, reme, navigated by the Parali who had brought home Chzreas
Jv“m the Paralus from Samos to Athens, and had been then
transferred into a common ship of war, and sent to cruise about
Q‘l"Euboea Since that time, however, they had been directed to
,ﬁ qnvey Lzaspodias, Aristophon, and Melésias,! as ambassadors
om the Four Hundred to Sparta. But when crossing the
f'; Argolic Gulf, probably under orders to land at Prasiz, they
declared against the oligarchy, sailed to Argos, and there
deposited as prisoners the three ambassadors, who had all been
active in the conspiracy of the Four Hundred. Being then
about to depart for Samos, they were requested by the Argeians
to carry thither their envoys, who were dismissed by Alkibiadés
with an expression of gratitude, and with a hope that their aid
would be ready when called for.
Meanwhile the envoys returned from Samos to Athens,
Warrying back to the Four Hundred the unwelcome news of
heir total failure with the armament. A little before, it

Appears, some of the trierarchs on service at the Hellespont had
q'\1etumed to Athens also—Eratosthenés, Iatroklés and others,
N"'who had tried to turn their squadron to the purposes of the

é/l ofigarchical conspirators, but had been baffled and driven off
W)ﬁ)‘%he inflexible democracy of their own seamen,? If at Athens,
the calculations of these conspirators had succeeded more
iumphantly than could have been expected beforehand—

/Yeverywhere else they had completely miscarried ; not merely

w),Ia\t Samos and in the fleet, but also with the allied dependenmes
t the time when Peisander quitted Samos for Athens to con-
mate the oligarchical conspiracy even without Alkibiadés,

e and others had gone round many of the dependencies and

«“ } Thucyd. viii. 86. It is very probable that the Melésias here ment‘oned
2y the son of that Thucydidés who was the leading political opponent of
Periklés, Melésias appears as one of the dramatis persone in Plato’s

'}'\dxalogue called Lachés,

2 Lysias cont. Eratosthen. sect. 43, €. 9, P. 411 Reisk. ob yap viv
7rpw'roy (Eratosthenea) T v,ue'reprp wANOe 7o &vavria Empalev, BAAG xal éml
@y Terparosiwy & T¢ afpwro‘lreﬁq) o)u'yapxmv kafioTas é'q)Eu‘yev é& “EAMgo-
TéyTov 'rpz'f]papxos raTahimdy THY vaby, /.Le'm. "larporAéovs Kal e-repwv .....
apucduevas 8¢ Sedpo Tavavria Tois BovAopévars dnpoxpatiay elvar EmpaTre.
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had effected a similar revolution in their internal government,
in hopes that they would thus become attached to the new
oligarchy at Athens. But this anticipation (as Phrynichus had
predicted) was nowhere realised. The newly-created oligarchies
only became more anxious for complete autonomy than the
democracies had been before. At Thasos especially, a body
of exiles who had for some time dwelt in Peloponnesus were
recalled, and active preparations were made for revolt, by new
fortifications as well as by new triremes.! Instead of strength-
ening their hold on the maritime empire, the Four Hundred
thus found that they had actually weakened it; while the pro-
nounced hostility of the armament at Samos not only put an
end to all their hopes abroad, but rendered their situation at | \
home altogether precarious. v

of

s

From the moment when the coadjutors of Antiphon firsty
learnt, through the arrival of Chzreas at Athens, the proclama-g
tion of the democracy at Samos—discord, mistrust, and alarm %"
began to spread even among their own members; together
with a conviction that the oligarchy could never stand except}tv
through the presence of a Peloponnesian garrison in Athens.
Antiphon and Phrynichus, the leading minds who directed the A+
majority of the Four Hundred, despatched envoys to Sparta for
concluding peace (these envoys never reached Sparta, being#w
seized by the Parali and sent prisoners to Argos, as above !
stated). They further commenced the erection of a special&
fort at Eetioneia, the projecting mole which contracted and
commanded, on the northern side, the narrow entrance of '\{
Pejraeus.  Against their proceedings, however, there began to Aw
arise, even in the bosom of the Four Hundred, an opposition
minority affecting popular sentiment, among whom thé most
<onspicuous persons were Theramenés and’ Aristokratés,?

Though these two men had stood forward prominently as
contrivers and actors throughout the whole progress of the
conspiracy, they had found themselves bitterly disappointed by
the result. Individually, their ascendency with their colleagues
was inferior to that of Peisander, Kalleschrus, Phrynichus, and
others; while, collectively, the ill-gotten power of the Four
Hundred was diminished in value, as much as it was aggravated

1 Thucyd. viii. 64.

2 Thucyd. viii. 89, 0. The representation of the character and motives
of Theramenés, as given by Lysias in the Oration contra Eratosthenem
(Orat. xii. sect. 66, 67, 79; Orat. xiil. cont, Agorat. sect. 12-17), is quite
in harmony with that of Thucydidés (viii. 89) : compare Aristophan. Ran.
541-966 ; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 27-30.
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in peril, by the loss of the foreign empire and the aliena-
tion of their Samian armament. Now began the workings
of jealousy and strife among the successful conspirators, each
of whom had entered into the scheme with unbounded
expectations of personal ambition for himself—each had
counted on stepping at once into the first place among the
new oligarchical body. In a democracy (observes Thucydidés)
contentions for power and pre-eminence provoke in the un-
successful competitors less of fierce antipathy and sense of
injustice, than in an oligarchy; for the losing candidates
acquiesce with comparatively little repugnance in the unfavour-
able vote of a large miscellaneous body of unknown citizens ;
but they are angry at being put aside by a few known com-
rades, their rivals as well as their equals: moreover at the
moment when an oligarchy of ambitious men has just raised
itself on the ruins of a democracy, every man of the conspira-
tors is in exaggerated expectation—every one thinks himself
entitled to become at once the first man of the body, and is
dissatisfied if he be merely put upon a level with the rest.}

! Thucyd. viil. 89. 7w 8¢ Toiro pév oxfiua moATikdy Tob Adyov adrols,
ket idas 3¢ pihoriubas of moANol airdy 7§ TorobTy TpooékewTo, év Gmep kal
pdAioTa SAvyapxle éx Snporparias yevouéyn dmwéAAvrar. Tldvres ~vap aby-
pepdy afiobow obx Swws Yoo, GAAG kal woAd mp@Tos adTds €xacros elvar éx 5¢
Snuokpatias aipéoews yryvouérms, piov & &woPafvovra, &s obk &md TV
buolwy, éracaoluerds Tis Pépet.

I give in the text what appears to me the proper sense of this passage,
the last words of which are obscure: see the long notes of the commen-
tators, especially Dr. Arnold and Poppo. Dr. Arnold considers &y duotwy
as a neuter, and gives the paraphrase of the last clause as follows:—
‘“ Whereas under an old established government, they (ambitious men of
talent) are prepared to fail : they know that the weight of the government
is against them, and are thus spared the peculiar pain of being beaten in a
fair race, when they and their competitors start with equal advantages, and
there is nothing to lessen the mortification of defeat. ’Amd rév épolwy
e aocobuevos, is, being beaten when the game is equal, when the terms of the
match are fair.”

I cannot concur in Dr. Arnold’s explanation of these words, or of the
general sense of the passage. He thinks that Thucydidés means to affirm
what applies generally ‘‘to an opposition minority when it succeeds in
revolutionising the established government, wheiher the government be a
democracy or a monarchy—whether the minority be an aristocratical party
or a popular one.” It seems to me, on the contrary, that the affirmation
bears only on the special case of an oligarchical conspiracy subverting a
democracy, and that the comparison taken is only applicable to the state of
things as it stood under the preceding democracy.

Next, the explanation given of the words by Dr. Arnold assumes that
“‘to be beaten in a fair race, or when the terms of the match are fair,”
causes to the loser zke maximum of pain and offence, This is surely not
the fact; or rather, the reverse is the fact. The man who loses his cause
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Such were the feelings of disappointed ambition, mingled
with despondency, which sprang up among a minority of the

or his election through unjust favour, jealousy, or antipathy, is more hurt
than if he had lost it under circumstances where he could find no injustice
to complain of. In both cases, he is doubtless mortified : but if there be
injustice, he is offended and angry as well as mortified ; he is disposed to
take vengeance on men whom he looks upon as his personal enemies. It
is important to distinguish the mortification of simple failure, from the dis-
content and anger arising out of belief that the failure has been unjustly
brought about ¢ it is this discontent, tending to break out in active opposi-
tion, which Thucydidés has present to his mind in the comparison which
he takes between the state of feeling which precedes and follows the
subversion, of the democracy.

It appears to me that the words 7@v duofwy are masculine, and that they
have reference (like mdvres and Yoo in the preceding line) to the privileged
minority of equal confederates who are supposed to have just got possession
of the government. At Sparta, the word of §uosot acquired a sort of techni-
cal sense to designate the small ascendent minority of wealthy Spartan
citizens, who monopolised in their own hands political power, to the practi-
cal exclusion of the remainder (see Xenoph. Hellen. iii, 3, 5; Xenoph.
Resp. Lac. x. 7; xiii. 1; Demosth. cont. Lept. s. 88). Now these 8uoto
or peers, here indicated by Thucydidés as the peers of a recently-formed
oligarchy, are not merely equal among themselves, but rivals one with
another, and personally known to each other. It is important to bear in
mind all these attributes as tacitly implied (though not literally designated
or connoted) by the word 8uocor or peers ; because the comparison instituted
by Thucydidés is founded on all the attributes taken together ; just as
Aristotle (Rhetorie, ii. 8 ; ii. 13, 4), in speaking of the envy and jealousy
apt to arise towards 7obs duolovs, considers them as é&vrepacrds and
avrTayevioTds-

The Four Hundred at Athens were all peers—equals, rivals, and person-
ally known among one another—who had just raised themselves by joint
conspiracy to supreme power. Theramenés, one of the number, conceives
himself entitled to pre-eminence, but finds that he is shut out from it ; the
men who shut him out being this small body of known equals and rivals.
He is inclined to impute the exclusion to personal motives on the part of
this small knot—to selfish ambition on the part of each—to ill-will—to
jealousy—to wrongful partiality : so that he thinks himself injured, and the
sentiment of injury is embittered by the circumstance that those from whom
it proceeds are a narrow, known, and definite body of colleagues. Whereas,
if his exclusion had taken place under the democracy, by the suffrage of
a large, miscellaneous, and personally unknown collection of citizens—he
would have been far less likely to carry off with him a sense of injury.
Doubtless he would have been mortified : but he would not have looked
upon the electors in the light of jealous or selfish rivals, nor would they
form a definite body before him for his indignation to concentrate itself
upon. Thus Nikomachidés—whom Sokratés (see Xenophon, Memor.
iii. 4) meets returning mortified because the people had chosen another
person and not him as general-—would have been not only mortified, but
angry and vindictive besides, if he had been excluded by a few peers and
rivals.

Such, in my judgement, is the comparison which Thucydidés wishes to
draw between the effect of disappointment inflicted by the suffrage of a
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Four Hundred, immediately after the news of the proclamation
of the democracy at Samos among the armament. Thera-
menés, the leader of this minority—a man of keen ambifion,
clevér but unsteady and treacherous, not less ready to desert
his party than to betray his country, though less prepared for
extreme atrocities than many of his oligarchical comrades—
began to look out for a good pretence to disconnect himself
from a precarious enterprise. Taking advantage of the delu-
sion which the Four Hundred had themselves held out about
the fictitious Five Thousand, he insisted that since the dangers
that beset the newly-formed authority were so much more
formidable than had been anticipated, it was necessary to
popularise the party by enrolling and producing these Five
Thousand as a real instead of a fictitious body.!

numerous and miscellaneous body of citizens—compared with disappoint-
ment inflicted by a small knot of oligarchical peers upon a competitor
among their own number, especially at 2 moment when the expectations of
all these peers are exaggerated, in consequence of the recent acquisition of
their power. I believe the remark of the historian to be quite just ; and
that the disappointment in the first case is less intense—Iless connected with
the sentiment of injury—and less likely to lead to active manifestation of
enmity. This is one among the advantages of a numerous suffrage.

I cannot better illustrate the jealousies pretty sure to break out among a
small number of duosot or rival peers, than by the description which Justin
gives of the leading officers of Alexander the Great immediately after that
monarch’s death (Justin, xii. 2) :—

¢ Ceeterum, occiso Alexandro, non, ut lzti, ita et securi fuere, omnibus
unum locum competentibus: nec minus milites invicem se timebant, quorum
et libertas solutior et favor incertus erat. Jwler ipsos wvero equalitas dis-
cordiam au{ebat, nemine tantum ceeteros excedente, ut ei aliquis se
submitteret.”

Compare Plutarch, Lysander, ¢. 23.

Haack and Poppo think that duoclwr cannot be masculine, because amd
78y bpolwy éhagoodpeves would not then be correct, but ought to be, frd
7@y épofwy éracaobuevos. 1 should dispute, under all circumstances, the
correctness of this criticism ; for there are quite enough parallel cases to
defend the use of and here (see Thucyd. i. 17; iil. 82 iv. 115 ; vi. 28,
&c.). But we need not enter into the debate ; for the genitive 7@dv duofwy
depends rather upon 7& &moBalvorra which precedes, than upon éracooi-
pevos which follows ; and the preposition &nd is what we should naturally
expect. To mark this I have put a comma after dmwoBaivovra as well as
after duolwy.

To show that an opinion is not correct, indeed, does not afford certairn
evidence that Thucydidés may not have advanced it: for he might be
mistaken. Baut it ought to count as good presumptive evidence, unless the
words peremptorily bind us to the contrary ; which in this case they do
not.

1 Thucyd. viil. 86, 2. Of this sentence from ¢oBoduever down to
xafiordvar, I only profess to understand the last clause. It is useless to
discuss the many conjectural amendments of a corrupt text, none of them
satisfactory.
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Such an opposition, formidable from the very outset, became
still bolder and more developed when the envoys returned
from Samos, with an account of their reception by the arma-
ment, as well as of the answer, delivered in the name of the
armament, whereby Alkibiadés directed the Four Hundred to
dissolve themselves forthwith, but at the same time approved
of the constitution of the Five Thousand, coupled with the
restoration of the old senate. To enroll the Five Thousand at
once, would be meeting the army half-way; and there were

o

2

1

hopes that at that price a compromise and reconciliation might _ 4

be effected, of which Alkibiadés had himself spoken as
practicable.! In addition to the formal answer, the envoys
doubtless brought back intimation of the enraged feelings
manifested by the armament, and of their eagerness, uncon-
trollable by every one except Alkibiadés, to sail home forthwith
and rescue Athens from the Four Hundred. Hence arose an
increased conviction that the dominion of the latter could not
last ; and an ambition, on the part of others as well as Thera-
menés, to stand forward as leaders of a popular opposition
against it, in the name of the Five Thousand.?

1 Thucyd. viil. 86-89. It is alleged by Andokidés (in an Oration
delivered many years afterwards before the people of Athens—De Reditu
suo, sect. I0-I5), that during this spring he furnished the armament at
Samos with wood proper for the construction of cars—only obtained by the
special favour of Archelaus king of Macedonia, and of which the armament
then stood in great need. He further alleges, that he afterwards visited
Athens, while the Four Hundred were in full dominion; and that
Peisander, at the head of this oligarchical body, threatened his life for
having furnished such valuable aid to the armament, then at enmity with
Athens. Though he saved his life by clinging to the altar, yet he had to
endure bonds and manifold hard treatment.

Of these claims which Andokidés prefers to the favour of the subsequent
democracy, I do not know how much is true.

2 Thucyd. viii. 89. capéorara 3¢ airods émiipe 78 &v 7§ Zdug Tod
*AAkiBiddov loxvpd By, kal 81 abTois ok &ddker wévipov TO THs dAryapxlas
Zoeofar.  fywrieto ody els &kaoros mposTdTnsTod SHpov ¥cecbar.

This is a remarkable passage as indicating what is really meant by
wpogTdrys Tob dnpov—*‘ the leader of 2 popular opposition.” Theramenés
and the other persons here spoken of did not even mention the name of the
democracy—they took up simply the name of the Five Thousand—yet they
are still called mpoordrar Tod dpov, inasmuch as the Five Thousand were a
sort of qualified democracy, compared to the Four Hundred.

The words denote the leader of a popular party, as opposed to an oligar-
chical party (see Thucyd. iii. 70; iv. 66; vi. 35), in a form of government
either entirely democratical, or at least, in which the public assembly is
frequently convoked and decides on many matters of importance. Thucy-
didés does not apply the words to any Athenian except in the case now
before us respecting Theramenés: he does not use the words even with
respect to Kleon, though he employs expressions which seem equivalent to
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”}, Against this popular opposition, Antiphon and Phrynichus

rted themselves with demagogic assiduity to caress and keep

Qf ogether the majority of the Four Hundred, as well as to

fpphold their power without abridgement. They were noway

disposed to comply with this requisition that the fiction of the

ive Thousand should be converted into a reality. They knew

ell that the enrolment of so many partners! would be tanta-

j mount to a democracy, and would be in substance at least, if

t in form, an annihilation of their own power. They had

ow gone too far to recede with safety ; while the menacing

@ftltude of Samos, as well as the opposition growing up against

M“them at home both within and without their own body, served

only as instigation to them to accelerate their measures for

peace with Sparta and to secure the introduction of a Spartan
garrison.

With this view, immediately after the return of their envoys
from Samos, the two most eminent leaders, Antiphon and
Phrynichus, went themselves with ten other colleagues in all
haste to Sparta, prepared to purchase peace and the promise
of Spartan aid almost at any price. At the same time the
construction of the fortress at Eetioneia was prosecuted with
redoubled zeal ; under pretence of defending the entrance of
Peireeus against the armament from Samos, if the threat of
their coming should be executed—but with the real purpose of
bringing into it a Lacedzmonian fleet and army. For this
latter object every facility was provided. The north-western
corner of the fortification of Peirzeus, to the north of the
harbour and its mouth, was cut off by a cross wall reaching
southward so as to join the harbour: from the southern end of
this cross wall, and forming an angle with it, a new wall was
built, fronting the harbour and running to the extremity of the
mole which narrowed the mouth of the harbour on the northern
side, at which mole it met the termination of the northern wall

it (iii. 36 iv. 21)—drdp Snuaywyds wet’ Excivov wby xpbvov by ral 7§
wAnfer mbavdraros, &c. This is very different from the words which he
applies to Periklés—a» vep dvvardraros Tév kel Eavrdy kal Eywy THY
moAtrelay (. 127). Even in respect to Nikias, he puts him in con-
]uncnon with Pleistoanax at Sparta, and talks of both of them as cmweddorres
T4 pdAtoTe THy Hyepoviav (v, 16).

Compare the note of Dr. Arnold on vi. 35; and Wachsmuth. Hellen.
Alterth. i. 2, Beylage 1, p. 435—438

1 Thucyd viii. 92. ™ pev katacrioar petdxovs TogodTovs, dvrikpus by
S7uov Hyobuevor, &c.

Aristotle (Poht v. 5, 4) calls Phrynichus the demagogue of the Four
Hundred ; that is, the person who most strenuously served zZeir interests
and struggled for ¢/eir tavour.
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of Peireus. A separate citadel was thus enclosed, defensible
against any attack from Peireus—furnished besides with
distinct broad gates and posterns of its own, as well as with
facilities for admitting an enemy within it.! The new cross
wall was carried so as to traverse a vast portico or open market-
house, the largest in Peireeus: the larger half of this portico
thus became enclosed within the new citadel, and orders were
issued that all the corn, both actually warehoused and hereafter
to be imported into Peireus, should be deposited therein and
sold out from thence for consumption. As Athens was sus-
tained almost exclusively on corn brought from Eubcea and
elsewhere, since the permanent occupation of Dekeleia,—the
Four Hundred rendered themselves masters by this arrange-
ment of all the subsistence of the citizens, as well as of the
entrance into the harbour; either to admit the Spartans or
exclude the armament from Samos.?

Though Theramenés, himself one of the generals named
under the Four Hundred, denounced, in conjunction with his
supporters, the treasonable purpose of this new citadel—yet the
majority of the Four Hundred stood to their resolution, so that
the building made rapid progress under the superintendence
of the general Alexiklés, one of the most strenuous of the
oligarchical faction.? Such was the habit of obedience at
Athens to an established authority, when once constituted—
and so great the fear and mistrust arising out of the general
belief in the reality of the Five Thousand, unknown auxiliaries
supposed to be prepared to enforce the orders of the Four
Hundred—that the people, and even armed citizen hoplites,
went on working at the building, in spite of their suspicions as
to its design. Though not completed, it was so far advanced
as to be defensible, when Antiphon and Phrynichus returned
from Sparta. They had gone thither prepared to surrender

1 Thucyd. viii. g0-92. 7d Teixos TobT0, xal wvAldas &xov, xal érddous,
xal éreiwcaywyds Tdv woheufwv, &ec.

I presume that the last expression refers to facilities for admitting the
enemy either from the sea-side, or from the land-side—that is to say, from
the north-western corner of the old wall of Peirseus, which formed one side
of the new citadel.

See Leake’s Topographie Athens, p. 269, 270, Germ. transl.

2 Thucyd. viil. g0, diproSdunoay 3¢ ral orody, &c.

I agree with the note in M. Didot’s translation, that this portico, or za/le
open on three sides, must be considered as pre-existing ; not as having been
first built now, which seems to be the supposition of Colonel Leake, and
the commentators generally.

3 Thucyd, viii. 9I, 92. ’AAefikAén, oTparnydy 8vta ék Tis oAryapxias
xal pdAioTa wpds Tobs érafpovs TeTpauuévor, &c.
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everything,—not merely their naval force, but their city itself—
and to purchase their own personal safety by making the Lace-
demonians masters of Peireeus.! Yet we read with astonish-
ment that the latter could not be prevailed on to contract any
treaty, and that they manifested nothing but backwardness in
seizing this golden opportunity. Had Alkibiadés been now play-
ing their game, as he had been doing a year earlier, immediately
before the revolt of Chios—had they been under any energetic
leaders to impel them into hearty co-operation with the treason
of the Four Hundred, who combined at this moment both the
will and the power to place Athens in their hands, if seconded
by an adequate force—they might now have overpowered their
great enemy at home, before the armament at Samos could
ave been brought to the rescue.
ﬁs‘b Considering that Athens was saved from capture only by the
ackness and stupidity of the Spartans, we may see that the
¥rmament at Samos had reasonable excuse for their eagerness
L )rqviously manifested to come home ; and that Alkibiadés, in
¥ cpmbating that intention, braved an extreme danger which
#" nothing but incredible good fortune averted. Why the
Lacedeemonians remained idle, both in Peloponnesus and at
Dekeleia, while Athens was thus betrayed and in the very
throes of dissolution, we can render no account: possibly the
caution of the Ephors may have distrusted Antiphon and
Phrynichus, from the mere immensity of their concessions. All
that they would promise was, that a Lacedsemonian fleet of
42 triremes (partly from Tarentum and Lokri)}—now about to
start from Las in the Laconian Gulf, and to sail to Eubcea on
the invitation of a disaffected party in that island—should so
far depart from its straight course as to hover near Agina and
Peirzeus, ready to take advantage of any opportunity for attack
laid open by the Four Hundred.?
Of this squadron, however, even before it rounded Cape Malea,
Theramenés obtained intelligence, and denounced it as intended
to operate in concert with the Four Hundred for the occupation

1 Thucyd. vili. 91. ’AAAL kal Tobs moleufobs éoayayduevor &vev Terxdy
kal vedv EvuBivai, kal érwooby T& Tis wokews ¥xew, el Tois ye oduagi
cpav #dea Eorar.

Ibid. émedy of éx 7is Aaxedalpovos mpéoBers oddiv wmpdiavres Gvexd-
pnoay Tols wag: EvuBarucdy, &c.

2 Thucyd. viil. 91. #» 8¢ 71 kal Towdrov amd Tdv T KaTyyoplay
éxdvrwv, ral ob wdvv SitaBoAd udvov Tob Adyov.

The reluctant language, in which Thucydidés admits the treasonable
concert of Antiphon and his colleagues with the Lacedaemonians, deserves
notice—also ¢. 94, Tdxa uéy Ti kal amd fvyrepuévov Adyov, &c.
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of Eetioneia. Meanwhile Athens became daily a scene of
greater discontent and disorder, after the abortive embassy
and return from Sparta of Antiphon and Phrynichus. The
coercive"ascendency of the Four Hundréd was silently dis-
appearing, while the hatred which their usurpation had inspired,
together with the fear of their traitorous concert with the public
enemy, became more and more loudly manifested in men’s
private conversations, as well as in gatherings secretly got
together within numerous houses ; especially the house of the

eripolarch (the captain of the peripoli, or youthful hoplites&
who formed the chief police of the country). Such hatred was 1 '
not long in passing from vehement passion into act. Phrynichus, ﬂ
as he left the Senate-house, was assassinated by two confederates, ?J,
one of them a peripolus, or youthful hoplite, in the midst of the [
crowded market-place and in full daylight. The man who
struck the blow made his escape, but his comrade was seized w‘fl
and put to the torture by order of the Four Hundred : ! he was %}: ,,
however a stranger, from Argos, and either could not or would § s
not reveal the name of any directing accomplice. Nothing was ™
obtained from him except general indications of meetings and §_ ¢
wide-spread disaffection. Nor did the Four Hundred, being
thus Jeft without special evidence, dare to lay hands upon
Theramenés, the pronounced leader of the opposition—as we
shall find Kritias doing six years afterwards, under the rule
of the Thirty. The assassins of Phrynichus remaining un-
discovered and unpunished, Theramenés and his associates
became bolder in their opposition than before. And the
approach of the Lacedemonian fleet under Agesandridas—
which, having now taken station at Epidaurus, had made a
descent on Agina, and was hovering not far off Peireus,
altogether out of the straight course for Eubcea—lent double
force to all their previous assertions about the imminent dangers
connected with the citadel at Eetioneia.

Amidst this exaggerated alarm and discord, the general body
of hoplites became penetrated with aversion,? every day increas-
ing, against the new citadel. At length the hoplites of the tribe
in which Aristokratés (the warmest partisan of Theramenés) was
taxiarch, being on duty and engaged in the prosecution of the
building, broke out into absolute mutiny against it, seized the
person of Alexiklés, the general in command, and put him

1 Thucyd. viii. 91. The statement of Plutarch is in many respects
different (Alkibiadés, c. 25).
" 2 Thucyd. vill. 92. b 8¢ uéyworoy, Tav émAhiév T oTiPos TabTa
€BodAeTo. '
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under arrest in a neighbouring house; while the peripoli, ori
youthful military police, stationed at Munychia, under Hermon,
abetted them in the proceeding.! News of this violence was i
,'O@eedily conveyed to the Four Hundred, who were at that
%‘ Zighoment holding session in the Senate-house, Theramenés
N ,&himself being present. Their wrath and menace were at first

X
‘!
!V’ yénted against him as the instigator of the revolt; a charge

-

' against which he could only vindicate himself by volunteering |
5 Y $ go among the foremost for the liberation of the prisoner. He
¢ forthwith started in haste for the Peiraeus, accompanied by on

X of the generals his colleague, who was of the same politica
sentiment as himself. A third among the generals, Aristarchus,
one of the fiercest of the oligarchs, followed him, probably from {,
mistrust, together with some of the younger Knights (Horsemen
or richest class in the state) identified with the cause of the
Four Hundred. The oligarchical partisans ran to marshal them-
selves in arms—alarming exaggerations being rumoured, that
Alexiklés had been put to death, and that Peireeus was under
armed occupation ; while at Peireeus the insurgents imagined
that the hoplites from the city were in full march to attack them. ;
For a time all was confusion and angry sentiment, which the
slightest untoward accident might have inflamed into sanguinary
civil carnage. Nor was it appeased except by earnest entreaty
and remonstrance from the elder citizens (aided by Thucydidés
of Pharsalus, proxenus or public guest of Athens in his native
town) on the ruinous madness of such discord when a foreign
enemy was almost at their gates.

The perilous excitement of this temporary crisis, which
brought into full daylight every man’s real political sentiments,
oved the oligarchical faction, hitherto exaggerated in number,
yw/be far less powerful than had been imagined by their
ponents. And the Four Hundred had found themselves too
uch embarrassed how to keep up the semblance of their
authority even in Athens itself, to be able to send down any
tonsiderable force for the protection of their citadel at Eetioneia ;

‘ hough they were reinforced, only eight days before their fall, by
i at least one supplementary member, probably in substitution for
, some predecessor who had accidentally died.? Theramenés,
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1 Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 26, represents Hermon as one of the assassins o
Phrynichus.

2'See Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato. The fact that Polystratus wa
only eight days a member of the Four Hundred, before their fall, is repeater
three distinct times in this Oration {(c. 2, 4, 5, p. 672, 674, 679 Reisk.’
and has all the air of truth, \

>
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on reaching Peirzus, began to address the mutinous hoplites in
a tone of simulated displeasure, while Aristarchus and his
oligarchical companions spoke in the harshest language, and
threatened them with the force which they imagined to be
presently coming down from the city. But these menaces were
met by equal firmness on the part of the hoplites, who even
appealed to Theramenés himself, and called upon him to say
whether he thought the construction of this citadel was for the
vood of Athens, or whether it would not be better demolished.
‘{is opinion had been fully pronounced beforehand ; and he
eplied, that if they thought proper to demolish it, he cordially
concurred. Without further delay, hoplites and unarmed people
mounted pell-mell upon the walls, and commenced the demoli-
tion with alacrity ; under the general shout—* Whoever is for
the Five Thousand in place of the Four Hundred, let him lend
a hand in this work.” The idea of the old democracy was in
every one’s mind, but no man uttered the word ; the fear of the
imaginary Five Thousand still continuing, The work of demoli-
tion seems to have been prosecuted all that day, and not to have
been completed until the next day; after which the hoplites
released Alexiklés from arrest, without doing him any injury.!

Two things deserve notice, among these details, as illustrat-
ing the Athenian character. Though Alexiklés was vehemently
oligarchical as well as unpopular, these mutineers do no harm
to his person, but content themselves with putting him under
arrest. Next, they do not venture to commence the actual
demolition of the citadel, until they have the formal sanction of
Theramenés, one of the constituted generals. The strong habit
of legality, implanted in all Athenian citizens by their democracy
—and the care, even in departing from it, to depart as little as
possible—stand plainly evidenced in these proceedings.

The events of this day gave a fatal shock to the ascendency
of the Four Hundred. Yet they assembled on the morrow as
usual in the Senate-house ; and they appear, now when it was
too late, to have directed one of their members to draw up a
real list, giving body to the fiction of the Five Thousand.?

1 Thucyd. viil. 92, 93. In the Oration of Demosthenés (or Deinarchus)
against Theokrinés (c. 17, p. 1343) the speaker Epicharés makes allusion
o this destruction of the fort at Eetioneia by Aristokratés, uncle of his
rrandfather. The allusion chiefly deservss notice from the erroneous
aention of Kritias and the return of the jDemos from exile—betraying a
.omplete confusion between the events iny the time of the Four Hundred
'nd those in the time of the Thirty. ‘

2 Lysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 4, p. 675 Reisk.

This task was confided to Polystrdtus, a very recent member of the Four
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Meanwhile the hoplites in Peiraus, having finished the levelline
of the new fortifications, took the still more important step ¢
entering, armed as they were, into the theatre of Dionysu
hard by (in Peireeus, but on the verge of Munychia) and theret
holding a formal assembly ; probably under the convocation oi-
the general Theramenés, pursuant to the forms of the ante-:
cedent democracy. They here took the resolution of adjourn-
ing their assembly to the Anakeion, (or temple of Castor and
Pollux, the Dioskuri,) in the city itself and close under the
acropolis ; whither they immediately marched and established
themselves, still retaining their arms. So much was the
position of the Four Hundred changed, that they, who had
on. the preceding day been on the aggressive against a spon-
taneous outburst of mutineers in Peirzus, were now thrown
upon the defensive against a formal assembly, all armed, in the
city and close by their own Senate-house. Feeling themselves
too weak to attempt any force, they sent deputies to the
Anakeion to negotiate and offer concessions. They engaged
to publish the list of Z%¢ Five Thousand, and to convene them
for the purpose of providing for the periodical cessation and:
renewal of the Four Hundred, by rotation from the Five.
Thousand, in such order as the latter themselves should de-!
termine. But they entreated that time might be allowed for
effecting this, and that internal peace might be maintained,
without which there was no hope of defence against the enemy
without. Many of the hoplites in the city itself joined the
assembly in the Anakeion, and took part in the debates. The-
position of the Four Hundred being no longer such as tc.
inspire fear, the tongues of speakers were now again loosed,
and the ears of the multitude again opened—for the first timet
since the arrival of Peisander from Samos, with the plan of the:
oligarchical conspiracy. Such renewal of free and fearles:’
public speech, the peculiar life-principle of the democracy, was!
not less wholesome 'in tranquillising intestine discord, than in-
Hundred, and therefore probably less unpopular than the rest. In his
defence after the restoration of the democracy, he pretended to have under-
taken the task much against his will, and to have drawn up a list contain-
ing 9ooo names instead of 5000.

It may probably have been in this meeting of the Four Hundred, that
Antiphon delivered his oration strongly recommending concord—IIepl’
Suovolas. All his eloquence was required just now, to bring back the
oligarchical party, if possible, into united action. Philostratus (Vit.
Sophistar. c. xv. p. 500, ed. Olear.) expresses great admiration for this
oration, which is several time: alluded to both by Harpokration and
Suidas. See Westermann, Gesch. der Griech. Beredsamkeit, Beilage ii.
p- 276. )
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ightening the sentiment of common patriotism against the
koreign enemy! The assembly at length dispersed, after
aming an early future time for a second assembly, to bring

Dlonysus 2
On the day, and at the hour, when this assembly in thes

r bout the re-establishment of harmony, in the theatre of 0”&

e

theatre of Dionysus was on the point of coming together, the W* {’

news ran through Peireeus and Athens, that the forty-twol.
triremes under the Lacedemonian Agesandridas, having re-

cently quitted the harbour of Megara, were sailing along the
coast of Salamis in the direction towards Peireus. Such an{V
event, while causing universal consternation throughout the
city, confirmed all the previous warnings of Theramenés as to the
‘reasonable destination of the citadel recently demolished, and

L&

A
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M
™

every one rejoiced that the demolition had been accomplished %v

just in time. Foregoing their intended assembly, the citizens
rushed with one accord down to Peireus, where some of them
took post to garrison the walls and the mouth of the harbour
—others got aboard the triremes lying in the harbour—
(others, again, launched some fresh triremes from the boat-
thouses into the water. Agesandridas rowed along the shore,
inear the mouth of Peireus ; but found nothing to promise con-
cert within, or tempt him to the intended attack. Accordingly,
he passed by and moved onward to Sunium in a southerly
direction. Having doubled the cape of Sunium, he then
‘turned his course along the coast of Attica northward, halted
for a little while between Thorikus and Prasie, and presently
:ook station at Ordpus.®

Though relieved when they found that he passed by
tPeiraeus without making any attack, the Athenians knew that
1is destination must now be against Eubcea ; which to them
 vas hardly less important than Peireeus, since their main sup-
plies were derived from that island. Accordingly they put to
hsea at once with all the triremes which could be manned and
.got ready in the harbour. But from the hurry of the occasion,
jcoupled with the mistrust and dissension now reigning, and the

i ! Thucyd. viii. 93. T® 8 way w}\nOas T&Y dTMTEY, &md TOAAGY kal
‘wpds moAAods Adywy -yt'yuop.evwv, 111rta’:-repov dv i wpbrepoy,
kal époBeito ,u.a’.)\m"ra mepl ToD wavTYs wWoAtTiKOD.

2 Thucyd viil. 93, Ewsxwpnuav 3 &or & Huépav paTHv
| éxxAnolay worjoar év frqa Atovveiy wepl dpovolas.

The definition of time must here allude to the morrow, or to the day
following the morrow : at least it seems impossible that the city could be
left longer than this interval without a government.

3 Thucyd. viii. 94.
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absence of their great naval force at Samos—the crews mustered
were raw and ill-selected, and the armament inefficient. Poly¥
stratus, one of the members of the Four Hundred, perhapj
others of them also, were aboard ; men who had an interest ir]
defeat rather than victory.! Thymocharés the admiral con
ducted them round Cape Sunium to Eretria in Eubcea, wher:l
he found a few other triremes, which made up his whole fleet
to thirty-six sail. i
He had scarcely reached the harbour and disembarked,
when, without allowing time for his men to procure refreshd
ment—he found himself compelled to fight a battle with the;
forty-two ships of Agesandridas, who had just sailed across.
from Ordpus, and was already approaching the harbour. This|
surprise had been brought about by the anti-Athenian party in:
Eretria, who took care, on the arrival of Thymocharés, that no’
provisions should be found in the market-place, so that his,
men were compelled to disperse and obtain them from houses’
af the extremity of the town ; while at the same time a signal
twas hoisted, visible at Ordpus on the opposite side of the strait,

cise moment for bringing his fleet across to the attack, wit
eir crews fresh after the morning meal. Thymocharés, o
eing the approach of the enemy, ordered his men aboard ;
Put to his disappointment, many of them were found to be sol

‘}}hr off that they could not be brought back in time—so that he|

\u“‘ was compelled to sail out and meet the Peloponnesians with)

ships very inadequately manned. In a battle immediately out
side of the Eretrian harbour, he was, after a short contest;
completely defeated, and his fieet driven back upon the shore;
Some of his ships escaped to Chalkis, others to a fortified pos
garrisoned by the Athenians themselves not far from Eretria
yet not less than 22 triremes, out of the whole 36, fell into th
hands of Agesandridas, and a large proportion of the crew:
were slain or made prisoners. Of those seamen who escaped{
too, many found their death from the hands of the Eretrians,
into whose city they fled for shelter. On the news of this battle,
not merely Eretria, but also all Eubeea (except Oreus in the

1 Tysias, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, c. 4, p. 676 Reisk. g

From another passage in this oration, it would seem that Polystratus wa
in command of the fleet—possibly enough, in conjunction with Thymo-|
charés, according to a common Athenian practice (c. 5, p. 679). His son,
who defends him affirms that he was wounded in the battle.

Diodorus (xiii. 34) mentions the discord among the crews on board these*
ships under Thymocharés ; almost the only point which we learn from hig
meagre notice of this interesting period. 1
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north of the island, which was settled by Athenian Kleruchs)
declared its revolt from Athens, which had been intended more
than a year before—and took measures for defending itself in
concert with Agesandridas and the Boeotlans 1 W
111 could Athens endure a disaster, in itself so immense and 4;
aggravated, under the present distressed condition of the city.
Her last fleet was destroyed ; her nearest and most precious
island torn from her side ; an island which of late had yielded w=,
more to her wants than Attica itself, but which was now about to ~,W
become a hostile and aggressive neighbour.? The previous e
revolt of Eubcea, occurring thirty-four years before during the &
maximum of Athenian power, had been even then a terrible blow M
to Athens, and formed one of the main circumstances which !
forced upon her the humiliation of the Thirty years’ truce. @;
But this second revolt took place when she had not only no
means of reconquering the island, but no means even of .\w
defending Peirseeus against the blockade by the enemy’s fleet. &%
The dismay and terror excited by the news at Athens was
unbounded; even exceeding what had been felt after the
Sicilian catastrophe, or the revolt of Chios. There was no
second reserve now in the treasury, such as the thousand
talents which had rendered such essential service on the last-
mentioned occasion. In addition to their foreign dangers, the
Athenians were further weighed down by two intestine calami-
ties in themselves hardly supportable—alienation of their own
fleet at Samos, and the discord, yet unappeased, within their
own walls ; wherein the Four Hundred still held provisionally
the reins of government, with the ablest and most unscrupulous
leaders at their head. In the depth of their despair, the
Athenians expected nothing less than to see the victorious fleet
of Agesandridas (more than sixty triremes strong, including the:
recent captures) off the Peirzus, forbidding all importation, and
threatening them with approaching famine, in combination with
Agis at Dekeleia. The enterprise would have been easy, for
there were neither ships nor seamen to repel him; and his
arrival at this critical moment would most probably have
enabled the Four Hundred to resume their ascendency, with the
means as well as the disposition to introduce a Lacedeemonian

[

1%

1 Thucyd. viil. 5; viil. 95.

2 Thucyd. viil. 95. To show what Eubcea became at a later period, see
Demosthenés, De Fals. Legat. ¢. 64, p. 409—ré& év EdBola waracreva-
oOnobueva 6p;.u1»r1;pm é¢p’ dpas, &ec.; and Demosthenes, De Corona, c.
71—¥mAovs § % OdAacoa fwd TEv ¢k Ths EdBolas dpuwpéver ApeTaoy
yéyove, &c.

VOL. VIII, D
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garrison into the city.! And though the arrival of the Atheniar
fleet from Samos would have prevented this extremity, yet i
could not have arrived in time, except on the supposition o
a prolonged blockade. Moreover the mere transfer of the
fleet from Samos to Athens would have left Ionia and the
Hellespont defenceless against the Lacedemonians and Per-
sians, and would have caused the loss of all the Athenian
empire. Nothing could have saved Athens, if the Lacedz-
monians at this juncture had acted with reasonable vigour,
instead of confining their efforts to Eubcea, now an easy and
certain conquest. As on the former occasion, when Antiphon
and Phrynichus went to Sparta prepared to make any sacrifice
for the purpose of obtaining Lacedemonian aid and accommo-
dation—so now, in a still greater degree, Athens owed her
salvation only to the fact that the enemies actually before her
were indolent and dull Spartans—not enterprising Syracusans
under the conduct of Gylippus.? And this is the second
occasion (we may add) on which Athens was on the brink of
ruin in consequence of the policy of Alkibiadés in retaining
the armament at Samos.

Fortunately for the Athenians, no Agesandridas appeared off -

eireus ; so that the twenty triremes, which they contrived
to man as a remnant for defence, had no enemy to repel.®:

o.(s,,.'-’A gordingly the Athenians were allowed to enjoy an interval

tﬁ’édnsternation and from intestine discord. It was their first

W

repose which enabled them to recover partially both from :

oceeding, when the hostile fleet did not appear, to con-
ene a public assembly, and that too in the Pnyx itself; the
abltual scene of the democratical assemblies, well calculated

%ﬂ_}r to re-inspire that patriotism which bad now been dumb and

smouldering for the last four months. In this assembly the
tide of opinion ran vehemently against the Four Hundred.t.

1 Thucyd. viil. g6. MdAwora & adrods kal 80 éyyvrdrov éfopiBet, el of
woAéutor 'ro)\,uv'uroum veviknéres ebdvs ooy énl Tdv Hewpard épTiuov dvra vedv
A€y kal Boov obic 48y &vduilov abTobs mapeivar, “Omep v, €l ToAump d-
Tepot doav, padiws &v émoincar lcal % SLanuaV bty ¥ p.a)\)\ou

-'rnv woAw Epopuovvres, § el émonidpxovy uévovtes, kal Tas &n lwvias vads

fydykacay by Bonbicar, &c.

2 Thucyd. viil. 96 ; vil. 21~53. 3 Thucyd. viii. 97.

4 Tt is to this assembly that [ refer, with confidence, the remarkable dia-
logue of contention between Peisander and Sophoklés, one of the Athenian
Probﬁli, mentioned in Aristotel. Rhetoric, iii. 18, 2. There was no other
occasion on which the Four Hundred were ever publicly thrown upon their .
defence at Athens. |

This was not Sophoklés the tragic poet but another person of the same.

:name, who appears afterwards as one of the oligarchy of Thirty.
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Even those, who (like the Board of Elders entitled Probali)
1ad originally counselled their appointment, now denounced
‘hem along with the rest, though severely taunted by the
sligarchical leader Peisander for their inconsistency. | Votes
were finally passed—1. To depose the Four Hundred—z. To
place the whole government in the hands of Zhe Five
Thousand—3. Every citizen, who furnished a panoply either
for himself or for any one else, was to be of right a member of
this body of Z%e Five Thousand——4 No citizen was to receive
pay for any political function, on pain of becoming solemnly
1wccursed, or excommunicated.? Such were the points determined

1 Thucyd vill. 97. Kal émf)\naiow turéneyoy, plav ,u.ev eblvs 'ro—re wpETOY
s THy Mhvka Ka)\ouy.evnv, ou7rEp kal EANoTe eidfecav, év fimep ral Tods TeTpa-
coolous katamaloavres Tols 1rev-ralcm’xt)\iots ex[mq)ftmwo T& mpdyuaTa
rapaloivar €lvar 8¢ abTdv, dwddos xal §mAa wapexowraz xal
uobdy pndéva épew, ,un&e/.ua &pxii, € B¢ ,u.ﬁ, ewapa'rov erohoavTo.
Eyiyvovra 8¢ kal #AAar Sorepor murval éxnAnoias, &9’ &v kal vouoféras
cal TéAAa éYnoloavro és THy moAirelan.

In this passage I dissent from the commentators on two points. First,
hey understand this number Five Thousand as a real definite list of citizens,
ontammg 5000 names, neither more nor less. Secondly, they construe
ropoBéras, not in the ordinary meaning which it bears i in Atheman constitu-
ional language, but in the sense of fvyypageis (c. 67), ¢ persons to model
he constitution, corresponding to the &vyypageis appointed by the aristo-
ratical party a little before ”’—to use the words of Dr. Arnold.

As to the first point, which is sustained also by Dr. Thirlwall (Hist. Gr.
h. xxviil. vel iv. p. 51, 2nd ed.), Dr. Arnold really admits what is the
round of my opinion, when he says—*“ Of course the number of citizens
apable of providing themselves with heavy arms must kave muck exceeded
,000: and it is said in the defence of Polystratus, one of the Four Hundred
Lysias, p. 675 Reisk.), that he drew up a list of gooo. But we must sup-
ose that all who could furnish heavy arms were eligible into the number of
ke 5000, whether the members were fixed on by lot, by election, or by
otation ; as it had been proposed to appoint the Four Hundred by rotation
ut of the Five Thousand (viii. 93).”

Dr. Arnold here throws out a supposition which by 1o means conforms to
he exact sense of the words of Thucydidés—elva: 8¢ adrdy, éwdoor kal §mAa
‘apéxovrar, These words distinctly signify, that all who furnished heavy
xms skould be of the Five Thousand ; should belong of right to that body:
vhich is something different from bemg eligible into the number of Five
“housand, either by lot, rotation, or otherwise. The language of Thucy-
lidés, when he describes (in the passage referred to by Dr. Arnold, c. 93)
be projected formation of the Four Hundred by rotation out of the Five
“housand, is very different—xal éx TolTwy & pépet Tods Terparosiovs
asaea:, &c. M. Boeckh {Public Economy of Athens, b. ii. ch. 21, p. 268,
ing. Tr.) is not satisfactory in his description of this event.

The idea which I conceive of the Five Thousand, as a number existing
rom the commencement only in talk and imagination, neither realised nor
atended to be realised—coincides with the full meaning of this passage of
“hucydidés, as well as with everything which he had before said about
hem.
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by the first assembly held in the Pnyx. The Archons, the Senate
of Five Hundred, &c., were renewed : after which many other
assemblies were also held, in which Nomothetz, Dikasts, and
other institutions essential to the working of the democracy|
were constituted. Various other votes were also passed ;
especially one, on the proposition of Kritias, seconded by
Theramenés,! to restore Alkibiadés and some of his friends

I will here add that éwdoor SwAa mapéxovrar means persons furnishing
arms )either for themselves alone, or for others also (Xenoph. Hellen. iii.
4, 15).

As to the second point, the signification of vouo8éras, I stand upon the
general use of that word in Athenian political language : see the explanation
earlier in this History, vol. vi. ch. xlvi. Itis for the commentators to produce
some justification of the unusual meaning which they assign to it—*‘ persons
to model the constitution—commissioners who drew up the new constitu-
tion,” as Dr. Arnold, in concurrence with the rest, translates it. Until
some justification is produced, I venture to believe that vouoférar is a word
which would not be used in that sense with reference to nominees chosen by
the democracy, and intended to act with the democracy: for it implies
a final, decisive, authoritative determination—whereas the fvyypagers or
“ commissjoners to draw up a constitution,” were only invested with the
function of submitting something for approbation to the public assembly or
competent authority ; that is, assuming that the public assembly remained
an efficient reality. -

Moreover the words xal sdAAa would hardly be used in immediate
sequence to vouoBéras if the latter word meant that which the commentators
suppose :—*¢ Commissioners for framing a constitution and tke other things
towards the constitution.” Such commissioners are surely far too prominent
and initiative in their function to be named in this way. Let us add, that
the most material items in the new constitution (if we are so to call it} have
already been distinctly specified as settled by public vote, before these
vopobéra: are even named.

It is important to notice, that even the Thirty, who were named six yeary
afterwards to draw up a constitution, at the moment when Sparta was mis-
tress of Athens and when the people were thoroughly put down, are not
called vopoféras, but are named by a circumlocution equivalent to Euyypageis
—YEdote 7§ dhuw, Tpidrovra Hvdpas Enéobar, ot Tobs warplovs véuovs Euy. k-
yodyovay, xal obs wohireboovos—Aipefévres B¢ &' Fre Fuyypdpar véuous
ke ofiorwas moAireboowro, TobTous uév &el ¥ueAdov Evyypddew Te kal dmo-
Sewcvivar, &c. (Xenophon, Hellen. ii. 3, 2-11). Xenophon calls Kritias and
Chariklés the Nomothetz of the Thirty (Memor. i. 2, 30), but this is not
democracy.

For the signification of vouo8érns (applied most generally to Solon, some-
times to others either by rhetorical looseness or by ironical taunt) or vouo-,
0éras, a numerous body of persons chosen and sworn—see Lysias cont.
Nikomach. sect. 3, 33, 37; Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 81-85, ¢. 14, p.|
38—where the Nomothetz are a sworn body of Five Hundred, exercising'
conjointly with the senate the function of accepting or rejecting the laws’
proposed to them.

1 Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 33. Cornelius Nepos (Alkibiad. ¢. 5, and Dio-
dorus, xiii. 38-42) mentions Theramenés as the principal author of the
decree for restoring Alkibiadés from exile. But the precise words of the
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from exile ; while messages were further despatched, both to
him and to the armament at Samos, doubtless confirming the
recent nomination of generals, apprising them of what had
recently occurred at Athens, as well as bespeaking their full
concurrence and unabated efforts against the common enemy. q
Thucydidés bestows marked eulogy upon the general spirit of ‘»’\
_moderation and patriotic harmony which now reigned at Athens,
and which directed the political proceedings of the people.! ¢
But he does not countenance the belief (as he has been some- ¥
times understood), nor is it true in point of fact—that they o
now introduced a new constitution. Putting an end to the\/v:,w
oligarchy, and to the rule of the Four Hundred, they restored
the old democracy, seemingly with only two modifications— WV
first, the partial limitation of the right of suffrage—next, the o/
discontinuance of all payment for political functions. The e
impeachment against Antiphon, tried immediately afterwards,
went before the Senate and the Dikastery, exactly according to
the old democratical forms of procedure. But we must presume
that the Senate, the Dikasts, the Nomothetee, the Ekklesiasts
(or citizens who attended the assembly), the public orators who
prosecuted state-criminals or defended any law when it was
impugned—must have worked for the time without pay.
Moreover the two modifications above mentioned were of
little practical effect. The exclusive body of Five Thousand
citizens, professedly constituted at this juncture, was neither
exactly realised, nor long retained. It was constituted, even
now, more as a nominal than as a real limit; a nominal total,
yet no longer a mere blank as the Four Hundred had originally W
produced it, but containing indeed a number of individuald.s
names greater than the total, and without any assignable line?\,
of demarcation. The mere fact, that every one who furnisheda V%
panoply was entitled to be of the Five Thousand—and not \p
they alone, but others besides 2—shows that no care was taken ¢¥

elegy composed by Kritias, wherein the latter vindicates this proceeding toti4*
hiniself, are cited by Plutarch, and are very good evidence. Doubtless
many of the leading men supported, and none opposed, the proposition.

1 Thucyd. viii. 97. Kal odx fxioTa 8 7dv mpadrov Xpdvov énl ye duod 'Aly-
vaior patvovrar €0 woMTeloavTes perpla yap §) Te és Tobs SAlyous kal Tobs
mwoRAobs Ebyrpagis eyévero, xal éx movnpey Ty mpayudTwr yevoulvwr Tobro
wpdTov dvfiveyre i wéAW.

I refer the reader to a note on this passage in one of my former volumes,
and on the explanation given of it by Dr. Arnold (see vol. v. ch. xIv.).

2 The words of Thucydidés (viil. g7)—elva: 8¢ abr @y, éndoor ral 3mra
wapéxovrar—show that this body was not composed excusively of those who

" furnished panoplies. It could never have been intended, for example, to

exclude the Hippeis or Knights.
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to adhere either to that or to any other precise number. If we
may credit a speech composed by Lysias,! the Four Hundred
had themselves (after the demolition of their intended fortress
at Eetionela, and when power was passing out of their hands)
aprointed a committee of their number to draw up for the first
time a real list of 7%e Five Thousand: and Polystratus, a
member of that committee, takes credit with the succeeding
democracy for having made the list comprise nine thousand
names instead of five thousand. As this list of Polystratus (if
indeed it ever existed) was never either published or adopted, I
merely notice the description given of it to illustrate my position,
that the number Five Thousand was now understood on all

sides as an indefinite expression for a suffrage extensive, but

not universal. The number had been first invented by Antiphon

and the leaders of the Four Hundred, to cloak their own usurpa- °

tion and intimidate the democracy: next, it served the purpose
of Theramenés and the minority of the Four Hundred, as a
basis on which to raise a sort of dynastic opposition (to use
modern phraseology) within the limits of the oligarchy—that
is, without appearing to overstep principles acknowledged by the
oligarchy themselves: lastly, it was employed by the demo-
cratical party generally as a convenient middle term to slide
back into the old system, with as little dispute as possible ; for
Alkibiadés and the armament had sent word home that they
adhered to the Five Thousand, and to the abolition of salaried
civil functions.?
ut exclusive suffrage of the so-called Five Thousand,
¥ Hspecially with the expansive numerical construction now
adopted, was of little value either to themselves or to the
tate ;3 while it was an insulting shock to the feelings of the
F fexcluded multitude, especially to brave and active seamen like
A the Parali. Though prudent as a step of momentary transition,
could not stand, nor was any attempt made to preserve it in
JApdrmanence—amidst a community so long accustomed to uni-
,Mersal citizenship, and where the necessities of defence against
W the enemy called for energetic efforts from all the citizens.
V' Even as to the gratuitous functions, the members of the Five
Thousand themselves would soon become tired, not less than
s the poorer freemen, of serving without pay, as senators or in
,9. her ways: so that nothing but absolute financial deficit

) V\)' Lystas, Orat. xx. pro Polystrato, ¢. 4, p. 675 Reisk.

" '2 Thucyd. viii. 86.

' 3 Thucyd. viii. 92. 7d ptv karacTioat uerdxovs TocodTovs, Evrupus by
wov fyobuevor, &c.
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would prevent the re-establishment, entire or partial, of the
pay. And that deficit was never so complete as to stop the
disbursement of the Diobely, or distribution of two oboli to
each citizen on occasion of various religious festivals. Such
distributipn continued without interruption; though perhaps
the number of occasions on which it was made may have been
lessened.! ,

How far, or under what restriction, any re-establishment of
civil pay obtained footing during the seven years between the
Four Hundred and the Thirty, we cannot say. But leaving
this point undecided, we can show, that within a year after the
deposition of the Four Hundred, the suffrage of the so-called
Five Thousand expanded into the suffrage of all Athenians
without exception, or into the full antecedent democracy. A
memorable decree, passed about eleven months after that event
—at the commencement of the archonship of Glaukippus (June
or July 410 B.c.) when the Senate of Five Hundred, the Dikasts rw
and other civil functionaries were renewed for the coming year, 3¢
pursuant to the ancient democratical practice—exhibits to us \:;u
the full democracy not merely in action, but in all the glow of
feeling called forth by a recent restoration. It seems to have_i¢
been thought that this first renewal of archons and other '
functionaries, under the revived democracy, ought to be ¢¢
stamped by some emphatic proclamation of sentiment, analogous { *
to the solemn and heart-stirring oath taken in the preceding
year at Samos. Accordingly Demophantus proposed and
carried a (psephism or) decree,? prescribing the form of an
oath to be taken by all Athenians to stand by the democratical
constitution.

The terms of his psephism and oath are striking. “If any
man subvert the democracy at Athens, or hold any magistracy
after the democracy has been subverted, he shall be an enemy
of the Athenians. Let him be put to death with impunity,

1 See the valuable financial inscriptions in M. Boeckh’s Corpus Inscrip-
tionum, part i. nos. 147, 148, which attest considerable disbursements for
the Diobely in 410-409 B.C.

Nor does it seem that there was much diminution during these same years
in the private expenditure and ostentation of the Chorégi at the festivals
and other exhibitions: see the Oration xxi. of Lysias—'Aworayla Awpo-
Soxfas-—c. 1, 2, p. 668-700 Reiske.

2 About the date of this psephism or decree, see Boeckh, Staatshaushalt-
ung der Athener, vol. ii. p. =68 (in the comment upon sundry inscriptions
appended to his work, not included in the English translation by Sir G.
Lewis) ; also Meier, De Bonis Damnatorum, sect, il. p. 6-10. Wachsmuth
erroneously places the date of it after the Thirty—see Hellen. Alterth. ii,
ix. p. 267.
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and let his property be confiscated to the public, with the
reservation of a tithe to Athéné. Let the man who has killed
him, and the accomplice privy to the act, be accounted holy
and of good religious odour. Let all Athenians swear an oath
under the sacrifice of full-grown victims, in their respective
tribes and demes, to kill him.! Let the oath be as follows :—
‘I will kill with my own hand, if I am able, any man who
shall subvert the democracy at Athens, or who shall hold any
office in future after the democracy has been subverted, or
shall rise in arms for the purpose of making himself a despot,
or shall help the despot to establish himself. And if any one
else shall kill him, I will account the slayer to be holy as
respects both gods and demons, as having slain an enemy of
the Athenians. And I engage, by word, by deed and by vote,
to sell his property and make over one-half of the proceeds to
the slayer, without withholding anything. If any man shall
perish in slaying or in trying to slay the despot, I will be
kind both to him and to his children, as to Harmodius and
Aristogeiton and their descendants. And I hereby dissolve
and release all oaths which have been sworn hostile to the
Athenian people, either at Athens, or at the camp (at Samos)
or elsewhere’2 Let all Athenians swear this as the regular
oath immediately before the festival of the Dionysia, with
sacrifice and full-grown victims ;® invoking upon him who
keeps it, good things in abundance,—but upon him who
breaks it, destruction for himself as well as for his family.”

3

1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99 (c. 16, p. 48 R.)—‘0 & amoxrelvas
Tdv TabTa morfoartae, kal 6 cuuBovAedoas, doios EoTw Kal edayhs. Opboar
& 'Ab0nvalovs &mavras kol lepov Terelwv, kartd QuAas kal rkaTé
SHuovs, droxrelvew Tdv rabra mofhoavre.

The comment of Sievers (Commentationes, De Xenophontis Hellenicis,
Berlin, 1833, pp. 18, 19) on the events of this time, is not clear.

2 Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99 (c. 16, p. 48 R.) ‘Owmdooc & dprot
dudpovrat "Abhvpaw % év 76 aTpaTomédg H EANOL mov dvavrion 7§ Shuy
76y ’Abnvalwy, Mo kal dplinut.

To what particular anti-constitutional oaths allusion is here made, we
cannot tell. ~ All those of the oligarchical conspirators, both at Samos and
at Athens, are doubtless intended to be abrogated : and this oath, like that
of the armament at Samos (Thucyd. viil. 75), is intended to be sworn by
every one, including those who had before been members of the oligarchical
conspiracy. Perhaps it may also be intended to abrogate the covenant
sworn by the members of the political clubs or fvywporfa: among them-
selvses, in so far as it pledged them to anti-constitutional acts (Thucyd. viii.
54-oI.

8 Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 95-99 (c. 16, p. 48 R.) Tabra 8¢ duoody-
Twy 'Afnvaior wdvres kal lepiv TeAelwy, Tov véuuov 8prov, mpd
Awopvoluwy, &c.
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Such was the remarkable decree which the Athenians not
only passed in senate and public assembly, less than a year
after the deposition of the Four Hundred, but also caused to
be engraved on a column close to the door of the Senate-house.
It plainly indicates, not merely that the democracy had returned,
but an unusual intensity of democratical feeling along with it.
The constitution which @/ the Athenians thus swore to main-
tain by the most strenuous measures of defence, must have
been a constitution in which @/ Athenians had political rights
—not one of Five Thousand privileged persons excluding the
rest.] This decree became invalid after the expulsion of the
Thirty, by the general resolution then passed not to act upon
any laws passed before the archonship of Eukleidés, unless
specially re-enacted. But the column, on which it stood
engraved, still remained, and the words were read upon it

at least down to the time of the orator Lykurgus, eighty years }4‘

afterwards.?
The mere deposition of the Four Hundred, however, and the

transfer of political power to the Five Thousand, which took p

place in the first public assembly held after the defeat off
Eretria—was sufficient to induce most of the violent leaders
of the Four Hundred forthwith to leave Athens. Peisander,
Alexiklés, and others, went off secretly to Dekeleia ;3 Aristarchus
alone made his flight the means of inflicting a new wound upon
his country. Being' among the number of the generals, he

rudest among those Scythian archers, who did the police duty of

1 Those who think that a new constitution was established (after the
deposition of the Four Hundred) are perplexed to fix the period at which
the old democracy was restored. K. F. Hermann and others suppose,
without any special proof, that it was restored at the time when Alkibiadés
returned to Athens in 407 B.c. See K. F. Hermann, Griech. Staats
Alterthiimer, s. 167, not. 13.

2 Lykurgus, adv. Leokrat. sect. 131, ¢. 31, p. 225: compare Demosthen.
adv. Leptin, sect. 138, c. 34, p. 500.

If we wanted any proof, how perfectly reckless and unmeaning is the
mention of the name of So/on by the orators, we should find it in this
passage of Andokidés. He calls this psephism of Demophantus ¢ law of
Solon (sect. 96) : see above in this History, ch. xi.

3 Thucyd. viii. 98. Most of these fugitives returned six years afterwards,
after the battle of HEgospotami, when the Athenian people again became
subject to an oligarchy in the persons of the Thirty. Several of them
became members of the senate which worked under the Thirty (Lysias
cont. Agorat. sect. 80, ¢. 18, p. 495).

Whether Aristotelés and Chariklés were among the number of the Four
Hundred who now went into exile, as Wattenbach affirms (De Quadrin-
gent, Ath, Factione, p. 66), seems not clearly made out.
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availed himself of this authority to march—with some of the ¥ .
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the city—to (Enoé on the Beeotian frontier, which was at that
moment under siege by a body of Corinthians and Beeotians
united. Aristarchus, in concert with the besiegers, presented
himself to the garrison, and acquainted them that Athens and
Sparta had just concluded peace, one of the conditions of
which was that (Eno# should be surrendered to the Beeotians.
He therefore, as general, ordered them to evacuate the place,
under the benefit of a truce to return home. The garrison,
having been closely blocked up, and kept wholly ignorant of
the actual condition of politics, obeyed the order without
reserve ; so that the Beeotians acquired possession of this
very importa_mt frontier position—a new thorr in the side of

1vorce between the city and the armament at Samos terminated,
gfter an interruption of about four months by the successful
5 jonspuacy of the Four Hundred. It was only by a sort of
miracle—or rather by the incredible backwardness and stupidity
%of her foreign enemies—that Athens escaped alive from this
nefarious aggression of her own ablest and wealthiest citizens.
That the victorious democracy should animadvert upon and
1)§n1sh the principal actors concerned in it—who had satiated
M (Heir own selfish ambition at the cost of so much suffering,
)“fanmety, and peril, to their country—was nothing more than
rigorous justice. But the circumstances of the case were
Wpecuhar for the counter-revolution had been accomplished
A pgertly by the aid of a minority among the Four Hundred
Wthemselves-—Theramenés, Aristokratds, and others, together
with the Board of Elders called Probtli—all of whom had
been, at the outset, either principals or accomplices in that
system of terrorism and assassination, whereby the democracy
had been overthrown and the oligarchical rulers established
in the Senate-house. The earlier operations of the conspiracy,
therefore, though among its worst features, could not be
exposed to inquiry and trial, without compromising these
parties as fellow-criminals. Theramenés evaded the difficulty,
by selecting for animadversion a recent act of the majority of
the Four Hundred, which he and his partisans had opposed,
and on which therefore he had no interests adverse either to
justice or to the popular feeling. He stood forward to impeach
the last embassy sent by the Four Hundred to Sparta—sent
with instructions to purchase peace and alliance at almost any
1 Thucyd. viii. 89-90. ’Apiorapxos, dvhp év Tois udAioTa kal ék wAeloToy
Lvavtlos 1§ dfue, &c.

ens, besides Dekeleia.!
/,tf’Thus was the Athenian democracy again restored, and the
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price—and connected with the construction of the fort at
Eetioneia for the reception of an enemy’s garrison. This act
of manifest treason, in which Antiphon, Phrynichus, and ten
other known envoys were concerned, was chosen as the special
matter for public trial and punishment, not less on public
grounds than with a view to his own favour in the renewed
democracy. But the fact that it was Theramenés who thus
denounced his old friends and fellow-conspirators, after having
lent hand and heart to their earlier and not less guilty deeds—
was long remembered as a treacherous betrayal, and employed _
in after-days as an excuse for atrocious injustice against himself.?
Of the twelve envoys who went on this mission, all except%
Phrynichus, Antiphon, Archeptolemus, and Onomaklés, seem
to have already escaped to Dekeleia or elsewhere. Phrynichus
(as I have mentioned a few pages above) had been assassinated ™y
several days before. Respecting his memory, a condemnatory _
vote had already been just passed by the restored Senate of \"
Five Hundred, decreeing that his property should be confis-
cated and his house razed to the ground; and conferring the
gift of citizenship, together with a pecuniary recompense, on
two foreigners who claimed to have assassinated him.2 The

1 Lysias cont. Eratosthen. c. 11, p. 427, sect. 66-68. BovAduevos 8¢
(Theramenés) 74 duerépy mAhOet miaTds Soxelv elvai, "Avripévra kal *Apxe-
wTéAEnov, PIATATOUS BvTas abTd, kaTyyopdy améxTewer: els TogoiTov 8¢ Karlas
Hnbev, BoTe dua v Bia THy wpds exelvovs wloTw Suds karedovAdoaro, Sii
3¢ Thy mpds duds Tods PpiAovs drdAecev.

Compare Xenophon, Hellen. ii. 3, 30-33.

2 That these votes, respecting the memory and the death of Phrynichus,
preceded the trial of Antiphon—we may gather from the concluding words
of the sentence passed upon Antiphon : see Plutarch, Vit. X. Oratt. p. 384
B. : compare Schol. Aristoph. Lysistr. 313.

Both Lysias and Lykurgus, the orators, contain statements about the
death of Phrynichus which are not in harmony with Thucydidés. Both
these orators agree in reporting the names of the two foreigners who claimed
to have slain Phrynichus, and whose claim was allowed by the people after-
wards, in a formal reward and vote of citizenship—Thrasybulus of Kalydon
—Apollodorus of Megara (Lysias cont. Agorat. ¢, 18, p. 492; Lykurg.
cont. Leokrat. c. 29, p. 217).

Lykurgus says that Phrynichus was assassinated by night ¢“near the foun-
tain hard by the willow-trees” : which is quite contradictory to Thucydidés,
who states that the deed was done in daylight, and in the market-place,
Agoratus, against whom the speech of Lysias is directed, pretended to have
been one of the assassins, and claimed reward on that score.

The story of Lykurgus, that the Athenian people, on the proposition of
Kritjas, exhumed and brought to trial the dead body of Phrynichus, and
that Aristarchus and Alexiklés were put to death for undertaking its defence
~—is certainly in part false, and probably wholly false. Aristarchus was
then at (Enoé, Alexiklés at Dekeleia.
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other three, Antiphon, Archeptolemus, and Onomaklés,! were
presented in name to the Senate by the generals (of whom
probably Theramenés was one) as having gone on a mission
to Sparta for purposes of mischief to Athens, partly on board
an enemy’s ship, partly through the Spartan garrison at
Dekeleia. Upon this presentation, doubtless a document of
some length and going into particulars, a senator named
Andron moved,—That the generals, aided by any ten senators
whom they may choose, do seize the three persons accused,
and hold them in custody for trial :—That the Thesmothete
do send to each of the three a formal summons, to prepare
themselves for trial on a future day before the Dikastery, on
the charge of high treason—and do bring them to trial on the
day named ; assisted by the generals, the ten senators chosen
as auxiliaries, and any other citizen who may please to take
part, as their accusers. Each of the three was to be tried
separately, and if condemned, was to be dealt with according
to the penal law of the city against traitors, or persons guilty
of treason.?

Though all the three persons thus indicated were in Athens,
or at least were supposed to be there, on the day when this
resolution was passed by the Senate, — yet before it was
executed, Onomaklés had fled ; so that Antiphon and Arche-
ptolemus only were imprisoned for trial. They too must have
had ample opportunity for leaving the city, and we might have
presumed that Antiphon would have thought it quite as
necessary to retire as Peisander and Alexiklés. So acute a
man as he, at no time very popular, must have known that
now at least he had drawn the sword against his fellow-citizens
in a manner which could never be forgiven. However, he
chose voluntarily to stay: and this man, who had given orders
for taking off so many of the democratical speakers by private
assassination, received from the democracy, when triumphant,
full notice and fair trial, on a distinct and specific charge.
The speech which he made in his defence, though it did not
procure acquittal, was listened to, not merely with patience,
but with admiration ; as we may judge from the powerful and

3 Onomaklés had been one of the colleagues of Phrynichus, as general of
the armament in Ionia, in the preceding autumn (Thucyd. viii. 25).

In one of the Biographies of Thucydidés (p. xxii. in Dr. Arnold’s edition)
it is stated that Onomaklés was executed along with the other two : but the
document cited in the Pseudo-Plutarch contradicts this, .

2 Plutarch, Vit X. Oratt. p. 834 : compare Xenophon, Hellenic. i. 7, 22,

Apoléxis was one of the accusers of Antiphon: see Harpokration, v.
Sracidrys.
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lasting effect which it produced. Thucydidés describes it as
the most magnificent defence against a capital charge, which
had ever come before him ;1 and the poet Agathon, doubtless
a hearer, warmly complimented Antiphon on his eloquence ;
to which the latter replied, that the approval of one such
discerning judge was in his eyes an ample compensation for
the unfriendly verdict of the multitude. Both he and Arche-
ptolemus were found guilty by the Dikastery and condemned
to the penalties of treason. They were handed over to the
magistrates called the Eleven (the chiefs of executive justice
at Athens) to be put to death by the customary draught of
hemlock. Their properties were confiscated: their houses
were directed to be razed, and the vacant site to be marked by
columns, with the inscription—*The residence of Antiphon
the traitor—of Archeptolemus the traitor.” They were not
permitted to be buried either in Attica or in any territory
subject to Athenian dominion.? Their children, both legiti-
mate and illegitimate, were deprived of the citizenship ; and
the citizen, who should adopt any descendant of either of
them, was to be himself in like manner disfranchised.

Such was the sentence passed by the Dikastery, pursuant to
the Athenian law of treason. It was directed to be engraved
on the same brazen column as the decree of honour to the
slayers of Phrynichus. From that column it was transcribed,
and has thus passed into history.?

1 Thucyd. viii. 68; Aristotel. Ethic. Eudem. iii. 5. Kal! ad7ds Te
(CAvripdv)—apiaTa pafverar Tdv uéxpt éuod, dmép adrév TolTwy ailriabels—
OavdTov dixny amoroynoduevos—** And ke too for himself,” &c. Thucydidés
had just before stated that Antiphon rendered the most valuable service as
an adviser to other litigants, but that he seldom spoke before the people or
the Dikastery himself. The words xal airds 7e, following immediately,
set forth his great efficiency when he did for once plead his own cause.

Riihnken seems quite right (Dissertat. De Antiphont. p. 818 Reisk.) in
considering the oration mwepl uerasrdoews to be Antiphon’s defence of
himself—though Westexrmann (Geschichte der Griechisch. Beredsamkeit,
p- 277) controverts this opinion. This oration is alluded to in several of
the articles in Harpokration.

2 So, Themistoklés, as a traitor, was not allowed to be buried in Attica
(Thucyd. i. 138; Cornel. Nepos. Vit, Themistocl. ii. 10). His friends are
said to have brought his bones thither secretly.

3 Itis given at length in Pseudo-Plutarch, Vit. X. Oratt. pp. 833, 834.
It was preserved by Cszcilius, a Sicilian and rhetorical teacher, of the
Augustan age ; who possessed sixty orations ascribed to Antiphon, twenty-
five of which he considercd to be spurious.

Antiphon left a daugnter, whom Kalleeschrus sued for in marriage
pursuant to the forms of law, being entitled to do so on the score of near
relationship (émedixdoaro). Kalleschrus was himself one of the Four
Hundred—perhaps a brotaer of Kritias, It seems singular that the legal
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How many of the Four Hundred oligarchs actually came to

wﬁtrial or were punished, we have no means of knowing; but
the
[

A

re is ground for believing that none were put to death
cept Antiphon and Archeptolemus—perhaps also Aristarchus,

¥ Me, betrayer of (Enoé to the Beeotians. The latter is said to

1

v

Jaye been formally tried and condemned:! though by what

accident he afterwards came into the power of the Athenians,
after having once effected his escape, we are pot informed.
The property of Peisander (he himself having escaped) was
confiscated, and granted either wholly or in part as a recom-
pense to Apollodorus, one of the assassins of Phrynichus:2
probably the property of the other conspicuous fugitive olig-
archs was confiscated also. Polystratus, another of the Four
Hundred, who had only become a member of that body a few
days before its fall, was tried during absence (which absence
his defenders afterwards accounted for by saying that he had
been wounded in the naval battle off Eretria) and heavily
fined. It seems that each of the Four Hundred was called on
to go through an audit and a trial of accountability (according
to the practice general at Athens with magistrates going out of

power of suing at law for a female in marriage, by right of near kin (0%
émSied{esbar), could extend to a female disfranchised and debarred from
all rights of citizenship.

If we may believe Harpokration, Andron (who made the motion in the
Senate for sending Antiphon and Archeptolemus to trial) had been himself
a member of the Four Hundred oligarchs, as well as Theramenés (Harp.
v. "Avdpwy).

The note of Dr. Arnold, upon that passage (viii. 68) wherein Thucydidés
calls Antiphon éper§i oi8evds forepos—*‘inferior to no man in virtue ’—
well deserves to be consulted. This passage shows in a remarkable
manner, what were the political and private qualities which determined
the esteem of Thucydidés. It shows that his sympathies went along with
the oligarchical party; and that while the exaggerations of opposition
speakers or demagogues, such as those which he imputes to Kleon and
Hyperbolus, provoked his bitter hatred—exaggerations of the oligarchical
warfare, or multiplied assassinations, did not make him like a man the
worse. But it shows at the same time his high candour in the narration
of facts ; for he gives an undisguised revelation both of the assassinations,
and of the treason, of Antiphon.

1 Xenoph. Hellenic. i. 7, 28. This is the natural meaning of the
passage ; though it may also mean that a day for trial was named, but that
Aristarchus did not appear. Aristarchus may possibly have been made
prisoner in one of the engagements which took place between the garrison
of Dekeleia and the Athenians. The Athenian exiles in a body established
themselves at Dekeleia and carried on constant war with the citizens at
Athens: see Lysias, De Bonis Nicie Fratris, Or. xviii. ch. 4, p. 604;
Pro Polystrato, Orat. xx. ¢. 7, p. 688; Andokidés de Mysteriis, ¢. 17,

. 50. )
Py Lysias, De Olei Sacr, Or. vii. ch. 2, p. 263 Reisk.
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office). Such of them as did not appear to this trial were
condemned to fine, to exile, or to have their names recorded
as traitors. But most of those who did appear seem to have
been acquitted, partly, we are told, by bribes to the Logiste
or auditing officers—though some were condemned either to
fine or to partial political disability, along with those hoplites who
had been the most marked partisans of the Four Hundred.!

/

1 ¢¢Quadringentis ipsa dominatio fraudi non fuit; imo qui cum Thera-
mene et Aristocrate steterant, in magno honore habiti sunt : omnibus autem
rationes reddendee fuerunt ; qui solum vertissent, proditores judicati sunt,
nomina in publico proposita’ (Wattenbach, De Quadringentorum Athenis
Factione, p. 65).

From the psephism of Patrokleidés (passed six years subsequently, after
the battle of Agospotamos) we learn that the names of such among the
Four Hundred as did not stay to take their trial, were engraved on pillars
distinet from those who were tried and condemned either to fine or to
various disabilities—Andokidés de Mysteriis, sect. 75-78—Kal doa dviuara
7@y Terparosiwy Tiwds Eyyéypamras, § BAro Ti wep) Ty &v TH dAryapxla
mpax8évrwy EoTi mov yeypapuévor, Ay bwdoa év oThAais yéypanTar
7oy uh évBdde pevdvrwy, &c, (these last names, as the most criminal,
were excepted from the amnesty of Patrokleidés).

‘We here see that there were two categories among the condemned Four
Hundred :—1. Those who remained to stand the trial of accountability, and
were condemned either to a fine which they could not pay, or to some
positive disability. 2. Those who did not remain to stand their trial, and
were condemned gar contumace.

Along with the first category we find other names besides those of the
Four Hundred, found guilty as their partisans—=#AAo 7t (Svoua) wepl Tav év
7§ dAryapxie mpaxBévrwy. Among these partisans we may rank the soldiers
mentioned a little before, sect. 75~—of arparidTal, ols §7t émépeivay enl
Tov Tupdvvwy &v Th méAel, & piv ¥AAa fv dmep Tols HAAots moAirais,
eimeiv & & 79 Sy odr éiv adrois 008¢ BovAedoar—where the preposition
énl seems to signify not simply contemporaneousness, but a sort of intimate
connexion, like the phrase éml mpoordrov olxeiv (see Matthize, Gr, Gr. sect.
584 ; Kiihner, Gr. Gr. sect. 611).

The oration of Lysias pro Polystrato is on several points obscure : but we
make out that Polystratus was one of the Four Hundred who did not come
to stand his trial of accountability, and was therefore condemned in his
absence. Severe accusations were made against him, and he was falsely
asserted to be the cousin, whereas he was in reality only fellow demot, of
Phrynichus (sect. 20, 24, 11). The defence explains his non-appearance by
saying that he had been wounded at the battle of Eretria, and that the trial
took place immediately after the deposition of the Four Hundred (sect. 14,
24). He was heavily fined, and deprived of his citizenship (sect. 13, 33,
38). It would appear that the fine was greater than his property could
discharge : accordingly this fine, remaining unpaid, would become charge-
able upon his sons after his death, and unless they could pay it, they would
come into the situation of insolvent public debtors to the state, which would
debar them from the exercise of the rights of citizenship, so long as the debt
remained unpaid. But while Polystratus was alive, his sons were not
liable to the state for the payment of his fine; and #key therefore still
remained citizens and in the full exercise of their rights, though ke was
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‘ xfdistinptly as we make out the particular proceedings of
J: thd Athenian people at this restoration of the democracy, we
know from Thucydidés that their prudence and moderation
were exemplary. The eulogy, which he bestows in such

gmphatic terms upon their behaviour at this juncture, is
% /thdeed doubly remarkable :! first, because it comes from an
I exile, not friendly to the democracy, and a strong admirer of
bﬂAntiphon ; next, because the juncture itself was one eminently

{rying to the popular morality, and likely to degenerate, by
. :lénqst natur{il tendency, into excess of reactionary vengeance

omd persecution. The democracy was now one hundred years
e old, dating from Kleisthenés—and fifty years old, even dating
from the final reforms of Ephialtés and Periklés ; so that self-
government and political equality were a part of the habitual
sentiment of every man’s bosom—heightened in this case by
the fact that Athens was not merely a democracy, but an
imperial democracy, having dependencies abroad.? At a
moment when, from unparalleled previous disasters, she is
barely able to keep up the struggle against her foreign
enemies, a small knot of her own wealthiest citizens, taking
advantage of her weakness, contrive by a tissue of fraud and
force not less flagitious than skilfully combined, to concentrate
in their own hands the powers of the state, and to tear from
their countrymen the security against bad government, the
sentiment of equal citizenship, and the long-established freedom
of speech. Nor is this all: these conspirators not only plant
an oligarchical sovereignty in the Senate-house, but also sustain
that sovereignty by inviting a foreign garrison from without,

disfranchised. They were three sons, all of whom had served with credit
as hoplites, and even as horsemen, in Sicily and elsewhere. In the speech
before us, one of them prefers a petition to the Dikastery that the sentence
passed against his father may be mitigated—partly on the ground that it
was unmerited, being passed while his father was afraid to stand forward in
his own defence—partly as recompense for distinguished military services of
all the three sons. The speech was delivered at a time later than the
battle of Kynosséma, in the autumn of this year (sect. 31), but not very
long after the overthrow of the Four Hundred, and certainly (I think) long
before the Thirty ; so that the assertion of Taylor (Vit. Lysiz, p. 55) that
a/l the extant orations of Lysias bear date after the Thirty, must be received
with this exception.

1 This testimony of Thucydidés is amply sufficient to refute the vague
assertions in the Oration xxv. of Lysias (Afuov KataAvo. *Amol. sec. 34,
35) about great enormities now committed by the Athenians; though Mr.
Mitford copies these assertions as if they were real history, referring them
to a time four years afterwards (History of Greece, ch. xx. s. I, vol. iv.

. 327).
Py Thucyd. viii. 68.
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and by betraying Athens to her Peloponnesian’ enemies. Two
more deadly injuries it is impossible to imagine ; and from
neither of them would Athens have escaped, if her foreign
enemy had manifested reasonable alacrity. Considering the
immense peril, the narrow escape, and the impaired condition
in which Athens was left notwithstanding her escape—we
might well have expected in the people a violence of reaction-
ary hostility such as every calm observer, while making allow-
ance for the provocation, must nevertheless have condemned ;
and perhaps somewhat analogous to that exasperation which,
under very similar circumstances, had caused the bloody
massacres at Korkyra.l And when we find that this is exactly

the occasion which Thucydidés (an observer rather less than .

impartial) selects to eulogise their good conduct and modera-
tion, we are made deeply sensible of the good habits which
their previous democracy must have implanted in them, and
which now served as a corrective to the impulse of the actual
moment. They had become familiar with the cementing force
of a common sentiment ; they had learnt to hold sacred the
inviolability of law and justice, even in respect to their worst
enemy ; and what was of not less moment, the frequency and
freedom of political discussion had taught them not only to
substitute the contentions of the tongue for those of the sword,
but also to conceive their situation with its present and pro-
spective labilities, instead of being hurried away by blind
retrospective vengeance against the past. /

‘There are few contrasts in Grecian history more memorable
or more instructive, than that between this oligarchical con-
spiracy,—conducted by some of the ablest hands at Athens—
and the democratical movement going on at the same time
in Samos, among the Athenian armament and the Samian

1

d.‘
L™

¢

citizens. In the former we have nothing but selfishness and
personal ambition from the beginning s first, a partnership to”

seize for their own advantage the powers of government—next,
after this object has been accomplished, a breach among the
partners, arising out of disappointment alike selfish, We find
appeal made to nothing but the worst tendencies ; either tricks
to practise upon the credulity of the people, or extra-judicial
murders to work upon their fear. In the latter, on the con-
trary, the sentiment invoked is that 6f Cofimon patriotism, and
equal, publicminded sympathy. That which we read in
Thucydidés—when the soldiers of the armament and the
Samian citizens pledged themselves to each other by solemn
1 See, about the events in Korkyra, vol. vi. ch. 1. p. 299.
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oaths to uphold their democracy, to maintain harmony and
good feeling with each other, to prosecute energetmally the
war against the Peloponnesmns, and to remain at enmity with
the oligarchical conspirators at Athens—is a scene among the -
most dramatic and inspiriting which occurs in his history.!
Moreover we recognise at Samos the same absence of reaction-
ary vengeance as at Athens, after the attack of the oligarchs,
Athenian as well as Samian, has been repelled ; although those
oligarchs had begun by assassinating Hyperbolus and others.
There is throughout this whole democratical movement at
Samos a generous exaltation of common sentiment over per-
sonal, and at the same time an absence of ferocity against
opponents, such as nothing except democracy ever inspired in
the Grecian bosom.

It is indeed true that this was a special movement of
generous enthusiasm, and that the details of a democratical
government correspond to it but imperfectly. Neither in the
life of an individual, nor in that of a people, does the ordinary
and every-day movement appear at all worthy of those particular
seasons in which a man is lifted above his own level, and
becomes capable of extreme devotion and heroism. Yet such
emotions, though their complete predominance is never other-
wise than transitory, have their foundation in veins of sentiment
which are not even at other times wholly extinct, but count
among the manifold forces tending to modify and improve,
if they cannot govern, human action. Even their moments of
transitory predominance leave a luminous tract behind, and
render the men who have passed through them more apt
to conceive again the same generous impulse, though in fainter
degree. "It is one of the merits of Grecian democracy that it
did raise this feeling of equal and patriotic communion ; some-
times, and on rare occasions, like the scene at Samos, with
overwhelming intensity, so as to impassion an unanimous
multitude ; more frequently, in feebler tide, yet such as gave
some chance to an honest and eloquent orator of making
successful appeal to public feeling against corruption or selfish-
ness; Ifwe follow the movements of Antiphon and his fellow-
conspirators at Athens, contemporaneous with the democratical
manifestations at Samos, we shall see that not only was no such
generous impulse included in it, but the success of their scheme
depended upon their being able to strike all common and
active patriotism out of the Athenian bosom. Under the
“cold shade” of their ohgarchy——even if we suppose the

: ¥ Thucyd. viil. 75.
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absence of cruelty and rapacity, which would probably soon
have become rife had their dominion lasted, as we shall presently
learn from the history of the second oligarchy of Thirty—no
sentiment would have been left to the Athenian multitude
except fear, servility, or at best a tame and dumb sequacity te
leaders whom they neither chose nor controlled. ; To those
who regard different forms of government as distinguished.
from each other mainly by the feelings which each tends to
inspire, in magistrates as well as citizens, the contemporaneous
scenes of Athens and Samos will suggest instructive com-
parisons between Grecian oligarchy and Grecian democracy.

CHAPTER LXIII

THE RESTORED ATHENIAN DEMOCRACY, AFTER THE DEPOSITION
OF THE FOUR HUNDRED, DOWN TO THE ARRIVAL OF CYRUS
THE YOUNGER IN ASIA MINOR

Y
THE oligarchy of Four Hundred at Athens (installed in the i::v
Senate-house about February or March 411 B.C., and deposed
about July of the same year), after four or five months of
danger and distraction such as to bring her almost within theaw

v

grasp of her enemies, has now been terminated by the restora-
tion of her democracy ; with what attendant circumstances has
been amply detailed. I now revert to the military and naval
operations on the Asiatic coast, partly contemporaneous withH,v"
the political dissensions at Athens, above described.

It has already been stated that the Peloponnesian fleet of g4
triremes,! having remained not less than 8o days idle at Rhodes,
had come back to Milétus towards the end of March ; with the
intention of proceeding to the rescue of Chios, which a portion
of the Athenian armament under Strombichidés had been for
some time besieging, and which was now in the greatest dis-
tress. The main Athenian fleet at Samos, however, prevented
Astyochus from effecting this object, since he did not think it
advisable tohazard a general battle. Hewas influenced partly by
the bribes, partly by the delusions of Tissaphernés, who sought
only to wear out both parties by protracted war, and who now
professed to be on the point of bringing up the Phenician fleet
to his aid. Astyochus had in his fleet the ships which had
been brought over for co-operation with Pharnabazus at the

1 Thucyd. viil. 44, 45.
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,Hellespont and which were thus equally unable to reach their

%, destination. To meet this difficulty, the Spartan Derkyllidas

uﬁwas sent with a body of troops by land to the Hellespont,

£ th re to join Pharnabazus, in acting against Abydos and

u,:\ ' neighbouring dependenc1es of Athens. Abydos, con-

yhected with Milétus by colonial ties, set the example of

#  revolting from Athens to Derkyllidas and Pharnabazus; an

example followed, two days afterwards, by the neighbouring
town of Lampsakus.

#1t does not_appear that there was at this time any Athenian
‘U’force in the Hellespont; and the news of this danger to the
\ Jempire in a fresh quarter, when conveyed to Chios, alarmed

s Strombxchxdes, the commander of the Athenian besieging arma-
g ..};nent The Chians, driven to despair by increasing famine as
w€well as by want of relief from Astyochus, and having recently
J_" increased their fleet to 36 triremes against the Athenian 32, by

e arrival of 12 ships under Leon (obtained from Milétus
': 7 during the absence of Astyochus at Rhodes), had sallied out
#¥" and fought an obstinate naval battle against the Athenians, with
o some advantage.! Nevertheless Strombichidés felt compelled
immediately to carry away 24 triremes and a body of hoplites
f for the relief of the Hellespont. Hence the Chians became
sufficiently masters of the sea, to provision themselves afresh,
though the Athenian armament and fortified post still remained
on the island. Astyochus also was enabled to recall Leon with
the twelve triremes to Milétus, and thus to strengthen his main
fleet.?
The present appears to have been the time, when the
oligarchical party both in the town and in the camp at Samos,
7 \'were laying their plan of conspiracy as already recounted, and
A when the Athenian generals were divided in opinion—Char-
{* minus siding with this party, Leon and Diomedon against it.

‘Apprised of the reigning dissension, Astyochus thought it a
% ,favourable opportunity for sailing with his whole fleet up to the

harbour of Samos, and offering battle ; but the Athenians were
“ " in no conditien to leave the harbour. He accordmaly returned

to Milétus, where he again remained inactive, in expectation

(real or pretended) of the arrival of the Phenician ships. But

the discontent of his own troops, especially the Syracusan con-
tingent, presently became uncontrollable. They not only
murmured at the inaction of the armament during this precious
moment of disunion in the Athenian camp, but also detected

1 Thucyd. viii. 61, 62. obx &raccor &xorres means a certain success,
not very decisive. 2 Thucyd. viil. 63.
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the insidious policy of Tissaphernés in thus frittering away their
strength without result ; a policy still more keenly brought home
to their feelings by his irregularity in supplying them with pay
and provision, which caused serious distress. To appease their
clamours, Astyochus was compelled to call together a general /{7 -
assembly, the resolution of which was pronounced in favour of ¥
immediate battle. He accordingly sailed from Milétus, with {
his whole fleet of 112 triremes round to the promontory of "%
Mykalé immediately opposite Samos—ordering the Milesian ™,
hoplites to cross the promontory by land to the same point.j}i"
The Athenian fleet, now consisting of only 82 sail, in the .
absence of Strombichidés, was then moored near Glauké on'* °
the mainland of Mykalé : but the public decision just taken by
the Peloponnesians to fight becoming known to them, they
retired to Samos, not being willing to engage with such inferior
numbers.1

It seems to have been during this last interval of inaction on
the part of Astyochus, that the oligarchical party in Samos
made their attempt and miscarried ; the reaction from which
attempt brought about, with little delay, the great democratical
manifestation, and solemn collective oath, of the Athenian
armament—coupled with the nomination of new, cordial, and
unanimous generals. They were now in high enthusiasm,
anxious for battle with the enemy ; and Strombichidés had been
sent for immediately, that the fleet might be united against the
main enemy at Milétus. That officer had recovered Lampsakus,
but had failed in his attempt on Abydos.? Having established
a central fortified station at Sestos, he now rejoined the fleet at
Samos, which by his arrival was increased to 108 sail. e
arrived in the night, when the Peloponnesian fleet was prepar-
ing to renew its attack from Mykalé the next morning, It
consisted of 112 ships, and was therefore still superior in
number to the Athenians. But having now learnt both the
arrival of Strombichidés, and the renewed spirit as well as
unanimity of the Athenians, the Peloponnesian commanders
did not venture to persist in their resolution of fighting. They
returned back to Milétus, to the mouth of which harbour the
Athenians sailed, and had the satisfaction of offering battle to
an unwilling enemy.®

Such confession of inferiority was well calculated to embitter
still further the discontents of the Peloponnesian fleet at Milétus.
Tissaphernés had become more and more parsimonious in fur-
nishing pay and supplies ; while the recall of Alkibiadés to

! Thucyd. viii. 78, 79. 2 Thucyd. viii. 62. ? Thueyd. viii. 79.
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. Samos, which happened just now, combined with the un-
terrupted apparent intimacy between him and the satrap,
(; onfirmed their belief that the latter was intentionally cheating
.A&nd starving them, in the interest of Athens. At the same
}-kl ibme, earnest invitations arrived from Pharnabazus, soliciting
J} he co-operation of the fleet at the Hellespont, with liberal
)/ romises of pay and maintenance. Klearchus, who had been
sent out with the last squadron from Sparta for the express
3 purpose of going to aid Pharnabazus, claimed to be allowed to
%ecute his orders ; while Astyochusalso, having renounced the
idea of any united action, thought it now expedient to divide
the fleet, which he was at a loss how to support. Accordingly
learchus was sent with forty triremes from Milétus to the
ellespont, yet with instructions to evade the Athenians’at
Samos by first stretching out westward into the Agean.
Encountering severe storms, he was forced with the greater
part of his squadron to seek shelter at Delos, and even suffered
so much damage as to return to Milétus, from whence he
himself marched to the Hellespont by land. Ten of his tri-
remes, however, under the Megarian Helixus, weathered the
storm and pursued their voyage to the Hellespont, which was
at this moment unguarded, since Strombichidés seems to have
brought back all his squadron. Helixus passed on unopposed
to Byzantium, a Doric city and Megarian colony, from whence
secret ifivitations had already reached him, and which he now
induced to revolt from Athens. This untoward news ad-
monished the Athenian generals at Samos, whose vigilance the
circuitous route of Klearchus had eluded, of the necessity of
guarding the Hellespont, whither they sent a detachment, and
even attempted in vain to recapture Byzantium. Sixteen fresh
triremes afterwards proceeded from Milétus to the Hellespont
and Abydos, thus enabling the Peloponnesians to watch that
strait as well as the Bosphorus and Byzantium,! and even to
ravage the Thracian Chersonese.
/}} eanwhile the discontents of the fleet at Milétus broke out
! open mutiny against Astyochus and Tissaphernés. Unpaid
b, #and only halffed, the seamen came together in crowds to talk
er their grievances; denouncing Astyochus as having
betrayed them for his own profit to the satrap, who was
. ttreacherously ruining the armament under the inspirations of
Alkibiadés., Even some of the officers, whose silence had been
hitherto purchased, began to hold the same language; per-
ceiving that the mischief was becoming irreparable, and that
1 Thucyd. viii. 80-99.

Al
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the men were actually on the point of desertion. Above all,
the incorruptible Hermokratés of Syracuse, and Dorieus the
Thurian commander, zealously espoused the claims of their
seamen, who being mostly freemen (in greater proportion than
the crews of the Peloponnesian ships), went in a body to
Astyochus, with loud complaints and demand of their arrears
of pay. But the Peloponnesian general received them with
haughtiness and even with menace, lifting up his stick to strike
the commander Dorieus while advocating their cause. Such
was the resentment of the seamen that they rushed forward to
pelt Astyochus with missiles: he took refuge, however, on a
neighbouring altar, so that no actual mischief was done.! Alat
Nor was the discontent confined to the seamen of the fleet. |
The Milesians also, displeased and alarmed at the fort which e
Tissaphernés had built in their town, watched an opportunity of ()"'3
attacking it by surprise, and expelled his garrison. Though the j»
armament in general, now full of antipathy against the satrap, (¥
sympathised in this proceeding, yet the Spartan commissioner 6-\:&
Lichas censured it severely; intimating to the Milesians that i
they, as well as the other Greeks in the king’s territory, were
bound to be subservient to Tissaphernés within all reasonable .
limits—and even to court him by extreme subservience, until ¥
the war should be prosperously terminated. It appears that in | |
other matters also, Lichas had enforced instead of mitigating -
the authority of the satrap over them ; so that the Milesians )
now came to hate him vehemently,? and when he shortly N
afterwards died of sickness, they refused permission to bury him
in the spot (probably some place of honour) which his surviv-
ing countrymen had fixed upon. Though Lichas in these
enforcements only carried out the stipulations of his treaty with
Persia, yet it is certain that the Milesians, instead of acquiring
autonomy according to the general promises of Sparta, were
now further from it than ever, and that imperial Athens had
protected them against Persia much better than Sparta. M
The subordination of the armament, however, was now
almost at an end, when Mindarus arrived from Sparta as
admiral to supersede Astyochus, who was summoned home and \n
took his departure. Both Hermokratés and some Milesiarg¥?
deputies availed themselves of this opportunity to go to Spartag,

1 Thucyd. viii. 83, 84.

2 Thucyd. viii. 84. ‘O pévroi Alxas ofire hpéorero abrols, &pn ve xpivar
Tiwoapépyer kal SovAedew Minolovs kal Tobs ¥AAovs & 7§ Bacihéws T&
pérpra, wal émifepamedery €ws by TOv mwoneuoy €d Bdvrar.  Of 3¢ MiAfouo
apyllovrd Te abT@ ral 5id radra kal 8 4AAa TowvTdTpoma, &c.
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for the purpose of preferring complaints against Tissaphernés ;
while the latter on his part sent thither an envoy named Gaulites
(a Karian brought up in equal familiarity with the Greek and
Karian languages) both to defend himself against the often-
repeated charges of Hermokratés, that he had been treacher-
ously withholding the pay under concert with Alkibiadés and
the Athenians—and to denounce the Milesians on his own side,
as having wrongfully demolished his fort.] At the same time,
he thought it necessary to put forward a new pretence, for the
purpose of strengthening the negotiations of his envoy at Sparta,
soothing the impatience of the armament, and conciliating the
new admiral Mindarus. He announced that the Phenician
fleet was on the point of arriving at Aspendus in Pamphylia,
and that he was going thither to meet it, for the purpose of
bringing it up to the seat of war to co-operate with the Pelopon-
nesians. He invited Lichas to accompany him, and engaged
to leave Tamos at Milétus, as deputy during his absence, with
orders to furnish pay and maintenance to the fleet.?

Mindarus, a new commander without any experience of the
mendacity of Tissaphernés, was imposed upon by his plausible
assurance, and even captivated by the near prospect of so
powerful a reinforcement. He despatched an officer named

JPhilippus with two triremes round the Triopian Cape to Aspen-
" Mdus, while the satrap went thither by land.
?’,g}“ Here again was a fresh delay of no inconsiderable length,

Yo
¥

'/‘f.

while Tissaphernés was absent at Aspendus, on this ostensible

' Mpurpose. Some time elapsed before Mindarus was undeceived,

fw\fﬁr Philippus found the Phenician fleet at Aspendus, and was

therefore at first full of hope that it was really coming onward.
7 But the satrap soon showed that his purpose now, as heretofore,

jwas nothing better than delay and delusion. The Phenician

ships were 147 in number; & fleet more than sufficient for
concluding the maritime war, if brought up to act zealously.
But Tissaphernés affected to think that this was a small force,
unworthy of the majesty of the Great King; who had com-
manded a fleet of 300 sail to be fitted out for the service.? He
waited for some time in pretended expectation that more ships

! Thucyd. viii. 85. ® Thucyd. viii. 87.

3 Thucyd. viii. 87. This greater total, which Tissaphernés pretended
that the Great King purposed to send, is specified by Diodorus at 300 sail.
Thucydidés does not assign any precise number (Diodor. xiii. 38, 42, 46).

On a subsequent occasion, too, we hear of the Phenician fleet as intended
to be augmented to a total of 300 sail (Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 4, 1). It seems
to have been the sort of standing number for a fleet worthy of the Persian
king.
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were on their way, disregarding all the remonstrances of the
Lacedemonian officers.

Presently arrived the Athenian Alkibiadés, with thirteenv\\\;ﬁ
Athenian triremes, exhibiting himself as on the best terms with }'
the satrap. He too had made use of the approaching Phenician ¥4
fleet to delude his countrymen at Samos, by promising to go &;vﬁ‘
and meet Tissaphernés at Aspendus; so as to determine him, !, ,J
if possible, to etriploy the fleet in aid of Athens—but at the
very least, nof to employ it in aid -of Sparta. The latter
alternative of the promise was sufficiently safe, for he knew well ,
that Tissaphernés had no intention of applying the fleet to any s
really efficient purpose. But he was thereby enabled to take'w["
credit with his countrymen for having been the means of .
diverting such a formidable reinforcement from the enemy. P

Partly the apparent confidence between Tissaphernés and
Alkibiadés—partly the impudent shifts of the former, grounded
on the incredible pretence that the fleet was insufficient in
number—at length satisfied Philippus that the present was
only a new manifestation of deceit. After a long and vexatious
interval, he apprised Mindarus—not without indignant abuse
of the satrap—that nothing was to be hoped from the fleet at .
Aspendus. Yet the proceeding of Tissaphernés, indeed, in ‘\
bringing up the Phenicians to that place, and still w1thhold1ng
the order for further advance and action, was in every one’s
eyes mysterious and unaccountable. Some fancied that he dldk'(*
it with a view of levying larger bribes from the Phenicians’y*
themselves, as a premium for being sent home without fighting,
as it appears that they actually were. But Thucydidés supposesq"
that he had no other motive than that which had determinedy
his behaviour during the last year—to protract the war and v
impoverish both Athens and Sparta, by setting up a fresh
deception, which would last for some weeks, and thus procure
so much delay.! The historian is doubtless right : but without
his assurance, it would have been difficult to believe, that the
maintenance of a fraudulent pretence, for so inconsiderable a
time, should have been held as an adequate motive for bringing
this large fleet from Phenicia to Aspendus, and then sending it
away unemployed.

Having at length lost his hope of the Phenician ships, Min-
darus resolved to break off all dealing with the perfidious
Tissaphernés—the more so as Tamos, the deputy of the latter,
though left ostensibly to pay and keep the fleet, performed that
duty with greater irregularity than ever—and to conduct his

! Thucyd. viii. 87, 88, 0.
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fleet to the Hellespont into co-operation with Pharnabazus, who
yf/’still continued his promises and invitations. The Peloponne-
;" sian fleet! (73 triremes strong, after deducting 13 which had
v been sent under Dorieus to suppress some disturbances in
C,‘n_Rhodes) having been carefully prepared beforehand, was put
* o1n motion by sudden order, so that no previous intimation
v, might reach the Athenians at Samos. After having been
¢ delayed some days at Tkarus by bad weather, Mindarus reached
Chios in safety. But here he was pursued by Thrasyllus, who
# passed, with 55 triremes, to the northward of Chios, and was
AWthus between the Lacedzmonian admiral and the Hellespont.
Believing that Mindarus would remain some time at Chios,
~. #Lhrasyllus placed scouts both on the high lands of Lesbos and
“son the continent opposite Chios, in order that he might receive
#instant notice of any movement on the part of the enemy’s
; fleet.? Meanwhile he employed his Athenian force in reducing
7" the Lesbian town of Eresus, which had been lately prevailed on
to revolt by a body of 300 assailants from Kymé under the
Theban Anaxander—partly Methymnzan exiles with some
political sympathisers, partly mercenary foreigners—who suc-
ceeded in carrying Eresus after failing in an attack on Me-
thymna. Thrasyllus found before Eresus a small Athenian
squadron of five triremes under Thrasybulus, who had been
despatched from Samos to try and forestall the revolt, but had
arrived too late. He was further joined by two triremes from
the Hellespont, and by others from Methymna, so that his
entire fleet reached the number of 67 triremes, with which
he proceeded to lay siege to Eresus; trusting to his scouts
for timely warning in case the enemy’s fleet should move
northward.

The course which Thrasyllus expected the Peloponnesian
fleet to take, was to sail from Chios northward through the
strait which separates the north-eastern portion of that island
from Mount Mimas on the Asiatic mainland: after which it
would probably sail past Eresus on the western side of Lesbos,
as being the shortest track to the Hellespont—though it might
also go round on the eastern side between Lesbos and the

! Diodor. xiii. 38.

2 Thucyd. vili. 100. Alc8duevos 8¢ 8r: & 7§ Xlg efn, xal vouloas
alrdy kabéfew alTaob, oromobs uév kareoThoato kal év TH AéoBy, kal év
7§ avrimépas Amelpo, el &pa wor kwotvto af vijes, §wws uh Adfotev, &c.

I construe 7§ &vrerépas fmelpg as meaning the mainland opposite Ctios,
not opposite Lesbos. The words may admit either sense, since X{p and

adTol appear so immediately before: and the situation for the scouts was
much more suitable, opposite the northern portion of Ctzos,
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continent, by a somewhat longer route. The Athenian scouts W
were planted so as to descry the Peloponnesian fleet if it either
nassed through this strait or neared the island of Lesbos. But 4}/
Mindarus did neither ; thus eluding their watch and reaching '\\/
the Hellespont without the knowledge of the Athenians. W
‘Having passed two days in provisioning his ships, receiving
‘besides from the Chians three tesserakosts (a Chian coin of ;
‘unknown value) for each man among his seamen, he departed {#
on the third day from Chios, but took a southerly route and Wt
rounded the island in all haste on its western or sea side.
Having reached and passed the northern latitude of Chios, he
took an eastward course, with Lesbos at some distance to his
left-hand, direct to the mainland; which he touched at a
harbour called Karterii in the Phokzan territory. Here he
istopped to give the crew their morning meal: he then crossed

lthe arc of the Gulf of Kymé to the little islets called Arginusa
(close on the Asiatic continent opposite Mityléné), where he
iagain halted for supper. Continuing his voyage onward during
Emost part of the night, he was at Harmat(s (on the continent,
\directly northward and opposite to Methymna) by the next
iday’s morning meal : then still hastening forward after a short
thalt, he doubled Cape Lektum, sailed along the Troad and
past Tenedos, and reached the entrance of the Hellespont
before midnight ; where his ships were distributed at Sigetum,
Rheeteium, and other neighbouring places.!

1 Thucyd. vili. 101. The latter portion of this voyage is sufficiently
distinct ; the earlier portion less so. I describe it in the text differently
‘rom all the best and most recent editors of Thucydidés; from whom I
dissent with the less reluctance, as they all here take the gravest liberty
with his text, inserting the negative od o7 pure conjecture, without the
authority of a single MS. Niebuhr has laid it down as almost a canon of
criticism that this is never to be done: yet here we have Kriiger recom-
mending it, and Haack, Goéller, Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and M. Didot, all
adopting it as a part of the text of Thucydidés; without even following the
caution of Bekker in his small edition, who admonishes the reader by
enclosing the word in brackets. Nay, Dr. Arnold goes so far as to say in
his note, ““ 7Thés correction is so certain and so necessary, that it only shows
the inattention of the earlier editors that it was not made long since.”

The words of Thucydidés, without this correction and as they stood
universally before Haack’s edition (even in Bekker’s edition of 1821), are—

‘0 8¢ Mivdapos év TolTe xal af éx Ths Xfov Tdv HeAomovwnaiwv vies
émoimioduevar Svoly fuépats, kal AaBdvres mapd Tév Xlwy Tpels Tecoapa-
xootds Ekacros Xlas 79 Tplry 81d Taxéwy &mwafpoveiv &k THs Xiov
meAdyiar, Tva uh mepirdixwot Tals & 7§ 'Epéoo vavely, aAAY
év dpiorepd THv AéoBov Exovres EmAeov éxl THv fmerpow.
Kal mpooBaAdvres ths dwkaldos & Tdv & Kaprepelots Auéva, ral éptoTomoin-
odpevor, mapamheboavres Thy Kvpalay Semvomoodvrar &v *Apywwolaats 7is
fweipov, & 7§ dvTimépas Ths MituAdrns, &c.
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By this welllaid course, and accelerated voyage, the
Peloponnesian fleet completely eluded the lookers-out of

Haack and the other eminent critics just mentioned, all insist that these
words as they stand are absurd and contradictory, and that it is indis-
pensable to insert od before meadyiar; so that the sentence stands in their
editions dwafpovoiy ¢k 7is Xiov ob meAdytar. They all picture to
themselves the fleet of Mindarus as sailing from the town of Chios nort4-
ward, and going out at the northern strait. Admitting this, they say,
plausibly enough, that the words of the old text involve a contradiction, !
because Mindarus would be going in the direction towards Eresus, and not
away from it ; though even then, the propriety of their correction would’
be disputable. But the word weAdyios, when applied to ships departing
from Chios—though it may perhaps mean that they round the north-
eastern corner of the island and then strike west round Lesbos—yet means
also as naturally, and more naturally, to announce them as departing by the
outer sea, ox sailing on the sea side (round the southern and western coast)
of the island. Accept this meaning, and the old words construe perfectly,
well. ’Amalpew éx Tiis Xfov weAdyios is the natural and proper phrase for!
describing the circuit of Mindarus round the south and west coast of Chios.
This, too, was the only way by which he could have escaped the scouts and
the ships of Thrasyllus: for which same purpose of avoiding Atheniar
ships, we find (viii. 80) the squadron of Klearchus, on another occasion,
making a long circuit out to sea. If it be supposed (which those who read{
ob meAdyiar must suppose) that Mindarus sailed first up the northern strait
between Chios and the mainland, and then turned his course east towards,
Phokeea, this would have been the course which Thrasyllus expected that]
he would take ; and it is hardly possible to explain why he was not seen|
both by the Athenian scouts as well as by the Athenian garrison at their:
station of Delphinium on Chios itself. Whereas by taking the circuitous!
route round the southern and western coast, he never came in sight either’
of one or the other ; and he was enabled, when he got round to the
latitude north of the island, to turn to the right and take a straight
easterly course with Lesbos on his left hand, but at a sufficient distance from
land to be out of sight of all scouts. *Avdyecfa: éx 75 Xlov merdytos (Xen.
Hellen. ii. 1, 17) means to strike into the open sea, quite clear of the coast
of Asia: that passage does not decisively indicate whether the ships
rounded the south-east or the north-east corner of the island.

We are here told that the seamen of Mindarus received from the Chians
per head zkree Chian tessarakostw. Now this is a small Chian coin, no-
where else mentioned ; and it is surprising to find so petty and local a
denomination of money here specified by Thucydidés, contrasted with the
different manner in which Xenophon describes Chian payments to the Pelo-
ponnesian seamen (Hellen. 1. 6, 12; ii. I, §). But the voyage of Mindarus
round the south and west of the island explains the circumstance. He
must have landed twice on the island during this circumnavigation (perhaps
starting in the evening), for dinner and supper : and this Chian coin (which
probably had no circulation out of the island) served each man to buy pro-
visions at the Chian landing-places. It was not convenient to Mindarus to
take aboard more provisions in kind at the town of Chios ; beeause he had
already aboard a stock of provisions for two days—the subsequent portion of
his voyage, along the coast of Asia to Sigeium, during which he could not
afford time to halt and buy them, and where indeed the territory was not
friendly.

It is enough if I can show that the old text of Thucydidés will construe
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Thrasyllus, and reached the opening of the Hellespont when
that admiral was barely apprised of its departure from Chios.
When it arrived at Harmat(s, however, opposite to and almost
within sight of the Athenian station at Methymna, its progress
could no longer remain a secret. As it advanced still farther
along the Troad, the momentous news circulated everywhere,
and was promulgated through numerous fire-signals and
beacons on the hill, by friend as well as by foe. ’
These signals were perfectly visible, and perfectly intelligible,w"'
to the two hostile squadrons now on guard on each side of the \l{)@
Hellespont : eighteen Athenian triremes at Sestos in Europe—\¢" ,
sixteen Peloponnesian triremes at Abydos in Asia. To the
former, it was destruction to be caught by this powerful enemy g)‘
iin the narrow channel of the Hellespont. They quitted Sesto ]
in the middle of the night, passing opposite to Abydos, and¥ %

eeping a southerly course close along the shore of theW™
hersonese, in the direction towards ElzQs at the southern w
xtremity of that peninsula, so as to have the chance of escape
n the open sea and of joining Thrasyllus. But they would not
have been allowed to pass even the hostile station at Abydos,
had not the Peloponnesian guardships received the strictest
orders from Mindarus, transmitted before he left Chios, or
perhaps even before he left Milétus, that if he should attempt
the start, they were to keep a vigilant and special look-out for
+his coming, and reserve themselves to lend him such assistance
as might be needed, in case he were attacked by Thrasyllus.
very well, without the violent intrusion of this conjectural od. But I can
show more : for this negative actually renders even the construction of the
sentence awkward at least, if not inadmissible. Surely, &ralpovow ob werd-
yiat, dAA—ought to be followed by a correlative adjective or participle
pelonging to the same verb &walpovow: yet if we take &xovres as such
. correlative participle, how are we to construe wAeov ? In order to express
'the serse which Haack brings out, we ought surely to have different words,
‘such as —odx &wipav éx tiis Xfov meAdyia, GAN &v dpioTepd Thy AéoBov
Exovres Emheoy éml Ty fmeipov.  Even the change of tense from present to
past, when we follow the construction of Haack, is awkward ; while if we
understand the words in the sense which I propose, the change of tense is
erfectly admissible, since the two verbs do not both refer to the same
ovement or to the same portion of the voyage. ¢ The fleet starts from
hios owt by the sea-side of the island ; but when it came to have Lesbos on
he left-hand, it sailed straight to the continent.”

T hope that I am not too late to make good my «ypaphy tevlas, or protest
against the vnwarranted right of Thucydidean citizenship which the recent
editors have conferred upon this word ov in c. 101. The old text ought
ertainly to be restored ; or if these editors maintain their views, they ought
at least to enclose the word in brackets. In the edition of Thucydides,
published at Leipsic, 1845, by C. A. Koth, I observe that the text is still
ycorrectly printed, without the negative,
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When the signals first announced the arrival of Mindarus, th¢
Peloponnesian guardships at Abydos could not know in what
position he was, nor whether the main Athenian fleet might
not be near upon him. Accordingly they acted on these
previous orders, holding themselves in reserve in their station at
Abydos, until daylight should arrive, and they should be better
informed. They thus neglected the Athenian Hellespontine
squadron in its escape from Sestos to Elels.! ’

1 Thucyd. viii. 102. OI 3 'ABpvaios év 7§ Smord, . . . . &s abrols of Te
¢ppuetwpol éofuavor, kal fobdvorto T4 wupd éEalpyns TOAAG év T moheul
pavévra, Eyvaoar 81t domAdovow of Teromovyhaior. Kal 7iis adris Tabrys
vuiTds bs elxov Tdxovs, bwopltavres Ti Xepoorioy, wapémheov én’ *EAatoby-
Tos, BovAduevor demAcboar & Thy edpuxwplay Tas 1@y moheplwy vads. Kal
Tas pev év ’ABUdy éxxaldexa vais Exalboy, mpoecipnuéyrns pu
Aakiis 79 Pinly énimrg, rws adrdv dvakds Efovouy, Hyv éx
TAéwor Tis 8¢ uerd Tod Mwddpov Gua éw xariddvres, &c.

Here, again, we have a difficult text, which has much perplexed the com
mentators, and which I venture to translate (as it stands in my text) diffe
ently from all of them. The words—wpocipnuérns ¢vAaxiys TG PiAf
érimAg, dmws abrdv dvaxds €ovaw, v éxmAéwoi—are explained by the Schy
liast to mean—** Although watch had been enjoined to them (z.e. to th
Peloponnesian guard-squadron at Abydos) by the friendly approaching fleet
(of Mindarus), that they should keep strict guard on the Athenians at Sestos,
in case the latter should sail out.”

Dr. Arnold, Géller, Poppo, and M. Didot, all accept this construction
though all agree that it is most harsh and confused. The former says,
¢ This again is most strangely intended Lo mean, mpoetpnuévov abrois Hw
T&y éminAedvTwy ¢lAwy Qurdeoew Tods woreulous.”

To construe 7¢ ¢uAly émiriy as equivalent to smd 7@y émmAhedvroy piwr
is certainly such a harshness as we ought to be very glad to escape. An §
the construction of the Scholiast involves another liberty which I cannot burt
consider as objectionable. He supplies, in his paraphrase, the word kafro:
—although~—from his own imagination. There is no indication of a/tkoug?,
either express or implied, in the text of Thucydidés ; and it appears to me
hazardous to assume into the meaning so decisive a particle without any
authority. The genitive absolute, when annexed to the main predication
affirmed in the verb, usually denotes something naturally connected with it
in the way of cause, concomitancy, explanation, or modification—not some-
thing opposed to it, requiring to be prefaced by an a/tkough ; if this lattex
be intended, then the word a/tkough is expressed, not left to be understood
After Thucydidés has told us that the Athenians at Sestos escaped thei
opposite enemies at Abydos—when he next goes on to add somethir
under the genitive absolute, we expect that if should be a new fact whic
explains why or how they escaped : but if the new fact which he tells us
far from explaining the escape, renders it more extraordinary (such as, th:
the Peloponnesians had received strict orders to watch them), he woul
surely prepare the reader for this new fact by an express particle such a;
although or notwithstanding, ** The Athenians escaped, although the Pelo
ponnesians had received the strictest orders to watch them and block then
up.” As nothing equivalent to, or implying, the adversative particlt
although is to be found in the Greek words, so I infer, as a high proba.
bility, that it is not to be sought in the meaning.
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On arriving about daylight near the southern point of the
Chersonese, these Athenians were descried by the fleet of

Differing from the commentators, I think that these words—mpoetpnuévns
suhariis 76 ¢iMlp érlady, imws abrév dvaxds Ekovow, Hv éxmAéwoi—do
wssign the reason for the fact which had been immediately before announced,
und which was really extraordinary ; viz. that the Athenian squadron was
Jlowed to pass by Abydos, and escape from Sestos to Eleelis. That reason
was, that the Peloponnesian guard-squadron had before received special
orders from Mindarus, 0 concentrate its attention and watchfulness upon kis
approaching squadrorn ; hence it arose that they left the Athenians at Sestos
unnoticed.

The words 7¢ ¢irly émimAe are equivalent to 7§ 7&dv ¢iAwy énimAg,
and the pronoun ad T &, which immediately follows, refers to ¢{Awy (2ke
approaching fleet of Mindarus), not to the Athenians at Sestos, as the
Scholiast and the commentators construe it. This mistake about the
eference of abrdv seems to me to have put them all wrong.

That v¢ ¢pirly éminAe must be construed as equivalent to ¢ 7&v pfAwy
tirAg is certain : but it is not equivalent to d#d 7@y émmAedrrwy pirwr—
or is it possible to construe the words as the Scholiast would understand

em—*‘ orders had been previously given by the approach (ov arrival) of
ety friends ;" whereby we should turn é émfmAovs into an acting and

mmanding personality. The *“ approach of their friends” is an event—
thich may properly be said ‘“to have produced an effect ”—but which
annot be said ‘“ to have given previous orders.” It appears to me that r§
sirly érimhg is the dative case governed by ¢vAaxiis— ‘@ look-out for the
rrival of the Peloponnesians” having been enjoined (upon these guard-
hips at Abydos)—*“ Tey rad been ordered fo watch for the approacking
oyage of their friends”’ The English preposition for expresses here
xactly the sense of the Greek dative—that is, the odject, purpose, or persons
vhose benefit is referred fo.

The words immediately succeeding—iwws adrédy (tév ¢iAwv) dvaxas

ovaw, By éemAéwoi—are an expansion of consequences intended to follow
rom—ouAaxfis 76 ¢iAly énlxie. ‘° They shall watch for the approach of
‘e main fleet, in order that they may devote special and paramount regard to

its safety, in case it makes a start.” For the phrase évaxds &xew, compare
Herodot. i. 24 ; vili. 109. Plutarch, Theseus, c. 33, avax&s, pvrartiis,
TpovonTikds, émueAds—the notes of Arnold and Goller here; and
{ithner, Gr. Gr. sect. 533, &vaxds &xew Twds for émuerelofar. The
vords dvaxis &xetv express the anxious and special vigilance which the
*eloponnesian squadron at Abydos was directed to keep for the arrival of
dindarus and his fleet, which was a matter of doubt and danger : but they

‘ould not be properly applicable to the duty of that squadron as respects

\e opposite Athenian squadron at Sestos, which was hardly of superior force
_themselves, and was besides an avowed enemy, in sight of their own port.

Lastly, the words v éxmAéworrefer 2o Mindarus and his fleet about to start

om Ghaos, as thetr subject—not to the Athenians at Sestos.

The whole sentence would stand thus, if we dismiss the peculiarities of

aucydidés and express the meaning in common Greek—Kal 7as uév év

B03p éxraldera vas ("Abnvaio) ENabov: wpoelpnro yap (éxelvais Tals vavoly)
vAdogoew Tdv émlimhovy Tav PlAwy, drws adTév (rdv ¢lAwr) dvaxds
tovow, #v ékmAéwei. The verb ¢uvAdosew here (and of course the
bstract substantive ¢uvAaxh which represents it) signifies to wa#% for or
vait for : like Thucyd. ii. 3, pvAdiavres &t vinra, kal abrd Td meploppov ;
iso viil. 41, épvAacae.
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V‘/however of four triremes, one even captured with all the crew!
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~,
Mindarus which had come the night before to the opposity,
stations of Sigeium and Rheeteium. The latter immediately ,
gave chase: but the Athenians, now in the wide sea, contrived ,
to escape most of them to Imbros—not without the loss

7 on board, near the temple of Protesilaus at Elefls: the crews

A
- :}g the squadron from Abydos, and their united force (eighty- ‘
X 780

f the other three escaped ashore. Mindarus was now joined

triremes strong) was employed for one day in trying to
rm Ele@s. Failing in this enterprise, the fleet retired to
Abydos. Before all could arrive there, Thrasyllus with his
fleet arrived in haste from Eresus, much disappointed that his
scouts had been eluded and all his calculations bafled. Two

If we construe the words in this way, they will appear in perfect
harmony with the general scheme and purpose of Mindarus. That admiral
is bent upon carrying his fleet to the Hellespont, but to avoid an action
with Thrasyllus in doing so. This is difficult to accomplish, and can only
be done by great secrecy of proceeding, as well as by an wnusual route.
He sends orders beforehand from Chios (perhaps even from Milétus, before
he quitted that place) to the Peloponnesian squadron guarding the Helles-
pont at Abydos. He contemplates the possible case that Thrasyllus may
detect his plan, intercept him on the passage, and perhaps block him up or
compel him to fight in some roadstead or bay on the coast opposite Lesbos,
or on the Troad (which would indeed have come to pass, had he been seen
by a single hostile fishing-boat in rounding the island of Chios). Now the
orders sent forward, direct the Peloponnesian squadron at Abydos what
they are to do in this contingency ; since without such orders, the captain
of the squadron would not have known what to do, assuming Mindarus to
be intercepted by Thrasyllus—whether to remain on guard at the Helles-
pont, which was his special duty ; or to leave the Hellespont unguarded,
keep his attention concentrated on Mindarus, and come forth to help him.
‘¢ Let your first thought be to ensure the safe arrival of the main fleet at
the Hellespont, and to come out and render help to it, if it be attacked in
its route ; even though it be necessary for that purpose to leave the Helles-
pont for a time unguarded.” Mindarus could not tell beforehand the exact
moment when he would start from Chios—nor was it indeed absolutely
certain that he would start at all, if the enemy were watching him : his
orders were therefore sent, conditional upon his being able to get off (h»
ékmaéwoi). But he was lucky enough, by the well-laid plan of his
voyage, to get to the Hellespont without encountering an enemy. The
Peloponnesian squadron at Abydos, however, having received his special
orders—when the fire-signals acquainted them that he was approaching,
thought only of keeping themselves in reserve to lend him assistance if he
needed it, and neglected the Athenians opposite. As it was night, pro-
bably the best thing which they could do, was to wait in Abydos for day-
light, until they could learn particulars of his position, and how or where
they could render aid.

We thus see both the general purpose of Mindarus, and in what manner
the-orders which he had transmitted to the Peloponnesian squadron at
Abydos, brought about indirectly the escape of the Athenian squadron °
without interruption from Sestos.
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Pcloponnesian triremes, which had been more adventurous than
he rest in pursuing the Athenians, fell into his hands. He
waited at ElaQs the return of the fugitive Athenian squadron
rom Imbrog, and then began to prepare his triremes, seventy-
ix in number, for a general action.

After five days of such preparation, his fleet was brought to
sattle, sailing northwards towards Sestos up the Hellespont,

y single ships ahead, along the coast of the Chersonese, or on
he European side. The left or most advanced squadron
inder Thrasyllus, stretched even beyond the headland called
{ynosséma, or the Dog’s Tomb, ennobled by the legend and
he chapel of the Trojan queen Hecuba: it was thus nearly ‘e
ypposite Abydos, while the right squadron under Thrasybulus :S) .
vas not very far from the southern mouth of the strait, nearly'\\
ypposite Dardanus. Mindarus on his side brought into actionyy’
ighty-six triremes (ten more than Thrasyllus in total number),'\
Mendmg from Abydos to Dardanus on the Asiatic shore ; the
jyracusans under Hermokratés being on the right, opposed W
o Thrasyllus, while Mindarus with the Peloponnesian V/w
hips was on the left opposed to Thrasybulus. The epxbatae&_b"p
r maritime hoplites on board the ships of Mindarus are A
aid to have been superior to the Athenians, but the latter W
ad the advantage in skilful pilots and. nautical manceuv-
Ing : nevertheless the des-cnptlon of the battle tells us
iow much Athenian manceuvring had fallen off since the
dories of Phormion at the beginning of the Peloponnesian
var ; nor would that eminent seaman have selected for
he scene of a naval battle the narrow waters of the Helles-
jont.  Mindarus took the aggressive, advancing to attack near
he European shore, and trying to outflank his opponents on
soth sides, as well as to drive them up against the land.
Chrasyllus on one wing, and Thrasybulus on the other, by
aptd movements, extended themselves so as to frustrate this
ittempt to outflank them ; but in so doing, they stripped and
Ldkened the centre, which was even deprived of the sight of

e left wing by means of the projecting headland of Kynos-
eme. Thus unsupported, the centre was vigorously attacked
ind roughly handled by the middle division of Mindarus. Its
thips were driven up against the land, and the assailants even
iseribarked to push their victory against the men ashore. But
nis partial success threw the central Peloponnesian division
self into disorder, while Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus carried
a conflict at first equal, and presently victorious, against the
ips on the right and left of the enemy. Having driven back
VOL. VIIL E
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both these two divisions, they easily chased away the disorder.j
ships of the centre, so that the whole Peloponnesian fleet w
put to flight, and found shelter first in the river Meidius, ne!
in Abydos. The narrow breadth of the Hellespont forbad
either long pursuit or numerous captures. Nevertheless eigt
Chian ships, five Corinthians, two Ambrakian and as man
Beeotian, and from Sparta, Syracuse, Pelléne and Leukas, oy
each—fell into the hands of the Athenian admirals ; who hor
ever on their own side lost fifteen ships. They erected a trog. .
on the headland of Kynosséma, near the tomb or chapel ¢
Hecuba ; not omitting the usual duties of burying their ow.
dead, and giving up those of the enemy under the customar
request for truce.!

A victory so incomplete and indecisive would bave been littl

‘ W valued by the Athenians, in the times preceding the Sicilia:

Ve{

expedition. But since that overwhelming disaster, followed b
o many other misfortunes, and last of all, by the defeat ¢

/5 S Thymocharis with the revolt of Eubcea—their spirit had bee!

W

sadly lowered, that the trireme which brought the news «

R’Q" L’\,r :
- vV the battle of Kynosséma, seemingly towards the end of Augu
A

411 B.C., was welcomed with the utmost delight and triump!
They began to feel as if the ebb-tide had reached its lowe
point, and had begun to turn in their favour, holding out s

hopes of ultimate success in the war. Another piece of gc

fortune soon happened to strengthen this belief. Mindar

was compelled to reinforce himself at the Hellespont by sendii
Hippokratés and Epiklés to bring the fleet of fifty triremes no
acting at Eubcea.? This was in itself an important relief t
Athens, by withdrawing an annoying enemy near home. Bt
it was still further enhanced by the subsequent misfortunes ¢
the fleet, which in passing round the headland of Mount Athol
to get to Asia, was overtaken by a terrific storm and nearl
destroyed, with great loss of life among the crews; so that
remnant only under Hippokratés survived to join Mindarus.3

1 Thucyd. viil. 105, 106 ; Diodor. xiii. 39, 40.

The general account which Diodorus gives of this battle, is, even in :
most essential features, not reconcileable with Thucydidés. It is vain
try to blend them. I have been able to borrow from Diodorus hardly ar,
thing except his statement of the superiority of the Athenian pilots, and t
Peloponnesian epibatee. He states that twenty-five fresh ships arrived
join the Athenians in the middle of the battle, and determined the victo,
in their favour : this circumstance is evidently borrowed from the subs
quent conflict a few months afterwards.

We owe to him, however, the mention of the chapel or tomb of Hect
on the headland of Kynosséma. 2 Thucyd. viii. 107 ; Diodor. xiii.

3 Diodor. xiii., 41. It is probable that this fleet was in great
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' But though Athens was thus exempted from all fear of
- aggression on the side of Eubcea, the consequences of this
departure of the fleet were such as to demonstrate how irrepar-A«
ably the island itself had passed out of her supremacy. ‘lhe " 5
inhabitants of Chalkis and the other cities, now left without{,,
foreign defence against her, employed themselves jointly with thegw™
Boeotians, whose interest in the case was even stronger than their, W
> own, in divesting Eubcea of its insular character, by construct- \ &
.ng a mole or bridge across the Euripus, the narrowest portioﬁb‘v
of the Eubcean strait, where Chalkis was divided from Beeotia, » "\ "
From each coast a mole was thrown out, each mole guarded ag. A
the extremity by a tower, and leaving only an intermediate
opening, broad enough for a single vessel to pass through,
covered by a wooden bridge. It was in vain that the Athenian
Theramenés, with thirty triremes, presented himself to obstruct
the progress of the undertaking. The Eubceans and Beeotians
both prosecuted it in such numbers, and with so much zeal,
that it was speedily brought to completion. Eubcea, so lately
the most important island attached to Athens, is from hence-
forward a portion of the mainland, altogether independent of
her, even though it should please fortune to re-establish her
maritime power.!
ceotian ; and twelve seamen who escaped from the wreck commemorated
their rescue by an inscription in the temple of Athéné at Korbneia ; which
inscription was read and copied by Ephorus. By an exaggerated and over-
literal confidence in the words of it, Diodorus is led to affirm that these
twelve men were the only persons saved, and that every other person per-
ished. But we know perfectly that Hippokratés himself survived, and that
he was alive at the subsequent battle of Kyzikus (Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 23).
Respecting the danger of sailing round the promontory of Athos, the
reader is referred to a former chapter of this work, wherein the ship-canal,
cut across the Isthmus by order of Xerxes, is described ; together with an
 instructive citation from Colonel Leake’s Travels. See vol. v. ch. xxxviii,
of this History.
1 Diodor. xiii. 47. He places this event a year later, but I agree with
Sievers in conceiving it as following with little delay on the withdrawal of
the protecting fleet (Sievers, Comment. in Xenoph. Hellen. p. 9; not. p. 66).
See Colonel Leake’s Travels in Northern Greece, for a description of
the Euripus, and the adjoining ground, with a plan, vol. ii. ch. xiv.
P. 250-265. .
I cannot make out from Colonel Leake what is the exact breadth of the
channel. Strabo talks in his time of a bridge reaching 200 feet (x. p. 400).
But there must have been material alterations made by the inhabitants of
Chalkis during the time of Alexander the Great (Strabo, x. p. 447). The
bridge here described by Diodorus, covering an open space broad enough
for one ship, could scarcely have been more than 20 feet broad ; for it was
not at all designed to render the passage easy. The ancient ships could all
lower their masts. I cannot but think that Colonel Leake (p. 259) must
have read in Diodorus xiii. 47—o? in place of é.
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The battle of Kynosséma produced no very important con-
Qsequences, except that of encouragement to the Athenians,
\&feh just after the action, Kyzikus revolted from them, and on

fourth day after it, the Athenian fleet, hastily refitted at
Sestos, sailed to that place to retake it. It was unfortified, so
‘ that they succeeded with little difficulty, and imposed upon it a
contribution : moreover in the voyage thither, they gained an
additional advantage by capturing, off the southern coast of
the Propontis, those eight Peloponnesian triremes which had
accomplished, a little while before, the revolt of Byzantium.
But on the other hand, as soon as the Athenian fleet had left
Sestos, Mindarus sailed from his station at Abydos to Elz(s,
and recovered all the triremes captured from him at Kynosséma,
which the Athenians had there deposited ; except some of them
which were so much damaged that the inhabitants of Eleds

hem on fire.l
’%‘ut that which now began to constitute a far more important
f‘;&’ Wlehent of the war, was, the difference of character between
issaphernés and Pharnabazus, and the transfer of the
g Peloponnesian fleet from the satrapy of the former to that of]
.\,’ ¥ “the latter. Tissaphernés, while furnishing neither aid nor pay to
Wﬁeloponnesmns had by his treacherous promises and bribe:
Syl h&jfervated all their proceedings for the last year, with th

’);‘ Y deliberate view of wasting both the belligerent parties. Pha
¥ habazus was a brave and earnest man, who set himself to assis
\ hem strenuously, by men as well as by money, and who labourec
ard to put down the Athenian power; as we shall find hm

labouring equally hard, eighteen years afterwards, to bnn

about its partzal renovation. From this time fomard Persxa

aid becomes a reality in the Grecian war; and in the main—

first through the hands of Pharnabazus, next through those o!

the younger Cyrus—the determining reality. For we shall finc

that while the Peloponnesians are for the most part well paid

out of the Persian treasury—the Athenians, destitute of am

such resource, are compelled to rely on the contributions whicl

they can levy here and there, without established or acceptet

right ; and to interrupt for this purpose even the most promis

ing career of success. Twenty-six years after this, at a tim
when Sparta had lost her Persian allies, the Lacedemonian
Teleutias tried to appease the mutiny of his unpaid seamen, by
telling them how much nobler it was to extort pay from thg
enemy by means of their own swords, than to obtain it by

! Thucyd. viil. 107,
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truckling to the foreigner ;1 and probably the Athenian generals,
during these previous years of struggle, tried similar appeals to
the generosity of their soldiers. But it is not the less certain,
that the new constant paymaster now introduced gave fearful
odds to the Spartan cause. r\
The good pay and hearty co-operation which the Pelopon-
nesians now enjoyed from Pharnabazus, only made them the

»
N

{

i

&

more indignant at the previous deceit of Tissaphernés. Under -\; Y

*the influence of this sentiment, they readily lent aid to the(r

. inhabitants of Antandrus in expellmg his general Arsakes with

the Persian garrison. Arsakes had recently committed an acty+"
| of murderous perfidy, under the influence of some unexplamedw

¢ pique, against the Delians established at Adramyttium : he had
. summoned their principal citizens to take part as allies in an
expedition, and had caused them all to be surrounded, shot
+ down, and massacred during the morning meal. Such an act
+ was more than sufficient to excite hatred and alarm among the
* neighbouring Antandrians, who invited from Abydos, across
t the mountain range of Ida, a body of Peloponnesian hoplites ;
¢ by whose aid Antandrus was liberated from the Persians.?
¢ In Milétusas well as in Knidus, Tissaphernés had already
s experienced the like humiliation: 3 Lichas was no longer alive
h o back his pretensions: nor do we hear that he obtained any
r esult from the complaints of his envoy Gaulites at Sparta.
. nder these circumstances he began to fear that he had incurred
g 1 weight of enmity which might prove seriously mischievous,
v ind he was not without jealousy of the popularity and possible
' success of Pharnabazus. The delusion respecting the Phenician
fieet, now that Mindarus had openly broken with him and
* quitted Milétus, was no longer available to any useful purpose.
Accordingly he dismissed the Phenician fleet to their own
10mes, pretending to have received tidings that the Phenician
owns were endangered by sudden attacks from Arabia and
“gypt ;* while he himself quitted Aspendus to revisit Ionia, as
vell as to go forward to the Hellespont for the purpose of renew-
ng personal intercourse with the dissatisfied Peloponnesians.

< W o T

& W

1 Xenoph. Hellen. v. 1, 17. Compare a like explanation, under nobler
circumstances, from the Spartan Kallikratidas, Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 7;
Plutarch, Lysander, c. 6.

£ Thucyd. viii. 108 ; Diodor. xiii. 42.

t} ® Thucyd. viil. 109,
it ¢ Diodor. xiii. 46. This is the statement of Diodorus, and seems pro-

“table enough ; though he makes a strange confusion in the Persian affairs

“1of tais year, leaving out the name of Tissaphernés, and jumbling the acts
sh f Tissaphernés with the name of Pharnabazus.

Cow
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He wished, while trying again to excuse his own treachery
apout the Phenician fleet, at the same time to protest against
t9ir recent proceedings at Antandrus; or, at the least, to
. tain some guarantee against repetition of such hostility.
\_'j} is visit to Jonia, however, seems to have occupied some time,
vf’ﬁ)d he tried to conciliate the Ionic Greeks by a splendid
rifice to Artemis at Ephesus.! Having quitted Aspendus
far as we can make out) about the beginning of August
(411 B.C.), he did not reach the Hellespont until the month of
‘ H?overnber.2 :
V As soon as the Phenician fleet had disappeared, Alkibiadés
returned with his thirteen triremes from Phasélis to Samos. s
He too, like Tissaphernés, made the proceeding subservient
to deceit of his own. He took credit with his countrymen for

PO ST

! Thucyd. viii. 109. It is at this point that we have to part company
with the historian Thucydidés, whose work not only closes without reach-
ing any definite epoch or limit, but even breaks off (as we possses it} in the
middle of a sentence.

The full extent of this irreparable loss can hardly be conceived, except
by those who have been called upon to study his work with the profound
and minute attention required from an historian of Greece. To pass from
Thucydidés to the Hellenica of Xenophon, is a descent truly mournful :
and yet, when we look at Grecian history as a whole, we have great reason
to rejoice that even so inferior a work as the latter has reached us. The
historical purposes and conceptions of Thucydidés, as set forth by himself
in his preface, are exalted and philosophical to a degree altogether wonder-
ful, when we consider that he had no pre-existing models before him from
which to derive them. And the eight books of his work (in spite of the
unfinished condition of the last) are not unworthy of these large promises,
either in spirit or in execution. Even the peculiarity, the condensation,
and the harshness, of his style, though it sometimes hides from us his full
meaning, has the general effect of lending great additional force and of
impressing his thoughts much more deeply upon every attentive reader.

During the course of my previous volumes, I have had frequent occasion
to notice the criticisms of Dr. Arnold in his edition of Thucydidés; most
generally on points where I dissented from him. T have done this, partly
because I believe that Dr. Arnold’s edition is in most frequent use among
English readers of Thucydidés—partly because of the high esteem which I
entertain for the liberal spirit, the erudition, and the judgement, which per-
vade his criticisms generally throughout the book. Dr. Arnold deserves,
especially, the high commendation, not often to be bestowed even upon
learned and exact commentators, of conceiving and appreciating antiquity
as a living whole, and not merely as an aggregate of words and abstractions.
His criticisms are continually adopted by Goller in the second edition of
his Thucydidés, and to a great degree also by Poppo. Desiring, as I do
sincerely, that his edition may long maintain its pre-eminence among
English students of Thucydidés, I have thought it my duty at the same
time to indicate many of the points on which his remarks either advance or
iméaly views of Grecian history different from my own.

Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 1, 9.
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having enlisted the goodwill of the satrap more strongly than
ever in the cause of Athens, and for having induced him to
abandon his intention of bringing up the Phenician fleet.! At
this time Dorieus was at Rhodes with thirteen triremes, having
been despatched by Mindarus (before his departure from
Milétus) in order to stifle the growth of a philo-Athenian party
in the island. Perhaps the presence of this force may have
threatened the Athenian interest in Kos and Halikarnassus ;
for we now find Alkibiadés going to these places from Samos,
with nine fresh triremes in addition to his own thirteen.
Having erected fortifications at the town of Kos, he planted in
it an Athenian officer and garrison. From Halikarnassus he
levied large contributions; upon what pretence, or whether
from simple want of money, we do not know. It was towards

the middle of September that he returned to Samos.? (X(
e

At the Hellespont, Mindarus had been reinforced after th
battle of Kynosséma by the squadron from Eubcea ; at least

by that portion of it which had escaped the storm off Mount Y+’
Athos. The departure of the Peloponnesian fleet from Eubcea” 1

enabled the Athenians also to send a few more ships to their ¥~

fleet at Sestos. Thus ranged on the opposite sides of the
strait, the two flecets came to a second action, wherein the
Peloponnesians, under Agesandridas, had the advantage ; yet
with little fruit. It was about the month of October, seemingly,
that Dorieus with his fourteen triremes came from Rhodes to
rejoin Mindarus at the Hellespont. He had hoped probably
to get up the strait to Abydos during the night, but he was
caught by daylight a little way from the entrance, near Rhee-
teium ; and the Athenian scouts instantly gave signal of his
approach. Twenty Athenian triremes were despatched to
attack him : upon which Dorieus fled, and sought safety by
hauling his vessels ashore in the receding bay near Dardanus.
The Athenian squadron here attacked him, but were repulsed
and forced to sail back to Madytus. Mindarus was himself a
spectator of this scene, from a distance ; being engaged in
sacrificing to Athéné on the venerated hill of Ilium. He
immediately hastened to Abydos, where he fitted out his whole
fleet of 84 triremes; Pharnabazus co-operating on the shore
with his land-force. Having rescued the ships of Dorieus, his

1 Thucyd. viii. 108. Diodorus (xiii. 38) talks of this influence of Alki-
biadés over the satrap as if it were real. Plutarch (Alkibiad. c. 26) speaks
in more qualified language.

2 Thucyd. viii. 108. mpds 7> perdrwpor. Haack and Sievers (see Sie-

vers, Comment. ad Xenoph. Hellen. p. 103) construe this as indicating the
middle of August, which I think too early in the year.
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next care was, to resist the entire Athenian fleet, which presently
came to attack him under Thrasybulus and Thrasyllus. An
obstinate naval combat took place between the two fleets,
which lasted nearly the whole day with doubtful issue: at
length, towards the evening, 20 fresh triremes were seen
approaching. They proved to be the squadron of Alkibiadés
salling from Samos: having probably heard of the re-junction
of the squadron of Dorieus with the main Peloponnesian fleet,
he had come with his own counterbalancing reinforcement.
As soon as his purple flag or signal was ascertained, the
Athenian fleet became animated with redoubled spirit. The
new-comers aided them in pressing the action so vigorously,
that the Peloponuesian fleet was driven back to Abydos, and
there run ashore. Here the Athenians still followed up their
success, and endeavoured to tow them all off. But the Persian
land-force protected them, and Pharnabazus himself was seen
foremost in the combat ; even pushing into the water in person,
as far as his horse could stand. The main Peloponnesian fleet
was thus preserved : yet the Athenians retired with an important
victory, carrying off thirty triremes as prizes, and retaking those
which they had themselves lost in the two preceding actions.?
Mindarus kept his defeated fleet unemployed at Abydos
during the winter, sending to Peloponnesus as well as among
his allies to solicit reinforcements: in the mean time, he en-
gaged jointly with Pharnabazus in operations by land against
arious Athenian allies on the continent. The Athenian
mirals, on their side, instead of keeping their fleet united to
Myprosecute the victory, were compelled to disperse a large
f’/ portion of it in flying squadrons for collecting money, retaining
(8
Y

njy forty sail at Sestos; while Thrasyllus in person went to
ens to proclaim the victory and ask for reinforcements,
uant to this request, thirty triremes were sent out under
eramenés ; who first endeavoured without success to impede
the construction of the bridge between Eubcea and Beeotia,
and next sailed on a voyage among the islands for the purpose
of collecting money. He acquired considerable plunder by
descents upon hostile territory, and also extorted money from
various parties, either contemplating or supposed to contemplate
revolt, among the dependencies of Athens. At Paros, where
the oligarchy established by Peisander in the conspiracy of the

1 Diodorus (xiil. 46) and Plutarch (Alkib. c. 27) speak of his coming
to the Hellespont by accident—rxara T0xnv—which is certainly very
imé)robable.

Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 6, 7.

-
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Four Hundred still subsisted, Theramenés deposed and fined
the men who had exercised it—establishing a democracy in
their room. From hence he passed to Macedonia, to the
assistance and probably into the temporary pay, of Archelaus
king of Macedonia, whom he aided for some time in the siege
of Pydna ; blocking up the town by sea while the Macedonians
besieged it by land. The blockade having lasted the whole
winter, Theramenés was summoned away, before its capture,
to join the main Athenian fleet in Thrace: Archelaus however
took Pydna not long afterwards, and transported the town with
its residents from the sea-board to a distance more than two
miles inland.! We trace in all these proceedings the evidence
of that terrible want of money which now drove the Athenians
to injustice, extortion, and interference with their allies, such
as they had never committed during the earlier years of the war.

It is at this period that we find mention made of a fresh

intestine commotion in Korkyra, less stained however with
savage enormities than that recounted in the seventh year of
the war. It appears that the oligarchical party in the island,
which had been for the moment nearly destroyed at that period,
had since gained strength, and was encouraged by the mis-
fortunes of Athens to lay plans for putting the island into the
hands of the Lacedxemonians. The democratical leaders,
apprised of this conspiracy, sent to Naupaktus for the Athenian
admiral Konon., He came with a detachment of 6oo Mes-
senians, by the aid of whom they seized the oligarchical
conspirators in the market-place, putting a few to death, and
banishing more than a thousand. The extent of their alarm
is attested by the fact, that they liberated the slaves and con-
ferred the right of citizenship upon the foreigners. The exiles,
having retired to the opposite continent, came back shortly
afterwards, and were admitted, by the connivance of a party
within, into the market-place. A serious combat took place
within the walls, which was at last made up by a compromise
and by the restoration of the exiles.? We know nothing about

! Diodor. xiii, 47, 49.

? Diodor. xiii. 48. Sievers (Commentat. ad Xenoph. Hellen. p. 12}
and p. 65, not. 58) controverts the reality of these tumults in Korkyra, here
mentioned by Diodorus, but not mentioned in the Hellenika of Xenophon,
and contradicted, as he thinks, by the negative inference derivable from
Thucyd. iv. 48—3ca ye xard Tdv wéhepor 7évBe. But it appears to me
that F. W. Ullrich (Beitrige zur Erklirung des Thukydides, p. 95-99) has
properly explained this phrase of Thucydidés, as meaning, in the place here
cited, the first ten years of the Peloponnesian war, between the surprise of
Plateea and the peace of Nikias.
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the particulars of this compromise, but it seems to have been
wisely drawn up and faithfully observed ; for we hear nothing
about Korkyra until about thirty-five years after this period,
and the island is then presented to us as in the highest perfec-
tion of cultivation and prosperity.! Doubtless the emancipation
of slaves, and the admission of so many new foreigners to the
citizenship, contributed to this result.
kMeanwhile Tissaphernés, having completed his measures in
A&Tonia, arrived at the Hellespont not long after the battle of
¥ bydos—seemingly about November 411 B.c. He was anxious
‘w to retain some credit with the Peloponnesians, for which an
? opportunity soon presented itself. Alkibiadés, then in com-
mand of the Athenian fleet at Sestos, came to visit him in all
V the pride of victory, bringing the customary presents; but the
‘L )}atrap seized his person and sent him awayto Sardis as a prisoner
/‘/-n byrcustody, affirming that he had the Great King’s express
-{brders for carrying on war with the Athenians.? Here was an
Lp end of all the delusions of Alkibiadés, respecting pretended
power of influencing the Persian counsels. Yet these delusions
had already served his purpose by procuring for him a renewed
position in the Athenian camp, which his own military energy
enabled him to sustain and justify.

Towards the middle of this winter the superiority of the fleet
of Mindarus at Abydos, over the Athenian fleet at Sestos, had
become so great (partly, as it would appear, through reinforce-
ments obtained by the former—partly through the dispersion
of the latter into flying squadrons from want of pay) that the

Senians no longer dared to maintain their position in the

,)U)( lespont. They sailed round the southemn point of the
:\}S\k Chersonese, and took station at Kardia on the western side of
d Qﬁ?e isthmus of that Peninsula. Here, about the commence-
“vu¥ ment of spring, they were rejoined by Alkibiadés; who had
* a”found means to escape from Sardis, (along with Mantitheus,
.;‘/T { #nother Athenian prisoner,) first to Klazomenz, and next to
. " Lesbos, where he collected a small squadron of five triremes.
-1 The dispersed squadrons of the Athenian fleet being now all
“ summoned to concentrate, Theramenés came to Kardia from
Macedonia, and Thrasybulus from Thasos; whereby the
Athenian fleet was rendered superior in number to that of
Mindarus. News was brought that the latter had moved with

I see no reason to call in question the truth of these disturbances in
Korkyra here alluded to by Diodorus.

1 Xenoph. Hellen. vi. 2, 25. .

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 9; Plutarch, Alkibiadés, c. 27.
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his fleet from the Hellespont to Kyzikus, and was now engaged
in the siege of that place, jointly with Pharnabazus and the
Persian tand-force” -

His vigorous attacks had in fact already carried the place,
when the Athenian admirals resolved to attack him there, and
contrived to do it by surprise. Having passed first from
Kardia to Elzls at the south of the Chersonese, they sailed
up the Hellespont to Prokonnesus by night, so that their y
passage escaped the notice of the Peloponnesian guard-ships.yht
at Abydos.! W o

Resting at Prokonnesus one night, and seizing every boat on J\V*
the island, in order that their movements might be kept secret, *
Alkibiadés warned the assembled seamen that they must pre~/>'
pare for a sea-fight, a land-fight, and a wall-fight, all at once. '
“ We have no money (said he), while our enemies have plenty \ 3
from the Great King.” Neither zeal in the men, nor con—‘\x; {
trivance in the commanders, was wanting. A body of hoplites [\«
were landed on the mainland in the territory of Kyzikus, for\ |
the purpose of operating a diversion ; after which the fleet was NL
distributed into three divisions under Alkibiadés, Theramenés, OQ\"
and Thrasybulus. The former, advancing near to Kyzikus = (.
with his single division, challenged the fleet of Mindarus, and -~ |,
contrived to inveigle him by pretended flight to a distance} {7}
from the harbour; while the other Athenian divisions, assistedm u\«L,'
by hazy and rainy weather, came up unexpectedly, cut off his;e‘ "
retreat, and forced him to run his ships ashore on the neigh- A
bouring mainland. After a gallant and hard-fought battle,
partly on shipboard, partly ashore—at one time unpromising
to the Athenians, in spite of their superiority of number, but
not very intelligible in its details, and differently conceived by
our two authorities—both the Peloponnesian fleet by sea and
the forces of Pharnabazus on land were completely defeated.
Mindarus himself was slain ; and the entire fleet, every single
trireme, was captured, except the triremes of Syracuse, which
were burnt by their own crews ; while Kyzikus itself surrendered
to the Athenians, and submitted to a large contribution, being
spared from all other harm. The booty taken by the victors
was abundant and valuable. The number of the triremes thus
captured or destroved is differently given ; the lowest estimate
states it at 6o, the highest at 80.2

! Dijodor. xiii. 49. Diodorus especially notices this fact, which must
obviously be correct. Without it, the surprise of Mindarus could not have
been accomplished.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 14-20; Diodor. xiii. 50, 5I.
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™~ his capital action, ably planned and bravely executed by
; 'A\Ykibiadés and his two colleagues (about April 410 B.C.),

'},ﬂf; fwchanged sensibly the relative position of the belligerents. The
A \, eloponnesians had now no fleet of importance in Asia, though
ef A ey probably still retained a small squadron at the station
YV N0l Milétus; while the Athenian fleet was more powerful and
\Nf menacing than ever. The dismay of the defeated army is
# wA-TTorcibly portrayed in the laconic despatch sent by Hippokratés
g W , Aecretary of the late admiral Mindarus) to the Ephors at
\;+” Sparta :—* All honour and advantage are gone from us:
Mindarus is slain : the men are starving: we are in straits what
to do.”! The Ephors doubtless heard the same deplorable
tale from more than one witness ; for this particular despatch
never reached them, having been intercepted and carried to
Athens. So discouraging was the view which they entertained
of the future, that a Lacedeemonian embassy with Endius at
their head, came to Athens to propose peace ; or rather
perhaps Endius (ancient friend and guest of Alkibiadés, who
had already been at Athens as envoy before) was allowed to
come thither now again to sound the temper of the city, in a
sort of informal manner which admitted of being easily dis-
avowed if nothing came of it. For it is remarkable that
Xenophon makes no mention of this embassy : and his silence,
though not sufficient to warrant us in questioning the reality
of the event—which is stated by Diodorus, perhaps on the
authority of Theopompus, and is noway improbable in itself—
nevertheless leads me to doubt whether the Ephors themselves
admitted that they had made or sanctioned the proposition.
It is to be remembered, that Sparta, not to mention her obliga-
tion to her confederates generally, was at this moment bound
by special convention to Persia to conclude no separate peace

with Athens.
According to Diodorus, Endius, having been admitted to
"‘,\I)' "c‘g;)eak irr the Athenian assembly, invited the Athenians to make
.’;Igace with Sparta on the following terms :—That each party
\\/}" ould stand just as they were: That the garrisons on both
A sides should be withdrawn: That prisoners should be exchanged,
(A Ope Lacedeemonian against one Athenian.  Endius insisted in
is speech on the mutual mischief which each was doing to the

The numerous discrepancies between Diodorus and Xenophon, in the
d# events of these few years, are collected by Sievers, Commentat, in Xenoph.
Wuilellen. not. 62, pp. 65, 66 seq.
1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 23. “Eppet 7& xard: MivSapos dmecooda: Tewdvrt
T&vdpese awoplopes T xph dpv.
Plutarch, Alkib. c. 28.
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other by prolonging the war: but he contended that Athens
was by far the greater sufferer of the two, and had the deepest
Interest in accelerating peace. She had no money, while Sparta
bad the Great King as a paymaster: she was robbed of the
produce of Attica by the garrison of Dekeleia, while Pelopon-
nesus was undisturbed : all her power and influence depended
upon superiority at sea, which Sparta could dispense with,
and yet retain her pre-eminence.!
If we may believe Diodorus, all the most intelligent citizens
in Athens recommended that this proposition should be ac-
cepted. Only the demagogues, the disturbers, those who were
accustomed to blow up the flames of war in order to obtain
profit for themselves, opposed it. Especially the demagogue
Kleophon, now enjoying great influence, enlarged upon the
splendour of the recent victory, and upon the new chances of
success now opening to them; insomuch that the assembly
ultimately rejected the proposmon of Endius.? ‘Q’V
It was easy for those who wrote after the battle of Agospo- ‘%‘”
tamos and the capture of Athens, to be wise after the fact, and\"'\
to repeat the stock denunciations against an insane people .
misled by a corrupt demagogue. But if, abstracting from our A/
knowledge of the final close of the war, we look to the tenor; a¢ A
of this proposition (even assuming it to have been formal and\
authorised) as well as the time at which it was made—we shall
hesitate before we pronounce Kleophon to have been foolish,
much less corrupt, for recommending its rejection. In refer
ence to the charge of corrupt interest in the continuance ot w}d.
war, I have already made some remarks about Kleon, tendmg
to show that no such interest can fairly be ascribed to dema h L
sogues of that character.®  They were essentially unwarlike men, "
and had quite as much chance personally of Iosing, as of gain;, Q
ing, by a state of war. Especially this is true respectmﬂ\,v
Kleophon during the last years of the war—-since the financial U«
nosture of Athens was then so unprosperous, that all her avail-{ -
atle means were exhausted to provide for ships and men, leav~ \( ”"
ing little or no surplus for political peculators. The admxrals
who paid the seamen by raising contributions abroad, might
possioly enrich themselves, if so inclined ; but the politicians
at home had much less chance of such gains than they would
have had in time of peace. Besides, even if Kleophon were
ever so much a gainer by the continuance of war, yet assuming
Athens to be ultimately crushed in the war, he was certain

{

A

! Diodor. xiii. 52. 2 Diodor. xiii. §3.
% See vol. vii. chap. liv.
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beforehand to be deprived, not only of all his gains and his
position, but of his life also.

So much for the charge against him of corrupt interest. The
question whether his advice was judicious, is not so easy to
dispose of. Looking to the time when the proposition was
made, we must recollect that the Peloponnesian fleet in Asia
had been just annihilated, and that the brief epistle itself, from
Hippokratés to the Ephors, divulging in so emphatic a manner
the distress of his troops, was at this moment before the
Athenian assembly. On the other hand, the despatches of the
Athenian generals, announcing their victory, had excited a
sentiment of universal triumph, manifested by public thanks-
giving, at Athens.! We cannot doubt that Alkibiadés and his
colleagues promised a large career of coming success, perhaps
the recovery of most part of the lost maritime empire. In this
temper of the Athenian people and of their generals, justified
as it was to a great degree by the reality, what is the proposi-
tion which comes from Endius? What he proposes is, in
reality, no concession at all. Both parties to stand in their
actual position—to withdraw garrisons—to restore prisoners.
There was only one way in which Athens would have been a
gainer by accepting these propositions. She would have with-
drawn her garrison from Pylus—she would have been relieved
from the garrison of Dekeleia: such an exchange would have
been a considerable advantage to her. To this we must add
the relief arising from simple cessation of war—doubtless real
and important.

Now the question is, whether a statesman like Periklés
would have advised his countrymen to be satisfied with such a
measure of concession, immediately after the great victory at
Kyzikus, and the two smaller victories preceding it? I incline
to believe that he would not. It would rather have appeared
to him in the light of a diplomatic attifice calculated to paralyse
Athens during the interval while her enemies were defenceless,
and to gain time for them to build a new fleet.?2 Sparta could
not pledge herself either for Persia, or for her Peloponnesian
confederates: indeed past experience had shown that she
could not do so with effect. By accepting the propositions,
therefore, Athens would not really have obtained relief from the

1 Diodor. xiii. 52.

2 Philochorus (ap. Schol. ad Eurip. Orest. 371) appears to have said
that the Athenians rejected the proposition as insincerely meant—aAaxedai-
poviwy mpesBevoauévawy mepl elphvys dmioehoavTes of "Abnvalol ob wpoo-
fravro: compare also Schol. ad Eurip. Orest. 722—Philochori Fragment.
117-118, ed. Didot.



The Restored Athenian Democracy 111

entire burthen of war; but would merely have blunted the
ardour and tied up the hands of her own troops, at a moment
when they felt themselves in the full current of success. By
the armament, most certainly—and by the generals, Alkibiadés,
Theramenés, and Thrasybulus—the acceptance of such terms
at such a moment would have been regarded as a disgrace. It
would have balked them of conquests ardently, and at that
time not unreasonably, anticipated; conquests tending to re-
store Athens to that eminence from which she had been so
recently deposed. + And it would have inflicted this mortifica-
tion, not merely without compensating gain to her in any other
shape, but with a fair probability of imposing upon all her
citizens the necessity of redoubled efforts at no very distant

future, when the moment favourable to her enemies should -

have arrived.

If therefore, passing from the vague accusation, that it was
the demagogue Kleophon who stood between Athens and the
conclusion of peace, we examine what were the specific terms
of peace which he induced his countrymen to reject—we shall
find that he had very strong reasons, not to say preponderant
reasons, for his advice. Whether he made any use of this
proposition, in itself inadmissible, to try and invite the con-
clusion of peace on more suitable and lasting terms, may well
be doubted. Probably no such efforts would have succeeded,
even 1If they had been made: yet a statesman like Periklés
would have made the trial, in a conviction that Athens was
carrying on the war at a disadvantage which must in the long

run sink her. A mere opposition speaker like Kleophon, even &y

when taking what was probably a right measure of the actual pro-

@

position before him, did not look so far forward into the future.? Vet

Meanwhile the Athenian fleet reigned alone in the Propontis

and its two adjacent straits, the Bosphorus and the Hellespont; - \‘

although the ardour and generosity of Pharnabazus not only
supplied maintenance and clothing to the distressed seamen o
the vanquished fleet, but also encouraged the construction of,
fresh ships in the room of those captured. While he armed the
seamen, gave them pay for two months, and distributed them
as guards along the coast of the satrapy, he at the same time

;\n

"

e

granted an unlimited supply of ship-timber from the abundant m“,

forests of Mount Ida, and assisted the officers in putting new

triremes on the stocks at Antandrus ; near to which (at a place®®* 5

called Aspaneus) the Idean wood was chiefly exported.!
Having made these arrangements, he proceeded to lend aid

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 24-26 ; Strabo, xiii. p. 606.
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at Chalkédon, which the Athenians had already begun to attack.
Their first operation after the victory had been to sail to Perinthus
and Selymbria, both of which had before revoited from Athens :
the former, intimidated by the recent events, admitted them
and rejoined itself to Athens ; the latter resisted such a requisi-
tion, but ransomed itself from attack for the present by the
payment of a pecuniary fine. Alkibiadés then conducted them
to Chalkédon, opposite to Byzantium on the southernmost
Asiatic border of the Bosphorus. To be masters of these two
straits, the Bosphorus and the Hellespont, was a point of first-
rate moment to Athens: first, because it enabled her to secure
the arrival of the corn-ships from the Euxine for her own con-
sumption ; next, because she had it in her power to impose a
tithe or due upon all the trading ships passing through—not
unlike the dues imposed by the Danes at the Sound even down
to the present time. For the opposite reasons, of course the
importance of the position was equally great to the enemies of
Athens. Until the spring of the preceding year, Athens had
been undisputed mistress of both the straits. But the revolt of
Abydos in the Hellespont (about April 411 B.C.) and that of
Byzantium with Chalkédon in the Bosphorus (about June 41z
B.C.), had deprived her of this pre-eminence ; and her supplies
obtained during the last few months could only have come
through during those intervals when her fleets there stationed had
the preponderance, so as to give them convoy. Accordingly
it is highly probable that her supplies of corn from the Euxine
A}guring the autumn of 411 B.C. had been comparatively restricted.
Though Chalkédon itself, assisted by Pharnabazus, still held

jt against Athens, Alkibiadés now took possession of Chry-

}’\ opolis, its unfortified seaport, on the eastern coast of the
()

osphorus opposite Byzantium. This place he fortified, estab-

f
+
). o ; ;
)J'@ hed in it a squadron with a permanent garrison, and erected

f

it into a regular tithing port for levying toll on all vessels
‘scoming out of the Euxine! The Athenians seem to have

1 See Demosthen. de Coron4, c. 71 ; and Xenoph. Hellen. i, 1, 22.  «al
Sexareurhpiov kareorebagay v abr] (Xpvoomwdher), xal Ty Sexdrny éferé-
yovto Tév &k Tob Idwrrov wholwy : compare iv. 8, 27; and v. I, 28; also
Diodor. xiii. 64.

The expression 7h» dexdryy implies that this tithe was something known
and pre-established.

Polybius (iv. 44) gives credit to Alkibiadés for having been the first to
suggest this method of gain to Athens. But there is evidence that it was
practised long before—even anterior to the Athenian empire, during the
times of Persian preponderance (see Herodot. vi. 5).

See a striking passage, illustrating the importance to Athens of the
possession of Byzantium, in Lysias, Orat. xxviil. cont. Ergokl. sect. 6.
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habltually levied this toll at Byzantium, until the revolt of thatLu
nlace, among their constant sources of revenue: it was now re-" \ _,ﬁ
established under the auspices of Alkibiadés. In so far as it
was levied on ships which brought their produce for sale and
consumption at Athens, it was of course ultimately paid in the. .
shape of increased price by Athenian citizens and metics. '
Thirty triremes under Theramenés were left at Chrysopolis to\ -
enforce this levy, to convoy friendly merchantmen, and in
other respects to serve as annoyance to the enemy, "

The remaining fleet went partly to the Hellespont, partly to i)v“}’
Thrace, where the diminished maritime strength of the Lace,
demonians already told in respect to the adherence of th
cities. At Thasus especially,! the citizens, headed by Ekphan'W“
tus, expelled the Laced®emonian harmost Eteonikus with his;/
garrison, and admitted Thrasybulus with an Athenian force. \f'L
It will be recollected that this was one of the cities in whichy
Peisander and the Four Hundred conspirators (early in 417" ."
8.c.) had put down the democracy and established an oli-
garchical government, under pretence that the allied cities
would be faithful to Athens as soon as she was relieved from
her democratical institutions. All the calculations of these
oligarchs had been disappointed, as Phrynichus had pre-
dicted from the first. The Thasians, as soon as their own
oligarchical party had been placed in possession of the
government, recalled their disaffected exiles,? under whose
auspices the Laconian garrison and harmost had since been
introduced. Eteonikus, now expelled, accused the Lacede-
monian admiral Pasippidas of being himself a party to the
expulsion, under bribes from Tissaphernés; an accusation,
which seems improbable, but which the Lacedemonians
believed, and accordingly banished Pasippidas, sending Krate-
sippidas to replace him. The new admiral found at Chios a
small fleet which Pasippidas had already begun to collect
from the allies, to supply the recent losses.3

The tone at Athens, since the late naval victories, had be-
come more hopeful and energetic. Agis, with his garrison at
Dekeleia, though the Athenians could not hinder him from
ravaging Attica, yet on approaching one day near to the city
walls, was repelled with spirit and success by Thrasyllus.
Bat that which most mortified the Lacedemonian king, was to
discern from his lofty station at Dekeleia the abundant influx

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 32; Demosthen. cont. Leptin. s. 48, ¢. 14, p.
474.
2 Thucyd. viii. 64. 8 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 32.
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ipto the Peirzus of corn-ships from the Euxine, again renewed
(}kfg the autumn of 410 B.C, since the occupation of the Bos-
wphorus and Hellespont by Alkibiadés. For the safe reception
these vessels, Thorikus was soon after fortified. Agis ex-
«claimed that it was fruitless to shut out the Athenians from the
qproduce of Attica, so long as plenty of imported corn was

"allowed to reach them. Accordingly he provided, in con-
?}» junction with the Megarians, a small squadron of fifteen
triremes, with which he despatched Klearchus to Byzantium
and Chalkédon. That Spartan was a public guest of the
Byzantines, and had already been singled out to command
auxiliaries intended for that city. He seems to have begun
his voyage during the ensuing winter (B.C. 4I0-409), and
reached Byzantium in safety, though with the destruction of
three of his squadron by the nine Athenian triremes who
guarded the Hellespont.!
N In the ensuing spring, Thrasyllus was despatched from
¢\ Athens at the head of a large new force to act in Ionia. He
) ovinmanded 5o triremes, 1000 of the regular boplites, 100
orsemen, and 5ooo seamen, with the means of arming these
/Jéf ter as peltasts; also transports for his troops besides the
triremes.? Having reposed his armament for three days at
Samos, he made a descent at Pygela, and next succeeded in
making himself master of Kolophon with its port Notium.
He next threatened Ephesus, but that place was defended by
a powerful force which Tissaphernés had summoned, under
proclamation “to go and succour the goddess Artemis;” as
well as by twenty-five fresh Syracusan and two Selinusian
triremes recently arrived.® From these enemies Thrasyllus
sustained a severe defeat near Ephesus, lost 300 men, and was
compelled to sail off to Notium; from whence, after burying

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 35-36. He says that the ships of Xlearchus, on
being attacked by the Athenans in the Hellespont, fled first to Sestos, and
afterwards to Byzantinm. But Sesfos was the A¢/%enian station. The name
must surely be put by inadvertence for 4éydos, the Peloponnesian station.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 34; i. 2, 1. Diodorus (xiii. 64) confounds
Thrasybulus with Thrasyllus.

¢ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 5-12. Xenophon distinguishes these twenty-five
Syracusan triremes into T@y wpoTépwy elroot vedv—and then af érepar méyre,
af vewot! fixovoar. But it appears to me that the twenty triremes, as well
as the five, must have come to Asia, since the battle of Kyzikus—though
the five may have been somewhat later in their period of arrival. All the
Syracusan ships in the fleet of Mindarus were destroyed ; and it seems im-
possible to imagine that that admiral can have left twenty Syracusan ships
at Ephesus or Milétus, in addition to those which he took with him to the
Hellespont.
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his dead, he proceeded northward towards the Hellespont.
On the way thither, while halting for a while at Methymna in
the north of Lesbos, Thrasyllus saw the twenty-five Syracusan
triremes passing by on their voyage from Ephesus to Abydos.
He immediately attacked them, captured four along with the
entire crews, and chased the remainder back to their station at
Ephesus. All the prisoners taken were sent to Athens, where
they were deposited for custody in the stone-quarries of
Peireus, doubtless in retaliation for the treatment of the
Athenian prisoners at Syracuse : they contrived however dur-
ing the ensuing winter to break a way out and escape to
Dekeleia. Among the prisoners taken, was found Alkibiadés
the Athenian (cousin and fellow-exile of the Athenian general
of the same name), whom Thrasyllus caused to be set at

'\)fﬁ

liberty, while the others were sent to Athens.!

After the delay caused by this pursuit, he brought back his (J/
armament to the Hellespont and joined Alkibiadés at Sestos(Q(;" p)
Their joint force was conveyed over, seemingly about the com ¥+

mencement of autumn, to Lampsakus on the Asiatic side of the ¢
strait ; which place they fortified and made their head-quarters\k’

for the autumn and winter, maintaining themselves by pre-
datory excursions throughout the neighbouring satrapy of
Pharnabazus. It is curious to learn, however, that when
Alkibiadés was proceeding to marshal the army altogether
(the hoplites, pursuant to Athenian custom, taking rank
according to their tribes), his own soldiers, never yet beaten,
refused to fraternise with those of Thrasyllus, who had been so
recently worsted at Ephesus. Nor was this alienation removed
until after a joint expedition against Abydos; Pharnabazus,
presenting himself with a considerable force, especially cavalry,
to relieve that place, was encountered and defeated in a battle
wherein all the Athenians present took part. The honour of
the hoplites of Thrasyllus was now held to be re-established, so
that the fusion of ranks was admitted without further difficulty.2
Even the entire army, however, was not able to accomplish
the conquest of Abydos; which the Peloponnesians and
Pharnabazus still maintained as their station on the Hellespont.

Meanwhile Athens had so stripped herself of force, by the
large armament recently sent with Thrasyllus, that her enemies
near home were encouraged to active operations. The Spartans
despatched an expedition, both of triremes and of land-force,
to attack Pylus, which had remained as an Athenian post and

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 8-15.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 13~17; Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 29.

b
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‘n a refuge for revolted Helots ever since its first fortification by
/" Demosthenés in B.c. 425. The place was vigorously attacked
\whoth by sea and by land, and soon became much pressed.
»’ Not unmindful of its distress, the Athenians sent to its relief
v 30 triremes under Anytus, who however came back without
\Ulsgen reaching the place, having been prevented by stormy
7/ Meather or unfavourable winds from doubling Cape Malea.
i D¥lus was soon afterwards obliged to surrender, the garrison
. v¥departing on terms of capitulation.! But Anytus on his return
G‘ﬂencounterec? great displeasure from his countrymen, and was
"}mt on his trial for having betrayed, or for not having done his
S utmost to fulfil, the trust confided to him. It is said that
*he only saved himself from condemnation by bribing the
-‘\"/\\'Dikastery, and that he was the first Athenian who ever
l\obtained a verdict by corruption.? Whether he could really
' have reached Pylus, and whether the obstacles which baffled
.+ Pim were such as an energetic officer would have overcome,
v’ we have no means of determining; still less, whether it be
true that he actually escaped by bribery. The story seems to
prove, however, that the general Athenian public thought him
deserving of condemnation, and were so much surprised by
his acquittal, as to account for it by supposing, truly or falsely,
the use of means never before attempted.

It was about the same time also, that the Megarians
recovered by surprise their port of Nisza, which had been
held by an Athenian garrison since B.C. 424. The Athenians
made an effort to retake it, but failed ; though they defeated
the Megarians in an action.?

Thrasyllus, during the summer of B.C. 409—and even the
joint force of Thrasyllus and Alkibiadés during the autumn
of the same year—seem to have effected less than might have
been expected from so large a force: indeed it must have
been at some period during this year that the Lacedemonian
Klearchus, with his 15 Megarian ships, penetrated up the
Hellespont to Byzantium, finding it guarded only by ¢

2
o

1 Diodor. xiii. 64. The slighting way in which Xenophon (Hellen. i. 2,
18) dismisses this capture of Pylus, as a mere retreat of some runaway
Helots from Malea—as well as his employment of the name Koryplasion,
and not of Pylus—prove how much he wrote from the statements of Lace-
deemonian informants.

2 Diodor. xiii. 64 ; Plutarch, Coriolan, c. 14.

Aristotle, *Afyvalwy worrela, ap. Harpokration. v. Aexd(wr—and in the
Collection of Fragment. Aristotel. no. 72, ed. Didot (Fragment. Historic.
Grzec. vol. ii. p. 127).

3 Diodor. xiii. 65.
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Athenian triremes.! But the operations of 408 a.c. wereu‘g(}‘”i
more important. The entire force under Alkibiadés and the C)”-
other commanders was mustered for the siege of Chalkédon‘\ :
and Byzantium. The Chatkedonians, having notice of the yv'
project, deposited their moveable property for safety in the ™/
hands of their neighbours the Bithynian Thracians ; a remark- V\
able evidence of the good feeling and confidence between the, \. *
two, contrasting strongly with the perpetual hostility which\’“,-
subsisted on the other side of the Bosphorus between 1. »
Byzantium and the Thracian tribes adjoining.?2 But the prey
caution was frustrated by Alkibiadés, who entered the territory =

of the Bithynians and compelled them by threats to deliver up

the effects confided to them. He then proceeded to block up
Chalkédon by a wooden wall carried across from the Bosphorus

to the Propontis; though the continuity of this wall was
interrupted by a river, and seemingly by some rough ground

on the immediate brink of the river. The blockading wall was
already completed, when Pharnabazus appeared with an army

for the relief of the place, and advanced as far as the Hera-
kleion (or temple of Heraklés) belonging to the Chalkedonians.
Profiting by his approach, Hippokratés, the Lacedemonian
harmost in the town, made a vigorous sally : but the Athenians
repelled all the efforts of Pharnabazus to force a passage
through their lines and join him-—so that, after an obstinate
contest, the sallying force was driven back within the walls of ‘
the town, and Hippokratés himself killed.?

The blockade of the town was now made so sure, that
Alkibiadés departed with a portion of the army to levy money
and get together forces for the siege of Byzantium afterwards. !
During his absence, Theramenés and Thrasybulus came to L:'\w
terms with Pharnabazus for the capitulation of Chalkédon.\i\"\’;
1t was agreed that the town should again become a tributary .~
dependency of Athens, on the same rate of tribute as beforey\,
the revolt, and that the arrears during the subsequent period’ ¥
should be paid up. Moreover, Pharnabazus himself engaged
to pay to the Athenians 2o talents on behalf of the town, and
also to escort some Athenian envoys up to Susa, enabling
them to submit propositions for accommodation to the Great
King. Until those envoys should return, the Athenians
covenanted to abstain from hostilities against the satrapy of
Pharnabazus.t Oaths to this effect were mutually exchanged,

' Xenoph. Hellen. i. 1, 36. 2 Polyb. iv. 44-45.

8 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 5-7; Diodor. xiii. 66.

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 9. ‘Trorereiv by pdpov Xarxndoviovs *Abqvalos
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after the return of Alkibiadés from his expedition. For

Pharnabazus positively refused to complete the ratification
with the other generals, until Alkibiadés should be there to
ratify in person also; a proof at once of the great individual
importance of the latter, and of his known facility in finding

excuses to evade an agreement. Two envoys were accordingly

sent by Pharnabazus to Chrysopolis, to receive the oaths
of Alkibiadés, while two relatives of Alkibiadés came to

Chalkédon as witnesses to those of Pharnabazus. Over and
above the common oath shared with his colleagues, Alkibiadés
took a special covenant of personal friendship and hospitality
.\\'yith the satrap, and received from him the like.

Alkibiadés had employed his period of absence in capturing
elymbria, from whence he obtained a sum of money, and
in getting together a large body of Thracians, with whom he
marched by land to Byzantium. That place was now besieged,
fhmediately after the capitulation of Chalkédon, by the
united force of the Athenians. A wall of circumvallation was
drawn around it, and various attacks were made by missiles
and battering engines. These however the Lacedzmonian
garrison, under the harmost Klearchus, aided by some
Megarians under Helixus and Bceeotians under Kceratadas,
was perfectly competent to repel. But the ravages of famine
were not so easily dealt with. After the blockade had lasted
some time, provisions began to fail ; so that Klearchus, strict
and harsh even under ordinary circumstances, became inex-
orable and oppressive from exclusive anxiety for the subsistence
of his soldiers; and even locked up the stock of food while
the population of the town were dying of hunger around him.
Seeing that his only hope was from external relief, he sallied
doovmep eldfeoav, kal T& dpethdueva xphuara dmodovvar Afnvalovs 8¢ i
wohepety Xarrndovlors, &ws &y of wapd Baciréa mpéoBes ENfwaiv.

This passage strengthens the doubts which I threw out in a former
chapter, whether the Athenians ever did or could realise their project of
commuting the tribute (imposed upon the dependent allies) for an ad
valorem duty of five per cent. on imports and exports, which project is
mentioned by Thucydidés (vii. 28) as having been resolved upon at least,
if not carried out, in the summer of 413 B.C. In the bargain here made
with the Chalkedonians, it seems implied that the payment of tribute was
the last arrangement subsisting between Athens and Chalkédon, at the
time of the revolt of the latter.

Next, I agree with the remark made by Schneider in his note upon the
passage *Afnvalous 8¢ pi moheuciv XaAundovfors. He notices the tenor
of the covenant as it stands in Plutarch—r4» ®apraBalov d¢ xdpav ph &dikely
(Alkib. c. 31), which is certainly far more suitable to the circumstances.
Instead of XaAxndoviots he proposes to read daprafd(y. At any rate, this
is the meaning.
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forth from the city to entreat aid from Pharnabazus ; and to
get together, if possible, a fleet for some aggressive operation
that might divert the attention of the besiegers. He left the
defence to Kceratadas and Helixus, in full confidence that the
Byzantines were too much compromised by their revolt from
Athens to venture to desert Sparta, whatever might be their
suffering. But the favourable terms recently granted to
Chalkédon, coupled with the severe and increasing famine,
induced Kydon and a Byzantine party to open the gates by
night, and admit Alkibiadés with the Athenians into the wide
interior square called the Thrakion. Helixus and Kceratadas,
apprised of this attack only when the enemy had actually got
possession of the town on all sides, vainly attempted resist-
ance, and were compelled to surrender at discretion. They
were sent as prisoners to Athens, where Kceratadas contrived
to escape during the confusion of the landing at Peirzus.
Favourable terms were granted to the town, which was replaced
in its position of a dependent ally of Athens, and probably
had to pay up its arrears of tribute in the same manner as
Chalkédon.1

So slow was the process of siege in ancient times, that they,
reduction of Chalkédon and Byzantium occupied nearly theQ\r-"
whole year ; the latter place surrendering about the beginning v&\
of winter.2 Both of them, however, were acquisitions of capital
importance to Athens, making her again undisputed mistress of (,/,'
the Bosphorus, and ensuring to her two valuable tributary allies.
Besides this improvement in her position, the accommodatioqé)‘;
just concluded with Pharnabazus was also a step of great value, b;,v"
and still greater promise. It was plain that the satrap had
grown weary of bearing all the brunt of the war for the benefit §, ,
of the Peloponnesians, and that he was well disposed to assistiys
the Athenians in coming to terms with the Great King. The%, ¥
mere withdrawal of his hearty support from Sparta, even if ¥
nothing else followed from it, was of immense moment toYe.4
Athens; and thus much was really achieved. The envoys, ./ o
five Athenians and two Argeians (all, probably, sent for from
Athens, which accounts for some delay), were directed after
the siege of Chalkédon to meet Pharnabazus at Kyzikus. Some

! Xenoph. Hellen. i, 3, 15-22 ; Diodor. xiii. 67 ; Plutarch, Alkib, c. 3I.

The account given by Xenophon of the surrender of Byzantium, which I
have followed in the text, is perfectly plain and probable. It does not
consist with the complicated stratagem described in Diodorusand Plutarch,
as well as in Frontinus, iii. xi. 3; alluded to also in Polyznus, i. 48, 2.

2 Xenoph. Helien. i 4, I.
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Lacedemonian envoys, and even the Syracusan Hermokratés,
who had been condemned and banished by sentence at home,
took advantage of the same escort, and all proceeded on their
journey upward to Susa. Their progress was arrested, during
the extreme severity of the winter, at Gordium in Phrygia; and
it was while pursuing their track into the interior at the opening
of spring, that they met the young prince Cyrus, son of King
Darius, coming down in person to govern an important part of
Asia Minor. Some Lacedsemonian envoys (Beeotius and others)
were travelling down along with him, after having fulfilled their
mission at the Persian court.!

CHAPTER LXIV

FROM THE ARRIVAL OF CYRUS THE YOUNGER IN ASIA MINOR
DOWN TO THE BATTLE OF ARGINUSAE

ing what may be called the last phase in the Peloponnesian war.

,dT HE advent of Cyrus, commonly known as Cyrus the younger,
QI

\ )y He was the younger of the two sons of the Persian king
# Darius Nothus by the cruel queen Parysatis, and was now sent
Vﬁdown by his father as satrap of Lydia, Phrygia the greater, and

. +Kappadokia ; as well as general of all that military division of

_~Which the muster-place was Kastdlus. His command did not
»4_ af this time comprise the Greek cities on the coast, which were
M still left to Tissaphernés and Pharnabazus.?  But he nevertheless

Ybrought down with him a strong interest in the Grecian war,
and an intense anti-Athenian feeling, with full authority from
his father to carry it out into act. Whatever this young man
willed, he willed strongly : his bodily activity, rising superior to
those temptations of sensual indulgence which often enervated
the Persian grandees, provoked the admiration even of Spartans;?
and his energetic character was combined with a certain
measure of ability. Though he had not as yet conceived that
deliberate plan for mounting the Persian throne which afterwards
absorbed his whole mind, and was so near succeeding by the
help of the Ten Thousand Greeks—yet he seems to have had

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 2-3.

2 The Anabasis of Xenophon (i. 1, 6-8; i. 9, 7-0) is better authority,
and speaks more exactly, than the Hellenica, i. 4, 3

3 See the anecdote of Cyrus and Lysander in Xenoph. (Econom. iv.
21, 23.
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from the beginning the sentiment and ambition of a king in
prospect, not those of a satrap. He came down well aware that
Athens was the efficient enemy by whom the pride of the
Persian kings had been humbled, the insular Greeks kept out
of the sight of a Persian ship, and even the continental Greeks
on the coast practically emancipated——for the last sixty years.
He therefore brought down with him a strenuous desire, to put
down the Athenian power, very different from the treacherous
balancing of Tissaphernés, and much more formidable even
than the straightforward enmity of Pharnabazus, who had less
money, less favour at court, and less of youthful ardour.
Moreover Pharnabazus, after having heartily espoused the cause
of the Peloponnesians for the last three years, had now become
weary of the allies whom he had so long kept in pay. Instead
of expelling Athenian influence from his coasts with little
difficulty, as he had expected to do—he found his satrapy
plundered, his revenues impaired or absorbed, and an Athenian
ifleet all-powerful in the Propontis and Hellespont ; while the
Lacedemonian fleet, which he had taken so much pains to
invite, was destroyed. Decidedly sick of the Peloponnesian
cause, he was even leaning towards Athens; and the envoys
whom he was escorting to Susa might perhaps have laid the
foundation of an altered Persian policy in Asia Minor, when
jthe journey of Cyrus down to the coast overthrew all such
calculations. The young prince brought with him a fresh,
hearty, and youthful antipathy against Athens,—a power inferior
ionly to that of the Great King himself—and an energetic
determination to use it without reserve in ensuring victory to =,
he Peloponnesians.
From the moment that Pharnabazus and the Athenian | s
nvoys met Cyrus, their further progress towards Susa became ( o
impossible.  Beeotius, and the other Lacedsemonian envoys §v'¢
ravelling along with the young prince, made extravagant boastsvj(\'"
f having obtained all that they asked for at Susa ; while Cyrus® »
iimself announced his powers as unlimited in extent over the
hole coast, all for the purpose of prosecuting vigorous war in
onjunction with the Lacedemonians. Pharnabazus, on hear-
ng such intelligence and seeing the Great King’s seal to the
ords—*1 send down Cyrus, as lord of all those who muster
t Kastblus ’—not only refused to let the Athenian envoys
roceed onward, but was even obliged to obey the orders of
he young prince; who irsisted that they should either be
urrendered to him, or at least detained for some time in the
interior, in order that no information might be conveyed to
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Athens. The satrap resisted the first of these requisitions,
having pledged his word for their safety ; but he obeyed the
second—detaining them in Kappadokia for no less than three
years, until Athens was prostrate and on the point of surrender,
after which he obtained permission from Cyrus to send them
back to the sea-coast.! .

This arrival of Cyrus, overruling the treachery of Tissa-
phernés as well as the weariness of Pharnabazus, and supplying
the enemies of Athens with a double flow of Persian gold at a
moment when the stream would otherwise have dried up—was
a paramount item in that sum of causes which concurred to
determine the result of the war.2 But important as the event

as in itself, it was rendered still more important by the
character of the Lacedeemonian admiral Lysander, with whom
e young prince first came into contact on reaching Sardis.
Lysander had come out to supersede Kratesippidas about
cember 408 B.C., or January 407 B.C.3 He was the last

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 3-8. The words here employed respecting the;
#envoys, when returning after their three years’ detention—386ey wpds 74 #AAo

Q(/f orpatémedov &mérAevoav—appear to me an inadvertence. The return of]
v the envoys must have been in the spring of 404 B.C., at a time when Athens
had no camp: the surrender of the city took place in April 404 B.C.;
Xenophon incautiously speaks as if that state of things which existed when{
the envoys departed, still continued at their return. 4

2 The words of Thucydidés (ii. 65) imply this as his opinion—Képg e,
Yorepoy Baginéws waidl mpooyevouéve, &e.

3 The commencement of Lysander’s navarchy or year of maritime com-
mand appears to me established for this winter. He had been some time
actually in his command before Cyrus arrived at Sardis—Oi 8¢ Aaxedatudvior,
wpéTepov TobTwy ol ToANG X pdve Kparnoumnide Tis vavapxias wape-
AnAvBuias, Aboavdpov étémeupar vabapxov. ‘O 8¢ apinduevos és ‘Pédov, kal
vads éxetbev AaBov, és K@ ral Mianror Exhevoey, éxeibey 8¢ és "Egegor: xal
érel Epetve, vads Exwv ERdoufkovra, uéxpis of Kipos &s Zdplery
dplrero (Xenoph, Hellen. i. 5, 1)

Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fast. H. ad ann. 407 B.C.) has, I presume, beerj
misled by the first words of this passage—wpdrepoy TodTwy ob moAAG xpdyc]
—when he says—*‘ During the stay of Alcibiadés at Athens, Lysander is
sent as vadapyos—Xen. Hell, i. 5, 1. Then followed the defeat of
Antiochus, the deposition of Alcibiadés, and the substitution of #AAovs 86’:«1&
between September 407 and September 406, when Callicratidas succeede
Lysander.”

Now Alkibiadés came to Athens in the month of Thargelion, or abou
the end of May 407, and stayed there till the beginning of September 407
Cyrus arrived at Sardis before Alkibiadés reached Athens, and Lysande
had been some time at his post before Cyrus arrived ; so that Lysande
was not sent out ‘‘during the stay of Alcibiadés at Athens,” but som
months before.  Still less is it correct to say that Kallikratidas succeede
Lysander in September 406. The battle of Arginuse, wherein Kallj
kratidas perished, was fought about August 406, after he had been admirs
for several months, The words wpdrepor Todrwy, when construed alon;
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er Brasidas and Gylippus) of that trio of eminent Spartans,
1 whom all the capital wounds of Athens proceeded, during
e course of this long war. : He was born of poor parents, and
even said to have been of that class called Mothakes, being
nly enabled by the aid of richer men to keep up his contribu-
tion to the public mess, and his place in the constant drill and
Fhscipline He was not only an excellent officer,? thoroughly
competent to the duties of military command, but possessed
also great talents for intrigue, and for organising a political
party as well as keeping up its disciplined movements. Though
indifferent to the temptations either of money or of pleasure,?
and willingly acquiescing in the poverty to which he was born,

e was altogether unscrupulous in the prosecution of ambitious
oblects either for his country or for himself. His family, poor
it was, enjoyed a dignified position at Sparta-—belonging to
he gens of the Herakleide, not connected by any near
elationship with the kings : moreover his personal reputation
s a Spartan was excellent, since his observance of the rules of
iscipline had been rigorous and exemplary. The habits of
lf-constraint thus acquired served him in good stead when it
scame necessary to his ambition to court the favour of the
eat.  His recklessness about falsehood and perjury is illus-
ated by various current sayings ascribed to him—such as, that
hildren were to be taken in by means of dice, men by means
of oaths.3 A selfish ambition—for promoting the power of his
ountry not merely in connexion with, but in subservience to,
iis own—guided him from the beginning to the end of his
:areer.  In this main quality, he agreed with Alkibiadés; in
eckless immorality of means, he went even beyond him. He
eems to have been cruel; an attribute which formed no part
if the usual character of Alkibiadés. On the other hand, the
yve of personal enjoyment, luxury, and ostentation, which
ounted for so much in Alkibiadés, was quite unknown to
jysander. The basis of his disposition was Spartan, tending
0 merge appetite, ostentation, and expansion of mind, all in

ith the context which succeeds, must evidently be understood in a large
ense—*‘ these events "—mean the general series of events which begins i. 4,
 —the proceedings of Alkibiadés from the beginning of the spring of 407.
! Alian, V. H. xii. 43; Athenzus, vi. p. 271. The assertion that
iysander belonged to the class of Mothakes is given by Athenzus as
ming from Phylarchus, and I see no reason for calling it in question.
A ian states the same thing respecting Gylippus and Kallikratidas also ; I
not know on what authority.

Theopompus, Fragm. 21, ed. Didot; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 30.
Plutarch, Lysander, c. 8.
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the love of command and influence—not Athenian, WL{.
tended to the development of many and diversified impulse:
¢mbition being one, but only one, among the number.
Kratesippidas, the predecessor of Lysander, seems to hav
enjoyed the maritime command for more than the usual yearl,
eriod, having superseded Pasippidas during the middle of the
,,/' (?/ycar of the latter. But the maritime power of Sparta was then
,,,I‘ s¢”weak (having not yet recovered from the ruinous defeat at
- > yzikus), that he achieved little or nothing. We hear of him

" only as furthering, for his own profit, a poutlcal revolution at

" Chios. Bribed by a party of Chian exiles, he took possession
of the acropolis, reinstated them in the island, and aided them
in deposing and expelling the party then in office, to thi‘
number of 6oo. Itis plain that this was not a questiot”
between democracy and oligarchy, but between two oligarchica);
parties, the one of which succeeded in purchasing the factiou?
agency of the Spartan admiral. The exiles whom he expellec
took possession of Atarneus, a strong post belonging to th
Chians on the mainland opposite Lesbos. From hence the/
made war, as well as they could, upon their rivals now °;
possession of the island, and also upon other parts of Ioni.
not without some success and proﬁt as will appear by th ¢
condition about ten years afterwards.!

The practice of reconstituting the governments of tht.\
Asxatlc cities, thus begun by Kratesippidas, was extended and!
¥brought to a system by Lysander; not indeed for prwatei
ﬁmolument which he always despised—but in views of ambi-

yytlon Having departed from Peloponnesus with a squadron,
he reinforced it at Rhodes and then sailed onward to Koés (an

} + Athenian island, so that he could only have touched there) and
5')/-” Milétus. He took up his final station at Ephesus, the nearest
point to Sardis, where Cyrus was expected to arrive; and
while awaiting his coming, augmented his fleet to the number .
of 70 triremes. As soon as Cyrus reached Sardis (about April
or May 407 B.c.), Lysander went to pay his court to him along
with some Lacedzemonian envoys, and found himself welcomec
with every mark of favour. Preferring bitter complaints agains’
the double-dealing of Tissaphernés—whom they accused o4
having frustrated the king’s orders and sacrificed the interes*

of the empire, under the seductions of Alkibiadés,—they e
treated Cyrus to adopt a new policy, and execute the stipuliy

?U .

[

A

1 Diodor. xiil. 65; Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 2, 11. I presume that t -
conduct of Kratesippidas is the fact glanced at by Isokratés de Pace, Se
128, p. 240, ed. Bekk.
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_3f'.1s of the treaty by lending the most vigorous aid to put
‘r)wn the common enemy, Cyrus replied that these were the
= ¢press orders which he had received from his father, and that
“e was prepared to fulfil them with all his might. He had
Urought with him (he said) 500 talents, which should be at
once devoted to the cause : if these were insufficient, he would
resort to the private funds which hisfather had given him ; and <
if more still were needed, he would coin into money the gold , ¥
and silver throne on which he sat.1 "
Lysander and the envoys returned the warmest thanks forvN'
these magnificent promises, which were not likely to prove 0”}\’
empty words from the lips of a vehement youth like Cyrus. v}-
30 sanguine were the hopes which they conceived from his{w' 4,
haracter and proclaimed sentiments, that they ventured to ask
'um to restore the rate of pay to one full Attic drachma per A
cad for the seamen; which had been the rate promised by U\
‘issaphernés through his envoys at Sparta, when he first
wited the Lacedemonians across the Aigean, and when it
lis doubtful whether they would come—but actually paid \'/ﬁ
ly for the first month, and then reduced to half a drachma, A
" nished in practice with miserable irregularity. As a motive
! granting this increase of pay, Cyrus was assured that it A0Q
">uld determine the Athenian seamen to desert so largely, v
‘hat the war would sooner come to an end, and of course the %‘5’;
:xpenditure also. But he refused compliance, saying that the pd”
rate of pay had been fixed both by the king’s express orders M
and by the terms of the treaty, so that he could not departg
from it.2 In this reply Lysander was forced to acquiescelph,

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 3-4 ; Piodor. xiii. 70; Plutarch, Lysander, c. 4.
This seems to have been a favourite metaphor, either used by, or at least
ascribed to, the Persian glandees ; we have already had it a little before
from the mouth of Tlssaphernes

¢ Xenoph Hellen i 5, 5. elvar B¢ ral Tas o'w@nrcas olraws exouo‘as,
pu:muwra wvas éxdory vnt Tob pqvds Siddvar, dwéoas &v BodAotrTo Tpdpew
.aneSamowm
 This is not strictly correct. The rate of pay is not specified in either of

ic three conventions, as they stand in Thucyd. viii. 18, 37, 58, It seems
> have been, fiom the beginning, matter of verbal understanding and

‘omise ; first a drachma per day was promised by the envoys of Tissa-

1ernés at Sparta—next, the satrap himself at Miléus cut down the

chma to half a drachma, and promised this lower rate for the future
L. 29).

- Mr. Mitford says—¢¢ Lysander proposed, that an Attic drachma, whick

as etght oboli, nearly tenpence sterling, should be allowed fer daily pay

Jevery seaman.”

¢ Mr. Mitford had in the previous sentence stated #kree oboli as equal to
it quite fourpence sterling. Of course therefore it is plain that he did not
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The envoys were treated with distinction, and feasted at :
banquet ; after which Cyrus, drinking to the health of Lysander
desired him to declare what favour he could do to gratify hin
most. “To grant an additional obolus per head for eac’
seaman’s pay,” replied Lysander. Cyrus immediately comyplies
having personally bound himself by his manner of putting th
question. But the answer impressed him both with astonisl
ment and admiration; for he had expected that Lysand:
would ask some favour or present for himself—judging his
not only according to the analogy of most Persians, but als
of Astyochus and the officers of the Peloponnesian armamet
at Milétus, whose corrupt subservience to Tissaphernés ha
probably been made known to him. From such corruptior
as well as from the mean carelessness of Theramenés (ti
Spartan) respecting the condition of the seamen,! Lysander
conduct stood out in pointed and honourable contrast.

The incident here described not only procured for th
seamen of the Peloponnesian fleet the daily pay of four obo
(instead of three) per man, but also ensured to Lysande
himself a degree of esteem and confidence from Cyrus whic
he knew well how to turn to account. I have already rt
marked,? in reference to Periklés and Nikias, that an establishe
reputation for personal incorruptibility, rare as that quality wa
among Grecian leading politicians, was among the mos
precious items in the capital stock of an ambitious man—-eve
if looked at only in regard to the durability of his own inflt
ence. If the proof of such disinterestedness was of so muc’
value in the eyes of the Athenian people, yet more powerfull
did it work upon the mind of Cyrus. With his Persian anc
princely ideas of winning adherents by munificence,® a mar
who despised presents was a phenomenon commanding th
higher sentiment of wonder and respect. From this time
forward he not only trusted Lysander with implicit pecuniar
confidence, but consulted him as to the prosecution of th
consider three oboli as the half of a drachma (Hist. Greece, ch. xx. sect.
vol. iv. p. 317, oct. ed. 1814).

That a drachma was equivalent to szx oboli (that is, an Aginzan drachir
to six Alginean oboli, and an Atiic drachma to six Attic oboli) is ¢
familiarly known, that I should almost have imagined the word e7g/z (in tl
first sentence here cited) to be a misprint for szx—if the sentence cited ne:
had not clearly demonstrated that Mr. Mitford really believed a drachn
to be equal to efg#t oboli. It is certainly a mistake surprising to find.

1 Thucyd. viil. 29.

2 See vol. vi. ch. Ii.

3 See the remarkable character of Cyrus the younger, given in t!
Anabasis of Xenophon, i. 9, 22-28.
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war, and even condescended to second his personal ambition
to the detriment of this object.!

Returning from Sardis to Ephesus, after such unexampledw
success in his interview with Cyrus, Lysander was enabled not A s
only to make good to his fleet the full arrear actually due, but J'A' ¥
jalso to pay them for a month in advance, at the increased, iy
ieate of four oboli per man; and to promise that high rate for /;
‘he future. A spirit of the highest satisfaction and confidence
was diffused through the armament. But the ships were in 4.0
. ndifferent condition, having been hastily and parsimoniously Vag
ot up since the late defeat at Kyzikus. Accordingly Lysander ;
'employed his present affluence in putting them into better
order, procuring more complete tackle, and inviting picked
crews.2  He took another step pregnant with important results.
Summoning to Ephesus a few of the most leading and active
‘men from each of the Asiatic cities, he organised them into
disciplined clubs or factions, in correspondence with himself.

He instigated these clubs to the most vigorous prosecution of
the war against Athens, promising that as soon as that war
should be concluded, they should be invested and maintained
by Spartan influence in the government of their respective
cities.3 His newly-established influence with Cyrus, and the
abundant supplies of which he was now master, added double
force to an invitation in itself but too seducing, And thus,
while infusing increased ardour into the joint warlike efforts
of these cities, he at the same time procured for himself
an ubiquitous correspondence, such as no successor could
manage ; rendering the continuance of his own command
almost essential to success. The fruits of his factious man- ,
ceuvres will be seen in the subsequent Dekarchies or oligarchies ,_}’
of Ten, after the complete subjugation of Athens. f\),‘w .
While Lysander and Cyras were thus restoring formidable' a}l¥

efficacy to their side of the contest (during the suramer of 407
B.C.), the victorious exile Alkibiadés had accomplished thejn*
important and delicate step of re-entering his native city for \’,“
the first time. According to the accommodation with Phar—v\w
| nabazus, concluded after the reduction of Chalkédon, thed,
Athenian fleet was precluded from assailing his satrapy, and
was thus forced to seek subsistence elsewhere. Byzantium
and Selymbria, with contributions levied in Thrace, maintained
them for the winter: in the spring (407 B.C.), Alkibiadés

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 13 ; Piutarch, Lysand. c. 4-9.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 10.

3 Diodor. xtil. 70 ; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 5.

[
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brought them again to Samos; from whence he undertook an
expedition against the coast of Karia, levying contributions to
the extent of roo talents. Thrasybulus, with thirty triremes, :
went to attack Thrace, where he reduced Thasos, Abdéra, and:
all those towns which had revolted from Athens ; Thasos being.
now in especial distress from famine as well as from past
seditions. A valuable contribution for the support of the
fleet was doubtless among the fruits of this success. Thra-
syllus at the same time conducted another division of the?
army home to Athens, intended by Alkibiadés as precursors.
of his own return.! J
Before Thrasyllus arrived, the people had already manifested .
Vggelr favourable dlsposmon towards Alkibiadés by choosm{,?
4

4

1

im anew general of the armament, along with Thrasybulus

" and Konon. Alkibiadés was now tending homeward from

" J_\Eamos with twenty triremes, bringing with him all the con-
»~* “Wributions recently levied. He first stopped at Paros, then
L/If visited the coast of Laconia, and lastly looked into the1
\,, cedeemonian harbour of Gytheion, where he had learnt that !
)*t irty triremes were preparing. The news which he received |
Wf his re-election as general, strengthened by the pressing .
1{ Jnvitations and encouragements of his friends, as well as by the
recall of his banished kinsmen—at length determined him to

sall to Athens. He reached Peirzeus on a marked day—the
festival of the Plyntéria on the 25th of the month Thargélion—
(about the end of May 407 B.c.). This was a day of melan-
choly solemnity, accounted unpropitious for any action of
importance. The statue of the goddess Athéné was stripped

of all its ornaments, covered up from every one’s gaze, and
washed or cleansed under a mysterious ceremonial, by the
holy gens called Praxiergide.? The goddess thus seemed

to turn away her face, and refuse to behold the returning
exile. Such at least was the construction of his enemies;

—

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 8-10; Diodor. xiii. 72. The chronology of 1
Xenophon, though not so clear as we could wish, deserves unquestionable |
preference over that of Diodorus.

% See the description of a similar solemnity performed by appointed
priestesses and other women at Argos (the annual washing of the statue of i
Athéné in the river Inachus) given by the poet Kallimachus—Hymnus in |
Lavacrum Palladis—with the copious illustrative notes of Ezekiel Spanheim. }
Here, again, we find analogies in the existing sentiment of the Hindoo x
rehglon Colonel Sleeman mentions— The water of the Ganges, with ;
which the image of the God Vishnoo has been washed, is considered a |
very holy draught, fit for princes. That with which the image of the God l
Seva is washed, must not be drunk.” (Rambles and Recollections of an
Indian Official, ch. 23, p. 182.) f
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ind as the subsequent turn of events tended to bear them
sut, it has been preserved ; while the more auspicious counter-
nterpretation, doubtless suggested by his friends, has been

‘orgotten. &
-
A

splendour of this return of Alkibiadés to Athens, were given byt

The most extravagant representations, of the pomp and

Ne
o

some authors of antiquity—especially by Duris at Samos, an "
wathor about two generations later. It was said that he, ¥

Srought with him 200 prow-ornaments belonging to captive
snemies’ ships, or {(according to some) even the 200 captured
bhips themselves; that his trireme was ornamented with gilt
and silvered shields, and sailed by purple sails; that Kallip-
idés, one of the most distinguished actors of the day, perfornied
he functions of Keleustés, pronouncing the chant or word of
Eommand to the rowers ; that Chrysogonus, a flute-player who
ad gained the first prize at the Pythian games, was also on
board, playing the air of return.! All these de:ails, invented
with melancholy facility to illustrate an ideal of ostentation
ind insolence, are refuted by the more simple and credible
harrative of Xenophon. The re-entry of Alkibiadés was not
merely unostentatious, but even mistrustful and apprehensive.
He had with him only twenty triremes; and though en-
couraged, not merely by the assurances of his friends, but also
by the news that he had just been re-elected general,—he was
nevertheless half afraid to disembark, even at the instant when
he made fast his ship to the quay in Peiraus. A vast crowd
had assembled there from the city and the port, animated by
curiosity, interest, and other emotions of every kind, to see
him arrive. But so little did he trust their sentiments, that he
hesitated at first to step on shore, and stood up on the deck
looking about for his friends and kinsmen. Presently he saw
Euryptolemus his cousin and others, by whom he was heartily
welcomed, and in the midst of whom he landed. But they
too were so apprehensive of his numerous enemies, that they
formed themselves into a sort of body-guard to surround and
protect him against any possible assault, during his march from
Peirzeus to Athens.?

L 1 Diodor. xiii. 68; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 31 ; Athens. xii. p. 535.
. 2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 18, 19. ’AAmiBiddns 3¢ mpds vhw iy dputcfels
préBawe niv obx €bBéws, poBoduevos Tobs &xBpodst émavacrds B émd rob
karacTpdparos, doxdmer Tols abrob émrndeiovs, el mapeinoay. Kardov 8¢
Ebpurréheusy rdv Tewgdvakros, favrod 8¢ dveludy, kal Tobs &ANovs eikelovs
xal ¢iAeus wer’ alTdv, Tére ameBids dvaBalver és ThHy WiAw, perd TEw
rapeawevacuévoy, €f Tis Gwroite, pi) émTpémew.
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No protection, however, was required. Not merely did hi'

; ememies attempt no violence against him, but they said nothing
¢ Vikeopposition when he made his defence before the Senate and

the public assembly. Protesting before the one as well as the

N other, his innocence of the impiety laid to his charge, he

.

wdenounced bitterly the injustice of his enemies, and gently!

W

but pathetically, deplored the unkindness of the people. His
friends all spoke warmly in the same strain. So strenuous ana
so pronounced, was the sentiment in his favour, both of the
Senate and of the public assembly, that no one dared to
address them in the contrary sense.! The sentence of con{
demnation passed against him was cancelled : the Eumolpida
were directed to revoke the curse which they had pronounce
upon his head : the record of the sentence was destroyed, anc
the plate of lead, upon which the curse was engraven, throw
into the sea : his confiscated property was restored : lastly, h
was proclaimed general with full powers, and allowed to pref
pare an expedition of 100 triremes, 1500 hoplites from th
regular muster-roll, and 150 horsemen. All this passed, b
unopposed vote, amidst silence on the part of enemies anc
acclamations from friends—amidst unmeasured promises o
future achievement from himself, and confident assurances!
impressed by his friends on willing hearers, that Alkibiadés
was the only man competent to restore the empire and grandeut
of Athens. The general expectation, which he and his friends
took every possible pains to excite, was, that his victorious
career of the last three years was a preparation for yet greater
triumphs during the next. :
We may be satisfied, when we advert to the apprehensions
of Alkibiadés on entering the Peireeus, and to the body-guard
organised by his friends, that this overwhelming and uncontra-
dicted triumph greatly surpassed the anticipations of both,
It intoxicated him, and led him to make light of enemies
whom only just before he had so much dreaded. Thi
mistake, together with the carelessness and insolence arising
-out of what seemed to be an unbounded ascendency, proved
the cause of his future ruin. But the truth is, that these|
enemies, however they might remain silent, had not ceased t ;
be formidable. Alkibiadés had now been eight years in exilf{
from about August 415 B.C. to May 407 B.C. Now absenc!
was in many ways a good thing for his reputation ; since hi!
overbearing private demeanour had been kept out of sight, and,

his impieties partially forgotten. There was even'a dispositioni
! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 20; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 33 ; Diodor. xiii. 69, |
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‘mong the majority to accept his own explicit denial of the
ct laid to his charge ; and to dwell chiefly upon the un-
orthy manceuvres of his enemies in resisting his demand for
stant trial immediately after the accusation was broached, in
rder that they might calumniate him during bis absence.
Je was characterised as a patriot animated by the noblest
notives, who had brought both first-rate endowments and

iarge private wealth to the service of the commonwealth, but
had been ruined by a conspiracy of corrupt and worthless
speakers, every way inferior to him ; men, whose only chance
of success with the people arose from expelling those who were
better than themselves, while he (Alkibiadés), far from having
any interest adverse to the democracy, was the natural and
worthy favourite of a democratical people.! So far as the old
causes of unpopularity were concerned, therefore, time and

absence had done much to weaken their effect, and to assist IS

is friends in countervailing them by pointing to the treacherous
olitical manceuvres employed against him.,

But if the old causes of unpopularity had thus, comparatively 3
eaking, passed out of sight, others had since arisen, of af

¢

i
2

’? %

s

raver and more ineffaceable character. His vindictive hosq £*4¥ -

lity to his country had been not merely ostentatiously
roclaimed, but actively manifested, by stabs but too effectively
imed at her vitals. The sending of Gylippus to Syracuse—

e fortification of Dekeleia—the revolts of Chios and Milétus

the first origination of the conspiracy of the Four Hundred—
E;a.d all been emphatically the measures of Alkibiadés. Even
r these, the enthusiasm of the moment attempted some
xcuse : it was affirmed that he had never ceased to love his
ountry, in spite of her wrongs towards him, and that he had
een compelled by the necessities of exile to serve men whom
e detested, at the daily risk of his life.2 Such pretences,
lowever, could not really impose upon any one. The treason
»f Alkibiadés during the period of his exile remained indefen-
ible as well as undeniable, and would have been more than
sufficient as a theme for his enemies, had their tongues been
ce. But his position was one altogether singular: having

st inflicted on his country immense mischief, he had since
ndered her valuable service, and promised to render stiil
ore. It is true, that the subsequent service was by no means
dequate to the previous mischief: nor had it indeed been
endered exclusively by him, since the victories of Abydos and

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 14-16.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. i 4, 15,

v



132 History of Greece

Kyzikus belong not less to Theramenés and Thrasybulus than

to Alkibiadés :1 moreover, the peculiar present or capital whick

he had promised to bring with him—Persian alliance and pa

to Athens—had proved a complete delusion. Still the Athe

nian arms had been eminently successful since his junction

and we may see that not merely common report, but eve

¢ good judges such as Thucydidés, ascribed this result to hi

' #3uperior energy and management.

.\’MP Without touching upon these particulars, it is impossible
3 J¢" fully to comprehend the very peculiar position of this returning
) xile before the Athenian people in the summer of 407 B.C.
hf‘."-’ he more distant past exhibited him as among the worst of
\ p*., criminals—the recent past, as a valuable servant and patriot—
0”’\/ ‘fthe future promised continuance in this last character, so far as
;f",,,,'/ Nthere were any positive indications to judge by. Now this was
A acasein which discussion and recrimination could not possibly
\f/ “gihswer any useful purpose. There was every reason for re:
2w appointing Alkibiadés to his command ; but this could only b
w1, done under prohibition of censure on his past crimes, an

3" provisional acceptance of his subsequent good deeds as just

6 * fying the hope of yet better deeds to come. The popul

< o " instinct felt this situation perfectly, and imposed absolu
N silence on his enemies.? We are not to infer from hence th.

the people had forgotten the past deeds of Alkibiadés, or th
they entertained for him nothing but unqualified confidenc
and admiration. In their present very justifiable sentiment ¢
hopefulness, they determined that he should have full scope fc
prosecuting his new and better career, if he chose; and th:
his enemies should be precluded from reviving the mention ¢
an irreparable past, so as to shut the door against him. Bu,
what was thus interdicted to men’s lips as unseasonable, w:
not efficed from their recollections; nor were the enemie
though silenced for the moment, rendered powerless for th’l,
future. All this train of combustible matter lay quiescen.
ready to be fired by any future misconduct or negligence,
perhaps even by blameless ill-success, on the part of Alkibiadés.
At a juncture when so much depended upon his futur

1 This point is justly touched upon, more than once, by Cornelius Nep
—Vit, Alcibiad. c. 6—* quanquam Theramenés et Thrasybulus eisd
rebus preefuerant,” And again in the life of Thrasybutus (c. 1), * Primu
Peloponnesiaco bello multa hic (Thrasybulus) sine Alcibiade gessit ; il
nullam rem sine hoc.”

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 20. Aex@évrwv 3¢ kal #AAwy TowdTwy, Ka
obBerds avTetméyTos, 81d TOud dvacxéclat By 7Hv éxkAnoiay
&e. ‘
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behaviour, he showed (as we shall see presently) that he com-
sletely misinterpreted the temper of the people. Intoxicated
by the unexpected triumph of his reception~-according to that
fatal susceptibility so common among distinguished Greeks—
1e forgot his own past history, and fancied that the people had
sorgotten and forgiven it also; construing their studied and
svell-advised silence into a proof of oblivion. He conceived
aimself in assured possession of public confidence, and looked
upon his numerous enemies as if they ro longer existed, ’,/
because they were not allowed to speak at a most unseasonable V’Ik
hour. Without doubt, his exultation was shared by his friends,
and this sense of false security proved his future ruin. (}9}‘
Two colleagues, recommended by Alkibiadés hlmself—AdeL-fN,
mantus and Aristokratés-——were named by the people as
generals of the hoplites to go out with him, in case of opera- L.\i‘

' tions ashore.! In less than three months, his armament was

ready ; but he designedly deferred his departure until that day{ﬂ“ﬁ

"»f the month Boedrom:on (about the beginning of September)

¢/hen the Eleusinian mysteries were celebratzd, and when the 2 ’JE
rolemn processional march of the crowd of communicants was *
t-ont to take place, along the Sacred Way from Athens to
Vleusis. For seven successive years, ever since the establish L8
sient of Agis at Dekeleia, this march had been of necessity ¢
; iscontinued, and the procession had been transported by sea, (
o the omission of many of the ceremonial details. Alkibiadés
.n this occasion caused the land-march to be renewed, in full .(
womp and solemnity; assembling all his troops in arms to
¢ rotect, in case any attack should be made from Dekeleia. No
-:uch attack was hazarded; so that he had the satisfaction
-f reviving the full regularity of this illustrious scene, and
“scorting the numerous communicants out ar.d home, without
‘he smallest interruption ;—an exploit gratifyicg to the religious
-zelings of the people, and imparting an acceptable sense of
idiminished Athenian power ; while in reference to his own

-

" reputation, it was especially politic, as serving to make his

-peace with the Eumolpide and the Two Goddesses, on whose
“sccount he had been condemned.?

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 21. Both Diodorus (xiii. 69) and Cornelius

'cpos (Vit. Alcib. c. 7) state Thrasybulus and Adeimantus as his col-

: both state also that his colleagues were chosen on his recommenda-

“ion. I Tollow Xenophon as to the names, and also as to the fact, that they
fwere named as kard v oTparyyol.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 20; Plutarch, Alkib. e. 34. Neither Diodorus

aor Cornelius Nepos mentions this remarkable inciden: about the escort of

he Eleusinian procession.
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el Immediately after the mysteries, he departed with ‘or.

¥ \armament. It appears that Agis at Dekeleia, though he haa

4" ) not chosen to come out and attack Alkibiadés when posted to

\).‘f guard the Eleusinian procession, had nevertheless felt humi-

Jjated by the defiance offered to him. He shortly afterwards

took advantage of the departure of this large force, to summon

einforcements from Peloponnesus and Beeotia, and attempt to

N f‘gurpnse the walls of Athens on a dark night. If he expected

Q;' any connivance within, the plot miscarried : alarm was given in

time, so that the eldest and youngest hoplites were found at

their posts to defend the walls. The assailants—said to have

amounted to 28,000 men, of whom half were hoplites, with

1200 cavalry, goo of them Beeotians—were seen on the

ensuing day close under the walls of the city, which were amply

manned with the full remaining strength of Athens. In an

obstinate cavalry battle which ensued, the Athenians gained

the advantage even over the Rceotians. Agis encamped the

next night in the garden of Akadémus; again on the morrow

he drew up his troops and offered battle to the Athenians, who

are affirmed to have gone forth in order of battle, but to have

kept under the protection of the missiles from the walls, so

that Agis did not dare to attack them.! We may well doubt

whether the Athenians went out at all, since they had been for

years accustomed to regard themselves as inferior to the Pelo-

ponnesians in the field. Agis now withdrew, satisfied appar-

ently with having offered battle, so as to efface the affront which

he had received from the march of the Eleusinian commu-
nicants in defiance of his neighbourhood.

W The first exploit of Alkibiadés was to proceed to Andros,

under a Lacedeemonian harmost and garrison. Landing
the island, he plundered the fields, defeated both the native
roops and the Lacedemonians, and forced them to shut them-
., Selves up within the town ; which he besieged for some days
without avail, and then proceeded onward to Samos, leaving
) Konon in a fortified post, with twenty ships, to prosecute the
}2 a,«‘f‘siege.2 At Samos he first ascertained the state of the Pelopon-
nesian fleet at Ephesus—the influence acquired by Lysander
gﬁ' over Cyrus—the strong anti-Athenian dispositions of the young
¥ince—and the ample rate of pay, put down even in advance,

“N/} which the Peloponnesian seamen were now in actual receipt.

1 Diodor, xiii. 72, 73.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 22—i. 5, 18; Plutarch, Alkib. c. 35; Diodor.
111 69. The latter says that Thrasybulus was left at Andros—which

cannot be true.
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F now first became convinced of the failure of those hopes
hich he had conceived, not without good reason, in the
preceding year—and of which he had doubtless boasted at
Athens; that the alliance of Persia might be neutralised at
least, if not won over, through the envoys escorted to Susa by
Pharnabazus. It was in vain that he prevailed upon Tissa-
phernés to mediate with Cyrus, to introduce to him some

+ Athenian envoys, and to inculcate upon him his own views of

the true interests of Persia ; that is, that the war should be fed
and protracted so as to wear out both the Grecian belligerent
parties, each by means of the other. Such a policy, un-
congenial at all times to the vehement temper of Cyrus, had
become yet more repugnant to him since his intercourse with
Lysander. He would not consent even to see the envoys, nor
was he probably displeased to put a slight upon a neighbour and
rival satrap. Deep was the despondency among the Athenians
at Samos, when painfully convinced that all hopes from Persia
must be abandoned for themselves ; and further, that Persian
pay was both more ample and better assured, to their enemies,
than ever it had been before.l AT
Lysander had at Ephesus a fleet of ninety triremes, which é@"
he employed himself in repairing and augmenting, being still ¥ ;
inferior in number to the Athenians. In vain did Alkibiadés« "y
attempt to provoke him out to a general action. This was (g
much to the interest of the Athenians, apart from their
superiority of number, since they were badly provided with
money, and obliged to levy contributions wherever they could : d
but Lysander was resolved not to fight unless he could do so
with advantage, and Cyrus, not afraid of sustaining the pro—b)

t tracted expense of the war, had even enjoined upon him this

!

i

was now engaged in fortifying Phokza, probably for the purpose A

cautious policy, with additional hopes of a Phenician fleet to 3
his aid,—which in his mouth was not intended to delude, as it

had been by Tissaphernés.2 Unable to bring about a general

battle, and having no immediate or capital enterprise to con- . a¢
strain his attention, Alkibiadés became careless, and abandoned W’o\’
himself partly to the love of pleasure, partly to reckless predatory )
enterprises for the purpose of getting money to pay his army. qw«"’
Thrasybulus had come from his post on the Hellespont and y 2

S

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 95 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 4. The latter tells us
that the Athenian ships were presently emptied by the desertion of the
seamen : a careless exaggeration.

2 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9. I venture to antedate the statements which
he there makes, as to the encouragements from Cyrus to Lysander,
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.d(')f establishing a post to be enabled to pillage the mten\
e he was joined by Alkibiadés, who sailed across with

squadron, leaving his main fleet at Samos. He left it under

4he command of his favourite pilot Antiochus, but with express
" orders on no account to fight until his return.

™Y\n  While employed in his visit to Phokza and Klazomenz,

if,_- " Alkibiadés, perhaps hard-pressed for money, conceived the

i

v
3,

-/-’ ryunwarrantable project of enriching his men by the plunder of
7 the neighbouring territory of Kymé, an allied dependency of
’\ Athens. Laniding on this territory unexpectedly, after fabricat-
ing some frivolous calumnies against the Kymaeans, he at first
seized much property and a considerable number of prisoners.
But the inhabitants assembled in arms, bravely defended their
possessions, and repelled his men to their ships ; recovering the
plundered property, and lodging it in safety within their walls.
tung with this miscarriage, Alkibiadés sent for a reinforcement
hoplites from Mityléné, and marched up to the walls of
ymé, where he in vain challenged the citizens to come forth
V¥ and fight. He then ravaged the territory at pleasure; while
7 ,“ Kymaans had no other resource, except to send envoys to
} Athens, to complain of so gross an outrage inflicted by the
.' o 'Atheman general upon an unoffending Athenian dependency.l
A This was a grave charge, and not the only charge which
V lkibiadés had to meet at Athens. During his absence at
\x;‘ Okeza and Kymé, Antiochus the pilot, whom he had left in
ﬂ)mmand disobeying the express order pronounced against
ghting a battle, first sailed across from Samos to Notium,
&\ e harbour of Kolophon—and from thence to the mouth of
the harbour of Ephesus, where the Peloponnesian fleet lay.
Enterlng that harbour with his own ship and another, he
Jif/) passed close in front of the prows of the Peloponnesian tri-
,\\}u remes, insulting them scornfully and defying them to combat.
Lysander detached some ships to pursue him, and an action
qb‘j gradually ensued, which was exactly that which Antiochus
desired. But the Athenian ships were all in disorder, and
came into battle as each of them separately could ; while the
Peloponnesian fleet was well marshalled and kept in hand;

1 Diodor. xiii. 73. I follow Diodorus in respect to this story about
Kymé, which he probably copied from the Kymzan historian Ephorus.
Cornelius Nepos (Alc1b c. 7) briefly glances at it.

Xenophon (Hellen. i. 5, 11) as well as Platarch (Lysand. c. §) mentions
the visit of Alkibiadés to Thrasybulus at Phokza. They do not name
Kymé, however : according to them, the visit to Phokaa has no assignable
purpose or consequences. But the plunder of Kymé is a circumstance both
sufficiently probable in itself, and suitable to the occasion.
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so that the battle was all to the advantage of the latter. The
Athenians, compelled to take flight, were pursued to Notium—
losing fifteen triremes, several along with their full crews.
Antiochus himself was slain. Before retiring to Ephesus,
Lysander had the satisfaction of erecting his trophy on the
shore of Notium ; while the Athenian fleet was carried back
to its station at Samos.}

It was in vain that Alkibiadés, hastening back to Samos,
mustered the entire Athenian fleet, sailed to the mouth of the
harbour of Ephesus, and there ranged his ships in battle order,
challenging the enemy to come forth. Lysander would give
him no opportunity of wiping off the late dishonour. And as
an additional mortification to Athens, the Lacedeemonians
shortly afterwards captured both Teos and Delphinium ; the
latter being a fortified post which the Athenians had held for
the last three years in the island of Chios.2 Y»{

Even before the battle of Nottum, it appears that complaints$,,
and dissatisfaction had been growing up in the armament 4
against Alkibiadés. He had gone out with a splendid force, ¢}
not inferior, in number of triremes and hoplites, to that which({)
he had conducted against Sicily—and under large promises, (¥
both from himself and his friends, of achievements to come. ¥
Yet in a space of time which can hardly have been less than./
three months, not a single success had been accomplished ,;,'!
while, on the other side, there was to be reckecned, the dis- t\s}
appointment on the score of Persia—which had great effect on
the temper of the armament, and which, though not his fault,
was contrary to expectations which he had held out—the dis-
graceful plunder of Kymé-—and the defeat at Notium. It was.
true that Alkibiadés had given peremptory orders to Antiochus.
not to fight, and that the battle had been hazarded in flagrant
disobedience to his injunctions. But this circumstance only
raised new matter for dissatisfaction, of a graver character. If
Antiochus had been disobedient—if besides disobedience, he
had displayed a childish vanity and an utter neglect of all
military precautions-——who was it that had chosen him for
deputy; and that too against all Athenian precedent, putting
the pilot, a paid officer of the ship, over the heads of the

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 12-15; Diodor. xiii. 71 ; Plutacch, Alkib. c. 35;
Plutarch, Lysand. c. 5.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. §, 15; Diodor. xiii. 76.

1 copy Diodorus, in putting Teos, pursuant to Weiske’s note, in place
of Eion, which appears in Xenophon. I copy the latter, however, in
ascribing these captures to the year of Lysander, instead of to the year of
Kailikratidas, )

F2
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trierarchs who paid their pilots, and served at their own cost?
t# was Alkibiadés who placed Antiochus in this grave and
sponsible situation: a personal favourite, an excellent con-
v" 1vial companion, but destitute of all qualities befitting a com-
‘¥ w/mander. And this turned attention on another point of the
/: 'fj ﬁ}%racter of Alkibiadés—his habits of excessive self-indulgence
JP? wand dissipation. The loud murmurs of the camp charged him
.7 avith neglecting the interests of the service for enjoyments with
i €57jovial parties and Ionian women, and with admitting to his
: confidence those who best contributed to the amusement of
such chosen hours.!

It was in the camp at Samos that this general indignation
against Alkibiadés first arose, and was from thence transmitted
formally to Athens, by the mouth of Thrasybulus son of
‘Thrason 2—not the eminent Thrasybulus (son of Lykus) who
has been already often mentioned in this history, and will be
mentioned again. There came at the same time to Athens
the complaints from Kymé, against the unprovoked aggression
and plunder of that place by Alkibiadés; and seemingly com-
plaints from other places besides.® It was even urged as
accusation against him, that he was in guilty collusion to betray
the fleet to Pharnabazus and the Lacedzmonians, and that he
had already provided three strong forts in the Chersonese to
zetire to, so soon as this scheme should be ripe for execution.

Such grave and wide-spread accusations, coupled with the
disaster at Notium, and the complete disappointment of all the

1 Plutarch, Alkib. ¢. 36. He recounts, in the tenth chapter of the same
biography, an anecdote describing the manner in which Antiochus first
won the favour of Alkibiadés, then a young man; by catching a tame
.quail, which had escaped from his bosom.

2 A person named 7%rason’is mentioned in the Choiseul Inscription (No.
147, pp. 221, 222 of the Corp. Inscr. of Boeckh) as one of the Hellenotamiz
in the year 410 B.Cc. He is described by his Deme as Butades: he is
probably enough the father of this Thrasybulus,

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 16-17. ’AAcifiddns piv oly, wovnpds xal év
T§ orpari§ pepbuevos, &c. Diodor. xiii. 73. éyévorro 8¢ kal #AAat moAAal
BwaBoral kar’ adrod, &c.

Plutarch, Alkib. c. 36.

One of the remaining speeches of Lysias (Orat. xxi. *AmoAoyla Awpodorfas)
is delivered by the trierarch in this fleet, on board of whose ship Alki-
biadés himself chose to sail. This trierarch complains of Alkibiadés as
‘having been a most uncomfortable and troublesome companion (sect. 7).
His testimony on the point is valuable ; for there seems no disposition here
‘to make out any case against Alkibiadés. The trierarch notices the fact,
‘that Alkibiadés preferred /s trireme, simply as a proof that it was the best
equipped, or among the best equipped, of the whole fleet. Archestratus
and Erasinidés preferred it afterwards, for the same reason.
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promises of success—were more than sufficient to alter the 7
sentiments of the people of Athens towards Alkibiadés. I \QLR
bad no character to fall back upon ; or rather, he had a character A
worse than none—such as to render the most criminal imputa<}, %
tions of treason not intrinsically improbable. The comments

of his enemies, which had been forcibly excluded from public
discussion during his summer visit to Athens, were now again” o
set free ; and all the adverse recollections of his past life doubt- “Ty
less revived. The people had refused to listen to these, in“w
order that he might have a fair trial, and might verify the title, ay
claimed for him by his friends, to be judged only by his A
subsequent exploits, achieved since the year 411 B.c. He had 3 .
now had his trial ; he had been found wanting ; and the popular W
confidence, which had been provisionally granted to him, was
accordingly withdrawn.

It is not just to represent the Athenian people (however
lutarch and Cornelius Nepos may set before us this picture o

!as having indulged an extravagant and unmeasured confidence

in Alkibiadés in the month of July, demanding of him more,
than man could perform—and as afterwards in the month o
December passing, with childish abruptness, from confidence L;
into wrathful displeasure, because their own impossible expecta-
tions were not already realised. That the people entertained ¢V,
large expectations, from so very considerable an armament, d,«)
cannot be doubted: the largest of all, probably (as in the A
instance of the Sicilian expedition), were thcse entertained by
Alkibiadés himself, and promulgated by his friends. But we
are not called upon to determine what the people would have
done, had Alkibiadés, after performing all the duties of a faithful,
skilful, and enterprising commander, nevertheless failed, from
obstacles beyond his own contro), in realising their hopes and

his own promises. No such case occurred: that which did
occur was materially different. Besides the absence of grand
successes, he had further been negligent and reckless in his
primary duties—he had exposed the Athenian arms to defeat, !
by his disgraceful selection of an unworthy lieutenant 1-—he had

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 16. Of ’Abyvaior, &s fyyérdn 7 vavuaxia,
xehewds elxov T¢ *AAxiBuddy, oldpevor 8¢ dpéAeidv Te kal dxpd-
Tetay dmoAwAexévar Tas vabs.

The expression which Thucydidés employs in reference to Alkibiadés
requires a few words of comment : (vi. 15}—kal 3npuocia wpdricTa
SiaBévra T& Tob woAépov, idla ExaoTor Tols émrndelpacw abdrod
&x0cabévres, kal UAAois émirpélavres (the Athenians), ob 8id parpod Eopnray
T TéAW.

The *strenuous and effective prosecution of waxlikg business ” here

l i . A i al
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iolated the territory and property of an allied dependency, at

W .,, a moment when Athens had a paramount interest in cultivating

Al

ﬂ)y every means the attachment of her remaining allies. The

-+ truth is, as I have before remarked, that he had really been

Vspoiled by the intoxicating reception given to him so unex-

- fipectedly in the city. He had mistaken a hopeful _public,

determined, even by forced silence as to the past, to give him
the full benefit of a meritorious future, but requiring as condition

m him that that future should really be meritorious—for a
pubhc of assured admirers, whose favour he had already earned
¥ and might consider as hisown. He became an altered man after
that visit, like Miltiadés after the battle of Marathon ; orrather,
the impulses of a character essentially dissolute and insolent,
broke loose from that restraint under which they had before
been partially controlled. At the time of the battle of Kyzikus
—when Alkibiadés was labouring to regain the favour of his
injured countrymen and was yet uncertain whether he should
succeed—he would not have committed the fault of quitting
his fleet and leaving it under the command of a lieutenant like
Antiochus. If therefore Athenian sentiment towards Alkibiadés
underwent an entire change during the autumn of 407 B.c,, this
was in consequence of an alteration in /4éis character and
behaviour ; an alteration for the worse, just at the crisis when
everything turned upon his good conduct, and upon his
deserving at least, if he could not command, success.

We may indeed observe that the faults of Nikias before
Syracuse and in reference to the coming of Gylippus, were far
graver and more mischievous than those of Alkibiadés during
this turning-season of his career—and the disappointment of
antecedent hopes at least equal. Yet while these faults and
disappointment brought about the dismissal and disgrace of
Alkibiadés, they did not induce the Athenians to dismiss Nikias,
though himself desiring it,—nor even prevent them from sending
him a second armament to be ruined along with the first.
The contrast is most instructive, as demonstrating upon what
points durable esteem in Athens turned ; how long the most
melancholy public incompetency could remain overlooked,
when covered by piety, decorum, good intentions and high
ascribed to Alkibiadés, is true of all the period between his exile and his
last visit to Athens (about September B.C. 415 to September B.C. 407).
During the first four years of that time, he was very effective against
Athens ; during the last four, very effective in her service.

But the assertion is certainly not true of his last command, which ended

with the battle of Notium ; nor is it more than partially true (at least, it is
an exaggeration of the truth) for the period before his exile.
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station ;1 how short-lived was the ascendency of a man far
superior in ability and energy, besides an equal station—when
his moral qualities and antecedent life were such as to provoke
fear and hatred in many, esteem from none. Yet on the whole,
Nikias, looking at him as a public servant, was far more
destructive to his country than Alkibiadés. The mischief done
to Athens by the latter was done chiefly in the avowed service
of her enemies. ' W

On hearing the news of the defeat of Notium and the accu’ W :
mulated complaints agamst Alkibiadés, the Athenians simply g4 .
voted that he should be dismissed from his command ; naming d'-r"
ten new generals to replace him. He was not brought to trial,
nor do we know whether any such step was proposed. Yet hls M
proceedings at Kymé, if they happened as we read them, richl
deserved judicial animadversion; and the people, had they so }
dealt with him, would only have acted up to the estimable -f
function ascribed to them by the oligarchical Phrynichus-—* of
serving as refuge to their dependent allies, and chastising th%ﬂp‘
high-handed oppresswns of the optimates against them,”2 W‘
the perilous position of Athens, however, with reference to the
foreign war, such a political trial would have been product1ve-~ b
of much dissension and mischief. And Alkibiadés avoided thef.s
question by not coming to Athens. As soon as he heard of
his dismissal, he retired immediately from the army to his own
fortified posts on the Chersonese.

The ten new generals named were, Konon, Diomedon, Leonw
Periklés, Erasinidés, Aristokratés, Archestratus, Protomachus, 0/
Thrasyllus, Aristogenés. Of these, Konon was directed to
proceed forthwith from Andros, with the twenty ships which he fﬁ\
had there to receive the fleet from Alkibiadés ; while Phano-¢
sthenéds proceeded with four triremes to r<-place Konon at 0”
Andros.?

In his way thither, Phanosthenés fell in with Dorieus thev
Rhodian and two Thurian triremes, which he captured wit

1 To meet the case of Nikias, it would be necessary to take the converse
of the judgement of Thucydidés respectmg Alklblades, cited in my last
note, and to say—-—xa) Sn/.Loo'{a kdrioTa Sabévra 184 Tob monéuov, idl
EcaoTol TY é-;rz'r'nﬁeu,ua‘ra adTod dyacfévTes, kal adT@ ém'rpe\pawre:w
ob 81 parpot Erpnrav THy wéAw. .{‘M“

The reader will of course understand that these last Greek words are zof
an actual citation, but a transformation of the actual vsords of Thucydidés,
for the purpose of illustrating the contrast between Alkibiadés and Nikias.

2 Thucyd. viii. 48. 7dv 8¢ dfpor opav Te (of the allied dependencies)
xarapuyy kal éxelvwv (Z.e. of the high persons culled xarowdyafol or
optimates) cwppovioriy.

$ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 18; Diodor. xiil. 74.

»

V
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every man aboard. The captives were sent to Athens, where
all were placed in custody (in case of future exchange) except
Dorieus himself. The latter had been condemned to death
and banished from his native city of Rhodes, together with his
kindred ; probably on the score of political disaffection, at the
time when Rhodes was a member of the Athenian alliance.
Having since then become a citizen of Thurii, he had served
with distinction.in the fleet of Mindarus both at Milétus and
the Hellespont. The Athenians now had so much compassion
upon him, that they released him at once and unconditionally,
without even demanding a ransom or an equivalent. By what
particular circumstance their compassion was determined,
forming a pleasing exception to the melancholy habits which
pervaded Grecian warfare in both belligerents—we should
never have learnt from the meagre narrative of Xenophon.
But we ascertain from other sources, that Dorieus (the son of
Diagoras of Rhodes) was illustrious beyond all other Greeks
for his victories in the pankration at the Olympic, Isthmian,
and Nemean festivals—that *he had gained the first prize at
three Olympic festivals in succession (of which Olympiad 88 or
428 B.Cc. was the second), a distinction altogether without
precedent, besides 8 Isthmian and 7 Nemean prizes—that his
father Diagoras, his brothers, and his cousins were all celebrated
as successful athletes—lastly, that the family were illustrious
from old date in their native island of Rhodes, and were even
descended from the Messenian hero Aristomenés. When the
Athenians saw before them as their prisoner a man doubtless
of magnificent stature and presence (as we may conclude from
his athletic success), and surrounded by such a halo of glory
impressive in the highest degree to Grecian imagination—the
feelings and usages of war were at once gverruled. Though
Dorieus had been one of their most vehement enemies, they
could not bear either to touch his person, or to exact from him
any condition. Released by them on this occasion, he lived
to be put to death, about thirteen years afterwards, by the
Laced®monians.?

When Konon reached Samos to take the command, he found
the armament in a state of great despondency; not merely
from the dishonourable affair of Notium, but also from disap-
pointed hopes connected with Alkibiadés, and from difficulties
in procuring regular pay. So painfully was the last inconvenience
felt, that the first measure of Konon was to contract the num-
bers of the armament from above 100 triremes to 70 ; and to

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 19 ; Pausan, vi, 7, 2.
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reserve for the diminished fleet all the abler seamen of the
larger. With this fleet he and his colleagues roved about the
enemies’ coasts to collect plunder and pay.? J_QU

Apparently about the same time that Konon superseded ¢
Alkibiadés (that is, about December 407 E.C. or January 406 B.C.), as
the year of Lysander’s command expired, and Kallikratidas ¢y
arrived from Sparta to replace him. | His arrival was received with " »
undisguised dissatisfaction by the leading Lacedzmonians in ¢
the armament, by the chiefs in the Asiatic cities, and by Cyrus. *v:
Now was felt the full influence of those factious correspondences v
and intrigues which Lysander had established with all of them,
. for indirectly working out the perpetuity of his own command.
While loud complaints were heard of the impolicy of Sparta in
annually changing her admiral—both Cyrus and the rest con-
curred with Lysander in throwing difficulties in the way of the
new successor. B

Kallikratidas, unfortunately only shown by the Fates,? and
not suffered to continue in the Grecian world, was one of the
noblest characters of his age. Besides perfect courage, energy,
and incorruptibility, he was distinguished for two qualities, both
of them very rare among eminent Greeks; entire straightfor-
wardness of dealing—and a Pan-Hellenic patriotism alike com-
prehensive, exalted and merciful. Lysander handed over to him
nothing but an empty purse ; having repaid to Cyrus all the
money remaining in his possession, under pretence that it had
been confided to himself personally.® . Moreover, on delivering
up the fleet to Kallikratidas at Ephesus, he rpade boast of deliver-
ing to him at the same time the mastery of the sea, through the
victory recently gained at Notium. ¢ Cornduct the fleet from
Ephesus along the coast of Samos, passihg by the Athenian
station (replied Kallikratidas), and give it up to me at Milétus :
I shall then believe in your mastery of the sea.” Lysander had

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 5, 20; compare i. 6, 16 ; Diodor. xiii. 77.

2 Virgil, Aneid, vi. 8;0.

Ostendent terris hunc tantum fata, neque ultra
Esse sinent.

¥ How completely this repayment was a manceuvre for the purpose of
crippling his successor—and not an act of genuine and conscientious
obligation to Cyrus, as Mr., Mitford represents it—we may see by the
conduct of Lysanderat the close of the war. He “hen carried away with
him to Sparta all the residue of the tributes from Cyrus which he had in
his possession, instead cf giving them back to Cyrus (Xenoph. Hellen. ii.
3, 8). The obligation to give them back to Cyrus was greater at the end
of the war than it was at the time when Kallikratidas came out, and when
war was still going on; for the war was a join: business, which the
Persians and the Spartans had sworn to prosecute by common efforts.
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nothing else to say, except that he should give himself no
further trouble, now that his command had been transferred to
other.

Kallikratidas soon found that the leading Lacedemonians in
.. sihe fleet, gained over to the interests of his predecessor, openly
J‘ : '(ylurmured at his arrival, and secretly obstructed all his measures;

_-fupgon which he summoned them together, and said : “I for my
f]art am quite content to remain at home ; and if Lysander or

ny one else pretends to be a better admiral than I am, I

) ) have nothing to say against it. But sent here as I am by the
Aauthorities at Sparta to command the fleet, I have no choice
icept to execute their orders in the best way that I can. You

»:(‘\"f ow know how far my ambition reaches ; you know also the
g \purmurs which are abroad against our common city (for her
)/»,b'}?equent change of admirals). Look to it, and give me your

inion—Shall 1 stay where I am—or shall I go home, and
mmunicate what has happened here?”
This remonstrance, alike pointed and dignified, produced its
')/-"‘ full effect. Every one replied that it was his duty to stay and
undertake the command. The murmurs and cabals were from
that moment discontinued.’
His next embarrassments arose from the manceuvre of Ly-
sander in paying back to Cyrus all the funds from whence the
) ntinuous pay of the army was derived. Of course this step
vel c)ms admirably calculated to make every one regret the alter-
ation of command. Kallikratidas, who had been sent out
q”N without funds, in full reliance on the unexhausted supply from
/»'f' dis, now found himself compelled to go thither in person
and solicit a renewal of the bounty. But Cyrus, eager to
manifest in every way his partiality for the last admiral, deferred
receiving him,—first for two days, then for a further interval,
until the patience of Kallikratidas was wearied out, so that he
left Sardis in disgust without an interview. So intolerable to
his feelings was the humiliation of thus begging at the palace
gates, that he bitterly deplored those miserable dissensions
among the Greeks which constrained both parties to truckle to
the foreigner for money ; swearing that if he survived the year’s
campaign, he would use every possible effort to bring about an
accommodation between Athens and Sparta.?
In the meantime, he put forth all his energy to obtain money
in some other way, and thus get the fleet to sea ; knowing well,

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 5. Juels 85, wpds & éyd Te pikoTipodue, ral §
xéAis fudv airdferar (10'76 yap abrd Somep ral dysd), tvuBovAebere, &c.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 6, 7 ; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 6.
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that the way to overcome the reluctance of Cyrus was, to show ¢
that he could do without him. Sailing first from Ephesus W
to Milétus, he despatched from thence a small squadron to ‘)
Sparta, disclosing his unexpected poverty, and asking for Ve
speedy pecuniary aid. In the meantime he convoked an N‘
assembly of the Milesians, communicated to them the mission
just sent to Sparta, and asked from them a temporary supply _
until this money should arrive. He reminded them that the.«P’
necessity of this demand sprang altogether from the manceuvre ¥
of Lysander in paying back the funds in his hands:—that he s
had already in vain applied to Cyrus for further money, meeting v
only with such insulting neglect as could no longer be endured: E"'
that they (the Milesians), dwelling amidst the Persians, and
having already experienced the maximum of ill-usage at their
hands, ought now to be foremost in the war, and to set an
example of zeal to the other allies,! in order to get clear the
sooner from dependence upon such imperious taskmasters. He
promised that when the remittance from Sparta and the
hour of success should arrive, he would richly requite their
forwardness, ‘Let us, with the aid of the gods, show these
foreigners (he concluded) that we can punish our enemies
without worshipping them.”

The spectacle of this generous patriot struggling against a
degrading dependence on the foreigner, which was now be-
coming unhappily familiar to the leading Greeks of both sides
—excites our warm sympathy and admiration. - We may add,
that his language to the Milesians, reminding them of the
misery which they had endured from the Persians as a motive
to exertion in the war—is full of instructicn as to the new situa-
tion opened for the Asiatic Greeks since the breaking up of the
Athenian power. No such evils had they suffered while Athens
wag competent to protect them, and while they were willing to
receive protection from her—during the interval of more than
fifty years between the complete organisation of the confederacy
of Delos and the disaster of Nikias before Syracuse.

The single-hearted energy of Kallikratidas imposed upon all
who heard him, and even inspired so much alarm to those
leading Milesians who were playing underhand the game of
Lysander, that they were the first to propose a large grant of
money towards the war, and to offer considerable sums from
their own purses ; an example probably soon followed by other

1 Xencph. Hellen. i, 6, 8. Suds 8¢ &yd 8£6 pofupordrovs elvar és
7oy wéhepoy, Bid T olrolvras év BapBdpois mAeioTe kand #3n W adraw
wemovBéva
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allied cities. Some of the friends of Lysander tried to couple
4 j:th ")offers with conditions; demanding a warrant for the
3:. struction of their political enemies, and hoping thus to com-
Nia Promise the new admiral. But he strenuously refused all such
f,t' v/ guilty compliances.! He was soon able to collect at Milétus
W @ky.fresh triremes in addition to those left by Lysander,
‘c"t\ yeking a fleet of 140 sail in all. The Chians having furnished
2., Mim with an outfit of five drachmas for each seaman (equal to
}f" ten days’ pay at the usual rate), he sailed with the whole fleet
northward towards Lesbos. Of this numerous fleet, the
\J\Mgreatest which had yet been assembled throughout the war,
v\,;-‘ only ten triremes were Lacedeemonian ;2 while a considerable
’ oportion, and among the best equipped, were Boeotian and
o~ cean.®  In his voyage towards Lesbos, Kallikratidas seems
;{ﬁ ave made himself master of Phok®a and Kymé,* perhaps
Y with the greater facility in consequence of the recent ill-treat-
: 'fglent of the Kymzans by Alkibiadés. He then sailed to
’ Mattqu_l\/!gthymna, on the northern coast of Lesbos; a town
¢ V’EOt ‘only strongly attached to the Athenians, but also defended
> y an Athenian garrison. Though at first repulsed, he
M\ rénewed his attacks until at length he took the town by storm.
The property in it was all plundered by the soldiers, and the
slaves collected and sold for their benefit. It was further
demanded by the allies, and expected pursuant to ordinary
custom, that the Methymnaean and Athenian prisoners should
be sold also. | But Kallikratidas peremptorily refused com-
pliance, and set them all free the next day ; declaring, that so
long as he was in command, not a single free Greek should be
g reduced to slavery if he could prevent it.% )
J{P‘ INo one who has not familiarised himself with the details of
G

-2

recian warfare, can feel the full grandeur and sublimity of
proceeding-—which stands, so far as I know, unparalleled
recian history. It is not merely that the prisoners were

! Plutarch, Apophthegm. Laconic. p. 222 C; Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 12.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 34.

# Diodor. xiii. 99.

4 T infer this from the fact, that at the period of the battle of Arginusz,
both these towns appear as adhering to the Peloponnesians; whereas
during the command of Alkibiadés they had been both Athenian (Xenoph.
Hellen. i. 5, 11; i. 6, 33 ; Diodor. xiil. 73-99).

5 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 6, 14. Kal xeAevéyrov Tdv fvppdxwy dmoddobar
kal 7ods Mnfuuvalovs, odx &pn Eavrol ve &pxovros obdéva ‘EAAvwy és
7d érelvov duvardy dvdpamodicfivar.

Compare a later declaration of Agesilaus, substantially to the same
purpose, yet delivered under circumstances far less emphatic—in Xenophon,
Agesilaus, vii. 6.
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spared and set free: as to that point, analogous cases may be(*
found, though not very frequent. It’is, that this particular acty,,
of generosity was performed in the name and for the recom-
mendation of Pan-Hellenic brotherhood and Pan-Hellenic
independence of the foreigner: a comprehensive principle,X"'
announced by Kallikratidas on previous occasions as well as
on this, but now carried into practice under emphatic circum-y.
stances, and coupled with an explicit declaration of his resolu-
tion to abide by it in all future cases. It is, lastly, that the step*
was taken in resistance to formal requisition on the part of his
allies, whom he had very imperfect means either of paying or
controlling, and whom therefore it was so much the more
hazardous for him to offend. } There cannot be any doubt
that these allies felt personally’wronged and indignant at the
loss, as well as confounded with the proposition of a rule of
duty so new as respected the relations of belligerents in
Greece ; against which too (let us add) their murmurs would
not be without some foundation—* If zve should come to be
Konon’s prisoners, he will not treat #s in this manner.”
Reciprocity of dealing is absolutely essential to constant moral
observance, either public or private ; and doubtless Kallikra-
tidas felt a well-grounded confidence, that two or three con-
spicuous examples would sensibly modify the future practice
on both sides. But some one must begin by setting such
examples, and the man who does begin—having a position
which gives reasonable chance that others will follow—is the
hero. An admiral like Lysander would not only sympathise
heartily with the complaints of the allies, but also condemn
the proceeding as a dereliction of duty to Sparta: even men
better than Lysander would at first look coldly on it as a sort
of Quixotism, in doubt whether the example would be copied :
while the Spartan Ephors, though probably tolerating it
because they interfered very sparingly with their admirals
afloat, would certainly have little sympethy with the feelings in
which it originated. So much the rather is Kallikratidas to be
admired, as bringing out with him not only a Pan-Hellenic
patriotism 1 rare either at Athens or Sparta, but also a force of
individual character and conscience yet rarer—enabling him to
brave unpopularity and break through routine, in the attempt
to make that patriotism fruitful and operative in practice. In
his career, so sadly and prematurely closed, there was at least

! The sentiment of Kallikratidas deserved the designation of ‘EAAnwidraror

woMirevua—ifar more than that of Nikias, to which Plutarch applies those
words {Compar. of Nikias and Crassus, c. 2).

4
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this circumstance to be envied ; that the capture of Methymna

afforded him the opportunity, which he greedily seized as if he

had known that it would be the last, of putting in act and
evidence the full aspirations of his magnanimous soul. ,

Kallikratidas sent word by the released prisoners t6 Konon

i pthat he would presently put an end to his adulterous inter-

\_,‘, “course with the sea ;! which he now considered as his wife

" and lawfully appertaining to him, having 140 triremes against

v '(’ the 7o triremes of Konon. That admiral, in spite of his

i Y1pferior numbers, had advanced near to Methymna to try and

e .4%1ieve it ; but finding the place already captured, had retired

wy %o the islands called Hekatonnésoi, off the continent bearing

i - Jhorth-east from Lesbos, Thither he was followed by Kallikra-

"'}\;\ tidas, who, leaving Methymna at night, found him quitting his

) 3 moorings at break of day, and immediately made all sail to try

and cut him off from the southerly course towards Samos.

But Konon, having diminished the number of his triremes

from 100 to 70, had been able to preserve all the best rowers,

so that in speed he outran Kallikratidas and entered first the

harbour of Mityléné. His pursuers however were close behind,

and even got into the harbour along with him, before it could

be closed and put in a state of defence. Constrained to fight

a battle at its entrance, he was completely defeated: thirty of

his ships were taken, though the crews escaped to land ; and

he preserved the remaining forty only by hauling them ashore

under the wall.?

The town of Mityléné, originally founded on a small islet off
Lesbos, had afterwards extended across a narrow strait to
Lesbos itself. By this strait (whether bridged over or not we
are not informed), the town was divided into two portions, and

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 15. Kévwy: 8t elmey, 71 matoer adrdy porxavra
Thv 8dragoar, &c.  He could hardly say #4is to Konon, in any other way
than through the Athenian prisoners.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 17 ; Diodor. xiii. 78, 79.

Here, as on so many other occasions, it is impossible to blend these two
parratives together. Diodorus conceives the facts in a manner quite
different from Xenophon, and much less probable. He tells us that
Konon practised a stratagem during his flight (the same in Polyznus, i.
482), whereby he was enabled to fight with and defeat the foremost
Peloponnesian ships before the rest came up: also that he got into the
harbour in time to put it into a state of defence before Kallikratidas came
up. Diodorus then gives a prolix description of the battle by which
Kallikratidas forced his way in.

The narrative of Xenophon, which I have followed, plainly implies that
Konon could have had no time to make preparations for defending the
harbour.
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had two harbours, one opening northward towards the Helles-%&
pont, the other southward towards the promontory of Kané
on the mainland.! Both these harbours were undefended,
and both now fell into the occupation of the Peloponnesian\y
fleet ; at least all the outer portion of each, near to the exit of ! \
the harbour, which Kallikratidas kept under strict watch, H k
at the same time sent for the full forces of Methymna and for\”
hoplites across from Chios, so as to block up Mityléné by land
as well as by sea. As soon as his success was announced, too,
money for the fleet (together with separate presents for himself,
which he declined receiving?) was immediately sent to him
by Cyrus; so that his future operations became easy. é\
No preparations had been made at Mityléné for a siege :\
no stock of provisions had been accumulated, and the crowdyy
within the walls was so considerable, that Konon foresaw buty\
too plainly the speedy exhaustion of his means. Nor could he%
expect succour from Athens, unless he could send intelligence,
thither of his condition ; of which, as he had not been able to
do so, the Athenians remained altogether ignorant. All his
ingenuity was required to get a trireme safe out of the harbour,
in the face of the enemy’s guard. Putting afloat two triremes\y”.
the best sailers in his fleet, and picking out the best rowers foryw
them out of all the rest, he caused these rowers to go aboard
before daylight, concealing the Epibata or maritime soldiers in i
the interior of the vessel (instead of the deck, which was their W‘
usual place), with a moderate stock of provisions, and keeping
the vessel still covered with hides or sails, as was customary
with vessels hauled ashore to protect them against the sun.®

! Thucyd. iii. 6. Tobs épdpuovs én’ dugorépors Tols Auéowy éroiodvro—
(Strabo, xiii. p. 617). Xenophon talks only of #%¢ harbour, as if it were
one; and possibly, in very inaccurate language, it might be described as
one harbour with two entrances. It seems to me, however, that Xenophon
had no clear idea of the locality.

Strabo speaks of the northern harbour as defended by a mole—the
southern harbour, as defended by triremes chained together. Such defences
did not exist in the year 406 B.C. Probably after the revolt of Mityléné
in 427 B.C., the Athenians had removed what defences might have been
before provided for the harbour.

2 Plutarch, Apophth. Laconic. p. 222 E.

% Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 19. KafeAxtoas (Konon) 7av vedv ris dpora
wheoboas dlo, émAfpwae wpd Huépas, & amacdv Ty vedy Tobs aplarous
épéras exAétas, kal Tods émBdras és woiAny vaiv peraBifdoas, kal T4
mapapptpuara mapafardy.

The meaning of mapaptuara is very uncertain. The commentators give
little instruction ; nor can we be sure that the same thing is meant as is
expressed by mapaBAfuara (infra, ii. 1, 22). We may be certain that the
matters meant by wapagpiuara were something which, if visible at all to
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v}%hese two triremes were thus made ready to depart at a
“\,}v oment’s notice, without giving any indication to the enemy
: at they were so. They were fully manned before daybreak,
/ e crews remained in their position all day, and after dark
'c‘ were taken out to repose. This went on for four days succes-

v $ively, no favourable opportunity having occurred to give the
'51 1 for attempting a start. At length, on the fifth day about
on, when many of the Peloponnesian crews were ashore for
‘\their morning meal, and others were reposing, the moment
sgemed favourable, the signal was given, and both the triremes

,Jstarted at the same moment with their utmost speed; one to
go out at the southern entrance towards the sea between
Lesbos and Chios—the other to depart by the northern
entrance towards the Hellespont. Instantly the alarm was
given among the Peloponnesian fleet : the cables were cut, the
men hastened aboard, and many triremes were put in motion
to overtake the two runaways. That which departed south-
ward, in spite of the most strenuous efforts, was caught towards
evening and brought back with all her crew prisoners : that
which went towards the Hellespont escaped, rounded the
northern coast of Lesbos, and got safe with the news to
Athens ; sending intelligence also, seemingly, in her way, to
the Athenian admiral Diomedon at Samos.

The latter immediately made all haste to the aid of Konon,
with the small force which he had with him, no more than
twelve triremes. The two harbours being both guarded by a
superior force, he tried to get access to Mityléné through the
Euripus, a strait which opens on the southern coast of the 1sland
into an interior lake or bay, approaching near to the town. But
here he was attacked suddenly by Kallikratidas, and his squad-
ron all captured except two triremes, his own and another: he
himself had great difficulty in escaping.! .

a spectator without, would at least afford no indication that the trireme
was intended for a speedy start ; otherwise, they would defeat the whole
contrivance of Konon, whose aim was secrecy. It was essential that this
trireme, though afloat, should be made to look as much as possible like to
the other triremes whlch still remained hauled ashore; in order that the
Peloponnesians might not suspect any purpose of departure. I have
endeavoured in the text to give a meaning which answers this purpose,
without forsaking the explanations proposed by the commentators : see
Boeckh, Ueber das Attische See- Wesen, ch. x. p. 159.

1 Xenoph Hellen. 1. 6, 22, Ato,u.sawv 8¢ Bonbdv Kévwyi molioprovuere
dddexa vavaly bpufocaro és Tdv ebpirov Téy MiTvAnvalwr.

The reader should look at a map of Lesbos, to see what is meant by
the Euripus of Mityléné—and the other Euripus of the neighbouring town
of Pyrrha.
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Athens was all in consternation at the news of the defeat of.V,{.i
Konon and the blockade of Mityléné. The whole strength and
energy of the city was put forth to relieve him, by an effort
greater than any which had been made throughout the whole %
war. We read with surprise that within the short space of N
thirty days, a fleet of no less than 110 triremes was fitted out and
sent from Peireeus. Every man of age and strength to serve,'?"
without distinction, was taken to form a good crew ; not only
freemen, but slaves, to whom manumission was promised asvv
reward : many also of the Horsemen or Knights! and citizens

of highest rank went aboard as Epibate, hanging up their -~
bridles like Kimon before the battle of Salamis. The levy was v
in fact as democratical and as equalising as it had been on that ¢34
memorable occasion. The fleet proceeded straight to Samos,
whither orders had doubtless been sent to get together all the
triremes which the allies could furnish as reinforcements, as well %
as all the scattered Athenian. By this means, forty additional
triremes (ten of them Samian) were assembled, and the whole
fleet, 150 sail, went from Samos to the little islands called
Arginuse, close on the mainland, opposite to Malea the south-
eastern cape of Lesbos.

Kallikratidas, apprised of the approach of the new fleet
while it was yet at Samos, withdrew the greater portion of hisgy )
force from Mityléné, leaving fifty triremes under Eteonikus to \w 3
continue the blockade. Less than fifty probably would not
have been sufficient, inasmuch as two harbours were to be
watched ; but he was thus reduced to meet the Athenian fleet w
with inferior numbers—rzo triremes against 150. His fleet was UA
off Cape Malea, where the crews took their suppers, on the
same evening as the Athenians supped at the opposite islands of
Arginuse. It was his project to sail across the intermediate
channel in the night, and attack them in the morning before
they were prepared ; but violent wind and rain forced him to
defer all movement till daylight. On the ensuing morning both
parties prepared for the greatest naval encounter which had
taken place throughout the whole war. Kallikratidas was
advised by his pilot, the Megarian Hermon, to retire for the
present without fighting, inasmuch as the Athenian fleet had
the advantage of thirty triremes over him in number. Hereplied
that flight was disgraceful, and that Sparta would be no worse

Diodorus (xiii. 79) confounds the Euripus of Mityléné with the harbour
of Mityléné, with which it is quite unconnected. Schneider and Plehn
seem to make the same confusion (see Plehn, Lesbiaca, p. 15).

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 24-25 ; Diodor. xiii. 97.
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off even if he should perish.! The answer was one congenial
to his chivalrous nature; and we may well conceive, that
having for the last two or three months been lord and master of
the sea, he recollected his own haughty message to Konon, and
thought it dishonour to incur or deserve, by retiring, the like
taunt upon himself. We may remark, too, that the disparity of
numbers, though serious, was by no means such as to render
the contest hopeless, or to serve as a legitimate ground for
rgtreat to one who prided himself on a full measure of Spartan

" _ygygage.
ov*wwThe Athenian fleet was so marshalled, that its great strength
» % jwas placed in the two wings ; in each of which there were sixty
“.L.\Athenian ships, distributed into four equal divisions, each
¢~ gitision commanded by a general. Of the four squadrons of
Y\ ffteen ships each, two were placed in front, two to support
{”}'{’ hem in the rear. Aristokratés and Diomedon commanded the
Y i/two front squadrons of the left division, Periklés and Erasinidés
the two squadrons in the rear: on the right division, Protoma-

N~ phus and Thrasyllus commanded the two in front, Lysias and
;:;_,,J, Aristogenés the two in the rear. The centre, wherein were the
amians and other allies, was left weak and all in single line: it

L ears to have been exactly in front of one of the isles of
“w Arginusz, while the two other divisions were to the right and
¥\ left of that isle. We read with some surprise that the whole
Lacedzmonian fleet was arranged by single ships, because it

+ sailed better and manceuvred better than the Athenians; who
¥ formed their right and left divisions in deep order, for the
express purpose of hindering the enemy from performing the
nautical manceuvres of the diekplus and the periplus.2 It
would seem that the Athenian centre, having the land
immediately in its rear, was supposed to be better protected
against an enemy “ sailing through the line out to the rear and
sailing round about” than the other divisions, which were in

the open waters ; for which reason it was left weak, with the
ships in single line. But the fact which strikes us the most is,

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 32; Diodor. xiii. g7, g8—the latter reports
terrific omens beforehand for the generals.

The answer has been a memorable one, more than once adverted to—
Plutarch, Laconic. Apophthegm. p. 832 ; Cicero, De Offic. i. 24.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 31. Ofirw & érdxBnoav (of ’Abyvaiot) fva ui)
Siérmhovw Bidoiev: xelpoy yap Emneov. Al Bt 7dv Aaxedapoviwy dvrireraypévar
Hoav &macar éml was, s mpds diérmAovy wal weplmAouy mapearevasudval, Bid
7b BéATiov whAelv.

Contrast this with Thucyd. ii. 84-89 (the speech of Phormion), iv. 12,
vii. 36.
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that if we turn back to the beginning of the war, we shall find
that this diekplus and periplus were the special manceuvres of
the Athenian navy, and continued to be so even down to the
siege of Syracuse ; the Lacedemonians being at first absolutely
unable to perform them at all, and continuing for a long time
to perform them far less skllfully than the Athenians. Now,
the comparative value of both parties is reversed : the superi‘
ority of nautical skill has passed to the Peloponnesians and
their allies: the precautions whereby that superiority is
neutralised or evaded, are forced as a necessity on the Athe-
nians. How astonished would the Athenian admiral Phormion
have been, if he could have witnessed the fleets and the order
of battle at Arginusz!

Kallikratidas himself, with the ten Lacedsemonian ships, was \
on the right of his fleet: on the left were the Beeotians an
Eubeeans, under the Beeotian admiral Thrasondas. The battl

1

was long and obstinately contested, first by the two fleets i in' &' y,

their original order; afterwards, when all order was broken, by,
scattered ships mingled together and contending in 1nd1v1dual
combat. At length the brave Kallikratidas perished. His Shlp
was in the act of driving agamst the ship of an enemy, and h
himself probably (like Brasidas® at Pylus) had planted himsel
on the forecastle, to be the first in boarding the enemy or in
preventmg the enemy from boarding him—when the shock,
arising from impact, threw him off his footing, so that he fellu

M

’J/

.
” 4

overboard and was drowned.?2 In spite of the discouragement \Vf-’v

springing from his death, the ten Laced®monian triremes
displayed a courage worthy of his, and nine of them were
destroyed or disabled. At length the Athenians were victorious
in all parts: the Peloponnesian fleet gave way, and their flight
became general, partly to Chios, partly to Phokaea. More than
sixty of their ships were destroyed, over and above the nine
Lacedzemonian, seventy-seven in all; making a total loss of
above the half of the ent.re fleet. The loss of the Athenians
was also severe—amounting to twenty-five triremes. They
returned to Arginusa after the battle.®

The victory of Arginuse afforded the most striking proof

1 See Thucyd. iv. 11.

2 }xenoph Hellen. i. 6, 33. ¢rel 8¢ KaAAwparldas e, euBarodans riis
vebs, dmomecdv & Thy Odhao'(rau hpavictn, &c.

The details given by Diodorus about this battle and the exploits of
. Kallikratidas are at once prolix and unworthy of confidence. ~See an
excellent note of Dr. Arnold on Thucyd. iv. 12—respecting the description
given by Diodorus of the conduct of Brasidas at Pylus.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 34 ; Diodor. xiii. 99, 100.
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ow much the democratical energy of Athens could yet
complish, in spite of so many years of exhausting war. But
ar better would it have been, if her energy on this occasion
S had been less efficacious and successful. The defeat of the
:‘/)‘ eloponnesian fleet, and the death of their admirable leader—
L}’ e must take the second as inseparable from the first, since
v Kallikratidas was not the man to survive a defeat—were signal
isfortunes to the whole Grecian world ; and in an especial

(/% shanner, misfortunes to Athens herself. If Kallikratidas had

\ i gained the victory and survived it, he would certainly have
;'-( \’!/E?een the man to close the Peloponnesian war; for Mityléné
\- ust immediately have surrendered, and Konon with all the
i Wthenian fleet there blocked up must have become his
u‘)x* prisoners ; which circumstance, coming at the back of a defeat,
v* would have rendered Athens disposed to acquiesce in any
N tolerable terms of peace. Now to have the terms dictated at
a moment when her power was not wholly prostrate, by a man
like Kallikratidas, free from corrupt personal ambition, and of
a generous Pan-Hellenic patriotism—would have been the best
fate which at this moment could befall her; while to the
Grecian world generally, it would have been an unspeakable
benefit, that in the re-organisation which it was sure to undergo
at the close of the war, the ascendent individual of the moment
should be penetrated with devotion to the great ideas of
Hellenic brotherhood at home, and Hellenic independence
against the foreigner. The near prospect of such a benefit was
opened by that rare chance which threw Kallikratidas into the
command, enabled him not only to publish his lofty profession
of faith, but to show that he was prepared to act upon it, and
for a time floated him on towards complete success. Nor
were the envious gods ever more envious, than when they
frustrated, by the disaster of Arginuse, the consummation
which they had thus seemed to promise. The pertinence of
these remarks will be better understood in the next chapter,
when I come to recount the actual winding up of the Pelo-
ponnesian war under the auspices of the worthless, but able,
Lysander. It was into his hands that the command was
re-transferred : a transfer almost from the best of Greeks to the
worst. We shall then see how much the sufferings of the
Grecian world, and of Athens especially, were aggravated by
his individual temper and tendencies—and we shall then feel
by contrast, how much would have been gained if the
commander armed with such great power of dictation had
been a Pan-Hellenic patriot. To have the sentiment of that
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patriotism enforced, at a moment of break-up and re-arrange-
ment throughout Greece, by the victorious leader of the day,
with single-hearted honesty and resolution, would have been a
stimulus to all the better feelings of the Grecian mind such as
no other combination of circumstances could have furnished.
The defeat and death of Kallikratidas was thus even more
deplorable as a loss to Athens and Greece, than to Sparta her-
self. To his lofty character and patriotism, even in so short a 3
career, we vainly seek a parallel. &:&b

The news of the defeat was speedily conveyed to Eteonikus j
at Mityléné by the admiral’s signal-boat. As soon as he heard W¥, .
it, he desired the crew of the signal-boat to say nothing to any 9\"1‘(.
one, but to go again out of the harbour, and then return with ‘ém
wreaths and shouts of triumph—crying out that Kallikratidas “’»v(-;\w
had gained the victory and had destroyed or captured all the >
Athenian ships. All suspicion of the reality was thus kept
from Konon and the besieged; while Eteonikus himself,
‘'affecting to believe the news, offered the sacrifice of thanks-
giving ; but gave orders to all the triremes to take their meal
and depart afterwards without losing a moment ; directing the
masters of the trading-ships also to put their property silently
aboard, and get off at the same time. And thus, with little
or no delay, and without the least obstruction from Konon,
iall these ships, triremes and merchantmen, sailed out of the
‘harbour, and were carried off in safety to Chios, the wind being
fair. Eteonikus at the same time withdrew his land-forces to
Methymna, burning his camp. Konon thus finding himself
unexpectedly at liberty, put to sea with his ships when the wind
had become calmer, and joined the main Athenian fleet, which
he found already on its way from Arginusz to Mityléné. The
fleet presently came to Mityléné, and from thence passed over
to make an attack on Chios ; which attack proving unsuccessful,
they went forward to their ordinary station at Samos.!

The news of the victory at Arginuse diffused joy and
triumph at Athens. All the slaves who had served in the
armament were manumitted and. promoted, according to
promise, to the rights of Plateans at Athens—a qualified o
species of citizenship. Yet the joy was poisoned by another
incident which became known at the same time, raising ¥
sentiments of a totally opposite character, and ending in one of\#"
ithe most gloomy and disgraceful proceedings in all Athenian

thistory. N
Not only the bodies of the slain warriors floating about on
1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 38; Diodor. xiil. 100.
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} -t wwater had not been picked up for burial, but the wrecks
f"“‘f/"’ not been visited to preserve those who were yet living.
4,7 Mlhe first of these two points, even alone, would have sufficed
}’:)J. to excite a painful sentiment of wounded piety at Athens. But
{»"\ ; ¢he second point, here an essential part of the same omission,
I, ,\:‘Nnﬂamed that sentiment into shame, grief, and indignation of
* ¥ the sharpest character.

¢ . (,In the descriptions of this event, Diodorus and many other
v '_Wr'iters take notice of the first point, either exclusively,! or at

«. % Y See the narrative of Diodorus (xiii. 100, 101, 102), where nothing is‘

\f\ «, “mentioned except about picking up the floating dead bodies—about the

v ime, and offence in the eyes of the people, of omitting to secure burial
to so many dead bodies. He does not seem to have fancied that there
were any Jiving bodies, or that it was a question between life and death to
so many of the crews.

Whereas if we follow the narrative of Xenophon (Hellen. i. 7), we shall
see that the question is put throughout about picking up the Zving men—
the skipwrecked men, or the men belonging to, and still living aboard of,
the broken ships—averégfat Tobs vavayols, Tobs duoTuxodbvras, Tods kaTa-
Sbvras (Hellen. ii. 3, 32): compare especially il. 3, 35—mAely éxl Tds
raradedurvias vads kal Tobs én’ abTav &vfpdmous (i. 6, 35). The word vavayds
does not mean a dead body, but a fving man who has suffered shipwreck -
Navayds fixw, févos, dovAnTov yévos (says Menelaus, Eurip. Helen. 457):
also 407—Kal »iv vdhas vavayds, dmoréoas ¢iAous *Etémecor é&s i
Thvde, &c., again 538. It corresponds with the Latin naufragus—
““mersd rate naufragus assem Dum rogat, et picti se tempestate tuetur’
(Juvenal, xiv. 3or). Thucydidés does not use the word vavayois, bw
speaks of 7ods vewpobs xal 7& vavdyie, meaning by the latter word the
damaged ships with every person and thing on board.

It is remarkable that Schneider and most other commentators on Xeno- |
phon, Sturz in his Lexicon Xenophonteum (v. évafpesis), Stallbaum ad
Platon. Apol. Socrat. ¢. 20, p. 32, Sievers, Comment. ad Xenoph. Hellen.
p. 31, Forchhammer, Die Athener und Sokratés, p. 30-31, Berlin, 1837, |
—and others—all treat this event as if it were nothing but a question of
picking up dead bodies for sepulture. This is a complete misinterpretation
of Xenophon ; not merely because the word vavayds, which he uses four
several times, means a {fving persen, but because there are two ather
passages, which leave absolutely no doubt about the matter—Tlapfiafe 3¢
Tos €5 THY eerAnolay pdakwy éml TebXous &AlTwy cwbivar EmicTEéAANEs
8 abrd Tevs dmoAAvuérovs, dav cwlf, dTayyelAal 7§ Shpue,
87t ol orparyyol odx dvelAovro Tobs &ploTouvs bmép Ths
waTpldos yevouévevs. Aguin (il 3, 35), Theramenés, when vindicating
himself, before the oligarchy of Thirty two years afterwards, for his conduct
in accusing the generals, says that the generals brought their own destruction
upon themselves by accusing him first, and by saying that the men on the
disabled ships might have been saved with proper diligence—¢dorovres,
yip (the generals) oTov Te elvat cdoat Tobs &vdpas, wpoépeva
abrods amoAréofai, dmowAéevres gxovro. These passages place the
point beyond dispute, that the generals were aceused of having neglected
to save the lives of men on the point of being drowned, and who by #kez7
neglect afterwards were drowned—not of having neglected to pick up deac
bodies for sepulture. This misinterpretation of the commentators is her
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east with slight reference to the second; which latter, never- 3
heless, stands as far the gravest in the estimate of every
mpartial critic, and was also the most violent in its effect upon
Athenian feelings. Twenty-five Athenian triremes had been

uined along with most of their crews; that is, lay heeled over®¥

r disabled, with their oars destroyed, no masts, nor any means
f moving—mere hulls partially broken by the impact of an
mnemy’s ship, and gradually filling and sinking. The original

hat word for a space of sea) was strewed with these wrecks;
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rew of each was 200 men. The field of battle (if we may use‘(‘w?’v ,
W

‘he men remaining on board being helpless and unable to get
wway—for the ancient trireme carried no boat, nor any aids for
;scape. And there were moreover, floating about, men who
1ad fallen overboard, or were trying to save their lives by
neans of accidental spars or empty casks. It was one of the
srivileges of a naval victory, that the party who gained it could
iail over the field of battle, and thus assist their own helpless
br wounded comrades aboard the disabled ships;?! taking
>aptive, or sometimes killing the corresponding persons belong-
ing to the enemy. According even to the speech made in the
Athenian public assembly afterwards, by Euryptolemus, the
defender of the accused generals, there were twelve triremes
with their crews on board lying in the condition just described.
This is an admission by the defence, and therefore the
minimum of the reality: thére cannot possibly have been
fewer, but there were probably several more, out of the whole
twenty-five stated by Xenophon.? No step being taken to

of the gravest import, It alters completely the criticisms on the proceed-
ings at Athens. .

1 See Thucyd. i. 50, 51.

2 Xenoph. Hellen, 1. 6, 34. AwdAovro 8¢ Tdv utv 'Abwalwy vijes névre
ral ¥lkootw abrols &vdpdow, ékrds dMywy T@dv wpds THY Yiy wpogevexBévrwy.

Schneider in his note, and Mr. Mitford in his History, express surprise
t the discrepancy between the number #welve which appears in the speech
f Euryptolemus, and the number twenty-five given by Xenophon.

But, first, we are not to suppose Xenophon to guarantee those assertions
$ to matters of fact which he gives as coming from Euryptolemus ; who,
s an az}i}vocate speaking in the assembly, might take great liberties with
che truth.,
N ext, Xenophon speaks of the total number of ships ruined or disabled
n action : Euryptolemus speaks of the total number of wrecks afloat and
papable of being visited so as to rescue the sufferers af the subsequent

oment when the generals directed the squadron under Theramenés to go
ut for the rescue. It is to be remembered that the generals went back to

rginusee from the battle, and there determined (according to their own
tatement) to send out from thence a squadron for visiting the wrecks. A
ertain interval of time must therefore have elapsed between the close of
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(«V’ Aame of each trireme which had so perished ; for each trireme!
(P/%’fr@the Athenian navy, like modern ships, had its own name.?
7
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Mictow, made known at the same time the loss sustained in
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yman would be competent to employ.

#ith nearly all their crews ; specifying, we may be sure, the

t
“daken by the victorious survivors to save their wounded and
drowning countrymen on board the sinking ships. A stor
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preserve them, the surviving portion, wounded as well as
unwounded, of these crews, were left to be gradually drowned
as each disabled ship went down. If any of them escaped,
it was by unusual goodness of swimming—by finding some
fortunate plank or spar—at any rate by the disgrace of throwing
away their arms, and by some method such as no wounded

The first letter from the generals which communicated the;

obtaining it. It announced, doubtless, the fact which we rea
n Xenophon, that twenty-five Athenian triremes had been lost,

mentioned at the same time that no step whatever had been

had arisen (such was the reason assigned), so violent as t
render all such intervention totally impracticable.2 -~

" It is so much the custom, in dealing with Grecian history,
to presume the Athenian people to be a set of children o
madmen, whose feelings it is not worth while to try and account{
for—that I have been obliged to state these circumstances some-
what at length, in order to show that the mixed sentiment
excited at Athens by the news of the battle of Arginuse was

the action, and the order given to Theramenés, During that interval,
undoubtedly some of the disabled ships went down or came to pieces: if «
we are to believe Euryptolemus, thirteen out of the twenty-five must have |
thus disappeared, so that their crews were already drowned, and no more |
than twelve remained floating for Theramenés to visit, even had he been
ever so active and ever so much favoured by weather.

I distrust the statement of Euryptolemus, and believe that he most
probably underrated the number. But assuming him to be correct, this
will only show how much the generals were to blame (as we shall hereafter,
remark) for not having seen to the visitation of the wrecks éefore they went
back to their moorings at Arginuse.

1 Boeckh, in his instructive volume—Urkunden itber das Attische See-
Wesen (vii. p. 84 s¢g.) gives, from inscriptions, a long list of the names o
Athenian triremes, between B.C. 356 and 322. All the names are femi
nine: some curious. We have a long list also of the Athenian ship
builders; since the name of the builder is commonly stated in th
inscription along with that of the ship—E# xapts, *AXetiudov Epyov—Se,
phv, 'Apiotonpdrovs Epyov—EAevOepla, "Apxevéw ¥pyov—EmiSectis
Avoiorpdrov &pyov—Anuokpatia, Xapearpirov Epyov, &e.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 4. “Ort ptv 4dp oddevds &AAov kafhwrovro ((
orpuryyol) émorondy medelxvve (Theramends) papripor kal Emepyar o
grparqyol é Thy BovAdy kal és TOv Bjuov, EANo oddtyv aimiduevor % Tb
Xepdra.
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perfectly natural and justifiable. Along with joy for the victory,
there was blended horror and remorse at the fact, that so many
of the brave men who had helped to gain it, had been left to
serish unheeded. The friends and relatives of the crews of
*hese lost triremes were of course foremost in the expression of
such indignant emotion. The narrative of Xenophon, meagreg
and confused as well as unfair, presents this emotion as if it were
c.omething causeless, factitious, pumped up out of the standing ¢/
qascibility of the multitude by the artifices of Theramenés,
Kallixenus, and a few others. But whatever may have beeng A
lone by these individuals to aggravate the public excitement,
ot pervert it to bad purposes, assuredly the excitement itselfﬁg
was spontaneous, inevitable, and amply justified. The very'-?’
:hought that so many of the brave partners in the victory had _¢!
Jeen left to drown miserably on the sinking hulls, without any ™
ffort, on the part of their generals and comrades near, to rescue *
hem—was enough to stir up all the sensibilities, public as well &
s private, of the most passive nature, even in citizens who were ,:
10t related to the deceased—much more in those who were so. '\
T'o expect that the Athenians would be so absorbed in the Y
lelight of the victory, and in gratitude to the generals who had {
~ommanded, as to overlook such a desertion of perishing warriors, 7,
aind such an omission of sympathetic duty—is, in my judgement, V',
altogether preposterous ; and would, if it were true, only estab-
lish one more vice in the Athenian people, besides those which
they really had, and the many more with which they have been
unjustly branded. )

The generals iry their public letter accounted for their omis-
sion by saying that the violence of the storm was too great to
allow them to move. First, was this true as matter of fact?
Next, had there been time to discharge the duty, or at the least
o gy and discharge it, before the storm came on to be so in-
olerable ? These points required examination. The generals,

rhile honoured with a vote of thanks for the victory, were
uperseded, and directed to come home; all except Konon, b
sho having been blocked up at Mityléné, was not concerned

a the question. Two new colleagues, Philoklés and Adei- oo
nantus, were named to go out and join him.! The generals™ §
srobably received the notice of their recall at Samos, and came G
" 1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 1; Diodor. xiii. 101—ém} ulv 7§ vixy tods erpa-
Wyods émyfvour, dml 8¢ 19 wepiidelv &rdgous Tobs Imip THs fyeuovias Tere
wwrnrbras, xarerds Serébnoay.

I have before remarked that Diodorus makes the mistake of talking

»out nothing but dead bodies, in place of the living ravayol spoken of by
enophon.
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home in consequence ; reaching Athens seemingly about the
end of September or beginning of Qctober—the battle of
Arginuse having been fought in August 406 B.c. Two of the
generals, however, Protomachus and Aristogenés, declined to
come : warned of the displeasure of the people, and not con-
fiding in their own case to meet it, they preferred to pay
the price of voluntary exile. & he other six, Periklés, Lysias,
Diomedon, Erasinidés, Aristokratés, and Thrasyllus (Arche-
siratus, one of the original ten, having died at Mityléné 1),
yife without their two colleagues; an unpleasant augury for

..J4ne result.
_ 7 On their first arrival, Archedémus, at that time an acceptable
' # )popular orator, and exercising some magistracy or high office
( "7which we cannot distinctly make out,? imposed upon Erasinidés

_\v».“a fine to that limited amount which was within the competence

! i fof magistrates without the sanction of the Dikastery—and

Yy }accused him besides before the Dikastery; partly for general

{+. misconduct in his command, partly on the specific charge of

"’ T having purloined some public money on its way from the

+ n\Hellespont. Erasinidés was found guilty, and condémned to be

Ny mprisoned, either until the money was made good, or perlraps
until further examination could take place into the other alleged

"\ \y‘inisdeeds.

\./ This trial of Erasinidés took place before the generals were
summoned before the Senate to give their formal exposition
respecting the recent battle and the subsequent neglect of the
drowning men. And it might almost seem as if Archedémus
wished to impute to Erasinidés exclusively, apart from the

1 Lysias, Orat, xxi. CAmoAoyla Awpodokias) sect. vii.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 2. Archedémus is described as 7fs AexeAelas
émipueroduevos. What is meant by these words, none of the commentators
can explain in a satisfactory manner. The text must be corrupt. Bome
conjecture like that of Dobree seems plausible; some words like 7is
SexdTys or Tis SexaTedoews—having reference to the levying of the tithe in
the Hellespont ; which would furnish reasonable ground for the proceeding
of Archedémus against Erasinidés.

The office held by Archedémus, whatever it was, must have been
sufficiently exalted to confer upon him the power of imposing the fine of
limited amount called ém:BoAd).

I hesitate to identify this Archedémus with the person of that name
mentioned in the Memorabilia of Xenophon, ii. 9. There seems no
similarity at all in the points of character noticed.

The popular orator Archedémus was derided by Eupolis and Aristo-
phanés as having sore eyes, and as having got his citizenship without a
proper title to it (see Aristophan. Ran. 419-588, with the Scholia). He
also is charged in a line of an oration of Lysias with having embezzled the
public money (Lysias cont. Alkibiad. sect. 25, Orat. xiv.).
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]
sther generals, the blame of that neglect; a distinction, as
will hereafter appear, not wholly unfounded. If however any
such design was entertained, it did not succeed. When the
nerals went to explain their case before the Senate, the de-
lision of that body was decidedly unfavourable to all of them,
hough we have no particulars of the debate which passed.
Jn the proposition of the Senator Timokratés,! a resolution
vas passed that the other five generals present should be placed
n custody, as well as Erasinidés, and thus handed over to the
>ublic assembly for consideration of the case.? V'
The public assembly was accordingly held, and the generals
vere brought before it. We are here told who it was that
vppeared as their principal accuser, along with several others ;A" tw
hough unfortunately we are left to guess what were the topics on PM} .
vhich they insisted. Theramenés was the man who denounced wv"’ﬁ
hem most vehemently, as guilty of leaving the crews of the
lisabled triremes to be drowned, and of neglecting all efforts to ™,
escue them. He appealed to their own public letter to the VM:A"
seople, officially communicating the victory ; in which letter 'v/“;\}«
hey made no mention of having appointed any one to under-
ake the duty, nor of having any one to blame for not perform-
ng it. The omission therefore was wholly their own: they
night have performed it, and ought to be punished for so cruel
breach of duty. e
The generals could not have a more formidable enemy thanff
heramenés. We have had occasion to follow him, during the
volution of the Four Hundred, as a long-sighted as well asrl,ﬁf,
rtuous politician : he had since been in high military com- u,}
and, a partaker in victory with Alkibiadés at Kyzikus and % W
Isewhere ; and he had served as trierarch in the victory of w .
Arginuse itseif. His authority therefore was naturally high, Mg-**
ind, told for much, when he denied the justification which the §&
renerals had set up, founded on the severity of the storm,
According to him, they might have picked up the drowning
nen, and ought to have done so: either they might have done
o before the storm came on—or there never was any storm of
wfficient gravity to prevent them: upon their heads lay the
esponsibility of omission.? Xenophon, in his very meagre
! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 3. Twokpdrovs & eimdvros, ¥7¢ kal Tobs
iAAovus xph Sefévras és Tdv Sfipor wapadobivay, 7 BovAy e,
2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 4.
3 Xenoph. Hellen. i 7, 4. Merd 8¢ taira, éxkAqola éyéveto, &v § Tiw
“rpaTnyBy kaTnydépovy EAAot Te kal Onpauévns pdricTa, Sikalovs

Ivat Aéywy Adyov dmooxeiy, 81671 obk avefAovTo Tols vavayobs.
O udv ydp 0dBevds BAAov xabfimrovro, émarorly émedelnvve papripiov
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narrative, does not tell us in express words, that Theramenés
contradicted the generals as to the storm. But that he did so
contradict them, point blank, is implied distinctly in that which /
Xenophon alleges him to have said. It seems also that Thra<
sybulus—another trierarch at Arginusz, and a man not only™
of equal consequence, but of far more estimable character—
concurred with Theramenés in this same accusation of the
generals,! though not standing forward so prominently in the
case. He too therefore must have denied the reality of the
storm ; or at least, the fact of its being so instant after the battle
or so terrible, as to forbid all effort for the relief of these {
drowning seamen.

-+ The case of the generals, as it stood before the Athenjan
», - public, was completely altered when men like Theramenés and -
. *Thrasybulus stood forward as their accusers. Doubtless what
. ~wagsaid by these two had been said by others before, in the
.~ .%%hate and elsewhere ; but it was now publicly advanced by men *
. A influence, as well as perfectly cognisant of the fact. = And
w3 are thus enabled to gather indirectly.(what the narrative
...~ of Menophon, studiously keeping back the case against the
',;_/':.';,‘3 rals, does not directly bring forward), that though the
¥ ﬁ;i’fgggsrals affirmed the storm, there were others present who
= '!’d?nied it—thus putting in controversy the matter of fact, which

3o

e Jotmed their solitary justification. Moreover we come, in
.+ . foHowing the answer made by the generals in the publi
'\, gssembly to Theramenés and Thrasybulus—to a new point i
'\‘“,w he case, which Xenophon lets out as it were indirectly, and i
\' 3 sekat confused manner which pervades his whole narrative of th
;f"' teamsaction. It is however a new point of extreme moment

The generals replied that if any one was to blame for no
having picked up the drowning men, it was Theramenés and
Thrasybulus themselves; for it was they two, to whom, &o-
gether with various other trierarchs and with forty-eight triremes,
the generals had expressly confided the performance of this

duty : it was they two who were responsible for its omission, not

v
M

xal Erepyav of orpaTyyol és THy BovAdy kal és Tdv STuov, EANo obBty airid-
peve h 7dv xepdva.

1 That Thrasybulus concurred with Theramenés in accusing the generals,
is intimated in the reply which Xenophon represents the generals to have
made (i. 7, 6)—Kal odx 87t ye kaTnyopobioy Hudy, Epacay, Yevoduela
ddorevres abTobs airtlovs elvay, &AAL Td péyebos Tob xepdvos elvac 7d

- kwAboay Thv avalpeow.

The plural karnyopodgw shows that Thrasybulus as well as Theramenés
stood forward to accuse the generals, though the latter was the mos
prominent and violent.
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the generals. Nevertheless they (the generals) made no charge p
against Theramenés and Thrasybulus—well knowing that rhe_&
storm had rendered the performance of the duty absolutely \)’

g mpossible, and that it was therefore a complete justificazion

" for one as well as for the other. They (the generals) at least ¥

could do no more than direct competent men like these two

trierarchs to perform the task, and assign to them an adequate
squadron for the purpose; while they themselves with the\*):

main fleet went to attack Eteonikus, and relieve Mityléné. i

Diomedon, one of their number, had wished after the battle to, , »

employ all the ships in the fleet for the preservation of thev

drowning men, without thinking of anything else until that was +",

done. Erasinidés, on the contrary, wished that all the fleet s

should move across at once against Mityléné: Thrasyllus said

that they had ships enough to do both at once. Accordingly

it was agreed that each general should set apart three ships

from his division, to make a squadron of forty-eight ships

under Thrasybulus and Theramenés. In making these state-
ments, the generals produced pilots and others, men actually
in the battle, as witnesses in general confirmation.

Here then, in this debate before the assembly, were two new
and Important points publicly raised. First, Theramenés and
Thrasybulus denounced the generals as guilty of the death of
- these neglected men : next, the generals affirmed that they had

delegated the duty to Theramenés and Thrasybulus themselves.

TIf this latter were really true, how came the generals in their

Pofficial despatch first sent home, to say nothing about it?

t Euryptolemus, an advocate of the generals (speaking in a subse-

L quent stage of the proceedings, though we can hardly doubt

¢ that the same topics were also urged in this very assembly),
while blaming the generals for such omission, ascribed it to
am ill-placed good-nature on their part, and reluctance to bring

¢ Theramends and Thrasybulus under the displeasure of the
people. Most of the generals (he said) were disposed to
mention the fact in their official despatch, but were dissuaded
from doing so by Periklés and Diomedon ; an unhappy dissua-
sion (in his judgement), which Theramenés and Thrasybulus had
ungratefully requited by turning round and accusing them all.l

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 17. Euryptolemus says—Kernyopd uiv oy
abrv, §ri Emeioar Tobs FuvdpxovTas, BovAouévovs wéurew ypduuara TH

7€ BovAf kal uiy, §7i emérafay ¢ Onpauéver kal BpacvBoirey TerTapdrorra

kal éxra Tpifipeow dveAégfar Tobs vavayobs, of 8¢ obk éveihovro. Elra viy'

¢ iy airlay kowhy ¥xovew, éxelvwy idly Guapravévrwy. kal &vrl THs Tére

£ ¢thavbpwrlas, viy 1" drelvay Te ral Tivwy EAAwy émiBovAevduevo kiwduvet-

‘ ovgtw dwohéobar,

-+
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/ This remarkable statement of Euryptolemus, as to the
Msddintention of the generals in wording the official despatch, brings
s55“\"’_7!13 to a closer consideration of what really passed between them
45 on the one side, and Theramenés and Thrasybulus on the
<> offer; which is difficult to make out clearly, but which
¢ .. tiodorus represents in a manner completely different from
3%/ Xenophon. Diodorus states that the generals were prevented

partly by the storm, partly by the fatigue and reluctance and

alarm of their own seamen, from taking any steps to pick up

(what he calls) the dead bodies for burial—that they suspected

Theramenés and Thrasybulus, who went to Athens before

them, of intending to accuse them before the people—and that

for this reason they sent home intimation to the people that
they had given special orders to these two trierarchs to perform
the duty. When these letters were read in the public assembly

(Diodorus says), the Athenians were excessively indignant

against Theramenés ; who however defended himself effectively

and completely, throwing the blame back upon the generals.

He was thus forced, against his own will and in self-defence, to

become the accuser of the generals, carrying with him his

numerous friends and partisans at Athens. And thus the
generals, by trying to ruin Theramenés, finally brought con-
demnation upon themselves.}

Such is the narrative of Diodorus, in which it is implied that
the generals never really gave any special orders to Theramenés
and Thrasybulus, but falsely asserted afterwards that they had
done so, in order to discredit the accusation of Theramenés
against themselves. To a certain extent, this coincides with
what was asserted by Theramenés himself two years afterwards
in his defence before the Thirty—that he was not the first to
accuse the generals—they were the first to accuse him,
affirming that they had ordered him to undertake the duty, and
that there was no sufficient reason to prevent him from per-
forming it—they were the persons who distinctly pronounced
the performance of the duty to be possible, while he had
said from the beginning that the violence of the storm was
such as even to forbid any movement in the water; much
more, to prevent rescue of the drowning men.?

We must here construe Emeigar as equivalent to avémeigar or perémergay,
placing a comma after gvvdpxovras. This is unusual, but not inadmissible.
To persuade a man to alter his opinion or his conduct might be expressed
by melfew, though it would more properly be expressed by &vamelfew :
see émeloy, Thucyd. iii. 32.

1 Diodor. xiii. 100, 10I.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 35. If Theramenés really did say, in the
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Taking the accounts of Xenophon and Diodorus together, in{f¥ dvs"
combination with the subsequent accusation and defence of y 2
Theramenés at the time of the Thirty—and blending them so N
as to reject as little as possible of either—I think it probable * ,.,{‘
that the order for picking up the exposed men was really given W} o
by the generals to Theramenés, Thrasybulus, and other
trierarchs ; but that, first, a fatal interval was allowed to elapse /\i"
between the close of the battle and the giving of such order— V17
next, that the forty-eight triremes talked of for the service, and j&%
proposed to be furnished by drafts of three out of each general’s )}
division, were probably never assembled—or if they assembled, V', .o~
were so little zealous in the business as to satisfy themselves ('
very easily that the storm was too dangerous to brave, and that
it was now too late. For when we read the version of the
transaction even as given by Euryptolemus, we see plainly that
none of the generals, except Diomedon, was eager in the per-
formance of the task. It is a memorable fact, that of all the
eight generals, not one of them undertook the business in
person, although its purpose was to save more than a thousand
drowning comrades from death.! In a proceeding where every
interval even of five minutes was precious, they go to work in
the most dilatory manner, by determining that each general
shall furnish three ships and no more, from his division.

Now we know from the statement of Xenophon, that towards
the close of the battle, the ships on both sides were much
dispersed.? Such collective direction therefore would not be
quickly realised ; nor, until all the eight fractions were united,
together with the Samians and others, so as to make the force
complete, would Theramenés feel bound to go out upon his

actual discussions at Athens on the conduct of the generals, that which he
here asserts himself to have said (viz. that the violence of the storm
rendered it impossible for any one to put to sea), his accusation against
the generals must have been grounded upon alleging that they might have
performed the duty at an earlier moment ; before they came back from the
battle—before the storm arose—before they gave the order to him. But I
think it most probable that he misrepresented at the later period what he
had said at the earlier, and that he did not, during the actual discussions,
admit the sufficiency of the storm as fact and justification.

1 The total number of ships lost with all their crews was twenty-five, of
which the aggregate crews (speaking in round numbers would be 5000
men. Now we may fairly calculate that each one of the disabled ships
would have on board half her crew, or 100 men, after the action: not
more than half would have been slain or drowned in the combat. Even
:en disabled ships would thus contain 1000 living men, wounded and un-
wounded. It will be seen therefore that I have understated the number of
ives in danger.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 6, 33.
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preserving visitation, He doubtless disliked the service—as we
see that most of the generals did—while the crewsalso, who
had just got to land after having gained a victory, were thinking
most about rest and refreshment, and mutual congratulations.t
All were glad to find some excuse for staying in their moorings
instead of going out again to buffet what was doubtless un-
favourable weather. Partly from this want of zeal, coming in
.addition to the original delay—partly from the bad weather—the
"\, "duty remained unexecuted, and the seamen on board the
L_\;' damaged ships were left to perish unassisted.
7 But presently arose the delicate, yet unavoidable question,
( ’ ,‘})How are we to account for the omission of this sacred duty
\ .71n our official despatch to the Athenian people?” Here the
4 seenerals differed among themselves, as Euryptolemus expressly
{u_‘f'lsfarfes: Periklés and Diomedon carried it, against the judge-
.Jtnent of their colleagues, that in the official despatch (which was
A" necessarily such as could be agreed to by all) nothing should
s sibe said about the delegation to Theramenés and others ; the
vs#hole omission being referred to the terrors of the storm. But
v\ though such was the tenor of the official report, there was
" pothing to hinder the generals from writing home and com-
v Mpenicating individually with their friends in Athens as each

> might think fit; and in these unofficial communications, {rom

" them as well as from others who went home from the arma-
" ment—communications not less efficacious than the official
despatch in determining the tone of public feeling at Athens—
they did not disguise their convictions that the blame of not
performing the duty belonged to Theramenés. Having thus a
man like Theramenés to throw the blame upon, they did not
take pains to keep up the story of the intolerable storm, but
intimated that there had been nothing to hinder %im from per-
forming the duty if he had chosen. It is this which he accuses
them of having advanced against him, so as to place him asthe
guilty man before the Athenian public : it was this which made
him, in retaliation and self-defence, violent and unscrupulous in

1 We read in Thucydidés (vii. 73) how impossible it was to prevail on
the Syracusans to make any military movement after their last maritime
victory in the Great Harbour, when they were full of triumph, felicitation,
and enjoyment. . .

They had visited the wrecks and picked up both the living men on
board and the floating bodies, before they went ashore, It is remarkable
that the Athenians on that occasion were so completely overpowered by
the immensity of their disaster, that they never even thought of asking
permission (always granted by the victors when asked) to pick up their
dead or visit their wrecks (viii. 72).
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denouncing them as the persons really blameable.! As they
had made light of the alleged storm, in casting the blame upon
him—so he again made light of it, and treated it as an
insufficient excuse, in his denunciations against them ; taking
care to make good use of their official despatch, which virtually
exonerated him, by its silence, from any concern in the
matter. '
Such is the way in which I conceive the relations to have
stood between the generals on one side and Theramenés on
the other ; having regard to all that is said both in Xenophon
and in Diodorus. But the comparative account of blame and
recrimination between these two parties is not the most
important feature of the case. The really serious inquiry is, as
to the intensity or instant occurrence of the storm. Was it
really so instant and so dangerous, that the duty of visiting the
wrecks could not be performed, either before the ships went
back to Arginus®, or afterwards? If we take the circum-
stances of the case, and apply them to the habits and feelings
of the English navy—if we suppose more than 1000 seamen,
late comrades in the victory, distributed among twenty damaged
and helpless hulls, awaiting the moment when these hulls would
fill and consign them all to a watery grave—it must have been a
frightful storm indeed, which would force an English admiral

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 32. The light in which I here place the
conduct of Theramenés is not only coincident with Diodorus, but with
the representations of Kiritias, the violent enemy of Theramenés, under the
government of the Thirty—just before he was going to put Theramenés to
death—Ob%Tos 8¢ 1ol éoTwv, bs Taxfels &veréofar wd TGV oTpaTyYLY Tovs
raradivras ‘Abnvalwy év 71 wepl AéoBov vavpaxla, abrds obr dverdperos
Buws TGV oTpaTnydv KaTyyopwv &méxTewey abTols, va alTds wepiow-
feln (Xen. ut sup.).

Here it stands admitted that the first impression at Athens was (as Dic-
dgrus states expressly) chat Theramenés was ordered to pick up the men
on the wrecks—might have done it if he had taken proper pains—and was
to blame for not doing it. Now how did this impression arise? Of course
through communications received from the armament itself. And when
Theramenés in his reply says, that the generals themselves made com-
munications in the same tenor, there is no reason why we should not
belicve him ; in spite oi their joint official despatch, wherein they made
no mention of him—and in spite of their speech in the public assembly
afterwards, where the previous official letter fettered them, and prevented
them from accusing him, forcing them to adhere to the statement first
made of the all-sufficiency of the storm.

The main facts which we here find established even by the enemies of
Theramenés, are—1. That Theramenés accused the generals because he
found himself in danger of being punished for the neglect. 2. That his
enemies, who charged him with the breach of duty, did not admit the
storm as an excuse for Aim.
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even to go back to his moorings, leaving these men so exposed
—or which would deter him, if he were at his moorings, from
sending out the very first and nearest ships at hand to save
them. And granting the danger to be such, that he hesitated
to give the order, there would probably be found officers and
men to volunteer, against the most desperate risks, in a cause
so profoundly moving all their best sympathies. Now un-
fortunately for the character of Athenian generals, officers, and
men, at Arginusee—for the blame belongs, though in unequal
proportions, to all of them—there exists here strong presumptive
proof that the storm on this occasion was not such as would
have deterred any Grecian seamen animated by an earnest and
courageous sense of duty. We have only to advert to the con-
duct and escape of Eteonikus and the Peloponnesian fleet from
Mityléné to Chios; recollecting that Mityléné was separated
from the promontory of Kané on the Asiatic mainland, and
from the isles of Arginusz, by a channel only 120 stadia broad 1
—about fourteen English miles. Eteonikus, apprised of the
defeat by the Peloponnesian official signal-boat, desired that boat
to go out of the harbour, and then to sail into it again with
deceptive false news, to the effect that the Peloponnesians had
gained a complete victory : he then directed his seamen, after
taking their dinners, to depart immediately, and the masters of
the merchant vessels silently to put their cargoes aboard and
get to sea also. The whole fleet, triremes and merchant vessels
both, thus went out of the harbour of Mityléné and made
straight for Chios, whither they arrived in safety ; the merchant
vessels carrying their sails, and having what Xenophon calls “a
fair wind.”? Now it is scarcely possible that all this could
havetaken place, had there blown during this time an intolerable

1 Strabo, xiii. p. 617.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. 1. 6, 37. ’Etedvucos 8¢, émeidh exetvos (the signal-bwat
with news of the pretended victory) xarémAeov, &0ve 78 edayyéha, kal Tois
oTpaTibras maphyyeihe demvonoeiobar ral Tols éumdpors, T8 XphpaTa crwmy
evfepdvovs és TO wAola &momhely és Xiov, Av 8¢ Td wvebpa ofipioy, kal Tas
Tpihpes Ty Taxlorny. Adrds. 8¢ Td we(bv dmfiyer és Thy MAbvpvav, vd
arparémedov dumphoas. Kévwy 8t xaferrioas ras vads, émel of 7€ moAéuto
dmodedpdrecar, kal & Gvepos ebdialrepos Ay, &mavrioas Tois "Abpvalos
%480 Gvnyuévors éx TAV ‘Apywovedv, Eppace Ta mepl ‘Ereovirov.

One sees by the expression used by Xenophon respecting the proceedings
of Xonon—that he went out of the harbour “‘as soon as the wind became
calmer ”—that it blew a strong wind, though in a direction favourable to
carry the fleet of Eteonikus to Chios. Konon was under no particular
motive to go out immediately : he could afford to wait until the wind
became quite calm. The important fact is, that wind and weather were
perfectly compatible with, indeed even favourable to, the escape of the
Peloponnesian fleet from Mityléné to Chios,
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storm between Mityléné and Arginuse. If the weather was
such as to allow of the safe transit of Eteonikus and all his
fleet from Mityléné to Chios—it was not such as to form a legiti-
mate obstacle capable of deterring any generous Athenian
seaman, still less a responsible officer, from saving his comrades
exposed on the wrecks near Arginusze. Least of all was it such
as ought to have hindered the attempt to save them—even if
such attempt had proved unsuccessful. And here the gravity
of the sin consists, in having remained inactive while the brave
men on the wrecks were left to be drowned.  All this reasoning,
too, assumes the fleet to have been already brought back to its
moorings at Arginus®; discussing only how much was prac-
ticable to effect after that moment, and leaving untouched the
no less important question, why the drowning men were not
picked up before the fleet went back ? o
I have thought it right to go over these considerations, indis-
pensable to the fair appreciation of so memorable an event—in ¥,
order that the reader may understand the feelings of the®
assembly and the public of Athens, when the generals stood
before them, rebutting the accusations of Theramenés and
recriminating in their turn against him. The assembly had 7
before them the grave and deplorable fact, that several hundreds
of brave seamen had been suffered to drown on the wrecks,
without the least effort to rescue them. In explanation of this
fact, they had not only no justification, at once undisputed and v
satisfactory—but not even any straightforward, consistent, and W
uncontradicted statement of facts. There were discrepancies py
among the generals themselves, comparing their official with J
their unofficial, as well as with their present statements—and
contradictions between them and Theramenés, each having(
denied the sufficiency of the storm as a vindication for theg‘ﬂr}
neglect imputed to the other. It was impossible that the
assembly could be satisfied to acquit the generals, on such a
presentation of the case; nor could they well know how to
apportion the blame between them and Theramenés. The
relatives of the men left to perish would be doubtless in a state
of violent resentment against one or other of the two, perhaps
against both. Under these circumstances, it could hardly have
been the sufficiency of their defence—it must have been rather
the apparent generosity of their conduct towards Theramenés,
in formally disavowing all charge of neglect against him, though
he had advanced a violent charge against them—which pro-
duced the result that we read in Xenophon. The defence of

the generals was listened to with favour and seemed likely to
G2
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prevail with the majority.! Many individuals present offered
themselves as bail for the generals, in order that the latter
might be liberated from custody: but the debaté had been so
much prolonged (we see from hence that there must have been
a great deal of speaking) that it was now dark, so that no vote
could be taken, because the show of hands was not distinguish-
able. It was therefore resolved that the whole decision should
be adjourned until another assembly ; but that in the mean-
time the senate should meet to consider what would be the
proper mode of trying and judging the generals—and should
stibmit a proposition to that effect.
/C;"*”\. . It so chanced, that immediately after this first assembly,
L_/«;/ ‘during the interval before the meeting of the senate or the
e v"holding of the second assembly, the three days of the solemn
N . nnual festival called Apaturia intervened ; early days in the
\‘};J month of October., This was the characteristic festival of the
.+ # Tonic race ; handed down from a period anterior to the constitu-
, * ;s tion of Kleisthenés, and to the ten new tribes each containing
"% 50 many demes—and bringing together the citizens in their
T imitive unions of family, gens, phratry, &c., the aggregate of
8 . fwhich had originally constituted the four Ionic tribes, now
"o superannuated. At the Apaturia the family ceremonies were
- ». " gone through; marriages were enrolled, acts of adoption were
' -promulgated and certified, the names of youthful citizens first
 * ' gatered on the gentile and phratric roll ; sacrifices were jointly
v’y celebrated by these family assemblages to Zeus Phratrius,
. Athéné, and other deities, accompanied with much festivity
A‘w and enjoyment. A solemnity like this, celebrated every year,
Fhaturally provoked, in each of these little unions, questions of
\™\ affectionate interest—‘ Who are those that were with us last
w i\d;}'ear, but are not here now? The absent—where are they?
N/~ “The deceased—where or how did they die?” Now the cresws
‘,\rr"" .({b,e twenty-five Athenian triremes, lost at the battle of
' \J" %Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 5-7. Mera 8¢ Tabra of orparnyol Bpaxéa &ka-
W qHos amenoyhicaro, ob yip mpouTédn aplor Abyos kard Td véuov. . . . .
4 Towira Aéyovres émeifov Tdv Sjuov. The imperfect tense Emetfov

™\ ' must be noticed : *‘ they were persuading,” or seemed in the way to per-
4 suade, the people: not éweiwoar the aorist, which would mean that they
actually did satisfy the people.

The first words here cited from Xenophon do not imply that the generals
were checked or abridged in their liberty of speaking before the public
assembly, but merely that no judicial trial and defence were granted to them.
In judicial defence, the person accused had a measured time for defence (by
the clepsydra or water-clock) allotted to him, during which no one could
interrupt him ; a time doubtless much longer than any single speaker would
be permitted to occupy in the public assembly.



Battle of Arginusz 171

Arginuse, (at least all those among them who were freemen)
had been members of some one of these family unions, and
were missed on this occasion. The answer to the above
inquiry, in their case, would be one alike melancholy and re-
volting—* They fought like brave men and had their full share
in the victory: their trireme was broken, disabled, and made a
wreck, in the battle: aboard this wreck they were left to perish,
while their victorious generals and comrades made not the
smallest effort to preserve them.” To hear this about fathers,
brothers, 2nd friends—and to hear it in the midst of a
sympathising family circle—was well calculated to stir up an
agony of shame, sorrow, and anger, united; an intolerable
sentiment, which required as a satisfaction, and seemed even
to impose as a duty, the punishment of those who had left
these brave comrades to perish. Many of the gentile unions,
in spite of the usually festive and cheerful character of the
Apaturia, were so absorbed by this sentiment, that they clothed
themselves in black garments and shaved their heads in token
of mourning, resolving to present themselves in this guise at
the coming assembly, and to appease the manes of their
abandoned kinsmen by every possible effort to procure
retribution on the generals.!

Xenophon in his narrative describes this burst of feeling at
the Apaturia as false and factitious, and the men in mourning
as a number of hired impostors, got up by the artifices of
Theramenés,? to destroy the generals. But the case was onein

* Lysias puts into one of his orations a similar expression respecting the
feeling at Athens towards these generals—iyobuevor xpivar 74 iy Tebve-
drwy aperfi wap' énelvwy Slkny Aafeiv—Lysias cont. Eratosth. s. 36.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 8. O oby wepl Tdr Onpauévny mapegrebagay
dvfpdwovs pérava ipdTia Exovras, kal év xpd rexapuévous
woRAobs év radTy T4 éopti, va wpds Thy érxAnelay Frotey, s 5%
Evyyevels dvTes T@V amoAwAdT WY,

Here T adopt substantially the sratement of Diodorus, who gives a juster
«nd more natural description of the proceeding ; representing it as a spon-
taneous actien of mournful and vindictive feeling on the part of the kins-
men of the deceased (xiii. 101).

Other historians of Greece, Dr. Thirlwall not excepted (Hist. of Greece,
ch. xxx. vol. iv. p. 117-125), follow Xenophon on this point. They treat
tie intense sentiment against the generals at Athens as **popular pre-
judices ”—“¢ excitement produced “y the artifices of Theramenés” (Dr.
Thirlwall, p. 117-124). *‘ Theramenés (he says) hired a great number of
persons to attend the festival, dressed in black, and with their heads shaven,
25 mourning for kinsmen whom they had lost in the sea-fight.”

Yet Dr. Thirlwall speaks of the rarrative of Xenophon in the most un-
favourable terms ; and certainly in terms no worse than it deserves (see p.
116, the note}—** It looks as if Xenophon had pgusposely involved the whole
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which no artifice was needed. The universal and self-acting
stimulants of intense human sympathy stand here so promin-
ently marked, that it is not simply superfluous but even mis-
leading, to look behind for the gold and machinations of a
political instigator. Theramenés might do all that he could to
turn the public displeasure against the generals, and to prevent
it from turning against himself: it is also certain that he did
much to annihilate their defence. He may thus have had some
influence in directing the sentiment against them, but he could
have had little or none in creating it. Nay, it is not too much
to say that no factitious agency of this sort could ever have
prevailed on the Athenian public to desecrate such a festival as
the Apaturia by all the insignia of mourning. If they did
s0, it could only have been through some internal emotion
alike spontaneous and violent, such as the late event was well
calculated to arouse.

Moreover, what can be more improbable than the allegation
that a great number of men were hired to personate the fathers
or brothers of deceased Athenian citizens, all well known to
their really surviving kinsmen? What more improbable than
the story that numbers of men would suffer themselves to be
hired, not merely to put on black clothes for the day, which
might be taken off in the evening—but also to shave their
heads, thus stamping upon themselves an ineffaceable evidence
of the fraud, until the hair had grown again? Thata cunning

affair in obscurity.” Compare also p. 123, where his criticism is equally
severe,

1 have little scruple in deserting the narrative of Xenophon (of which I
think as meanly as Dr. Thirlwall), so far as to supply (without contradict-
ing any of his main allegations) an omission which I consider capital and
preponderant. I accept his account of what actually passed at the festival
of the Apaturia, but I deny his statement of the manceuvres of Theramenes
as the producing cause.

Most of the obscurity which surrounds these proceedmgs at Athens arises
from the fact, that no notice has been taken of the intense and spontane-
ous emotion which the desertion of the men on the wrecks was naturally
calculated to produce on the public mind. It would (in my judgement)
have been unaccountable if such an effect had not been produced, quite
apart from all instigations of Theramenés. The moment that we recognise
this capital fact, the series of transactions becomes comparatively perspicu-
ous and explicable.

Dr. Thirlwall, as well as Sievers (Commentat. de Xenophontis Hellen.
P- 25-30), supposes Theramenés to have acted in concert with the cligar-
chical party, in making use of this incident to bring about the ruin of
generals odious to them—several of whom were connected with Alkibjadés.
I confess that I see nothing to countenance this idea : but at all events, the
cause here named is only secondary—not the grand and dominant fact of
the moment.
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man, like Theramenés, should thus distribute his bribes to a
number of persons, all presenting naked heads which testified
his guilt, when there were real kinsmen surviving to prove the
fact of personation? That having done this, he should never
be arraigned or accused for it afterwards,—neither during the
prodigious reaction of feeling which took place after the con-
demnation of the generals, which Xenophon himself so strongly
attests, and which fell so heavily upon Kallixenus and others—
nor by his bitter enemy Kritias under the government of the
Thirty ? Not only Theramenés is never mentioned as having
been afterwards accused, but for aught that appears, he pre-
served his political influence and standing, with little, if any,
abatement. This is one forcible reason among many others,
for disbelieving the bribes and the all-pervading machinations
which Xenophon represents him as having put forth, in order
to procure the condemnation of the generals. His speaking in
the first public assembly, and his numerous partisans voting in
the second, doubtless contributed much to that result—and by
his own desire. But to ascribe to his bribes and intrigues the
violent and overruling emotion of the Athenian publi, is, in
my judgement, a supposition alike unnatural and preposterous
both with regard to them and with regard to him. q

When the senate met, after the Apaturia, to discharge thel®
duty confided to it by the last public assembly, of determmmg‘)‘gp
in what manner the generals should be judged, and submitting =
their opinion for the consideration of the next assembly—the |»
senator Kallixenus (at the instigation of Theramenés, if Xeno-
phon is to be believed) proposed, and the majority of the senate
adopted, the following resolution: “The Athenian people, hav- 9;\,
ing already heard in the previous assembly, both the accusation{ !
and the defence of the generals, shall at once come to a vote
ons the subject by tribes. For each tribe two urns shall be ﬁ‘"
placed, and the herald of each tribe shall proclaim—All citizens
who think the generals guilty for not having rescued the war-
riors who had conquered in the battle, shall drop their pebbles
into the foremost urn ; all who think otherwise, into the hind-v
most. Should the generals be pronounced guilty (by the result M,
of the voting), they shall be delivered to the Eleven, and
punished with death ; their property shall be conﬁscated the
tenth part being set apart for the goddess Athéné.”! One
single vote was to embrace the case of all the eight generals.2

The unparalleled burst of mournful and vindictive feeling at
the festival of the Apaturia, extending by contagion from the

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 8, 9. 2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 34.



;
|

S

]
'

L4

'

7]

v

1

5t
"

&
]
[

“x

\4"

vy
’

§

174 History of Greece

relatives of the deceased to many other citizens—and the prob-
ability thus created that the coming assembly would sanction
the most violent measures against the generals—probably
emboldened Kallixenus to propose and prompted the senate to
adopt, this deplorable resolution. As soon as the assembly
met, it was read and moved by Kallixenus himself, as coming
from the senate in discharge of the commission imposed upon
them by the people.

It was heard by a large portion of the assembly with well-
““merited indignation. Itsenormity consisted in breaking through
+ the established constitutional maxims and judicial practices of
“yie Athenian democracy. It deprived the accused generals of

.

) fair trial, alleging, with a mere faint pretence of truth which

) X}Jas little better than utter falsehood, that their defence as well

3, ;7 “as their accusation had been heard in the preceding assembly.

Now there has been no people, ancient or modern, in whose

V¢, nview the formalities of judicial trial were habitually more sacred
{ {-",}nd indispensable than in that of the Athenians—formalities

ﬁz'cluding ample notice beforehand to the accused party, with a
measured and sufficient space of time for him to make his

’,
Ay

. "»* " defence before the Dikasts; while those Dikasts were men who

- had been sworn beforehand as a body, yet were selected by lot

' for each occasion as individuals. From all these securities the

: %e,nerals were now to be debarred, and submitted, for their
“fives, honours, and fortunes, to a simple vote of the unsworn
spublic assembly, without hearing or defence. Nor was this all.
One single vote was to be taken in condemnation or absolution
of the eight generals collectively. Now there was a rule in
Attic judicial procedure, called the psephism of Kannoénus
(originally adopted, we do not know when, on the proposition
of a citizen of that name, as a psephism or decree for some
particular case—but since generalised into common practice,
and grown into great prescriptive reverence), which peremptorily
forbade any such collective trial or sentence, and directed that
a separate judicial vote should in all cases be taken for or
against each accused party. The psephism of Kannénus,
together with all the other respected maxims of Athenian
criminal justice, was here audaciously trampled under foot.!
1 I cannot concur with the opinion expressed by Dr. Thirlwall in Appen-
dix ITI. vol. iv. p. 501 of his History—on the subject of the psephism of
Kannbnus. The view which I give in the text coincides with that of the
expositors generally, from whom Dr. Thirlwall dissents.
The psephism of Kanndnus was the only enactment at Athens which

made it illegal to vote upon the case of two accused persons at once. This
had now grown into a practice in the judicial proceedings at Athens; so
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As soon as the resolution was read in the public assembly,
Euryptolemus, an intimate friend of the generals, denounced it

that two or more prisoners, who were ostensibly tried under some other
law, and not under the psephism of Kann6nus with its various provisions,
would yet have the benefit of this its particular srovision—viz. severance
of trial.

In the particular case before us, Euryptolemus was tbrown back to
appeal to the psephism itself ; which the senate, by a proposition unheard-
of at Athens, proposed to contravene. The proposition of the senate
offended against the general law in several different ways. It deprived the
generals of trial before a sworn dikastery; it also deprived them of the
hiberty of full defence during a measured time: but further, it prescribed
that they should all be condemned or absolved by one and the same vote,
and in this last respect it sinned against the psephism of Kannénus.
Euryptolemus in his speech, endeavouring to persuade an exasperated
assembly to reject the provosition of the senate and adopt the psephism of
Kanndnus as the basis of the trial, very prudently dwells upon the severe
provisions of the psephism, and artfully slurs over what he principally aims
at, the severance of the trials, by offering his relative Periklés to be tried
first.  The words 3ixa €kaorov (sect. 37) appear to me to be naturally con-
strued with ka7 70 Kavvdrov Yfipioua, as they are by most commentators,
though Dr. Thirlwall dissents from it. It is certain that this was the
capital feature of illegality, among many, which the proposition of the
senate presented—I mean the judging and condemning all the generals by
one vote. It was upon this point that the amendment of Euryptolemus
was taken, and that the obstinate resistance of Sokratés turned (Plato, Apol.
20; Xenoph. Memor. i. 1, 18).

Further, Dr. Thirlwall, in assigning what he believes to have been the
real tenor of the psephism of Kannénus, appears to me to have been mis-
led by the Scholiast in his interpretation of the much-discussed passage of
Aristophanés, Ekklezias, 108g—

Touti 70 wplypa xatd 10 Kavvdvov cadie

\pn:qua, 8uvely Set pe SiakeAnppévor,

Tlas obv Sicwmeiy audorépas Surigopar §
Upon which Dr. Thirlwall observes—¢‘that the young man is comparing
his plight to that of a culpnt, who, under the decree of Cannénus, was
placed at the bar held by a person on each side. In this sense the
Gueek S,(’:holiast, though his words are corrupted, clearly understood the
passage.

I cannot but think that the Scholiast understood the words completely
wrong, The young man in Aristophands does not compare the situation
with that of the culprit, but with that of the dikastery whick tried culprits.
The psephism of Kannbnus directed that each defendant should be tried
separately : accordingly, if it happened that two defendanrs were presented
for trial, and were both to be tried without a moment’s delay, the dikas-
tery could only effect this object by dividing itself into tw» halves or por-
tions ; which was perfectly practicable (whether often practised or not), as
it was a numerous body. By dcing this (xpfvew Siareanupuévov) it could 2y
¢oth the defendants at once ; but in no other way.

Now the young man in Aristophanés compares himself to the dikastery
thus circumstanced ; which comparison is signified by the pun of Buweiv
SiaAeAnuuévor in place of wplverr SiaAeAnuuévor. He is assailed by two
oburusive and importunate customers, neither of whom will wait unfil the
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4 fo:{havmg proposed a resolution of that tenor, Several other
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K5 grossly illegal and unconstitutional ; presenting a notice of

zens supported the notice of indictment, which according to

23
"(‘ e received practice of Athens, would arrest the further pro-

gress of the measure until the trial of its proposer had been
consymmated. Nor was there ever any proposition made at

4 jy f;‘h’ens, to which the Graphé Paranomoén more closely and
ight

’i

eously applied.

But the numerous partisans of Kallixenus——especially the
men who stood by in habits of mourning, with shaven heads,
agitated with sad recollections and thirst of vengeance—were in
no temper to respect this constitutional impediment to the dis-
cussion of what had already been passed by the senate. They
loudly clamoured that it was intolerable to see a small knot
of citizens thus hindering the assembled people from doing what
they chose ” : and one of their number, Lykiskus, even went so
far as to threaten that those who tendered the indictment
against Kallixenus should be judged by the same vote along
with the generals, if they would not let the assembly proceed to
consider and determine on the motion just read.! The excited
disposition of the large party thus congregated, further inflamed
by this menace of Lykiskus, was wound up to its highest pitch
by various other speakers; especially by one, who stood
forward and said—* Athenians, I was myself a wrecked man
in the battle: I escaped only by getting upon an empty meal-
tub; but my comrades, perishing on the wrecks near me,
implored me, if I should myself be saved, to make known to
the Athenian people, that their generals had abandoned to

other has been served. Accordingly he says— Clearly I ought to be
divided into two parts, like a dikastery acting under the psephism of
Kannénus, to deal with this matter: yet sha// 1 be able to serve botheat
once?”

This I conceive to be the proper explanation of the passage in Aristo-
phanés ; and it affords a striking confirmation of the truth of that which is
generally received as purport of the psephism of Kannénus. The Scholiast
appears to me to have puzzled himself, and to have misled every one else

Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 12. Tov 8¢ KaAA{Eevor rpnaeka}\eo'al/‘ro wapavop.u
¢a¢mov—res £u'y'yé'ypa¢eym, EdpuwréAepds e kal #AAor Twés, Tod 8¢ Sn,u.ou
ot ravTa e7rm/ow 7b 8¢ wAGBos éBda, deivdy elvar, €l ,u.ﬁ Tis édoet
7oy dHuoy 7rpcc'r'rew, 3 &y BodAntar Kal éml Todrots enrdv-ros
Avklorov, kal TobTovs T abTh Yhpe rpivesfo, 171rep xal Tobs o"rpa'rn'yous,
éoy uh a(pwo'z 'r%)u elclc)vqo'fay, érefopifnoe wdAw & djuos, kal Hvay-
rdobnoay aqbzeuaz T&S KANOELS.

All this violence is directed to the special object of getting the proposi-
tion discussed and decided on by the assembly, in spite of constitutional
obstacles.
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death warriors who had bravely conquered in behalf of their%’.
country.” Even in the most tranquil state of the public mind, ¥
such a communication of the last words of these drowning meny,, -

“fy

reported by an ear-witness, would have been heard with emo-" :
tion ; but under the actual predisposing excitement, it went tof .
the inmost depth of the hearers’ souls, and marked the generalsy,;~
as doomed men.! Doubtless there were other similar state-, .y
ments, not expressly mentioned to us, bringing to view the” .
same fact in other ways, and all contributing to aggravate the¥’
violence of the public manifestations ; which at length reached
such a point, that Euryptolemus was forced to withdraw his
notice of indictment against Kallixenus. A
Now, however, a new form of resistance sprang up, still pre- "«
venting the proposition from being taken into consideration b
the assembly. Some of the Prytanes—or senators of thew*
presiding tribe, on that occasion the tribe Antiochis—the
legal presidents of the assembly, refused to entertain or put the \.&
question ; which, being illegal and unconstitutional, not Onlya\d 1

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 11. Tlapfirfe 8¢ 7is & Thy eknAnolar dpdokwr,”
érl redxovs dAplrwy cwlijvar émeTéAdew § adrd Tobs &mwoAAupéraus, éav M
cwdf, &naryyeiiar 7@ Shup, dti of oTpaTyyol ok dvefAovro Tods dploTous Smep r/l
Tiis watpldos yevouévous.

I venture to say that there is nothing, in the whole compass of ancient
oratory, more full of genuine pathos and more profoundly impressive, than
this simple incident and speech; though recounted in the most bald
manner, by an unfriendly and contemptuous advocate.

Yet the whole effect of it is lost, because the habit is to dismiss every-
thing which goes to inculpate the generals, and to justify the vehement
emotion of the Athenian public, as if it were mere stage trick and false-
hood. Dr. Thirlwall goes even beyond Xenophon when he says (p. 119,
vol. iv.)—* A man was brought forward, who pretended he had been pre-
served by clinging to a meal-barrel, and that his comrades,” &c. So Mr.
Mitford—*¢ A man was produced,” &e. (p. 347).

Now wapfirfe does not mean *‘ ke was brought forward:” it is a common
werd employed to signify one who comes forward to speak in the public
assembly (see Thucyd, iii. 44, and the participle wapeAfby in numerous

laces).
P Next, ¢darwr, while it sometimes means prefending, sometimes also means
simply affirming: Xenophon does not guarantee the matter affirmed, but
reither does he pronounce it to be false. He uses ¢pdokwy in various cases
where he himself agrees with the fact affirmed (see Hellen. 1. 7, 12;
Memorab. i. 2, 29; Cyropzd. viii. 3, 41; Plato, Ap. Socr. c. 6, p. 21).

The people of Athens heard and fully believed this deposition ; nor do I
see any reason why an historian of Greece should disbelieve it. There is
rothing in the assertion of this man which is at all improbable : nay, more,
it is plain that several such incidents must have happened. If we take the
smallest pains to expand in our imaginations the details connected with
this painfully interesting crisis at Athens, we shall see that numerous stories
of the same affecting character must have been in circulation—doubtless
many false, but many also perfectly true,
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’,}v\:mspired them with aversion, but also rendered them personally
W4 s open to penalties. Kallixenus employed against them the
, - vsame menaces which Lykiskus had uttered against Eurypto-
v ilemus: he threatened, amidst encouraging clamour from many
v persons in the assembly, to include them in the same accusa-
~"  tion with the generals, So intimidated were the Prytanes by

the incensed manifestations of the assembly, that all of them,
except one, relinquished their opposition, and agreed to put the
question. The single obstinate Prytanis, whose refusal no
menace could subdue, was a man whose name we read with
peculiar interest, and in whom an impregnable adherence to
law and duty was only one among many other titles to reverence.
It was the philosopher Sokratés ; on this trying occasion, once
throughout a life of seventy years, discharging a political office,
among the fifty senators taken by lot from the tribe Antiochis.
Sokratés could not be induced to withdraw his protest, so that
the question was ultimately put by the remaining Prytanes
without his concurrence.! It should be observed that his
resistance did not imply any opinion as to the guilt or innocence
of the generals, but applied simply to the illegal and uncon-
stitutional proposition now submitted for determining their
fate ; a proposition, which he must already have opposed once

, ‘before, in his capacity of member of the senate.

-+f The constitutional impediments having been thus violently
\\vt %V‘@‘Shrown, the question was regularly put by the Prytanes to
‘-,:,,;f':,-ﬁie ssembly. At once the clamorous outcry ceased, and those

>~ who had raised it resumed their behaviour of Athenian citizens
G"\?’/}-—patient hearers of speeches and opinions directly opposed to

H ’their own. Nothing is more deserving of notice than this
w -Amjﬁmge of demeanour. The champions of the men drowned
/,r/: wsonythe wrecks had resolved to employ as much force as was
1 tequired to eliminate those preliminary constitutional objectiogs,
vy ,%’ themselves indisputable, which precluded the discussion.
#As-#But so soon as the discussion was once begun, they were care-
/" ful not ta give to the resolution the appearance of being carried
":Ys' y forge. Euryptolemus, the personal friend of the generals,

a/advallowed not only to move an amendment negativing the

K4 ﬁ‘l Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 14, 15; Plato, Apol. Socr. ¢, 20; Xcnoph.
@/ Memor. i. 1, 18; iv, 4, 2.
'\ In the passage of the Memorabilia, Xenophon says that Sokratés is
v  Epistatés, or presiding Prytanis for that actual day. In the Hellenica, he
only reckons him as one among the Prytanes. It can hardly be accounted
certain that he was Epistatés—the rather as this same passage of the
Memorabilia is inaccurate on another point: it names nine generals as
having been condemned, instead of ezgke,



Battle of Arginusz 179

proposition of Kallixenus, but also to develope it in a long
speech, which Xenophon sets before is.!
His speech is one of great skill and judgement in reference

to the case before him and to the temper of the assembly. W
Beginning with a gentle censure on his friends the generals

Periklés and Diomedon, for having preva:led on their colleagues,

to abstain from mentioning, in their first official letter, the
orders given to Theramenés,—he represented them as now in
danger of becoming victims to the base conspiracy of the latter,
and threw himself upon the justice of the people to grant them
a fair trial. He besought the people to take full time to
instruct themselves before they pronounced so solemn and
irrevocable a sentence—to trust only to their own judgement,
but at the same time to take security that judgement should be
pronounced after full information and impartial hearing—and
thus to escape that bitter and unavailing remorse which would
otherwise surely follow. He proposed that the generals should
be tried each separately, according to the psephism of Kannénus
--~with proper notice, and ample time allowed for the defence
as weil as for the accusation; but that if found guilty, they
should suffer the heaviest and most disgraceful penalties—his
own relation Periklés the first. This was the only way of strik-
ing the guilty, of saving the innocent, and of preserving Athens
from the ingratitude and impiety of condemning to death,
without trial as well as contrary to law, generals who had just
rendered to her so important a service. And what could the
people be afraid of? Did they fear lest the power of trial
should slip out of their hands,—that they were so impatient to
leap over all the delays prescribed by the law ?? To the worst
of public traitors, Aristarchus, they had granted a day with full
notice for trial, with 2!l the legal means for making his defence:
and would they now show such flagrant contrariety of measure
to victorious and faithful officers? “Be rot ye (he said) the
men to act thus, Athenlans. The laws are your own work ; it
is through them that ye chiefly hold your greatness: cherish
them, and attempt no- any proceeding withcut their sanction.” 3

! Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 16. Me7a 3¢ TadTa 'that is, after the cries
and threats above recounted), &vaBas Edpvnrérepos Enetey dmép TV oTpa-
THyéy Tdde, &c.

2 Tt is this accusation of *‘reckless hurry ” (mpowérewa) which Pausanias
brings against the Athenians in reference to their behaviour towards the six
generals (vi. 7, 2).

$ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 2. MY Sueis ye, & 'Abyvaior AN éavrdv
Svras Tobs wluovs, 8’ ois pdAicra péyigrol éore, PuAdrrovres, Hvev
TobTwy undéy mpdrTew weipiole.

3
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Euryptolemus then shortly recapitulated the proceedings
after the battle, with the violence of the storm which had pre-
vented approach to the wrecks; adding, that one of the generals,
now in peril, had himself been on board a broken ship, and
had only escaped by a fortunate accident.! Gaining courage
from his own harangue, he concluded by reminding the
Athenians of the brilliancy of the victory, and by telling them
that they ought in justice to wreathe the brows of the conquerors,
instead of following those wicked advisers who pressed for their
execution.?

It is no small proof of the force of established habits of
public discussion, that the men in mourning and with shaven
heads, who had been a few minutes before in a state of furious
excitement, should patiently hear out a speech so effective and
so conflicting with their strongest sentiments as this of Eurypto-
lemus. Perhaps others may have spoken also ; but Xenophon
does not mention them. It is remarkable that he does not
name Theramenés as taking any part in this last debate.

The substantive amendment proposed by Euryptolemus was,
that the generals should be tried each separately, according to

~('3) ,the psephism of Kannénus; implying notice to be given to
i meach, of the day of trial, and full time for each to defend him-
self. This proposition, as well as that of the senate moved by
Kallixenus, was submitted to the vote of the assembly; hands

_.,,\ being separately held up, first for one, next for the other. The
(‘\I" \iwytanes pronounced the amendment of Euryptolemus to be
~capfed. But a citizen named Meneklés impeached their
/N} 4#cision as wrong or invalid, alleging seemingly some informality
}}‘-”\ trick in putting the question, or perhaps erroneous report of
\ «the comparative show of hands. We must recollect that in
}“’" this case the Prytanes were declared partisans. Feeling that
' they were doing wrong in suffering so illegal a proposition as
that of Kallixenus to be put at all, and that the adoption of it
would be a great public mischief, they would hardly scruple to

try and defeat it even by some unfair manceuvre. But the
exception taken by Meneklés constrained them to put the
question over again, and they were then obliged to pronounce

that the majority was in favour of the proposition of Kallixenus.$

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i 7, 32. rodrwy 3¢ udprupes of owlévres &wd Tod
adroudrov, v els Tav HusTépwy erpaTyydv éml karadlens veds cwbels,

&e.

2 The speech is contained in Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 16-36.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 34. Tobrwy 8t Siaxeporovovuévav, vd utv
mporoy Expway Thv Ebpymroréuov Smouccauévov 8¢ Mevenrbovs, xal
wmdAww Siaxeiporovias yevouérns, Expwav THy Ths BovAjs.
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That proposition was shortly afterwards carried into effect by
disposing the two urns for each tribe, and collecting the votes 4v
of the citizens individually. The condemnatory vote prevailed, ¢:
and all the eight generals were thus found guilty ; whether by
a large or a small majority, we should have been glad to learny;
but are not told. The majority was composed mostly of those ¢
who acted under a feeling of genuine resentment against the(d”
generals, but in part also of the friends and partisans of Thera-
menés,! not inconsiderable in number. The six generals then (y-
at Athens—Pernklés (son of the great statesman of that name
by Aspasia), Diomedon, Erasinidés, Thrasyllus, Lysias, and
Aristokratés—were then delivered to the Eleven, and perished
by the usual draught of hemlock ; their property being con-
fiscated, as the decree of the senate prescribed.

I cannot think that the explanation of this passage given either by
Schémann (De Comitiis Athen. part ii. I, p. 160 seg.) or by Meier and
Schémann (Der Attische Prozess, b. iii. p. 295; b. iv. p. 696) is satis-
factory. The idea of Schomann, that in consequence of the unconquerable
resistance of Sokratés, the voting upon this question was postponed until
the next day, appears to me completely inconsistent with the account of
Xenophon ; though countenanced by a passage in the Psendo-Platonic
dialogue called Axiochus (c. 12), altogether loose and untrustworthy, It
is plain to me that the question was put without Sokratés, and could be
legally put by the remaining Prytanes, in spite of his resistance. The word
drwpooic must doubtless bear a meaning somewhat different here to its
technical sense before the dikastery; and different also, I think, to the
other sense which Meier and Schémann ascribe to it, of @ formal engage-
ment to prefer at some future time an indictment or ypadh wapaviuwr.
It seems to me here to denote, an odjection taken on formal grounds, and
sustained by oath either tendered or actually taken, to the decision of the
Prytanes or presidents. These latter had to declare on which side the
show of hands in the assembly preponderated : but there surely must have
been some power of calling in question their decision, if they declared
falsely, or if they put the question in 2 treacherous, perplexing, or obscure
manner. The Athenian assembly did not admit of an appeal to a division,
1il® the Spartan assembly or like the English House of Commons ; though
there were many cases in which the votes at Athens were taken by pebbles
in an urn, and not by show of hands.

Now it seems to me that Meneklés here exercised the privilege of calling
in question the decision of the Prytanes, and constraining them to take the
vote over again. He may have alleged that they did not make it clearly
understood which of the two propositions was to be put to the vote first—
that they put the proposition of Kallixenus first, without giving due notice
—or perhaps that they misreported the numbers. By what followed, we
see that he had good grounds for his objection.

1 Diodor. xiii. 101. In regard to these two component elements of the
majority, I doubt not that the statement of Diodorus is correct. But he
represents, quite erroneously, that the generals were condemned by the
vote of the assembly, and led off from the assembly to execution. The
assembly only decreed that the subsequent urn-voting should take place,
the result of which was necessarily uncertain beforehand. Accordingly the 1
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. 1 s Respecting the condemnation of these unfortunate men,
fj pronounced without any of the recognised tutelary prelimin-
;3%1}5 for accused persons, there can be only one opinion.
-t was an act of violent injustice and illegality, deeply dis-
-+ Onouring the men who passed it, and the Athenian character
generally. In either case, whefher the generals were guilty or
“Innocent, such censure is deserved; for judicial precautions
* are not less essential in dealing with the guilty than with the
Y.y w§9cent But it is deserved in an aggravated form, when
_s-Wgrconsider that the men against whom such injustice was
o . perpetrated, had just come from achieving a glorious victory.
\"/ Against the democratical constitution of Athens, it furnishes
no ground for censure—nor against the habits and feelings
which that constitution tended to implant in the individual
citizen. Both the one and the other strenuously forbade the
deed: nor could the Athenians ever have so dishonoured
themselves, if they had not, under a momentary ferocious
excitement, risen in insurrection not less against the forms of
their own democracy, than against the most sacred restraints

of their habitual constitutional morality.

If we wanted proof of this, the facts of the immediate
future would abundantly supply it. After a short time had
elapsed, every man in Athens became heartily ashamed of the
deed.! A vote of the public assembly was passed,? decreeing
that those who had misguided the people on this occasion
ought to be brought to judicial trial, that Kallixenus with

i four others should be among the number, and that bail

.

il

-

? speech which Diodorus represents Diomedon to have made in the assembly,
I after the vote of the assembly had been declared, cannot be true history :—
‘¢ Athenians, I wish that the vote which you have just passed may prove
beneficial to the city. Do you take care to fulfil those vows to Zeus Soter,
Apollo, and the Venerable Goddesses, under which we gained our victory,
since fortune has prevented us from fulfilling them ourselves.” It is im-
possible that Diomedon can have made a speech of this nature, since he
/ was not then a condemned man; and after the condemnatory vote, no
assembly can well have been held ; since the sentence was peremptory,
that the generals, if condemned, should be handed over to the Eleven,
The sentiment, however, is one so natural for Diomedon to express, that
he may well be imagined to have said something of the kind to the presid-
ing Archon or to the Eleven, though there was no opportunity for saying it
to the assembled people

1 1 translate here hlerally the lanouage of Sokratés in his defence (Plato,

Apol ¢ 20)—maparbuws, Gs & 79 Sorépu xplvy wAoty dulv Eofe.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 39. This vote of the public assembly was
known at Athens by the name of Probolé. The assembled people dis-
charged on this occasion an ante-judicial function, something like that of a
Grand Jury.

‘
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should be taken for their appearance. This was accord-
ingly done, and the parties were kept under custody of the
sureties themselves, who were responsible for their appearance
on the day of trial. But presently both foreign misfortunes
and internal sedition began to press too heavily on Athens to
leave any room for other thoughts, as we shall see in the next
chapter. Kalixenus and his accomplices found means to
escape, before the day of trial arrived, and remained in exile
until after the dominion of the Thirty and the restoration of
the democracy. Kallixenus then returned under the general
amnesty. But the general amnesty protected him only against
legal pursuit, not against the hostile memory of the people.
* Detested by all, he died of hunger”—says Xenophon;! a
memorable proof how much the condemnation of these six
generals shocked the standing democratical sentiment at
Athens. o
From what cause did this temporary burst of wrong arise,g
so foreign to the habitual character of the people? Even-A
under the strongest political provocation, and towards the .)5
most hated traitors, (as Euryptolemus himself remarked by
citing the case of Aristarchus,) after the Four Hundred as wellw
as after the Thirty, the Athenians never committed the likes{f
wrong—never deprived an accused party of the customary ]
judicial securities. How then came they to do it here, where*
the generals condemned were not only not traitors, but had
just signalised themselves by a victorious combat? No
Theramenés could have brought about this phenomenon ; no
deep-laid oligarchical plot is, in my judgement, to be called in_ .\
as an explanation.? The true explanation is different, and of ¥
serious moment to state. Political hatred, intense as it might
be, was never dissociated, in the mind of a citizen of Athens,
frem the democratical forms of procedure: but the men, who
stood out here as actors, had broken loose from the obligations
of citizenship and commonwealth, and surrendered themselves,
heart and soul, to the family sympathies and antipathies;
feelings, first kindled, and justly kindled, by the thought that
their friends and relatives had been left to perish unheeded on
the wrecks—next, inflamed into preternatural and overwhelm-
ing violence by the festival of the Apaturia, where all the
religious traditions connected with the ancient family tie, all
those associations which imposed upon the relatives of a

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 35. puoobpevos dmd wdvrwr Aug &méfavey.
2 This is the supposition of Sievers, Forchhammer, and some other
learned men ; but, in my opinion, it is neither proved nor probable.
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murdered man the duty of pursuing the murderer, were
expanded into detail and worked up by their appropriate
renovating solemnity. The garb of mourning and the shav-

Fy

M 4ing of the head—phanomena unknown at Athens either in a
3 ‘;»“"political assembly or in a religious festival—were symbols of
#*Avtemporary transformation in the internal man. He could

f -J"
oﬁ
~

think of nothing but his drowning relatives, together with the
generals as having abandoned them to death, and his own
duty as survivor to ensure to them vengeance and satisfaction
for such abandonment. Under this self-justifying impulse, the
shortest and surest proceeding appeared the best, whatever
amount of political wrong it might entail : 1 nay, in this case it
appeared the only proceeding really sure, since the interposition
of the proper judicial delays, coupled with severance of trial
on successive days according to the psephism of Kannénus,
would probably have saved the lives of five out of the six
generals, if not of all the six. When we reflect that such
absorbing sentiment was common, at one and the same time,
to a large proportion of the Athenians, we shall see the
explanation of that misguided vote, both of the Senate and of
the Ekklesia, which sent the six generals to an illegal ballot—
and of the subsequent ballot which condemned them. Such
is the natural behaviour of those who, having for the moment
forgotten their sense of political commonwealth, become
degraded into exclusive family-men. The family affections,
productive as they are of much gentle sympathy and mutual
happiness in the interior circle, are also liable to generate
disregard, malice, sometimes even ferocious vengeance, towards
others. Powerful towards good generally, they are not less
powerful occasionally towards evil ; and require, not less than
the selfish propensities, constant subordinating control from
that moral reason which contemplates for its end the secusity
and happiness of all. And when a man, either from low
civilisation, has never known this large moral reason—or when
from some accidental stimulus, righteous in the origin, but

1 If Thucydidés had lived to continue his history so far down as to
include this memorable event, he would have found occasion to notice 7 §vy-
yevés (kinship) as being not less capable of émpogpdoiores TéAua (unscrupul-
ous daring) than 7d éraspucdy (faction). In his reflections on the Korkyrzean
disturbances (iii. 82) he is led to dwell chiefly on the latter—the antipathies
of faction, of narrow political brotherhood or conspiracy for the attainment
and maintenance of power—as most powerful in generating evil deeds: had
he described the proceedings after the battle of Arginusee, he would have
seen that the sentiment of kinship, locked at on its antipathetic or vindictive
side, is pregnant with the like tendencies.
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wrought up into fanaticism by the conspiring force of religious
as well as family sympathies, he comes to place his pride
and virtue in discarding its supremacy—there is scarcely any
amount of evil or injustice which he may not be led to
perpetrate, by a blind obedience to the narrow instincts of
relationship.  “Ces peres de famille sont capables de tout ”—
was the satirical remark of Talleyrand upon the gross public
jobbing so largely practised by those who sought place or
promotion for their sons. The same words, understood in
a far more awful sense, and generalised for other cases of
relationship, sum up the moral of this melancholy proceeding
at Athens. .

Lastly, it must never be forgotten that the generals themselves
were also largely responsible in the case. Through the unjusti-
fiable fury of the movement against them, they perished like .
innocent men—without trial—* inauditi et indefensi, tamquam
tnnocentes, perierunt” ; but it does not follow that they were
really innocent. I feel persuaded that neither with an English,
nor French, nor American fleet, could such events have taken
place as those which followed the victory of Arginusz. Neither
admiral nor seamen, after gaining a victory and driving off the
enemy, could have endured the thoughts of going back to
their anchorage, leaving their own disabled wrecks unmanage-
able on the waters, with many living comrades aboard, helpless,
and depending upon extraneous succour for all their chance of
escape. That the generals at Arginuse did this, stands confessed
by their own advocate Euryptolemus,! though they must have
known well the condition of disabled ships after a naval com-
bat, and some ships even of the victorious fleet were sure to
be disabled. If these generals, after their victory, instead of
sailing back to land, had employed themselves first of all in
visi¢ing the crippled ships, there would have been ample time
to perform this duty, and to save all the living men aboard
before the storm came on. This is the natural inference, even

1Xenoph. Hellen. i. 7, 29. ’Eweid) ydp kpatfcavres 7§ vavuaxia
wpds THy iy karémhevoav, Awuédwy pey kéhever, dvaxbévras ém
képws Emavras Grvaeicfar T4 vavdywa ral Tovs vavayels, *Epagwidns 8%
éxl Tobs és MervAfpny woheulovs iy TaxloTny mhely dwavras. OpdovAios
3 dupdrepa €pn yevégbar, bv Tas pdv adrod karaAlmwe:, Tais 8¢ éml Tobs
wmoreulovs mAwor kal Sotdvrwv TolTwy, &c.

I remarked a few pages before, that the case of Erasinidés stood in some
measure apart from that of the other generals. He proposed, according to
this speech of Euryptolemus, that all the fleet should at once go again to
Mityléné ; which would of course have left the men on the wrecks to their
fate.
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upon their own showing ; this is what any English, F rench, or
American naval commander would have thought it an impera-
tive duty to do. What degree of blame is imputable to
Theramenés, and how far the generals were discharged by
shifting the responsibility to him, is a point which we cannot
now determine. But the storm, which is appealed to as a
justification of both, rests upon evidence t0o questionable to
serve that purpose, where the neglect of duty was so serious,
and cost the lives probably of more than 1000 brave men.
At least the Athenian people at home, when they heard the
criminations and recriminations between the generals on one
side and Theramenés on the other—each of them in his
character of accuser implying that the storm was no valid
obstacle, though each, if pushed for a defence, fell back upon
it as a resource in case of need—the Athenian people could
not but look upon the storm more as an afterthought to excuse
previous omissions, than as a terrible reality nullifying all the
ardour and resolution of men bent on doing their duty. It
was in this way that the intervention of Theramenés chiefly
contributed to the destruction of the generals, not by those
manceuvres ascribed to him in Xenophon: he destroyed all
belief in the storm as a real and all-covering hindrance. The
general impression of the public at Athens—in my opinion, a
natural and unavoidable impression—was that there had been
most culpable negligence in regard to the wrecks, through
which negligence alone the seamen on board perished. This
negligence dishonours, more or less, the armament at Arginusze
as well as the generals: but the generals were the persons
responsible to the public at home, who felt for the fate of the
deserted seamen more justly as well as more generously than
their comrades in the fleet.
.In spite, therefore, of the guilty proceeding to which a
urlous exaggeration of such sentiment drove the Athenians—
q in spite of the sympathy which this has naturally and justly
y procured for the condemned generals—the verdict of impartial
.history will pronounce that the sentiment itself was well
.- founded, and that the generals deserved censure and disgrace.
N’ The Athenian people might with justice proclaim to them-—
“Whatever be the grandeur of your victory, we can neither
rejoice in it ourselves, nor allow you to reap honour from it, if
we find that you have left many hundreds of those who helped
in gaining it to be drowned on board the wrecks, without
making any effort to save them, when such effort might well -
have proved successful.” And the condemnaticn here pro-
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ounced, while it served as a painful admonition to subsequent
ithenian generals, provided at the same time an efficacious
uarantee for the preservation of combatants on the wrecks or
wimming for their lives after a naval victory. One express
ase in point may be mentioned. Thirty years afterwards (B.C.
76) the Athenian admiral Chabrias defeated, though not
/ithout considerable loss, the Lacedeemonian fleet near Naxos.
1ad he pursued them vigorously, he might bave completed
s victory by destroying all or most of them ; but recollecting
vhat had happened after the battle of Arginuse, he abstained
rom pursuit, devoted his attention to the wrecks of his own
lcet, saved from death those citizens who were yet living, and
sicked up the dead for interment.!

CHAPTER LXV

*ROM THE BATTLE OF ARGINUSA TO THE RESTORATION OF
THE DEMOCRACY AT ATHENS, AFTER THE EXPULSION OF
THE THIRTY

\
THE victory of Arginuse gave for the time decisive mastery fl\'\\‘fﬁ
f the Asiatic seas to the Athenian fleet; and is even said to
1ave SO discouraged the Lacedemontans, as to induce them ww*
‘o send propositions of peace to Athens. But this statement f

; open to much doubt, and I think it most probable that no ;‘.‘5"}\
ﬁxch propositions were made.? Great as the victory was, we e
' 1 Dicdor. xv. 35. ‘w “o
Fevduevos 3¢ (Xapplas) érxl Tob mporephinaros, kal mdoas Tds Téy woheulwr A~
rads Quyely dvaykdoas, dnéoxeto mavreAds Tob diwyued, dvauvnalels Tis \It‘l

& *Apywoloas vavpaxlas, é&v § Tobs mkficavras cTpaTnyods & SHuos dwrl &
ueydhys edepyeofas Oavdre mepiéBarev, alriaoduevos 871 Tods TeTeAevrn-
wbras koTd T vavpaxloy obwx Eayav, edAaBnbi pf more +7is mepiordoews
uulas ~yevouévns kwduveboy mabely wapamAhoiwa.  Awbmep dmoords Tob
14 ey, GveAdyeTo TOY WoAiT &y Tobs Siavnxomévous, kal rols
iy ey (GvTas 8iéowae, Tobs 3€ TeTeAevrnrdTas €ayey. Ei
t ey repl Tabmyy dyévero Ty dmwéreav, fables by Gmayra T
Aculwy aTéhov Biéplerpe.

Here Diodorus, in alluding to the battle of Arginusee, repeats the mistake
sich he had before made, as if the omission there concerned only dead
dies and not living men. But when he describes what was done by
liabrias at Naxos, he puts forward the preservation of living citizens not
erely as a reality, but as the most prominent reality of the proceeding.

% The statement rests on the authority of Aristotle, as referred to by
he Scholizst on the last verse of the Rane of Aristophanés. And this, so
r 25 I know, is the only authority : for when Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fast.
[.Licn. ad ann. 406) says that Aschinés (De Fals. Legat. p. 38, c. 24)




“

188 History of Greece

look in vain for any positive results accruing to Athens. Afte'}
an unsuccessful attempt on Chios, the victorious fleet went t.
Samos, where it seems to have remained until the followin }
year, without any further movements than were necessary fo}
Jhe purpose of procuring money. ’ {
- ,‘}' Meanwhile Eteonikus, who collected the remains of the
\!ﬁ defeated Peloponnesian fleet at Chios, being left unsupplied
X jith money by Cyrus, found himself much straitened, and was:
¢~ feompelled to leave the seamen unpaid. During the later
summer and autumn, these men maintained themselves by;
5 ¢ ;I%bouring for hire on the Chian lands; but when winter came
p: # thig resource ceased, so that they found themselves unable t.
= cure even clothes or shoes. In such forlorn condition{
w many of them entered into a conspiracy to assail and plunde;
the town of Chios; a day was named for the enterprise, anc
it was agreed that the conspirators should know each other by
wearing a straw or reed. Informed of the design, Eteonikus
was at the same time intimidated by the number of these
straw-bearers : he saw that if he dealt with the conspirators
openly and ostensibly, they might perhaps rush to arms and
succeed in plundering the town: at any rate a conflict would;
arise in which many of the allies would be slain, which woulo}
produce the worst effect upon all future operations. Accord-
ingly, resorting to stratagem, he took with him a guard of
fifteen men armed with daggers, and marched through the!
town of Chios. Meeting presently one of these straw-bearer:|
mentions the overtures of peace—I think that no one who looks at thaf
passage will be inclined to found any inference upon it.

Against it we may observe—

1. Xenophon does not mentionit. This is something, though far from
being conclusive when standing alone.

2. Diodorus does not mention it. !

3. The terms alleged to have been proposed by the Lacedemoniang are
exactly the same as those said to have been proposed by them after the
death of Mindarus at Kyzikus, viz.—

To evacuate Dekeleia—and each party to stand as they were. Not onl
the terms are the same—but also the person who stood prominent i'{
opposition is in both cases the same——ATeopkon. The overtures aftr}
Arginuse are in fact a second edition of those after the battle of Kyzikus ;

Now the supposition that on two several occasions the Lacedeemonia,
made propositions of peace, and that both are left unnoticed by Xenoph,
—appears to me highly improbable. In reference to the propositions aft!
the battle of Kyzikus, the testimony of Diodorus outweighed, in my judg
ment, the silence of Xenophon ; but here Diodorus is silent also.

In addition to this, the exact sameness of the two alleged events make
me think that the second is only a duplication of the first, and that th
Scholiast, in citing from Aristotle, mistook the battle of Arginusz for thal
of Kyzikus, which latter was by far the more decisive of the two.
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- —a man with a complaint in his eyes, coming out of a surgeon’s
w - louse—he directed his guards to put the man to death on the
. pot. A crowd githered round, with astonishment as well as
sympathy, and inq ired on what ground the man was put to
death; upon whic1 Eteonikus ordered his guards to reply,
that it was because he wore a straw. The news being diffused,
the remaining perst ns who wore straws became so alarmed as
to throw their stray s away.!

Eteonikus availe . himself of such panic to demand money
from the Chians, a+ a condition of carrying away his starving
find perilous arm: ment. Having obtained from them a
!nonth’s pay, he irimediately put the troops on shipboard,
Taking pains to enc urage them and make them fancy that he
vas unacquainted v ith the recent conspiracy.

The Chians anc the other allies of Sparta presently as-
sembled at Ephests to consult, and resolved, in conjunction
with Cyrus, to desp .tch envoys to the Ephors, requesting that
Lysander might be sent out a second time as admiral. It
was not the habit ¢ Sparta ever to send out the same man as
admiral a second ti 1e, after his year of service. Nevertheless
the Ephors complic 1 with the request substantially ; sending
out Arakus as admi al, but Lysander along with him under the L{I:/
title of secretary, inv =sted with all the real powers of command.

Lysander, having reached Ephesus about the beginning of
3.C. 405, immediate] 7 applied himself with vigour to renovate
oth Lacedemoniai power and his own mﬁuence' The
oartisans in the va ious allied cities, whose favour he had
ssiduously cultivat d during his last year’s command—the
clubs and factious ¢ »mbinations which he had organised and
stimulated into a p: rtnership of mutual ambition—all hailed
his return with exuluation. Discountenanced and kept down
by Yhe generous patriotism of his predecessor Kallikratidas,

"hey now sprang into renewed activity, and became zealous in
siding Lysander to refit and augment his fleet. Nor was Cyrus -
w<ss hearty in his preference than before. On arriving at
3 phesus, Lysander went speedily to visit him at Sardis, and J\L
™ licited a renewal of the pecuniary aid. The young prince "¢
wid in reply that all the funds which he had received from o
u-1sa had already been expended, with much more besides; in -,
C:stimony of which he exhibited a specification of the sums
Tirnished to each Peloponnesian officer. Nevertheless such i
gras his partiality for Lysander, that he complied even with the ¢,
additional demand now made, so as to send him away satisfied.

’ 1 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 1, 1-4.

-\

\

~

2 %\?%’?‘7

T e =~ e



O

190 History of Greece

The latter was thus enabled to return to Ephesus in a stat
for restoring the effective condition of his fleet. He madc
good at once all the arrears of pay due to the seamen—
constituted new trierarchs—summoned Eteonikus with the
fleet from Chios together with all the other scattered squadron:
—and directed that fresh triremes should be immediately pu
»,on the stocks at Antandrus.!
. %In none of the Asiatic towns was the effect of Lysander’
* second advent felt more violently than at Milétus. He has
» there a powerful faction or association of friends, who hat

. *done their best to hamper and annoy Kallikratidas on his fir

el
"

* arrival, but had been put to silence, and even forced to mak

kY
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-8 show of zeal, by the straightforward resolution of that noble
tinded admiral. Eager to reimburse themselves for thi

., “humiliation, they now formed a conspiracy, with the privit

and concurrence of Lysander, to seize the government fc
themselves. They determined (if Plutarch and Diodorus a:t
to be credited) to put down the existing democracy, anc
establish an oligarchy in its place. But we cannot believ:
that there could have existed a democracy at Milétus, whicl
had now been for five years in dependence upon Sparta anc
the Persians jointly. We must rather understand the move
ment as a conflict between two oligarchical parties ; the friend
of Lysander being more thoroughly self-seeking and ant
popular than their opponents—and perhaps even crying then
down, by comparison, as a democracy. Lysander lent himsei
to the scheme—fanned the ambition of the conspirators, whe
were at one time disposed to a compromise—and even betrayec
the government into a false security, by promises of support
which he never intended to fulfil. At the festival of the
Dionysia, the conspirators, rising in arms, seized forty of thei:
chief opponents in their houses, and three hundred morg in
the market-place; while the government—confiding in the
promises of Lysander, who affected to reprove, but secretly
continued instigating, the insurgents—made but a faint resist
ance. The three hundred and forty leaders thus seized
probably men who had gone heartily along with Kallikratidas
were all put to death; and a still larger number of citizens
not less than 1000, fled into exile. Milétus thus passe
completely into the hands of the friends and partisans ¢
Lysander.? ,

It would appear that factious movements in other towns, le¢

! Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 10-12.
2 Diodor. xiii. 104; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 8.
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svolring in respect of bloodshed and perfidy, yet still of

milar character to that of Milétus, marked the reappearancec

f Lysander in Asia ; placing the towns more and more in the

ands of his partlsans While thus acquiring greater ascendency

mong the allies, Lysander received a summons from Cyrus v /\}
) visit him at Sardis. The young prince had just been sent

)t to come and visit his father Darius, who was both old and { ¢ o .:
angerously ill in Media. About to depart for this purpose,

e carried his confidence in Lysander so far as to delegate to U&\
‘m the management of his satrapy and his entire revenues.,
esides his admiration for the superior energy and capacity of
1e Greek character, with which he had only recently contracted X, *
squaintance—and besides his esteem for the personal dis-
iterestedness of Lysander, attested as it had been by the
snduct of the latter in the first visit and banquet at Sardis—
‘rus was probably induced to this step by the fear of raising
p to himself a rival, if he trusted the like power to any Persian
:andee. At the same time that he handed over all his tributes
ad his reserved funds to Lysander, he assured him of his
eady friendship both towards himself and towards the
acedeemonians ; and concluded by entreating that he would
y no means engage in any general action with the Athenians,
nless at great advantage in point of numbers. The defeat of
rginuse having strengthened his preference for this dilatory
olicy, he promised that not only the Persian treasures, but
so the Phenician fleet, should be brought into active employ-
ient for the purpose of crushing Athens.?

Thus armed with an unprecedented command of Persian
easure, and seconded by ascendent factions in all the allied
ties, Lysander was more powerful than any Lacedemonian
smmander had ever been since the commencement of the
ar® Having his fleet well-paid, he could keep it united and
irect .t whither he chose without the necessity of dispersing it
L roving squadrons for the purpose of levying money. It is
robably from a corresponding necessity that we are to explain
1e maction of the Athenian fleet at Samos : for we hear of no
:nious operations undertaken by it, during the whole year
Ilowing the victory of Arginuse, although under the command
Tan able and energetic man, Konon—together with Philoklés
1d Adeimantus; to whom were added, during the spring of
>5 B.C., three other generals, Tydeus, Menander, and Kephi-
dotus. It appears that Theramenés also was put up and
ected vne of the generals, but rejected when submitted to the

} Xeunoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 14; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 9.
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confirmatory examination called the Dokimasy.! The fleeti
q.-somprlsed 180 triremes, rather a greater number than that o
,\’ .J”Lysander ; to whom they in vain offered battle near his station!
{,Jat Ephesus. Finding him not disposed to a general action,
~';leey seem to have dispersed to plunder Chios, and various
L portions of the Asiatic coast ; while Lysander, keeping his fleet
"}, together, first sailed southward from Ephesus—stormed and
vy 7 lundered a semi-Hellenic town in the Kerameikan Gulf, named}
edreiz, which was in alliance with Athens—and thence pro-/
g{ NGM to Rhodes.2 He was even bold enough to make a
cursion across the /Egean to the coast of Agina and Attica,)
where he had an interview with Agis, who came from Dekeleia:
o the sea-coast.3 The Athenians were preparing to follow him{
ither when they learnt that he had recrossed the Agean, and-
he soon afterwards appeared with all his fleet at the Hellespont,{
b which important pass they had left unguarded. Lysander went;
' straight to Abydos, still the great Peloponnesian station mf
the strait, occupied by Thorax as harmost with a land-force
and 1mmed1a’cely proceeded to attack, both by sea and land,!
the neighbouring town of Lampsakus, which was taken by}
storm. It was wealthy in every way, and abundantly stocked {
with bread and wine, so that the soldiers obtained a largey
booty ; but Lysander left the free inhabitants untouched.*
,% The Athenian fleet seems to have been employed in plundering
wo, Chios when it received news that the Lacedzmonian com-
o u‘ mander was at the Hellespont engaged in the siege o
%}“@ampsakus Either from the want of money, or from other
¢/ \/Tauses which we do not understand, Konon and his colleagues
" were partly inactive, partly behindhand with Lysander, through-
W outall this summer. They now followed him to the Hellespont, {
sailing out on the sea-side of Chios and Lesbos, away from the
Asiatic coast, which was all unfriendly to them. They reached
Elxzus, at the southern extremlty of the Chersonese, with their
powerful fleet of 180 triremes, just in time to hear, while at!
their morning meal, that Lysander was already master of Lamp-
sakus ; upon which they immediately proceeded up the strait]
to Sestos, and from thence, after stopping only to collect a few
provisions, still farther up—to a place called £gospotami.
1 Lysias, Orat. xiii, cont. Agorat sect. 13.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 15, I
8 This flying visit of Lysander across the Algean to the coasts of Attic
and /Bgina is not noticed by Xenophon, but it appears both in Diodoru
and in Plutarch (Dlodor xili. 104 ; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9).

4 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 18, 19; Diodor. xiii. 104 ; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 9
5 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 20, 2I.
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Agospotami or Goat’s River—a name of fatal sound to al
subsequent Athenians—was a place which had nothing tof:
recommend it except that it was directly opposite to Lamp-{’
sakus, separated by a breadth of strait about one mile an
three-guarters. It was an open beach, without harbour, without
good anchorage, without either houses or inhabitants or sup-,»
plies ; so that everything necessary for this large army had to
be fetched from Sestos, about one mile and three-quarters
distant even by land, and yet more distant by sea, since it was
necessary to round a headland. Such a station was highly
inconvenient and dangerous to an ancient naval armament,
without any organised commissariat ; for the seamen, being
compelled to go to a distance from their ships in order to get
their meals, were not easily reassembled. Yet this was the
station chosen by the Athenian generals, with the full design of
compelling Lysander to fight a battle. But the Lacedemonian
admiral, who was at Lampsakus in a good harbour, with a
well-furnished town in his rear and a land-force to co-operate,
had no intention of accepting the challenge of his enemies
at the moment which suited their convenience. When the
Athenians sailed across the strait the next morning, they found
al} his ships fully manned,—the men having already taken their
morning meal,—and ranged in perfect order of battle, with the
land-force disposed ashore to lend assistance ; but with strict
orders to await attack and not to move forward. Not daring to
attack him in such a position, yet unable to draw him out by
manceuvring all the day, the Athenians were at length obliged
to go back to Afgospotami. But Lysander directed a few
swift sailing vessels to follow them, nor would he suffer his own
men to disembark until he thus ascertained that their seamen
had actually dispersed ashore.l

For four successive days this same scene was repeated ; the
Athenians becoming each day more confident in their own
superior strength, and more full of contempt for the apparent
cowardice of the enemy. It was in vain that Alkibiadés—who
from his own private forts in the Chersonese witnessed what
was passing—rode up to the station and remonstrated with the
generals on the exposed condition of the fleet on this open
shore ; urgently advising them to move round to Sestos, where
they would be both close to their own supplies and safe from
attack, as Lysander was at Lampsakus—and from whence they
could go forth to fight whenever they chose. But the Athenian

! Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 22-24; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 10 ; Diodor. xiii.
10§
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104 History of Greece

als, especially Tydeus and Menander, disregarded his
ice, and even dismissed him with the insulting taunt, that
ey were now in command, not he.! Continuing thus in their
exposed position, the Athenian seamen on each successive day
hl\\ 'Wbecame more and more careless of their enemy, and rash in
\f dispersing the moment they returned back to their own shore.
At length, on the fifth day, Lysander ordered the scout ships,
]’, . I\whxch he sent forth to watch the Athenians on their return, to
, hoist a bright shield as a signal, as soon as they should see th
.}\b} hips at their anchorage and the crews ashore in quest of theiy
pneal. The moment he beheld this welcome signal, he gavj
¢

W #orders to his entire fleet to row across as swiftly as possibl
from Lampsakus to Agospotami, while Thorax marched along

! the strand with the Jand-force in case of need. Nothing coul(?

s be more complete or decisive than the surprise of the Athenia’
fleet. All the triremes were caught at their moorings ashore!
some entirely deserted, others with one or at most two of thd
three tiers of rowers which formed their complement. Out
all the total of 180, only twelve were found in tolerable orde
and preparation ;2 the trireme of Konon himself, together wit}.
a squadron of seven under his immediate orders—and th)
consecrated ship called Paralus, always manned by pickec
Athenian seamen, being among them. It was in vain tha
Konon, on seeing the fleet of Lysander approaching, employe}
his utmost efforts to get his fleet manned and in some con*
dition for resistance. The attempt was desperate, and the
utmost which he could do was to escape himself with the small
squadron of twelve, including the Paralus. All the remaining
triremes, nearly 170 in number, were captured by Lysander on
the shore, defenceless, and seemingly without the least attempt
on the part of any one to resist. He landed and made prisoners

1 6Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 25 ; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢, 10; Plutarch, Alkib,
c 3

Diodorus (xiii, 105) and Cornelius Nepos (Alcib. c. 8) represent Alki-
biadés as wishing to be re-admitted to a share in the command of the fleet,
and as promising, if that were granted, that he would assemble a body of
Thracians, attack Lysander by land, and compel him to fight a battle or
retire. Plutarch (Alkib, c. 37) alludes also to promises of this sort held!
out by Alkibiadés. ‘

Yet it is not likely that Alkibiadés should bave talked of anything sp
obviously impossible. How could he bring a Thracian land-force t
attack Lysander who was on the opposite side of the Hellespont? Ho
could he carry a land-force across in the face of Lysander’s fleet ?

The representation of Xenophon (followed in my text) is clear ang
intelligible.

% Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 1, 29 ; Lysias, Orat, xxi. CAmoA. Awpod.) s. 12.
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most of the crews ashore, though some of them fled and found
shelter in the neighbouring forts. This prodigious and un-
paralleled victory was obtained, not merely without the loss of
a single ship, but almost without that of a single man.!
Of the number of prisoners taken by Lysander—which must
have been very great, since the total crews of 180 triremes
were not less than 36,000 men?—we hear only of 3000 or
4000 native Athenians, though this number cannot represent
1ll the native Athenians in the fleet. The Athenian generals
“hiloklés and Adeimantus were certainly taken, and seemingly
ul except Konon. Some of the defeated armament took refuge
n Sestos, which however surrendered with little resistance to
‘he victor. He admitted them to capitulation, on condition of
heir going back immediately to Athens, and nowhere else;
or he was desirous to multiply as much as possible the numbers
ssembled in that city, knowing well that it would be the
ooner starved out. Konon too was well aware that to go back
o Athens, after the ruin of the entire fleet, was to become one
of the certain prisoners in a doomed city ; and to meet, besides,
he indignation of his fellow-citizens, so well deserved by the
enerals collectively. Accordingly he resolved to take shelter
7ith Evagoras, prince of Salamis in the island of Cyprus,
ending the Paralus with some others of the twelve fugitive
riremes to make known the fatal news at Athens. But before
1e went thither, he crossed the strait~—with singular daring
under the circumstances—to Cape Abarnis in the territory of
Lampsakus, where the great sails of Lysander’s triremes (always
taken out when a trireme was made ready for fighting) lay
seemingly unguarded. These sails he took away, so as to
lessen the enemy’s powers of pursuit, and then made the best
of his way to Cyprus.®
©On the very day of the victory, Lysander sent off the
Milesian privateer Theopompus to proclaim it at Sparta, who,
by a wonderful speed of rowing, arrived there and made it
known on the third day after starting. The captured ships
were towed off, and the prisoners, carried across, to Lampsakus,

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 28 ; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢, 11; Plutarch, Alki-
biad. c. 36; Cornel. Nepos. Lysand. c. 8; Polyzan. i. 45, 2.

Diodorus (xiii. 106) gives a different representation of this important
military operation ; far less clear and trustworthy than that of Xenophon,

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 28. 7&s & #AAas wdoas (vads) Adcavdpos
‘AaBe mpds T ~fi- Tobs 8¢ mAeloTous Evdpas & TH yf EvvéArefev of Bk
cal Epuyov &s Ta Terxddpia.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 29 ; Diodor. xiii. 106: the latter is discordant,
‘owever, on many points.
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where a general assembly of the victorious allies was con-
vened, to determine in what manner the prisoners should be
treated. In this assembly the most bitter inculpations were
put forth against the Athenians, as to the manner in which
they had recently dealt with their captives. The Athenian
general Philoklés, having captured a Corinthian and an Andrian
trireme, had put the crews to death by hurling them headlong
from a precipice. It was not difficult, in Grecian warfare, for
each of the belligerents to cite precedents of cruelty against
the other. In this debate some speakers affirmed that the
Athenians had deliberated what they should do with their
prisoners, in case they had been victorious at Agospotami ;
and that they had determined—chiefly on the motion ot
Philoklés, but in spite of the opposition of Adeimantus—that
they would cut off the right hands of all who were captured.
Whatever opinion Philoklés may have expressed personally, it
is highly improbable that any such determination was ever
'{aken by the Athenians.! In this assembly of the allies, how-

Yever, besides all that could be said against Athens with truth,
..\ doubtless the most extravagant falsehoods found ready credence.
~ 4+ All the Athenian prisoners captured at Zgospotami, 3000 or

/. 4000 in number, were massacred forthwith—Philoklés himself
y\:ryat their head.? The latter, taunted by Lysander with his cruel
75} xecution of the Corinthian and Andrian crews, disdained to

'}‘ceturn any answer, but placed himself in conspicuous vestments

AN\ at the head of the prisoners led out to execution. If we may
believe Pausanias, even the bodies of the prisoners were left
unburied.

Never was a victory more complete in itself, more over-
whelming in its consequences, or more thoroughly disgraceful
to the defeated generals taken collectively, than that of Zgos-

otami. Whether it was in reality very glorious to Lysander,
rj" 15 doubtful ; for the general belief afterwards—not merely at
{,‘é Athens, but seemingly in other parts of Greece also—held that
Y w" e Athenian fleet had been sold to perdition by the treason
\ of some of its own commanders. Of such a suspicion both
onon and Philoklés stand clear. Adeimantus was named as
2 she chief traitor, and Tydeus along with him.? Konon even
3 1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii, 1, 31, This story is given with variations in
,9, Plutarch, Lysanfi. ¢ 9, and by Cicero de Offic. iii. 1L It ‘is there the
\fl right thumb which is to be cut off—and the determination is alleged to
have been taken in reference to the Aginetans,
2 Xenoph, Hellen. ii. 1, 32 ; Pausan. ix. 32, 6; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 13.
8 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 1, 32 ; Lysias cont. Alkib. A. s, 38 ; Pausan. iv.
17, 2; x 9, 5; Isokratés ad Philipp. Or. v, sect. 70. Lysias, in his
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preferred an accusation against Adeimantus to this effect,lw .
probably by letter written home from Cyprus, and perhaps by W
some formal declaration made several years afterwards, when
he returned to Athens as victor from the battle of Knidus.w
The truth of the charge cannot be positively demonstrated, but
all the circumstances of the battle tend to render it probable,
as well as the fact that Konon alone among all the generals |
was found in a decent state of preparation. Indeed we may *
add, that the utter impotence and inertness of the numerous
Athenian fleet during the whole summer of 405 B.C., conspire
to suggest a similar explanation. Nor could Lysander, master
as he was of all the treasures of Cyrus, apply any portion of
them more efficaciously than in corrupting one or more of the ,
six Athenian generals,so as to nullify all the energy and ability |
of Konon. W

The great defeat of Agospotami took place about September w}f\;’
405 B.C. It was made known at Peirzeus by the Paralus, which 4
arrived there during the night, coming straight from the Helles- ¢
pont. Such a moment of distress and agony had never been \J,
experienced at Athens. The terrible disaster in Sicily had 8_\-&\;/
become known to the people by degrees, without any authorised Q:f\‘
reporter ; but here was the official messenger, fresh from the %{J;‘”
scene, leaving no room to question the magnitude of the Y- "y
disaster or the irreparable ruin impending over the city. The 7
wailing and cries of woe, first beginning in Peirzus, were trans- A
mitted by the guards stationed on the Long Walls up to the +“.,,
city. “On that night (says Xenophon) not a man slept; not ¥
merely from sorrow for the past calamity, but from terror for
the future fate with which they themselves were now menaced,
a retribution for what they had themselves inflicted on the
Aginetans, Melians, Skionwans, and others.” After this night
of misery, they met in public assembly on the following day,
resolving to make the best preparations they could for a siege,
to put the walls in full state of defence, and to block up two
out of the three ports.2 For Athens thus to renounce her
Adyos 'Emirdguos (5. 58), speaks of the treason, yet not as a matter of
certainty. We cannot make out distinctly how many of the Athenian
generals were captured at Agospotami.

Cornelius Nepos (Lysand. c. 1; Alcib. c. 8) notices only the disorder of
the Athenian armament, not the corruption of the generals, as having
caused the defeat. Nor does Diodorus notice the corruption (xiii. 105).

Both these authors seem to have copied from Theopompus, in describing
the battle of Agospotami. His description differs on many points from
that of Xenophon (Theopomp. Fragm. 8, ed. Didot).

! Demosthen. de Fals. Legat. p. 401, c. 57.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 3; Diodor. xiiil. 107.
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maritime action, the pride and glory of the city ever since the
battle of Salamis—and to confine herself to a defensive attitude
within her own walls—was a humiliation which left nothing
werse to be endured except actual famine and surrender.
Lysander was in no hurry to pass from the Hellespont to
ens. He knew that no further corn-ships from the Euxine,
#4nd few supplies from other quarters, could now reach Athens ;

¢ and that the power of the city to hold out against blockade

must necessarily be very limited ; the more limited, the greater
the numbers accumulated w1thm it. Accordingly he permitted
the Athenian garrisons which capitulated, to go only to Athens,
and nowhere else.] His first measure was to make himself.
master of Chalkédon and Byzantium, where he placed the'
Lacedeemonian Sthenelaus as harmost with a garrison. Next
he passed to Lesbos, where he made similar arrangements at
Mityléné and other cities. In them, as well as in the other
cities which now came under his power, he constituted an
oligarchy of ten native citizens, chosen from among his most
daring and unscrupulous partisans, and called a Dekarchy, or
Dekadarchy, to govern in conjunction with the Lacedzmonian
harmost. Eteonikus was sent to the Thracian cities which had
been in dependence on Athens to introduce similar changes.
In Thasus, however, this change was stained by much blood-
shed: there was a numerous philo-Athenian party whom
Lysander caused to be allured out of their place of conceal-:
ment into the temple of Heraklés, under the false assurance of
an amnesty ; when assembled under this pledge, they were all
put to death.?2  Sanguinary proceedings of the like character,
many in the presence of Lysander himself, together with large
expulsions of citizens obnoxious to his new dekarchies, signal-
ised everywhere the substitution of Spartan for Atheman
ascendency.? But nowhere, except at Samos, did the citizéns
or the philo-Athenian party in the cities continue any open
host111ty, or resist by force Lysander’s entrance and his revolu-
tionary changes. At Samos they still held out: the people;
had too much dread of that oligarchy, whom they had expelled‘
in the insurrection of 412 B.c, to yield without a further

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii, 2, 2; Plutarch, Lysand. c. 13.

2 Cornelius Nepos, Lvsand c 23 Polysen i. 45, 4. It would appear
that this is the same incident which Plutarch (Lysand. c. 19) recounts as
if the Milesians, not the Thasians, were the parties suffering. It cannot,
well be the Milesians, however—if we compare chapter 8 of Plutarch’s
Life of Lysander.

3 Plutarch. Lysand c. 13. woAAais wapaywduevos adrds goayals xal
ouverBdAAwy TovS TEY ¢lAwr éxbpots, &c.
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strugglel With this single reserve, every city in alliance
or dependence upon Athens submitted without resistance
both to the supremacy and the subversive measures of the
Lacedzmonian admiral.

The Athenian empire was thus annihilated, and Athens left
altogether alone. What was hardly less painful—all her
Kleruchs or out-citizens whom she had formerly planted in

h
v

Agina, Melos, and elsewhere throughout the islands, as wel A
as in the Chersonese, were now deprived of their propertiesgly|

and driven home.? The leading philo-Athenians, too, at
Thasus, Byzantium, and other dependent cities,® were forced
to abandon their homes in the like state of destitution, and to

4
Ty

seek shelter at Athens. Everything thus contributed to aggra- % v

vate the impoverishment, and the manifold suffering, physical
as well as moral, within her walls. Notwithstanding the pres-
sure of prescnt calamity, however, and yet worse prospects for
the future, the Athenians prepared as best they could for an
honourable resistance.

1 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 2, 6. €8s 8¢ kal 7 #AAn ‘EAXds &peorixe
'Adnvalwy, TAYY Saplwy: obrol 3t cpayds Téy yrwpluwy wofoavres, rateixov
THy wéAw.

I interpret the words opayus TéY yvwpiuwy wofigavres to refer to the
violent revolution at Samos described in Thucyd. viii. 21—whereby the
oligarchy were dispossessed and a democratical government established.
The word o¢ayds is used by Xenophon (Hellen. v. 4, 14) in a subsequent
passage to describe the conspiracy and revolution effected by Pelopidas and
his friends at Thebes, It is true that we might rather have expected the
preterite participle memomudres than the aorist morfigavres. But this em-
ployment of the aorist participle in a preterite sense is not uncommon
with Xenophon : see warnyophoas, 86fas—i. I, 31 ; yevouévovs—i. 7, 11;
1, 2, 20.

It appears to me highly improbable that the Samians should have
chosen this occasion to make a fresh massacre of their oligarchical citizens,
as Mr. Mitford represents. The democratical Samians must have been
now humbled and intimidated, seeing their subjugation approaching ; and
only determined to hold out by finding themselves already so deeply
compromised through the former revolution. Nor would Lysander have
spared them personally afterwards, as we shall find that he did when le
had them substantially in his power (ii. 3, 6), if they had now committed
any fresh political massacre.

2 Xenoph. Memorab. ii. 8, 1;ii. 10, 4; Xenoph. Sympos. iv. 3I.
Compare Demosthen. cont. Leptin. c. 24, p. 491.

A great number of new proprietors acquired land in the Chersonese
through the Lacedzmonian sway, doubtless in place of these dispossessed
Athenians ; perhaps by purchase at a low price, but most probably by
appropriation without purchase (Xenoph. Hellen. 1iv. 8, 5).

¢ Xenoph. Hellen. i. 2, 1 ; Demosthen. cont. Leptin. ¢. 14, p. 474.
Ekphantus and the other Thasian exiles received the grant of dréhea, or
immunity from the peculiar charges imposed upon metics at Athens.

s
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7 Tt was one of their first measures to provide for the restora-
‘» ion of harmony, and to interest all in the defence of the city,
Oy removing every sort of disability under which individual
/ citizens might now be suffering. Accordingly Patrokleidés—
\ having first obtained special permission from the people, with-
..+ out which it would have been unconstitutional to make any
. proposition for abrogating sentences judicially passed, or
' leasing debtors regularly inscribed in the public registers—
. submitted a decree such as had never been mooted since the
.+ period when Athens was in a condition equally desperate,
during the advancing march of Xerxes. All debtors to the
state, either recent or of long standing—all official persons
now under investigasion by the Logiste or about to be brought
before the dikastery on the usual accountability after office—
all persons who were liquidating by instalment debts due to
the public, or had given bail for sums thus owing—all persons
who had been condemned either to total disfranchisement, or
to some specific disqualification or disability—nay, even all
those who, having been either members or auxiliaries of the
Four Hundred, had stood trial afterwards, and had been con-
demned to any one of the above-mentioned penalties—all
these persons were pardoned and released ; every register of
the penalty or condemnation being d1rected to be destroyed.
From this comprehensive pardon were excepted—Those
among the Four Hundred who had fled from Athens without
standing their trial—Those who had been condemned either
to exile or to death by the Areopagus or any of the other con-
stituted tribunals for homicide, or for subversion of the public
liberty. Not merely the pubhc registers of all the condemna-
tions thus released were ordered to be destroyed, but it was
forbidden, under severe penalties, to any private citizen to keep
a copy of them, or to make any allusion to such misfortunes.?
Pursuant to the comprehenswe amnesty and forgiveness
# sadopted by the people in this decree of Patrokleidés, the
\’)/ neral body of citizens swore to each other a solemn pledge
mutual harmony in the acropolis.2 The reconciliation thus
roduced enabled them the better to bear up under their dis-
\,t‘r‘;ss ;3 especially as the persons relieved by the amnesty were
! This interesting decree or psephism of Patrokleidés is given at length
t in the Oration of Andokidés de Mystems s. 76—80——-‘A 3 elpyros areifam,
py wexriiobon idlg underl ecivar, unde pvnowarioar undérore,
2 Andokid. de Myst. s. 76.  kal wloTiv &AAfAois wep) Spovofas Sobwvar &y
arpomdet,
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 11, 7obs &vluovs émerluovs morfoarres Erap-
répovr,
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for the most part not men politically disaffected, like the exiles.
To restore the latter, was a measure which no one thought of:
indeed a large proportion of them had been and were still at
Dekeleia, assisting the Lacedeemonians in their warfare against
Athens.!  But even the most prudent internal measures could
do little for Athens in reference to her capital difficulty—that
of procuring subsistence for the numerous population within
her walls, augmented every day by outlying garrisons and
citizens. She had long been shut out from the produce of
Attica by the garrison at Dekeleia: she obtained nothing from
Eubcea, and since the late defeat of Agospotami, nothing from
the Euxine, from Thrace or from the islands. Perhaps some
corn may still have reached her from Cyprus, and her small
remaining navy did what was possible to keep Peirzus sup-
plied,? in spite of the menacing prohibitions of Lysander, pre-
ceding his arrival to block it up effectually ; but to accumulate
any stock for a siege was utterly impossible.

At length, about November 405 B.C., Lysander reached the{ gl
Saronic Gulf, having sent intimation beforehand both to Agis AE(
and to the Lacedemonians that he was approaching with a,
fleet of 200 triremes. The full Lacedeemonian and Pelopon: \,!».‘
nesian force (all except the Argeians), under King Pausanias)?,
was marched into Attica to meet him, and encamped in theV*
precinct of Akadémus, at the gates of Athens ; while Lysander( , #
first coming to Agina with his overwhelming fleet of r50 sail; .
—next, ravaging Salamis,—blocked up completely the harbour'V’
of Peireus. It was one of his first measures to collect together
the remnant which he could find of the Zginetan and Melian
populations, whom Athens had expelled and destroyed ; and
to restore to them the possession of their ancient islands.?

Though all hope had now fled, the pride, the resolution, and
tBe despair of Athens, still enabled her citizens to bear up;
nor was it until some men actually began to die of hunger that
they sent propositions to entreat peace. Even then their

1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 8o-101; Lysias, Orat. xviii, De Bonis
Nicie Fratr. sect. 9.

At what particular moment the severe condemnatory decree had been
passed by the Athenian assembly against the exiles serving with the
Lacedeemonian garrison at Dekeleia—we do not know. The decree is
mentioned by Lykurgus cont. Leokrat. sect. 122, 123, p. 164.

2 Isokratés adv. Kallimachum, sect. 71 : compare Andokidés de Reditu
suo, sect, 21, and Lysias cont. Diogeiton. Or. xxxii. sect. 22, about
Cyprus and the Chersonese, as ordinary sources of supply of corn to
Athens.

8 Xenoph, Hellen. ii. 2, 9 ; Diodor. xiii. 107.
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proposmons were not without dignity. They proposed to Agis
Uto become allies of Sparta, retaining their walls entire and their
fortified harbour of Peireus. Agis referred the envoys to the
Ephors at Sparta, to whom he at the same time transmitted a
statement of their propositions. But the Ephors, not deigning
en to admit the envoys to an interview, sent messengers to

“ /“meet them at Sellasia on the frontier of Lacoma, desiring that
Y * 1 +they would go back and come again prepared with something
. \¥hore admissible—and acquainting them at the same time that
" s4/np proposition could be received which did not include the
fv }V‘ﬁemolition of the Long Walls, for a continuous length of ten
‘ dia. With this gloomy reply the envoys returned. Not-
<w withstanding all the suffering in the city, the senate and people
r}‘{ﬁ)}wuld not consent even to take such humiliating terms into
c

; ‘NB

onsideration. A senator named Archestratus, who advised

that they should be accepted, was placed in custody, and a

general vote was passed,! on the proposition of Kleophon,
forbidding any such motion in future.

Such a vote demonstrates the courageous patience both of

‘¢ the senate and the people; but unhappily it supplied no im-

oved prospects, while the suffering within the walls continued

o become more and more aggravated. Under these circum-

\H‘i stances, Theramenés offered to go as envoy to Lysander and

v."r Sparta, affirming that he should be able to detect what the real

intention of the Ephors was in regard to Athens,—whether

y?' they really intended to root out the population and sell them

as slaves. He pretended further to possess personal influence,

#  founded on circumstances which he could not divulge, such as

would very probably ensure a mitigation of the doom. He was

accordingly sent, in spite of strong protest from the senate of

" Areopagus and others yet with no express powers to conclude,

but simply to inquire and report. We hear with astonishment

that he remained more than three months as companion of

Lysander, who (he alleged) had detained him thus long, and

had only acquainted him, after the fourth month had begun,

that no one but the Ephors had any power to grant peace. It

seems to have been the object of Theramenés, by this long

delay, to wear out the patience of the Athenians, and to bring

them into such a state of intolerable suffering that they would

submit to any terms of peace which would only bring provisions

into the town. In this scheme he completely succeeded ; and

considering how great were the privations of the people even at

the moment of his departure, it is not easy to understand how

1 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 2, 12-15; Lvsias cont. Agorat. sect. 10-12.
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they could have been able to sustain protracted and increasing
famine for three months longer.!/ y
We make out little that is distinct respecting these last y'
moments of imperial Athens. We find only an heroic endur- _a
ance displayed, to such a point that numbers actually died of ¥ |
starvation, without any offer to surrender on humiliating con-§e"
ditions.2  Amidst the general acrimony, and exasperatedJ \¥
special antipathies, arising out of such a state of misery, théf™ " -
leading men who stood out most earnestly for prolonged L*
resistance became successively victims to the prosecutions of %, 2
their enemies. The demagogue Kleophon was condemnedﬁqﬁ“’
and put to death, on the accusation of having evaded his
military duty; the senate, whose temper and proceedings he
had denounced, constituting itself a portion of the Dikastery
which tried him-—contrary both to the forms and the spirit
of Athenian judicatures.® Such proceedings, however, though
denounced by orators in subsequent years as having contributed
to betray the city into the hands of the enemy, appear to have
been without any serious influence on the result, which was
brought about purely by famine. Awx
By the time that Theramenés returned after his long absence, W"ﬁ
so terrible had the pressure become that he was sent forth"& v
again with instructions to conclude peace upon any terms. On b
reaching Sellasia, and acquainting the Ephors that he brought i
with him unlimited powers for peace, he was permitted to b
come to Sparta, where the assembly of the Peloponnesian con-" "¢
federacy was convened, to settle on what terms peace should be , @'
granted. Theleading allies, especially Corinthians and Thebans,g;’;

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 16 ; Lysias, Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. I2 ;\Wd‘
Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosthen. sect. 65-71.

See an illustration of the great suffering during the siege, in Xenophon, N"\\
Apdlog. Socrat. s. 18. Ay
2 Xeroph. Hellen. ii. 2, 15-21: compare Isokratés, Areopagit. Or. vii. .

sect. 73.

3 Lysias, Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat. sect. 15, 16, 37; Orat. xxx. cont.
Nikomach. sect. 13-17.

This seems the most probable story as to the death of Kleophon, though Q'
the accounts are not all consistent, and the statement of Xenophon,
especially (Hellen. i. 7, 35), is not to be reconciled with Lysias. Xenophon
conceived Kleophon as having perished earlier than this period, in a
sedition (ordaeds Tivos yevouérns év § Kheopdy dwéfave), before the flight
of Kallixenus from his recognisances. It is scarcely possible that Kallixenus
could have been still under recognisance, during this period of suffering
between the battle of Agospotami and the capture of Athens. He must
have escaped before that battle. Neither long detention of an accused
party in prison, before trial—nor long postponement of trial when he was
under recognisance—were at all in Athenjan habits.
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recommended that no agreement should be entered into, nor
any further measure kept, with this hated enemy now in their
. power; but that the name of Athens should be rooted out,
{3hd the population sold for slaves. Many of the other allies
“7seconded the same views, which would have probably com-
‘manded a majority, had it not been for the resolute opposition
. the Lacedsemonians themselves ; who declared unequivocally
V' Shat they would never consent to annihilate or enslave a city
~ 4bich had rendered such capital service to all Greece at the
R §me of the great common danger from the Persians, Lysander
"+ Ffurther calculated on so dealing with Athens, as to make her
'y into a dependency, and an instrument of increased power, to
, ¥ Sparta apart from her allies. Peace was accordingly granted
\'”: ‘on the f'ollowmg conditions: That the Long Walls and the
- fortifications of the Peireus should be destroyed: That the
Athenians should evacuate all their foreign possessions, and
confine themselves to their own territory: That they should
surrender all their ships of war: That they should re-admit all
their exiles: That they should become allies of Sparta, follow-
ing her leadership both by sea and land, and recognising the
same enemies and friends.?

With this document, written according to Lacedzmonian
practice on a Skytalé (or roll intended to go round a stick, of
which the Lacedemonian commander had always one, and the
Ephors another, corresponding), Theramenés went back to

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 19; vi. 5, 35-46 ; Plutarch. Lysand. c. 15.

The Thebans, a few years afterwards, when they were soliciting aid
from the Athenians against Sparta, disavowed this proposition of their
delegate Erianthus, who had been the leader of the Beeotian contingent
serving under Lysander at Agospotami, honoured in that character by
having his statue erected at Delphi, along with the other allied leaders
who took part in the battle, and along with Lysander and Eteonikus
{Pausan. x. 9, 4). ®

It is one of the exaggerations frequent with Isokratés, to serve a present
purpose, when he says that the Thebans were the on/y parties among all
the Peloponnesian confederates, who gave this harsh anti-Athenian vote
(Isokratés, Orat. Plataic. Or. xiv. sect. 34).

Demosthenés says that the Phokians gave their vote in the same synod
against the Theban proposition (Demosth. de Fals. Legat. c. 22, p. 361).

It seems from Diodor. xv. 63, and Polyzn. i. 45, 5, as well as from some
passages in Xenophon himself, that the motives of the Lacedemonians, in
thus resisting the proposition of the Thebans against Athens, were founded
in 2policy more than in generosity.

Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 20; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 14; Diodor. xiii. 107.
Plutarch gives the express words of the Lacedemonian decree, some of
which words are very perplexing. The conjecture of G. Hermann—ai
xp1id8aire instead of & xp% 8dvres—has been adopted into the text of
Plutarch by Sintenis, though it seems very uncertain.
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Athens. As he entered the city, a miserable crowd flocked
round him, in distress and terror lest he should have failed
altogether in his mission. The dead and the dying had now
become so numerous, that peace at any price was a boon; a‘\\u
nevertheless, when he announced in the assembly the terms of
which he was bearer, strongly recommending submission to the ¥ fv
Lacedzemonians as the only course now open—there was still a *
high-spirited minority who entered their protest, and preferred
death by famine to such irsupportable disgrace. The large
majority however accepted them, and the acceptance was made
known to Lysander.!

It was on the 16th day of the Attic month Munychion?2 P\‘
(about the beginning of April) that this victorious commander
sailed into the Peirzus—twenty-seven years (almost exactly)
after that surprise of Plateea by the Thebans, which opened?(
the Peloponnesian war.- Along with him came the Athenian W
exiles, several of whom appeared to have been serving with his’
army,® and assisting him with their counsel. To the population \
of Athens generally, his entry was an immediate relief, in spite |}
of the cruel degradation, or indeed political extinction, with }
which it was accompanied. At least it averted the suffermgs
and horrors of famine, and permitted a decent interment of the
many unhappy victims who had already perished. The Lace-F/.J
demonians, both naval and military force, under Lysander and
Agis, continued in occupation of Athens until the conditions of b
the peace had been fulfilled. All the triremes in Peirzeus were
carried away by Lysander, except twelve, which he permitted fl
the Athenians to retain: the Ephors in their Skytalé had left it
to his discretion what number he would thus allow.t The%g
unfinished ships in the dockyard were burnt, and the arsenals 3.
themselves ruined. To demolish the Long Walls and the
fertifications of Peireeus, was however a work of some time;
and a certain number of days were granted to the Athenians,
within which it was required to be completed. In the beginning

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 23. Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 71)
lays the blame of this wretched and humiliating peace upon Theramenés,
who plainly ought not to be required to bear it: compare Lysias, Orat.
xiii. cont. Agorat. s. 12-20.

2 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 15. He says however that this was also the day
on which the Athenians gained the battle of Salamis. This is incorrect :
that victory was gained in the month Boedromion.

# Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 18.

4 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 20—ii. 3, §; Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 14.

5 Plutarch, Lysand. e, 1 5; Lysias cont. Agorat sect. 50. &t Be T3

Telxn bs Ka-rea'rcci¢71, kol ai vijes Tois woheulots waoeddfnoay, kal T& vedpia
rafppédn, &c.
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of the work, the Lacedemonians and their allies all lent a
hand, with the full pride and exultation of conquerors; amidst
women playing the flute and dancers crowned with wreaths;
mingled with joyful exclamations from the Peloponnesian allies,
that this was the first day of Grecian freedom.! How many
days were allowed for the humiliating duty imposed upon
Athenian hands, of demolishing the elaborate, tutelary, and
commanding works of their forefathers—we are not told. But
the business was not completed within the interval named, so
that the Athenians did not come up to the letter of the con-
ditions, and had therefore by strict construction forfeited their
title to the peace granted.? The interval seems however to
have been prolonged; probably considering that for the real
labour, as well as the melancholy character, of the work to be
done, too short a time had been allowed at first.

It appears that Lysander, after assisting at the solemn cere-
mony of beginning to demolish the walls, and making such a
breach as left Athens without any substantial means of resist-
ance—did not remain to complete the work, but withdrew with

Vg_portion of his fleet to undertake the siege of Samos, which

' 1ltheld out, leaving the remainder to see that the conditions
k“’;\:,." ipiposed were fulfilled.3  After so long an endurance of extreme
" +4misery, doubtless the general population thought of little except

W\ relief from famine and its accompaniments, without any disposi-
+1 ¥ tion to contend against the fiat of their conquerors. If some
P?'\-q’hi hyspirited men formed an exception to the pervading depres-
ioM, and still kept up their courage against better days—there

s at the same time a party of totally opposite character, to
wwhom the prostrate condition of Athens was a source of revenge
yfor the past, exultation for the present, and ambitious projects
foor the future. These were partly the remnant of that faction
ch had set up (seven years before) the oligarchy of Four

~ Alundred—and still more, the exiles, including several members
t,»% of the Four Hundred,* who now flocked in from all quarters.
» VY Many of them had been long serving at Dekeleia, and had

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 23. Kal 7& 7elxn karéoranrtov i’ abinrpidwy
woAA mpobupla, voullovres énelvmy Thy fuépav TH ‘EAND: Epxew Tiis
éAevbepfas.

Plutarch, Lysand, c. 15.

2 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. sect. 75, p. 431 R ; Plutarch, Lysand.
c. 15 ; Diodor. xiv. 3.

3 Lysander dedicated a golden crown to Athéné in the acropolis—which
is recorded in the inscriptions among the articles belonging to the goddess.

See Boeckh, Corp. Inscr. Insc. Attic. Nos. 150-152, p. 235.

4 Lysias, Or. xiii. cont. Agorat. s. 8o.
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formed a part of the force blockading Athens. These exiles
now revisited the acropolis as conquerors, and saw with delight
the full accomplishment of that foreign occupation at which
many of them had aimed seven years before, when they con-
structed the fortress of Eetioneia, as a means of ensuring their
own power. Though the conditions imposed extinguished at
once the imperial character, the maritime power, the honour,
and the independence of Athens, these men were as eager as
Lysander to carry them all into execution ; because the con-
tinuance of the Athenian democracy was now entirely at his
mercy, and because his establishment of oligarchies in the
other subdued cities plainly intimated what he would do in this
great focus of Grecian democratical impulse.

Among these exiles were comprised Aristodemus and Ari-
stotelés,—both seemingly persons of importance, the former
having at one time been one of the Hellenotamie, the first

N

‘(,w

financial office of the imperial democracy, and the latter an ¢/
active member of the Four Hundred ;! also Chariklés, who {\W;

had been so distinguished for his violence in the investigation
respecting the Hermz—and another man, of whom we now
for the first time obtain historical knowledge in detail—XKTritias,

\

s

son of Kalleschrus. He had been among the persons accused iy

as having been concerned in the mutilation of the Hermee, and
seems to have been for a long time important in the political,
the literary, and the philosophical world of Athens. To all
three, his abilities qualified him to do honour. Both his poetry,
in the Solonian or moralising vein,—and his eloquence, pub-
lished specimens of which remained in the Augustan age,—
were of no ordinary merit. His wealth was large, and his
family among the most ancient and conspicuous in Athens:
one of his ancestors had been friend and companion of the
lawgiver Solon. He was himseif maternal uncle of the philo-
sopher Plato, and had frequented the society of Sokratés so

1 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 2, 18-ii. 3, 46 ; Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator. Vit,
Lycurg. init.

M. E. Meier, in his Commentary on Lykurgus, construes this passage of
Plutarch differently, so that the person therein specified as exile would be,
not Aristodemus, but the grandfather of Lykurgus. But I do not think
this construction justified : see Meier, Comm. de Lycurg. Viti, p. iv.
(Hall, 1847).

Respecting Chariklés, see Isokratés, Orat. xvi. De Bigis, s. 52.

2 See Stallbaum’s Preface to the Charmidés of Plato, his note on the
Timzeus of Plato, p. 20 E, and the Scholia on the same passage.

Kritias is introduced as taking a conspicuous part in four of the Platonic
dialogues—Protagoras, Charmidés, Tim:eus, and Kritias (the last, as it
now exists, only a fragment)—not to mention the Eryxias.

S

b
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much as to have his name intimately associated in the public
mind with that remarkable man. We know neither the cause,
nor even the date of his exile, except so far, as that he was not

in banishment immediately after the revolution of the Four
Hundred—and that he was in banishment at the time when
the generals were condemned after the battle of Arginusa.!
He had passed the time, or a part of the time, of his exile

in Thessaly, where he took an active part in the sanguinary
feuds carried on among the oligarchical parties of that lawless
country. He is said to have embraced, along with a leader
named (or surnamed) Prometheus, what passed for the demo-
cratical side in Thessaly; arming the Penestze or serfs against
their masters.2  What the conduct and dispositions of Kritias
had been before this period, we are unable to say. But he
brought with him now, on returning from exile, not merely

an unmeasured and unprincipled lust of power, but also a
rancorous impulse towards spoliation and bloodshed ® which
outran even his ambition, and ultimately ruined both his party

¢ and himself. .

N2} Of all these returning exiles, animated with mingled ven-
v zeance and ambition, Kritias was decidedly the leading man,
» » ke Antiphon among the Four Hundred; partly from his
__ «abilities, partly from the superior violence with which he carried
s out the common sentiment. At the present juncture, he and
f“\Ais fellow-exiles became the most important persons in the city,
\v.” as enjoying most the friendship and confidence of the con-
‘\\\ uerors. But the oligarchical party at home were noway
/‘}"y!%ehind them, either in servility or in revolutionary fervour, and
‘/-\5 an understanding was soon established between the two. Prob-
ably the old faction of the Four Hundred, though put down,
had never wholly died out. At any rate, the political Hetzwries
or clubs, out of which it was composed, still remained, preparad
for fresh co-operation when a favourable moment should arrive;
and the catastrophe of ZAgospotami had made it plain to every

The small remains of the elegiac poetry of Kritias are to be found in
Schneidewin, Delect. Poet. Greec. p. 136 seg. Both Cicero {De Orat. ii.
22, 93) and Dionys. Hal. (Judic. de Lysi4, ¢. 2, p. 454; Jud. de Iszo,
p. 627) notice his historical compositions.

About the concern of Kritias in the mutilation of the Hermz, as affirmed
by Diognétus, see Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 47. He was first cousin of
Andokidés by the mother’s side.

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 35.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. il. 3, 35; Memorab. i. 2, 24.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 15. émel 8¢ adrds uév (Kritias) mpomerdjs v énl
75 WoAAobS GmoxTeival, dTe ral puydy imd Tob duov, &c.
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one that such moment could nct be far distant. Accordingly

a large portion, if not the majority, of the senators, became
ready to lend themselves to the destruction of the democracy,
and only anxious to ensure places among the oligarchy in
prospect: 1 while the supple Theramenés—resuming his place

as oligarchical leader, and abusing his mission as envoy to ,.
wear out the patience of his halffamished countrymen——had,M
during his three months’ absence in the tent of Lysander,t {\
concerted arrangements with the exiles for future proceedings.? W

As soon as the city surrendered, and while the work of® §
demolition was yet going on, the oligarchical party began to c‘x
organise itself. The members of the political clubs again came
together, and named a managing committee of Five, called
Ephors in compliment to the Lacedemonians, to direct the
general proceedings of the party—to convene meetings when
needful—to appoint subordinate managers for the various tribes
—and to determine what propositions were to be submitted to
the public assembly.® Among these five Ephors were Kritias
and Eratosthenés; probably Theramenés also.

But the oligarchical party, though thus organised andLﬁ_Zﬂ
ascendent, with a compliant senate and a dispirited people, and A"
with an auxiliary enemy actually in possession—still thought
themselves not powerful enough to carry their intended changes
without seizing the most resolute of the democratical leaders. | w
Accordingly a citizen named Theokritus tendered an accusation <!
to the senate against the general Strombichidés, together with ™!
several others of the democratical generals and taxiarchs ; supY,
ported by the deposition of a slave or lowborn man, namedt-”
Agoratus, Although Nikias and several other citizens tried to
prevail upon Agoratus to leave Athens, furnished him with the
means of escape, and offered to go away with him themselves
from Munychia until the politica. state of Athens should come
into a more assured conditiont—yet he refused to retire,

! Lysias cont. Agorat. Or. xiii. s. 23, p. 132.

2 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. s. 78, p. 128. Theramenés is described
{(in his subsequent defence) dvedi{wr pév Tois gpedyovow §ri 8¢ adrdv
raréNforev, &c.
hiThe general narrative of Xenophon, meagre as it is, harmonises with
this.

3 Lysias, cont. Eratosth. Or. xil. s. 44, p. 124. ’Eweid) 8¢ % vavpaxla
kal ) quupopd T4 woher &yévero. Snuoxparias ¥ri ofuys, 80ev Ths ordoews
Aptav, wévre tvdpes E€popos kaTéornoay Umwd TV karovpévwy
éralpwy, ovvaywyels pév Tédv molTiv, Bpxovres 8¢ Tav cuvwuordy, dvavrla
3¢ 7@ SueTépy wAfber wpdTToNTES,

4 Lysias, cont. Agorat. Or. xiil, s. 28 (p. 132)--s. 35, p. 133. Kal
wapopuioavres dbo ®wAote Movvuxlaow, é&déovro airob (Ayopdrov) mayrl
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appeared before the senate, and accused the generals of being
concerned in a conspiracy to break up the peace; pretending
to be himself their accomplice. Upon his information, given
both before the senate and before an assembly at Munychia,
the generals, the taxiarchs, and several other citizens, men of
high worth and courageous patriots, were put into prison, as
well as Agoratus himself, to stand their trial afterwards before
a dikastery consisting of 2000 members. One of the parties
thus accused, Menestratus, being admitted by the public
assembly (on the proposition of Hagnodérus the brother-in-
law of Kritias) to become accusing witness, named several
ddltg)n';zl accomplices, who were also forthwith placed in

stody.

Though the most determined defenders of the democratical
constitution were thus eliminated, Kritias and Theramenés
still further ensured the success of their propositions by invok-

ing the presence of Lysander from Samos. The demolition of
«the walls had been completed, the main blockading army had
#™disbanded, and the immediate pressure of famine had been

‘.~ yYemoved—when an assembly was held to determine on future

" "7"
i

‘modifications of the constitution. A citizen named Drakon-

tidés 2 moved that a Board of Thirty should be named, to draw
up laws for the future government of the city, and to manage

Tpéme dmeAfeiv *Abfvnler, ral adrol ¥pacav cuvexmAevoeiodui, €ws T&

rpdypara katacTaly, &c
Lysias represents the accusation of the generals, and this behaviour of

.Agoratus, as having occurred defore the surrender of the city, but afzer the

return of Theramenés bringing back the final terms imposed by the
Lacedemonians. He thus so colours it, that Agoratus, by getting the
generals out of the way, was the real cause why the degrading peace
brought by Theramenés was accepted. Had the generals remained at
large (he affirms), they would have prevented the acceptance of this
degrading peace, and would have been able to obtain better terms from
the Lacedzmonians (see Lysias cont. Agor. s. 16-20).

Without questioning generally the matters of fact set forth by Lysias in
this oration (delivered a long time afterwards, see s. 9o), I believe that he
misdates them, and represents them as having occurred b¢fore the surrender,
whereas they really occurred afzer it. We know from Xenophon, that
when Theramenés came back the second time with the real peace, the
people were in such a state of famine, that further waiting was impossible :
the peace was accepted immediately that it was proposed ; cruel as it was,
the people were glad to get it (Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 22). Besides, how
could Agoratus be conveyed with two vessels out of Munychia, when the
harbour was closely blocked up? and what is the meaning of &ws Td
wpdyuara raragTaln, referred to a moment just defore the surrender?

I Tysias cont. Agorat. Or. xiii. s. 38, 60, 68.

2 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xii. s. 74 ; compare Aristotle ap. Schol. ad

Aristophan. Vesp. 157.
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provisionally the public affairs, until that task should be com-
pleted. Among the Thirty persons proposed, pre-arranged by
Theramenés and the oligarchical five Ephors, the most pro-
minent names were those of Kritias and Theramenés: there
were, besides, Drakontidés himself—Onomakiés, one of the
Four Hundred who had escaped—Aristotelés and Chariklés,
both exiles newly returned—Eratosthenés—and others whom.
we do not know, but of whom probably several had also been
exiles or members of the Four Hundred.! Though this was a

the conspirators of their own strength, that they did not deem

oA
l\%

complete abrogation of the constitution, yet so conscious werevé\
L

it necessary to propose the formal suspension of the Graphé
Paranomoén, as had been done prior to the installation of the
former oligarchy. Still, notwithstanding the seizure of the
leaders and the general intimidation prevalent, a loud murmur
of repugnance was heard in the assembly at the motion of
Drakontidés. But Theramenés rose up to defy the murmur,
telling the assembly that the proposition numbered many
partisans even among the citizens themselves, and that it had
further the approbation of Lysander and the Lacedemonians.
This was presently confirmed by Lysander himself, who
addressed the assembly in person. He told them, in a menac-
ing and contemptuous tone, that Athens was now at his mercy,
since the walls had not been demolished before the day specified,
and consequently the conditions of the promised peace had
been violated. He added that if they did not adopt the
recommendation of Theramenés, they would be forced to take
thought for their personal safety instead of for their political
constitution. After a notice at once so plain and so crushing,
further resistance was vain. The dissentients all quitted the
assembly in sadness and indignation ; while a remnant—accord-
ing to Lysias, inconsiderable in number as well as worthless in
character—stayed to vote acceptance of the motion.2

Seven years before, Theramenés had carried, in conjunction
with Antiphon and Phrynichus, a similar motion for the installa-
tion of the Four Hundred ; extorting acquiescence by domestic
terrorism as well as by multlp'led assassinations. He now, in
conjunction with Kritias and the rest, 2 second time extinguished
the constitution of his country, by the still greater humiliation
ofa forelgn conqueror dictating terms to the Athenian people
assembled in their own Pnyx. Having seen the Thirty regularly
constituted, Lysander retired from Athens to finish the siege of

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 2.
2 Lysias cont. Eratosth. Or. xit. s. 74-77.

Y&
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Samos, which still held out. Though blocked up both by land
and sea, the Samians obstinately defended themselves for some
months longer until the close of the summer. It was not until
the last extremity that they capitulated ; obtaining permission
for every freeman to depart in safety, but with no other property
except a single garment. Lysander handed over the city and
the properties to the ancient citizens—that is, to the oligarchy
and their partisans who had been partly expelled, partly dis-
franchised, in the revolution eight years before. But he placed
the government of Samos, as he had dealt with the other cities,
in the hands of one of his Dekarchies, or oligarchy of Ten
Sappians chosen by himself; leaving Thorax as Lacedemonian

ost, and doubtless a force under him.!
Havmg thus finished the war, and trodden out the last spark
R , of resistance, Lysander returned in triumph to Sparta. So
';.? Amposing a trlumph never fell to the lot of any Greek, either
7 before or afterwards. He brought with him every trireme out
< \of the harbour of Peireus, except twelve left to the Athenians
\««J as a concession : he brought the prow-ornaments of all the
wn ShlpS captured at Agospotami and elsewhere: he was loaded
“with golden crowns, voted to him by the various cities: and he
her exhibited a sum of money not less than 470 talents, the
nant of those treasures which Cyrus had handed over to
MAim for the prosecution of the war.? That sum had been
7*\lgreater, but is said to have been diminished by the treachery
bf Gylippus, to whose custody it had been committed, and
who sullied by such mean peculation the laurels which he had
so gloriously earned at Syracuse.® Nor was it merely the
triumphant evidences of past exploits which now decorated this
returning admiral. He wiclded besides an extent of real power
greater than any individual Greek either before or after.
Imperial Sparta—as she had now become-—was as it were
personified in Lysander, who was master of almost all the
insular Asiatic and Thracian cities, by means of the harmosts
and the native Dekarchies named by himself and selected from
1§ creatures. To this state of things we shall presently return,
{ when we have followed the eventful history of the Thirty at
w¥Athens.
\— hese Thirty men—the parallel of the Dekarchies whom
ysander had constituted in the other cities——were intended
r the same purpose, to maintain the city in a state of humilia-
ion and dependence upon Lacedemon, and upon Lysander as

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 6-8. 2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 8.
8 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 16 ; Diodor. xiii. 106.
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the representative of Lacedemon. Though appointed, in thef\s

pretended view of drawing up a scheme of laws and constitution
for Athens, they were in no hurry to commence this duty,
They appointed a new senate, composed of compliant, assured,
and oligarchical persons; including many of the returned
exiles who had been formerly in the Four Hundred, and many
also of the preceding senators who were willing to serve their
designs.! They further named new magistrates and officers ; a
new Board of Eleven, to manage the business of police and the
public force, with Satyrus, one of their most violent partisans,
as chief; a Board of Ten, to govern in Peiraeus ;2 an archon to
give name to the year, Pythod6rus—and a second or King-
Archon, Patroklés,® to offer the customary sacrifices on behalf
of the city. While thus securing their own ascendency, and
placing all power in the hands of the most violent oligarchical
partisans, they began by professing reforming principles of the
strictest virtue ; denouncing the abuses of the past democracy,
and announcing their determination to purge the city of evil-
doers.# The philosopher Plato—then a young man about
twenty-four years old, of anti-deinocratical politics, and nephew
of Kritias—was at first misled, together with various others, by
these splendid professions. He conceived hopes, and even
received encouragement from his relations, that he might play
an active part under the new oligarchy.? Though he soon
came to discern how little congenial his feelings were with
theirs, yet in the beginning doubtless such honest illusions
contributed materially to strengthen their hands.

N

In execution of their design to root out evil-doers, the y

Thirty first laid hands on some of the most obnoxious
politicians under the former democracy—*men (says Xeno
phon) whom every one knew to live by making calumnious

accusations (called Sycophancy), and who were pronounced in (b

their enmity to the oligarchical citizens.” How far most of]

these men had been honest or dishonest in their previous"";
political conduct under the democracy, we have no means of ™

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 2, 11 ; Lysias cont. Agorat. Orat. xiii. sect. 23-80,

Tisias, the brother-in-law of Chariklés, was a member of this senate
(Isokratés, Or. xvi. De Bigis, s. 53).

2 Plato, Epist. vii. p. 324 B; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 54.

3 Isokratés cont. Kallimach. Or. xwiii. s. 6, p. 372.

4 Lysias, Orat, xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 5, p. 121. ’Emeidy & of rpideovra
movnpol ptv kal cvked dvTal Jyres els vhy &pxW karéoTnoav, pdokovres
8¢ xpivar Tav &dlkwy kabapdy woificas Thy wéAw, kal Tobs Aomeds woAlras
ér' Gpethy kal Sikatocdyvny Tpaméslar, &c.

® Plato, Epist. vii. p. 324 B, C.
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},\"y termining. But among them were comprised Strombichidés
i ",ﬁnd the other democratical officers who had been imprisoned
'+ vunder the information of Agoratus; men whose chief crime
i fconsisted in a strenuous and inflexible attachment to the
:’ﬁ.‘f{ademocracy. The persons thus seized were brought to trial
~)¥"before the new senate appointed by the Thirty—contrary to
the vote of the people, which had decreed that Strombichidés
i }and his companions should be tried before a dikastery of zoco
V" s citizens.! But the dikastery, as well as all the other demo-
W"'; ‘cratical institutions, were now abrogated, and no judicial body
cg' was left except the newly-constituted senate. Even to that
senate, though composed of their own partisans, the Thirty did
not choose to entrust the trial of the prisoners, with that secrecy
of voting which was well known at Athens to be essential to
vthe free and genuine expression of sentiment. Whenever
'§]7risoners were tried, the Thirty were themselves present in the
) ,f' senate-house, sitting on the benches previously occupied by
7%# the Prytanes : two tables were placed before them, one signify-
r\,}" ing condemnation—the other, acquittal ; and each senator was
t// ’;;reqmred to deposit his pebble, openly before them, either on
Ly pne or on the other? It was not merely judgement by the
,}' senate—but judgement by the senate under pressure and
:pintimidation by the all-powerful Thirty. It seems probable
, ¥’ that neither any semblance of defence, nor any exculpatory
s witnesses, were allowed ; but even if such formalities were not
++. wholly dispensed with, it is certain that there was no real trial,
’: »and that condemnation was assured beforehand. Among the
w. +great numbers whom the Thirty brought before the senate, not
#  M0single man was acquitted except the informer Agoratus, who
A,»} }wﬁs brought to trial as an accomplice along with Strombichidés
* J=and his companions, but was liberated in recompense for the
/T\'w Anformation which he had given against them.? The statement
r. j.of Isokratés, Lysias, and others—that the victims of the Thirty,
.~ even when brought before the senate, were put to death untried
—1is authentic and trustworthy: many were even put to death
by simple order from the Thirty themselves, without any

cognisance of the senate.*
In regard to the persons first brought to trial, however,—
whether we consider them, as Xenophon intimates, to have
been notorious evil-doers, or to have been innocent sufferers

"o

\

1 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 38.

2 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 40. 3 Lysias cont. Agorat. s. 41.

4 Lysias cont, Eratosth. s. 18; Xenoph. Hellen. il. 3, 51; Isokrat.
Orat. xx. cont, Lochit. s. 15, p. 397.
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by the reactionary vengeance of returning oligarchical exiles,mis
as was the case certainly with Strombichidés and the officers
accused along with him,—there was little necessity for any con-
straint on the part of the Thirty over the senate. That body, .
itself partook of the sentiment which dictated the condemnation, “"-
and acted as a willing instrument ; while the Thirty themselves™s,
were unanimous,—Theramenés being even more zealous than\“‘;
Kritias in these executions, to demonstrate his sincere antipathy &’
towards the extinct democracy.!  As yet too, since all the per-' =
sons condemned (justly or unjustly) had been marked politicians, ¢ ;’
—so0, all other citizens who had taken no conspicuous part in \’]
politics, even if they disapproved of the condemnations, had not *
been led to conceive any apprehension of the like fate for them-
selves. Here then Theramenés, and along with him a portion
of the Thirty as well as of the senate, were inclined to pause.
While enough had been done to satiate their antipathies, by
the death of the most obnoxious leaders of the democracy
—they at the same time conceived the oligarchical govern-
ment to be securely established, and contended that further
bloodshed would only endanger its stability, by spreading
alarm, multiplying enemies, and alienating friends as well as.
neutrals. 4

But these were not the views either of Kritias or of the Thirty
generally, who surveyed their position with eyes very different
from the unstable and cunning Theramenés, and who had \.-If
brought with them from exile a long arrear of vengeance yet totys
beappeased. Kritias knew well that the numerous population |
of Athens were devotedly attached, and had good reason to be ¢
attached, to their democracy ; that the existing governmenthad ¥
been imposed upon them by force, and could only be upheld by ¥
force ; that its friends were a narrow minority, incapable of A%
sastaining it against the multitude around them all armed ; that ¢,
there were still many formidable enemies to be got rid of, so that.,‘ .
it was indispensable to invoke the aid of a permanent Lacedz- -L'
monian garrison in Athens, as the only condition not only of
their stability as a government, but even of their personal safety.
In spite of the opposition of Theramenés-—&schinés and Ari-
stotelés, two among the Thirty, were despatched to Sparta to
solicit aid from Lysander ; who procured for them a Lacedz-
monian garrison under Kallibius as harmost, which they engaged
to maintain without any cost to Sparta, until their government

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 12, 28, 38. Ad7ds (Theramenés) pdAiocra

dtopuhoas nuds, Tols mpdrois Umayouévors és Auds Slkmy émirifévou,
&e.
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. P hould be confirmed by putting the evil-doers out of the way.!
llibius was not only installed as master of the acropolis—full
1t was of the mementos of Athenian glory—but was further

§o caressed and won over by the Thirty, that he lent himself to
-everything which they asked. They had thus a Lacedemonian
» military force constantly at their command, besides an organised

R n,band of youthful satellites and assassms, ready for any deeds of

;‘ -+ eviolence ; and they proceeded to seize and put to death many

. ,-r"l:ltxzens, who were so distinguished for their courage and patriot-

! 3 " 1sm, as to be likely to serve as leaders to the public discontent.

"{Geveral of the best men in Athens thus successively perished,
(\H’ rhile Thrasybulus, Anytus, and many others, fearing a similar -
#  fate, fled out of Attica, leaving their property to be confiscated
and appropriated by the oligarchs ;2 who passed a decree of

exile against them in their absence, as well as against Alkibiadés.’

- These successive acts of vengeance and violence were warmly
fo posed by Theramenés, both in the Council of Thirty and

5 the senate. The persons hitherto executed (he said) had

i{ +#“deserved their death because they were not merely noted poli-

2 ticians under the democracy, but also persons of marked

#. Y hostility to oligarchical men. But to inflict the same fate on

+* gthers, who had manifested no such hostility, simply because
,!p hey had enjoyed influence under the democracy would be
Amnjust : “Even you and I (he reminded Kritias) have both said

"+ .pand done many things for the sake of popularity.” But Kritias

" rSrephed——“ We cannot afford to be scrupulous: we are engaged

', in a scheme of aggressive ambition, and must get rid of those

,r; ;.:’%ho are bestable to hinder us. Though we are Thirty in num-

#‘,; v _#ber, and not one—our government is not the less a despotism,

¢ sand must be guarded by the same jealous precautions. If you

" , ,,@hmk otherwise, you must be simple-minded indeed.” Such

’)}4 ere the sentiments which animated the majority of the Thirty
& t less than Kritias, and which prompted them to an endless
uj,strmg of seizures and executions. It was not merely the less

R

-

7

obnoxious democratical politicians who became their victims,
but men of courage, wealth, and station, in every vein of political
feeling : even oligarchical men, the best and most high-principled
of that party, shared the same fate. Among the most dis-

1 Xenoph Hellen. ii. 3, 13. &ws 8% Tobs movnpods ékmodow murnaduevor
karaoThoawro Thy 1ro)\t'refav

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 15, 23, 42; Isokrat. cont. Kallimach. Or. xviii,
s. 30, p- 375

3 Xenoph. Hellen. il. 3, 42—1i. 4, 14. of 3¢ kal odx dmws &dixolyvres,
GAN 00 emdnuoiyTes épuyadevdueda, &c.

Isokratés, Orat. xvi. De Bigis, s. 46, p. 355.
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tinguished sufferers were, Lykurgus,! belonging to one of the
most eminent sacred Gentes in the state ; a wealthy mannamed
Antiphon, who had devoted his fortune to the public service
with exemplary patriotism during the last years of the war, and
had furnished two well-equipped triremes at his own cost;
Leon, of Salamis ; and even Nikeratus (son of Nikias, who had
perished at Syracuse), a man who inherited from his father not
only a large fortune, but a known repugnance to democratical
pohtxcs, together with his uncle Eukratés, brother of the same
Nikias.2 These were only a few among the numerous victims,
who were seized—pronounced to be guilty by the senate or by
the Thirty themselves—handed over to Satyrus and the Eleven
—and condemned to perish by the customary draught on +
hemlock. \“ {
The circumstances accompanying the seizure of Leon deserve y/*
particular notice. In putting to death him and the other %
victims, the Thirty had several objects in view, all tending to ‘C
the stability of their dominion. First, they thus got rid of ¥
citizens generally known and esteemed, whose abhorrence they
knew themselves to deserve, and whom they feared as likely to
head the public sentiment against them. Secondly, the property \VL
of these victims, all of whom were rich, was seized along with y7
their persons, and was employed to pay the satellites whoset
agency was indispensable for such violences—especially Kalli- tv,
bius and the Lacedzmonian hoplites in the acropolis. But {}
besides murder and spoliation, the Thirty had a further purpose, .
if possible, yet more nefarious. In the work of seizing their <
victims, they not only employed the hands of these paid satel—\
lites, but also sent along with them citizens of station and \
respectability, whom they constrained by threats and intimidation
to lend their personal aid in a service so thoroughly odious.
By such participation, these citizens became compromised and
imbrued in crime, and as it were, consenting parties in the
public eye to all the projects of the Thirty;? exposed to the

! Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator. p. 838.

? Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 39-41; Lysias, Orat. xviii. De Bonis Nicie
Fratris, s. 5-8.

# Plato, Apol. Socr. ¢. 20, p. 32 Erad) 3¢ om-yapxta é-yevefo, ol
'rplcucov-m ad p.e'ra‘lrem}lay.evoi pe wéumTov abrdy eis Thy 86Aov mposératav
&yavyeiv éx Zarauives Aéovra 1dv Sarauiviov, &mwobdver: ala 8% ral
EAAois éxelvor moAAois wpooéraTTov, BovAduervor &s wAei-
gTovs GvamAfoar aiTidv.

Isokrat. cont. Kallimach. Or. xviil. 5. 23, p. 374. _ &lots kal wpovérarror
$tapaprdvew. Compare also Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 32.

We learn, from Andokidés de Myster. s. 94, that Melétus was one of the
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same general hatred as the latter, and interested for their own

safety in maintaining the existing dominion. Pursuant to their

general plan of implicating unwilling citizens in their misdeeds,

the Thirty sent for five citizens to the Tholus or Government-

house, and ordered them, with terrible menaces, to cross over

to Salamis and bring back Leon as prisoner. Four out of the

five obeyed : the fifth was the philosopher Sokratés, who refused

all concurrence and returned to his own house, while the other

four went to Salamis and took part in the seizure of Leon.

Though he thus braved all the wrath of the Thirty, it appears

that they thought it expedient to leave him untouched. But

the fact that they singled him out for such an atrocity—an old

man of tried virtue, both private and public, and intellectually

commanding, though at the same time intellectually unpopular

—shows to what an extent they carried their system of forcing

unwilling participants ; while the further circumstance that he

was the only person who had the courage to fefuse, among four

others who had yielded to intimidation, shows that the policy

was for the most part successful.! The inflexible resistance of

Sokratés on this occasion stands as a worthy parallel to his con-

duct as Prytanis in the public assembly held on the conduct of

the generals after the battle of Arginuse (described in the

preceding chapter), wherein he obstinately refused to concur in
putting an illegal question.

, .4 Such multiplied cases of execution and spoliation naturally

\U" ed the city with surprise, indignation, and terror. Groups

) malcontents got together, and voluntary exiles became more

e and more numerous. All these circumstances furnished ample

ir ¢material for the vehement opposition of Theramenés, and

¢, fended to increase his party; not indeed among the Thirty

f:/v sEhemselves, but to a certain extent in the senate, and still more

ong the body of the citizens. He warned his colleagues

hat they were incurring daily an increased amount of public

odium, and that their government could not possibly stand,

less they admitted into partnership an adequate number of

izens, having direct interests In its maintenance. He pro-

ed that all those competent by their property to serve the

\s tate either on horseback or with heavy armour, should be

n I\.,ss(jnstltuted citizens; leaving all the poorer freemen, a far

WY

parties who actually arrested Leon, and brought him up for condemnation.
It is not probable that this was the same person who afterwards accused
Sokratés. It may possibly have been his father, who bore the same name ;
but there is nothing to determine the point.

1 Plato, Apol. Sokrat. u# sup. ; Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 9-23.
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arger number, still disfranchised.! Kritias and the Thirty
ejected this proposition ; being doubtless convinced—as the
four Hundred had felt seven years before, when Theramenés 'Y\p"'\
lemanded of them to convert their fictitious total of Five O’V&
¢

[housand into a real list of as many living persons—that “to P
mrol so great a number of partners, was tantamount to a\ﬁ“:\
lownright democracy.” 2 But they were at the same time not@;‘
nsensible to the soundness of his advice : moreover they began ,./d
o be afraid of him personally, and to suspcct that he was
ikely to take the lead in a popular opposition against them, as
1e had previously done against his colleagues of the Four
Hundred. They therefore resolved to comply in part with his
‘ecommendations, and accordingly prepared a list of 3000
yersons to be invested with the political franchise ; chosen, as
nuch as possible, from their own known partisans and from
sligarchical citizens.  Besides this body they also counted on
‘he adherence of the Horsemen, among the wealthiest citizens
of the state. These Horsemen or Knights, taking them as
v class—the thousand good men of Athens, whose virtues
Aristophanés sets forth in hostile antithesis to the alleged
Iemagogic vices of Kleon—remained steady supporters of the
Thirty throughout all the enormities of their career.? What
orivileges or functions were assigned to the chosen 3000, we
1o not hear, except that they could not be condemned without
‘he warrant of the senate, while any other Athenian might be
out to death by the simple fiat of the Thirty.*

A body of partners thus chosen—not merely of fixed number,
out of picked oligarchical sentiments—was by no means the
addition which Theramenés desired. While he commented on
‘he folly of supposing that there was any charm in the number
3000—as if it embodied all the merit of the city, and nothing
=I%e but merit—he admonished them that it was still insufficient
for their defence: their rule was one of pure force, and yet
inferior in force to those over whom it was exercised. Again

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 17, 19, 48. From s. 48, we see that Theramenés
1ctually made this proposition—ré pévroi gdv Tois Suvauévois xal ued {wrwy
tal per’ aomidwy opekeiv Thv woMrelav, wpdoOev HproTov Hyobuyy
tTvau, wal viv od petafdAropar.

This proposition, made by Theramenés and rejected by the Thirty,
explains the comment which he afterwards made when they drew up their
special catalogue or roll of 3000; which comment otherwise appears
ansuitable.

¢ Thucyd. viil. 89-92. 7d ptv raraoTiicw perdxovs Tocobrovs, EyTikpus
kv Sfuov 7yoduevar.

- 3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 18, 19; ii. 4, 2, 8, 24.

4 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 51.

l
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the Thirty acted upon his admonition, but in a way very
different from that which he contemplated. They proclaimed
a general muster, and examination of arms, to all the hoplites
in Athens. The 3000 were drawn up in arms altogether in the
market-place ; but the remaining hoplites were disseminated in
small scattered companies and in different places. After the
review was over, these scattered companies went home to their,
meal, leaving their arms piled at the various places of muster

\ But the adherents of the Thirty, having been forewarned an

!kept together, were sent at the proper moment, along with th
' Lacedemonian mercenaries, to seize the deserted arms, whick
- were deposited under the custody of Kallibius in the acropohs

" All the hoplites in Athens, except the Three Thousand andl

| the remaining adherents of the Thirty, were disarmed by this

-dcrafty manceuvre, in spite of the fruitless remonstrance o
Theramenés.!

&cﬂirxtlas and his colleagues, now relieved from all fear eithe

'of Theramenés, or of any other internal opposition, gave loose
more unsparmgly than ever, to their malevolence and rapacity
puttmg to death both many cf their private enemies, and many

\nch victims for the purpose of spoliation. A list of suspecte
4

u'lylctlms were generally taken.? Among informers who thu

ersons was drawn up, in which each of their adherents wa
llowed to insert such names as he chose, and from which th:

gave in names for destruction, Batrachus and Aschylidés®
stood conspicuous. The thirst of Kritias for plunder as well
as for bloodshed only increased by gratification ;4 and it was
not merely to pay their mercenaries, but also to enrich them-
selves separately, that the Thirty stretched everywhere theb
murderous agency, which now mowed down metics as well a:
citizens. Theognis and Peison, two of the Thirty, affirmec
that many among the metics were hostile to the oligarcﬁy,}
besides being opulent men. Accordingly, the resolution wag]
adopted that each of the rulers should single out any of these
victims that he pleased, for execution and pillage ; care being

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 20, 4I: compare Lysias, Orat. xii. cont
Eratosth. s. 4I.

2 Xenoph. Hegllen, ii. 3, 21; Ysokratés adv. Euthynum, s. 5, p. 401
Isokratés cont. Kallimach. s. 23, p. 375 ; Lysias, Or. xxv. Anu. Karar
'AmoA. s. 21, p. 173.

The two passages of Isokratés sufficiently designate what this list of
wardAoyos must have been; but the name by which he calls it—é per
AvadyBpov (or I'Iewav&pou) kaTdAoyos—is not easy to explain,

3 Lysias, Orat. vi. cont. Andokid. s. 46 ; Or xu cont. Eratosth. s. 46

4 Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 12. vanas ,usy yap Tév &y Th SAyapxl
wdvTwy kAemtioTards Te kal BiadraTos éyévero, &c.
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taken to include a few poor persons in the seizure, so that the
real purpose of the spoilers might be faintly disguised. .
It was in execution of such scheme that the orator Lysiasw*
and his brother Polemarchus were both taken into custody.
Both were metics, wealthy men, and engaged in a manufactory ﬁ
of shields, wherein they employed 120 slaves. Theognis and”
Peison, with some others, seized Lysias in his house, while o¥
:ntertaining some friends at dinner; and having driven away
as guests, left him under the guard of Peison, sending theim
ittendants to register and appropriate his valuable slaves.
Lysias tried to prevail on Peison to accept a bribe and let him
:scape, which the latter at first promised to do; and having
vhus obtained access to the money-chest of the prisoner, laid
aands upon all its contents, amounting to between three and
four talents. In vain did Lysias implore that a trifle might¥
oe left for his necessary subsistence: the only answer vouch-
safed was, that he might think himself fortunate if he escaped
vith life. He was then conveyed to the house of a person
ramed Damnippus, where Theognis already was, having other
risoners in charge. At the earnest entreaty of Lysias, Dam-
aippus tried to induce Theognis to connive at his escape, on
:onsideration of a handsome bribe ; but while this conversation
7as going on, the prisoner availed himself of an unguarded
aoment to get off through the back door,—which fortunately
was open, together with two other doors through which it was
necessary to pass. Having first obtained refuge in the house of
a friend in Peirzus, he took boat during the ensuing night for
Megara. Polemarchus, less fortunate, was seized in the street by
Eratosthenés, one of the Thirty, and immediately lodged in the
wison, wkere the fatal draught of hemlock was administered
o him, without delay, without trial, and without liberty of
lefence. While his house was plundered of a large stock of
;old, silver, furniture and rich ornaments-—while the golden
:arrings were torn from the ears of his wife—and while 700
shields, with 120 slaves, were confiscated, together with the
vorkshop and the two dwelling-houses ;—the Thirty would not
llow even a decent funeral to the deceased, but caused his
vody to be carried away on a hired bier from the prison, with
overing and a few scanty appurtenances supplied by the
ympathy of private friends.!

1 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosthen. s. 8, 21. Lysias prosecuted
.ratosthends before the dikastery some years afterwards, as having caused
1 death of Polemarchus. The foregoing details are found in the oration
soken as well as composed by himself.
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Amidst such atrocities, increasing in number and turned.
re and more to shameless robbery, the party of Theramenés}
;+dpily gained ground, even in the senate; many of whose,
JAembers profited nothing by satiating the private cupidity oft

’p‘ 4he Thirty, and began to be weary of so revolting a system .,
Ms well as alarmed at the host of enemies which they wercs

[
)q.r happen in the establishment of an oligarchy at Athens, the

f;f’valsmg up. In proposing the late seizure of the metics, thes

hirty had desired Theramenés to make choice of any victimj

ong that class, to be destroyed and plundered for his ownt
personal benefit. But he rejected the suggestion emphatically, {
denouncing the enormity of the measure in the indignant termst
which it deserved.  So’much was the antipathy of Kritias and ¢
~the majority of the Thirty against him, already acrimonious
the effects of a long course of opposition, exasperated by :
this refusal—so much did they fear the consequences of incur-:
ring the obloquy of such measures for themselves, while,
Theramenés enjoyed all the credit of opposing them—so satis-s
fied were they that their government could not stand with this]
dissension among its own members—that they resolved toe
destroy him at all costs. Having canvassed as many of thee
senators as they could, to persuade them that Theramenés wass,
conspiring against the oligarchy, they caused the most daringd
of their satellites to attend one day in the senate-house, closes,
the railing which fenced in the senators, with daggers con-¢

cealed under their garments. So soon as Theramenés appeared g
{¥Kritias rose and denounced him to the senate as a publiczs
\shemy, in an harangue which Xenophon gives at considerablee,
{ length, and which is so full of instructive ev1dence, as to GreeLa
&&ohtxcal feeling, that I here extract the main points in abridge-o

ent :— e
“If any of you imagine, Senators, that more people are:t
erishing than the occasion requires, reflect, that this happens r
erywhere in a time of revolution—and that it must especially -

- e 3

most populous city in Greece, and where the populatlon has
been longest accustomed to freedom You know as well as we |
do, that democracy is to both of us an intolerable government, r
as well as incompatible with all steady adherence to our protec- |
tors, the Lacedemonians. It is under their auspices that we ¢
are establishing the present oligarchy, and that we destroy, as ,
far as we can, every man who stands in the way of it; which ,
becomes most of all indispensable, if such a man be found
among our own body. Here stands the man—Theramenés— ¢
whom we now denounce to you as your foe not less than ours.er
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That such is the fact, is plain from his unmeasured censures on
-our proceedings ; from the difficulties which he throws in our
‘way whenever we want to despatch any of the demagogues.
+Had such been his policy from the beginning, he would indeed
|have been our enemy, yet we could not with justice have pro-
:laimed him a villain. But it is he who first originated the
dliance which binds us to Sparta—who struck the first blow at
ithe democracy—who chiefly instigated us to put to death the
“first batch of accused persons ; and now, when you as well as
we have thus incurred the manifest hatred of the people, he
turns round and quarrels with our proceedings, in order to en-
sure his own safety, and leave us to pay the penalty. He must
be dealt with not only as an enemy, but as a traitor to you as
well as to us; a traitor in the grain, as his whole life proves.
Though he enjoyed through his father Agnon a station of
honour under the democracy, he was foremost in subverting i,
and getting up the Four Hundred: the moment he saw that
‘oligarchy beset with difficulties, he was the first to put himself
at the head of the people against them; always ready for
ichange in both directions, and a willing accomphce in those
executions which changes of government bring with them. It
is he, too, who—having been ordered by the generals after the
battle of Arginusa to pick up the men on the disabled ships,
and having neglected the task—accused and brought to execu-
1on his superiors, in order to get himself out of danger. He
has well earned his surname of The Buskin, fitting both legs,
ut constant to neither : he has shown himself reckless both of
honour and friendship, looking to nothing but his own selfish
advancement ; and it is for us now to guard against his doub-
Jdngs, in order that he may not play us the same trick. We cite
im before you as a conspirator and a traitor, against you as
ell as against us. Look to your own safety, and not to his.
For depend upon it, that if you let him off, you will hold out
jpowerful encouragement to your worst enemies; while if you
ondemn him, you will crush their best hopes, both within and o
without the city.” \/“}’
Theramenés was probably not wholly unprepared for some
such attack as this. At any rate he rose up to reply to it at o
once :— W
\ “First of all, Senators, I shall touch upon the charge against
me which Kritias mentioned last—the charge of having accused
and brought to execution the generals. It was not I who began
the accusation against them, but they who began it against me.
hey said that they had ordered me upon the duty, and that I

o el
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had neglected it: my defence was, that the duty could not bé
executed in consequence of the storm : the people believed an
exonerated me, but the generals were rightfully condemned o
their own accusation, because #%ey said that the duty migh
have been performed—while yet it had remained unperformed
I do not wonder indeed that Kritias has told such falsehood,
against me; for at the time when this affair happened, he wa,
an exile in Thessaly, employed in raising up a democracy, an
arming the Penesta against their masters. Heaven grant tha
nothing of what he perpetrated #4eze may occur at Athens! s
agree with Kiritias indeed, that whoever wishes to cut shori
your government, and strengthens those who conspire agains|
you, deserves justly the severest punishment. But to whon
does this charge best apply? To him, or to me? Look at th¢
behaviour of each of us, and then judge for yourselves. At firs|
we were all agreed, so far as the condemnation of the knowrj
and obnoxious demagogues. But when Kritias and his friend;
began to seize men of station and dignity, then it was that |
began to oppose them. I knew that the seizure of men lik;
Leon, Nikias, and Antiphon, would make the best men in thj
city your enemies. I opposed the execution of the metic
well aware that all that body would be alienated. I oppose$
the disarming of the citizens, and the hiring of foreign guard
And when I saw that enemies at home and exiles abroad we
multiplying against you, I dissuaded you from banishi
Thrasybulus and Anytus, whereby you only furnished the exilt
with competent leaders. The man who gives you this advic!
and gives it you openly, is he a traitor—or is he not rather}
genuine friend? It is you and your supporters, Krltlas, wi
by your murders and robberies strengthen the enemies of tq
government and betray your friends. Depend upon it, th
Thrasybulus and Anytus are much better pleased with yc/
policy than they would be with mine. You accuse me of har
ing betrayed the Four Hundred ; but I did not desert the:
until they were themselves on the pomt of betraying Athens to hd
enemies. You call me The Buskin, as trying to fit both parti(’,
But what am I to call yow, who fit neither of them ? who unde,
the democracy were the most violent hater of the people—an:
who under the oligarchy have become equally violent as a hat|
of oligarchical merit? I am, and always have been, Kritias,
enemy both to extreme democracy and to oligarchical tyranny:
I desire to constitute our political community out of those wh
can serve it on horseback and with heavy armour:—I hav
proposed this once, and I still stand to it. I side not eit;/
TR—
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with democrats or despots, to the exclusion of the dignified
citizens, Prove that I am now, or ever have been, guilty of
such crime, and I shall confess myself deserving of ignominious
death.”

} This reply of Theramenés was received with such a shout of
tapplause by the majority of the senate, as showed that they
were resolved to acquit him. T'o the fierce antipathies of the
smortified Kritias, the idea of failure was intolerable: indeed he
had now carried his hostility to such a point, that the acquittal

a few words with the Thirty, he retired for a few moments, and
| directed the Eleven with the body of armed satellites to press
‘close on the railing whereby the senators were fenced round,—
_while the court before the senate-house was filled with the
riercenary hoplites. FHaving thus got his force in hand,
Kritias returned and again addressed the senate :—* Senators
(said he), I think it the duty of a good president, when he sees
‘his friends around him duped, not to let them follow their own
lcounsel. This is what I am now going to do: indeed these
men, whom you see pressing upon us from without, tell us
plainly that they will not tolerate the acquittal of one mani-
festly working to the ruin of the oligarchy. It is an article of
our new constitution, that no man of the Select Three Thou-
sand shall be condemned without your vote ; but that any man
not included in that list may be condemned by the Thirty.
Now I take upon me, with the concurrence of all my colleagues,
to strike this Theramenés out of that list; and we, by our
authority, condemn him to death.”

Though Theramenés had already been twice concerned in
putting down the democracy, yet such was the habit of all
Athenians to look for protection from constitutional forms, that
he*probably accounted himself safe under the favourable verdict
of the senate, and was not prepared for the monstrous and
despotic sentence which he now heard from his enemy. He
sprang at once to the Senatorial Hearth—the altar and sanc-
‘tuary in the interior of the senate-house—and exclaimed,~*1
too, Senators, stand as your suppliant, asking only for bare
Justice. Let it be not in the power of Kritias to strike out me
ror aay other man whom he chooses:—let my sentence as well
as yours be passed according to the law which these Thirty
lhave themselves prepared. I know but too well, that this altar
wili be of no avail to me as a defence ; yet I shall at least make
Fxplain, that these men are as impious towards the gods as they

¢ aefarious towards men. As for you, worthy Senators, I
VOL. VIIL 1
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of his enemy would have been his own ruin. After exchanging W
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wonder tx,\ vou will not stand forward for your own personal }
safety, since you must be well aware that your own names may
be struck out of the Three Thousand just as easily as mine.” !

But the senate remained passive and stupefied by fear, in
spite of these moving words ; which perhaps were not perfectly /
heard, since it could not be the design of Kritias to permit his

«a’?xemy to speak a second time. It was probably while Thera-,
“menés was yet speaking, that the loud voice of the herald was
Ahe 1d, calling the Eleven to come forward and take him into !

. o ody. The Eleven advanced into the senate, headed by

VFJE}‘f:r brutal chief Satyrus, and followed by their usual attendants. *

They went straight up to the altar, from whence Satyrus, aided
by the attendants, dragged him by main force, while Kritias ;
said to them—“We hand over to you this man Theramenés, ’
condemned according to the law.  Seize him, carry him off to
prison, and there do ‘the needfu).” Upon which, Theramenés;
was dragged out of the senate-house and carried in custody:
through the market-place, exclaiming with a loud voice against*
the atrocious treatment which he was suffering. “ Hold your .
tongue (said Satyrus to him), or you will suffer for it.”—* And }

if I do hold my tongue (replied Theramenés), shall not I suffer '

for it also?”

He was conveyed to prison, where the usual draught of hem-
lock was speedily administered. After he had swallowed it,
there remained a drop at the bottom of the cup, which he
jerked out on the floor (according to the playful convivial prac- -
tice called the Kottabus, which was supposed to furnish an
omen by its sound in fallmg, and after which the person who |
had just drunk handed the goblet to the guest whose turn came '
next)—*“Let this (said he) be for the gentle Kritias.”!

ll\y The scene just described, which ended in the execution of
heramenés, is one of the most striking and tragical in ancient:
story ; in spite of the bald and meagre way in which itis'

u”recounted by Xenophon, who has thrown all the interest into
Athe two speeches. The atrocious injustice by which Thera- .
/ \}i‘nenes perished—as well as the courage and self-possession
V" which he displayed at the moment of danger, and his cheer-!
fulness even in the prison, not inferior to that of Sokratés three
years afterwards—naturally enlist the warmest sympathies of
the reader in his favour, and have tended to exalt the positive
estimation of his character. During the years lmmedlately‘
succeeding the restoration of the democracy,? he was extollec

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 3, 56. fv‘

i

2 See Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 66.
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and pitied as one of the first martyrs to oligarchical violence:
later authors went so far as to number him among the chosen
pupils of Sokratés.! But though Theramenés here became the
victim of a much worse man than himself, it will not for that
reason be proper to accord to him our admiration, which his
own conduct will not at all be found to deserve. The re-
proaches of Kritias against him, founded on his conduct during
the previous conspiracy of the Four Hundred, were in the
main well founded. After having been one of the foremost
originators of that conspiracy, he deserted his comrades as soon
as he saw that it was likely to fail. XKiritias had doubtless
present to his mind the fate of Antiphon, who had been con-
demned and executed under the accusation of Theramenés—
together with a reasonable conviction that the latter would again
turn against his colleagues in the same manner, if circumstances
should encourage him to do so. Moreover, Kritias was not
wrong in denouncing the perfidy of Theramenés with regard to
the generals after the battle of Arginuse; the death of whom
he was partly instrumental in bringing about, though only as an
auxiliary cause, and not with that extreme stretch of nefarious
stratagem which Xenophon and others have imputed to him.
He was a selfish, cunning, and faithless man—ready to enter
into conspiracies, yet never foreseeing their consequences—and
breaking faith to the ruin of colleagues whom he had first
encouraged, when he found them more consistent and thorough-
going in crime than himself.?

1 Diodor. xiv. 5. Diodorus tells us that Sokratés and two of his friends
were the only persons who stood forward to protect Theramenés, when
Satyrus was dragging him from the altar. Plutarch (Vit. X. Orat. p. 836)
ascribes the same act of generous forwardness to Jsokratss. There is no
good ground for believing it, either of one or of the other. None but
senators were present ; and as this senate had been chosen by the Thirty,
it*s not likely that either Sokratés, or Isokratés, were among its members.
If Sokratés had been a member of it, the fact would have been noticed
and brought out in connection with his subsequent trial.

The manner in which Plutarch (Consolat. ad Apollon. ¢. 6, p. 105)
states the death of Theramenés—that he was “‘tortured to death” by the
Thirty—is an instance of his loose speaking.

Compare Cicero about the death of Theramenés (Tuscul. Disp. i. 40,
96). His admiration for the manner of death of Theramenés doubtless
contributed to make him rank that Athenian with Themistoklés and
Periklés (De Orat. iii. 16, 59). Aristotle too (Plutarch, Nikias, c. 2)
speaks with esteem of Theramenés, ranking him in the same general
category with Nikias and Thucydidés (son of Melesias), though with
considerable deduction and blame on the score of duplicity.

2 The epithets applied by Aristophanés to Theramenés (Ran. §41-966)

1 coincide pretty exactly with those in the speech (just noticed) which
¢ Xenophon ascribes to Kritias against him.
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uch high-handed violence, by Kritias and the majority of

e Thirty—-carried through, even against a member of their

wn Board, by intimidation of the senate—left a feeling of
‘Xlsgust and dissension among their own partisans from which
“heir power never recovered. Its immediate effect, however,
,#vas to render them, apparently and in their own estimation,
. #/more powerful than ever. All open manifestation of dissent
, Bbemg now silenced, they proceeded to the uttermost limits of

ff&

cruel and licentious tyranny. They made proclamation that
every one not included in the list of Three Thousand should
depart without the walls, in order that they might be undis-
turbed masters within the city: a policy before resorted to
by Periander of Corinth and other Grecian despots.! The
numerous fugitives expelled by this order distributed them
selves partly in Peiraeus, partly in the various demes of Attica.
Both in one and the other, however, they were seized by order
of the Thirty, and many of them put to death, in order that
their substance and lands might be approprlated either by the
Thirty themselves or by some favoured partisan.2 The d:

nunciations of Batrachus, Aschylidés, and other delators, be-
came more numerous than ever, in order to obtain the seizure
and execution of their private enemies; and the oligarchy
were willing to purchase any new adherent by thus gratifying
his antipathies or his rapacity.? The subsequent orators
affirmed that more than 1500 victims were put to death with
out trial by the Thirty :* on this numerical estimate little stres.
is to be laid, but the total was doubtless prodigious. It be
came more and more plain that no man was safe in Attica, sc
that Athenian emigrants, many in great poverty and destitution,
were multiplied throughout the neighbouring territories—in
Megara, Thebes, Or6pus, Chalkis, Argos, &c.® It was not
everywhere that these distressed persons could obtain recep-
tion, for the Lacedeemonian government, at the instance of the
Thirty, issued an edict prohibiting all the members of their

1 Xenophon. Hellen. ii. 4, 1; Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 97;
Orat, xxxi. cont. Philon. s. 8, g; Herakleid. Pontic. c. 5; Diogen.
Laert. i. 98.

2 Xenoph., Hellen. ¢ c. Hyov 8¢ é& vav xwplwy, 1 adrol ral of ¢irot
Tods TolTwy &ypods Exoiev' pevybvrwy 3t és Tdv Hepaid, ral évredber
moAAobs Hyovres, évémAncav Méyapa al @7Bas 7dv dmoxwpodyvTwy.

8 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 49; Or. xxv. Democrat, Subvers.
Apolog s, 20; Or. xxvi. cont. Evandr. s. 23.

4 schinds, ’ Fals. Legat. c. 24, p. 266, and cont. Kte51ph c. 86, p. 455 ;
Isokratés, Or. iv. Panegyr. s. 131; Or. vii. Areopag. s. 76.

5 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, I Diodor. xiv. 6; Lysias, Or. xxiv, s. 28 ; Or.

xxxi. cont. Philon. s. 10,
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confederacy from harbouring fugitive Athenians; an edict
which these cities generously disobeyed,! though probably the
smaller Peloponnesian cities complied. Without doubt this
decree was procured by Lysander, while his influence still
continued unimpaired.

But it was not only against the lives, properties, and hbertles’l"‘ ‘-\
of Athenian citizens that the Thirty made war. They were not‘W
less solicitous to extinguish the intellectual force and education ow
of the city; a project so perfectly in harmony both with thel\74,
sentiment and practice of Sparta, that they counted on theY”
support of their foreign allies. Among the ordinances whic
they promulgated was one, expressly forbidding every one?\V
“to teach the art of words;” if I may be allowed to translate
siterally the Greek expression, which bore a most compre-
hensive signification, and denoted every intentional com-
munication of logical, rhetorical, or argumentative improve-
ment—of literary criticism and composition—and of command »\’
over those political and moral topics which formed the or ‘W
dnary theme of discussion. Such was the species of instrucgg W‘
tion which Sokratés and other Sophists, each in his own way, ¢
communicated to the Athenian youth. The great foreig
Sophists (not Athenian), such as Prodikus and Protagoras hag’\f’“
been (though perhaps neither of these two was now alive), were
doubtless no longer in the city, under the calamitous circum-
stances which had been weighing upon every citizen since the
defeat of Agospotami. But there were abundance of native
teachers or Sophists, inferior in merit to these distinguished
names, yet still habitually employed, with more or less success,
in communicating a species of instruction held indispensable to
every liberal Athenian. The edict of the Thirty was in fact a
general suppression of the higher class of teachers or professors,
abovethe rank of the elementary (teacher of letters or) grammatist.

1 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 98, 9g—mavraxdfev éxxnpurriuevor;
Plutarch, Lysand. ¢. 99 ; Diodor. xiv. 6 ; Demosth. de Rhod. Libert. c. 10.

2 Xenoph. Memor. 1. 2, 31. Kal & 7ols véuois Eypaye, Adywy Téxvmy
uy Siddoxew.—Isokratés, cont. Sophist. Or. xiil. s. 12. 7iw maldevow THv
T&v Adywy.

Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 19) affirms that the Thirty oligarchs during
their rule altered the position of the rostrum in the Pnyx (the place where
the democratical public assemblies were held): the rosirum had before
looked towards the sea, but they turned it so as to make it look towards the
land, because the maritime service and the associations connected with
it were the chief stimulants of democratical sentiment. This story has
been often copied and reasserted as if it were an undoubted fact ; but M.
Forchhammer (Topographie von Athen, p. 289, in Kieler, Philol. Studien.
1841) has shown it to be untrue and even absurd.



230 History of Greece

If such an edict could have been maintained in force for a
generation, combined with the other mandates of the Thirty—
the city out of which Sophoklés and Euripidés had just died,
and in which Plato and Isokratés were in vigorous age (the
former twenty-five, the latter twenty-nine), would have been
degraded to the intellectual level of the meanest community in
Greece. It was not uncommon for a Grecian despot to sup-
press all those assemblies wherein youths came together for the
purpose of common training, either intellectual or gymnastic;
as well as the public banquets and clubs or associations,—as
being dangerous to his authority, tending to elevation of
courage, and to a consciousness of political rights among the
citizens.l

~§The enormities of the Thirty had provoked severe comments

om the philosopher Sokratés, whose life was spent in conver-

tion on instructive subjects with those young men who sought

rﬂ/ his society, though he never took money from any pupil. Such

{V’ <omments having excited attention, Kritias and Chariklés sent
or him, reminded him of the proh1b1t1ve law, and peremptorily
ommanded him to abstain for the future from all conversation
w1th youths. Sokratés met the order by putting some questions,
to those who gave it, in his usual style of puzzling scrutiny ;
destined to expose the vagueness of the terms—and to draw
the line, or rather to show that no definite line could be drawn
—between that which was permitted and that which was for-
bidden. But he soon perceived that his interrogations pro-
duced only a feeling of disgust and wrath, menacing to his
own safety. The tyrants ended by repeating their interdict in
yet more peremptory terms, and by giving Sokratés to under-
stand, that they were not ignorant of the censures which he
had cast upon them.?

Though our evidence does not enable us to make out the
precise dates of these various oppressions of the Thirty, yet it
seems probable that this prohibition of teaching must have
been among their earlier enactments ; at any rate, considerably
anterior to the death of Theramenés, and the general expulsion,
out of the walls, of all except the privileged Three Thousand.
Their dominion continued, without any armed opposition made
to it, for about eight months from the capture of Athens by
Lysander—that is, from about April to December 404 B.C.
The measure of their iniquity then became full. They had
accumulated against themselves, both in Attica and among the

1 Aristot. Polit. v. g, 2
2 Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 33-39.

T i N R S,
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exiles in the circumjacent territories, suffering and exasperated
enemies ; while they had lost the sympathy of Thebes, Megara,
and Corinth—and were less heartily supported by Sparta. ‘

During these important eight months, the general feeling J.,cvq
throughout Greece had become materially different both to-py
wards Athens and towards Sparta. At the moment when the ' u
long war was first brought to a close—fear, antipathy, and (¢
vengeance against Athens had been the reigning ﬁentlmentsg\ J«"‘
both among the confederates of Sparta and among the re I,,./
volted members of the extinct Athenian empire ; a sentiment{- ¢, ¢
which prevailed among them indeed to a greater degree thanl‘
among the Spartans themselves—who resisted it, and granted
to Athens a capitulation at a time when many of their allies
pressed for the harshest measures. To this resolution they
were determined partly by the still remaining force of ancient
sympathy—partly by the odium which would have been sure
to follow the act of expelling the Athenian population, however
it might be talked of beforehand as a meet punishment—partly
too by the policy of Lysander, who contemplated the keeping
of Athens in the same dependence on Sparta and on himself,
and by the same means, as the other outlying cities in which
he had planted his Dekarchies.

So soon as Athens was humbled, deprived of her fleet
and walled port, and rendered innocuous—the great bond of
common fear which had held the allies to Sparta disappeared ;
and while the paramount antipathy on the part of those allies
towards Athens gradually died away, a sentiment of jealousy

and apprehension of Sparta sprang up in its place, on the part 0))
¢
Va4

1

of the leading states among them. For such a sentiment there

was more than one reason. Lysander had brought home not
only a large sum of money, but valuable spoils of other kinds, W\,

and many captive triremes, at the close of the war. As the,
success had been achieved by the joint exertions of all theﬁ,
allies, so the fruits of it belonged in equity to all of them
]omtly——not to Sparta alone. The Thebans and Corinthians¥ {#
preferred a formal claim to be allowed to share; and if the®;
other allies abstained from openly backing the demand we

may fairly presume that it was not from any different construcy &
tion of the equity of the case, but from fear of offendlngw
Sparta. In the testimonial erected by Lysander at Delphi u‘
commemorative of the triumph, he had included not only his"
own brazen statue, but that of each commander of the allied
contingents ; thus formally admitting the allies to share in the
honorary results, and tacitly sanctioning their claim to the
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* reception of so much gold and silver, as contrary to the

\. jordinances of Lykurgus, and fatal to the peculiar morality of !
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lucrative results also. Nevertheless the demand made by,
the Thebans and Corinthians was not only repelled, but almost
resented as an insult; especially by Lysander, whose influence
waguh that moment almost omnipotent,l

g}s’g‘hat the Lacedemonians should have withheld from the
“allles a share in this money, demonstrates still more the great

party at Sparta itself, who protested altogether against the

Sparta. An ancient Spartan, Skiraphidas or Phlogidas, took
the lead in calling for exclusive adherence to the old Spartan
money—heavy iron difficult to carry. It was not without
difficulty that Lysander and his friends obtained admission for |
the treasure into Sparta; under special proviso, that it should .
be for the exclusive purposes of the government, and that no
private citizen should ever circulate gold or silver.? The
existence of such traditionary repugnance among the Spartans
would have seemed likely to induce them to be just towards
their allies, since an equitable distribution of the treasure
would have gone far to remove the difficulty; yet they never-
theless kept it all. |
But besides such special offence given to the allies, the con- |
ugt of Sparta in other ways showed that she intended to turn ﬂ
e victory to her own account. Lysander was at this moment
l-powerful, playing his own game under the name of Sparta.

.}"V is position was far greater than that of the regent Pausanias

Yf

had been after the victory of Platea; and his talents for

., making use of the position incomparably superior. The

‘Mnagnitude of his successes, as well as the eminent ablhty
Mewhich he had displayed, justified abundant eulogy; but in his

q 'case, the eulogy was carried to the length of something like :

worship. Altars were erected to him; peans or hymns were
composed in his honour ; the Ephe51ans set up his statue in !
the temple of their goddess Artemis, while the Samians not '

1 Tustin (vi. Io) mentions the demand thus made and refused. Plutarch °
(Lysand. c. 27) states the demand as having been made by the Thebans
alone, which I disbelieve. Xenophon, according to the general disorderly
arrangement of facts in his Hellenika, does not mention the circumstance in
its proper place, but alludes to it on a subsequent occasion as having before
occurred (Hellen. iii. 5, 5). He also specifies by name no one but the
Thebans as having actually made the demand ; yet there is a subsequent
passage, which shows that not only the Cormthlans, but other allies also,
sympathised in it (iii. 5, 12).

2 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 17 ; Plutarch, Institut. Lacon. p. 239.



Restoration ot the Democracy 233

only erected a statue to him at Olympia, but even altered the
name of their great festival—the Herea—to ZLysandria.l
Several contemporary poets—Antilochus, Cheerilus, Nikératus,
and Antimachus—devoted themselves to sing his glories and
profit by his rewards.

Such excess of flattery was calculated to turn the head even
of the most virtuous Greek. With Lysander, it had the effect
of substituting, in place of that assumed smoothness of manner |
with which he began his command, an insulting harshness and@\n’
arrogance corresponding to the really unmeasured ambition
which he cherished.? His ambition prompted him to aggran-V,
dise Sparta separately, without any thought of her allies, in order g
to exercise dominion in her name. He had already established W"
Dekarchies, or oligarchies of Ten, in many of the insular and
Asiatic cities, and an oligarchy of Thirty in Athens; all com-w
posed of vehement partisans chosen by himself, dependent W1
upon him for support, and devoted to his objects. To the eyew\
of an impartial observer in Greece, it seemed as if all these
cities had been converted into dependencies of Sparta, and
were intended to be held in that condition; under Spartan
authority, exercised by and through Lysander.® Instead of
that general freedom which had been promised as an incentive
to revolt against Athens, a Spartan empire had been consti-
tuted in place of the extinct Athenian: with a tribute, amount-
ing to I1cco talents annually, intended to be assessed upon
the component cities and islands.

It is easy to see that under such a state of feeling on the
part of the allies of Sparta, the enormities perpetrated by the
Thirty at Athens and by the Lysandrian dekarchies in the
other cities, would be heard with sympathy for the sufferers;
and without that strong anti-Athenian sentiment which had
reigned a few months before. But—what was of still greater

1 Pausanius, vi. 3, 6. The Samian oligarchical party owed their recent
restoration to Lysander.

2 Plutarch, Lysand. c. 18, 19.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 30. Ofitw 3¢ mpoxwpotvrwy, Tlaveavias &
Baoireds (of Sparta), pboviicas Avodydpy €l raTepyaouéves TabTa dua utv
ebdoxtufioor, Gua 8¢ i8ias moificotro Tds *A8fvas, weloas r&v Epdpur
Tpeis, éidyer ppovpdy. Evvelmovro 3t ral of Ebppaxor wéyvres, TAhy Bowrdv
wal Kopwlwy, Obror 8 Eneyov piv §1i ob voplloter edopreiv v arparevduevor
én’ *Abnvalovs, pndev wapdomovdov wootvras® EmpaTTov 8¢ TabrTa, G714
éylyvwonov Aaxedaipoviovs BovAouérvovs THv 76v Abnvalwy
xdpav olxelav val wioThv morficacBar  Compare alsoiii. 5, 12, 13,
respecting the sentiments entertained in Greece about the conduct of the
Lacedemonians.

¢ Diodor, xiv. 10-13.

I2
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» importance—even at Sparta itself, opposition began to spring
\sp against the measures and the person of Lysander. If the
eading men at Sparta had felt jealous even of Brasidas, who
}~ offended them only by unparalleled success and merit as a
g /commander I—much more would the same feeling be aroused
N ‘agamst Lysander, who displayed an overweening insolence,
(i and was worshipped with an ostentatious flattery, not inferior
){’5’ that of Pausanias after the battle of Plat®a. Another
ausanias, son of Pleistoanax, was now king of Sparta, in con-
junction with Agis. Upon him the feeling of jealousy against
Lysander told with especial force, as it did afterwards upon
Agesilaus the successor of Agis; not unaccompanied prob-
ably with suspicion (which subsequent events justified) that
Lysander was aunmg at some interference with the regal
privileges. Nor is it unfair to suppose that Pausanias was
animated by motives more patriotic than mere jealousy; and
that the rapacious cruelty, which everywhere dishonoured the
new oligarchies, both shocked his better feelings and inspired
him with fears for the stability of the system. A further
circumstance which weakened the influence of Lysander at
Sparta was the annual change of Ephors, which took place
about the end of September or beginning of October. Those
Ephors, under whom his grand success and the capture of
Athens had been consummated, and who had lent themselves
entirely to his views, passed out of office in September 404 B.C.,

~apd gave place to others more disposed to second Pausanias,
V\NS}? remarked, in the preceding chapter, how much more
J' onourable for Sparta, and how much less unfortunate for
Athens and for the rest of Greece, the close of the Pelopon-
nesian war would have been—if Kallikratidas had gained and
o~ rvived the battle of Arginuse, so as to close it then, and
v to acquire for himself that personal ascendency which the
victorious general was sure to exercise over the numerous
re-arrangements consequent on peace. We see how important
was the personal character of the general so placed, when we
follow the proceedings of Lysander during the year after the
battle of Afgospotami. His personal views were the grand
determining circumstance throughout Greece ; regulating both
the measures of Sparta and the fate of the conquered cities.
Throughout the latter, rapacious and cruel oligarchies were
organised—of Ten in most cities, but of Thirty in Athens—all
acting under the power and protection of Sparta, but in real
subordination to his ambition. Because he happened to be

1 Thucyd. iv.
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under the influence of a selfish thirst for power, the measures
of Sparta were divested not merely of all Pan-Hellenic spirit,
but even to a great degree, of reference to her own con-
federates—and concentrated upon the acquisition of imperial
preponderance for herself. Now if Kallikratidas had been the
ascendent person at this critical juncture, not only such
narrow and baneful impulses would have been comparatively
inoperative, but the leading state would have been made to
set the example of recommending, of organising, and, if
necessary, of enforcing, arrangements favourable to Pan-
Hellenic brotherhood. Kallikratidas would not only have
refused to lend himself to Dekarchies governing by his force
and for his purposes, in the subordinate cities—but he would
have discountenanced such conspiracies, wherever they tended
to arise spontaneously. No ruffian like Kritias, no crafty
schemer like Theramenés, would have reckoned upon his aid
as they presumed upon the friendship of Lysander. Probably
he would have left the government of each city to its own
natural tendencies, oligarchical or democratical; interfering
only in special cases of actual and pronounced necessity.
Now the influence of an ascendent state, employed for such
purposes and emphatically discarding all private ends for the
accomplishment of a stable Pan-Hellenic sentiment and fra-
ternity—employed too thus, at a moment when so many of
the Greek towns were in the throes of re-organisation, having
to take up a new political course in reference to the altered
circumstances—is an element of which the force could hardly
have failed to be prodigious as well as beneficial. What degree
of positive good might have been wrought, by a noble-minded
victor under such special circumstances—we cannot presume
to affirm in detail. But it would have been no mean ad-
vantage, to have preserved Greece from beholding and feeling
such enormous powers in the hands of a man like Lysander;
through whose management the worst tendencies of an im-
perial city were studiously magnified by the exorbitance of
individual ambition. It was to him exclusively that the Thirty
in Athens, and the Dekarchies elsewhere, owed both their
existence and their means of oppression.

It has been necessary thus to explain the general changes
which had gone on in Greece and in Grecian feeling during
the eight months succeeding the capture of Athens in March
404 B.C., in order that we may understand the position of the
Thirty oligarchs or Tyrants at Athens, and of the Athenian
population both in Attica and in exile, about the beginning of
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December in the same year—the period which we have now
(reached. We see how it was that Thebes, Corinth, and
“Alegara, who in March had been the bitterest enemies of the

~#.” Athenians, had now become alienated both from Sparta and
' from the Lysandrian Thirty, whom they viewed as viceroys of
Y\, Athens for separate Spartan benefit. We see how the basis
" 16 thus laid of sympathy for the suffering exiles who fled
“Lifrom Attica; a feeling which the recital of the endless
.~ /enormities perpetrated by Kritias and his colleagues inflamed
*" fvery day more and more. We discern at the same time
L . \,}h'ow the Thirty, while thus incurring enmity both in and out
. 4 ‘of Attica, were at the same time losing the hearty support of
L Sparta, from the decline of Lysander’s influence, and the
growing opposition of his rivals at home.

In spite of formal prohibition from Sparta—obtained doubt-
less under the influence of Lysander—the Athenian emigrants
had obtained shelter in all the states bordering on Attica. It
was from Boeeotia that they struck the first blow. Thrasybulus,
Anytus, and Archinus, starting from Thebes with the sympathy
of the Theban public and with substantial aid from Ismenias
and other wealthy citizens—at the head of a small band of exiles
stated variously at 30, 60, 70, or somewhat above roo men,!—
seized Phylé, a frontier fortress in the mountains north of
Attica, lying on the direct road between Athens and Thebes.
Probably it had no garrison; for the Thirty, acting in the
interest of Lacedzmonian predominance, had dismantled all
the outlying fortresses in Attica ;2 so that Thrasybulus accom-
plished his purpose without resistance. The Thirty marched
put from Athens to attack him, at the head of a powerful force,

omprising the Lacedemonian hoplites who formed their guard,
; Mhe Three Thousand privileged citizens, and all the Knights or
Horsemen. Probably the small company of Thrasybulus wds
ﬁreinferced by fresh accessions of exiles, as soon as he was
\ known to have occupied the fort. For by the time that the
WA ,}‘T,hirty with their assailing force arrived, he was in condition to
¥ fepel a vigorous assault made by the younger soldiers, with
. '\Y}? nsiderable loss to the aggressors.

" .

-~ ! Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 2 ; Diodor. xiv. 32 ; Pausan, i. 29, 3; Lysias,

' 99]"}01'. xiii, cont. Agorat. sect. 84 ; Justin. v. 9; Aschinés cont. Ktesiphon.
c. 62, p. 437 ; Demosth. cont. Timokrat. c. 34, p. 742. Aschinés allots
more than 100 followers to the captors of Phylé.

The sympathy which the Athenian exiles found at Thebes is attested in a
fragment of Lysias—ap. Dionys. Hal. Jud. de Lysia, p. 504 (Fragm. 47, ed.
Bekker).

2 Lysias, Or. xii. cont, Eratosth, s. 41, p. 124

’
i,
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Disappointed in their direct attack, the Thirty laid plans for
blockading Phylé, where they knew that there was no stock of
provisions. But hardly had their operations commenced, whemn, &
a snowstorm fell, so abundant and violent, that they were'}v‘
forced to abandon their position and retire to Athens, leaving, (%
much of their baggage in the hands of the garrison at Phylé.s"'
In the language of Thrasybulus, this storm was characterised .
as providential, since the weather had been very fine until thev‘}'
moment preceding—and since it gave time to receive reinforce- ¥ 4+
ments which made him 700 strong.! Though the weathenr |
was such, that the Thirty did not choose to keep their main ¥,
force in the neighbourhood of Phylé, and perhaps the Three s
Thousand themselves were not sufficienty hearty in the cause «a
to allow it—yet they sent their Lacedszemonians and two tribe
of Athenian Horsemen to restrain the excursions of the garrison.
This body Thrasybulus contrived to attack by surprise. De-
scending from Phylé by night, he halted within a quarter of a
mile of their position until a little before daybreak, when the
night-watch had just broken up,? and when the grooms were
making a noise in rubbing down the horses. Just at that
moment the hoplites from Phylé rushed upon them at a
running pace—found every man unprepared, some even in
their beds—and dispersed them with scarcely any resistance.
One hundred and twenty hoplities and a few horsemen were
slain, while abundance of arms and stores were captured
and carried back to Phylé in triumph.? News of the defeat
was speedily conveyed to the city, from whence the remaining
Horsemen immediately came forth to the rescue, but could do
nothing more than protect the carrying off of the dead.

This successful engagement sensibly changed the relative
situation of parties in Attica ; encouraging the exiles as much
#s it depressed the Thirty. Even among the partisans of the
latter at Athens, dissension began to arise. The minority
which had sympathised with Theramenés, as well as that
portion of the Three Thousand who were least compromised
as accomplices in the recent enormities, began to waver so
manifestly in their allegiance, that Kritias and his colleagues
felt some doubt of being able to maintain themselves in the

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 2, 5, 14.

2 See an analogous case of a Lacedemonian army surprised by the

Thebans at this dangerous hour—Xenoph. Hellen. vil. i. 16 : compare
Xenoph. Magistr. Equit. vii. 12.

8 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 5, 7. Diodorus (xiv. 32, 33) represents the
occasion of this battle somewhat differently. I follow the account of
Xenophon.
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(‘S'city. They resolved to secure Eleusis and the island of
alamis, as places of safety and resource in case of being
ompelled to evacuate Athens. They accordingly went to

? sis with a considerable number of the Athenian Horse-

\r ,;5!15:; under pretence of examining into the strength of the place
>, jnd the number of its defenders, so as to determine what
. “amount of further garrison would be necessary. All the
+ & Eleusinians disposed and qualified for armed service were

', ordered to come in person and give in their names to the
; ;!d Fhirty,! in a building having its postern opening on to the
. seabeach; along which were posted the Horsemen and the
attendants from Athens. Each Eleusinian hoplite, after having
presented himself and returned his name to the Thirty, was
ordered to pass out through this exit, where each man succes-
sively found himself in the power of the Horsemen, and was
fettered by the attendants. Lysimachus, the Hipparch or
commander of the Horsemen, was directed to convey all these
prisoners to Athens, and hand them over to the custody of the
Eleven.? Having thus seized and carried away from Eleusis
every citizen whose sentiments or whose energy they suspected,
and having left a force of their own adherents in the place,
the Thirty returned to Athens. At the same time, it appears,
a similar visit and seizure of prisoners was made by some of
them in Salamis.® On the next day, they convoked at Athens
their Three Thousand privileged hoplites—together with all
the remaining Horsemen who had not been employed at Eleusis
or Salamis—in the Odeon, half of which was occupied by
the Lacedzemonian garrison under arms. “Gentlemen (said
Kritias, addressing his countrymen), we keep up the govern-
ment not less for your benefit than for our own. You must
therefore share with us in the danger, as well as in the honour,
of our position. Here are these Eleusinian prisoners awaiting
sentence: you must pass a vote condemning them all to death,
in order that your hopes and fears may be identified with ours.”
He then pointed to a spot immediately before him and in his
view, directing each man to deposit upon it his pebble of

1 Xenoph, Hellen. fi. 4, 8. I apprehend that &roypdpeoba: here refers
to prospective military service ; as m vi. 5, 29, and in Cyropzd. ii. 1, 18, 19.
The words in the context—mdons ¢uAakfs mpoodefooiyvTo—altest
that such is the meaning; though the commentators, and Sturz in his
Lexicon Xenophonteum, interpret differently.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 8

3 Both Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. §3; Orat. xiii. cont. Agorat.
s. 47) and Diodorus (xiv. 32) connect together these two similar proceedings
at Eleusis and at Salamis, Xenophon mentions only the affair at Eleusis.
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condemnation visibly to every one.l I have before remarked
that at Athens, open voting was well known to be the same
thing as voting under constraint: there was no security for
free and genuine suffrage except by making it secret as well as
numerous. Kritias was obeyed, without reserve or exception :
probably any dissentient would have been put to death on the
spot. All the prisoners, seemingly three hundred in number,?
were condemned by the same vote, and executed forthwith.

Though this atrocity gave additional satisfaction and confi-
dence to the most violent friends of Kritias, it probably alienated V)}’
a greater number of others, and weakened the Thirty instead V!
of strengthening them. It contributed in part, we can hardly
doubt, to the bold and decisive resolution now taken byv g
Thrasybulus, five days after his late success, of marching byv,.,Y"'
night from Phylé to Peireus® His force, though somewhatV
increased, was still no more than 1000 men; altogether in-
adequate by itself to any considerable enterprise, had he not
counted on positive support and junction from fresh comrades,
together with a still greater amount of negative support from
disgust or indifference towards the Thirty. He was indeed
speedily joined by many sympathising countrymen, but few of
them, since the general disarming manceuvre of the oligarchs,
had heavy armour. Some had light shields and darts, but
others were wholly unarmed, and could merely serve as throwers
of stones.*

Peirzus was at this moment an open town, deprived of itsw
fortifications as well as of those Long Walls which had so long
connected it with Athens. It was also of large compass, and &
required an ampler force to defend it than Thrasybulus could, .
muster. Accordingly, when the Thirty marched out of Athens
the next morning to attack him, with their full force ofr("
Athenian hoplites and Horsemen, and with the Lacedemonian §¥
garrison besides—he in vain attempted to maintain against ,\L.,‘.
them the great carriage-road which led down to Peirmus. He~
was compelled to concentrate his forces in Munychia—the @
easternmost portion of the aggregate called Peiraeus, nearest to
the Bay of Phalérum, and comprising one of those three ports

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 9. Acltas 8 7t xwplov, é Tobro éxéeuoe
pavepdv pépertv THy Yfigor. Compare Lysias, Or. xiii. cont. Agorat.
s. 40, and Thucyd. iv. 74, about the conduct of the Megarian oli-
garchical leaders—«kal TodTwr wépt dvaykdoavres Tov Sfuor Yiigor pavepiy
dieveyrety, &c.

2 Lysias (Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. §3) gives this number.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 10, 13. fHuépav wéumrny, &c.

4 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 12.
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which had once sustained the naval power of Athens. Thrasy-
bulus occupied the temple of Artemis Munychia, and the

cessible only by a street of steep ascent. In the rear of his

§/,ngoining Bendideion, situated in the midst of Munychia, and

J.z

oplites, whose files were ten deep, were posted the darters
nd slingers ; the ascent being so steep that these latter could

J{.past their missiles over the heads of the hoplites in their front.

'Presently Kritias and the Thirty, having first mustered in the
A’narket place of Peireus (called the Hippodamian Agora),

e seen approaching with their superior numbers ; mounting
the hill in close array, with hoplites not less than ﬁfty in depth.
Thrasybulus—after an animated exhortation to his soldiers,

" “reminding them of the wrongs which they had to avenge, and

15

*dwelling upon the advantages of their position, which exposed

the close ranks of the enemy to the destructive effect of
missiles and would force them to crouch under their shields so
as to be unable to resist a charge with the spear in front—
waited patiently until they came within distance, standing in
the foremost rank with the prophet (habitually consulted
before a battle) by his side. The latter, a brave and devoted
patriot, while promising victory, had exhorted his comrades
not to charge until some one on their own side sheuld be slain
or wounded : he at the same time predicted his own death in
the conflict. 'When the troops of the Thirty advanced near
enough in ascending the hill, the light-armed in the rear of
Thrasybulus poured upon them a shower of darts over the
heads of their own hoplites, with considerable effect. As they
seemed to waver, seeking to cover themselves with their
shields, and thus not seeing well before them—the prophet,
himself seemingly in arms, set the example of rushing forward,
was the first to close with the enemy, and perished in the
onset. ‘Thrasybulus with the main body of hoplites followed
him, charged vigorously down the hill, and after a smart
resistance, drove them back in disorder, with the loss of
seventy men. What was of still greater moment—Kritias and
Hippomachus, who headed their troops on the left, were
among the slain ; together with Charmidés son of Glaukon, one
of the ten ohgarchs who had been placed to manage Peirzeus.!

This great and important advantage left the troops of
Thrasybulus in possession of seventy of the enemy’s dead,
whom they stripped of their arms, but not of their clothing,
in token of respect for fellow-countrymen.? So disheartened,

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 12, 20.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 19; Cornel. Nepos, Thrasybul. c. 2.
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lukewarm, and disunited were the hoplites of the Thirty, in
spite of their great superiority of number, that they sent to
solicit the usual truce for burying the dead. Such request
being of course granted, the two contending parties became
intermingled with each other in the performance of the
funereal duties. Amidst so impressive a scene, their common
feelings as Athenians and fellow-countrymen were forcibly
brought back, and many friendly observations were inter-
changed among them. Kleokritus—herald of the Mysts or
communicants in the Eleusinian mysteries, belonging to one
of the most respected Gentes in the state—was among the
exiles, His voice was peculiarly loud, and the function which
he held enabled him to obtain silence while he addressed to
the citizens serving with the Thirty a touching and emphatic
remonstrance :(—“ Why are you thus driving us into banish-
ment, fellow-citizens? Why are you seeking to kill us? We
have never done you the least harm: we have partaken with
you in religious rites and festivals: we have been your com-
panions in chorus, in school, and in army: we have braved a
thousand dangers with you by land and sea in defence of our
common safety and freedom. I adjure you by our common
gods, paternal and maternal—by our common kindred and
companionship—desist from thus wronging your country in
obedience to these nefarious Thirty, who have slain as many
citizens in eight months, for their own private gains, as the
Peloponnesians in ten years of war. These are the men who
have plunged us into wicked and odious war one against
another, when we might live together in" peace. Be assured
that your slain in this battle bave cost us as many tears as they
have cost you.” 1

Such affecting appeals, proceeding from a man of respected
station like Kleokritus and doubtless from others also, began
to work so sensibly on the minds of the citizens from Athens,
that the Thirty were obliged to give orders for immediately
returning : which Thrasybulus did not attempt to prevent,
though it might have been in his power to do so.2 But their
ascendency had received a shock from which it never fully
recovered. On the next day they appeared downcast and
dispirited in the senate, which was itself thinly attended ;
while the privileged Three Thousand, marshalled in different
companies on guard, were everywhere in discord and partial

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 22.
2 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 4, 22; Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 55—
oi uev yip &k Meatéws rpelrTovs Svres elaoay abrods dmeAbeiv, &c.
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/&mtmy Those among them who had been most compromised
in the crimes of the Thirty, were strenuous in upholding the
k}(xstmg authority ; but such as had been less guilty protested
gainst the continuance of so unholy a war, declaring that the
ﬂ hirty could not be permitted to bring Athens to utter ruin.
'And though the Knights or Horsemen still continued steadfast
part1sans resolutely opposing all accommodation with the
¢” exiles,! yet the Thirty were also seriously weakened by the
w#¢r death of Kritias—the ascendent and decisive head, and at the
J}Y}ame time the most cruel and unprmc1p1ed among them ; while
t party, both in the senate and out of it, which had formerly
P‘/“‘ dhered to Theramenés, now again raised its head. - A public
eeting among them was held in which what may be called
?\ the opposition party among the Thirty—that which had
(‘# opposed the extreme enormities of Kritias—became pre-
‘dominant. It was determined to depose the Thirty, and to
Vb constitute a fresh oligarchy of Ten, one from each tribe.? But
the members of the Thirty were held to be individually re-
{' ligible ; so that two of them, Eratosthenés and Pheidon, if
not more—adherents of Theramenés and unfriendly to Kritias
and Chariklés 3—with others of the same vein of sentiment,
were chosen among the Ten. Chariklés and the more violent
members, having thus lost their ascendency, no longer deemed
themselves safe at Athens, but retired to Eleusis, which they
had had the precaution to occupy beforehand. Probably a
number of their partisans, and the Lacedemonian garrison
also, retired thither along with them.

The nomination of this new oligarchy of Ten was plainly a
compromise, adopted by some from sincere disgust at the
oligarchical system and desire to come to accommodation with
the exiles—by others, from a conviction that the only way of
maintaining the oligarchical system, and repelling the exiles,
was to constitute a new oligarchical Board, dismissing that

- which had become obnoxious. The latter was the purpose of
the Horsemen, the main upholders of the first Board as well
as of the second ; and such also was soon seen to be the
policy of Eratosthénes and his colleagues. Instead of attempt-
ing to agree upon terms of accommodation with the exiles in
Peirzeus generally, they merely tried to corrupt separately
Thrasybulus and the leaders, offering to admit ten of them to

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 24.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii, 4, 23.

3 Lysias, Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth s 55, 56~m Soxobvres elvar dvavrid-
Taroi XapieAel kal Kpirlz kal 7§ Tobrwy éraweiz, &c.
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a share of the oligarchical power at Athens, provided they
would betray their party. This offer having been indignantly
refused, the war was again resumed between Athens and
Peireus—to the bitter disappointment, not less of the exiles,
than of that portion of the Athenians who had hoped better-&,\)
things from the new Board of Ten. e

But the forces of oligarchy were more and more enfeebled atK vl
Athens,? as well by the secession of all the more violent spirits V¥
to Eleusis, as by the mistrust, discord, and disaffection, which .
now reigned within the city, Far from being able to abuse , ¢
power like their predecessors, the Ten did not even fully con- m,
fide in their Three Thousand hoplites, but were obliged to take §&
measures for the defence of the city in conjunction with the
Hipparch and the Horsemen, who did double duty—on horse-
back in the daytime, and as hoplites with their shields along
the walls at night, for fear of surpriss—employing the Odeon as
their head-quarters. The Ten sent envoys to Sparta to solicit
further aid ; while the Thirty sent envoys thither also, from
Eleusis, for the same purpose; both representing that the
Athenian people had revolted from Sparta, and required further
force to reconquer them.? W

Such foreign aid became daily more necessary to them, since{t': i
the forces of Thrasybulus in Peireus grew stronger, befor
their eyes, in numbers, in arms, and in hope of success; exert- Lt
ing themselves, with successful energy, to procure additional 1w
arms and shields—though some of the shields, indeed, were no{ w
better than wood-work or wicker-work whitened over.* Many
exiles flocked in to their aid : others sent donations of money
or arms. Among the latter the orator Lysias stood conspicuous,
transmitting to Peireeus a present of 200 shields as well as 2000
drachms in money, and hiring besides 3oo fresh soldiers ; while
hts friend Thrasydeeus, the leader of the democratical interest
at Elis, was induced to furnish a loan of two talents.? Others
also’lent money ; some Beeotians furnished two talents, and a
person named Gelarchus contributed the large sum of five

1 The facts which I have here set down result from a comparison of Lysias,
Orat. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 53, 59, 94—®eldwr, aipebels tuas SiaArdias kal
kaTayayelv. Diodor. xiv. 32; Justin. v. 9.

2 Tsokratés, Or. xviil. cont. Kallimach. s. 25.

3 Xenoph, Hellen. ii. 4, 24, 28.

4 Xenoph, Hellen. ii. 4, 25.

5 Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator. p. 8353 Lysias, Or. xxxi. cont. Philon.
s. I .

L9y—5i3:s and his brother had carried on a manufactory of shields at Athens.

The Thirty had plundered it ; but some of the stock may probably have
been saved. 3
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talents, repaid in aftertimes by the people.! Proclamation was
made by Thrasybulus, that all metics who would lend aid
should be put on the footing of isotely or equal payment of
taxes with citizens, exempt from the metic-tax and other special
burthens. Within a short time he had got together a consider-
able force both in heavy-armed and light-armed, and even
seventy horsemen ; so that he was in condition to make excur-
sions out of Peirzus, and to collect wood and provisions. Nor
did the Ten venture to make any aggressive movement out of
Athens, except so far as to send out the Horsemen, who slew
or captured stragglers from the force of Thrasybulus. Lysi-
machus the Hipparch (the same who had commanded under
the Thirty at the seizure of the Eleusinian citizens) having
made prisoners some young Athenians bringing in provisions
from the country for the consumption of the troops in Peiraeus,
put them to death—in spite of remonstrances from several
even of his own men ; for which cruelty Thrasybulus retaliated,
by putting to death a horseman named Kallistratus, made
prisoner in one of their marches to the neighbouring villages.?
In the established civil war which now raged in Attica,
Thrasybulus and the exiles in Peireeus had decidedly the ad-
 vantage ; maintaining the offensive, while the Ten in Athens,
. \/ and the remainder of the Thirty at Eleusis, were each thrown
on their defence. The division of the ohgarchmal force into
" these two sections doubtless weakened both, while the democrats
" {3 Peireus were hearty and united. Presently however the
. wMrrival of a Spartan auxiliary force altered the balance of parties.
1Y \%ysander, whom the oligarchical envoys had expressly requested
be sent to them as general, prevailed with the Ephors to
“ _grant their request. While he himself went to Eleusis and got
F3Y "together a Peloponnesian land-force, his brother Libys con-
ducted a fleet of forty triremes to block up Peireeus, and 1b0
talents were lent to the Athenian oligarchs out of the large sum
recently brought from Asia into the Spartan treasury.3
The arrival of Lysander brought the two sections of oligarchs
$in Attica again into co-operation, restrained the progress of
,.Thrasybulus, and even reduced Peireeus to great straits by
eventing all entry of ships or stores. Nothing could have
&revented it from being reduced to surrender, if Lysander had

T
M Demosth. cont. Leptin. ¢. 32, p. 502; Lysias cont. Nikomach. Or.
XXX. S. 29
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 27.
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 28 ; Diodor. xiv. 33, Lysias, Orat, xii. cont.
Eratosth. s. 60.
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been allowed free scope in his operations. But the general
sentiment of Greece had by this time become disgusted with

his ambitious policy, and with the oligarchies which he had
everywhere set up as his instruments ; a sentiment not without
influence on the feelings of the leading Spartans, who, already
jealous of his ascendency, were determined not to increase it ,
further by allowing him to conquer Attica a second time, in \
order to plant his own creatures as rulers at Athens.! Md

Under the influence of these feelings, King Pausanias obtained&\

the consent of three out of the five Ephors to undertake him-
self an expedition into Attica, at the head of the forces of the w

Y

confederacy, for which he immediately issued proclamation.
Opposed to the political tendencies of Lysander, he was some-V*
what inclined to sympathise with the democracy, not merely at ¥ V
Athens, but elsewhere also—as at Mantineia.2 It was probably W
understood that his intentions towards Athens were lenient and
anti-Lysandrian, so that the Peloponnesian allies obeyed the
summons generally, Yet the Beeotians and Corinthians still s
declined, on the ground that Athens had done nothing to violate ¥ PJ
the late convention ; a remarkable proof of the altered feelings
of Greece during the last year, since down to the period of that
convention, these two states had been more bitterly hostile to
Athens than any others in the confederacy. They suspected
that even the expedition of Pausanias was projected with selfish
Lacedemonian views, to secure Attica as a separate dependency
of Sparta, though detached from Lysander.? Y
On approaching Athens, Pausanias, joined by Lysander and W) .
the forces already in Attica, encamped in the garden of th ')w
Academy near the city gates. His sentiments were sufﬁcientl?
known beforehand to offer encouragement; so that the® A
vehement reaction against the atrocities of the Thirty, which ¥ &
tht presence of Lysander had doubtless stifled, burst forth
without delay. The surviving relatives of the victims slain LA™
beset him even at the Academy in his camp, with prayers for
protection and cries of vengeance against the oligarchs, Among AU
those victims (as I have already stated) were Nikératus the ,
son, and Eukratés the brother, of Nikias, who had perished at ‘/}; "
Syracuse, the friend and proxenus of Sparta at Athens. The e
1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 29. Ofrw 3t mpoxwpotvTwy, Maveavias &
Baagirels, plovhigas Avadvdpy, €l kareipyacuévos TavTa &ua pev ebdoriufigor,
dpa d¢ idlas morfioorro Tas 'Abfvas, meloas Tév Epdpwy Tpeis, éidyet ppovpdy.
Diodor. xiv. 33. Tavoavlas 8¢ . . . . ., pfovev utv 7¢ Avodvipy, fewpin
3¢ i Smdpry &Sofodoay mapd Tois “EAAnat, &c.
Plutarch, Lysand. c. 2I.
% Xenoph. Hellen. v. 2, 3. 3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 30.
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tphan children, both of Nikératus and Eukratés, were taken

/y') 5ﬁo Pausanias by their relative Diognétus, who implored his

@

execution of their respective fathers, and setting forth their
amily claims upon the justice of Sparta. This affecting inci-
~/di

wi

4
A

U

cb"

protection for them, recounting at the same time the unmerited

nt, which has been specially made known to us,! doubtless

d not stand alone, among so many families suffering from
the same cause. Pausanias was furnished at once with ample
grounds, not merely for repudiating the Thirty altogether, and
sending back the presents which they tendered to him 2—
but even for refusing to identify himself unreservedly with the
new Oligarchy of Ten which had risen upon their ruins. The
voice of complaint—now for the first time set free, with some
hopes of redress—must have been violent and unmeasured,
after such a career as that of Kritias and his colleagues ; while
the fact was now fully manifested, which could not well have
come forth into evidence before, that the persons despoiled and
murdered had been chiefly opulent men, and very frequently
even oligarchical men—notpoliticians of the former democracy.
Both Pausanias, and the Lacedemonians along with him, on
reaching Athens, must have been strongly affected by the facts
which they learnt, and by the loud cry for sympathy and redress
which poured upon them from the most innocent and respected
families. The predisposition both of the King and the Ephors
against the policy of Lysander was materially strengthened ;
as well as their inclination to bring about an accommodation
of parties, instead of upholding by foreign force an anti-popular
Few.

Suchconvictions would become further confirmed as Pausanias
saw and heard more of the real state of affairs. At first he
held a language decidedly adverse to Thrasybulus and the
exiles, sending to them a herald, and requiring them to disband
and go to their respective homes.> The requisition not being
obeyed, he made a faint attack upon Peirzeus, which had no
effect. Next day he marched down with two Lacedemonian
morx or large military divisions, and three tribes of the
Athenian Horsemen, to reconnoitre the place, and see where

1 Lysias, Or. xviii. De Bonis Niciz Frat. s. 8-10.

2 Lysias, ¢ sup. s. 11, 12. 80ev Mavoavias #ptaro ebvovs elvar 7§ Shuy,
Tapdderyua mowobuevos mpds Tobs EANovs Aaxedatuovious Tas fpetépas gvupo-
pas Tis @y TpidicorTa wornpias. . .« . .

Obtw 8 HAeotuela, xal maot Sewd Eoxobuey memwovlévar, Sore Mavoavias Té
uty mapd Ty Tpidkovra Eévia obie H0éAnTe AaBeiv, T B¢ wap’ fudy Eékaro.

3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 31. This seems the meaning of the phrase
amiédvar &ml T4 éauTdv, as we may see by s. 38.

3
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a line of blockade could be drawn. Some light troops annoyed
him, but his troops repulsed them, and pursued them even as
far as the theatre of Peirxus, where all the forces of Thra-
sybulus were mustered, heavy-armed as well as light-armed.
The Lacedemonians were here in a disadvantageous position,
probably in the midst of houses and streets, so that all the
light-armed of Thrasybulus were enabled to set upon them
furiously from different sides, and drive them out again with
loss—two of the Spartan polemarchs being here slain. Pausanias
was obliged to retreat to a little eminence about half a mile
off, where he mustered his whole force, and formed his hoplites
into a very deep phalanx. Thrasybulus on his side was so
encouraged by the recent success of his light-armed, that he
ventured to bring out his heavy-armed, only eight deep, to an
equal conflict on the open ground. But he was here com-
pletely worsted, and driven back into Peirzeus with the loss of
150 men; so that the Spartan King was able to retire to
Athens after a victory and a trophy erected to commemorate it.}

The issue of this battle was one extremely fortunate for
Thrasybulus and his comrades; since it left the honours of
the day with Pausanias, so as to avoid provoking enmity or
vengeance on his part—while it showed plainly that the con-
quest of Peirzus, defended by so much courage and military
efficiency, would be no easy matter. It disposed Pausanias
still further towards an accommodation ; strengthening also
the force of that party in Athens which was favourable to the
same object, and adverse to the Ten Oligarchs. This opposi-
tion-party found decided favour with the Spartan King, as
well as with the Ephor Naukleidas who accompanied him.
Numbers of Athenians, even among those Three Thousand
by whom the city was now exclusively occupied, came forward
to deprecate further war with Peireus, and to entreat that
Pausanias would settle the quarrel so as to leave them all at
amity with Lacedemon. Xenophon indeed, according to that
narrow and partial spirit which pervades his Hellenica, notices
no sentiment in Pausanias except his jealousy of Lysander;
and treats the opposition against the Ten at Athens as having
been got up by his intrigues.? But it seems plain that this is
not a correct account. Pausanias did not create the discord,
but found it already existing ; and had to choose which of the
parties he would adopt. The Ten took up the oligarchical

1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 31-34.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 35. Adory 5¢ kal Tobs &v 7¢ #orer (Pausanias)
kal kéheve mpds oPas wpooiévar bs mAelorous EvAAeyouévous, Adyovras, &c.
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game after it had been thoroughly dishonoured and ruined by
the Thirty. They inspired no confidence, nor had they any
hold upon the citizens in Athens, except in so far as these
latter dreaded reactionary violence, in case Thrasybulus and
his companions should re-enter by force. Accordingly, when
Pausanias was there at the head of a force competent to
prevent such dangerous reaction, the citizens at once mani-
fested their dispositions against the Ten, and favourable to
peace with Peireus. To second this pacific party was at once
the easiest course for Pausanias to take, and the most likely to
popularise Sparta in Greece; whereas he would surely have
entailed upon her still more bitter curses from without, not to
mention the loss of men to herself, if he had employed the
amount of force requisite to uphold the Ten, and subdue
Peireus. To all this we have to add his jealousy of Lysander,
as an important predisposing motive, but only as auxiliary
among many others.
.##  Under such a state of facts, it is not surprising to learn that
.J" Pausanias encouraged solicitations for peace from Thrasybulus
o ,'md the exiles, and that he granted them a truce to enable
W;Mt em to send envoys to Sparta. Along with these envoys
o Kephisophon and Melitus, sent for the same purpose of
?- eating peace, by the party opposed to the Ten at Athens;
nder the sanction both of Pausanias and of the accompanying
Ephors. On the other hand, the Ten, finding themselves
| discountenanced by Pausamas, sent envoys of their own to
outbid the others. They tendered themselves, their walls,
and their city, to be dealt with as the Laceds@emonians chose ;
requiring that Thrasybulus, if he pretended to be the friend of
Sparta, should make the same unqualified surrender of Peirseus
and Munychia. All the three sets of envoys were heard before
the three Ephors remaining at Sparta and the Lacedemonian
assembly; who took the best resolution which the case
dmitted—to bring to pass an amicable settlement between
Athens and Peirzeus, and to leave the terms to be fixed by
f.)‘ﬁﬁ en commissioners, who were sent thither forthwith te sit
conjunction with Pausanias. This Board determined, that
the exiles in Peirzeus should be re-admitted to Athens; that
n accommodation should take place; and that no man
should be molested for past acts, except the Thirty, the
]% even (who had been the instruments of all executions), and
%,J" e Ten who had governed in Peirus, But Eleusis was
recognised as a government separate from Athens, and left
(as it already was) in possession of the Thirty and their
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soadjutors ; to serve as a refuge for all those who might feel

‘heir future safety compromised at Athens in consequence of

their past conduct.! w
As soon as these terms were proclaimed, accepted, and‘) \d"

sworn to by all parties, Pausanias with all the Lacedzemonian

svacuated Attica. Thrasybulus and the exiles marched up in

solemn procession from Peireeus to Athens. Their first ac »ﬁ_,b"

was to go up to the acropolis, now relieved from its Lace! ’

Jemonian garrison, and there to offer sacrifice and thanks ')

siving. On descending from thence, a general assembly was v})r

1eld, in which—unanimously and without opposition, as it WV ¢~

should seem—the democracy was restored. The government

of the Ten, which could have no basis except the sword of :J

‘he forexgner disappeared as a matter of course. But Thra- Y")ﬂ

sybulus, while he strenuously enforced upon his comrades

Tom Peireus a full respect for the oaths which they had v

sworn, and an unreserved harmony with their newly-acquired” e

ellow-citizens, admonished the assembly emphatically as tow™

he past events. “You city-men (he said), I advise you to ¢\

:ake just measure of yourselves for the future; and to calculate

airly, what ground of superiority you have, so as to pretend toff\

-ule over us. Are you juster than we? Why, the Demos,

hough poorer than you, never at any time wronged you for

he purposes of plunder ; while you, the wealthiest of all, have

jone many base deeds for the sake of gain. Since then you

1ave no justice to boast of, are you superior to us on the score

f courage? There cannot be a better trial, than the war

vhich has just ended. Again—can you pretend to be superior

n policy ? you, who—having a fortified city, an armed force,

slenty of money, and the Peloponnesians for your allies—have

>een overcome by men who had nothing of the kind to aid

hem? Canyou boast of your hold over the Lacedeemonians?

Why, they have just handed you over, like a vicious dog with

t clog tied to him, to the very Demos whom you have wronged

—and are now gone out of the country. But you have no

rause to be uneasy for the future. I adjure you, my friends

tom Peireus, in no point to violate the oaths which we have 8

f e . T o~

ust sworn. Show, in addition to your other glorious exploits, 2h

‘hat you are honest and true to your engagements.” 2 (O Iad
The archons, the Senate of Five Hundred, the pubhc \,,Jv

issembly, and the Dikasteries appear to have been now (Y

‘evived, as they had stood in the democracy prior to the& j/o

! Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 39 ; Diodor. xiv. 33.
3 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 40-42.
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capture of the city by Lysander. This important restoratio
seems to have taken place some time in the spring of 403 B C
though we cannot exactly make out in what month. Th
first archon now drawn was Eukleidés, who gave his name t
this memorable year; a year never afterwards forgotten b

R Athenians
t Eleusis was at this time, and pursuant to the late conventior
;. city independent and separate from Athens, under th
.- government of the Thirty, and comprising their warmes
6 [\ Vpartxsans It was not likely that this separation would last
ut the Thlrty were themselves the parties to give cause fo!
its termination. They were getting together a mercenar
w&rce at Eleusis, when the whole force of Athens was marchec
(\' forestall their designs. The generals at Eleusis came fortt
demand a conference, but were seized and put to death
( e Thirty themselves, and a few of the most obnoxiou {
i

individuals, fled out of Attica; while the rest of the Eleusinia
h v ), occupants were persuaded by their friends from Athens t
¢ come to an equal and honourable accommodation. Agar
}/}SEleusm became incorporated in the same community wit
Athens ; oaths of mutual amnesty and harmony being sworr
by every one.l)

1

We have now passed that short, but bitter and sanguinar;}
\/j‘)nterva] occupied by the Thirty, which succeeded so imme-
diately upon the extinction of the empxre and independence’
\)’}ﬁ Athens, as to leave no opportumty for pause or reflection.
% few words respecting the rise and fall of that empire are now
/\:J;/}iequlred—-—summmo up as it were the political moral of*the!
vents recorded in the present and in the preceding volume |
y ween 477 and 405 B.C.
I related in the forty-fifth chapter the steps by which Ather
‘\\( first acquired her empire—raised it to its maximum, includin
. j~both maritime and inland dominion—then lost the inlan
portion of it; which loss was ratified by the Thirty year
4 Truce concluded with Sparta and the Peloponnesian co:
federacy in 445 B.c. Her maritime empire was based upo

1 Xenoph Hellen. ii. 4, 433 Justin. v. 11. I do not comprehend thi
allusion in Lysias, Orat. xxv. Anu. KaraA. *AmoA. s. I1—eigl 8¢ o¥rivy
vov "Exevolvade dmoypajapévwy, éeAbdvres ued® Sudv, émohiopkotvTo pe
abTdv.
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e confederacy of Delos, formed by the islands in the Agean
id the towns on the seaboard immediately after the battles

Platea and Mykalé, for the purpose not merely of expelling
e Persians from the Agean, but of keeping them away per-
anently. To the accomplishment of this important object
»arta was altogether inadequate ; nor would it ever have been
:complished, if Athens had not displayed a combination of
ilitary energy, naval discipline, power of organisation, and
>nourable devotion to a great Pan-Hellenic purpose—such as
1d never been witnessed 1 Grecian history.

The confederacy of Delos was formed by the free and
)ontaneous association of many different towns, all alike
dependent ; towns which met in synod and deliberated by
jual vote—took by their majority resolutions binding upon
l—and chose Athens as their chief to enforce these resolu-
ons, as well as to superintend generally the war against
le common enemy. But it was, from the beginning, a
>mpact which permanently bound each individual state to the
:mainder. None had liberty, either to recede or to withhold
1e contingent imposed by authority of the common synod, or
» take any separate step inconsistent with its obligations to
1e confederacy. No union less stringent than this could have
revented the renewal of Persian ascendency in the Agean.
eceding or disobedient states were thus treated as guilty of
eason or revolt, which it was the duty of Athens, as chief, to
;press. Her first repressions, against Naxos and other states,
ere undertaken in prosecution of such duty ; in which if she
ad been wanting, the confederacy would have fallen to pieces,
nd the common enemy would have reappeared.

Now the only way by which the confederacy was saved from
dling to pieces, was by being transformed into an Athenian
mpire. Such transformation (as Thucydidés plainly intimates?®)
id not arise from the ambition or deep-laid projects of Athens,
ut from the reluctance of the larger confederates to discharge
1e obligations imposed by the common synod, and from the

warlike character of the confederates generally—which made
aem desirous to commute military service for _money-payment,
‘hile Athens on her part was not less anxious to perform
1e service and obtain the money. By gradual and unforeseen
tages, Athens thus passed from consulate to empire; in such
wanner that no one could point out the precise moment
f time when the confederacy of Delos ceased, and when the

1 Thueyd. i. 97.
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empire began. Even the transfer of the common fund fro
Delos to Athens, which was the palpable manifestation of
change already realised, was not an act of high-handed injustic
in the Athenians, but warranted by prudential views of th
existing state of affairs, and even proposed by a leadin
member of the confederacy.!

But the Athenian empire came to include (between 460-441
B.C.) other cities not parties to the confederacy of Delos.
Athens had conquered her ancient enemy the island of Agina,
and had acquired supremacy over Megara, Beeotia, Phokis and;
Lokris, and Achaia in Peloponnesus. The Megarians joine
her to escape the oppression of their neighbour Corinth: he
influence over Beeotia was acquired by allying herself with a
democratical party in the Beeotian cities, against Sparta whi
had been actively interfering to sustain the opposite party an
to renovate the ascendency of Thebes. Athens was, for th
time, successful in all these enterprises; but if we follow th
details, we shall not find her more open to reproach on th
score of aggressive tendencies than Sparta or Corinth. He
empire was now at its maximum ; and had she been ablg
to maintain it—or even to keep possession of the Megari
separately, which gave her the means of barring out all ir}
vasions from Peloponnesus—the future course of Greciar:
history would have been materially altered. But her empire or
land did not rest upon the same footing as her empire at seal
The exiles in Megara and Beeotia, &c., and the anti-Athenian/
party generally in those places-—combined with the rashness of
her general Tolmidés at Koroneia—deprived her of all her land:
dependencies near home, and even threatened her with the loss
of Eubcea. The peace concluded in 445 B.C. left her with al,
her maritime and insular empire (including Eubcea), but wit}
nothing more ; while by the loss of Megara she was now oper
to invasion from Peloponnesus.

On this footing she remained at the beginning of th
Peloponnesian war fourteen years afterwards. I have shos
that that war did not arise (as has been so often asserte
from aggressive or ambitious schemes on the part of Ather
but that, on the contrary, the aggression was all on the sia
of her enemies, who were full of hopes that they could pu
her down with little delay; while she was not merely con
servative and defensive, but even discouraged by the certainty
of destructive invasion, and only dissuaded from concessions

1 See vol. v. ch. xlv. of this History.
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‘like imprudent and inglorious, by the extraordinary influence
'nd resolute wisdom of Periklés. That great man compre-
'ended well both the conditions and the limits of Athenian
mpire. Athens was now understood (especially since the
“volt and reconquest of the powerful island of Samos in 440
‘.c.) by her subjects and enemies, as well as by her own
itizens, to be mistress of the sea. It was the care of Periklés
eqo keep that belief within definite boundaries, and to prevent
it all waste of the force of the city in making new or distant
; acquisitions which could not be permanently maintained. But
1 .t was also his care to enforce upon his countrymen the lesson
of maintaining their existing empire unimpaired, and shrinking
b from no effort requisite for that end. Though their whole
~mpire was now staked upon the chances of a perilous war,
.. did not hesitate to promise them success, provided that they
idhered to this conservative policy.
I Following the events of the war, we shall find that Athens
*id adhere to it for the first seven years ; years of suffering and
‘rial, from the destructive annual invasion, the yet more de-
“tructive pestilence, and the revolt of Mityléné—but years
‘which still left her empire unimpaired, and the promises of
“2eriklés in fair chance of being realised. In the seventh year
if the war occurred the unexpected victory at Sphakteria and
‘he capture of the Lacedemonian prisoners. This placed in
the hands of the Athenians a capital advantage, imparting
to them prodigious confidence of future success, while their
enemies were in a proportional degree disheartened. It was in
this temper that they first departed from the conservative
‘precept of Periklés, and attempted to recover (in 424 B.C.)
‘)oth Megara and Beeotia. Had the great statesman been
filive,! he might have turned this moment of superiority to
©etter account, and might perhaps have contrived even to get
Grossession of Megara (a point of unspeakable importance to
‘Athens, since it protected her against invasion) in exchange
* the Spartan gaptives. But the general feeling of confidence
Liaich then animated all parties at Athens, determined them
1y 424 B.C.) to grasp at this and much more by force. They
1ed to reconquer both Megara and Beeotia: in the former
hey failed, though succeeding so far as to capture Niseea ; in
he latter they not only failed, but suffered the disastrous defeat
>f Delium.
It was in the autumn of that same year 424 B.C,, t00, that

1 See vol. vi. ch, lii. of this History.
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Brasidas broke into their empire in Thrace, and robbed ther
of Akanthus, Stageira, and some other towns, including thei
most precious possession—Amphipolis. Again it seems tha
the Athenians—partly from the discouragement caused by the
disaster at Delium, partly from the ascendency of Nikias anc
the peace party—departed from the conservative policy o
Periklés; not by ambitious over-action, but by inaction—
omitting to do all that might have been done to arrest the
progress of Brasidas. We must however never forget, that
their capital loss—Amphipolis—was owing altogether to the
improvidence of their officers, and could not have been obviated
even by Periklés.

But though that great man could not have prevented the
loss, he would assuredly have deemed no efforts too grea
to recover it; and in this respect his policy was espouse:
by Kleon, in opposition to Nikias and the peace party. The
latter thought it wise to make the truce for a year; which
so utterly failed of its effect, that Nikias was obliged, even
in the midst of it, to conduct an armament to Palléné in order
to preserve the empire against yet further losses. Still Nikias
and his friends would hear of nothing but peace; and afte:
the expedition of Kleon against Amphipolis in the ensuing
year (which failed partly through his military incapacity, partl
through the want of hearty concurrence in his political of
ponents), they concluded what is called the peace of Nikias 1x
the ensuing spring. In this, too, their calculations are not less
signally falsified than in the previous truce: they stipulate
that Amphipolis shall be restored, but it is as far from being
restored as ever. To make the error still graver and more
irreparable, Nikias, with the concurrence of Alkibiadés, con:
tracts the alliance with Sparta a few months after the peace
and gives up the captives, the possession of whom was the only
hold which Athens still had upon the Spartans.

We thus have, during the four years succeeding the battle o.
Delium (424420 B.C.), a series of departures from the con
servative policy of Periklés; departures, not in the way -
ambitious over-acquisition, but of languor and unwillingness
make efforts even for the recovery of capital losses. The |
who see no defects in the foreign policy of the democrac
except those of over-ambition and love of war, pursuant to tk
jests of Aristophanés—overlook altogether these opposite bu
serious blunders of Nikias and the peace party.

Next comes the ascendency of Alkibiadés, leading to the two

e
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years’ campaign in Peloponnesus in conjunction with Elis,
Argos, and Mantineia, and ending in the complete re-establish-
nent of Lacedeemonian supremacy. Here was a diversion of
Athenian force from its legitimate purpose of preserving or
-e-establishing the empire, for inland projects which Periklés
sould never have approved. The island of Melos undoubtedly
fell within his general conceptions of tenable empire for Athens.
But we may regard it as certain that he would have recom-
mended no new projects, exposing Athens to the reproach
of injustice; so long as the lost legitimate possessions in Thrace
remained unconquered.
We now come to the expedition against Syracuse. Down to
‘hat period, the empire of Athens (except the possessions in-
Thrace) remained undiminished, and-her general power nearly
s great as it had ever been since 445 B.c. That expedition
was the one great and fatal departure from the Periklean policy,
oringing upon Athens an amount of disaster from which she
aever recovered. It was doubtless an error of over-ambition.
Acquisitions in Sicily, even if made, lay out of the conditions
of permanent empire for Athens; and however imposing the
irst effect of success might have been, they would only have
lisseminated her strength, multiplied her enemies, and weakened
1er in all quarters. But though the expedition itself was thus
ndisputably ill-advised, and therefore ought to count to the
liscredit of the public judgement at Athens—we are not to
mpute to that public an amount of blame in any way commen-
iurate to the magnitude of the disaster, except in so far as they
vere guilty of unmeasured and unconquerable esteem for Nikias.
T'hough Periklés would have strenuously opposed the project,
ret he could not possibly have foreseen the enormous ruin in
vhich it would end ; nor could such ruin have been brought
beut by any man existing, save Nikias. Even when the
seople committed the aggravated imprudence of sending out
he second expedition, Demosthenés doubtless assured them that
1e would speedily either take Syracuse or bring back both arma-
1ents, with a fair allowance for the losses inseparable from
ilure ; and so he would have done, if the obstinacy of Nikias had
amitted. In measuring therefore the extent of misjudgement
irly imputable to the Athenians for this ruinous undertaking,
e must always recollect, that first the failure of the siege, next
he ruin of the armament, did not arise from intrinsic difficulties
n the case, but from the personal defects of the commander.
After the Syracusan disaster, there is no longer any question
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about adhering to, or departing from the Periklean policy.
Athens is like Patroklus in the Iliad, after Apolio has stunne
him bya blow on the back and loosened his armour. Nothing}
but the slackness of her enemies allowed her time for a partial]
recovery, so as to make increased heroism a substitute for
impaired force, even against doubled and tripled difficulties.:
And the years of struggle which she now went through are;
among the most glorious events in her history. These years!
present many misfortunes, but no serious misjudgement ; notj
to mention one peculiarly honourable moment, after the over-i
throw of the Four Hundred. I have in the two preceding]
chapters examined into the blame imputed to the Athenians;
for not accepting the overtures of peace after the battle of
Kyzikus, and fordismissing Alkibiadés after the battle of Notium._
On both points their conduct has been shown to be Justlﬁable
And after all, they were on the point of partially recovering
themselves in 408 B.C., when the unexpected advent of Cyrus
set the seal to their destiny.

The bloodshed after the recapture of Mityléné and Skioné, .
and still more that which succeeded the capture of Melos, are’
disgraceful to the humanity of Athens, and stand in pointed -
contrast with the treatment of Samos when reconquered by
Periklés. But they did not contribute sensibly to break down
her power ; though, being recollected with aversion after other
incidents were forgotten, they are alluded to in later times as if’
they had caused the fall of the empire.! {

I have thought it important to recall, in this short summary, |
the leading events of the seventy years preceding 405 B.C., In
order that it may be understood to what degree Athens was
politically or prudentially to blame for the great downfall which
she then underwent. Her downfall had one great cause—we.
may almost say, one single cause—the Sicilian exp;dltn)n
The empire of Athens both was, and appeared to” be, in
exuberant strength when that expedition was sent forth j
strength more than sufficient to bear up against all moderate
faults or moderate misfortunes, such as no government ever
long escapes. But the catastrophe of Syracuse was something
overpassing in terrific calamity all Grecian experience and al,
power of foresight, It was like the Russian campaign of 1812,
to the Emperor Napoleon ; though by no means imputable, ui

1 This I apprehend to have been in the mind of Xenophon-—-De Redmbus, }
v. 6. Erez'r, émel buds Gyav 86faca wposTaTedery § -mf)us"
LoTephfy Tis &pxis, &e. ;
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an equal degree, to vice in the original project. No Grecian

power could bear up against such a death-wound; and the
prolonged struggle of Athens, after it, is not the least wonderful
part of the whole war.

Nothing in the political history of Greece is so remarkable as
the Athenian empire ; taking it as it stood in its completeness,
from about 460—413 B.C. (the date of the Syracusan catastrophe),
or still more, from 460—424 B.C. (the date when Brasidas made
his conquests in Thrace). After the Syracusan catastrophe,
the conditions of the empire were altogether changed ; it was
irretrievably broken up, though Athens still continued an
energetic struggle to retain some of the fragments. But if we
view it as it had stood before that event, during the period of
its integrity, it is a sight marvellous to contemplate, and its
working must be pronounced, in my judgement, to have been
highly beneficial to the Grecian world. 'No Grecian state
except Athens could have sufficed to organise such a system,
or to hold, in partial, though regulated, continuous and specific
communion, so many little states, each animated with that
force of political repulsion instinctive in the Grecian mind.
This was a mighty task, worthy of Athens, and to which no
state except Athens was competent. We have already seen in
part, and we shall see still further, how little qualified Sparta 2
was to perform it: and we shall have occasion hereafter to

regard to her empire—it has been customary with historians

viction is, and I have shown grounds for it in Chap. xlvii,
that the empire of Athens was not harsh and oppressive, as
it is commonly depicted. Under the circumstances of her
ominion—at a time when the whole transit and commerce
f the Agean was under one maritime system, which excluded
all irregular force—when Persian ships of war were kept out of
the waters, and Persian tribute-officers away from the seaboard
-when the disputes inevitable among so many little com-
unities could be peaceably redressed by the mutual right
f application to the tribunals at Athens—and when these
ibunals were also such as to present to sufferers a refuge
gainst wrongs done even by individual citizens of Athens
'herself (to use the expression of the oligarchical Phrynichus?)
—-the condition of the maritime Greeks was materially better
1 Thucyd. viii. 48. i
VOL. VIIL o L . K /

4 - . . {
IL\_ CH.’~ ot '

%

to take notice of little except the bad side. But my con- *

/

—

notice a like fruitless essay on the part of Thebes. rﬂ’/
As in regard to the democracy of Athens generall§, so in ?
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than it had been before, or than it will be seen to become

afterwards. Her empire, if it did not inspire attachment,
certainly provoked no antipathy, among the bulk of the citizens
- of the subject-communities, as is shown by the party-character
of the revolts against her. If in her imperial character she
exacted obedience, she also fulfilled duties and ensured pro-
- tection—to a degree incomparably greater than was ever
realised by Sparta. And even if she had been ever so much
disposed to cramp the free play of mind and purpose among
her subjects—a disposition which is noway proved—the very
circumstances of her own democracy, with its open antithesis
of political parties, universal liberty of speech, and manifold
individual energy, would do much to prevent the accomplish-
ment of such an end, and would act as a stimulus to the
dependent communities even without her own intention.
Without being insensible either to the faults or to the mis-
deeds of imperial Athens, I believe that her empire was a great
comparative benefit, and its extinction a great loss, to her own
subjects. But still more do I believe it to have been a good,
looked at with reference to Pan-Hellenic interests. Its main-
tenance furnished the only possibility of keeping out foreign
intervention, and leaving the destinies of Greece to depend
upon native, spontaneous, untrammelled Grecian ag icies.
The downfall of the Athenian empire is the signal for the
arms and corruption of Persia again to make themselves felt,
and for the re-enslavement of the Asiatic Greeks under her
tribute-officers. What is still worse, it leaves the Grecian world
in a state incapable of repelling any energetic foreign attack,
and open to the overruling march of “the man of Macedon”
half a century afterwards. For such was the natural tendency
of the Grecian world to political nonintegration or disintegration
that the rise of the Athenian empire, incorporating so many
states into one system, is to be regarded as a most extraordinar
accident. Nothing but the genius, energy, discipline, and
democracy of Athens, could have brought it about; nor even
she, unless favoured and pushed on by a very peculiar train of]
antecedent events. But having once got it, she might perfectl%

well have kept it; and had she done so, the Hellenic worl
would have remained so organised as to be able to repel foreig
intervention, either from Susa or from Pella. When we reflect}
how infinitely superior was the Hellenic mind to that of all
surrounding nations and races—how completely its creative
agency was stifled, as soon as it came under the Macedonian

' \



After Restoration of Democracy 259

dictation—and how much more it might perhaps have achieved,

if it had enjoyed another century or half-century of freedom,

under the stimulating headshlp of the most progressive and
most intellectual of all its separate communities—we shall look
with double regret on the ruin of the Atheman empire, as.
accelerating, without remedy, the universal ruin of Grecian
independence, political action, and mental grandeur.

CHAPTER LXVI

FROM THE RESTORATION OF THE DEMOCRACY TO THE DEATH
OF ALKIBIADES

THE period intervening between the defeat of ngospotami.)W
(October 405 B.C.), and the re-establishment of the democracy
as sanctioned by the convention concluded with Pausanias p*
(some time in the summer of 403 B.C.), presents two years of %
: cruel and multifarious suffering to Athens. For seven years
before, indeed, ever since the catastrophe at Syracuse, she had
beer. truggling with hardships—contending against augmentedo
hostile force while her own means were cut down In every way J.
—crippled at home by the garrison of Dekeleia—stripped to a ¢
great degree both of her tribute and her foreign trade—and /\7
beset by the snares of her own oligarchs. In spite of circum-
stances so adverse, she had maintained the fight with a
resolution not less surprising than admirable; yet not without
sinking more and more towards impoverishment and exhaustion.
The defeat of Agospotami closed the war at once,and transferred
her from her period of struggle to one of concluding agony.
Nor is the last word by any means too strong for the reality.

Of these two years, the first portion was marked by severe
physical privation, passing by degrees into absolute famine, and
accompanied by the intolerable sentiment of despair and help-
lessness against her enemies, after two generatlons of imperial
' grandeur—not without a strong chance of being finaily con-
signed to ruin and individual slavery; while the last portion
comprised all the tyranny, murders, robberies, and expulsions
perpetrated by the Thirty, overthrown only by heroic efforts
of patriotism on the part of the exiles—which a fortunate
change of sentiment, on the part of Pausanias, and the leading
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members of the Peloponnesian confederacy, ultimately crowned
with success.

Mu After such years of misery, it was an unspeakable relief to
the Athenian population to regain possession of Athens and
~ Attica; to exchange their domestic tyrants for a renovated
; emocratical government ; and to see their foreign enemies not
merely evacuate the country, but even bind themselves bry
,6,‘ treaty to future friendly dealing. In respect of power, indeecy

K thans was but the shadow of her former self. She had n
pire, no tribute, no fleet, no fortifications at Peirzeus, n'i

%

Y

ng walls, not a single fortified place in Attica except the cit
self. Of all these losses, however, the Athenians probabl
ade little account, at least at the first epoch of their re
tablishment ; so intolerable was the pressure which they had
jont escaped, and so welcome the restitution of comfort, security,
/-"‘ prgperty, and independence at home. The very excess of,
) tyranny committed by the Thirty gave a peculiar zest to the
recovery of the democracy. In their hands, the oligarchicai
principle (to borrow an expression from Mr. Burke!) “had’
produced in fact and instantly, the grossest of those evils with
which it was pregnant in its nature ;” realising the promise of,
that plain-spoken oligarchical oath, which Aristotle mentions a ({
having been taken in various oligarchical cities—to contrivi
as much evil as possible to the people2 So much the morx

1 ¢¢T confess, Gentlemen, that this appears to me as bad in the principle
and far worse in the consequences, than an universal suspension of th
Habeas Corpus Act. . . . .. Far from softening the features of such &
principle, and thereby removing any part of the popular odium or natura
terrors attending it, I should be sorry zkat anything framed in contradictior
2o the spirit of our constitution did not instantly produce in fact, the grosses)
of the evils with whick it was pregnant in its nature, 1t is by lying dorman
a long time, or being at first very rarely exercised, that arbitrary pow
steals upon a-people. On the next unconstitutional act, all the fashioneb!
world will be ready to say—Your prophecies are ridiculous, your fears ar:
vain, you see how little of the misfortunes which you formerly foreboded i
come to pass, Thus, by degrees, that artful softening of all arbitrary power
the alleged infrequency or narrow extent of its operation, will be receive
as a sort of aphorism—and Mr. Hume will not be singular in telling us that
the felicity of mankind is no more disturbed by it, than by earthquakes or
thunder, or the other more unusual accidents of nature.” (Burke, Letter t-
the Sheriffs of Bristol, 1777 : Burke’s Works, vol. iii. p. 146-150, oct. edit

2 Aristot. Polit, v. 7, 19. Kal 7¢ dug kaxdvovs €ropat, kal Bovhebow
71 by Exw rakdy.

. The complimentary epitaph upon the Thirty, cited in the Schol. ¢
Aschinés—praising them as having curbed, for a short time, the insolenc
of the accursed Demos of Athens—is in the same spirit : see K. F. Hes
mann, Staats-Alterthiimer der Griechen, s. 70, note 9.



After Restoration of Democracy 261

' complete was the reaction of sentiment towards the antecedent

I

democracy, even in the minds of those who had been before
discontented with it. To all men, rich and poor, citizens and
metics, the comparative excellence of the democracy, in respect

of all the essentials of good government, was now manifest.

With the exception of those who had identified themselves
vith the Thirty as partners, partisans, or instruments, there was
:arcely any one who did not feel that his life and property
ad béen far more secure under the former democracy, and
rould become so again if that democracy were revived.!

It was the first measure of Thrasybulus and his companions, ?‘ly:
fter concluding the treaty with Pausanias and thus re-entering w
che city, to exchange solemn oaths, of amnesty for the past,»
with those against whom they had just been at war. Similar
oaths of amnesty were also exchanged with those in Eleusis,
1s soon as that town came into their power. The only persons ‘(M
:xcepted from this amnesty were the Thirty, the Eleven whbd?
nad presided over the execution of all their atrocities, and the
Ten who had governed in Peireeus. Even these persons were
not peremptorily banished : opportunity was offered to them
©0 come in and take their trial of accountability (universal at
\thens in the case of every magistrate on quitting office); so
nat if acquitted, they would enjoy the benefit of the amnesty
s well as all others.2 We know that Eratosthenés, one of the
Thirty, afterwards returned to Athens; since there remains a
»owerful harangue of Lysias invoking justice against him as
having brought to death Polemarchus (the brother of Lysias).
Eratosthenés was one of the minority of the Thirty who sided
generally with Theramenés, and opposed to a considerable
degree the extreme violences of Kritias—although personally
soncerned in that seizure and execution of the rich metics
‘which Theramenés had resisted, and which was one of the
grossest misdeeds even of that dark pcriod. He and Pheidon
—being among the Ten named to succeed the Thirty after the
death of Kritias, when the remaining members of that deposed
Board retired to Eleusis—had endeavoured to maintain them-

. selves as a new ohgarchy, carrying on war at the same time
1gainst Eleusis and against the democratical exiles in Peireus.
¢ “ailing in this, they had retired from the country, at the time
Fvhen the exiles returned, and when the democracy was first

! Plato, Epistol. vii. P, 324. Kal épav dhmov Tobs &rdpas v xpbve dAlye
xpvody dmodelkavras Thy Eumpogbey worrelar, &.
2 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 90.
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re-established. -But after a certain interval, the intense senti-
ments of the moment having somewhat subsided, they were
encouraged by their friends to return, and came back to stand
their trial of accountability. It was on that occasion that
Lysias preferred his accusation against Eratosthenés, the result
of which we do not know, though we see plainly (even from
the accusatory speech) that the latter had powerful friends to
stand by him, and that the dikasts manifested considerable
reluctance to condemn.! We learn moreover from the same
speech, that such was the detestation of the Thirty among
several of the states surrounding Attica, as to cause formal
decrees for their expulsion or for prohibiting their coming.?
The sons, even of such among the Thirty as did not return,
were allowed to remain at Athens, and enjoy their rights of
citizens unmolested ;3 a moderation rare in Grecian political

wapfye.
m first public vote of the Athenians, after the conclusion
Npeace with Sparta and the return of the exiles, was to restore

the former democracy purely and simply, to choose by lot the
U.mme Archons and the Senate of Five Hundred, and to elect
the generals-—all as before. It appears that this restoration of
the preceding constitution was partially opposed by a citizen
named Phormisius, who, having served with Thrasybulus in
Peireus, now moved that the political franchise should for the
future be restricted to the possessors of land in Attica. His
proposition was understood to be supported by the Lacedee-
monians, and was recommended as calculated to make Athens

1 All this may be collected from various passages of the Orat. xii. of
Lysias. Eratosthenés did not stand alone on his trial, but in conjunction
with other colleagues, though of course (pursuant to the psephism of Kan-
noénus) the vote of the dikasts would be taken about each separately——&i\}\a
wapd Epa'roo'eevous Kal 'rwv TovTovt auvapxdvTwy Sixny NmBavew e

'n8 &movot p.ev TOlS 'rpmxov'ru émﬁuv}\eve're, 1rup6v1'as ¥ mpn'rs p.'nBe THs
Tixms, % robrovs mapédwke Th WoAer, wdxwov Ouiv abdrois BombhonTe
(s. 8o, 81) : compare s. 36.

The number of friends prepared to back the defence of Eratosthenés, and
to obtain his acquittal, chiefly by representing that he had done the least
mischief of all the Thirty—that all that he had done had been under fear of
his own life—~that he had been the partisan and supporter of Theramenés,
whose memory was at that time popular—may be seen in sections 51, 56, ;
65, 87, 88, 91.

There are evidences also of other accusations brought against the Thlrty'i
before the senate of Areopagus (Lysias, Or. xi. cont. Theomnest. A. s. 31, '
B. s. 12).

2 Lysias, Or. xii. cont. Eratosth. s. 36.

% Demosth. adv. Beeotum de Dote Matern. c. 6, p. 1018,

i
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march in better harmony with them. It was presented as a
compromise between oligarchy and democracy, excluding both
the poorer freemen and those whose property lay either in
moveables or in land out of Attica; so that the aggregate.
number of the disfranchised would have been five thousand
persons. Since Athens now had lost her fleet and maritime
empire, and since the importance of Peirzeus was much curtailed
not merely by these losses, but by demolition of its separate
walls and of the long walls—Phormisius and others conce1vedjw'
the opportunity favourable for striking out the maritime andv(
trading multitude from the roll of citizens. Many of these 'W\t
men must have been in easy and even opulent circumstances ;¥ Y,
but the bulk of them were poor; and Phormisius had of

. . [
course at his command the usual arguments, by which it is
attempted to prove that poor men have no business with f
political ]udgementm‘”acﬁon Buf'the proposition was rejected ;
the orator Lysias being aimong its opponents, and composing ¢
a speech against it which was either spoken, or intended to be
spoken, by some eminent citizen in the assembly.!

Unfortunately we have only a fragment of the speech remain-
ing, wherein the proposition is justly criticised as mischievous
and unseasonable, depriving Athens of a large portion of her
legitimate strength, patriotism, and harmony, and even of sub-
stantial men competent to serve as hoplites or horsemen—at a
moment when she was barely rising from absolute prostration.
Never certainly was the fallacy which connects political de-
pravity or incapacity with a poor station, and political virtue or
judgement with wealth—more conspicuously unmasked than in
reference to the recent experience of Athens. The remark of
Thrasybulus was most true >—that a greater number of atrocities,
both against person and against property, had been committed
im a few months by the Thirty, and abetted by the class of
Horsemen, all rich men—than the poor majority of the Demos
had sanctioned during two generations of democracy. More-
over we know, on the authority of a witness unfriendly to the
democracy, that the poor Athenian citizens, who served on
shipboard and elsewhere, were exact in obedience to their
commanders ; while the richer citizens who served as hoplites
and horsemen and who laid claim to higher individual
estimation, were far less orderly in the public service.3

The motion of Phormisius being rejected, the antecedent
democracy was restored without qualification, together with

! Dionys. Hal. Jud. de Lysi4, c. 32,p 526 ; Lysias, Orat. xxxiv., Bekk.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 4I. Xenoph Memor. iii, g, 19
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the ordinances of Drako, and the laws, measures, and weights

of Solon. But on closer inspection, it was found that the
latter part of the resolution was incompatible with the amnesty

. @which had been just sworn. According to the laws of Solon
J'W” and Drako, the perpetrators of enormities under the Thirty had
(A rendered themselves guilty, and were open to trial. To escape
4 consequence, a second psephism or decree was passed, on
_m proposition of Tisamenus, to review the laws of Solon and
't .~ Drako, and re-enact them with such additions and amendments
& as might be deemed expedient. Five Hundred citizens had
just been chosen by the people as Nomothete or Law-makers,

at the same time when the Senate of Five Hundred was taken

by lot: out of these Nomothetz, the senate now chose a select

few, whose duty it was to consider all propositions for amend-
ment or addition to the laws of the old democracy, and post
them up for public inspection before the statues of the Epo-
nymous Heroes, within the month then running.! The senate,

and the entire body of Five Hundred Nomothetz, were then

to be convened, in order that each might pass in review,
separately, both the old laws and the new propositions ; the
Nomothetee being previously sworn to decide righteously.
While this discussion was going on, every private citizen had
liberty to enter the senate, and to tender his opinion with
reasons for or against any law. All the laws which should
thus be approved, (first by the senate, afterwards by the

1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, 8. 83. ‘Omdowr 8 &v mpoodéy (vuwv), 0¥ e
renpévot vouoBérar dwd Tis BovAds dvaypdpovres &v caviow
ekTi0éuTwy wpds Tobs emwvbuovs, gromelv 7¢ BovAouévy kal Tapadiddvrwy rals
dpxais &v T¢8e 1§ pnyl- Tobs de mapadidouévovs véuovs Soxipacdrw TpbTEpoy
fi BouAd ral of vopoOérar of mevraxdbdotoy obs ol dnudrar
elA oy 7o, émedl duwpudraciy.

Putting together the two sentences in which the Nomothetze are hare -
mentioned, Reiske and F. A, Wolf (Prolegom. ad Demosthen. cont. Leptin.
p. cxxix.) think that there were two classes of Nomothetze ; one class chosen
by the senate, the other by the people. This appears to me very improbable,
The persons chosen by the senate were invested with no final or decisive
function whatever ; they were simply chosen to consider what new proposi-
tions were fit to be submitted for discussion, and to provide that such
propositions should be publicly made knowd. Now any persons simply
invested with this character of a preliminary committee, would not (in my
judgement) be called Nomothetze. The reason why the persons here
mentioned were so called, was, that they were a portion of the Five
Hundred Nomothetze, in whom the power of peremptory decision ultimately
rested. A small committee would naturally be entrusted with this prelim-
inary duty ; and the members of that small committee were to be chosen
&y one of the bodies with whom ultimate decision rested, but chosen ouz of
the other. :
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Nomothete) but no others-—were to be handed to the
magistrates, and inscribed on the walls of the Portico called
Pcekilé, for public notoriety, as the future regulators of the cityf .
After the laws were promulgated by such public inscription, the ~
Senate of Areopagus was enjoined to take care that they should
be duly observed and enforced by the magistrates. A pro-
visional committee of twenty citizens was named, to be gener-
ally responsible for the city during the time occupied in this  ¢#
revision.! ¢
As soon as the laws had been revised and publicly inscribed
in the Poekilé pursuant to the above decree, two concluding
laws were enacted which completed the purpose of the citizens.
The first of these laws forbade the magistrates to act upon, W
or permit to be acted upon, any law not among those inscribed ; bw
and declared that no psephism, either of the senate or of theV
people, should overrule any law.2 It renewed also the old o
prohibition (dating from the days of Kleisthenés and the first\s#
origin of the democracy), to enact a special law inflicting direct \
hardship upon any individual Athenian apart from the rest, p®
unless by the votes of 6ooo citizens voting secretly. £
The second of the two laws prescribed, that all the legal
adjudications and arbitrations which had been passed under
the antecedent democracy should be held valid and unim-
peached—but formally annulled all which had been passed
under the Thirty. It further provided that the laws now
revised and inscribed, should only take effect from the archon-
ship of Eukleidés; that is, from the nomination of archons
made after the recent return of Thrasybulus and renovation of
the democracy.?

1 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 81-85.
2 Andokidés de Myster. s. 87. Uhpioua 8¢ undéy, whre BovAfs uhre
"% Rov (véuov), kupidrepor elvar.

It seems that the word yéuov ought properly to be inserted here: see
Demosth. cont, Aristokrat. ¢. 23, p. 649.

Compare a similar use of the phrase—undtv xvpidrepor elva:—in Demo-
sthen. cont. Lakrit. c. 9, p. 937.

3 Andokidés de Myster. s. 87. We see (from Demosthen. cont. Timokrat,
¢, 15, p. 718) that Andokidés has not cited the law fully. Ile has omitted
these words—éwdoa & énl Tdv tpidrovra erpdxfn, 4 iz % Snuesla Gxvpa
elvaui—these words not having any material connexion with the point at
which he was aiming, Compare Aschinés cont. Timarch. c. 9. p. 25—
kal Eorw Tabra dkvpa, damwep T8 éml TGy Tpidiovra, %) T& wpd Edreldov, H ef
Tis ANy wdmoTe TowavTn éyévero wpofeopin. . .

Tisamenus is probably the same person of whom Lysias speaks contemptu-
ously—Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. s. 36. ’

Meier (De Bonis Damnatorum, p. 71) thinks that there is a contradiction
vetween the decree proposed by Tisamenus (Andok. de Myst. s. 83), and

K 2

2
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By these ever-memorable enactments, all acts done prior to

J}. the nomination of the archon Eukleidés and his colleagues (in
the summer of 403 B.C.) were excluded from serving as grounds

’ﬁ' r criminal process against any citizen. To ensure more fully
hat this should be carried into effect, a special clause was

(" edded to the oath taken annually by the senators, as well as to
/M” at taken by the Heliastic dikasts. The senators pledged
emselves by oath not to receive any impeachment, or give

v a effect to any arrest, founded on any fact prior to the archon-
ship of Eukleidés, excepting only against the Thirty and the

* other individuals expressly shut out from the amnesty, and
now in exile! To the oath annually taken by the Heliasts,

also, was added the clause—* I will not remember past wrongs,

- nor will I abet any one else who shall remember them ; on the
contrary,? I will give my vote pursuant to the existing laws:”

another decree proposed by Dioklés, cited in the Oration of Demosth. cont.
Timokr. ¢. 11, p. 7I3. But there is no real contradiction between the two,
and the only semblance of contradiction that is to be found, arises from the
fact that the law of Dioklés is not correctly given as it now stands, It
ought to be read thus—

Alok}\ns elme, Tods vé/.wus Tobs mpd Edxetdov 'reeev-ras & Snuorparie, kal
Sco en° Edkheldov e'reeno'av, kal eigly apa-ye-ypa,u.yevoz, [én' Edxreldov]
xvplovs elvou 'rous 3¢ per’ Eum\ei&nv Tebévras kal ToAoumdy Ttee,usvous, kuplous
elvar émd Tis Huépas fis Eacros é'reﬂn, w)\hv el ¢ wpogyéyparwTat xpduos
Svrva 3l Bpxew. Em'yptixpat 3¢, Tois pév viv KEL,U,GVOLS TO¥ 'ypa,u./.Lafea Tiis
Bou)\ns TPIAKOVT Quepdv. TH 8¢ Aoimdy, ds by -ru'yx:wn 'ypa/.l.,uaq'euwv wpou-
Ypapétw wapaxpn;ta 'rbv véuov rbpiov elvas amd Tis nuépas Ris éréon.

The words &#° E b « A € { 8 0 v, which stand between brackets in the second
line, are inserted on my own conjecture ; and I venture to think that any
one who will read the whole law through and the comments of the orator
upon it, will see that they are imperatively required to make the sense
complete. The entire scope and purpose of the law is to regulate clearly
the time from whick each law shall begin to be valid.

As the first part of the law reads now, without these words, it has no
pertinence—no bearing on the main purpose contemplated by Dioklés ifThe"
second part, nor on the reasonings of Demosthenés afterwards. It is easy
to understand how the words én’ EdxAeidov should have dropped out, seeing
that éx" EdrAeldov immediately precedes: another error has been in fact
introduced, by putting &=’ EdxAefdov in the former case instead of ér’ EdxAei-
dov—which error has been corrected by various recent editors, on the
authority of some MSS.

The law of Dioklés, when properly read, fully harmonises with that of
Tisamenus. Meier wonders that there is no mention made of the doxipacia
vdywu by the Nomothetz, which is prescnbed in the decree of Tisamenus.
But it was not necessary to mention this expressly, since the words §oot
elalv avayeypaupuévor presuppose the foregone SOKL,u.azria,

1 Andokidés de Mysterus, s. OI. kal ob Bétouar Edeify oddt dmarywyhy
&vera &V wpbrepov yeyeynuévay, TAWY TEV ¢&u’yév'rwv

? Andokid. de Mysteriis, s. 9I. kal of uvyoianfow, ob8¢ EANg (sc. BAAg
prnoikaxobyT) meloopar, Yngrovpar 8¢ ratd Tobs ketpévous véuous.
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which laws proclaimed themselves as only taking effect from

4

the archonship of Eukleidés. ,x
r

A still further precaution was taken to bar all actions fo
redress or damages founded on acts done prior to the archon-

ship of Eukleidés. On the motion of Archinus (the principak,w

colleague of Thrasybulus at Phylé), a law was passed, grantin;
leave to any defendant against whom such an action might be
brought, to plead an exception in bar (or Paragraphé) upon
the special ground of the amnesty and the legal prescription
connected with it. The legal effect of this Paragraphé or
exceptional plea, in Attic procedure, was to increase both the
chance of failure, and the pecuniary liabilities in case of failure,
on the part of the plaintiff; also to better considerably the
chances of the defendant. This enactment is said to have
been moved by Archinus, on seeing that some persons were
beginning to institute actions at law, in spite of the amnesty ;
and for the better prevention of all such claims.?

By such additional enactments, security was taken that the

This clause does not appear as part of the Heliastic oath.given in Demo-
sthen. cont. Timokrat. c. 36, p. 746. It was extremely significant and
valuable for the few years immediately succeeding the renovation of the
democracy. But its value was essentially temporary, and it was doubtless
dropped within twenty or thirty years after the period to which it specially
applied.

PThe Orat. xviii. of Isokratés—Paragraphé cont. Kallimachum-—informs
us _on these points—especially sections 1—4.

Kallimachus had entered an action against the client of Isokratés for
10,000 drachmz (s. 15-17), charging him as an accomplice of Patroklés (the
King-Archon under the Ten who immediately succeeded the Thirty, prior
to the return of the exiles), in seizing and confiscating a sum of money
belonging to Kallimachus. The latter, in commencing this action, was
under the necessity of paying the fees called pryzaneia ; a sum proportional
to what was claimed, and amounting to 30 drachmz, when the sum claimed

mwxs*between 1000 and 10,000 drachmze.  Suppose that action had gone to
trial directly, Kallimachus, if he lost his cause, would have to forfeit his
prytaneia, but he would forfeit no more. Now according to the Paragraphé
permitted by the law of Archinus, the defendant is allowed to make oath
that the action against him is founded upon a fact prior to the archonship
of Eukleidés ; and a cause is then tried first, upon that special issue, upon
which the defendant is allowed to speak first, before the plaintiff. If the
verdict, on this special issue, is given in favour of the defendant, the plaintiff
is not only disabled from proceeding further with his action, but is con.
demned besides to pay to the defendant the forfeit called Epobely ; that is,
one-sixth part of the sum claimed. But if, on the contrary, the verdict on the
special issue be in favour of the plaintiff, he is held entitled to proceed further
with his original action, and to receive besides at once, from the plaintiff,
the like forfeit or epobely. Information on these regulations of procedure
in the Attic dikasteries may be found in Meier and Schémann, Attischer
Prozess, p. 647 ; Platner, Prozess und Klagen, vol. i. p. 156-162.

e
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- proceedings of the courts of justice should be in full conformity
+with the amnesty recently sworn, and that, neither directly nor
." indirectly, should any person be molested for wrongs done

,anterior to Eukleidés. And in fact the amnesty was faithfully

observed : the re-entering exiles from Peirzeus, and the Horse-
Pmen with other partisans of the Thirty in Athens, blended
ain together into one harmonious and equal democracy.
Eight years prior to these incidents, we have seen the oli-
garchical conspiracy of the Four Hundred, for a moment
‘M auccessful, and afterwards overthrown; and we have had
casion to notice, in reference to that event, the wonderful
dbsence of all reactionary violence on the part of the victorious
eople, at a moment of severe provocation for the past and
¥ 3 extreme apprehension for the future. We noticed that Thucy-
rg'v:;,didés, no friend to the Athenian democracy, selected precisely
\»

<

that occasion—on which some manifestation of vindictive im-

ulse might have been supposed likely and natural—to bestow

w” o the most unqualified eulogies on their moderate and gentle
w bearing. Had the historian lived to describe the reign of the
Thirty and the restoration which followed it, we cannot doubt

that his expressions would have been still warmer and more
emphatic in the same sense. Few events in history, either
ancient or modern, are more astonishing than the behaviour of

the Athenian people, on recovering their democracy after the
overthrow of the Thirty : and when we view it in conjunction with

the like pheenomenon after the deposition of the Four Hundred,

we see that neither the one nor the other arose from peculiar
caprice or accident of the moment ; both depended upon per-
manent attributes of the popular character. If he knew nothing

else except the events of these two periods, we should be
warranted in dismissing, on that evidence alone, the string_of
contemptuous predicates,—giddy, irascible, jealous, unjust,
greedy, &c.—one or other of which Mr. Mitford so frequently
pronounces, and insinuates even when he does not pronounce
them, respecting the Athenian people.' A people whose habitual

1 Wachsmuth—who admits into his work, with little or no criticism,
everything which has ever been said against the Athenian people, and
indeed against the Greeks generally—affirms, contrary to all evidence and
probability, that the amnesty was not really observed at Athens. (Wachsm.
Hellen. Alterth. ch. ix. s. 71, vol. ii. p. 267.)

The simple and distinct words of Xenophon—coming as they do from the
mouth of so very hostile a witness—are sufficient to refute him—xal
dudoavres Sprovs § phy ph pomaikarhaew, i kal viv duod Te moliredortar,
kal Tols Sprots éupéver 6 dfpos (Hellen. il 4, 43)

The passages to which Wachsmuth makes reference do not in the least
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temper and morality merited these epithets, could not have acted
as the Athenians acted both after the Four Hundred and after
the Thirty. Particular acts may be found in their history which
justify severe censure; but as to the permanent elements of
character, both moral and intellectual, no population in’history
has ever afforded stronger evidence than the Athenians on these
two memorable occasions.

If we follow the acts of the Thirty, we shall see that thew
Horsemen and the privileged Three Thousand hoplites in the 9//
city had made themselves partisans in every species of flagitious "‘}4‘
crime which could possibly be imagined to exasperate the feel- W
ings of the exiles. The latter on returning saw before them Ve
men who had handed in their relations to be put to death %
without trial—who had seized upon and enjoyed their property
-—who had expelled them all from the city, and a large portion
of them even from Attica—and who had held themselves in’ ;
mastery not merely by the overthrow of the constitution, butwv
also by inviting and subsidising foreign guards. Such atrocities,
conceived and ordered by the Thirty, had been executed by the
aid, and for the joint benefit (as Kritias justly remarked?!) of
those occupants of the city whom the exiles found on returning.
Now Thrasybulus, Anytus, and the rest of these exiles, saw
their property all pillaged and appropriated by others during
the few months of their absence: we may presume that their
lands—which had probably not been sold, but granted to
individual members or partisans of the Thirty 2—were restored
to them ; but the moveable property could not be reclaimed,
and the losses to which they remained subject were prodigious.

RS
A

.

-

establish his point. Even if actions at law or accusations had been brought,
in violation of the amnesty, this would not prove that the people violated
it ; unless we also knew that the dikastery had affirmed those actions. But
=me=does not refer to any actions or accusations preferred on any such
ground. He only notices some cases in which, accusation being preferred
on grounds subsequent to Eukleidés, the accuser makes allusion in his
speech to other matters anterior to Eukleidés. Now every speaker before
the Athenian dikastery thinks himself entitled to call up before the dikasts
the whole past life of his opponent, in the way of analogous evidence going
to attest the general character of the latter, good or bad. For example, the
accuser of Sokratés mentions, as a point going to impeach the general
character of Sokratés, that he had been the teacher of Kritias; while the
philosopher in his defence alludes to his own resolution and virtue as Pry-
tanis in the assembly by which the generals were condemned after the battle
of Arginusee. Both these allusions come out as evidences to general
character.
1 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 9.
2 Xenoph. Hellen. ii. 4, 1. #yov 8¢ éx 7dv xwplwv (of Tpidrorra) & abrol
xal of iAo Tobs Tobrwy &ypobs Exoev.
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The men who had caused and profited by these losses 1—often
with great brutality towards the wives and families of the exiles,
as we know by the case of the orator Lysias—were now at
Athens, all individually well known to the sufferers. In like
manner, the sons and brothers of Leon and the other victims
of the Thirty, saw before them the very citizens by whose hands
their innocent relatives had been consigned without trial to
prison and execution.? The amount of wrong suffered had
been infinitely greater than in the time of the Four Hundred,
and the provocation, on every ground public and private,
violent to a degree never exceeded in history. Yet with all
this sting fresh in their bosoms, we find the victorious multi-
tude, on the latter occasion as well as on the former, burying
the past in an indiscriminate amnesty, and anxious only for the
future harmonious march of the renovated and all-comprehensive
democracy. We see the sentiment of commonwealth in the
Demos, twice contrasted with the sentiment of faction in an
ascendent oligarchy ;% twice triumphant over the strongest
countermotives, over the most bitter recollections of wrongful
murder and spoliation, over all that passionate rush of reaction-
ary appetite which characterises the moment of political restora-
tion. “Bloody will be the reign of that king who comes back
to his kingdom from exile ”—says the Latin poet: bloody
indeed had been the rule of Kritias and those oligarchs who
had just come back from exile: “harsh is a Demos (observes

1 Tsokratés cont. Kallimach. Or. xviii. s. 30.

OpacidBovhos ptv kal *Avuros, péyiorov utv Suvduevor Tdv év Tf méAer, moAADY
8¢ ameoTepnuévor Xpudrwy, eidbres 8t Tobs dmoypdiartas, Suws ob ToAudow
adrois dlkas Aayxdvew odd¢ prnoikakeiv, AN’ € kal mepl 76y EAAwy uaAAoy
érépwy dvavrar Sampdrrecbar, GAN oby wepl ye Tav év Tals ouvbhkeus foov
Exew Tois HAAots &Eovoty.

On the other hand, the young Alkibiadés (in the Orat. xvi. of Isokratfse
De Bigis, s. 56) is made to talk about others recovering their property—rav
¥AAwy koplopévwy Tos obalas. My statement in the text reconciles these
two. The young Alkibiadés goes on to state that the people had passed a
vote to grant compensation to him for the confiscation of his father’s pro-
perty, but that the power of his enemies had disappointed him of it. We
may well doubt whether such vote ever really passed.

It appears however that Batrachus, one of the chief informers who
brought in victims for the Thirty, thought it prudent to live afterwards out
of Attica (Lysias cont. Andokid. Or. vi. s. 46), though he would have been
legally protected by the amnesty.

2 Andokidés de Mysteriis, s. 94. Méintos & ad odrool &nfiyayev énl Taw
rpideovra Abovra, bs Suels &mavres Yore, kal dmédavey Exeivos Gipiros o . . .
Méanrov Tolvuy Tois waig) Tois Tod Aovros obk oTi pbvov Sibkew, §ri Tols
vépois 3¢t xphiodar &n’ EdrAeidov dpxovros: émel &s e odx dmfryaryer, obd
abTds avrTinéyer ,

® Thucyd. vi. 30. Bfpov, Eumay dvopdofar, dAryapxfav 8¢ pépos.
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Aischylus) which has just got clear of misery.”! But the
Athenian Demos, on coming back from Peirzus, exhibited the
rare phenomenon of a restoration after cruel wrong suffered,
sacrificing all the strong impulse of retaliation to a generous
and deliberate regard for the future march of the commonwealth,
Thucydidés remarks that the moderation of political antipathy
which prevailed at Athens after the victory of the people over
the Four Hundred, was the main cause which revived Athens
from her great public depression and danger.? Much more
forcibly does this remark apply to the restoration after the
Thirty, when the public condition of Athens was at the lowest
depth of abasement, from which nothing could have rescued
her except such exemplary wisdom and patriotism on the part
of her victorious Demos. Nothing short of this could have
enabled her to accomplish that partial resurrection—into an
independent and powerful single state, though shorn of her
imperial power—which will furnish material for the subsequent
portion of our history.

While we note the memorable resolution of the Athenian
people to forget that which could not be remembered without
ruin to the future march of the democracy—we must at the
same time observe that which they took special pains to pre-
serve from being forgotten. They formally recognised all the
adjudged cases and all the rights of property as existing under
the democracy anterior to thé Thirty. “You pronounced,
fellow-citizens (says Andokidés), that all the judicial verdicts
and all the decisions of arbitrators passed under the democracy
should remain valid ; in order that there might be no abolition
of debts, no reversal of private rights, but that every man might
have the means of enforcing contracts due to him by others.” 3
If the Athenian people had been animated by that avidity to

=deepoil the rich, and that subjection to the passion of the
moment, which Mr. Mitford imputes to them in so many chap-
ters of his history—neither motive nor opportunity was now
wanting for wholesale confiscation; of which the rich them-
selves, during the dominion of the Thirty, had set abundant
example. The amnesty as to political wrong, and the indelible

SA NI RN

1 Aschylus, Sept. ad Thebas, v. 1047—

Tpaxds ye pévrow Sipos éxduydw Kaxd.

2 Thucyd. viil, 97.

# Andokid€s de Mysteriis, s. 88. Tas utv iras, & &vdpes, kal ras dafras
émothoare wvplas elvar, éwéoas & Bnuorparovuévy TH wdrer dyévorro, Bmws
phre xpedv dmoxowal elev phire Slxar avdducor yévowro, dANL 7év Blwy
cvuBoralwy al wpdieis elev.
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mgpory as to the rights of property, stand alike conspicuous as
evydences of the real character of the Athenian Demos.

If we wanted any further proof of their capacity of taking
the largest and soundest views on a difficult political situation,
we should find it in another of their measures at this critical

residency of Athens after the death of Kritias and the
expulsion of the Thirty, had borrowed from Sparta the sum
of one hundred talents, for the express purpose of making war
on the exiles in Peireeus. After the peace, it was necessary
that such sum should be repaid, and some persons proposed
that recourse should be had to the property of those individuals
and that party who had borrowed the money. The apparent
equity of the proposition was doubtless felt with peculiar force
at a time when the public treasury was in the extreme of
poverty. But nevertheless both the democratical leaders and
the people decidedly opposed it, resolving to recognise the
Hdebt as a public charge; in which capacity it was afterwards
liquidated, after some delay arising from an unsupplied
treasury.!

yﬂ/ge;iod. The Ten who had succeeded to the oligarchical

" ' ALl that was required from the Horsemen or Knights who

whad been active in the service of the Thirty, was that they

¢7, \3hould repay the sums which had been advanced to them by

"

the latter as outfit. Such advance to the Horsemen, subject
to subsequent repayment, and seemingly distinct from the
regular military pay—appears to have been customary practice
under the previous democracy ;2 but we may easily believe that
the Thirty had carried it to an abusive excess, in their anxiety
to enlist or stimulate partisans—when we recollect that they
resorted to means more nefarious for the same end. There
were of course great individual differences among these Knights,
as to the degree in which each had lent himself to the misdeets™

1 Isokratds, Areopagit. Or. vii. s. 77; Demosth. cont. Leptin. c. 5,
p- 460.

2 Lysias pro Mantitheo, Or. xvi. 5. 6-8. I accept substantially the
explanation which Harpokration and Photius give of the word xardorasts,
in spite of the objections taken to it by M. Boeckh, which appear to me not
founded upon any adequate ground. I cannot but think that Reiske is right
in distinguishing rardorag:s from the pay—muig9ds.

See Boeckh, Public Economy of Athens, b. ii. sect. 19, p. 250. In the
Appendix to this work (which is not translated into English along with the
work itself) he further gives the Fragment of an Inscription which he considers
to bear upon this resumption of kardoras:s from the Horsemen or Knights
after the Thirty. But the Fragment is so very imperfect, that nothing can
be affirmed with any certainty concerning it: see the Staatshaush. der
Athener, Appendix, vol. ii. pp. 207, 208.
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of the oligarchy. Even the most guilty of them were not
molested, and they were sent four years afterwards to serve
with Agesilaus in Asia, at a time when the Laced®monians
required from Athens a contingent of cavalry;! the Demos
being well-pleased to be able to provide for them an honour-
able foreign service. But the general body of Knights suffered
so little disadvantage from the recollection of the Thirty, that
many of them in after-days became senators, generals, hipparchs,
and occupants of other considerable posts in the state.?

Although the decree of Tisamenus—prescribing a revisionysa
of the laws without delay, and directing that the laws wheng '
so revised should be posted up for public view, to form the&t

sole and exclusive guide of the Dikasteries—had been passed W

N . . . &

immediately after the return from Peirzeus and the conﬁrmatlon[*l
of the amnesty, yet it appears that considerable delay tookw

place before such enactment was carried into full effect. A

person named Nikomachus, being charged with the duty,
stands accused of having performed it tardily as well as
corruptly. He as well as Tisamenus 3 was a scribe or secretary ;
under which name were included a class of paid officers, highly
important in the detail of businessat Athens, though seemingly
men of low birth, and looked upon as filling a subordinate
station, open to sneers from unfriendly orators. The boards,
the magistrates, and the public bodies were so frequently
changed at Athens, that the continuity of public business could
only have been maintained by paid secretaries of this character,
who devoted themselves constantly to the duty.*

i

1 Xenoph. Hellen. iil. 1, 4.

2_Lysias, Or. xvi. pro Mantitheo, s. 9, 10; Lysias, cont. Evandr. Or.
XXV, 8. 21-25.

We see from this latter oration (s, 26) that Thrasybulus helped some of

““the chief persons, who had been in the city and had resisted the return of
the exiles, to get over the difficulties of the Dokimasy (or examination into
character, previously to being admitted to take possession of any office, to
which a man had been either elected or drawn by lot) in after-years. He
spoke in favour of Evander, in order that the latter might be accepted as
King-Archon.

3 I presume confidently that Tisamenus the scribe, mentioned in Lysias
cont. Nikomach. s. 37, is the same person as Tisamenus named in
Andokidés de Mysteriis (s. 83) as the proposer of the memorable
psephism.

¢ See M. Boeckh’s Public Economy of Athens, b. ii. c. 8, p. 186, Eng.
Tr., for'a summary of all that is known respecting these ypauuareis or
secretaries.

The expression in Lysias cont. Nikomach. s. 38—t droypappareioar
obwe Efeor: Bls Tdv abrdv TH Gpxf Tfi adri—is correctly explained by M.
Boeckh as having a very restricted meaning, and as only applying to two
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Nikomachus had been named, during the democracy

>}l&hterior to the Thirty, for the purpose of preparing a fair

s
e

'

b

v

v

gl

transcript, and of posting up afresh (probably in clearer
characters and in a place more convenient for public view) the
old laws of Solon. We can well understand that the renovated
d&ryocratical feeling—which burst out after the expulsion of
ti Four Hundred and dictated the vehement psephism of

Sion as this, for which Nikomachus, both as one of the
ublic scribes or secretaries, and as an able speaker,! was a

eFlophantus——might naturally also produce such a com-

;’“suitable person. His accuser (for whom Lysias composed his

thirtieth oration now remaining) denounces him as having not
only designedly lingered in the business, for the purpose of

gsprolonging the period of remuneration—but even as having
‘goryuptly tampered with the old laws, by new interpolations

as well as by omissions. How far such charges may have

een merited, we have no means of judging; but even assum-
ing Nikomachus to have been both honest and diligent, he
would find no small difficulty in properly discharging his duty
of Anagrapheus? or ¢ Writer-up ” of all the old laws of Athens,
from Solon downward. Both the phraseology of these old
laws and the alphabet in which they were written, were in
many cases antiquated and obsolete ;® while there were doubt-
less also cases in which one law was at variance, wholly or
partially, with another. Now such contradictions and archaisms
would be likely to prove offensive, if set up in a fresh place
and with clean, new characters; yet Nikomachus had no
authority to make the smallest alteration, and might naturally
therefore be tardy in a commission which did not promise
much credit to him in its result.

These remarks tend to show that the necessity of a fresh
collection and publication (if we may use-that word) of thews
laws, had been felt prior to the time of the Thirty. "But such

successive years. And I think we may doubt whether in practice it was
rigidly adhered to ; though it is possible to suppose that these secretaries
alternated among themselves from one board or office to another. Their
great usefulness consisted in the fact, that they were constantly in the
service, and thus kept up the continuous march of the details.

1 Lysias, Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. s. 32.

2 Lysias, Or. xxx. cont. Nikomach. s. 33. Wachsmuth calls him
erroneously Antigrapheus instead of Anagrapheus (Hellen. Alterth. vol. ii.
ix. p. 269).

I?seems by Orat. vii of Lysias (s. 20, 36, 39) that Nikomachus was at
enmity with various persons who employed Lysias as their logograph or
speech-writer.

3 Lysias, Or. x. cont. Theomnest. A. s. 1620,
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a project could hardly be realised without at the same time
revising the laws, as a body, removing all flagrant contra-
dictions, and rectifying what might glaringly displease the
age either in substance or in style. Now the psephism of
Tisamenus, one of the first measures of the renewed democracy
after the Thirty, both prescribed such revision and set in
motion a revising body; but an additional decree was now
proposed and carried by Archinus, relative to the alphabet in
which the revised laws should be drawn up. The Ionic
alphabet—that is, the full Greek alphabet of twenty-four
letters, as now written and printed—had been in use at Athens
universally, for a considerable time, apparently for two genera-
tions ; but from tenacious adherence to ancient custom, the
laws had still continued to be consigned to writing in the old
Attic alphabet of only sixteen or eighteen letters. It was now
" ordained that this scanty alphabet should be discontinued,
and that the revised laws, as well as all future public acts,
should be written up in the full Ionic alphabet.l
Partly through this important reform, partly through the
revising body, partly through the agency of Nikomachus, whd,
was still continued as Anagrapheus-—the revision, inscriptiony ¥,
and publication of the laws in their new alphabet was at -
length completed. But it seems to have taken two years to -
perform—or at least two years elapsed before Nikomachus .
went through his trial of accountability.? He appears to have
made various new propositions of his own, which were among
those adopted by the Nomothetz : for these hisaccuser attacks |
him, on the trial of accountability, as well as on the still
graver allegation of having corruptly falsified .the decisions
of that body—writing up what they had not sanctioned, or
suppressing that which they had sanctioned.? Ju
™" The archonship of Eukleidés, succeeding immediately to the oA
Anarchy, (as the archonship of Pythodérus, or the period
of the Thirty, was denominated,) became thus a cardinal point%

-

or epoch in Athenian history. We cannot doubt that the laws

! See Taylor, Vit. Lysiz, pp. 53, 54 ; Franz, Element. Epigraphicé Grzc,
Introd. p. 18-24.

2 Lysias, cont. Nikom. s. 3. His employment had lasted six years alto-
gether : four years before the Thirty—two years after them—s. 7. At least
this seems the sense of the orator.

3 T presume this to be the sense of s. 21 of the Oration of Lysias against
him—el uév véuovs éridny wepl Ths évaypadils, &c.: also s. 33-45—
wmapaxaiovpey & Tf kploer Tipwpeiobar Tobs Thv perépay vopobesiav
agavifovras, &c.

The tenor of the oration, however, is unfortunately obscure.
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came forth out of this revision considerably modified, though
nhapplly we possess no particulars on the subject. We learn
that the political franchise was, on the proposition of Aristo-
P’ phon, so far restricted for the future, that no person could be a
4 «Citizen by birth except the son of citizen parents on both sides;
Awhereas previously, it had been sufficient if the father alone was
fcmzen 1 The rhetor Lysias, by station a metic, had not only
s

uffered great loss, narrowly escaping death from the Thirty
(who actually put to death his brother Polemarchus)—but had
contributed a large sum to assist the armed efforts of the exiles
under Thrasybulus in Peireus. As a reward and compensa-
tion for such antecedents, the latter proposed that the franchise
of citizen should be conferred upon him ; but we are told that
this decree, though adopted by the people, was afterwards
indicted by Archinus as illegal or informal, and cancelled.
Lysias, thus disappointed of the citizenship, passed the re-
mainder of his life as an Isoteles, or non-freeman on the best
condition, exempt from the peculiar burdens upon the class of
metics.?
w Yy Such refusal of citizenship to an eminent man like Lysias,
ﬂ\o had both acted and suffered in the cause of the demo-
Q;g?ﬁcy, when combined with the decree of Aristophon above
noticed, implies a degree of augmented strictness which we can
bnly partlally explain. It was not merely the renewal of her
( emocracy for which Athens had now to provide. She had
, o to accommodate her legislation and administration to her
uture march as an isolated state, without empire or foreign
dencies. For this purpose material changes must have
\ en required : among others, we know that the Board of
W lenotamiz (originally named for the collection and manage-
M ent of the tribute at Delos, but attracting to themselves
radually more extended functions, until they became ultimate] =
mipediately before the Thirty, the general paymasters of the
S was discontinued, and such among its duties as did not
ass away along with the loss of the foreign empire, were trans-
ferred to two new officers—the treasurer at war, and the
manager of the Thebrikon, or religious festival-fund.?
Respecting these two new departments, the latter of which
especially became so much extended as to comprise most of

}

1 Iseens, Or. viii. De Kiron. Sort. s. 61 ; Demosthen. cont. Eubulid. ¢,
10, p. 1307, .

2 Plutarch, Vit. X. Oratt. (Lysias) p. 836 ; Taylor, Vit. Lysiz, p. 53.

3 See respecting this change Boeckh, Public Econ. of Athens, ii. 7, p
180 seg., Eng. Tr.
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the disbursements of a peace-establishment, I shall speak more.,
fully hereafter ; at present I only notice them as manifestations
of the large change in Athenian administration consequent.
upon the loss of the empire. There were doubtless many
other changes arising from the same cause, though we do not
know them in detail ; and I incline to number among such the
alteration above noticed respecting the right of citizenship.
While the Athenian empire lasted, the citizens of Athens were\,
spread over the Algean in every sort of capacity—as settlers,
merchants, navigators, soldiers, &c., which must have tended
materially to encourage intermarriages between them and the
women of other Grecian insular states. Indeed we are even
told that an express permission of connubinm with Athenians
was granted to the inhabitants of Eubcea’—a fact (noticed
by Lysias) of some moment in illustrating the tendency of the
Athenian empire to multiply family ties between Athens and
the allied cities. Now, according to the law which prevailed
before Eukleidés, the son of every such marriage was by birth
an Athenian citizen; an arrangement at that time useful to
Athens, as strengthening the bonds of her empire—and emi-
nently useful in a larger point of view, among the causes of
Pan-Hellenic sympathy. But when Athens was deprived both
of her empire and her fleet, and confined within the limits of
Attica—there no longer remained any motive to continue such
a regulation, so that the exclusive city-feeling, instinctive in the
Grecian mind, again became predominant. Such is perhaps_
the explanation of the newrestrictive law proposed by Aristophon“\@u‘
Thrasybulus and the gallant handful of exiles who had first
seized Phylé, received no larger reward than 1000 drachms for v
a common sacrifice and votive offering, together with wreaths \¢
of olive as a token of gratitude from their countrymen.2 Th
““debt which Athens owed to Thrasybulus was indeed such
as could not be liquidated by money. To his individual ()
patriotism, in great degree, we may ascribe not only the
restoration of the democracy, but its good behaviour when
restored. How different would have been the consequences of
the restoration and the conduct of the people, had the event
been brought about by a man like Alkibiadés, applying great
abilities principally to the furtherance of his own cupidity and
power !

1 Lysias, Fragm. Or. xxxiv. De non dissolvend Republic4, s. 3~—&AA%
wal EdBotetary émiyaplay droodpeda, &c.

? Aschinés, cont. Ktesiphon. c¢. 62, p. 437 ; Cornel. Nepos, Thrasybul.
. 4.
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At the restoration of the democracy, however, Alkibiadés
wwas already no more. Shortly after the catastrophe at Aigos-
/Q(, potami, he had sought shelter in the satrapy of Pharnabazus,
no longer thinking himself safe from Lacedemonian persecution
,91 in his forts on the Thracian Chersonese. He carried with him
l a good deal of property, though he left still more behind him
‘In these forts; how acquired, we do not know. But having
‘f‘crossed apparently to Asia by the Bosporus, he was plundered
by the Thracians in Bithynia, and incurred much loss before he
could reach Pharnabazus in Phrygia. Renewing the tie of
personal hospitality which he had contracted with Pharnabazus
four years before,! he now solicited from the satrap a safe
conduct up to Susa. The Athenian envoys—whom Pharna-
bazus, after his former pacification with Alkibiadés in 408 B.C.,
had engaged to escort to Susa, but had been compelled by the
mandate of Cyrus to detain as prisoners—were just now
released from their three years' detention, and enabled to come
down to the Propontis ;2 and Alkibiadés, by whom this mission
had originally been projected, tried to prevail on the satrap to
perform the promise which he had originally given, but had not
been able to fulfil. The hopes of the sanguine exile, reverting
back to the history of Themistoklés, led him to anticipate the
same success at Susa as had fallen to the lot of the latter; nor
was the design impracticable, to one whose ability was univer-
sally renowned, and who had already acted as minister to
Tissaphernés.
The court of Susa was at this time in a peculiar position.
i -.ﬁmg Darius Nothus, having recently died, had been succeeded
W by his eldest son Artaxerxes Mnemon;?® but the younger son
-—. Cyrus, whom Darius had sent for durmg his last 111ness, tried

4

ccession—or at least was suspected of so trying. Being=—

,-Eafter the death of the latter to supplant Artaxerxes in the

eized and about to be slain, the queen-mother Parysatis pre-
vailed upon Artaxerxes to pardon him, and send him again
down to his satrapy along the coast of Ionia, where he laboured
strenuously, though secretly, to acquire the means of dethron-
ing his brother ; a memorable attempt, of which I shall speak
more fully hereafter. But his schemes, though carefully masked,
did not escape the observation of Alkibiadés, who wished to
make a merit of revealing them at Susa, and to become the

1 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 3, 12. 76y 7€ xowby Bpxov xal idlg aAAMAms wioTes
érowotvro.

2 Xenoph. Hellen. i. 4, 7.

8 Xenoph. Anab. i. I ; Diodor. xiii. 108.
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instrument of defeating them. He communicated his suspicions
as well as his purpose to Pharnabazus; whom he tried to
awaken by alarm of danger to the empire, in order that he
might thus get himself forwarded to Susa as informant and
auxiliary, "
Pharnabazus was already jealous and unfriendly in spirit;
towards Lysander and the Lacedemonians (of which we shal“
soon see plain evidence)—and perhaps towards Cyrus also,
since such were the habitual relations of neighbouring satraps”
in the Persian empire. But the Lacedemonians and Cyrusw»
were now all-powerful on the Asiatic coast, so that he probably ¢
did not dare to exasperate them, by identifying himself with a ¢
mission so hostile, and an enemy so dangerous, to both. f
Accordingly he refused compliance with the request of
Alkibjadés ; granting him nevertheless permission to live inb®
Phrygia, and even assigning to him a revenue. But the objects
at which the exile was aiming soon became more or less fully ™
divulged, to those against whom they were intended. His W
restless character, enterprise, and capacity, were so well known é
as to raise exaggerated fears as well as exaggerated hopes. Not
merely Cyrus—but the Lacedemonians, closely allied with
Cyrus—and the Dekarchies, whom Lysander had set up in the
Asiatic Grecian cities, and who held their power only through
Lacedemonian support—all were uneasy at the prospect of
seeing Alkibiadés again in action and command, amidst so
many unsettled elements. Nor can we doubt that the exiles
whom these Dekarchies had banished, and the disaffected
citizens who remained at home under their government in fear
of banishment or death, kept up correspondence with him, and
looked to him as a probable liberator. Moreover the Spartan
king Agis still retained the same personal antipathy against
~Bim, which had already (some years before) procured the order
to be despatched, from Sparta to Asia, to assassinate him.
Here are elements enough, of hostility, vengeance, and
apprehension, afloat against Alkibiadés—without believing the
story of Plutarch, that Kritias and the Thirty sent to apprise
Lysander that the oligarchy at Athens could not stand, so long
as Alkibiadés was alive. The truth is, that though the Thirty
had included him in the list of exiles,! they had much less
to dread from his assaults or plots, in Attica, than the Lysan-
drian Dekarchies in the cities of Asia. Moreover his name was
not popular even among the Athenian democrats, as will be
shown hereafter when we come to recount the trial of Sokratés.

3 Xenoph. Hellen, ii. 3, 42 ; Isokratés, Or. xvi. De Bigis, s. 46.
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Probably therefore the alleged intervention of Kritias and the
Thirty, to procure the murder of Alkibiadés, is a fiction of the
subsequent encomiasts of the latter at Athens, in order to create
for him claims to esteem as a friend and fellow-sufferer with

democracy.
rﬂ{& special despatch (or Skytalé) was sent out by the Spartan
~ ., guthorities to Lysander in Asia, enjoining him to procure that
. ), *’Allublades should be put to death. Accordingly Lysander
ommunicated this order to Pharnabazus, within whose satrapy
’}"Al}\lblades was residing, and requested that it might be put in
”’/‘élecutlon The whole character of Pharnabazus shows that he
k would not perpetrate such a deed, towards a man with whom
e had contracted ties of hospitality, without sincere reluctance
and great pressure from without ; especially as it would have
been easy for him to connive underhand at the escape of the
intended victim. We may therefore be sure that it was Cyrus,
who, informed of the revelations contemplated by Alkibiadés,
enforced the requisition of Lysander; and that the joint
demand of the two was too formidable even to be evaded,
much less openly disobeyed.  Accordingly Pharnabazus
despatched his brother Magzeus and his uncle Sisamithres,
with a band of armed men, to assassinate Alkibiadés in the
Phrygian village where he was residing. These men, not
daring to force their way into his house, surrounded it and set
iton fire. Yet Alkibiadés, having contrived to extinguish the
flames, rushed out upon his assailants with a dagger in his
right hand, and a cloak wrapped round his left to serve as a
shield. None of them dared to come near him; but they
poured upon him showers of darts and arrows until he perished,
undefended as he was either by shield or by armour. A female
companion with whom he lived—Timandra—wrapped up his
body in garments of her own, and performed towards it all thre=
last affectionate solemnities.!

Such was the deed which Cyrus and the Lacedemonians did
not scruple to enjoin, nor the uncle and brother of a Persian
satrap to execute; and by which this celebrated Athenian
perished before he had attained the age of fifty. Had he

1 1 put together what seems to me the most probable account of the death
of Alkibiadés from Plutarch, Alkib. ¢. 38, 39; Diodorus, xiv. 11 (who
cites Ephorus, compare Ephor Fragm. 126, ed. Dxdot) Cornelius Nepos,
Alkibiad. ¢. 10; Justin, v. 8; Isokratés, Or xvi. De Blng, s. 50.

There were evxdently different stories, about the antecedent causes and
circumstances, amof)g which a selectior must be made. The extreme per-
fidy ascribed by Ephorus to Pharnabazus appears to me not at all in the
character of that satrap.
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lived, we cannot doubt that he would again have played some
conspicuous part—for neither his temper nor his abilities would
have allowed him to remain in the shade—but whether to the
advantage of Athens or not is more questionable. Certain it
is, that taking his life throughout, the good which he did toy.
her bore no proportion to the far greater evil. Of the disastrous
Sicilian expedition, he was more the cause than any- other
individual ; though that enterprise cannot properly be said
to have been caused by any individual: it emanated rather
from a national impulse. Having first, as a counsellor, con-
tributed more than any other man to plunge the Athenians
into this imprudent adventure, he next, as an exile, contributed
more than any other man (except Nikias)to turn that adventure
into ruin, and the consequences of it into still greater ruin.
Without him, Gylippus would not have been sent to Syracuse—
Dekeleia would not have been fortified—Chios and Miletus
would not have revolted—the oligarchical conspiracy of the
Four Hundred would not have been originated. Nor can it
be said that his first three years of political action as Athenian
leader, in a speculation peculiarly his own—the alliance with
Argos, and the campaigns in Peloponnesus—proved in any
way advantageous to his country. On the contrary, by playing
an offensive game where he had hardly sufficient force for a
defensive, he enabled the Lacedemonians completely to recover
their injured reputation and ascendency through the important
victory of Mantineia. The period of his life really serviceable
to his country, and really glorious to himself, was that of three
years ending with his return to Athens in 407 B.c. The results
of these three years of success were frustrated by the unexpected
coming down of Cyrus as satrap: but just at the moment when
it behoved Alkibiadés to put forth a higher measure of excel-
dence, in order to realise his own promises in the face of this
new obstacle—at that critical moment we find him spoiled by
the unexpected welcome which had recently greeted him at
Athens, and falling miserably short even of the former merit
whereby that welcome had been earned.

If from his achievements we turn to his dispositions, his
ends, and his means—there are few characters in Grecian
history who present so little to esteem, whether we look at him
as a public or as a private man. His ends are those of
exorbitant ambition and vanity ; his means rapacious as well
as reckless, from his first dealing with Sparta and the Spartan
envoys, down to the end of his career. The manceuvres
whereby his political enemies first procured his exile were
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indeed base and guiltyin a high degree. But we must recollect
that if his enemies were more numerous and violent than those
- of any other politician in Athens, the generating seed was sown
by. his own overweening insolence, and contempt of restraints,
legal as well as social.

On the other hand, he was never once defeated either by
land or sea. In courage, in ability, in enterprise, in power of
dealing with new men and new situations, he was never
wanting ; qualities, which, combined with his high birth,
wealth, and personal accomplishments, sufficed to render him
for the time the first man in every successive party which
he espoused—Athenian, Spartan, or Persian—oligarchical or
democratical. But to none of them did he ever inspire any
lasting confidence; all successively threw him off. On the
whole, we shall find few men in whom eminent capacities for
action and command are so thoroughly marred by an assemblage
of bad moral qualities as Alkibiadés.! :

CHAPTER LXVII
. THE DRAMA—RHETORIC AND DIALECTICS—THE SOPHISTS

REsPECTING the political history of Athens during the few
years immediately succeeding the restoration of the democracy,
we have unfortunately little or no information. But in the
spring of 399 B.C., between three and four years after the
beginning of the archonship of Eukleidés, an event happened
of paramount interest to the intellectual public of Greece as

1 Comnelius Nepos says (Alcib. ¢. 11) of Alkibiadés—‘‘ Hunc infamatum
a plerisque tres gravissimi historici summis laudibus extulerunt : Thucydidés,
qui ejusdem eetatis fuit ; Theopompus, qui fuit post aliguando natus; et
Timseeus : qui quidem duo maledicentissimi, nescio quo modo, in illo uno
laudando conscierunt.”

We have no means of appreciating what was said by Theopompus and
Timeus. But as to Thucydidés, it is to be recollected that he extols only
the capacity and warlike ‘enterprise of Alkibiadés—nothing beyond ; and
he had good reason for doing so. His picture of the dispositions and
conduct of Alkibiadés is the reverse of eulogy.

The Oration xvi. of Isokratds, De Bigis, spoken by the son of Alkibiadés,
goes into a laboured panegyric of his father’s character, but is prodigiously
inaccurate, if we compare it with the facts stated in Thucydidés and Xeno-
phon. But he is justified in saying—od8émore Toi matpds fryoupévov Tpémaiov
oy EeTnoay of mohéuiot (s. 23).
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well as to philosophy generally—the trial, condemnation, and
execution of Sokratés. Before I recount that memorable
incident, it will be proper to say a few words on the literary
and philosophical character of the age in which it happened.
Though literature and philosophy are now becoming separate
departments in Greece, each exercises a marked influence on
the other; and the state of dramatic literature will be seen
to be one of the causes directly contributing to the fate of
Sokratés.

During the century of the Athenian democracy between
Kleisthenés and Eukleidés, there. had been produced a develop-
ment of dramatic genius, tragic and comic, never paralleled
before or afterwards. schylusy the creator of the tragic
drama, or at least the first composer who rendered it illustrious,
had been a combatant both at Marathon and Salamis; while
Sophoklés and Euripidés, his two eminent followers (the former
one of the generals of the Athenian armament against Samos
in 440 B.C.) expired both of them only a year before the battle
of Agospotami—ijust in time to escape the bitter humiliation
and suffering of that mournful period. Out of the once
numerous compositions of these poets we possess only a few,
yet sufficient to enable us to appreciate in some degree the
grandeur of Athenian tragedy; and when we learn that they
were frequently beaten, even with the best of their dramas now
remaining, in fair competition for the prize against other poets
whose names only have reached us—we seem warranted in
presuming that the best productions of these successful
competitors, if not intrinsically finer, could hardly have been
inferior in merit to theirs.!

The tragic drama belonged essentially to the festivals in
honour of the god Dionysus ; being originally a chorus sung in
his' honour, to which were successively superadded—first, an
Iambic monologue,—next, a dialogue with two actors,—lastly,
a regular plot with three actors, and the chorus itself inter-
woven into the scene. Its subjects were from the beginning,
and always continued to be, persons either divine or heroic,
above the level of historical life and borrowed from what was
called the mythical past. The Perse of Aschylus, indeed,
forms a splendid exception ; but the two analegous dramas of -

1 The (Edipus Tyrannus of Sophoklés was surpassed by the rival com-
position of Philoklés. The Medea of Euripidés stood only third for the
prize ; Euphorion, son of Aschylus, being first, Sophoklés second. Yet
‘these two tragedies are the masterpieces now remaining of Sophoklés and
| Euripidés,
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his contemporary, Phrynichus,—the Phcenisse and the capture
of Milétus—were not successful enough to invite subsequent
tragedians to meddle with contemporary events. To three
serious dramas or a trilogy—at first connected together by
sequence of subject more or less loose, but afterwards uncon-
nected and on distinct subjects, through an innovation intro-
duced by Sophoklés, if not before—the tragic poet added a
fourth or satyrical drama ; the characters of which were satyrs,
the companions of the god Dionysus, and other heroic or
mythical persons exhibited in farce. He thus made up a total
of four dramas or a tetralogy, which he got up and brought
forward to contend for the prize at the festival. The expense
of training the chorus and actors was chiefly furnished by the
Chorégi, wealthy citizens, of whom one was named for each of
the ten tribes, and whose honour and vanity were greatly inter-
ested in obtaining the prize. At first, these exhibitions took
place on a temporary stage, with nothing but wooden supports
and scaffolding ; but shortly after the year soo B.C.,, on an
occasion when the poets ZAschylus and Pratinas were contend-
ing for the prize, this stage gave way during the ceremony, and
lamentable .mischief was the result. After that misfortune, a
permanent theatre of stone was provided. To what extent the
project was realised before the invasion of Xerxes, we do not
accurately know; but after his destructive occupation of
Athens, the theatre, if any existed previously, would have
to be rebuilt or renovated along with other injured portions
of the city. :
It was under that great development of the power of Athens
which followed the expulsion of Xerxes, that the theatre with
its appurtenances attained full magnitude and elaboration, and
Attic tragedy its maximum of excellence. Sophoklés gained
his first victory over ZEschylus in 468 B.C.: the first exhibition
of Euripidés was in 455 B.c. The names, though unhappily
the names alone, of many other competitors have reached us:
Philoklés, who gained the prize even over the (Edipus Tyran-
nus of Sophoklés; Euphorion, son of Aschylus, Xenoklés and
Nikomachus, all known to have triumphed over Euripidés;
Neophron, Achzeus, Ion, Agathon, and many more. The con-
tinuous stream of new tragedy, poured out year after year, was
something new in the history of the Greek mind. If we could
suppose all the ten tribes contending for the prize every year,
there would be ten tetralogies (or sets of four dramas each,
three tragedies and one satyrical farce) at the Dionysiac festival,
and as many at the Lenean. So great a number as sixty new
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tragedies composed every year,! is not to be thought of; yet
we do not know what was the usual number of competing
tetralogies : it was at least three—since the first, second, and
third are specified in the Didaskalies or Theatrical Records—
and probably greater than three. It was rare to repeat the
same drama a second time, unless after considerable alterations,
nor would it be creditable to the liberality of a Chorégus to
decline the full cost of getting up a new tetralogy. Without
pretending to determine with numerical accuracy how many
dramas were composed in each year, the general fact of un-
exampled abundance in the productions of the tragic muse is
both authentic and interesting.

Moreover—what is not less important to notice—all this
abundance found its way to the minds of the great body of the
citizens, not excepting even the poorest. For the theatre is
said to have accommodated 30,000 persons:? here again it is
unsafe to rely upon numerical accuracy, but we cannot doubt
that it was sufficiently capacious to give to most of the citizens,
poor as well as rich, ample opportunity of profiting by these
beautiful compositions. At first, the admission to the theatre
was gratuitous ; but as the crowd, of strangers as well as free-
men, was found both excessive and disorderly, the system was
adopted of asking a price, seemingly at a time when the per-
manent theatre was put in complete order after the destruction
caused by Xerxes. The theatre was let by contract to a
manager who engaged to defray (either in whole or part) the

1 The careful examination of Welcker (Griech. Tragodie, vol. i. p. 76)
makes out the titles of eighty tragedies unquestionably belonging to
Sophoklés—over and above the satyrical dramas in his Tetralogies.
Welcker has considerably cut down the number admitted by previous
authors, carried by Fabricius as high as 178, and even by Boeckh as high
as €09 (Welcker, # sup. p. 62).

The number of dramas ascribed to Euripidés is sometimes 92, sometimes
75. Elmsley (in his remarks on the Argument to the Medea, p. 72) thinks
that even the larger of these numbers is smaller than what Euripidés prob-
ably composed ; since the poet continued composing for fifty years, from
455 to 405 B.C., and was likely during each year to have composed one, if
not two, tetralogies ; if he could prevail upon the archon to grant him a
chorus, that is, the opportunity of representing. The Didaskalies took no
account of any except such as gained the first, second, or third prize.
Welcker gives the titles, and an approximate guess at the contents, of 5%
lost tragedies of the poet, besides the 17 remaining (p. 443).

Aristarchus the tragedian is affirmed by Suidas to have composed 70
tragedies, of which only two gained the prize. As many as 120 composi-
tions are ascribed to Neophron, 44 to Achzus, 40 to Ion (Welcker, ib.
p. 889).

2 Plato, Symposion, ¢. 3, p. 175.
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habitual cost incurred by the state in the representation, and
who was allowed to sell tickets of admission, At first it
appears that the price of tickets was not fixed, so that the
poor citizens were overbid, and could not get places. Accord-
ingly Periklés introduced a new system, fixing the price of places
at three oboli (or half a drachma) for the better, and one
obolus for the less-good. As there were two days of repre-
sentation, tickets covering both days were sold respectively for
a drachma and two oboll. But in order that the poor citizens
might be enabled to attend, two oboli were given out from the
public treasure to each citizen (rich as well as poor, if they
chose to receive it) on the occasion of the festival. A poor
man was thus furnished with the means of purchasing his
place and going to the theatre without cost, on both days, if he
chose; or, if he preferred it, he might go on one day only—or
might even stay away altogether and spend both thg two oboli
in any other manner. The higher price obtajfed for the
better seats purchased by the richer citizens, is here to be-
set against the sum disbursed to the poorer; but we have
no data before us for striking the balance, nor can we tell how
the finances of the state were affected by it.

Such was the original Thedrikon or festival-pay introduced
by Periklés at Athens; a system of - distributing the public
money, gradually extended to other festivals in which thert
was no theatrical representation, and which in later time:
reached a mischievous excess; having begun at a time when
Athens was full of money from foreign tribute,—and con-
tinuing, with increased demand, at a subsequent time when
she was comparatively poor and without extraneous resources.
It is to be remembered that all these festivals were portions of
the ancient religion, and that, according to the feelings of that
time, cheerful and multitudinous assemblages were essential
to the satisfaction of the god in whose honour the festival
was celebrated. Such disbursements were a portion of the
religious, even more than of the civil, establishments. Of
the abusive excess which they afterwards reached, however,
I shall speak hereafter: at present I deal with the Theorikon
only in its primitive function and effect, of enabling all

1 For these particulars, see chiefly a learned and valuable compilation—
G. C. Schneider, Das Attische Theater- Wesen, Weimar 1835—furnished
with copious notes ; though I do not fully concur in all his details, and have
differed from him on some points. I cannot think that more than two oboli
were given to any one citizen at the same festival ; at least, not until the
distributions became extended, in times posterior to the Thirty: see M
Schneider’s Book, p. 17 ; also Notes, 2g-196.
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Athenians indiscriminately to witness the representation of the
tragedies.

We cannot doubt that the effect of these compositions upon
the public sympathies, as well as upon the public judgement
and intelligence, must have been beneficial and moralising in
a high degree. Though the subjects and persons are legend-
ary, the relations between them are all human and simple—
exalted above the level of humanity, only in such measure as
to present a stronger claim to the hearer’s admiration or pity.
So powerful a body of poetical influence has probably never
been brought to act upon the emotions of any other population ;
and when we consider the extraordinary beauty of these im-
mortal compositions, which first stamped tragedy as a separate
department of poetry, and gave to it a dignity never since
reached, we shall be satisfied that the tastes, the sentiments,
and the intellectual standard, of the Athenian multitude, must
have been sensibly improved and exalted by such lessons.
The reception of such pleasures through the eye and the ear,
as well as amidst a sympathising crowd, was a fact of no small
importance in the mental history of the people. It contributed
to exalt their imagination, like the grand edifices and orna-
ments added during the same period to their acropolis. Like
them too, and even more than they-—tragedy was the mcnopoly
of Athens ; for while tragic composers came thither from other
parts of Greece (Achzus from Eretria, and Ion from Chios,,at
a time when the Athenian empire comprised both those places)
to exhibit their genius,—nowhere else were original tragedies
composed and acted, though hardly any considerable city was
without a theatre.! ’

The three great tragedians— Aschylus, Sophoklés, and
Euripidés—distinguished above all their competitors, as well
by*contemporaries as by subsequent critics, are interesting to
us, not merely from the positive beauties of each, but also from
the differences between them in handling, style, and sentiment,
and from the manner in which these differences illustrate the
insensible modification of the Athenian mind. Though the
subjects, persons, and events of tragedy always continued to be
borrowed from the legendary world, and were thus kept above
the level of contemporaneous life 2—yet the dramatic manner
of handling them is sensibly modified, even in Sophoklés as
compared with Zschylus—and still more in Euripidés, by the

! See Plato, Lachés, c. 6, p. 183 B.; and Welcker, Griech. Tragéd,

P-,930-
2" Upon this point, compare Welcker, Griech. Tragod. vol. ii. p. 1102,
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atmosphere of democracy, political and judicial contention, and
philosophy, encompassing and acting upon the poet.

In Aschylus, the ideality belongs to the handling not less
than to the subjects: the passions appealed to are the
masculine and violent, to the exclusion of Aphrodité and her
inspirations :! the figures are vast and majestic, but exhibited
only in halflight and in shadowy outline : the speech is replete
with bold metaphor and abrupt transition,—* grandiloquent
even to a fault” (as Quintilian remarks), and often approach-
ing nearer to Oriental vagueness than to Grecian perspicuity.
In Sophoklés, there is evidently a closer approach to reality
and common life: the range of emotions is more varied, the
figures are more distinctly seen, and the action more fully and
conspicuously worked out. Not only have we a more elaborate
dramatic structure, but a more expanded dialogue, and a com-
parative simplicity of speech like that of living Greeks: and we
find too a certain admixture of rhetorical declamation, amidst
the greatest poetical beauty which the Grecian drama ever
attained. But when we advance to Euripidés, this rhetorical
element becomes still more prominent and developed. The
ultra-natural sublimity of the legendary characters disappears :
love and compassion are invoked to a degree which Aschylus
would have deemed inconsistent with the dignity of the heroic
person : moreover there are appeals to the reason, and argu-
mentative controversies, which that grandiloquent poet would
have despised as petty and forensic cavils. And—what was
worse still, judging from the Alschylean point of view —there
was a certain novelty of speculation, an intimation of doubt on
reigning opinions, and an air of scientific refinement, often
spoiling the poetical effect.

Such differences between these three great poets are doubt-
less referable to the working of Athenian politics and Atherflan
philosophy on the minds of the two latter. In Sophoklés, we
may trace the companion of Herodotus 2—in Euripidés, the

1 See Aristophan. Ran. 1046. The Antigone (780 seg.) and the Trachi-
nize (498) are sufficient evidence that Sophoklés did not agree with Aschylus
in this renunciation of Aphrodité.

2 The comparison of Herodot. iii. 119 with Soph. Antig. 905 proves a
community of thought which seems to me hardly explicable in any other
way. Which of the two obtained the thought from the other we cannot
determine.

The reason given, by a woman whose father and mother were dead, for
preferring a brother either to husband or child—that she might find another
husband and have another child, but could not possibly have another
brother—is certainly not a little far-fetched.
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jearer of Anaxagoras, Sokratés, and Prodikus;! in both, the
amiliarity with that wide-spread popularity of speech, and
:eal, serious debate of politicians and competitors before the
Dikastery, which both had ever before their eyes, but which
he genius of Sophoklés knew how to keep in due subordination
I his grand poetical purpose.
i The transformation of the tragic muse from Aschylus to
Euripidés is the more deserving of notice, as it shows us how
ttic tragedy served as the natural prelude and encouragement
o the rhetorical and dialectical age which was approaching.
3ut the democracy, which thus insensibly modified the tragic
Irama, imparted a new life and ampler proportions to the
:omic ; both the one and the other being stimulated by the
ncreasing prosperity and power of Athens during the half
sentury following 480 B.c. Not only was the affluence of
trangers and visitors to Athens continually augmenting, but
vealthy men were easily found to incur the expense of training
he chorus and actors. There was no manner of employing
vealth which seemed so appropriate to Grecian feeling, or
ended so much to procure influence and popularity to its
yossessors, as that of contributing to enhance the magnificence
of the national and religious festivals.? This was the general
entiment both among rich and among poor ; nor is there any
riticism more unfounded than that which represents such an
»bligation as hard and oppressive upon rich men. Most of
hem spent more than they were legally compelled to spend in
his way, from the desire of exalting their popularity. The
mly real sufferers were, the people, considered as interested in
| just administration of law; since it was a practice which
'nabled many rich men to acquire importance who had no
»ersonal qualities to deserve it,—and which provided them
i ! See Valckenaer, Diatribe in Eurip. Frag, ¢. 23. Quintilian, who had
efore him many more tragedies than those which we now possess, remarks
ovr much more useful was the study of Euripidés, than that of ZEschylus
Ir &ophoklés, to a young man preparing himself for forensic oratory—

¢ Illud quidem nemo non fateatur, iis qui se ad agendum comparaverint,
itiliorem longe Euripidem fore. Namque is et vi et sermone (guo ipsum
eprehendunt quibus gravitas et cothurnus et sonus Sophoclis videtur esse
ublimior) magis accedit oratorio generi: et sententiis densus, et rebus ipsis ;
tin iis quse a sapientibus tradita sunt, peene ipsis par; et in dicendo et
espondendo cuilibet eorum, qui fuerunt in foro diserti, comparandus. In
flectibus vero tum omnibus mirus, tum in iis qui miseratione constant,
acile preecipuus.”  (Quintil. Inst, Orat. x. 1.)

% Aristophan. Plutus, 1160—
: TI\ovre yap éorl ToU70 ovppopdiTaro,
! Hotely aydvas yupvikods Kai LOVILKoUs.
Sompare the speech of Alkibiadés, Thuc. vi. 16, and Theophrastus ap. Cic.
le Officiis, ii. 16.
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with a stock of factitious merits to be pleaded before the
Dikastery, as a set-off against substantive accusations, |
The full splendour of the comic Muse was considerably late
than that of the tragic. Even down to 460 B.c. (about th
time when Periklés and Ephialtés introduced their constitu
tional reforms), there was not a single comic poet of eminenc
at Athens; nor was there apparently a single undisputey
Athenian comedy before that date, which survived to the time
of the Alexandrine critics. Magnés, Kratés, and, Kratinus—!
probably also Chionidés and Ekphantidés 1—all belong to th
period beginning about (Olympiad 8o or) 460 B.C.; that i
the generation preceding Aristophanés, whose first compositior
dates in 427 B.c. The condition and growth of Attic comedy
before this period seems to have been unknown even t¢
Aristotle, who intimates that the archon did not begin to gran
a chorus for comedy, or to number it among the authoritative
solemnities of the festival, until long after the practice had
been established for tragedy. Thus the comic chorus in that
early time consisted of volunteers, without any chorégus publicly
assigned to bear the expense of teaching them or getting uy
the piece—so that there was little motive for authors to bestow
care or genius in the preparation of their song, dance, and
scurrilous monody or dialogue. The exuberant revelry of the
phallic festival and procession—with full licence of scoffing at
any one present, which the god Dionysus was supposed t(j
enjoy—and with the most plain-spoken grossness as well i
language as in ideas—formed the primitive germ, which unde
Athenian genius ripened into the old comedy.? It resemblec:

1 See Meineke, Hist. Critic. Comicor. Graecor. vol. i. p. 26 seg. {

Grysar and Mr, Clinton, following Suidas, place Chionidés before thy
Persian invasion ; but the words of Aristotle rather countenance the late
date (Poetic. c. 3). .

2 See respecting these licentious processions, in connexion. with tJ
JamBas and Archilochus, vol, iv. of this History, ch. xxix. p. 259.

Aristotle (Poetic. c. 4) tells us that these phallic processions, with liber
to the leaders (of ékdpxorres) of scoffing at every one, still continued j
many cities of Greece in his time: see Herod. v. 83, and Sémus apu
Athenzum, xiv, p. 622 ; also the striking description of the rural Dionysi
in the Acharneis of Aristophanés, 235, 255, 1115. The scoffing was a pars
of the festival, and supposed to be agreeable to Dionysus—év rois Atorvelo
2peipdvor abrd Bpiy kal TO oxdune ufpos Ti &dke Tis bopriis: kal & Beds Yow,
xalpet, pixdyerds Tis &v (Lucian, Piscator. c. 25). Compare Aristophanés
Ranz, 367, where the poet seems to imply that no one has a right t
complain of being ridiculed in the warplois TeAerals Aiovdgov.

The Greek word for comedy-—rwppdla, T kwuedely at least in its earl
sense, had reference to a bitter, insulting, criminative ridicule : rwupde]
kal xax®s Aéyew (Xenophon, Repub. Ath. ii. 23)—«arnyopodvrds 7e ¢
kwugpdodrras GAAfAcys kal aloxporoyodyras (Plato de Repub. iii. 8, p. 395
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n many respects the satyric drama of the tragedians, but was
?istinguished from it by dealing not merely with the ancient
nythical stories and persons, but chiefly with contemporary
en and subjects of common life—dealing with them often,
i00, under their real names, and with ridicule the most direct,
oignant, and scornful. We see clearly how fair a field Athens
ould offer for this species of composition, at a time when the
itterness of political contention ran high—when the city had
ecome a centre for novelties from every part of Greece—
hen tragedians, rhetors, and philosophers, were acquiring
selebrity and incurring odium—and when the democratical
sonstitution laid open all the details of political and judicial
dusiness, as well as all the first men of the state, not merely to
1niversal criticism, but also to unmeasured libel.

Out of all the once abundant compositions of Attic comedy,
rothing has reached us except eleven plays of Aristophanés.
That poet himself singles out Magnés, Kratés, and Kratinus,
among predecessors whom he describes as numerous, for
ronourable mention ; as having been frequently, though not
miformly, successful. Kratinus appears to have been not only
‘he most copious, but also the most distinguished, among all
those who preceded Aristophanés; a list comprising Her-
mippus, Telekleidés, and the other bitter assailants of Periklés.
It was Kratinus who first extended and systematised the licence
of the phallic festival, and the “careless laughter of the festive
crowd,” ! into a drama of regular structure, with actors three
A remarkable definition of kwugpdla appears in Bekker’s Anecdota Greca, ii.
747, 10—Kwpgdla éorlv § & uéow Aaob rarqyopla, #yovw Snuocicvors—
‘“public exposure to scorn hefore the assembled people :” and this idea of
it as a penal visitation of evil-doers is preserved in Platonius and the
anonymous writers on comedy, prefixed to Aristophanés. The definition

hich Aristotle (Poetic. c. 11) gives of it, is too mild for the primitive
onfedy : for he tells us himself that Kratés, immediately preceding Ari-

ophanés, was the first author who departed from the louBuch idéa:
is ‘“iambic vein” was originally the common character. It doubtless
cluded every variety of ridicule, from innocent mirth to scornful con-

empt and odium ; but the predominant character tended decidedly to the
tter.

Compare Will. Schneider, Attisches Theater-Wesen, Notes, p. 22-25;

ernhardy, Griechische Litteratur, sect. 67, p. 292.
Flogel (in his History of Comic Literature), speaking of the unsparing
it of Rabelais, gives a notice and specimens of the general coarseness of
le which marked all the productions of that author’s time——mysteries,
sks, sermons, &c., ‘“the habit of calling all things by their simplest and
st direct names,” &c.
1 Xaip’, & péy’ dxpetdyerws dpihe rals émifbats,
Tys Hrerépas sodias xpLris 4pore wavTwy, &c.
atini Fragm. Incert. 51 ; Meineke, Fr. Com. Greecor, ii, p. 193,
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in number, according to the analogy of tragedy. Standing
forward, against particular persons exhibited or denounced b
their names, with a malignity of personal slander not inferi
to the Iambist Archilochus, and with an abrupt and dith
rambic style somewhat resembling Aschylus—Kratinus mad
an epoch in comedy as the latter had made in tragedy; b
was surpassed by Aristophanés, as much as Aschylus ha
been surpassed by Sophoklés. We are told that his co
positions were not only more rudely bitter and extensivel
libellous than those of Aristophanés,! but also destitute of th
richness of illustration and felicity of expression which pet
vades all the wit of the latter, whether good-natured o
malignant. In Kratinus, too, comedy first made herself fel
as a substantive agent and partisan in the political warfare o
Athens. He espoused the cause of Kimon against Periklés ;*
eulogising the former, while he bitterly derided and vituperated
the latter. Hermippus, Telekleidés, and most of the con-
temporary comic writers followed the same political line ir
assailing that great man, together with those personally con
nected with him, Aspasia and Anaxagoras: indeed Hermippus
was the person who indicted Aspasia for impiety before the
Dikastery. But the testimony of Aristophanés ? shows that n
comic writer, of the time of Periklés, equalled Kratinus either‘;
in vehemence of libel or in popularity. !
It is remarkable that in 440 B.C., a law was passed forbidding
comic authors to ridicule any citizen by name in their compost
tions; which prohibition, however, was rescinded after twc
years ; an interval marked by the rare phaenomenon of a lenien|
comedy from Kratinus.# Such enactment denotes a struggle ir;

1 Respecting Kratinus, see Platonius and the other writers on the Atti
comedy, prefixed to Aristophanés in Bekker’s edition, pp. vi. ix. xi. xiij
&c. ; also Meineke, Historia Comic. Graec. vol. I. p. 50 seg. .

.« . . Ob ydp, Gowep *AptoTopdins, émrpéxew iy xdpw Tols Trdupa
wote? (Kparivos), GAN’ GmA&s, raf, xatd Thy wapoiulay, yvuvii T4 kepar
Ti{0no17ds Braconplas katd Ty apapravévrwy.

2 See Kratinus—'Apxfroxoi—Frag. 1, and Plutarch, Kimon, Io.
rwpgdla ToArreberar &v Tois dpduact kal pihocodpel, f Tadv wepl Tdv Kparive
xal ’ApieTopdyny kal Etmoaw, &c. (Dionys. Halikarn. Ars Rhetori
c, II).

8 Aristophan. Equit. 525 seg. i

4 A comedy called *Odvaeis (plur. numb. corresponding to the title
another of his comedies—'Apxfroxo:). It had a chorus, as one of :
Fragments shows; but few or no choric songs—nor any Parabasis,
address by the chorus, assuming the person of the poet, to the spectators

See Bergk, De Reliquiis Comeed. Antiq. p. 142 seg. : Meineke, Fr
Cratini, vol. ii. p. 93. ’OBveaeis: compare also the first volume of
same work, p. 43 : also Runkel, Cratini Fragm. p. 38 (Leips. 1827).
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the Athenian mind, even at that time, against the mischief of
'making the Dlonysmc festival an occasion for unmeasured libel
Ligainst citizens publicly named and probably themselves present.
IAnd there was another style of comedy taken up by Kratés—
tdistinct from the Iambic or Archilochian vein worked by
tKratinus—in which comic incident was attached to fictitious
characters and woven into a story, without recourse to real
Yindividual names or direct personality. This species of comedy
#(analogous to that which Epicharmus had before exhibited at
tSyracuse) was continued by Pherekratés as the successor of
-Kratés. Though for a_long time less popular and successful
than the poignant food served up by Kratinus and others, it
_ became finally predominant after the close of the Peloponnesian
war, by the gradual transition of what is called the Old Comedy
into the Middle and New Comedy.

But it is in Aristophanés that the genius of the old libellous
comedy appears in its culminating perfection. At least we have
before us enough of his works to enable us to appreciate his
merits ; though perhaps Eupolis, Ameipsias, Phrynichus, Plato
(Comicus) and others, who contended against him at the
festivals with alternate victory and defeat, would be found to
deserve similar praise, if we possessed their compositions.
Never probably will the full and unshackled force of comedy
be so exhibited again. Without having Aristophanés actually

" before us, it would have been impossible to imagine the un-
! measured and unsparing licence of attack assumed by the old
' comedy upon the gods, the institutions, the politicians, philo-
sophers, poets, private citizens specially named—and even the
women, whose life was entirely domestic—of Athens. With
 this universal liberty in respect of subject, there is combined a
;\pmgnancy of derision and satire, a fecundity of imagination and
vatiety of turns, and a richness of poetical expression—such as
E cannot be surpassed and such as fully explains the admiration
hexpressed for him by the philosopher Plato, who in other
-respects must have regarded him with unquestionable disap-
1yprobation. His comedies are popular in the largest sense of
1 the word, addressed to the entire body of male citizens on
B, day consecrated to festivity, and providing for them amuse-
aent or derision with a sort of drunken abundance, out of all
;St‘ersons or things standing in any way prominent before the
m:ublic eye. The earliest comedy of Aristophanés was exhibited
mq 427 B.C, and his Muse continued for a long time prolific,
nce two of the dramas now remaining belong to an epoch
(&leven years after the Thirty and the renovation of the
d

'
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democracy—about 392 B.c. After that renovation, however
(as I have before remarked), the unmeasured sweep and
libellous personality of the old comedy was gradually dis-
continued : the comic Chorus was first cut down, and
afterwards suppressed, so as to usher in what is commonly
termed the Middle Comedy, without any Chorus at all. The
“Plutus” of Aristophanés indicates some approach to this new
phase ; but his earlier and more numerous comedies (from the
“ Acharneis ” in 425 B.C. to the *“ Frogs” in 4035 B.C., only a few
months before the fatal battle of Agospotami) exhibit the
continuous, unexhausted, untempered, flow of the stream first
opened by Kratinus.

Such abundance both of tragic and comic poetry, each of
first-rate excellence, formed one of the marked features of
Athenian life, and became a powerful instrument in popularising
new combinations of thought with variety and elegance of
expression. While the tragic Muse presented the still higher
advantage of inspiring elevated and benevolent sympathies,
more was probably lost than gained by the lessons of the
comic Muse—not only bringing out keenly all that was really
ludicrous or contemptible in the phxnomena of the day, but
manufacturing scornful laughter, quite as often, out of that
which was innocent or even meritorious, as well as out of
boundless private slander. The * Knights” and the * Wasps”
of Aristophanés, however, not to mention other plays, are a
standing evidence of one good point in the Athenian character ;
that they bore with good-natured indulgence the full outpouring
of ridicule and even of calumny interwoven with it, upon those
democratical institutions to which they were sincerely attached.
The democracy was strong enough to tolerate unfriendly tongues
either in earnest or in jest; the reputations of men who stood
conspicuously forward in politics, on whatever side, might also
be considered as a fair mark for attacks, inasmuch as that
measure of aggressive criticism, which is tutelary and indis-
pensable, cannot be permitted, without the accompanying evil,
comparatively much smaller, of excess and injustice ;! though
even here we may remark that excess of bitter personality is

1 Aristophanés boasts that %e was the first comic composer who selected
great and powerful men for his objects of attack: his predecessors (he
affirms) had meddled only with small vermin and rags (és 7a pdwia oxdwror-
Tas &el, kal Tofs ¢pBetpaly moreuovyras) (Pac. 724-740; Vesp. 1030).

But this cannot be true in point of fact, since we know that no man was
more bitterly assailed by the comic authors of his day than Periklés. It

ought to be added, that though Aristophanés doubtless attacked the power-
ful men, he did not leave the smaller persons unmolested.
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among the most conspicuous sins of Athenian literature gener-
ally. But the warfare of comedy, in the persons of Aristophanés
and other composers, against philosophy, literature, and elo-
quence—in the name of those good old times of ignorance,
“when an Athenian seaman knew nothing more than how to
call for his barley-cake and cry Yo-ho;”?1 and the retrograde
spirit which induces them to exhibit moral turpitude as the
natural consequence of the intellectual progress of the age—
are circumstances going far to prove an unfavourable and
degrading influence of Comedy on the Athenian mind.

In reference to individual men, and to Sokratés? especially,
the Athenians seem to have been unfavourably biassed by the
misapplied wit and genius of Aristophanés in “ The Clouds,”
aided by other Comedies of Eupolis and Ameipsias and
-Eupolis ; but on the general march of politics, philosophy, or
letters, these composers had little influence. Nor were they
ever regarded at Athens in the light in which they are presented

1 Aristophan. Ran. 1067 (also Vesp. 1095).  Aschylus reproaches

Euripidés—
Elr’ a¥ Aahwav émrqSedaat xal oropviiav é8idatas,
“H *fexévooer Tds Te TahaloTpas, Kai Tas wuyds évéTpife
Tov peparivy eTopvAAoudvay, kai Tovs rapdlovs dvéreigey
'A,vra.-zopgﬁew Tots c:ipxovaw. _Kairo TéTe 7' ﬁvix’\iy‘?u v, ..
OV fjwioTart dAR’ §f pdgday kaddoat «kai pyrmranal elnelr.

T) pvwmamaf seems to have been the peculiar cry or chorus of the seamen
on shipboard, probably when some joint pull or effort of force was required :
compare Vespz, 900.

2 See about the effect on the estimation of Sokratés, Ranke, Commentat,
de Vitd Aristophanis. p. CDXLI ; Plato, Apol. Sokrat. p. 18-19.

Compare also the remarks of Cicero (De Repub. iv. 11; vol. iv. p, 476,
ed. Orell.) upon the old Athenian comedy and its unrestrained licence.
The laws of the Twelve Tables at Rome condemned to death any one who
composed and published libellous verses against the reputation of another
citizen. .

Among the constant butts of Aristophanésand the other comic composers,
was the dithyrambic poet Kinesias, upon whom they discharged their wit
and bitterness, not simply as an indifferent poet, but also on the ground of
his alleged impiety, his thin and feeble bodily frame, and his wretched
heaith.  We see the effect of such denunciations in a speech of the orator
Lysias ; composed on behalf of Phanias, against whom Kinesias had brought
an indictment or Graphé Paranom6n. Phanias treats these abundant
lampoons as if they were good evidence against the character of Kinesias—
Oavpdlew 8 € uY Bapéws pépere §7i Kwnolas dorlv & Tols vluois Bondds, dy
duels wdvtes énforacfe doeBéoraTov dmdvrwy ral mapavopdTaTov yeyovévar.
Obx 0b7és éorwy & Towabra mepl feods éfapaprdvwy, & Tols v &Alots aloxpby
&ore kal Aéyery, OV kopwdodidacrdiwy ¥ dxovere kab ExacTov
éviavrdy; See Lysias, Fragm. 31, ed. Bekker ; Athensus, xii. p. 551.

Dr. Thirlwall estimates more lightly than I do the effect of these
abundant libels of the old comedy : see his review of the Attic tragedy and
comedy in a very excellent chapter of his History of Greece, ch. xviii. vol.
il p. 42.
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to us by modern criticism—as men of exalted morality, stern
patriotism, and genuine discernment of the true interests of
their country—as animated by large and steady views of im-
proving their fellow-citizens, but compelled, in consequence of
prejudice or opposition, to disguise a far-sighted political philo-
sophy under the veil of satire—as good judges of the most
debateable questions, such as the prudence of making war or
peace—and excellent authority to guide us in appreciating the
merits or demerits of their contemporaries, insomuch that the
victims of their lampoons are habitually set down as worthless
men.! There cannot be a greater misconception of the old

1 The view which I am here combating is very general among the German
writers ; in proof of which I may point to three of the ablest recent critics
on the old comedy—Bergk, Meineke, and Ranke—all most useful writers
for the understanding of Aristophanés.

Respecting Kratinus, Bergk observes—“ Erat enim Cratinus, pariter
atque celeri principes antique comedie, vir egregie moratus, idemque
antiqui moris tenax. . . . Cum Cratinus guasi divinitus videret ex hac
libertate mox tanquam ex stirpe aliqui nimiam licentiam existere et nasci,
statim his initiis graviter adversatus est, videturque Cimonem tanquam
exemplum boni et honesti civis proposuisse,” &c.

‘¢ Nam Cratinus cum esset magno ingenio et eximid morum gravitate,
sgerrime tulit rem publicam przceps in perniciem ruere: omnem igitur
operam atque omne studium eo contulit, ut imagine ipsiuns vite ante oculos
positd omnes et res divine et humana emendarentur, kominumque anim: ad
honestatem colendam incenderentur. Hoc sibi primus et proposuit Cratinus,
et propositum strenue persecutus est. Sed sz ipsam Veritatem, cujus imago
oculls obversabatur, oculis subjecisset, verendum evat ne tedio obrueret cos
gui spectarent, nihilque prorsus eorum, quee summo studio persequebatur,
obtineret. Quare eximiid quidam arte pulchram effigiem hilaremque for-
mam finxit, ita tamen ut ad veritatem sublimemque ejus speciem referret
omnia : sic cum ludicris miscet seria, ut et vulgus haberet qui delectaretur ;
et qui plus ingenio valerent, ipsam veritatem, quz ex omnibus fabularum
partibus perluceret, mente et cogitatione comprehenderent.” . . . *Jam
vero Cratinum in fabulis componendis id wnice spectavisse quod esset verum,
ne veteres quidem latuit. . . . Aristophanés autem zdem et secuutus semper
est et sepe professus.” (Bergk, de Reliquiis Comced. Antiq. pp. I, 10, 20,
233, &c.)

3%he criticism of Ranke (Commentatio de Vitd Aristophanis, p. ccxLi,
CCCXIV, CCCXLII, CCCLX1X, CCCLXXIII, CDXXXIV, &c.) adopts the same
strain of eulogy as to the lofty and virtuous purposes of Aristophands,
Compare also the eulogy bestowed by Meineke on the monitorial value of
the old comedy (Historia Comic. Greec. p. 39, 50, 165, &c.), and similar
praises by Westermann—Geschichte der Beredsamkeit in Griechenland und
Rom. sect. 36.

In one of the arguments prefixed to the ‘“Pax” of Aristophanés, the
author is so full of the conception of these poets as public instructors or
advisers, that he tells us absurdly enough, they were for that reason
called 3:8doraroi—oddty Jop cuuBodrwy diépepoy: Bev adrods kal 51da-
ok dAovs @véualor §1i mdvra Ta Tpbodopa Std dpaudr wy adTods ¢5{da-
arov (p. 244, ed. Bekk.).
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comedy than to regard it in this point of view; yet it is
astonishing how many subsequent writers (from Diodorus and
Plutarch down to the present day) have thought themselves
entitled to deduce their facts of Grecian history, and their
estimate of Grecian men, events, and institutions—from the
comedies of Aristophanés. Standing pre-eminent as the latter
does in comic genius, his point of view is only so much the
more determined by the ludicrous associations suggested to his

¢ Eupolis, atque Cratinus, Aristophanesque poetz,

Atque alii, quorum Comcedia prisca virorum est,

Si quis erat dignus describi, quod malus, aut fur,

Aut meechus foret, aut sicarius, aut alioqui

Famosus, multd cum libertate notabant.”
This is the early judgement of Horace (Serm. i. 4, 1): his later opinion on
the Fescennina licentia,»which was the same in spirit as the old Grecian
comedy, is much more judicious (Epistol. ii. 1, 145): compare Art. Poetic.
224. To assume that the persons derided or vilified by these comic authors
must always have deserved what was said of them, is indeed a striking
evidence of the value of the maxim—¢‘ Fortiter calumniare ; semper aliquid
restat.” Without doubt their indiscriminate libel sometimes wounded a
suitable subject ; in what proportion of cases, we have no means of deter-
mining : but the perusal of Aristophanés tends to justify the epithets which
Lucian puts into the mouth of Dzalogus respecting Aristophanés and
Eupolis—not to favour the opinions of the authors whom I have cited above
(Lucian, Jov. Accus. vol. ii. p. 832). He calls Eupolis and Aristophanés
Sewvods &vpas emukepTouijoar T& oepvd kal xAevdoar Td kaAds ExovTa.

When we notice what Aristophanés himself says respecting the other
comic poets, his predecessors and contemporaries, we shall find it far from
countenancing the exalted censorial function which Bergk and others ascribe
to them (see the Parabasisin the Nubes, 530 seg., and in the Pax, 723).
It seems especially preposterous to conceive Kratinus in that character ; of
whom what we chiefly know is his habit of drunkenness, and the downright,
unadorned, vituperation in which he indulged : see the Fragments and
story of his last play—Tlvrivy (in Meineke, vol. ii. p. 116 ; also Meineke,
vol. i. p. 48 seq.).

Meineke copies (p. 46) from Suidas a statement (v. *Emetof Seiddrepos) to
the effect that Kratinus was raifapxoes ths Oivpios ¢ovarfis. He
construes this as a real fact : but there can hardly be a doubt that it is only
a joke made by his contemporary comedians upon his fondness for wine ;
and not one of the worst among the many such jests which seem to have
been then current. Runkel also, another editor of the Fragments of
Kratinus (Cratini Fragment., Leips. 1827, p. 2—M. M. Runkel), construes
this ratlapxos THs Oivnidos puAfs as if it were a serious function ; though
he tells us about the general character of Kratinus—¢‘De Vitd ipsd et
moribus pzene nihil dicere possumus: koc solum constat, Cratinum poculis
et puerorum amori valde deditum fuisse.”

Great numbers of Aristophanic jests have been transcribed as serious
matter-of-fact, and have found their way into Grecian history. Whoever
follows chapter vii. of K. F, Hermann’s Griechische Staats-Alterthiimer,
containing the Junere Geschicite of the Athenian democracy, will see the
most sweeping assertions made against the democratical institutions, on the
authority of passages of Aristophanés : the same is the case with several of
the other most learned German manuals of Grecian affairs.

L2
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fancy, so that he thus departs the more widely from the con-
ditions of a faithful witness or candid critic. He presents
himself to provoke the laugh, mirthful or spiteful, of the
festival crowd—assembled for the gratification of these
emotions, and not with any expectation of serious or reason-
able impressions.! Nor does he at all conceal how much he
is mortified by failure ; like the professional jester or “laughter-
maker ” at the banquets of rich Athenian citizens 2—the
parallel of Aristophanés as to purpose, however unworthy
of comparison in every other respect.

This rise and development of dramatic poetry in Greece-—so
abundant, so varied, and so rich in genius—belongs to the fifth
century B.C. It had been in the preceding century nothing
more than an unpretending graft upon the primitive chorus,
and was then even denounced by Solon (or in the dictum
ascribed to Solon) as a vicious novelty, tending——by its simula-
tion of a false character and by its effusion of sentiments not
genuine or sincere—to corrupt the integrity of human dealings ;2
a charge of corruption, not unlike that which Aristophanés
worked up a century afterwards, in his “ Clouds,” against physics,
rhetoric and dialectics in the person of Sokratés. But the pro-
perties of the graft had overpowered and subordinated those of
the original stem ; so that dramatic poetry was now a distinct
form, subject to laws of its own, and shining with splendour
equal, if not superior, to the elegiac, choric, lyric, and epic
poetry which constituted the previous stock of the Grecian
world.

Such transformations in the poetry—or, to speak more justly,
in the literature, for before the year 500 B.C,, the two expressions
were equivalent—of Greece, were at once products, marks, and

1 Horat, de Art. Poetic. 212-224—

# Indoctus quid enim saperet, liberque laborum,
Rusticus urbano confusus, turpis honesto?....
Illecebris erat et gratd novitate morandus
Spectator, functusque sacris, et potus, et exlex.”

2 See the Parabasis of Aristophanés in the Nubes (535 sez.) and in the
Vespz (1015-1045).

Compare also the description of Philippus the yeAwromwoids or Jester in
the Symposion of Xenophon ; most of which is extremely Aristophanic, ii.
10, 14. The comic point of view is assumed throughout that piece ; and
Sokratés is introduced on one occasion as apologising for the intrusion of a
serious reflection (rd owoodaioheyelv, viil. 41). The same is the case
. throughout much of the Symposion of Plato; though the scheme and
purpose of this latter are very difficult to follow.

3 Plutarch, Solon, ¢. 29. Compare the same general view, set forth in
Plato, Legg. iv. p. 719 C. See the previous volumes of this History,
ch. xi. vol. iii. p. 357 ; ch. xxix. vol. iv. p. 263.
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auxiliaries, in the expansion of the national mind. Our minds
have now become familiar with dramatic combinations, which
have ceased to be peculiar to any special form or conditions of
political society. But if we compare the fifth century B.C. with
that which preceded it, the recently born drama will be seen to
have been a most important and impressive novelty: and so
assuredly it would have been regarded by Solon, the largest
mind of his own age, if he could have risen again a century and
a quarter after hisdeath, to witness the “Ant1gon‘ ” of Sophoklés,
the “Medea” of Eunpldes, or the “ Acharneis” of Aristophanés,
Its novelty does not consist merely in the high order of
imagination and judgement required for the construction of a
drama at once regular and effective. This indeed is no small
addition to Grecian poetical celebrity as it stood in the days
of Solon, Alkzus, Sappho, and Stesichorus: but we must
remember that the epical structure of the ¢ Odyssey,” so ancient
and long acquired to the Hellenic world, implies a reach
of architectonic talent quite equal to that exhibited in the most
symmetrical drama of Sophoklés. The great innovation of the
dramatists consisted in the rhetorical, the dialectical, and the
ethical spirit which they breathed into their poetry. Of all
this, the undeveloped germ doubtless existed in the previous
epic, lyric, and gnomic composition; but the drama stood
distinguished from all three by bringing it outinto conspicuous
amplitude, and making it the substantive means of effect.
Instead of recounting exploits achieved or sufferings undergone
by the heroes—instead of pouring out his own single-minded
impressions in reference to some given event or juncture—the
tragic poet produces the mythical persons themselves to talk,
discuss, accuse, defend, confute, lament, threaten, advise, per-
suade, or appease—among one another, but before the audience.
Inethe drama (a singular misnomer) nothing is actually done:
all is talk, assuming what is done, as passing, or as having
passed, elsewhere. The dramatic poet, speaking continually,
but at each moment through a different character, carries on
the purpose of each of his characters by words calculated to
influence the other characters and appropriate to each successive
juncture, Here are rhetorical exigencies from beginning to
end ;! while since the whole interest of the piece turns upon
some contention or struggle carried on by speech—since
debate, consultation, and retort, never cease—since every
1 II{)espectmg the rhetorical cast of tragedy, see Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 57, p. 1
02
S Plato disapproves of tragedy on the same grounds as of rhetoric. !
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character, good or evil, temperate or violent, must be supplied
with suitable language to defend his proceedmgs, to attack or
repel opponents, and generally to make good the relative im-
portance assigned to him—here again dialectical skill in no
small degree is indispensable.

Lastly, the strength and variety of ethical sentiment infused
into the Grecian tragedy, is among the most remarkable
characteristics which distinguish it from the anterior forms
of poetry. “To do or suffer terrible things "—is pronounced
by Aristotle to be its proper subject-matter ; and the internal
mind and motives of the doer or sufferer, on which the ethical
interest fastens, are laid open by the Greek tragedians with an
impressive minuteness which neither the epic nor the lyric
could possibly parallel. Moreover the appropriate subject-
matter of tragedy is pregnant not only with ethical sympathy,
but also with ethical debate and speculation. Characters of
mixed good and evil—distinct rules of duty, one conflicting
with the other—wrong done, and justified to the conscience of
the doer, if not to that of the spectator, by previous wrong
suffered,—all these are the favourite themes of Aschylus and
his two great successors. Klyteemnestra kills her husband
Agamemnoén on his return from Troy : her defence is, that he
had deserved this treatment at her hands for having sacrificed
his own and her daughter, Iphigeneia. Her son Orestés kills her,
under.a full conviction of the duty of avenging his father, and
even under the sanction of Apollo. The retributive Eumenides
pursue him for the deed, and Aschylus brings all the parties
before the court of Areopagus with Athéné as president ; where
the case, being fairly argued, with the Eumenides as accusers
and Apollo as counsel for the prisoner, ends by an equality
of votes in the court: upon which Athéné gives her casting-
vote to absolve Orestés. Again—let any man note the con-
flicting obligations which Sophoklés so forcibly brings out in his
beautiful drama of the ©“ Antigoné.” Kreon directs that the body
of Polyneikés, as a traitor and recent invader of the country,
shall remain unburied: Antigoné, sister of Polyneikés, de-
nounces such interdict as impious, and violates it, under an
overruling persuasion of fraternal duty. Kreon having ordered
her to be buried alive, his youthful son Hemon, her betrothed
lover, is plunged into a heart-rending conflict between abhor-
rence of such cruelty on the one side, and submission to his
father on the other. Sophoklés sets forth both these contend-
ing rules of duty in an elaborate scene of dialogue between
the father and the son. Here are two rules both sacred and
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respectable, but the one of which cannot be observed without
violating the other. Since a choice must be made, which
of the two ought a good man to obey? This is a point which
the great poet is well pleased to leave undetermined. But
if there be any among the audience in whom the least impulse
of intellectual speculation is alive, he will by no means leave it
so, without some mental effort to solve the problem, and to
discover some grand and comprehensive principle from whence
all the moral rules emanate—a principle such as may instruct
his conscience in those cases generally, of not unfrequent
occurrence, wherein two obligations conflict with each other.
The tragedian not only appeals more powerfully to the ethical
sentiment than poetry had ever done before, but also, by raising
these grave and touching questions, addresses a stimulus and
challenge to the intellect, spurring it on to ethical speculation.

Putting all these points together, we see how much wider
was the intellectual range of tragedy, and how considerable is
the mental progress which it betokens, as compared with the
lyric and gnomic poetry, or with the Seven Wise Men and their
authoritative aphorisms—which formed the glory, and marked
the limit, of the preceding century. In place of unexpanded
results, or the mere communication of single-minded sentiment,
we have even in AEschylus, the earliest of the great tragedians,
a large latitude of dissent and debate—a shifting point of view
—a case better or worse, made out for distinct and contending
parties—and a divination of the future advent of sovereign and
mnstructed reason. It was through the intermediate stage of
tragedy that Grecian literature passed into the Rhetoric,
Dialectics, and Ethical speculation, which marked the fifth
century B.C.

Other simultaneous causes, arising directly out of the
bilsiness of real life, contributed to the generation of these
same capacities and studies. The fifth century B.C. is the first
century of democracy, at Athens, in Sicily, and elsewhere:
moreover, at that period, beginning from the Ionic revolt
and the Persian invasions of Greece, the political relations
between one Grecian city and another became more com-
plicated, as well as more continuous; requiring a greater
measure of talent in the public men who managed them.
Without some power of persuading or confuting—of defending
himself against accusation, or in case of need, accusing others—
no man could possibly hold an ascendent position. He had
probably not less need of this talent for private, informal,
conversations to satisfy his own political partisans, than for
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addressing the public assembly formally convoked. Even as
commanding an army or a fleet, without any laws of war or
habits of professional discipline, his power of keeping up the
good humour, confidence, and prompt obedience of his men,
depended not a little on his command of speech.l Nor was it
only to the leadersin political life that such an accomplishment
was indispensable. In all the democracies—and probably in
several governments which were not democracies but oligarchies
of an open character—the courts of justice were more or less
numerous, and the procedure oral and public: in Athens
especially, the Dikasteries (whose constitution has been
explained in a former chapter) were both very numerous, and
paid for attendance. Every citizen had to go before them in
person, without being able to send a paid advocate in his place,
if he either required redress for wrong offered to himself, or
was accused of wrong by another.? There was no man there-
fore who might not be cast or condemned, or fail in his own
suit, even with right on his side—unless he possessed some
powers of speech to unfold his case to the Dikasts, as well as
to confute the falsehoods, and disentangle the sophistry, of an
opponent. Moreover—to any man of known family and
station, it would be a humiliation hardly less painfal than the
loss of the cause, when standing before the Dikastery with
friends and enemies around him, to find himself unable to carry
on the thread of a discourse without halting or confusion. To
meet such liabilities, from which no citizen, rich or poor, was
exempt, a certain training in speech became not less essential
than a certain training in arms. Without the latter, he could
not do his duty as an hoplite in the ranks for the defence of
his country ; without the former, he could not escape danger to
his fortune or honour, and humiliation in the eyes of his friends,
if called before a Dikastery ; nor could he lend assistance to any
of those friends who might be placed under the like necessity.

Here then were ample motives, arising out of practical
pradence not less than from the stimulus of ambition, to
cultivate the power of both continuous harangue, and of
concise argumentation or interrogation and reply : 8 motives for
all, to acquire a certain moderate aptitude in the use of these

1 See the discourse of Sokratés, insisting upon this point, as part of the
duties of a commander (Xen., Mem. iii. 3, 11).

2 This necessity of some rhetorical accomplishments is enforced not less
emphatically by Aristotle (Rhetoric, i. 1, 3) than by Kalliklés in the Gorgias
of Plato, c. 91, p. 486 B.

3 See the description which Cicero gives of his own laborious oratorical
training—
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weapons—for the ambitious few, to devote much labour and
to shine as accomplished orators.

Such political and social motives, it is to be remembered,
though acting very forcibly at Athens, were by no means
peculiar to Athens, but prevailed more or less throughout a
large portion of the Grecian cities, especially in Sicily, when
all the governments became popularised after the overthrow of
the Gelonian dynasty. And it was in Sicily and Italy, that the
first individuals arose, who acquired permanent name both in
Rhetoric and Dialectics: Empedoklés of Agrigentum in the
former—Zeno of Elea (in Italy) in the latter.!

Both these distinguished men bore a conspicuous part in
politics, and both on the popular side ; Empedoklés against an
oligarchy, Zeno against a despot. But both also were yet more
distinguished as philosophers; and the dialectical irpulse in
Zeno, if not the rhetorical impulse in Empedoklés, came more
from his philosophy than from his politics. Empedoklés
{about 470~440 B.C.) appears to have held intercourse at least,
if not partial communion of doctrine, with the dispersed
philosophers of the Pythagorean league ; the violent subversion
of which, at Kroton and elsewhere, I have related in a previous
chapter.? He constructed a system of physics and cosmogony,
distinguished for first broaching the doctrine of the Four
. elements, and set forth in a poem composed by himself:
besides which he seems to have had much of the mystical tone
and miraculous pretensions of Pythagoras ; professing not only
to cure pestilence and other distempers, but to teach how old
age might be averted and the dead raised from Hades—to
prophesy—and to raise and calm the winds at his pleasure.
Gorgias his pupil deposed that he had been present at the
magical ceremonies of Empedoklés.? The impressive character

*

¢¢ Ego hoc tempore omni, noctes et dies, in omnium doctrinarum medita-
tione versabar. Eram cum Stoico Diodoto, qui cum habitavisset apud me
mecumque; vixisset, nuper est domi mes mortuus. A quo quum in aliis
rebus, tum studiosissime in dialecticd versabar; gue guasi contracta et
astricta eloquentia putanda est; sine qui etiam tu, Brute, judicavisti,
te illam justam eloquentiam, quam diglecticam dilatatam esse putant,
consequi non posse. Huic ego doctori, et ejus artibus variis et multis, ita
eram tamen deditus, ut ab exercitationibus oratoriis nullus dies vacaret.”
(Cicero, Brutus, 9o, 309.)

L Aristotel. ap. Diog. Laért. viil. 57.

2 See my preceding vol. iv. ch. xxxiv.

% Diogen. Laért. viii. 58, 59, who gives a remarkable extract from the
poem of Empedoklés, attesting these large pretensions.

See Brandis, Handbuch der Gr. Rom. Philos. part. i. sect. 47,

8, p.
192 ; Sturz. ad Empedoclis Frag. p. 36. e



304 History ot Greece

of his poem is sufficiently attested by the admiration of
Lucretius,! and the rhetoric ascribed to him may have con-
sisted mainly in oral teaching or exposition of the same
doctrines. Tisias and Korax of Syracuse, who are also
mentioned as the first teachers of rhetoric—and the first who
made known any precepts about the rhetorical practice—were
his contemporaries ; while the celebrated Gorgias was his pupil.

The dialectical movement emanated at the same time from
the Eleatic school of philosophers—Zeno, and his contem-
porary the Samian Melissus (460-440)—if not from their
common teacher Parmenidés. Melissus also, as well as Zeno
and Empedoklés, was a distinguished citizen as well as a
philosopher ; having been in command of the Samian fleet at
the time of the revolt from Athens, and having in that capacity
gained a victory over the Athenians.

All the philosophers of the fifth century B.c., prior to
Sokratés, inheriting from their earliest poetical predecessors
the vast and unmeasured problems which had once been
solved by the supposition of divine or superhuman agents,
contemplated the world, physical and moral, all in a mass,
and applied their minds to find some hypothesis which would
give them an explanation of this totality,? or at least appease
curiosity by something which looked like an explanation.
What were the elements out of which sensible things were
made? What was the initial cause or principle of those
changes which appeared to our senses? What was change?
—was it generation or something integrally new and destruc-
tion of something pre-existent—or was 1t a decomposition and
recombination of elements still continuing? The theories of .
the various Ionic philosophers and of Empedoklés after them,
admitting one, two, or four elementary substances, with Friend-
ship and Enmity to serve as causes of motion or change—the
Homoeeomeries of Anaxagoras, with Nous or Intelligence as the
stirring or regularising agent—the atoms and void of Leukippus

1 De Rerum Naturj, i. 719.

2 Some striking lines of Empedoklés are preserved by Sextus Empiricus,
adv. Mathemat. vil. 115; to the effect that every individual man gets
through his short life, with no more knowledge than is comprised in his
own slender fraction of observation and experience : he struggles in vain to
find out and explain the totality—but neither eye, nor ear, nor reason can
assist him—

Tedpov 8 Jwijs dBov uépos aepnoawe;,

'leuopor., KOTVOLO Sucnv a.pecwes‘, a7re1rfn.v

Ab7d pdvoy weoBévres, 1o wpon'exvpo'ev éxaoTos,
IXdvroo’ e}\avvop.evor, To 8¢ oBAoy cirevxe"raL svpsw
Adres ol énibepara Td avdpdoy, obt émaxovard,
Oire véy TepthnmTd.
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and Demokritus—all these were different hypotheses answering
to a similar vein of thought. All of them, though assuming
that the sensible appearances of things were delusive and per-
plexing, nevertheless were borrowed more or less directly from
some of these appearances, which were employed to explain
and illustrate the whole theory, and served torender it plausible
when stated as well as to defend it against attack, But the
philosophers of the Eleatic school—first Xenophanés, and after
him Parmenidés—took a distinct path of their own. To find
that which was real, and which lay as it were concealed behind
or under the delusive phanomena of sense, they had recourse
only to mental abstractions. They supposed a Substance or
Something not perceivable by sense, but only cogitable or con-
ceivable by reason: a One and All, continuous and finite,
which was not only real and self-existent, but was the only
reality—eternal, immoveable and unchangeable, and the only
matter knowable. The phanomena of sense, which began and
ended one after the other (they thought), were essentially
delusive, uncertain, contradictory among themselves, and open
to endless diversity of opinion.! Upon these, nevertheless,
they announced an opinion; -adopting two elements—heat
and cold—or light and darkness.

Parmenidés set forth this doctrine of the One and All in a
poem, of which but a few fragments now remain, so that we
understand very imperfectly the positive arguments employed
to recommend it. The matter of truth and knowledge, such
as he alone admitted, was altogether removed from the senses
and divested of sensible properties, so as to be conceived only
as an Ens Rationis, and described and discussed only in the
most general words of the language. The exposition given by
Parmenidés in his poem,? though complimented by Plato, was
vehemently controverted by others, who deduced from it many
contradictions and absurdities. As a part of his reply,—and
doubtless the strongest part,—Parmenidés retorted upon his
adversaries ; an example followed by his pupil Zeno with still
greater acuteness and success. Those who controverted his
ontological theory—that the real, ultra-phznomenal, substance,

1 See Parmenidis Fragmenta, ed. Karsten, v. 30, 55, 60; also the
Dissertation annexed by Karsten, sect. 3, 4, p. 148 seg.; sect. 19, p.
221 seq.

Compare also Mullach’s edition of the same Fragments, annexed to his
edition of the Aristotelian treatise, De Melisso, Xenophane, et Gorgi4,

. 144.
2 Plato, Parmenidés, p. 128 B. oV pev (Parmenidés) 7ap & rofs morhpa-
ow & ¢7s elvas 75 wav, kal Tobrwy Texpfipia wapéxes karas re kal ed, &c.
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was One,—affirmed it to be not One, but Many; divisible,
moveable, changeable, &c. Zeno attacked this latter theory,
and proved that it led to contradictions and absurdities still
greater than those involved in the proposition of Parmenidés.!
He impugned the testimony of sense, affirming that it furnished
premises for conclusions ‘which contradicted each other, and
that it was unworthy of trust.?2 Parmenidés® had denied that
there was any such thing as real change either of place or
colour: Zeno maintained change of place, or motion, to be
impossible and self-contradictory; propounding many logical
difficulties, derived from the infinite divisibility of matter,
against some of the most obvious affirmations respecting sen-
sible pheenomena. Melissus appears to have argued in a vein
similar to that of Zeno, though with much less acuteness;
demonstrating indirectly the doctrine of Parmenidés by deduc-
ing impossible inferences from the contrary hypothesis.

Zeno published a treatise to maintain the thesis above
described, which he also upheld by personal conversations and
discussions, in a manner doubtless far more efficacious than
his writing ;' the oral teaching of these early philosophers being
their really impressive manifestation. His subtle dialectic
arguments were not only sufficient to occupy all the philo-
sophers of antiquity, in confuting them more or less success-
fully, but have even descended to modern times as a fire not
yet extinguished.® The great effect produced among the
speculative minds of Greece by his writing and conversation, is
attested both by Plato and Aristotle. He visited Athens, gave

1 See the remarkable passage in the Parmenidés of Plato, p. 128 B, C, D.

*Egl 8¢ 74 ye dAnbés Bohbewd 15 Tadra T& ypdupara 7¢ Tapuevilov Adyyp
wpds Tobs émixepodvras abTdy xwupdely, dbs €l & éaTi, TOAAY kal yeAola
ocvpuBaiver mdoxew 7@ Adyy kal dvavrle adr@. ‘Avridéyer 8% odv TovTo TO
ypdupa wpds Tobs T& WOAAL Aéyovtas, kal dvrTamodldwe: TabTa kel
wAelw, TobTo BovAduevoy dyrodv, &s T yeroidrepa wdoxor by
adTdy 9 indfectis—h el mMoAAd eoTiv—A % 70D &y elvai €l Tis
icavds émetlon

2 Plato, Phedrus, c. 44, p. 261 D. See the citations in Brandis, Gesch.
der Gr. Rom. Philosophie, part i. p. 417 seg.

3 Parmenid. Fragm. v. 101, ed. Maullach.

4 See the Fragments of Melissus collected by Mullach, in his publication
cited in a previous note, p. 81 seg.

5 The reader will see this in Bayle’s Dictionary, article, Zeno of Elea,

Simplicius (in his commentary on Aristot. Physic, p. 255) says that Zeno
first composed written dialogues—which cannot be believed without more
certain evidence. He also particularises a puzzling question addressed by
Zeno to Protagoras. See Brandis, Gesch. der Griech. Rém. Philos. i. p.
409.—Zeno 1diov pév obdev eiéfeto (sc. mepl Tav mdvrwy), Siymdpnae 5t wepl
TovTwy éml mAelov. Plutarch. ap. Eusebium, Preepar, Evangel. i. 23 D.
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instruction to some eminent Athenians, for high pay—and is
said to have conversed both with Periklés and with Sokratés,
at a time when the latter was very young ; probably between
450-440 B.C1

His appearance constitutes a remarkable ®ra in Grecian
philosophy, because he first brought out the extraordinary
aggressive or negative force of the dialectic method. In this
discussion respecting the One and the Many, positive grounds
on either side were alike scanty: each party had to set forth
the contradictions deducible from the opposite hypothesis, and
Zeno professed to show that those of his opponents were the
more flagrant. We thus see that along with the methodised
question and answer, or dialectic method, employed from
henceforward more and more in philosophical inquiries—comes
out at the same time the negative tendency, the probing,
testing, and scrutinising force—of Grecian speculation. The
negative side of 'Grecian speculation stands quite as pro-
minently marked, and occupies as large a measure of the
intellectual force of their philosophers, as the positive side. It
is not simply to arrive at a conclusion, sustained by a certain
measure of plausible premise—and then to proclaim it as an
authoritative dogma, silencing or disparaging all objectors—
that Grecian speculation aspires. To unmask not only positive
falsehood, but even affirmation without evidence, exaggerated

1 Compare Plutarch, Periklés, c. 3; Plato, Parmenidés, pp. 126, 127 ;
Plato, Alkibiad. i. ch. I4, p. 119 A

That Sokratés had in his youth conversed with Parmenidés when the
latter was an old man, is stated by Plato more than once, over and above
his dialogue called Parmenidés, which professes to give a conversation
between the two, as well as with Zeno. I agree with Mr, Fynes Clinton,
Brandis, and Karsten—in thinking that this is better evidence about the
date of Parmenidés than any of the vague indications which appear to con-
tradict it, in Diogenés Laértius and elsewhere. But it will be hardly
proper to place the conversation between Parmenidés and Sokratés (as Mr.
Clinton places it—Fast. H. vol. ii. App. c. 21, p. 364) at a time when
Sokratés was only fifteen years of age. The ideas which the ancients had
about youthful propriety would not permit him to take part in conversation
with an eminent philosopher, at so early an age as fifteen, when he would
not yet be entered on the roll of citizens, or be qualified for the smallest
function, military or civil. I cannot but think that Sokratés must have been
more than twenty years of age when he thus conversed with Parmenidés.

Sokratés was born in 469 B.C. (perhaps 468 B.C.) ; he would therefore be
twenty years of age in 449 B.C.; assuming the visit of Parmenidés to
Athens to have been in 448 B.C., since he was then sixty-five years of age,
he would be born in §13 B.C. It is objected that, if this date be admitted,
Parmenidés could not have been a pupil of Xenophanes we should thus
be compelled to admit (which perhaps is the truth) that he learnt the
doctrine of Xenophanés at second-hand.
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confidence in what was only doubtful, and show of knowledge
without the reality—to look at a problem on all sides, and set
forth all the difficulties attending its solution—to take account
of deductions from the affirmative evidence, even in the case
of conclusions accepted as true upon the balance—all this will
be found pervading the march of their greatest thinkers. As a
condition of all progressive philosophy, it is not less essential
that the grounds of negation should be freely exposed, than
the grounds of affirmation. We shall find the two going hand
in hand, and the negative veinindeed the more impressive and
characteristic of the two, from Zeno downwards in our history,
In one of the earliest memoranda illustrative of Grecian
dialectics—the sentences wherein Plato represents Parmenidés
and Zeno as bequeathing their mantle to the youthful Sokratés,
and giving him precepts for successfully prosecuting those
researches which his marked inquisitive impulse promised—
this large and comprehensive point of view is emphatically
inculcated. He is admonished to set before him both sides of
every hypothesis, and to follow out both the negative and the
affirmative chains of argument with equal perseverance and
equal freedom of scrutiny; neither daunted by the adverse
opinions around him, nor deterred by sneers against wasting
time ‘in fruitless talk; since the multitude are ignorant that
without thus travelling round all sides of a question, no
assured comprehension of the truth is attainable.l

We thus find ourselves, from the year 450 B.C. downwards,
in presence of two important classes of men in Greece, unknown
to Solon or even to Kleisthenés—the Rhetoricians, and the
Dialecticians ; for whom (as has been shown) the ground had

1 Plato, Parmenid. pp. 135, 136.

Parmenidés speaks to Sokratés—KaA} uév odv kal Oefa, ed 1obs, 4 Sput, 4w
Sppds ém Tobs Adyous' Ekvoov B cavtdy ral yluvaoar udAAoy Sk Tis
Jokobons dxphorov elvar ial kakovpévns dmd Tav woAAGY &SoAeoxlas, Ews ¥
véos €l €l 8¢ uh, o& Sapelferar § &Affewe. Tis oby & vpdmos, pdvar (Tdv
Swkpdrn), & Tapueridy, tis yvuvaolas ; Oftos, elmelv (rdv Mapuer(dyy)
Svmep firovoas Zhvwvos. . . . Xph 8¢ kal 7d8e &t wpds TobTe oromely, uY
pévov, €i EoTiv €xacToy, moTi0épevoy, oromeiv 7& tvuBal-
vovra éx Tis bwoBéocews—aANd kal, €l puh ot Td adTd TodTO,
Smor{Oeo@ai—el BobAet pdAAov ~yvpvactivat. . . . *Ayvocvor vyip of
woArol re vev Tadrys THs 81d wdvrwv Siekddov kal wAdvys, &dbvarToy Evrv-
x8vra ¢ dAnet voiv oxeiv. See also Plato’s Kratylus, p. 428 E, about the
necessity of the investigator looking both before and behind—#&ua mpdoow
«al owfoow.

See also the Parmenidés, p. 130 E—in which Sokratés is warned
respecting the dv8pdwoy ddas—against enslaving himself to the opinions
of men : compare Plato, Sophistés, p. 227 B, C.
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been gradually prepared by the politics, the poetry, and the
speculation, of the preceding period.

Both these two novelties—like the poetry and other accom-
plishments of this memorable race—grew up from rude indi-
genous beginnings, under native stimulus unborrowed and
unassisted from without. The rhetorical teaching was an
attempt to assist and improve men in the power of continuous
speech as addressed to assembled numbers, such as the public
assembly or the dikastery ; it was therefore a species of training
sought for by men of active pursuits and ambitions, either that
they might succeed in public life, or that they might maintain
their rights and dignity if called before the court of justice.
On the other hand, the dialectic business had no direct
reference to public life, to the judicial pleading, or to any
assembled large number. It was a dialogue carried on by two
disputants, usually before a few hearers, to unravel some
obscurity, to reduce the respondent to silence and contradiction,
to exercise both parties in mastery of the subject, or to sift
the consequences of some problematical assumption. It was

spontaneous conversation?! systematised and turned into some.

predetermined channel ; furnishing a stimulus to thought, and
a means of improvement not attainable in any other manner—
furnishing to some also a source of profit or display. It
opened a line of serious intellectual pursuit to men of a
speculative or inquisitive turn, who were deficient in voice, in
boldness, in continuous memory, for public speaking; or who
desired to keep themselves apart from the political and judicial
animosities of the moment.

Although there were numerous Athenians, who combined, in
various proportions, speculative with practical study, yet, gener-
ally speaking, the two veins of intellectual movement—one
tosvards active public business, the other towards enlarged
opinions and greater command of speculative truth, with its
evidences—continued simultaneous and separate. There sub-
sisted between them a standing polemical controversy and a
spirit of mputual detraction. - If Plato despised the sophists and
the rhetors, Isokratés thinks himself not less entitled to dispar-
age those who employed their time in debating upon the unity
or plurality of virtue.? Even among different teachers, in the

1 See Aristotel. De Sophist. Elenchis, c. 11, p. 172, ed. Bekker; and
his Topica, ix. 5, p. 154 ; where the different purposes of dialogue are
enumerated and distingunished.

2 See Isokratés, Orat. x.; Helenz Encomium, s. 2-7 ; compare Orat,

xv. De Permutatione, of the same author, s. go.
I hold it for certain that the first of these passages is intended as a
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same intellectual walk, also, there prevailed but too often an
acrimonious feeling of personal rivalry, which laid them all so
much the more open to assault from the common enemy of all
mental progress—a feeling of jealous ignorance, stationary or
wistfully retrospective, of no mean force at Athens, as in every
other society, and of course blended at Athens with the in-
digenous democratical sentiment. This latter sentiment?! of
antipathy to new ideas, and new mental accomplishments, has
been raised into factitious importance by the comic genius of
Aristophanés,—whose point of view modern authors have too
often accepted ; thus allowing some of the worst feelings of
Grecian antiquity to influence their manner of conceiving the
facts. Moreover, they have rarely made any allowance for
that force of literary and philosophical antipathy, which was no
less real and constant at Athens than the political ; and which
made the different literary classes or individuals perpetually
unjust one towards another.?2 It was the blessing and the glory
of Athens, that every man could speak out his sentiments and
his criticisms with a freedom unparalleled in the ancient world,
and hardly paralleled even in the modern, in which a vast body
of dissent both is, and always has been, condemned to absolute
silence. But this known latitude of censure ought to have
imposed on modern authors a peremptory necessity of not

criticism upon the Platonic dialogues (as in Or. v. ad Philip. s. 84),
probably the second passage also. Isokratés, evidently a cautious and
timid man, avoids mentioning the names of contemporaries, that he may
provoke the less animosity.

1 Isokratés alludes much to this sentiment, and to the men who looked
upon gymnastic training with greater favour than upon philosophy, in the
Orat. xv. De Permutatione, s. 267 ¢ seg. A large portion of this oration is
in fact a reply to accusations, the same as those preferred against mental
cultivation by the Afxaios Adyos in the Nubes of Aristophanés, 947 seg.
—favourite topics in the mouths of the pugilists ¢ with smashed ear§g”
(Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 71, p. 515 E, 76y 73 é7a rareayfrwv).

2 There is but too much evidence of the abundance of such jealousies and
antipathies during the times of Plato, Aristotle, and Isokratés: see Stahr’s
Aristotelia, ch. iil. vol. i. pp. 37, 68.

Aristotle was extremely jealous of the success of Isokratés, aml was him-
self much assailed by pupils of the latter, Kephisodbrus and others—as
well as by Dikaarchus, Eubulidés, and a numerous host of writers in
the same tone—o7patdy 8rov 7Tav émibeuévwy 'ApigTorTéher: see the
Fragments of Diksearchus, vol. ii. p. 225, ed. Didot.—** De ingenio ejus
(observes Cicero in reference to Epicurus, de Finibus, ii. 25, 80) in his dis-
putationibus, non de moribus, queeritur. Sit ista in Grecorum levitate
perversitas, qui maledictis insectantur eos, a quibus de veritate dissentiunt.”
This is a taint noway peculiar to Grecarn philosophical controversy : but it
has nowhere been more infectious than among the Greeks, and modern
historians cannot be too much on their guard against it,
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accepting implicitly the censure of any one, where the party
inculpated has left no defence ; at the very least, of construing
the censure strictly, and allowing for the point of view from
which it proceeds. From inattention to this necessity, almost
all the things and persons of Grecian history are presented tc
us on their bad side : the libels of Aristophanés, the sneers of
Plato and Xenophon, even the interested generalities of a
plaintiff or defendant before the Dikastery—are received with
little cross-examination as authentic materials for history.

If ever there was need to invoke this rare sentiment of
candour, it is when we come to discuss the history of the
persons called Sophists, who now for the first time appear as
of note; the practical teachers of Athens and of Greece,
misconceived as well as misesteemed.

The primitive education at Athens consisted of two branches ;
gymnastics, for the body—music, for the mind. The word
music is not to be judged according to the limited signification
which it now bears. It comprehended from the beginning
everything appertaining to the province of the Nine Muses—
not merely learning the use of the lyre, or how to bear part in
a chorus, but also the hearing, learning, and repeating of
poetical compositions, as well as the practice of exact and
elegant pronunciation—which latter accomplishment in a
language like the Greek, with long words, measured syllables,
and great diversity of accentuation between one word and
another, must have been far more difficult to acquire than it is
in any modern European language. As the range of ideas
enlarged, so the words #mussc and musical teachers acquired an
expanded meaning, so as to comprehend matter of instruction
at once ampler and more diversified. During the middle of
the fifth century B.C. at Athens, there came thus to be found,
afhong the musical teachers, men of the most distinguished
abilities and eminence ; masters of all the learning and accom-
plishments of the age, teaching what was known of_ astronomy,
geography, and physics, and capable of holding dialectical dis-
cussions with their pupils, upon all the various problems then
afloat among intellectual men. Of this character were Lamprus,
Agathoklés, Pythokleidés, Damon, &c. The two latter were
instructors of Periklés; and Damon was even rendered so
unpopular at Athens, partly by his large and free speculations,
partly through the political enemies of his great pupil, that he
was ostracised, or at least sentenced to banishment? Such

1 See Plato (Protagoras, c. 8, p. 316 D ; Laches, c. 3, p. 180 D; Mene-
xenus, ¢. 3, p. 236 A; Alklblad 1. ¢. 14, p. 118 C); Plutarch, Penkles,c 4
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men were competent companions for Anaxagoras and Zeno,
and employed in part on the same studies; the field of
acquired knowledge being not then large enough to be divided
into separate, exclusive compartments. While Euripidés fre-
quented the company, and acquainted himself with the
opinions of Anaxagoras--Ion of Chios (his rival as a tragic
poet, as well as the friend of Kimon) bestowed so much
thought upon physical subjects as then conceived, that he set
up a theory of his own, propounding the doctrine of three
elements in nature 1—air, fire, and earth.

Now such musical teachers as Damon and the others above
mentioned, were Sophists, not merely in the natural and proper
Greek sense of that word, but, to a certain extent, even in the
special and restricted meaning which Plato afterwards thought
proper to confer upon it.2 A Sophist, in the genuine sense of
the word, was a wise man—a clever man—one who stood
prominently before the public as distinguished for intellect or
talent of some kind. Thus Solon and Pythagoras are both
called Sophists ; Thamyras the skilful bard is called a Sophist : 3
Sokratés 1s so denominated, not merely by Aristophanés, but
‘by Aschinés : ¢ Aristotle himself calls Aristippus, and Xenophon

Periklés had gone through dialectic practice in his youth (Xenoph.
Memor. i. 2, 46).

1 Isokratés, Or. xv. De Permutat. s. 287.

Compare Brandis, Gesch. der Gr. Rom. Philosophie, parti. s. 48, p. 196.

2 Isokratés calls both Anaxagoras and Damon, Sophists {(Or. xv. De Perm.
s. 251), Plutarch, Periklés, c. 4. ‘O 8¢ Adpwy Eoxer, lrpos &v copiotis,
karadbeabar pév els T4 Tis povoiis Ovoua, émkpumrdpevos mwpds Tods
woAAods THy Sewdrnra.

So Protagoras too (in the speech put into his mouth by Plato, Protag. c.
8, p. 31I6) says, very truly, that there had been Sophists from the earliest
times of Greece. But he says also (what Plutarch says in the citation just
above) that these earlier men refused intentionally and deliberately, to call
themselves Sophists, for fear of the odium attached to the name; and that
he (Protagoras) was the first person to call himself openly a Sophist.

The denomination by which a man is known, however seldom depends
upon himself, but upon the general public, and upon his critics, friendly or
hostile. The unfriendly spirit of Plato did much more to attach the title of
Sosphists specially to these teachers, than any assumption of their own.

Herodot. i. 29; ii. 49; iv. 95. Diogenés of Apollonia, contemporary

'of Herodotus, called the Xonic philosophers or physiologists by the name

Sophists : see Brandis, Geschich. der Griech. R6m. Philosoph. c. LVIL. note

0. About Thamyras, see Welcker, Griech. Tragdd. Sophoklés, p. 421—
. Elr’ olw goprorhs kaka mapamaiwy xéhvy, &c.

The comic poet Kratinus called all the poets, including Homer and
Hesiod, copeoral: see the Fragments of his drama *ApxfAoxe: in Meineke,
Fragm. Comicor. Graecor. vol. 1i. p. 16.

4 Aschinés cont. Timarch. ¢. 34. Aschinés calls Demosthenés also
a Sophist, c. 27.
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calls Antisthenés, both of them disciples of Sokratés, by
that name:! Xenophon,? in describing a collection of in-
structive books, calls them “the writings of the old poets and
Sophists,” meaning by the latter word prose writers generally :
Plato is alluded to as a Sophist, even by Isokratés:3 Alschinés
{the disciple of Sokratés, not the orator) was so denominated
by his contemporary Lysias:* Isokratés himself was harshly
criticised as a Sophist, and defends both himself and his
profession : lastly, Timon (the friend and admirer of Pyrrho,
about 300-280 B.C.), who bitterly satirised all the philosophers,
designated them all, including Plato and Aristotle, by the
general name of Sophists.® In this large and comprehensive
sense the word was originally used, and always continued to be
so understood among the general public. But along with this
idea, the title Sophist also carried with it or connoted a certain
invidious feeling. The natural temper of a people generally
ignorant towards superior intellect—the same temper which led
to those charges of magic so frequent in the Middle Ages—
appears to be an union of admiration with something of an
unfavourable sentiment *—dislike, or apprehension, as the case

We see plalnly from the terms in Plato’s Politicus, c. 38, p. 299 B—
perewpohdyoy, &Sonéoxny Twd copoThv—that both Sokratés and Plato
himself were designated as Sophists by the Athenian public.

L Aristotel. Metaphysic. iii. 2, p. 996 ; Xenoph. Sympos. iv. 1.

Aristippus is said to have been the first of the disciples of Sokratés who
took money for instruction (Diogen. Laért. ii. 65). ’

2 Xenoph Memor. iv. 2, I. 7pd,u.,u.a1-a woAAd ovverheyuévoy moTRY TE
kal ocopiaTRV TEY euﬁam,uw'm'rwv .

The word gopiorév is here used Just in the same sense as Tods Ono-aupous
Téy TdAat copAY avdpdyv, obs éreivor katéhimoy &y BiBAlos ypdgavres, ,
&c. (Memor. i. 6, 14). It isused in a different sense in another passage
(i. 1, 11) toO sxgmfy teachers who gave instruction on physical and astrono-
mical subjects, which Sokratés and Xenophon both disapproved.

3 Isokratés, Orat. v. ad Philipp. 5. 14: see Heindorf’s note-on the
Euthydemus of Plato, p. 305 C, s. 79 Isokratés is spoken of as a Sophist
by Platarch, Quaest. Sympos. i. 1, 1, p. 613.

4 Athenaeus, xil. p, 612 F.; Lysias, Fragm. 2, Bekk.

5 Diogen. Laért. ix. 65. “Eomere vdv poi, door wohvmpdypovés éore
copioral (Diogen. Laért. viil. 74).

Demetrius of Treezen numbered Empedoklés as a Sophist. Isokratés
speaks of Empedoklés, Ton, Alkmeon, Parmenidés, Melissus, Gorgias, all
as of ralawl copiorai—all as having taught different repirroroytas about
the elements of the physical world (Isok. de Permut. s. 288).

¢ Eurip. Med. 289—

Xp 8 olmed’ boris apribpwy wépux’ dviip,
Hatdas nepwvwg smS:.Sa.awaat vodzous
Xwpis -ya.p a/\)rng, s éxovaw, épylas,
®hovov mpos aaTAY dAddvovas Svomeri.
The words § mepioods oopds seem to convey the same unfriendly

sentiment as the word gogisris.
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may be; unless where the latter element has become neutral-
ised by habitual respect for an established profession or station.
At any rate, the unfriendly sentiment is so often intended, that
a substantive word in which it is implied without the necessity
of any annexed predicate, is soon found convenient. Timon,
who hated the philosophers, thus found the word Sophist
exactly suitable, in sentiment as well as meaning, to his purpose
in addressing them.

Now when (in the period succeeding 450 B.C.) the rhetorical
and musical teachers came to stand before the public at Athens
in such increased eminence, they of course, as well as other
men intellectually celebrated, became designated by the appro-
priate name of Sophists. But there was one characteristic
peculiar to themselves whereby they drew upon themselves a
double measure of that invidious sentiment which lay wrapped
up in the name. They taught for pay: of course therefore the
most eminent among them taught only the rich, and earned
large sums: a fact naturally provocative of envy, to some
extent, among the many who benefited nothing by them, but
still more among the inferior members of their own profession.

Even great minds, like Sokratés and Plato, though much
superior to any such envy, cherished in that age a genuine and
vehement repugnance against receiving pay for teaching. We
read in Xenophon,! that Sokratés considered such a bargain as

1 Xenoph. Memor, i. 2, 6. In another passage, the Sophist Antiphon
(whether this is the celebrated Antiphon of the deme Rhamnus, is un-
certain ; the commentators lean to the negative) is described as conversing
with Sokratés, and saying that Sokratés of course must imagine his own
conversation to be worth nothing, since he asked no price from his scholars.
To which Sokratés replies—

“Q CAvripdv, wap’ nulv voullerar, Thy &pav kal Thv coplav Suolws ulv
waAdy, buofws 8¢ aloxpdv Siarifcofar elvas. Thr Te yap Spav, év pév nis
&pyvplov wwAf T BovAopévy, wdpvov abrdy &mokarobow. Ew 8¢ Tis, by &y
yv§ kaAdy Te rdryafby épacThy bvra, TobTov Piloy éavrd morfTal, cdppova
voullouev. Kal Thv copiav Goadrws robs uev dpyvplov ¢ BovAo-
wévy TwhobvTas, copiords domwep wbpvous &wonarodaiy Foris
3¢ by by yre edpud Fvra, Biddokwy 8,71 by ¥xp ayafdv plAov moreiras,
TobTov voulloper, & T¢ KaA§ kiyad§ wokiry mposfxet, rabra woweir (Xenoph.
Memor. 1. 6, 13).

As an evidence of the manners and sentiment of the age, this passage is
extremely remarkable. Various parts of the oration of Aschinés against
Timarchus, and the Symposion of Plato (pp. 217, 218), both receive and
give light to it.

Among the numerous passages in which Plato expresses his dislike and
contempt of teaching for money, see his Sophistes, ¢. 9, p. 223. Plato
indeed thought that it was unworthy of a virtuous man to accept salary for
the discharge of any public duty: see the Republic, i. 19, p. 347. "The
comic writer Ephippus, however (see Atheneeus xi. 509; Meineke, Fr.
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nothing less than servitude, robbing the teacher of all free
choice as to persons or proceeding ; and that he assimilated
the relation between teacher and pupil to that between two
lovers or two intimate friends, which was thoroughly dis-
honoured, robbed of its charm and reciprocity, and prevented
from bringing about its legitimate reward of attachment and
devotion, by the intervention of money payment. However
little in harmony with modern ideas,® such was the conscien-
tious sentiment of Sokratés and Plato; who therefore considered
the name Sophist, denoting intellectual celebrity combined with
an odious association, as pre-eminently suitable to the leading
teachers for pay. The splendid genius, the lasting influence,
and the reiterated polemics, of Plato, have stamped it upon the
men against whom he wrote as if it were their recognised,
legitimate, and peculiar designation: though it is certain, that
if, in the middle of the Peloponnesian war, any Athenian had
been asked,—* Who are the principal Sophists in your city?”
—he would have named Sckratés among the first ; for Sokratés
was at once eminent as an intellectual teacher, and personally
unpopular—not because he received pay, but on other grounds
which will be hereafter noticed: and this was the precise
combination of qualtucs which the general public naturally
expressed by a Sophist. Moreover, Plato not only stole the
name out of general circulation in order to fasten it specially
upon his opponents the paid teachers, but also connected with
it express discreditable attributes, which formed no part of its
primitive and recognised meaning, and were altogether distinct
from, though grafted upon, the vague sentiment of dislike
associated with it. Aristotle, following the example of his

Com. Gr. iil, p. 332), taunts the disciples of Plato and pupils of the
Academy as receivers of pay for teaching ; making evidently no distinction
befween them and Thrasymachus on this point. Athenwus construes the
taunt as including Plato himself ; which goes beyond the strict meaning of
the words.

1 Ovid, dwelling upon the same general analogy of the relations between
lovers (Amores, i. 10, 38), insists on the baseness of accepting money as a
reward for pleading in behalf of persons accused before justice. ‘¢ Turpe
reos emptd miseros defendere lingui.”—That it was dishonourable to
receive pay for judicial pleading, was the general idea and dominant
sentiment of the Romans, in the time of the Republic, and in the early

. period of the Empire. The Lex Cincia (passed about 200 B.c.) prohibited
such receipt altogether. In practice, as we might expect, the prohibition

' came to be more and more evaded, though it seems to have been at times
formally renewed. But the sentiment, in honourable Romans, continued
unaltered certainly down to the days of Tacitus. See Tacit. Ann. xi. 5-7;
Livy, xxxiv. 4. A limited maximum of fee was first permitted under
Claudius. See Walter, Rom. Recht. s. 751.
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master, gave to the word Sophist a definition substantially the
same as that which it bears in the modern languagesl—“an
impostrous pretender to knowledge, a man who employs what
he knows to be a fallacy, for the purpose of deceit and of
getting money.” And he did this at a time when he himself,
with his estimable contemporary Isokratés, were considered at
Athens to come under the designation of Sophists, and were
called so by every one who disliked either their profession or
their persons.?

Great thinkers and writers, like Plato and Aristotle, have
full right to define and employ words in a sense of their own,
provided they give due notice. But it is essential that the
reader should keep in mind the consequences of such change,
and not mistake a word used in a new sense for a new fact or
phznomenon. The age with which we are now dealing (the
last half of the fifth century B.C.) 1s commonly distinguished in
the history of philosophy as the age of Sokratés and the
Sophists. The Sophists are spoken of as a new class of men,
or sometimes in language which implies a new doctrinal sect or
school, as if they then sprang up in Greece for the first time—
ostentatious impostors, flattering and duping the rich youth
for their own personal gain, undermining the morality of
Athens public and private, and encouraging their pupils to the
unscrupulous prosecution of ambition and cupidity. They are
even affirmed to have succeeded in corrupting the general
morality, so that Athens had become miserably degenerated
and vicious in the latter years of the Peloponnesian war, as
compared with what she was in the time of Miltiadés and
Aristeidés. Sokratés, on the contrary, is usually described as

! Aristot. Rhetoric. i. I, 4—where he explains the Sophist to be a
person who has the same powers as the Dialectician, but abuses them for
a bad purpose—# ydp oopioTikh, obx v TH duwduer, GAN’ v TH mpoaipéser.
. .« . 'Exel 3¢, copiomhs pév, xatd Thy wpoalpeaiv, diakexTicds B¢, ob xard |
Thy wpoalpeaty, AN katd ThHy Sdvamv. Again in the first chapter of the .
treatise de Sophisticis Elenchis—é gopiorhs, xpnuatiorhs and Ppawouévns
goplas, GAN ovr ofioys, &c.

2 Respecting Isokratés, see his Orat. xv. De Permutatione, wherein it is
evident that he was not only ranked as a Sophist by others, but also
considered himself as such, though the appellation was one which he did
not like. He considers himself as such, as well as Gorgias—ol xaXoduevot
coproral—sect. 166, 169, 213, 231.

Respecting Aristotle, we have only to read (not merely the passage of
Timon cited in a previous note, but also) the bitter slander of Timeeus
(Frag. 70, ed. Didot, Polybius, xii. 8), who called him codicrhy é¢:-
nwabf kal prenTtdv dmdpxovra, kel Td woAvriunrov larpelov &priws
amoxexAewdra, wpds 8¢ TobTois, els wacay abAy kal okmyhy éuwerndyrdrar
wpds 8¢, yaaTplpapyov, syaprurhy, érmi ardua pepbuevov & mior
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a holy man combating and exposing these false prophets—
standing up as the champion of morality against their insidious
artifices.! Now though the appearance of a man so very
original as Sokratés was a new fact, of unspeakable importance
—the appearance of the Sophists was no new fact: what was
new was the peculiar use of an old word; which Plato took
out of its usual meaning, and fastened upon the eminent paid
teachers of the Sokratic age. '
The paid teachers, with whom, under the name of The
Sophists, he brings Sokratés into controversy, were Protagoras
of Abdera, Gorgias of Leontini, Polus of Agrigentum, Hippias
of Elis, Prodikus of Keos, Thrasymachus of Chalkédon,
Euthydémus and Dionysddorus of Chios: to whom Xenophon
adds Antiphon of Athens. These men—whom modern writers
set down as The Sophists, and denounce as the moral pesti-
lence, of their age—were not distinguished in any marked or
generic way from their predecessors. Their vocation was to
train up youth for the duties, the pursuits, and the successes,
of active life, both private and public. Others had done this
before ; but these teachers brought to the task a larger range
of knowledge, with a greater multiplicity of scientific and other
topics—not only more impressive powers of composition and
speech, serving as a personal example to the pupil, but also a
comprehension of the elements of good speaking, so as to be
able to give him precepts conducive to that accomplishment 2—
a considerable treasure of accumulated thought on moral and
political subjects, calculated to make their conversation very
mnstructive—and discourse ready prepared, on general heads or
common places, for theit pupils to learn by heart3 But this,
though a very important extension, was nothing more than an
extension, differing merely in degree—of that which Damon
arfd others had done before them. It arose from the increased
demand which had grown up among the Athenian youth, for a
larger measure of education and other accomplishments ; from
an elevation in the standard of what was required from every
man who aspired to occupy a place in the eyes of his fellow-
citizens. Protagoras, Gorgias, and the rest, supplied this

1 In the general point of view here described, the Sophists are presented
by Ritter, Geschichte der Griech. Philosophie, vol. i, book vi. chap. 1-3,
p- §77 seq., 629 seq. ; by Brandis, Gesch. der Gr. Rém. Philos. sect.
Ixxxiv.-lxxxvii. vol. 1. p. 516 seg. ; by Zeller, Geschichte der Philosoph.
ii. pp. 65 69, 165, &c.; and indeed by almost all who treat of the
vSogyhists.
| Compare Isokratés, Orat. xiil. cont. Sophistas, s. 19-21.

8 Aristot. Sophist. Elench. c. 33; Cicero, Brut. c. 12,
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demand with an ability and success unknown before their time :
hence they gained a distinction such as none of their pre-
decessors had attained, were prized all over Greece, travelled
from city to city with general admiration, and obtained con-
siderable pay. While such success, among men personally
strangers to them, attests unequivocally their talent and personal
dignity ; of course it also laid them open to increased jealousy,
as well from inferior teachers, as from the lovers of ignorance
generally ; such jealousy manifesting itself (as I have before
explained) by a greater readiness to stamp them with the
obnoxious title of Sophists.

The hostility of Plato against these teachers (for it is he, and
not Sokratés, who was pecuharly hostile to them, as may be
seen by the absence of any such marked antithesis in the
Memorabilia of Xenophon) may be explained without at all
supposing in them that corruption which modern writers have
been so ready not only to admit but to magnify. It arose from
the radical difference between his point of view and theirs. He
was a great reformer and theorist: they undertook to qualify
young men for doing themselves credit, and rendering service
to others, in active Athenian life. Not only is there room for
the concurrent operation of both these veins of thought and
action, in every progressive society, but the intellectual outfit
of the society can never be complete without the one as well
as the other. It was the glory of Athens that both were there
adequately represented, at the period which we have now
reached. Whoever peruses Plato’s immortal work—*The
Republic ”—will see that he dissented from society, both
democratical and oligarchical, on some of the most funda-
mental points of public and private morality ; and throughout
most of his dialogues his quarrel isnot less with the statesmen,
past as well as present, than with the paid teachers, of Athens.
Besides this ardent desire for radical reform of the state, on
principles of his own, distinct from every recognised political
party or creed—Plato was also unrivalled as a speculative
genius and as a dialectician ; both which capacities he put
forth, to amplify and illustrate the ethical theory and method
first struck out by Sokratés, as well as to establish compre-
hensive generalities of his own.

Now hlS reformmg, as well as his theonslng tendencies,
brought him into polemical controversy with all the leading
agents by whom the business of practical life at Athens was
carried on. In so far as Protagoras or Gorgias talked the
language of theory, they were doubtless much inferior to Plato,
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nor-would their doc:rines be likely to hold against his acute
dialectics. But it v as neither their duty, nor their engagement,
to reform the state, or discover and vindicate the best theory
on ethics. They p ofessed to qualify young Athenians for an
active and honoura sle life, private as well as public, iz Athens
(or in any other ziven city); they taught them “to think,
speak, and act,” iz Athens, they of course accepted, as the
basis of their teac! ing, that type of character which estimable
men exhibited anc¢ which the public approved, ¢z A#kens—not
undertaking to rec ist the type, but to arm it with new capacities
and adorn it with fresh accomplishments. Their direct busi-
ness was with ethial precept, not with ethical theory: all that
was required of the n as to the latter, was, that their theory should
be sufficiently sound to lead to such practical precepts as were
accounted virtuous by the most estimable society 7z Atkens.
It ought never to be forgotten, that those who taught for active
life were bound by the very conditions of their profession to
adapt themselves to the place and the society asit stood. With
the Theorist Plato, not only there was no such obligation, but
the grandeur and instructiveness of his speculations were
realised only by his departing from it, and placing himself on
a loftier pinnacle of vision ; while he himself ¢ not only admits,
but even exaggerates, the unfitness and repugnance, of men
taught in his school, for practical life and duties.?

1 See a striking passage in Plato, Thestet. c. 24, pp. 173, 174,

2 Professor Maurice, in his History of Moral and Metaphysical Philo-
sophy (vi. 2, 1, 6), remarks as follows: ‘“We at once accept Mr. Grote’s
definition of the Sophist as the Platonical and the true one. He was the
professor of wisdom : he taught men how to think, speak, and act. We
wish for no other and no worse account of him. If modern authors have
thrown any darker shades into their picture, we believe they have done
him a benefit instead of an injury. Their clumsy exaggeration hides the
ey:'entﬁzl ugliness which Mr, Grote’s flattering sketch brings out in full
relief. :

The essentinl ugliness here noticed, is described by Professor Maurice as
consisting in the fact, that—*“Each held out the acquisition of go/itical
power as & prize to be obtained. There was their common point of agree-
ment: possibly there was no other. The young Athenians wanted to
know how to think, act, and speak on all subjects, 2kas they might guide
the people according to their pleasure. For this purpose they sought the
aid of a sophist or professor.” (s. 9, p. 108.) ““By the necessity of his
calling, the Sophist who taught to think, to act, and to speak, would
come to regard the last part of his profession as that which included both
the others. He would become a rhetorician and a teacher of rhetoric. If
his object was to influence the mind of a mob, he was at least in con-
siderable danger of leading his pupils to give the word sopZisézy that force
with which we are most familiar ” (p. 109).

What Professor Maurice calls the ¢“essential ugliness,” resides (according
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To understand the essential difference between the practical
and the theoretical point of view, we need only look to

to his own showing), not in the Sophists, but in the young Athenians
whom the Sophists taught. These young men wanted political power.
To gratify ambition was their end and aim. But this was an end which
the Sophists did not implant. They found it pre-existing, learnt from
other quarters ; and they had to deal with it as a fact. Let us read what
Xenophon says about Proxenus and Gorgias. ¢ Proxenus the Beeotian,
even in his early youth, desired to become a man compgtent to achieve
great deeds; and through this desire he gave moneyfto Gorgias the
Leontine. Having frequented his society, Proxenus conceived himself to
have thus become fit for command, for alliance with the first men of his
time, and for requiting to them all the good service which they might
render to him” (Ipdtevos 8¢ § Boidrios ebbis pév pepditoy v emediper ~ye-
véoa: &vhp T8 peydha mpdrTew ikavés: kal did TabTyy Ty embuulay Bwkev
Gpytpiov Topyla 7§ Acovrivy. ‘Emel 8¢ ovveyévero ekelvy, ixavds %51 vouloas
elvar kal &pxew, kal Plhos by Tols mpdrais, uh HTTARcOm edepyeriov), &c.
(Anabas. ii. 6, 16,) Soagain in the Protagoras of Plato, Sokratés introduces
Hippokratés to Protagoras with these words—‘¢ This Hippokratés is a
youth of one of our great and wealthy Athenian families, and is not inferior
in talents to any of his contemporaries. He desires to become renowned
in the city (éAAdyiuos ~yevéofar év 7§ wéAer) and he thinks he shall be mos*
likelg to attain this object through your society.” (Plato, Protag. c. 1¢
. 163 A.)

P Here we see that the end and aim was not one inspired by the Sophis

to his pupils, but set by the pupils to themselves; just like the ends ¢

Alkibiadés and Kritias, when they sought the society of Sokratés. And i

is the end which Professor Maurice conceives as the great vice an

generating cause of evil.

For the means, however, though not for the end, the Sophist is fairl
responsible. What were the means which he communicated? The powe
of persuasion, with its appropriate stock of knowledge, memorial aptitude
and command of words, subject to the control of free public discussion o
counter-persuasion from others. To call this acquisition an evil, can onl
pass current under that untenable assumption which represents speech as
mere organisation for deceit ; against which I need not add anything t
the protest of Aristotle and Quintilian.

That speech may be used for good or for evil, is indisputable : speech ii
all its forms, not less the colloquy of Sokratés than the oratoryec
Demosthenés ; speech not less in the mouth of a rude Spartan (who wa
as great a deceiver as any man in Greece) than in that of an accomplishe:
Athenian ; nay, not merely speech, but writing, which is only anothe
mode of reaching the public feeling and conviction. The ambitious ma
may and will misemploy all these weapons to his own purposes. Ther
is but one way to lessen the proportion of evil belonging to them. Iti
to ensure free scope to those who would persuade for better purposes; t
multiply the number of competent speakers, with the opportunities c
discussion ; and thus to create a public of competent hearers and judges
Nowhere was so near an approach made to this object as at Athens, nc
were there any persons who contributed more directly towards it than th
Sophists. For not only they increased the number of speakers capable ¢
enlisting the attention of the public, and thus of making discussion agres
able to the hearers; but even as to the use of oratorical fallacies, the
numerous pupils served as checks upon each other. If they taught on

1
|
]
?
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L sokratés, the pupil of Gorgias, and himself a Sophist.
Chough not a man of commanding abilities, Isokratés was one

mbitious man to deceive, they also taught another how to expose his
eeit, a1d a third how to approach the subject on a different side, so as to
ivert attention, and prevent the exclusive predominance of any one
illacy.

It will probably be argued by Professor Maurice that the personal con-
cntions of ambitious political rivals are a miserable apparatus for the
unduct of society. Granting this to be true, it is still a prodigious
mprovement (for which we are indebted altogether to Greece, and chiefly
s Athens, with the Sophists as auxiliaries) to have brought these
mbitious rivals to contend with the tongue only, and not with the sword.
sut if the remark be true at all, it is not less applicable to English than to
sthenlan politics ; to every country where any free scope is left for human
nergy. - By what else has England been governed for the last century and
half, except by these struggles of rival parties and ambitious politicians ?
 Plato disparaged the debates in the Athenian assembly and dikastery,
+ould he have felt any greater esteem for those in the Houses of Lords and
oramons? If he thought himself entitled to despise the whole class of
ithenian statesmen, Themistoklés and Periklés among them, as ‘‘mere
crvants of the city (diaxdvovs 7s méAews—Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 154, p. 152 A,
35 A), supplying Athens with docks, harbours, walls, and such like
Jlies, but making no provision for the moral improvement of the citizens ”—
~nld his judgement have been more favourable on Walpole and Pulteney
-Pitt and Fox—Peel and Russell—the *‘ Times” and the *“ Chronicle”?

When we try Athens by the ideal standard of Sokratés and Plato, we
ught in fairness to apply the same criticism to other societies also, which
1l be found just as little competent to stand the scrutiny. And those
rho, like Professor Maurice, assume that intellectual and persuasive power
1 the hands of an ambitious man is an instrument of evil—which is implied
1 the assertion that the Sophist, to whom he owes the 1mprovement of
ach power, is a teacher of evil—will find that they are passing sentence
pon the leading men in the English Houses of Lords and Commons,
ot less than upon the prominent politicians of Athens. In both the
“vssential ugliness” is found—if that be the name which it deserves—of
ualifying themselves to think, speak, and act, in order that they may
ain or keep ‘‘ political power as the prize,” and may ‘‘guide the people
ccording to their pleasure.”

If will probably be said that this is not absolutely true of all English
cliticirns, but only of some ; that others among them, more or fewer, have
evoted their knowledge and eloquence to persuading for public-minded
urposes, and with beneficial results.  Such reserves, if made for England,
unt to be made for Athens also ; which is quite enough as a reply to the
vasure pronounced by Professor Maurice against the Sophist. The Sophist
voarted intellectual and persuasive force to the high-minded politicians, as
'ell as to the ambitious. To those pupils who combined in different propor-
.ons the one and the other class of motives (as must have happened very
‘equently), his teaching tended to foster the better rather than the worse.
e very topics upon which he talked ensured such a tendency: the
)aterials, out of which persuasion is to be manufactured, must be, for the
wst part, of a public-minded, lofty, and beneficent bearing—though an
w.bitions talker may choose to misemploy them for his own personal power-
:oking.

As to the influence of ambitious motives in politicians, when subject to

VOL. VIII. M
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of the most estimable men of Grecian antiquity. He taugt
for money, and taught young men to “think, speak, and act
all with a view to an honourable life of active citizenship ; nd
concealing his marked disparagement? of speculative study an

the necessity of persuasion and to the control of free discussion—though
do not concur in the sweeping censure of Professor Maurice, I admit that
is partly evil as well as good, and that it rarely leads to great or materic
improvement, beyond the actual state of society which the ambitious ma
finds. But the Sophist does not represent ambition. He represent
intellectual and persuasive force, reflecting and methodised so as to operate
upon the minds of free hearers, yet under perfect liberty of opposition X!
persuasion against the ambitious man, as well as by him or for him. It is
this which I am here upholding against Professor Maurice, as not only no
evil, but (in my judgement) one of the grand sources of good in Athens, and
essential to human improvement everywhere else. There are only two
modes of governing society, either by persuasion or by coercion. Discredir
the arguments of the Sophist as much as you can by others of an opposit
tendency : but when you discredit his weapon of intellectual and persuasiv
force, asif it were nothing better than cheat and imposture, manufacture
and sold for the use of ambitious men—you leave open no other ascendenc{

over men’s minds, except the crushing engine of extraneous coercion wit
assumed infallibility.

! Isokratés, Orat. v. (ad Philip.)s. 14; Orat. x. (Enc. Hel.) 5. 2 ; Orad
xiii. adv. Sophist. s. 9 (compare Heindorf’s note ad Platon. Euthydem;
s. 79) ; Orat. xii. (Panath.) s, 126 ; Orat. xv. (Perm.) s. go. |

Isokratés, in the beginning of his Orat. x. Encom. Helenz, censures ai
the speculative teachers—first Antisthenés and Plato (without naming them’
but identifying them sufficiently by their doctrines), next Protagoras, Gor j
gias, Melissus, Zeno, &c., by name, as having wasted their time and teach-
ing on fruitless paradox and controversy. He insists upon the necessity of
teaching with a view to political life and to the course of actual public events
—abandoning these useless studies (s. 6).

It is remarkable that what Isokratés recommends is just what Protagoras
and Gorgias are represented as actually doing (each doubtless in his own
way) in the dialogues of Plato ; who censures them for being too practical, |
while Isokratés, commenting on them from various publications which the ;
left, treats them only as teachers of useless speculations.

In the Oration De Permutatione, composed when he was eighty-two yea
of age (s, 10—the orations above cited are earlier compositions, especial
Orat. xiii. against the Sophists, see s. 206), Isokratés stands upon t}
defensive, and vindicates his profession against manifold aspersions. It is
most interesting oration, as a defence of the educators of Athens generally
and would serve perfectly well as a vindication of the teaching of Protagoras
Gorgias, Hippias, &c., against the reproaches of Plato.

This oration should be read, if only to get at the genuine Athenian sens
of the word Sophists, as distinguished from the technical sense which Plat
and Aristotle fasten upon it. ‘The word is here used in its largest sense, a
distinguished from idwérais (s. 159): it meant literary men or philosopher
generally, but especially the professional teachers : it carried however a
obnoxious sense, and was therefore used as little as possible by themselve
—as much as possible by those who disliked them,

Isokratés, though he does not willingly call himself by this unpleasan,
name, yet is obliged to acknowledge himself unreservedly as one of the
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sbate, such as the dialogues of Plato and the dialectic
cercises generally. He defends his profession much in the
.me way as his master Gorgias, or Protagoras, would have
sfended it, if we had before us vindications from their pens.
sokratés at Athens, and Quintilian, 2 man equally estimable
: Rome, are in their general type of character and professional
uty, the fair counterpart of those whom Plato arraigns as The
ophists.

We know these latter chiefly from the evidence of Plato,
ieir pronounced enemy: yet even his evidence, when con-
rued candidly and taken as a whole, will not be found to
i1stify the charges of corrupt and immoral teaching, impostrous
retence of knowledge, &c., which the modern historians pour
nth in loud chorus against them, I know few characters in
istory who have been so hardly dealt with as these so-called
ophists. They bear the penalty of their name, in its modern
:nse; a misleading association, from which few modern
riters take pains to emancipate either themselves or their
:aders—though the English or French word Sophist is
bsolutely inapplicable to Protagoras or Gorgias, who ought
» be called rather “ Professors or Public Teachers.” It is
:ally surprising o examine the expositions prefixed, by learned
ten like Stallbaum and others, to the Platonic dialogues
ntitled Protagoras, Gorgias, Euthydémus, The=ztétus, &c.,

rofession, in the same category as Gorgias (s. 165, 179, 211, 213, 231, 256),
1d defends the general body as well as himself ; distinguishing himself of
arse from the bad members of the profession—those who pretended to be
ophists, but devoted themselves to something different in reality (s. 230).

This professional teaching, and the teachers, are signified indiscriminately
y these words—oi copioral—oi wepl T3v piocodlay SiarplBovres—riy Piho-
noplay &dlkws SiaBeBAnuérmy (s. 44, 157, 159, 179, 211, 217, 219)—% TGV
bywv Tadela—r) TGY Adywy uerérn—n pirocopla—i Tis ppovhicews doknois
-réis éuijs, elte BobAerle kahelv duvducws, €iTe Ppirovodias, elre SiaTpiBis
. 53, 187, 189, 193, 196). All these expressions mean the same process
f training—that is, general mental training as opposed to bodily (s. 194,
39), and intended to cultivate the powers of thought, speech, and action
~xpds 75 Aéyew ral Pppoveiv—rob ppovely b wal Aéyew-—7d Aéyew kal mpdrTew
. 221, 261, 285, 296, 330). So again in the Busiris, Isokratés represents
olykratés as a sopiords, makingan income by ¢pirosopia or by 5 wepl Tods
dyous mwaldevots, sect. I, 2, 44, 45, 50, 5I.

Isokratés does not admit any such distinction between the philosopher and
inlectician on the one side—and the Sophist on the other—as Plato and
ristotle contend for, He does not like dialectical exercises, yet he admits
lem to be useful for youth, as a part of intellectual training, on condition
:at all such speculations shall be dropped, when the youth come into active
fe (s. 280, 287).

This is the same language as that of Kalliklés in the Gorgias of Plato,

40, p- 484.
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where Plato introduces Sokratés either in personal controvers
with one or other of these Sophists, or as canvassing thei
opinions. We continually read from the pen of the exposito
such remarks as these—“ Mark how Plato puts down th
shallow and worthless Sophist ”—the obvious reflection, that ?
is Plato himself who plays both games on the chess-board
being altogether overlooked. And again—* This or the
argument, placed in the mouth of Sokratés, is not to be re
garded as the real opinion of Plato: he only takes it up and
enforces it at this moment, in order to puzzle and humiliat
an ostentatious pretender ” '—a remark which converts Pla ,
into an insincere disputant and a Sophist in the modern sens
at the very moment when the commentator is extolling hi
pure and lofty morality as an antidote against the allegec
corruption of Gorgias and Protagoras.

Plato has devoted a long and interesting dialogue to th
inquiry, What is a Sophist 7 2 and it is curious to observe thef
the definition which he at last brings out suits Sokratés hir|
self, intellectually speaking, better than any one else whom 1
know. Cicero defines the Sophist to be one who pursue

1 Stallbaum, Proleg. ad Platon. Protagor. p. 23. ‘“ Hoc vero ejus judici
ita utitur Socrates, ut eum dehinc dialectici subtilitatedn summam consil|
inopiam conjiciat, Colligit enim inde sazés captiose rebus ita comparatis jus
titiam, quippe qu a sanctitate diversa sit, plane nihilsanctitatis habituran:
ac vicissim sanctitati nihil fore commune cum justitd. Respondet quide:!
ad haec Protagoras, justitiam ac sanctitatem non per omnia sibi similes essd
nec tamen etiam prorsus dissimiles videri. Sed etsi verissima est hac ¢t
senlentia, tamen comparatione il14 a partibus faciei repetitd, % fraudem ir
ductus, et quid sit, in quo omnis virtutis natura contineatur, ignarus, sese e:
his difficultatibus adeo non potest expedire,” &c.

Again, p. 24. ¢ Itaque Socrates, missi hujus rei disputatione, repen:
ad alia progreditur, scilicet similibus lagueis hominem deinceps denuo irrets
furus”” . .. . ““Nemini facile obscurum erit, hoc quoque loco, Protagorar
arguiis conclustunculls deludi atgue callide eo permoveri,” &e. . . . . pr2
¢ Quamquam nemo erit, quin videat callide deludi Protagoram,” &c. . .
p. 34. ‘‘Quod si autem ea, quee in Protagord Sopkiste ridends causd
vulgi atque sophistarum ratione disputantur, in Gorgi ex ipsius philosopt
mente et sententid vel brevius proponuntur vel copiosius disputantur,” &c.

Compare similar observations of Stallbaum, in his Prolegom. ad Thezete
pp. I2, 22 ; ad Menon. p. 16 ; ad Euthydemum, pp. 26, 30; ad Lacheter
p- 11 ; ad Lysidem, pp. 79, 80, 87 ; ad Hippiam Major. p. 154-156.

“Facile apparet Socratem argufd, quze verbo ¢alvesfa: inest, dz/oz:
interlocutorem (Hippiam Sophistam) ¢z fraudem inducere”” . . . . “Ilu
quidem pro certo et explorato habemus, non serio sed »idend:s vexandigu
Sophisie gratid gravissimam illam sententiam in dubitationem wocar:
ideoque iis conclusiunculis labefactari, quas quilibet paulo attentior facil
intelligat non ad fidem faciendam, sed ad lusum jocumque, esse com
paratas,”

2 Plato, Sophistes, ¢. 52, p. 268.
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Thilosophy for the sake of ostentation or of gain ;1 which, if it
s to be held as a reproach, will certainly bear hard upon the
..reat body of modern teachers, who are determined to em-
crace their profession and to discharge its important duties,
¢'ke other professional men, by the prospect either of deriving
f.n income or of making a figure in it, or both—whether they
,1ave any peculiar relish for the occupation or not. But
. 1odern writers, in describing Protagoras or Gorgias, while
hey adopt the sneering language of Plato against teaching for
tiay, low purposes, tricks to get money from the rich, &c.—use
s :rms which lead the reader to believe that there was some-
“aing in these Sophists peculiarly greedy, exorbitant, and
.ruckling ; something beyond the mere fact of asking and
receiving remuneration. Now not only there is no proof that
any of them (speaking of those conspicuous in the profession)
vere thus dishonest or exorbitant, but in the case of Protagoras,
-:ven his enemy Plato furnishes a proof that he was not so.
*'n the Platonic dialogue termed Protagoras, that Sophist is
. itroduced as describing the manner in which he proceeded
tespecting remuneration from his pupils. “I make no stipula-
-ion beforehand : when a pupil parts from me, I ask from
ium such a sum as I think the time and the circumstances
wvarrant ; and I add, that if he deems the demand too great, he
-1as only to make up his own mind what is the amount of improve-
aent which my company has procured to him, and what sum
fle considers an equivalent forit. I am content to accept the
wum so named by himself, only requiring him to go into a
temple and make oath that it 1s his sincere belief.”2 It is not

1 Cicero, Academ. iv. 23. Xenophon, at the close of his treatise De
Venatione (c. 13), introduces a sharp censure upon the Sophists, with very
_ittle that is specific or distinct. He accuses them of teaching command

ndvartifice of words, instead of communicating nseful maxims—of speaking
. ¢ purposes of deceit, or for their own profit, and addressing themselves to
: ch pupils for pay—while the pkilosopher gives his lessons to every one
sratuitously, without distinction of persons. Thisis the same distinction as
hat taken by Sokratés and Plato, between the Sophist and the Philosopher #
wwmpare Xenoph, de Vectigal. v. 4.

2 Plato, Protagoras, ¢. 16, p. 328 B. Diogenes Laértius (ix. §8) says that
. 'rotagoras demanded 100 minz as pay: little stress is to be laid upon such

statement, nor is it possible that he could have had one fixed rate of pay.
~'he story told by Aulus Gellius (v. 10) about the suit at law between Proia-
+-oras and his disciple Euvathlus, is at least amusing and ingenious. Compare

he story of the rhetor Skopelianus, in Philostratus, Vit. Sophist. i. 21, 4.
Isokratés (Or. xv. de Perm. s. 166) affirms that the gains made by Gorgias
ir by any of the eminent Sophists had never been very high ; that they had
ween greatly and maliciously exaggerated ; that they were very inferior to
hose of the great dramatic actors (s. 168).
VOL. VIIL M2
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<easy to imagine a more dignified way of dealing than this, nor
one which more thoroughly attests an honourable reliance on
the internal consciousness of the scholar; on the grateful
sense of improvement realised, which to every teacher con-
stitutes a reward hardly inferior to the payment that proceeds
from it, and which (in the opinion of Sokratés) formed the
only legitimate reward. Such is not the way in which the
corrupters of mankind go to work. _

That which stood most prominent in the teaching of Gorgias
and the other Sophists, was, that they cultivated and improved
the powers of public speaking in their pupils; one of the
most essential accomplishments to every Athenian of con-
sideration. For this, too, they have been denounced by Ritter,
Brandis, and other learned writers on the history of philosophy,
as corrupt and immoral. “Teaching their pupils rhetoric (it has
been said), they only enable them to second unjust designs, to
make the worse appear the better reason, and to delude their
hearers, by trick and artifice, into false persuasion and show
of knowledge without reality. Rhetoric (argues Plato in the
dialogue called Gorgias) is no art whatever, but a mere un-
scientific knack, enslaved to the dominant prejudices, and
nothing better than an impostrous parody on the true political
art.” Now though Aristotle, following the Platonic vein, calls
this power of making the worse appear the better reason, ““the
promise of Protagoras ” l—the accusation ought never to be
urged as it bore specially against the teachers of the Sokratic
age. Itisan argument against rhetorical teaching generally ;
against all the most distinguished teachers of pupils for active
life, throughout the ancient world, from Protagoras, Gorgias,
Isokratés, &c., down to Quintilian. Not only does the argu-
ment bear equally against all, but it was actually urged against
all. TIsokratés? and Quintilian both defend themselves against

1 Axistot. Rhetoric. ii. 26. Ritter (p. 582) and Brandis (p. 521) quote
very unfairly the evidence of the *¢ Clouds” of Aristophanés, as establishing
this charge, and that of corrupt teaching generally, against the Sophists as a
body. If Aristophanés is a witness against any one, he is a witness against
Sokratés, who is the person singled out for attack in the ‘‘ Clouds.” But
these authors, not admitting Aristophanés as an evidence against Sokratés
whom he does attack, nevertheless quote him as an evidence against men
like Protagoras and Gorgias whom he does not attack,

2 Isokratés, Or. xv. (De Permut.) s. 16. vy 8¢ Aéyer uév (the accuser)
&s &y Tods Hrrous Adyous rpelrTovs Sdvapar woely, &c.

Ibid. s. 32. werparal ue SiaBdArew, bs diapbelpw ToUs vewrépovs, Aéyew
Siddarwr ral wapd Td Slxaiov év Tals dydot wAeovexTely, &c.

Again, s. 59, 65, 95, 98, 187 (where he represents himself, like Sokratés
in his defence, as vindicating philosophy generally against the accusation of
corrupting youth), 233, 256.
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it : Aristotle! was assailed by it, and provides a defence in the
beginning of his treatise on Rhetoric : nor was there ever any
man, indeed, against whom it was pressed with greater bitter-
ness of calumny than Sokratés—by Aristophanés in his
comedy of the ¢ Clouds,” as well as by other comic composers.
Sokratés complains of it in his defence before his judges ;2
characterising such accusations in their true point of view, as
being “ the stock reproaches against all who pursue philosophy.”
They are indeed only one of the manifestations, ever varying
in form though the same in spirit, of the antipathy of ignorance
against dissenting innovation or superior mental accomplish-
ments ; which antipathy, intellectual men themselves, when it
happens to make on their side in a controversy, are but too ready
to invoke. Considering that we have here the materials of
defence, as well as of attack, supplied by Sokratés and Plato,
it might have been expected that modern writers would have
refrained from employing such an argument to discredit
Gorgias or Protagoras ; the rather, as they have before their
eyes, in all the countries of modern Europe, the profession of
lawyers and advocates, who lend their powerful eloquence
without distinction to the cause of justice or injustice, and
who, far from being regarded as the corrupters of society, are
usually looked upon, for that very reason among others, as
indispensable auxiliaries to a just administration of law.
Though writing was less the business of these Sophists than
personal teaching, several of them published treatises. Thrasy-
machus and Theod6rus both set forth written precepts on the
art of Rhetoric;3 precepts which have not descended to us,
but which appear to have been narrow and special, bearing
directly upon practice, and relating chiefly to the proper com-
ponent parts of an oration. To Aristotle, who had attained
thit large and comprehensive view of the theory of Rhetoric

1 Piutarch, Alexander, ¢. 74.

2 Plato, Sok. Apolog. c. 10, p. 23 D. T&xaramdvrey 7@y pihosopodrrep
spéxepa radTa Ayovow, §1t T peTéwpa kal T& Swd ¥is, xal Beods ud vouilew
xal 7oy firrw Adyov kpelrTw morely (3i18dorw). Compare a similar expression in
Xenophon, Memorab. 1. 2, 31. 7> ko] 7ois ¢irogdpois bmwd TaGY mOANGY
émriudpevor, &c,

The same unfairness, in making this point tell against the Sophists
exclusively, is to be found in Westermann, Geschichte der Griech. Bered-
samkeit, sect. 30, 64.

3 See the last chapter of Aristotle De Sophisticis Elenchis. He notices
these early rhetorical teachers, also, in various parts of the treatise on
Rhetoric,

Quintilian however still thought the precepts of Theoddrus and Thrasy-
machus worthy of his attention (Inst. Orat. iii. 3).
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which still remains to instruct us in his splendid treatise, the '
views of Thrasymachus appeared unimportant, serving to him °
only as hints and materials. But their effect must have been
very different when they first appeared, and when young men
were first enabled to analyse the parts of an harangue, to under- .
stand the dependence of one upon the other, and call them by
their appropriate names ; all illustrated, let us recollect, by oral *
exposition on the part of the master, which was the most
impressive portion of the whole.

Prodikus, again, published one or more treatises intended to
elucidate the ambiguities of words and to point out the different
significations of terms apparently, but not really, equivalent.
For this Plato often ridicules him, and the modern historians
of philosophy generally think it right to adopt the same tone.
Whether the execution of the work was at all adequate to its
purpose, we have no means of judging; but assuredly the
purpose was one pre-eminently calculated to aid Grecian
thinkers and dialecticians; for no man can study their
philosophy without seeing how lamentably they were hampered
by enslavement to the popular phraseology, and by inferences
founded on mere verbal analogy. At a time when neither
dictionary nor grammar existed, a teacher who took care, even
punctilious care, in fixing the meaning of important words of
his discourse—must be considered as guiding the minds of his
hearers in a salutary direction ; salutary, we may add, even to
Plato himself, whose speculations would most certainly have
been improved by occasional hints from such a monitor.

Protagoras, too, is said to have been the first who discrimin-
ated, and gave names to the various modes and forms of
address—an analysis well calculated to assist his lessons on
right speaking:1 he appears also to have been the first who
distinguished the three genders of nouns. We hear further of
a treatise which he wrote on wrestling—or most probably on
gymnastics generally; as well as a collection of controversial
dialogues.? But his most celebrated treatise was one entitled
“Truth,” seemingly on philosophy generally. Of this treatise
we do not even know the general scope or purport. In one of
his treatises, he confessed his inability to satisfy himself about
the existence of the gods, in these words 3>—* Respecting the

! Quintilian, Inst, Orat. iii. 4, 10; Aristot. Rhetor. iii. 5. See the
passages cited in Preller, Histor. Phllos ch. iv. p. 132, note d, who affirms
respecting Protagoras—*“alia inanigrammaticorum principiorum ostentatione
novare conabatur "—which the passages cited do not prove.

¥ Isokratés, Or. x. Encom. Helen. s. 3; Diogen. Laért. ix. 54.
8 Diogen. Laért. ix. 51; Sext. Empir. adv. Math. ix. 56. Tlepl uév fedv

PYEFCNIN
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gods, I neither know whether they exist, nor what are their
attributes ; the uncertainty of the subject, the shortness of
human life, and many other causes, debar me from this know-
ledge.” That the believing public of Athens were seriously
indignant at this passage, and that it caused the author to be
threatened with prosecution and forced to quit Athens—we can
perfectly understand ; though there seems no sufficient proof of
the tale that he was drowned in his outward voyage. But that
modern historians of philosophy, who consider the Pagan gods
to be fictions, and the religion to be repugnant to any reason-
able mind, should concur in denouncing Protagoras on this
ground as a corrupt man, is to me less intelligible. Xeno-
phanés,! and probably many other philosophers, had said the
same thing before him. Nor is it easy to see what a superior
man was to do, who could not adjust his standard of belief to
such fictions—or what he could say, if he said anything, less
than the words cited above from Protagoras; which appear, as
far as we can appreciate them standing without the context, to
be a brief mention, in modest and circumspect phrases, of the
reason why he said nothing about the gods, in a treatise where
the reader would expect to find much upon the subject.?
Certain it is that in the Platonic dialogue, called * Protagoras,”
that Sophist is introduced speaking about the gods exactly in
the manner that any orthodox Pagan might naturally adopt.
The other fragment preserved of Protagoras relates to his
view of the cognitive process, and of truth generally. He
taught that “Man is the measure of all things, both of that
which exists, and of that which does not exist:” a doctrine
canvassed and controverted by Plato, who represents that
Protagoras affirmed knowledge to consist in sensation, and
considered the sensations of each individual man to be, to him,
the canon and measure of truth. We know scarce anything of
the elucidations or limitations with which Protagoras may have
accompanied his general position: and if even Plato, who had

ol ¥xw elmely, obire €l elow, ot§ dmolol Twés elgr MOANL yip TA KwAVovTa
eldévar, 7 Te &OnAdTYS, Kal Bpaxds dv & Blos Tob dvfpdmov.

I give the words partly from Diogenes, partly from Sextus, as I think they
wou.d be most likely to stand.

1 Xenophanés ap. Sext. Emp. adv. Mathem, vii. 49.

2 The satyrical writer Timon (ap. Sext. Emp. ix. §7), speaking in very
respectful terms about Protagoras, notices particularly the guarded language
which he used in this sentence about the gods ; though this precaution did
not enable him to avoid the necessity of flight. Protagoras spoke—

Hacav éXxov (bv)\a.xnv e‘lTLELKEl‘I); ‘rap.ev ot ot

Xpu.w'y.no a)\)\a duyis € e‘trep.me-ro, Sppa i ovTwS
Zwxpatidy wivwy Yuxpov motov "Aida Siy.
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good means of knowing them, felt it ungenerous to insult an
orphan doctrine whose father was recently dead, and could no
longer defend itl—much more ought modern authors, who
speak with mere scraps of evidence before them, to be cautious
how they heap upon the same doctrine insults much beyond
those which Plato recognises. In so far as we can pretend to
understand the theory, it was certainly not more incorrect than
several others then afloat, from the Eleatic school and other
philosophers ; while it had the merit of bringing into forcible
relief the essentially relative nature of cognition >—relative, not

1 Plato, Thextet. 18, p. 164 E. Oir: ¥, oluar, & ¢lre, elwep ve 6
warhp 1ot érépov Adyov ¥(n—aANY woAAE &y Huuve viv 8¢ dppavdy avrdy
Ivra Apeis mwpomnAaxifouer. . . . . GAAL Y adrol Kivduvedoouer Tob
Sikalov &ver’ abrg Bonbeiv.

This theory of Protagoras is discussed in the dialogue called Theztetus,
p- 152 seq., in a long, but desultory way.

See Sextus Empiric. Pyrrhonic. Hypol. i. 216-219, et contra Mathe-
maticos, vii, 60-64. The explanation which Sextus gives of the Prota-
gorean doctrine, in the former passage, cannot be derived from the treatise
of Protagoras himself ; since he makes use of the word fay in the
philosophical sense, which was not adopted until the days of Plato and
Aristotle.

It is difficult to make out what Diogenes Laértius states about other
tenets of Protagoras, and to reconcile them with the doctrine of ‘‘man
being the measure of all things,” as explained by Plato (Diog. Laért. ix.
51, 57).

2 Aristotle (in one of the passages of his Metaphysica—wherein he
discusses the Protagorean doctrine—x. i. p. 1053 B) says that this doctrine
comes to nothing more than saying, that man, so far as cognisant, or so far
as percipient, is the measure of all things ; in other words, that knowledge,
or perception, is the measure of all things. This Aristotle says—is trivial,
and of no value, though it sounds like something of importance—Tpwra-
yépas & Hvfpomdy ¢mor wdvrwv elvar pérpov, dowep by el Tdv émsThuova
cimdy § T alocBavduevov TobTous B Bmi Exovaw & udv alobnow & B
emorhuny. & pauer elvar uérpa Tév tmoreuévwr. OOy By Aéywy
wepirToy pafveral Ti Aéyew. o

It appears to me that to insist upon the essentially relative nature of
cognisable truth, was by no means a trivial or unimportant doctrine, as
Aristotle pronounces it to be ; especially when we compare it with the
unmeasured conceptions of the objects and methods of scientific research,
which were so common in the days of Protagoras.

Compare Metaphysic. iii. 5, p. 1008, 1009, where it will be seen how
many other thinkers of that day carried the same doctrine seemingly farther
than Protagoras.

Protagoras remarked that the observed movements of the heavenly bodies
did not coincide with that which the astronomers represented them to be,
and to which they applied their mathematical reasonings. This remark
was a criticism on the mathematical astronomers of his day—énéyxwy Tods
~yewpérpas (Aristot. Metaph. iii. 2, p. 998 A). We know too little how
far his criticism may have been deserved, to assent to the general strictures
of Ritter, Gesch. der Phil, vol. i. p. 633.
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indeed to the sensitive faculty alone, but to that reinforced and
guided by the other faculties of man, memorial and ratiocinative.
And had it been even more incorrect than it really is, there
would be no warrant for those imputations which modemn
authors build upon it, against the morality of Protagoras. No
such imputations are countenanced in the discussion which
Plato devotes to the doctrine : indeed, if the vindication which
he sets forth against himself on behalf of Protagoras be really
ascribable to that Sophist, it would give an exaggerated import-
ance to the distinction between Good and Evil, into which the
distinction between Truth and Falsehood is considered by the
Platonic Protagoras as resolvable. The subsequent theories
of Plato and Aristotle respecting cognition, were much more
systematic and elaborate, the work of men greatly superior in
speculative genius to Protagoras: but they would not have been
what they were, had not Protagoras as well as others gone
before them, with suggestions more partial and imperfect.

From Gorgias there remains one short essay, preserved in
one of the Aristotelian or Pseudo-Aristotelian treatises,! on a
metaphysical thesis. He professes to demonstrate that nothing
exists ; that if anything exist, it is unknowable ; and granting it
even to exist and to be knowable by any one man, he could
never communicate it to others. The modern historians of
philosophy here prefer the easier task of denouncing the scepti-
cism of the Sophist, instead of performing the duty incumbent
on them of explaining his thesis in immediate sequence with
the speculations which preceded it. In our sense of the words,
it is a monstrous paradox: but construing them in their legiti-
mate filiation from the Eleatic philosophers immediately before
him, it is a plausible, not to say conclusive, deduction from
principles which they would have acknowledged.? The word
Existence, as they understood it, did not mean phznomenal,
but ultra-phenomenal existence. They looked upon the
phenomena of sense as always coming and going—as some-
thing essentially transitory, fluctuating, incapable of being surely
known, and furnishing at best grounds only for conjecture.
They searched by cogitation for what they presumed to be the
really existent Something or Substance—the Noumenon, to use

1 See the treatise entitled De Melisso, Xenophane, et Gorgi4 in Bekker’s
edition of Aristotle’s Works, vol. i. p. 979 s¢g. ; also the same treatise with
a good preface and comments by Mullach, p. 62 seg. : compare Sextus
Emp. adv. Mathemat. vii. 65, 87.

2 See the note of Mullach, on the treatise mentioned in the preceding

note, p. 72. He shows that Gorgias followed in the steps of Zeno and
Melissus.
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a Kantian phrase—lying behind or under the phznomena,
which Noumenon they recognised as the only appropriate
object of knowledge. They discussed much (as I have before
remarked) whether it was One or Many—Noumenon in the
singular, or Noumena in the plural. Now the thesis of
Gorgias related to this ultra-phenomenal existence, and bore
closely upon the arguments of Zeno and Melissus, the Eleatic
reasoners of his elder contemporaries. He denied that any
such ultra-phenomenal Something, or Noumenon, existed, or
could be known, or could be described. Of this tripartite
thesis, the first negation was neither more untenable, nor less
untenable, than that of those philosophers who before him had
argued for the affirmative: on the last two points, his conclu-
sions were neither paradoxical nor improperly sceptical, but
perfectly just,—and have been ratified by the gradual abandon-
ment, either avowed or implied, of such ultra-phanomenal
researches among the major part of philosophers. It may
fairly be presumed that these doctrines were urged by Gorgias
for the purpose of diverting his disciples from studies which he
considered as unpromising and fruitless ; just as we shall find
his pupil Isokratés afterwards enforcing the same view, dis-
couraging speculations of this nature, and recommending
rthetorical exercise as preparation for the duties of an active
citizen.! Nor must we forget that Sokratés himself dis-
couraged physical speculations even more decidedly than
either of them.

If the censures cast upon the alleged scepticism of Gorgias
and Protagoras are partly without sufficient warrant, partly
without any warrant at all—much more may the same remark
be made respecting the graver reproaches heaped upon their
teaching on the score of immorality or corruption. It has been
common with recent German historians of philosophy to trarts-
late from Plato and dress up a fiend called “Die Sophistik ”
(Sophistic)—whom they assert to have poisoned and demoral-
ised, by corrupt teaching, the Athenian moral character, so that
it became degenerate at the end of the Peloponnesian war,
compared with what it had been in the time of Miltiadés and
Aristeidés.

Now, in the first place, if the abstraction “Die Sophistik ” is
to have any definite meaning, we ought to have proof that the
persons styled Sophists had some doctrines, principles, or
method, both common to them all and distinguishing them
from others. But such a supposition is untrue: there were no

1 Isokratés De Permutat, Or. xv. s. 287 ; Xenoph., Memorab. 1. 1, 14.
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such common doctrines, or principles, or method, belonging to
them. Even the name by which they are known did not
belong to them, any more than to Sokratés and others; they
had nothing in common except their profession, as paid
teachers, qualifying young men “to think, speak, and act”
(these are the words of Isokratés, and better words it would
not be easy to find) with credit to themselves as citizens.
Moreover, such community of profession did not at that time
imply so much analogy of character as it does now, when the
path of teaching has been beaten into a broad and visible high
road, with measured distances, and stated intervals: Protagoras
and Gorgias found predecessors indeed, but no binding prece-
dents to copy ; so that each struck out more or less a road of
his own. And accordingly, we find Plato, in his dialogue
called “ Protagoras,” wherein Protagoras, Prodikus, and Hippias
are all introduced—imparting a distinct type of character and
distinct method to each, not without a strong admixture of
reciprocal jealousy between them ; while Thrasymachus, in the
Republic, and Euthydémus, in the dialogue so called, are again
painted each with colours of his own, different from all the
three above named. We do not know how far Gorgias agreed
in the opinion of Protagoras—*Man is the measure of all
things : ” and we may infer even from Plato himself, that Pro-
tagoras would have opposed the views expressed by Thrasy-
machus in the first book of the Republic. It is impossible
therefore to predicate anything concerning doctrines, methods,
or tendencies, common and peculiar to all the Sophists. There
were none such ; nor has the abstract word—* Die Sophistik ”
—any real meaning, except such qualities (whatever they may
be) as are inseparable from the profession or occupation of
public teaching. And if, at present, every candid critic would
be®ashamed to cast wholesale aspersions on the entire body of
professional teachers—much more is such censure unbecoming
in reference to the ancient Sophists, who were distinguished
from each other by stronger individual peculiarities.

If, then, it were true that in the interval between 480 B.c.
and the end of the Peloponnesian war, a great moral deteriora-
tion had taken place in Athens and in Greece generally, we
should have to search for some other cause than the imaginary
abstraction called Sophistic. But—and this is the second
pomt—the matter of fact here alleged is as untrue, as the cause
alleged is unreal. Athens, at the close of the Peloponnesian
war, was not more corrupt than Athens in the days of Mil-
tiadés and Aristeidés. If we revert to that earlier period, we
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shall find that scarcely any acts of the Athenian people have

» drawn upon them sharper censure (in my judgement, unmerited)
than their treatment of these very two statesmen ; the condem-
nation of Miltiadés, and the ostracism of Aristeidés. In writing
my history of that time, far from finding previous historians
disposed to give the Athenians credit for public virtue, I have
been compelled to contend against a body of adverse criticism,
imputing to them gross ingratitude and injustice. Thus the
contemporaries of Miltiadés and Aristeidés, when described as
matter of present history, are presented in anything but flatter-
ing colours; except their valour at Marathon and Salamis,
which finds one unanimous voice of encomium. But when
these same men have become numbered among the mingled
recollections and fancies belonging to the past—when a future
generation comes to be present, with its appropriate stock of
complaint and denunciation—then it is that men find pleasure
in dressing up the virtues of the past, as a count in the indict-
ment against their own contemporaries. Aristophanés,! writing
during the Peloponnesian war, denounced the Demos of his
day as degenerated from the virtue of that Demos which had
surrounded Miltiadés and Aristeidés ; while Isokratés,? writing
as an old man between 330-340 B.C., complains in like manner
of his own time, boasting how much better the state of Athens
had been in his youth: which period of his youth fell exactly
during the life of Aristophanés, in the last half of the Pelopon-
nesian war.

Such illusions ought to impose on no one without a careful
comparison of facts; and most assuredly that comparison will
not bear out the allegation of increased corruption and degen-
eracy, between the age of Miltiadés and the end of the
Peloponnesian war.  Throughout the whole of Athenian
history, there are no acts which attest so large a measure of
virtue and judgement pervading the whole people, as the
proceedings after the Four Hundred and after the Thirty.
Nor do I believe that the contemporaries of Miltiadés would
have been capable of such heroism ; for that appellation is by
no means too large for the case. I doubt whether they would
have been competent to the steady self-denjal of retaining a
large sum in reserve during the time of peace, both prior to
the Peloponnesian war and after the peace of Nikias—or of
keeping back the reserve fund of 1000 talents, while they were
forced year after year to pay taxes for the support of the

! Aristophan. Equit. 1316-1321.
2 Isokratés, Or. xv. De Permutat. s. 170.



The Sophists . 335

war 1—or of acting upon the prudent, yet painfully trying policy
recommended by Periklés, so as to sustain an annual invasion
without either going out to fight or purchasing peace by igno-
minious concessions. If bad acts such as Athens committed
during the later years of the war, for example, the massacre of
the Melian population, were not done equally by the contem-
poraries of Miltiadés, this did not arise from any superior
humanity or principle on their part, but from the fact that they
were not exposed to the like temptation, brought upon them
by the possession of imperial power. The condemnation of
the six generals after the battle of Arginusz, if we suppose the
same conduct on their part to have occurred in 490 B.C., would
have been decreed more rapidly and more unceremoniously
than it was actually decreed in 406 B.c. For at that earlier
date there existed no psephism of Kannénus, surrounded by
prescriptive respect—no Graphé Paranomén—no such habits
of established deference to a Dikastery solemnly sworn, with
full notice to defendants and full time of defence measured
by the water-glass—none of those securities which a long
course of democracy had gradually worked into the public
morality of every Athenian, and which (as we saw in a former
chapter) interposed a serious barrier to the impulse of the
moment, though ultimately overthrown by its fierceness. A
far less violent impulse would have sufficed for the same mis-
chief in 490 B.C., when no such barriers existed. Lastly, if we -
want a measure of the appreciating sentiment of the Athenian
public, towards a strict and decorous morality in the narrow
sense, in the middle of the Peloponnesian war, we have only
to consider the manner in which they dealt with Nikias. I
have shown, in describing the Sicilian expedition, that the
gravest error which the Athenians ever committed, that
which shipwrecked both their armament at Syracuse and their
power at home, arose from their unmeasured esteem for the
respectable and pious Nikias, which blinded them to the
grossest defects of generalship and public conduct. Disastrous
as such misjudgement was, it counts at least as a proof that
the moral corruption, alleged to have been operative in their
1 Two years before the invasion by Xerxes, the Athenians did indeed
forego a dividend about to be distributed to each of the citizens out of the
silver mines of Laureium, in order that the money might be applied to
building of triremes. This was honourable to them in every way: but it
is by no means to be compared, for self-denial and estimate of future
chances, to the effort of paying money more than once out of their pockets,

in order that they might leave untouched the public fund of 1000
talents,



336 History of Greece

characters, is a mere fiction. Nor let it be supposed that the
nerve and resolution which once animated the combatants of
Marathon and Salamis, had disappeared in the latter years of
the Peloponnesian war. On the contrary, the energetic and
protracted struggle of Athens, after the irreparable calamity at
Syracuse, forms a worthy parallel to her resistance in the time
of Xerxes, and maintained unabated that distinctive attribute
which Periklés had set forth as the main foundation of her
glory—that of never giving way before misfortune.r Without
any disparagement to the armament at Salamis, we may remark
that the patriotism of the fleet at Samos, which rescued Athens
from the Four Hundred, was equally devoted and more intelli-
gent; and that the burst of effort, which sent a subsequent
fleet to victory at Arginusz, was to the full as strenuous.

If then we survey the eighty-seven years of Athenian history,
between the battle of Marathon and the renovation of the
democracy after the Thirty, we shall see no ground for the
assertion, so often made, of increased and increasing moral and
political corruption. It is my belief that the people had
become both morally and politically better, and that their
democracy had worked to their improvement. The remark
made by Thucydidés, on the occasion of the Korkyrzan
bloodshed—on the violent and reckless political antipathies,
arising out of the confluence of external warfare with internal
party-feud 2—wherever else it may find its application, has no
bearing upon Athens : the proceedings after the Four Hundred
and after the Thirty, prove the contrary. And while Athens
may thus be vindicated on the moral side, it is indisputable
that her population had acquired a far larger range of ideas
and capacities than they possessed at the time of the battle of
Marathon. This indeed is the very matter of fact deplored by
Aristophanés, and admitted by those writers, who, while de-
nouncing the Sophists, connect such enlarged range of ideas
with the dissemination of the pretended sophistical poison. In

1 Thucyd. ii. 64—yviTe 8 Jvopa péyiworov adriy (Thy wérw) Exovoar
& waow &vlpdmots, Bid Td Tals fuudopals uh elrew.

2 Thucydidés (iil. 82) specifies very distinctly the cause to which he
ascribes the bad consequences which he depicts. He makes no allusion to
Sophists or sophistical teaching ; though Brandis (Gesch. der Gr. Rom.
Philos. i. p. 518, not. f.) drags in ““the sophistical spirit of the statesmen
of that time,” as if it were the cause of the mischief, and as if it were to be
found in the speeches of Thucydidés, i. 76, v. 105.

There cannot be a more unwarranted assertion ; nor can a learned man
like Brandis be ignorant, that such words as ¢‘ the sophistical spirit” (Der

sophistische Geist) are understood by a modern reader in a sense totally
different from its true Athenian sense.
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my judgement, not only the charge against the Sophists as
poisoners, but even the existence of such poison in the Athenian
system, deserves nothing less than an emphatic denial.

Let us examine again the names of these professional
teachers, beginning with Prodikus, one of the most renowned.
Who is there that has not read the wellknown fable called
“ The Choice of Hercules,” which is to be found in every book
professing to collect impressive illustrations of elementary
morality? Who does not know that its express purpose is, to
kindle the imaginations of youth in favour of a life of labour
for noble objects, and against a life of indulgence? It was the
favourite theme on which Prodikus lectured, and on which he
obtained the largest audience.! If it be of striking simplicity
and effect even to a modern reader, how much more powerfully
must it have worked upon the audience for whose belief it was
specially adapted, when set off by the oral expansions of its
author! Xenophon wondered that the Athenian Dikasts dealt
with Sokratés as a corrupter of youth : Isokratés wondered that
a portion of the public made the like mistake about himself:
and I confess my wonder to be not less, that not only Aristo-
phanés,? but even the modern writers on Grecian philosophy,
should rank Prodikus in the same unenviable catalogue.? This

! Xenoph. Memor, ii. 1, 21¥34.—Kal TpdSicos 8¢ & copds & 74
cuyypdupare 7§ mepl ‘Hpaxiéovs, 8mep 8% xal wAelorors émidelkvu-
Tat, deabrws wepl THs dperdis dmopalverar, &c.

Xenophon here introduces Sokratés himself as bestowing much praise on
the moral teaching of Prodikus.

2 See Fragment iii. of the Taymroral of Aristophanés—Meineke, Frag-
ment. Aristoph. p. 1140,

3 Upon Prodikus and his fable called the ¢ Choice of Hercules,” Pro-
fessor Maurice remarks as follows (Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy, iv.
2, 1, 11, p. 109) :—*“ The effect of the lesson which it inculcates is good or
evil, according to the object which the reader proposes to himself. If he
wishes to acquire the power of draining marshes and killing noisome
beasts, all must bless him for not yielding to the voice of the Goddess of
Pleasure. If he merely seeks to be the strongest of men, by resisting the
enchantress, it might have been better for the world and for himself, that
he should have yielded to her blandishments. Mr. Grote is not likely to
have forgotten the celebrated paradox of Gibbon respecting the clergy—
¢ That their virtues are more dangerous to society than their vices,” On
the hypothesis which Gibbon no doubt adopted, that this order is divided
into those who deny themselves for the sake of obtaining dominion over
their fellow-countrymen, and those who yield to animal indulgence—his
dictum may be easily admitted. The monk who restrains his appetites
that he may be more followed and idolised as a confessor, does more harm
to others, 1s probably more evil in himself, than the sleek abbot who is
given up to his hawks and hounds. The principle is of universal applica-
tion, We must know whether Prodikus departed from the general rule of
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is the only composition ! remaining from him—indeed the only
composition remaining from any one of the Sophists, excepting
the thesis of Gorgias above noticed. It serves, not merely as
a vindication of Prodikus against such reproach, but also as a
warning against implicit confidence in the sarcastic remarks of
Plato—which include Prodikus as well as the other Sophists—
and in the doctrines which he puts into the mouth of the
Sophists generally, in order that Sokratés may confute them.
The commonest candour would teach us, that if a polemical
writer of dialogue chooses to put indefensible doctrine into the
mouth of the opponent, we ought to be cautious of condemning
the latter upon such very dubious proof.

Welcker and other modern authors treat Prodikus as “the
most innocent” of the Sophists, and except him from the

the professorial class, by not holding out political power as his prize—
before we can pronounce him a useful teacher, because he taught his pupils
how they might obtain the bone and nerve of Hercules,”

With the single reserve of what Professor Maurice calls ‘‘ the general
rule of the professorial class,” against which assertion I have already shown
cause in a previous note—I fully admit not merely the justice, but the
importance, of his general remark above transcribed. I recognise no
merit in self-denial, unless in so far as the self-denying person becomes
thereby the instrument of increased security and happiness to others or to
himself-—-or unless it be conducive to the formation of a character of which
such is the general result. And respecting Prodikus himself, I willingly
accept the challenge. He marks out, i the most distinct and emphatic
manner, the achievement of good to others, and the acquisition of esteem
from others, as going together, and constituting in combination the prize
for which the youthful Heraklés is exhorted to struggle—eire dmd pirwy
é9éreis &yamiabus, Tobs Plhous edepyernréor elre W6 Twos wohews
émifupels Tindobar, Ty ToAw dpeAnréov. efre Smd Tis ‘EAAddes mdons
dfiols én’ dperh Oavudlesfor, Thy ‘EAAdSa mewparéov €b moielv, &c. (Xen.
Mem. ii. 1, 28). I select these few words, but the whole tenor and spirit

* of the fable is similar.

Indeed the very selection of Heraklés as an ideal to be followed, is of
itself a proof that the Sophist did not intend to point out the acquisition of
personal dominion and pre-eminence, except in so far as they naturally
sprang from services rendered, as the grand prize to be contended for by his
pupils. For Heraklés is, in Greek conception, the type of those who
work for others—one condemned by his destiny to achieve great, difficult,
and unrewarded exploits at the bidding of another {Suidas and Diogenianus,
vi. 7, under the words Terpdd: yéyovas—ém) 7&v ¥AAois movolvTwy, &c.).

1 Xenophon gives only the substance of Prodikus’s lecture, not his exact
words. But he gives what may be called the whole substance, so that we
can appreciate the scope as ‘well as the handling of the author.  We cannot
say the same of an extract given (in the Pseudo-Platonic Dialogue Axiochus,
c. 7, 8) from a lecture said to have been delivered by Prodikus—respecting
the miseries of human life pervading all the various professions and occupa-
tions. It is impossible to make out distinctly either how much really
belongs to Prodikus, or what was his scope and purpose, if any such
lecture was really delivered.
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sentence which they pass upon the class generally. Let us see
therefore what Plato himself says about the rest of them, and
first about Protagoras. If it were not the established practice
with readers of Plato to condemn Protagoras beforehand, and
to put, upon every passage relating to him, not only a sense
as bad as it will bear, but much worse than it will fairly bear—
they would probably carry away very different inferences from
the Platonic dialogue called by that Sophist’s name, and in
which he is made to bear a chief part, That dialogue is itself
enough to prove that Plato did not conceive Protagoras either
as a corrupt, or unworthy, or incompetent teacher. The course
of the dialogue exhibits him as not master of the theory of
ethics, and unable to solve various difficulties with which that
theory is expected to grapple; moreover, as no match for
Sokratés in dialectics, which Plato considered as the only effi-
cient method of philosophical investigation. 1n so far therefore
as imperfect acquaintance with the science or theory upon
which rules of art, or the precepts bearing on practice, repose,
disqualifies a teacher from giving instruction in such art or
practice—to that extent Protagoras is exposed as wanting.
And if an expert dialectician like Plato, had passed Isokratés
or Quintilian, or the large majority of teachers past or present,
through a similar cross-examination as to the theory of their
teaching—an ignorance not less manifest than that of Prota-
goras would be brought out. The antithesis which Plato sets
forth, in so many of his dialogues, between precept or practice,
accompanied by full knowledge of the scientific principles from
which it must be deduced, if its rectitude be disputed—and
unscientific practice, without any such power of deduction or
defence—is one of the most valuable portions of his specula-
tions : he exhausts his genius to render it conspicuous in a
thousand indirect ways, and to shame his readers, if possible,
into the loftier and more rational walk of thought. But it is
one thing to say of a man, that he does not know the theory of
what he teaches, or of the way in which he teaches; it is
another thing to say, that he actually .teaches that which
scientific theory would not prescribe as the best; it is a third
thing, graver than both, to say that his teaching is not only
below the exigencies of science, but even corrupt and demoral-
fising. Now of these three points, it is the first only which
Plato in his dialogue makes out against Protagoras: even the
isecond, he neither affirms nor insinuates ; and as to the third,
fnot only he never glances at it, even indirectly, but the whole

tendency of the discourse suggests a directly contrary conclu-
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sion. As if sensible that when an eminent opponent was to be
depicted as puzzled and irritated by superior dialectics, it was
but common fairness to set forth his distinctive merits also—
Plato gives a fable, and expository harangue, from the mouth
of Protagoras,’ upon the question whether virtue is teachable.
This harangue is, in my judgement, very striking and instruc-
tive ; and so it would have been probably accounted if com-
mentators had not read it with a pre-established persuasion
that whatever came from the lips of a Sophist must be either
ridiculous or immoral.2 It is the only part of Plato’s works
wherein any account is rendered of the growth of that floating,
uncertified, self-propagating, body of opinion, upon which the
cross-examining analysis of Sokratés is brought to bear—as will
be seen in the following chapter. i

Protagoras professes to teach his pupils “good counsel” in
their domestic and family relations, as well as how to speak
and act in the most effective manner for the weal of the city.
Since this comes from Protagoras, the commentators of Plato
pronounce it to be miserable morality ; but it coincides, almost
to the letter, with that which Isokratés describes himself as
teaching, a generation afterwards, and substantially even with
that which Xenophon represents Sokratés as teaching: nor is
it easy to set forth, in a few words, a larger scheme of practical
duty.® And if the measure of practical duty, which Protagoras

1 Plato, Protagoras, p. 320 D, c. 11 e seg., especially p. 322 D, where
Protagoras lays it down that no man is fit to be a member of a social
community who has not in his bosom both (k7 and aidws—that is, a sense
of reciprocal obligation and right between himself and others—and a
sensibility to esteem or reproach from others. He lays these fundamental
attributes down as what a good ethical theory must assume or exact in
every man.

2 Of the unjust asperity and contempt with which the Platonic com-
mentators treat the Sophists, see a specimen in Ast, Ueber Platons Leben
und Schriften, pp. 70, 71—where he comments on Protagora.s and this fable.

3 Protagoras says—Tb 8¢ pdOnud o, edBoviia wepi TE TV ouce[wv, frws
by BpioTa THy adTed oirlav Stoucol, xal wepl T@v THs méhews, Smws TE THs
wérews Suvardratos by ey kal wpdrrew kal Aéyew. (Plato, Protagoras,
c 9, p. 318 E.)

A similar description of the moral teaching of Protagoras and the other
Sophists, yet comprising a still larger range of duties towards parents,
friends, and fellow-citizens in their private capacities—is giver'in Piato,
Meno. p. 91 B, E.

Isokratés describes the education which he wished to convey almost in
the same words—Tovs 'ra TotabTa pavldvorras kol uereTdyTas & wv Kal Tov
1diov olkou kal TG Kowd T& TS WoAews lca}\ws Etomna’ouu’w, bymep Evexa ral
wovnréoy ral pthogopnTéoy kal wdvra mpaxTéoy éori (Or. xv. De Permautat.
s. 304 : compare 289).

Xenophon also describes, almost in the same words, the teaching of
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devoted himself to teach, was thus serious and extensive, even
the fraction of theory assigned to him in his harangue, includes
some points better than that of Plato himself. For Plato
seems to have conceived the Ethical End, to each individual,
as comprising nothing more than his own permanent happiness
and moral health; and in this very dialogue, he introduces
Sokratés as maintaining virtue to consist only in a right
calculation of a man’s own personal happiness and misery.
But here we find Protagoras speaking in a way which implies
a larger, and in my opinion, a juster appreciation of the Ethical
End, as including not only reference to a man’s own happiness,
but also obligations towards the happiness of others. Without
at all agreeing in the harsh terms of censure which various
critics pronounce upon that theory which Sokratés is made to
set forth in the Platonic Protagoras, I consider his conception
of the Ethical End essentially narrow and imperfect, not
capable of being made to serve as basis for deduction of the
best ethical precepts. Yet such is the prejudice with which
the history of the Sophists has been written, that the com-
mentators on Plato accuse the Sophists of having originated
what they ignorantly term *the base theory of utility,” here
propounded by Sokratés himself ; complimenting the latter on

Sokratds. Kriton and others sought the soclety of Sokratés, ody #va
Snunyopikot % ducavikol yévowro, &AN Tva karol Te x&yabol yevduevo:, kal
olice kal oliérats kal olrelots kal pirois kal wérer kal morlTars Sbvawro kards
Xpiiofar (Memor. i. 2, 48). -‘Again, 1. 2, 64—®avepds v Swrpdrns 6w
auvdvrwy Tobs movnpas éxbuulas Exovras, TolTwy uev Tadwy, THs 8¢ kaA Al
cTns kal peyarompewreaTdTns dpeTis, i TAets 7€ kal olko, €
oikodot, wporpémwy émbupciv. Compare also i, 6, 155 il. 1, 19; iv. 1, 2;
iv. 5, 10,

When we perceive how much analogy Xenophon establishes—so far as
regards practical precept, apart from theory or method—between Sokratés,
Protagoras, Prodikus, &c., it is difficult to justify the representations of
the® commentators respecting the Sophists: see Stallbaum, Proleg. ad
Platon. Menon. p. 8. “‘Etenim virtutis nomen, cum propter ambitiis
'magnitudinem valde esset ambiguum et obscurum, Sophistz interpretabantur
sic, ut, missi verz honestatis et probitatis vi, unice de prudentii civilj ac
domesticd cogitari vellent, eoque modo totam virtutem ad callidum guoddam
utilfitatis vel privatim vel publice consequende artificium revocarent” . | |, |
¢ Pervidit hanc opindonis istius perversitatem, ejusque turpitudinem intimo
sensit pectore, vir sanctissimi animi, Socrates,” &c. Stallbaum speaks to
the same purpose in his Prolegomena to the Protagoras, p. 10, 11; and to
the Euthydemus, pp. 21, 22.

Those who, like these censors on the Sophists, think it éase to recommend
virtuous conduct by the mutual security and comfort which it procures to
all parties must be prepared to condemn on the same ground a large
portion of what is said by Sokratés throughout the Memorabilia of Xenophon,
MY rarappdver T@v oikovowkdv dvdpav, &c. (iii. 4. 12): see also his
(Economic. xi. 10, ,
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having set forth those larger views which in this dialogue belong{
only to Protagoras.! ‘
So far as concerns Protagoras, therefore, the evidence ofl
Plato himself may be produced to show that he was not a,
corrupt teacher, but a worthy companion of Prodikus ; worthy]
also of that which we know him to have enjoyed—the society

1 Stallbaum, Prolegomena ad Platonis Menonem, p. 9. *‘Etenimr
Sophistee, quum virtutis exercitationem et ad utilitates externas referrent,
et facultate quidam atque consuetudine ejus, quod utile videretur, repen-t
endi, absolvi statuerent—=Socrates ipse, rejectd wtilitatis turpitudine, vim
naturamque virtutis unice ad id quod bonum honestumgque est, revocavit ;
voluitque esse in eo, ut quis recti bonigue sensu ac scientid polleret, ad
quam tanquam ad certissimam normam atque regulam actiones suas omnes
dirigeret atque poneret.”

Whoever will compare this criticism with the Protagoras of Plato,
c. 36, 37—especially p. 357 B—wherein Sokratés identifies good with
pleasure and evil with pain, and wherein he considers right conduct to
consist in justly calculatmg the items of pleasure and pain one against the
other—7 [.LE’Tp‘ﬂTLK’}} réxvn—will be astonished how a critic on Plato could
write what is above cited. I am aware that there are other parts of Plato’s
dialogues in which he maintains a doctrine different from that just alluded
to. Accordingly Stallbaum (in his Prolegomena to the Protagoras, p. 30)
contends that Plato is here setting forth a doctrine not his own, but is
reasoning on the principles of Protagoras, for the purpose of entrapping
and confounding him—‘*Quee hic de fortitudine disseruntur, ea item
cavendum est ne protenus pro decretis mere Platonicis habeantur. Disputat
enim Socratés pleraque omnia ad mentem ipsius Protagorz, ita quidem ut
eum per suam ipsius rationem in fraudem et errorem inducat.”

I am happy to be able to vindicate Plato against the disgrace of so
dishonest a spirit of argumentation as that which Stallbaum ascribes to
him. Plato most certainly does not reason here upon the doctrines or
principles of Protagoras: for the latter begins by positively denying the
doctrine, and is only brought to admit it 1n a very quahﬁed manner—
¢. 35, p- 351 D. Hesaysin reply. to the questxon of Sokrates—va oida
GTAGS ou'rws, s abd épw’ras, €l e,u.al mrofcpz'reav eu"rw, &s T4 Hdéa Te u.'yaf
éoTwv Gmavra ral To amapa. xard® GAAd por Soxel ob pdvov mpds 'r‘hv vi
dmdrpiow éuol doparéaTepor elvat a-lrofcp[uqo'ﬂat, GANG Ka) 7rpb$ mdwr(
TOv UAAov Blov Tdv ép.dv, 811 ot pév & Tav H¥éwy odr EoTw ayaed {

o7 8¢ ad kal & 'rwv &viapdy odr €T kard, &gl 8¢ & EoTi, kal Tplrov &
obdérepa, obre kakd ofiT’ dyabd.

There is something peculiarly striking in this appeal of Protagoras tc
his whole past life, as rendering it impossible for him to admit what he
evidently looked upon as a dase theory, as Stallbaum pronounces it to be.
Vet the latter actually ventures to take it away from Sokratés, who not
only propounds it confidently, but reasons it out in a clear and forcible
manner—and of fastening it on Protagoras, who first disclaims it and then
only admits it under reserve! I deny the theory to be dase, though I
think it an imperfect theory of ethics. But Stallbaum, who calls it so, was
bound to be doubly careful in looking into his proof before he ascribed it
to any one. What makes the case worse, is that he fastens it not only on
Protagoras, but on the Sophists collectively, by that monstrous fiction
which’ treats them as a doctrinal sect.
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and conversation of Periklés. Let us now examine what Plato
says about a third Sophist—Hippias of Elis; who figures both
in the dialogue called ¢ Protagoras,” and in two distinct dialogues
known by the titles of “Hippias Major and Minor.” Hippias
is represented as distinguished for the wide range of his
accomplishments, of which in these dialogues he ostentatiously
boasts. He could teach astronomy, geometry, and arithmetic
—which subjects Protagoras censured him for enforcing too
much upon his pupils; so little did these Sophists agree in
any one scheme of doctrine or education. Besides this, he
was a poet, a musician, an expositor of the poets, and a
lecturer with a large stock of composed matter—on subjects
moral, political, and even legendary—treasured up in a very
retentive memory. He was a citizen much employed as envoy
by his fellow-citizens : to crown all, his manual dexterity was
such that he professed to have made with his own hands all
the attire and ornaments which he wore on his person. If, as
is sufficiently probable, he was a vain and ostentatious man—
defects not excluding an useful and honourable career—we
must at the same time give him credit for a variety of acquisi-
tions such as to explain a certain measure of vanity.! The
style in which Plato handles Hippias is very different from that
in which he treats Protagoras, It is full of sneer and con-
temptuous banter, insomuch that even Stallbaum,? after having
repeated a great many times that this was a vile Sophist who
deserved no better treatment, is forced to admit that the
pettlance is carried rather too far, and to suggest that the
dialogue must have been a juvenile work of Plato. Be this as
it may, amidst so much unfriendly handling, not only we find
o imputation against Hippias of having preached a low or
orrupt morality, but Plato inserts that which furnishes good,
hotigh indirect, proof of the contrary. For Hippias is made
o say that he had already delivered, and was about to deliver
again, a lecture composed by himself with great care, wherein
1e enlarged upon the aims and pursuits which a young man
sught to follow. The scheme of his discourse was, that after
he capture of Troy, the youthful Neoptolemus was introduced
15 asking the advice of Nestor about his own future conduct;
in reply to which, Nestor sets forth to him what was the plan
of life incumbent on a young man of honourable aspirations,

! See about Hippias, Plato, Protagoras, ¢. 9, p. 318 E; Stallbaum,
Prolegom. ad Platon. Hipp. Maj. p. 147 seg. ; Cicero, de Orator, iil. 33;
Plato, Hipp. Minor, ¢. 10, p. 368 B.
¢ 2 Stallbaum, Proleg. ad Plat. Hipp. Maj. p. 150.

[
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and unfolds to him the full details of regulated and virtuous
conduct by which it ought to be filled up. The selection of
two such names, among the most venerated in all Grecian
legend, as monitor and pupil, is a stamp clearly aftesting the
vein of sentiment which animated the.composition. Morality
preached by Nestor for the edification of Neoptolemus, might
possibly be too high for Athenian practice ; but most certainly
1t would not err on the side of corruption, selfishness, orover-
indulgence. We may fairly presume that this discourse com-
posed by Hippias would not be unworthy, in spirit and purpose,
to be placed by the side.of “The Choice of Hercules,” nor its
author by that of Prodikus as a moral teacher.

The dialogue entitled “ Gorgias ” in Plato, is carried on by
Sokratés with three different persons one after the other—
Gorgias, Polus, and Kalliklés. Gorgias (of Leontini in Sicily),
as a rhetorical teacher, acquired greater celebrity than any man
of his time, during the Peloponnesian war: his abundant
powers of illustration, his florid ormaments, his artificial struc-
ture of sentences distributed into exact antithetical fractions—
all spread a new fashion in the art of speaking, which for the
time was very popular, but afterwards became discredited. If
the line could be cléarly drawn between rhetors and sophists,
Gorgias ought rather to be ranked with the former.! In the
conversation with Gorgias, Sokratés exposes the fallacy and
imposture of rhetoric and rhetorical teaching, as cheating an
ignorant audience into persuasion without knowlzdge, and as
framed to satisfy the passing caprice, without any regard to
the permanént welfare and improvement of the people. What-
ever real inculpation may be conveyed in these arguments
against a rhetorical teacher, Gorgias must bear in common
with Isokratés and Quintilian, and under the shield of Aristotle.
But save and except rhetorical teaching, no disseminatioh of
corrupt morality is ascribed to him by Plato;-who indeed
treats him with a degree of respect which surprises the
commentators.?

. The tone of the dialogue changes materially when it passes
to Polus and Kalliklés, the former of whom is described asa
writer on rhetoric,” and probably a teacher also.® ™ There is
much insolence in Poélus, and no small asperity in Sokratés.
Yet the former maintains no arguments which justify the

1 Plato, Menon, p. 95 A ; Foss, De Gorgid Leontino, p 27 seq

2 See the observatlons of Groen van Prinstererand Stallbaum—StaHbaum
ad Platon. Gorg. c. 1.
- ¥ Plato, Gorglas, c. 17, p. 462 B. . ];
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‘hzrge of immorality against himself or his fellow-teachers.
Jofands the tastes and sentiments common to every man
. {;rw:ce, and shared even by the most estimable Athenians—
rik .5, Nikias, and Aristokratés;! while Sokratés prides
-welf on standing absolutely alone, and havipg no support
+ t from his irresistible dialectics, whereby he is sure of
o or*ug reluctant admission from his adversary. How far
* »uiaics may be right, I do not now inquire: it is sufficient
% Pdlus, standing as he does amidst company at once so
; ous and so irreproachable, cannot be fairly denounced
- 2 puisoner of the youthful mind.
¥ lus presently hands over the' dialogue to Kalliklés, who
wr . represented, doubtless, as laying down doctrines openly
2d avowedly anti-social. He distinguishes between the law
ot nature and the law (both written and unwritten, for the
.rek word substantially includes both) of society. According
«» e law of nature (Kalliklés says) the strong man—the
wifer Or more capable man—oputs forth his strength to the full
‘o ms own advantage, without limit or restraint; overcomes.
11 resistance which weaker men are able to offer ; and seizes
“» ninself as much as he pleases of the matter of enjoyment.
~"2 has no occasion to restrain any of *his gppetites or desires ;
-2 .nore numerous and pressing they are, so much the better
.or h'm—since his power affords him the means of satiating
*“em all. The many; who have the misfortune to be weak,,
~ust be content with that which he leaves them, and submit
‘1wt as best they can.  This (Kalliklés says) is what actually
aprsons in a state of nature ; this is what 1s accounted just, as.
evident by the practice of independent. communities, not
wielrded in one common political society, towards each other;
Y .5 i§ justice, by nature, or accarding to the law of nature.
Ju when men come into society, all this is reversed. The:
“uority of individuals know very well that they are weak, and
2t taeir only chance of security or comfort consists in estab-
L.i~g laws to restrain the strong man, reinforced by a moral
: -don of praise and blame devoted to the same general end.
ey catch him like a young lion whilst his mind is yet tender,
1

Y Mato, Gorgias, c. 27, p. 472 A.  Kal viv (says Sokratés) wepl Gv ¢d
. yues dAbyov oL marTes cupdhooves TabTa Adnraior kal Eévor—papTuphoovat
v 'aw pev BodAp, Nixlas 6 Niknpdrov xal of a8eAdol uer’ abroi—eav 8¢
- Ap, "ApioTorpdTns & ZxeAMov—édr 8¢ BodAp, % Mepueaéous 8An oikla %
v ovyyéven, fvrwa By BolAp Tév évfdde éxAétaobus. CAAN évd
veLus Y obx dponoyd. . .. . Eyd 3¢ b uh ot adrdy dva fvTa
w5 wapdoxwpas Spohoyobvra mepl Gy Aéyw, odbty oluat &Eiov Adyou por .
~s.vlo wepl v By Juiv § Adyos .
VOL. VIIL N
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and fascinate him by talk and training into a2 disposition cor
formable to that measure and equality which the law enjoins
Here, then, is justice according to the law of society;
factitious system built up by the many for their own protectit
and happiness, to the subversion of the law of nature, whic.
arms the strong man with a right to encroachment and licence
Let a fair oppottunity occur, and the favourite of nature wi
be seen to kick off his harness, tread down the laws, brea
through the magic circle of opinion around him, and stan
forth again as lord and master of the many; regaining the
glorious position which nature has assigned to him as his right
Justice by nature—and justice by law and society—are thus
according to Kalliklés, not only distinct, but mutually cor ,
tradictory. He accuses Sokratés of having jumbled the two
together in his argument.!

It has been contended by many authors, that this anti-socia
reasoning (true enough, in so far'as it states simple? matter o
fact and probability—immoral, in so far as it erects the powe
of the strong man into a right; and inviting many comments,
if I could find a convenient place for them) represents the
morality commonly and publicly taught by the persons called
Sophistsat Athens.® I deny this assertion emphatically. Even

1 This doctrine asserted by Kalliklés will be found in Plato, Gorgias,
¢. 39, 40, pp- 483, 484. :

2 See the same matter-of-fact strongly stated by Sokratés in the Memorab,
-of Xenophon, ii. 1, 13.

3 Schleiermacher (in the Prolegomena to his translation of the Thewtetus,
p. 183) represents that Plato intended to refute Aristippus in the person of
Kalliklés ; which supposition he sustains by remarking that Aristippus
affirmed that there was no suck thing as justice by nature, but only by
law and convention. But the affirmation of Kalliklés is the direct contrary
of that which Schleiermacher ascribes to Aristippus. Kalliklés not only
does not deny justice by nature, but affirms it in the most direct manner—
.explains what it is, that it consists in the right of the strongest man t«
make use of his strength without any regard to others—and puts it abov
the justice of law and society, in respect to authority. i

Ritter and Brandis are yet more incorrect in their accusations of th
Sophists, founded upon this same doctrine. The former says (p. 581)- ,
““It is affirmed as a common tenet of the Sophists—there is no right t «
nature, but only by convention :” compare Brandis, p. 521. The vei
passages to which these writers refer, as far as they prove anything, prov
the contrary of what they assert : and Preller actually imputes the contrar
tenets to the Sophists (Histor. Philosoph. c. 4, p. 130, Hamburg 183¢
with just as little authority. Both Ritter and Brandis charge the Sophist
with wickedness for this alleged tenet—for denying that there was ar
right by pature, and allowing no right except by convention; a doctrir
which had been maintained before them by Achelaus (Diogen. Laért. i¢
16). Now Plato (Legg. x. p. 889), whom these writers refer to, charges
certain wise men—oopobs ididras Te rkal womras (e does not mentior
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f I had no ether evidence to sustain my denial, except what
as been already extracted from the unfriendly writings of
lato himself, respecting Protagoras and Hippias—with what
7e know from Xenophon about Prodikus—I should consider
ny case made out as vindicating the Sophists generally from
such an accusation. If refutation to the doctrine of Kalliklés
rere needed, it would be obtained quite as efficaciously from
Frodikus and Protagoras as from Sokratés and Plato. |
!' But this is not the strongest part of the vindication.

First, Kalliklés himself is not a Sophist, nor represented by
Plato as such. He is a young Athenian citizen, of rank and
itation, belonging to the deme Achame ; he is intimate with
sther young men of condition in the city, has recently entered
nto active political life, and bends his whole soul towards it ;
1e disparages philosophy, and speaks with utter contempt about
‘he Sophists.! If then it were even just (which I do not admit)
‘o infer from opinions put into the mouth of one Sophist, that the
same were held by another or by all of them-—it would not be the
ess unjust to draw the like inference from opinions professed by
e who is not a Sophist, and who despises the whole profession.

Secondly, if any man will read attentively the course of the
lialogue, he will see that the doctrine of Kalliklés is such as no
me dared publicly to propound. So it is conceived both by
Kalliklés himself and by Sokratés. The former first takes up
he conversation by saying that his predecessor Pélus had
secome entangled in a contradiction, because he had not
courage enough openly to announce an unpopular and odious
loctrine ; but he (Kalliklés) was™ less shamefaced, and would
speak out boldly that doctrine which others kept to themselves
‘or fear of shocking the hearers. “ Certainly (says Sokratés to
aim) your audacity is abundantly shown by the doctrine which
7ou have just laid down—ryou set forth plainly that which other
>eople think, but do not choose to utter.”? Now, opinions

Sophists)—with wickedness, but on the ground directly opposite ; because
hey did acknowledge a right by nature, of greater authority than the right
aid down by the legislator ; and because they encouraged pupils to follow
his supposed right of nature, disobeying the law ; interpreting the right of
1ature as Kalliklés does in the Gorgias !

Teachers are thus branded as wicked men by Ritter and Brandis, for
he negative, and by Plato (if he here means the Sophists), for the
firmative doctrine.

1 Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 37, p. 481 D; c. 41, p. 485 B, D; c. 42, p. 487 C;;
w 50,0}). 495 B; c. 70, p. 515 A. oV per abrds Epri Hpxer mpdrTery Td
“fis wéAews wpdypara: compare ¢ 55, p. 500 C. His contempt for the
Soﬁphists, c. 75, p. 519 E, with the note of Heindorf. :

Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 38, p- 482 E. & 7adrys vap ab 1is duoroylas airds
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of which Pdlus, an insolent young man, was afraid to proclair !
himself the champion, must have been revolting indeed to th
sentiments of hearers. How then can any reasonable mar
believe, that such opinions were not only openly propounded
but seriously inculcated as truth upon audiences of youthful
hearers, by the Sophists? We know that the teaching of the
latter was public in the highest degree; publicity was pleasin J
as well as profitable to them; among the many disparaging
epithets heaped upon them, ostentation and vanity are two o
the most conspicuous. Whatever they taught, they taugh
publicly ; and I contend, with full conviction, that had theyl
even agreed with Kalliklés in this opinion, they could neithe
have been sufficiently audacious, nor sufficiently their owr!
enemies, to make it a part of their public teaching ; but would
have acted like Polus, and kept the doctrine to themselves.
Thirdly, this latter conclusion will be rendered doubly cer-
tain, when we consider of what city we are now speaking. Of
all places in the world, the democratical Athens is the last in
which the doctrine advanced by Kalliklés could possibly have
been professed by a public teacher; or even by Kalliklés him-
self, in any public meeting. It is unnecessary to remind the
reader how profoundly democratical was the sentiment and
morality of the Athenians—how much they loved their laws,
their constitution, and their political equality—how jealous
their apprehension was of any nascent or threatening des-
potism. All this is not simply admitted, but even exaggerated,
by Mr. Mitford, Wachsmuth, and other anti-democratical
writers, who often draw from it materials for their abundant
censures. Now the very point which Sokratés (in this dialogue
called “Gorgias”) seeks to establish against Kalliklés, against
the Rhetors, and against the Sophists,—is, that they courted,
flattered, and truckled to the sentiment of the Athenian people,
with degrading subservience ; that they looked to the immediate
gratification simply, and not to permanent moral improvement

7d oob guumodicbels &v Tols Adyors erecroubedn (Polus), aloxvrbels &
évdes elmeiv’ ob vap 76 Ovri, & Sdrpares, els Towbra Eyeas popTikd Kal
Snumryopied, pdorwy Thy GAfbeiar Bidkew. . . . . 2y odv Tis aioxbyy-
Tar kal uh ToApd Aéyev Ewep voel, dvayrd(eTar dvavria Aéyew.

Kal why (says Sokratés to Kalliklés, c. 42, p. 487 D) 811 e olos el
wagpnoideobar kal ph aloxivesar, abrds Te Pns rxal & Adyos, by éAiyor
wpbrepoy Eneyes, buoroyel oo Again, ¢. 47, p. 492 D.  Obk dyervds e,
& KaAnlkrets, émetépyet 7¢ Adyp mappnoalbuevos cadds yap od vis
Aéyeis, & of BAXot Siavooivrar uéy, Aéyeir 3¢ obr E0éNovae

Again from Kalliklés—3 éyd oot viv mappnoialdueras Aéyw—c, 46,
p. 491 E. e
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f the people—that they had not courage to address to them
.y unpalatable truths, however salutary, but would shift and
nodify opinions in every way, so as to escape giving offence?
—that no man who put himself prominently forward at Athens
had any chance of success, unless he became moulded and
issimilated, from the core, to the people and their type of
entiment.? Granting such charges to be true, how is it con-
eivable that any Sophist, or any Rhetor, could venture to
:nforce upon an Athenian public audience the doctrine laid
lown by Kallikliés? To tell such an audience—* Your laws
and institutions are all violations of the law of nature, contrived
*) disappoint the Alkibiadés or Napoleon among you of his
natural right to become your master, and to deal with you petty
men as his slaves. All your unnatural precautions and con-
ventional talk, in favour of legality and equal dealing, will turn
out to be nothing better than pitiful impotence,3 as soon as /e
finds a good opportunity of standing forward in his full might
and energy—so as to put you into your proper places, and show
you what privileges Nature intends for her favourites !” Con-
ceive such a doctrine propounded by a lecturer to assembled
Athenjans! A doctrine just as revolting to Nikias as to Kleon,
and which even Alkibiadés would be forced to affect to dis-
approve ; since it is not simply anti-popular—not simply
despotic—but the drunken extravagance of despotism. The
Great man as depicted by Kalliklés stands in the same relation
to ordinary mortals, as Jonathan Wild the Great in the admir-
able parody of Fielding.

That Sophists, whom Plato accuses of slavish flattery to the
democratical ear, should gratuitously insult it by the proposition

! This quality is imputed by Sokratds to Kalliklés in a remarkable
passage of the Gorgias, c. 37, p. 481 D, E, the substance of which is thus
stated by Stallbaum in his note—* Carpit Socrates Calliclis levitatem,
mobili populi turbz nunquam non blandientis et adulantis.”

It is one of the main points of Sokratés in the dialogue, to make out
that the practice (for he will not call it an art) of Sophists, as well as
R}]etors, aims at nothing but the immediate gratification of the people,
without any regard to their ultimate or durable benefit—that they are
branches of the widely-extended knack of flattery (Gorgias, ¢, 19, p. 464
D; c 20, p. 465C; c. 56, p. 501 C3 e, 75, p. 520 B).

2 Plato, Gorgias, c. 68, p. 513 B. O vap upnriy 8et elvar, AN adroduis
Buoiov TodTais, €l péAsis 71 yhoiov dwepydesar eis Ppirfay 7§ *Adpvalwy
dhue. . . . “Ooris olv ge TolTots bpotdraroy dmepydoeras, obrds oe morfioer,
@s émibupels moAiTinds elvar, moheTucdy kal fnTopucdy: T§ abrdv yip #ibes
Aeyopbvwr Tdv Aywy Exagror xalpovet, T4 8¢ &AAerply Exfovrat.

 Plato, Gorgias, c. 46, p. 492 C (the words of Kalliklés). Ta 8¢ #Ara
ravr’ éorl 1o Ka)\kw:rfa'pa'ra., T4 wapa Ppbow Evwbfuata, dvbpdmey PAvapla
xal obdevds 4iia.
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of such tenets—is an assertion not merely untrue, but utterly
absurd. Even as to Sokratés, we know from Xenophon how
much the Athenians were offended with him, and how much it
was urged by the accusers on his trial, that in his conversations
he was wont to cite with peculiar relish the description (in the
second book of the Iliad) of Odysseus following the Grecian
crowd when running away from the agora to get on shipboard,
and prevailing upon them to come back—by gentle words
addressed to the chiefs, but by blows of his stick, accompanied
with contemptuous reprimand, to the common people. The
indirect evidence thus afforded that Sokratés countenanced
unequal dealing and ill-usage towards the Many, told much
against him in the minds of the Dikasts. What would they
have felt then towards a Sophist who publicly professed -the
political morality of Kalliklés? The truth is—not only was it
impossible that any such morality, or anything of the same
type, even much diluted, could find its way into the educa-
tional lectures of professors at Athens,—but the fear would be
in the opposite direction. If the Sophist erred in either way,
it would be in that which Sokratés imputes—by making his
lectures over-democratical. Nay, if we suppose any oppor-
tunity to have arisen of discussing the doctrine of Kallikiés, he
would hardly omit to flatter the ears of the surrounding demo-
crats by enhancing the beneficent resuits of legality and equal
dealing, and by denouncing this “natural despot” or undis-
closed Napoleon, as one who must either take his place under
such restraints, or find a place in some other city.

I have thus shown, even from Plato himself, that the doc-
trine ascribed to Kalliklés neither did enter, nor could have
entered, into the lectures of a Sophist or professed teacher.
The same conclusion may be maintained respecting the doctrine
of Thrasymachus in the first book of the “ Republic.” Thrasy-
machus was a rhetorical teacher, who had devised precepts
respecting the construction of an oration and the training of
young men for public speaking. It is most probable that he
confined himself, like Gorgias, to this department, and that he
did not profess to give moral lectures, like Protagoras and
Prodikus. But granting him to have given such, he would not
talk about justice in the way in which Plato makes him talk, if
he desired to give any satisfaction to an Athenian audience,
The mere brutality and ferocious impudence of demeanour
even to exaggeration, with which Plato invests him—is in itse
a strong proof that the doctrine, ushered in with such a preface,
was not that of a popular and acceptables teacher, winning
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favour in public audiences. He defines justice to be *“the
interest of the superior power; that rule, which, in every
soclety, the dominant power prescribes, as being for its own
advantage.” A man is just (he says) for the advantage of
another, not for his own: he is weak, cannot help himself, and
must submit to that which the stronger authority, whether
despot, oligarchy, or commonwealth, commands.

The theory is essentially different from the doctrine of
Kalliklés, as set forth a few pages back ; for Thrasymachus
does not travel out of society to insist upon anterior rights
dating from a supposed state of nature—he takes societies as
he finds them, recognising the actual governing authority of
each as the canon and constituent of justice or injustice, Stall-
baum and other writers have incautiously treated the two
theories as if they were the same ; and with something even
worse than want of caution, while they pronounce the theory of
Thrasymachus to be detestably immoral, announce it as hav-
ing been propounded not by him only, but by Z%e Sophists—
thus, in their usual style, dealing with the Sophists as if they
were a school, sect, or partnership with mutual responsibility.
Whoever has followed the evidence which I have produced
respecting Protagoras and Prodikus, will know how differently
these latter handled the question of justice.

But the truth is, that the theory of Thrasymachus, though
incorrect and defective, is not so detestable as these writers
represent. What makes it seem detestable, is, the style and
manner in which he is made to put it forward, which causes the
just man to appear petty and contemptible, whlle it surrounds
the unjust man with enviable attributes. Now this is precisely
.the circumstance which revolts the common sentiments of man-
kind, as it revolts also the critics who read what is said by
Thrasymachus. The moral sentiments exist in men’s minds in
complex and powerful groups, associated with some large words
and emphatic forms of speech. Whether an ethical theory
satisfies the exigencies of reason, or commands and answers to
all the ph®nomena—a common audience will seldom give
themselves the trouble to consider with attention: but what
they imperiously exact—and what is indispensable to give the
theory any chance of success, is, that it shall exhibit to their
feelings the just man as respectable and dignified, and the

njust man as odious and repulsive. Now that which offends
I . the language ascribed to Thrasymachus, is, not merely the
absence, but the reverse, of this condition—the presentation of
the just man as*weak and silly, and of injustice in all the
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Dprestige of triumph and dignity. And for this very reason I
venture to infer that such a theory was never propounded by
Thrasymachus to any public audience in the form in which it
appears in Plato. For Thrasymachus was a rhetor, who had
studied the principles of his art: now we know that these com-
mon sentiments of an audience, were precisely what the rhetors
best understood, and always strove to conciliate. Even from
the time of Gorgias, they began the practice of composing
beforehand declamations upon the general heads of morality,
which were ready to be introduced into actual speeches as
occasion presented itself, and in which appeal was made to the
moral sentiments foreknown as common, with more or less of
modification, to all the Grecian assemblies. The real Thrasy-
machus, addressing any audience at Athens, would never have
wounded these sentiments, as the Platonic Thrasymachus is
made to do in the “ Republic.” Least of all would he have done
this, if it be true of him, as Plato asserts of the Rhetors and
Sophists generally, that they thought about nothing but court-
ing popularity, without any sincerity of conviction.

Though Plato thinks fit to bring out the opinion of Thrasy-
machus with accessories unnecessarily offensive, and thus to
enhance the dialectical triumph of Sokratés by the brutal
manners of the adversary—he was well aware that he had not
done justice to the opinion itself, much less confuted it. The
proof of this is, that in the second book of the “ Republic,” after
Thrasymachus has disappeared, the very same opinion is taken
up by Glaukon and Adeimantus, and set forth by both of them
{though they disclaim entertaining it as their own), as suggest-
ing grave doubts and difficulties which they desire to hear
solved by Sokratés. Those who read attentively the discourses
of Glaukon and Adeimantus, will see that the substantive
opinion ascribed to Thrasymachus, apart from the brutality
with which he is made to state it, does not even countenance
the charge of immoral teaching against sm—much less against
the Sophists generally. Hardly anything in Plato’s compo-
sitions is more powerful than those discourses. They present
in a perspicuous and forcible manner, some of the most serious
difficulties with which ethical theory is required to grapple.
And Plato can answer them only in one way—by taking society
to pieces, and reconstructing it in the form of his imaginary
republic. The speeches of Glaukon and Adeimantus form the
immediate preface to the striking and elaborate description
which he goes through, of his new state of society, nor do they
receive any other answer than what is implied in that description.
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Plato indirectly confesses that he cannot answer them, assuming
social Institutions to continue unreformed: and his reform is
sufficiently fundamental.l

1 T omitted to notice the Dialogue of Plato entitled Euthydemus, wherein
Sokratés is introduced in conversation with the two persons called Sophists,
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, who are represented as propounding a
number of verbal quibbles, assertions of double sense, arising from equivocal
grammar or syntax—fallacies of mere diction, without the least plausibility
as to the sense—specimens of jest and hoax (p. 278 B). They are de-
scribed as extravagantly conceited, while Sokratés is painted with his usual
affectation of deference and modesty. He himself, during a part of the
dialogue, carries on conversation in his own dialectical manner with the
youthful Kleinias ; who is then handed over to be taught by Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus ; so that the contrast between their style of questioning,
and that of Sokratés, is forcibly brought out.

To bring out this contrast, appears to me the main purpose of the dia-
logue—as has already been remarked by Socher and others (see Stallbaum,
Prolegom. ad Euthydem. p. 15-65) : but its construction, its manner, and
its result (previous to the concluding conversation between Sokratés and
Kriton separately), is so thoroughly comic, that Ast, on this and other
grounds, rejects it as spurious and unworthy of Plato (see Ast, iiber Platons
Leben und Schriften, p. 414-418).

Without agreeing in Ast’s inference, I recognise the violence of the cari-
cature which Plato has here presented under the characters of Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus. And it is for this reason, among many others, that I
protest the more emphatically against the injustice of Stallbaum and the
commentators generally, who consider these two persons as disciples of
Protagoras, and samples of what is called ‘¢ Sophistica ”—the Sophistical
Practice—the Sophists generally. There is not the smallest ground for
considering these two men as disciples of Protagoras, who is presented to
us, even by Plato himself, under an aspect as totally different from them as
it is possible to imagine. Euthydemus and Dionysodorus are described, by
Plato himself in this very dialogue, as old men who had been fencing-
masters, and who had only within the last two years applied themselves to
the eristic or controversial dialogue (Euthyd. c. 1, p. 272 C; <. 3, p. 273
E). Schleiermacher himself accounts their personal importance so mean,
that he thinks Plato could not have intended to attack them, but meant to
attack Antisthenés and the Megaric school of philosophers (Prolegom. ad
Euthydem. vol. iii. pp. 403, 404, of his translation of Plato). So con-
temptible does Plato esteem them, that Krito blames Sokratés for having so
far degraded himself as to be seen talking with them before many persons
{p. 305 B, c. 30). . .

The name of Protagoras occurs only once in the dialogue, in reference to
the doctrine, started by Euthydemus, that false propositions or contra-
dictory propositions were impossible, because no one could either think
about, or talk about, zkat whick was not or the non-existent (p. 284 A ;
286 C). This doctrine is said by Sokratés to have been much talked of
‘“ by Protagoras and by men yet earlier than he.” It is idle to infer from
such a passage any connexion or analogy between these men and Prota-
goras—as Stallbaum labours to do throughout his Prolegomena ; affirming
{in his note on p. 286 C) most incorrectly, that Protagoras maintained this
doctrine about T4 uh &v or the non-existent, because he had Zoo grear faith
in the evidence of the senses—whereas we know from Plato that it had its
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I call particular attention to this circumstance, without which
we cannot fairly estimate the Sophists, or practical teachers
of Athens, face to face with their accuser-general—Plato. He
was a great and systematic theorist, whose opinions on ethics,
politics, cognition, religion, &c., were all wrought into harmony
by his own mind, and stamped with that peculiarity which is
the mark of an original intellect. So splendid an effort of
speculative genius is among the marvels of the Grecian world.
His dissent from all the societies which he saw around him, not
merely democratical, but oligarchical and despotic also, was of
the deepest and most radical character. Nor did he delude
himself by the belief, that any partial amendment of that which
he saw around could bring about the end which he desired : he
looked to nothing short of a new genesis of the man and the
citizen, with institutions calculated from the beginning to work
out the full measure of perfectibility. His fertile scientific
imagination realised thisidea in the “ Republic.” But that very
systematic and original character, which lends so much value
and charm to the substantive speculations of Plato, counts as a
deduction from his trustworthiness as critic or witness, in refer-
ence to the living agents whom he saw at work in Athens and
other cities, as statesmen, generals, or teachers. His criticisms
are dictated by his own point of view, according to which the
entire society was corrupt, and all the instruments who carried
on its functions were of essentially base metal. Whoever will
read either the “Gorgias” or the “Republic,” will see in how
sweeping and indiscriminate a manner he passes his sentence
of condemnation. Not only all the Sophists and all the
RhetorsI——but all the musicians and dithyrambic or tragic
poets—all the statesmen, past as well as present, not excepting
even the great Periklés—receive from his hands one common
stamp of dishonour. Every one of these men is numbered by

rise with Parmenidés, who rejected the evidence of the senses entirely (see
Plato, Sophist. 24, p. 237 A, with Heindorf and Stallbaum’s notes).
Diogenes Laértius (ix. 8, 53) falsely asserts that Protagoras was the firs? to
broach the doctrine, and even cites as his witness Plato in the Tuthydemus,
where the exact contrary is stated. Whoever broached it first—it was a
doctrine following plausibly from the then received Realism, and Plato was
long perplexed before he could solve the difficulty to his own satisfaction
(Thextet. p. 187 D).

I do not doubt that there were in Athens persons who abused the dia-
lectical exercise for frivolous puzzles, and it was well for Plato to compose a
dialogue exhibiting the contrast between these men and Sokratés. But to
treat Euthydemus and Dionysodorus as samples of ¢ The Sophists,” is
altogether unwarranted. .

1 Plato, Gorgias, c. 57, 58, pp. 502, 503.
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Plato among the numerous category of flatterers, who minister
to the immediate gratification and to the desires of the people,
without looking to their permanent improvement, or making
them morally better. “ Periklés and Kimon (says Sokratés in
the ‘Gorgias’) are nothing but servants or ministers who supply
the immediate appetites and tastes of the people; just as the
baker and the confectioner do in their respective departments,
without knowing or caring whether the food will do any real
good—a point which the physician alone can determine. As
ministers, they are clever enough : they have provided the city -
amply with tribute, walls, docks, ships, and swuc/ other follies : but
I (Sokratés) am the only man in Athens who aim, so far as my
strength permits, at the true purpose of politics—the mental im-
provement of the people.”! So wholesale a condemnation betrays
itself as the offspring, and the consistent offspring, of systematic
peculiarity of vision—the prejudice of a great and able mind.
It would be not less unjust to appreciate the Sophists or the
statesmen of Athens from the point of view of Plato, than the
present teachers and politicians of England or France from
that of Mr. Owen or Fourier. Both the one and the other
class laboured for society as it stood at Athens: the statesmen
carried on the business of practical politics, the Sophist trained
up youth for practical life in all its departments, as family men,
citizens, and leaders—to obey as well as to command. Both
accepted the system as it stood, without contemplating the
possibility of a new birth of society : both ministered to certain
exigencies, held their anchorage upon certain sentiments, and
bowed to a certain morality, actually felt among the living men
around them. That which Plato says of the statesmen of
Athens 1is perfectly true—that they were only servants or
ministers of the people. He, who tried the people and the

1 Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 72, 73, p. 517 (Sokratés speaks). ’AAnfeis dpa of
Eumpocbey Adyor Hoav, §1i odBéva Wueis Youev Evipa dyabdv yeyovéra Ta
mwoMuTixd &y Tiibe TH woAer

0 datudvie, o0’ dyd Yéyw Tobrovs (Periklés and Kimon) &s ye takdvovs
elvar mérews, &ANE ot SoroloL T@y ye viv SiakovikdTepor yeyovévar ral
pdANov olof Te ekmopifery TH whher Gy emebiper. 'AANY yap petaBiBdlew Tas
émibuplas kal ui émrpémew, melborres rai Brafduevor el TobTo, §fev Luerroy
duelvous EoeobBar of wodiTar, s Ewos eimeiv, obdev TolTwy diépepov éneivor
dmep ubvov Epyor éoriv dryebod morirov.

Avev yip cwppooivys kal ucatootvns, Auévey kal Teixdv kal vewplwy ral
pdpwv kal TorodTwY pAVaApLBY dumemAfikagt T wéAw (. 74, p. 519 A).

Oluat (says Sokratés, ¢. 77, p. 521 D) uer’ dniywy *Afyvalwy, Tva uh elrw
udvos, emixewpely Th bs GAnfds mwohiTiefi Téxvy ral wpdrrew T& mohirikd
wbvos Tév viv, dre aby ob Tpds xdpw Aéywy Tods Adyous obs Aéyw ekdoToTe,
GANL wpds Td BéAT®Tov, ob mpds Td fidigToY, &c.
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entire society by comparison with an imaginary standard of his
own, might deem all these ministers worthless in the lump, as
carrying on a system too bad to be mended ; but nevertheless
the difference between a competent and an incompetent
minister—between Periklés and Nikias—was of unspeakable
moment to the security and happiness of the Athenians. What
the Sophists on their part undertook, was, to educate young
men so as to make them better qualified for statesmen or
ministers; and Protagoras would have thought it sufficient
honour to himself—as well as sufficient benefit to Athens,
which assuredly it would have been—if he could have inspired
any young Athenian with the soul and the capacities of his
friend and companion Periklés.

So far is Plato from considering the Sophists as the corrupters
of Athenian morality, that he distinctly protests against that
supposition, in a remarkable passage of the “ Republic.” It is
(he says) the whole people, or the society, with its established
morality, intelligence, and tone of sentiment, which is intrin-
sically vicious; the teachers of such a society must be vicious
also, otherwise their teaching would not be received ; and even
if their private teaching were ever so good, its effect would be
washed away, except in some few privileged natures, by the
overwhelming deluge of pernicious social influences.? Nor let
any one imagine (as modern readers are but too ready to
understand it) that this poignant censure is intended for Athens
so far forth as a democracy. Plato was not the man to preach
king-worship, or wealth-worship, as social or political remedies :
he declares emphatically that not one of the societies then
existing was such that a truly philosophical nature could be
engaged in active functions under it.2 These passages would
be alone sufficient to repel the assertions of those who denounce

1 This passage is in Republ. vi. 6, p. 492 seg. I put the first words of
the passage (which is too long to be cited, but which richly deserves to be
read, entire) in the translation given by Stallbaum in his note.

Sokratés says to Adeimantus—¢‘An tu quoque putas esse quidem
sophistas, homines privatos, qui corrumpunt juventutem in quicunque re
mentione dign4 ; nec illud tamen animadvertisti et tibi persuasisti, quod
multo magis debebas, ipsos Athenienses turpissimos esse aliorem cor-
ruptores ?

Yet the commentator who translates this passage, does not scruple (in
his Prolegomena to the Republic, p. xliv., xIv., as well as to the Dialogues)
to heap upon the Sophists aggravated charges, as the actual corrupters of
Atheman morality.

2 Plato, Repub. vi. 11, p. 497 B. undeulay &tlay elvar 7&v viv kard-
oTacw Tis pirogipov ploews, &c.

Compare Plato, Epistol. vii. p. 325 A.
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the Sophists as poisoners of Athenian morality, on the alleged
authority of Plato.

Nor is it at all more true that they were men of mere words,
and made their pupils no better—a charge just as vehemently
pressed against Sokratés as against the Sophists—and by the
same class of enemies, such as Anytus,! Aristophanés, Eupolis,
&c. It was mainly from Sophists like Hippias that the
Athenian youth learnt what they knew of geometry, astronomy,
and arithmetic : but the range of what is called special science,
possessed even by the teacher, was at that time very limited ;
and the matter of instruction communicated was expressed
under the general title of “ Words or Discourses,” which were
always taught by the Sophists, in connexion with thought and
in reference to a practical use. The capacities of thought,
speech and action—are conceived in conjunction by Greeks
generally, and by teachers like Isokratés and Quintilian
especially ; and when young men in Greece, like the Beeotian
Proxenus, put themselves under training by Gorgias or any
other Sophist—it was with a view of qualifying themselves, not
merely to speak, but to act.?

Most of the pupils of the Sophists (as of Sokratés? himself)
were young men of wealth ; a fact, at which Plato sneers, and
others copy him, as if it proved that they cared only about high
pay. But I do not hesitate to range myself on the side of
Isokratés,* and to contend that the Sophist himself had much
to lose by corrupting his pupils (an argument used by Sokratés
in defending himself before the Dikastery, and just as valid
‘n defence of Protagoras or Prodikus®) and strong personal
wnterest in sending them forth accomplished and virtuous—that

. the best taught youth were decidedly the most free from crime
and the most active towards good—that among the valuable

! Anytus was the accuser of Sokratés : his enmity to the Sophists may be
seen in Plato, Meno, p. 9t C.

2 Xenoph. Anabas. ii. 6. Tipbtevos—elfbs perpdriov v éredbuet yevéodar
Wwhp Td peydAa wpdrrew {kavds xal Bid rabtyy Thy émbuplar Edwke
Topyta dpybpiov ¢ Aeovrlvy. . . . . TocodTwy & émbuudy, opddpa Ednhov
al xal TobTo elxey, STt Tobrwv oddty &y 8éNor kTR ot perd &Buklas, AN oy
7§ Sucaly xal kakd gero dely TobTwy TUyxdvew, dvey 8¢ TolTwy ).

Proxenus, as described by his friend Xenophon, was certainly a man who
did no dishonour to the moral teaching of Gorgias.

The connexion between thought, speech, and action, is seen even in the
jests of Aristophanés upon the purposes of Sokratés and the Sophists—

Nukdy wpdrrwv kal BovAetwy wal 7§ yAdTTy woreullwy (Nubes, 418).

8 Plato, Apol. Sokr, ¢. 10, p. 23 C. Protagoras, p. 328 C.

4 See Isokr. Or. xv. De Perm. s. 218, 233, 235, 245, 254, 257.

¢ Plato, Apol. Sokrat. ¢. 13, p. 25 D,
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ideas and feelings which a young Athenian had in his mind as
well as among the good pursuits which he followed, those
which he learnt from the Sophists counted nearly as the best—
that, if the contrary had been the fact, fathers would not have
continued so to send their sons, and pay their money. It was
not merely that these teachers countervailed in part the tempta-
tions to dissipated enjoyment, but also that they were personally
unconcerned in the acrimonious slander and warfare of party in
his native city—that the topics with which they familiarised
him were, the general interests and duties of men and citizens—
that they developed the germs of morality in the ancient
legends (as in Prodikus’s fable), and amplified in his mind all
the undefined cluster of associations connected with the great
words of morality—that they vivified in him the sentiment of

Pan-Hellenic brotherhood—and that in teaching him the art of .

persuasion,! they could not but make him feel the dependence
in which he stood towards those who were to be persuaded,
together with the necessity under which he lay of so conducting
himself as to conciliate their good will.

The intimations given in Plato, of the enthusiastic reception
which Protagoras, Prodikus, and other Sophists 2 met with in’
the various cities—the description which we read (in the
dialogue called “ Protagoras”) of the impatience of the youthful
Hippokratés, on hearing of the arrival of the Sophist, insomuch
that he awakens Sokratés before daylight, in order to obtain an
introduction to the newcomer and profit by his teaching—the
readiness of such rich young men to pay money, and to devote
time and trouble, for the purpose of acquiring a persoral
superiority apart from their wealth and station—the ardour
with which Kallias is represented as employing his house for

the hospitable entertainment, and his fortune for the aid, of the

Sophists—all this makes upon my mind an impression directly
the reverse of that ironical and contemptuous phraseology with
which it is set forth by Plato. Such Sophists had nothing to
recommend them except superior knowledge and intellectual
force, combined with an imposing personality, making itself
felt in their lectures and conversation. It is to this that the
admiration was shown; and the fact that it was so shown,
brings to,view the best attributes of the Greek, especially the
Athenjdn; mind. "It exhibits those qualities of which Periklés

1 See these points strikingly put by Isokratgs—in the Orat. xv. De Per-
mutatiohe, throughout, especially in sect. 294, 297, 305, 307—and again by
Xenoph. Memorab. i. 2, 10, in reference to the teachigg of Sokratés.

% See u striking passage in Plato’s Republic. x. ¢. 4, p. 600 C.
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pade emphatic boast in his celebrated funeral oration -~con-
<ption of public speech as a practical thing, not meant as an
xcuse for inaction, but combined with energetic action, and
urning it to good account by full and open discussion before-
jand—profound sensibility to the charm of manifested intellect,
without enervating the powers of execution or endurance.
Assuredly a man like Protagoras, arriving in a city with all his
train of admiration laid before him, must have known very little
of his own interest or position, if he began to preach a low or
corrupt morality. If it be true generally, as Voltaire has re-
marked, that “any man who should come to preach a relaxed
morality would be pelted,” much more would it be true of a
Sophist like Protagoras, arriving in a foreign city with all the
orestige of a great intellectual name, and with the imagination
of youths on fire to hear and converse with him,—that any
similar doctrine would destroy his reputation at once. Num-
sers of teachers have made their reputation by inculcating
werstrained asceticism ; it will be hard to find an example of
uccess in the opposite vein.? :

1 Thucyd. ii 40. ¢uAooopoduer dvev paraxias — ob Tods Adyous Tols
vyais BAEBny dyolpevoi—3Siapepdvrws &Y ral Tdde Exouer, GoTe ToAudy TE
abrol pdAiwrre kal wepl Gy émixephaoper éxhoylleadar.

2 In an able and interesting criticism on these volumes (in the * Quarterly
Review,” No. clxxv. Art, ii. p, 53) the general drift of my remarks on the
Sophists is stated in the following terse and perspicuous manner ;—

““Tt is enough here to state, as briefly as possible, the contrast between
Mr. Grote’s view and the popular representation of the Sophists. Accord-
ing to the common notion, they were a sect ; according to him, they were a
class or profession. According to the common view, they were the propa-
ratvrs of demoralising doctrines, and of what from them are termed

sophistical’ argumentations. According to Mr. Grote, they were the
regular teachers of Greek morality, neither above nor below the standard of
the age, According to the common view, Socrates was the great opponent
of the Sophists, and Plato his natural successor in the same combat.
According to Mr. Grote, Socrates was the great representative of the
Sophists, distinguished from them only by his higher eminence, and by the
peculiarity of his life and teaching. According to the common view, Plato
and his followers were the authorised teachers, the established clergy of the
Greek nation,—and the Sophists the dissenters. According to Mr. Grote,
the Sophists were the established clergy, and Plato was the dissenter—the
Socialist, who attacked the Sophists (as he attacked the poets and the
;tatesm;e’n) not as a particular sect, but as one of the existing orders of

Jciety. :
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