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HISTORY OF GREECE

PART 11

HISTORICAL GREECE
(Continued)

CHAPTER XXXV
IONIC BEVOLT

HitHERTO the history of the Asiatic Greeks has flowed in
a stream distinct from that of the European Greeks. The
present chapter will mark the period of confluence between the
two.

At the time when Darius quitted Sardis on his return to
Susa, carrying with him the Milesian Histieus, he left Arta-
phernés his brother as satrap of Sardis, invested with the
supreme command of Western Asia Minor. The Grecian
cities on the coast, comprehended under his satrapy, appear to
have been chiefly governed by native despots in each; and
Milétus especially, in the absence of Histiseus, was ruled by his
son-in-law Aristagoras. That city was now in the height of
power and prosperity—in every respect the leading city of
Ionia. The return of Darius to Susa may be placed seemingly
about 512 B.C,, from which time forward the state of things
above described continued, without disturbance, for eight or
ten years—*“ a respite from suffering,” to use the significant
phrase of the historia.}

1 Herodot. v. 28. Metd 8¢ od moAAdr xpdvov, tvews kandy fv—or bveats
xarx@v—if the conjecture of some critics be adopted. Mr. Clinton, with
Larcher and others (see Fasti Hellen. App. 18, p. 314), construe this.
passage as if the comma were to be placed after uers 3¢, so that the
historian would be made to affirm that the period of repose lasted only a
short time. It appears to me that the comma ought rather to be placed
after xpdvov, and that the *‘short time” refers to those evils which the
historian had been describing before. There must have been an interval
of eight years at least, if not of ten years, between the events which the.
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2 History of Greece N

It was apout the year 506 B.C. that the exiled Athenian
despot Hippias, after having been repelled from Sparta by the
unanimous refusal of the Lacedzemonian allies to take part in
his cause, presented himself from Sigeium as a petitioner to
Artaphernés at Sardis. He now doubtless found the benefit
of the alliance which he had formed for his daughter with the
despot Aantidés of Lampsakus, whose favour with Darius
would stand him in good stead. He made pressing represent-
ations to the satrap, with a view of procuring restoration to
Athens, on condition of holding it under Persian dominion ;
and Artaphernés was prepared, if an opportunity offered, to
aid him in this design. So thoroughly had he resolved on
espousing actively the cause of Hippias, that when the
Athenians despatched envoys to Sardis, to set forth the case
of the city against its exiled pretender, he returned to them
an answer not merely of denial, but of menace—bidding them
receive Hippias back again, if they looked for safety.! Such a
reply was equivalent to a declaration of war, and so it was
construed at Athens. It leads us to infer that the satrap was
even then revolving in his mind an expedition against Attica,
in conjunction with Hippias ; but fortunately for the Athenians,
other projects and necessities intervened to postpone for several
years the execution of the scheme.

Of these new projects, the first was that of conquering the
island of Naxos. Here too, as in the -case of Hippias, the
instigation arose-from Naxian exiles——a rich oligarchy which
had been expelled by a rising of the people. This island, like
all the rest of the Cyclades, was as yet independent of the
Persians.? It was wealthy, prosperous, possessing a large

historian had been describing (the evils inflicted by the attacks of Otanés)
and the breaking out of the Ionic revolt ; which latter event no one places
earlier than 504 B.C., though some prefer 502 B.C., others even 500 B.C.

If indeed we admitted with Wesseling (ad Herodot. vi. 40; and Mr.
Clinton seems inclined towards the same opinion, see p. 314 zf sup.) that
the Scythian expedition is to be placed in 508-507 B.C., then indeed the
interval between the campaign of Otanés and the Ionic revolt would be
contracted into one or two years. But I have already observed that 1
cannot think 508 B.C. a correct date for the Scythian expedition : it seems
to me to belong to about 515 B.c. Nor do I know what reason there is
for determining the date as Wesseling does, except this very phrase od
woAAdy xpbvov, which is, on every supposition, exceedingly vague, and
which he appears to me not to have construed in the best way,

1 Herodot. v. 96. ‘O 8¢ *Apradépyys éxéievé opeas, el BovAolato odo:
elval, kartadékeofar dmicw Tdv lawiny.

2 Herodot. v. 31.  Plutarch says that Lygdamis, established as despot
at Naxos by Peisistratus (Herodot. i. 64), was expelled from this post by
the Lacedemonians (De Herodot. Malignitat. c. 21, p. 859). I confess
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population both of freemen and slaves, and defended as well
by armed ships as by a force of 8ooo heavy-armed infantry.
The exiles applied for aid to Aristagoras, who saw that he
could turn them into instruments of dominion for himself in
the island, provided he could induce Artaphernés to embark in
the project along with him—his own force not being adequate
by itself. Accordingly he went to Sardis, and laid his project
before the satrap, intimating that as soon as the exiles should
land with a powerful support, Naxos would be reduced with
little trouble : that the neighbouring islands of Paros, Andros,
Ténos, and the other Cyclades, could not long hold out after
the conquest of Naxos, nor even the large and valuable island
of Eubcea. He himself engaged, if a fleet of 100 ships were
granted to him, to accomplish all these conquests for the
Great King, and to bear the expenses of the armament besides.
Artaphernés entertained the proposition with eagerness, loaded
him with praise, and promised him in the ensuing spring zoo
ships instead of 100. Messengers despatched to Susa having
brought back the ready consent of Darius, a large armament
was forthwith equipped under the command of the Persian
Megabatés, to be placed at the disposal of Aristagoras-—com-
posed both of Persians and of all the tributaries near the
coast.!

With this force Aristagoras and the Naxian exiles set sail
from Milétus, giving out that they were going to the Helles-
pont : on reaching Chios, they waited in its western harbour of
Kaukasa for a fair wind to carry them straight across to Naxos.
No suspicion was entertained in that island of its real purpose,

' nor was any preparation made for resistance; so that the
success of Aristagoras would have been complete, had it not
been defeated by an untoward incident ending in dispute.
Megabatés, with a solicitude which we are $urprised to discern
in a Persian general, personally made the tour of his fleet, to
see that every ship was under proper watch. He discovered a
ship from Myndus (an Asiatic Dorian city near Halikarnassus)
left without a single man on board. Incensed at such neglect,
he called before him Skylax, the commander of the ship, and
ordered him to be put in chains, with his head projecting out-
wards through one of the apertures for oars in the ship’s side.

:

hat I do not place much confidence in the statements of that treatise as to
the many despots expelled by Sparta: we neither know the source from
whence Plutarch borrowed them, nor any of the circumstances connected
with them.

1 Herodot, v. 30, 3I.
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Skylax was a guest and friend of Aristagoras, who on hearin

of this punishment, interceded with Megabatés for his release

but finding the request refused, took upon him to release th

prisoner himself. He even went so far as to treat the remor

strance of Megabatés with disdain, reminding him that accord

ing to the instructions of Artaphernés, he was only second—
himself (Aristagoras) being first. The pride of Megabatés
could not endure such treatment: as soon as night arrived, he
sent a private intimation to Naxos of the coming of the fleet,
warning the islanders to be on their guard. The warning thus
fortunately received was turned by the Naxians to the best
account. They carried in their property, laid up stores, and
made every preparation for a siege, so that when the fleet,
probably delayed by the dispute between its leaders, at length
arrived, it was met by a stbut resistance, remained on the
island for four months in prosecution of an unavailing siege,
and was obliged to retire without accomplishing anything
beyond the erection of a fort, as lodgment for the Naxiar
exiles. After a large cost incurred, not only by the Persians
but also by Aristagoras himself, the unsuccessful armament wa:
brought back to the coast of Tonia.!

The failure of this expedition threatened Aristagoras witl
entire ruin. He had incensed Megabatés, deceived Arte
phernés, and incurred an obligation, which he knew not ho
to discharge, of indemnifying the latter for the costs of tf
fleet. He began to revolve in his mind the scheme of revol
ing from Persia, and it so happened that there arrived near,
at the same moment a messengeri from his father-in-law
Histizeus, who was detained at the court’ of Susa, secretly |
instigating him to this very resolution. Not knowing whom to
trust with this dangerous message, Histizeus had caused the
head of a faithful slave to be shaved—branded upon it thr
words necessary—and then despatched him, so soon as hi
hair had grown, to Milétus, with a verbal intimation t
Aristagoras that his head was to be again shaved anc
examined.? Histieeus sought to provoke this perilous rising
simply as a means of procuring his own release from Susa, anc.
in the calculation that Darius would send him down to the
coast to re-establish order. His message, arriving at sc
critical a moment, determined the faltering resolution o
Aristagoras, who convened his principal partisans at Milétus

% Herodot. v. 35: compare Polycen. i 24, and Aulus Gellius, N. A
XVil. 9.

1 Herodot. v. 34, 35. (
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ind laid before them the formidable project of revolt. All of
hem approved it, with one remarkable exception—the historian
dekateus of Milétus ; who opposed it as altogether ruinous,
ind contended that the power of Darius was too vast to leave
hem any prospect of success. When he found direct opposi-
Jon fruitless, he next insisted upon the necessity of at once
seizing the large treasures in the neighbouring temple of Apollo
at Branchida for the purpose of carrying on the revolt. By
this means alone (he said) could the Milesians, too feeble to
carry on the contest with their own force alone, hope to become
masters at sea—while, if #ey did not take these treasures, the
victorious enemy assuredly would. Neither of these recom-
mendations, both of them indicating sagacity and foresight in
the proposer, were listened to. Probably the seizure of the
treasures—though highly useful for the impending struggle,
and though in the end they fell into the hands of the enemy,
as Hekateeus anticipated—would have been insupportable to
the pious feelings of the people, and would thus have proved
more injurious than beneficial :1 perhaps indeed Hekateus
himself may have urged it with the indirect view of stifling the
whole project. We may remark that he seems to have argued
the question as if Milétus were to stand alone in the revolt;
_not anticipating, as indeed no prudent man could then antici-
sate, that the Ionic cities generally would follow the example.
Aristagoras and his friends resolved forthwith to revolt,
Their first step was to conciliate popular favour throughout
Asiatic Greece by putting down the despots in all the various
cities—the instruments not less than the supports of Persian
ascendency, as Histizeus had well argued at the bridge of the
Danube. The opportunity was favourable for striking this
blow at once on a considerable scale. For the fleet, recently
employed at Naxos, had not yet dispersed, but was still
assembled at Myus, with many of the despots present at the
head of their ships. Accordingly Iatragoras was despatched
from Milétus, at once to seize as many of them as he could,
and to stir up the soldiers to revolt. This decisive proceeding
was the first manifesto against Darius. Iatragoras was success-
ful : the fleet went along with him, and many of the despots
fell into his hands—among them Histizeus (a second person so
named) of Termera, Oliatus of Mylasa (both Karians),2 Kéés
of Mityléné, and Aristagoras (also a second person so named)
1 Herodot. v. 36.

2 Compare Herodotus, v. 121 and vii, 98, Oliatus was son of Ibandlis,
as was also the Mylasian Herakleidés mentioned in v. 121.
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of Kymé. At the same time the Milesian Aristagoras himself, >
while he formally proclaimed revolt against Darius, and invited
the Milesians to follow him, laid down his own authority, and %
affected to place the government in the hands of the people. %
Throughout most of the towns of Asiatic Greece, insular and
continental, a similar revolution was brought about; the
despots were expelled, and the feelings of the citizens were
thus warmly interested in the revolt. Such of these despots as
fell into the hands of Aristagoras were surrendered into the
hands of their former subjects, by whom they were for the
most part quietly dismissed, and we shall find them hereafter
active auxiliaries to the Persians. To this treatment the only
exception mentioned is Kéés, who was stoned to death by the
Mitylenzans.!

By these first successful steps the Ionic revolt was made to
assume an extensive and formidable character; much more
so, probably, than the prudent Hekateus had anticipated as
practicable. The naval force of the Persians in the Afgean
was at once taken away from them, and passed to their
opponents, who were thus completely masters of the sea; and
would in fact have remained so, if a second naval force had
not been brought up against them from Phenicia—a proceed-
ing never before resorted to, and perhaps at that time not
looked for.

Having exhorted all the revolted towns to name their |
generals and to put themselves in a state of defence, Aristagoras
crossed the Aigean to obtain assistance from Sparta, then
under the government of king Kleomenés; to whom he
addressed himself, “holding in his hand a brazen tablet,
wherein was engraved the circuit of the entire earth, with the
whole sea and all the rivers.” Probably this was the first map
or plan which had ever been seen at Sparta, and so profound ¢
was the impression which it made, that it was remembered
there even in the time of Herodotus.? Having emphatically

1 Herodot. v. 36, 37, vi. 9.

2 Herodot, v. 49. T¢ 8 (KAeouéver) és Adyous #fie, &s Aakelatudrion
Aéyovar, Exwy xdAkeov wlvana, &v 7§ Yiis dwdons weplodos dverérunto, Kol
fdracad Te Taoa kal woTauol wdvTes.

The earliest map of which mention is made was prepared by Anaximander
in Ionia, apparently not long before this period: see Strabo, i. p. 7;
Agathemerus, I, c. I; Diogen. Laért. ii. 1.

Grosskurd, in his note on the above passage of Strabo, as well as Larcher
and other critics, appear to think, that though this tablet or chart of Anaxi-
mander was the earliest which embraced the whole known earth, there
were among the Greeks others still earlier, which described particular
countries. There is no proof of this, nor can I think it probable: the

DU VI, B
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entreated the Spartans to step forth in aid of their Ionic
brethren, now engaged in a desperate struggle for freedom, he
proceeded to describe the wealth and abundance (gold, silver,
brass, vestments, cattle and slaves), together with the ineffective
weapons and warfare, of the Asiatics. Such enemies as the
latter (he said) could be at once put down, and their wealth
appropriated, by military training such as that of the Spartans
—whose long spear, brazen helmet and breastplate, and ample
shield, enabled them to despise the bow, the short javelin, the
light wicker target, the turban and trowsers, of a Persian.! He
then traced out on his brazen plan the road from Ephesus to
Susa, indicating the intervening nations, all of them affording
a booty more or less rich. He concluded by magnifying
especially the vast treasures at Susa—* Instead of fighting
your neighbours (he concluded), Argeians, Arcadians, and
Messenians, from whom you get hard blows and small reward,
why do you not make yourself rulers of all Asia,? a prize not
less easy than lucrative?” Kleomenés replied to these seductive
instigations by desiring him to come for an answer on the third
day. When that day arrived, he put to him the simple
question, how far it was from Susa to the sea? To which
Aristagoras answered with more frankness than dexterity, that
it was a three months’ journey; and he was proceeding to
enlarge upon the facilities of the road when Xleomenés
interrupted him—*“Quit Sparta before sunset, Milesian
stranger: you are no friend to the Lacedzmonians, if you
want to carry them a three months’ journey from the sea.”
In spite of this peremptory mandate, Aristagoras tried a last
resource. Taking in his hand the bough of supplication, he
again went to the house of Kleomenés, who was sitting with
his daughter Gorgd, a girl of eight years old. He requested
Kleomenés to send away the child, but this was refused, and
he was desired to proceed ; upon which he began to offer to
the Spartan king a bribe for compliance, bidding continually
passage of Apollonius Rhodius (iv. 279) with the Scholia to it, which is
cited as evidence, appears to me unworthy of attention.

Among the Roman Agrimensores, it was the ancient practice to engrave
their plans, of land surveyed, upon tablets of brass, which were deposited
in the public archives, and of which copies were made for private use,
though the original was referred to in case of legal dispute (Siculus Flaccus
ap. Rei Agrarie Scriptores, p. 16, ed. Goes : compare Giraud, Recherches
sur le Droit de Propriété, p. 116, Aix 1838).

1 Herodot. v. 49. Bewkvds 8% ravra EAeye & Thw Tis vis meplodov, Ty
épépero v 7§ wlvaki dvTeTpnuévny, :

2 Herodot. v. 49. mdpexov 8¢ Tiis *Aclys ndans Epxew ebmeréws, EAAo
71 alpficeabe ;
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higher and higher from ten talents up to fifty. At length the
little girl suddenly exclaimed, “ Father, the stranger will
corrupt you, if you do not at once go away.” The exclamation
so struck Kleomenés, that he broke up the interview, aad
" Aristagoras forthwith quitted Sparta.}

Doubtless Herodotus heard the account of this interview
from Lacedemonian informants. Yet we may be permitted
to doubt whether any such suggestions were really made, or
any such hopes held out, as those which he places in the mouth
of Aristagoras—suggestions and hopes which might well be
conceived in 450-440 B.C., after a generation of victories over
the Persians, but which have no pertinence in the year 502 B.C.
Down even to the battle of Marathon, the name of the Medes
was a terror to the Greeks, and the Athenians are highly and
justly extolled as the first who dared to look them in the face.?
To talk about an easy march up to the treasures of Susa and
the empire of all Asia, at the time of the Ionic revolt, would
have been considered as a proof of insanity. Aristagoras may
very probably have represented that the Spartans were more
than a match for Persians in the field ; but even thus much
would have been considered, in 5oz B.C., rather as the san-
guine hope of a petitioner than as the estimate of a sober
looker-on. ‘

The Milesian chief had made application to Sparta, as the
presiding power of Hellas—a character which we thus find
more and more recognised and passing into the habitual
feeling of the Greeks. Fifty years previously to this, the
Spartans had been flattered by the circumstance that Creesus
singled them out from all other Greeks to invite as allies : now,
they accepted such priority as a matter of course.?

! Herodot. v. 49, 50, 51. Compare Plutarch, Apophthegm. Laconic.
P 240.

We may remark, both in this instance and throughout all the life and
time of Kleomenés, that the Spartan king has the active management and
direction of foreign affairs—subject however to trial and punishment by the
ephors in case of misbehaviour (Herodot, vi. 82). We shall hereafter find
the ephors gradually taking into their own hands, more and more, the
actual management.

2 Herodot. vi. 112. mpirol Te dvéoxovro éobird Te Myduchy Spéwvres,
wol Brdpas Talrny eobnuévovs: Téws 3¢ Gy Toloi“EAARoL kal Td obvoua TO
MASwy ¢péBos axodoat. .

3 Aristagoras says to the Spartans (v. 49)—7& karfrovra vdp é57t rabra
Idvewy waidas Sobrovs elvar dyr’ ExevBépwy, veidos ral HAyos uéyioTov piy
abrolos Huiv, &r 8¢ Tdy Notwdy dpiv, 8o mpoearéare Tis ‘EANdSos (Herodot.
v. 49). In reference to the earlier incident (Herodot. 1. 70)—Tovréwr ve
& elvexey of Aaxedaipdrior Thy avppaxiny &étavro, kal dri éx mdvrwy apéas
wpoxpivas ‘EAMppwry, alpéeto plaous (Creesus).
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Rejected at Sparta, Aristagoras proceeded to Athens, now
decidedly the second power in Greece. Here he found an
easler task, not only as 1t was the metropolis (or mother-city)
of Asiatic Ionia, but also as it had already incurred the pro--
nounced hostility of the Persian satrap, and might look to
be attacked as soon as the project came to suit his con-
venience, under the instigation of Hippias: whereas the
Spartans had not only no kindred with Ionia, beyond that of
common Hellenism, but were in no hostile relations with
Persia, and would have been provoking a new enemy by
meddling in the Asiatic war. The promises and representa-
tions of Aristagoras were accordingly received with great favour
by the Athenians ; who, over and above the claims of sympathy,
had a powerful interest in sustaining the Ionic revolt as an
indirect protection to themselves—and to whom the abstraction
of the Ionic fleet from the Persians afforded a conspicuous and
important relief. The Athenians at once resolved to send a
fleet of twenty ships, under Melanthius, as an aid to the
revolted Ionians—ships which are designated by Herodotus,
“the beginning of the mischiefs between Greeks and barbarians ”
—as the ships in which Paris crossed the Zgean had before
been called in the Iliad of Homer. Herodotus further remarks
that it seems easier to deceive many men together than one—
since Aristagoras, after having failed with Kleomenés, thus
imposed upon the 30,000 citizens of Athens.! But on this
remark two comments suggest themselves. First, the circum-
stances of Athens and Sparta were not the same in regard to
the Ionic quarrel,—an observation which Herodotus himself
had made a little while before: the Athenians had a material
interest in the quarrel, political as well as sympathetic, while
the Spartans had none. Secondly, the ultimate result of their
interference, as it stood in the time of Herodotus, though pur-
chased by severe intermediate hardship, was one eminently
gainful and glorifying, not less to Athens than to Greece.?

When Aristagoras returned, he seems to have found the Per-
sians engaged in the siege of Milétus. The twenty Athenian

An interval of rather more than forty years separates the two events,
during which both the feelings of the Spartans, and the feelings of others
towards them, had undergone a material change. ,

1 Herodot. v. 97. moAAobs yip olke elva: ebmeréaTepov duafdArew % &va,
el Kheopévea utv Tdv Aaxedaipdviov podvor obk olbs e édyévero daBaréew,
Tpels 3¢ puptddas *Abpralwy éroinoe TovTo.

2 Herodot. v. 98 ; Homer, Iliad, v. 62. The criticism of. Plutarch (De
Malignitat. Herodot. p. 861) on this passage, is rather more pertinent
than the criticisms in that ill-tempered composition generally are.

B 2
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ships soon crossed the Zgean, and found there five Eretrian
ships which had also come to the succour of the Ionians; the
Eretrians generously taking this opportunity to repay assistance
formerly rendered to them by the Milesians in their ancient
war with Chalkis. On the arrival of these allies, Aristagoras
organised an expedition from Ephesus up to Sardis, under the
command of his brother Charopinus with others. The ships
were left at Koréssus,! a mountain and seaport five miles from
Ephesus, while the troops marched up under Ephesian guides,
first along the river Kayster, next across the mountain range of
Tmolus to Sardis. Artaphernés had not troops enough to do
more than hold the strong citade], so that the assailants
possessed themselves of the town without opposition. But he
immediately recalled his force near Milétus,? and summoned
Persians and Lydians from all the neighbouring districts, thus
becoming more than a match for Charopinus; who found him-
self moreover obliged to evacuate Sardis owing to an accidental
conflagration. Most of the houses in that city were built in
great part with reeds or straw, and all of them had thatched
roofs. Hence it happened that a spark touching one of them
set the whole city in flame. Obliged to abandon their
dwellings by this accident, the population of the town con-
gregated in the market-place,~and as reinforcements were
hourly crowding in, the position of the Ionians and Athenians
became precarious. They evacuated the town, took up a
position on Mount Tmoélus, and when night came, made the
best of their way to the sea-coast. The troops of Artaphernés
pursued, overtook them near Ephesus, and defeated them com-
pletely. Eualkidés the Eretrian general, a man of eminence
and a celebrated victor at the solemn games, perished in the
action, together with a considerable number of troops. After
this unsuccessful commencement, the Athenians betook them-
selves to their vessels and sailed home, in spite of pressing
instances on the part of Aristagoras to induce them to stay.
They took no further part in the struggle;® a retirement at
once so sudden and so complete, that they must probably have

1 About Koréssus, see Diodor. xiv, 99 and Xenophon. Hellen. i 2, 7.

2 Charbdn of Lampsakus, and Lysanias in his history of Eretria, seem to
have mentioned this first siege of Milétus, and the fact of its being raised
in consequence of the expedition to Sardis: see Plutarch. de Herodot,
Malignit. p. 861—though the citation is given there confusedly, so that we
cannot make much out of it.

3 Herodot. v. 102, 103. It is a curious fact that Charbn of Lampsakus
made no mention of this defeat of the united Athenian and Ionian force:
see Plutarch. de Herodot. Malign. u¢ sup,
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experienced some glaring desertion on the part of their Asiatic
allies, similar to that which brought so much danger upon the
Spartan general Derkyllidas, in 396 B.c. Unless such was the
case, they seem open to censure rather for having too soon
withdrawn their aid, than for having originally lent it.!

The burning of a place so important as Sardis, however,
including the temples of the local goddess Kybébg, which
perished with the remaining buildings, produced a powerful
effect on both sides—encouraging the revolters, as well as
incensing the Persians. Aristagoras despatched ships along
the coast, northward as far as Byzantium, and southward as far
as Cyprus. The Greek cities near the Hellespont and the
Propontis were induced, either by force or by inclination, to
take part with him: the Karians embraced his cause warmly ;
even the Kaunians who had not declared themselves before,
joined him as soon as they heard of the capture of Sardis;
while the Greeks in Cyprus, with the single exception of the
town of Amath(s, at once renounced the authority of Darius,
and prepared for a strenuous contest. Onesilus of Salamis, the
most considerable city in the island, finding the population
willing, but his brother, the despot Gorgus, reluctant, shut the
latter out of the gates, took the command of the united forces
of Salamis and the other revolting cities, and laid siege to
Amathlis, These towns of Cyprus were then, and seem always
afterwards to have continued, under the government of
despots; who however, unlike the despots in Ionia generally,
took part along with their subjects in the revolt against
Persia.?

The rebellion had now assumed a character so serious, that
the Persians were compelled to put forth their strongest efforts
to subdue it. From the number of different nations comprised
in their empire, they were enabled to make use of the anti-
pathies of one against the other ; and the old adverse feeling
of Phenicians against Greeks was now found extremely service-
able. After a year spent in getting together forces,® the Phe-
nician fleet was employed to transport into Cyprus the Persian

1 About Derkyllidas, see Xenophon, Hellen. iii. 2, 17-19.

2 Herodot. v. 103, 104, 108. Compare the proceedings in Cyprus
against Artaxerxfs Mnémon, under the energetic Evagoras of Salamis
(Diodor. xiv. 98, xv. 2), about 386 B.C. ; most of the petty princes of the
island became for the time his subjects, but in 351 B.C. there were nine of
them independent (Diodor. xvi. 42), and seemingly quite as many at the
time when Alexander besieged Tyre (Arrian, it 20, 8

3 Herodot. v. 116. Kimpior uev 3%, &niavrdy éxebbepor yevduevor, adris
&k véns karededodAwvTo.
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general Artybius with a Kilikian and Egyptian army ;! while the
force under Artaphernés at Sardis was so strengthened as to
enable him to act at once against all the coast of Asia Minor,
from the Propontis to the Triopian promontory. On the other
side, the common danger had for the moment brought the
Ionians into a state of union foreign to their usual habit; so
that we hear now, for the first and the last time, of a tolerably
efficient Pan-Ionic authority.?

Apprised of the coming of Artybius with the Phenician fleet,
Onesilus and his Cyprian supporters solicited the aid of the
Ionic fleet, which arrived shortly after the disembarkation of
the Persian force in the island. Onesilus offered to the Ionians
their choice, whether they would fight the Phenicians at sea or
the Persians on land. Their natural determination was in
favour of the sea-fight, and they engaged. with a degree of
courage and unanimity which procured for them a brilliant
victory ; the Samians being especially distinguished.3 But the
combat on land, carried on at the same time, took a different
turn. Onesilus and the Salaminians brought into the field,
after the fashion of Orientals rather than of Greeks, a number
of scythed chariots, destined to break the enemy’s ranks ; while
on the other hand the Persian general Artybius was mounted
on a horse, trained to rise on his hind-legs and strike out with
his fore-legs against an opponent on foot. In the thick of the
fight, Onesilus and his Karian shield-bearer came into personal
conflict with this general and his horse. By previous concert,
when the horse so reared as to get his fore-legs over the shield
of Onesilus, the Karian with a scythe severed the legs from his
body, while Onesilus with his own hand slew Artybius. But
the personal bravery of the Cypriots was rendered useless by
treachery in their own ranks.  Stésénor, despot of Kurium,
deserted in the midst of the battle, and even the scythed
chariots of Salamis followed his example; while the ‘brave
Onesilus, thus weakened, perished in the total rout of his army,
along with Aristokyprus despot of Soli on the north coast of
the island : this latter was son of that Philokyprus who had
been immortalised more than sixty years before in the poems
of Solon. No further hopes now remaining for the revolters,
the victorious Ionian fleet returned home. Salamis relapsed
under the sway of its former despot Gorgus, while the re-

1 Herodot. vi. 6. KlAwes kal Alydmrion

2 Herodot. v. 109. ‘Huéas amémeuye 7d kotvdv 7oy ’ldvwy ¢v-
Adforras Thy 8dAasoay, &c. ¢ compare vi. 7.

3 Herodot. v. 112,
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maining cities in Cyprus were successively besieged and taken ;
not without a resolute defence, however, since Soli alone held
out five months.!

Meanwhile the principal force of Darius having been
assembled at Sardis, Daurisés, Hymeas, and other generals
who bad married daughters of the Great King, distributed
their efforts against different parts of the western coast. Dau-
risés attacked the towns near the Hellespont 2—Abydus, Perk6té,
Lampsakus, and Pesus—which made little resistance. He
was then ordered southward into Karia, while Hymeas, who
with another division had taken Kios on the Propontis,
marched down to the Hellespont and completed the conquest
of the Troad as well as of the Zolic Greeks in the region of Ida.
Artaphernés and Otanés attacked the Ionic and Aolic towns
on the coast—the former taking Klazomenz,® the latter Kymé.

1 Herodot. v. 112-115. It is’ not uninteresting to compare, with this
reconguest of Cyprus by the Persians, the conquest of the same island by
the Turks in 1570, when they expelled from it the Venetians. See the
narrative of that conquest (effected in the reign of Selim I by the Seraskier
Mustapha-Pasha), in Von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmannischen Reichs,
book xxxvi. vol. 1ii. p. 578-589. Of the two principal towns, Nikosia in
the centre of the island, and Famagusta on the north-eastern coast, the
first, after a long siege, was taken by storm, and the inhabitants of every
sex and age either put to death or carried into slavery ; while the second,
after a most gallant defence, was allowed to capitulate. But the terms of
the capitulation were violated in the most flagitious manner by the Seraskier,
who treated the brave Venetian governor, Bragadino, with frightful cruelty,
cutting off his nose and ears, exposing him to all sorts of insults, and
ultimately causing him to be flayed alive, The skin of this unfortunate
general was conveyed to Constantinople as a trophy, but in after times
found its way to Venice.

We read of nothing like this treatment of Bragadino in the Persian
reconquest of Cyprus, though it was a subjugation after revolt; indeed
nothing like it in all Persian warfare.

Von Hammer gives a short sketch (not always very accurate as to
ancient times) of the condition of Cyprus under its successive masters—
Persians, Graeco-Egyptians, Romans, Arabians, the dynasty of Lusignan,
Venetians, and Turks—the last seems decidedly the worst of all.

In reference to the above-mentioned piece of cruelty, I may mention
that the Persian king Kambysés caused one of the royal judges (according
to Herodotus, v. 25), who had taken a bribe to render an iniquitous judge-
ment, to be flayed alive, and his skin to be stretched upon the seat on
which bis son was placed to succeed him; as a lesson of justice to the
latter. A similar story is told respecting the Persian king Artaxerxés
Mnémon ; and what is still more remarkable, the same story is also
recounted in the Turkish history, as an act of Mahomet II. (Von Hammer,
Geschichte des Osmannisch. Reichs, book xvii. ; vol, ii. p. 209 ; Diodorus,
xv. 10). Ammianus Marcellinus (xxiil. 6) had good reason to treat the
reality of the fact as problematical.

2 Herodot. v. 117. 8 Herodot. v. 122-124.
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There remained Karia, which, with Milétus in its neighbour-
hood, offered a determined resistance to Daurisés. Forewarned
of his approach, the Karians assembled at a spot called the
White Pillars, near the confluence of the rivers Maander and
Marsyas. Pixodarus, one of their chiefs, recommended the
desperate expedient of fighting with the river at their back, so
that all chance of flight might be cut off ; but most of the
chiefs decided in favour of a contrary policy!—to let the
Persians pass the river, in hopes of driving them back into it
and thus rendering their defeat total. Victory however, after
a sharp contest, declared in favour of Daurisés, chiefly in
consequence of his superior numbers. Two thousand Persians,
and not less than ten thousand Karians, are said to bave
perished in the battle. The Karian fugitives, re-united after ¢
the flight in the grove of noble plane-trees consecrated to Zeus
Stratius near Labranda,? were deliberating whether they should
now submit to the Persians or emigrate for ever, when the
appearance of a Milesian reinforcement restored their courage.
A second battle was fought, and a second time they were
defeated, the loss on this occasion falling chiefly on the
Milesians.? The victorious Persians now proceeded to assault
the Karian cities, but Herakleidés of Mylasa laid an ambuscade
for them with so much skill and good fortune, that their army
was nearly destroyed, and Daurisés with other Persian generals
perished.  This successful effort, following upon two severe
defeats, does honour to the constancy of the Karians, upon
whom Greek proverbs generally fasten a mean reputation. It
saved for the time the Karian towns, which the Persians did
not succeed in reducing until after the capture of Milétus.*

On land, the revolters were thus everywhere worsted, though

1 Herodot, v. 118, On the topography of this spot, as described in
Herodotus, see a good note in Weissenborn, Beytrige zur genaueren €
Erforschung der alt.” Griechischen Geschichte, p. 116, Jena 1844.

He thinks, with much reason, that the river Marsyas here mentioned
cannot be that which flows through Kelznz, but another of the same name
which flows into the Maander from the south-west.

2 About the village of Labranda and the temple of Zeus Stratius, see
Strabo, xiv. p. 659. Labranda was a village in the territory of, and seven
miles distant from, the inland town of Mylasa. It was Karian at the time
of the Tonic revolt, but partially hellenised before the year 350 B.Cc. About

_this latter epoch, the three rural tribes of Mylasa—constituting, along with

,"\'fth’e citiZens of the town, the Mylasene community—were, Tapkdrdapa,

" ’O7dprovdal’ AdBpavde—see the Inscription in Boeckh’s Collection, No. 2695,
and in Franzj Epigraphicé Greeca, No. 73, p. 191. In the Lydian language,
_AdBpus is said to have signified a hatchet (Plutarch, Quast. Gr. ¢ 45, ¢

s SEEI AN =
3 Herodot..v. 118, 110. 4 Herodot, v. 120, 121 ; vi. 23,
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at sea the Ionians still remained masters. But the unwarlike
Aristagoras began to despair of success, and to meditate a mean
desertion of the companions and countrymen whom he had
himself betrayed into danger. Assembling his chief advisers,
he represented to them the unpromising state of affairs, and
the necessity of securing some place of refuge, in case they
were expelled from Milétus. He then put the question to
them, whether the island of Sardinia, or Myrkinus in Thrace
near the Strymon (which Histiceus had begun some time before
to fortify, as I have mentioned in the preceding chapter), ap-
peared to them best adapted to the purpose. Among the persons
consulted was Hekateeus the historian, who approved neither the
one nor the other scheme, but suggested the erection of a
fortified post in the neighbouring island of Leros; a Milesian
colony, wherein a temporary retirement might be sought, should
it prove impossible to hold Milétus, but which permitted an
easy return to that city, so soon as opportunity offered.l Such
an opinion must doubtless have been founded on the as-
sumption, that they would be able to maintain superiority at
sea. It is important to note such confident reliance upon this
superiority in the mind of a sagacious man, not given to
sanguine hopes, like Hekateus—even under circumstances
very unprosperous on land. Emigration to Myrkinus, as pro-
posed by Aristagoras, presented no hope of refuge at all ; since
the Persians, if they regained their authority in Asia Minor,
would not fail again to extend it to the Strymon. Nevertheless
the consultation ended by adopting this scheme, since probably
no Jonians could endure the immeasurable distance of Sardinie
as a new home. Aristagoras set sail for Myrkinus, taking with
him all who chose to bear him company. But he perished not
long after landing, together with nearly all his company, in the
siege of a neighbouring Thracian town.? Though making pro-
fession to lay down his supreme authority at the commence-
ment of the revolt, he had still contrived to retain it in great
measure ; and on departing for Myrkinus, he devolved it on
Pythagoras, a citizen in high esteem. It appears however that
the Milesians, glad to get rid of a leader who had brought them
nothing but mischief,? paid little obedience to his successor,
and made their government from this period popular in reality

fF
1 Herodot. v. 125 ; Strabo, xiv. p. 635. \‘ ﬁ’#
2 Herodot, v. 126. (;
3 Herodot. vi. 5, O 8¢ Mt}\'l)mut, Yo pevor dmariax Oévres Icalprm"ra'yépew, ¢
obdauds éroluor ¥gav BAAor Thpavvoy Sékegfar és THY Xxbpn, og 7€ é 4 A
&

yevgduevor. { x
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as well as in profession. The desertion of Aristagoras with the
citizens whom he carried away, must have seriously damped the
spirits of those who remained. Nevertheless it seems that the
cause of the Ionic revolters was quite as well conducted with-
out him.

Not long after his departure, another despot—Histieus of
Milétus, his father-inlaw and jointly with him the fomenter
of the revolt—presented himself at the gates of Milétus for
admission. The outbreak of the revolt had enabled him, as he
had calculated, to procure leave of departure from Darius.
That prince had been thrown into violent indignation by the
attack and burning of Sardis, and by the general revolt of Ionia,
headed (so the news reached him) by the Milesian Aristagoras,
but carried into effect by the active co-operation of the
Athenians. “ The Athenians (exclaimed Darius)—who are
they?” On receiving the answer, he asked for his bow, placed
an arrow on the string, and shot as high as he could towards
the heavens, saying—*‘ Grant me, Zeus, to revenge myself on
the Athenians.” He at the same time desired an attendant to
remind him thrice every day at dinner—* Master, remember
the Athenians:” for as to the Ionians, he felt assured that
their hour of retribution would come speedily and easily
enough.!

This Homeric incident deserves notice as illustrating the
epical bandling of Herodotus. His theme is, the invasions of
Greece by Persia : he has now arrived at the first eruption, in
the bosom of Darius, of that passion which impelled the
Persian forces towards Marathon and Salamis—and he marks
the beginning of the new phase by act and word both alike
significant. It may be compared to the libation and prayer
addressed by Achilles in the Iliad to Zeus, at the moiment
when he is sending forth Patroklus and the Myrmidons to the
rescue of the despairing Greeks.

At first Darius had been inclined to ascribe the movement
in Tonia to the secret instigation of Histizeus, whom he called
into his presence and questioned. But the latter found means
to satisfy him, and even to mgke out that no such mischief
would have occurred, if he (Histizeus) had been at Milétus
instead of being detained at Susa. *‘Send me down to the
spot (he asseverated), and I engage not merely to quell the
revolt and put into your hands the traitor who heads it—but

1 Herodot, v. 105, "0 Zed, ényevéofur uot *Abypwalovs rivaoba:. Com-
pare the Thracian practice of communicating with the gods by shooting
arrows high up into the air (Herodot. iv. 94).
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also not to take off this tunic from my body, before I shall
have added to your empire the great island of Sardinia.” An
expedition to Sardinia, though never realised, appears to have
been among the favourite fancies of the Ionic Greeks of that
day.! By such boasts and assurances he obtained his liberty,
and went down to Sardis, promising to return as soon as he
should have accomplished them.? But on reaching Sardis he
found the satrap Artaphernés better informed than the Great
King at Susa. Though Histieeus, when questioned as to the
causes which had brought on the outbreak, affected nothing
but ignorance and astonishment, Artaphernés detected his
evasions, and said—“T will tell you how the factsstand, Histizus :
it is you that have stitched this shoe, and Aristagoras has put
it on.”% Such a declaration promised little security to the
suspected Milesian who heard it; and accordingly, as soon as
night arrived, he took to flight, went down to the coast, and
from thence passed over to Chios. Here he found himself
seized on the opposite count, as the confidant of Darius and
the enemy of Ionia. He was released however on proclaiming
himself not merely a fugitive escaping from Persian custody, but
also as the prime author of the Ionic revolt: and he further
added, in order to increase his popularity, that Darius had
contemplated the translation of the Ionian population to
Phenicia, as well as that of the Phenician population to
Ionia—to prevent which translation he (Histizeus) had insti-
gated the revolt. This allegation, though nothing better than
a pure fabrication, obtained for him the goodwill of the Chians,
who carried him back to Milétus: but before he departed, he
despatched to Sardis some letters, addressed to distinguished
Persians, framed as if he were already in established intrigue
with them for revolting against Darius, and intended to invite
them to actual revolt. His messenger, Hermippus of Atarneus,
betrayed him, and carried his letters straight to Artaphernés.
The satrap desired that these letters might be delivered to the
persons to whom they were addressed, but that the answers

1 Herodot. v. 107, vi. 2. Compare the advice of Bias of Priéné to the
Tonians, when the Persian congueror Cyrus was approaching, to found a
Pan-Ionic colony in Sardinia (Herodot. i. 170): the idea started by Ari-
stagoras has been alluded to just above (Herodot. v, 124).

Pausanias (iv. 23, 2) puts into the mouth of Mantiklus, son of Aristo-
menés, a recommendation to the Messenians, when conquered a second
time by the Spartans, to migrate to Sardinia,

3 Herodot. v. 106, 107.

8 Herodot. vi. I. Ou'rw Tot, ‘loTiale, Exet kard Tavre T Wpﬁyuafa' TavTo
7> Smédnpa ¥ppapas pév ob, imedhoare ¢ *ApioTaydpys.
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sent to Histieeus might be handed to himself. Such was the
tenor of the answers, that Artaphernés was induced to seize
and put to death several of the Persians around him: but
Histizeus was disappointed in his purpose of bringing about a
revolt in the place.?!

On arriving at Milétus, Histieeus found Aristagoras no longer
present, and the citizens altogether adverse to the return of
their old despot: nevertheless he tried to force his way by
night into the town, but was repulsed and even wounded in
the thigh. He returned to Chios, but the Chians refused him
the aid of any of their ships : he next passed to Lesbos, from
the inhabitants of which island he obtained eight triremes, and
employed them to occupy Byzantium, pillaging and detaining
the Ionian merchant-ships as they passed into or out of the
Euxine.? The few remaining piracies of this worthless traitor,
miischievous to his countrymen even down to the day of his
death, hardly deserve our notice amidst the last struggles and
sufferings of the subjugated Ionians, to which we are now
hastening.

A vast Persian force, both military and naval, was gradually
concentrating itself near Milétus, against which city Arta-
phernés had determined to direct his principal efforts. Not
only the whole army of Asia Minor, but also the Kilikian and
Egyptian troops fresh from the conquest of Cyprus, and even
the conquered Cypriots themselves, were brought upas reinforce-
ments ; while the entire Phenician fleet, no less than 6co ships
strong, co-operated on the coast.® To meet such a land-force
in the field was far beyond the strength of the Ionians, and the
joint Pan-Ionic council resolved that the Milesians should be
left to defend their own fortifications, while the entire force of
the confederate cities should be mustered on board the ships.
At sea they had as yet no reason to despair, having been
victorious over the Phenicians near Cyprus, and having sus-
tained no defeat. The combined Ionic fleet, including the
Alolic Lesbians, amounting in all to the number of 353 ships,
was accordingly mustered at Ladé—then a little island near
Milétus, but now joined on to the coast, by the gradual ac-
cumulation of land in the bay at the mouth of the Mzaander.
Eighty Milesian ships formed the right wing, one hundred
Chian ships the centre, and sixty Samian ships the left wing,
while the space between the Milesians and the Chians was
occupied by twelve ships from Priéné, three from Myus, and
seventeen from Teds—the space between the Chians and

1 Herodot, vi. z-5. 2 Herodot. vi. §5-26. 2 Herodot. vi. 6-g,
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Samians was filled by eight ships from Erythre, three from
Phékzea, and seventy from Lesbos.

The total armament thus made up was hardly inferior in
number to that which, fifteen years afterwards, gained the
battle of Salamis against a far larger Persian fleet than the
present. Moreover the courage of the Ionians, on ship-board,
was equal to that of their contemporaries on the other side of
the Agean ; while in respect of disagreement among the allies,
we shall hereafter find the circumstances preceding the battle
of Salamis still more menacing than those before the coming
battle of Ladé. The chances of success therefore were at least
equal between the two, and indeed the anticipations of the Per-
sians and Phenicians on the present occasion’were full of doubt,
so that they thought it necessary to set on foot express means for
disuniting the Ionians—it was fortunate for the Greeks that
Xerxés at Salamis could not be made to conceive the prudence
of aiming at the same object. There were now in the Persian
camp all those various despots whom Aristagoras, at the begin-
ning of the revolt, had driven out of their respective cities.
At the instigation of Artaphernés, each of these men despatched
secret communications to their citizens in the allied fleet,
endeavouring to detach them severally from the general body,
by promises of gentle treatment in the event of compliance,
and by threats of extreme infliction from the Persians if they
persisted in armed efforts. Though these communications
were sent to each without the knowledge of the rest, yet the
answer from all was one unanimous negative.2 The con-
federates at Ladé seemed more one, in heart and spirit, than
the Athenians, Spartans and Corinthians will hereafter prove
to be at Salamis.

But there was one grand difference which turned the scale—
the superior energy and ability of the Athenian leaders at
Salamis, coupled with the fact that they were Athenians—that
is, in command of the largest and most important contingent
throughout the fleet.

At Ladé, unfortunately, this was quite otherwise. Each
separate contingent had its own commander, but we hear of no
joint commander at all. Nor were the chiefs who came from
the larger cities—Milesian, Chian, Samian, or Lesbian—men
like Themistoklés, competent and willing to stand forward as
self-created leaders, and to usurp for the moment, with the
general consent and for the general benefit, a privilege not

1 Herodot. vi. 8, 2 Herodot. vi. 9, I10.
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intended for them. The only man of sufficient energy and for-
wardness to do this, was the Phoksean Dionysius—unfortunately
the captain of the smallest contingent of the fleet, and there-
fore enjoying the least respect. For Phokea, once the daring
explorer of the western waters, had so dwindled down since
the Persian conquest of Ionia, that she could now furnish no
more than three ships, and her ancient maritime spirit survived
only in the bosom of her captain. When Dionysius saw the
Ionians assembled at Ladé, willing, eager, full of talk and
mutual encouragement, but untrained and taking no thought
of discipline, or nautical practice, or co-operation in the hour
of battle—he saw the risk which they ran for want of these
precautions, and strenuocusly remonstrated with them: “Our
fate hangs on the razor’s edge, men of Ionia: either to be free-
men or slaves,—and slaves too, caught after running away.
Set yourself at once to work and duty. You will then have
trouble indeed at first, with certain victory and freedom after-
wards ; but if you persist in this carelessness and disorder, there
is no hope for you to escape the king’s revenge for your revolt,
Be persuaded and commit yourself to me. I pledge myself, if
the gods only hold an equal balance, that your enemies either
will not fight, or will be severely beaten.” !

The wisdom of this advice was so apparent, that the Tonians,
quitting their comfortable tents on the shore of Ladé, and
going on board their ships, submitted themselves to the con-
tinuous nautical labours and manceuvres imposed upon them
by Dionysius. The rowers, and the hoplites on the deck,
were exercised in their separate functions, and even when they
were not so employed, the ships were kept at anchor, and the
crews on board, instead of on shore ; so that the work lasted
all day long, under a hot summer’s sun, Such labour was new
to the Ionian crews. They endured it for seven succesive days,
after which they broke out with one accord into resolute mutiny
and refusal: “Which of the gods have we offended, to bring
upon ourselves such a retribution as this? madmen as we are,
to put ourselves into the hands of this Phékeean braggart, who
has furnished only three ships!? He has now got us and is

1 Herodot. vi. 11. ‘Ewl fupod wdp drpfis Exerar fuiv t& wpliypara,
Evdpes “Twyes, i elvar xevfépaioe  dadroiay, ral robroet &s dpymérpae viv
By dudes, v piv Bodanabe rahamrwplas dvdéneshar, TS Tupaxpiun pev whvos
Suly ¥orou, ofof Te 8t Ereade, SmepBarAduevor Tobs evavrious, elvar énedlepos,
&c.
2 Heradot. vi. 12. Of“lwves, ofa dmalfiées édvres mdvwy Towdrwr, Terpy-
pbvor Te rarmmwpiyol T kal herly, Enetay wpds Ewvrobs Tdde—Tiva Satudvwy
wapafdvres, Tdde GvanipmAaper; olrwes mapapporfoarres, kal ékwAdoarres
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ruining us without remedy ; many of us are already sick, many
others are sickening. We had better make up our minds to
Persian slavery, or any other mischiefs, rather than go on with
these present sufferings. Come, we will not obey this man any
longer.” And they forthwith refused to execute his orders,
resuming their tents on shore, with the enjoyments of shade,
rest, and inactive talk, as before.

I have not chosen to divest this instructive scene of the
dramatic liveliness with which it is given in Herodotus—the
more so as it has all the air of reality, and as Hekateus the
historian was probably present in the island of Ladé, and may
have described what he actually saw and heard. When we see
the intolerable hardship which these nautical manceuvres and
labours imposed upon the Ionians, though men not unaccus-
tomed to ordinary ship-work,—and when we witness their
perfect incapacity to submit themselves to such a discipline,
even with extreme danger staring them in the face—we shall
be able to appreciate the severe and unremitting toil whereby
the Athenian seaman afterwards purchased that perfection of
nautical discipline which characterised him at the beginning of
the Peloponnesian war. It will appear, as we proceed with
this history, that the full development of the Athenian demo-
cracy worked a revolution in Grecian military marine, chiefly
by enforcing upon the citizen seaman a strict continuous train-
ing, such as was only surpassed by the Lacedsemonian drill on
land—and by thus rendering practicable a species of nautical
manceuvring, which was unknown even at the time of the battle
of Salamis. I shall show this more fully hereafter: at present
I contrast it briefly with the incapacity of the Ionians at Ladé,
in order that it may be understood how painful such training
really was. The reader of Grecian history is usually taught to
associate only ideas of turbulence and anarchy with the Athenian
democracy. But the Athenian navy, the child and champion of
that democracy, will be found to display an indefatigable labour
and obedience nowhere else witnessed in Greece—of which even
the first lessons, as in the case now before us, prove to others
so irksome as to outweigh the prospect of extreme and immi-
nent peril. The same impatience of steady toil and discipline,
which the Ionians displayed to their own ruin before the battle
of Ladg, will be found to characterise them filty years after-
wards as allies of Athens, as I shall have occasion to show
when I come to describe the Athenian empire.
éx Tob vdov, &vdpl Puwraéi dAaldvi, mapexouévy véas Tpels, dmTpéfavres
huéas abrods Ixopev, &c.
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Ending in this abrupt and mutinous manner, the judicious
suggestions of the Phokwean leader did more harm than good.
Perhaps his manner of dealing may have been unadvisedly rude;
but we are surprised to see that no one among the leaders of
the larger contingents had the good sense to avail himself of
the first readiness of the Ionians, and to employ his superior
influence is securing the continuance of a good practice once
begun. Not one such superior man did this Ionic revolt throw
up. From the day on which the Ionians discarded Dionysius,
their camp became a scene of disunion and mistrust.  Some of
them grew so reckless and unmanageable, that the better portion
despaired of maintaining any ordetly battle ; and the Samians in
particular now repented that they had declined the secret offers
made to them by their expelled despot 1-—Aakés son of Sylostn.
They sent privately to renew the negotiation, received a fresh
promise of the same indulgence, and agreed to desert when
the occasion arrived. On the day of battle, when the two
fleets were on the point of coming to action, the sixty Samian
ships all sailed off, except eleven whose captains disdained
such treachery. Other Ionians followed their example; yet
amidst the reciprocal crimination which Herodotus had heard,
he finds it difficult to determine who was most to blame,
though he names the Lesbians as among the earliest deserters.?
The hundred ships from Chios, constituting the centre of the
fleet—each ship carrying forty chosen soldiers fully armed
—formed a brilliant exception to the rest. They fought with
the greatest fidelity and resolution, inflicting upon the enemy,
and themselves sustaining, heavy loss. Dionysius the Phékzzan
also behaved in a manner worthy of his previous language, and
captured with his three ships the like number of Phenicians.
But such examples of bravery did not compensate the treachery
or cowardice of the rest. The defeat of the Ionians at Ladé
was complete as well as irrecoverable. To the faithful Chians,
the loss was terrible both in the battle and after it ; for though
some of their vessels escaped from the defeat safely to Chios,
others were so damaged as to be obliged to run ashore close at
hand on the promontory of Mykalé, where the crews quitted
them, with the intention of marching northward through the
Ephesian territory to the continent opposite their own island.
We hear with astonishment, that at that critical moment, the
Ephesian women were engaged in solemnising the Thesmophoria,
—a festival celebrated at night, in the open air, in some unin-
habited portion of the territory, and without the presence of any

1 Herodot, vi, 13. 2 Herodot, vi, 14, 15.
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male person. As the Chian fugitives entered the Ephesian terri-
tory by night, their coming being neither known nor anticipated
—1it was believed that they were thieves or pirates coming to seize
the women, and under this error they were attacked by the
Ephesians and slain.! It would seem from this incident that
the Ephesians had taken no part in the Ionic revolt, nor
are they mentioned amidst the various contingents; nor is
anything said either of Kolophon, or Lebedus, or Erz.?

The Phokeean Dionysius, perceiving that the defeat of Ladé
was the ruin of the Ionic cause, and that his native city was again
doomed to Persian subjection, did not think it prudent even to
return home. Immediately after the battle he set sail, not for
Phokea, but for the Phenician coast, at this moment stripped of
its protecting cruisers. He seized several Phenician merchant-
men, out of which considerable profit was obtained : then setting
sail for Sicily, he undertook the occupation of a privateer against
the Carthaginians and Tyrrhenians, abstaining from injury to-
wards Greeks.? Such an employment seems then to have been
considered perfectly admissible. A considerable body of Samians
also migrated to Sicily, indignant at the treachery of their ad-
mirals in the battle, and yet more indignant at the approaching
restoration of their despot Aakés. How these Samian emi-
grants became established in the Sicilian town of Zankle* I
shall mention as a part of the course of Sicilian events, which
will come hereafter.

The victory of Ladé enabled the Persians to attack Milétus
by sea as well as by land ; they prosecuted the siege with the
utmost vigour, by undermining the walls, and by various en-
gines of attack. Their resources in this respect seem to have
been enlarged since the days of Harpagus. In no long time
the city was taken by storm, and miserable was the fate
reserved to it. ‘'The adult male population was chiefly slain;
while such of them as were preserved, together with the women
and children, were sent in a body to Susa to await the orders
of Darius, who assigned to them a residence at Ampé, not far
from the mouth of the Tigris. The temple at Branchide was
burnt and pillaged, as Hekateeus had predicted at the begin-
ning of the revolt. The large treasures therein contained must
have gone far to defray the costs of the Persian army. The
Milesian territory is said to have been altogether denuded of

1 Herodot. vi. 16. 2 Thucyd. viii. 14.

3 Herodot. vi. 17. Aniorhs katecThikee ‘EAAywy pév oddervds, Kapxndoviwy
8¢ wal Tupenwdy.

4 Herodot. vi. 22-25.
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its former inhabitants—the Persians retaining for themselves
the city with the plain adjoining to it, and making over the
mountainous portions to the Karians of Pedasa. Some few of
the Milesians found a place among the Samian emigrants to
Sicily.l It is certain however that new Grecian inhabitants
must have been subsequently admitted into Milétus; for it
appears ever afterwards as a Grecian town, though with
diminished power and importance.

The capture of Milétus, in the sixth year from the com-
mencement of the revolt,? carried with it the rapid submission

! Herodot. vi. 18, 19, 20, 22,
Mirngros uév vuy Mdyaiwy épjuwro.

2 Herodot. vi. 18. aipéovot rar’ xpns, év 7§ éxte Ereiédmd Ths dmoardaios
Tiis *ApioTaybpew. This is almost the only distinct chronological statement
which we find in Herodotus respecting the Ionic revolt. The other
evidences of time in his chapters are more or less equivocal : nor is there
sufficient testimony before us to enable us to arrange the events, between
the commencement of the Ionic revolt and the battle of Marathon, into the
precise years to which they belong. The battle of Marathon stands fixed for
September 490 B.C. : the siege of Milétus may probably have been finished
in 496-495 B.C., and the Ionic revolt may have begun in 502-501 B.C.
Such are the dates which, on the whole, appear to me most probable,
though I am far from considering them as certain.

Chronological critics differ considerably in their arrangement of the
events here alluded to among particular years. See Appendix No. 3,
p. 244, in Mr. Clinton’s Fasti Hellenici; Professor Schultz, Beytrige zu
genaueren Zeitbestimmungen voun der 637 zur 72 Olympiade, p. 177-183,
in the Kieler Philologische Studien; and Weissenborn, Beytrige zur
genaueren Erforschung der alten Griechischen Geschichte, Jena 1844, p. 87
segq.: not to mention Reizand Larcher. Mr. Clinton reckons only ten years
from the beginning of the lonic revolt to the battle of Marathon ; which
appears to me too short, though, on the other hand, the fourteen years
reckoned by Larcher—much more the sixteen years reckoned by Reiz—are
too long.” Mr. Clinton compresses inconveniently the latter portion of the
interval—that portion which elapsed between the siege of Milétus and
the battle of Marathon : and the very improbable supposition to which he
is obliged to resort—of a confusion in the language of Herodotus between
Attic and Olympic years—indicates that heis pressing the text of the
historian too closely, when he states ‘‘that Herodotus specifies a term of
three years between the capture of Milétus and the expedition of Datis:”
see F. H. ad ann. 499. He places the capture of Milétus in 494 B.C.; which
T am inclined to believe a year later—if not two years later—than the reality.
Indeed as Mr. Clinton places the expedition of Aristagoras against Naxos
(which was immedzately before the breaking out of the revolt, since Aristagoras
seized the Ionic despots while that fleet yet remained congregated immediately
at the close of the expedition) in 501 B.C., and as Herodotus expressly says
that Milétus was taken in the sixth year after the revolt, it would follow
that this capture onght to belong to 495, and not to 404 B.C. I incline to
place it either in 496 or in 495 ; and the Naxian expedition in 502 or 501,
leaning towards the earlier of the two dates : Schultz agrees with Larcher
in placing the Naxian expedition in 504 B.C., yet he assigns the capture of
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of the neighbouring towns in Karia; and during the next
summer—the Phenician fleet baving wintered at Milétus—the
Persian forces by sea and land reconquered all the Asiatic
Greeks, insular as well as continental.! Chios, Lesbos, and
Tenedos—the towns in the Chersonese—Selymbria and Per-
inthus in Thrace— Prokonnésus and Artake in the Propontis—
all these towns were taken or sacked by the Persian and
Phenician fleet.? The inhabitants of Byzantium and Chalkédén
fled for the most part, without even awaiting its arrival, to
Mesembria ; while the Athenian Miltiadés only escaped Persian
captivity by a rapid flight from his abode in the Chersonese to
Athens. His pursuers were indeed so close upon him, that
one of his ships, with his son Metiochus on board, fell into
their hands. As Miltiadés had been strenuous in urging the
destruction of the bridge over the Danube, on the occasion of
the Scythian expedition, the Phenicians were particularly anxious
to get possession of his person, as the most acceptable of all
Greek prisoners to the Persian king; who however, when
Metiochus the son of Miltiadés was brought to Susa, not only
did him no harm, but treated him with great kindness, and
gave him a Persian wife with a comfortable maintenance.?

Far otherwise did the Persian generals deal with the re-
conquered cities on and near the coast. The threats which had
been held out before the battle of Ladé were realised to the
full. The most beautiful Greek youths and virgins were picked
out, to be distributed among the Persian grandees as eunuchs
Milétusto 496 B.c.—whereas Herodotusstates that the last of these two events
was in the sixth year after the revolt, which revolt immediately succeeded on
the first of the two, within the same summer. Weissenborn places the capture
of Milétus in 496 B.C., and the expedition to Naxos in 499 —suspecting that
the text in Herodotus—&erw &7ei—is incorrect, and that it ought to be
TerdpTe Eret, the fourth year (p. 125 : compare the chronological table in his
work, p. 222). He attempts to show that the particular incidents com-
posing the Ionic revolt, as Herodotus recounts it, cannot be made to occupy
more than four years ; but his reasoning is in my judgement unsatisfactory,
and the conjecture inadmissible. The distinct affirmation of the historian,
as to the entire interval between the two events, is of much more evidentiary
value than our conjectural summing up of the details.

It is vain, I think, to try to arrange these details according to precise
years : this can only be done very loosely.

1 Herodot. vi. 25.

2 Herodot. vi. 31-33. It may perhaps be to this burning and sacking
of the cities in the Propontis and on the Asiatic side of the Hellespont that
Strabo (xili. p. 591) makes allusion ; though he ascribes the proceeding to
a different cause—to the fear of Darius that the Scythians would cross into
Asia to avenge themselves upon him for attacking them, and that the towns
on the coast would furnish them with vessels for the passage.

3 Herodot. vi. 41.
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or inmates of the harems. The cities, with their edifices sacred
as well as profane, were made a prey to the flames ; and in the
case of the islands, Herodotus even tells us that a line of Per-
sians was formed from shore to shore, which swept each
territory from north to south, and drove the inhabitants out of
it That much of this hard treatment is well-founded, there
can be no doubt, But it must be exaggerated as to extent of
depopulation and destruction, for these 1slands and cities appear
ever afterwards as occupied by a Grecian population, and even
as in a tolerable, though reduced, condition. Samos was made
an exception to the rest, and completely spared by the Persians,
as a reward to its captains for setting the example of desertion
at the battle of Ladé; while ZAakés the despot of that island
was reinstated in his government.? It appears that several
other despots were reinstated at the same time in their respec-
tive cities, though we are not told which.

Amidst the sufferings endured by so many innocent persons,
of every age and of both sexes, the fate of Histieeus excites but
little sympathy. He was carrying on his piracies at Byzantinm
when he learnt the surrender of Milétus; he then thought it
expedient to sail with his Lesbian vessels for Chios, where ad-
mittance was refused to him. But the Chians, weakened as
they had been by the late battle, were in little condition to
resist, so that he defeated their troops and despoiled the island.
During the present break-up of the Asiatic Greeks, there were
doubtless many who (like the Phoksan Dionysius) did not
choose to return home to an enslaved city, yet bad no fixed
plan for a new abode. Of these exiles, a considerable number
put themselves under the temporary command of Histizeus, and
accompanied him to the plunder of Thasos.®? While besieging
that town, he learnt the news that the Phenician fleet had
quitted Milétus to attack the remaining Ionic towns. He
therefore left his designs on Thasos unfinished, in order to go
and defend Lesbos. But in this latter island the dearth of
provisions was such, that he was forced to cross over to the
continent to reap the standing corn, around Atarneus and in
the fertile plain of Mysia near the river Kaikus. Here he fell
in with a considerable Persian force under Harpagus—was
beaten, compelled to flee, and taken prisoner. On his being
carried to Sardis, Artaphernés the satrap caused him to be at
once crucified : partly no doubt from genuine hatred, but
partly also under the persuasion that if he were sent up as a

1 Herodot, vi. 31, 32, 33. 2 Herodot. vi. 25.
3 Yerodot. vi. 26~28. &ywy *Ldvay xal Alohéwy ouxrobs.
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prisoner to Susa, he might again become dangerous, since
Darius would even now spare his life, under an indelible sen-
timent of gratitude for the maintenance of the bridge over the
Danube. The head of Histizeus was embalmed and sent up
to Susa, where Darius caused it to be honourably buried, con-
demning this precipitate execution of a man who had once
been his preserver.l

We need not wonder that the capture of Milétus excited the
strongest feeling, of mixed sympathy and consternation, among
the Athenians. In the succeeding year (so at least we are led
to think, though the date cannot be positively determined) it
was selected as the subject of a tragedy—The Capture of
Milétus—by the dramatic poet Phrynichus; which, when
performed, so painfully wrung the feelings of the Athenian
audience, that they burst into tears in the theatre, and the poet
was condemned to pay a fine of one thousand drachme, as
#having recalled to them their own misfortunes.”? The piece
‘was forbidden to be afterwards acted, and has not come down
to us. Some critics have supposed that Herodotus has not
correctly assigned the real motive which determined the
Athenians to impose this fine;® for it is certain that the sub-
jects usually selected for tragedy were portions of heroic legend,
and not matters of recent history ; so that the Athenians might
complain of Phrynichus on the double ground—for having
violated an established canon of propriety, as well as for touch-
ing their sensibilities too deeply. Still I see no reason for
doubting that the cause assigned by Herodotus is substantially
the true one. Yet it is very possible that Phrynichus, at an
age when tragic poetry had not yet reached its full development,
might touch this very tender subject with a rough and offensive
hand, before a people who had fair reason to dread the like
cruel fate for themselves. Alschylus, in his Perse, would
naturally carry with him the full tide of Athenian sympathy,
while dwelling on the victories of Salamis and Platea. But to
interest the audience in Persian success and Grecian suffering,
was a task in which much greater poets than Phrynichus would
have failed—and which no judicious poet would have under-
taken. The sack of Magdeburg by Count Tilly, in the Thirty
Years’ war, was not likely to be endured as the subject of
dramatic representation in any Protestant town of Germany.

1 Herodot. vi. 28, 29, 30.

2 Herodot. v. 21. s évauvficgarTa oixfia kaxd : compare vil. 152 ; also
Kallisthenés ap. Strabo. xiv. p. 635, and Plutarch, Praecept. Reipubl.
Gerend. p. 814, ¥ See Welcker, Griechische Tragddien, vol. i. p. 25.
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CHAPTER XXXVI
FROM IONIC REVOLT TO BATTLE OF MARATHON

In the preceding chapter, I indicated the point of confluence
between the European and Asiatic streams of Grecian history
—the commencement of a decided Persian intention to conquer
Attica ; manifested first in the form of a threat by Artaphernés
the satrap, when he enjoined the Athenians to take back Hip-
plas as the only condition of safety, and afterwards converted
into a passion in the bosom of Darius in consequence of the
burning of Sardis. From this time forward, therefore, the affairs
of Greece and Persia come to be in direct relation one with the
other, and capable of being embodied, much more than before j
into one continuous narrative.

The reconquest of Ionia being thoroughly completed, Arta-
phernés proceeded to organise the future government of it, with
a degree of prudence and forethought not often visible in
Persian proceedings. Convoking deputies from all the different
cities, he compelled them to enter into a permanent convention i
for the amicable settlement of disputes, so as to prevent all
employment of force by any one against the others. Moreover }
he caused the territory of each city to be measured by para-
sangs (each parasang was equal to thirty stadia, or about three
miles and a half), and arranged the assessments of tribute
according to this measurement ; without any material departure,
however, from the sums which had been paid before the re-
volt.! Unfortunately, Herodotus is unusually brief in his
allusion to this proceeding, which it would have been highly
interesting to be able to comprehend perfectly. We may how-
ever assume it as certain, that both the population and the
territory of many among the Ionic cities, if not of all, were
materially altered in consequence of the preceding revolt, and
still more in consequence of the cruelties with which the sup-
pression of the revolt had been accompanied. In regard to
Milétus, Herodotus tells us that the Persians retained fo
themselves the city with its circumjacent plain, but gave th.)
mountain-portion of the Milesian territory to the Karians of
Pédasa.? Such a proceeding would naturally call for fresl
measurement and assessment of tribute ; and there may have
been similar transfers of land elsewhere. I have already ob-

1 Herodot. vi. 42. 2 Herodot. vi. 20,
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served that the statements which we find in Herodotus, of utter
depopulation and destruction falling upon the cities, cannot be
credited in their full extent; for these cities are all peopled,
and all Hellenic, afterwards. Yet there can be no doubt that
they are partially true, and that the miseries of those days, as
stated in the work of Hekateus as well as by contemporary
informants with whom Herodotus had probably conversed,
must have been extreme. New inhabitants would probably be
admitted in many of them, to supply the loss sustained ; and
such infusion of fresh blood would strengthen the necessity
for the organisation introduced by Artaphernés, in order to
determine clearly the obligations due from the cities both to
the Persian government and towards each other. Herodotus
considers that the arrangement was extremely beneficial to the
Ionians, and so it must unquestionably have appeared, coming
as it did immediately after so much previous suffering. He
further adds that the tribute then fixed remained unaltered
‘until his own day—a statement requiring some comment, which
I reserve until the time arrives for describing the condition of
the Asiatic Greeks after the repulse of Xerxés from Greece
Proper.

Meanwhile the intentions of Darius for the conquest of
Greece were now effectively manifested. Mardonius, invested
with the supreme command, and at the head of a large force,
was sent down in the ensuing spring for the purpose. Having
reached Kilikia in the course of the march, he himself got on
ship-board and went by sea to Ionia, while his army marched
across Asia Minor to the Hellespont. His proceeding in Ionia
surprises us, and seems to have appeared surprising as well to
Herodotus himself as to his readers. Mardonius deposed the
despots throughout the various Greek cities;! leaving the
people of each to govern themselves, subject to Persian
dominion and tribute. This was a complete reversal of the

! Herodot. vi. 43. In recounting this deposition of the despots by
Mardonius, Herodotus reasons from it as an analogy for the purpose of
vindicating the correctness of another of his statements, which (he acquaints
us) many persons disputed ; namely, the discussion which he reports to
have taken place among the seven conspirators, after the death of the
Magian Smerdis, whether they should establish a monarchy, an oligarchy,
or a democracy—évfadra péyioTov 8dua épéw Toio ud) dmodexopévoiat TEV
‘EAMvwy, Tepaéwy Toige émra *Ordvea yvduny dmodéfacfai, bs xpedy iy
Snuoxparéeafor Tlépaas: Tobs ydp Tupdvvous Tév ’ldver katamaboas wdvTas
8 Mapddvios, dnporparias katlora és as méatas. Such passages as this let
‘us into the controversies of the time, and prove that Herodotus found many
objectors to his story about the discussion on theories of government among
the seven Persian conspirators (iii. 80-82).
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former policy of Persia, and must be ascribed to a new convic-
tion, doubtless wise and wellfounded, which had recently
grown up among the Persian leaders, that on the whole their
unpopularity was aggravated more than their strength was in-
creased, by employing these despots as instruments. The
phznomena of the late Ionic revolt were well calculated to
teach such a lesson ; but we shall not often find the Persians
profiting by experience, throughout the course of this history.
Mardonius did not remain long in Ionia, but passed on with
his fleet to the Hellespont, where the land-force had already
arrived. He transported it across into Europe, and began his
march through Thrace ; all of which had already been reduced
by Megabazus, and does not seem to have participated in the
Ionic revolt. The island of Thasus surrendered to the fleet
without resistance, and the land-force was conveyed across the
Strymon to the Greek city of Akanthus, on the western coast
of the Strymonic Gulf. From hence Mardonius marched into
Macedonia, and subdued a considerable portion of its inhabi-
tants—perhaps some of those not comprised in the dominion
of Amyntas, since that prince had before submitted to Mega-
bazus. Meanwhile he sent his fleet to double the promontory
of Mount Athos, and to join the land-force again at the Guif
of Therma, with a view of conquering as much of Greece as he
could, and even of prosecuting the march as far as Athens and
Eretria ;! so that the expedition afterwards accomplished by
Xerxés would have been tried at least by Mardonius, twelve or
thirteen years earlier, had not a terrible storm completely dis-
abled the fleet. The sea near Athos was then, and is now,
full of peril to navigators. One of the hurricanes so frequent
in its neighbourhood overtook the Persian fleet, destroyed three
hundred ships, and drowned or cast ashore not less than twenty
thousand men. Of those who reached the shore, many died of
cold, or were devoured by the wild beasts on that inhospitable
tongue of land. This disaster checked altogether the further
progress of Mardonius, who also sustained considerable loss
with his land-army, and was himself wounded, in a night attack
made upon him by the tribe of Thracians called Brygi.
Though strong enough to repel and avenge this attack, and to
subdue the Brygi, he was yet in no condition to advance
farther. Both the land-force and the fleet were conveyed back
1o the Hellespont, and from thence across to Asia, with so much
shame of failure, that Mardonius was never again employed
by Darius; though we cannot make out that the fault was

¥ Herodot. vi, 43, 44. &mopebovro 8¢ &ml ve *Epérpiav xal *Abfas.
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imputable to him.! We shall hear of him again under
Xerxés.

The ill-success of Mardonius seems to have inspired the
Thasians, so recently subdued, with the idea of revolting. At
least their conduct provoked the suspicion of Darius ; for they
made active preparations for defence, both by building war-
ships, and by strengthening their fortifications. = The Thasians
were at this time in great opulence, chiefly from gold and silver
mines, both in their island and in their mainland territory
opposite. The mines at Skapté Hylé in Thrace yielded to
them an annual income of eighty talents ; their total surplus
revenue—after defraying all the expenses of government so
that the inhabitants were entirely untaxed—was two hundred
talents (£46,000, if Attic talents ; more, if either Euboic or
Aginean). With such large means, they were enabled soon
to make preparations which excited notice among their neigh-
bours ; many of whom were doubtless jealous of their prosperity,
and perhaps inclined to dispute with them possession of the
profitable mines of Skapté Hylé. As in other cases, so in this:
the jealousies among subject neighbours often procured revela-
tions to the superior power. The proceedings of the Thasians
were made known, and they were forced to raze their fortifica-
tions as well as o surrender all their sbhips to the Persians at
Abdéra?

Though dissatisfied with Mardonius, Darius was only the
more eagerly bent on his project of conquering Greece. Hip-
pias was at his side to keep alive his wrath against the
Athenians.® Orders were despatched to the maritime cities
of his empire to equip both ships of war and horse-transports
for a renewed attempt. His intentions were probably known

. in Greece itself by this time, from the recent march of his

army to Macedonia. Nevertheless he now thought it advisable
to send heralds round to most of the Grecian cities, in order
to require from each the formal token of submission—earth
and water ; and thus to ascertain what extent of resistance his
projected expedition was likely to experience. The answers
received were to a high degree favourable. Many of the con-
tinental Greeks sent their submission, as well as all those
islanders to whom application was made. * Among the former

1 Herodot. vi. 44-94. Charon of Lampsakus had noticed the storm near
Mount Athos, and the destruction of the fleet of Mardonius {Charonis
Fragment. 3, ed. Didot ; Athenze. ix. p. 394).

? Herodot. vi. 46-48. See a similar case of disclosure arising from

‘ealousy between Tenedos and Lesbos (Thucyd. iii. 2).
3 Herodot. vi. 94.
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we are probably to reckon the Thebans and Thessalians,
though Herodotus does not particularise them. Among the
latter Naxos, Eubces, and some of the smaller islands, are not
included ; but Aigina, at that time the first maritime power of
Greece, is expressly included.!

Nothing marks so clearly the imminent peril in which the
liberties of Greece were now placed, and the terror inspired
by the Persians after their reconquest of Ionia, as this abase-
ment on the part of the Aginetans, whose commerce with the
Asiatic islands and continent doubtless impressed them
strongly with the melancholy consequences of unsuccessful
resistance to the Great King. But on the present occasion
their conduct was dictated as much by antipathy to Athens as
by fear, so that Greece was thus threatened with the intrusion
of the Persian arm as ally and arbiter in her internal contests
—a contingency which, if it had occurred now in the dispute
between Agina and Athens, would have led to the certain
enslavement of Greece, though when it did occur nearly a
century afterwards, towards the close of the Peloponnesian war
and in consequence of the prolonged struggle between Lace-
demon and Athens, Greece had become strong enough in
her own force to endure it without the loss of substantial
independence.

The war between Thebes and ZEgina on one side, and
Athens on the other—begun several years before, and growing
out of the connexion between Athens and Platea-—had never
yet been terminated. The Alginetans had taken part in that |
war from gratuitous feeling, either of friendship for Thebes or
of enmity to Athens, without any direct ground of quarrel,?
and they had begun the war even without the formality of
notice. Though a period apparently not less than fourteen
years (from about 506~492 B.C.) bad elapsed, the state of
hostility still continued ; and we may readily conceive that
Hippias, the great instigator of Persian attack upon Greece,
would not fail to enforce upon all the enemies of Athens the
prudence of seconding, or at least of not opposing, the efforts
of the Persian to reinstate him in that city. It was partly
under this feeling, combined with genuine alarm, that beth

1 Herodot. vi. 48, 49, viil. 46. .

2 Herodot. v. 81-89. See vol. iv. chapter xxxi. The legendary story
there given as the provocation of /gina to the war is evidently not to be
treated as a real and historical cause of war: a state of quarrel causes all

such stories to be raked up, and some probably to be invented. It is like {
the old alleged quarrel between the Athenians and the Pelasgi of Lemnos {

(vi. 137-140). : “
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Thebes and Agina manifested submissive dispositions towards
the heralds of Darius.

Among these heralds, some had gone both to Athens and to
Sparta, for the same purpose of demanding earth and water.
The reception given to them at both places was angry in the
extreme. The Athenians cast the herald into the pit called
the Barathrum,! into which they sometimes precipitated public
criminals : the Spartans threw the herald who came to them
into a well, desiring the unfortunate messenger to take earth
and water from thence to the king. The inviolability of heralds
was so ancient and undisputed in Greece, from the Homeric
times downward, that nothing short of the fiercest excitement
could have instigated any Grecian community to such an out-
rage. But to the Lacedemonians, now accustomed to regard
themselves as the first of all Grecian states, and to be addressed
always in the character of superiors, the demand appeared so
gross an insult as to banish from their minds for the time all
recollection of established obligations. They came subse-
quently, however, to repent of the act as highly criminal, and
to look upon it as the cause of misfortunes which overtook
them thirty or forty years afterwards. How they tried at that
time to expiate it, I shall hereafter recount.?

1 It is to this treatment of the herald that the story in Plutarch’s Life of
Themistokiés must allude, if that story indeed be true, for the Persian
king was not likely to send a second herald, after such treatment of the
first. An interpreter accompanied the herald, speaking Greek as well as
his own native language. Themistoklés proposed and carried a vote that he
should be put to death for having employed the Greek language as medium
for barbaric dictation. (Plutarch, Themist. ¢. 6.) We should be glad to
know from whom Plutarch copied this story.

Pausanias states that it was Miltiadés who proposed the putting to death
of the heralds at Athens (iii. 12, 6); and that the divine judgement fell
upon his family in consequence of it. From whom Pausanias copied this
statement I do not know : certainly not from Herodotus, who does not
mention Miltiadés in the case, and expressly says that he does not know in
what manner the divine judgement overtook the Athenians for the crime—
‘¢ except (says he) thft their city and country was afterwards laid waste by
Xerxés ; but I do not think that this happened on account of the outrage
on the heralds” (Herodot. vii. 133).

The belief that there must have been a divine judgement of some sort or
other, presented a strong stimulus to invent or twist some historical fact to
correspond with it. Ierodotus has sufficient regard for truth to resist this
stimulus and to confess his ignorance ; a circumstance which goes, along
with others, to strengthen our confidence in his general authority. His
silence weakens the credibility, but does not refute the allegation, of
Pausanias with regard to Miltiadés—which is certainly not intrinsically
improbable. .

2 Herodot. vil. 133.

VOL. V. c
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But if, on the one hand, the wounded dignity of the Spartans
hurried them into the commission of this wrong, it was on the
other hand of signal use to the general liberties of Greece, by
rousing them out of their apathy as to the coming invader, and
placing them with regard to him in the same state of inexpiable
hostility as Athens and Eretria. We see at once the bonds
drawn closer between Athens and Sparta. The Athenians, for
the first time, prefer a complaint at Sparta against the Ailgme-
tans for having given earth and water to Darius—accusing them
of having done this with views of enmity to Athens, and in
order to invade Attica conjointly with the Persian. This they
represented “as treason to Hellas,” calling upon Sparta, as
head of Greece, to interfere. In consequence of their -appeal,
Kleomenés king of Sparta went over to Zgina, to take measures
against the authors of the late proceeding, “for the general
benefit of Hellas.” !

The proceeding now before us is of very great importance
in the progress of Grecian history. - It is the first direct and
positive historical manifestation of Hellas ag an aggregate body,
with Sparta as its chief, and obligations of a certain sort on the
part of its members, the neglect or violation of which consti-
tutes a species of treason. I have already pointed out several
earlier incidents, showmg how the Greek political mind, be-
ginning from entire severance of states, became gradually
prepared for this idea of a permanent league with mutual
obligations and power of enforcement vested in a permanent
chief—an idea never fully carried into practice, but now dis-
tinctly manifest and partially operative. ~ First, the great
acquired power and territory of Sparta, her mxhtary training,
her undisturbed political traditions, create an unconscious
deference towards her such as was not felt towards any other
state. Next, she is seen (in the proceedings against Athens
after the expulsion of Hippias) as summoning and conducting
to war a cluster of self-obliged Peloponnesian allies, with cer-
tain formalities which give to the alliance an imposing
permanence and solemnity. Thirdly, her position becomes

1 Helodot vi. 49. Tlohoast 8¢ opu (Az‘yw-n'rats) TaiTa, 0éws *Abnyaior
eﬂ'sicearo, 501(501'7'55 énl opio gxoway 7'0:/; Alyihras Bedwréveu ('me wal
uﬁwp), bs Bua T Hepo‘n énl oopéas mrpa-reuwwraz Kal Gouevor wpozpaa'ms
érerdBorTo’ poiTéovrés Te &s THy Swdpry, kaTnybpeor TRV Alye-
vaTéwy T& memorfkoiey, mpo§dyTes vy EANdSa. Compare viil.
144, ix. 7. tHv ‘EAAdSa Beivdy moredpevor wpolobrai—a new and
very important phrase

vi. 61. Tére 8¢ Tdv Kheoplvea, vra & f Alylvp, xal xoiwvd 7§
‘EAAAS: 4yabd mpooepyalduevor, &c.
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recognised as first power or president of Greece, both by
foreigners who invite alliance (Creesus) or by Greeks who seek
help, such as the Plateans against Thebes or the Ionians
against Persia. But Sparta has not been hitherto found willing
to take on herself the performance of this duty of Protector
general. She refused the Ionians and the Samian Mseandrius,
as well as the Plateeans, in spite of their entreaties founded on
common Hellenic lineage : the expedition which she undertook
against Polykratés of Samos was founded upon private motives
for displeasure, even in the estimation of the Lacedzmonians
themselves : moreover, even if all these requests had been
granted, she might have seemed to be rather obeying a gener-
ous sympathy than performing a duty incumbent upon her as
superior. But in the case now before us, of Athens against
Algina, the latter consideration stands distinctly prominent.
Athens is not a member of the cluster of Spartan allies, nor
does she claim the compassion of Sparta, as defenceless against
an overpowering Grecian neighbour. She complains of a Pan-
Hellenic obligation as having been contravened by the Agine-
tans to her detriment and danger, and calls upon Sparta to
enforce upon the delinquents respect to these obligations. For
the first time in Grecian history, such a call is made ; for the
first time in Grecian history, it is effectively answered. We
may well doubt whether it would have been thus answered—
considering the tardy, unimpressible, and home-keeping, char-
acter of the Spartans, with their general insensibility to distant
dangers—if the adventure of the Persian herald had not
occurred to gall their pride beyond endurance—to drive them
into unpardonable hostility with the Great King—and to cast
them into the same boat with Athens for keeping off an enemy
who threatened the common liberties of Hellas,

y From this time, then, we may consider that there exists a
recognised political union of Greece against the Persian 2—or
at least something as near to a political union as Grecian
temper will permit—with Sparta as its head for the present.
To such a pre-eminence of Sparta, Grecian history had been
gradually tending. But the final event which placed it beyond
dispute, and which humbled for the time her ancient and only
rival—Argos—is now to be noticed.

It was about three or four years before the arrival of these
Persian heralds in Greece, and nearly at the time when Milétus

3 Thucyd. i. 70-118. &oxvor mpds duds (7. e. the Spartans) ueAAnTds xal
drodnunTal mwpds évdyuordrous.
2 Herodot. vil. 145-148. Of curwpdra: ‘EAMpwy énl 74 Tiépop.
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was besieged by the Persian generals, that a war broke out
between Sparta and Argos —on what grounds Herodotus does
not inform us. Kleomenés, encouraged by a promise of the
oracle that he should take Argos, led the Lacedeemonian troops
to the banks of the Erasinus, the border river of the Argeian
territory. But the sacrifices, without which no river could be
crossed, were so unfavourable, that he altered his course, ex-
torted some vessels from Agina and Sikyon,? and carried his
troops by sea to Nauplia, the seaport belonging to Argos, and
to the territory of Tiryns. The Argeians having marched their
forces down to resist him, the two armies joined battle at
Sépeia near Tiryns. Kleomenés, by a piece of simplicity on
the part of his enemies which we find it difficult to credit in
Herodotus, was enabled to attack them unprepared, and ob-
tained a decisive victory. For the Argeians (the historian
states) were so afraid of being overreached by stratagem, in
the post which their army occupied over against the enemy,
that they listened for the commands proclaimed aloud by the
Lacedemonian herald, and performed with their own army the
same order which they thus heard given. This came to the
knowledge of Kleomenés, who communicated private notice to
his soldiers, that when the herald proclaimed orders to go to
dinner, they should not obey, but immediately stand to their
arms. We are to presume that the Argeian camp was suffi-
ciently near to that of the Lacedemonians to enable them to
hear the voice of the herald—yet not within sight, from the
nature of the ground. Accordingly, so soon as the Argeians
heard the herald in the enemy’s camp proclaim the word to go
to dinner,3 they went to dinner themselves. In this disorderly

1 That which marks the siege of Milétus, and the defeat of the Argeian:
by Kleomenés, as contemporaneous, or nearly so, is—the common oracular
dictum delivered in reference to both : in the same prophecy of the Pythia
one half alludes to the sufferings of Milétus, the other half to those of Argor
(Herodot. vi. 19-77).

Xpewpévoios vap 'Apyelowst év AeAdoior wepl owrnplns Tis wéAtos TH
aperéons, 7o pév & abrods robs *Apyelovs pépoy, THhy d¢ maperbiuny Expna
és MiAyaiovs.

I consider ‘this evidence of date to be better than the statement of
Pausanias. That author places the enterprise against Argos immediately
(avriva—DPaus. iil. 4, 1) after the accession of Kleomenés, who, as he was
king when Mrandrius came from Samos {Herodot. iii. 148), must have
come to the throne not later than 518 or 517 B.Cc. This would be thirty-
seven years prior to 480 B.C. ; a date much too early for the war between
Kleomenés and the Argeians, as we may see by Herodotus (vii. 149).

2 Herodot. vi. 92. s

3 Herodot. vi. 78; compare Xenophon, Rep. Laced. xii, 6. Order
for evolutions in the field, in the Laced®monian military service, were n¢
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condition they were attacked and overthrown by the Spartans.
Many of them perished in the field, while the fugitives took
refuge in a thick grove consecrated to their eponymous hero
Argus. Kleomenés, having enclosed them therein, yet think-
ing it safer to employ deceit rather than force, ascertained from
deserters the names of the chief Argeians thus shut up, and
then invited them out successively by means of a herald—pre-
tending that he had received their ransom, and that they were
released. As fast as each man came out, he was put to death ;
the fate of these unhappy sufferers being concealed from their
comrades within the grove by the thickness of the foliage, until
some one climbing to the top of a tree detected and proclaimed
the destruction going on—after about fifty of the victims had
perished. Unable to entice any more of the Argeians from
their consecrated refuge, which they still vainly hoped would
protect them-—Kleomenés set fire to the grove and burnt it to
the ground. The persons within it appear to have been de-
stroyed either by fire or by sword.l After the conflagration
had begun, he inquired for the first time to whom the grove
belonged, and learnt that it belonged to the hero Argus.
Not less than six thousand citizens, the flower and strength of
Argos, perished in this disastrous battle and retreat. So com-
pletely was the city prostrated, that Kleomenés might easily
have taken it, had he chosen to march thither forthwith and
attack it with vigour. If we are to believe later historians
whom Pausanias, Polyenus, and Plutarch had copied, he did
march thither and attack it, but was repulsed by the valour of
the Argeian women ; who, in the dearth of warriors occasioned
by the recent defeat, took arms along with the slaves, headed
by the poetess Telesilla, and gallantly defended the walls.2
This is probably a mythe, generated by a desire to embody
in detail the dictum of the oracle a little before, about “the

proclaimed by the herald, but transmitted through the various gradations
of officers (Thucyd. v. 66).

1 Herodot. vi. 79, 80.

2 Pausan. ii. 20, 7 ; Polysen. viil. 33; Plutarch, De Virtut, Maulier, p.
245 ; Suidas, v. TeAéoiAAa.

Plutarch cites the historian Sokratés of Argos for this story about
Telesilla; an historian, or perhaps composer of a wepifynats “Apyovs, of
unknown date : compare Diogen. Laért. ii. 5, 47, and Plutarch, Quzastion,
Romaic. p. 270-277. According to his representation, Kleomenés and
Demaratus jointly assaulted the town of Argos, and Demaratus, after
having penetrated into the town and become master of the Pamphyliakon,
was driven out again by the women. Now Herodotus informs us that
<leomenés and Demaratus were never employed upon the same expedition,
Efter the disagreement in their march to Attica (v. 75, vi. 64).
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female conquering the male.” ! Without meaning to deny that
the Argeian women might have been capable of achieving so
patriotic a deed, if Kleomenés had actually marched to the
attack of their city—we are compelled by the distinct statement
of Herodotus to affirm that he never did attack it. Immediately
after the burning of the sacred grove of Argos, he dismissed
the bulk of his army to Sparta, retaining only one thousand ¢
choice troops—with whom he marched up to the Héreeum, or
great temple of Héré, between Argos and Mykénz, to offer
sacrifice. The priest in attendance forbade him to enter,
saying that no stranger was allowed to offer sacrifice in the !
temple. But Kleomenés had once already forced his way into
the sanctuary of Athéné on the Athenian acropolis, in spite of
the priestess and her interdict—and he now acted still more
brutally towards the Argeian priest, for he directed his helots to
drag him from the altar and scourge him. Having offered ]
sacrifice, Kleomenés returned with his remaining force to
Sparta.?

But the army whom he had sent home returned with a full
persuasion that Argos might easily have been taken—that the
king alone was to blame for having missed the opportunity.
As soon as he himself returned, his enemies (perhaps his col-
league Demaratus) brought him to trial before the ephors on a |
charge of having been bribed, against which he defended him-
self as follows. He had invaded the hostile territory on the
faith of an assurance from the oracle that he should take Argos;
but so soon as he had burnt down the sacred grove of the
hero Argus (without knowing to whom it belonged), he became
at once sensible that this was all that the god meant by faking
Argos, and therefore that the divine promise had been fully
realised. Accordingly, he did not think himself at liberty to
commence any fresh attack, until he had ascertained whether
the gods would approve it and would grant him success. It;
was with this view that he sacrificed in the Héreeum. There;
though his sacrifice was favourable, he observed that the flame!
kindled on the altar flashed back from the bosom of the statue
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1 Herodot. vi. 77.
PAMN Grav 1) §fAeta TOV dpoera vikjoaca
*EfeAdoy, kel kbdos év *Apyeioow dpyrar, &c.
If this prophecy can be said to have any distinct meaning, it probably
refers to Héré, as protectress of Argos, repulsing the Spartans. j
T

e

Pausanias (ii. 20, 7) might reasonably doubt whether Herodotus unde:
stood this oracle in the same sense as he did: it is plain that Herodotu
could not have so understood it.

2 Herodot. vi. 80, 81 : compare v. 72. 1

|
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of Héré, and not from her head. If the flame had flashed
from her head, he would have known at once that the gods
intended him to take the city by storm ;! but the flash from
her bosom plainly indicated that the topmost success was out
of his reach, and that he had already reaped all the glories
which they intended for him. We may see that Herodotus,
though he refrains from criticising this story, suspects it to be
a fabrication. Not so the Spartan ephors. To them it ap-
peared not less true as a story than triumphant as a defence,
ensuring to Kleomenés an honourable acquittal.?

Though this Spartan king lost the opportunity of taking
Argos, his victories already gained had inflicted upon her a
blow such as she did not recover for a generation, putting her
for a time out of all condition to dispute the primacy of Greece -
with Lacedemon. I have already mentioned that both in
legend and in earliest history, Argos stands forth as the first
power in Greece, with legendary claims to headship, and
decidedly above Lacedemon; who gradually usurps from her,
first the reality of superior power, next the recognition of pre-
eminence—and is now, at the period which we have reached,
taking upon herself both the rights and the duties of a presiding
state over a body of allies who are bound both to her and to
each other. Her title to this honour, however, was never
admitted at Argos, and it is very probable that the war just

1 Herodot. vi. 82. e ptv yap éx Tis kepaAis Tob dydAuaros éiéhauye,
aipéety by kar Brpns Ty woAw' ék Tév B¢ grybéwy Adubavros, mav of
wemoifiofas Soov 6 Beds Hbee.

For the expression aipéew rar’ #xpns, compare Herodot. vi. 21 and
Damm. Lex., Homer. v. #xpos. In this expression as generally used, the
last words kar” &xpns have lost their primitive and special sense, and do
little more than intensify the simple aipéetv—equivalent to something like
‘“de fond en comble :” for Kleomenés is accused by his enemies—gduevof
uty dwpodorfoarta, obk EXéety Tb Apyos, mapedy edmeTéws ww éxelv. But in
the story recounted by Kleomenés, the words kar’ &xpns come back to their
primitive meaning, and serve as the foundation for his religious inference,
from type to thing typified: if the light had shone from the head or sop
of the statue, this would have intimated that the gods meant him to take
the city ¢ from top to bottom.”

In regard to this very illustrative story—which there seems no reason for
mistrusting—the contrast between the point of view of Herodotus and that
of the Spartan ephors deserves notice. Herodotus, while he affirms dis-
tinctly that it was the real story told by Kleomenés, suspects its truth, and
utters as much of scepticism as his pious fear will permit him : the ephors
find it in complete harmony both with their canon of belief and with their
religious feeling—RAeopévns 8¢ oot Encle, obre €l Yevdluevos ofire el danbéa
Adywy, Exw capnréws elrar Eete 8 Gv. . . . Tabra 8¢ Aéywy, mord Te xal
olkdra ééree SwaprifTnot Aéyew, kal dmépuye moAADY Tobs SubrovTas.

2 Compare Pausanias, ii. 20, 8
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described grew in some way or other out of the increasing pre-
sidential power which circumstances were tending to throw into
her hands. Now the complete temporary prostration of Argos
was one essential condition to the quiet acquisition of this
power by Sparta. Occurring as it did two or three years before
the aboverecounted adventure of the heralds, it removed the
only rival at that time both willing and able to compete with
Sparta—a rival who might well have prevented any effective
union under another chief, though she could no longer have
secured any Pan-Hellenic ascendency for herself—a rival who
would have seconded ZAgina in her submission to the Persians,
and would thus have lamed incurably the defensive force of
Greece. The ships which Kleomenés had obtained from the
Alginetans as well as from the Sikyonians, against their own
will, for landing his troops at Nauplia, brought upon both these
cities the enmity of Argos, which the Sikyonians compromised
by paying a sum of money, while the Aginetans refused to do
so.l The circumstances of the Kleomenic war had thus the
effect not only of enfeebling Argos, but of alienating her from
her natural allies and supporters, and clearing the ground for
undisputed Spartan primacy.

Returning now to the complaint preferred by Athens to the
Spartans against the traitorous submission of Aigina to Darius,
we find that king Kleomenés passed immediately over to that
island for the purpose of inquiry and punishment. He was
proceeding to seize and carry away as prisoners several of the
leading Acginetans, when Krius and some others among them
opposed to him a menacing resistance, telling him that he came
without any regular warrant from Sparta and under the influence
of Athenian bribes—that in order to carry authority, both the
Spartan kings ought to come together. It was not of their own
accord that the Aginetans ventured to adopt so dangerous a
course. Demaratus, the colleague of Kleomenés in the junior
or Prokleid line of kings, had suggested to them the step and
promised to carry them through it safely.? Dissension between
the two co-ordinate kings was no new phanomenon at Sparta.
But in the case of Demaratus and Kleomenés, it had broken out
some years previously on the occasion of the march against
Attica. Hence Demaratus, hating his colleague more than
ever, entered into the present intrigue with the Aginetans with
the deliberate purpose of frustrating his intervention. He

1 Herodot. vi. 92.
2 Herodot. vi. 50. Kplos—&Aeye 8¢ Taira & émioToAijs Tiis Anpapfitov.
Compare Pausan. iii. 4, 3.
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succeeded, so that Kleomenés was compelled to return to
Sparta ; not without unequivocal menace against Krius and the
other Aginetans who had repelled him,! and not without 2
thorough determination to depose Demaratus.

It appears that suspicions had always attached to the legit-
imacy of Demaratus’s birth. His reputed father Aristo, having
had no offspring by two successive wives, at last became en-
amoured of the wife of his friend Agétus—a woman of surpass-
ing beauty—and entrapped him into an agreement, whereby each
solemnly bound himself to surrender anything belonging to him
which the other mightask for. That which Agétus asked from
Aristo was at once given. In return, the latter demanded to
have the wife of Agétus, who was thunderstruck at the request
and indignantly complained of having been cheated into a sacra-
fice of all others the most painful : nevertheless the oath was
peremptory, and he was forced to comply. The birth of Demar-
atus took place so soon after this change of husbands, that when
it was first made known to Aristo, as he sat upon a bench along
with the ephors, he counted on his fingers the number of months
since his marriage, and exclaimed with an oath—* The child
cannot be mine.” He soon however retracted his opinion, and
acknowledged the child, who grew up without any question being
publicly raised as to his birth, and succeeded his father on
the throne. But the original words of Aristo had never been
forgotten, and private suspicions were still cherished that
Demaratus was really the son of his mother’s first husband.?

Of these suspicions Kleomenés now resolved to avail him-
self, exciting Leotychidés, the next heir in the Prokleid line of
kings, to impugn publicly the legitimacy of Demaratus—en-
gaging to second him with all his influence as next in order for the
crown—and exacting in return a promise that he would support
the intervention against Agina. Leotychidés was animated
not merely by ambition, but also by private enmity against De-
maratus, who had disappointed him of his intended bride. He
warmly entered into the scheme, arraigned Demaratus as no true
Herakleid, and produced evidence to prove the original doubts
expressed by Aristo. A serious dispute was thus raised at
Sparta, wherein Kleomenés, espousing the pretensions of Leoty-
chidés, recommended that the question as to the legitimacy of
Demaratus should be decided by reference to the Delphian
oracle. Through the influence of Kébon, a powerful native of

1 Herodot. vi, 50-61, 64. Anudpnros—pbvy kal byy xpeduevos.
2 Herodot. vi. 61, 62, 63.
C2



42 Histo'rr}; of Greece

Delphi, he procured from the Pythian priestess an answer pro-
nouncing that Demaratus was not the son of Aristo.! Leoty-
chidés thus became king of the Prokleid line, while Demaratus
descended into a private station, and was elected at the ensuing
solemnity of the Gymnopedia to an official function. The new
king, unable to repress a burst of triumphant spite, sent an
attendant to ask him in the public theatre, how he felt as an
officer having once been a king. Stung with this insult, De-
maratus replied that he himself had tried them both, and that
Leotychidés might in time come to try them both also: the
question (he added) shall bear its fruit—great evil, or great
good, to Sparta. So saying he covered his face and retired
home from the theatre—offered a solemn farewell sacrifice at
the altar of Zeus Herkeios, and solemnly adjured his mother to
declare to him who his real father was—then at once quitted
Sparta for Elis, under pretence of going to consult the Delphian
oracle.?

Demaratus was well known to be a high-spirited and ambitious
man—noted, among other things, as the only Lacedemonian
king down to the time of Herodotus who had ever gained a
chariot victory at Olympia. Hence Kleomenés and Leoty-
chidés became alarmed at the mischief which he might do
them in exile. By the law of Sparta, no Herakleid was allowed
to establish his residence out of the country, on pain of death.
This marks the sentiment of the Lacedzmonians, and Dema-
ratus was not the less likely to give trouble because they bad
pronounced him illegitimate.® Accordingly they sent in pur-
suit of him, and seized him in the island of Zakynthus. But
the Zakynthians would not consent to surrender him, so that he
passed unobstructed into Asia, where he presented himself to

1 Herodot. vi. 635, 66. In an analogous case aflterwards, where the
succession was disputed between Agesilaus the brother, and Leotychidés
the reputed son, of the deceased king Agis, the Lacedzemonians appear to
have taken upon themselves to pronounce Leotychidés illegitimate; or
rather to assume tacitly such illegitimacy by choosing Agesilaus in prefer-
ence, without the aid of the oracle (Xenophon, Hellen. iil. 3, 1-4;
Plutarch, Agesilaus, ¢. 3). The previous oracle from Delphi, however,
dvAdiacfar Thy XwAhy PBaogireloy, was cited on the occasion, and the
question was, in what manner it should be interpreted.

2 Herodot. vi. 68, 69. The answer made by the mother to this appeal
—informing Demaratus that he is the son either of King Aristo, or of the
hero Astrobakus—is extremely interesting as an evidence of Grecian
manners and feeling.

8 Plutarch, Agis, ¢. 11, kard 5% Twa vbuoy moraidy, bs obx &5 7dv ‘Hpa-
KAefdny & yuvaukds GARoSaris Texvoiabar, Tdy & dmeAbdyTa Tijs Smdprys éml
perokioud mpds érépovs dmobrharey xeheber .
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Darius, and was received with abundant favours and presents.!
We shall hereafter find him the companion of Xerxés, giving
to that monarch advice such as, if it had been acted upon,
would have proved the ruin of Grecian independence ; to which
however he would have been even more dangerous, if he had
remained at home as king of Sparta.

Meanwhile Kleomenés, having obtained a consentient colleague
in Leotychidés, went with him over to Aigina, eager to revenge
himself for the affront which had been put upon him. To the
requisition and presence of the two kings jointly, the Aginetans
did not dare to oppose any resistance. Kleomenés made
choice of ten citizens eminent for wealth, station, and influence,
among whom were Krius and another person named Kasambus,
the two most powerful men in the island. Conveying them
away to Athens, he deposited them as hostages in the hands of
the Athenians.? _

It was in this state that the affairs of Athens and of Greece
generally were found by the Persian armament which landed at
Marathon, the progress of which we are now about to follow.
And the events just recounted were of material importance,
considered in their interdict bearing upon the success of that
armament. Sparta had now, on the invitation of Athens, as-
sumed to herself for the first time a formal Pan-Hellenic primacy,
her ancient rival Argos being too much broken to contest it—
her two kings, at this juncture unanimous, employ their pre-
siding interference in coercing Agina, and placing Aginetan
hostages in the hands of Athens. The Zginetans would not
have been unwilling to purchase victory over a neighbour and
rival at the cost of submission to Persia, and it was the Spartan
interference only which restrained them from assailing Athens
conjointly with the Persian invaders ; thus leaving the hands of
the Athenians free, and their courage undiminished, for the
coming trial.

Meanwhile a vast Persian force, brought together in conse
quence of the preparation made during the last two years in
every part of the empire, had assembled in the Aleian plain of
Kilikia near the sea. A fleet of six hundred armed triremes,
together with many transports both for men and horses, was
brought hither for their embarkation : the troops were put on
board and sailed along the coast to Samosin Ionia. The Ionic
and Aolic Greeks constituted an important part of this arma-
ment, while the Athenian exile Hippias was on board as guide
and auxiliary in the attack of Attica. The generals were Datis,

1 Hetodot. vi. 70. 2 Herodot. vi. 73.



44 History of Greece

a Median—and Artaphernés, son of the satrap of Sardis so
named, and nephew of Darius. We may remark that Datis is
the first person of Median lineage who is mentioned as ap-
pointed to high command after the accession of Darius, which
had been preceded and marked, as I have noticed in a former
chapter, by an outbreak of hostile nationality between the
Medes and Persians. Their instructions were, generally, to re-
duce to subjection and tribute all such Greeks as had not
already given earth and water. But Darius directed them most
particularly to conquer Eretria and Athens, and to bring the
inhabitants as slaves into his presence.? These orders were
literally meant, and probably neither the generals nor the
soldiers of this vast armament doubted that they would be
literally executed ; and that before the end of the year, the
wives, or rather the widows, of men like Themistoklés and
Aristeidés would be seen among a mournful train of Athenian
prisoners onthe road from Sardis to Susa, thus accomplish-
ing the wish expressed by queen Atossa at the instance of
Démokédés.

The recent terrific storm near Mount Athos deterred the
Persians from following the example of Mardonius, and taking
their course by the Hellespont and Thrace. It was resolved
to strike straight across the Agean 3 (the mode of attack which
intelligent Greeks like Themistoklés most feared, even after the
repulse of Xerxés) from Samos to Eubcea, attacking the inter-
mediate islands in the way. Among those islands was Naxos,
which ten years before had stood a long siege, and gallantly re-
pelled the Persian Megabatés with the Milesian Aristagoras.
It was one of the main objects of Datis to efface this stain on the
Persian arms and to take a signal revenge on the Naxians.*
Crossing from Samos to Naxos, he landed his army on the

uisland, which he found an easier prize than he had expected.
The terrified citizens, abandoning their town, fled with their
families to the highest summits of their mountains ; while the

1 Herodot. vi, 94. Adriv re, ebvra M5jdor vévos, &e.

Cornelius Nepos (Life of Pausanias, ¢. 1) calls Mardonius a Mede;
which cannot be true, since he was the son of Gobryas, one of the seven
Persian conspirators (Herodot. vi. 43).

2 Herodot. vi. 94. évrethduevos B¢ dmémeuns, davdparodloavras *Epérpiay
ral *Abfvas, Byew Ewurd és BPw T4 avdpdmoda.

According to the Menexenus of Plato (c. 17, p. 245), Darius ordered
Datis to fulfil this order on peril of his own head : no such harshness
apfears in Herodotus.

Thuceyd. i. 93.

4 Herodot. vi. 95, 06. &nl Tabryy (Naxos) yop 8% wpdryy émeixov oTpa-

redeaBar of Tépoar, peuvnuévor T@v mpérepoy.
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Persians, seizing as slavesa few who had been dilatory in flight,
burnt the undefended town with its edifices sacred and profane.

Immense indeed was the difference in Grecian sentiment
towards the Persians created by the terror-striking reconquest
of Ionia, and by the exhibition of a large Phenician fleet in the
Zgean. The strength of Naxos was the same now as it had
been before the Ionic revolt, and the successful resistance then
made might have been supposed likely to nerve the courage of
its inhabitants. Yet such is the fear now inspired by a Persian
armament, that the eight thousand Naxian hoplites abandon
their towns and their gods without striking a blow,! and think
of nothing but personal safety for themselves and their families,
A sad augury for Athens and Eretria |

From Naxos Datis despatched his fleet round the other
Cyclades islands, requiring from each, hostages for fidelity and
a contingent to increase his army. With the sacred island of
Delos, however, he dealt tenderly and respectfully. The

slians had fled before his approach to Ténos, but Datis sent

rerald to invite them back again, promised to preserve their
rsons and property inviolate, and proclaimed that he had re-
express orders from the Great King to reverence the

in which Apollo and Artemis were born. His acts corre-

2d with this language ; for the fleet was not allowed to
the island, and he himself, landing with only a few at-

its, offered a magnificent sacrifice at the altar. As a
yortion of his armament consisted of Ionic Greeks, such
mced respect to the island of Delos may probably be

:d to the desire of satisfying their religious feelings ; for
wwr days cf early freedom, this island had been the scene

-heir solemn periodical festivals, as I have already more than

ce remarked.

Pursuing his course without resistance along the islands, and
demanding reinforcements as well as hostages from each, Datis
at length touched the southernmost portion of Eubcea—the
town of Karystus and its territory.? The Karystians at first re-
fused either to give hostages or to furnish reinforcements against
their friends and neighbours. But they were speedily com-
pelled to submission by the aggressive devastation of the in-
vaders. This was the first taste of resistance which Datis had
yet experienced ; and the facility with which it was overcome

! The historians of Naxos affirmed that Datis had been repulsed from
the island. We find this statement in Plutarch, De Malign. Herodot. c.
36, p. 869, among his violent and unfounded contradictions of Herodotus.

2 Herodot. vi. 99.
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gave him a promising omen as to his success against Eretria,
whither he soon arrived.

The destination of the armament was fio secret to the in-
habitants of this fated city, among whom consternation, aggra-
vated by intestine differences, was the reigning sentiment.
They made application to Athens for aid, which was readily
and conveniently afforded to them by means of those four
thousand kleruchs or out-citizens whom the Athenians had
planted sixteen years before in the neighbouring territory of
Chalkis. Notwithstanding such reinforcement, however, many
of them despaired of defending the city, and thought only of
seeking shelter on the unassailable summits of the island, as
the more numerous and powerful Naxians had already done
before them ; while another party, treacherously seeking their
own profit out of the public calamity, lay in wait for an oppor-
tunity of betraying the city to the Persians.! Though a public
resolution was taken to defend the city, yet so manifest was the
absence of that stoutness of heart which could alone avail to
save it, that a leading Eretrian named Aschinés was no
ashamed to forewarn the four thousand Athenian allies of t
coming treason, and urge them to save themselves before it
too late, They followed his advice and passed over to A
by way of Orépus; while the Persians disembarked their tr
and even their horses, in expectation that the Eretrians
come out and fight, at Tamyna and other places in the ter
As the Eretrians did not come out, they proceeded to lay
to the city, and for some days met with a brave resistanc
that the loss on both sides was considerable. At length tw.
the leading citizens, Euphorbus and Philagrus, with others,
trayed Eretria to the besiegers ; its temples were burnt, and 1
inhabitants dragged into slavery.? It is impossible to credit th
exaggerated statement of Plato, which is applied by him to the
Persians at Eretria as it had been before applied by Herodotus

1 Herodot, vi. 100. T&y 8¢ 'Eperpiéwy %y 8pa obdty dyés Bodrevua, of
pereméumovro uév *Abyvalous, éppdveov e Bipacias idéas® of uev yap adréwy
2BovAedorTo &xAimely Thy wéAw &s 78 Hkpa Tis EdBolys, EAAot 8¢ adréwy 18
épdea mpoadexduevos waps Tob Mépoew oloesbar mpodoainy éoxevdorro.

Allusion to this treason among the Eretrians is to be found in a saying
of Themistoklés (Plutarch, Themist. c. 11).

The story told by Hérakleidés Ponticus (ap. Athenee. xii. p. 536), of an
earlier Persian armament which had assailed Eretria and failed, cannot be
at all understood ; it rather looks like a mythe to explain the origin of the’
great wealth possessed by the family of Kallias at Athens—the Aakwd-
whovros. There is another story, having the same explanatory object, in
Pluatarch, Aristeidés, c. 3.

2 Herodot. vi. 101, 102,
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to the Persians at Chios and Samos—that they swept the
territory clean of inhabitants by joining hands and forming a
line across its whole breadth.! Evidently this is an idea, illus-
trating the possible effects of numbers and ruinous conquest,
which has been woven into the tissue of historical statements,
like so many other illustrative ideas in the writings of Greek
authors. That a large proportion of the inhabitants were
carried away as prisoners, there can be no doubt. But the
traitors who betrayed the town were spared and rewarded by the
Persians,? and we see plainly that either some of the inhabitants
must have been left, or new settlers introduced, when we
find the Eretrians reckoned ten years afterwards among the
opponents of Xerxés.

Datis had thus accomplished with little or no resistance one
of the two express objects commanded by Darius, and his army
were elated with the confident hope of soon completing the
other. After halting a few days at Eretria, and depositing in
e neighbouring islet of Agilia the prisoners recently captured,

: re-embarked his army to cross over to Attica, and landed in

e memorable bay of Marathon on the eastern coast—the spot

M- ted by the despot Hippias, who now landed along with

:rsians, twenty years after his expulsion from the govern-
Forty-seven years had elapsed since he had made as a

" man this same passage, from Eretria to Marathon, in
action with his father Peisistratus, on the occasion of the

1 restoration of the latter. On that previous occasion,
rce accompanying the father had been immeasurably in-

to that which now seconded the son. Yet it had been
amply sufficient to carry him in triumph to Athens, with
sble opposition from citizens alike irresolute and disunited.

! Plato, Legg. iil. p. 698, and Menexen. c. 10, p. 240; Diogen. Lagrt.
iii. 33; Herodot. vi. 31: compare Strabo, x. p. 446, who ascribes to
Herodotus the statement of Plato about the sayfrevsis of Eretria. Plato
says nothing about the betrayal of the city.

It is to be remarked, that in the passage of the Treatise de Legibus,
Plato mentions this story (about the Persians having swept the territory of
Eretria clean of its inhabitants) with some doubt as to its truth, and as if it
were a rumour intentionally circulated by Datis with a view to frighten
the Athenians. But in the Menexenus, the story is given as if it were an
authentic historical fact.

2 Plutarch, De Garrulitate, ¢. 15, p. 510. The descendants of Gongylus
the Eretrian, who passed over to the Persians on this occasion, are found
nearly a century afterwards in possession of a town and district in Mysia,
which the Persian king had bestowed upon their ancestor. Herodotus
does not mention Gongylus (Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 1, 6).

This surrender to the Persians drew upon the Eretrians bitter remarks
at the time of the battle of Salamis (Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 11).
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And the march of Hippias from Marathon to Athens would
now have been equally easy, as it was doubtless conceived to

be by himself, both in his waking hopes and in the dream = ¢
which Herodotus mentions—had not the Athenians whom he
{ound been men radically different from those whom he had
eft.

To that great renewal of the Athenian character, under the
democratical institutions which had subsisted since the dis-
possession of Hippias, I have already pointed attention in
a former chapter. The modifications introduced by Klei-
sthenés in the constitution had now existed eighteen or nineteen
years, without any attempt to overthrow them by violence.
The Ten Tribes, each with its constituent demes, had be-
come a part of the established habits of the country ; the
citizens had become accustomed to exercise a genuine and
self-determined decision, in their assemblies political as well as
judicial ; while even the senate of Areopagus, renovated by the
nine annual archons successively chosen who passed into it
after their year of office, had also become identified in feeling
with the constitution of Kleisthen&s. Individual citizens dou
less remained, partisans in secret, and perhaps corresponde
of Hippias. But the mass of citizens, in every scale of
could look upon his return with nothing but terror and avery
With what degree of newly-acquired energy the democr
Athenians could act in defence of their country and institut
. has already been related in a former chapter. But unfortu
we possess few particulars of Athenian history, during th
cade preceding 490 B.C., nor can we follow in detail the wor
of the government. The new form, however, which Athen
politics had assumed becomes partially manifest when we o
serve the three leaders who stand prominent at this importan
epoch—Miltiadés, Themistoklés, and Aristeidés.

The first of the three had returned to Athens three or four
years before the approach of Datis, after six or seven years’
absence in the Chersonesus of Thrace, whither he had been
originally sent by Hippias about the year 517-516 B.C, to in-
herit the property as well as the supremacy of his uncle the
cekist Miltiadés. As despot of the Chersonese, and as one of
the subjects of Persia, he had been among the Ionians who ac-
companied Darius to the Danube in his Scythian expedition.
He had been the author of that memorable recommendation
which Histizeus and the other despots did not think it their in-
terest to follow—of destroying the bridge and leaving the Persian 4
king to perish. Subsequently he had been unable to remain !
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permanently in the Chersonese, for reasons which have before
been noticed ; but he seems to have occupied it during the
period of the Ionic revolt,! What part he took in that revolt,
we do not know. He availed himself, however, of the period
while the Persian satraps were employed in suppressing it, and
deprived of the mastery of the sea, to expel, in conjunction with
forces from Athens, both the Persian garrison and the Pelasgic
inhabitants from the islands of Lemnos and Imbros. But the
extinction of the Ionic revolt threatened him with ruin. When
the Phenician fleet, in the summer following the capture of
Milétus, made its conquering appearance in the Hellespont,
he was forced to escape rapidly to Athens with his immediate
friends and property, and with a small squadron of five ships.
One of these ships, commanded by his son Metiochus, was
actually captured between the Chersonese and Imbros ; and
the Phenicians were most eager to capture Miltiadés himself,2
inasmuch as he was personally odious to Darius from his
strenuous recommendation to destroy the bridge over the
Danube. On arriving at Athens, after his escape from the
Phenician fleet, he was brought to trial before the judicial popu-
lar assembly for alleged misgovernment in the Chersonese, or
for what Herodotus calls “his despotism” there exercised.?
Probably the Athenian citizens settled in that peninsula may
have had good reason to complain of him,—the more so as he
had carried out with him the maxims of government prevalent
at Athens under the Peisistratids, and had in his pay a body
of Thracian mercenaries. However the people at Athens
honourably acquitted him, probably in part from the reputation
which he had obtained as conqueror of Lemnos;* and he was
one of the ten annually elected generals of the republic, during
the year of this Persian expedition—chosen at the beginning of
the Attic year, shortly after the summer solstice, at a time when
Datis and Hippias had actually sailed, and were known to be
approaching.

The character of Miltiadés is one of great bravery and decision
—qualities pre-eminently useful to his country on the present

! The chapter of Herodotus (vi. 40) relating to the adventures of
Miltiadés is extremely perplexing, as I have already remarked in a former
note: and Wesseling considers that it involves chronological difficulties
which our present MSS. do not enable us to clear up. Neither Schweig-
hiuser, nor the explanation cited in Bihr's note, is satisfactory.

2 Herodot. vi. 43-104. $ Herodot. vi. 30-104.

¢ Herodot. vi. 132. MiA7id8ns, xal mpbrepov eddoxipéwyv—i. e. before the
battle of Marathon. How much his reputation had been heightened by
the conquest of Lemnos, see Herodot. vi. 136.
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crisis, and the more useful as he was under the strongest motive
to put them forth, from the personal hostility of Darius towards
him. Yet he does not peculiarly belong to the democracy of
Kleisthenés, like his younger contemporaries Themistoklés and
Aristeidés. The two latter are specimens of a class of men new
at Athens since the expulsion of Hippias, and contrasting
forcibly with Peisistratus, Lykurgus, and Megaklés, the political
leaders of the preceding generation. Themistoklés and Ari-
steidés, different as they were in disposition, agree in being
politicians of the democratical stamp, exercising ascendency by
and through the people—devoting their time to the discharge
of public duties, and to the frequent discussions in the politi-
cal and judicial meetings of the people—manifesting those
combined powers of action, comprehension, and persuasive
speech, which gradually accustomed the citizens to look to
them as advisers as well as leaders—but always subject to
criticism and accusation from unfriendly rivals, and exercising
such rivalry towards each other with an asperity constantly in-
creasing. Instead of Attica disunited and torn into armed
factions, as it had been forty years before-—the Diakrii under
one man, and the Parali and Pedieis under others—we have
now Attica one and indivisible; regimented into a body of
orderly hearers in the Pnyx, appointing and holding to ac-
countability the magistrates, and open to be addressed by
Themistoklés, Aristeidés, or any other citizen who can engage
their attention.

Neither Themistoklés nor Aristeidés could boast a lineage
of gods and heroes, like the Aakid Miltiadés.® Both were of
middling station and circumstances. Aristeidés, son of Lysi-
machus, was on both sides of pure Athenian blood; but the
wife of Neoklés, father of Themistoklés, was a foreign woman
of Thrace or of Karia: and such an alliance is the less sur-
prising, since Themistoklés must have been born during the
dynasty of the Peisistratids, when the status of an Athenian
citizen had not yet acquired its political value. There was a
marked contrast between these two eminent men—those points
which stood most conspicuous in the one being comparatively
deficient in the other. In the description of Themistoklés,
which we have the advantage of finding briefly sketched by
Thucydidés, the circumstance most emphatically brought out
is, his immense force of spontaneous invention and apprehen-
sion, without any previous aid either from teaching or gradual

1 Herodot. vi. 35.
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practice. The might of unassisted nature! was never so
strikingly exhibited as in him. He conceived the complica-
tions of a present embarrassment, and divined the chances of
a mysterious future, with equal sagacity and equal quickness.
The right expedient seemed to flash upon his mind extempore,
even in the most perplexing contingencies, without the least
necessity for premeditation. He was not less distinguished for
daring and resource in action: when engaged on any joint
affairs, his superior competence marked him out as the leader
for others to follow, and no business, however foreign to his
experience, ever took him by surprise, or came wholly amiss to
him. Such is the remarkable picture which Thucydidés draws
of a countryman whose death nearly coincided in time with
his own birth. The untutored readiness and universality of
Themistoklés probably formed in his mind a contrast to the
more elaborate discipline, and careful preliminary study, with
which the statesmen of his own day—and Periklés especially,
the greatest of them—approached the consideration and dis-
cussion of public affairs. Themistoklés had received no
teaching from philosophers, sophists and rhetors, who were
the instructors of well-born youth in the days of Thucydidés,
and whom Aristophanés, the contemporary of the latter, so
unmercifully derides—treating such instruction as worse than
nothing, and extolling, in comparison with it, the unlettered
courage, with mere gymnastic accomplishments, of the victors
at Marathon.2 There is no evidence in the mind of Thucydidés
of any such undue contempt towards his own age. The same
terms of contrast are tacitly present to his mind, but he seems
to treat the great capacity of Themistoklés as the more a
matter of wonder, since it sprung up without that preliminary
cultivation which had gone to the making of Periklés.

The general character given by Plutarch,® though many of

1 Thucyd. i. 138.  fv ydp 8 Ocmororrils Befubrara 8 pboews lox iy
SnAdoas wal dapepbvrws Tt és adTd parAov érépwy blios Bavudaal* olkela
yap cuvéoet nal ofire mpopuabdy EsabThv obdty 087 Emipaldy, vov
Te mapaxpiipa O éhaxioTns BovAfs kpdTigTos yvduwy, kal TEY peANrTwy éxl
wAeloTov Tob yevnoouévov Epiotos elnaoths. Kal & uev petd xeipas Exor, kal
étnyhoasar olds Te* Gy B¢ Hmewpos eln, rpivar ikavds obx dmhAlaxto. T4 Te
Guewoy ) xelpov & 7§ apavel ¥ri wpoedpa pdAioTa” Kal TO Ebumay eimeiv,
dioews pev Suvdpet perérys 3¢ BpaxdryTy, xpdTioTos 8% edros
atTogxedid(etv T4 Séovra éyévero.

2 See the contrast of the old and new education, as set forth in Aristo
phanés, Nubes, 957~1003 ; also Ranzx, 1067,

About the training of Themistoklés, compared with that of the contempo-
raries of Periklés, see also Plutarch, Themistokl. c. 2.

3 Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 3, 4, 5; Cornelius Nepos, Themist. c. 1,
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his anecdotes are both trifling and apocryphal, is quite con-
sistent with the brief sketch just cited from Thucydidés.
Themistoklés had an unbounded passion—not merely for
glory, insomuch that the laurels of Miltiadés acquired at
Marathon deprived him of rest—but also for display of every
kind. He was eager to vie with men richer than himself in
showy exhibition—one great source, though not the only
source, of popularity at Athens—nor was he at all scrupulous
in procuring the means of doing so. Besides being assiduous
in attendance at the Ekklesia and the Dikastery, he knew most
of the citizens by name, and was always ready with advice to
them in their private affairs. Moreover he possessed all the
tactics of an expert party-man in conciliating political friends
and in defeating political enemies. And though he was in the
early part of his life sincerely bent upon the upholding and
aggrandisement of his country, and was on some most critical
occasions of unspeakable value to it, yet on the whole his
morality was as reckless as his intelligence was eminent. He
will be found grossly corrupt in the exercise of power, and
employing tortuous means, sometimes indeed for ends in
themselves honourable and patriotic, but sometimes also
merely for enriching himself. He ended a glorious life by
years of .deep disgrace, with the forfeiture of all Hellenic
esteem and brotherhood—a rich man, an exile, a traitor, and
a pensioner of the Great King, pledged to undo his own previous
work of liberation accomplished at the victory of Salamis.

Of Aristeidés we possess unfortunately no description from
the hand of Thucydidés. Yet his character is so simple and
consistent, that we may safely accept the brief but unqualified
encomium of Herodotus and Plato, expanded as it is in the
biography of Plutarch and Cornelius Nepos,! however little
the details of the latter can be trusted. Aristeidés was inferior
to Themistoklés in resource, quickness, flexibility, and power
of coping with difficulties ; but incomparably superior to him,
as well as to other rivals and contemporaries, in integrity public
as well as private; inaccessible to pecuniary temptations as
well as to other seductive influences, and deserving as well as
enjoying the highest measure of personal confidence. He is
described as the peculiar friend of Kleisthenés, the first founder
of the democracy>—as pursuing a straight and single-handed

1 Herodot. viil. 79 ; Plato, Gorgias, ¢. 172. #piosrov 8vdpa é&v *Abfvyat
xal ducardraTov.

2 Plutarch (Aristeidés, c¢. 1-4 ; Themistoklés, c. 3; An Seni sit gerenda
respublica, c. 12, p. 790; Przecepta Reip. Gerend. c. ii. p. 805).
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course in political life, with no solicitude for party-ties, and
with little care either to conciliate friends or to offend enemies
—as unflinching in the exposure of corrupt practices, by
whomsoever committed or upheld—as earning for himself the
lofty surname of the Just, not less by his judicial decisions in
the capacity of archon, than by his equity in private arbitrations
and even his candour in political dispute—and as manifesting,
throughout a long public life full of tempting opportunities, an
uprightness without flaw and beyond all suspicion, recognised
equally by his bitter contemporary the poet Timokreon! and
by the allies of Athens upon whom he first assessed the tribute.
Few of the leading men in any part of Greece were without
some taint on their reputation, deserved or undeserved, in
regard to pecuniary probity. But whoever became notoriously
recognised as possessing this vital quality, acquired by means
of it a firmer hold on the public esteem than even eminent
talents could confer. Thucydidés ranks conspicuous probity
among the first of the many ascendant qualities possessed by
Periklés ;* while Nikias, equal to him in this respect, though
immeasurably inferior in every other, owed to it a still larger
proportion of that exaggerated confidence which the Athenian
people continued so long to repose in him. The abilities of
Aristeidés—though apparently adequate to every occasion on
which he was engaged, and only inferior when we compare him -
with so remarkable a man as Themistoklés—were put in the
shade by this incorruptible probity ; which procured for him,
however, along with the general esteem, no inconsiderable
amount of private enmity from jobbers whom he exposed, and
even some jealousy from persons who heard it proclaimed with
offensive ostentation. We are told that a rustic and unlettered
citizen gave his ostracising vote and expressed his dislike
against Aristeidés,® on the simple ground that he was tired of
hearing him always called the Just. Now the purity of the
most honourable man will not bear to be so boastfully talked
of as if he were the only honourable man in the country.
The less it is obtruded, the more deeply and cordially will it
be felt: and the story just alluded to, whether true or false,
illustrates that natural reaction of feeling produced by absurd
encomiasts, or perhaps by insidious enemies under the mask of
encomiasts, who trumpeted forth Aristeidés as 77%¢ Just man
of Attica, so as to wound the legitimate dignity of every one
else. Neither indiscreet friends nor artful enemies, however,

1 Timokreon ap. Plutarch. Themistoklés, c. 2I.
2 Thucyd. ii. 65. 3 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 7.
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could rob him of the lasting esteem of his countrymen ; which
he enjoyed, though with intervals of their displeasure, to the
end of his life. He was ostracised during a part of the period
between the battles of Marathon and Salamis, at a time when
the rivalry between him and Themistoklés was so violent that
both could not remain at Athens without peril ; but the dangers
of Athens during the invasion of Xerxés brought him back
before the ten years of exile were expired. His fortune,
originally very moderate, was still further diminished during
the course of his life, so that he died very poor, and the state
was obliged to lend aid to his children.

Such were the characters of Themistoklés and Aristeidés,
the two earliest leaders thrown up by the Athenian democracy.
Halfa century before, Themistoklés would have been an active
partisan in the faction of the Parali or the Pedieis, while
Aristeidés would probably have remained an unnoticed citizen.
At the present period of Athenian history, the characters
of soldier, magistrate, and orator, were intimately blended
together in a citizen who stood forward for eminence, though
they tended more and more to divide themselves during the
ensuing century and a half. Aristeidés and Miltiadés were
both elected among the ten generals, each for his respective
tribe, in the year of the expedition of Datis across the AZgean,
and probably even after that expedition was known to be on
its voyage. Moreover we are led to suspect from a passage in
Plutarch, that Themistoklés also was general of his tribe on the
same occasion,! though this is doubtful ; but it is certain that
he fought at Marathon. The ten generals had jointly the
command of the army, each of them taking his turn to exercise
it for a day. In addition to the ten, the third archon or
polemarch was considered as eleventh in the military council.
The polemarch of this year was Kallimachus of Aphidnz.?

Such were the chiefs of the military force, and to a great
degree the administrators of foreign affairs, at the time when
the four thousand Athenian kleruchs or settlers planted in
Eubcea—escaping from Eretria, now invested by the Persians
—Dbrought word to their countrymen at home that the fall of
that city was impending. It was obvious that the Persian host
would proceed from Eretria forthwith against Athens. A few
days afterwards Hippias disembarked them at Marathon.

Of the feeling which now prevailed at Athens we have no
details. But doubtless the alarm was hardly inferior to that
which had been felt at Eretria, Opinions were not unanimous

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 5. 2 Herodot. vi. 109, 110.
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as to the proper steps to be taken, nor were suspicions of
treason wanting. Pheidippidés the courier was sent to Sparta
immediately to solicit assistance ; and such was his prodigious
activity, that he performed this journey of 150 miles, on foot,
in 48 hours.l Revealing to the ephors that Eretria was already
enslaved, he entreated their assistance to avert the same fate
from Athens, the most ancient city in Greece. The Spartan
authorities readily promised their aid, but unfortunately it was
now the ninth day of the moon. Ancient law or custom for-
bade them to march, in this month at least, during the last
quarter before the full moon ; but after the full, they engaged
to march without delay. Five days’ delay at this critical
moment might prove the utter ruin of the endangered city ;
yet the reason assigned seems to have been no pretence on
the part of the Spartans. It was mere blind tenacity of
ancient habit, which we shall find to abate, though never to
disappear, as we advance in their history.2 Indeed their delay
in marching to rescue Attica from Mardonius, eleven years
afterwards, at the imminent hazard of alienating Athens and
ruining the Hellenic cause, marks the same selfish dulness.
But the reason now given certainly looked very like a pretence,
so that the Athenians could indulge no certain assurance that
the Spartan troops would start even when the full moon
arrived.

In this respect the answer brought by Pheidippidés was
mischievous, as it tended to increase that uncertainty and
indecision which already prevailed among the ten generals, as
to the proper steps for meeting the invaders. Partly, perhaps,
in reliance on this expected Spartan help, five out of the ten
generals were decidedly averse to an immediate engagement
with the Persians; while Miltiadés with the remaining four
strenuously urged that not a moment should be lost in bring-
ing the enemy to action, without leaving time to the timid and
the treacherous to establish correspondence with Hippias and
to take some active step for paralysing all united action on the
part of the citizens. This most momentous debate, upon
which the fate of Athens hung, is represented by Herodotus
to have occurred at Marathon, after the army had marched
out and taken post there within sight of the Persians; while
Cornelius Nepos describes it as having been raised before the

1 Mr. Kinneir remarks that the Persian Cassids, or foot-messengers, will
travel for several days successively at the rate of sixty or seventy miles a
day (Geographical Memoir of Persia, p. 44).

2 Herodot. ix, 7-10.
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army quitted the citgr—upon the question, whether it was
prudent to meet the enemy at all in the field, or to confine
the defence to the city and the sacred rock. Inaccurate as
this latter author generally is, his statement seems more prob-
able here than that of Herodotus. For the ten generals would
scarcely march out of Athens to Marathon without having
previously resolved to fight: moreover, the question between
fighting in the field or resisting behind the walls, which had
already been raised at Eretria, seems the natural point on
which the five mistrustful generals would take their stand.
And probably indeed Miltiadés himself, if debarred from
immediate action, would have preferred to hold possession of
Athens, and prevent any treacherous movement from breaking
out there, rather than to remain inactive on the hills, watching
the Persians at Marathon, with the chance of a detachment
from their numerous fleet sailing round to Phalérum, and thus
distracting by a double attack both the city and the camp.

However this may be, the equal division of opinion among
the ten generals, whether manifested at Marathon or at Athens,
is certain. Miltiadés had to await the casting-vote of the
polemarch Kallimachus. To him he represented emphatically
the danger of delay, with the chance of some traitorous intrigue
occurring to excite disunion and aggravate the alarms of the
citizens. Nothing could prevent such treason from breaking
out, with all its terrific consequences of enslavement to the
Persians and to Hippias, except a bold, decisive, and immediate
attack—the success of which he (Miltiadés) was prepared to
guarantee. Fortunately for Athens, the polemarch embraced
the opinion of Miltiad&s ; while the seditious movements which
were preparing did not show themselves until after the battle
had been gained. Aristeidés and Themistoklés are both
recorded to have seconded Miltiadés warmly in this proposal,
while all the other generals agreed in surrendering to Miltiadés
their days of command, so as to make him as much as they
could the sole leader of the army. It is said that the latter
awaited the day of his own regular turn before he fought the
battle.! Yet considering the eagerness which he displayed to
bring on an immediate and decisive action, we cannot suppose
that he would have admitted any serious postponement upon
such a punctilio.

While the army were mustered on the ground sacred to
Héraklés near Marathon, with the Persians and their fleet
occupying the plain and shore beneath, and in preparation for

1 Herodot. vi. 110.
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immediate action—they were joined by the whole force of the
little town of Platea, consisting of about 1000 hoplites, who
had marched directly from their own city to the spot, along
the southern range of Kitheerdn, and passing through Dekeleia.
We are not told that they had ever been invited. Very
probably the Athenians had never thought of summoning aid
from this unimportant neighbour, in whose behalf they had taken
upon themselves a lasting feud with Thebes and the Beeotian
league.! Their coming on this important occasion seems to
have been a spontaneous effort of gratitude, which ought not
to be the less commended because their interests were really
wrapped up in those of Athens—since if the latter had been
conquered, nothing could have saved Platea from being sub-
dued by the Thebans. Yet many a Grecian town would have
disregarded both generous impulse and rational calculation,
in the fear of provoking a new and terrific enemy. If we
summon up to our imaginations all the circumstances of the
case—which it requires some effort to do, because our author-
ities come from the subsequent generations, after Greece had
ceased to fear the Persians—we shall be sensible that this
volunteer march of the whole Platan force to Marathon is
one of the most affecting incidents of all Grecian history.
Upon Athens generally it produced an indelible impression,
commemorated ever afterwards in the public prayers of the
Athenian herald,? and repaid by a grant to the Platzzans of the
full civil rights (seemingly without the political rights) of
Athenian citizens. Upon the Athenians then marshalled at
Marathon its effect must have been unspeakably powerful and
encouraging, as a proof that they were not altogether isolated
from Greece, and as an unexpected countervailing stimulus
under circumstances so full of hazard.

Of the two opposing armies at Marathon, we are told that
the Athenians were 10,000 hoplites, either including, or besides,
the 1000 who came from Plateea.® This statement is no way
improbable, though it does not come from Herodotus, who is

1 Herodot. vi. 108-112. 2 Thucyd. iii. 55.

3 Justin states 10,000 Athenians, besides Ioco Platzans. Cornelius
Nepos, Pausanias and Plutarch give 10,000 as the sum total of both. Justin,
ii. 9; Corn. Nep. Miltiad. c. 4 ; Pausan. iv. 25, 5 ; x. 20, 2: comparealso
Suidas, v. ‘Inrias.

Heeren (De Fontibus Trogi Pompeii, Dissertat. ii. 7) affirms that Trogus
or Justin follows Herodotus in matters concerning the Persian invasions of
Greece. He cannot have compared the two very attentively ; for Justin
not only states several matters which are not to be found in Herodotus,
but is at variance with the latter on some particulars not unimportant.
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our only really valuable authority on the case, and who
mentions no numerical total. Indeed the number named
may seem smaller than we should have expected, considering
that no less than 4000 kleruchs or out-settled citizens had just
come over from Eubeea. A sufficient force of citizens must of
course have been left behind to defend the city. The numbers
of the Persians we cannot be said to know at all, nor is there
anything certaln except that they were greatly superior to the
Greeks. We hear from Herodotus that their armament
originally consisted of six hundred ships of war, but we are
not told how many separate transports there were ; moreover,
reinforcements had been procured as they came across the
Zgean from theislands successively conquered. The aggregate
crews on board of all their ships must have been between
150,000 and 200,000 men. Yet what proportion of these were
fighting-men, or how many actually did fight at Marathon, we
have no means of determining.! There were a certain pro-
portion of cavalry, and some transports expressly prepared
for the conveyance of horses. Moreover, Herodotus tells us
that Hippias selected the plain of Marathon for a landing-
place, because it was the most convenient spot in Attica for
cavalry movements—though it is singular, that in the battle
the cavalry are not mentioned.

1 Justin (ii. g) says that the total of the Persian army was 600,000, and
that 200,000 perished. Plato (Menexen. p. 240) and Lysias (Orat, Funebr.
c. 7) speak of the Persian total as 500,000 men, Valerius Maximus (v. 3),
Pausanias (iv. 25), and Plutarch (Parallel. Grzc. ad init.), give 300,000
men, Cornelius Nepos (Miltiadés, c. 5) gives the more moderate total of
110,000 men.

See the observations on the battle of Marathon made both by Colonel
Leake and by Mr. Finlay, who have examined and described the locality :
Ieake on the Demi of Attica, in Transactions of the Royal Society of
Literature, vol. il. p. 160 s¢g. ; and Finlay on the Battle of Marathon, in
the same Transactions, vol. iii. p. 360-380, &c.

Both have given remarks on the probable numbers of the armies
assembled ; but there are really no materials, even for a probable guess, in
respect to the Persians. The silence of Herodotus {whom we shall find
hereafter very circumstantial as to the numbers of the army under Xerxés)
seems to show that he had no information which he could trust. His
account of the battle of Marathon presents him in honourable contrast with
the loose and boastful assertors who followed him.. For though he does
not tell us much, and falls lamentably short of what we should like to know,
yet all that lie does say is reasonable and probable as to the proceedings of
both armies ; and the little which he states becomes more trustworthy on
that very account—because it 75 so little—showing that he keeps strictly
within his authorities.

There is nothing in the account of Herodotus to make us believe that he
had ever visited the ground of Marathon,
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Marathon, situated near to a bay on the eastern coast of Attica,
and in a direction E.N.E. from Athens, is divided by the high
ridge of Mount Pentelikus from the city, with which it commun-
icated by two roads, one to the north, another to the south of
that mountain. Of these two roads, the northern, at once the
shortest and the most difficult, is twenty-two miles in length:
the southern—longer but more easy, and the only one practic-
able for chariots—Iis twenty-six miles in length, or about six
and a half hours of computed march. It passed between
Mounts Pentelikus and Hymettus, through the ancient demes
of Gargéttus and Palléné, and was the road by which Peisi-
stratus and Hippias, when they landed at Marathon forty-seven
years before, had marched to Athens. The bay of Marathon,
sheltered by a projecting cape from the northward, affords both
deep water and a shore convenient for landing ; while *its plain
(says a careful modern observerl) extends in a perfect level
along this fine bay and is in length about six miles, in breadth
never less than about one mile and a half. Two marshes
bound the extremities of the plain: the southern is not very
large, and is almost dry at the conclusion of the great heats;
but the northern, which generally covers considerably more
than a square mile, offers several parts which are at all seasons

1 See Mr. Finlay on the Battle of Marathon, Transactions, &c., vol. iii.
pp. 364, 368, 383, wt supra: compare Hobhouse (Lord Broughton),
Journey in Albania, i. p. 432.

Colonel Leake thinks that the ancient town of Marathon was not on the
exact site of the modern Marathon, but at a place called Vrana, a little to
the south of Marathon (Leake on the Demi of Attica, in the Transactions
of the Royal Society of Literature, 1829, vol. ii. p. 166).

‘¢ Below these two points,” he observes, *“(the tumuli of Vrand and the
hill of Kotréni) the plain of Marathon expands to the shore of the bay,
which is near two miles distant from the opening of the valley of Vrani. It
is moderately well cultivated with corn, and is one of the most fertile spots
in Attica, though rather inconveniently subject to inundations from the two
torrents which cross it, particularly that of Marathéna. From Lucian (in
Icaro-Menippo) it appears that the parts about (Enoé were noted for their
fertility, and an Egyptian poet of the fifth century has celebrated the vines
and olives of Marathon. Itis natural to suppose that the vineyards occupied
the rising grounds ; and it is probable that the olive-trees were chiefly
situated m the two valleys, where some are still growing : for as to the
plain itself, the circumstances of the battle incline one to believe that it was
anciently as destitute of trees as it is at the present day.” (Leake, on the
Demi of Attica, Trans. of Roy. Soc. of Literature, vol. ii. p. 162.)

Colonel Leake further says, respecting the fitness of the Marathonian
ground for cavalry movements : ‘“ As I rode across the plain of Marathon
with a peasant of Vrana, he remarked to me that it was a fine place for
cavalry to fight in. None of the modern Marathonii were above the rank
of labourers : they have heard that a great battle was once fought there, but
that is all they know.” (Leake, ## sup,, ii. p. 175.)
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impassable. Both however leave a broad, firm, sandy beach
between them and the sea. The uninterrupted flatness of the
plain is hardly relieved by a single tree ; and an amphitheatre
of rocky hills and rugged mountains separates it fro' a the rest
of Attica, over the lower ridges of which some steep and
difficult paths communicate with the districts of the interior.”

The position occupied by Miltiadés before the battle, iden-
tified as it was to all subsequent Athenians by the sacred grove
of Héraklés near Marathon, was probably on some portion of
the high ground above this plain. Cornelius Nepos tells us
that he protected it from the attacks of the Persian cavalry by
felled trees obstructing the approach. The Persians occupied
a position on the plain ; their fleet was ranged along the beach,
and Hippias himself marshalled them for the battle The
native Persians and Sake, the best troops in the whole army,
were placed in the centre, which they considered as the post of
honour,? and which was occupied by the Persian king himself,
when present at a battle. The right wing was so regarded by
the Greeks, and the polemarch Kallimachus had the command
of it. The hoplites were arranged in the order of their respec-
tive tribes from right to left, and at the extreme left stood the
Plateeans. It was necessary for Miltiadés to present a front
equal or nearly equal to that of the more numerous Persian,
host, in order to guard himself from being taken in flank.
With this view he drew up the central tribes, including the
Leontis and Antiochis, in shallow files and occupying a large
breadth of ground ; while each of the wings was in stronger and
deeper order, so as to make his attack efficient on both sides.
His whole army consisted of hoplites, with some slaves as un-
armed or light-armed attendants, but without either bowmen or
cavalry. Nor could the Persians have been very strong in this

1 Herodot, vi, 107.

2 Plutarch, Symposiac. i. 3, p. 619; Xenophon. Anabas. i 8, 2r1;
Avrrian, i1, 8, 18; i 11, 16.

We may compare, with this established battle-array of the Persian armies,
that of the Turkish armies, adopted and constantly followed ever since the
victorious battle of Tkonium in 1386, gained by Amurath L. over the Kara-
manians, The European troops (or those of Rum) occupy the left wing:
the Asiatic troops {or those of Anatoli) the right wing : the Janissaries are
in the centre. The Sultan, or the Grand Visir, surrounded by the national
cavalry or Spahis, is in the central point of all (Von Hammer, Geschichte
des Osmannischen Reichs, book v. vol. i. p. 199).

About the honour of occupying the right wing in a Grecian army, see in
particular the animated dispute between the Athenians and the Tegeates
before the battle of Platzea (Herodot. ix. 27). It is the post assigned to the
heroic kings of legendary warfare (Eurip. Supplices, 657).
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latter force, seeing that their horses had to be transported across
the Agean: but the elevated position of Miltiadés enabled
them to take some measure of the numbers under his command,
and the entire absence of cavalry in his army could not but
confirm the confidence with which a long career of uninterrupted
victory had impressed their generals.

At length the sacrifices in the Greek camp were favourable
for battle. Miltiadés, who had everything to gain by coming
immediately to close quarters, ordered his army to advance at a
running step over the interval of one mile which separated the
two armies. This rapid forward movement, accompanied by
the war-cry or pzan which always animated the charge of the
Greek soldier, astounded the Persian army. They construed it
as anact of desperate courage little short of insanity, in a body
not only small but destitute of cavalry or archers—but they at
the same time felt their conscious superiority sink within them.,
It seems to have been long remembered also among the Greeks
as the peculiar characteristic of the battle of Marathon, and
Herodotus tells us that the Athenians were the first Greeks who
ever charged at a runl It doubtless operated beneficially in
rendering the Persian cavalry and archers comparatively inno-
cuous, but we may reasonably suppose that it also disordered
the Athenian ranks, and that when they reached the Persian
front, they were both out of breath and unsteady in that line
of presented spears and shields which constituted their force.

! Herodot. vi. 112. TlpdTot uev ydp ‘EAMpwy mdvTwy Ty Huels Buev,
Spbug és moAeulovs éxphoavto.

The running pace of the charge was obviously one of the most remarkable
events connected with the battle. Colonel Leake and Mr. Finlay seem
disposed to reduce the run to a quick march ; partly on the ground that the
troops must have been disordered and out of breath by running amile. The
probability is, that they really were so, and that such was the great reason
of the defeat of the centre. It is very probable that a part of the mile run
over consisted of declivity. I accept the account of Herodotus literally,
though whether the distance be exactly stated, we cannot certainly say:
indeed the fact is, that it required some steadiness of discipline to prevent
‘he step of hoplites, when charging, from becoming accelerated into a run.
See the narrative of the battle of Kunaxa in Xenoph. Anabas. i. 8, 18;
Diodor. xiv. 23 : compare Polyzn. ii. 2, 3. The passage of Diodorus here
-eferred to contrasts the advantages with the disadvantages of the running
tharge.

Bgth Colonel Leake and Mr. Finlay try to point out the exact ground
ccupied by the two armies : they differ in the spot chosen, and I cannot
hink that there is sufficient evidence to be had in favour of any spot. Leake
hinks that the Persian commanders were encamped in the plain of
[ricorythos, separated from that of Marathon by the great marsh, and
:ommunicating with it only by means of a causeway (Leake, Transact. ii,
5, 170).
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On the two wings, where the files were deep, such disorder
produced no mischievous effect: the Persians, after a certain.
resistance, were overborne and driven back, But in the centre, .-
where the files were shallow, and where moreover the native
Persians and other choice troops of the army were posted, the
breathless and disordered Athenian hoplites found themselves
in far greater difficulties. The tribes Leontis and Antiochis,
with Themistoklés and Aristeidés among them, were actually
defeated, broken, driven back, and pursued by the Persians and
Sake.! Miltiadés seems to have foreseen the possibility of
such a check when he found himself compelled to diminish
so materially the depth of his centre. For his wings, having
routed the enemies opposed to them, were stayed from pursuit
until the centre was extricated, and the Persians and Sake put
to flight along with therest. The pursuit then became general,
and the Persians were chased to their ships ranged in line along
the shore, Some of them became involved in the impassable
marsh and there perished.? The Athenians tried to set the
ships on fire, but the defence here was both vigorous and suc- :
cessful—several of the forward warriors of Athens were slain,
and only seven ships out of the numerous fleet destroyed.®
This part of the battle terminated to the advantage of the
Persians. They repulsed the Athenians from the sea-shore, so
as to secure a safe re-embarkation ; leaving few or no prisoners,
but a rich spoil of tents and equipments which had been
disembarked and could not be carried away.

Herodotus estimates the number of those who fell on the
Persian side in this memorable action at 6400 men. The
number.of Athenian dead is accurately known, since all were
collected for the last solemn obsequies—they were 192. How
many were wounded we do not hear. The brave Kallimachus
the polemarch, and Stesilaus one of the ten generals, were
among the slain; together with Kynegeirus son of Euphorion,
who, in laying hold on the poop-staff of one of the vessels, had
his hand cut off by an axe,* and died of the wound. He was

3
.
h

L Herodot. vi. 113. Kard Tobro pty 8}, vicwy of BdpBapor, kal fhavres,
&lwrov és Thy pecoyalay.

Herodotus here tells us the whole truth without disguise : Plutarch
(Aristeidés, c. 3) only says that the Persian centre madea longer resistance,
and gave the tribes in the Grecian centre more trouble to overthrow.

2 Pausan. i. 32, 6.

3 Herodot. vi. I13~II5.

4 Herodot. vi. 114. This is the statement of Herodotus respecting Kyne-
geirus. How creditably does his character as an historian contrast with
that of the subsequent romancers ! Justin tells us that Kynegeirus first

{
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brother of the poet Zschylus, himself present at the fight; to
whose imagination this battle at the ships must have emphati-
aally recalled the fifteenth book of the Iliad. Both the slain
Athenian generals are said to have perished in the assault
of the ships, apparently the hottest part of the combat.
The statement of the Persian loss as given by Herodotus
appears moderate and reasonable,! but he does not specify
any distinguished individuals as having fallen.

But the Persians, though thus defeated and compelled to
abandon the position of Marathon, were not yet disposed to
relinquish altogether their chances against Attica. Their fleet
was observed to take the direction of Cape Sunium—a portion
being sent to take up the Eretrian prisoners and the stores
which had been left in the island of Aigilia. At the same
time a shield, discernible from its polished surface afar off, was
seen held aloft upon some high point of Attica 2—perhaps on the
summit of Mount Pentelikus, as Colonel Leake supposes with
much plausibility. The Athenians doubtless saw it as well as
the Persians ; and Miltiadés did not fail to put the right inter-
pretation upon it, taken in conjunction with the course of the
departing fleet. The shield was a signal put up by partisans
in the country, to invite the Persians round to Athens by
tiea, while the Marathonian army was absent. Miltiadés saw
through the plot, and lost not a moment in returning to Athens.
On the very day of the battle, the Athenian army marched
back with the utmost speed from the precinct of Héraklés at
Marathon to the precinct of the same god at Kynosarges close
to Athens, which they reached before the arrival of the Persian

seized the vessel with his right hand: that was cut off, and he held the
vessel with his left : when he had lost that also, he seized the ship with his
teeth ¢ like a wild beast” (Justin, ii. 9g)—Justin seems to have found this
statement in many different authors: ¢‘Cynegiri militis virtus, multis
seriptorum Jaudibus celebrata.”

1" For the exaggerated stories of the numbers of Persians slain, see Xeno-
phon. Anabas. iii, 2, 12; Plutarch, De Malign. Herodot. ¢, 26, p. 862;
Justin, ii. 9; and Suidas, v. HowiAn.

In the account of Ktésias, Datis was represented as having been killed in
the battle, and it was further said that the Athenians refused to give up his
body for interment ; which was one of the grounds whereupon Xerxés after-
wards invaded Greece. It is evident that in the authorities which Ktésias
followed, the alleged death of Datis at Marathon was rather emphatically
dwelt upon. See Kitésias, Persica, c. 18-21, with the note of Bihr, who is
‘inclined to defend the statement against Herodotus.

2 Herodot. vi. 124. *AvedéxOn pév yap donls, kal Tovro odx fort EAAws
“;ei-;re?zlr Eybvero ydp b5 uéy o1 v § bvabélas odx ¥xw Td mposwripw eimeiv
L TOUTEWY.
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fleetl Datis soon came off the port of Phalérum ; but the
partisans of Hippias had been so dismayed by the rapid return
of the Marathonian army, that he did not find those aids and
facilities which he had anticipated for a fresh disembarkation
in the immediate neighbourhood of Athens. Though too late
however, it seems that he was not much too late. The Mara-
thonian army had only just completed their forced return-march.
A little less quickness on the part of Miltiadés in deciphering
the treasonable signal, and giving the instant order of march—
a little less energy on the part of the Athenian citizens in
superadding a fatiguing march to a no less fatiguing combat—
and the Persians with the partisans of Hippias might have been
found in possession of Athens. As the facts turned out, Datis,
finding at Phalérum no friendly movement to encourage him,
but, on the contrary, the unexpected presence of the soldiers
who had already vanquished him at Marathon—made no
attempt again to disembark in Attica, but sailed away, after a
short delay, to the Cyclades.

Thus was Athens rescued, for this time at least, from 4
danger not less terrible than imminent. Nothing could have
rescued her except that decisive and instantaneous attack which
Miltiadés so emphatically urged. The running step on the
field of Marathon might cause some disorder in the ranks of
the hoplites ; but extreme haste in bringing on the combat was
the only means of preventing disunion and distraction in the
minds of the citizens. Imperfect as the account is which
Herodotus gives of this most interesting crisis, we see plainly
that the partisans of Hippias had actually organised a con-
spiracy, and that it only failed by coming a little too late. The
bright shield uplifted on Mount Pentelikus, apprising the
Persians that matters were prepared for them at Athens, was
intended to have come to their view before any action had
taken place at Marathon, and while the Athenian army were
yet detained there ; so that Datis might have sent a portion of
his fleet round to Phalérum, retaining the rest for combat with
the enemy before him, If it had once become known to the
Marathonian army that a Persian detachment had landed at

1 Herodot. vi. 116, Obror ptv 5% mepiémAwor Sodwor. *Afnvaior BE, &
mobday elxov, vdx10Ta é8oNbeor és 7b Borv kal ¥pfnody Te dmnduevos,
wply % Tobs BapBdpous Hikew, xal dorpuronededoarre dmvypévar & ‘HpaAnlon
700 & Mapafdvi & dAAe ‘Hpaxhiov 78 é&v Kuvoadpyel,

Plutarch (Bellone an Pace clariores fuerint Athenienses, c. 8, p. 350
represents Miltiadés as returning to Athens on the day af?er the battle
it must have been on the same afternoon, according to the account o
Herodotus.
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Phalérum 1—where there was a good plain for cavalry to actin,
prior to the building of the Phaléric wall, as had been seen in
the defeat of the Spartan Anchimolius by the Thessalian
cavalry, in 5r1o B.c—that it had been joined by timid or
treacherous Athenians, and had perhaps even got possession of
the city—their minds would have been so distracted by the
double danger, and by fears for their absent wives and children,
that they would have been disqualified for any unanimous
execution of military orders. Generals as well as soldiers
would have become incurably divided in opinion—perhaps
even mistrustful of each other. The citizen-soldier of Greece
generally, and especially of Athens, possessed in a high degree
both personal bravery and attachment to order and discipline.
But his bravery was not of that equal, imperturbable, uninquir-
ing character, which belonged to the battalions of Wellington
or Napoleon. It was fitful, exalted or depressed by casual
occurrences, and often more sensitive to dangers absent and
unseen, than to enemies immediately in his front. Hence the
advantage, so unspeakable in the case before us, and so well
appreciated by Miltiadés, of having one undivided Athenian
army—with one hostile army, and only one, to meet in the
ficld. When we come to the battle of Salamis, ten years later,
it will be seen that the Greeks of that day enjoyed the same
advantage. But the wisest advisers of Xerxés impressed upon
him the prudence of dividing his large force, and of sending
detachments to assail separate Greek states—which would
infallibly produce the effect of breaking up the combined
Grecian host, and leaving no central or co-operating force for
the defence of Greece generally. Fortunately for the Greeks,
the childish insolence of Xerxés led him to despise all such
advice, as implying conscious weakness. Not so Datis and
Hippias. Sensible of the prudence of distracting the attention
of the Athenians by a double attack, they laid a scheme, while
the main army was at Marathon, for rallying the partisans of
Hippias, with a force to assist them in the neighbourhood of
Athens, and the signal was upheld by these partisans as soon
as their measures were taken. But the rapidity of Miltiadés so
precipitated the battle, that this signal came too late, and was
only given “ when the Persians were already in their ships,”?
after the Marathonian defeat. Even then it might have proved
dangerous, had not the movements of Miltiadés been as rapid

1 Herodot v. 62, 63.
2 Herodot. vi. 115. Tolot Iépays: dvadétar Gomida, olat 437 év 1o
vouat.
VOL, V. D
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after the victory as before it. If time had been allowed fo
the Persian movement on Athens before the battle of Marathon
had been fought, the triumph of the Athenians might well have
been exchanged for a calamitous servitude. To Miltiadés
belongs the credit of having comprehended the emergency
from the beginning, and overruled the irresolution of his
colleagues by his own single-hearted energy. The chances
all turned out in his favour—for the unexpected junction of
the Plateeans in the very encampment of Marathon must have
wrought up the courage of his army to the highest pitch. Not
" only did he thus escape. all the depressing and distracting §
accidents, but he was fortunate enough to find this extraneous ¢
encouragement immediately preceding the battle, from a source H
on which he could not have calculated. {
I have already observed that the phase of Grecian history:
best known to us, and amidst which the great authors from
whom we draw our information lived, was one of contempt for
the Persians in the field. It requires some effort of imagination
to call back previous feelings after the circumstances have been
altogether reversed. Perhaps even Aschylus the poet, at the-
time when he composed his tragedy of the Persz to celebrate
the disgraceful flight of the invader Xerxés, may have forgotten
the emotions with which he and his brother Kynegeirus must
have marched out from Athens fifteen years before, on the eve
of the battle of Marathon. Again, therefore, the fact must be
brought to view, that down to the time when Datis landed in
the bay of Marathon, the tide of Persian success had never yet
been interrupted, and that especially during the ten years
immediately preceding, the high-handed and cruel extinction of
the Jonic revolt had aggravated to the highest pitch the alarm
of the Greeks. To this must be added the successes of Datis
himself, and the calamities of Eretria, coming with all the fresh-..
ness of novelty as an apparent sentence of death to Athens.:
The extreme effort of courage required in the Athemans, to-
encounter such invaders, is attested by the division of opinion
among the ten generals. Putting all the circumstances together,
it is without a parallel in Grecian history. It surpasses even
the combat of Thermopyle, as will appear when I come to.
describe that memorable event. And the admirable conduct
of the five dissentient generals, when outvoted by the decision.
of the polemarch against them, in co-operating heartily for the
success of a policy which they deprecated—proves how much
the feelings of a constitutional democracy, and that entire
acceptance of the pronounced decision of the majority on
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vwhich it rests, had worked themselves into the Athenian mind.
The combat of Marathon was by no means a very decisive
defeat, but it was a defeat—the first which the Persians had
ever received from Greeks in the field. If the battle of Salamis,
ten years afterwards, could be treated by Themistoklés as a
bair-breadth escape for Greece, much more is this true of the
batt'e of Marathon ;! which first afforded reasonable proof, even
to discerning and resolute Greeks, that the Persians might be
effectually repelled, and the independence of European Greece
maintained against them-—a conviction of incalculable value in
elerence to the formidable trials destined to follow.

Upon the Athenians themselves, the first to face in the field
successfully the terrific look of a Persian army, the effect of the
JActory was yet more stirring and profound.? It supplied them

vth resolution for the far greater actual -sacrifices which they
. ‘heerfully underwent ten years afterwards, at the invasion of
I ierx8s, without faltering in their Pan-Hellenic fidelity. It
istrengthened them at home by swelling the tide of common
sentiment and patriotic fraternity in the bosom of every
'individual citizen. It was the exploit of Athenians alone, but
of all Athenians, without dissent or exception—the boast of
srators, repeated until it almost degenerated into common-place,
hough the people seem “never to have become weary of
aliusions to their single-handed victory over a host of forty-six
rauons.® It had been purchased without a drop of intestine
bloodshed—for even the unknown traitors who raised the signal
shield on Mount Pentelikus, took care not to betray themselves
by want of apparent sympathy with the triumph. Lastly, it
was the final guarantee of their democracy, barring all chance
of restoration of Hippias for the future. Themistoklés 4 is said

1 Herodot. viil. 109. Huels 8¢, efpnua vip eSphrauer Hudas Te xkal Ty
EAAdBa, vépos TogovTo aripdrwy dvwaduevor.

* Pausanias, 1. 14, 4; Thucyd. i 73. ¢autv ydp Mapaddsi e ubvos
Frpokivduvetoar 7§ BapBdpy, &c.

Herodot. vi. 112, mp@roi 8¢ dwéoxovro éo0ird Te Mndiuchy Spéwrres, rad
wioas TabTny donuévovs’ Téws 8¢ v TolotEANNCL kal 7d ovoua TS MAdwy
- 56305 droboat.

It is not unworthy of remark, that the memorable oath in the oration of
Demosthenés, de Corons, wherein he adjures the warriors of Marathon,
«upies the phrase of Thucydidés—ob u& Tobs &v Mapabiw wportvduved-
ravras Téy mpoydvwy, &c. (Demosthen. de Corond, c. 60),

3 So the computation stands in the language of Athenian orators (Herodot.
ix. 27). It would be unfair to examine it critically.

4 Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 3. According to Cicero (Epist. ad Attic.
ix. 10) and Justin (ii. 9), Hippias was killed at Marathon. Suidas (v.
‘Immias) says that he died afterwards at Lemnos. Neither of these statements
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to have been robbed of his sleep by the trophies of Miltiadés,
and this is cited in proof of his ambitious temperament. Vet
without supposing either jealousy or personal love of glory, the -
rapid transit from extreme danger to unparalleled triumph
might well deprive of rest even the most sober-minded
Athenian,

‘Who it was that raised the treacherous signal shield, to attract
the Persians to Athens, was never ascertained. Very probably,
in the full exultation of success, no investigation was made. Of
course, however, the public belief would not be satisfied without
singling out some persons as the authors of such a treason. The
information received by Herodotus (probably about 450-440
B.C., forty or fifty years after the Marathonian victory) ascribed
the deed to the Alkmednids. He does not notice any other
reported authors, though he rejects the allegation against the’,
Alkma6nids upon very sufficient grounds. They were a race/
religiously tainted, ever since the Kylonian sacrilege, and wer
therefore convenient persons to brand with the odium of ar/
anonymous crime; while party feud, if it did not originally!
invent, would at least be active in spreading and certifyingt
such rumours. At the time when Herodotus knew Athens,
the political enmity between Periklés son of Xanthippus, and}
Kimon son of Miltiadés, was at its height. Periklés belonged|
by his mother’s side to the Alkmadnid race, and we know that -
such lineage was made subservient to political manceuvres
against him by his enemies.! Moreover the enmity between
Kimon and Periklés had been inherited by both from their
fathers ; for we shall find Xanthippus, not long after the battle
of Marathon, the prominent accuser of Miltiadés. Though
Xanthippus was not an Alkmeaednid, his marriage with Agaristé
connected himself indirectly, and his son Periklés directly, with
that race. And we may trace in this standing political feud
probable origin for the false reports as to the treason of th
Alkmeonids, on that great occasion which founded the glor
of Miltiadés ; for that the reports were false, the intrinsic proé1
babilities of the case, supported by the judgement of Herodotus,§
afford ample ground for believing. .

When the Athenian army made its sudden return-march fro
Marathon to Athens, Aristeid4s with his tribe was left to guar
the field and the spoil; but the speedy retirement of Dati

seems probable. Hippias would hardly go to Lemnos, which wasl
an Athenian possession ; and had he been slain in the battle, Herodotus
would have been likely to mention it.

1 Thueyd. i. 126.
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from Attica left the Athenians at full liberty to revisit the scene,
and discharge the last duties to the dead. A tumulus was
erected on the field ! (such distinction was never conferred by
Athens except in this case only) to the one hundred and ninety-
two Athenian citizens who bad been slain. Their names were
inscribed on ten pillars erected at the spot, one for each tribe :
there was also a second tumulus for the slain Platzans, a third
for the slaves, and a separate funeral monument to Miltiadés
himself. Six hundred years after the battle, Pausanias saw the
tumulus, and could still read on the pillars the names of the
immortalised warriors.2 Even now a conspicuous tumulus
exists about half a mile from the sea-shore, which Colonel Leake
believes to be the same.® The inhabitants of the deme of
Marathon worshipped these slain warriors as heroes, along with
their own eponymus, and with Héraklés.

So splendid a victory had not been achieved, in the belief of
the Athenians, without marked supernatural aid. The god
Pan had met the courier Pheidippidés on his hasty route from
Athens to Sparta, and had told him that he was much hurt
that the Athenians had as yet neglected to worship him ;¢ in
spite of which neglect, however, he promised them effective aid
at Marathon. The promise of Pan having been faithfully
executed, the Athenians repaid it by a temple with annual
worship and sacrifice. Moreover, the hero Theseus was seen
strenuously assisting in the battle; while an unknown warrior,
in rustic garb and armed only with a ploughshare, dealt
destruction among the Persian ranks: after the battle he could
not be found, and the Athenians, on asking at Delphi who he
was, were directed to worship the hero Echetlus.® Even in the
time of Pausanias, this memorable battle-field was heard to
resound every night with the noise of combatants and the
snorting of horses. “It is dangerous (observes that pious
author) to go to the spot with the express purpose of seeing
what is passing ; but if a man finds himself there by accident,
without having heard anything about the matter, the gods will
not be angry with him.” The gods (it seems) could not pardon
the inquisitive mortal who deliberately pryed into their secrets.
Amidst the ornaments with which Athens was decorated during

1 Thucyd. ii. 34.

2 Pausan. i. 32, 3. Compare the elegy of Kritias ap. Athenz, i. p. 28.

8 The tumulus now existing is about thirty feet high, and two hundred
yards in circumference. (Leake on the Demi of Attica; Transactions of
Royal Soc. of Literat. ii. p. 171.)

¢ Herodot. vi. 105 ; Pausan. i. 28, 4.
b Platarch, Theseus, c. 24 ; Pausan. i. 32, 4.
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the free working of her democracy, the glories of Marathon of
course occupied a conspicuous place. The battle was painted on
one of the compartments of the portico called Pcekilé, wherein,
amidst several figures of gods and heroes—Athéné, Héraklés,
Theseus, Echetlus, and the local patron Marathon—were seen
honoured and prominent the polemarch Kallimachus and
the general Miltiadés, while the Platzeans were distinguished
by their Beeotian leather casques.! The sixth of the month
Boédromion, the anniversary of the battle, was commemorated
by an annual ceremony even down to the time of Plutarch.?

1 Pausan, i 15, 4 ; Démosthen. cont. Newr. c. 25.

2 Herodot, vi. 120; Plutarch, Camill. ¢. 19 ; De Malignit. Herodoti,
¢. 26, p. 862 ; and De Glorid Atheniensium, c. 7.

Boé&dromion was the third month of the Attic year, which year began
shortly after the summer solstice. The first three Attic months, Heka-
tombzeon, Metageitnion, Boédromion, correspond (speaking in a loose
manner) nearly to our July, August, September.

From the fact that the courier Pheidippidés reached Sparta on the ninth
day of the moon, and that the 2000 Spartans arrived in Attica on the third
day after the full moon, during which interval the battle took place—we
see that the sixth day of Boédromion could not be the sixth day of the
moon. The Attic months, though professedly lunar months, did not at this
"time therefore accurately correspond with the course of the moon. See
Mr. Clinton, Fast. Hellen. ad an. 490 B.¢c. Plutarch (in the Treatise De
Malign. Herodoti, above referred to) appears to have no conception of this
discrepancy between the Attic month and the course of the moon. A portion
of the censure which he casts on Herodotus is grounded on the assumption
that the two must coincide.

M. Boeckh, following Fréret and Larcher, contests the statement of
Plutarch, that the battle was fought on the sixth of the month Bo&dromion,
but upon reasons which appear to me insufficient. His chief argument
rests upon another statement of Plutarch (derived from some lost verses of
Aschylus), that the tribe Aantis had the right wing or post of honour at
the battle ; and that the public vote, pursuant to which the army was led
out of Athens, was passed during the prytany of the tribe Aantis. He
assumes, that the reason why this tribe was posted on the right wing, must
have been, that it had drawn by lot the first prytany in that particular
year : if this be granted, then the vote for drawing out the army must have
been passed in the first prytany, or within the first thirty-five or thirty-six
days of the Attic year, during the space between the first of Hekatombzeon
and the fifth or sixth of Metageitnion, But it is certain that the interval,
which took place between the army leaving the city and the battle, was
much less than one month—we may even say less than one week., The
battle therefore {Boeckh contends) must have been fought between the
sixth and tenth of Metageitnion. (Plutarch, Symposiac. i. 10, 3, and
Ideler, Handbuch der Chronologie, vol. i. p. 291.) Herodotus (vi. 171)
says that the tribes were arranged in line ds fpfuéorro—*‘as they were
numbered "—which is contended to mean necessarily the arrangement
between them, determined by lot for the prytanies of that particular year.
““In acie instruendd (says Boeckh, Comment. ad Corp. Inscript. p. 299)
Athenienses non constantem, sed variabilem secundum prytanias, ordinem
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Two thousand Spartans started from their city immediately
after the full moon, and reached the frontier of Attica on the

secutos esse, ita ut tribus ex hoc ordine inde a dextro cornu disponerentur,
docui in Commentatione de pugni Marathonid.” Procemia Lect. Univ.
Berolin. stiv. a. 1816.

The Procemia here referred to I have not been able to consult, and they
may therefore contain additional reasons to prove the point advanced, viz.
that the order of the ten tribes in line of battle, beginning from the right
wing, was conformable to their order in prytanising, as drawn by lot for
the year ; but I think the passages of Herodotus and Plutarch now before
us insufficient to establish this point. From the fact that the tribe Fantis
had the right wing at the battle of Marathon, we are by no means warranted
in inferring that that tribe had drawn by lot the earliest prytany in the
year. Other reasons, in my judgement equally probable, may be assigned
in explanation of the circumstance : one reason, I think, decidedly more
probable. This reason is, that the battle was fought during the prytany of
the tribe Aantis, which may be concluded from the statement of Plutarch,
that the vote for marching out the army from Athens was passed: during
the prytany of that tribe ; for the interval, between the march of the army
out of the city and the battle, must have been only very few days. More-
over, the deme Marathon belonged to the tribe Aantis (see Boeckh, ad
Inscript. No. 172, p. 309): the battle being fought in their deme, the
Marathonians may perhaps have claimed on this express ground the post of
honour for their tribe ; just as we see that at the first battle of Mantineia
against the Lacedzemonians, the Mantineians were allowed to occupy the
right wing or post of honour, ‘‘becaunse the battle was fought in their terri-
tory ” (Thucyd. v. 67). Lastly, the deme Aphidne also belonged to the
tribe (Eantis (see Boeckh, /4 ¢.): now the polemarch Kallimachus was an
Apbidnzan (Herodot. vi. 109), and Herodotus expressly tells us, “the
law or custom #%ez stood among the Athenians, that the polemarch should
have the right wing ”—§ yap vduos 7é7e elxe oftw Toior *Abnvaloige, Tdv
woréuapxor Exew wépas Td delidy (vi. 111). Where the polemarch stood,
there his tribe would be likely to stand : and the language of Herodotus
indeed seems directly to imply that he identifies the tribe of the polemarch
with the polemarch himself—fyeouévov 8¢ TolTov, étedérovro &s &pibuéovro
af pvAal, éxduevar EAAMAwrv—meaning that the order of tribes began by that
of the polemarch being in the leading position, and was then ““ taken up ”
by the rest ““in numerical sequence ”—z. ¢. in the order of their prytanising
sequence for the year.

Here are a concurrence of reasons to explain why the tribe Zantis had
the right wing at the battle of Marathon, even though it may not have
been first in the order of prytanising tribes for the year. Boeckh there-
fore is not warranted in inferring the second of these two facts from the
first.

The concurrence of these three reasons, all in favour of the same conclu-
sion, and all independent of the reason supposed by Boeckh, appears to me
to have great weight ; but I regard the first of the three, even singly taken,
as more probable than his reason. If my view of the case be correct, the
sixth day of Boédromion, the day of battle as given by Plutarch, is not to
be called in question. That day comes in the second prytany of the year,
which begins about the sixth of Metageitnion, and ends about the twelfth
of Boédromion, and which must in this year have fallen to the lot of the
tribe Aantis. On the first or second day of Bogdromion, the vote for
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third day of their march—a surprising effort, when we consider
that the total distance from Sparta to Athens was about one

marching out the army may have passed ; on the sixth the battle was fought ;
both dlring the prytany of this tribe.

I am not prepared to carry these reasons further than the particular case
of the battle of Marathon, and the vindication of the day of that battle as
stated by Plutarch ; nor would I apply them to later periods, such as the
Peloponnesian war., It is certain that the army regulations of Athens were
considerably modified between the battle of Marathon and the Pelopon-
nesian war, as well in other matters as in what regards the polemarch; and
we have not sufficient information to enable us to determine whether in
that later period the Athenians followed any known or perpetual rule in
the battle order of the tribes. Military considerations, connected with the
state of the particular army serving, must have prevented the constant
observance of any rule. Thus we can hardly imagine that Nikias, com-
manding the army before Syracuse, could have been tied down to any
invariable order of battle among the tribes to which his hoplites belonged.
Moreover, the expedition against Syracuse lasted more than one Attic year:
can it be believed that Nikias, on receiving information from Athens of the
sequence in which the prytanies of the tribes had been drawn by lot during
the second year of his expedition, would be compelled to marshal his army
in a new battle order conformably to it? As the military operations of the
Athenians became more extensive, they would find it necessary to leave
such dispositions more and more to the general serving in every particular
campaign. It may well be doubted whether during the Peloponnesian war
any established rule was observed in marshalling the tribes for battle.

One great motive which induces critics to maintain that the battle was
fought in the Athenian month Metageitnion, is, that that month coincides
with the Spartan month Karneius, so that the refusal of the Spartans to
march before the full moon is construed to apply only to the peculiar
sanctity of this last-mentioned month, instead of being a constant rule for
the whole year. I perfectly agree with these critics, that the answer given
by the Spartans to the courier Pheidippidés cannot be held to prove a
regular, invariable Spartan maxim, applicable throughout the whole year,
not to begin a march in the second quarter of the moon : very possibly, as
Boeckh remarks, there may have been some festival impending during the
particular month in question, upon which the Spartan refusal to march was
founded. But no inference can be deduced from hence to disprove the
sixth of Boédromion as the day of the battle of Marathon : for though the
months of every Grecian city were professedly lunar, yet they never coin-
cided with each other exactly or long together, because the systems of
intercalation adopted in different cities were different : there was great
irregularity and confusion (Plutarch, Aristeidés,c. 193 Aristoxenus, Harmon.
il. p. 30: compare also K. F. Hermann, Ueber die Griechische Monats-
kande, p. 26, 27, Gottingen, 1844 : and Boeckh, ad Corp. Inscript. t. i

. 734)-
P Granting therefore that the answer given by the Spartans to Pheidippidés
is to be construed, not as a general rule applicable to the whole year, but as
referring to the particular month in which it was given—no inference can
be drawn from hence as to the day of the battle of Marathon, because either
one of the two following suppositions is possible :—1. The Spartans may
have had solemnities on the day of the full moon, or on the day before
it, in otker months besides Karneius; 2. or the full moon of the Spartan
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hundred and fifty miles. They did not arrive, however, unti}
the battle had been fought and the Persians departed.
Curiosity led them to the field of Marathon to behold the
dead bodies of the Persians ; after which they returned home,
bestowing well-merited praise on the victors.

Datis and Artaphernés returned across the Zgean with
their Eretrian prisoners to Asia ; stopping for a short time at
the island of Mykonos, where discovery was made of a gilt
image of Apollo carried off as booty in a Phenician ship.
Datis went himself to restore it to Deélos, requesting the
Delians to carry it back to the Delium or temple of Apollo on
the eastern coast of Beeotia : the Delians however chose to
keep the statue until it was reclaimed from them twenty years
afterwards by the Thebans. On reaching Asia, the Persian
generals conducted their prisoners up to the court of Susa and
nto the presence of Darius. Though he had been vehemently
incensed against them, yet when he saw them in his power, his
wrath abated, and he manifested no desire to kill or harm
them. They were planted at a spot called Arderikka, in the
Kissian territory, one of the resting-places on the road from
Sardis to Susa, and about twenty-six miles distant from the
latter place. Herodotus seems himself to have seen their
descendants there on his journey between the two capitals, and
to have had the satisfaction of talking to them in Greek—which
we may easily conceive to have made some impression upon
him, at a spot distant by nearly three months’ journey from the
coast of Ionia.}

Karneius may actually have fallen, in the year 490 B.c., on the fifth or sixth
of the Attic month Bo&dromion. .

Dr. Thirlwall appears to adopt the view of Boeckh, but does not add
anything énaterial to the reasons in its favour (Hist. of Gr. vol. ii. Append.
I1I. p. 488).

1 Herodot, vi. 119. Darius—a¢éas m9s Kicalys xdpns rarolxice év
orafud éwutob TG obvoua 'Apdépucra—:evbaita Tobs *Eperpiéas karoikige
Aapeios, of ral uéxpi éuéo elxov Ty xdpnw TavTNy, durdoTovTes THY dpxainy
yA@ooav. The meaning of the word orafuds is explained by Herodot. v.
52, oTabuds éwvTod is the same as orabuds BaciAfios: the particulars which
Herodotus recounts about Arderikka, and its remarkable well or pit of
bitumen, salt, and oil, give every reason to believe that he had himself
stopped there.

Strabo places the captive Eretrians in Gordyéné, which would be con-
siderably higher up the Tigris; upon whose authority we doe not know
{Strabo, xv. 747).

The many particulars which are given respecting the descendants of these
Eretrians in Kissia, by Philostratus in his Life of Apolionius of Tyana, as
they are alleged to have stood even in the first century of the Christian wra,
cannot be sately quoted. With 2ll the fiction there contained, some truth

D2
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Happy would it have been for Miltiadés if he had shared
the honourable death of the polemarch Kallimachus—¢animam
exhalasset opimam ”—in seeking to fire the ships of the defeated:
Persians at Marathon. The short sequel of his history will be
found in melancholy contrast with the Marathonian heroism.

His reputation had been great before the battle, and after it
the admiration and confidence of his countrymen knew no
bounds. These feelings reached such a pitch, that his head was
turned, and he lost both his patriotism and his prudence. He
proposed to his countrymen to incur the cost of equipping an
armament of seventy ships with an adequate armed force, and
to place it altogether at his discretion; giving them no
intimation whither he intended to go, but merely assuring
them that if they would follow him, he would conduct them to
a land where gold was abundant, and thus enrich them. Such
"a promise, from the lips of the recent victor of Marathon, was
sufficient. The armament was granted, no man except Miltiadés
knowing what was its destination. He sailed immediately to
the island of Paros, laid siege to the town, and sent in a herald
to require from the inhabitants a contribution of one hundred
talents, on pain of entire destruction. His pretence for this
attack was, that the Parians had furnished a trireme to Datis
for the Persian fleet at Marathon; but his real motive (so
Herodotus assures us?!) was vindictive animosity against a
Parian citizen named Lysagoras, who had exasperated the
Persian general Hydarnés against him. The Parians amused
him at first with evasions, until they had procured a little delay
to repair the defective portions of their wall, after which they
set him at defiance. In vain did Miltiadés prosecute hostilities
against them for the space of twenty-six days: he ravaged the
island, but his attacks made no impression upon the town.?
Begmnmg to despair of success in his military operations, he
entered into some negotiation (such at least was the tale of the

may perhaps be mingled ; but we cannot discriminate it (Philostratus, Vit.
Apollcn. i. c. 24-30).

1 Herodot. vi, 133. &mAee émd Hapav, wpbpaciy gxwv &s of Mdptoe
urﬂpgay wpéTepot a'rpa.’reuép.evot 'rpmpel. és Mapaﬂwva &‘uu T¢ Hepo’n TovTo
uev 3 mpboxnua Tov Adyov Hy+ &rdp Twa kal Eykorov elxe Toiat Maploigt di&
Avoaydpea Tov Tiglew, ébva yévos Tidpiov, dwaBardyra wy mpds “Codprea Tov
TLépony.

2 Ephorus (Fragm. 107, ed. Didot ; ap. Stephan. Byz. v. Ildpos) gave an
account of this expedition in several points different from Herodotus, which
fatter I here follow. The authority of Herodotus is preferable in every
respect ; the more so, since Ephorus gives his narrative as a sort of explana-
tion of the peculiar phrase &vamapid{erv, Explanatory narratives of that
sort are usually little worthy of attention.
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Parians themselves) with a Parian woman named Timd,
priestess or attendant in the temple of Démétér near the town-
gates. 'This woman, promising to reveal to him a secret which
would place Paros in his power, induced him to visit by night
a temple to which no male person was admissible. Having
leaped the exterior fence, he approached the sanctuary; but
on coming near, he was seized with a panic terror and ran
away, almost out of his senses. On leaping the same fence to
get back, he strained or bruised his thigh badly, and became
utterly disabled. In this melancholy state he was placed on
ship-board ; the siege being raised, and the whole armament
returning to Athens.

Vehement was the indignation both of the armament and of
the remaining Athenians against Miltiadés on his return?  Of
this feeling Xanthippus, father of the great Periklés, became
the spokesman. He impeached Miltiadés before the popular
judicature, as having been guilty of deceiving the people and
as having deserved the penalty of death. The accused himself,
disabled by his injured thigh, which even began to show
symptoms of gangrene, was unable to stand or to say a
word in his own defence. He lay on his couch before the
assembled judges, while his friends made the best case they
could in his behalf, Defence, it appears, there was none ; all
they could do was to appeal to his- previous services: they
reminded the people largely and emphatically of the inestimable

! Herodot, vi. 136. ’Afyvaio: B¢ &« Tdpov MiAmiddea dmovosThoavra
Eoxov &v agréuaci, of Te EAAo:, kal udAiora Edvfimmos 6 ’Apippovest bs
favdTov dmayaydy vmd vby Smov MiAridSea, édiwke Tis Abpvalwy amdrys
elvecev. MiaTidBns 8¢, adrds pév wapedw, obr dmelayéeTor Ay yap &dbvaros,
GoTe anmouévov 1ol unped., Tpoxeiuévou 8t abrod v uAlvy, dmeparoroyéovro
of pidot, THs pdxms Te Tis év Mapabdvt yevouévns moAAd émiueuvnpuévor, Kal
Thv Aupvov aipecir bs by Afjuvéy Te kal Ticduevos Tods IleAaayobs,
wapédwie *Abyvaloior.  Tlpoaryevopévov 8¢ Tob dAuov adrd kard THY &wéAvewr
Tob favdrov, (puidcavros 8¢ katd THv &duclny wevThrovra TaAdvrowd,
MiATid8ns uév perd Tabra, cpaxeAloavrés Te Tob unpod Kkal ocamévros,
TeAevTq* Ta B¢ wevrhkovTa TdAavta éérioer & wdis abrod Kiuww.

Plato (Gorgias, ¢. 153, p. 516) says that the Athenians passed a vote to
cast Miltiad&s into the barathrum (éuBaneiv éynpirarro), and that he would
have been actually thrown in, if it had not been for the Prytanis, 7. e. the
president, by turn for that day, of the prytanising senators and of the
Ikklesia. The Prytanis may perhaps have been among those who spoke
to the dikastery on behalf of Miltiadés, deprecating the proposition made
by Xanthippus ; but that he should have caused a vote once passed to be
actually rescinded, is incredible. The Scholiast on Aristeidés {cited by
Valckenaer ad Herodot. vi. 136) reduces the exaggeration of Plato to
something more reasonable—"Ore q&p explvera MiATiddns émdl 7§ Mdpe,
W0éanoay adrdy katakpnuvicar & 8t mpbrawis eloenfov éipThoaTe
atTdy, :



76 History of Greece

exploit of Marathon, coming in addition to his previous con-
quest of Lemnos. The assembled dikasts or jurors showed
their sense of such powerful appeals by rejecting the proposition
of his accuser to condemn him to death ; but they imposed on
him the penalty of fifty talents “for his iniquity.” Cornelius
Nepos affirms that these fifty talents represented the expenses
incurred by the state in fitting out the armament. But we
may more probably believe, looking to the practice of the
Athenian dikastery in criminal cases, that fifty talents was the
minor penalty actually proposed by the defenders of Miltiadés
themselves, as a substitute for the punishment of death.

In those penal cases at Athens, where the punishment was
not fixed beforehand by the terms of the law, if the person
accused was found guilty, it was customary to submit to the
jurors, subsequently and separately, the question as to amount
of punishment : first, the accuser named the penalty which he
thought suitable ; next, the accused person was called upon to
name an amount of penalty for himself, and the jurors were
constrained to take their choice between these two—no third
gradation of penalty being admissible for consideration.! Of

! That this was the habitual course of Attic procedure in respect to
public indictments, wherever a positive amount of penalty was not
previously determined, appears certain. See Platner, Prozess und Klagen
bei den Attikern, Abschn. vi. vol. i. p. 201; Heffter, Die Atheniische
Gerichtsverfassung, p. 334. Meler und Schomann (Der Attische Prozess,
b. iv. p. 725) maintain that any one of the dikasts might propose a third
measure of penalty, distinct from that proposed by the accuser as well as
the accused. In respect to public indictments, this opinion appears
decidedly incorrect ; but where the sentence to be pronounced involved
a compensation for private wrong and an estimate of damages, we cannot
so clearly determine whether there was not sometimes a greater latitude in
originating propositions for the dikasts to vote upon. It is to be recollected
that these dikasts were several hundred, sometimes even more, in number—
that there was no discussion or deliberation among them-——and that it was
absolutely necessary for some distinct proposition to be laid before them to
take a vote upon. In regard to some offences, the law expressly permiited
what was called a mpooriunua 3 that is, after the dikasts had pronounced
the full penalty demanded by the accuser, any other citizen, who thought
the penalty so imposed insufficient, might call for a certain limited amount
of additional penalty, and require the dikasts to vote upon it—ay or no.
The votes of the dikasts were given, by depositing pebbles in two casks,
under certain-arrangements of detail, .

The &ydv Tuntds, Sl Tunrds, or trial including this separate ad-
measurement of penalty—as distinguished from the 8ixn éarfunros, or trial
where the penalty was predetermined, and where there was no tfumois, or
vate of admeasurement of penalty—is an important line of distinction in
the subject-matter of Attic procedure; and the practice of calling on the
accused party, after having been pronounced guilty, to impose upon himselt
a counter-penalty or under-penalty (dvriripiofas or dmoryudobar) in contrast
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course, under such circumstances, it was the interest of the
accused party to name, even in his own case, some real and
serious penalty—something which the jurors might be likely to
deem not wholly inadequate to his crime just proved ; for if he
proposed some penalty only trifling, he drove them to prefer
the heavier sentence recommended by his opponent. Ac-
cordingly, in the case of Miltiadés, his friends, desirous of
inducing the jurors to refuse their assent to the punishment of
death, proposed a fine of fifty talents as the self-assessed
penalty of the defendant; and perhaps they may have stated,
as an argument in the case, that such a sum would suffice to
defray the costs of the expedition. The fine was imposed, but
Miltiadés did not live to pay it: his injured limb mortified,
and he died, leaving the fine to be paid by his son Kimon.
According to Cornelius Nepos, Diodorus, and Plutarch, he
was put in prison, after having been fined, and there died.!

with that named by the accuser, was a convenient expedient for bringing
the question to a substantive vote of the dikasts, Sometimes accused
persons found it convenient to name very large penalties on themselves, in
order to escape a capital sentence invoked by the accuser (see Démosthen.
cont. Timokrat. c. 34, p. 743 R.). Nor was there any fear (as Platner
imagines) that in the generality of cases the dikasts would be left under the
necessity of choosing between an extravagant penalty and something
merely nominal; for the interest of the accused party himself would
prevent this from happening. Sometimes we see him endeavouring by
entreaties to prevail upon the accuser voluntarily to abate something of the
penalty which he had at first named. The accuser might probably do this,
if he saw that the dikasts were not likely to go along with that first
proposition,

In one particular case, of immortal memory, that which Platner con-
templates actually did happen ; and the death of Sokratés was the effect of
it." Sokratés, having been found guilty, only by a small majority of votes.
among the dikasts, was called upon to name a penalty upon himself, in
opposition to that of death urged by Melétus. He was in vain entreated
by his friends to name a fine of some tolerable amount, which they would
at once have paid in his behalf ; but he would hardly be prevailed upon to
name any penalty at all, afirming that he had deserved honour rather than
punishment : at last he named a fine so small in amount, as to be really
tantamount to an acquittal. Indeed, Xenophon states that he would not
name any counter-penalty at all; and in the speech ascribed to him, he
contended that he had even merited the signal honour of a public main-
tenance in the Prytaneium (Plato, Apol. Sok. ¢. 27; Xenoph. Apol. Sok.
233 Diogen. Laért. ii. 41). Plato and Xenophon do not agree; but
taking the two together, it would seem that he must have named a very
small fine, There can be little doubt that this circumstance, together with
the tenor of his defence, caused the dikasts to vote for the proposition of
Melétus.

1 Cornelius Nepos, Miltiadés, ¢, 7; and Kimon, c. 1; Plutarch, Kimon,
¢. 4 ; Diodorus, Fragment. lib. x. All these authors probably drew from the
same original fountain ; perhaps Ephorus (see Marx ad Ephori Fragmenta,
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But Herodotus does not mention this imprisonment, nor does
the fact appear to me probable: he would hardly have omitted
to notice it, had it come to his knowledge. Immediate
imprisonment of a person fined by the dikastery, until his fine
was paid, was not the natural and ordinary course of Athenian
procedure, though there were particular cases in which such
aggravation was added. Usually a certain time was allowed
for payment,! before absolute execution was resorted to;
though the person under sentence became disfranchised and
excluded from all political rights, from the very instant of his
condemnation as a public debtor, until the fine was paid.
Now in the instance of Miltiadés, the lamentable condition of
his wounded thigh rendered escape impossible—so that there
would be no special motive for departing from the usual
practice, and imprisoning him forthwith : moreover if he was
not imprisoned forthwith, he would not be imprisoned at all,
since he cannot have lived many days after his trial? To

p. 212) ; but we have no means of determining. Respecting the alleged
imprisonment of Kimon, however, they must have copied from different
aunthorities, for their statements are all different. Diodorus states, that
Kimon put himself voluntarily into prison after his father had died there,
because he was not permitted on apy ether condition to obtain the body
of his deceased father for burial. Cornelius Nepos affirms that he was
imprisoned, as being legally liable to the state for the unpaid fine of his
father., Lastly, Plutarch does not represent him as having been put into
prison at all. Many of the Latin writers follow the statement of Diodorus:
see the citations in Bos’s note on the above passage of Cornelinas Nepos,

There can be no hesitation in adopting the account of Platarch as the
true one. Kimon neither was, nor could be, in prison, by.the Attic law,
for an unpaid fine of his father; but after his father’s death, he became
liable for the fine, in this sense-—that he remained disfranchised (#ryuos}
and excluded from his rights as a citizen, until the fine was paid: see
Démosthen. cont. Timokrat, c. 46, p. 762 R.

1 See Boeckh, Pablic Economy of Athens, b. iii. ch. 13, p. 390 Engl.
Transk (vol. 1. p. 420 Germ.); Meier und Schomann, Attisch. Prozess, p.
744. Dr. Thirlwall takes a different view of this point, with which I
cannot concur (Hist. Gr. vol. iii. Append. II. p. 488); though his yeneral
remarks on the trial of Miltiadés are just and appropriate (ch. xiv. p.
273).

7Comelius Nepos (Miltiadés, ¢. 8§ ; Kimon, c¢. 3) says that the misconduct
connected with Paros was only a pretence with the Athenians for punishing
Miltiad8s; their real motive (he affirms) was envy and fear, the same
feelings which dictated the ostracism of Kimon. How little there is to
justify this fancy, may be seen even from the nature of the punishment
inflicted. Fear would have prompted them to send away or put to death
Miltiad&s, not to fine him. The ostracism, which was dictated by fear, was
a temporary banishment,

2 The interval between his trial and his decease is expressed in Herodotus
(vi. 136} by the difference between the present participle oymropévov and the
past participle samévros Tab unpod.
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carry away the suffering general in his couch, incapable of
raising himself even to plead for his own life, from the
presence of the dikasts to a prison—would not only have been
a needless severity, but could hardly have failed to imprint
itself on the sympathies and the memory of all the beholders ;
so that Herodotus would have been likely to hear and mention
it, if it had really occurred. I incline to believe therefore that
Miltiadés died at home. All accounts concur in stating that
he died of the mortal bodily hurt which already disabled him
even at the moment of his trial, and that his son Kimon paid
the fifty talents after his death. If /e could pay them, probably
his father could have paid them also. This is an additional
reason for believing that there was no imprisonment—for
nothing but non-payment could have sent him to prison; and
to rescue the suffering Miltiadés from being sent thither, would
have been the first and strongest desire of all sympathising
friends.

Thus closed the life of the conqueror of Marathon. The
last act of it produces an impression so mournful, and even
shocking—his descent, from the pinnacle of glory, to defeat,
mean tampering with a temple-servant, mortal bodily hurt,
undefended ignominy, and death under a sentence of heavy
fine, is so abrupt and unprepared—that readers, ancient and
modern, have not been satisfied without finding some one to
blame for it: we must except Herodotus, our original authority,
who recounts the transaction without dropping a hint of blame
against any one. To speak ill of the people, as Machiavel has
long ago observed,! is a strain in which every one at all times,
even under a democratical government, indulges with impunity
and without provoking any opponent to reply. In this instance,
the hard fate of Miltiadés has been imputed to the vices of the
Athenians and their democracy—it has been cited in proof,
partly of their fickleness, partly of their ingratitude. But
however such blame may serve to lighten the mental sadness
zrising from a series of painful facts, it will not be found
jastified if we apply to those facts a reasonable criticism.

What is called the fickleness of the Athenians on this
occasion is nothing more than a rapid and decisive change in
their estimation of Miltiadés ; unbounded admiration passing
at once into extreme wrath. To censure them for fickleness is

! Machiavel, Discorsi sopra Tito Livio, cap. §8. ‘L’ opinione cortro
ai popoli nasce, perché dei popoli ciascun dice male senza paura, e libera-
mente ancora mentre che regnano : dei principi si parla sempre con mille
timori e mille rispetti,”
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here an abuse of terms; such a change in their opinion was
the unavoidable result of his conduct. His behaviour in the
expedition of Paros was as reprehensible as at Marathon it had
been meritorious, and the one succeeded immediately after the
other : what else could ensue except an entire revolution in the
Athenian feelings? He had employed his prodigious as-
cendency over their minds to induce them to follow him
without knowing whither, in the confidence of an unknown
booty : he had exposed their lives and wasted their substance
in wreaking a private grudge : in addition to the shame of an
unprincipled project, comes the constructive shame of not
having succeeded in it. Without doubt, such behaviour, com-
ing from a man whom they admired to excess, must have
produced a violent and painful revulsion in the feelings of his
countrymen. The idea of having lavished praise and confid-
ence upon a person who forthwith turns it to an unworthy
purpose, is one of the greatest torments of the human bosom ;
and we may easily understand that the intensity of the sub-
sequent displeasure would be aggravated by this reactionary
sentiment without accusing the Athenians of fickleness. If an
officer, whose conduct had been such as to merit the highest
encomiums, comes on a sudden to betray his trust, and
manifests cowardice or treachery in a new and important
undertaking confided to him, are we to treat the general in
command as fickle, because his opinion as well as his conduct
undergoes an instantaneous revolution-—which will be all the
more vehement in proportion to his previous esteem? The
question to be determined is, whether there be sufficient ground
for such a change ; and in the case of Miltiadés, that question
must be answered in the affirmative.

In regard to the charge of ingratitude against the Athenians,
this last-mentioned point—sufficiency of reason—stands tacitly
admitted. It is conceded that Miltiadés deserved punishment
for his conduct in reference to the Parian expedition, but it is
hevertheless maintained that gratitude for his previous services
at Marathon ought to have exempted him from punishment.
But the sentiment, upon which, after all, this exculpation rests,
will not bear to be drawn out and stated in the form of a
cogent or justifying reason. For will any one really contend,
that a man who has rendered great services to the public, is to
receive in return a licence of unpunished misconduct for the
future ? s the general, who has earned applause by eminent
skill and important victories, to be recompensed by being
allowed the liberty of betraying his trust afterwards, and
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exposing his country to peril, without censure or penalty ?
This is what no one intends to vindicate deliberately ; yet a
man must be prepared to vindicate it, when he blames the
Athenians for ingratitude towards Miltiadés. For if all that be
meant is, that gratitude for previous services ought to pass,
not as a receipt in full for subsequent crime, but as an extenu-
ating circumstance in the measurement of the penalty, the
answer is, that it was so reckoned in the Athenian treatment of
Miltiadés.l His friends had nothing whatever to urge, against
the extreme penalty proposed by his accuser, except these
previous services—which influenced the dikasts sufficiently to
induce them to inflict the lighter punishment instead of the
heavier. Now the whole amount of punishment inflicted
consisted in a fine which certainly was not beyond his reason-
able means of paying, or of prevailing upon friends to pay for
him—since his son Kimon actually did pay it. Those who
blame the Athenians for ingratitude, unless they are prepared
to maintain the doctrine, that previous services are to pass as
full acquittal for future crime, have no other ground left except
to say that the fine was too high ; that instead of being fifty
talents, it ought to have been no more than forty, thirty, twenty,
or ten talents. Whether they are right in this, I will not take

1 Machiavel will not even admit so much as #4475, in the clear and forcible
statement which he gives of the question here alluded to: he contends that
the man who has rendered services ought to be recompensed for them, but
that he ought to be punished for subsequent crime just as if the previous
services had not been rendered. e lays down this position in discussing
the conduct of the Romans towards the victorious survivor of the three
Horatil, after the battle with the Curiatii—*¢ Erano stati i meriti di Orazio
grandissimi, avendo con la sua virtd vinti i Curiazi. Era stato il fallo suo
atroce, avendo morto la sorella. Nondimeno dispiacque tanto tale omicidio
ai Romani, che lo condussero a disputare della vita, non ostante che gli
meriti suoi fussero tanto grandi e si freschi. La qual cosa, a chi super-
ficialmente la considerasse, parrebbe uno esempio d’ingratitudine popolare.
Nondimeno chi lo esaminerd meglio, € con migliore considerazione
vicercherd quali debbono essere gli’ ordini delle republiche, biasimerd quel
popolo piuttosto per averlo assoluto, che per averlo voluto condannare : e
la ragione & questa, che nessuna republica bene ordinata, non mai can-
celld 1 demeriti con gli meriti dei suoi cittadini : ma avendo ordinati i premi
ad una buona opera, e le pene ad una cattiva, ed avendo premiato uno per
aver bene operato, se quel medesimo opera dipoi male, lo gastiga senza
avere riguardo alcuno alle sue buone opere. E quando questi ordini sono
bene osservati, una cittd vive libera molto tempo: altrimenti sempre
rovinera presto, Perché se, ad un cittadino che abbia fatto gualche egregia
opera per la citta, si aggiunge olire alla riputazione, che guella cosa gli
arreca, una awdacia e confidenza di polere senza temer pena, far qualche
opera non buona, diventerd in breve fempo tanto insolente, che st risolverad
ogni civiltd.”—Machiavel, Discorsi sop. Tit. Livio, ch 24.
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upon me to pronounce: if the amount was named on behalf
of the accused party, the dikastery had no legal power of
diminishing it; but it is within such narrow limits that the
question actually lies, when transferred from the province of
sentiment to that of reason. It will be recollected that the
death of Miltiadés arose neither from his trial nor his fine, but
from the hurt in his thigh.

The charge of ingratitude against the Athenian popular
juries really amounts to this—that in trying a person accused
of present crime or fault, they were apt to confine themselves
too strictly and exclusively to the particular matter of charge,
either forgetting, or making too little account of, past services
which he might have rendered. Whoever imagines that such
was the habit of Athenian dikasts, must have studied the
orators to very little purpose. Their real defect was the very
opposite : they were too much disposed to wander from the
special issue before them, and to be affected by appeals to
previous services and conduct.! That which an accused
person at Athens usually strives to produce is, an impression
in the minds of the dikasts favourable to his general character
and behaviour: of course he meets the particular allegation of
his accuser as well as he can, but he never fails also to remind
them emphatically, how well he has performed his general
duties of a citizen—how many times he has served in military
expeditions—how many trierarchies and liturgies he has per-
formed, and performed with splendid efficiency. In fact, the
claim of an accused person to acquittal is made to rest too
much on his prior services, and too little upon innocence or
justifying matter as to the particular indictment. When we
come down to the time of the orators, I shall be prepared to
show that such indisposition to confine themselves to a special
issue was one of the most serious defects of the assembled
dikasts at Athens. It is one which we should naturally expect
from a body of private, non-professional citizens assembled for

1 Machiavel, in the twenty-ninth chapter of his Discorsi sopra T. Livio,
examines the question, ** Which of the two is more open to the charge of
being ungrateful—a popular government or a king?” he thinks that the
latter is more open to it. Compaie chap. 59 of the same work, where he
again supports a similar opinion, .

M. Sismondi also observes, in speaking of the long attachment of the
city of Pisa to the cause of the Emperors and to the Ghibelin party—** Pise
montra dans plus d’une occasion, par sa constance & supporter la cause des
empereurs au milieu des revers, combien la reconnoissance lie un peuple
libre d’une maniére plus puissante et plus durable qu’elle ne sauroit lier le
peuple gouverné par un seul homme.”—(Histoire des Republ. Italiennes,
ch. xiii, t. ii. p. 302.)
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the occasion—and which belongs more or less to the system
of jury-trial everywhere ; but it is the direct reverse of that
ingratitude, or habitual insensibility to prior services, for which
they have been so often denounced.

The fate of Miltiadés, then, so far from illustrating either the
fickleness or the ingratitude of his countrymen, attests their
just appreciation of deserts. It also illustrates another moral,
of no small importance to the right comprehension of Grecian
affairs ;—it teaches us the painful lesson, how perfectly madden-
ing were the effects of a copious draught of glory on the
temperament of an enterprising and ambitious Greek. There
can be no doubt, that the rapid transition, in the course of
about one week, from Athenian terror before the battle to
Athenian exultation after it, must have produced demonstrations
towards Miltiadés such as were never paid towards any other
man in the whole history of the commonwealth. Such un-
measured admiration unseated his rational judgement. His
mind became abandoned to the reckless impulses of insolence,
and antipathy, and rapacity ;—that distempered state, for which
(according to Grecian morality) the retributive Nemesis was
ever on the watch, and which in his case she visited with a
judgement startling in its rapidity as well as terrible in its
amount. Had Miltiadés been the same man before the battle
of Marathon as he became after it, the battle might probably
have turned out a defeat instead of a victory. Démosthenés
indeed,! in speaking of the wealth and luxury of political
leaders in his own time, and the profuse rewards bestowed
upon them by the people, pointed in contrast to the house of
Miltiadés as being noway more splendid than that of a private
man. But though Miltiadés might continue to live in a modest
establishment, he received from his countrymen marks of
admiration and deference such as were never paid to any
citizen before or after him; and, after all] admiration and
deference constitute the precious essence of popular reward.
No man except Miltiadés ever dared to raise his voice in the
Athenian assembly, and say—*“Give me a fleet of ships: do
not ask what I am going to do with them, but only follow me,
and I will enrich you.” Herein we may read the unmeasured
confidence which the Athenians placed in their victorious
general, and the utter incapacity of a leading Greek to bear it
without mental depravation ; while we learn from it to draw
the melancholy inference, that one result of success was to
make the successful leader one of the most dangerous men in

! Démosthenés, Olynth. IIL ¢ 9, p. 35 R.
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the community. We shall presently be called upon to observe
the same tendency in the case of the Spartan Pausanias,
and even in that of the Athenian Themistoklés. :

It is indeed fortunate that the reckless aspirations of
Miltiadés did not take a turn more noxious to Athens than the
comparatively unimportant enterprise against Paros. For had
he songht to acquire dominion and gratify antipathies against
enemies at home, instead of directing his blow against a
Parian enemy, the peace and security of his country might
have been seriously endangered. Of the despots who gained
power in Greece, a considerable proportion began by popular
conduct and by rendering good service to their fellow-citizens :
having first earned public gratitude, they abused it for purposes
of their own ambition. There was far greater danger, in a
Grecian community, of dangerous excess of gratitude towards a
victorious soldier, than of deficiency in that sentiment, The
person thus exalted acquired a position such that the community
tound it difficult afterwards to shake him off. Now thereis a
disposition almost universal among writers and readers to side
with an individual, especially an eminent individual, against
the multitude. Accordingly those who under such circum-
stances suspect the probable abuse of an exalted position, are
denounced as if they harboured an unworthy jealousy of
superior abilities ; but the truth is, that the largest analogies of
the Grecian character justified that suspicion, and required the
community to take precautions against the corrupting effects of
their own enthusiasm. There is no feature which more largely
pervades the impressible Grecian character, than a hiability to
be intoxicated and demoralised by success: there was no fault
from which so few eminent Greeks were free: there was hardly
any danger, against which it was at once so necessary and so
difficult for the Grecian governments to take security—cspecially
the democracies, where the manifestations of enthusiasm were
always the loudest. Such is the real explanation of those
charges which have been urged against the Greclan demo-
cracies, that they came to hate and ill-treat previous benefactors.
The history of Miltiadés illustrates it in a manner no less
pointed than painful.

I have already remarked that the fickleness, which has been
50 largely imputed to the Athenian democracy in their dealings
with him, is nothing more than a reasonable change of opinion
on the best grounds: nor can it be said that fickleness was in
any case an attribute of the Athenian democracy. It is a
well-known fact, that feelings, or opinions, or modes of judging,
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which have once obtained footing among a large number of
people, are more lasting and unchangeable than those which
belong only to one or a few; insomuch that the judgements
and actions of the many admit of being more clearly under-
stood as to the past, and more certainly predicted as to the
future. If we are to predicate any attribute of the multitude,
it will rather be that of undue tenacity than undue fickleness.
There will occur nothing in the course of this history to prove
that the Athenian people changed their opinions, on insufficient
grounds, more frequently than an unresponsible one or few
would have changed.

But there were two circumstances in the working of the
Athenian democracy which imparted to it an appearance of
greater fickleness, without the reality :—First, that the manifest-
ations and changes of opinion were all open, undisguised, and
noisy : the people gave utterance to their present impression,
whatever it was, with perfect frankness; if their opinions were
really changed, they had no shame or scruple in avowing it:
Secondly—and this is a point of capital importance in the
working of democracy generally—the present impression,
whatever it might be, was not merely undisguised in its mani-
festations, but also had a tendency to be exaggerated in its
intensity. ‘This arose from their habit of treating public affairs
in multitudinous assemblages, the well-known effect of which
is, to inflame sentiment in every man’s bosom by mere contact
with a sympathising circle of neighbours. Whatever the
sentiment might be, fear, ambition, cupidity, wrath, compassion,
piety, patriotic devotion, &c. ;! and whether well-founded or
ill-founded—it was constantly influenced more or less by such
intensifying cause. This is a defect which of course belongs in

! This is the general truth, which ancient authors often state, both
partially, and in exaggerated terms as to degree :—‘‘Hzc est patura
maltitudinis (says Livy); aut humiliter servit aut superbe dominatur.”
Again, Tacitus—*‘Nihil in vulgo modicum ; terrere, ni paveant; ubi
pertimuerint, impune contemni.” (Annal. i 29.) Herodotus, iii. 81. @8ées
3¢ (6 dfipos) éumeciv T8 mphypara dvev véov, xewudppo moTaud Teros.

It is remarkable that Aristotle, in his Politica, takes little or no notice of
tkis attribute belonging to every numetous assembly. MHe seems rather to
ceason as if the aggregate intelligence of the multitude was represented by
the sum total of each man’s separate intelligence in all the individuals
composing it (Polit. iii. 6, 4, 10, 12), just as the property of the multitude,
taken collectively, would be greater than that of the few rich. He takes
ro notice of the difference between a number of individuals judging jointly
and judging separately : I do not indeed observe that such omission leads
him into any positive mistake, but it occurs in some cases calculated to
surprise us, and where the difference here adverted to is important to
notice : see Politic. iii. 10, 3, 6:



86 History of Greece

a certain degree to all exercise of power by numerous bodies,
even though they be representative bodies—especially when
the character of the people, instead of being comparatively
sedate and slow to move, like the English, is quick, impressible,
and fiery, like Greeks or Italians; but it operated far more
powerfully on the self-acting Démos assembled in the Payx.
It was in fact the constitutional malady of the democracy, of
which the people were themselves perfectly sensible—as I shall
show hereafter from the securities which they tried to provide
against it—Dbut which no securities could ever wholly eradicate.
Frequency of public assemblies, far from aggravating the evil,
had a tendency to lighten it. The people thus became
accustomed to hear and balance many different views as
a preliminary to ultimate judgement ; they contracted personal
interest and esteem for a numerous class of dissentient speakers ;
and they even acquired a certain practical consciousness of
their own liability to error. Moreover the diffusion of habits
of public speaking, by means of the sophists and the rhetors,
whom it has been so much the custom to disparage, tended
in the same direction—to break the unity of sentiment among
the listening crowd, to multiply separate judgements, and to
neutralise the contagion of mere sympathising impulse. These
were important deducuons, still further assisted by the superior
taste and intelligence of the Athenian people: but still the
inherent malady remained——excessive and misleading intensity
of present sentiment. It was this which gave such inestimable
value to the ascendency of Periklés, as depicted by Thucy-
didés: his hold on the people was so firm, that he could
always speak with effect against excess of the reigning tone of
feeling. “ When Periklés (says the historian) saw the people
in a state of unseasonable and insolent confidence, he spoke
s0 as to cow them into alarm; when again they were in
groundless terror, he combated it, and brought them back to
confidence.”* We shall find Démosthenés, with far inferior
ascendency, employed in the same honourable task. The
Athenian people often stood in need of such correction, but
unfortunately did not always find statesmen, at once friendly
and commanding, to administer it.

These two attributes, then, belonged to the Athenian demo-
cracy; first, their sentiments of every kind were manifested
loudly and openly; next, their sentiments tended to a pitch

! Thueyd. ii. 65. ‘Omdre yobr aloBord 7t abrobs wapd wawpdv Bpet

fapaotivras, Aéywv Karewhnao-eu wdAw éxl Td QoBeicfuc kal Jedibras ad
dAdyws drrwablory wddw énl Td Bopoeiv.
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of great present intensity. Of course, therefore, when they
changed, the change of sentiment stood prominent and forced
itself upon every one’s notice—being a transition from one
strong sentiment past to another strong sentiment present.!
And it was because such alterations, when they did take place,
stood out so palpably to remark, that the Athenian people have
drawn upon themselves the imputation of fickleness: for it 1s
not at all true (I repeat) that changes of sentiment were more
frequently produced in them by frivolous or insufficient causes,
than changes of sentiment in other governments.

CHAPTER XXXVII
IONIC PHILOSOPHERS—PYTHAGORAS—KROTON AND SYBARIS

THE history of the powerful Grecian cities in Italy and Sicily,
between the accession of Peisistratus and the battle of
Marathon, is for the most part unknown to us. Phalaris,
despot of Agrigentum in Sicily, made for himself an un-
enviable name during this obscure interval. His reign seems
to coincide in time with the earlier part of the rule of Peisi-
stratus (about 560-540 B.C.),and the few and vague statements,
which we find respecting 1t,2 merely show us that it was a
period of extortion and cruelty, even beyond the ordinary
licence of Grecian despots. The reality of the hollow bull of
brass, which Phalaris was accustomed to heat in order to shut
up his victims in it and burn them, appears to be bétter
authenticated than the nature of the story would lead us to
presume. For it is not only noticed by Pindar, but even the

1 Such swing of the mind, from one intense feeling to another, is always
deprecated by the Greek moralists, from the earliest to the latest: even
Demokritus, in the fifth century B.C., admonishes against it—A{ & peydAwy
SacrnudTwy Kwedpevar Tdy Yuxdv obre edgTadées eloly, ofre efifupor.
(Democriti Fragmenta, lib. iii. p. 168, ed. Mullach ap. Stobzum, Florileg.
1. 40.)

2 The letters of Bentley against Boyle, discussing the pretended Epistles
of Phalaris—full of acuteness and learning, though beyond measure excur-
sive—are quite sufficient to teach us that little can be safely asserted about
Phalaris. His date is very imperfectly ascertained. Compare Bentley,
pp- 82, 83, and Seyfert, Akragas und sein Gebiet, p. 60: the latter assigns
the reign of Phalaris to the years 570-3554 B.c. It is surprising to see
Seyfert citing the letters of the pseudo-Phalaris as an authority, after the
exposure of Bentley.
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actual instrument of this torture—the brazen bull itself1-—
which had been taken away from Agrigentum as a trophy by
the Carthaginians when they captured the town, was restored
by the Romans, on the subjugation of Carthage, to its original
domicile.  Phalaris is said to have acquired the supreme
command by undertaking the task of building a great temple 2
to Zeus Polieus on the citadel rock ; a pretence, whereby he
was enabled to assemble and arm a number of workmen and
devoted partisans, whom he employed, at the festival of the
Thesmophoria, to put down the authorities. He afterwards
disarmed the citizens by a stratagem, and committed cruelties
which rendered him so abhorred, that a sudden rising of the
people, headed by Télemachus (ancestor of the subsequent
despot Théron), overthrew and slew him. A severe revenge
was taken on his partisans after his fall.®

During the interval between 540-500 B.C., events of much
importance occurred among the Italian Greeks-—especially at
Kroton and Sybaris—events, unhappily, very imperfectly
handed down. Between these two periods fall both the war
between Sybaris and Kroton, and the career and ascendency of
Pythagoras. In connexion with this latter name, it will be
requisite to say a few words respecting the other Grecian
philosophers of the sixth century B.C.

I have, in a former chapter, noticed and characterised those
distinguished persons called the Seven Wise Men of Greece,
whose celebrity falls in the first half of this century-—men not
so much marked by scientific genius as by practical sagacity
and foresight in the appreciation of worldly affairs, and enjoying
a high degree of political respect from their fellow-citizens.
One of them, however, the Milesian Thalés, claims our notice,
not only on this ground, but also as the earliest known name
in the long line of Greek scientific investigators. His life,
nearly contemporary with that of Solon, belongs seemingly to

3 Pindar. Pyth. 1 ad fin, with the Scholia, p. 310, ed. Boeckh ; Polyb.
xii. 25 ; Diodor. xiii. g9 ; Cicero cont, Verr. iv. 33. The contradiction
of Timeus is noway sufficient to make us doubt the authenticity of the
story. Ebert (SweAlwy, part ii. p. 41-84, Konigsberg, 1829) collects all
the authorities about the bull of Phalaris. He believes the matter of fact
substantially, Aristotle (Rhetoric, ii. 20) tells a story of the fable whereby
Stésichorus the poet dissuaded the inhabitants of Himera from granting
a guard to Phalaris : Conon (Narrat. 42 ap. Photium) recounts the same
story with the name of Hiero substituted for that of Phalaris. But it is
not likely that either the one or the other could ever have been in such
relations with the citizens of Himera. Compare Polybius, vii.}7, 2.

2 Polyeen, v. 1, 13 Cicero, de Officis, ii. 7.

8 Plutarch, Philosopband. cum Principibus, ¢. 3, p. 778
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the interval about 640-5350 B.C.: the stories mentioned in
Herodotus (perhaps borrowed in part from the Milesian
Hekatzus) are sufficient to show that his reputation, for
wisdom as well as for science, continued to be very great, even
a century after his death, among his fellow-citizens. And he
marks an important epoch in the progress of the Greek mind,
as having been the first man to depart both in letter and spirit
from the Hesiodic Theogony, introducing the conception of
substances with their transformations and sequences, in place
of that string of persons and quasi-human attributes which had
animated the old legendary world. He is the father of what 1s
called the Ionic philosophy, which is considered as lasting from
his time down to that of Sokratés. Writers ancient as well as
modern have professed to trace a succession of philosophers,
each one the pupil of the preceding, between these two extreme
epochs. But the appellation is in truth undefined and even
incorrect, since nothing entitled to the name of a school, or
sect, or succession (like that of the Pythagoreans, to be noticed
vresently) can be made out. There is indeed a certain general
analogy 1n the philosophical vein of Thalés, Hippo, Anaxi-
menés, and Diogenés of Apollonia, whereby they all stand
distinguished from Xenophanés of Elea, and his successors the
Eleatic dialecticians Parmenidés and Zéno; but there are also
material differences between their respective doctrines—no two
of them holding the same. And if we look to Anaximander
(the person next in order of time to Thalés), as well as to
Herakleitus, we find them departing in a great degree even
from that character which all the rest have in common, though
both the one and the other are usually enrolled in the list of
Tonic philosophers.

Of the old legendary and polytheistic conception of nature,
which Thalés partially discarded, we may remark that it is a
state of the human mind in which the problems suggesting
themselves to be solved, and the machinery for solving them,
bear a fair proportion one to the other. If the problems be
vast, indeterminate, confused, and derived rather from the
hopes, fears, love, hatred, astonishment, &c., of men, than
from any genuine desire of knowledge—so also does the
received belief supply invisible agents in unlimited number
and with every variety of power and inclination. The means of
explanation are thus multiplied and diversified as readily as the
phznomena to be explained. Though no event or state which
has not yet occurred can be predicted, there is little difficulty
in rendering a plausible account of everything which has
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occurred in the past——of any and all thingsalike. Cosmogony,
and the prior ages of the world, were conceived as a sort of
personal history with intermarriages, filiation, quarrels, and
other adventures, of these invisible agents ; among whom some
one or more were assumed as unbegotten and self-existent—
the latter assumption being a difficulty common to all systems
of cosmogony, and from which even this flexible and expansive
hypothesis is not exempt. Now when Thalés disengaged
Grecian philosophy from the old mode of explanation, he did
not at the same time disengage it from the old problems and
matters propounded for inquiry. These he retained, and
transmitted to his successors, as vague and vast as they were
at first conceived ; and so they remained, though with some
transformations and modifications, together with many new
questions equally insotuble, substantially present to the Greeks
throughout their whole history, as the legitimate problems for
philosophical investigation. But these problems, adapted only
to the old elastic system of polytheistic explanation and omni-
present personal agency, became utterly disproportioned to any
impersonal hypotheses such as those of Thalés and the philo-
sophers after him-—whether assumed physical laws, or plausible
moral and metaphysical dogmas, open to argumentative attack,
and of course requiring the like defence. To treat the visible
world as a whole, and inquire when and how it began, as well
as into all its past changes—to discuss the first origin of men,
animals, plants, the sun, the stars, &c.—to assign some compre-
hensive reason why motion or change in general took place in
the universe—to investigate the destinies of the human race,
and to lay down some systematic relation between them and
the gods—all these were topics admitting of being conceived
in many different ways, and set forth with eloquent plausibility ;
but not reducible to any solution resting on scientific evidence
cr commanding steady adherence under a free scrutiny.t

At the time when the power of scientific investigation was
scanty and helpless, the problems proposed were thus such as

1 The less these problems are adapted for rational solution, the more
nobly do they present themselves in the language of a great poet: see
as a specimen, Furipidés, Fragment 101, ed. Dindorf—

OAﬁLo; Soris TS LO"TOme;
Eo‘xe ,ga@v)u‘w, }L-yrre m)AurmV
"Bwi 'rrmmu'vvn, pajr’ els d8lcaus
Bpafsu; dpueY
CAMN u.ﬁawarw kabopidy qﬁvo‘ew;
Kaa',uov a.')mpw, @1} 7€ TUvéaTy

ai Sy koL Srws,
Tofs 8 rocoyrors obbémor” aloxpidy
"Epyev pedéryue mpodider
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to lie out of the reach of science in its largest compass.
Gradually indeed subjects more special and limited, and upon
which experience or deductions from experience could be
brought to bear, were added to the list of gwesife, and
examined with profit and instruction. But the old problems,
with new ones alike unfathomable, were never eliminated, and
always occupied a prominent place in the philosophical world.
Now it was this disproportion, between questions to be solved
and means of solution, which gave rise to that conspicuous
characteristic of Grecian philosophy—the antagonist force of
saspensive scepticism, passing in some minds into a broad
negation of the attainability of general truth—which it
nourished from its beginning to its end ; commencing as early
as Xenophanés, continuing to m'tmfest itself seven centuries
afterwards in Alnesidémus and Sextus Empiricus, and including
in the interval between these two extremes some of the most
powerful intellects in Greece. The present is not the time for
considering these Sceptics, who bear an, unpopular name, and
have not often been fairly appreciated; the more so, as it
often suited the purpose of men themselves more than half
sceptical, like Sokratés and Plato, to denounce professed
scepticism with indignation.  But it is essential to bring them
into notice at the first spring of Grecian philosophy under
Thalés, because the circumstances were then laid which so soon
afterwards developed them.

Though the celebrity of Thalés in antiquity was great and
universal, scarcely any distinct facts were known respecting
him : it is certain that he left nothing in writing. Extensive
travels in Egypt and Asia are ascribed to him, and as a general
fact these travels are doubtless true, since no other means of
acquiring knowledge were then open. At a time when the
brother of the Lesbian Alkeus was serving in the Babylonian
army, we may well conceive that an inquisitive Milesian would
make his way to that wonderful city wherein stood the temple-
observatory of the Chaldzan priesthood. How great his
reputation was in his lifetime, the admiration expressed by his
younger contemporary Xenophanés assures us; and Hera-
kleitas, in the next generation, a severe judge of all other
philosophers, spoke of him with similar esteem. To him were
traced by the Grecian inquirers of the fourth century B.c., the
first beginnings of geometry, astronomy, and physiology in its
large and really appropriate sense, the scientific study of nature :
for the Greek word denoting nature (¢vois), first comes into
comprehensive use about this time (as I have remarked in an

y_ N
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earlier chapter?), with its derivatives physics and plhysiology,
as distinguished from the #keosgy of the old poets. Little
stress can be laid on those elementary propositions in geometry
which are specified as discovered, or as first demonstrated, by
Thalds—still less upon the solar eclipse respecting which
(according to Herodotus) he determined beforehand the year
of occurrence.? But the main doctrine of his physiology
(using that word in its larger Greek sense) is distinctly attested.
He stripped Oceanus and Tethys, primeeval parents of the gods
in the Homeric theogony, of their personality, and laid down
water, or fluid substance, as the single original element from
which everything came and into which everything returned.?
The doctrine of one eternal element, remaining always the
same in its essence, but indefinitely variable in its manifesta-
tions to sense, was thus first introduced to the discussion of the
Grecian public. We have no means of knowing the reasons by
which Thalés supported this opinion, nor could even Aristotle
do more than conjecture what they might have been ; but one
of the statements urged on behalf of it—that the earth itself
rested on water —we may safely refer to the Milesian himself]
for it would hardly have been advanced at a later age. More-
over Thalés is reported to have held, that everything was living
and full of gods; and that the magnet, especially, was a living
thing. Thus the gods, as far as we can pretend to follow
opinions so very faintly transmitted, are conceived as active
powers, and causes of changeful manifestation, attached to the
primeeval substance ;® the universe being assimilated to an
organised body or system.

Respecting Hippo—who reproduced the theory of Thalés
with some degree of generalisation, substituting, in place of
water, moisture, or something common to air and water t—we
do not know whether he belonged to the sixth or the fifth century
e.C.: but both Anaximander, Xenophanés, and Pherekydés

} Vol. ii. ch. xvi.

? Diogen, Lagrt. i. 23; Herodot. i, 75; Apuleius, Florid. iv. p.
144, Bip.

Proclus, in his Commentary on Euclid, specifies several propositions
said to have been discovered by Thalés (Brandis, Handbuch der Gr.
Philos. ch. xxviil. p. 110).

¥ Aristotel. Metaphys, i. 33 Plutarch, Placit. Philos. i. 3, p. 875, 9s ¢
#8aros pnol wdvra elva, ol eis T8wp wdvra dvabesdar

4 Aristotel. #¢ supra, and De Celo, it 13.

5 Aristotel. De Animi, i, 2-5; Cicero, De Legg. ii. 11; Diogen,
Laért. i. 24.

& Aristotel. De Animd, i, 2; Alexander Aphrodis. in Aristotel,
Metaphys. i 3.
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belong to the latter half of the sixth century. Anaximander
the son of Praxiadés was a native of Milétus—Xenophanés, a
native of Kolophon ; the former among the earliest expositors
of doctrine in prose,! while the latter committed his opinions
to the old medium of verse. Anaximander seems to have
taken up the philosophical problem, while he materially altered
the hypothesis, of his predecessor Thalés. Instead of the
primeval fluid of the latter, he supposed a primaval principle,
without any actual determining qualities whatever, but in-
cluding all qualities potentially, and manifesting them in an
infinite variety from its continually self-changing nature—a
principle, which was nothing in itself, yet had the capacity of
producing any and all manifestations, however contrary to each
other—a primaval something, whose essence it was to be
eternally productive of different pheenomena—a sort of mathe-
matical point, which counts for nothing in itself, but is vigorous
in generating lines to any extent that may be desired. In
this manner Anaximander professed to give a comprehensive
explanation of change in general, or Generation or Destruction
—how it happened that one sensible thing began and another
ceased to exist—according to the vague problems which these
early inquirers were in the habit of setting to themselves.? He

1 Apollodorus, in the second century B.C., had before him some brief
expository treatises of Anaximander (Diogen. Laért. ii. 2): Iep! ®igews,
Tis Heplodoy, Mepl Tdv *ArAhavdv ral Spaipay ral #AAe Twd. Suidas, v.
*Avotlpardpos.  Themistius, Orat. xxv. p. 317 : 0dppmae mpdros &v Iouey
‘EAAvwy Ayor éeveyrety mepl Slaews cvyyeypaupévor,

2 Irenseus, ii. 19 (14), ap. Brandis, Handbuch der Geschichte der
Griech. Rém. Philos. ch. xxxv. p. 133: ¢‘ Anaximander hoc quod im-
mensum est, omnium initium subjecit seminaliter habens in semetipso
omnium genesin, ex quo immensos mundos constare ait.” Aristotel.
Physic. Auscult. iil. 4, p. 203, Bek. ofite vap udrqr adrd ofdy 7e elvar
(b ¥metpov), ofiTe EAANY mdpxew abrd Slvaww, TAYw &s dpxAv. Aristotle
subjects this &wetpor to an elaborate discussion, in which he says very
little more about Anaximander, who appears to have assumed it without
anticipating discussion or objections, Whether Anaximander called his
&mepov divine, or god, as Tennemann (Gesch. Philos, i. 2, p. 67) and
Panzerbieter affirm (ad Diogenis Apolloniat. Fragment. ¢. 13, p. 16),
I think doubtful : this is rather an inference which Aristotle elicits from
his language, Vet in another passage, which is difficult to reconcile,
Aristotle ascribes to Anaximander the water-doctrine of Thalés (Aristotel.
de Xenophane, p. 975, Bek.).

Anaximander seems to have followed speculations analogous to that of
Thalés in explaining the first production of the human race (Plutarch.
Placit. Philos. v. 19, p. 908), and in other matters (ibid. iii. 16, p. 896).

3 Aristotel. De Generat. et Destruct. c. 3, p. 317, Bek. & udrigra
doBobuevor Sieréreaay of mpdTor pihogophigarres, Td &k undevds vyivesbar
wpovmdpxovros ¢ compare Physic. Auscultat. i. 4, p. 187, Bek,
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avoided that which the first philosophers especially dreaded,
the affirmation that generation could take place out of Nothing ;
yet the primaeval Something which he supposed was only dis-
tinguished from Nothing by possessing this very power of
generation. In his theory he passed from the province of
physxcs into that of metaphysics. He first infroduced into
Grecian philosophy that important word which signifies a
Beginning or a Principle, and first opened that metaphysical
discussion, which was carried on in various ways throughout
the whole period of Grecian philosophy, as to the One and the
Many-—the Continuous and the Variable—that which exists
eternally, as distinguished from that which comes and passes
away in ever- chzmgmg manifestations. His physiclogy or ex-
planation of nature thus conduacted the mind into a different
route from that suggested by the hypothesis of Thalés, which
was built upon physical considerations, and was therefore
calculated to suggest and stimulate observations of physical
phznomena for the purpose of verifying or confuting it—while
the hypothesis of Anaximander adwmitted only of being dis-
cussed dialectically, or by reasonings expressed in general
language ; reasonings, sometimes indeed referring to experience
for the purpose of xllustratmn, but seldom resting on it—and
never looking out for it as a necessary support.  The physical
explanation of nature, however, once introduced by Thalés,,
although deserted by Anaximander, was taken up by Anaxi-
menés and others afterwards, and reproduced with many diver-
gencies of doctrine—yet always more or less entangled and per-
plexed with metaphysical additions, since the two departments
were never clearly parted throughout all Grecian philosophy.
Of these subsequent physu:xl philosophers I shall speak
hereafter: at present I confine myself to the thinkers of the
sixth century B.c., among whom Anaximander stands promi-
nent, not as the follower of Thalés, but as the author of an
hypothesis both new and tending in a different direction. It
was not merely as the author of this hypothesis, however, that
Anaximander enlarged the Greek mind and roused the powers
of thought: we find him also mentioned as distinguished in
astronomy and geometry. He is said to have been the first to
establish a sun-dial in Greece, to construct a sphere, and to
explain the obliguity of the ecliptic;2 how far such alleged

3 Sxmphcms in Amtote} Physic. fol. 6, 32. #pavos abrds ‘Apxip
bvoudoas TY uwmcsa;u.sxlov

2 Diogen, Laért. 1. 81, 2. He agreed thh Thalés in maintaining that
the earth was stationary (Aristotel. de Ceelo, il 13, p. 205, ed. Bek.).
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authorship really belongs to him, we cannot be certain—but
there is one step of immense importance which he is clearly
affirmed to have made. He was the first to compose a treatise
on the geography of the land and sea within his cognisance,
and to construct a chart or map founded thereupon—seemingly
a tablet of brass. Such a novelty, wondrous even to the rude
and ignorant, was calculated to stimulate powerfully inquisitive
minds, and from it may be dated the commencement of
Grecian rational geography—not the least valuable among the
contributions of this people to the stock of human knowledge.

Xenophanés of Kolophon, somewhat younger than Anaxi-
mander and nearly contemporary with Pythagoras (seemingly
from about 570-480 B.C.), migrated from Kolophon? to Zanklé
and Katana in Sicily and Elea in Italy, soon after the time
when Jonia became subject to the Persians (540-530 B.C.).
He was the founder of what is called the Eleatic school of
philosophers—a real school, since it appears that Parmenidés,
Zeno, and Melissus, pursued and developed, in a great degree,
the train of speculation which had been begun by Xenophanés
-—doubtless with additions and variations of their own, but
especially with a dialectic power which belongs to the age of
Periklés, and is unknown in the sixth century B.c. He was the
author of more than one poem of considerable length, one on
the foundation of Kolophon and another on that of Elea;
besides his poem on Nature, wherein his philosophical
docurines were set forth.? His manner appears to have been
controversial and full of asperity towards antagonists. But
what 15 most remarkable is the plain-spoken manner in which
he declared himself against the popular religion, and in which
he denounced as abominable the descriptions of the gods
given by Homer and Hesiod.®! He is said to have contro-
verted the doctrines both of Thalés and Pythagoras: this is
probable enough ; but he seems to have taken his start from
the philosophy of Anaximander—not however to adopt it, but
to reverse it—and to set forth an opinion which we may call its
contrary. Nature, in the conception of Anaximander, con-
sisted of a Something having no other attribute except the
unlimited power of generating and cancelling phznomenal
changes : in this doctrine the Something or Substratum existed
only in and for those changes, and could not be said to exist at
all in any other sense: the Permanent was thus merged and

! Diogen. Laért. ix, 18.

2 Diogen. Laért. ix. 22 ; Stobeus, Eclog. Phys. i. p, 294.
3 Sextus Empiricus, adv. Mathem. ix. 193.
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lost in the Variable—the One in the Many. Xenophanés laid
down the exact opposite: he conceived nature as one un-
changeable and indivisible Whole, spherical, animated, endued
with reason, and penetrated by or indeed identical with God.
He denied the objective reality of all change, or generation, or
destruction, which he seems to have considered as only changes
or modifications in the percipient, and perhaps different in one
percipient and another. That which exists (he maintained)
could not have been generated, nor could it ever be destroyed :
there was neither real generation nor real destruction of any-
thing ; but that which men took for such was the change in
their own feelings and ideas. He thus recognised the Per-
manent without the Variable-—the One without the Many.
And his treatment of the received religious creed was In
harmony with such physical or metaphysical hypothesis; for
while be held the whole of nature to be God, without parts or
change, he at the same time pronounced the popular gods to
be entities of subjective fancy, imagined by men after their own
model : if oxen or lions were to become religious (he added),
they would in like manner provide for themselves gods after
their respective shapes and characters.? This hypothesis,
which seemed to set aside altogether the study of the sensible
world as a source of knowledge, was expounded briefly, and, as
it should seem, obscurely and rudely, by Xenophanés; at least
we may infer thus much from the slighting epithet applied to
him by Aristotle.® But his successors, Parmenidés and Zeno,
in the succeeding century, expanded it considerably, supported
it with extraordinary acuteness of dialectics, and even super-
added a second part, in which the phanomena of sense—
though considered only as appearances, not partaking in the

1 Aristot. Metaphys. i, 5, p. 986, Bek. Eevopdvns 8¢ mparos TolTw:r
Evioas, obBty Biesaphmoer, odt Ths Phaews Todrwy (Tob kaTd TOY Advyou
Evds Kal Tobd kard THY BAqy) obderipas &oike Ouryely, AN’ els 7Oy BAov odpaydn
&rwoBA&Jas 70 &v elval dnoe Thv Bedv.

Plutarch, ap. Eusebium Preeparat. Evangel. i. 8, Eevogdrns 3¢ 6 Koo
Pduios BBlay uév Tiwa §dov memopevuévos kal mapyAhexviey whvras Tob:
wpoeLpnuévovs, oBiTe yéveow ofire PpBopiw dmorslwer, AAN elvar Néye T Wi
&el Buowov. Compare Timon ap. Sext. Empiric. Pyrrh. Hypotyp. 1. 224
225, &Boyudrile 8 & Eevopdrns wapd Tés Tav EAAwy dvfpdmar wpoAfyets
v elvar 70 mav, kal TOv Bedv dupQuR Tois wacw' elvar 0¢ odapoedl Ka
amab? kol dperdfAnTov kal Aoyikdy (Aristot. de Xenoph. c. 3, p. 977, Bek.)
*Adbvaréy ¢pnaiv (6 Eevopdyys) elval, ef 71 dorly, yevéobar, &c.

One may reasonably doubt whether all the arguments ascribed to Xeno
phanés in the short but obscure treatise last quoted really belong to him,

2 Clemens Alexand. Stromat. v. p. 601, ¥il. p. 7I1.

3 Aristot. Metaphysic. i 5, p. 986, Bek. guxpby dypoucérepos.
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reality of the One Ens—were yet explained by a new physical
hypothesis; so that they will be found to exercise great
influence over the speculations both of Plato and Aristotle. We
discover in Xenophanés, moreover, a vein of scepticism, and a
mournful despair as to the attainability of certain knowledge,!
which the nature of his philosophy was well-calculated to
suggest, and in which the syllograph Timon of the third
century B.C., who seems to have spoken of Xenophanés better
than of most of the other philosophers, powerfully sympathised.

The cosmogony of Pherekydés of Syrus, contemporary of
Anaximander and among the teachers of Pythagoras, seems,
according to the fragments preserved, a combination of the
old legendary fancies with Orphic mysticism,2 and probably
exercised little influence over the subsequent course of Grecian
philosophy. By what has been said of Thalés, Anaximander,
and Xenophanés, it will be seen that the sixth century B.c.
witnessed the opening of several of those roads of intellectual
speculation which the later philosophers pursued further, or at
least from which they branched off. Before the year 500 B.C.
many interesting questions were thus brought into discussion,
which Solon, who died about 558 B.Cc., had never heard of—
just as he may probably never have seen the map of Anaxi-
mander. But neither of these two distinguished men—Anaxi-
mander or Xenophanés—was anything more than a speculative
inquirer. The third eminent name of this century, of whom I
am now about to speak—Pythagoras, combined in his character
disparate elements which require rather a longer development.

Pythagoras was founder of a brotherhood, originally brought
together by a religious influence, and with observances
approaching to monastic peculiarity—working in a direction
at once religious, political, and scientific, and exercising for
some time areal political ascendency,—but afterwards banished
from government and state affairs into a sectarian privacy with
scientific pursuits, not without however still producing some
statesmen individually distinguished. Amidst the multitude of
false and apocryphal statements which circulated in antiguity
respecting this celebrated man, we find a few important facts
reasonably attested and deserving credence. He was a native
of Samos,® son of an opulent merchant named Mnésarchus,—

1 Xenophanés, Fr. xiv. ed. Mullach; Sextus Empiric. adv. Mathe-
maticos, vii. 49-110; and Pyrrhon. Hypotyp. i. 224; Plutarch adv.
Colbtén. p. 1114 : compare Karsten ad Parmenidis Fragmenta, p. 146.

2 See Brandis, Handbuch der Griech. R6m. Philosophie, ch. xxii.

8 Herodot. iv. 95. The place of his nativity is certain from Herodotus,

VOL. V. E
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or, according to some of his later and more fervent admirers,
of Apollo: born, as far as we can make out, about the fiftieth
Olympiad, or 580 B.c. On the many marvels recounted
respecting his youth it is unnecessary to dwell. Among then
may be numbered his wide-reaching travels, said to have beer
prolonged for nearly thirty years, to visit the Arabians, th.
Syrians, the Phenicians, the Chaldzans, the Indians, and the
Gallic Druids. But there is reason to believe that he really
visited Egyptl—perhaps also Phenicia and Babylon, then
Chaldean and independent. At the time when he saw Egypt,
between 56o-540 B.C., about one century earlier than Hero-
dotus, it was under Amasis, the last of its own kings, with its
peculiar native character yet unimpaired by foreign conquest,
and only slightly modified by the admission during the preced-
ing century of Grecian mercenary troops and traders. The
spectacle of Egyptian habits, the conversation of the priests,
and the initiation into various mysteries or secret rites and
stories not accessible to the general public, may very naturally
have impressed the mind of Pythagoras, and given him that
turn for mystic observance, asceticism, and peculiarity of diet
and clothing, which manifested itself from the same cause
among several of his contemporaries, but which was not a
common pheenomenon in the primitive Greek religion. Besides
visiting Egypt, Pythagoras is also said to have profited by the
teaching of Thalés, of Anaximander, and of Pherekydés of
Syros:? amidst the towns of Ionia he would moreover have an
opportunity of conversing with many Greek navigators who had
visited foreign countries, especially Italy and Sicily. His mind
seems to have been acted upon and impelled by this combined
stimulus,—partly towards an imaginative and religious vein of
but even this fact was differently stated by other authors, who called him
a Tyrrhenian of Lemnos or Imbros (Porphyry, Vit. Pythag. c. 1-10), a
Syrian, a Phliasian, &c.

Cicero (De Repub. ii. I5: compare Livy, i. 18) censures the chrono-
logical blunder of those who made Pythagoras the preceptor of Numa *
which certainly is a remarkable illustration how much confusion prevailed ]
among literary men of antiquity about the dates of events even of the
sixth century B.Cc. Ovid follows this story without hesitation: see!
Metamorph. xv. 60, with Burmann’s note. :

1 Cicero de Fin. v. 29; Diogen. Laért. viii. 3; Strabo, xiv. p. 638;
Alexander Polyhistor ap. Cyrill. cont. Julian. iv. p. 128, ed. Spanh. For'
the vast reach of his supposed travels, see Porphyry, Vit. Pythag. 113
Jamblic. 14, segg.

_ The same extensive journeys are ascribed to Démokritus, Diogen. Lagrt.
ix. 35.

2 The connexion of Pythagoras with Pherekydés is noticed by Aristoxenus,

ap. Diogen. Laért, i, 118, viil, 2; Cicero de Divinat. i. 13.
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speculation, with a life of mystic observance,—partly towards
that active exercise, both of mind and body, which the genius
of an Hellenic community so naturally tended to suggest.

Of the personal doctrines or opinions of Pythagoras, whom
we must distinguish from Philolaus and the subsequent
Pythagoreans, we have little certain knowledge, though doubt-
less the first germ of their geometry, arithmetic, astronomy, &c.
must have proceeded from him. But that he believed in the
metempsychosis or transmigration of the souls of deceased men
into other men as well as into animals, we know, not only by
other evidence, but also by the testimony of his contemporary,
the philosopher Xenophanés of Elea. Pythagoras, seeing a
dog beaten and hearing him howl, desired the striker to desist,
saying—* It is the soul of a friend of mine, whom I recognised
by his voice.”” This—together with the general testimony of
Hérakleitus; that Pythagoras was a man of extensive research
and acquired instruction, but artful for mischief and destitute
of sound judgement—is all that we know about him from
contemporaries. Herodotus, two generations afterwards, while
he conceives the Pythagoreans as a peculiar religious order,
intimates that both Orpheus and Pythagoras had derived the
doctrine of the metempsychosis from Egypt, but had pre-
tended to it as their own without acknowledgment.! Pythagoras

1 Xenophanés, Fragm. 7, ed. Schneidewin; Diogen. Laért, viii. 36:
compare Aulus Gellius, iv, IT {we must remark that this or a like doctrine
is not peculiar to Pythagoreans, but believed by the poet Pindar, Olymp.
il. 68, and Fragment, Thren. x., as well as by the philosopher Pherekydés,
Porphyrius de Antro Nympharum, ¢. 31).

Kai moré puv aruderilopérov orvrares napidvra
Pagiv émowcreipat, kai T68e Pdobar Erog—
Maioat, undé pdmd’ émey pikov avépos éori
Yuxh, T Eyvev $beyfopérys dlwv.
Consult also Sextus Empiricus, viii. 286, as to the kovwria between gods,
men, and animals, believed both by Pythagoras and Empedoklés. That
Herodotus (il. 123) alludes to Orpheus and Pythagoras, though refraining
designedly from mentioning names, there can hardly be any doubt:
compare ii. 8I; also Aristotle, de Animj, i. 3. 23.

The testimony of Hérakleitus is contained in Diogenes La&rtius, viii. 6,
ix. 1. ‘HpauAeiras yodv & puowds povvovex! wéxpaye xal pnoe Mubaydpns
Mvnodpyev ioToplny ficknoey dvlpdmwy pdMora mdvrwy, kal ékAetduevos
Tubtas TS Cuyypapds, éraicaro éavtod gopiny, moAvualiny, rkako-
Trexviny. Again, TleAvpably véor od diddoke’ ‘Hotodor yap bv edidate xal
fvbaydpyy, adlis 3¢ Hevopdved Te ral ‘Exaraiov.

Dr. Thirlwall conceives Xenophanés as having intended in the passage
above cited to treat the doctrine of the metempsychosis ‘“ with deserved
ridicule” (Hist. of Greece, ch. xii. vol. ii. p. 162). Religious opinions
are so apt to appear ridiculous to those who do not believe them, that such
a suspicion is not unnatural; yet I think, if Xenophanés had heen so
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combines the character of a sophist (a man of large observation,
and clever, ascendant, inventive mind—the original sense of the
word Sophist, prior to the polemics of the Platonic school, and
the only sense known to Herodotus),! with that of an inspired
teacher, prophet, and worker of miracles,—approaching to and
sometimes even confounded with the gods,—and employing all
these gifts to found a new special order of brethren bound
together by religious rites and observances peculiar to them-
selves. In his prominent vocation, analogous to that of
Epimenidés, Orpheus, or Melampus, he appearsas the revealer
of a mode of life calculated to raise his disciples above the
level of mankind, and to recommend them to the favour of the
gods ; the Pythagorean life, like the Orphic life,? being intended
as the exclusive prerogative of the brotherhood—approached
only by probation and initiatory ceremonies, which were
adapted to select enthusiasts rather than to an indiscriminate
crowd—and exacting entire mental devotion to the master.?
In these lofty pretensions the Agrigentine Empedoklés seems
to have greatly copied him, though with some varieties, about

disposed, he would have found more ridiculous examples among the many
which this doctrine might suggest. Indeed it seems hardly possible to
present the metempsychosis in a more touching or respectable point of
view than that which the lines of his poem set forth. The particular
animal selected is that one between whom and man the sympathy is most
marked and reciprocal, while the doctrine is made to enlorce a practical
lesson against cruelty.

1 Herodot. i. 29, il. 49, iv. 95. ‘EAMivey ob 7¢ dofeveordre sopioTh
Tivfaydpy. Hippokraiés distinguishes the sopiorys from the inrpds, though
both of them had handled the subject of medicine—the special from the
general habits of investigation. (Hippokratés, Iepl dpxafys Inrpixis,
¢ 20, vol. i. p. 620, Littré.)

2 See Lobeck’s learned and valuable treatise, Aglaophamus, Orphica,
lib. ii. pp. 247, 698, goo; also Plato, Legg. vi. 782, and Euripid.
Hippol. 946. .

3 Plato’s conception of Pythagoras (Republ. x. p. 609) depicts him as
something not unlike St. Benedict, or St. Francis, (or St. Elias, as sowe
Carmelites have tried to make out : see Kuster ad Jamblich, ¢, 3)—"AxA2
5%, el uy Snuecla, dla miow Hyeudyv wasdelas abrds (Gv Adyetar “Ounpos
yevéafa, of ¥kewor fydwwy &ml avvovaly wal Tols darépots 836y Twa Blov
wapéSovay ‘Opnpuchy: Gomep Mvbaydpas adrds re Sapepbvrews éml rodry
fryarhy, kad of Dorepor éri wal viv Tubarydpetov Tpawdy émovoudfoyres Tob
Blov Siagavels 7y Joxetow elvas v Tols EAAats.

The description of Melampus given in Herodot. ii. 49, very much fills
up the idea of Pythagoras, as derived from ii. 81-123, and'iv. 95. Pytha-
goras, as well as Melampus, was said to have pretended to divination and
prophecy (Cicero, Divinat, i 3, 46; Porphyr. Vit .Pyth. €. 293 compare
Krische, De Societate a Pythagori in urbe Crotoniatarum conditi Com-
mentatio, c¢h. v. p. 72, Gottingen, 1831).
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balf a century afterwards.! While Aristotle tells us that the
Krotoniates identified Pythagoras with the Hyperborean
Apollo, the satirical Timon pronounced him to have been “a
juggler of solemn speech, engaged in fishing for men.”2 This
1s the same character, looked at from the different points of
view of the believer and the unbeliever. There is however
no reason for regarding Pythagoras as an impostor, because
experience seems to show, that while in certain ages it is
not difficult for a man to persuade others that he is inspired,
it is still less difficult for him to contract the same belief
himself. '
Looking at the general type of Pythagoras, as conceived by
witnesses in and nearest to his own age—Xenophanés, Héra-
kleitus, Herodotus, Plato, Aristotle, Isokratés >—we find in him
chiefly the religious missionary and schoolmaster, with little of
the politician.  His efficiency in the latter character, originally
subordinate, first becomes prominent in those glowing fancies
which the later Pythagoreans communicated to Aristoxenus
and Dikeearchus. The primitive Pythagoras is inspired by the
wods to reveal a new mode of life #—the Pythagorean life—and
to promise divine favour to a select and docile few as the
recompense of strict ritual obedience, of austere self-control,
and of laborious training, bodily as well as mental. To speak

! Brandis, Handbuch der Geschichte der Griechisch. Rom. Philosophie,
part i sect, xlvil. p. 191,

Z Alian, V. H. ii. 26; Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth, o. 31, 140; Porphyry,
Vit. Pyth. ¢. 20; Diodorus, Fragm. lib. x. vol. iv. p. 56, Wess. :—Timon
ap. Diogen, Laért. viii. 36 ; and Plutarch, Numa, c. 8.

Tvfaydpny 7e yénros amoxAivavr’ émt 8éfav
Oipy én’ dvBpdimrwy, oepvnyopins dapioTiv,

4 TIsokratés, Buslris, p. 402, ed. Auger. Tlvfaydpas 6 Sdusos, dpixduevos
els Alyunrov, kal palnrhs Tdv fepéwr yevdpevos, Thv Te BAAYY Pirosoplay
wp@7os els Tobs “EAAnas exbuioe, ral 14 mepl Tas Quolas ral vds Gywrelas
& rols {epols émipavioTepoy TdY EAAwy domoddoce.

Compare Aristotel. Magn. Moralia, i. 1, about Pythagoras as an ethical
teacher. Démokritus, born about 460 B.C., wrote a treatise (now lost)
respecting Pythagoras, whom he greatly admired : as far as we can judge,
it would seem that he too must have considered Pythagoras as an ethical
teacher (Diocgen, Laért. ix. 38; Mullach, Democriti Fragmenta, lib. ii. p.
n;;; Cicero de Orator. iii. 15).

Tamblichus, Vit. Pyth. ¢. 64, 115, 151, 199 : seealso the idea ascribed
to Pythrgoras, of divine inspirations coming on men (érimvoia waps 70%
Sarpovfov). Aristoxenus apud Stobzum, Eclog. Physic. p. 206 ; Diogen.
Lacrt. vid, 32.

Meiners renders it probable that the stories respecting the miraculous
powers and properties of Pythagoras got into circulation either during his
lifetime, or at least not long after his death {Geschichte der Wissenschaften,
B. iti. vol. i pp. 504, 505).
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with confidence of the details of his training, ethical or
scientific, and of the doctrines which he promulgated, is
impossible ; for neither he himself nor any of his disciples
anterior to Philolaus (who was separated from him by about
one intervening generation) left any memorials in writing.!
Numbers and lines, studied partly in their own mutual relations,
partly under various symbolising fancies, presented themselves
to him as the primary constituent elements of the universe,
and as a sort of magical key to ph®nomena, physical as well
as moral. Such mathematical tendencies in his teaching,
expanded by Pythagoreans his successors, and coinciding
partly also (as has been before stated) with the studies of
Anaximander and Thalés, acquired more and more develop-
ment, 0 as to become one of the most glorious and profitable
manifestations of Grecian intellect. Living as Pythagoras did
at a time when the stock of experience was scanty, the licence
of hypothesis unbounded, and the process of deduction without
rule or verifying test—he was thus fortunate enough to strike
into that track of geometry and arithmetic, in which, from data
of experience few, simple, and obvious, an immense field of
deductive and verifiable investigation may be travelled over.
We must at the same time remark, however, that in his mind
this track, which now seems so straightforward and well-defined,
was clouded by strange fancies which it is not easy to under-
stand, and from which it was but partially cleared by his
SUCCESSOrs. . '

Of his spiritual training much is said, though not upon very
good authority : we hear of his memorial discipline, his monastic
self-scrutiny, his employment of music to soothe disorderly
passions,? his long novitiate of silence, his knowledge of
physiognomy which enabled him to detect even without trial
unworthy subjects, his peculiar diet, and his rigid care for
sobriety as well as for bodily vigour. He is also said to have

1 Respecting Philolaus, see the valuable collection of his fragments, and
commentary on them, by Boeckh (Philolaus des Pythagoreers Leben,
Berlin, 1819). That Philolaus was the first who composed a work on
Pythagorean science, and thus made it known beyond the limits of the
brotherhood—among others to Plato—appears well-established (Boeckh,
Philolaus, p. 22; Diogen. Laért. viil. 1§-g55; Jamblichus, ¢ 119).
Simmias and Kebés, fellow-disciples of Plato under Sokratés, had held
intercourse with Philolaus at Thebes (Plato, Phiedon, p. 61), perhaps about
420 B.C. The Pythagorean brotherhood had then been dispersed in various
parts of Greece, though the attachment of its members to each other seems
to have continued long afterwards. )
. % Plutarch, De Isid, et Osirid. p. 384, ad fin. Quintilian. Instit. Oratt.
ix. 4.
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inculcated abstinence from animal food; a feeling so naturally
connected with the doctrine of the metempsychosis, that we
may well believe him to have entertained it, as Empedoklés
also did after him.! It is certain that there were peculiar
observances, and probably a certain measure of self-denial,
embodied in the Pythagorean life. Vet on the other hand, it
seems equally certain that the members of the order cannot
have been all subjected to the same diet, or training, or studies ;
for Milo the Krotoniate was among them,? the strongest man
and the unparalleled wrestler of his age—who cannot possibly
have dispensed with animal food and ample diet (even setting
aside the tales about his voracious appetite), and is not likely
to have bent his attention on speculative study. Probably
Pythagoras did not enforce the same bodily or mental discipline
on all, or at least knew when to grant dispensations. The
order, as it first stood under him, consisted of men different
both in temperament and aptitude, but bound together by
common religious observances and hopes, common reverence
for the master, and mutual attachment as well as pridein each
other’s success. It must thus be distinguished from the
Pythagoreans of the fourth century B.C., who had no com-
munion with wrestlers, and comprised only ascetic, studious
men, generally recluse, though in some cases rising to political
distinction. The succession of these Pythagoreans, never very
numerous, seems to have continued until about 300 B.C., and
then nearly died out; being superseded by other schemes of
philosophy more suited to cultivated Greeks of the age after
Sokratés. But during the time of Cicero, two centuries after-
wards, the orientalising tendency—then beginning to spread
over the Grecian and Roman world, and becoming gradually

1 Empedoklés, ap. Aristot. Rhetoric. i. 14, 2 3 Sextus Empiric. ix. 127;
Platarch, De Esu Carnium, pp. 993, 996, 997 ; where he puts Pythagoras
and Empedoklés together, as having both held the doctrine of the metem-
psychosis, and both prohibited the eating of animal food. Empedoklés
suy-posed that plants had souls, and that the souls of human beings passed
after death into plants as well as into animals., “I have been myself
heretofore (said he) a boy, a girl, a shrub, a bird, and a fish of the sea.”

718 yip wor’ éyd yerduny kodpbs Te kéon Te,

8dpvos 1°, olwvds Te kal é§ GAds Eumupos ixs.
(Diogen. L. viii, 77; Sturz. ad Empedokl. Frag. p. 466.) Pythagoras is
said to have affirmed that he had been not only Euphorbus in the Grecian
army before Troy, but also a tradesman, a courtezan, &c., and various
other human characters, before his actual existence ; he did not however
extend the same intercommunion to plants, in any case,

The abstinence from animal food was an Orphic precept as well as a
Pyihagorean (Aristophan. Ran. 1032).

2 Strabo, vi, p. 263 ; Diogen. L. viii. 40.
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stronger and stronger—caused the Pythagorean philosophy to
be again revived. It was revived, too, with little or none of
its scientific tendencies, but with more than its primitive
religious and imaginative fanaticism—Apollonius of Tyana
constituting himself a living copy of Pythagoras. And thus,
while the scientific elements developed by the disciples of
Pythagoras had become disjoined from all peculiarity of sect,
and passed into the general studious world—the original vein
of mystic and ascetic fancy belonging to the master, without
any of that practical efficiency of body and mind which had
marked his first followers, was taken up anew into the Pagan
world, along with the disfigured doctrines of Plato. Neo-
Pythagorism, passing gradually into Neo-Platonism, outlasted
the other more positive and masculine systems of Pagan
philosophy, as the contemporary and rival of Christianity. A
large proportion of the false statements concerning Pythagoras
come from these Neo-Pythagoreans, who were not deterred by
the want of memorials from ilustrating, with ample latitude of
fancy, the ideal character of the master.

That an inquisitive man like Pythagoras, at a time when
there were hardly any books to study, would visit foreign
countries, and converse with all the Grecian philosophical
inquirers within his reach, is a matter which we should presume
even if no one attested it; and our witnesses carry us very
little beyond this general presumption. What doctrines he
borrowed, or from whom, we are unable to discover. But in
fact his whole life and proceedings bear the stamp of an
original mind and not of a borrower—a mind impressed both
with Hellenic and with non-Hellenic habits and religion, yet
capable of combining the two in a manner peculiar to himself ;
and above all, endued with those talents for religious and
personal ascendency over others, which told for much more
than the intrinsic merit of his ideas. We are informed that
after extensive travels and inquiries he returned to Samos, at
the age of about forty. He then found his native island under
the despotism of Polykratés, which rendered it an unsuitable
place either for free sentiments or for marked individuals.
Unable to attract hearers, or found any school or brotherhood,
in his native island, he determined to expatriate; and we may
presume that at this period (about 535-530 B.C.) the recent
subjugation of Tonia by the Persians was not without influence
on his determination. The trade between the Asiatic and
the Italian Greeks—and even the intimacy between Milétus
and Knidus on the one side, and Sybaris and Tarentum on the



Ionic Philosophers 105

other—had been great and of long standing, so that there
was more than one motive to determine him to the coast of
ITtaly ; in which direction also his contemporary Xenophanés,
the founder of the Eleatic school of philosophy, emigrated
seemingly about the same time—from Kolophon to Zanklé,
Katana and Elea.l

Kroton and Sybaris were at this time in their fullest pros-
perity—among the first and most prosperous cities of the
Hellenic name. To the former of the two Pythagoras directed
his course. A Council of One Thousand persons, taken from
among the heirs and representatives of the principal proprietors
at its first foundation, was here invested with the supreme
authority : in what manner the executive offices were filled, we
have no information. Besides a great extent of power, and a
numerous population, the large mass of whom had no share in
the political franchise, Kroton stood at this time distinguished
for two things—the general excellence of the bodily habit of
the citizens, attested in part by the number of conquerors
furnished to the Olympic games—and the superiority of its
physicians or surgeons.? These two points were in fact greatly
connected with each other; for the therapeutics of the day
consisted not so much of active remedies as of careful diet and
regimen ; while the trainer, who dictated the life of an athlete
during his long and fatiguing preparation for an Olympic
contest—and the professional superintendent of the youths
who frequented the public gymnasia—followed out the same
general views and acted upon the same basis of knowledge, as
the physician who prescribed for a state of positive bad health.s

! Diogen. Laért. ix. 18.

2 Herodot. iii. 131; Strabo, vi. p. 261; Menander de Encomiis, p. ¢6,
ed. Heeren, ’'Afnvalovs éml dyahuaromoily re kol (wypadikd, xal Kporwridras
énl larpuchi, péye ppoviical, &c.

The Krotoniate Alkmzeon, a younger contemporary of Pythagoras
(Aristotel. Metaph. i. 5), is among the earliest names mentioned as
philosophising upon physical and medical subjects. See Brandis, Hand-
buch der Geschicht. der Philos. sect. lxxxiii. p. 508, and Aristotel. De
Generat. Animal. iii. 2, p. 752, Belkker.

The medical art in IEgypt, at the time when Pythagoras visited that
country, was sufficiently far advanced to excite the attention of an inquisi-
tive traveller—the branches of it minutely subdivided and strict rules laid
down for practice (Herodot. ii. 84 ; Aristotel. Politic. iii. 10, 4).

3 See the analogy of the two strikingly brought out in the treatise of
Hippgkratés Tepl dpxalns intpixiis, c. 3, 4, 7, vol. L. p. 580-584, ed.
Littré,

“ETe yobw kal viv of T@y yvpvacior kal dorhoiwy empeduevor alel 7t wpog-
etevplorova, kal Thy adrény 68y (nréovres b, Ti Ewv kal wivwr émixparioe:
Te abréwy pdhioTa, kal loxvpdrepos abrds éwvrod ¥orar (p. 580); again, p.

E 2
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Of medica! education properly so called, especially of anatomy,
there was then little or nothing. The physician acquired his

584 : Té ofv Palverar érepoior Siavanbels & xareduevos Iyrpds kal éporayouué-
vws xeporéxyys, bs eetpe Thy dupl Tods wduvevras Slatrar xal Tpophy, B
Keivos 6 &n’ dpxiis Tolor wiow dvlpdworos Tpophy, § viy xpedueba, & érelvns
Tiis drypins «al Onpidleos elpdv 7¢ ral mapacxevdoas dwiTys: compare
another passage not less illustrative in the treatise of Hippokratés Ilept
Swalrns 0By, ¢ 3, vol. il. p. 245, ed. Littré.

Following the same general idea, that the theory and practice of the
physician is a further development and variety of that of the gymnastic
trainer, I transcribe some observations from the excellent Remarques
Rétrospectives of M. Littré, at the end of the fourth volume of his edition
of Hippokratés (p. 662).

After having observed (p. 659) that physiology may be considered as
divided into two parts—one relating to the mechanism of the functions ;
the other, to the effects produced upon the human body by the different
influences which act upon it and the media by which it is surrounded ; and
after having observed that on the first of these two branches, the ancients
could never make progress, from their ignorance of anatomy—he goes on
to state, that respecting the second branch they acquired a large amount of
knowledge—

“Sur la physiologie des influences extérieures, la Gréce du temps
d’'Hippocrate et apreés lui fut le théitre d’expériences en grand les plus
importantes et les plus instructives. Toute la population (la population
libre, s’entend) étoit soumise 3 un systéme régulier d’éducation physique
(N.B. this is a little too strongly stated) : dans quelques cités, & Lacédemone
par exemple, les femmes n'en étolent pas exemptées. Ce systéme se
composoit d’exercices et d'une alimentation, que combinérent I'empirisme
d’abord, puis une théorie plus savante : il concernoit (comme dit Hippocrate
lui-méme, en ne parlant, 1l est vrai, que de la partie alimentaire), il concer-
noit et les malades pour leur rétablissement, et les gens bien portans pour
la conservation de leur santé, et les personnes liviées aux exercices
gymnastiques pour I'accroissement de leurs forces. On savoit au juste ce
qu'il falloit pour conserver seulement le corps en bon état ou pour traiter un
malade—pour former un militaire ou pour faire un athléte—et en particulier,
un lutteur, un coureur, un sauteur, un pugiliste. Une classe d’hommes, les
maftres des gymnases, étoient exclusivement adonnés & la culture de cet art,
auquel les médecins participoient dass les limites de leur profession; et
Hippocrate, qui dans les Aphorismes, invogue Yexemple des athlétes, nous
parle dans le Traité des Articulations des personnes maigres, qui n’ayant
pas été amaigris par un procédé régulier de lart, ont les chairs muqueuses.
Les anciens médecins savoient, comme on le voit, procurer Pamaigrissement
conformément A ’art, et reconnoitre 3 ses effets un amaigrissement irrégulier =
toutes choses auxquelles nos médecins sont étrangers, et dont on ne retrouve
Panalogue que parmi les emtrainenrs Anglois. Au reste cet ensemble de
connoissances empiriques et théoriques doit étre mis au rang des pertes
ficheuses qui ont accompagné la longue et turbulente transition du monde
ancien au monde moderne. Les admirables institutions destinées dans
Vantiquité & développer et affermir le corps, ont disparu : I'hygiéne publique
est destituée & cet égard de toute direction scientifique et générale, et
demenre abandonnée complétement au hasard.”

See also the remarks of Plato respecting Herodikus, De Republici, iii.
p. 406 ; Aristotel. Politic. iil. 11, 6; iv. 1, 1; viil. 4, 1.
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knowledge from observation of men sick as well as healthy,
and from a careful notice of the way in which the human body
was acted upon by surrounding agents and circumstances : and
this same knowledge was not less necessary for the trainer; so
that the same place which contained the best men in the latter
class was also likely to be distinguished in the former. It is
not improbable that such celebrity of Kroton may have been
one of the reasons which determined Pythagoras to go thither,
For among the precepts ascribed to him, precise rules as to
diet and bodily regulation occupy a prominent place. The
medical or surgical celebrity of Démokédés (son-in-law of the
Pythagorean Milo), to whom allusion has been made in a
former chapter, is contemporaneous with the presence of
Pythagoras at Kroton ; and the medical men of Magna Gracia
maintained themselves in credit, as rivals of the schools of thé
Asklepiads at Kos and Knidus, throughout all the fifth and
fourth centuries B.C.

The biographers of Pythagoras tell us that his arrival there,
his preaching, and his conduct, produced an effect almost
electric upon the minds of the people, with an extensive reform
public as well as private. Political discontent was repressed,
incontinence disappeared, luxury became discredited, and the
women hastened to exchange their golden ornaments for the
simplest attire. No less than two thousand persons were con-
verted at his first preaching. So effective were his discourses
to the youth, that the Supreme Council of One Thousand
invited him into their assembly, solicited his advice, and even
offered to constitute him their Prytanis or president, while his
wife and daughter were placed at the head of the religious
processions of females.! His influence was not confined to
Kroton. Other towns in Italy and Sicily—Sybaris, Meta-
pontum, Rhégium, Katana, Himera, &c., all felt the benefit of
his exhortations, which extricated some of them even from
slavery. Such are the tales of which the biographers of
Pythagoras are full:2 and we see that even the disciples of
Aristotle, about the year 3oo B.c.—Aristoxenus, Dikearchus,
Herakleidés of Pontus, &c.—are hardly less charged with them
than the Neo-Pythagoreans of three or four centuries later,
They doubtless heard these tales from their contemporary
Pythagoreans,® the last members of a declining sect, among
Fragvrxile;él,lse clilz}r;ian(;t\.nu. 15, xv. I ; Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. c. 45 ; Timzus,

2 Porphyry, Vit. Pythag. c¢. 21-54 ; Jamblich. 33-35, 166.
3 The compilations of Porphyry and Jamblichus on the life.of Pythagoras,
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whom the aitributes of the primitive founder passed for god-
like, but who had no memorials, no historical judgement, and
no means of forming a true conception of Kroton as it stood
in 530 B.c! To trace these tales to a true foundation is
impossible. But we may reasonably believe that the success of
Pythagoras, as a person favoured by the gods and patentee of

copied from a great variety of authors, will doubtless contain some truth
amidst their confused heap of statements, many incredible, and nearly all
unauthenticated. But it is very difficult to single out what these portions
of truth really are. Even Aristoxenus and Dikeearchus, the best authors
from whom these biographers quote, lived near two centuries after the
death of Pythagoras, and do not appear to have had any early memorials to
consult, nor any better informants than the contemporary Pythagoreans~—
the last of an expiring sect, and probably among the least eminent for
intellect, since the philosophers of the Sokratic vein in its various branches
carried off the acute and aspiring young men of that time.

Meiners, in his Geschichte der Wissenschaften (vol. i. b. iil. p. 191 seg.),
has given a careful analysis of the variGus authors from whom the two
biographers have borrowed, and a comparative estimate of their trust-
worthiness, It is an excellent piece of historical criticism, though the
author exaggerates both the merits and the influence of the first Pytha-
goreans ; Kiessling in the notes to his edition of Jamblichus has given some
extracts from it, but by no means enough to dispense with the perunsal of
the original. I think Meiners allows too much credit, on the whole, to
Aristoxenus (see p. 214) and makes too little deduction for the various
stories difficult to be believed, of which Aristoxenus is given as the source :
of course the latter could not furnish better matter than he heard from his
own witnesses, Where the judgement of Meiners is more severe, it is also
better borne out, especially respecting Porphyry himself, and his scholar
Jamblichus. These latex Pythagorean philosophers seem to have set up as
a formal canon of credibility, that which many religious men of antiguity
acted upon from a mere unconscious sentiment and fear of giving offence to
the gods—That it was nof right o disbelieve any story recounted respecting
the gods, and wherein the divine agency was introduced : no one could tell
but what it medght be true: to deny its truth was to set bounds to the divine
omnipotence. Accordingly they made no difficulty in believing what was
recounted about Aristeeus, Abaris, and other eminent subjects of mythes
(Jamblichus, Vit, Pyth. ¢. 138-148)—~xal rodrd e wdvres of Huvbaydpetos
Suws Exovot migTeuTds, olov wepl *Apioralov kal *ABdpidos v pvBoroyoi-
ueva xol §oa BAAa voadra Aéyerau . . . . T&Y TowoiTwy 3¢ TV SoodrTwy
pBidy dmopurnuavebovew, ds ol8ty dwigrobyres §vi By els 7d Belfor
avdyynran  Also not less formally laid down in Jamblichus, Adhortatio
ad Philosophiam, as the fourth Symbolum, p. 324, ed. Kiessling. lepl fedw
ey favpacrdy dwiorel, pnde wepl Belwy Soyudrwr. Reasoning from their
principles, this was a consistent corollary to lay down ; but it helps us to
estimate their value as selectors and discriminators of accounts respecting
Pythagoras. The extravagant compliments paid by the Emperor Julian ir
his letters to Jamblichus will not suffice to establish the authority of the
latter as a critic and witness : see the Epistole 34, 40, 41, in Heyler's edit.
of Julian’s letters.

1 Aulus Gell. N.A. iv. 11, Apollonius (ap. Jamblich. ¢. 252) alludes to
T& dmoprfuara véy Kporwrirde 1 what the date of these may be, we do not
know, but there is no reason to believe them anterior to Aristoxenus.



Ionic Philosophers 109

divine secrets, was very great—that he procured to himself
both the reverence of the multitude, and the peculiar attach-
ment and obedience of many devoted adherents, chiefly
belonging to the wealthy and powerful classes—that a select
body of these adherents, three hundred in number, bound
themselves by a sort of vow both to Pythagoras and to each
other, adopting a peculiar diet, ritual, and observances, as a
token of union—though without anything like community of
property, which some have ascribed to them. Such a band of
men, standing high in the city for wealth and station, and
bound together by this intimate tie, came by almost un-
conscious tendency to mingle political ambition with religious
and scientific pursuits. Political clubs with sworn members,
under one form or another, were a constant phenomenon in
the Grecian cities.] Now the Pythagorean order at its first
formation was the most efficient of all clubs; since it presented
an intimacy of attachment among its members, as well as a
feeling of haughty exclusiveness against the public without,
such as no other fraternity could parallel.? The devoted
attachment of Pythagoreans towards each other is not less
emphatically set forth than their contempt for every one else :
in fact these two attributes of the order seem the best ascer-
tained as well as the most permanent of all. Moreover, we
may be sure that the peculiar observances of the order passed
for exemplary virtues in the eyes of its members, and exaited
ambition into a duty, by making them sincerely believe that
they were the only persons fit to govern. It is no matter
of surprise, then, to learn that the Pythagoreans graduaily
drew to themselves great ascendency in the government of
Kroton. And as similar clubs, not less influential, were

1 Thucyd. viii. 54, 7Tas Evvwpoclas, almep érbeyxavoy mwpbrepov oboar év
rfi wéhew el dlkaus wal &pxals, dmdgas émeadov, &c.

On this important passage, in which Thucydidés notes the political clubs
of Athens as sworn societies, numerous, notorious, and efficient—I shall
speak farther in a future stage of the history. Dr. Arnold has a good note
on the passage.

2 Justin, xx. 4. “Sed trecenti ex juvenibus cum sodalitii juris sacra-
mento quodam nexi, separatam a ceteris civibus vitam exercerent, quasi
ceetum clandestinge conjurationis haberent, civitatem in se converterunt.”

Compare Diogen. Laért. viii. 3; Apollonius ap. Jamblich. ¢. 234 ;
Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. ¢. 33

The story of the devoted attachments of the two Pythagoreans Damon
and Phintias appears to be very well attested: Aristoxenus heard it from
the lips of the younger Dionysius the despot, whose sentence had elicited
such manifestation of friendship (Porphyry, Vit. Pyth. ¢. 59-62; Cicero,
De Offciis, iii. 10; and Davis ad Cicero. Tusc. Disp. v. 22).
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formed at Metapontum and other places, so the Pythagorean
order spread its net and dictated the course of affairs over
a large portion of Magna Grzcia. Such ascendency of the
Pythagoreans must have procured for the master himself some
real, and still more supposed, influence over the march of
government at Kroton and elsewhere, of a nature not then
possessed by any of his contemporaries throughout Greece.*
Yet his influence was probably exercised in the background,

through the medium of the brotherhood who reverenced him:

for it 1s hardly conformable to Greek manners that a stranger
of his character should guide personally and avowedly the
political affairs of any Grecian city.

Nor are we to believe that Pythagoras came originally to
Kroton with the express design of creating for himself an
ascendant political position—still less that he came for the
purpose of realising a great preconceived political idea, and
transforming Kroton into a model-city of pure Dorism, as has
been supposed by some eminent modern authors, Such
schemes might indeed be ascribed to him by Pythagoreans of
the Platonic age, when large ideas of political amelioration
were rife in the minds of speculative men—by men disposed
to forego the authorship of their own opinions, and preferring
to accredit them as traditions handed down from a founder
who had left no memorials. But it requires better evidence
than theirs to make us believe that any real Greek born in
580 B.C. actually conceived such plans. We cannot construe
the scheme of Pythagoras as going further than the formation
of a private, select, order of brethren, embracing his religious
fancies, ethical tone, and germs of scientific idea—and manifest-
ing adhesion by those observances which Herodotus and Plato
call the Pythagorean orgies and mode of life. And his private
order became politically powerful, because he was skilful or
fortunate enough to enlist a sufficient number of wealthy
Krotoniates, possessing individual influence which they
strengthened immensely by thus regxmentmg themselves in
intimate union. The Pythagorean orgles or religious ceremonies
were not inconsistent with public activity, bodlly as well as
mental. Probably the rich men of the order may have been
rendered even more active, by being fortified against the tempta-
tions of a life of indulgence. The character of the order as it first

1 Plutarch, Phﬂosophand cum Prmc1p1b c. i p. 797, 4 & 5pxawros
&vdpds kal wohiriked kal wpax'rucov xa&m}m‘rat (6 q)t)\éqoq)as) kel ToUTOV
&er?mo‘n m)\um’yaems, woArods 8 évds wpéanoer, &s Tvbaydpas Tais
wpwredoval Tav ‘IraiiwTdy ovyyerdpeves.
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stood, different from that to which it was afterwards reduced,
was indeed religious and exclusive, but also active and
domineering ; not despising any of those bodily accomplish-
ments which increased the efficiency of the Grecian citizen,
and which so particularly harmonised with the pre-existing
tendencies of Kroton.! Niebuhr and O. Miiller have even

1 T transcribe here the summary given by Krische, at the close of his
Dissertation on the Pythagorean order, p. 101. ¢ Societatis scopus fuit
mere politicus, ut lapsam optimatium potestatem non modo in pristinum
restitueret, sed firmaret amplificaretque: cum summo hoc scopo duo
conjuncti fuerunt ; moralis alter, alter ad literas spectans. Discipulos suos
bonos probosque homines reddere voluit Pythagoras, et ut civitatem moder-
antes potestate sui non abuterentur ad plebem opprimendam ; et ut plebs,
intelligens suis commodis consuli, conditione su contenta esset. Quoniam
vero bonum sapiensque moderamen nisi a prudente literisque exculto viro
exspectari (non) licet, philosophize studium necessarium duxit Samius iis,
qui ad civitatis clavum tenendum se accingerent.”

This is the general view (coinciding substantially with that of O. Miiller
—Dorians, iil. 9, 16) given by an author who has gone through the
evidences with care and learning. It differs on some important points
from the idea which I conceive of the primitive master and his contemporary
brethren. It leaves out the religious ascendency, which I imagine to have
stood first among the means as well as among the premeditated purposes of
Pythagoras, while it sets forth a reformatory political scheme as directly
contemplated by him, of which there is no proof. Though the political
ascendency of the early Pythagoreans is the most prominent feature in their
early history, it is not to be considered as the manifestation of any peculiar
or settled political idea—it is rather a result of their position and means of
union. Ritter observes (in my opinion more justly), ‘“ We must not believe
that the mysteries of the Pythagorean order were of a simply political
character : the most probable accounts warrant us in considering that its
central point was a mystic religious teaching ” (Geschicht. der Philosophie,
b. iv. ch. i. vol. i. p. 365-368): compare Hoeck. Kreta, vol. iii. p. 223.

Krische (p. 32) as well as Boeckh (Philolaus, p. 39-42) and O. Miiller
assimilate the Pythagorean life to the Dorian or Spartan habits, and call
the Pythagorean philosophy the expression of Grecian Dorism, as opposed
to the Ionians and the Ionic philosophy. I confess that I perceive no
analogy between the two, either in action or speculation. The Spartans
stand completely distinct from other Dorians ; and even the Spartan habits
of life, though they present some points of resemblance with the bodily
training of the Pythagoreans, exhibit still more important points of differ-
ence, in respect to religious peculiarity and mysticism, as well as to the
scientific element embodied with it. The Pythagorean philosophy, and
the Eleatic philosophy, were both equally opposed to the Ionic; yet
neither of them is in any way connected with Dorian tendencies. Neither
Flea nor Kroton were Doric cities; moreover Xenophanés as well as
Pythagoras were both Ionians,

The general assertions respecting Ionic mobility and inconstancy,
contrasted with Doric constancy and steadiness, will not be found bhorne
out by a study of facts. The Dorism of Pythagoras appears to me a
complete fancy. O. Miiller even turns Kroton into a Dorian city, contrary
to all evidence.
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supposed that the select Three Hundred Pythagoreans consti
tuted a sort of smaller senate at that city 1—an hypothesis no
way probable; we may rather conceive them as a powerful
private club, exercising ascendency in the interior of the
senate, and governing through the medium of the constituted
authorities. Nor can we receive without great allowance the
assertion of Varro,? who, assimilating Pythagoras to Plato, tells
us that he confined his instructions on matters of government
to chosen disciples, who had gone through a complete training,
and had reached the perfection of wisdom and virtue. It seems
more probable that the political Pythagoreans were these who
were most qualified for action, and least for speculation ; and
that the general of the order possessed that skill in turning to
account the aptitudes of individuals, which two centuries ago
was so conspicuous in the Jesuits; to whom, in various ways,
the Pythagoreans bear considerable resemblance. All that we
can be said to know about their political principles is, that
they were exclusive and aristocratical, adverse: to the control
and interference of the people; a circumstance no way dis-
advantageous to them, since they coincided in this respect
with the existing government of the city—had not their own
conduct brought additional odium on the old aristocracy, and
raised up an aggravated democratical opposition carried to the
most deplorable lengths of violence.

All the information which we possess, apocryphal as it is,
respecting this memorable club is derived from its warm
admirers. Yet even their statements are enough to explain
how it came to provoke deadly and extensive enmity. A
stranger coming to teach new religious dogmas and observances,
with a tincture of science and some new ethical ideas and
phrases, though he would obtain some zealous votaries, would
also bring upon himself a certain’ measure of antipathy.
Extreme strictness of observances, combined with the art of
touching skilfully the springs of religious terror in others,
would indeed do much both to fortify and to exalt him. But
when it was discovered that science, philosophy, and even the
mystic revelations of religion, whatever they were, remained
confined to the private talk and practice of the disciples, and
were thus thrown into the background, while all that was seen
and felt without was the political predominance of an ambitious
fraternity—we need not wonder that Pythagorism in all its

1 Niebuhr, R6misch. Gesch, i. p. 165, 2nd edit. ; O. Miiller, Hist. of

Dorians, iii. g, 16: Krische is opposed to this idea, sect. v. p. 84.
2 Varro ap. Augustin. de Ordine, ii. 30; Krische, p. 77.
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parts became odious to a large portion of the community.
Moreover we find the order represented not merely as con-
stituting a devoted and exclusive political party, but also
as manifesting an ostentatious self-conceit throughout their
personal demeanour }—refusing the hand of fellowship to all
except the brethren, and disgusting especially their own familiar
friends and kinsmen, So far as we know Grecian philosophy,
this is the only instance in which it was distinctly abused for
political and party objects. The early days of the Pythagorean
order stand distinguished for such perversion, which, fortu-
nately for the progress of philosophy, never presented itself
afterwards in Greece.? Even at Athens, however, we shall
hereafter see that Sokratés, though standing really aloof from
all party intrigue, incurred much of his unpopularity from
supposed political conjunction with Kritias and Alkibiadés,?
to which indeed the orator Aischinés distinctly ascribes his
condemnation, speaking about sixty years after the event.
Had Sokratés been known as the founder of a band holding
together intimately for ambitious purposes, the result would
have been eminently pernicious to philosophy, and probably
much sooner pernicious to himself.

It was this cause which brought about the complete and
violent destruction of the Pythagorean order. Their ascend-
ency had provoked such wide-spread discontent, that their

1 Apollonius ap. Jamblichum, V. P. c. 254, 255, 256, 257. fyeudves 3¢
dyévovto Ths Siapopas of Tals cuyyevelats ral rais olretdTno v éyyiTaTa
kafeornidres T@dv Mubayopelwy. Alriov § v, 87t 7& udv moAAG adrods eAdmer
Tiv mparTopévwy, &c. 1 compare also the lines descriptive of Pythagoras, c.
259. Tobs uév éralpous fyev loovs paxdpeaas Geolor. Tobs 8 EArovs fHyeit
otiT* év Ay, obT v dpBug.

That this Apollonius, cited both by Jamblichus and by Porphyry, is
Apollonius of Tyana, has been rendered probable by Meiners (Gesch. der
Wissensch. v. i. p. 239-245) : compare Welcker, Prolegomena ad Theognid.

. xlv. xlvi.
P When we read the life of Apollonius by Philostratus, we see that the
former was himself extremely communicative : he might be the rather
disposed therefore to think that the seclusion and reserve of Pythagoras was
a defect, and to ascribe to it much of the mischief which afterwards overtook
the order.

2 Schleiermacher observes that *‘ Philosophy among the Pythagoreans
was connected with political objects, and their school with a practical
brotherly partnership, such as was never on any other occasion seen in
Greece™ (Introduction to his Translation of Plato, p. 12), See also
Theopompus, Fr. 68, ed. Didot. apud Atheneum, v. p. 213, and
Euripidés, Médéa, 294.

8 Xenophon, Memorab. i. 2, 12 ; Aschines, cont. Timarch. c. 34. buels,
& *Afqvalo:, Swrpdrn Tdv copigThy &mextelvare, dti Kutlav épdvny wemai-
Sevdss, &va AV TpidKovTa.
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enemies became emboldened to employ extreme force against
them. Kylon and Ninon—the former of whom is said to have
sought admittance into the order, but to have been rejected on
account of his bad character—took the lead in pronounced
opposition to the Pythagoreans; whose unpopularity extended
itself further to the Senate of One Thousand, through the
medium of which their ascendency had been exercised.
Propositions were made for rendering the government more
democratical, and for constituting a new senate, taken by lot
from all the people, before which the magistrates should go
through their trial of accountability after office : an opportunity
being chosen in which the Senate of One Thousand had given
signal offence by refusing to divide among the people the
recently-conquered territory of Sybaris.l In spite of the oppo-
sition of the Pythagoreans, this change of government was
carried through. Ninon and Kylon, their principal enemies,
made use of 1t to exasperate the people still further against the
order, until they provoked actual popular violence against
it. The Pythagoreans were attacked when assembled in their
meeting-house near the temple of Apollo, or, as some said, in
the house of Milo. The building was set on fire, and many of
the members perished ;2 none but the younger and more
vigorous escaping. Similar disturbances, and the like violent
suppression of the order, with destruction of several among the
leading citizens, are said to have taken place in other cities of
Magna Grecia—Tarentum, Metapontum, Kaulonia. And we
are told that these cities remained for some time in a state
of great disquietude and commotion, from which they were
only rescued by the friendly mediation of the Peloponnesian
Achzans, the original founders of Sybaris and Kroton—assisted
indeed by mediators from other parts of Greece. The cities
were at length pacified, and induced to adopt an amicable
congress, with common religious festivals, at a temple founded
expressly for the purpose and dedicated to Zeus Homarius.3

! This is stated in Jamblichus, c. 255 ; yet it is difficult to believe ; for if
the fact had been so, the destruction of the Pythagoreans would naturally
have produced an allotment and permanent occupation of the Sybaritan
territory—which certainly did not take place, since Sybaris remained
without resident possessors until the foundation of Thurii,

2 Jamblichus, ¢, 255-259 ; Porphyry, c. 54-57; Diogen. Laért. viii. 39 ;
Diodor. x. Fragm. vol. iv. p. 56, Wess.

3 Polyb. ii. 39; Plutarch, De Genio Socratis, ¢. 13, p. 583 ; Aristoxenus,
ap. Jamblich. ¢. 250. That the enemies of the order attacked it by setting
fire to the house in which the members were assembled, is the circumstance

in which all accounts agree. On all other points there is great discrepancy,
especially respecting the names and date of the Pythagoreans who escaped :
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Thus perished the original Pythagorean order. Respecting
Pythagoras himself, there were conflicting accounts; some
representing that he was burntin the temple with his disciples ;?
others, that he had died a short time previously ; others again
affirmed that he was alive at the time, but absent, and that he
died not long afterwards in exile, after forty days of voluntary
absence from food. His tomb was still shown at Metapontum
in the days of Cicero.? As an active brotherhood, the
Pythagoreans never revived ; but the dispersed members came
together as a sect, for common religious observances and
common pursuit of science. They were re-admitted, after
some interval, into the cities of Magna Grzcia,? from which
they had been originally expelled, but to which the sect is
always considered as particularly belonging—though individual
members of it are found besides at Thebes and in other cities
of Greece. Indeed some of these later Pythagoreans some-
times even acquired great political influence, as we see in the
case of the Tarentine Archytas, the contemporary of Plato.

It has already been stated that the period when Pythagoras
arrived at Kroton may be fixed somewhere between B.C. 540-

Boeckh (Philolaus, p. 9 seg.) and Brandis (Handbuch der Gesch. Philos.
ch. Ixxiil. p. 432) try to reconcile these discrepancies.

Aristophanés introduces Strepsiadés, at the close of the Nubes, as setting
fire to the meeting-house (¢ppovriarhpior) of Sokratés and his disciple:
possibly the Pythagorean conflagration may have suggested this.

1 ¢ Pythagoras Samius suspicione dominatfls injust4 vivus in fano concre-
matus est ¥ (Arnobius adv, Gentes, lib. i, p. 23, ed. Elmenhorst),

2 Cicero, De Finib. v. 2 (who seems to have copied from Dikeearchus :
see Fuhr. ad Dikeearchi Fragment. p. 55); Justin, xx. 4 ; Diogen. Laért.
viii. 40; Jamblichus, V. P. c. 249.

O. Miiller says (Dorians, iii. 9, 16), that *“the influence of the Pytha-
gorean league upon the administration of the Italian states was of the most
beneficial kind, which continued for many generations after the dissolution
of the league itself.” !

The first of these two assertions cannot be made out, and depends only
on the statements of later encomiasts, who even supply materials to contra-
dict their own general view. The judgement of Welcker respecting the in-
fluerce of the Pythagoreans, much less favourable, is at the same time more
probable (Preefat. ad Theognid. p. x1v.).

The second of the two assertions appears to me quite incorrect ; the
influence of the Pythagorean order on the government of Magna Grezcia
ceased altogether, as far as we are able to judge. An individual Pytha-
gorean like Archytas might obtain influence, but this is not the influence of
the order. Nor ought O. Miiller to talk about the Italian Greeks giving
up the Doric customs and adopting an Achaan government. There is
nothing to prove that Xroton ever had Doric customs.

3 Aristotel, de Ceelo, ii. 13.  of wepl 7hy *Irallaw, karoduevor 8¢ Tivbayd-
petor.  ““Ttalici philosophi quondam nominati” (Cicero, De Senectute
c. 21).
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530. His arrival is said to have occurred at a time of great
depression in the minds of the Krotoniates. They had recently
been defeated by the united Lokrians and Rhegians, vastly
inferior to themselves in number, at the river Sagra; which
humiliation is said to have rendered them docile to the training
of the Samian missionary.! As the birth of the Pythagorean
order is thus connected with the defeat of the Krotoniates at
the Sagra, so its extinction is also connected with their victory
over the Sybarites at the river Traets or Trionto, about twenty
years afterwards.

Of the history of these two great Achean cities we un-
fortunately know very little. Though both were powerful, yet
down to the period of 510 B.C., Sybaris seems to have been
decidedly the greatest. Of its dominion as well as of its much-
denounced luxury I have spoken in a former chapter.? It was
at that time that the war broke out between them, which ended
in the destruction of Sybaris. It is certain that the Sybaritans
were aggressors in the war ; but by what causes it had been
preceded in their own town, or what provocation they had
received, we make out very indistinctly. There had been a
political revolution at Sybaris (we are told) not long before, in
which a popular leader named Télys had headed a rising
against the oligarchical government, and induced the people to
banish five hundred of the leading rich men, as well as to
confiscate their properties. He had acquired the sovereignty
and become despot of Sybaris.® It appears, too, that he, or
his rule at Sybaris, was much abhorred at Kroton; since the
Krotoniate Philippus, a man of splendid muscular form and an

1 Heyne places the date of the battle of Sagra about 560 B.C. ; but this
is very uncertain. See his Opuscula, vol. ii. Prolus. ii. p. 53, and Prolus.
x. p. 184. See also Justin, xx. 3, and Strabo, vi. p. 261-263. It will be
seen that the latter conceives the battle of the Sagra as having happened
after the destruction of Sybaris by the Krotoniates; for he states twice,
that the Krotoniates lost so many citizens at the Sagra, that the city did rot
long survive so terrible a blow : he cannot therefore have supposed that the
complete triumph of the Krotoniates over the great Sybaris was gained
afterwards.

2 See vol. iv. chap. xxii.

3 Diodor. xii. 9. Herodotus calls Télys in one place Bacirfa, in
another Tdparvoy of Sybaris (v. 44) : this is not at variance with the story of
Diodorus.

The story given by Athenzus, out of Herakleidés Ponticus, respecting
the subversion of the dominion of Télys, cannot be reconciled either with
Herodotus or Diodorus (Athenzus, xii. p. 522). Dr. Thirlwall supposes
the deposition of Télys to have occurred between the defeat at the Traeis
and the capture of Sybaris ; but this is inconsistent with the statement of
Herakleidés, and not countenanced by any other evidence.
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Olympic victor, was exiled for having engaged himself to marry
the daughter of Télys.! According to the narrative given by
the later Pythagoreans, those exiles, whom Télys had driven
from Sybaris, took refuge at Kroton, casting themselves as
suppliants on the altars for protection: it may well be, indeed,
that they were in part Pythagoreans of Sybaris. A body of
powerful exiles, harboured in a town so close at hand, inspired
alarm, and Télys demanded that they should be delivered up,
threatening war in case of refusal. This demand excited
consternation at Kroton, since the military strength of Sybaris
was decidedly superior. The surrender of the exiles was much
debated, and almost decreed, by the Krotoniates, until at
length the persuasion of Pythagoras himself is said to have
determined them to risk any hazard sooner than incur the
dishonour of betraying suppliants.

On the demand of the Sybarites being refused, Télys
marched against Kroton at the head of a force which is
reckoned at 300,000 men? He marched, too, in defiance of
the strongest religious warnings against the enterprise ; for the
sacrifices, offered on his behalf by the Iamid prophet Kallias of
Llis, were so decisively unfavourable, that the prophet himself
fled in terror to Kroton.? Near the river Traeis or Trionto, Télys
was met by the forces of Kroton, consisting {we are informed)
of 100,000 men, and commanded by the great athlete and
Pythagorean Milo; who was clothed (we are told) in the
costume and armed with the club of Heraklés. They were
furtherreinforced bya valuable ally, the Spartan Dorieus (younger
brother of king Kleomenés), then coasting along the Gulf of
Tarentum with a body of colonists, intending to found a settle-
ment in Sicily. A bloody battle was fought, in which the
Sybarites were totally worsted, with prodigious slaughter ; while
the victors, fiercely provoked and giving no quarter, followed
up the pursuit so warmly that they took the city, dispersed its
inhabitants, and crushed its whole power ¢ in the short space of
seventy days. The Sybarites fled in great part to Laos and
Skidros,® their settlements planted on the Mediterranean coast,
across the Calabrian peninsula. So eager were the Krotoniates
to render the site of Sybaris untenable, that they turned the
course of the river Krathis so as to overwhelm and destroy it :

1 Herodot. v. 47.

2 Diodor. xii. 9; Strabo, vi, p. 263; Jamblichus, Vit. Pythag. c. 260;
Skymn. Chi. v. 340.

¥ Herodot. v. 44.

4 Diodor. xii. 9, 10; Strabo, vi. p. 263.

® Herodot, vi, 21 ; Strabo, vi. p. 253.
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the dry bed in which the river had originally flowed was still
visible in the time of Herodotus,! who was among the settlers
in the town of Thurii afterwards founded nearly adjoining. It
appears however that the Krotoniates for a long time kept the
site of Sybaris deserted, refusing even to allot the territory
among the body of their own citizens: from which circum-
stances (as has been before noticed) the commotion against the
Pythagorean order is said to have arisen. They may perhaps
have been afraid of the name and recollections of the city. No
large or permanent establishment was ever formed there until
Thurii was established by Athens about sixty-five years after-
wards. Nevertheless the name of the Sybarites did not perish:
they maintained themselves at Laos, Skidros, and elsewhere—
and afterwards formed the privileged -Old-citizens among the
colonists of Thurii; but misbehaved themselves in that capacity
and were mostly either slain or expelled. Even after that,
however, the name of Sybaris still remained on a reduced scale
in some portion of the territory : Herodotus recounts what he
was told by the Sybarites, and we find subsequent indications
of them even as late as Theokritus.

The conquest and destruction of the original Sybaris—
perhaps in 510 B.C. the greatest of all Grecian cities—appears
to have excited a strong sympathy in the Hellenic world. In
Milétus especially, with which it had maintained intimate union,
the grief was so vehement, that all the Milesians shaved their
heads in token of mourning.?2 The event, happening just at
the time of the expulsion of Hippias from Athens, must have
made a sensible revolution in the relations of the Greek cities

1 Herodot. v. 45; Diodor. xii. 9, 10; Strabo, vi. p. 263. Strabo
mentions expressly the turning of the river for the purpose of overwhelming
the city—é&xdvres yap Ty wéAw érfiyayoy Tdv moTapdy ral karéxivear, It
is to this change in the channel of the river that I refer the expression in
Herodotus—réuerds 7e xal 1ndv évra maps vdv Enpdv Kpibw. It was
matural that the old deserted bed of the river should be called “‘#Ze a7y
Krathis” : whereas, if we suppose that there was only one channel, the ex-
pression has no appropriate meaning. For I do not think that any one can
be well satisfied with the explanation of Bihr—¢‘ Vocatur Crathis hoc loco
Enpds siccus, ut qui hieme fluit, sestatis vero tempore exsiccatus est: quod
adhuc in multis Italiee inferioris fluvils observant.” I doubt whether this
be true, as a matter of fact, respecting the river Krathis (see my preceding
wolume, ch. xxii); but even if the fact were true, the epithet in Bihr's
sense has no special significance for the purpose contemplated by Herodotus,
who merely wishes to describe the site of the temple erected by Dorieus,
““Near the Krathis,” or * near the dry Krathis,” would be equivalent ex-
pressions, if we adopted Bihr’s construction ; whereas to say ‘‘near the
deserted channel of the Krathis,” would be a good local designation,

4 Herodot. vi. 2I.
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on the Italian coast with the rustic population of the interior.
The Krotoniates might destroy Sybaris and disperse its inhabit-
ants, but they could not succeed to its wide dominion over
dependent territory : and the extinction of this great aggregate
power, stretching across the peninsula from sea to sea, lessened
the means of resistance against the Oscan movements from the
inland. From this time forward, the cities of Magna Grzcia,
as well as those of Ionia, tend to decline in consequence; while
Athens, on the other hand, becomes both more conspicuous
and more powerful. At the invasion of Greece by Xerxés
thirty years after this conquest of Sybaris, Sparta and Athens
send to ask for aid both from Sicily and Korkyra, but not from
Magna Grecia.

It is much to be regretted that we do not possess fuller
information respecting such important changes among the
Greco-Italian cities.  Yet we may remark that even Herodotus
—himself a citizen of Thurii and dwelling on the spot not more:
than eighty years after the capture of Sybaris—evidently found
no written memorials to consult ; and could obtain from verbal
conversation nothing better than statements both meagre and
contradictory. The material circumstance, for example, of the-
aid rendered by the Spartan Dorieus and his colonists, though.
positively asserted by the Sybarites, was as positively denied by
the Krotoniates, who alleged that they had accomplished the-
conquest by themselves and with their own unaided forces..
There can be little hesitation in crediting the affirmative asser-
tion of the Sybarites, who showed to Herodotus a temple and
precinct erected by the Spartan prince in testimony of his share
in the victory, on the banks of the dry deserted channel out of
which the Krathis had been turned, and in honour of the
Krathian Athénél This of itself forms a proof, coupled with
the positive assertion of the Sybarites, sufficient for the case;.
but they produced another indirect argument to confirm it,
which deserves notice. Dorieus had attacked Sybaris while he-
was passing along the coast of Italy to go and found a colony
in Sicily, under the express mandate and encouragement of the-
oracle. After tarrying awhile at Sybaris, he pursued his journey
to the south-western portion of Sicily, where he and nearly all
his companions perished in a battle with the Carthaginians and
Egestans—though the oracle had promised him that he
should acquire and occupy permanently the neighbouring terri-
tory near Mount Eryx. Now the Sybarites deduced from this
fatal disaster of Dorieus and his expedition, combined with the

1 Herodot. v. 45.
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favourable promise of the oracle beforehand, a confident proof
of the correctness of their own statement that he had fought at
Sybaris. For if he had gone straight to the territory marked
out by the oracle (they argued), without turning aside for any
other object, the prophecy on which his hopes were founded
would have been unquestionably realised, and he would have
succeeded. But the ruinous disappointment which actually
overtook him was at once explained, and the truth of prophecy
vindicated, when it was recollected that he had turned aside to
help the Krotoniates against Sybaris, and thus set at nought
the conditions prescribed to him., Upon this argument
(Herodotus tells us) the Sybarites of his day especially insisted.!
And while we note their pious and literal faith in the com-
munications of an inspired prophet, we must at the same time
observe how perfectly that faith supplied the place of historical
premises—how scanty their stock was of such legitimate
evidence—and how little they had yet learnt to appreciate its
value,

It is to be remarked, that Herodotus, in his brief mention of
the fatal war between Sybaris and Kroton, does not make the
least allusion to Pythagoras or his brotherhood.. The least
which we can infer from such silence is, that the part which
they played in reference to the war, and their general ascend-
ency in Magna Grecia, was in reality less conspicuous and over-
ruling than the Pythagorean historians set forth. Even making
such allowance, however, the absence of all allusion in Hero-
dotus, to the commotions which accompanied the subversion
of the Pythagoreans, is a circumstance not easily explicable.
Nor can I pass over a perplexing statement in Polybius, which
seems to show that he too must have conceived the history of
Sybaris in a way different from that which it is commonly
represented. He tells us, that after much suffering in Magna
Grecia from the troubles which followed the expulsion of the
Pythagoreans, the cities were induced by Achzan mediation to
come to an accommodation and even to establish something
like a permanent league with a common temple and sacrifices.
Now the three cities which he specifies as having been the first
to do this, are, Kroton, Sybaris, and Kaulonia.2 But according

1 Herodot. v. 45. TodTo 8¢, adroi Awpiéos 7dv §dvaror puapripior uéyiatoy
motedvTar (SuBapitar),§Ti mapd 7o pepavrevpéra woréwy diepbdpn. Ei yap 8%
w mapémpnke pndev, én’ § 8¢ éardAn émolee, elae &v Thv *Epuxlvny xdpnv ral
Erby kdTeo e, 008 by adrds Te kal 9 aTpatin diepbdpn.

2 Polyb. ii. 39. Heyne thinks that the agreement here mentioned by

Polybius took place Olymp. 8o, 3 ; or indeed after the re-population of the
Sybaritan territory by the foundation of Thurii (Opuscula, vol. ii. ; Prolus.
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to the sequence of events and the fatal war (just described)
between Kroton and Sybaris, the latter city must have been at
that time in ruins ; little, if at all, inhabited. I cannot but
infer from this statement of Polybius, that he followed different
authorities respecting the early history of Magna Gracia in the
beginning of the fifth century B.C.

Indeed the early history of these cities gives us little more
than a few isolated facts and names. With regard to their
legislators, Zaleukus and Charondas, nothing is made out ex-
cept their existence—and even that fact some ancient critics
contested. Of Zaleukus, whom chronologists place in 664 B.C.,
1 have already spoken; the date of Charondas cannot be
assigned, but we may perhaps presume that it was at some time
between 6oo-500 B.c. He was a citizen of middling station,
born in the Chalkidic colony of Katana in Sicily,! and he
framed laws not only for his own city, but for the other
Chalkidic cities in Sicily and Italy—Leontini, Naxos, Zanklé,
and Rhégium. The laws and the solemn preamble ascribed to
him by Diodorus and Stobaus, belong to a later day,? and we
are obliged to content ourselves with collecting the brief hints
of Aristotle, who tells us that the laws of Charondas descended
‘to great minuteness of distinction and specification, especially
in graduating the fine for offences according to the property of
the guilty person fined 3-—but that there was nothing in his laws

x. p. 189). But there seems great difficulty in imagining that the state of
violent commotion—which (according to Polybius) was only appeased by
this agreement—can possibly have lasted so long as half a century; the
received date of the overthrow of the Pythagoreans being about 504 B.C.

1 Aristot, Politic. il. 9, 6; iv. 9, 10. Heyne puts Charondas much
earlier than the foundation of Thurii, in which I think he is undoubtedly
right : but without determining the date more exactly (Opuscul. vol. ii, ;
Prolus. ix. p. 160), Charondas must certainly have been earlier than
Anaxilas of Rhégium and the great Sicilian despots ; which will place him
higher than 500 B.C.: but I do not know that any more precise mark of
time can be found.

2 Diodorus, xii, 35 ; Stobeeus, Serm. xliv, 20-40; Cicero de Legg. ii. 6.
See K. F. Hermann, Lehrbuch der Griech. Staatsalterthiimer, ch. 89
Heyne, Opuscul. vol, ii. p. 72~164. Brandis (Geschichte der Rém.
Philosophie, ch. xxvi. p. 102} seems to conceive these prologues as
genume.

The mistakes and confusion made by ancient writers respecting these law-
givers—even by writers earlier than Aristotle (Politic. ii. 9, 5)—are such as
we have no means of clearing up.

Svneca (Epist. 9o) calls both Zaleukus and Charondas disciples of Pytha-
goras ; that the former was so, is not to be believed ; but it is rot wholly
impossible that the latter may have been so, or at least a contemporary of
the earliest Pythagoreans.

¥ Aristotel, Politic. ii. 9, 8. Xapdvdov 8 oy ptv ob8év o7 TAYY al
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strictly original and peculiar, except that he was the first to in-
troduce the solemn indictment against perjured witnesses before
justice. The perjured witness in Grecian ideas, was looked
upon as having committed a crime half religious, half civil.
The indictment raised against him, known by a peculiar name,
partook of both characters, approaching in some respects to the
procedure against a murderer. Such distinct form of indict-
ment against perjured testimony—with its appropriate name,!
which we shall find maintained at Athens throughout the best
known days of Attic law—was first enacted by Charondas.

CHAPTER XXXVIII

FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO THE MARCH OF
XERXES AGAINST GREECE

I mave recounted, in a preceding chapter, the Athenian
victory at Marathon, the repulse of the Persian general Datis,
and the return of his armament across the Agean to the
Asiatic coast. He had been directed to conquer both Eretria
and Athens; an order which he had indeed executed in part
with success, as the string of Eretrian prisoners brought to
Susa attested—but which remained still unfulfilled in regard to
the city principally obnoxious to Darius. Far from satiating his
revenge upon Athens, the Persian monarch was compelled to
listen to the tale of an ignominious defeat. His wrath against
the Athenians rose to a higher pitch than ever, and he com-

3lkar TGy YevBopapripewy: wpiTos ydp émolnoe Thy énloknr T § drpiBely
&y véuwy éotl yAapupdTepos kal Tawy viv vouoferwv. To the fulness and
precision predicated respecting Charondas in the latter part of this passage,
I refer the other passage in Politic. iv. 10, 6, which is not to be construed
as if it meant that Charondas had graduated fines on the rich and poor with
a distinct view to that political trick (of indirectly eliminating the poor from
public duties) which Aristotle had been just adverting to—but merely means
that Charondas had been nice and minute in graduating pecuniary penalties
generally, having reference to the wealth or poverty of the person
sentenced.

1 MpaTos yap éwolnae vhy émlornyv (Arstot. Politic, ii. 9, 8). See
Harpokration, v. 'Ewesrfifaro, and Pollux, vii. 33; Démosthenés cont.
Stephanum, ii. ¢. §; cont. Euerg. et Mnésibul. ¢. 1. The word énloknirs
carries with it the solemnity of meaning adverted to in the text, and seems
to have been used specially with reference to an action or indictment against
perjured witnesses : which indictment was permitted to be brought with a
less degree of risk or cost to the accuser than most others in the Attic
dikasteries (Démosth. cont. Euerg. et Mn. Z o).
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menced vigorous preparations for a renewed attack upon them
as well as upon Greece generally. Resolved upon assembling the
entire force of his empire, he directed the various satraps and
sub-governors throughout all Asia to provide troops, horses,
and ships both of war and burthen. For no less than three
years the empire was agitated by this immense levy, which
Darius determined to conduct in person against Greece.! Nor
was his determination abated by a revolt of the Egyptians,
which broke out about the time when his preparations were
completed. He was on the point of undertaking simultaneously
the two enterprises—the conquest of Greece and the reconquest
of Egypt—when he was surprised by death, after a reign of
thirty-six years. As a precaution previous to this intended
march, he had nominated as successor Xerxes, his son by Atossa;
for the ascendency of that queen ensured to Xerxes the pre-
ference over his elder brother Artabazanes, son of Darius by a
former wife, and born before the latter became king. The
choice of the reigning monarch passed unquestioned, and
Xerxes succeeded without opposition.? It deserves to be
remarked, that though we shall meet with several acts of cruelty
and atrocity perpetrated in the Persian regal family, there is
nothing like that systematic fratricide which has been considered
necessary to guarantee succession in Turkey and other Oriental
empires.

The intense wrath against Athens, which had become the
predominant sentiment in the mind of Darius, was yet un-

1 Herodot. vii. 3, 4.

2 Herodot. vii. 1-4. . He mentions—simply as a report, and’ seemingly
without believing it himself—that Demaratus the exiled king of Sparta was
at Susa at the moment when Darius was about to choose a successor among
his sons (this cannot consist with Ktésias, Persic. ¢. 23); and that he
sugzested to Xerxes a convincing argument by which to determine the mind
of his father, urging the analogy of the law of regal succession at Sparta,
whereby the son of a king, born after his father became king, was preferred
to an elder son born before that event. The existence of such a custom at
Sparta may well be doubted.

Some other anecdotes, not less difficult of belief than this, and alike
calculated to bestow a factitious importance on Demaratus, will be noticed
in the subsequent pages. The latter received from the Persian king the
grant of Pergamus and Teuthrania, with their land-revenues, which his
descendants long afterwards continued to occupy (Xenoph. Hellen. iii. 1~
6): and perhaps these descendants may have been among the persons from
whom Herodotus derived his information respecting the expedition of
Xerxes. See vil. 239.

Plutarch (De Fraterno Amore, p. 488) gives an account in many
respects different concerning the circumstances which determined the
succession of Xerxes to the throne, in preference to his elder brother.
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appeased at the time of his death, and it was fortunate for the
Athenians that his crown now passed to a prince less obstinately
hostile as well as in every respect inferior. Xerxes, personally
the handsomest * and most stately man amid the immense crowd
which he led against Greece, was in character timid and faint-
hearted, over and above those defects of vanity, childish self-
conceit, and blindness of appreciation, which he shared more or
less with all the Persian kings. Yet we shall see that even
under his conduct, the invasion of Greece was very near
proving successful: and it might well have succeeded alto-
gether, had he been either endued with the courageous
temperament, or inflamed with the fierce animosity, of his
father. ]

On succeeding to the throne, Xerxes found the forces of the
empire in active preparation, pursuant to the orders of Darius ;
except Egypt,. which was in a state of revolt. His first
necessity was to reconquer this country; a purpose for which
the great military power now in readiness was found amply
sufficient. Egypt was subdued and reduced to a state of much
harder dependence than before: we may presume that not
only the tribute was increased, but also the numbers of the
Persian occupying force, maintained by contributions levied
on the natives. Achzmenes, brother of Xerxes, was installed
there as satrap.

But Xerxes was not at first equally willing to prosecute the
schemes of his deceased father against Greece. At least such
is the statement of Herodotus ; who represents Mardonius as
the grand instigator of the invasion, partly through thirst for
warlike enterprise, partly from a desire to obtain the intended
conquest as a satrapy for himself. There were not wanting
Grecian counsellors to enforce his recommendation both by
the promise of help and by the colour of religion. The great
family of the Alevade, belonging to Larissa and perhaps to
other towns in Thessaly, were so eager in the cause, that their
principal members came to Susa to offer an easy occupation of
that frontier territory of Hellas; while the exiled Peisistratids
from Athens still persevered in striving to procure their own
restoration at the tail of a Persian army. On the present
occasion, they brought with them to Susa a new instrument,
the holy mystic Onomakritus—a man who had acquired much
reputation, not by prophesying himself, but by collecting,
arranging, interpreting, and delivering out, prophetic verses

1 Herod. vii. 187. The like personal beaunty is ascribed to Darius
Codomannus, the last of the Persian kings (Plutarch, Alexand. c. 21).
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passing under the name of the ancient seer or poet Muszus.
Thirty years before, in the flourishing days of the Peisistratids,
he had lived at Athens, enjoying the confidence of Hipparchus,
and consulted by him as the expositor of these venerated
documents. But having been detected by the poet Lasus of
Hermione, in the very act of interpolating them with new
matter of his own, he was indignantly banished by Hipparchus.
The Peisistratids however, now in banishment themselves,
forgot or forgave this offence, and carried Onomakritus with
his prophecies to Susa, announcing him as a person of oracular
authority, to assist in working on the mind of Xerxes. To this
purpose his interpolations, or his omissions, were now directed.
When introduced to the Persian monarch, he recited emphati-
cally various encouraging predictions, wherein the bridging of
the Hellespont, and the triumphant march of a barbaric host
into Greece, appeared as predestined ; while he carefully kept
back all those of a contrary tenor, which portended calamity
and disgrace. So at least Herodotus,! strenuous in upholding
the credit of Bakis, Muszus, and other Grecian prophets
whose verses were in circulation, expressly assures us. The
religious encouragements of Onomakritus, and the political
co-operation proffered by the Aleuad®, enabled Mardonius
effectually to overcome the reluctance of his master. Indeed
it was not difficult to show, according to the feelings then
prevalent, that a new king of Persia was in honour obliged to
enlarge the boundaries of the empire.?2 The conquering
impulse springing from the first founder was as yet unexhaustéd ;
the insults offered by the Athenians remained still unavenged ;
and in addition to this double stimulus to action, Mardonius drew
a captivating picture of Europe as an acquisition—* it was the
finest land in the world, produced every variety of fruit-bearing
trees, and was too good a possession for any mortal man ex-
cept the Persian kings.”® Fifteen yedrs before, the Milesian
Aristagoras,* when entreating the Spartans to assist the Ionic

1 Herodot. vil. 6; viil, 20, 96, 77. *Ovopdrpiros—raréieye 78w xpnoudr
——¢l pév T dvéor apdrua pépov 76 Tépap, Tdv utv Eneye oddéve § 8¢ Ta
ebruxéoTara deheyduevos, ¥neye T8y Te ‘EAMfomovTor s (euxOivar xpedy el
b’ ardpds Tépoew, Thy Te Enaow &ryebuevos, &e.

An intimation somewhat curious respecting this collection of prophecies ;
it was of an extremely varied character, and contained promises or threats
;0 meet any emergency which might arise,

2 Aschylus, Pers. 761.

3 Herodot. vil. 5. &s & Edpdwn mepucaAAds xdpn, kal 3évdpea wavroia
Péeéls';& fiuepa, BagiAéi e pobve Gynr iy dtln ericba—xdpny TappopaTéony
Vil - .

"¢ Herodot. v. 49.
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revolt, had exaggerated the wealth and productiveness of Asia
in constrast with the poverty of Greece—a contrast less widely
removed from the truth, at that time, than the picture presented
by Mardonius.

Having thus been persuaded to alter his original views,
Xerxes convoked a meeting of the pnnc1pal Persian counsellors,
and announced to them his resolution to invade Greece; set-
ting forth the mingled motives of revenge and -aggrandisement
which impelled him, and representing the conquest of Greece
as carrying with it that of all Europe, so that the Persian
empire would become coextensive with the ather of Zeus and
the limits of the sun’s course.

On the occasion of this invasion, now annocunced and
about to take place, we must notice especially the historical
manner and conception of our capital informant—Herodotus.
The invasion of Greece by Xerxes, and the final repulse of his
forces, constitute the entire theme of his three last books, and
the principal object of his whole history, towards which the
previous matter is intended to conduct. Amidst those prior
circumstances, there are doubtless many which have a sub-
stantive importance and interest of their own, recounted at so
much length that they appear co-ordinate and principal, so that
the thread of the history is for a time put out of sight. Vet we
shall find, if we bring together the larger divisions of his history,
omitting the occasional prolixities of detail, that such thread 1s
never lost in the historian’s own mind : it may be traced by an
attentive reader, from his preface and the statement immediacely
following it—of Creesus as the first barbaric conqueror of the
Ionian Greeks—down to the full expansion of his theme,
“Grecia Barbarie lento collisa duello,” in the expedition of
Xerxes. That expedition, as forming the consummation of
his historical scheme, is not only related more copiously and
continuously than any ‘events preceding it, but is also usheredi
in with an unusual solemnity of religious and poetical accom-'
paniment, so that the seventh Book of Herodotus reminds us
in many points of the second Book of the Iliad : probably too, if
the lost Grecian epics had reached us, we should trace many'
other cases in which the imagination of the historian has un-,
consciously assimilated itself to them. The Dream sent by
the gods to frighten Xerxes, when about to recede from his
project—as well as the ample catalogue of nations and eminent
individuals embodied in the Persian host—have both of them|
marked parallels in the Iliad: and Herodotus seems to delight
in representing to himself the enterprise against Greece as an
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antithesis to that of the Atreide against Troy. He enters into
the internal feelings of Xerxes with as much familiarity as
Homer into those of Agamemnon, and introduces “the counsel
of Zeus ” as not less direct, special, and overuling, than it appears
in the Iliad and Odyssey : 1 though the godhead in Herodotus,
compared with Homer, tends to become neuter instead of
masculine or feminine, and retains only the jealous instincts of
a ruler, apart from the appetites, lusts, and caprices of a man :
acting moreover chiefly as a centralised, or at least as a
homogeneous, force, in place of the discordant severalty of
agents conspicuous in the Homeric theology. The religious
idea, so often presented elsewhere in Herodotus—that the god-
head was jealous and hostile to excessive gocd fortune or
immoderate desires in man,—is worked into his history of
Xerxes as the ever-present moral and as the main cause of its
disgraceful termination. For we shall discover as we proceed,
that the historian, with that honourable frankness which Plu-
tarch calls his * malignity,” neither ascribes to his countrymen
credit greater than they deserve for personal valour, nor seeks
to vell the many chances of defeat which their mismanagement
laid open.?

1 Homer, Iliad, i. 3. Auds 8 érerelero Bovrs). Herodotus is characterised
as ‘Oufpov (AwThs— OuypixdraTos—(Dionys. Halic. ad Cn. Pompeium,
p- 772, Reiske ; Longinus De Sublim, p. 86, ed. Pearce).

2 While Plutarch (if indeed the treatise de Herodoti Malignitate be the
work of Plutarch) treats Herodotus as uncandid, malicious, corrupt, the
calumniator of great men and glorious deeds—Dionysius of Halikarnassus
on the contrary, with more reason, treats him as a pattern of excellent
dispositions in an historian, contrasting him in this respect with Thucydidés,
to whom he imputes an unfriendly spirit in criticising Athens, arising from
his long banishment : ‘H uév ‘Hpodérov Sidleo:s év Gmaciy émierds, kal Tois
pév dryafois cuvndoudévy, rois 8¢ kaxois ovvaiyoioar § 8¢ Oovkuvdidov didbeots
abBékaoTds Tis kal wucpd, kal 79 TaTpldi TS Puyils pynoicanoboar T& pév yap
apaprhipara éretépyetar kal pdAa &rxpiBds, TV S¢ waTd Voiy KexwpnKiTwY
kafdmwat ob péuvnrar ) Gowep fvayracuévos. (Dionys. Hal. ad Cn. Pom-
peium de Preecip. Historicis Judic. p. 774, Reiske.)

Precisely the same fault which Dionysius here imputes to Thucydidés
(though in other places he acquits him, &md wavtds ¢84vov kal wdoys
roaxelas, p. 824), Plutarch and Dio cast far more harshly upon Herodotus.
In neither case is the reproach deserved.

Both the moralists and the rhetoricians of ancient times were very apt to
treat history, not" as a series of true matters of fact, exemplifying the laws
of human nature and society, and enlarging our knowledge of them for
purposes of future inference—but as if it were a branch of fiction, so to be
handled as to please our taste or improve our morality. Dionysius, blaming
Thucydidés for the choice of his subject, goes so far as to say that the
Peloponnesian war, a period of ruinous discord in Greece, ought to have
been left in oblivion and never to have passed into history (stwnfi kal A%0p
napadobels, iwd Tdv émiyryvopévwr yvoiclm, ibid. p. 768)—and that
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I bave already mentioned that Xerxes is described as having
originally been averse to the enterprise, and only stimulated
thereto by the persuasions of Mardonius. This was probably
the genuine Persian belief, for the blame of so great a disaster
would naturzaily be transferred from the monarch to some evil
counsellor.!  As soon as Xerxes, yielding to persuasion, has
announced, to the Persian chief men whom he had convoked,
his resolution to bridge over the Hellespont and march to the
conquest of Greece and Europe, Mardonius is represented as
expressing his warm concurrence in the project, extolling the
immense force? of Persia, and depreciating the Ionians in
Europe (so he denominated them) as so poor and disunited
that success was not only certain but easy. Against the rash-.
ness of this general-—the evil genius of Xerxes—we find opposed
the prudence and long experience of Artabanus, brother of the
deceased Darius, and therefore uncle to the monarch. The ;
age and relationship of this Persian Nestor embolden him to
undertake the dangerous task of questioning the determination
which Xerxes, though professing to invite the opinions of others,
had proclaimed as already settled in his own mind. The
speech which Herodotus puts into the mouth of Artabanus is §
that of a thoughtful and religious Greek. It opens with the
Grecian conception of the necessity of hearing and comparing |
opposite views, prior to any final decision—reproves Mardonius
for falsely depreciating the Greeks and seducing his master into
personal danger—sets forth the probability that the Greeks, if
victorious at sea, would come and destroy the bridge by which °
Xerxes had crossed the Hellespont—reminds the latter of the
imminent hazard which Darius and his army had undergone in
Scythia, from the destruction (averted only by Histizus and his
influence) of the bridge over the Danube: such prudential f
suggestions being further strengthened by adverting to the
jealous aversion of the godhead towards overgrown human
power.® ) )

The impatient monarch silences his uncle in a tone of insult
.and menace : nevertheless, in spite of himself, the dissuasions
work upon him so powerfully, that before night they gradually

-especially Thucydidés ought never to have thrown the blame of it upon his
own city, since there were many other causes to which it might have been
Amputed (érépus Exorra moAAais dpopuals mepidar Tas alrias, p. 770} It
will be found, however, if we read Thucydidés with attention, that he does
not throw the blame of the Peloponnesian war upon Athens, whatever may
.be thought of his strictures on her conduct in various particular cases,

! Herodot. viii. 9. Mapddrioy év aitly TiBévTes: compare ¢, 100.

2 Hevodot. vii. 9. % Herodot. vii. 10.
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alter his resolution, and decide him to renounce the scheme.
In this latter disposition he falls asleep, when a dream appears :
a tall stately man stands over him, denounces his change of
opinion, and peremptorily commands him to persist in the
enterprise as announced. In spite of this dream, Xerxes. still
adheres to his altered purpose, assembles his council the next
morning, and after apologising for his angry language towards
Artabanus, acquaints them to their great joy that he adopts
the recommendations of the latter, and abandons his project
against Greece. But in the following night, no sooner has
Xerxes fallen asleep, than the same dream and the same figure
again appear to him, repeating the previous command in
language of terrific menace. The monarch, in a state of great
alarm, springs from his bed and sends for Artabanus, whom
he informs of the twicerepeated vision and divine mandate
interdicting his change of resolution. “If (says he) it be the
absolute will of God that this expedition against Greece should
be executed, the same vision will appear to thee also, provided
thou puttest on my attire, sittest in my throne, and sleepest
in my bed.”! Not without reluctance, Artabanus obeys this
order (for it was high treason in any Persian to sit upon the
regal throne 2), but he at length complies, expecting to be ahble
to prove to Xerzes that the dream deserved no attention.
“Many dreams (he says) are not of divine origin, nor anything
better than mere wandering objects such as we have been
thinking upon during the day : this dream, of whatever nature
it may be, will not be foolish enough to mistake me for the
king, even if I be in the royal attire and bed; but if it shall
still continue to appear to thee, I shall myself confess it to be
divine.” 3 Accordingly Artabanus is placed in the regal throne
and bed, and as soon as he falls asleep, the very same figure
shows itself to him also, saying, “ Art thou he who dissuadest
Xerxes, on the plea of solicitude for his safety, from marching
against Greece? Xerxes has already been forewarned of that

! Herodot. vii. 15. Ei &v 8eds dori 6 émméumaw ral of mdvrws év Hdovi
éori yevéoBou otparnraciny énl Thv ‘EAAdSa, emmrhoeral kal gol TéuTo
Tobro Bvepov, dpolws ral éuol &yreAAduevor. Edploxw 8t &de by ywipeva
radra, el AdBas Thv duly grevy wacav, kal qwdds, perd rtavra (Cole és
Tov éubdy Bpdvov, kal Emerra v kolry 7§ ufi karvmvdoems. Compare vil. 8,
Beds Te ofiTw Hryer, &c.

3 See Brissonius, De Regno Persarum, lib, i, p. 27.

# Herodot. vii. 16, Ob yap 8% &s Togoird ye ednbelns dvhres Tovro, § 70 84
koré éoTi 1Y émpawlduevdy Tor &v 7§ Javy, GoTe Bofer dut bpdv ae bpdv, 17
ol Eo07T: Terpapbpevoy. . . . el yap 8 émpaThoeié ye quvexiéws, pabpw by
wal adTds felov elvai.

VOL, V., F
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which he will suffer if he disobeys, and thou too shalt not
escape either now or in future, for seeking to avert that which
must and shall be.” With these words the vision assumes
a threatening attitude, as though preparing to burn out the
eyes of Artabanus with hot irons, when the sleeper awakens
in terror, and runs to communicate with Xerxes. “I have
hitherto, O king, recommended to thee to rest contented with
that vast actual empire on account of which all mankind think
thee happy ; but since the divine impulsion is now apparent,
and since destruction from on high is prepared for the Greeks,
I too alter my opinion, and advise thee to command the
Persians as God directs; so that nothing may be found
wanting on thy part for that which God puts into thy
hands.” 1

It is thus that Herodotus represents the great expedition of
Xerxes to have originated ; partly in the rashness of Mardonius,
who reaps his bitter reward on the field of battle at Platea—
but still more in the influence of “mischievous Oneiros,” who
is sent by the gods (as in the second book of the Iliad) to put
a cheat upon Xerxes, and even to overrule by terror both his
scruples and those of Artabanus. The gods having deter-
mined (as in the instances of Astyagés, Polykratés, and
others) that the Persian empire shall undergo signal humilia-
tion and repulse at the hands of the Greeks, constrain the
Persian monarch into a ruinous enterprise against bis own
better judgement. Such religious imagination is not to be
regarded as peculiar to Herodotus, but as common to him
with his contemporaries generally, Greeks as well as Persians,
though peculiarly stimulated among the Greeks by the abund-
ance of their epic or quasi-historical poetry. Modified more or
less in each individual narrator, it is made to supply connect-
ing links as well as initiating canses for the great events of
history. As a cause for this expedition, incomparably the
greatest fact and the most fertile in consequences, throughout
the political career both of Greeks and Persians, nothing less
than a special interposition of the gods would have satisfied
the feelings either of one nation or the other. The story of

1 Herodot. vii. 18, ’Emel 8¢ Sarpovin Tis ylyverar dpud), xal “EAAqas, bs
Zowce, Pploph Tis kaTaAauBdve BefihaTos, éyd uér xal abTds Tpdwopa, kal THy
yvduny perarifepar. . . . . . Hofee 3¢ ofiTw drws, Tob Oeod mapadidivros,
T@y gy &vdehoeTar undév.

The expression 7ot 08¢0t wapad:idévros in this place denotes what is
expressed by Tb xpedv vylyvesar, c. 17. The dream threatens Artabanus
and Xerxes for trying to turn aside the current of destiny—or in other
words, to contravene the predetermined will of the gods.
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the dream has its rise (as Herodotus tells us!) in Persian fancy,
and is in some sort a consolation for the national vanity; but
it is turned and coloured by the Grecian historian, who
mentions also a third dream, which appears to Xerxes after his
resolution to march was finally taken, and which the mistake of
the Magian interpreters falsely construed? into an encourage-
ment, though it really threatened ruin. How much this
religious conception of the sequence of events belongs te the
age, appears by the fact, that it not only appears in Pindar and
the Attic tragedians generally, but pervades especially the
Persee of Aischylus, exhibited seven years after the battle of
Salamis—in which we find the premonitory dreams as well as
the jealous enmity of the gods towards vast power and over-
weening aspirations in man ;3 though without any of that
inclination, which Herodotus seems to have derived from
Persian informants, to exculpate Xerxes by representing him as
disposed himself to sober counsels, but driven in a contrary
direction by the irresistible fiat of the gods.t

' Herodot. vil. 12. Kal 8 rov & 7§ vuxt) €lde Syw TorfiyBe, bs Aéyerar
bmd Tlepoéwy.

Herodotus seems to use rewpor in the neuter gender, not dretpos in the
masculine : for the alteration of Bihr (ad vii. 16) of é@vra in place of
éavros, is not at all called for, The masculine gender dvetpos is commonly
used in Homer ; but there are cases of the neuter Sverpoy,

Respecting the influence of dreams in determining the enterprises of the
early Turkish sultans, see Von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmanischen
Reichs, book ii. vol. i. p. 49. '

2 Compare the dream of Darius Codomannus. Plutarch, Alexander, c.
18. Concerning the punishment inflicted by Astyagés on the Magians for
misinterpreting his dreams, see Herodot. i. 128.

Philochorus, skilled in divination, affirmed that Nikias put a totally
wrong interpretation upon that fatal eclipse of the moon which induced him
to delay his retreat, and proved his ruin (Plutarch, Nikias, ¢. 23).

3 Aischylus, Pers. 96, 104, 181, 220, 368, 745, 825: compare Sophocl.
Ajax, 129, 744, 775, and the end of the (Edipus Tyrannus; Euripid.
Hecub. 58; Pindar, Olymp, viii. 86 ; Isthm. vi. 39 ; Pausanias, ii. 33, 3.
Compare the sense of the word deigdafpwy in Xenophon, Agesilaus, c. 11,
sect. 3—¢‘the man who in the midst of success fears the envious gods ¥—
opposed to the person who confides in continuance of success : and Klausen,
Theologumena Alschyli, p. 18.

4 The manner in which Herodotus groups together the facts of his history
in obedience to certain religious and moral sentiments in his own mind, is
well set forth in Hoffmeister, Sittlich-religiose Lebensansicht des Herodotos,
Essen, 1832, especially sects. 21, 22, pp. 112 seg. Hoffmeister traces the
veins of sentiment, running through, and often overlaying or transforming,
the matters of fact through a considerable portion of the nine books. He
does not, perhaps, sufficiently advert to the circumstance, that the in-
formants from whom Herodotus collected his facts were for the most part
imbued with sentiments similar to himself ; so that the religious and moral
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While we take due notice of those religious conceptions
with which both the poet and the historian surround this vast

vein pervaded more or less his original materials, and did pot need to be
added by himself. There can be litile doubt that the priests, the ministers
of temples and oracles, the excgetee or interpreting gnides around these holy
places—were among his chief sources for instructing himself: a stranger,
visiting so many different cities, must have been constantly in a sitvation to
have no other person whom he could consult. The temples were interest-
ing both in themselves and in the trophies and offerings which they
exhibited, while the persons belonging to them were (as a general rule)
accessible and communicative to strangers, as we may see both from
Pausanias and Plutarch—both of whom, however, had books before them
also to consult, which Herodotus hardly had at all. It was not only the
priests and ministers of temples in Egypt, of Héraklés at Tyre, and of Bélus
at Babylon, that Herodotus guestioned (1. 18r; ii. 3, 44, 143), but also
those of Delphi (Aed¢pdy olda éyd ofirws bxotoas yevéobas, i. 20 : compare
i. 91, 92, 51); D6dona (ii. 52); of the Ismenian Apollo at Thebes (v. 59);
of Athéné Alea at Tegea (i. 66) ; of Démétér at Paros (vi. 134—if not the
priests, at least persons full of temple inspirations); of Halus in Achaia
Phthibtis (vii. 197) ; of the Kabeiri in Thrace (ii. 51) ; of persons connected
with the Herbon of Protesilaus in the Chersonese (ix. 116, 120). The facts
which these persons communicated to him were always presented along with
associations referring to their own functions or religious sentiments, so that
Herodotus did not introduce anything new when he incorporated them as
such in his history. The treatise of Plutarch—* Cur Pythia nunc non
reddat Oracula Carmine ”—affords an instructive description of the ample
and multifarious narratives given by the expositors at Delphi, respecting the
eminent persons and events of Grecian history, to satisfly visitors who came
full of curiosity—¢irebeduoves, pirdroyar and ¢iropabels (Plutarch, ib. p.
394)—such as Herodotus was in a high degree. Compare pp. 396, 397,
400, 407, of the same treatise : also Plutarch De Defectu Oraculorum, p.
417—of AeApidy Beordyor, &e.  Plutarch remarks that in his time political
life was extinguished in Greece, and that the questions put to the Pythian
priestess related altogether to private and individual affairs ; whereas, in
earlier times, almost all political events came somehow or other under her
cognisance, either by questions to be answered, or by commemorative
public offerings (p. 407). In the time of Herodotus, the great temples,
especially those of Delphi and Olympia, were interwoven with the whole
web of Grecian political history. See the Dissertation of Preiler, annexed
to his edition of Polemonis Fragmenta, ¢. 3, p. 157-162; De Historid
atque Arte Periegetarum; also K. F. Hermann, Gottesdienstliche
Alterthiimer der Griechen, part I. ch. 12, p. §52.

The religious interpretation of historical phenomena is thus not peculiar
to Herodotus, but belongs to him in common with his informants and his
age generally, as indeed Hoffmeister observes (p. 31~136): though it is
remarkable to notice the frankness with which he (as well as the contem-
porary poets: see the references in Monk, Euripid, Alcestis, 1154) predi-
cates envy and jealousy of the gods, in cases where the conduct which he
supposes thef to pursue, is really such as would deserve that name in a
man,~—and such as he himself ascribes to the despot (iii. 80). He does not
think himself obliged to ca// the gods just and merciful while he is attribut-
ing to them acts of envy and jealousy in their dealing with mankind. But
the religious interpretation does not reign alone throughout the narrative of
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conflict of Greeks and barbarians, we need look no further than
ambition and revenge for the real motives of the invasion.
Considering that it had been a proclaimed project in the mind
of Darius for three years previous to his death, there was no
probability that his son and successor would gratuitously
renounce it. Shortly after the reconquest of Egypt, Xerxes
began to make his preparations, the magnitude of which
attested the strength of his resolve as well as the extent of his
designs. The satraps and subordinate officers, throughout the
whole range of his empire, received orders to furnish the
amplest quota of troops and munitions of war—horse and foot,
ships of war, horse-transports, provisions, or supplies of various
kinds, according to the circumstances of the territory ; while
rewards were held out to those who should execute the orders
most efficiently. For four entire years these preparations were
carried on, and as we.are told that similar preparations had
been going forward during the three years preceding the death
of Darius, though not brought to any ultimate result, we
cannot doubt that the maximum of force, which the empire
could possibly be made to furnish,! was now brought to execute
the schemes of Xerxes.

The Persian empire was at this moment more extensive than
ever it will appear at any subsequent period ; for it comprised
maritime Thrace and Macedonia as far as the borders of
Thessaly, and nearly all the islands of the Zgean north of
Krete and east of Eubcea—including even the Cyclades.
There existed Persian forts and garrisons at Doriskus, Eion,
and other places on the coast of Thrace, while Abdéra with the
other Grecian settlements on that coast were numbered among
the tributaries of Susa.2 Tt is necessary to bear in mind these

Herodotus: it is found side by side with careful sifting of fact and specifi-
cation of positive, definite, appreciable causes : and this Jatter vein;is what
really distinguishes the historian from his age,—forming the preparation for
Thucydidés, in whom it appears predominant and almost exclusive, See
this point jllustrated in Creuzer, Historische Kunst der Griechen, Abschnitt
iii. p. 150-159.

Jager (Disputationes Herodotes, p. 16, Gottingen, 1828) professes to
detect evidences of old age (senile ingenium) in the moralising colour which
overspreads the history of Herodotus, but which I believe to have belonged
to his middle and mature age not less than to his latter years—if indeed he
lived to be very old, which is no way proved, except upon reasons which
I have already disputed. See Bihr, Commentatio de Vit et Scriptis
Herodoti, in the fourth volume of his edition, c. 6, p. 388.

1 Herodot. vil. 19. x@pov wdrta épevwdy 7iis fmetpov.

2 Herodot. vii. 106, Karéoracar ydp &t mpérepov Tabrys Tis éteAdaios
{Z. e. the invasion by Xerxes) Smapxo: év 7§ ®pnixny kal Tod "EAAnomévTov
wavroxd. vil. 108. édedobAwro yap, s kal wpdrepby pot SedhAwral, ) uéxpt
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boundaries of the empire, at the time when Xerxes mounted
the throne, as compared with its reduced limits at the later
time of the Peloponnesian war—partly that we may understand
the apparent chances of success to his expedition, as they
preseated themselves both to the Persians and to the medising
Greeks—partly that we may appreciate the after-circumstances
connected with the formation of the Athenian maritime
empire.

In the autumn of the year 481 B.C., the vastarmy thus raised
by Xerxes arrived, from all quarters of the empire, at or near
to Sardis ; alarge portion of it having been directed to assemble
at Kritala in Kappadokia, on the eastern side of the Halys,
where it was joined by Xerxes himself on the road from Susa.!
From thence he crossed the Halys, and marched through
Phrygia and Lydia, passing through the Phrygian towns of
Kelzne, Anaua and Kolosse, and the Lydian town of
Kallatébus, until he reached Sardis, where winter-quarters were
prepared for him. But this land force, vast as it was (respect-
ing its numbers, I shall speak further presently), was not all
that the empire had been required to furnish. Xerxes had
determined to attack Greece, not by traversing the Zgean, as
Datis had passed to Eretria and Marathon, but by a land force
and fleet at once; the former crossing the Hellespont, and
marching through Thrace, Macedonia and Thessaly ; while the
latter was intended to accompany and co-operate, A fleet of
1207 ships of war, besides numerous vessels of service and
burthen, had been assembled on the Hellespont and on the
coasts of Thrace and lonia ; moreover Xerxes, with a degree of
forethought much exceeding that of his father Darius in the
Scythian expedition, had directed the formation of large
magazines of provisions at suitable maritime stations along the
line of march, from the Hellespont to the Strymonic Gulf.
During the four years of military preparation there had been
time to bring together great quantities of flour and other
essential articles from Asia and Egypt.?

If the whole contemporary world were overawed by the vast
assemblage of men and muniments of war, which Xerxes thus
brought together, so much transcending all past, we might even
say all subsequent, experience—they were no less astounded by
@ccaaAins wioa, kal Av owd Bagirija Saouopdpes, MeyaBdlov Te karagTpeya-
uivou kol GoTepor Mapdoviou ; also vil. 59, and Xenophon, Memorab. iii. 5,
11. Compare Aschylus, Pers, 871-896, and the vision ascribed to Cyrus
in reference to his successor Darius, covering with his wings both Europe

and Asia (Herodot. i. 209).
1 Herodot. vii. 26-31. 2 Herodot. vii. 23-25.
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two enterprises which entered into his scheme—the bridging
of the Hellespont, and the cutting of a ship-canal through the
isthmus of Mount Athos. For the first of the two there had
indeed been a precedent, since Darius about thirty-five years
before had caused a bridge to be thrown over the Thracian
Bosphorus, and crossed it in his march to Scythia. Yet this
bridge of Darius, though constructed by the Ionians and by a
Samian Greek, having had reference only to distant regions,
seems to have been little known or little thought of among the
Greeks generally, as we may infer from the fact that the poet
Aischylus ! speaks as if he had never heard of it; while the
bridge of Xerxes was ever remembered both by Persians and
by Greeks as a most imposing display of Asiatic omnipotence.
The bridge of boats—or rather the two separate bridges not far
removed from each other,—which Xerxes caused to be thrown
across the Hellespont, stretched from the neighbourhood of
Abydos on the Asiatic side to the coast between Sestos and
Madytus on the European, where the strait is about an English
mile in breadth. The execution of the work was at first
entrusted, not to Greeks, but to Pheenicians and Egyptians,
who had received orders long beforehand to prepare cables of
extraordinary strength and size expressly for the purpose; the
material used by the Pheenicians was flax, that employed by
the Egyptians was the fibre of the papyrus. Already had the
work been completed and announced to Xerxes as available for
transit, when a storm arose, so violent as altogether to ruin it.
The wrath of the monarch, when apprised of this catastrophe,
burst all bounds. It was directed partly against the chief
engineers, whose heads he caused to be struck off,2 but partly
also against the Hellespont itself. He commanded that the
strait should be scourged with 300 lashes, and that a set of
fetters should be let down into it as a further punishment.
Moreover Herodotus had heard, but does not believe, that he
even sent irons for the purpose of branding it. * Thou bitter
water (exclaimed the scourges while inflicting this punishment),
this is the penalty which our master inflicts upon thee, because
thou hast wronged him though he hath never wronged thee.
King Xerxes /! cross thee, whether thou wilt or not; but
thou deservest not sacrifice from any man, because thou art a
treacherous river of (useless) salt water.”$

1 AEschylus, Pers. 731, 754, 873.

2 Plutarch (De Tranquillitate Animi, p. 470) speaks of them as having
had their noses and ears cut off,

3 Herodot. vii. 34, 35. &veréAnero 8% &v pamifovras, Néyer BdpBapd Te
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Such were the insulting terms heaped by order of Xerxes
on the rebellious Hellespont. Herodotus calls them *“non-
Hellenic and blasphemous terms,” which, together with their
brevity, leads usto believe that he gives them as he heard them,
and that they are not of his own invention, like so many othet
speeches in his work, where he dramatises, as it were, a given
position. It bas been common however to set aside in this case
not merely the words, but even the main incident of punishment
inflicted on the Hellespont,® as a mere Greek fable rather than a
realfact; theextremechildishness and absurdity of the proceeding
giving to it the air of an enemy’s calumny. But this reason will
not appear sufficient, if we transport ourselves back to the time
and to the party concerned. To transfer to inanimate objects
the sensitive ag well as the willing and designing attributes of
human beings, is among the early and wide-spread instincts of
mankind, and one of the primitive forms of religion. And
although the enlargement of reason and experience gradually
displaces this elementary Fetichism, banishing it from the
regions of reality into those of conventional fiction—yet the
force of momentary passion will often suffice to supersede the
acquired habit : and even an intelligent man? may be impelled
in a moment of agonising pain to kick or beat the lifeless
object from which he has suffered. By the old procedure,
never formally abolished, though gradually disused, at Athens
—an inanimate object which had caused the death of a man
was solemmnly tried and cast out of the border. And the
Arcadian youths, when they returned hungry from an un-
successful day’s hunting,® scourged and pricked the god Pan

wal &rdofara, TQ wikpdy YSwp, Seambrns rou Slxmy dmiribel Thrle, i puy
#dlienoas, oldér mpds énelvov &dicov wabdv. Kal BacideVs ptv Eéplns dia-
,Bhaeral o, By Te 00 ye BotAy, v Te ral ph ool BF kard Sleny Gpa oldels
GvBpdway Be, bs &yTi Sohepd Te kal AAuvpd ToTRLE.

The assertion—that no one was in the habit of sacrificing to the Helles-
pont-—appears strange, when we look to the subsequent conduct of Xerxes
himself (vii. 53): compare vil. 113, and vi. 76. The epithet selt, employed
as a reproach, seerns to allude to the undrinkable character of the water.

1 See Stanley and Blomfeld ad Hschyl. Pers. 731, and K. O, Miiller (in
his Review of Benjamin Constant’s work Sur la Religion), Kleine Schriften,
vol. ii. p. 59.

2 SeepAuguste Comte, Traité de Philosophie Positive, vol. v, legon 52,

. 40, 46. ) .
pps See4Wachsmuth, Hellenisch. Alterthiimer, 2, i p. 320, and K. I,
Hermann, Griech. Staatsalterthiimer, sect. 104.

For the manner in which Cyrus dealt with the river Gyndés, see Herodot.
i. 202. The Persian satrap Pharnuchés was thrown from his horse at
Sardis, and received an injury of which he afterwards died : he directed his
attendants to lead the horse to the place where the accident had happened,
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or his statue by way of revenge. Much more may we suppose
a young Persian monarch, corrupted by universal subservience
around him, to be capable of thus venting an insane wrath,
The vengeance exercised by Cyrus on the river Gyndés (which
he caused to be divided into three hundred and sixty streamlets,
because one of his sacred horses had been drowned in it),
#ffords a fair parallel to the scourging of the Hellespont by
Xerxes, To offer sacrifice to rivers, and to testify in this
manner gratitude for service rendered by rivers, was a familiar
rite in the ancient religion. While the grounds for distrusting
the narrative are thus materially weakened, the positive evidence
will be found very forcible. The expedition of Xerxes took place
when Herodotus was about four years old, so that he afterwards
enjoyed ample opportunity of conversing with persons who had
witnessed and taken part in it : and the whole of his narrative
shows that he availed himself largely of such access to informa-
tion. Besides, the building of the bridge across the Hellespont,
and all the incidents connected with it, were acts necessarily
known to many witnesses, and therefore the more easily verified.
The decapitation of the unfortunate engineers was an act fear-
fully impressive, and even the scourging of the Hellespont,
while essentially public, appears to Herodotus! (as well as to
Arrian  afterwards), not childish, but impious. The more
attentively we balance, in the case before us, the positive
testimony against the intrinsic negative probabilities, the more
shall we be disposed to admit without diffidence the statement
of our original historian.

New engineers—perhaps Greek along with, or in place of,
Pheenicians and Egyptians—were immediately directed to

to cut off all his legs, and leave him to perish there (Herodot. vii. 88).
The kings of Macedonia offered sacrifice even during the time of Hefodotus,
to the river which had been the means of preserving the life of their
ancestor Perdikkas; after he had crossed it, the stream swelled and
arrested his pursuers (Herodot. viii. 138): see an analogots story about the
inhabitants of Apollonia and the river ASus, Valerius Maxim. i. 3, 2.

After the death of the great boxer, wrestler, &c., Theagenés of Thasus,
a statue was erected to his honour. A personal enemy, perhaps one of the
1400 defeated competitors, came every night to gratify his wrath and
revenge by flogging the statue. One night the statue fell down upon this
scourger and killed him ; upon which his relatives indicted the statue for
murder : it was found guilty by the Thasians, and thrown into the sea.
The gods however were much displeased with the proceeding, and visited
the Thasians with continued famine, until at length a fisherman by accident
fished up the statue, and it was restored to its place (Pausan. vi. 11, 2).
Compare the story of the statue of Hermés in Babrius, Fabul. 119, edition
of Mr. Lewis.

! Herodot, vil. 35-54 : compare viil. 109. Arrian, Exp. Alex. vii, 14, 9.

F2
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recommence the work, which Herodotus now describes in
detail, and which was executed with increased care and solidity.
To form the two bridges, two lines of ships—triremes and
pentekonters blended together—were moored across the strait
breastwise, with their sterns towards the Euxine and their heads
towards the Zgean, the stream flowing always rapidly from
the former towards the latter.! They were moored by anchdts

1 Herodot. vii. 36, The language in which Herodotus describes the
position of these ships which formed the two bridges, seems to me to have
been erroneously or imperfectly apprehended by most of the commentators :
see the notes of Bahr, Kruse, Wesseling, Rennell, and especially Larcher :
Schweigh#user is the most satisfactory.—rod pév NdrTov émrapotas, Tob 3¢
‘EAANoméyTov katd pbov. The explanation given by Tzetzes of émapoias
by the word wAavyias seems to me hardly exact : it means, not odlzgue, but
at right angles with. The course of the Bosphorus and Hellespont, flowing
out of the Euxine sea, is conceived by the historian as meeting that sea at
right angles; and the ships, which were moored near together along the
current of the strait, taking the line of each from head to stern, were there-
fore also at right angles with the Euxine sea. Moreover Herodotus does
not mean to distinguish the two bridges hereby, and to say that the ships
of the one bridge were 7ot Mévrov émicapoias, and those of the other
bridge 7ov ‘EAAnewévrov kard péov, as Bihr and other commentators
suppose : 6072 the predicates apply alike to do#4 the bridges,~—as indeed it
stands to reason that the arrangement of ships best for one bridge must also
have been best for the other. Respecting the meaning of émudpotos in
Herodotus, see iv, 101 ; i. 180. In the Odyssey (ix. 70: compare Eustath.
ad loc.) émdpoiar does not mean oblique, but headlong before the wind :
compare énikap, Iliad, xviil. 392. Sointhe position of the shipsas described
by Herodotus, if the wind blew from the Euxine, it would be right abaft of
them.

The circumstance stated by Herodotus,—that in the bridge higher yp the
stream or nearest to the Euxine, there were in all 360 vessels, while in the
other bridge there were no more than 314,—has perplexed the commen-
tators and induced them to resort to inconvenient explanations—as that of
saying, that in the higher bridge the vessels were moored not in a direct
line across, but in a line slanting, so that the extreme vessel on the
European side was lower down the siream than the extreme vessel on the
Asiatic side. This is one of the false explanations given of émwapoias
(slanting, sckrig): while the idea of Gronoviss and Larcher, that the
vessels in the higher bridge presented their broadside to the current, is still
more inadmissible. But the difference in the number of ships employed in
the one bridge compared with the other, seems to admit of an easier
explanation. We need not suppose, nor does Herodotus say, that the two
bridges were quite close together : considering the multitude which had to
cross them, it would be convenient that they should be placed at a certain
distance from each other. If they were a mile or two apart, we may well
suppose that the breadth of the strait was not exactly the same in the two
places chosen, and that it may have been broader at the point of the upper
bridge—which moreover might require to be made more secure, as having
to meet the first force of the current. The greater number of vessels in the
upper bridge will thus be accounted for in a simple and satisfactory

manner,

[}
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head and stern, and by very long cables. The number of ships
placed to carry the bridge nearest to the Euxine was three

In some of the words used by Herodotus there appears an obscurity:
they run thus—é{edyrvoay 3¢ &de' Hevryrovtépovs ral Tpihpeas curbévres,
$wd utv Thy (these words are misprinted in Béhr’s edition) wpds 08 Edfelvov
Tgvrov ékfkovrd Te kal Tpmuoalas, Hwd 3¢ 7hy érépny Téooepes kal déna ral
rpmrocias (Tod pév Mévrov, émkapaias, Tod 8¢ “EANnowdvTov kara pbov), Tva
avarxwxedy T6v Tévor Tév ImAwy: guvbévtes B¢, dyrbpas katikay mepyufkeas,
&e.

There is a difficulty respecting the words e dvaxwxeby Tdv Tévoy Tdv
dmAwv—what is the nominative case to this verb? Bihr says in his note,
sc. & pdos, and he construes 1@y §wAwy to mean the cables whereby the
anchors were held fast. But if we read further on, we shall see that =&
§wAa mean, not the anchor-cables, but the cables which were stretched
across from shore to shore to form the bridge : the very same words tdv
SrAwy Tod Tdvov, applied to these latter cables, occur a few lines after-
wards. I think that the nominative case belonging to dvaxwyedy is #
Yépupa (not & pdos), and that the words from rof uév Mdvrov down to pdov
are to be read parenthetically, as I have printed them above : the express
object for which the ships were moored was, ‘that the bridge might hold
up, or sustain, the tension of its cables stretched across from shore to shore.”
I admit that we should naturally expect érvaxwyebwot, and not &vaxwxely,
since the proposition would be true of Joz4 bridges ; but though this makes
an awkward construction, it is not inadmissible, since each bridge had been
previously described in the singular number.

Bredow and others accuse Herodotus of ignorance and incorrectness in
this description of the bridges, but there seems nothing to bear out this
charge.

Herodotus (iv. 85), Strabo {xiii. p. 591), and Pliny (H. N, iv. 12; vi.
1) give seven stadia as the breadth of the Hellespont in its narrowest part.
Dr. Pococke also assigns the same breadth: Tournefort allows about a
mile (vol. ii. lett. 4). Some modern -French measurements give the
distance as something considerably greater—1130 or 1150 toises (see
Miot’s note on his translation of Herodotus). The Duke of Ragusa states
it at 700 toises (Voyage en Turquie, vol. ii. p. 164). If we suppose the
breadth to be one mile or 5280 feet, 360 vessels at an average breadth of
14% feet would exactly fill the space. Rennell says, ‘‘ Eleven feet is the .
breadth of a barge: vessels of the size of the smallest coasting craft were
adequa;e to the purpose of the bridge.” (On the Geography of Herodotus,
p. 127.

The recent measurements or estimates stated by Miot go much beyond
Herodotus : that of the Duke of Ragusa nearly coincides with him. But
we need not suppose that the vessels filled up entirely the whole breadth,
without leaving any gaps between: we only know, that there were no
gaps left large enough for a vessel in voyage to sail through, except in
three specified places.

I avail myself of a second edition to notice some comments of Professor
Dunbar upon this note, inserted in the critical remarks appended to the
third edition of his Greek and English Lexicon, voc. *Emwdpotos,
Herodotus.

Mr. Dunbar differs from me, as well as from Liddell and Scott, in the
meaning of the word émedpaios, but 1 do not perceive that he brings any
convincing arguments, He says, that this adjective signifies ““in a cross
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hundred and sixty; the number in the other, three hundred
and fourteen. Over each of the two lines of ships, across from

direction, and is opposed by Hercdotus to ¥pbios, in a straight direction,
and to ifelas (Herodot. iv. 101 ; i. 180).”

I have made reference in my note to both these passages, and they
seem to me to bear out my meaning. In the latter oiP the two, it is not
exact to say that émcapoias is opposed to iBelas: on the contrary, the two
epithets are applied to the very same streets : ‘* All the streets of Babylon
(says Herodotus) are cut straight ; those streets which run directly down to
the river, as well as the rest.”

It is true that in iv. 101, HMerodotus contrasts, in a certain sense,
eruedpaios with Gpbios.  Speaking of the figure of Scythia, he says that it
is a parallelogram, of which two sides forming an angle with each other,
are lines of coast; while the other two sides run straight up into the
interior (Bpfa els Thy pesdyaiar) to a certain point of junction. To go
from the coast into the interior is always conceived by a Greek as going
wpward—uvw ; to come from inland to the coast, as coming downward,
wdrw. Hence Herodotus says that these two sides go straight wp inso the
interior. The other two sides of the paralielogram, which run along the
coast, Herodot s calls émuapolas, falling in a straight line, or directly,
upon the other two which run 3piwa és riy pecdyaar. It is plain that if
the two sides, which ran up into the interior and there joined each other,
were straight, the other two sides of the parallelogram would be straight
also : so that émumapeias in this passage does not bear any sense inconsistent
with straightness.

In construing the passage—'Elebyrvaar 8¢ &de Merrnrovrépovs kad
Tpihpeas ourfdyTes, Hwd pév THY mpds Tob Edelvov Mdrrov éfiwortd TE Kal
Tomrogias, dwd B¢ Ty Erépny tevoepeonaidena xal wprosias (Tol miv
Tiévroy, émixapoias, Tob B¢ ‘EAAgowdvrov, ward pdov), Tva dvaxwyedy 7by
Tévor T@v SmAawy, Mr. Dunbar says, “Mr. Grote and the editors of
Herodotus supply yépupar with imd pév thy, and dwd 8¢ miw érépny.  But
I cannot conceive what rational meaning can be extracted from éfedyvvoan
—imd uév Thy (yépupar), when the pentekonters and the triremes formed
the végpupar. There can (I imagine) be no doubt that 9%v or xdpar must
be understood (which they very often are with the Greek writers); the
land, namely, on each side of the strait: dmd uev viv (yir), on the Asian
side ; omd 8¢ Ty érépyy, on the European side.”

To deal first with Mr. Dunbar’s objection to my meaning, which is the
same as that of Bihr and others, I cannot admit his assertion, that *‘ the
pentekonters and the triremes formed the +yépupar.” They formed the
sugport of the bridge ; standing in the same relation to it, as the piles of
Waterloo Bridge stand to the bridge itself. Speaking Jargely, or for
common purposes, indeed, the bridge is understood to mean the whole
construction, support and all : but the essential portion of the bridge is,
the continuous way across from bank to bank, which, in the case of a
narrow stream, may exist without any supports at all. Now the pente-
konters and ¢(rivemes did pot of themselves form any continuous way
across ; this was formed by the row of tight parallel cables laid over them,
resting upon them, and stretching across from bank to bank. And
Herodotus uses the preposition §wd which expresses this relation : the
pentekonters and triremes were put together side by side under the bridge ;
or rather, they were first put, and then the bridge of tightened cables was
laid over or upon them. .
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shore to shore, were stretched six vast cables, which discharged
the double function of holding the ships together, and of

Mr. Dunbar’s supposition that the substantive belonging to dmwd pév Thy,
&c. is yfr—meaning the two opposite coasts, Asiatic and European —
seems to me inadmissible. The words 7hy @pdés Tod Edfelvov Mérrov, if
you apply them to one of the two bridges, designate naturally enough the
one which is highest up in the stream: but they cannot be employed to
signify the Asiatic coast as distinguished from the European, for they have
just as much reference to one as to the other. Nor can I think that the
preposition $md can be used to signify what Mr. Dunbar means. Assuming
even that it could properly be used to mean those ships which were
moored near or close to the land, we must recollect that what Herodotus
is here describing, is a series of ships lying near each other across the
whole breadth of the stream. Of the larger portion of these ships it could
never be said with any propriety, that they lay d=d vhv yiiv—either under
the Asiatic or European coast. Besides, on Mr. Dunbar’s construction,
Herodotus would be only describing oze bridge, whereas there were
undeniably zwo. -

Mr. Dunbar’s conception of the structure of the bridge differs essentially
from mine, but I should lengthen this note too much by commenting
upon it,

te contests my supposition that the two bridges may have been at some
distance from each other, on the ground that both of them terminated in
an éxth Tpaxéa és BdAacoav karfxovoa, on the European side; and he
translates &wrd promontory or headland. But érrd, just as often, if not
oftener—means a line of coast, stretching along for a considerable distance
(see Herodot. iv. 38).

Again, he differs from me, and agrees with Bihr, in regard to the
nominative case which is to be understood to the verb dvaxwxeldn. He
thinks that 6 pdos is understood, not # yépuvpa—observing—

‘“ How the bridge should keep the cables in a state of tension, I cannot
comprehend. “Iva must be referred to a cause immediately preceding and
well-ascertained 3 and this can only be the term pdos. From the statement
which the historian gives of the different modes of anchoring the two
divisions, it would appear that it was necessary for the triremes to be
moored in the direction of the current, in order that it might by its force
keep the cables taut, and not allow them to swing.” I confess that I do
rot feel the difficulty which strikes Mr. Dunbar, in translating the words
{va dvakwxedy Tdy Tévoy Tév §mAwy, in the way that I have proposed in an
earlier part of this note. And I have already remarked that by the words
7bv Tévov Tév §xAwy, Herodotus does not mean the anchor-cables, but the
vast cables stretched across: as he himself again uses the phrase a few
lines farther on—rdouy énerifeaay xarimeple Ty §mAwy Tob Tévou, where
Bihr and Schweighiuser justly remark that it is equivalent to xardmepfe
Ty §rAwy dvretanévwy. It might be possible to suppose % odvfesis or 7a
gurriBéueva (extracted out of the preceding participle ovv8évres) the under-
stood nominative case to &vakwxedy, which would get rid of the awkward
construction of yégupa in the singular number—Tesrnrovrépovs kal Tpifipeas
ovvdévres Tva dvakwxedy (7 odvleots Tadv Tpmpéwr) Tdv Téver TGy FTAwY,
ayxbpas katfixav wepipfikeas, &c. For cases in which an unexpressed
nominative case is extracted out of the verb preceding, compare Matthiae,
Gr. Gr. s. 205 ; and Kithner, Gr. Gr. s. 414.

Mr. Dunbar speaks ‘‘of the different modes of anchoring the two
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supporting the bridge-way to be laid upon them. They were
tightened by means of capstans on each shore: in three
different places along the line, a gap was left between the ships
for the purpose of enabling small trading vessels without masts,
in voyage to or from the Euxine, ta pass and repass beneath
the cables.

Out of the six cables assigned to each bridge, two were of
flax and four of papyrus, combined for the sake of increased
strength ; for it seems that in the bridges first made, which
proved too weak to resist the winds, the Pheenicians had
employed cables of flax for one bridge, the Egyptians those of
papyrus for the other.! Over these again were laid planks of

divisions :” and Bihr holds the same opinion. But as I understand

Herodotus, he speaks of no such difference : all the ships, in both bridges,
were anchored both ahead and astern, with their heads down the stream.
SvrBévres 8¢ Gryrdpas karfikav weptpufikeas, Tas uév wpds Tov Mévrov THs
érépys, Ty dvéuwy elvexer Tav Eowlev éemvedvrov, Tiis 08 éTépys, Tis
wpds éomépns Te kal Tob Alyalov, e¥pov Te kal véTov elvexa. Bihr construes
Tis érépns—riis 8¢ érépons—as if they agreed with yepdpas, and as if the
anchors of the ships belonging to one bridge had been let down at the
extremity towards the Euxine—the anchors of those belonging to the other
bridge at the extremity towards the Agean. Surely this explanation
cannot be received. If a ship held by only one anchor, that anchor always
must be at the extremity towards the Euxine; for the current of the
Hellespont, which runs f7om the Euxine, would not permit it to be other-
wise. Even if the anchor were originally let down at the head, when
pointing to the Aigean, the force of the current would alter the position of
the ship until the anchor came to be between the ship and the Euxine.
Besides, it surely capnot be doubted, that the same mode of anchorage
which was suitable for the ships of one bridge would also be suitable for
those of the other. Moreover, the historian tells us that some anchors
were intended to guard against the winds blowing out of the Euxine—
others, to gunard against those blowing out of the Agean. Surely, each
ship of each bridge would need to be made fast against dotk. Compare
Pindar, Olymp. vi. 101, 84" &yrvpas.

I construe the words s érépns—ris 8¢ érépys—differently from Bihr.
It seems to me that they do not agree with yepdpas, but with uépidos,
TeAevriis, or some word indicating direction, or relative bearing, on the
one side; on the other side, equivalent to &fey uev, &vfev 86 Sufficient
vindication may be found of the use of the genitive case érépys in Matthiae,
Gr. Gr. § 377 ; Kihner, Gr. Gr. § 523. And in this case it coincides
with the fundamental conception which these authors give us of a Greek
Genitive—as designing the w/kence, or source from which an action arises.
The anchors are conceived as pwlléng from one side and from the other
side, against the dangerous winds when they blow.

1 For the long celebrity of these cables, see the epigram of Archimélus,
composed two centuries and a half afterwards, in the time of Hiero II. of
Syracuse, ap. Athenzum, v. 209.

Herodotus states that in thickness and compact make (raxuvrys xal
xaAAovy) the cables of flax were equal to those of papyrus; but that in
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woods, sawn to the appropriate width, secured above by a
second line of cables stretched across to keep them in their
places. Lastly, upon this foundation the causeway itself was
formed, out of earth and wood, with a palisade on each side
high enough to prevent the cattle which passed over from
seeing the water.

The other great work which Xerxes caused to be performed,
for facilitating his march, was, the cutting through of the
isthmus which connects the stormy promontory of Mount
Athos with the mainland.! That isthmus near the point where
it joins the mainland was about twelve stadia (not quite so
many furlongs) across, from the Strymonic to the Toronaic
Gulf; and the canal dug by order of Xerxes was broad and
deep enough for two triremes to sail abreast. In this work
too, as well as in the bridge across the Hellespont, the
Pheenicians were found the ablest and most efficient among
all the subjects of the Persian monarch; but the other
tributaries, especially the Greeks from the neighbouring town
of Akanthus, and indeed the entire maritime forces of the
empire,? were brought together to assist. The head-quarters
of the fleet were first at Kymé and Phokea, next at Eleus in
the southern extrenity of the Thracian Chersonese, from which
point it could protect and second at once the two enterprises
going forward at the Hellespont and at Mount Athos. The
canal-cutting at the latter was placed under the general
directions of two noble Persians—Bubarés and Artachaus,
and distributed under their measurement as task-work among
the contingents of the various nations; an ample supply of
flour and other provisions being brought for sale in the
neighbouring plain from various parts of Asia and Egypt.

Three circumstances in the narrative of Herodotus respecting
this work deserve special notice. First, the superior intelli-
gence of the Pheenicians, who, within sight of that lofty island of

weight the former were superior ; for each cubit in length of the flaxen
cable weighed a talent: we can hardly reason upon this, because we do
not know whether he means an Attic, an Euboic, or an Agineean talent ;
nor, if he means an Attic talent, whether it be an Attic talent of commerce,
or of the monetary standard.

The cables contained in the Athenian dockyard are distinguished as
axowla dkrwddrTvie, éEaddxTvAe—in which expressions, however, M.
Boeckh cannot certainly determine whether circumference or diameter be
meant : he thinks probably the former. See his learned book, Das
Seewesen der Athener, ch. x. p. 165.

1 For a specimen of the destructive storms near the promontory of
Athos, see Ephorus, Fragment. 121, ed. Diodot ; Diodor. xiii. 41.

2 Herodot. vii. 22, 23, 116 ; Diodor. xi. 2.
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Thasos which had been occupied three centuries before by
their free ancestors, were now labouring as instruments to
the ambition of a foreign conqueror. Amidst all the people
engaged, they alone took the precaution of beginning the
excavation at a breadth far greater than the canal was finally
destined to occupy, so as gradually to narrow it, and leave a
convenient slope for the sides. The others dug straight down,
so that the time as well as the toil of their work was deubled
by the continual falling in of the sides—a remarkable illustra-
tion of the degree of practical intelligence then prevalent, since
the nations assembled were many and diverse. Secondly,
Herodotus remarks that Xerxes must have performed this
laborious work from motives of mere ostentation: “for it
would have cost no trouble at all” (he observesl) to drag all

1 Herodot, vil. 24 : &s uty éuk ovuBarreduevoy ebplorety, ueyaroppogivys
efvera atrd Eéplns dptoaew éxéreve, é0éAwy Te Svaurv dmwoldelkvvobai, ral
pnudouva Avréofac wapedy yop, undéva wéver raBdvras, Tdv iobudy
Tas véas Biepioar, Splooew éxéheve Sidpvxa 1§ faAdoop, edpos &s dbo
Totfipsas wAéew Spob éraoTpevuévas.

According to the manner in which Herodotus represents this excavation
to have been performed, the earth dug out was handed up by man to man
from the bottom of the canal to the top—the whole perfosmed by hand,
without any aid of cranes or barrows.

The pretended work of turning the cowrse of the river Halys, which
Grecian report ascribed to Croesus on the advice of Thalés, was a far
greater work than the cutting at Athos (Herodot. i. 75).

As this ship-canal across the isthmus of Athos has been treated often as
a fable both by ancients (Juvenal, Sat. x.) and by moderns (Cousinéry,
Voyage en Macédoine), [ transcribe the observations of Colonel Leake.
That excellent observer points out evident traces of its past existence : but
in my judgement, even if no such traces now remained, the testimony of
Herodotus and Thucydidés (iv. 109) would alone be sufficient to prove
that it Zad existed really. The observations of Colonel Leake illustrate
at the same time the motives in which the canal originated : ““ The caual
(he says) seems to have been not more than sixty feet wide. As history
does not mention that it was ever kept in repair after the time of Xerxes,
the waters from the heights around have naturally filled it in part with soil
in the course of ages. It might, however, without much labour, be
renewed, and there can be no doubt that it would be useful to the naviga-
tion of the Egean : for such is the fear entertained by the Greek boatmen
of the strength and uncertain direction of the currents around Mount
Athos, and of the gales and high seas to which the vicinity of the mountain
is subject during half the year, and which are rendered more formidable by
the deficiency of harbours in the Gulf of Orfand, that I could not, as long
as I was on the peninsula, and though offering a high price, prevail upon
any boat to carry me from the eastern side of the peninsula to the western.
Xerxes, therefore, was perfectly justified in cutting this canal, as well from
the security which it afforded to his fleet, as from the facility of the work
and the advantages of the ground, which scems made expressly to tempt
such an undertaking. The experience of the losses which the former
expedition under Mardonius had suffered suggested the idea. The circum-
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the ships in the fleet across the isthmus ; so that the canal was
nowise needed. So familiar a process was it, in the mind of a
Greek of the fifth century B.c., to transport ships by mechanical
force across an isthmus; a special groove or slip being
seemingly prepared for them : such was the case at the Diolkus
across the isthmus of Corinth. Thirdly, it is to be noted, that
the men who excavated the canal at Mount Athos worked
under the lash; and these, be it borne in mind, were not
bought slaves, but freemen, except in so far as they were
tributaries of the Persian monarch; perhaps the father of
Herodotus, a native of Halikarnassus and a subject of the brave
Queen Artemisia, may have been among them. We shall find
other examples as we proceed, of this indiscriminate use of the
whip, and full conviction of its indispensable necessity, on the
part of the Persians'—even to drive the troops of their subject-
contingents on to the charge in battle. To employ the scourge
in this way towards freemen, and especially towards freemen
engaged in military service, was altogether repugnant both to
Hellenic practice and to Hellenic feeling. The Asiatic and
insular Greeks were relieved from it, as from various other
hardships, when they passed out of the Persian dominion to
become, first allies, afterwards subjects, of Athens: and we
shall be called upon hereafter to take note of this fact when
we appreciate the complaints preferred against the hegemony
of Athens.

At the same time that the subject-contingents of Xerxes

navigation of the capes Ampelus and Canastreeam was much less dangerous,
as the gulfs afford some good harbours, and it was the object of Xerxes to
collect forces from the Greek cities in those gulfs as he passed. If there
be any difficulty arising from the narrative of Herodotus, it is in compre-
hending how the operation should have required so long 2 time as three
years, when the king of Persia had such multitudes at his disposal, and
among them Egyptians and Babylonians, accustomed to the making of
canals.” (Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iil. ch, 24, p. 145.)

These remarks upon the enterprise are more judicious than those of
Major Rennell (Geogr. of Herodot. p. 116). I may remark that Herodotus
dous not affirm that the actual cutting of the canal occupied three years,—
he assigns that time to the cutting with all its preliminary arrangements
included—mpoerorud{ero ek Tpidy éréwy kov udAigTa és Tov *Abwy (vil. 22).

} Herodot. vii. 22: &pvogor Imd pactiywy wavtodamol THs oTpariis
Siadoxor & epolrwy.—vil. §6: Eépins 8¢, émel Te 31éBy és THy Edpomyw,
é0neito 1OV oTpardy Owd pactlywy SwaBalvovra :—compare vil. 103, and
Xenophon, Anabasis, iii. 4~25.

The essential necessity, and plentiful use, of the whip, towards subject-
tributaries, as conceived by the ancient Persians, finds its parallel in the
modern Turks. See the Mémoires du Baron de Tott, vol. 1. p. 256 segg.,
and his dialogue on this subject with his Turkish conductor Ali-Aga.
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excavated this canal, which was fortified against the sea at its
two extremities by compact earthen walls or embankments,
they also threw bridges of boats over the river Strymon.
These two works, together with the renovated double bridge
across the Hellespont, were both announced to Xerxes as
completed and ready for passage, on his arrival at Sardis at the
beginning of winter 481~480 B.c. Whether the whole of his
vast army arrived at Sardis at the same time as himself, and
wintered there, may reasonably be doubted ; but the whole
was united at Sardis and ready to march against Greece, at the
beginning of spring 480 B.C.

While wintering at Sardis, the Persian monarch despatched
heralds to all the cities of Greece, except Sparta and Athens,
to demand the received tokens of submission, earth and water.
The news of his prodigious armament was well calculated to
spread terror even among the most resolute of them. And he
at the same time sent orders to the maritime cities in Thrace
and Macedonia to prepare “dinner” for himself and his vast
suite as he passed on his march. That march was commenced
at the first beginning of spring, and continued in spite of
several threatening portents during the course of it—one of
which Xerxes was blind enough not to comprehend, though,
according to Herodotus, nothing could be more obvious than
its signification I—while another was misinterpreted into a
favourable omen by the compliant answer of the Magian
priests.

On quitting Sardis, the vast host was divided into two

1 Herodot. vii. §7. Tépas opt épdrn péya, 7d Eéplns év oddev! Adyow
érothoare, ralmep ebobuBrnToy &y lwmos yip érene Aaydy. EdsbuBrnror
&y T éyévero, Bri Fueare pty éNAv oTpariw éml Thv ‘EAAdSa Eépins
ayavpdrara xal peyarompeniorara, dnlow BE wep) éwvrod Tpéxwy ftey és TO¥
abriv xdpor.

The prodigy was, that a mare brought forth a hare, which signified that
Xerxes would set forth on his expedition to Greece with strength and
splendour, but that he would come back in timid and disgraceful flight.

The implicit faith of Herodotus, first in the reality of the fact—next, in
the certainty of his interpretation—deserves notice, as illustrating his canon
of belief and that of his age. The interpretation is doubtless here the
generating cause of the story interpreted: an ingenious man, after the
éxpedition has terminated, imagines an appropriate simile for its proud
commencement and inglorious termination (Parturiunt montes, nascetur
ridiculus mus), and the simile is recounted, either by himself or by some
hearer who is struck with it, as if it had been a real antecedent fact. The
aptness of this supposed antecedent fact to foreshadow the great Persian
invasion (b eboduBAnror of Herodotus) serves as presumptive evidence to
bear out the witness asserting it; while departure from the established
analogies of nature affords no motive for disbelief to a man who admits
that the gods occasionally send special signs and warnings.
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nearly equal columns ; a spacious interval being left between
the two for the king himself with his guards and select Persians.
First of alll came the baggage, carried by beasts of burden,
immediately followed by one-half of the entire body of infantry,
without any distinction of nations. Next, the select troops,
1000 Persian cavalry with 1oco Persian spearmen, the latter
being distinguished by carrying their spears with the point
downwards, as well as by the spear itself, which had a golden
pomegranate at its other extremity, in place of the ordinary
spike or point whereby the weapon was planted in the ground
when the soldier was not on duty. Behind these troops
walked ten sacred horses, of vast power and splendidly
caparisoned, bred on the Nisean plains in Media : next, the
sacred chariot of Zeus, drawn by eight white horses—wherein
no man was ever allowed to mount, not even the charioteer,
who walked on foot behind with the reins in his hand. Next
after the sacred chariot came that of Xerxes himself, drawn
by Niszan horses; the charioteer, a noble Persian named
Patiramphés, being seated in it by the side of the monarch—
who was often accustomed to alight from the chariot and to
enter a litter. Immediately about his person were a chosen
body of 1000 horse-guards, the best troops and of the highest
breed among the Persians, having golden apples at the reverse
extremity of their spears, and followed by other detachments
of 1000 horse, 10,000 foot, and 10,000 horse, all native
Persians. Of these 10,000 Persian infantry, called the Im-
mortals because their number was always exactly maintained,
gooo carried spears with pomegranates of silver at the reverse
extremity, while the remaining 1000, distributed in front, rear,
and on each side of this detachment, were marked by pome-
granates of gold on their spears. With them ended what we
may call the household troops: after whom, with an interval
of two furlongs, the remaining host followed pell-mell.?
Respecting its numbers and constituent portions I shall speak
presently, on occasion of the great review at Doriskus.

On each side of the army, as it marched out of Sardis, was
seen suspended one-half of the body of a slaughtered man,
placed there expressly for the purpose of impressing a lesson
on the subjects of Persia. It was the body of the eldest son of
the wealthy Pythius, a Phrygian old man resident at Kelene,

3 Compare the description of the processional march of Cyrus, as given
in the Cyropzdia of Xenophon, viii. 2, 1-20.

2 Herodot. vil. 41. Merd 8¢ 7hy Inmov dteAéretnTo ral Sbe gradlovs, xal
¥reira & Mords Spuinos fie dvault.
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who had entertained Xerxes in the course of his march from
Kappadokia to Sardis, and who had previously recommended
himself by rich gifts to the preceding king Darius. So
abundant was his hospitality to Xerxes, and so pressing his
offers of pecuniary contribution for the Grecian expedition,
that the monarch asked him what was the amount of his
wealth. “I possess (replied Pythius), besides lands and
slaves, 2000 talents of silver and 3,993,000 ef golden darics,
wanting only 7ooo of being 4,000,e00. All this gold and
silver do I present to thee, retaining only my lands and slaves,
which will be quite enough.” Xerxes replied by the strongest
expressions of praise and gratitude for his liberality ; at the
same time refusing his offer, and even giving to Pythius out of
his own treasure the sum of 7000 darics, which was wanting to
make up the exact sum of 4,000,000. The latter was so elated
with this mark of favour, that when the army was about to
depart from Sardis, he ventured, under the influence of terror
from the various menacing portents, to prefer a prayer to the
Persian monarch. His five sons were all about to serve in the
invading army against Greece : his prayer to Xerxes was, that
the eldest of them might be left behind, as a stay to his own
declining years, and that the service of the remaining four with
the army might be considered as sufficient. But the unbhappy
father knew not what he asked. “Wretch! (replied Xerxes)
dost thou dare to talk to me about #zy son, when I am myself
on the march against Greece, with my sons, brothers, relatives,
and friends ? thou who art my slave, and whose duty it is to
follow me with thy wife and thy entire family? Know that the
sensitive soul of man dwells in his ears: on hearing good
things, it fills the body with delight, but boils with wrath when
it hears the contrary. As, when thou didst good deeds and
madest good offers to me, thou canst not boast of having sur-
passed the king in generosity—so now, when thou hast turned
round and become impudent, the punishment inflicted on thee
shall not be the full measure of thy deserts, but something less.
For thyself and for thy four sons, the hospitality which I
received from thee shall serve as protection. But for that one
son whom thou especially wishest to keep in safety, the forfeit
of his life shall be thy penalty.” He forthwith directed that
the son of Pythius should be put to death, and his body
severed in twain; of which one-half was to be fixed on the
right-hand, the other on the left-hand, of the road along which
the army was to pass.!

1 The incident respecting Pythius is in Herodot. vii. 27, 28, 38, 39.
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'rmlar, yet rather less revolting, has been
specting Darius, when undertaking his
:ythia. Both tales illustrate the intense
th which the Persian kings regarded the
universal personal service, when they were them-
field. They seem to have measured their strength
er of men whom they collected around them, with
reference to quality : and the very mention of
the idea that a subject and a slave should seek to
aself from a risk which the monarch was about to
1counter—was an offence not to be pardoned. In this as in
ie other acts of Oriental kings, whether grateful, munificent
- ferocious, we trace nothing but the despotic force of
arsonal will, translating itself into act without any thought of
nsequences, and treating subjects with less consideration
1an an ordinary Greek master would have shown towards his
aves.
From Sardis, the host of Xerxes directed its march to
bydos, first across Mysia and the river Kaikus—then through
tarneus, Karing, and the plain of Thébé. They passed
dramyttium and Antandrus, and crossed the range of Ida,
iost part of which was on their left-hand, not without some
ss from stormy weather and thunder! From hence they
:ached Ilium and the river Skamander, the stream of which
as drunk up, or probably in part trampled and rendered
adrinkable, by the vast host of men and animals. In spite
* the immortal interest which the Skamander derives from
e Homeric poems, its magnitude is not such as to make this
ct surprising. To the poems themselves even Xerxes did not
isdain to pay tribute. He ascended the holy hill of Ilium,—
wiewed the Pergamus where Priam was said to have lived
1d reigned,—sacrificed 1000 oxen to the patron goddess
théné,—and caused the Magian priests to make [ibations in
ynour of the heroes who had fallen on that venerated spot.
e even condescended to inquire into the local details,?
yundantly supplied to visitors by the inhabitants of Ilium, of
it great real or mythical war to which Grecian chronologers
1d hardly yet learned to assign a precise date. And doubt-
ss when he contemplated the narrow area of that Troy which
1 the Greeks confederated under Agamemnon had been

olace no confidence in the estimate of the wealth of Pythius; but in other
spects, the story seems well entitled to credit.

I Herodot. vii. 42.

2 Herodot. vil, 43. enoduevos 8¢, kal mv8duevos xelvor éxacra, &c.
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unable for ten years to overcome, he coult _

these same Greeks would fall an easy prey b

able host. Another day’s march between R

neium and Dardanus on the left-hand, and thd
Gergis on the right-hand, brought him to Abydo

ivyo newly-constructed bridges over the Hellespon
im.

On this transit from Asia into Europe Herodotus dw
peculiar emphasis—and well he might do so, since w
consider the bridges, the invading number, the unmea$
hopes succeeded by no less unmeasured calamity—it W
appear not only to have been the most imposing event of hi:
century, but to rank among the most imposing events of al
history. He surrounds it with much dramatic circumstance
not only mentioning the marble throne erected for Xerxes or
a hill near Abydos, from whence he surveyed both his masse:
of land-force covering the shore and his ships sailing anc
racing in the strait (a race in which the Pheenicians of Sidor
surpassed the Greeks and all the other contingents)—but alsc
superadding to this real fact a dialogue with Artabanus,
intended to set forth the internal mind of Xerxes. He furthe
quotes certain supposed exclamations of the Abydenes at the
sight of his superhuman power. “Why (said one of these

.rror-stricken spectators!), why dost thou, oh Zeus, under the
shape of a Persian man and the name of Xerxes, thus bring
together the whole human race for the ruin of Greece? T
would have been easy for thee to accomplish #a¢ without sc
much ado.” Such empbatic ejaculations exhibit the strong
feeling which Herodotus or his informants throw into the
scene, though we cannot venture to apply to them the scrutiny
of historical criticism.

At the first moment of sunrise, so sacred in the mind of
Orientals,? the passage was ordered to begin. The bridges
were perfumed with frankincense and strewed with myrtle
boughs, while Xerxes himself made libations into the sea with
a golden censer, and offered up prayers to Helios, that he
might effect without hindrance his design of conquering

1 Herodot. vii. 45, 53, 56. "0 Zei, 7f 3% dvdpl eldbuevas Népoy, ka
ofivopa &vrl Awds Eéptea Oéuevos, dvdararov Thy ‘EAAdda 0éAeis worfioar
dywy Tdvras ardpdmeus ; kal yip Evev Touréwy iy Tot woiey TajTa,

2 Tacitus, Histor. iii. 24. ‘“Undique clamor, et orientem solem, ita it
Syrid mos est, consalutavére”—in his striking description of the nigh
battle near Cremona between the Roman troops of Vitellius and Vespasian
and the rise of the sun while the combat was yet unfinished : compare alsc
Quintus Curtius {iii. 3, 8, p. 41, ed. Mutzel},
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Europe even to its farthest extremity. Along with his libation
he cast into the Hellespont the censer itself, with a golden
bowl and a Persian scimitar—*“ 1 do not exactly know?! (adds
the historian) whether he threw them in as a gift to Helios,
or as a mark of repentance and atonement to the Hellespont
for the stripes which he had inflicted upon it.” Of the two
bridges, that nearest to the Euxine was devoted to the military
force—the other to the attendants, the baggage, and the beasts
of burthen. The 10,000 Persians, called Immortals, all wear-
ing garlands on their heads, were the first to pass over. Xerxes
himself, with the remaining army, followed next, though in an
order somewhat different from that which had been observed
in quitting Sardis : the monarch having reached the European
shore, saw his troops crossing the bridges after him “under
the lash.” But in spite of the use of this sharp stimulus to
accelerate progress, so vast were the numbers of his host, that
they occupied no less than seven days and seven nights, with-
out a moment of intermission, in the business of crossing over
—a fact to be borne in mind presently, when we come to
discuss the totals computed by Herodotus.?

Having thus cleared the strait, Xerxes directed his march
along the Thracian Chersonese, to the isthmus whereby it is
joined with Thrace, between the town of Kardia on his left-
hand and the tomb of Hellé on his right—the eponymous
heroine of the strait. After passing this isthmus, he turned
westward along the coast of the Gulf of Melas and the Zgean
Sea—crossing the river from which that Gulf derived its name,
and even drinking its waters up (according to Herodotus) with
the men and ammals of his army. Having passed by the
Aolic city of Anus and the harbour called Stentoris, he
reached the sea-coast and plain called Doriskus covering the
rich delta near the mouth of the Hebrus. A fort had been
built there and garrisoned by Darius. The spacious plain
called by this same name reached far along the shore to Cape
Serreium, and comprised in it the towns of Salé and Zoné,
possessions of the Samothracian Greeks planted on the
territory once possessed by the Thracian Kikones on the
mainland. Having been here joined by his fleet, which had
doubled3 the southernmost promontory of the Thracian

1 Herodot. vil. 54. 7ad7a obx ¥xw arpexéws Sianpivai, otite el T¢ ‘HAly
dvatibels karijke és 70 wéhayos, obre ei perepéinaé of Tdy ‘EANfomOvTOY
uacTrydoavti, kal &vrl TouTéwy THY BdAeoccav édwpéero.

2 Herodot, vii. 53, 56. AiéBn 8¢ b o7rpards abrob év émrd juépnoi kal &y
émre ebppbrnot, éawiboas odSéva xpbvov.

3 Herodot, vil. 58-59; Pliny, H. N. iv. 11. See some valuable remarks
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Chersonese, he thought the situation convenient for a general
review and enumeration both of his land and his naval force.
Never probably in the history of mankind has there been
brought together a body of men from regions so remote and
so widely diverse, for one purpose and under one command,
as those which were now assembled in Thrace near the mouth
of the Hebrus. About the numerical total we cannot pretend
to form any definite idea ; about the variety of contingents
there is no room for doubt. ‘What Asiatic nation was there
{asks Herodotus,! whose conceptions of this expedition seem
.to outstrip his powers of language) that Xerxes did not bring
against Greece?” Nor was it Asiatic nations alone, comprised
within the Oxus, the Indus, the Persian Gulf, the Red Sea, the
Levant, the Agean and the Euxine: we must add to these
also the Egyptians, the Ethiopians on the Nile south of Egypt,
and the Libyans from the desert near Kyréné. Not all the
expeditions, fabulous or historical, of which Herodotus had
ever heard, appeared to him comparable to this of Xerxes,
even for total number; much more in respect of variety of
component elements. Forty-six different nations,? each with
its distinct national costume, mode of arming, and local
leaders, formed the vast land-force. Eight other nations

on the topography of Doriskus and the neighbourhood of the town stil
called Enos, in Grisebach, Reise durch Rumelien und nach Brussa, ch.
vi. vol. i. p. 157-159 (Gottingen, 1841). He shows reason for believing
that the indentation of the coast, marked on the map as the Gulf of Anos,
did not exist in ancient times, any more than it exists now,

1 Herodot, vii. 20-21,

2 See the enumeration in Herodotus, vii. 61~96. In chapter 76, one
name has dropped out of the text (see the note of Wesseling and Schweig-
hiuser), which, in addition to those specified under the head of the land-
force, makes up exactly forty-six. It is from this source that Herodotus
derives the boast which he puts into the mouth of the Athenians (ix. 27)
respecting the battle of Marathon, in which theypretend to have vanquished
forty-six nations—é&mnfigaper ¥vea & ral Teooepdrovra: though there isno
reason for believing that sa great a number of contingents were engaged
with Datis at Marathon,

Compare the boasts of Antiochus king of Syria (B.C. 192) about his
immense Asiatic host brought across into Greece, as well as the con-
temptuous comments of the Roman consul Quinctius {(Livy, xxxv, 48-49).
““Varia enim genera armorum, et multa nomina gentium inauditarum,
Dahas, et Medos, et Cadusios, et Elymeaeos—Syros omnes esse : haud paulo
mancipiorum melius, propter servilia ingenia, quam militum genus : ” and
the sharp remark of the Arcadian envoy Antiochus (Xenophon, Hellen.
vil, 1, 33). Quintus Curtius also has some rhetorical turns about the
number of nations, whose names even were hardly known, tributary to the
Persian empire (iii. 4, 29; iv. 45, 9) ‘‘ignota etiam ipsi Dario gentium
nomina,” &c.
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furnished the fleet, on board of which Persians, Medes and
Sake served as armed soldiers or marines. The real leaders,
both of the entire army and of all its various divisions, were
native Persians of noble blood, who distributed the various
native contingents into companies of thousands, hundreds, and
tens. The forty-six nations composing the land-force were as
follows :—Persians, Medes, Kissians, Hyrkanians, Assyrians,
Baktrians, Sakee, Indians, Arians, Parthians, Chorasmians,
Sogdians, Gandarians, Dadike, Kaspians, Saranga, Paktyes,
Utii, Myki, Parikanii, Arabians, Ethiopians in Asia and
Ethiopians south of Egypt, Libyans, Paphlagonians, Ligyes,
Matieni, Maryandyni, Syrians, Phrygians, Armenians, Lydians,
Mysians, Thracians, Kabélians, Mares, Kolchians, Alarodians,
Saspeires, Sagartii. The eight nations who furnished the fleet
were—Phcenicians (300 ships of war), Egyptians (200), Cypriots
(x50), Kilikians (100), Pamphylians (30), Lykians (50), Karians
(70), Ionic Greeks (100), Doric Greeks (30), Aolic Greeks
(60), Hellespontic Greeks {100), Greeks from the islands in
the Aigean (17): in all 1207 triremes or ships of war with
three banks of oars. The descriptions of costumes and arms
which we find in Herodotus are curious and varied. Butitis
important to mention that no nation except the Lydians,
Pamphylians, Cypriots and Karians (partially also the Egyptian
marines on shipboard) bore arms analogous to those of the
Greeks (2. e. arms fit for steady conflict and sustained charge,!
—for hand combat in line as well as for defence of the person,—
but inconveniently heavy either in pursuit or in flight). The
other nations were armed with missile weapons,—light shields
of wicker or leather, or no shields at all,—turbans or leather
caps instead of helmets,—swords and scythes. They were not
properly equipped either for fighting in regular order or for
resisting the line of spears and shields which the Grecian
hoplites brought to bear upon them. Their persons too were
much less protected against wounds than those of the latter;
some of them indeed, as the Mysians and Libyans, did not
even carry spears, but only staves with the end hardened in
the fire.2 A nomadic tribe of Persians, called Sagartii, to the
number of 8ooo horsemen, came armed only with a dagger
and with the rope known in South America as the lasso, which
they cast in the fight to entangle an antagonist. The
Athiopians from the Upper Nile had their bodies painted
half red and half white, wore the skins of lions and panthers,

1 Herodot. vii. 89-93. " % Herodot, vii. 61-81
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and carried, besides the javelin, a long bow with arrows of
reed, tipped with a point of sharp stone.

It was at Doriskus that the fighting-men of the entire land-
army were first numbered ; for Herodotus expressly informs
us that the various contingents had never been numbered
separately, and avows his own ignorance of the amount of
each. The means employed for numeration were remarkable.
Ten thousand men were counted,! and packed together as
closely as possible: a line was drawn, and a wall of enclosure
built, around the space which they had occupied, into which
all the army was directed to enter successively, so that the
aggregate number of divisions, comprising 10,000 each, was
thus ascertained. One hundred and seventy of these divisions
were affirmed by the informants of Herodotus to have been
thus numbered, constituting a total of 1,700,000 foot, besides
80,000 horse, many war-chariots from Libya and camels from
Arabia, with a presumed total of 20,000 additional men.?
Such was the vast land-force of the Persian monarch: his
naval equipments were of corresponding magnitude, com-
prising not only the 1207 triremes 3 or war-ships of three banks
of oars, but also 3000 smaller vessels of war and transports.
The crew of each trireme comprised zoo rowers, and thirty
fighting-men, Persians or Saka; that of each of the ac-
companying vessels included eighty men, according to an
average which Herodotus supposes not far from the truth.
If we sum up these items, the total numbers brought by Xerxes
from Asia to the plain and to the coast of Doriskus would reach
the astounding figure of 2,317,000 men. Nor is this all. In
the farther march from Doriskus to Thermopyle, Xerxes
pressed into his service men and ships from all the people
whose territory he traversed ; deriving from hence a reinforce-
ment of 120 triremes with aggregate crews of 24,000 men, and
of 300,000 new land-troops, so that the aggregate of his force
when he appeared at Thermopyle was 2,640,000 men. To
this we are to add, according to the conjecture of Herodotus,
a number not at all inferior, as attendants, slaves, sutlers, crews
of the provision-craft and ships of burthen, &c., so that the male

1 The army which Darius had conducted against Scythia is said to have
been counted by divisions of 10,000 each, but the process is not described
in detail (Herodot, iv. 87).

2 Herodot. vil. 60, 87, 184. This same rude mode of enumeration was
employed by Darius Codomannus a century and a half afterwards, before
he marched his army to the field of Issus. (Quintus Curtius, iii. 2, 3,
p. 24, Mutzel.)

& Herodot. vil. 89-97.
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persons accompanying the Persian king when he reached his
first point of Grecian resistance amounted to 5,283,220! So
stands the prodigious estimate of this army, the whole strength
of the eastern world, in clear and express figures of Herodotus,!
who himself evidently supposes the number to have been even
greater ; for he conceives the number of ““camp-followers” as
not only equal to, but considerably larger than, that of fighting-
men. We are to reckon, besides, the eunuchs, concubines,
and female cooks, at whose number Herodotus does not
pretend to guess; together with cattle, beasts of burthen,
and Indian dogs, in indefinite multitude, increasing the
consumption of the regular army.

To admit this overwhelming total, or anything near to it, is
obviously impossible : yet the disparaging remarks which it has
drawn down upon Herodotus are noway merited.? He takes
pains to distinguish that which informants told him, from that
which he merely guessed. His description of the review at
Doriskus is so detailed, that he had evidently conversed with
persons who were present at it, and had learnt the separate
totals promulgated by the enumerators—infantry, cavalry, and
ships of war great and small. As to the number of triremes,
his statement seems beneath the truth, as we may judge from
the contemporary authority of Aschylus, who in the ‘Perse’
gives the exact number of 1207 Persian ships as having fought
at Salamis: but between Doriskus and Salamis, Herodotus 3
has himself enumerated 647 ships as lost or destroyed, and only
120 as added. No exaggeration therefore can well be sus-
pected in this statement, which would imply about 276,000 as

1 Herodot, vii. 185~186. érdywv mdvra v Hfov oTpardy &k riis *Agins.
(vii. 157.) *“Vires Orientis et ultima secum Bactra ferens,” to use the
language of Virgil about Antony at Actium.

2 Even Dahlmann, who has many good remarks in defence of Herodotus,
hardly does him justice (Herodot. Aus seinem Buche sein Leben, ch. xxxiv.

. 176).

Py Only 120 ships of war are mentioned by Herodotus (vii. 185) as having
joined afterwards from the seaports in Thrace. But 400 were destroyed,
if not more, in the terrible storm on the coast of Magnesia (vii. 190); and
the squadron of 200 sail, detached by the Persians round Eubcea, were also
all lost (viil. 7); besides forty-five taken or destroyed in the various sea-
fights near Artemisium (vil. 194 ; viil. 11). Other losses are also indicated
(viii. 14-16).

As the statement of ABschylus for the number of the Persian triremes at
Salamis appears well entitled to credit, we must suppose either that the
number of Doriskus was greater than Herodotus has mentioned, or that a
number greater than that which he has stated joined afterwards.

See a good note of Amersfoordt, ad Demosthen. Orat. de Symmoriis,
p. 88 (Leyden, 1821).
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the number of the crews, though there is here a confusion or
omission in the narrative which we cannot clear up. But the
aggregate of 3000 smaller ships, and still more that of 1,700,000
infantry, are far less trustworthy. There would be little or no
motive for the enumerators to be exact, and every motive for
them to exaggerate—an immense nominal total would be no
less pleasing to the army than to the monarch himself——so
that the military total of land-force and ships’ crews, which
Herodotus gives as 2,641,000 on the arrival at Thermopyle,
may be dismissed as unwarranted and incredible. And the
computation whereby he determines the amount of non-
military persons present, as equal or more than equal to the
military, is founded upon suppositions no way admissible.
For though in a Grecian well-appointed army it was customary
to reckon one light-armed soldier or attendant for every hoplite,
no such estimate can be applied to the Persian host. A few
grandees and leaders might be richly provided with attendants
of various kinds, but the great mass of the army would have
none at all. Indeed, it appears that the only way in which we
can render the military total, which must at all events have
been very great, consistent with the conditions of possible sub-
sistence, is by supposing a comparative absence of attendants,
and by adverting to the fact of the small consumption, and
habitnal patience as to hardship, of Orientals in all ages. An
Asiatic soldier will at this day make his campaign upon scanty
fare, and under privations which would be intolerable to an
European.! And while we thus diminish the probable con-
sumption, we have to consider that never in any case of
ancient history had so much previous pains been taken to
accumulate supplies on the line of march: in addition to

1 See on this point Volney, Travels in Egypt and Syria, ch. xxiv,
vol il. pp. 70, 71 ; ch. xxxii. p. 367 ; and ch. xxxix. p. 435 (Engl. transl.),

Kinneir, Geographical Memoir of the Persian Empire, p, 22-23,
Bernier, who followed the march of Aurungzebe from Delhi, in 1665,
says that some estimated the number of persons in the camp at 300,000,
athers at different totals, but that no one knew, nor had they ever been
counted. He says, “You are no doubt at a loss 1o conceive how so vast
a number both of men and animals can be maintained in the field, The
best solution of the difficalty will | » found in the temperance and simple
diet of the Indians.” (Bernier, Trav.ls in the Mogul Empire, translated
by Brock, vol. ii. App. p. 118.)

So also Petit de la Croix says, about the enormous host of Genghis-Khan,
““Les hommes sont si sobres, qu'ils s'accommodent de toutes sortes
d’alimens.”

That author seems to estimate the largest army of Genghis at 700,000
men, (Histoire de Genghis, Iiv, ii. ch. vi. p. 193.)
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'which, the cities in Thrace were required to furnish such an
amount of provisions when the army passed by, as almost
‘brought them to ruin. Herodotus himself expresses his
surprise how provisions could have been provided for so vast
a multitude, and were we to admit his estimate literally, the
difficulty would be magnified into an impossibility. Weighing
the circumstances of the case well, and considering that this
army was the result of a maximum of effort throughout the
vast empire,~~that a great numerical total was the thing chiefly
demanded,—and that prayers for exemption were regarded by
the Great King as a capital offence—and that provisions had
been collected for three years before along the line of march—
we may well believe that the numbers of Xerxes were greater
than were ever assembled in ancient times, or perhaps at any
known epoch of history. But it would be rash to pretend to
guess at any positive number, in the entire absence of ascer-
tained data. When we learn from Thucydidés that he found
it impossible to find out the exact numbers of the small armies
of Greeks who fought at Mantineia,! we shall not be ashamed
to avow our inability to count the Asiatic multitudes at
Doriskus. We may remark, however, that, in spite of the
reinforcements received afterwards in Thrace, Macedonia, and
Thessaly, it may be doubted whether the aggregate total ever
afterwards increased. For Herodotus takes no account of
.desertions, which yet must have been very numerous, in a
Jhost disorderly, heterogeneous, without any interest in the

? Thucyd. v. 68. Xenophon calls the host of Xerxes innumerable—
‘&vaplBunTov erparidy (Anabas. iii. 2, 13).

It seems not to be considered necessary for a Turkish minister to know
the number of an assembled Turkish army. In the war between the
Kussians and Turks in 1770, when the Turkish army was encamped at
Pabadag near the Balkan, Baron de Tott tell us, *° Le Visir me demanda
un jour fort sérieusement si I’'armée Ottomane étoit nombreuse. Clest &
vous que je m’adresserois, lui dis-je, si j’étais curieux de le savoir. Je
ignore, me repondit-il. Si vous Pignorez, comment pourrois-je en étre
instruit? En lisant la Gazette de Vienne, me répliqua-t-il. = Je restai
confondu.” :

The Duke of Ragusa (in his Voyage en Hongrie, Turquie, &c.), after
mentioning the prodigiously exaggerated statements current about the
numbers slain in the suppressed insurrection of the Janissaries at Con-
stantinople in 1826, observes, “ On a dit et 1épété, que leur nombre s'étoit
élevé 3 huit ou dix mille, et cette opinion s’est accréditée (it was really
about 500). Mais les Orientaux en général, et les Turcs en particulier,
n’ont aucune idée des nombres: ils les emploient sans exactitude, et ils
sont par caractére portés i I'exagération. D’un autre cbté, le gouverne-
ment a dt favoriser cette opinion populaire, pour frapper I'imagination et
inspirer une plus grande terreur.” (vol. ii. p. 37.)
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enterprise ; and wherein the numbers of each separate con-
tingent were unknown.

Ktésias gives the total of the host at 860,000 men, and 1000
triremes, independent of the war-chariots: if he counts the’
crews of the triremes apart from the 800,000 men (as seems
probable), the total will then be considerably above a million,
Alian. assigns an aggregate of 700,000 men: Diodorus?
appears to follow partly Herodotus, partly other authorities.
None of these witnesses enable us to correct Herodotus, in a
case where we are obliged to disbelieve him. He is in some
sort an original witness, having evidently conversed with
persons actually present at the muster of Doriskus, giving us
their belief as to the numbers, together with the computation,
true or false, circulated among them by authority. Moreover,
the contemporary Aschylus, while agreeing with him exactly
as to the number of triremes, gives no specific figure as to the
land-force, but conveys to us in his ‘Persee’ a general senti-
ment of vast number, which may seem in keeping with the
largest statement of Herodotus : the Persian empire is drained
of men—the women of Susa are left without husbands and
brothers—the Baktrian territory has not been allowed to retain !
even its old men? The terrorstriking effect of this crowd '

1 Kt8sias, Persica, c. 22, 23 ; Alian, V. . xiii. 3; Diodorus, xi. 2-11. /

Respecting the various numerical statements in this case, see the note of |
Bos ad Cornel. Nepot. Themistocl. ¢c. 2, p. 75, 76. {

The Samian poet Cheerilus, a few years younger than Herodotus, and !
contemporary with Thucydidés, composed an epic poem on the expedition’
of Xerxes against Greece. Two or three short fragments of it are all that?
is preserved: he enumerated all the separate nations who furnished con-
tingents to Xerxes, and we find not only the Sake, but also the Solymi
(apparently the Jews, and so construed by Josephus) among them, See
Fragments, iil. and iv. in Neeke’s edition of Cheerilus, p. 121-134. Josephus
cont. Apion. p. 454, ed. Havercamp.

2 Aschylus, Pers. 14-124, 722-737. Heeren (in his learned work on.
the commerce of the ancient world, Uber den Verkehr der alten Welt,
part I, sect. I, pp. 162, 558, 3rd edition) conceives that Herodotus had
seen the actual muster-roll, made by Persian authority, of the army at
Doriskus. I cannot think this at all probable : it is much more reasonable
to believe that all his information was derived from Greeks who had
accompanied the expedition. He must have seen and conversed with
many such. The Persian royal scribes or secretaries accompanied the
king, and took note of any particular fact or person who might happen to
strike his attention (Herodot. vil. 100; viil. 90), or to exhibit remarkable
courage. They seem to have been specially attached to the person of the
king as ministers to his curiosity and amusement, rather than keepers of
authentic and continuous records.

Heeren is disposed to accept the numerical totals, given by Herodotus as |
to the army of Xerxzes, much too easily, in my judgement ; norishe correct
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was probably quite as great as if its numbers had really
corresponded to the ideas of Herodotus.

After the numeration had taken place, Xerxes passed in his
shariot by each of the several contingents, observed their equip-
ment, and put questions to which the royal scribes noted down
the answers. He then embarked on board a Sidonian trireme
(which had been already fitted up with a gilt tent), and sailed
along the prows of his immense fleet, moored in line about 400
feet from the shore, and every vessel completely manned for
action. Such a spectacle was well calculated to rouse emotions
of arrogant confidence. It was in this spirit that he sent forth-
with for Demaratus the exiled king of Sparta, who was among
his auxiliaries—tb ask whether resistance on the part of the
Greeks, to such a force, was even conceivable. The conversa-
tion between them, dramatically given by Herodotus, is one of
the most impressive manifestations of sentiment in the Greek
language.l Demaratus assures him that the Spartans most

in supposing that the contingents of the Persian army marched with their
wives and families (p. 557-559).

1 When Herodotus specifies his informants (it is much to be regretted
that he does not specify them oftener) they scem to be frequently Greeks,
such as Dikeeus the Athenian exile, Thersander of Orchomenus in Beeotia,
Archias of Sparta, &c. (iii. 55; viil. 65; ix. 16). ¥lementions the Spartan
:ing Demaratus often, and usually under circumstances both of dignity and
Iramatic interest: it is highly probable that he may have conversed with
hat prmce himself, or with his descendants, who remained settled for a
ong time in Teuthrama, near the Aolic coast of Asia Minor (Xenoph.
lellenica, iii. 1, 6), and he may thus have heard of representations offered
wy the exiled Spartan king to Xerxes. Nevertheless the remarks made by
Joffmeister, on the speeches ascribed to Demaratus, by Herodotus, are

BIS (;e;servmg of attention (Sittlich-religiose Lebensansicht des Herodotus,

11

¢ Herodotus always brings into connexion with insolent kings some man

other through whom he gives utterance to his own lessons of wisdom.

> Creesus, at the summit of his glory, comes the wise Solon: Croesus
mself, reformed by his captivity, performs the same part towards Cyrus

d Kambyses : Darius, as a prudent and honest man, does not require any

ch counsellor; but Xerxes in his pride has the sententious Artabanus

d the sagacious Demaratus attached to him; while Amasis king of

rypt is employed to transmit judicious counsel to Polykratés, the despot

Samos. Since all these men speak-one and the same language, it appears

rtain that they are introduced by Herodotus merely as spokesmen for his

m criticisms on the behaviour and character of the various monarchs—

ticisms which are nothing more than general maxims, moral and religious,

ought out by Solon, Creesus, or Artabanus, on occasion of particular
ents. The speeches interwoven by Herodotus have, in the main, not

e same purpose as those of Tacitus—to make the reader more intimately

quainted with the existing posture of affairs or with the character of

e agents—but a different purpose quite foreign to history : they embody
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certainly, and the Dorians of Peloponnesus probably, will
resist him to the death, be the difference of numbers what 1t may.
Xerxes receives the statement with derision, but exhibits no
feeling of displeasure : an honourable contrast to the treatment
of Charidemus, a century and a half afterwards, by the last
monarch of Persia.

After the completion of the review, Xerxes with the army
pursued his march westward, in three divisions and along three
different lines of road, through the territories of seven distinct
tribes of Thracians, interspersed with Grecian maritime colonies.
All was still within his own empire, and he took reinforcements
from each as he passed: the Thracian Satre were preserved
from this levy by their unassailable seats amidst the woods and
snows of Rhodopé. The islands of Samothrace and Thasus, {
with their subject towns on the mainland—and the Grecian
colonies Dikea,? Maroneia, and Abdéra—were successively laid
under contribution for contingents of ships or men. What was
still more ruinous—they were constrained to provide a day’s
meal for the immense host as it passed : on the day of his pas-
sage the Great King was their guest. Orders had been trans-
mitted for this purpose long beforehand, and for many months
the citizens had been assiduously employed in collecting food
for the army, as well as delicacies for the monarch—in grinding
flour of wheat and barley, fattening cattle, keeping up birds and
fowls ; together with a decent display of gold and silver plate
for the regal dinner. A superb tent was erected for Xerxes and
his immediate companions, while the army received their

i

in the narrative his own personal convictions respecting human life and the
divine government.”

This last opinion of Hoffmeister is to a great degree true, but is rather
too absolutely delivered.

1 Herodot. vii. 101~104. How inferior is the scene between Darius and §™
Charidemus, in Quintus Curtius ! (iii. 2, 9~19, p. 20, ed. Mutzel.)

Herodotus takes up substantially the same vein of sentiment and the
same antithesis as that which runs through the Perse of Aschylus; but he;
handles it like a social philosopher, with a strong perception of the reali
causes of Grecian superiority. ;

It is not improbable that the skeleton of the conversation between Xerxesy
and Demaratus was a reality, heard by Herodotus from Demaratus himself \
or from his sons ; for the extreme specialty with which the Lacédemonian
exile confines his praise to the Spartans and Dorians, not including the |
other Greeks, hardly repregents the feeling of Herodotus himself, t

The minuteness of the narrative which Herodotus gives respecting the J
deposition and family circumstances of Demaratus (vi. 63 seg.), and his(
view of the death of Kleomenés as an atonement to that prince for injuryi

done, may seem derived from family information (vi. 84).
2 Herodot, vil. 109, I1I, 118,
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rations in the open region around : on commencing the march
next morning, the tent with all its rich contents was plun-
dered, and nothing restored to those who had furnished it.
Of course so prodigious a host, which had occupied seven days
and seven nights 1n crossing the double Hellespontine bridge,
must also have been for many days on its march through the
territory, and therefore at the charge, of each one among the
cities, so that the cost brought them to the brink of ruin, and
even in some cases drove them to abandon house and home.
The cost incurred by the city of Thasus, on account of their
possessions of the mainland, for this purpose was no less than
400 talents! (= _£92,800): while at Abdéra, the witty Mega-
kreon recommended to his countrymen to go in a body to the
temples and thank the gods, because Xerxes was pleased to be
satisfied with one meal in the day. Had the monarch required
breakfast as well as dinner, the Abderites must have been
reduced to the alternative either of exile or of utter destitution.?
A stream called Lissus, which seems to have been of no great
importance, 1s said to have been drunk up by the army, together
with a lake of some magnitude near Pistyrus.3

Through the territory of the Edonian Thracians and the
Pierians, between Pangmus and the sea, Xerxes and his army
reached the river Strymon at the important station called
Ennea Hodoi or Nine-Roads, afterwards memorable by the foun-
dation of Amphipolis. Bridges had been already thrown over
the river, to which the Magian priests rendered solemn honours
by sacrificing white horses and throwing them into the stream.
Moreover, the religious feelings of Xerxes were not satisfied
without the more precious sacrifices often resorted to by the
Persians. He here buried alive nine native youths and nine
maidens, in cémpliment to Nine-Roads, the name of the spot : 4

1 This sum of #00 talents was equivalent to the entire annual tribute
charged in the Persian king’s rent-roll, upon the satrapy comprising the
western and southern coast of Asia Minor, wherein were included all the
Yonic and Alolic Greeks, besides Lykians, Pamphylians, ‘&c. (Herodot.
iil. 9o).

2 Herodot. vil. 118-120. He gives (vil. 187) the computation of the
quantity of corn which would have been required for daily consumption,
assuming the immense numbers as he conjectures them, and reckoning one
cheenix of wheat for each man’s daily consumption (= 4th of 2 medimnus).
It is unnecessary to examine a computation founded on such inadmissible data.

3 Herodot. vii. 108, 109.

¢ Herodot. vii. 114. He pronounces this savage practice to be specially
Persian, The old and cruel Persian queen Amestris, wife of Xerxes,
sought to prolong her own life by burying alive fourteen victims, children
of illustrious men, as offerings to the subterranean god.

VOL. V. G
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he also left, under the care of the Pazonians of Siris, the sacred
chariot of Zeus, which had been brought from the seat of
empire, but which doubtless was found inconvenient on th
line of march. From the Strymon he marched forward along
the Strymonic Gulf, passing through the territory of the
Bisalte near the Greek colonies of Argilus and Stagelrus, unti!
he came to the Greek town of Akanthus, hard by the isthmus
of Athos which had been recently cut through. The fierce
king of the Bisaltee! refused submission to Xerxes, fled to
Rhodopé for safety, and forbade his six sons to join the
Persian host. Unhappily for themselves, they nevertheless
did so, and when they came back he caused all of them to be
blinded.

All the Greek cities which Xerxes had passed by, obeyed
his orders with sufficient readiness, and probably few doubted
the ultimate success of so prodigious an armament. But the
inhabitants of Akanthus had been eminent for their zeal and
exertions in the cutting of the canal, and had probably made
considerable profits during the operation: Xerxes now repaid
their zeal by contracting with them the tie of hospitality,
accompanied with praise and presents; though he does not
seem to have exempted them from the charge of maintaining
the army while in their territory. He here separated himself
from his fleet, which was directed to sail through the canal of
Athos, to double the two south-western capes of the Chalkidic
peninsula, to enter the Thermaic Gulf, and to await his arrival
at Therma. The fleet in its course gathered additional troops
from the Greek towns in the two peninsulas of Sithonia and
Paliéné, as well as on the eastern side of the Thermaic Gulf,
in the region called Krusis or Krossea, on the continental side
of the isthmus of Palléné. These Greek towns were numerous,
but of little individual importance. Near Therma (Salonichi)
in Mygdonia, in the interior of the Gulf and eastward of the
mouth of the Axius, the fleet awaited the arrival of Xerxes by
land from Akanthus. He seems to have had a difficult march,
and to have taken a route considerably inland, through Paonia
and Krestdnia—a wild, woody, and untrodden country, where his
baggage-camels were set upon by lions, and where there were
also wild bulls of prodigious size and fierceness. At length he
rejoined his fleet at Therma, and stretched his army throughout
Mygdonia, the ancient Pieria, and Bottiwis, as far as the mouth
of the Haliakmorn.?

Xerxes had now arrived within sight of Mount Olympus, the

1 Herodot, viil. 116, 2 Herodot. vil. 122~127.
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_northern boundary of what was properly called Hellas ; after a
-march through nothing but subject territory, with magazines
laid up beforehand for the subsistence of his army—with
additional contingents levied in his course-—and probably with
Thracian volunteers joining him in the hopes of plunder.
"The road along which he had marched was still shown with
solemn reverence by the Thracians, and protected both from
intruders and from tillage, even in the days of Herodotus.!
The Macedonian princes, the last of his western tributaries, in
whose territory he now found himself—together with the Thes-
salian Alesadze—undertook to conduct him farther. Nor did
the task as yet appear difficult: what steps the Greeks were
taking to oppose him, shall be related in the coming chapter.

CHAPTER XXXIX

PROCEEDINGS IN GREECE FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON
TO THE TIME OF THE BATTLE OF THERMOPYLA

Our information respecting the affairs of Greece immediately
after the repulse of the Persians from Marathon, is very scanty.

Kleomenés and Leotychidés, the two kings of Sparta (the
former belonging to the elder or Eurystheneid, the latter to
the younger or the Prokleid, race), had conspired for the
purpose of dethroning the former Prokleid king Demaratus :
and Kleomenés had even gone so far as to tamper with the
Delphian priestess for this purpose. His manceuvre being
betrayed shortly afterwards, he was so alarmed at the dis-
pleasure of the Spartans, that he retired into Thessaly, and
from thence into Arcadia, where he employed the powerful
influence of his regal character and heroic lineage to arm the
Arcadian people against his country. The Spartans, alarmed
in their turn, voluntarily invited him back with a promise of
amnesty. But his renewed lease did not last long. His
habitual violence of character became aggravated into decided
insanity, insomuch that he struck with his stick whomsoever
he met ; and his relatives were forced to confine him in chains
under a Helot sentinel. By severe menaces, he one day con-
strained this man to give him his sword, with which he
mangled himself dreadfully and perished. So shocking a death
was certain to receive a religious interpretation: yet which,

1 Herodot. vii. I116.
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among the misdeeds of his life, bad drawn down upon him the
divine wrath, was a point difficult to determine. Most of the
Greeks imputed it to the sin of his having corrupted the
Pythian priestess.} But the Athenians and Argeians were
each disposed to an hypothesis of their own—the former
believed that the gods had thus punished the Spartan king for
having cut timber in the sacred grove of Eleusis—the latter
recognised the avenging hand of the hero Argus, whose grove
Kleomenés had burnt, along with so many suppliant warriors
who had taken sanctuary in it. Without pronouncing between
these different suppositions, Herodotus contents himself with
expressing his opinion that the miserable death of Kleomenés
was an atonement for his conduct to Demaratus. But what
surprises us most is, to hear that the Spartans, usually more
disposed than other Greeks to refer every striking phenomenon
to divine agency, recognised on this occasion nothing but a
vulgar physical cause : Kleomenés had gone mad (they affirmed)
through habits of intoxication, learnt from some Scythian
envoys who had come to Sparta.?

The death of Kleomenés, and the discredit thrown on his
character, emboldened the Aginetans to prefer 2 complaint at
Sparta respecting their ten hostages, whom Kleomenés and
Leotychidés had taken away from the island, a little before
the invasion of Attica by the Persians under Datis, and de-
posited at Athens as guarantee to the Athenians against
aggression from Agina at that critical moment. Leotychidés
was the surviving auxiliary of Kleomenés in the requisition of
these hostages, and against him the AHginetans complained.
Though the proceeding was one unquestionably beneficial to
the general cause of Greece® yet such was the actual dis-
pleasure of the Lacedzemonians against the deceased king and
his acts, that the survivor Leotychidés was brought to a public
trial, and condemned to be delivered up as prisoner in atone-
ment to the Aginetans. The latter were about to carry away
their prisoner, when a dignified Spartan named Theasidés,
pointed out to them the danger which they were incurring by
such an indignity against the regal person. The Spartans (he
observed) had passed sentence under feelings of temporary
wrath, which would probably be exchanged for sympathy if
they saw the sentence executed.

Accordingly the Aginetans contented themselves with stipu-

! Herodot. vi. 74, 75- 2 Herodot. vi, 84.
3 Herodot. vi. 61. KAeouévea, édvra év 7§ Alyivy, xal kowd 7§ 'EAALS: (

&yaba wpocepyalduevoy, &e.
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lating that Leotychidés should accompany them to Athens
and redemand their hostages detained there. The Athenians
refused to give up the hostages, in spite of the emphatic terms
in which the Spartan king set forth the sacred obligation of
restoring a deposit They justified the refusal in part by
saying that the deposit had been lodged by the two kings
jointly, and could not be surrendered to one of them alone.
But they probably recollected that the hostages were placed
with them less as a deposit than as a security against Aginetan
hostility—which security they were not disposed to forego.

Leotychidés having been obliged to retire without success,
the Zginetans resolved to adopt measures of retaliation for
themselves, They waited for the period of a solemn festival
celebrated every fifth year at Sunium; on which occasion a
ship, peculiarly equipped and carrying some of the leading
Athenians as Theors or sacred envoys, sailed thither from
Athens. This ship they found means to capture, and carried
all on board prisoners to Agina. Whether an exchange took
place, or whether the prisoners and hostages on both sides
were put to death, we do not know. But the consequence of
their proceeding was an active and decided war between
Athens and Agina,? beginning seemingly about 488 or 487 B.C.,
and lasting until 481 B.C., the year preceding the invasion of
Xerxes. :

An Alginetan citizen named Nikodromus took advantage of
this war to further a plot against the government of the island.
Having been before banished (as he thought unjustly), he now
organised a revolt of the people against the ruling oligarchy,
concerting with the Athenians a simultaneous ivasion in
support of his plan. Accordingly on the appointed day he
rose with his partisans in arms and took possession of the Old
Town—a strong post which had been superseded in course of

I Herodot, vi. 85; compare vi. 49-73, and chap. xxxvi. of this History.

2 Herodot. vi. 87, 88

Instead of fiv yap 3% 7oio: *Abnvafoss mevrhpns émt Sovrle (Vi 87), 1
follow the reading proposed by Schémann and sanctioned by Boeckh—
wevrerypls. It is hardly conceivable that the Athenians at that time
should have had any ships with five banks of oars (wevrfipns): moreover,
apart from this objection, the word wevr#pns makes considerable embarrass-
ment in the sentence : see Boeckh, Urkunden iiber das Attische Seewesen,
chap. vii. pp. 73, 76.

The elder Dionysius of Syracuse is said to have been the first Greek who
constructed werrfipes or quinquereme ships (Diodor, xiv. 40, 41).

There were many distinct pentaéterides, or solemnities celebrated every
fifth year, included among the religious customs of Athens : see Aristoteles
—TloAir. Fragm, xxvil. ed. Neumann ; Pollux, viii. 187. °
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time by the more modern city on the sea-shore, less protected
though more convenient.! But no Athenians appeared, and
without them he was unable to maintain his footing. He was
obliged to make his escape from the island, after witnessing
the complete defeat of his partisans ; a large body of whom,
seven hundred in number, fell into the hands of the govern-
ment, and were led out for execution. One man alone among
these prisoners burst his chains, fled to the sanctuary of
Démétér Thesmophorus, and was fortunate enough to seize
the handle of the door before he was overtaken. In spite of
every effort to drag him away by force, he clung to it with
convulsive grasp. His pursuers did not venture to put him to
death in such a position, but they severed the hands from the
body and then executed him, leaving the hands still hanging to
and grasping ? the door-handle, where they seem to have long
remained without being taken off. Destruction of the seven
hundred prisoners does not seem to have drawn down upon
the Zpginetan oligarchy either vengeance from the gods or
censure from their contemporaries. But the violation of
sanctuary, in the case of that one unfortunate man whose
hands were cut off, was a crime which the goddess Démétér
never forgave. More than fifty years afterwards, in the first
- year of the Peloponnesian war, the Aginetans, having been
previously conquered by Athens, were finally expelled from
their island : such expulsion was the divine judgement upon
them for this ancient impiety, which half a century of continued
expiatory sacrifice had not been sufficient to wipe out.®

1 See Thucyd. i. 8.

The acropolis at Athens, having been the primitive city inhabited, bore
the name of The City even in the time of Thucydidés (ii. 15), at a time when
Athens and Peirzeus covered so large a region around and near it.

2 Herodot. vi, 91.  xeipes bt nelvar dpmedunviat €ouv Toios émonaoTipot
The word reivat for éxeivar, ‘“ those hands,” appears so little suitable in
this phrase, that I rather imagine the real reading to have been xewal (the
Tonic dialect for reral), “the hands with nothing attached to them:”
compare a phrase not very unlike, Homer, Iliad, iii, 376, xewh 8¢ rpvopdarcw
&’ Eomero, &c.

Compare the narrative of the arrest of the Spartan king Pausanias, and
of the manner in which he was treated when in sanctuary at the temple of
Athéné Chalkicekos (Thucyd. 1 134).

# Herodot. v1 o1, ’Amd TolTov 8¢ kal t‘iyos o dyévero, T bloariar
obk ofof 7e e'ysﬂov'ro em‘unxmmp,syot, aAr’ 5436710&1!' éumeadrres 'n-pﬁ'repov éx
75 vioov 4 ot Thewr 'yeueo'eaz v Oedy.

Compare Thucyd. ii. 27 about the final e‘cpulsxon from Agina. The
Lacedeemonians assigned to these expelled Alginetans a new abode in the
territory of Thyrea, on the eastern coast of Peloponnesus, where they were
attacked, taken prisoners, and put to death by the Athenians, in the ¢ighth
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The Athenians who were to have assisted Nikodromus
arrived 4t Agina one day too late. Their proceedings had
been delayed by the necessity of borrowing twenty triremes
from the Corinthians, in addition to fifty of their own: with
these seventy sail they defeated the Aginetans, who met them
with a fleet of equal number—and then landed on the island.
The Aginetans solicited aid from Argos, but that city was
either too much displeased with them, or too much exhausted
by the defeat sustained from the Spartan Kleomenés, to grant
it. Nevertheless, one thousand Argeian volunteers, under a
distinguished champion of the pentathlon named Eurybatés,
came to their assistance, and a vigorous war was carried on,
with varying success, against the Athenian armament.

At sea, the Athenians sustained a defeat, being attacked at
a moment when their fleet was in disorder, so that they lost
four ships with their crews: on land they were more successful,
and few of the Argeian volunteers survived to return home.
The general of the latter, Eurybatés, confiding in his great
personal strength and skill, challenged the best of the Athenian
warriors to single combat. He slew three of them in succes-
sion, but the arm of the fourth, Sophanés of Dekeleia, was
victorious, and proved fatal to him.! At length the invaders
were obliged to leave the istand without any decisive result,
and the war seems to have been prosecuted by frequent
descents and privateering on both sides—in which Nikodromus
and the Aginetan exiles, planted by Athens on the coast of
Attica near Sunium, took an active part;2 the advantage on
the whole being on the side of Athens.

The general course of this war, and especially the failure of
the enterprise concerted with Nikodromus in consequence of
delay in borrowing ships from Corinth, were well calculated to

year of the war (Thucyd. iv. 57). Now Herodotus, while he mentions the
expulsion, does not allude to their subsequent and still more calamitous
fate. Had he known the fact, he could hardly have failed to notice it, as
a further consummation of the divine judgement. We may reasonably
presume ignorance in this case, which would tend to support the opinion
thrown out in a preceding chapter (c. xxxiil.} respecting the date of
composition of his history—in the earliest years of the Peloponnesian
war,

1 Herodot. ix. ¥5.

2 Herodot. vi. 90, 91, 92,93. Thucyd. i, 41. About S6phanés, compare
ix. 75. ,

ng much damage was done by such a privateering war, between
countries so near as /Egina and Afttica, may be seen by the more detailed
description of a later war of the same kind in 388 3.c. (Xenophon,
Hellenic, v. I).



168 History of Greece

impress upon the Athenians the necessity of enlarging their
naval force. And it 1s from the present time that we trace
among them the first growth of that decided tendency towards
maritime activity, which coincided so happily with the ex-
pansion of their democracy, and opened a new phase in
Grecian history, as well as a new career for themselves,

The exciting effect produced upon them by the repulse of
the Persians at Marathon has been dwelt upon in a preceding
chapter. Miltiadés, the victor in that field, having been
removed {rom the scene under circumstances already described,
Aristeidés and Themistoklés became the chief men at Athens:
and the former was chosen archon during the succeeding year.
His exemplary uprightness in magisterial functions ensured to
him lofty esteem from the general public, not without a certain
proportion of active enemies, some of them sufferers by his
justice. These enemies naturally became partisans of his rival
Themistoklés, who had all the talents necessary for bringing them
into co-operation, The rivalry between the two chiefs became
so bitter and menacing, that even Aristeidés himself is reported
to have said, “If the Athenians were wise they would cast both
of us into the barathrum.” Under such circumstances it is not
too much to say that the peace of the country was preserved
mainly by the institution called Ostracism, the true character
of which I have already explained. After three or four years
of continued political rivalry, the two chiefs appealed to a vote
of ostracism, and Aristeidés was banished.

Of the particular points on which their rivalry turned, we
are unfortunately little informed. But it is highly probable
that one of them was, the important change of policy above
alluded to—the conversion of Athens from a land-power into a
sea-power,—the development of this new and stirring element
in the minds of the people. By all authorities, this change of
policy is ascribed principally and specially to Themistoklés.t
On that account, if for no other reason, Aristeidés would
probably be found opposed to it: but it was moreover a
change not in harmony with that old-fashioned Hellenism,
undisturbed uniformity of life, and narrow range of active duty
and experience—which Aristeidés seems to have approved in
common with the subsequent philosophers. The seaman was
naturally more of a wanderer and cosmopolite than the heavy-
armed soldier: the modern Greek seaman even at this moment
15 so to a remarkable degree, distinguished for the variety of

1 Plutarch, Themist. ¢, 19.
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his ideas, and the quickness of bis intelligence.! The land-
scrvice was a type of steadiness and inflexible ranks, the sea-
service that of mutability and adventure. Such was the idea
strongly entertained by Plato and other philosophers: ? though
we may remark that they do not render justice to the Athenian
seaman. His training was far more perfect and laborious,
and his habits of obedience far more complete,® than that
of the Athenian hoplite or horseman: a training beginning
with Themistoklés, and reaching its full perfection about the
commencement of the Peloponnesian war.

In recommending extraordinary efforts to create a navy as

* See Mr. Galt’s interesting account of the Hydriot sailors, Voyages and
Travels in the Mediterranean, p. 376-378 (London, 1802).

¢ The city of Hydra originated in a small colony of boatmen belonging
to the Morea, who took refuge in the island from the tyranny of the Turks.
About forty years ago they had multiplied to a considerable number, their
litile village began to assume the appearance of a town, and they had
cargoes that went as far as Constantinople. In their mercantile transactions,
th: Hydriots acquired the reputation of greater integrity than the other
Greeks, as well as of being the most intrepid navigators in the Archipelagos;
ard they were of course regularly preferred. Their industry and honesty
obiained its reward. The islands of Spezzia, Paros, Myconi, and Ipsara,
resemble Hydra in their institutions, and possess the same character for
commercial activity. In paying their sailors, Hydra and its sister islands
bave a peculiar custom. The whole amount of the freight is considered as
a common stock, from which the charges of victualling the ship are deducted.
The remainder is then divided into two equal parts : one is allotted to the
crew and equally shared among them without reference to age or rank;
the other part is appropriated to the ship and captain. The capital of the
cergo is a trust given to the captain and crew on certain fixed conditions.
The character and manners of the Hydriot sailors, from the moral effect of
these customs, are much superior in regularity to the ideas that we are apt
te entertain of sailors. They are sedate, well-dressed, well-bred, shrewd,
irformed, and speculative. They seem to form a class, in the orders of
mankind, which has no existence among us. By their voyages, they acquire
a liberality of notion which we expect only among gentlemen, while in their
domestic circumstances their conduct is suitable to their condition. The
Greeks are all traditionary historians, and possess much of that kind of
knowledge to which the term /learning is usually applied. This, mingled
with the other information of the Hydriots, gives them that advantageous
character of mind which I think they possess.”

2 Plato, Legg. iv. pp. 705, 706. Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢ 19.
Isokratés, Panathenaic. ¢. 43.

Plutarch, Philopemen, c. 14. TA}y ’Emopewdvdor utv o Aéyovow
drvodvra yeboar TeY kard BdAacoar apereaidy Tovs woAlras, drws abTd uh
AdBwow avTl povipwy énhiTdy, kats TIAdTwve, vavrat yevduevor kal Siadbo-
pévres, Empakrov ér Tiis "Acias kal Ty viicwy &weAfelv éxovalws : compare
‘il p. 301, )

3pSe%e the remarkable passage in Xenophon (Memorab. iil. 5, 19),
attesting that the Hoplites and the Hippeis, the persons first in rank in
the city, were also the most disobedient on military service.

G2
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well as to acquire nautical practice, Themistoklés displayed all
that sagacious appreciation of the circumstances and dangers
of the time, for which Thucydidés gives him credit: and there
can be no doubt that Aristeidés, though the honester politician
of the two, was at this particular crisis the less essential to his
country. Not only was there the struggle with Agina, a
maritime power equal or more than equal, and within sight of
the Athenian harbour—but there was also in the distance a
still more formidable contingency to guard against. The
Persian armament had been driven with disgrace from Attica
back to Asia; but the Persian monarch still remained with
undiminished means of aggression as well as increased thirst
for revenge ; and Themistoklés knew well that the danger
from that quarter would recur greater than ever. He believed
that it would recur again in the same way, by an expedition
across the Afgean like that of Datis to Marathon ;! against
which the best defence would be found in a numerous and
well-trained fleet. Nor could the large preparations of Darius
for renewing the attack remain unknown to a vigilant observer,
extending as they did over so many Greeks subject to the
Persian empire. Such positive warning was more than enough
to stimulate the active genius of Themistoklés, who now
prevailed upon his countrymen to begin with energy the work
of maritime preparation, as well against Agina as against
Persia.? Not only were two hundred new ships built, and
citizens trained as seamen—>but the important work was com-
menced, during the year when Themistoklés was either archon
or general, of forming and fortifying a new harbour for Athens
at Pelrzeus, instead of the ancient open bay of Phalérum. The
latter was indeed somewhat nearer to the city, but Peireus
with its three separate natural ports,® admitting of being closed
and fortified, was incomparably superior in safety as well as
in convenience. It is not too much to say, with Herodotus
—that the Aginetan “war was the salvation of Greece, by
constraining the Athenians to make themselves a maritime
power.” ¢ The whole efficiency of the resistance subsequently
made to Xerxes turned upon this new movement in the
organisation of Athens, allowed as it was to attain tolerable

1 Thucyd. 1. 93. iSov (Ti\enxistoklés) Tiis Baciréws grpaTids T KkaTd
fdracoay Epodoy edmopwrépar THs katd yhiv abaar,

2 Thucyd. 1. 14. Herodot. vil. 144.

3 Thucyd. i 93.

4 Herodot. vil. 144. Ob7os ~dp 6 wéremos ovords ¥owoe Tére THw

‘EAAdSa, &vayndaas faraootovs yevéofa: *Abpvatovs.
Thucyd. i. 18.  vavrikel éyévovro,
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completeness through a fortunate concurrence of accidents;
for the important delay of ten years, between the defeat of
Marathon and the fresh invasion by which it was to be avenged,
was In truth the result of accident, First, the revolt of Egypt;
next, the death of Darius; thirdly, the indifference of Xerxes
at his first accession towards Hellenic matters—postponed
until 480 B.c., an invasion which would naturally have been
undertaken in 487 or 486 B.c., and which would have found
Athens at that time without her wooden walls—the great
engine of her subsequent salvation.

Another accidental help, without which the new fleet could
not have been built—a considerable amount of public money—
was also by good fortune now available to the Athenians. It is
first in an emphatic passage of the poet Aschylus, and next from
Herodotus on the present occasion, that we hear of the silver
mines of Laurium! in Attica, and the valuable produce which
they rendered to the state. They were situated in the southern
portion of the territory, not very far from the promontory of
Sunium,? amidst a district of low hills which extended across
much of the space between the eastern sea at Thorikus, and the
western at Anaphlystus. At what time they first began to be
worked, we have no information; but it seems hardly possible
that they could have been worked with any spirit or profitable
result, until after the expulsion of Hippias and the establishment
of the democratical constitution of Kleisthenés. Neither the
strong local factions, by which different portions of Attica were
set against each other before the time of Peisistratus—nor the
rule of that despot succeeded by his two sons—were likely to
afford confidence and encouragement. But when the democ-
racy of Kleisthenés first brought Attica into one systematic and
comprehensive whole, with equal rights assigned to each part,
and with a common centre at Athens—the power of that
central government over the mineral wealth of the country, and
its means of binding the whole people to respect agreements

1 Aschylus, Perse, 235.

2 The mountain region of Laurium has been occasionally visited by
modern travellers, but never carefully surveyed until 1836, when Dr.
Fiedler examined it mineralogically by order of the present Greek goveran-
ment. See his Reisen durch Griechenland, vol. i. pp. 39, 73. The region
is now little better than a desert, but Fiedler especially notices the great
natural fertility of the plain near Thorikus, together with the good harbour
at that place—both circumstances of great value at the time when the mines
were in work. Many remains are seen of shafts sunk in ancient times—
and sunk in so workmanlike a manner as to satisfy the eye of a miner of the
present day.—p. 76.

-
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concluded with individual undertakers, would give a new stimu-
lus to private speculation in the district of Laurium. It was
the practice of the Athenian government either to sell, or to let
for a long term of years, particular districts of this productive
region to individuals or companies ; on consideration partly of
a sum or fine paid down, partly of a reserved rent equal to one
twenty-fourth part of the gross produce.

We are told by Herodotus that there was in the Athenian
treasury, at the time when Themistoklés made his proposition
to enlarge the naval force, a great sum ! arising from the Laurian
mines, out of which a distribution was on the point of being
made among the citizens—ten drachms to each man. This
great amount in hand must probably have been the produce of
the purchase-money or fines received from recent sales, since
the small annual reserved rent can hardly have been accumu-
lated during many successive years. New and enlarged enter-
prises in mines must be supposed to have been recently begun
by individuals under contract with the government: otherwise
there could hardly have been at the moment so overflowing an
exchequer, or adequate means for the special distribution con-
templated. Themistoklés availed himself of this precious
opportunity—set forth the necessities of the war with Agina,
and the still more formidable menace from the great enemy in
Asia—and prevailed upon the people to forego the promised
distribution for the purpose of obtaining an efficient navy.?

1 Herodot. vil. 144. “Ore *Abmalowor yevouévwy xpnubrwy peyddwy &
7§ koG, T8 éx TRV UeTdAAwY 0P TWporiAle TAY dwd Aovpelov, EueAlow
Adgeobar bpxndoy Enacros déia Spaxuds.

2 All the information—unfortunately it is very scanty—which we possess
respecting the ancient mines of Laurium, is brought together in the valuable
Dissertation of M. Boeckh, translated and appended to the English
translation of his Public Economy of Athens. He discusses the fact stated
in this chapter of Herodotus, in sect. 8 of that Dissertation : but there are
many of his remarks in which I cannot concur.

After multiplying ten drachme by the assumed number of 20,000 Athenian
citizens, making a sum total distributed of 334 talents, he goes on—¢‘That
the distribution was made annually might have been presumed from the
principles of the Athenian administration, without the testimony of
Cornelins Nepos. We are not therefore to suppose that the savings of
several years are meant, nor merely a surplus; but that all the public
money arising from the mines, as it was not required for any other object,
was divided among the members of the community ” (p. 632).

We are hardly authorised to conclude from the passage of Herodotus
that ¢// the sum received from the mines was about to be distributed. The
treasury was very rich, and a distribution was about to be made—but it
does not follow that nothing was to be left in the treasury after the distri-
bution. Accordingly, all calculations of the total produce of the mines,
based upon this passage of Herodotus, are uncertain, Nor is it clear that
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One cannot doubt that there must have been many speakers
who would try to make themselves popular by opposing this
proposition and supporting the distribution ; insomuch that the
power of the people generally to feel the force of a distant
motive as predominant over a present gain, deserves notice as
an earnest of their approaching greatness.

Immense indeed was the recompense reaped for this self-
denial, not merely by Athens but by Greece generally, when the
preparations of Xerxes came to be matured, and his armament
was understood to be approaching. The orders for equipment
of ships and laying in of provisions, issued by the Great King
to his subject Greeks in Asia, the Zgean, and Thrace, would of
course become known throughout Greece Proper ; especially
the vast labour bestowed on the canal of Mount Athos, which
would be the theme of wondering talk with every Thasian or
Akanthian citizen who visited the festival games in Pelopon-
nesus, All these premonitory evidences were public enough,
without any need of that elaborate stratagem whereby the
exiled Demaratus is alleged to have secretly transmitted, from
Susa to Sparta, intelligence of the approaching expedition.l
The formal announcements of Xerxes all designated Athens as

there was any regular annual distribution, unless we are to take the passage
of Cornelius Nepos as proving it: but he talks rather about the magistrates
employing this money for jobbing purposes-—not about a regular distribution
(¢“Nam cum pecunia publica quée ex metallis redibat, largitione magistra-
tuum quotannis periret.” Corn. Nep. Themist. c. 2). A story is told by
Polyznus, from whomsoever he copied it—of a sum of 100 talents in the
treasury, which Themistoklés persuaded the people to hand over to 100
rich men, for the purpose of being expended as the latter might direct, with
an obligation to reimburse the money in case the people were not satisfied
with the expenditure : these rich men employed each the sum awarded to
him in building a new ship, much to the satisfaction of the people (Polyzen.
i. 30). This story differs materially from that of FHerodotus, and we
cannot venture either to blend the two together or to rely upon Polyznus
separately,

I imagine that the sum of 33 talents, or 50 talents, necessary for the
distribution, formed part of a larger sum lying in the treasury, arising from
the mines. Themistoklés persuaded the people to employ the whole sum
in shipbuilding, which of course implied that the distribution was to be:
renounced. Whether there had been distributions of a similar kind in.
former years, as M. Boeckh affirms, is a matter on which we have no.
evidence. M. Boeckh seems to me not to have kept in view the fact
{(which he himself states just before) that there were two sources of receipt:
into the treasury—original purchase-money paid down, and reserved annual
rent. 1t is from the former source that I imagine the large sum lying in
the treasury to bave been derived : the small reserved rent probably went
among the annual items of the state-budget.

* Herodot. vii. 239.
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the special object of his wrath and vengeance.! Other Grecian
cities might thus hope to escape without mischief : so that the
prospect of the great invasion did not at first provoke among
them any unanimous dispositions to resist. Accordingly, when
the first heralds despatched by Xerxes from Sardis in the
autumn of 481 B.C., a little before his march to the Hellespont,
addressed themselves to the different cities with demand of
earth and water, many were disposed to comply. Neither to
Athens, nor to Sparta, were any heralds sent; and these two
cities were thus from the beginning identified in interest and
in the necessity of defence. Both of them sent, in this trying
moment, to consult the Delphian oracle ; while both at the
same time joined to convene a Pan-Hellenic congress at the
Isthmus of Corinth, for the purpose of organising resistance
against the expected invader.

T have in the preceding chapters pointed out the various steps
whereby the separate states of Greece were gradually brought,
even against their own natural instincts, into something ap-
proaching more nearly to political union. The present con-
gress, assembled under the influence of common fear from
Persia, has more of a Pan-Hellenic character than any political
event which has yet occurred in Grecian history. It extends
far beyond the range of those Peloponnesian states who con-
stitute the immediate allies of Sparta: it comprehends Athens,
and is even summoned in part by her strenuous instigation :
moreover, it seeks to combine every city of Hellenic race and
language, however distant, which can be induced to take part
in it—even the Kretans, Korkyreans, and Sicilians. It is true
that all these states do not actually come,—but earnest efforts
are made to induce them to come. The dispersed brethren of
the Hellenic family are entreated to marshal themselves in the
same ranks for a joint political purpose 2—the defence of the
common hearth and metropolis of the race. This is a new
fact in Grecian history, opening scenes and ideas unlike to
anything which has gone before—enlarging prodigiously the
functions and duties connected with that headship of Greece
which had hitherto been in the hands of Sparta, but which is
about to become too comprehensive for her to manage—and
thus introducing increased habits of co-operation among the
subordinate states, as well as rival hopes of aggrandisement

1 Herodot. vii. 8-138.

2 Herodot. vii. 145 ®porfigarres f ks & re yévairo 76 ‘EAAqpindy, kal
el quyriYarres TwdTd Tplooowey whrTes, &s dewdy émidyrwv Spolws wia
“EAART .
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among the leaders. The congress at the Isthmus of Corinth
marks such further advance in the centralising tendencies of
Greece, and seems at first to promise an onward march in
the same direction : but the promise will not be found realised.

Its first step was indeed one of inestimable value. While
most of the deputies present came prepared, in the name of
their respective cities, to swear reciprocal fidelity and brother-
hood, they also addressed all their efforts to appease the feuds
and dissensions which reigned among particular members of
their own meeting. Of these the most prominent, as well as
the most dangerous, was the war still subsisting between Athens
and Agina. The latter was not exempt, even now, from sus-
nicions of medising! (7. ¢. embracing the cause of the Persians),
vhich had been raised by her giving earth and water ten years
yefore to Darius. But her present conduct afforded no coun-

nance to such suspicions : she took earnest part in the con-

ss as well as in the joint measures of defence, and willingly
sented to accommodate her difference with Athens.? In
work of reconciling feuds, so essential to the safety of
ece, the Athenian Themistoklés took a prominent part, as
11as Cheileos of Tegeain Arcadia.? The congress proceeded
send envoys and solicit co-operation from such cities as were

t either equivocal or indifferent, especially Argos, Korkyra,

d the Kretan and Sicilian Greeks; and at the same time to
wespatch spies across to Sardis, for the purpose of learning the
tate and prospects of the assembled army.

These spies presently returned, having been detected, and
:onderaned to death by the Persian generals, but released by
xpress order of Xerxes, who directed that the full strength of his
ssembled armament should be shown to them, in order that
he terror of the Greeks might be thus magnified. The step
vas well calculated for such a purpose: but the discouragement
hroughout Greece'was already extreme, at this critical period
vhen the storm was about to burst upon them. Even to in-
elligent and well-meaning Greeks, much more to the careless,
he timid, or the treacherous—Xerxes with his countless host
ppeared irresistible, and indeed something more than human.4
O course such an impressidn would be encouraged by the large
wmber of Greeks already his tributaries: and we may even
race the manifestation of a wish to get rid of the Atheniang

1 Herodot. viii. 92. 2 Herodot. vil. 145.

8 Plutarch, Themistokl. ¢. 10, About Cheileos, Herodot. ix. 9.

4 Herodot. vil. 203. ob vap 8edv elvar 7ov émidyra ém) Thy ‘EANASa, SAN™
vBpwwoy, &c.: compare also vii, 56.
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altogether, as the chief objects of Persian vengeance and chief
hindrance to tranguil submission. This despair of the very
continuance of Hellenic life and autonomy breaks forth even
from the sanctuary of Hellenic religion, the Delphian temple ;
when the Athenians, in their distress and uncertainty, sent to
consult the oracle. Hardly had their two envoys performed
the customary sacrifices, and sat down in the inner chamber
near the priestess Aristoniké, when she at once exclaimed—
“Wretched men, why sit ye there? Quit your land and city,
and flee afar! Head, body, feet, and hands are alike rotten:
fire and sword, in the train of the Syrian chariot, shall over-
whelm you : nor only your city, but other cities also, as well as
many even of the temples Of the gods—which are now sweating
and trembling with fear, and foreshadow, by drops of blood on
their roofs, the hard calamities impending. Get ye away fro
the sanctuary, with your souls steeped in sorrow.” 1

So terrific a reply had rarely escaped from the lips of
priestess. The envoys were struck to the earth by it, and d
not carry it back to Athens. In their sorrow they were
couraged yet to hope by an influential Delphian citizen na
Timon (we trace here as elsewhere the underhand working
these leading Delphians on the priestess), who advised them
provide themselves with the characteristic marks of suppli
tion, and to approach the oracle a second time in that implori
guise : O lord, we pray thee (they said), have compassi
on these boughs of supplication, and deliver to us somethin,
more comfortable concerning our country; else we quit no
thy sanctuary, but remain here, until death.” Upon which th
priestess replied—* Athéné with all her prayers and all he
sagacity cannot propitiate Olympian Zeus.? But this assurance
I will give you, firm as adamant. When everything else in the
land of Kekrops shall be taken, Zeus grants to Athéné that the

1 Herodot. vii. 140—

. 'ANN’ Trov ¢ dbiroto, xakais 8" émruibvare Bupév.

The general sense and scope of the oracle appears to me clear, in this
case. It is a sentence of nothing but desolation and sadness ; though Bihr
and Schweighiuser with other commentstors try to infuse into it some-
thing of encouragement by construing fuudy, fortzfude. The translation of
Valla and Schultz is nearer to the truth, But even when the general sense
of an oracle is plain (which it hardly ever is), the particular phrases are
always wild and vague.

2 Herodot. vii. 141—

O Svvarar TladAds Al "OXdumeov éfehdoaaior
Argoouérn moAroiot Abyos kal uiTLdL TUKVY.

Compare with this the declaration of Apollo to Creesus of Lydia (i. o1).
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wooden wall alone shall remain unconquered, to defend you and
your children. Stand not to await the assailing horse and foot
from the continent, but turn your backs and retire: you shall
yet live to fight another day. O divine Salamis, thou too shalt
destroy the children of women, cither at the seed-time or at the
harvest,” 1

This second answer was a sensible mitigation of the first. It
left open some hope of escape, though faint, dark and unintel-
ligible : and the envoys wrote it down to carry back to Athens,
not concealing probably the terrific sentence which had preceded
it. When read to the people, the obscurity of the meaning
provoked many different interpretations. What was meant by
“the wooden wall”? Some supposed that the acropolis itself,
which had originally been surrounded with a wooden palisade,
was the refuge pointed out; but the greater number, and
among them most of those who were by profession expositors
of prophecy, maintained that the wooden wall indicated the
fleet. But these professional expositors, while declaring that
the god bade them go on shipboard, deprecated all idea of a
naval battle, and insisted on the necessity of abandoning Attica
for ever. The last lines of the oracle, wherein it was said that
Salamis would destroy the children of women, appeared to them
to portend nothing but disaster in the event of a naval combat.

Such was the opinion of those who passed for the best ex-
positors of the divine will. It harmonised completely with the
despairing temper then prevalent, heightened by the terrible
sentence pronounced in the first oracle. Emigration to some
foreign land presented itself as the only hope of safety even
for their persons. The fate of Athens,—and of Greece gene-
rally, which would have been helpless without Athens,—mnow
hung upon a thread, when Themistoklés, the great originator
of the fleet, interposed with equal steadfastness of heart and in-
genuity, to ensure the proper use of it. He contended that if
the god had intended to designate Salamis as the scene of a
naval disaster to the Greeks, that island would have been called
in the oracle by some such epithet as “wretched Salamis :” but
the fact that it was termed “ divine Salamis,” indicated that the
parties, destined to perish there, were the enemies of Greece, not
the Greeks themselves. He encouraged his countrymen there-
fore to abandon their city and country, and to trust themselves

1 Telyos Toiroyevel £6Awor Sudol ebpvora Zeds
Movwvoy andpbnrov TeAéfeir, 70 06 Tékva T djoet.

..................

..................

"8 Oein Sakapis, &mohels 8¢ ob Téava yyvakdv, &e.—(Herodot. vii. 141.)
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to the fleet as the wooden wall recommended by the god,
but with full determination to fight and conquer on boardl
Great indeed were the consequences which turned upon this
bold stretch of exegetical conjecture.  Unless the Atheniang had
been persuaded, by some plausible show of interpretation, that
the sense of the oracle encouraged instead of forbidding a
naval combat, they would in their existing depression have
abandoned all thought of resistance.

Even with the help of an encouraging interpretation, however,
nothing less than the most unconquerable resolution and patriot-
ism could have enabled the Athenians to bear up against such
terrific denunciations from the Delphian god, and persist in re-
sistance in place of seeking safety by emigration. Herodotus
emphatically impresses this truth upon his readers :2 nay, he
even steps out of his way to do so, proclaiming Athens as the
real saviour of Greece. Writing as he did about the beginning
of the Peloponnesian war—at a time when Athens, having at-
tained the maximum of her empire, was alike feared, hated, and
admired, by most of the Grecian states—he knows that the
opinion which he is giving will be unpopular with his hearers
generally, and he apologises for it as something wrung from him
against his will by the force of the evidence.® Not only did the

1 Herodot. vii: 143. Tadrp @Ocuoroxiéovs dmopaveuévov, °Abnvaior
Tabrd oL dyvwoay alperdrepa elvar pdAAoy ) T& TaV xpnoueAdywy, of odk
%'gux; Sllavp.axi-rw apréeobat, dANY exhimdyTas Xdpny Thy *ATTikdy, EANYY T
ORI e,

There is every reason to accept the statement of Herodotus as true,
respecting these oracles delivered to the Athenians, and the debated inter-
pretation of them. They must have been discussed publicly in the Athenian
assembly, and Herodotus may have conversed with persons who had heard
the discussion. Respecting the other oracle which he states to have been
delivered to the Spartans—intimating that either Sparta must be conquered
or a king of Sparta must perish—we may reasonably doubt whether it was
in existence before the battle of Thermopyle (Herodot. vii. 220).

The later writers, Justin (ii. 12), Cornelius Nepos (c. 2), and Polyznus
(i. 30), give an account of the proceeding of Themistoklés, inferior to
Herodotus in vivacity as well as in accuracy.

2 Herodot. vii. 139, 0d3¢ cpéas xpnorhpia PpoBepd, éNBévTa éx Aenddy,
kol és Setua Bardvra, Erewge dxhimely Ty ‘EANdda, &c.

For the abundance of oracles and prophecies, from many different
sources, which would be current at such a moment of anxiety, we may
compare the analogy of the outbreak of the Peloponnesian war, described
by the contemporary historian (Thucyd. ii. 8).

3 Herodot. vil. 139. ’Evfatra draykaly étépyouas yvduny émodétacbou,
exipfovoy uiv wpds 7@y wAebrwyv avbpdrwy Spws 8, Th Yé por
palverar elvar drnbeés, odx émioxhow. El 'Abpraios, xarappwdhoavres Tov
émibyra kivduvor, éténimoy Thy aperépny, &c. . . . Niv 3¢, *Abnvalovs &y 7is
Aéywr cwriipas yevéafar 7is “EAADos, obk dv GuapTdvor Td aAnbés, &e.
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Athenians dare to stay and fight against immense odds: they,
and they alone, threw into the cause that energy and forward-
ness whereby it was enabled to succeed,! as will appear further
in the sequel. .

But there was also a third way, not less deserving of notice,
in which they contributed to the result. As soon as the con-
gress of deputies met at the Isthmus of Corinth, it became
essential to recognise some one commanding city. With regard
to the land-force, no one dreamt of contesting the pre-eminence
of Sparta. But in respect to the fleet, her pretensions were
more disputable, since she furnished at most only sixteen ships,
and little or no nautical skill ; while Athens brought two-thirds
of the entire naval force, with the best ships and seamen. Upon
these grounds the idea was at first started, that Athens should
command at sea and Sparta on land: but the majority of the
allies manifested a decided repugnance, announcing that they
would follow no one but a Spartan. To the honour of the
Athenians, they at once waived their pretensions, as soon as
they saw that the unity of the confederate force at this moment
of peril would be compromised.2 To appreciate this generous
abnegation of a claim in itself so reasonable, we must recollect
that the love of pre-eminence was among the most prominent
attributes of the Hellenic character; a prolific source of
their greatness and excellence, but producing also no small
amount both of their follies and their crimes. To renounce
at the call of public obligation a claim to personal honour
and glory, is perhaps the rarest of all virtues in a son of
Hellen.

We find thus the Athenians nerved up to the pitch of re-
sistance—~prepared to see their country wasted, and to live as

The whole chapter deserves peculiar attention, as it brings before us the
feelings of those contemporaries to whom his history is addressed, and the
mode of judging with which they looked back on the Persian war. One is
ant unconsciously to fancy that an ancient historian writes for men in the
abstract, and not for men of given sentiments, prejudices, and belief. The
persons whom Herodotus addressed are those who were so full of admiration
for Sparta, as to ascribe to her chiefly the honour of having beaten back
the Persians; and to maintain, that even without the aid of Athens, the
Spartans and Peloponnesians both could have defended, and would have
defended, the Isthmus of Corinth, fortified as it was by a wall built
expressly. The Peloponnesian allies of that day forgot that they were ope
to attack by sea as well as by land. :

1 Herodot. vil. 139. éAduevor 8¢ 7hy ‘EAAdSa wepieivar éAevBépny, TobTo
74 ‘EAAnpicdy may Td Aowdy, §oov uh dunidice, adrol obros ¥oav of émeyel-
pavres, kal BugtAfia uerd ye Geods dvwodpevor,

? Herodot. viii. 2, 3: compare vii. 161.
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well as to fight on shipboard, when the necessity should arrive
—furnishing two-thirds of the whole fleet, and yet prosecuting
the building of fresh ships until the last moment'—sending
forth the ablest and most forward leader in the common cause,
while content themselves to serve like other states under the
leadership of Sparta. During the winter preceding the march
of Xerxes from Sardis, the congress at the Isthmus was
trying, with little success, to bring the Grecian cities into united
action. Among the cities north of Attica and Peloponnesus,
the greater number were either inclined to submit, like Thebes
and the greater part of Beeotia, or were at least lukewarm in the
cause of independence : so rare at this trying moment (to use
the language of the unfortunate Plateeans fifty-three years after-
wards) was the exertion of resolute Hellenic patriotism against
the invader.?

Even in the interior of Peloponnesus, the powerful Argos
maintained an ambiguous neutrality. It was one of the first
steps of the congress to send special envoys to Argos, setting
forth the common danger and soliciting co-operation. The
result is certain, that no co-operation was obtained—the Argeians
did nothing throughout the struggle; but as to their real
position, or the grounds of their refusal, contradictory state-
ments had reached the ears of Herodotus. They themselves
affirmed that they were ready to have joined the Hellenic cause,
in spite of dissuasion from the Delphian oracle—exacting only
4s conditions that the Spartans should conclude a truce with
them for thirty years, and should equally divide the honours of
headship with Argos. To the proposed truce there would
probably have been no objection, nor was there any as to the
principle of dividing the headship. But the Spartans added,
that they had two kings, while the Argelans had only one ; and
inasmuch as neither of the two Spartan kings could be deprived
of his vote, the Argeian king could only be admitted to a third
vote conjointly with them. This proposition appeared to the
Argeians (who considered that even the undivided beadship
was no more than their ancient right) as nothing better than
insolent encroachment, and incensed them so much that they
desired the envoys to quit their territory before sunset; pre-

1 Herodot. vii. 144.

2 Thucyd. ili. §6. év kapols ofs amwdvioy Fv riy ‘EANvwy Twvd bperhy T4
Eéptov duvdper avrirdiacar.

This view of the case is much more conformable to history than the
boasts of later orators respecting wide-spread patriotism in these times,
See Demosthen, Philipp. ii. 37, p. 120. .
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ferring even a tributary existence under Persia to a formal
degradation as compared with Sparta.l

Such was the story told by the Argeians themselves, but
seemingly not credited either by any other Greeks, or by
Herodotus himself. The prevalent opinion was, that the
Argeians had a secret understanding with Xerxes. It was even
affirmed that they had been the parties who invited him into
Greece, as a means both of protection and of vengeance to them-
selves against Sparta after their defeat by Kleomenés. And
Herodotus himself evidently believed that they medssed, though
he is half afraid to say so, and disguises his opinion in a cloud
of words which betray the angry polemics going on about the
matter, even fifty years afterwards.2 Itis certain that in act the
Argeians were neutral, and one of their reasons for neutrality
was, that they did not choose to join any Pan-Hellenic levy ex-
cept in the capacity of chiefs. But probably the more power-
ful reason was, that they shared the impression, then so widely
diffused throughout Greece, as to the irresistible force of the
approaching host, and chose to hold themselves prepared for
the event. They kept up secret negotiations even with Persian

1 Herodot. vii. 147-150.

2 The opinion of Herodotus is delivered in a remarkable way, without
mentioning the name of the Argeians, and with evident reluctance. After
enumerating all the Grecian contingents assembled for the defence of the
isthmus, and the different inhabitants of Peloponnesus, ethnically classified,
he proceeds to say : Tovréwr Gy Tav émrd évéwr al Aoural rdAels, wdpek TEY
waTedeln, éx Tob péoov éraréato’ €l 8¢ éAevlépws EleaTe elmeiv, ek
700 néoov xarfhpevor dufdifor (vill. 73). This assertion includes the
Argeians without naming them. ’

When he speaks respecting the Argeians by name, he is by no means so
free and categorical : compare vii. 152—he will give no opinion of his own,
differing from the allegation of the Argeians themselves—he mentions other
stories, incompatible with that allegation ; but without guaranteeing their
accuracy—he delivers a general admonition that those who think they have
great reason to complain of the conduct of others would generally find, on
an impartial scrutiny, that others have as much reason to complain of
them——‘“ And thus the conduct of Argos has not been so muck worse than
that of others”—otrw 8 obwx 'Apyeloio: aloxioTa TewolnraL

At the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, when the history of Hero-
dotus was probably composed, the Argeians were in a peculiarly favourable
position, They took part neither with Athens nor Lacedeemon, each of
whom was afraid of offending them, An historian who openly countenanced
a grave charge of treason against them in the memorable foregone combat
aGgainst Xerxes, was thus likely to incur odium from both parties in

reece.

The comments of Plutarch on Herodotus in respect to this matter are of
little value (De Herodoti Malignit. ¢. 28, p. 863), and are indeed unfair,
since he represents the Argeian version of the facts as being universally be-
lieved (fmavres Yoacw), which it evidently was not,
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agents, yet not compromising themselves while matters were
still pending. Nor is it improbable, in their vexation against
Sparta, that they would have been better pleased if the
Persians had succeeded,—all which may reasonably be termed,
Medesing.

The absence of Hellenic fidelity in Argos was borne out by
the parallel examples of Krete and Korkyra, to which places
envoys from the Isthmus proceeded at the same time. The
Kretans declined to take any part, on the ground of prohibitory
injunctions from the oracle ;! the Korkyraans promised without
performing, and even without any intention to perform. Their
neutrality was a serious loss to the Greeks, since they could fit
out a naval force of sixty triremes, second only to that of
Athens. With this important contingent they engaged to join
the Grecian fleet, and actually set sail from Korkyra ; but they
took care not to sail round Cape Malea, or to reach the scene
of action. Their fleet remained on the southern or western
coast of Peloponnesus, under pretence of being weather-bound,
until the decisive result of the battle of Salamis was known.
Their impression was that the Persian monarch would be
victorious, in which case they would have made a merit of not
having arrived in time ; but they were also prepared with the
plausible excuse of detention from foul winds, when the result
turned out otherwise, and when they were reproached by the
Greeks for their absence.?  Such duplicity it not very astonish-
ing, when we recollect that it was the habitual policy of
Korkyra to isolate herself from Hellenic confederacies.?

The envoys who visited Korkyra proceeded onward on their
mission to Gelon the despot of Syracuse.  Of that potentate, re-
garded by Herodotus as more powerful than any state in Greece,
1 shall speak more fully in a subsequent chapter: it is sufficient
to mention now, that he rendered no aid against Xerxes. Nor
was it in his power to do so, whatever might have been his
inclinations ; for the same year which brought the Persian
monarch against Greece, was also selected by the Carthaginians
for a formidable invasion of Sicily, which kept the Sicilian
Greeks to the defence of their own island. It seems even

1 Herodot. vii. 169.

2 Herodot. vil. 168.

? Thucyd. i. 32-37. Itis perhaps singular that the Corinthian envoys
in Thucydidés do not mdke any allusion to the duplicity of the Korkyrseans
in regard to the Persian invasion, in the strong invective which they deliver
against Korkyra before the Athenian assembly. (Thucydid. i 37-42.)
Tt.e conduct of Corinth herself, however, on the same occasion, was not
altogether without reproach.
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probable that this simultaneous invasion had been concerted
between the Persians and Carthaginians.!

The endeavours of the deputies of Greeks at the Isthmus
had thus produced no other reinforcement to their cause
except some fair words from the Korkyreans. It was about the
time when Xerxes was about to pass the Hellespont, in the
beginning of 480 »B.c., that the first actual step for resistance
was taken, at the instigation of the Thessalians. Though the
great Thessalian family of the Aleuade were among the com-
panions of Xerxes, and the most forward in inviting him into
Greece, with every promise of ready submission from their
countrymen——yet it seems that these promises were in reality
unwarranted. The Aleuade were at the head only of a
minority, and perhaps were even in exile, like the Peisi-
stratides ;2 while most of the Thessalians were disposed to resist
Xerxes—for which purpose they now sent envoys to the
Isthmus,® intimating the necessity of guarding the passes of
Olympus, the northernmost entrance of Greece. They offered
their own cordial aid in this defence, adding that they should
be under the necessity of making their own separate submission,
if this demand were not complied with. Accordingly a body
of 10,000 Grecian heavy-armed infantry, under the command of
the Spartan Eusnetus and the Athenian Themistoklés, were
despatched by sea to Alus in Achxa Phthidtis, where they
disembarked and marched by land across Achea and Thessaly.*
Being joined by the Thessalian horse, they occupied the defle
of Tempé, through which the river Peneius makes its way to
the sea, by a cleft between the mountains Olympus and Ossa.

The long, narrow, and winding defile of Tempé formed then,
and forms still, the single entrance, open throughout winter
as well as summer, from Lower or maritime Macedonia into
Thessaly. The lofty mountain precipices approach so closely
as to leave hardly room enough in some places for a road: it is
thus eminently defensible, and a few resolute men would be
sufficient to arrest in it the progress of the most numerous host.’
But the Greeks soon discovered that the position was such as

1 Herodot. vii. 158-167. Diodor. xi. 22.

2 See Schol. ad Aristeid, Panathenaic. p. 138.

3 Herodot. vil. I72: compare ¢. 130.

4 Herodot. vil. 173.

% Herodot, vii. 172. 7w éoBoAdy vhw *Ohvumuchy. See the description
and plan of Tempé in Dr. Clarke’s Travels, vol. iv. ch. ix. p. 280; and
the Dissertation of Kriegk, in which all the facts about this interesting
defile are collected and compared (Das Thessalische Tempe. Frankfort,

1834).
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they could not hold,—first, because the powerful fleet of Xerxes
would be able to land troops in their rear; secondly, because
there was also a second entrance passable In summer, from
Upper Macedonia into Thessaly, by the mountain passes over
the range of Olympus ; an entrance which traversed the country
of the Perrhebians and came into Thessaly near Gonnus,
about the spot where the defile of Tempé begins to narrow.
It was in fact by this second pass, evading the insurmountable
difficulties of Tempé, that the advancing march of the Persians
was destined to be made, under the auspices of Alexander king
of Macedon, tributary to them and active in their service.
That prince sent a communication of the fact to the Greeks at
Tempé, admonishing them that they would be trodden under
foot by the countless host approaching, and urging them to
renounce their hopeless position.! He passed for a friend, and
probably believed himself to be acting as such, in dissuading
the Greeks from unavailing resistance to Persia : but he was in
reality a very dangerous mediator; and as such the Spartans
had good reason to dread him, in a second intervention of
which we shall hear more hereafter.? On the present occasion,
the Grecian commanders were quite ignorant of the existence
of any other entrance into Thessaly, besides Tempé, until their
arrival in that region. Perhaps it might have been possible to
defend both entrances at once, and considering the immense
moportance of arresting the march of the Persians at the
frontiers of Hellas, the attempt would bhave been worth some
risk.  So great was the alarm, however, produced by the unex-
pected discovery, justifying or seeming to justify the friendly
advice of Alexander, that they remained only a few days at
Tempé, then at once retired back to their ships, and returned
by sea to the Isthmus of Corinth—about the time when Xerxes
was crossing the Hellespont.®

The description of Tempé in Livy (xliil. 18; xliv. 6) seems more accurate
than that of Pliny (H. N. iv. 8). We may remark that both the one and
the other belong to times subsequent to the formation and organisation of
the Macedonian empire, when it came to hold Greece in a species of de-
pendence. The Macedonian princes after Alexander the Great, while they
added to the natural difficulties of Tempé by fortifications, at the same time
made the road more convenient as a military communication. In the time
of Xerxes these natural difficulties had never been approached by the hand
of art, and were doubtless much greater.

The present road through the pass is about thirteen feet broad in its
narrowest part, and between fifteen and twenty feet broad elsewhere—the
pass is about five English miles in length (Kriegk, p. 21-33).

1 Herodot. vil. 173. 2 Herodot. viil. 140-143.

¥ Herodot. vil. 173, 174.
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This precipitate retreat produced consequences highly disas-
trous and discouraging. It appeared to leave all Hellas north
of Mount Kitheron and of the Megarid territory without
defence, and it served either as reason or pretext for the
majority of the Grecian states, north of that boundary, to make
their submission to Xerxes, which some of them had already
begun to do before.! When Xerxes in the course of his march
reached the Thermaic Gulf, within sight of Olympus and Ossa,
the heralds whom he had sent from Sardis brought him tokens
of submission from a third portion of the Hellenic name—
the Thessalians, Dolopes, Ainianes, Perrhebians, Magnétes,
Loknans, Dorians, Melians, Phthidtid Acheaans, and Beeotians.
Among the latter is included Thebes, but not Thespie or
Platea. The Thessalians, especially, not only submitted, but
manifested active zeal and rendered much service in the cause
of Xerxes, under the stimulus of the Alenade, whose party now
became predominant: they were probably indignant at the
hasty retreat of those who had come to defend them.?

Had the Greeks been able to maintain the passes of Olympus
and Ossa, all this northern faction might probably have been
induced to partake in the resistance instead of becoming
auxiliaries to the invader, During the six weeks or two months
which elapsed between the retreat of the Greeks from Tempé
and the arrival of Xerxes at Therma, no new plan of defence
was yet thoroughly organised ; for it was not until that arrival
became known at the Isthmus, that the Greek army and fleet
made its forward movement to occupy Thermopyle and
Artemisium.?

CHAPTER XL
BATTLES OF THERMOPYLE AND ARTEMISIUM

It was while the northerly states of Greece were thus succes-
sively falling off from the common cause, that the deputies
assembled at the Isthmus took among themselves the solemn en-
gagement, in the event of success, to inflict upon these recusant
brethren condign punishment ; to tithe them in property, and
perhaps to consecrate a tenth of their persons, for the profit of

! Diodor. xi. 3. & mapodons Tis & Tois Téuweot ¢pvraris, &c.

2 Herodot. vii, 131, 132, 174.
3 Herodot. vil. 177.’ 3
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the Delphian god. Exception was to be made in favour of those
states which bad been driven to yield by irresistible necessity.!
Such a vow seemed at that moment little likely to be executed.
It was the manifestation of a determined feeling binding
together the states which took the pledge, but it cannot have
contributed much to intimidate the rest. .

To display their own force, was the only effective way of
keeping together doubtful allies. The pass of Thermopylee was
now fixed upon as the most convenient point of defence, next
to that of Tempé—Ileaving out indeed, and abandoning to
the enemy, Thessalians, Perrhabians, Magnétes, Phthiétid
Acheans, Dolopes, Anianes, Malians, &c., who would all have
been included if the latter line had been adhered to; but com-
prising the largest range consistent with safety. The position
of Thermopyle presented another advantage which was not to
be found at Tempé ; the mainland was here separated from the
island of Eubcea only by a narrow strait, about two English
miles and a half in its smallest breadth, between Mount Knémis
and Cape Kénzum. On the northern portion of Eubces, im-
mediately facing Magnesia and Achea Phthibtis, was situated
the line of coast called Artemistum ; a name derived from the
temple of Artemis, which was its most conspicuous feature,
belonging to the town of Histiwa. It was arranged that the
Grecian fleet should be mustered there, in order to co-operate
with the land-force, and to oppose the progress of the Persians
on both elements at once. To fight in a narrow space? was
supposed favourable to the Greeks on sea not less than on land,
inasmuch as their ships were both fewer in number, and heavier
in sailing than those in the Persian service. From the position
of Artemisium, it was calculated that they might be able to
prevent the Persian fleet from advancing into the narrow strait
which severs Eubcea to the north and west from the mainland,
and which between Chalkis and Beeotia becomes not too wide
for a bridge. It was at this latter point that the Greek seamen
would have preferred to place their defence : but the occupation
of the northern part of the Eubcean strait was indispensable to
prevent the Persian fleet from landing troops in the rear of the
defenders of Thermopylee.

Of this Eubcean strait, the western limit is formed by what

1 Herodot. vii. 132; Diodor. xi. 3.

2 Herodot. viil. 55-60. Compare Isokratés, Panegyric, Or. iv. p. §9.

I shall have occasion presently to remark the revolution which took
place in Athenian feeling on this point between the Persian and Pelopon-
nesian wars,
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was then called the Maliac Gulf, into which the river Spercheius
poured itself—after a course from west to east between the line
of Mount Othrys to the north and Mount (Eta to the south—
near the town of Antikyra. The lower portion of this spacious
and fertile valley of the Spercheius was occupied by the various
tribes of the Malians, bordering to the north and east on Achzea
Phthibtis : the southernmost Malians, with their town of Trachis,
occupied a plain—in some places considerable, in others very
narrow—enclosed between Mount (Eta and the sea. From
Trachis the range of (Eta stretched eastward, bordering close
on the southern shore of the Maliac Gulf: between the two
lay the memorable pass of Thermopyle.! On the road from
Trachis to Thermopyle, immediately outside of the latter and
at the mouth of the little streams called the Pheenix and the
AséOpus, was placed the town of Anthéla, celebrated for its
temples of Amphiktyon and of the Amphiktyonic Démétér, as
well as for the autumnal assemblies of the Amphiktyonic
council, for whom seats were provided in the temple.
Immediately near to Anthéla, the northern slope of the
mighty and prolonged ridge of (Eta approached so close to the
gulf, or at least to an inaccessible morass which formed the
edge of the gulf, as to leave no more than one single wheel
track between. This narrow entrance formed the western gate
of Thermopyle. At some little distance, seemingly about a
mile, to the eastward, the same close conjunction between the
mountain and the sea was repeated—thus forming the eastern
gate of Thermopyle, not far from the first town of the Lokrians,
called Alpéni. The space between these two gates was wider
and more open, but it was distinguished, and is still distin-
guished, by its abundant flow of thermal springs, salt and
sulphureous. Some cells were here prepared for bathers,
which procured for the place the appellation of Chytri or the
Pans: but the copious supply of mineral water spread its mud,
and deposited its crust over all the adjacent ground; and the
Phokians, some time before, had designedly endeavoured so to
conduct the water as to render the pass utterly impracticable,
at the same time building a wall across it near to the western
gate. They had done this in order to keep off the attacks of
the Thessalians, who had been trying to extend their conquests
southward and eastward. The warm springs, here as in other

1 The word Pass commonly conveys the idea of a path enclosed between
mountains, In this instance it is employed to designate a narrow passage,
having mountains on one side only, and water (or marsh ground) on the
other, .
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parts of Greece, were consecrated to Héraklés,! whose legendary
exploits and sufferings ennobled all the surrounding region—
Mount (Eta, Trachis, Cape Kenzum, the Lichades islands, the
river Dyras. Some fragments of these legends have been trans-
mitted and adorned by the genius of Sophoklés, in his drama
of the Trachinian Maidens.

Such was the general scene—two narrow openings with an
intermediate mile of enlarged road and hot springs between
them—which passed in ancient times by the significant name
of Thermopyle, the Hot Gates; or sometimes, more briefly,
Pylee—The Gates. At a point also near Trachis, between the
mountains and the sea, about two miles outside or westward of
Thermopyle, the road was hardly less narrow, but it might be
turned by marching to the westward, since the adjacent moun-
tains were lower, and presented less difficulty of transit: while
at Thermopyle itself, the overhanging projection of Mount (Eta
was steep, woody, and impracticable, leaving access, from
Thessaly into Lokris and the territories south-east of (Eta, only
through the straight gate ;* save and except an unfrequented as

? According to one of the numerous hypotheses for refining religions
legend into matter of historical and physical fact, Héraklés was supposed
to have been an engineer or water-finder in very early times—3ewds mepl
Chrnew S8drwy kal guraywyfy. See Plutarch, Cum principibus viris philo-
sopho esse disserendum, c. 1. p. 776.

? About Thermopylee, see Herodot. vii, 175, 176, 199, 200.

‘H & af 8w Tpnxives Eaodos & thy ‘EAAdda EoTe, 7§ grewbraroy, fulrre-
Opov' ob pévror kard TotTé 7 ¥ovi Td erewbrarov Ths xdpns TiHs EAAys,
GAN’ Euwpoc8é Te Beppomvréwy nal Bmigfe” nard Te *ArTyvods, Sriobe dbvras,
doboa Guakirds pobyy' wal ¥umwpoobe ward Pofvixa woraudy, buakirds ¥AAR
ot

Compare Pausanigs, vil. 15, 2. 7d orevdr 7d ‘HpaxAefas re petafd rol
BspuomvAéwy : also Strabo ix. p. 429 ; and Livy, xxxvi. 12,

Herodotus says about Thermopylee—oreworéon yap épatvero dovioa Tis
& Oeorariny, i.e. than the defile of Tempé.

If we did not possess the clear topographical indications given by Hero-
dotus, it would be almost impossible to comprehend the memorable event
here before us ; for the configuration of the coast, the course of the rivers,
and the general local phxnomena, have now so entirely changed, that
modern travellers rather mislead than assist. In the interior of the Maliac
Gulf, three or four miles of new land have been formed by the gradual ac-
cumulation of river deposit, so that the Gulf itself is of much less extent,
and the mountain bordering the gate of Thermopylz is not now near to the
sea. The river Spercheius has materially altered its course: instead of
flowing into the sea in an easterly direction considerably north of Thermo-
pylee, as it did in the time of Herodotus, it has been diverted southward in
the lower part of its course, with many windings, so as to reach the sea
much south of the pass, while the rivers Dyras, Melas, and As6pus, which
in the time of Herodotus all reached the sea separately between the mouth
of Spercheius and Thermopyle, now do not reach the sea at all, but fall
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well as circuitous mountain path which will be presently noticed.
The wall originally built across the pass by the Phokians was
now half-ruined by age and neglect ; but the Greeks easily re-
established it, determining to await in this narrow pass, in that
age narrower even than the defile of Tempé, the approach of
the invading host. The edge of the sealine appears to have
been for the most part marsh, fit neither for walking nor for
sailing ; but there were points at which boats could land, so that
constant communication could be maintained with the fleet at
Artemisium, while Alpéni was immediately in their rear to
supply provisions.

Though a general resolution of the Greek deputies assembled -
at the Isthmus, to defend conjointly Thermopyle and the
Bubeean strait, had been taken seemingly not long after the
retreat from Tempé, their troops and their fleet did not actually
occupy these positions until Xerxes was known to have reached
the Thermaic Gulf. Both were then put in motion ; the land-
force under the Spartan king Leonidas, the naval force under
the Spartan commander Eurybiadés, apparently about the
latter part of the month of June. Leonidas was the younger
brother, the successor, and the son-in-law, of the former
Eurystheneid king Kleomenés, whose only daughter Gorgo he
had married. Another brother of the same family—Dorieus,
older than Leonidas—had perished, even before the death of
Kleomenés, in an unsuccessful attempt to plant a colony in
Sicily ; and room had been thus made for the unexpected
succession of the youngest brother. Leonidas now conducted
from the Isthmus to Thermopyla a select band of 300 Spartans
—all being citizens of mature age, and persons who left at

into the Spercheius. Moreover the perpetual flow of the thermal springs has
tended to accumulate deposit and to raise the level of the soil generally
throughout the pass. Herodotus seems to consider the road between the
two gates of Thermopylee as bearing north and south, whereas it would
:ar more nearly east and west. He knows nothing of the appellation
allidromus, applied by Livy and Strabo to an undefined portion of the
stern ridge of (Eta. ’
Respecting the past and present features of Thermopylee, see the valuable
servations of Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. ii. ch. x.
7-40; Gell, Ttinerary of Greece, p. 239 ; Kruse, Hellas, vol. iit. ch, x.
129. Dr. Clarke observes, *‘ The hot springs issue principally from two
ouths at the foot of the limestone precipices of (Eta, upon the left of the
useway, which here passes close under the mountain, and on this part of
scarcely admits two horsemen abreast of each other, the morass on the
zht, between the causeway and the sea, being so dangerous, that we were
1y near being buried with our horses, by our imprudence in venturing a
w paces into it from the paved road.” (Clarke’s Travels, vol. iv. ch. viii,

247.)
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home sons to supply their places.! Along with them were 500
hoplites from Tegea, 500 from Mantineia, 120 from the
Arcadian Orchomenus, 1ooo from the rest of Arcadia, 400
from Corinth, zoo from Phlius, and 8o from Mykens. There
were also doubtless Helots and other light troops, in undefined
number, and probably a certain number of Kacedmmonian
hoplites, not Spartans. In their march through Beeotia they
were joined by 700 hoplites of Thespia, hearty in the cause,
and by 4co Thebans of more equivocal fidelity under Leon-
tiadés. It appears indeed that the leading men of Thebes, at
that time under a very narrow oligarchy, decidedly medised, or
espoused the Persian interest, as much as they-dared before the
Persians were actually in the country : and Leonidas, when he
made the requisition for a certain number of their troops to
assist in the defence of Thermopyle, was doubtful whether
they would not refuse compliance, and openly declare against
the Greek cause. The Theban chiefs thought it prudent to
comply, though against their real inclinations, and furnished a
contingent of goo men,? chosen from citizens of a sentiment
opposed fo their own. Indeed the Theban people, and the
Beeotians generally, with the exception of Thespiz and Platea,
seem to have had little sentiment on either side, and to have
followed passively the inspirations of their leaders.

With these troops Leonidas reached Thermopyle, whence
he sent envoys to invite the junction of the Phokians and the
Lokrians of Opus. The latter had been among those who bad

1 Herodot. vil, 177, 205. émirefduevas &vdpas Te Tods kareaTedras Tpim-
koalous, ral Tolar riyxavey maides édvres.

In selecting men for a dangerous service, the Spartans took by preference
those who already had families: if such a man was slain, he left behind
him a son to discharge his duties to the state, and to maintain the continuity
of the family sacred rites, the extinction of which was considered as a great
misfortune.  In our ideas, the life of the father of a family in mature age
would be considered as of more value, and his death a greater loss, than
that of a younger and unmarried man.

2 gierodot. vii, 205; Thucyd. {ii. 62 ; Diodor. xi. 4 ; Plutdrch, Aristeidés,
c. 18

The passage of Thucydidés is very important here, as confirming to a
great degree the statement of Herodotus, and enabhng us to apprecxate the
criticisms of Plutarch, on this particular point very plausible (De Herodoti
Malign. pp. 865, 866). The latter seems to have copied from a lost Beeotian
author named Arxistophanés, who tried to make out a more honourable erse:
for his countrymen in respect to their conduct in the Persian war.

The statement of Diodorus—~®nBaiwy &b 7is &répas pepidos bs retpandaio
—is illustrated by a proceeding of the Korkyrean government (Thucyd.
#i. 75) when they enlisted their enemies in order to send them away : also
that of the Italian Cumee (Dionys, Hal. vil. 5).
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sent earth and water to Xerxes, of which they are said to have
repented : the step was taken probably only from fear, which
at this particular moment prescribed acquiescence in the
summons of Leonidas, justified by the plea of necessity in case
the Persians should prove ultimately victorious:! while the
Phokians, if originally disposed to medise, were now precluded
from doing so by the fact that their bitter enemies the Thessa-
hans were active in the cause of Xerxes and influential in
guiding his movements.? The Greek envoys added strength
to their summons by all the encouragements in their power.
“The troops now at Thermopyle (they said) were a mere
advanced body, preceding the main strength of Greece, which
was expected to atrive every day: on the side of the sea, a
sufficient fleet was already on guard. Moreover there was no
cause for fear, since the invader was after all not a god, but a
man, exposed to those reverses of fortune which came inevitably
on all men, and most of all,. upon those in pre-eminent
condition.”3 Such arguments prove but too evidently the
melancholy state of terror which then pervaded, the Greek
mind, Whether reassured by them or not, the great body of
the Opuntian Lokrians, and 1ooo Phokians, joined Leonidas at
Thermopyle.

That this terror was both genuine and serious, there cannot
be any doubt: and the question naturally suggests itself, why
tae Greeks did not at once send their full force instead of a
mere advanced guard? The answer is to be found in another
attribute of the Greek character—it was the time of celebrating
both the Olympic festival-games on the banks of the Alpheius,
and the Karneian festival at Sparta and most of the other
Dorian states.* Even at a moment when their whole freedom

! Diodor. xi. 4. 2 Herodot. viil. 30.

¥ Herodot. vil. 203, Aéyovres 12 &yyéAwy, bs abrol utv. Hiorer wpddpopot
T&¥ EAAwy, of B¢ Aowrol 'rwy o'up.,uaxwv wpogdduipor wGody elot 'rmepny. ..
xal ot €ly Jewdy oldév od 'yup Oedy elvas Tdv émibyra éml 'rhv ElAaSa, aAn
&vf}pamov elvar 8¢ 0v1,'rbz/ obBeva, odbE ¥o‘ea'9az, 'rCy raxdy & o.pxns ywouévy
ob auue,uixe'n, roigt 8¢ peylovoiot au'rewzl, [J.e’yto"rm bpeirew By kal TV
erehalvorra, bs é6vra BynTdy, drd Ths dbkns weoéew dy.

4 Herodot. vii, 206. It was only the Dorian states (Lacedsemon, Argos,
Sikyon, &c.) which were under obligations of abstinence from aggressive
mxhtary operations during the month of the Karneian festival : other states

{even in Peloponnesus), Elis, Mantineia, &c., and of course Athens, were
not under similar restraint (Thueyd. v. 54, 5)‘

1 do not here mean to assert that these two festivals (the Karneia and the
Olympia) took place so exactly at the same time, that persons could not
attend both. It would seem that the Karneia came latest of the twe.
But the Grecian festivale depended on the lunar months, and varied more
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and existence were at stake, the Greeks could not bring them-
selves to postpone these venerated solemnities: especially the
Peloponnesian Greeks, among whom this force of religious
routine appears to have been the strongest. At a period more
than a century later, in the time of Demosthenés, when the
energy of the Athenians had materially declined, we shall find
them too postponing the military necessities of the state to the
complete and splendid fulfilment of their religious festival
obligations—starving all their measures of foreign policy in
order that the Thebric exhibitions might be imposing to the
people and satisfactory to the gods. At present, we find little

disposition in the Athenians to make this sacrifice—certainly.

much less than in the Peloponnesians. The latter, remaining
at home to celebrate their festivals while an invader of super-
human might was at their gates, remind us of the Jews in the
latter days of their independence, who suffered the operations
of the besieging Roman army round their city to be carried
on without interruption during the Sabbath? The Spartans
and their confederates reckoned that Leonidas with his detach-
ment would be strong enough to hold the pass of Thermopyle
until the Olympic and Karneian festivals should be past, after
which period they were prepared to march to his aid with their
whole military force.2 They engaged to assemble in Beeotia
for the purpose of defending Attica against attack on the land-
side, while the great mass of the Athenian force was serving on
shipboard.

At the time when this plan was laid, they believed that the
narrow pass of Thermopyle was the only means of possible
access for an invading army. But Leonidas, on reaching the
spot, discovered for the first time that there was also a mountain
path starting from the neighbourhood of Trachis, ascending
the gorge of the river Asépus and the hill called Anopea, then
crossing the crest of (Eta and descending in the rear of Ther-
mopyle near the Lokrain town of Alpéni. This path—then
hardly wused, though its ascending half now serves as the
regular track from Zeitun, the ancient Lamia, to Salona on the
Corinthian Gulf, the ancient Amphissa—was revealed to him

or less in reference to the solar year. The Karnela were annual; the
Olympia quadrennial.

1 Josephus, Bell. Judaic. i. 7, 3; ii. 16, 4; ibid. Antiqq. Judaic. xiv,
4, 2. If their bodies were attacked on the Sabbath, the Jews defended
themselves ; but they would not break through the religious obligations of
the day in order to impede any military operations of the besiegers. See
Reimar. ad Dion. Cass. Ixvi, 7.

2 Herodot. vii. 206 ; viil. 40.

”




‘Thermopyle and Artemisium 193

by its first discoverers, the inhabitants of Trachis, who in
former days had conducted the Thessalians over it to attack
Phokis, after the Phokians had blocked up the pass of Ther-
mopyle. It was therefore not unknown to the Phokians: it
conducted from Trachis into their country, and they volunteered
to Leonidas that they would occupy and defend 1t.1  But the
Greeks thus found themselves at Thermopyle under the same
necessity of providing a double line of defence, for the mountain
path as well as for the defile, as that which had induced their
former army to abandon Tempé: and so insufficient did their
numbers seem, when the vast host of Xerxes was at length
understood to be approaching, that a panic terror seized them.
The Peloponnesian troops especially, anxious only for their
own separate line of defence at the Isthmus of Corinth, wished
to retreat thither forthwith. The indignant remonstrances of
the Phokians and Lokrians, who would thus have been left to
the mercy of the invader, induced Leonidas to forbid this
retrograde movement: but he thought it necessary to send
envoys to the various cities, insisting on the insufficiency of his
numbers, and requesting immediate reinforcements.? So pain-
fully were the consequences now felt, of having kept back the
main force until after the religious festivals in Peloponnesus.

Nor was the feeling of confidence stronger at this moment in
their naval armament, though it had mustered in far superior
numbers at Artemisium on the northern coast of Eubcea, under
the Spartan Eurybiadés. It was composed as follows :—100
Athenian triremes, manned in part by the citizens of Platea, in
spite of their total want of practice on shipboard, 40 Corinthian,
2o Megarian, 20 Athenian, manned by the inhabitants of
Chalkis and lent to them by Athens, 18 Aginetan, 12 Sikyo-
nian, 10 Lacedemonian, 8 Epidaurian, 7 Eretrian, 5 Treezenian,
2 from Styrus in Eubcea, and 2 from the island of Keos.
There were thus in all 271 triremes; together with ¢ pente-
konters, furnished partly by Keos and partly by the Lokrians
of Opus. Themistoklés was at the head of the Athenian con-
tingent, and Adeimanthus of the Corinthian; of other officers
we hear nothing.® Three cruising vessels, an Athenian, an
Aginetan, and a Treezenian, were pushed forward along the
coast of Thessaly, beyond the island of Skiathos, to watch the
advancing movements of the Persian fleet from Therma.

It was here that the first blood was shed in this memorable

1 Herodot. vii. 212, 216, 218. 2 Herodot. vii. 207.

3 Herodot. viii. 1, 2, 3. Diodorus (xi. 12) makes the Athenian number
stronger by twenty triremes.

VOL. V. H
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contest. Ten of the best ships in the Persian fleet, sent for-
ward in the direction of Skiathos, fell in with these three
Grecian triremes, who probably supposing them to be the
precursors of the entire fleet sought safety in flight. The
Athenian trireme escaped to the mouth of the Peneius, where
the crew abandoned her, and repaired by land to Athens,
leaving the vessel to the enemy: the other two ships were
overtaken and captured afloat—not without a vigorous resist-
ance on the part of the Alginetan, one of whose hoplites,
Pythés, fought with desperate bravery and fell covered with
wounds. So much did the Persian warriors admire him, that
they took infinite pains to preserve his life, and treated him
with the most signal manifestations both of kindness and
respect, while they dealt with his comrades as slaves.

On board the Treezenian vessel, which was the first to be
captured, they found a soldier named Leon, of imposing
stature : this man was immediately taken to the ship’s head
and slain, as a presaging omen in the approaching contest:
perhaps (observes the historian) his name may have con-
tributed to determine his fatel The ten Persian ships
advanced no farther than the dangerous rock Myrméx, between
Skiathos and the mainland, which had been made known to
them by a Greek navigator of Skyros, and on which they
erected a pillar to serve as warning for the coming fleet. 8till,
so intense was the alarm which their presence, communicated
by fire-signals 2 from Skiathos, and strengthened by the capture
«of the three look-out ships, inspired to the fleet at Artemisium,
that they actually abandoned their station, believing that the
entire fleet of the ememy was at hand.®> They sailed up the
Eubcean strait to Chalkis, as the narrowest and most defensible
passage ; leaving scouts on the high lands to watch the enemy?
.advance.

Probably this sudden retreat was forced upon the generals
by the panic of their troops, similar to that which King
Leonidas, more powerful than Eurybiadés and Themistoklés,
had found means to arrest at Thermopyle. It ruined for the
‘time the whole scheme of defence, by laying open the rear of

! Herodot. vil. 180. rdxa 8 & Tt xal Tov odwduares énadporro.
Respecting the influence of a name and its etymology, in this case
unhappy for the possessor, compare Herodot. ix. 91; and Tacit. Hist.

iv. 53.

2 5For the employment of fire-signals, compare Livy, xxviii. §5; and the
-opening of the Agamemnén of Zschylus and the same play, v. 270, 300;
.also Thucydidés, iii. 22-8o.

3 Herodot. vii. 181, 182, 183.
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the army at Thermopyle to the operations of the Persian fleet.
But that which the Greeks did not do for themselves was more
than compensated by the beneficent intervention of their gods,
who opposed to the invader the more terrible arms of storm
and hurricane. He was allowed to bring his overwhelming
host, land-force as well as naval, to the brink of Thermopyle
and to the coast of Thessaly, without hindrance or damage ;
but the time had now arrived when the gods appeared deter-
mined to humble him, and especially to strike a series of blows
at his fleet which should reduce it to a number not beyond
what the Greeks could contend with.! Amidst the general
terror which pervaded Greece, the Delphians were the first to
earn the gratitude of their countrymen by announcing that
divine succour was at hand.2 On entreating advice from their
own oracle, they were directed to pray to the Winds, who
would render powerful aid to Greece. Moreover the Athenian
seamen, in their retreat at Chalkis, recollecting that Boreas was
the husband of the Attic princess or heroine Oreithyia, daughter
of their ancient king Erechtheus, addressed fervent prayers to
their son-inlaw for his help in need. Never was help more
effective, or more opportune, than the destructive storm,
presently to be recounted, on the coast of Magnesia, for which
grateful thanks and annual solemnities were still rendered even
in the time of Herodotus, at Athens as well as at Delphi.?
Xerxes had halted on the Thermaic Gulf for several days,
employing a large portion of his numerous army in cutting
down the woods, and clearing the roads, on the pass aver
Olympus from Upper Macedonia into Perrhaebia, which was
recommended by his Macedonian allies as preferable to the
defile of Tempé.* Not intending to march through the latter,

1 Herodot. vil, 184. péxpt udv 8% Tobrov Tod xthpov xal 7@v BepuowvAiwy,
Grabhs Te kardy Iy & oTpaTds, kal wAGOes ¥y Tovikabra & Téoov, &co—
viii, 13.  émoidera 3¢ mav Iwd vob Oeod, Srws b Efcwbeln T EAARRG 7O
Tlepoucdv, pnde mwoAAG wAéov eln. Compare viil. 109 + and Diodor. xi. 13.

% Herodot. vil. 178. Aergol 8¢ Setdpevor 7d pavrhior, mpaTa ub,
‘EAMywy Toior Bovhopévoist elvar éhevbéporor fyysihar & xpnobivre
abrolor kel opt Dewds raTappwdéoves Tdv BdpBapoy Euyyelravres, xdpw
&0dvaror raréferro,

3 Herodot. vii. 189. The language of the historian in this chapter is
remarkable : his incredulous reason rather gets the better of religious
acquiescence.

Clemens Alexandrinus, reciting this incident together with some other
miracles of Alakus, Aristeus, Empedoklés, &c., reproves his Pagan
opponents for their inconsistency, while believing these, in rejecting the
miracles of Moses and the prophets (Stromat. vi. pp. 629, 630).

4 The pass over which Xerxes passed was that by Petra, Pythium, and
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he is said to have gone by sea to view it; and remarks are
ascribed to him on the facihty of blocking it up so as to convert
all Thessaly into one vast lake.! His march from Therma
through Macedonia, Perrhwebia, Thessaly, and Achza Phthibtis,
into the territory of the Malians and the neighbourhood of
Thermopyle, occupied eleven or twelve days:? the people ]
through whose towns he passed had already made their sub-
mission, and the Thessalians especially were zealous in second-
ing his efforts.  His numerous host was still further swelled by
the presence of these newly-submitted people, and by the
Macedonian troops under Alexander; so that the river
Onochonus in Thessaly, and even the Apidanus in Achza |
Phthibtis, would hardly suffice to supply it, but were drunk up, |
according to the information given to Herodotus. At Alus in
Achaea, he condescended to listen te the gloomy legend con-
nected with the temple of Zeus Laphysteus and the sacred
grove of the Athamantid family. He respected and protected
these sacred places: an incident which shows that the sacrilege
and destruction of temples imputed to him by the Greeks,
though true in regard to Athens, Abee, Milétus, &c., was by
no means universally exhibited, and is even found qualified
by occasional instances of great respect for Grecian religious
Oloosson—*“ saltum ad Petram ”—*‘ Perrheebize saltum” (Livy, xlv. 213
xliv, 27.) Petra was near the point where the road passed from Pieria or
Lower Macedonia into Upper Macedonia (see Livy) xxxix. 26).

Compare respecting this pass, and the general featares of the neighbour-
ing country, Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iil. ch, xviii.
p. 337-343, and ch. xxx. p. 430 ; also Boué, La Turquie en Europe, vol. i
p. 198~202.

The Thracian king Sitalkés, like Xersxes on this occasion, was obliged to
cause the forests to be cut, to make a road for his army, in the early part of
the Peloponnesian war {(Thucyd. ii. 98).

1 Herodot. vil. 130, 131. That Xerxes, struck by the view of Olympus

. and Ossa, went to see the narrow defile between them, is probable enough ;
but the remarks put into his mouth are probably the fancy of some ingeni-
ous contemporary Greeks, suggested by the juxtaposition of such a landscape
and such a monarch. To suppose this narrow defile walled up, was easy
for the imagination of any spectator : to suppose that %e could order it to
be done, was in character with a monarch who disposed of an indefinite
amount of manual labour, and who had just finished the cutting of Athos.
Such dramatic fitness was quite sufficient to convert that which mighs save
beer said into that which was said, and to procure for it a place among the
historical anecdotes communicated to Herodotus.

2 The Persian fleet did not leave Therma until eleven days after Xerxes
and his land-force (Herodot. vii. 183): it arrived in one day on the Sépias
Akté or south-eastern coast of Magnesia (ibid.), was then assailed and dis-
tressed for three days by the hurricane (vii. 191), and proceeded immediately
afterwards to Aphetee (vil. 193). When it arrived at the latter place,
Xerxes himself had been ¢hree days in the Malian territory (vil. 196).
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feeling.! Along the shore of the Malian Gulf he at length
came into the Trachinian territory near Thermopyle, where he
encamped, seemingly awaiting the arrival of the fleet, so as to
combine his further movements in advance,? now that the
enemy were immediately in his front.

But his fleet was not destined to reach the point of com-
munication with the same ease as he had arrived before Ther-
mopyle, After having ascertained by the ten ships already
mentioned (which captured the three Grecian guardships) that
the channel between Skiathos and the mainland was safe, the
Persian admiral Megabates sailed with his whole fleet from
Therma, or from Pydna,?® his station in the Thermaic Gulf,
eleven days after the monarch had begun his land-march ; and
reached in one long day’s sail the eastern coast of Magnesia,
not far from its southernmost promontory. The greater part
of this line of coast, formed by the declivities of Ossa and
Pelion, is thoroughly rocky and inhospitable ; but south of the
town called Kasthanza there was a short extent of open beach
where the fleet rested for the night before coming to the line
of coast called the Sépias Akté.* The first line of ships were
moored to the land, but the larger number of this immense
fieet swung at anchor in a depth of eight lines. In this con-
dition they were overtaken the next morning by a sudden and
desperate hurricane;—a wind called by the people of the country
Hellespontias, which blew right upon the shore. The most
active among the mariners found means to forestall the danger
by beaching and hauling their vessels ashore; but a large
number, unable to take such a precaution, were catried before
the wind and dashed to pieces near Melibeea, Kasthansa, and
other points of this unfriendly region. Four hundred ships of
war, according to the lowest estimate, together with a countless
heap of transports and provision craft, were destroyed : and the
loss of life as well as of property was immense. For three
entire days did the terrors of the storm last, during which time
the crews ashore, left almost without defence, and apprehensive

1 This point is set forth by Hoffmeister, Sittlich-religiése Lebensansicht
des Herodotus. Essen, 1832, sect. 19, p. 93.

2 Herodot. vii. 196, 197, 201.

3 Diodor. xi. 12,

4 Diodorus (xi. 12}, Platarch (Themistoklés, 8) and Mannert (Geogr. der
Gr. und Romer, vol. vil. p. 596), seem to treat Sépias as a cape, the
south-eastern corner of Magnesia ; this is different from Herodotus, who
mentions it as a line of some extent (¥7maca 4 &x7h § Zymas, vii. 191), and
notices separately v &xpny Tijs Mayvnoiys, vil. 193.

The geography of Apollonius Rhodius (i. 560-580) seems sadly inaccurate.
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that the inhabitants of the country might assail or plunder
them, were forced to break up the ships driven ashore in order
to make a palisade out of the timbers.! Though the Magian
priests who accompanied the armament were fervent in prayer
and sacrifice—not merely to the Winds but also to Thetis and
the Nereids, the tutelary divinities of Sépias Akté—they could
obtain no mitigation until the fourth day :2 thus long did the
prayers of Delphi and Athens, and the jealousy of the gods
against superhuman arrogance, protract the terrible visitation,
At length on the fourth day calm weather returned, when all
those ships which were in condition to proceed put to sea and
sailed along the land, round the southern promontory of Mag-
nesia to Aphetw at the entrance of the Gulf of Pagase. Little
indeed had Xerxes gained by the laborious cutting through
Mount Athos, in hopes to escape the unseen atmospheric
enemies which howl around that formidable promontory: the
work of destruction to his fleet was only transferred to the
opposite side of the intervening Thracian sea.

Had the Persian fleet reached Aphete without misfortune,
they would have found the Eubcean strait evacuated by the
Greek fleet and undefended, so that they would have come
immediately into communication with the land-army, and
would have acted upon the rear of Leonidas and his division.
But the storm completely altered this prospect, and revived the
spirits of the Greek fleet at Chalkis. It wds communicated to
them by their scouts on the high lands of Eubcea, who even
sent them word that the entire Persian fleet was destroyed :
upon which, having returned thanks and offered libations to
Poseidon the Saviour, the Greeks returned back as speedily as
they could to Artemisium. To their surprise, however, they
saw the Persian fleet, though reduced in number, still exhibiting
a formidable total and appearance at the opposite station of
Aphete. The last fifteen ships of that fleet having been so
greatly crippled by the storm as to linger behind the rest, mis-
took the Greek ships for their own comrades, fell into the midst
of them, and were all captured. Sandokés, sub-satrap of the
Aolic Kymé—Aridolis, despot of Alabanda in Karia—and
Penthylus, despot of Paphos in Cyprus—the leaders of this

1 Herodot. vii. 189-191.

2 Herodot. vii. 191. On this occasion, as in regard to the prayers ad-
dressed by the Athenians to Boreas, Herodotus suffers a faint indication of
scepticism to escape him : fuépas yap 8 éxeluale Tpeis: TéAos 8¢, Evroud Te
Toebyres kal karaeldovres yénor v§ dvéup of Mdyol, wpds Te TolTotot Kal

©é71 ral Thot Nypylos 8bovres, Emavoay Terdpry Huépy” ) EAAws kws adrds
é0érwy ekdmace.
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squadron, were sent prisoners to the Isthmus of Corinth, after
having been questioned respecting the enemy: the latter of
these three had brought Xerxes a contingent of twelve ships,
out of which eleven had foundered in the storm, while the last
was now taken with himself aboard.!

Meanwhile Xerxes, encamped within sight of Thermopyle,
suffered four days to pass without making any attack. A
probable reason may be found in the extreme peril of his fleet,
reported to have been utterly destroyed by the storm: but
Herodotus assigns a different cause. Xerxes could not believe
(according to him) that the Greeks at Thermopyle, few as they
were in number, had any serious intention to resist. He had
heard in his march that a handful of Spartans and other Greeks,
under a Herakleid leader, had taken post there, but he treated
the news with scorn: and when a horseman—whom he sent
to reconnoitre them, and who approached near enough to sur-
vey their position, without exciting any attention among them
by his presence—brought back to him a description of the pass,
the wall of defence, and the apparent number of the division,
he was yet more astonished and puzzled. It happened too,
that at the moment when this horseman rode up, the Spartans
were in the advanced guard, outside of the wall: some were
engaged in gymnastic exercises, others in combing their long
hair, and none of them heeded the approach of the hostile spy.
Xerxes next sent for the Spartan king Demaratus, to ask what
he was to think of such madness: upon which the latter re-
minded him of their former conversation at Doriskus, again
assuring him that the Spartans in the pass would resist to the
death, in spite of the smallness of their number, and adding,
that it was their custom, in moments of special danger, to comb
their hair with peculiar care. In spite of this assurance from
Demaratus, and of the pass not only occupied, but in itself so
narrow and impracticable, before his eyes— Xerxes still persisted
in believing that the Greeks did not intend to resist, and that
they would disperse of their own accord. He delayed the
attack for four days: on the fifth he became wroth at the im-
pudence and recklessness of the petty garrison before him,
and sent against them the Median and Kissian divisions, with
orders to seize them and bring them as prisoners into bis
presence.?

Though we read thus in Herodotus, it is hardly possible to

1 Herodot. vii. 194.

2 Herodot, vil. 208, 210. méumer & abrods MAdovs xal Kioolovs Ovuwlels,
dvredduerds opeas (wyphoavras Byew é SYw THv éwuTob,
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believe that we are reading historical reality. We rather find
laid out before us a picture of human self-conceit in its most
exaggerated form, ripe for the stroke of the jealous gods, and
destined, like the interview between Creesus and Solon, to point
and enforce that moral which was ever present to the mind of
the historian ; whose religious and poetical imagination, even
unconsciously to himself, surrounds the naked facts of history
with accompaniments of speech and motive which neither
Homer nor &schylus would have deemed unsuitable. The
whole proceedings of Xerxes, and the immensity of host which
he summoned, show that he calculated on an energetic resist-
ance; and though the numbers of Leonidas, compared with
the Persians, were insignificant, they could hardly have looked
insignificant in the position which they then occupied—an
entrance little wider than a single carriageroad, with a cross
wall, a prolonged space somewhat widened, and then another
equally narrow exit, behind it. We are informed by Diodorus?
that the Lokrians, when they first sent earth and water to the
Persian monarch, engaged at the same time to seize the pass
of Thermopylee on his behalf, and were only prevented from
doing so by the unexpected arrival of Leonidas ; nor is it un-
likely that the Thessalians, now the chief guides of Xerxes,?
together with Alexander of Macedon, would try the same means
of frightening away the garrison of Thermopyle, as had already
been so successful in causing the evacuation of Tempé. An
interval of two or three days might be well bestowed for the
purpose of leaving to such intrigues a fajr chance of success:
the fleet meanwhile would be arrived at Aphete after the
dangers of the storm. We may thus venture to read the con-
duct of Xerxes in a manner somewhat less childish than it is
depicted by Herodotus.

The Medes, whom Xerxes first ordered to the attack, ani-
mated as well by the recollection of their ancient Asiatic
supremacy as by the desire of avenging the defeat of Marathon,?
manifested great personal bravery. The position was one in
which bows and arrows were of little avail: a close combat
hand to hand was indispensable, and in this the Greeks had
every advantage of organisation as well as armour. Short
spears, light wicker shields, and tunics, in the assailants, were
an imperfect match for the long spears, heavy and spreading
shields, steady ranks,* and practised fighting of the defenders.

1 Diodor. xi. 4. ? Herodot. vil. 174; viii. 29~32.  ? Diodor. xi. 6.
4 Herodot. vii. 211 ; ix, 62, 63; Diodor, xi. 7 : compare MEschyl. Pers.
244.
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Vet the bravest men of the Persian army pressed on from
behind, and having nothing but numbers in their favour,
maintained long this unequal combat, with great slaughter
to themselves, and little loss to the Greeks. Though con-
stantly repulsed, the attack was as constantly renewed, for two
successive days: the Greek troops were sufficiently numerous
to relieve each other when fatigued, since the space was so
narrow that few could contend at once; and even the Im-
mortals, or ten thousand choice Persian guards, and the other
choice troops of the army, when sent to the attack on the
second day, were driven back with the same disgrace and the
same slaughter as the rest. Xerxes surveyed this humiliating
repulse from a lofty throne expressly provided for him : “thrice
(says the historian, with Homeric vivacity), did he spring from
his throne, in agony for his army.”?

At the end of two days’ fighting no impression had been
made. The pass appeared impracticable, and the defence not
less trinmphant than courageous—when a Malian named Ephi-
altés revealed to Xerxes the existence of the unfrequented
mountain-path. This at least was the man singled out by the
general voice of Greece as the betrayer of the fatal secret.
JAfter the final repulse of the Persians, he fled his country for
a time, and a reward was proclaimed by the Amphiktyonic
assembly for his head ; having returned to his country too
soon, he was slaiff by a private enemy, whom the Lacede-
montans honoured as a patriot.? There were however other
Greeks who were also affirmed to have earned the favour of
Xerses by the same valuable information ; and very probably
there may have been more than one informant—indeed the
Thessalians, at that time his guides, can hardly have been
ignorantof it. So little had the path been thought of, how-
ever, that no one in the Persian army knew it to be already
occupied by the Phokians. At nightfall Hydarnés with a
detachment of Persians proceeded along the gorge of the river
Asb6pus, ascended the path of Anopza, through the woody
region between the mountains occupied by the (Etmans and
those possessed by the Trachinians, and found himself at day-
break near the summit, within sight of the Phokian guard of

¥ Herodot. vii. 212, ‘Ev 7alrpoi 7ot mpooddoiot Ths pdxns Adyerar
Baoiaiia, Oneduevoy, Tols dvadpapciv éx Tov Opdvav, Selvavia wepl 4§ orpard,
See Homer, Iliad, xx. 62 ; &schyl. Pers. 472.
2 Herodot. vil. 213, 214 ; Diodor. xi. &,
Ktésias states that it was two powerful men of Trachis, Kalliadés and
Timaphernés, who disclosed to Xerxes the mountain path (Persica, c. 24).
H2
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1000 men. In the stillness of day-break, the noise of his army
trampling through the wood ! aroused the defenders ; but the
surprise was mutual, and Hydarnés in alarm asked his guides
whether these men also were Lacedsemonians. Having ascer-
tained the negative, he began the attack, and overwhelmed the
Phokians with a shower of arrows, so as to force them to
abandon the path and seek their own safety on a higher point
of the mountain. Anxious only for their own safety, they
became unmindful of the inestimable opening which they were
placed to guard. Had the full numerical strength of the
Greeks been at Thermopyle, instead of staying behind for the
festivals, they might have planted such a force on the mountain-
path as would have rendered it not less impregnable than the
pass beneath,

Hydarnés, not troubling himself to pursue the Phokians,
followed the descending portion of the mountain-path, shorter
than the ascending, and arrived in the rear of Thermopylz not
long after midday.? But before he had yet completed his
descent, the fatal truth had already been made known to
Leonidas, that the enemy were closing in upon him behind.
Scouts on the hills, and deserters from the Persian camp,
especially a Kymean ? named Tyrastiadas, had both come in.
with the news. And even if such informants had been want-
ing, the prophet Megistias, descended from the legendary seer
Melampus, read the approach of death in the gloomy aspect of
the morning sacrifices. It was evident that Thermopyle could
be no longer defended. There was however ample time for
the defenders to retire, and the detachment of Leonidas were
divided in opinion on the subject. The greater number of
them were inclined to abandon a position now become unten-
able, and to reserve themselves for future occasions on which
they might effectively contribute to repel the invader, Nor is
it to be doubted that such was the natural impulse, both of
brave soldiers and of prudent officers, under the circumstances.
But to Leonidas the idea of retreat was intolerable. His own

1 Herodot. vil. 217, 218, %ds e 3% Sépawe—iy uty 8% ryvenln, Yépov
Bt yopérov worAed, &c.

I cannot refrain from transcribing a remark of Colonel Leake: ** The
steliness of the daronm, which saved the Phocians from being surprised, is very
characteristic of the climate of Greece in the season when the occurrence
took place, and like many other trifling circumstances occurring in the
history of the Persian invasion, is an interesting proof of the accuracy and
veracity of the historian,” (Travels in Northern Greece, vol. ii. c. x. p. 55.)

2 Herodot. vii. 216, 217.

3 Diodor. xi. 9.
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personal honour, together with that of his Spartan companions
and of Sparta herself,! forbade him to think of yielding to the
enemy the pass which be had been sent to defend. The laws
of his country required him to conquer or die in the post
assigned to him, whatever might be the superiority of number
on the part of the enemy : 2 moreover we are told that the Del-
phian oracle had declared that either Sparta itself, or a king of
Sparta, must fall victim to the Persian arms. Had he retired
he could hardly have escaped that voice of reproach which, in
Greece especially, always burst upon the general who failed ;
while his voluntary devotion and death would not only silence
every whisper of calumny, but exalt him to the pinnacle of
glory both as a man and as a king, and set an example of
chivalrous patriotism at the moment when the Greek world
most needed the lesson.

The three hundred Spartans under Leonidas were found fully
equal to this act of generous and devoted self-sacrifice. Per-
haps he would have wished to inspire the same sentiment to
the whole detachment: but when he found them indisposed,
he at once ordered them to retire, thus avoiding all unseemly
reluctance and dissension.? The same order was also given to
the prophet Megistias, who however refused to obey it and
stayed, though he sent away his only son.t None of the con-
tingents remained with Leonidas except the Thespian and
the Theban. The’ former, under their general Demophilus,
volunteered to share the fate of the Spartans, and displayed
even more than Spartan heroism, since they were not under
that species of moral constraint which arises from the necessity

1 Herodot. vii. 219. é&badra &BovAedovro of “EAAqves, xal opewr
éoxifovro al yvduar 2 Herodot. vii. 104.

3 Herodot. vil. 220, Tabry kal pGAAov 7§ yvduy wheiords elpt, Aewvidyy,
émel Te flofeto Tobs auppdxovs édvras dmpofluovs, kal obk é9éAovras
ourBakwlvredew, keheboal opeas dmarldooerfor adbrd Bt dmiévas ob kods
Exewr pévovti 8t abrob khéos uéya nelmero, kal % Zmdprns eddapovin odi
&nhelgero. )

Compare a similar act of honourable self-devotion, under less conspicuous
ciroumstances, of the Lacedzemonian commander Anaxibius, when surprised
by the Athenians under Iphikratés in the territory of Abydus (Xenophon,
Hellenic. iv. 8, 38). e and twelve Lacediemonian harmostsall refused to
think of safety by flight. He said to his men, when resistance was hopeless,
¥Avdpes, éuol ptv kaAdy &wbdde dmofaveiv: Dueis 8%, wply Lupuifus Tois
woAeulots, oneldere els Thv cwrnplov.

4 Herodot. vil. 221, According to Plutarch, there were also two per-
sons belonging to the Herakleid lineage, whom Leonidas desired to place
in safety, and for that reason gave them a despatch to carry home. They
indignantly refused, and stayed to perish in the fight (Plutarch. Herodot.
Malign, p. 866).
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of acting up to a pre-established fame and superiority, But
retreat with them presented no prospect better than the mere
preservation of life, either in slavery or in exile and misery ;
since Thespize was in Beeotia, sure to be overfun by the in-
vaders ;1 while the Peloponnesian contingents had behind
them the Isthmus of Corinth, which they doubtless hoped still
to be able to defend. With respect to the Theban contingent,
we are much perplexed ; for Herodotus tells us that they were
detained by Leonidas against their will as hostages, that they
took as little part as possible in the subsequent battle, and
surrendered themselves prisoners to Xerxes as soon as they
could. Diodorus says that the Thespians alone remained with
the Spartans; and Pausanias, though he mentions the eighty
Mykenzans as having stayed along with the Thespians (which is
probably incorrect), says nothing about the Thebans? All
things considered, it seems probable that the Thebans remained,
but remained by their own offer—being citizens of the anti-
Persian party, as Diodorus represents them to have been, or
perhaps because it may have been hardly less dangerous for
them to retire with the Peloponnesians, than to remain, sus-
pected as they were of medism. But when the moment of
actual crisis arrived, their courage not standing so firm as that
of the Spartans and Thespians, they endeavoured to save their
lives by taking credit for medism, and pretendmor to have been
forcibly detained by Leonidas.

The devoted band thus left with Leonidas at Thermopyle

! The subsequent distress of the surviving Thespians is painfully illus-
trated by the fact, that in the battle of Plateea in the following year, they
had no heavy armour (Herodot. ix. 30).  After the final repulse of Xerxes,
they were forced to recruit their city by the admission of new citizens
(Herodot. viii. 75).

2 Herodot. vii. 222. ©nBaior ptv dérovres uevov, kal ob BouAduevor,
kareixe ydp opeas Aewrldys, & duhpwy Abyp woreduevos. Flow could these
Thebans serve as hostages? Against what evil were they intended to
guard Leonidas, or what advantages could they confer upon him? Un-
willing comrades on such an occasion would be noway desirable. Plutarch
(De Herodot. Malign. p. 865) severely criticises this statement of Hero-
dotus, and on very plausible grounds : among the many unjust criticisms in
his treatise, this is one of the few exceptions,

Compare Diodorus, xi. 9 ; and Pausan. x. 20, 1.

Of course the Thebans, taking part as they afterwards did heartily with
Kerxes, would have an interest in representing that their contingent had
done as little as possible against him, and may have circulated the story that
Leonidas detained them as hostages. The politics of Thebes égfore the
battle of Thermopyle were essentially double-faced and equivocal ; not
daring to take any open part against the Greeks before the arrival of Xerxes,

The eighty Mykenseans, like the other Peloponnesians, had the Isthmus
of Corinth behind them as a post which presented good chances of defence. .
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consisted of the 300 Spartans, with a certain number of Helots
attending them, together with 700 Thespians and apparently
400 Thebans. If there had been before any Lacedezmonians
(not Spartans) present, they must have retired with the other
Peloponnesians. By previous concert with the guide Ephialtés,
Xerxes delayed his attack upon them until near noon, when
the troops under Hydarnés might soon be expected in the rear.
On this last day, however, Leonidas knowing that all which
remained was to sell the lives of his detachment dearly, did not
confine himself to the defensive,! but advanced into the wider
space outside of the pass; becoming the aggressor and driving
before him the foremost of the Persian host, many of whom
perished as well by the spears of the Greeks as in the neigh-
bouring sea and morass, and even trodden down by their own
numbers. It required all the efforts of the Persian officers,
assisted by threats and the plentiful use of the whip, to force
their men on to the fight. The Greeks fought with reckless
bravery and desperation against this superior host, until at
length their spears were broken, and they had no weapon left
except their swords, It was at this juncture that Leonidas
himself was slain, and around his body the battle became
fiercer than ever: the Persians exhausted all their efforts to
possess themselves of it, but were repulsed by the Greeks four
several times, with, the loss of many of their chiefs, especially
two brothers of Xerxes. Fatigued, exhausted, diminished in
number, and deprived of their most effective weapons, the
little band of defenders retired, with the body of their chief,
into the narrow strait behind the cross wall, where they sat
altogether on a hillock, exposed to the attack of the main
Persian army on one side, and of the detachment of Hydarnés,
which had now completed its march, on the other. They were
thus surrounded, overwhelmed with missiles, and slain to a
man ; not losing courage even to the last, but defending them-
selves with their remaining daggers, with their unarmed hands,
and even with their mouths.2

1 The story of Diodorus (xi. 10) that Leonidas made an attack upon the
Persian camp during the night, and very nearly penetrated to the regal tent,
from which Xerxes was obliged to flee suddenly, in order to save his life,
while the Greeks, after having caused immense slaughter in the camp, were
at Jength overpowered and slain—is irreconcileable with Herodotus and
decidedly to be rejected. Justin however (ii. 11), and Plutarch {De
Herodot. Malign. p. 866) follow it. The rhetoric of Diodorus is not cal-
culated to strengthen the evidence in its favour. Plutarch had written, or
intended to write, a biography of Leonidas (De Herodot. Mal. ibid.) : but
it is not preserved. 2 Herodot. vii. 223,
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Thus perished Leonidas with his heroic comrades—3co
Spartans and 7oo Thespians. Amidst such equal heroism, it
seemed difficult to single out any individual as distinguished :
nevertheless Herodotus mentions the Spartan Diénekés,
Alpheus and Maron—and the Thespian Dithyrambus—as
standing pre-eminent. The reply ascribed to the first became
renowned.! “The Persian host (he was informed) is so pro-
digious that their arrows conceal the sun.” “So much the
better (he answered), we shall then fight them in the shade.”
Herodotus had asked and learnt the name of every individuat
among this memorable three hundred. And even six hundred
years afterwards, Pausanias coula still read the names engraved
on a column at Sparta.? One alone among them—Aristo-
démus—returned home, having taken no part in the combat.
He, together with Eurytus another soldier, had been absent
from the detachment on leave, and both were lying at
Alpéni suffering from a severe complaint in the eyes. Eurytus,
apprised that the fatal hour of the detachment was come,
determined not to survive it, asked for his armour, and desired
his attendant Helot to lead him to his place in the ranks;
where he fell gallantly fighting, while the Helot departed and’
survived, Aristodémus did not imitate this devotion of his
sick comrade: overpowered with physical suffering, he was
carried to Sparta—but he returned only {o scormn and infamy
among his fellow-citizens.? He was denounced as “ the coward

! Herodot. vil. 226.

2 Herodot. vil. 224. énvbduny 8¢ xal awdyvrwy rdv rpinxociwy. Pausanias,
iil. 14, 1. Annual festivals, with a panegyrical oration and gymnastic
matches, were still celebrated even in his time in honour of Leonidas,
jointly with the regent Pausanias, whose subsequent treason tarnished his
laurels acquired at Plateea, It is remarkable, and not altogether creditable
to Spartan sentiment, that the two kings should have been made partners in
the same public bonours.

3 Herodot. vil. 229. *Aperédnuor—2Aeimroduvyéovra Aetpdivar—aryhaavre
&movooriiaa: és Swdprny. The commentators are hard upon Aristodémus
when they translate these epithets ‘‘animo deficientem, timidum, pusil-
lanimum,” considering that éAeuroydynoe is predicated by Thucydidés
(iv. 12) even respecting the gallant Brasidas, Herodotus scarcely intends
to imply anything like pusillanimity, but rather the effect of extreme
physical suffering. It seems, however, that there were different stories
about the cause which had kept.Aristodémus out of the battle.

The story of another soldier named Pantités, who having been sent on
a message by Leonidas into Thessaly, did not return in time for the battle,
and was so disgraced when he went back to Sparta that he hanged himself
—given by Herodotus as a report, is very little entitled to credit, It is not
likely that Leonidas would send an envoy into Thessaly, then occupied by the
Persians : moreover the disgrace of Aristodémus is particularly explained by
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Aristodémus ;” no one would speak or communicate with him,
or even grant him a light for his fire! After a year of such
bitter disgrace, he was at length enabled to retrieve his honour
at the battle of Plateea, where he was slain, after surpassing all
his comrades in heroic and even reckless valour.

Amidst the last moments of this gallant band, we turn with
repugnance to the desertion and surrender of the Thebans.
They are said to have taken part in the final battle, though only
to save appearances and under the pressure of necessity : but
when the Spartans and Thespians, exhausted and disarmed,
retreated to die upon the little hillock within the pass, the
Thebans then separated themselves, approached the enemy
with outstretched hands and entreated quarter. They now
loudly proclaimed that they were friends and subjects of the
Great King, and had come to Thermopyl® against their own
consent ; all which was confirmed by the Thessalians in the
Persian army. Though some few were slain before this pro-
ceeding was understood by the Persians, the rest were admitted
to quarter ; not without the signal disgrace, however, of being
branded with the regal mark as untrustworthy slaves—an
indignity to which their commander Leontiadés was compelled
to submit along with the rest. Such is the narrative which
Herodotus recounts, without any expression of mistrust or even
of doubt: Plutarclé emphatically contradicts it, and even cites
a Boeotian author,” who affirms that Anaxarchus, not Leon-
tiadés, was commander of the Thebans at Thermopyle.
Without calling in question the equivocal . conduct and

Herodotus by the difference between his conduct and that of his comrade
Eurytus: whereas Pantités stood alone.

1 See the story of the single Athenian citizen, who returned home alone,
after all his comrades had perished in an unfortunate expedition to the
island of Agina. The widows of the slain warriors crowded round him,
each asking him what had become of her husband, and finally put him to
death by pricking with their bodkins (Herodot. v. 87).

In the terrible battle of St. Jacob on the Birs, near Basle (August 1444),
where 1500 Swiss crossed the river and attacked 40,000 French and
Germans under the Dauphin of France, against strong remonstrances from
their commanders—all of them were slain, after deeds of unrivalled valour
and great loss to the enemy, except sixteen men who receded from their
countrymen in crossing the river, thinking the enterprise desperate. These
sixteen men on their return were treated with intolerable scorn and hardly
escaped execution (Vogelin, Geschichte der Schweizer Eidgenossenschaft,
vol. i. ch. §, p. 393).

2 Herodot, vii. 233 ; Plutarch, Herodot. Malign. p. 867. The Bceotian
history of Aristophanés, cited by the latter, professed to be founded in part
upon memorials arranged according to the sequence of magistrates and
generals—éx 1@y kard &pxovras dmoprnudrer laTépnoe.
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surrender of this Theban detachment, we may reasonably
dismiss the story of this ignominious branding, as an invention
of that strong anti-Theban feeling which prevailed in Greece
after the repulse of Xerxes.

The wrath of that monarch, as he went over the field after
the close of the action, vented itself upon the corpse of the
gallant Leonidas, whose head he directed to be cut off and
fixed on a cross. But it was not wrath alone which filled his
mind. He was further impressed with involuntary admiration
of the little detachment which had here opposed to him a
resistance so unexpected and so nearly invincible. He now
learnt to be anxious respecting the further resistance which
remained behind. “ Demaratus (said he to the exiled Spartan
king at his side), thou art a good man: all thy predictions have
turned out true: now tell me how many Laced®monians are
there remaining, and are they all such watriors as these fallen
men?” “QO king (replied Demaratus), the total of the
Lacedseemonians and of their towns is great; in Sparta alone
there are 8ooo adult warriors, all equal to those who have here
fought; and the other Lacedaemomans, though inferior to
them, are yet excellent soldiers.” ¢ Tell me (re)omed Xerxes),
what will be the least difficult way of conquering such men?”
Upon which Demaratus advised him to send a division of his
fleet to occupy the island of Kythéra, and frgm thence to make
war on the southern coast of Laconia, which would distract the
atteation of Sparta, and prevent her from co-operating in any
combined scheme of defence against his land-force. Unless
this were done, the entire force of Peloponnesus would be
assembled to maintain the narrow isthmus of Corinth, where
the Persian king would have far more terrible battles to fight
than anything which he had yet witnessed.!

Happily for the safety of Greece, Achemenes the brother of
Xerxes interposed to dissuade the monarch from this prudent
plan of action; not without aspersions on the temper and
motives of Demaratus, who (he affirmed), like other Greeks,
hated all power, and envied all good fortune above his own.
The fleet (added he), after the damage sustained by the recent
storm, would bear no further diminution of number: and it
was essentlal to keep the entire Persian force, on land as well
as on sea, in one undivided and co-operating mass.”

A few such remarks were sufficient to revive in the monarch
his habitual sentiment of confidence in overpowering number.
Yet while rejecting the advice of Demaratus, he emphatically

1 Herodot. vil. 233. - 2 Herodot. vii. 236.

!
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repelled the imputations against the good faith and sincere
attachment of that exiled prince.

Meanwhile the days of battle at Thermopyle had been not
less actively employed by the fleets at Aphetee and Artemisium,
It has already been mentioned that the Greek ships, having
abandoned their station at the latter place and retired to
Chalkis, were induced to return by the news that the Persian fleet
had been nearly ruined by the recent storm ; and that on return-
ing to Artemisium, the Grecian commanders felt renewed alarm
on seeing the enemy’s fleet, in spite of the damage just sustained,
still mustering an overwhelming number at the opposite station

of Aphetze. Such was the effect of this spectacle, and the
impression of their own inferiority, that they again resolved to
retire without fighting, leaving the strait open and undefended.
Great consternation was caused by the news of their determina-
tion among the inhabitants of Eubcea, who entreated Eurybiadés
to maintain his position for a few days, until they could have
time to remove their families and their property. But even
such postponement was thought unsafe and was refused. He
was on the point of giving orders for retreat, when the Eubceans
sent their envoy Pelagon to Themistoklés with the offer .of
thirty talents, on condition that the fleet should keep its station
and hazard an engagement in defence of the island. Themi-
stoklés employed the money adroitly and successfully, giving
five talents to Eurybiadés, with large presents besides to the
other leading chiefs. The most unmanageable among them
was the Corinthian Adeimantus,—who at first threatened to’
depart with his own squadron alone, if the remaining Greeks
were mad enough ‘to remain. His alarm was silenced, if not
tranquillised, by a present of three talents.?

However Plutarch may be scandalised at such inglorious
revelations preserved to us by Herodotus respecting the under-
hand agencies of this memorable struggle, there is no reason
to call in question the bribery here described. But Themistoklés
doubtless was only tempted to do, and enabled to do, by means
of the Eubcean money, that which he would have wished, and
had probably tried, to accomplish, without the money—to bring
ona naval engagement at Artemisium. It was absolutely essential

! Herodot., vii. 237. *The citizen (Xerxes is made to observe) does
indeed naturally envy another citizen more fortunate than himself, and if
asked for counsel will keep back what he has best in mind, unless he be a
man of very rare virtue. But a foreign friend usually sympathlses heartily
with the good fortune of another foreigner, and will give hxm the best

advice in his power whenever he is asked.”
2 Platarch, Themistoklés, c. 7; Herodot. viil. 5;°6.
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to the maintenance of Thermopyle, and to the general plan of
defence, that the Eubcean strait should be defended against the
Persian fleet ; and the Greeks could not expect any more favour-
able position to fight in. We may reasonably presume that
Themistoklés, distinguished not less by daring than by sagacity,
and the great originator of maritime energies in his country, con-
curred unwillingly in the projected abandonment of Artemisium.
But his high mental capacity did not exclude that pecuniary
corruption which rendered the presents of the Eubceans both
admissible and welcome—yeét still more welcome to him
pethaps, as they supplied means of bringing over the other
opposing chiefs and the Spartan admirall It was finally
determined therefore to remain, and if necessary, to hazard an
engagement in the Eubcean strait; but at any rate to procure
for the inhabitants of the island a short interval to remove their
families. Had these Eubceans heeded the oracles (says
Herodotus ?) they would have packed up and removed long
before ; for a text of Bakis gave them express warning: but
having neglected the sacred writings as unworthy of credit, they
were now severely punished for such presumption.

Among the Persian fleet at Aphetz, on the other hand, the
feeling prevalent was one of sanguine hope and confidence in
their superior numbers, forming a strong contrast with the dis-
couragement of the Greeks at Artemisium, FHad they attacked
the latter immediately, when both fleets first saw each other
from their opposite stations, they would have gained an easy
victory, for the Greek fleet would have fled, as the admiral was
on the point of ordering, even without an attack. But this was
not sufficient for the Persians, who wished to cut off every ship
among their enemies even from flight and escape.® Accordingly
they detached 200 ships to circumnavigate the island of Euboea,
and to sail up the Eubcean strait from the south, in the rear

1 The expression of Herodotus is somewhat remarkable: Obrol Te 63
wAnyévres Sdpoot (Eurybiadés, Adeimantus, &c.) dvarenasuévor Evav, xal
roior Edfoéeas ecexdpioTor abTds T& & Bepioroxhéns dnépbyve, EAdvbave e
T Aoy Exwy,

2 Herodot. viii. 20. Of ydp EdBoées mapaxpnoduevor by Bdridos xpnoudy
s odbdey Aéyorra, ofire 71 éiexouloarro obdev, ofiTe wpoeadiavro, bs wape-
oouévov o1 moréuoy: mepimeréa 5t ErorfoavTo oplos adroiot T& wphyuara,
BdwiBr ydp &Be Exes wepl Tovréwy § Xpyouds®

Bpdgeo BapBapsdwror: Srav Suydy eis dha BiNy

ByBAwor, EtBoiys améxer morvunnddas alyas,
Tobrowst Bt obdty rolor ¥meot xpuoauévaiat &v roiot Tére mapeabal 7e.kal
wposdonluoiot xanelot, waphv o cupgopf xpRolas Tpds T& péypora.

3 Herodot. viil. 6. kol ¥usAAov 378ev éxgedfecbar (of YEAAyres) e O
wnde wupddpoy, ¢ exelvay (Tlepa@v) Adyy, wepryevéoduc.




Thermopylee and Artemisium 211

of the Greeks ; postponing their own attack in front until this
squadron should be in position to intercept the retreating
Greeks. But though the manceuvre was concealed by sending
the squadron round outside of the island of Skiathos, it became
known immediately among the Greeks, through a deserter
—Skyllias of Skioné. This man, the best swimmer and diver
of his time, and now engaged like other Thracian Greeks in the
Persian service, passed over to Artemisium, and communicated
to the Greek commanders both particulars of the late destructive
storm, and the despatch of the intercepting squadron.!

It appears that his communications, respecting the effects of
the storm and the condition of the Persian fleet, somewhat
reassured the Greeks, who resolved during the ensuing night to
sail from their station at Artemisium for the purpose of surpris-
ing the detached squadron of 200 ships, and who even became
bold enough, under the inspirations of Themistoklés, to go out
and offer battle to the main fleet near Aphetee2 Wanting to
acquire some practical experience, which neither leaders nor
soldiers as yet possessed, of the manner in which Phoenicians
and others in the Persian fleet handled and manceuvred their
ships, they waited till a late hour of the afternoon, when little
daylight remained.® Their boldness in thus advancing out,
with inferior numbers and even inferior ships, astonished the
Persian admirals, gnd distressed the Ionians and other subject
Greeks who were serving them as unwilling auxiliaries. To
both it seemed that the victory of the Persian fleet, which was
speedily brought forth to battle, and was numerous enough to
encompass the Greeks, would be certain as well as complete.
The Greek ships were at first marshalled in a circle, with their
sterns in the interior, and presented their prows in front, at all
points of the circumference.* In this position, compressed
into a narrow space, they seemed to be awaiting the attack of
the enemy, who formed a larger circle around them : but on a
second signal given, their ships assumed the aggressive, rowed
out from the inner circle in direct impact against the hostile
ships around, and took or disabled no less than thirty of them :

1 Herodot. viil. 7, 8. Wonderful stories were recounted respecting the
prowess of Skyllias, as a diver.

2 Diodorus, xi. 12,

3 Herodot. vill. 9. SefAny dyiny ywouévny vijs Auépns pvadtavres, abrol
émavémAwoy éml Tobs BapBdpovs, amdmepav airéwyv morhoacfar BovAduevor
Tiis Te pdxns kal Tod diexmAdov.

4 Compare the description in Thucyd. ii. 84, of the naval battle between
the Athenian fleet under Phormio and the Laced=monian fleet, where the
ships of the latter are marshalled in this same array.
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in one of which Philaon, brother of Gorgus despot of Salamis
in Cyprus, was made prisoner. Such unexpected forwardness
at first disconcerted the Persians, who however rallied and
inflicted considerable damage and loss on the Greeks. But the
near approach of night put an end to the combat, and each
fleet retired to its former station ; the Persians to Aphetz, the
Greeks to Artemisium.?

The result of this first day’s combat, though indecisive in
itself, surprised both parties, and did much to exalt the confid-
ence of the Greeks. But the events of the ensuing night did
yet more.  Another tremendous storm was sent by the gods to
aid them. Though it was the middle of summer—a season
when rain rarely falls in the climate of Greece—the most violent
wind, rain, and thunder prevailed during the whole night,
blowing right on shore against the Persians at Aphete, and thus
but little troublesome to the Greeks on the opposite side of the
strait. The seamen of the Persian fleet, scarcely recovered
from the former storm at Sépias Akté, were almost driven to
despair by this repetition of the same peril; the more so when
they found the prows of their ships surrounded, and the play of
their cars impeded, by the dead bodies and the spars from the
recent battle, which the current drove towards their shore. If
this storm was injurious to the main fleet at Aphete, it proved
the entire ruin of the squadron detached,to circumnavigate
Eubcea, who, overtaken by it near the dangerous eastern coast
of that island (called the Hollows of Eubcea), wete driven upon
the rocks and wrecked. The news of this second conspiracy
of the elements, or intervention of the gods, against the schemes
of the invaders, was highly encouraging to the Greeks ; and the
seasonable arrival of fifty-three fresh Athenian ships, who
reinforced them the next day, raised them to a still higher
pitch of confidence. In the afternoon of the same day, they
sailed out against the Persian fleet at Aphetw, and attacked
and destroyed-some Kilikian ships even at their moorings; the
fleet having been too much damaged by the storm of the
preceding night to come out and fight.?

But the Persian admirals were not of a temper to endure
such insults—still less to let their master hear of them. About
noon on the ensuing day, they sailed with their entire fleet
near to the Greek station at Artemisium, and formed themselves
into a half-moon ; while the Greeks kept near to the shore, so
that they could not be surrounded, nor could the Persians bring

1 Herodot. viil. I11. woAAdy wapd 34tav dywriocdueroi—érepatnéws dywyi-
Souévous, &c. 2 Herodot. viii. I2, 13, 14 ; Diodor. xi. 12.
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their entire fleet into action; the ships running foul of each
other, and not finding space to attack. The battle raged
fiercely all day, and with great loss and damage on both sides :
the Egyptians bore off the palm of valour among the Persxans,
the Athenians among the Greeks. Though the positive loss
sustained by the' Persians was by far the greater, and though
the Greeks being near their own shore, became masters of the
dead bodies as well as of the disabled ships and floating
fragments—still they were themselves bhurt and crippled in
greater proportion with reference to their inferior total: and
the Athenian vessels especially, foremost in the preceding
combat, found one-half of their number out of condition to
renew it! The Egyptians alone had captured five Grecian
ships with their entire crews.

Under these circumstances, the Greek leaders—and Themi-
stoklés, as it seems, among them-—determined that they could
no longer venture to hold the position of Artemisium, but must
withdraw the naval force farther into Greece :? though this was
in fact a surrender of the pass of Thermopyle, and though the
removal which the Eubceans were hastening was still unfinished.
These unfortunate men were forced to be satistied with the
promise of Themistoklés to give them convoy for their boats
and their persons; abandoning their sheep and cattle for the
consumption of the fleet, as better than leaving them to become
booty for the enemly. While the Greeks were thus employed
in organising their retreat, they received news which rendered
retreat doubly necessary. The Athenian Abrdnychus, stationed
with his ship near Thermopyle, in order to keep up communi-
cation between the army and fleet, brought the disastrous
intelligence that Xerxes was already master of the pass, and
that the division of Leonidas was either destroyed or in flight.
Upon this the fleet abandoned Artemisium forthwith, and
sailed up the Eubcean strait ; the Corinthian ships in the van,
the Athenians bringing up the rear., Themistoklés, conducting
the latter, stayed long enough at the various watering-stations
and landmg places to inscribe, on some neighbouring stones,
invitations to the Ionian contingents serving under Xerxes;
whereby the latter were conjured not to serve against their
fathers, but to desert, if possible—or at least, to fight as little
and as backwardly as they could. Themistoklés hoped by
this stratagem perhaps to detach some of the Ionians from the
Persian side, or at any rate, to render them objects of mistrust,

1 Herodot. viii. 17, 18.
2 Herodot, viii. 18. 8pnoudy & éBobAcvor ¥ w és Thv ‘EAALSa.
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and thus to diminish thelir efficiency.! With no longer delay
than was requisite for such inscriptions, he followed the remain-
ing fleet, which sailed round the coast of Attica, not stopping
until it reached the island of Salamis.

The news of the retreat of the Greek fleet was speedily con-
veyed by a citizen of Histizea to the Persians at Aphete, whoat
first disbelieved it, and detained the messenger until they had
sent to ascertain the fact. On the next day, their fleet passed
across to the north of Eubcea, and became master of Histicea
and the neighbouring territory ; from whence many of them,
by permission and even invitation of Xerxes, crossed over to
Thermopyle to survey the field of battle and the dead.
Respecting the number of the dead, Xerxes is asserted to have
deliberately imposed upon the spectators: he buried all his
own dead, except 1000 whose bodies were left out—while the
total number of Greeks who had perished at Thermopylz, 4000
in number, were all left exposed, and in one heap, so as to
create an impression that their loss had been much more severe
than their own. Moreover the bodies of the slain Helots were
included in the heap, all of them passing for Spartans or
Thespians in the estimation of the spectators. We are not
surprised to hear, however, that this trick, gross and public as
it must have been, really deceived very few.2 According to
the statement of Herodotus, 20,000 men were slain on the side
of the Persians—no unreasonable estimate, ¥ we consider that
they wore little defensive armour, and that they were three
days fighting. The number of Grecian dead bodies is stated
by the same historian as gooo: if this be correct, it must
include a considerable proportion of Helots, since there were
no hoplites present on the last day except the 300 Spartans,
the 700 Thespians, and the 4oo Thebans. Some hoplites
were of course slain in the first two days’ battles, though
apparently not many. The number who originally came to the
defence of the pass seems to have been about 7000:2 but the
epigram composed shortly afterwards and inscribed on the spot
by order of the Amphiktyonic assembly, transmitted to posterity

1 Herodot. viii. 19, 21, 22; Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. ¢.

2 Herodot. viil. 24, 25. ob piw o0 &Advfave Tods SwBeBundras Eépins
TabTa wphtas wepl Tols vexpads Tods éwutov: kal ydp 3 ral yelolov Fy, &c.

3 About the numbers of the Greeks at Thermopylee, compare Herodot,
vil, 202; Diodorus, xi, 4; Pausanias, x. 20, I; and Manso’s Sparta,
vol. ii. p. 308; Beylage 24th.

Isokratés talks about 1000 Spartans, with a few allies, Panegyric, Or. iv.
p. 59. He mentions also only sixty Athenian ships of war at Artemisium ;
in fact his numerical statements deserve little attention.
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the formal boast that 4000 warriors “from Peloponnesus had
here fought with 300 myriads or 3,000,000 of enemies.”!
Respecting this alleged Persian total, some remarks have
already been made: the statement of gooo warriors from
Peloponnesus, must indicate all those who originally marched
out of that peninsula under Leonidas. Yet the Amphiktyonic
assembly, when they furnished words to record this memorable
exploit, ought not to have immortalised the Peloponnesians
apart from their extra-Peloponnesian comrades, of merit fully
equal ; especially the Thespians, who exhibited the same heroic
self-devotion as Leonidasand his Spartans, without having been
prepared for it by the same elaborate and iron discipline,
While this inscription was intended as a general commemora-
tion of the exploit, there was another near it, alike simplesand
impressive, destined for the Spartan dead separately : ¢ Stranger,
tell the Lacedeemonians that we lie here, in obedience to their
orders.” On the hillock within the pass, where this devoted
band received their death-wounds, a monument was erected,
with a marble lion in honour of Leonidas ; decorated apparently
with an epigram by the poet Simonidés. That distinguished
genius composed at least one ode, of which nothing but a
splendid fragment now remains, to celebrate the glories of
Thermopylee : besides several epigrams, one of which was
consecrated to the prophet Megistias, “ who, though well aware
of the fate coming®upon him, would not desert the Spartan
chiefs,”

CHAPTER XLI
BATTLE OF SALAMIS—RETREAT OF XERXES

THE sentiment, alike durable and unanimous, with which
the Greeks of after-times looked back on the battle of Ther-
mopylz, and which they have communicated to all subsequent
readers, was that of just admiration for the courage and
patriotism of Leonidas and his band. But among the con-
temporary Greeks that sentiment, though doubtless sincerely
felt, was by no means predominant. It was overpowered by
the more pressing emotions of disappointment and terror. So
confident were the Spartans and Peloponnesians in the defensi-
bility of Thermopyle and Artemisium, that when the news of

1 Herodot, vii. 228.
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the disaster reached them, not a single soldier had yet been
put in motion ; the season of the festival-games had passed,
but no active step had yet been taken.! Meanwhile the in-
vading force, army and fleet, was in its progress towards Attica
and Peloponnesus, without the least preparations—and what
was still worse, without any combined and concerted plan—for
defending the heart of Greece. The loss sustained by Xerxes
at Thermopyle, insignificant in proportion to his vast total,
was more than compensated by the fresh Grecian auxiliaries
which he now acquired. Not merely the Malians, Lokrians
and Dorians, but also the great mass of the Beeotians, with
their chief town Thebes, all except Thespiee and Platza, now
joined him.2 Demaratus, his Spartan companion, moved
forward to Thebes to renew an ancient tie of hospitality with
the Theban oligarchical leader Attaginus, while small garrisons
were sent by Alexander of Macedon to most of the Beeotian
towns,? as well to protect them from plunder as to ensure their
fidelity. The Thespians on the other hand abandoned their
city and fled into Peloponnesus ; while the Plateans, who had
been serving aboard the Athenian ships at Artemisium,* were
disembarked at Chalkis as the fleet retreated, for the purpose
of marching by land to their city and removing their families,
It was not only the land-force of Xerxes which had been thus
strengthened. His fleet also had received some accessions
from Karystus in Eubcea, and from severa® of the Cyclades—
so that the losses sustained by the storm at Sépias and the
fights at Artemisium, if not wholly made up, were at least in
part repaired, while the fleet remained still prodigiously superior
In number to that of the Greeks.?

At the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, near fifty years
after these events, the Corinthian envoys reminded Sparta that
she had allowed Xerxes time to arrive from the extremity of
the earth at the threshold of Peloponnesus, before she took
any adequate precautions against him: a reproach true almost
to the letter.® It was only when roused and terrified by the

1 Herodot. vili. 40, 71, 73.

2 Herodot. viii. 66. Diodorus calls the battle of Thermopyle a
Kadmeian victory for Xerxes, which is true only in the letter, but not in the
spirit ; he doubtless lost a greater number of men in the pass than the

Greeks, but the advantage which he gained was prodigious {Diodor. xi. 12) ;
and Diodorus himself sets forth the terror of the Greeks after the event

{xi.213-15).
3 Plutarch, De Herodot. Malignit, p. 864; Herodot. viii. 34.
4 Herodot. viii. 44, 50. 5 Herodot. viii. 66.

6 Thucyd. 1. 69. 7dv Te yap MAdor abrol fouev &xd wepdrwsy vijs wpdrepoy
éxl Hexondyyyoov NBdyvra, mply T8 wdp' Sudv &tlws wpoawavrioat
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news of the death of Leonidas, that the Lacedemonians and
the other Peloponnesians began to put forth their full strength.
But it was then too late to perform the promise made to
Athers of taking up a position in Beeotia so as to protect
Attica. To defend the Isthmus of Corinth was all that they
now thought of, and seemingly all that was now open to them.
Thither they rushed with all their available population under
the conduct of Kleombrotus king of Sparta (brother of Leo-
nidas), and began to draw fortifications across it, as well as to
break up the Skironian road from Megara to Corinth, with
every mark of anxious energy. The Laced®zmonians, Arcadians,
Eleians, Corinthians, Sikyonians, Epidaurians, Phliasians, Trce-
zenians and Hermionians, were all present here in full numbers;
many myriads of men (bodies of 10,000 each) working and
bringing materials night and day.l As a defence to themselves
against attack by land, this was an excellent position: they
considered it as their last chance,? abandoning all hope of
successful resistance at sea. But they forgot that a fortified
isthmus was no protection even to themselves against the navy
of Xerxes,® while it professedly threw out not only Attica, but
also Megara and &gina. And thus arose a new peril to Greece
from the loss of Thermopyle: no other position could be
found which, like that memorable strait, comprehended and
protected at once all the separate cities. The disunion thus
produced brought tBem within a hair’s breadth of ruin.

If the causes of alarm were great for the Peloponnesians,
yet more desperate did the position of the Athenians appear.
Expecting, according to agreement, that there would be a
Peloponnesian army in Beeotia ready to sustain Leonidas, or
at any rate to co-operate in the defence of Attica, they had
taken no measures to remove their families or property. But
they saw with indignant disappointment as well as dismay, on
retreating from Artemisium, that the conqueror was in full
march from Thermopyle, that the road to Attica was open to
him, and that the Peloponnesians were absorbed exclusively in
the defence of their own isthmus and their own separate
existence.! The fleet from Artemisium had been directed to

1 Herodot. viil. 71. ouwwdpaudvres &k r&v moriwy.

2 Herodot. viii. 74. 3 Herodot. vii. 139.

4 Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 9. &ua utv dpy) Tis wpodosias elxe Tods
‘Afnvalovs, dua 8t Susbuula ral KaTipe pepovouévovs.

Herodot. viil. 40. oxéovres yap edphoew Tehomovnotovs mavdyuel év 75
owwrly dmokaTnuévovs TOv BdpBapoy, Tav pev ebpov obdiy &, of Bt émuvld-
vovro Tdv 'lofudy abrobs Teixéovras &s vhy Melomdvvnoor, wepl mheloTov 8¢
moievuévous wepieivas, kol TaliTyy Exovras &v PuAaxil, 1d T¢ §AAa dmiévat,
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muster at the harbour of Treezen, there to await such reinforce-
ments as could be got together: but the Athenians entreated
Eurybiadés to halt at Salamis, so as to allow them a short time
for consultation in the critical state of their affairs, and o aid
them in the transport of their families. While Eurybiadés
was thus staying at Salamis, several new ships which had
reached Troezen came over to join him; and in this way
Salamis became for a time the naval station of the Greeks,
without any deliberate intention beforehand.!

Meanwhile Themistoklés and the Athenian seamen landed
at Phalérum, and made their mournful entry into Athens.
Gloomy as the prospect appeared, there was little rcom for
difference of opinion,? and still less room for delay. The
authorities and the public assembly at once issued a proclama-
tion, enjoining every Athenian to remove his family out of the
country in the best way he could. We may conceive the state
of tumult and terror which followed on this unexpected pro-
clamation, when we reflect that it had to be circulated and
acted upon throughout all Attica, from Sunium to Ordpus,
within the narrow space of less than six days; for no longer
interval elapsed before Xerxes actually arrived at Athens,
where indeed he might have arrived even sooner.? The whole
Grecian fleet was doubtless employed in carrying out the
helpless exiles ; mostly to Troezen, where g kind reception and
generous support were provided for them (the Treezenian
population being seemingly semi-Ionic, and having ancient
relations of religion as well as of traffic with Athens)—but in
part also to Agina: there were however many who could not
or would not go farther than Salamis. Themistoklés impressed
upon the sufferers that they were only obeying the oracle,
which had directed them to abandon the city and to take
refuge behind the wooden walls ; and either his policy, or the

Thucyd. i. 74. b7 yoiv fuey (we Athenians) &i odoi, od wapeyéveste
(Spartans).

Both Lysias (Oratio Funebr. ¢, 8) and Isokratés take pride in the fact
that the Athenians, in spite of being thus betrayed, never thought of making
separate terms for themselves with Xerxes (Panegyric, Or. iv. p. 60). Bat
there is no reason to believe that Xerxes would have granted them separate
terms : his particular vengeance was directed against them.  Isokratés has
confounded in his mind the conduct of the Athenians when they refused the
offers of Mardonius in the year following the battle of Salamis, with their
conduct before the battle of Salamis against Xerxes.

1 Herodot. viil. 40-42. 2 Plato, Legg. iil. p. 699.

3 Herodot. vili. 66, 67. There was therefore but little time for the
breaking up and carrying away of furniture, alluded to by Thucydidés, i.
18—Biavonbéyres éxhimely Thy méAw kol dvackevaodpevol, &c.



Battle of Salamis 219

mental depression of the time, gave circulation to other stories,
intimating that even the divine inmates of the acropolis were
for a while deserting it. In the ancient temple of Athéné
Polias on that rock, there dwelt, or was believed to dwell, as
guardian to the sanctuary and familiar attendant of the goddess,
a sacred serpent, for whose nourishment a honey-cake was
placed once in the month., The honey-cake had been hitherto
regularly consumed ; but at this fatal moment the priestess
announced that it remained untouched: the sacred guardian
had thus set the example of quitting the acropolis, and it
behoved the citizens to follow the example, confiding in the
goddess herself for future return and restitution.

The migration of so many ancient men, women, and
children, was a scene of tears and misery inferior only to that
which would have ensued on the actual capture of the city.!
Some few individuals, too poor to hope for maintenance, or
too old to care for life, elsewhere—confiding moreover in their
own interpretation? of the wooden-wall which the Pythian

1 Herodot. viil. 41 : Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. x.

In the years 1821 and 1822, during the struggle which preceded the
liberation of Greece, the Athenians were forced to leave their country and
seek refuge in Salamis three several times. These incidents are sketched
in a manner alike interesting and instructive by Dr. Waddington, in his
visit to Greece (London, 1825), Letters vi. vil. x. He states, p. 92,
““Three times have the Athenians emigrated in a body, and sought refuge
from the sabre among tfe houseless rocks of Salamis. Upon these occasions
I am assured, that many have dwelt in caverns, and many in miserable
huts, constructed on the mountain side by their own feeble hands. Many
have perished too from exposure to an intemperate climate ; many from
diseases contracted through the loathsomeness of their habitations ; many
from hunger and misery. On the retreat of the Turks, the survivors re-
turned to their country. But to what a country did they return? To a
land of desolation and famine ; and in fact, on the first re-occupation
of Athens, after the departure of Omer Brioni, several persons are known
to have subsisted for some time on grass, till a supply of corn reached the
Pireeus from Syra and Hydra.”

A century and a half ago, also, in the war between the Turks and
Venetians, the population of Attica was forced to emigrate to Salamis,
Agina, and Corinth. M. Buchon observes, ‘‘Les troupes Albanaises,
envoyées en 1688 par les Turcs (in the war against the Venetians) se
jetérent sur I'Attique, mettant tout 2 feu et  sang.  En 1688, les chroniques
d’Athenes racontent que ses malheureux habitants furent obligés de se
réfugier & Salamine, & Egine, et 4 Corinthe, et que ce ne fut qu’aprés trois
ans qu'ils purent rentrer en partie dans leur ville et dans leurs champs.
Beaucoup de villages de ' Attique sont encore habités par les descendans de
ces derniers envahisseurs, et avant la derniere révolution, on n’y parloit que
la langue albanaise ; mais leur physionomie differe autant que leur langue
de la physionomie de la race Grecque.” (Buchon, la Gréce Continentale
et la Morée. Paris, 1843, ch. ii. p. 82.)

2 Pausanias seems to consider these poor men somewhat presumptuous
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priestess had pronounced to be inexpugnable—shut themselves
up in the acropolis along with the administrators of the temple,
obstructing the entrance or western front with wooden doors
and palisades.! When we read how great were the sufferings
of the population of Attica near half a century afterwards,
compressed for refuge within the spacious fortifications of
Athens at the first outbreak of the Peloponnesian war,? we
may form some faint idea of the incalculably greater misery
which overwhelmed an emigrant population, hurrying, they
knew not whither, to escape the long arm of Xerxes. Little
chance did there seem that they would ever revisit their homes
except as his slaves.

In the midst of circumstances thus calamitous and threaten-
ing, neither the warriors nor the leaders of Athens lost their
energy: arm as well as mind was strung to the loftiest pitch
of human resolution. Political dissensions were suspended ;
Themistoklés proposed to the people a decree, and obtained
their sanction, inviting home all who were under sentence of
temporary banishment: moreover he not only included, but
even specially designated among them, his own great opponent
Aristeidés, now in the third year of ostracism. Xanthippus
the accuser, and Kimon the son, of Miltiadés, were partners
in the same emigration. The latter, enrolled by his scale of
fortune among the horsemen of the state, was seen with his
companions cheerfully marching through the Kerameikus to
dedicate their bridles in the acropolis, and to bring away in
exchange some of the sacred arms there suspended, thus
setting an example of ready service on shipboard, instead of
on horseback.? It was absolutely essential to obtain supplies
of money, partly for the aid of the poorer exiles, but still more
for the equipment of the fleet: yet there were no funds in the
public treasury. But the senate of Areiopagus, then composed
in large proportion of men from the wealthier classes, put forth
all its public authority as well as its private contributions and
example to others,* and thus succeeded in raising the sum of
eight drachms for every soldier serving.

This timely help was indeed partly obtained by the in-
exhaustible resource of Themistoklés, who, in the hurry of

for pretending to understand the oracle better than Themistoklés —
*Abgralwy Tobs wAdoy T és Tdy xpnoudy § OepiororAds eldévar voulloyras

(i 18, 2) :
1 Herodot. viil. §0. 2 Thucyd. ii. 16, 17.
8 Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 10, 11 ; and Kimon, c. 5.
4 Whether this be the incident which Aristotle (Politic. v. 3, 5) had in

his mind, we cannot determine.
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embarkation, either discovered or pretended that the Gorgon’s
head from the statue of Athéné was lost, and directing upon
this ground every man’s baggage to be searched rendered any
treasares, which private citizens might be carrying away, avail-
able to the public service! By the most strenuous efforts,
these few important days were made to suffice for removing
the whole population of Attica—those of military competence
to the fleet at Salamis,—the rest to some place of refuge,—
together with as much property as the case admitted. So
complete was the desertion of the country, that the host of
Xerxes, when it became master, could not seize and carry off
more than five hundred prisoners.2 Moreover the fleet itself,
which had been brought home from Artemisium partially
disabled, was quickly repaxred so that by the time the Persian
fleet amved it was again in something like fighting condition.
The combined fleet which had now got together at Salamis
consisted of 366 ships—a force far greater than at Artemisium.
Of these, no less than 200 were Athenian; twenty among
which, however, were lent to the Chalkidians and manned
by them. Forty Corinthian ships, thirty Aiginetan, twenty
Megarian, sixteen Lacedemonian, fifteen Sikyonian, ten Epi-
daurian, seven from Ambrakia and as many from Fretria, five
tom Troezen, three from Hermioné, and the same number
rrom Leukas; two from Keos, two from Styra, and one from
Kythnos ; four fron? Naxos, despatched as a contingent to the
Persian fleet, but brought by the choice of their captains and
seamen to Salamis —all these triremes, together with a small
squadron of the inferior vessels called pentekonters, made up
the total. From the great Grecian cities in Italy there appeared
only one trireme, a volunteer, equipped and commanded by an
eminent citizen named Phayllus, thrice victor at the Pythian
games.? The entire fleet was thus a trifle larger than the com-
bined force (358 ships) collected by the Asiatic Greeks at
Ladé, fifteen years earlier, during the Ionic revolt. We may

» doubt however whether this total, borrowed from Herodotus,

be not larger than that which actually fought a little afterwards
at the battle of Salamis, and which Aschylus gives decidedly
as consisting of 300 sail, in addition to ten prime and chosen
ships. That great poet, himself one of the combatants, and
speaking in a drama represented only seven years after the
battle, is better authority on the point even than Herodotus.4

! Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. %. 2 Herodot, ix. 99.
? Herodot. vili. 43-48.
4 Zschylus, Perse, 347 ; Herodot. viil, 48 ; vi. 9 ; Pausanias, { 14, 4
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Hardly was the fleet mustered at Salamis, and the Athenian
population removed, when Xerxes and his host overran the
deserted country ; his fleet occupying the roadstead of Phalérum
with the coast adjoining. His land-force had been put in motion
under the guidance of the Thessalians, two or three days after

The total which Herodotus announces is 378 ; but the items which he gives
amount, when summed up, only to 366. There seems no way of recon-
ciling this discrepancy except by some violent change which we are not
warranted in making. *

Ktésias represents that the numbers of the Persian war-ships at Salamis
were abave 1000, those of the Greeks 700 (Persica, c. 26),

The Athenian orator in Thucydidés (i. 74) calls the total of the Grecian
fleet at Salamis ‘“ nearly 400 ships, and the Athenian contingent somewhat
less than fwo parts of this total (vafis pér e & rds verpaxosias SAbyp
dogovs Tér 806 mopdv).”

The Scholiast, with Poppo and most of the commentators on this passage,
treat rdv 8bo poipdy as meaning unquestionably fwe parts out of three:
and if this be the case, I should agree with Dr. Arnold in considering the
assertion as a mere exaggeration of the orator, not at all carrying the
authority of Thucydidés himself. But I cannot think that we are here
driven to such a necessity ; for the construction of Didot and Géller {though
Dr. Arnold pronounces it *a most undoubted error ) appears to me per-
fectly admissible. They maintain that af 840 pofpa: does not of necessity
mean two parts.out of three; in Thucyd. i. 10, we find ralro: eAororvfoov

- 7@y wévre Tds 8o polpas véuorras, where the words mean fwo parts out of
Jiwe.  Now in the passage before us, we have vads uév ye &s 5is rerpacosias
SAbyp Endooous TEv 8o potpiy : and Didot and Géller coxfénd, that in the |
word rerpakosias is implied a quaternary division of ghe whole number—/four
kundreds or hundredth parts : so that the whole meaning would be—** To the
agoregate four hundreds of ships we contributed something less than #wo.”
Theword rerpaxosias, equivalent to Téorapas éxarorrddas, naturally includes
the general idea of réooapas polpas: and this would bring the passage into
exact analogy with the one cited above—radv mévre Tas 8o polpas.  With
every respect to the judgement of Dr. Arnold on an author whom he had so
long studied, I cannot enter into tHz grounds on which he has pronounced
his interpretation of Didot and Goller to be ' an undoubted error.” Ithas
the advantage of bringing the assertion of the orator in Thucydidés into
harmony with Herodotus, who states the Athenians to have furnished 180
ships at Salamis.

Wherever such harmony can be secured by an admissible construction of
existing words, it is an unquestionable advantage, and ought to count as a
reason in the case, if there be a doubt between two different constructions.
But on the other hand, I protest against altering numerical statements in
one author, simply in order to bring him into accordance with another, and
without some substantive ground in the text itself. Thus, for example, in
this very passage of Thucydidés, Bloomfield and Poppo propose to alter
vetpakoolas into rpiarosias, in order that Thucydidés may be in harmony
with Aschylus and other authors, though not with Herodotus ; while Didot
and Goller would alter rpiarosior into rerpavosiwy in Demosthenés de |
Corond (c. 70), in order that Demosthenés may be in harmony with
Thucydidés. Such emendations appear to me inadmissible in principle ;
we are not to force different witnesses into harmony by retouching their
statements. }

e
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the battle of Thermopyle; and he was assured by some
Arcadians who came to seek service, that the Peloponnesians
were, even at that moment, occupied with the celebration of
the Olympic games. “ What prize does the victor receive ?”
he asked. Upon the reply made, that the prize was nothing
more than a wreath of the wild olive, Tritanteechmés son of the
monarch’s uncle Artabanus is said to have burst forth, notwith-
standing the displeasure both of the monarch himself and of
the bystanders—* Heavens, Mardonius, what manner of men
are these against whom thou hast brought us to fight! men
who contend not for money, but for honour!”! Whether this
be a remark really delivered, or a dramatic illustration imagined
by some contemporary of Herodotus, it is not the less interest-
ing as bringing to view a characteristic of Hellenic life, which
contrasts not merely with the manners of contemporary Orientals,
but even with those of the earlier Greeks themselves during the
Homeric times,

Among all the various Greeks between Thermopyla and the
borders of Attica, there were none except the Phokians dis-
posed to refuse submission ; and they refused only because the
paramount influence of their bitter enemies the Thessalians
made them despair of obtaining favourable terms.2 Nor would
they even listen to a proposition of the Thessalians, who,
boasting that it was in their power to guide as they pleased the
terrors of the Persiam host, offered to ensure lenient treatment
to the territory of Phokis, provided a sum of fifty talents were
paid to them.3 The proposition being indignantly refused,
they conducted Xerxes through the little territory of Doris,
which medised and escaped plunder, into the upper valley of
the Kephisus, among the towns of the inflexible Phokians.
All of them were found deserted; the inhabitants having
previously escaped either to the wide-spreading summit of
Parnassus called Tithorea, or even still farther, across that
mountain into the territory of the Ozolian Lokrians. Ten or a
dozén small Phokian towns, the most considerable of which
were Elateia and Hyampolis, were sacked and destroyed by
the invaders. Even Abe, with its temple and oracle of Apollo,
was no better treated than the rest: all the sacred treasures
were pillaged, and it was then burnt. From Panopeus Xerxes
detached a body of men to plunder Delphi, marching with his
main army through Beeotia, in which country he found all the

1 Herodot. viil. 26. Tawal Mapddvie, xolovs én’ ¥vdpas fyayes uaxmwo-
pévous fuéas, of ob wepl xpuudTwy TOV &y@va woredvar, GANG wepl dpeTis.
2 Herodot. viii, 30. 3 Herodot. viil. 28, 29.
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towns submissive and willing, except Thesple and Platea;
both of them had been deserted by their citizens, and both
were now burnt. From hence he conducted his army into the
abandoned territory of Attica, reaching without resistance the
foot of the acropolis at Athens.!

Very different was the fate of that division which he had
detached from Panopeus against Delphi. Apollo defended his
temple here more vigorously than at Abee. The cupidity of
the Persian king was stimulated by accounts of the boundless
weakth accumulated at Delphi, especially the profuse donations
of Creesus. The Delphians, in the extreme of alarm, while
they sought safety for themselves on the heights of Parnassus
and for their families by transport across the Gulf into Achaia,
consulted the oracle whether they should carry away or bury
the sacred treasures. Apollo directed them to leave the
treasures untouched, saying that he was competent himself to
take care of his own property. Sixty Delphians alone ventured
to remain, together with Akératus, the religions superior: but
evidences of superhuman aid soon appeared to encourage
them. The sacred arms suspended in the interior cell, which
no mortal hand was ever permitted to touch, were seen lying
before the door of the temple ; and when the Persians, march-
ing along the road called Schisté up that rugged path under
the steep cliffs of Parnassus which conducts to Delphi, had
reached the temple of Athéné Pronwea,—oh a sudden, dreadful
thunder was heard—two vast mountain crags detached them-
selves and rushed down with deafening noise among them,
crushing many to death—the war-shout was also heard from
the interior of the temple of Athéné. Seized with a panic
terror, the invaders turned round and fled ; pursued not only
by the Delphians, but also (as they themselves affirmed) by
two armed warriors of superhuman stature and destructive
arm. The triumphant Delphians confirmed this report, adding
that the two auxiliaries were the Heroes Phylakus and
Autonotiis, whose sacred precincts were close adjoining : and
Herodotus himself, when he visited Delphi, saw in the sacred
ground of Athéné the identical masses of rock which had
overwhelmed the Persians.2 Thus did the god repel these

* Herodot. viii. 32~34.

2 Herodot, viii, 38, 39; Diodor. xi. 14; Pausan. x. 8, 4.

Compare the account given in Pausanias (x. 23) of the subsequent
repulse of Brennus and the Gauls from Delphi: in his account, the repulse
18 not so exclusively the work of the gods as in that of Herodotus ; thers
1is a larger force of human combatants in defence of the temple, though
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invaders from his Delphian sanctuary and treasures, which
remained inviolate until 130 years afterwards, when they were
rifled by the sacrilegious hands of the Phokian Philomélus.
On this occasion, as will be seen presently, the real protectors
of the treasures were the conquerors at Salamis and Platea.
Four months had .elapsed, since the departure from Asia,
wien Xerxes reached Athens, the last term of his advance.
He brought with him the members of the Peisistratid family,
whio doubtless thought their restoration already certain—and
a few Athenian exiles attached to their interest. Though the
ccuntry was altogether deserted, the handful of men collected
in the acropolis ventured to defy him ; nor could all the per-
suasions of the Peisistratids, eager to preserve the holy place
from pillage, induce them to surrender! The Athenian
acropolis—a craggy rock rising abruptly about 150 feet with a
flat summit of about rooo feet long.from east to west, by 500
feut broad from north to south—had no practicable access
except on the western side : 2 moreover in all parts where there
seemed any possibility of climbing up, it was defended by the
ancient fortification called the Pelasgic wall. Obliged to take
the place by force, the Persian army were posted around the
northern and western sides, and commenced their operations
from the eminence immediately adjoining on the north-west,

greatly assisted by divife intervention : there is also loss on both sides. A
similar descent of crags from the summit is mentioned.

See for the description of the road by which the Persians marched, and
the extreme term of their progress, Ulrichs, Reisen und Forschungen in
Griechenland, ch. iv. p. 46 ; ch. x. p. 146

Many great blocks of stone and cliff are still to be seen near the spot,
which have rolled down from the top, and which remind the traveller of
these passages.

The attack here described.to have been made by order of Xerxes upon
the Delphian temple, seems not easy to reconcile with the words of Mar-
donius, Herodot. ix. 42 ; still less can it be reconciled with the statement
of Plutarch (Numa, c. 9), who says that the Delphian temple was burnt by
the Medes.

! Herodot. viil. §2.

3 Pausanias, i. 22, 4 : Kruse, Hellas, vol. ii. ch. vi. p. 76. Ernst Cur-
tius (Die Akropolis von Athens, p. 5. Berlin, 1844) says that the plateau
of the acropolis is rather less than 400 feet higher than the town: Fiedler
states it to be 178 fathoms or 1068 feet above the level of the sea (Reise
durch das Konigreich Griechenland, i, p. 2); he-gives the length and
breadth of the plateau in the same figures as Kruse, whose statement I
have copied in the text. In Colonel Leake’s valuable Topography of
Athens, I do not find any distinct statement about the height of the acro-
polis. We must understand Kruse’s statement (if he and Curtius are both
correct) to refer only to the precipitous impracticable portion of the whole
rock.

VOL. V, I
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called Areopagus:* from whence they bombarded (if we may
venture upon the expression) with hot missiles the wood-work
before the gates.; that is, they poured upon it multitudes of
arrows with burning tow attached to them. The wooden
palisades and boarding presently took fire and were consumed : -
but when the Persians tried to mount to the assault by the !
western road leading up to the gate, the undaunted little
garrison still kept them at bay, having provided vast stones, 1
which they rolled down upon them in the ascent. For a time,
the Great King seemed likely to be driven to the slow process )
of blockade ; but at length some adventurous men among the
besiegers tried to scale the precipitous rock before them on its
northern side, hard by the temple or chapel of Aglaurus, which 1
lay nearly in front of the Persian position, but behind the gates
and the western ascent. Here the rock was naturally so in- |
accessible, that it was altogether unguarded, and seemingly even /
unfortified : 2 moreover the attention of the little garrison was
all concentrated on the host which fronted the gates. Hence;
the separate escalading party were enabled to accomplish their\
object unobserved, and to reach the summit in the rear of the |
garrison ; who, deprived of their last hope, either cast them- 1

selves headlong from the walls, or fled for safety to the inner
temple. The successful escaladers opened the gates to the
entire Persian host, and the whole acropolis was presently in :
their hands. Its defenders were slain, its femples pillaged, and 1
all its dwellings and buildings, sacred as well as profane; con-
signed to the flames.® The citadel of Athens fell into the

e

1 Athenian legend represented the Amazons as having taken post on the
Areopagus and fortified it as a means of attacking the acropolis—éavrenip-
ywgav (Aschyl, Eumenid. 688).

2 Herodot. viil. 52, 53. . . . éumpocte &y wpd +is drxpowdrtos, Imiole 3¢ TdY
TuAéwy kal Tis &vbdov, TH B oiTe Tis épdAacae, oBr Ay fAmice puh koTé Tis
kard TabTa dvaBaly dvlpdmwv, TabTy &véBnadv Twes xard Td Ipdv Tis
Kékpomos Buyarpds, *AyAalpov, katrommep &moxphurov ébyros Tob xdpov.

That the Aglaurion was on the north side of the acropolis, appears
clearly made out; see Leake, Topography of Athens, ¢h. v. p. 261; ¢
Kruse, Hellas, vol. ii. ch. vi. p. 119; Forchhammer, Topographie Athens, !
pp. 365, 366 ; in Kieler Philologischen Studien, 1841. Siebelis (in the plan ‘
of Athens prefixed to his edition of Pausanias, and in his note on Pausanias,
i. 18, 2) places the Aglaurion erroneously on the eastern side of the acropolis,

The expressions &umposte mpd Tiis arpomértos appear to refer to the posi-
tion of the Persian army, who would naturally occupy the northern and
western fronts of the acropolis ; since they reached Athens from the north
—and the western side furnished the only regular access. The hill called
Areopagus would thus be nearly in the centre of their position. Forch- |
hammer explains these expressions unsatisfactorily.

3 Herodot. viii. 52, 53.
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hands of Xerxes by a surprise, very much the same as that
which had placed Sardis in those of Cyrus.!

Thus was divine prophecy fulfilled: Attica passed entirely
into the hands of the Persians, and the conflagration of Sardis
was retaliated upon the home and citadel of its captors, as it
also was upon their sacred temple of Eleusis. Xerxes im-
mediately despatched to Susa intelligence of the fact, which is
said to have excited unmeasured demonstrations of joy, con-
futing seemingly the gloomy predictions of his uncle Artabanus.?
On the next day but one, the Athenian exiles in his suite
received his orders, or perhaps obtained his permission, to go
and offer sacrifice amidst the ruins of the acropolis, and atone,
if possible, for the desecration of the ground. They discovered
that the sacred olive-tree near the chapel of Erechtheus, the
especial gift of the goddess Athéné, though burnt to the ground
by the recent flames, had already thrown out a fresh shoot of
one cubit long: at least the piety of restored Athens afterwards
pelieved this encouraging portent,® as well as that which was
said to have been seen by Dikeeus (an Athenian companion of
the Peisistratids) in the Thriasian plain. It was now the day
set apart for the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries ; and
though in this sorrowful year there was no celebration, nor any
Athenians in the territory, Dikeseus still fancied that he beheld
the dust and heard the loud multitudinous chant, which was
wont to accompany'in ordinary times the processional march
from Athens to Eleusis. He would even have revealed the
fact to Xerxes himself, had not Demaratus deterred him from
doing so: but he construed it as an evidence that the goddesses
themselves were passing over from Eleusis to help the Athenians
at Salamis. Yet whatever may have been received in after
times, on that day certainly no man could believe in the
speedy resurrection of conquered Athens as a free’ city ; not
even if he had witnessed the portent of the burnt olive-tree
suddenly sprouting afresh with preternatural vigour. So hope-
less did the circumstances of the Athenians then appear, not
less to their confederates assembled at Salamis than to the
victorious Persians.

About the time of the capture of the acropolis, the Persian
fleet also arrived safely in the bay of Phalérum, reinforced by
ships from Karystus as well as from various islands of the

1 Herodot. i. 84.
2 Herodot. v. 1023 viil. 53-99; ix. 65. ¥ee vdp xard 7d Geompdmiov
waoay Th ATruchy Thy & 1 Imeipy yevéofas twd Mépoypor,
" % Herodat. viil. 55-65.
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Cyclades, so that Herodotus reckons it to have been as strong
as before the terrible storm at Sépias Akté; an estimate
certainly not admissible.!

Soon after their arrival Xerxes himself descended to the
shore to inspect the fleet, as well as to take counsel with the
various naval leaders about the expediency of attacking the
hostile fleet, now so near him in the narrow strait between
Salamis and the coasts of Attica. He invited them all to take
their seats in an assembly, wherein the king of Sidon occupied
the first place and the king of Tyre the second. The question
was put to each of them separately by Mardonius, and when
we learn that all pronounced in favour of immediate fighting,
we may be satisfied that the decided opinion of Xerxes him-
self must have been well known to them beforehand. One
exception alone was found to this unanimity—Artemisia, queen
of Halikarnassus in Karia; into whose mouth Herodotus puts
a speech of some length, deprecating all idea of fighting in the
narrow strait of Salamis—predicting that if the land-force
were moved forward to attack Peloponnesus, the Pelopon-
nesians in the fleet at Salamis would return for the protection
of their own homes, and that thus the fleet would disperse, the
rather as there was little or no food in the island—and inti-
mating, besides, unmeasured contempt for the efficacy of the
Persian fleet and seamen as compared with the Greek, as well
as for the subject contingents of Xerx®s generally. That
Queen Artemisia gave this prudent counsel, thére is no reason
to question; and the historian of Halikarnassus may have had
means of hearing the grounds on which her opinion rested.
But T find a difficulty in believing that she can have publicly
delivered any such estimate of the maritime subjects of Persia ;
an estimate not merely insulting to all who heard it, but at the
time not just—though it had come to be nearer the truth at the
time when Herodotus wrote,?and though Artemisia herself may

1 Herodot. viii. 66. Colonel Leake observes upon this statement
(Athens and the Demi of Attica, App. val. ii. p. 250}, ** Jdows 1000 ships
is the greatest accuracy we can pretend to, in stating the strength of the
Persian fleet at Salamis : and from these are to be deducted, in estimating
the number of ships engaged in the battle, those which were sent to occupy
the Megaric strait of Salamis, 200 in number.”

The estimate of Colonel Leake appears somewhat lower than the prob-
able reality. Nor do I believe the statement of Diodorus, that ships
were detached to occupy the Megaric strait : see a note shortly following.

2 The picture drawn in the Cyropzdia of Xenophon represents the
subjects of Persia as spiritless and untrained to war (dvdAxdes xal
dodvraxTor), and even designedly kept so, forming a contrast to the native
Persians (Xenophon, Cyroped, viil. 1, 45).

L
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have lived to entertain the conviction afterwards. Whatever
may have been her reasons, the historian tells us that friends
as well as rivals were astonished at her rashness in dissuading
the monarch from a naval battle, and expected that she would
be put to death. But Xerxes heard the advice with perfect
good temper, and even esteemed the Karian queen the more
highly; though he resolved that the opinion of the majority,
or his own opinion, should be acted upon. Orders were
accordingly issued for the fleet to attack the next day,! and for
the land-force to move forward towards Peloponnesus.

Whilst, on the shore of Phalérum, an omnipotent will com-
pelled seeming unanimity and precluded all real deliberation—
great indeed was the contrast presented by the neighbouring
Greek armamem at Salamis ; among the members of which
unmeasured dissension had been reigning. It has already been
stated that the Greek fleet had originally got together at that
island, not with any view of making it a naval station, but
simply in order to cover and assist the emigration of.the
Athenians. This object being accomplished, and Xerxes being
already in Attica, Eurybiadés convoked the chiefs to consider
what position was the fittest for a naval engagement. Most
of them, especially those from Peloponnesus, were averse to
remaining at Salamis, and proposed that the fleet should be
transferred to the Isthmus of Corinth, where it would be in
immediate communication with the Peloponne51an land-force,
so that in case of defeat at sea, the ships would find protection
on shore and the men would join in the land service—while it
worsted in a naval action near Salamis, they would be enclosed
in an island from whence there were no hopes of escape.? In
the midst of the debate, a messenger arrived with news of the
capture and conflagration of Athens and her acropolis by the
Persians. Such was the terror produced by this intelligence,
that some of the chiefs, without even awaiting the conclusion
of the debate and the final vote, quitted the council forthwith,
and began to hoist sail, or prepare their rowers, for departure
The ma]onty came to a formal vote for removing to the
Isthmus; but as night was approaching, actual removal was
deferred until the next morning.?

Now was felt the want of a position like that of Thermopyle,
which had served as a protection to all the Greeks at once, so
as to check the growth of separate fears and interests. We can
hardly wonder that the Peloponnesian chiefs—the Corinthians

! Herodot. viii. 68, 63, 70. 2 Herodot. viil. 70,
3 Herodot. viii, 49, 50, 56.
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in particular, who furnished so large a naval contingent, and
within whose territory the land-battle at the Isthmus seemed
about to take place—should manifest such an obstinate reluc-
tance to fight at Salamis, and should insist on removing to a
position where, in case of naval defeat, they could assist, and
be assisted by, their own soldiers on land. On the other hand,
Salamis was not only the most favourable position, in conse-
quence of its narrow strait, for the inferior numbers of the
Greeks, but could not be abandoned without breaking up the
unity of the allied fleet ; since Megara and Agina would thus
be left uncovered, and the contingents of each would imme-
diately retire for the defence of their own homes,—while the
Athenians also, a large portion of whose expatriated families
were in Salamis and Agina, would be in like manner dis-
tracted from combined maritime efforts at the Isthmus. If
transferred to the latter place, probably not even the Pelopon-
nesians themselves would have remained in one body; for the
squadrons of Epidaurus, Treezen, Hermiong, &c., each fearing
that the Persian fleet might make a descent on one or other
of these separate ports, would go home to repel such a con-
tingency, in spite of the efforts of Eurybiadés to keep them
together. Hence the order for quitting Salamis and repairing
to the Isthmus was nothing less than a sentence of extinction
for all combined maritime defence : and it thus became doubly
abhorrent to all those who, like the Athenfins, Aginetans, and
Megarians, were also led by their own separate safety to cling
to the defence of Salamis. In spite of all such opposition,
however, and in spite of the protest of Themistoklés, the
obstinate determination of the Peloponnesian leaders carried
the vote for retreat, and each of them went to his ship to
prepare for it on the following morning.

When Themistoklés returned to his ship, with the gloom of
this melancholy resolution full upon his mind, and with the
necessity of providing for removal of the expatriated Athenian
families. in the island as well as for that of the squadron—
he found an Athenian friend named Mnésiphilus, who asked
him what the synod of chiefs had determined. Concerning
this Mnésiphilus, who is mentioned generally as a sagacious
practical politician, we unfortunately have no particulars : but
it must have been no common man whom fame selected, truly
or falsely, as the inspiring genius of Themistoklés. On
learning what had been resolved, Mnésiphilus burst out into
remonstrance on the utter ruin which its execution would
entail : there would presently be neither any united fleet to
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fight, nor any aggregate cause and country to fight forl He
vehemently urged Themistoklés again to open the question, and
to press by every means in his power for a recall of the vote in
favour of retreat, as well as for a positive resolution to stay and
fight at Salamis. Themistoklés had already in vain tried to
enforce the same view : but though he was disheartened by ill-
success, the remonstrances of a respected friend struck him
so forcibly as to induce him to renew his efforts. He went
instantly to the ship of Eurybiadés, asked permission to speak
with him, and being invited aboard, reopened with him alone
the whole subject of the past discussion, enforcing his own
views as emphatically as he could. In this private communi-
cation, all the arguments bearing upon the case were more
unsparingly laid open than it had been possible to do in an
assembly of the chiefs, who would have been insulted if openly
told that they were likely to desert the fleet when once removed
from Salamis. Speaking thus freely and confidentially, and
speaking to Eurybiadés alone, Themistoklés was enabled to
bring him partially round, and even prevailed upon him to con-
vene a fresh synod. So soon as this synod had assembled,
even before Eurybiadés had explained the object and formally
opened the discussion, Themistoklés addressed himself to each
of the chiefs separately, pouring forth at large his fears and
anxiety as to the abandonment of Salamis: insomuch that the
Corinthian Adeimahtus rebuked him by saying—* Themi-
stoklés, those who in the public festival-matches rise up before the
proper signal, are scourged.” “True (rejoined the Athenian),
but those who lag behind the signal win no crowns.” 2
Eurybiadés then explained to the synod that doubts had

1 Herodot: viii. 57. Ofro: #pa v éwalpwot 745 vias &rd Sarauives, wept
obdepiits ¥re warpldos vavpaxhoes® ward yip wes €kaoror Tpdovrar, &c.
Compare vii. 139, and Thueyd. i. 73.

2 Herodot. viii. 58, $9. The account given by Herodotus, of these
memorable debates which preceded the battle of Salamis, is in the main
distinct, instructive and consistent. It is more probable than the narrative
of Diodorus (xi. 15, 16), who states that Themistoklés succeeded in fully
convincing both Eurybiadés and the Peloponnesian chiefs of the pro-
priety of fighting at Salamis, but that, in spite of all their efforts, the arma-
ment would not obey them, and iusisted on going to the Isthmus. And it
deserves our esteem still more, if we contrast it with the loose and careless
accounts of Plutarch and Cornelins Nepos. As Plutarch (Themist. ¢. 11)
describes the scene, Eurybiadés was the person who desired to restrain
the forwardness and oratory of Themistoklés, and with that view, first
made to him the observation given in my text out of Herodotus, which
Themistoklés followed up by the same answer—nesxt, lified up his stick to
strike Themistoklés, upon which the latter addressed to him the well-known
observation—** Strike, but hear me” (Idralor uiv, &xoveoor 3¢). Larcher
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arisen in his mind, and that he called them together to re-
consider the previous resolve : upon which Themistoklés began
the debate. He vehemently enforced the necessity of fighting
in the narrow sea of Salamis and not in the open waters at the
Isthmus—as well as of preserving Megara and Agina; con-
tending that a naval victory at Salamis would be not less
effective for the defence of Peloponnesus than if it tock place
at the Isthmus; whereas, if the fleet were withdrawn to the
latter point, they would only draw the Persians after them.
Moreover, he did not omit to add, that the Athenians had a
prophecy assuring to them victory in this, their own island.
But his speech made little impression on the Peloponnesian
chiefs ; who were even exasperated at being again summoned,
to reopen a debate already concluded,—and concluded in a
way which they deemed essential to their safety. In the bosom
of the Corinthian Adeimantus, especially, this feeling of anger
burst all bounds. He sharply denounced the presumption of
Themistoklés, and bade him be silent as a man who had now
no free Grecian city to represent-—Athens being in the power

expresses his surprise that Herodotus skowld kave suppressed so impressive
an anecdote as this latter : but we may see plainly from the tenor of his
parrative that he cannot have heard it. In the narrative of Herodotus,
Themistoklés gives no offence to Eurybiadés, nor is the latter at all dis-
pleased with him: nay, Eurybiadés is even brought over by the persuasion
of Themistoklés, and disposed to fall in with hisvie®s. The persons whom
Herodotus represents as angry with Themistoklés are, the Peloponnesian
chiefs, especially Adeimantus the Corinthian. They are angry too (let it
be added), not without plausible reason : a formal vote has just been taken
by the majority, after full discussion ; and here is the chief of the minority
who persuades Eurybiadés to reopen the whole debate: not an unreason-
able cause for displeasure, Moreover it is ddeimantus, not Eurybiadés,
who addresses to Themistoklés the remark that ‘“persons who rise before
the proper signal are scourged:” and he makes the remark because The-
mistokl€s goes on speaking to, and trying to persuade, the various chiefs,
defore the business of the assembly has been formally opened. Themi-
stoklés draws upon himself the censure by sinning against the forms of
business, and talking before the proper time. But Plutarch puts the remark
into the mouth of Eurybiadés, without any previous circumstance to justify
it, and without any fitness, His narrative represents Eurybiadés as the
person who was anxious both to transfer the ships to the Isthmus, and to
prevent Themistoklés from offering any opposition to it; though such an
attempt to check argumentative opposition from the commander of the
Athenian squadron is noway credible.

Dr. Blomfield (ad Aschyl. Pers. 728) imagines that the story about
Eurybiadés threatening Themisteklés with his stick grew out of the story as
related in Herodotus, though to Herodotus himself it was unknown. I
cannot think that this is correct, since the story will not fit on to the narra-
tive of that historian : it does not consist with his conception of the relations
between Eurybiadés and Themistoklés.
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of the enemy. Nay, he went so far as to contend that Eury-
biadés had no right to count the vote of Themistoklés until the
latter could produce some free city as accrediting him to the
synod. Such an attack, alike ungenerous and insane, upon the
leader of more than half of the whole fleet, demonstrates the
ungovernable impatience of the Corinthians to carry away the
fleet to their Isthmus. It provoked a bitter retort against them
from Themistoklés, who reminded them that while he had
around him zoo well-manned ships, he could procure for him-
self anywhere both city and territory as good or better than
Corinth. But he now saw clearly that it was hopeless to think
of enforcing his policy by argument, and that nothing would
succeed except the direct language of intimidation. Turning
to Eurybiadés, and addressing him personally, he said—*“If
thou wilt stay here, and fight bravely here, all will turn out
well ; but if thou wilt not stay, thou wilt bring Hellas to ruin.l
For with us, all our means of war are contained in our ships.
Be thou yet persuaded by me. If not, we Athenians shall
migrate with our families on board, just as we are, to Siris in
Italy, which is ours from of old, and which the prophecies
announce that we are one day to colonise. You chiefs then,
when bereft of allies like us, will hereafter reco._oct what I am
now saying.”

Eurybiadés had before been nearly convinced by the im-
pressive pleading of Themistoklés. But this last downright
menace clenched his determination, and probably struck dumb
even the Corinthian and Peloponnesian opponents: for it was
but too plain, that without the Athenians the fleet was power-
less. He did not however put the question again to vote, but
took upon himself to rescind the previous resolution, and to
issue orders for staying at Salamis to fight. In this order all
acquiesced, willing or unwilling.2 The succeeding dawn saw
them preparing for fight instead of for retreat, and invoking
the protection and companionship of the Aakid heroes of
Salamis—Telamon and Ajax: they even sent a.trireme to
Agina to implore Aakus himself and the remaining Aakids.
It seems to have been on this same day, also, that the
resolution of fighting at Salamis was taken by Xerxes, whose
fleet was seen in motion, towards the close of the day preparing
for attack the next morning.

! Herodot. viil. 61, 62. 3V el pevéeis abrod, ral pévwr &rear avip bryadése
€l 0t udy, dvarpéles Ty ‘EANdDa.

? Herodot. viii. 64. Offrw pév of mepl Saauiva, Emea: drxpoBoriaduevor,
émel Te EdpuBiddy ¥oke, alrod mapeakevd{ovro bs vavpaxhoortes.

12
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But the Peloponnesians, though not venturing to disobey
the orders of the Spartan admiral, still retained unabated their
former fears and reluctance, which began again after a short
interval to prevail over the formidable menace of Themistoklés,
and were further strengthened by the advices from the Isthmus.
The messengers from that quarter depicted the trepidation and
affright of their absent brethren while constructing their cross
wall at that point, to resist the impending land invasion. Why
were /ey not there also, to join hands and to help in the
defence,—even if worsted at sea,—at least on land, instead of
wasting their efforts in defence of Attica, already in the hands
of the enemy? Such were the complaints which passed from
man to man, with many a bitter exclamation against the
insanity of Eurybiadés : at length the common feeling broke
out in public and mutinous manifestation, and a fresh synod of
the chiefs was demanded and convoked.! Here the same
angry debate, and the same irreconcileable difference, was
again renewed ; the Peloponnesian chiefs clamouring for
immediate departure, while the Athenians, Aiginetans,? and
Megarians, were equally urgent in favour of staying to fight.
It was evident to Themistoklés that the majority of votes
among the chiefs would be against him, in spite of the orders
of Eurybiadés ; and the disastrous crisis, destined to deprive
Greece of all united maritime defence, appeared imminent—
when he resorted to one last stratagem tc®meet the desperate
emergency by rendering flight impossible. Contriving a
pretext for stealing away from the synod, he despatched a
trusty messenger across the strait with a secret communication
to the Persian generals. Sikinnus his slave—seemingly an
Asiatic Greek 8 who understood Persian and had perhaps been
sold during the late Ionic revolt, but whose superior qualities
are marked by the fact that he had the care and teaching of
the children of his master—was instructed to acquaint them
privately in the name of Themistoklés, who was represented as

1 Herodot. viii. 74. &ws ptv 8 adréwy &vip &vdpl maplorare, 0&ua
motetpevor Thy EdpuBuddew &BovAlny: Téhos 88, &eppdyn és Td péoov,
‘ciANoyds Te OY dylvero, kal ToAAL éAéyero mepl 1w adTdw, &c. Compare
Plutarch, Themist. c. 12,

2 Lykurgus (cont. Leokrat. c. 17, p. 185)numbers the Alginetans among
those who were dnxious to escape from Salamis during the night, and were
only prevented from doing so by the stratagem of Themistoklés. This is
a great mistake, as indeed these orators are perpetually misconceiving the
facts of their past history. The Aginetans had an interest not less strong
than the Athenians in keeping the fleet together and fighting at Salamis.

3 Plutarch (Themistoklés, ¢, 12) calls Sikinnus a Perséian by birtk, which
cannot be true.
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wishing success at heart to the Persians, that the Greek fleet
was not only in the utmost alarm, meditating immediate flight,
but that the various portions of it were in such violent dis-
sension, that they were more likely to fight against each other
than against any common enemy. A splendid opportunity (it
was added) was thus opened to the Persians, if they chose to
avail themselves of it without delay, first to enclose and
prevent their flight, and then to attack a disunited body, many
of whom would, when the combat began, openly espouse the
Persian cause,!

Such was the important communication despatched by
Themistoklés across thé narrow strait (only a quarter of a mile
in breadth at the narrowest part) which divides Salamis from
the neighbouring continent on which the enemy were posted.
1t was delivered with so much address as to produce the exact
impression which he intended, and the glorious success which
followed caused it to pass for a splendid stratagem : had defeat
ensued, his name would have been covered with infamy.
What surprises us the most is, that after having reaped signal
honour from it in the eyes of the Greeks as a stratagem, Themi-
stoklés lived to take credit for it, during the exile of his latter
days,? as a capital service rendered to the Persian monarch.
It is not improbable, when we reflect upon the desperate
condition of Grecian affairs at the moment, that such facility
of double interpretdtion was in part his inducement for sending
the message.

It appears to have been delivered to Xerxes shortly after he
had issued his orders for fighting on the next morning: and he
entered so greedily into the scheme, as to direct his generals to
close up the strait of Salamis on both sides during the night,
to the north as well as to the south of the town of Salamis, at
the risk of their heads if any opening were left for the Greeks
to escape.? The station of the numerous Persian fleet was

1 Herodot. viil. 75.

2 Thucyd. i. 137. It is curious to contrast this with Aschylus, Persz,
351 seg.  See also Herodot. viii. 109, 110,

Isokratés might well remark about the ultimate rewards given by the
Persians to Themistoklés—@euiororAéa &, bs dmep Tis ‘EAAdSos adrods
karevavudxnoe, Tév peylorwy Swpedv hitwear (Panegyric, Or. iv. p. 74)—
though that orator speaks as if he knew nothing about the stratagem by
which Themistoklés compelled the Greeks to fight at Salamis against their
will. See the same Oration, c. 27, p. 61.

3 Aschylus, Perse, 370.

Herodotus does not mention this threat to the generals, nor does he even
notice the personal interference of Xerxes in any way, so far as regards the
night-movement of the Persian fleet. He treats the communication of
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along the coast of Attica—its head-quarters were in the bay of
Phalérum, but doubtless parts of it would occupy those three
natural harbours, as yet unimproved by ast, which belonged to
the deme of Peireus—and would perhaps extend besides to
other portions of the western coast southward of Phalérum;
while the Greek fleet was in the harbour of the town called
Salamis, in the portion of the island facing Mount Algaleos
in Attica. During the night,! a portion of the Persian fleet,
sailing from Peireus northward along the western coast of
Attica, closed round to the north of the town and harbour of
Salamis, so as to shut up the northern issue from the strait on
the side of Eleusis; while another portion blocked up the
other issue between Peirzeus and the south-eastern corner of the
island, landing a detachment of troops on the desert island of
Psyttalela near to that corner.? These measures were all taken

Sikinnus as having been made to the Persian generals, and the night-
movement as undertaken by them, The statement of the contemporary
poet seems the more probable of the two: but he omits, as might be
exyected, all notice of the perilous dissensions in the Greek camp.

Diodorus (xi. 17) states that the Egyptian squadron in the fleet of
Xerxes was detached to block up the outlet between Salamis and the
Megarid ; that is, to sail round the south-western corner of the island to
the north-western strait, where the north-western corner of the island is
separated by a narrow strait from Megara, near the spot where the fort of
Budorum was afterwards situated, during the Peloponnesian war,

Herodotus mentions nothing of this movement, #hd his account evidently
implies that the Greek fleet was enclosed to the north of the town of
Salamis, the Persian right wing having got between that town and Eleusis.
The movement announced by Diodorus appears to me unnecessary and im-
probable. If the Egyptian squadron had been placed there, they would
have been far indeed removed from the scene of the action, but we may
see that Herodotus believed them to have taken actual part in the battle
along with the rest (viii. 100).

2 Herodot. viil, 76, Tolo: 8¢ &s mioTd éylvero To dyyerbévra, Tobro
ey, & Thy vyoida THv YurrdAewy, ueraly Zahauivds Te kewévny kol THS
Amelpov, woAAoYs &Y Tlepoéwy ameBiBdoavror TobTo b, émeidy éylvovro péoar
vikres, Gviiyov pév 74 an’ éomépns wépas xukAoluevor wpds Ty Saraplver
aviyov 8¢ of Gupl Ty Kéov ve ral mhy Kuvdoovpay TeTaypévor, katéxov Te
uéxpr Movwvxins mdvra rdv wopfudy i vyuot.

He had previously stated Phalérum as the main station of the Persian
fleet ; not necessarily meaning that the whole of it was there. Thepassage
which I have just transcribed intimates what the Persians did to accomplish
their purpose of surrounding the Greeks in the harbour of Salamis: and
the first part of it, wherein he speaks of the western (more properly north-
western) wing, presents no extraordinary difficulty, though we do not know
how far the western wing extended before the movement was commenced.
Probably it extended to the harbour of Peirwus, and began from thence its
night-movement along the Attic coast to get beyond the town of Salamis.
But the second part of the passage is not easy to comprehend, where he
states that *‘those who were stationed about Keos and Kynosura also
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during the night, to prevent the anticipated flight of the Greeks,
and then to attack them in the narrow strait close on their own
harbour, the next morning.

Meanwhile that angry controversy among the Grecian chiefs,
in the midst of which Themistoklés had sent over his secret
envoy, continued without abatement and without decision. It
was the interest of the Athenian general to prolong the debate,
and to prevent any concluding vote, until the effect of his
stratagem should have rendered retreat impossible. Such
prolongation was nowise difficult in a case so critical, where
the majority of chiefs was on one side, and that of naval force
on the other—especially as Eurybiadés himself was favourable
to the view of Themistoklés. Accordingly the debate was
still unfinished at nightfall, and either continued all night, or
was adjourned to an hour before daybreak on the following
morning—when an incident, interesting as well as important,
gave to it a new turn. The ostracised Aristeidés arrived at
Salamis from Agina. Since the revocation of his sentence—a
revocation proposed by Themistoklés himself—he had had no

moved, and beset with their ships the whole strait as far as Munychia.”
What places are Keos and Kynosura, and where were they situated? The
only known places of those names, are, the island of Keos, not far south
of Cape Suninm in Attica—and the promontory, Kynosura, on the north-
eastern coast of Attica, immediately north of the bay of Marathon. It
seems hardly possible t% suppose that Herodotus meant this latter promon-
tory, too distant to render the movement which he describes at all
practicable: even the island of Keos is somewhat open to the same
objection, though not in so great a degree, of being too distant. Hence
Barthélemy, Kruse, Bghr, and Dr. Thirlwall, apply the names Keos and
Kynosura to two promontories (the southernmost and the south-eastern-
most) of the island of Salamis; and Kiepert has realised their idea in his
newly-published maps, But in the first place, no authority is produced
for giving these names to two promontories in the island, and the critics
only do it because they say it is necessary to secure a reasonable meaning to
this passage of Herodotus. In the next place, if we admit their supposition,
we must suppose that defore this night-movement commenced, the Pexsian
fleet was already stationed in part off t/e Zsland of Salamis ; which appears
to me highly improbable. Whatever station that fleet occupied before the
night-movement, we may be very sure that it was not upon an island then
possessed by the enemy: it was somewhere on the coast of Attica: and
the names Keos and Kynosura must belong to some unknown points in
Attica, not in Salamis. I cannot therefore adopt the supposition of these
critics, though on the other hand Larcher is not satisfactory in his attempt
to remove the objections which apply to the supposition of Keos and Xyno-
sura as commonly understood. It is difficult in this case to reconcile the
statement of Herodotus with geographical considerations, and I rather
suspect that on this occasion the historian has been himself misled by too
great a desire to find the oracle of Bakis truly fulfilled. It is from Bakis
that he copies the name Kynosura (viii. 77).
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opportunity of revisiting Athens, and he now for the first time
rejoined his countrymen in their exile at Salamis ; not unin-
formed of the dissensions raging, and of the impatience of the
Peloponnesians to retire to the Isthmus, He was the first to
bring the news that such retirement had become impracticable
from the position of the Persian fleet, which his own vessel in
coming from Agina had only eluded under favour of night.
He caused Themistoklés to be invited out from the assembled
synod of chiefs; and after a generous exordium, wherein he
expressed his hope that their rivalry would for the future be
only a competition in doing good to their common country,
apprised him that the new movement of the Persians excluded
all hope of now reaching the Isthmus, and rendered further
debate useless. Themistoklés expressed his joy at the intelli-
gence ; communicating his own secret message whereby he
had himself brought the movement about, in order that the
Peloponnesian chiefs might be forced to fight at Salamis even
against their own consent. He moreover desired Aristeidés to
go himself into the synod, and communicate the news ; for if
it came from the lips of Themistoklés, the Peloponnesians
would treat it as a fabrication. So obstinate indeed was their
incredulity that they would not accept it as truth even on the
assertion of Aristeidés : nor was it until the arrival of a Tenian
vessel, deserting from the Persian fleet, that they at last
brought themselves to credit the actual pSsture of affairs and
the entire impossibility of retreat. Once satisfied of this fact,
they prepared themselves at dawn for the impending baitle.!
Having caused his land-force to be drawn up along the
shore opposite to Salamis, Xerxes had erected for himself a
lofty seat or throne, upon one of the projecting declivities of
Mount Agaleos—near the Herakleion and immediately over-
hanging the sea 2—from whence he could plainly review all the

1 Herodot. viii. 79, 8o.

Herodotus states, doubtless correctly, that Aristeidés, immediately after
he had made the communication to the synod, went away, not pretending
to take part in the debate: Plutarch represents him as present and as
taking part in it (Aristeidés, c. 9). According to Plutarch, Themistoklés
desires Aristeidds to assist him in persuading Eurybiadés: according to
Herodotus, Eurybiadés was already persnaded: it was the Peloponnesian
chiefs who stood out.

The details of Herodotus will be found throughout both more credible
and more consistent than those of Plutarch and the later writers.

2 Hschylus, Pers. 473 : Herodot. viii. go. The throne with silver feet,
upon which Xerxes had sat, was long preserved in the acropolis of Athens
—having been left at his retreat. Harpokration, *Apyvupémous dippos.

A writer, to whom Plutarch refers,—Akestoddrus—affirmed that the
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phases of the combat and the conduct of his subject troops.
He was persuaded that they had not done their best at
Artemisium, in consequence of his absence, and that his
presence would inspire them with fresh valour: moreover his
royal scribes stood ready by his side to record the names both
of the brave and of the backward combatants. On the right
wing of his fleet, which approached Salamis on the side of
Eleusis, and was opposed to the Athenians on the Grecian
left,—were placed the Pheenicians and Egyptians; on his left
wing the Tonians !—approaching from the side of Peirseus, and
opposed to the Lacedemonians, Aginetans, and Megarians.
The seamen of the Persian fleet, however, had been on ship-
board all night, in making that movement which had brought
them into their actual position ; while the Greek seamen now
began without previous fatigue, fresh from the animated
harangues of Themistoklés and the other leaders. Just as
they were getting on board, they were joined by the trireme
which had been sent to Agina to bring to their aid Aakus
with the other Aakid heroes. Honoured with this precious
heroic aid, which tended so much to raise the spirits of the
Greeks, the Aginetan trireme now arrived just in time to take
her post in the line, having eluded pursuit from the intervening
enemy.?

seat of Xerxes was %rected, not under Mount Hgaleos, but much
farther to the north-west, on the borders of Attica and the Megarid, under
the mountains called Kerata (Plutarch, Themistoklés, 13). If this writer
was acquainted with the topography of Attica, we must suppose him to
have ascribed an astonishingly long sight to Xerxes: but we may probably
take the assertion as a sample of that carelessness in geography which marks
so many ancient writers. Ktésias recognises the ‘Hparaelor (Persica, ¢. 26).

1 Herodot. viii. 853 Diodor. xi. 16, )

2 Herodot. viii. 83; Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 133 Aristeidés, ¢ 9;
Pelopidas, c. 21). Plutarch tells a story out of Phanias, respecting an
incident in the moment before the action, which it is pleasing to find suffi-
cient ground for rejecting. Themistoklés, with the prophet Euphrantidés,
was offering sacrifice by the side of the admiral’s galley, when three beau-
tiful youths, nephews of Xerxes, were brought in prisoners. As the fire
was just then blazing brilliantly, and sneezing was heard from the right,
the prophet enjoined Themistoklés to offer these three prisoners as a pro-
pitiatory offering to Dionysus Oméstés ; which the clamour by the bystanders
compelled him to do against his will. This is what Plutarch states in his
life of Themistoklés; in his life of Aristeidés, he affirms that these youths
were brought prisoners from Psyttaleia, when Aristeidés attacked 7 oz the
beginmning of the action. Now Aristeidés did not attack Psyttaleia until the
naval combat was nearly over, so that no prisoners can have been brought
from thence at the commencement of the action : there could therefore have
been no Persian prisoners to sacrifice, and the story may be dismissed as a
fiction. :
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The Greeks rowed forward from the shore to attack, with
the usual paan or war-shout, which was confidently returned
by the Persians. Indeed the latter were the most forward of
the two to begin the fight. The Greek seamen, on gradually
nearing the enemy, became at first disposed to hesitate—and
even backed water for a space, so that some of them touched
ground on their own shore; until the retrograde movement
was arrested by a supernatural feminine figure hovering over
them, who exclaimed with a voice that rang through the whole
fleet—* Ve worthies, how much farther are ye going to back
water?” The very circulation of this fable attests the dubious
courage of the Greeks at the commencefent of the battle.}
The brave Athenian captains Ameinias and Lykomédés (the
former, brother of the poet Aschylus) were the first to obey
either the feminine voice or the inspirations of their own
ardour ; though, according to the version current at Hgina, it
was the Aginetan ship, the carrier of the Aakid heroes, which
first set this honourable example.? The Naxian Demokritus
was celebrated by Simonides as the third ship in action.
Ameinias, darting forth from the line, charged with the beak
of his ship full against a Pheenician, and the two became
entangled so that he could not again get clear: other ships
came in aid on both sides, and the action thus became
general.

,  Herodotus, with his usual candour, tell® us that he could
procure few details about the action except as to what con-
cerned Artemisia, the queen of his own city : so that we know
hardly anything beyond the general facts. But it appears that,
with the exception of the Ionic Greeks, many of whom
(apparently a greater number than Herodotus likes to acknow-

! Herodot, viii, 84. ¢aveloar 3¢ darereboasdar, boTe xal Enav dxotoar
74 Tdv ‘EAMvey orparéredor, dvedloaaay npérepov Tdde *Q Sasudvior, uéxp
wbaoov Ere wphpyny dvanpoleste ;

Aschylus (Pers. 396-415) describes finely the war-shout of the Greeks
and the response of the Persians : for very good reasons, he does not notice
the incipient backwardness of the Greeks, which Herodotus brings before
us.

The war-shout here described by Alschylus, a warrior actually engaged,
shows us the difference between a naval combat of that day and the improved
tactics of the Athenians fifty years afterwards, at the beginning of the
Peloponnesian war. Phormion especially enjoins on his men the necessity
of silence (Thucyd. ii. 8g).

2 6Simonides, Epigram 138, Bergk ; Plutarch, De Herodot. Malignitate,
¢ 36.

gccording to Plutarch (Themist. 12) and Diodorus (xi. 17), it was the
Persian admiral’s ship which was first charged and captured: if the fact
had been so, Aschylus would probably have ~-- ified it,
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ledge) were lukewarm, and some even averse }—the subjects of
Xerxes conducted themselves generally with great bravery:
Pheenicians, Cyprians, Kilikians, Egyptians, vied with the
Persians and Medes serving as soldiers on shipboard, in
trying to satisfy the exigent monarch who sat on shore
watching their bebaviour. Their signal defeat was not owing
to any want of courage—but, first, to the narrow space which
rendered their superior number a hindrance rather than a
benefit : next, to their want of orderly line and discipline as
compared with the Greeks: thirdly, to the fact that when once
fortune seemed to turn against them, they had no fidelity or
reciprocal attachment, and each ally was willing to sacrifice or
even to run down others, in order to effect his own escape.
Their numbers and absence of concert threw them into con-
fusion and caused them to run foul of  each other. Those in
the front could not recede, nor could those in the rear
advance : ? the oar-blades were broken by collision—the steers-
men lost control of their ships, and could no longer adjust the
ship’s course so as to strike that direct blow with the beak
which was essential in ancient warfare. After some time of
«combat, the whole Persian fleet was driven back and became
thoroughly unmanageable, so that the issue was no longer
doubtful, and nothing remained except the efforts of individual
bravery to protract the struggle. While the Athenian squadron
on the left, which had the greatest resistance to surmount,
broke up and drove-before them the Persian right, the Agine-
tans on the right intercepted the flight of the fugitives to
Phalérum :® Demokritus the Naxian captain was said to have
captured five ships of the Persians with his ewn single trireme.
The chief admiral Ariabignés, brother of Xerxes, attacked at
once by two Athenian triremes, fell gallantly trying to board
one of them, and the number of distinguished Persians and
Medes who shared his fate was very great;* the more so, as

1 Herodot, viil, 85; Diodor. xi. 16. Aschylus in the Persz, though he
gives a long list of the names of those who fought against Athens, does not
make any allusion to the Ionie or to any other Greeks as having formed
part of the catalogue. See Blomfield ad Zschyl. Pers. 42. Such silence
easily admits of explanation.

2 Herodot. viil. 86 ; Diodor. xi. 17. The testimony of the former, both
to the courage manifested by the Persian fleet, and to their entire want of
order and system, is decisive, as well as to the effect of the personal over-
looking of Xerxes.

3 Simenides, Epigr. 138, Bergk.

4 The many names of Persian chiefs whom Alschylus reports as having
been slain, are probably for the most part inventions of his own, to please
the ears of his audience. See Blom#feld, Prefat. ad Eschyl. Pers. p. xii.
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few of them knew how to swim, while among the Greek seamen
who were cast into the sea, the greater number were swimmers,
and had the friendly shore of Salamis near at hand.

It appears that the Pheenician seamen of the fleet threw the
blame of defeat upon the Tonic Greeks; and some of them,
driven ashore during the heat of the battle under the immediate
throne of Xerxes, excused themselves by denouncing the others
as traitors. The heads of the Ionic leaders might have been
endangered if the monarch bad not seen with his own eyes an
act of surprising gallantry by one of their number. An Ionic
trireme from Samothrace charged and disabled an Attic trireme,
but was herself almost immediately run down by an AEginetan.
The Samothracian crew, as their vessel lay disabled on the
water, made such excellent use of their missile weapons, that
they cleared the decks of the Aginetan, sprung on board, and
became masters of her. This exploit, passing under the eyes
of Xerxes himself, induced him to treat the Pheenicians as
dastardly calumniators, and to direct their heads to be cut off.
His wrath and vexation (Herodotus tells us) were boundless,
and he scarcely knew on whom to vent the feelings.!

In this disastrous battle itself, as in the debate before the
battle, the conduct of Artemisia of Halikarnassus was such as
to give him full satisfaction. It appears that this queen
maintained her full part in the battle until the disorder had
become irretrievable. She then sought fo escape, pursued
by the Athenian trierarch Ameinias, but found her progress
obstructed by the number of fugitive or embarrassed comrades
before her. In this dilemma she preserved herself from pursuit
by attaching one of her own comrades ; she charged the trireme
of the Karan prince Damasithymus of Kalyndus, ran it down
and sunk it, so that the prince with all his crew perished. Had
Ameinias been aware that the vessel which he was following
was that of Artemisia, nothing would have induced him to
relax in the pursuit—for the Athenian captains were all in-
dignant at the idea of a female invader assailing their city.?
But knowing her ship only as one among the enemy, and
seeing her thus charge and destroy another enemy’s ship, he
concluded her to be a deserter, turned his pursuit elsewhere,
and suffered her to escape. At the same time, it so happened

1 Herodot. viii. go.

2 Compare the indignant language of Demosthends a century and a
quarter afterwards, respecting the second Artemisia queen of Karia, as the
enemy of Athens—3duels 8 dvres *Afnvaios BdpBapov dvbpwrmor, xal raira
ywvaika, poBnbhoesde (Demosthenés, De Rhodior. Libertat. ¢, x. p. 197).
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that the destruction of the ship of Damasithymus happened under
the eyes of Xerxes and of the persons around him on shore,
who recognised the ship of Artemisia, but supposed the ship
destroyed to be a Greek. Accordingly they remarked to him,
“ Master, seest thou not how well Artemisia fights, and how
she has just sunk an enemy’s ship?” Assured that it was
really her deed, Xerxes is said to have replied, “ My men have
become women ; my women, men.” Thus was Artemisia not
only preserved, but exalted to a higher place in the esteem of
Xerxes by the destruction of one of his own ships ; among the
crew of which not a man survived to tell the true story.

Of the total loss of either fleet, Herodotus gives us no
estimate ; but Diodorus states the number of ships destroyed
on the Grecian side as forty, on the Persian side as two
hundred ; independent of those which were made prisoners
with all their crews. To the Persian loss is to be added, the
destruction of all those troops whom they had landed before
the battle in the island of Psyttaleia. As soon as the Persian
fleet was put to flight, Aristeidés carried over some Grecian
hoplites to that island, overpowered the enemy, and put them
to death to a man. This loss appears to have been much
deplored, as they were choice troops; in great proportion, the
native Persian guards.?

Great and capital as the victory was, there yet remained after
it a sufficient portich of the Persian fleet to maintain even mari-
time war vigorously, not to mention the powerful land-force,
as yet unshaken. And the Greeks themselves—immediately

1 Herodot. viii. 87, 88, 93. The story here given by Herodotus respect-
ing the stratagem whereby Artemisia escaped, seems sufficiently probable ;
and he may have heard it from fellow-citizens of his own who were aboard
her vessel. Though Plutarch accuses him of extravagant disposition to
compliment this queen, it is evident that he does not himself like the story,
nor consider it to be compliment ; for he himself insinuates a doubt, ‘I do
not know whether she ran down the Kalyndian ship intentionally, or came
accidentally into collision with it.” Since the shock was so destructive
that the Kalyndian ship was completely run down and sunk, so that every
man of her crew perished, we may be pretty sure that it was intentional ;
and the historian merely suggests a possible hypothesis to palliate an act
of great treachery. Though the story of the sinking of the Kalyndian ship
has the air of truth, however, we cannot say the same about the observation
of Xerxes, and the notice which he is reported to have taken of the act:
all this reads like nothing but romance.

We have to regret (as Plutarch observes, De Malign, Herodot. p. 873)
that Herodotus tells us so much less about others than about Artemisia ;
but he doubtless seard more about her than abont the rest, and perhaps his
own relatives may have been among her contingent.

2 Herodot. viil, 95 ; Plutarch, Aristid. c. 9; ZEschyl. Pers. 454-470;
Diodor. xi. 19.
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after they had collected in their island, as well as could
be done, the fragments of shipping and the dead bodies—
made ready for a second engagement.! But they were relieved
from this necessity by the pusillanimity? of the invading
monarch, in whom the defeat had occasioned a sudden
revulsion from contemptuous confidence, not only to rage and
disappointment, but to the extreme of alarm for his own
personal safety. He was possessed with a feeling of mingled
wrath and distrust against his naval force, which consisted
entirely of subject nations—Pheenicians, Egyptians, Kilikians,
Cyprians, Pamphylians, Ionic Greeks, &c., with a few Persians
and Medes serving on board, in a capacity probably not well-
suited to them. None of these subjects had any interest in the
success of the invasion, or any other motive for service except
fear ; while the sympathies of the Ionic Greeks were even
decidedly against it. Xerxes now came to suspect the fidelity,
or undervalue the courage, of all these naval subjects.? He
fancied that they could make no resistance to the Greek fleet,
and dreaded lest the latter should sail forthwith to the Helles-
pont, so as to break down the bridge and intercept his personal
retreat ; for upon the maintenance of that bridge he conceived
his own safety to turn, not less than that of his father Darius,
when retreating from Scythia, upon the preservation of the
bridge over the Danube.* Against the Pheepicians, from whom
he had expected most, his rage broke out in"such fierce threats,
that they stole away from the fleet in the night, and departed
homeward.® Such a capital desertion made future naval

1 Herodot. viil. 96,

2 The victories of the Greeks over the Persians were materially aided by
the personal timidity of Xerxes, and of Darins Codomannus at Issus and
Arbela {Arrian, ii. 11, 63 iii, 14, 3).

3 See this feeling especially in the langnage of Mardonius to Xerxes
(Herodot, viil, 100), as well as in that put into the mouth of Artemisia by
the historian (viii. 68), which indicates the general conception of the
historian himself, derived from the various information which reached him.

4 Herodot. vii, 10.

 This important fact is not stated by Herodotus, but it is distinctly
given in Diodorus, xi. 1g. It seems probable enongh.

If the tragedy of Phrynichus, entitled Phanisse, had been preserved, we
should have known more about the position and behaviour of the Pheenician
contingent in this invasion. It was represented at Athens only three years
after the battle of Salamis, in B.C. 477 or 476, with Themistoklés as
choregus, four years earlier than the Perse of Aschylus, which was
affirmed by Glaucus to have been (napamewaiicba:r) altered from it. The
Chorus in the Pheenissee consisted of Pheenician women, possibly the
widows of those Pheenicians whom Xerxes had caused to be beheaded
after the battle (Herodot. viii. 90, as Dr. Blomfield supposes, Pref, ad
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struggle still more hopeless, and Xerxes, though at first breath-
ing revenge, and talking about a vast mole or bridge to be
thrown across the strait to Salamis, speedily ended by giving
orders to the whole fleet to leave Phalérum in the night—-
not without disembarking, however, the best soldiers who
served on board! They were directed to make straight for
the Hellespont, and there to guard the bridge against his
arrival.2

This resolution was prompted by Mardonius, who saw the
real terror which beset his master, and read therein sufficient
evidence of danger to himseif. When Xerxes despatched to
Susa intelligence of his disastrous overthrow, the feeling at
home was not simply that of violent grief for the calamity, and
fear for the personal safety of the monarch: it was further
embittered by anger against Mardonius, as the instigator of this
ruinous enterprise. That general knew full well that there was
no safety for him 2 in returning to Persia with the shame of
failure on his head. It was better for him to take upon
himself the chance of subduing Greece, which he had good
hopes of being yet able to do—and to advise the return of
Xerxes himself to a safe and easy residence in Asia. Such
counsel was eminently palatable to the present alarm of the
monarch, while it opened to Mardonius himself a fresh chance
not only of safety, but of increased power and glory. Accord-
ingly he began to fe-assure his master by representing that the
recent blow was after all not serious—that it had only fallen
upon the inferior part of his force, and upon worthless foreign
slaves, like Phcenicians, Egyptians, &c., while the native
Persian troops yet remained unconquered and unconquerable,
fully adequate to execute the monarch’s revenge upon Hellas—
that Xerxes might now very well retire with the bulk of his army,
Aisch. Pers. p. ix.), or only of Pheenicians absent on the expedition. The
fragments remaining of this tragedy, which gained the prize, are too scanty
to sustain any conjectures as to its scheme or details (see Welcker, Griech-
ische Trageed. vol. i. p. 26 ; and Droysen, Phrynichos, AEschylos, und die
Trilogie, p. 4~6).

1 Herodot, ix. 32.

2 Herodot. viii. 97-107. Such was the terror of these retreating seamen,
that they are said to have mistaken the projecting cliffs of Cape Zbstér
(about half-way between Peireeus and Sunium) for ships, and redoubled
the haste of their flight as if an enemy were after them—a story which we
can treat as nothing better than silly exaggeration in the Athenian in-
formants of Herodotus.

Ktésias, Pers. c. xxvi. 3 Strabo, ix. p. 395; the two latter talk about the
intention to carry a mole across from Attica to Salamis, as if it had been

conceived defore the battle.
3 Compare Herodot. vii. 10,



246 History of Greece

if he were disposed, and that he (Mardonius) would pledge
himself to complete the conquest, at the head of 300,000
chosen troops. This proposition afforded at the same time
consolation for the monarch’s wounded vanity, and safety for
his person. His confidential Persians, and Artemisia herself
on being consulted, approved of the step. The latter had
acquired his confidence by the dissuasive advice which she had
given before the recent deplorable engagement, and she had
every motive now to encourage a proposition indicating solici-
tude for his person, as well as relieving herselfl from the
obligation of further service. *If Mardonius desires to remain
(she remarked contemptuously ), by all means let him have
the troops: should he succeed, thou wilt be the gainer;
should he even perish, the loss of some of thy slaves is trifling,
so long as thou remainest safe, and thy house in power.
Thou hast already accomplished the purpose of thy expedition,
in burning Athens.,” Xerxes, while adopting this counsel and
directing the return of his fleet, showed his satisfaction with
the Halikarnassian queen by entrusting to her some of his
children, with directions to transport them to Ephesus.
The Greeks at Salamis learnt with surprise and joy the
departure of the hostile fleet from the bay of Phalérum, and
immediately put themselves in pursuit ; following as far as the
island of Andros without success. Themistoklés and the
Athenians re even said to have been atxious to push on
forthwith to the Hellespont, and there break down the bridge
of boats, in order to prevent the escape of Xerxes—had they
not been restrained by the caution of Eurybiadés and the
Peloponnesians, who represented that it was dangerous to
detain the Persian monarch in the heart of Greece. Themi-
stoklés readily suffered himself to be persuaded, and contributed
much to divert his countrymen from the idea; while he at the
same time sent the faithful Sikinnus a second time to Xerxes,
with the intimation that he (Themistoklés) had restrained the
impatience of the Greeks to proceed without delay and burn
the Hellespontine bridge—and that he had thus, from personal
friendship to the monarch, secured for him a safe retreat.?

1 Herodot. viil. 101, 102,

2 Herodot. viii. 109, 110; Thucyd. i. 137. The words #» Yevdas
wpogenorficaro may probably be understood in a sense somewhat larger
than that which they naturally bear in Thucydidés, In point of fact—not
only was it false, that Themistoklés was the person who dissuaded the
Greeks from going to the Hellespont—but it was also false, that the
Greeks had ever any serious intention of going there. Compare Cornelius
Nepos, Themistokl, ¢. 5.
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Though this is the story related by Herodotus, we can hardly
believe that with the great Persian land-force in the heart of
Attica, there could have been any serious idea of so distant an
operation as that of attacking the bridge at the Hellespont. It
seems more probable that Themistoklés fabricated the inten-
tion, with a view of frightening Xerxes away, as well as of
establishing a personal claim upon his gratitude in reserve for
future contingencies.

Such crafty manceuvres, and long-sighted calculations of
possibility, seem extraordinary: but the facts are sufficiently
attested—since Themistokiés lived to claim as well as to
receive fulfilment of the obligation thus conferred. Though
extraordinary, they will not appear inexplicable, if we reflect,
first, that the Persian game, even now after the defeat of
Salamis, was not only not desperate, but might perfectly well
"have succeeded, if it had been played with reasonable prudence :
next, that there existed in the mind of this eminent man an
almost unparalleled combination of splendid patriotism, long-
sighted cunning, and selfish rapacity. Themistoklés knew
better than any one else that the cause of Greece had appeared
utterly desperate, only a few hours before the late battle:
moreover, a clever man tainted with such constant guilt might
naturally calculate on being one day detected and punished,
even if the Greeks proved successful.

He now employed the fleet among the islands of the
Cycladés, for the purpose of levying fines upon them as a punish-
ment for adherence to the Persians. He first laid siege to
Andros, telling the inhabitants that he came to demand their
money, bringing with him two great gods—Persuasion and
Necessity. To which the Andrians replied, that “ Athens was
a great city and blest with excellent gods: but that ey were
miserably poor, and that there were two unkind gods who
always stayed with them and would never quit the island—
Poverty and Helplessness.! Inthesegods the Andrians put their
trust, refusing to deliver the money required ; for the power of
Athens could never overcome their inability.” - While the fleet
was engaged in contending against the Andrians with their sad
protecting deities, Themistoklés sent round to various other cities,
demanding from them private sums of money on condition of
securing them from attack. From Karystus, Paros, and other

1 Herodot, viil. 111. émel Av8pwus ye elva: 7ew7refvas és 1o p.e'yto'fra
av-/mov»ras, kal Beods Bdo dxphorovs odx éxAelmety opéwy Thy vijgov, AN’ alel
piroxwpéew . . . Heviny Te kal *Aunxaviny.

Compare Alkaeus, Fragm: go, ed. Bergk, and Herodot. vii. 172.
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places, he thus extorted bribes for himself apart from the other
generals,! but it appears that Andros was found unproductive,
and after no very long absence the fleet was brought back to
Salamis.?

The intimation sent by Themistoklés perhaps bad the effect
of hastening the departure of Xerxes, who remained in Attica
only a few days after the battle of Salamis, and then withdrew
his army through Beeotia into Thessaly, where Mardonius
made choice of the troops to be retained for his future opera-
tions. He retained all the Persians, Medes, Sake, Baktrians,
and Indians, horse as well as foot, together with select detach-
ments of the remaining contingents ; making in all, according
to Herodotus, 300,000 men. But as it was now the beginning
of September, and as 60,000 out of his forces, under Artabazus,
were destined to escort Xerxes himself to the Hellespont,
Mardonius proposed to winter in Thessaly, and to postpone
further military operations until the ensuing spring.’

Having left most of these troops under the orders of
Mardonius in Thessaly, Xerxes marched away with the rest to
the Hellespont, by the same road as he had taken in his advance
a few months before. Respecting his retreat a plentiful stock
of stories were circulated *—inconsistent with each other,

1 Herodot, viii. 112 ;'Platarch, Themistoklés, c¢. 21—who cites a few
bitter lines from the contemporary poet Timokreon. |

2 Herodot, viil. 112-121.

3 Herodot. viil. 114-126.

4 The account given by AEschylus of this retiring march appears to me
exaggerated, and in several points incredible (Persz, 482-513). That
they suffered greatly during the march from want of provisions, is doubt-
less true, and that many of them died of hunger. But we must consider
in deduction—1. That this march took place in the months of October and
November, therefore not very long after the harvest. 2. That Mardonius
maintained a large army in Thessaly all the winter and brought them out
in fighting condition in the spring. 3. That Artabazus also with another
large division was in military operation in Thrace all the winter, after
having escorted Xerxes into safety.

When we consider these facts, it will seem that the statements of
Aischylus even as to the sufferings by famine must be taken with great
allowance. But his statement about the passage of the Strymon appears
to me incredible, and I regret to find myself on this point differing from
Dr. Thirlwall, who considers it an undoubted fact (Hist. of Greece, ch. xv.
p- 351, 2nd ed.). ““The river had been frozen in the night hard enough
to bear those who arrived first. But the ice suddenly gave way under the
morning sun, and numbers perished in the waters”—so Dr. Thirlwall
states, after Aschylus—adding in a note, “It is a little surprising that
Herodotus, when he is describing the miseries of the retreat, does not
notice this disaster, which is so prominent in the narrative of the Persian
messenger in Aschylus. There can however be no doubt as to the fact :
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fanciful, and even incredible. Greclan imagination, in the
contemporary poet Aschylus, as well as in the Latin moralisers
Seneca or Juvenal! delighted in handling this invasion with
the maximum of light and shadow ; magnifying the destructive
misery and humiliation of the retreat so as to form an impres-
sive contrast with the superhuman pride of the advance, and
illustrating that antithesis with unbounded licence of detail.
The sufferings from want of provision were doubtless severe,
and are described as frightful and death-dealing. The maga-
zines stored up for the advancing march had been exhausted,
so that the retiring army were now forced to seize upon the
corn of the country through which they passed—an insufficient
maintenance, eked out by leaves, grass, the bark of trees, and
other wretched substitutes for food. Plague and dysentery

and perhaps it may furnish a useful warning, not to lay too much stress on
the silence of Herodotus, as a ground for rejecting even important and
interesting facts which are only mentioned by later writers,” &c.

That a large river such as the Strymon near its mouth (180 yards broad,
and in latitude about N. 40° 50'), at a period which could not have been
later than the beginning of November, should have been frozen over in one
night so hardly and firmly as to admit of a portion of the army marching
over it at daybreak-—before the sun became warm-—is a statement which
surely requires a more responsible witness than Aschylus to avouch it. In
fact, he himself describes it as a ‘““frost out of season” (xéudv’ dwpov)
brought about by a special interposition of the gods. If he is to be
believed, none of the Mugitives were saved, except such as were fortunate
enough to cross the Strymon on the ice during the interval between break
of day and the sun’s heat. One would imagine that there was a pursuing
enemy on their track, leaving them only a short time for escape ; whereas
in fact, they had no enemy to contend with—nothing but the difficulty of
finding subsistence. During the advancing march of Xerxes, a bridge of
boats had been thrown over the Strymon: nor can any reason be given
why that bridge should not still have been subsisting ; Artabazus must
have recrossed it after he had accompanied the monarch to the Hellespont.
I will add, that the town and fortress of Eion, which commanded the
mouth of the Strymon, remained as an important stronghold of the Persians
some years after this event, and was only captured, after a desperate
resistance, by the Athenians and their confederates under Kimon.

The Athenian auditors of the Persee would not criticise nicely the
historical credibility of that which Aschylus told them about the sufferings
of their retreating foe, nor his geographical credibility when he placed
Mount Pangzus on the hither side of the Strymon, to persons marching
out of Greece (Pers@, 494). But I must confess that, to my mind, his
whole narrative of the retreat bears the stamp of the poet and the religious
man, not of the historical witness,. And my confidence in Herodotus is
increased when I compare him on this matter with Aschylus—as well in
what he says as in what he does not say.

1 Juvenal, Satir, x. 178—

Ille tamen qualis rediit, Salamine relict4, A
In Caurum atque Eurum solitus szvire flagellis, &c.
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aggravated their misery, and occasioned many to be left behind
among the cities through whose territory the retreat was
carried ; strict orders being left by Xerxes that these cities
should maintain and tend them. After forty-five days’ march
from Attica, he at length found himself at the Hellespont,
whither his fleet, retreating from Salamis, had arrived long
before him.!' But the short-lived bridge had already been
knocked to pieces by a storm, so that the army was trans-
ported on shipboard across to Asia, where it first obtained
comfort and abundance, and where the change from privation
to excess engendered new maladies. Inthe time of Herodotus,
the citizens of Abdéra still showed the gilt scimitar and tiara,
which Xerxes had presented to them when he halted there in
his retreat, in token of hospitality and satisfaction. They even
went the length of affirming that never since his departure
from Attica had he loosened his girdle until he reached their
city. So fertile was Grecian fancy in magnifying the terror
of the repulsed invader! who re-entered Sardis with a broken
army and humbled spirit, only eight months after he had left
it as the presumed conqueror of the western world.?
Meanwhile the Athenians and Peloponnesians, liberated
from the immediate presence of the enemy either on land or
sea, and passing from the extreme of terror to sudden ease and
security, indulged in the full delight and self-congratulation of
unexpected victory. On the day before th& battle, Greece had
seemed irretrievably lost : she was now saved even against all
reasonable hope, and the terrific cloud impending over her
was dispersed.® At the division of the booty, the Aginetans
were adjudged to have distinguished themselves most in the
action, and to be entitled to the choice lot; while various
tributes of gratitude were also set apart for the gods. Among
them were three Phcenician triremes, which were offered in

1 Herodot. viii. 130.

2 See the account of the retreat of Xerxes in Herodotus, viii, 115-120,
with many stories which he mentions only to reject. The description
given in the Persz of ABschylus (v. 486, 515, 570) is conceived in the same
spirit. The strain reaches its loudest pitch in Justin (ii. 13), who tells us
that Xerxes was obliged to cross the strait in a fishing-boat. ““ Ipse cum
paucis Abydon contendit. Ubi cum solutum pontem hibernis tempestatibus
offendisset, piscatorid scaphd trepidus trajecit. Erat res spectaculo digna,
et, sestimatione sortis humane, rerum varietate miranda—in exiguo la-
tentem videre navigio, quem paulo ante vix sequor omne capiebat: carentem
etiam omni servorum ministerio, cujus exercitus propter multitudinem terris
graves erant.” )

3 Herodot. viii. 109. Huels 3¢, elpnua yap edphrxauer Huéas adrods kal
Tiv ‘EANdDa, pul Sidrwpey &vBpas pedyovras.
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dedication to Ajax at Salamis, to Athéné at Sunium, and to
Poseidon at the Isthmus of Corinth. Further presents were
sent to Apollo at Delphi, who, on being asked whether he was
satisfied, replied that all had done their duty to him except the
Aginetans : from them he required additional munificence on
account of the prize awarded to them, and they were con-
strained to dedicate in the temple four golden stars upon a
staff of brass, which Herodotus himself saw there. Next to
the Aginetans, the second place of honour was awarded to
the Athenians; the Aginetan Polykritus, and the Athenians
Fumenes and Améinias, being ranked first among the indi-
vidual combatants.! Respecting the behaviour of Adéimantus
and the Corinthians in the battle, the Athenians of the time of
Herodotus drew the most unfavourable picture, representing
them to have fled at the commencement and to have been
only brought back by the information that the Greeks were
gaining the victory. Considering the character of the debates
which had preceded, and the impatient eagerness manifested
by the Corinthians to fight at the Isthmus instead of at Salamis,
some such backwardness on their part, when forced into a
battle at the latter place, would not be in itself improbable.
Yet in this case it seems that not only the Corinthians them-
selves, but also the general voice of Greece, contradicted the
Athenian story, and defended them as having behaved with
bravery and forwardness. We must recollect that at the time
when Herodotus probably collected his information, a bitter
feeling of hatred prevailed between Athens and Corinth, and
Aristeus son of Adéimantus was among the most efficient
enemies of the former.2

1 Herodot. viil. 93-122 ; Diodor. xi. 27.

2 Herodot. viii. 94 ; Thucyd. i. 42, 103. 7> opodpdr pices from Corinth
towards Athens, About Aristeus, Thucyd. ii. 67.

Platarch (De Herodot. Malignit. p. 870) employs many angry words in
refuting this Athenian scandal, which the historian himself does not uphold
as truth. The story advanced by Dio Chrysostom (Or. xxxvil. p. 456),
that Herodotus asked for a reward from the Corinthians, and on being
refused, inserted this story into his history for the purpose of being
revenged upon them, deserves no attention without some reasonable
evidence: the statement of Diyllus, that he received ten talents from
the Athenians as a reward for his history, would be much less improbable,
so far as the fact of pecuniary reward, apart from the magnitude of the
sum but this also requires proof. Dio Chrysostom is not satisfied with
rejecting this tale of the Athenians, but goes the length of affirming that
the Corinthians carried off the palm of bravery and were the cause of the
victory. The epigrams of Simonides, which he cites, prove nothing of the
kind (p. 459). Marcellinus (Vit, Thucyd. p. xvi.) insinuates a charge
against Herodotus, something like that of Plutarch and Dio.
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Besides the first and second prizes of valour, the chiefs at
the Isthmus tried to adjudicate among themselves the first and
second prizes of skill and wisdom. Each of them deposited
two names on the altar of Poseidon: and when these votes
came to be looked at, it was found that each man had voted
for himself as deserving the first prize, but that Themistokiés
had a large majority of votes for the second.! The result of
such voting allowed no man to claim the first prize, nor could
the chiefs give a second prize without it ; so that Themistoklés
was disappointed of his reward, though exalted so much the
higher, perhaps through that very disappointment, in general
renown. He went shortly afterwards to Sparta, where he
received from the Lacedemonians honours such as were never
paid, before nor afterwards, to any foreigner. A crown of
olive was indeed given to Eurybiadés as the first prize, but
a like crown was at the same time conferred on Themistoklés
as a special reward for unparalleled sagacity ; together with a
chariot, the finest which the city afforded. Moreover, on his
departure, the 3oo select youths called Hippeis, who formed
the active guard and police of the country, all accompanied
him in a body as escort of honour to the frontiers of Tegea.?
Such demonstrations were so astonishing, from the haughty
and immoveable Spartans, that they were ascribed by some
authors to their fear lest Themistokiés should be offended by
being deprived of the general prize : and they are even said to
have excited the jealousy of the Athenians so much, that he
was displaced from his place of general, to which Xanthippus
was nominated.? Neither of these last reports is likely to be
true, nor is either of them confirmed by Herodotus. The fact
that Xanthippus became general of the fleet during the ensuing
year, is in the regular course of Athenian change of officers,
and implies no peculiar jealousy of Themistoklés.

1 Herodot. viii. 123, Plutarch (Themist. ¢. 17: compare De Herodot.
Malign. p. 871) states that each individual chief gave his second vote to
Themistoklés, The more we test Herodotus by comparison with others,
the more we shall find him free from the exaggerating spirit.

2 Herodot. viii. 124 ; Plutarch, Themist, c. 17.

3 Diodor. xi. 27: compare Herodot. viil. 125, and Thucyd, i. 74.
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CHAPTER XLII

BATTLES OF PLATZEA AND MYKALE—FINAL REPULSE OF
THE PERSIANS

THOUGH the defeat at Salamis deprived the Persians of all
hope from further maritime attack of Greece, they still antici-
pated success by land from the ensuing campaign of Mar-
donius. Their fleet, after having conveyed the monarch
himself with his accompanying land-force across the Helles-
pont, retired to winter at Kymé and Samos; in the latter of
which places large rewards were bestowed upon Theoméstor
and Phylakus, two Samian captains who had distinguished
themselves in the late engagement. ‘Theoméstor was even
nominated despot of Samos under Persian protection.! Early
in the spring they were reassembled—to the number of 400
sail, but without the Phcenicians—at the naval station of
Samos, intending however only to maintain a watchful guard
over Ionia, and hardly supposing that the Greek fleet would
venture to attack them.?

For a long time, the conduct of that fleet was such as to
justify such belief in its enemies. Assembled at Agina in the
spring, to the num®er of rro ships, under the Spartan king
Leotychidés, it advanced as far as Delos, but not farther east-
ward : nor could all the persvasions of Chian and other Ionian
envoys, despatched both to the Spartan authorities and to the
fleet, and promising to revolt from Persia as soon as the
Grecian fleet should appear, prevail upon Leotychidés to
hazard any aggressive enterprise. JIonia and the eastern
waters of the Aigean had now been for fifteen years completely
under the Persians, and so little visited by the Greeks, that a
voyage thither appeared, especially to the maritime inexperience
of a Spartan king, like going to the Pillars of Héraklés:® not

! Herodot. viil. 85.

2 Herodot. viii, 130; Diodor. xi. 27.

$ Herodot. viii. 131, 132: compare Thucyd. iil, 29-32.

Herodotus says, that the Chian envoys had great difficulty in inducing
Leotychidés to proceed even as far as Delos—rd ydp mpoowrépw may Sewdy
Av zoiot ‘EAAnat, ofite 1av xdpwv éodat dumelpoiat, arpariys Te mdvra TAéa
édkee elvar Thy 8t Zduov émoréaro déty kol ‘Hpaxréas arhras Yooy dméxew.

This last expression of Herodotus has been erroneously interpreted by
some of the commentators as if it were a measure of the geographical
ignorance, either of Herodotus himself, or of those whom he is describing.
In my judgement, no inferences of this kind ought to be founded upon it:
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less venturesome than the same voyage appeared, fifty-two
years afterwards, to the Lacedemonian admiral Alkidas, when
he first hazarded his fleet amidst the preserved waters of the
Athenian empire,

Meanwhile the hurried and disastrous retreat of Xerxes had
produced less disaffection among his subjects and allies than
might have been anticipated. Alexander king of Macedon,
the Thessalian Aleuads®,} and the Beeotian leaders, still re-
mained in hearty co-operation with Mardonius : nor were there
any, except the Phokians, whose fidelity to him appeared
questionable, among all the Greeks northwest of the boundaries
of Attica and Megaris. It was only in the Chalkidic peninsula,
that any actual revolt occurred. Potidwea, situated on the
Isthmus of Palléné, as well as the neighbouring towns in the
long tongue of Pallénd, declared themselves independent : and
the neighbouring town of Olynthus, occupied by the semi-
Grecian tribe of Bottieans, was on the point of following their
example. The Persian general Artabazus, on his return from
escorting Xerxes to the Hellespont, undertook the reduction of
these towns, and succeeded perfectly with Olynthus. He took
the town, slew all the inhabitants, and handed it over to a
fresh population, consisting of Chalkidic Greeks undet Krito-
bulus of Tor6né, It was in this manner that Olynthus, after-
wards a city of so much consequence and interest, first became
Grecian and Chalkidic. But Artabazus’ was not equally
successful in the siege of Potideea, the defence of which was
aided by citizens from the other towns in Palléné. A plot
which he concerted with Timoxenus, commander of the
Skidnean auxiliaries in the town, became accidentally dis-
closed: a considerable bady of his troops perished while
attempting to pass at low tide under the walls of the city,
which were built across the entire breadth of the narrow
isthmus joining the Pallenzan peninsula to the mainland : and
after three months of blockade, he was forced to renounce the
enterprise, withdrawing his troops to rejoin Mardonius in
Thessaly.?

Mardonius, before he put himself in motion for the spring

it marks fear of an enemy’s country which they had not been accustomed
to visit, and where they could not calculate the risk beforehand—rather
than any serious comparison between one distance and another, Speaking
of our forefathers, such of them as were little used to the sea, we might
say—-‘* A voyage to Bordeaux or Lisbon seemed to them as distant as a
voyage to the Indies,”—by which we should merely affirm something as to
their state of feeling, not as to their geographical knowledge.
1 Herodot. ix. 1, 2, 67 ; viil. 136. 2 Herodot. viii. 128, 1209.
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campaign, thought it advisable to consult the Grecian oracles,
especially those within the limits of Beeotia and Phokis. He
sent a Karlan named Mys, familiar with the Greek as well
as the Karian language, to consult Trophénius at Lebadeia,
Amphiaraus and the Ismenian Apollo at Thebes, Apollo at
Mount Ptéon near Akrzphiz, and Apollo at the Phokian Abze.
This step was probably intended as a sort of ostentatious
respect towards the religious feelings of allies upon whom he
was now very much dependent. But neither the questions
put, nor the answers given, were made public. The only
remarkable fact which Herodotus had heard, was, that the
priest of the Ptéian Apollo delivered his answer in Karian, or
at least in a language intelligible to no person present except
the Karian Mys himself.] It appears however that at this
period, when Mardonius was seeking to strengthen himself by
oracles, and laying his plans for establishing a separate peace
and alliance with Athens against the Peloponnesians, some
persons in his interest circulated predictions, that the day was
approaching when the Persians and the Athenians jointly
would expel the Dorians from Peloponnesus.? The way was
thus paved for him to send an envoy to Athens—Alexander
king of Macedon; who was instructed to make the most
seductive offers—to promise reparation of all the damage done
in Attica, as well as the active future friendship of the Great
King—and to hold 8ut to the Athenians a large acquisition of
new territory as the price of their consent to form with him
an equal and independent alliance.> The Macedonian prince
added warm expressions of his own interest in the welfare of

1 Herodot. viil. 134, 135; Pausanias, ix, 24, 3.

"2 Herodot. vill. 141. Aaxedaubrior B¢, . . . avaurnobévres vav Aoylwr,
&s opeas xpedy éort Eua Toler EAMoLTL Awpiebot kminTew ¢k TeAomovyfhoov
bwd MAdwr Te ral ‘Afnvalwy, rkdpra Te ¥eagay uh dporoyhowo: T§ Ilépay
*Abniator, &c.

Sukch oracles must have been generated by the hopes of the medising
party in Greece at this particular moment : there is no other point of time
to which they could be at all adapted—no other, in which expulsion of all
the Dorians from Peloponnesus, by united Persians and Athenians, could
be even dreamt of. The Lacedzemonians are indeed said here ‘“to call to
mind the prophecies,”—as if these latter were old, and not now produced
for the first time. But we must recollect that a fabricator of prophecies,
such as Onomakritus, would in 2ll probability at once circulate them as
old ; that is, as forming part of some old collection like that of Bakis or
Muszus. And Herodotus doubtless himself believed them to he old, so
that he would naturally give credit to the Lacedsemonians for the same
knowledge, and suppose them to be alarmed by “¢calling these prophecies
to mind.”

3 Herodot, ix. 4.
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the Athenians, recommending them as a sincere friend to
embrace propositions so advantageous as well as so honourable :
especially as the Persian power must in the end prove too
much for them, and Attica lay exposed to Mardonius and his
Grecian allles, without being covered by any common defence
as Peloponnesus was protected by its Isthmus.!

This offer, despatched in the spring, found the Athenians
re-established wholly or partially in their half-ruined city. A
simple tender of mercy and tolerable treatment, if despatched
by Xerxes from Thermopyle the year before, might perhaps
have gone far to detach them from the cause of Hellas: and
even at the present moment, though the pressure of over-
whelming terror had disappeared, there were many induce-
ments for them to accede to the proposition of Mardonius.
The alliance of Athens would ensure to the Persian general
unquestionable predominance in Greece, and to Athens herself
protection from further ravage as well as the advantage of
playing a winning game : while his force, his position, and his
alliances, even as they then stood, threatened a desolating and
doubtful war, of which Attica would bear the chief brunt.
Moreover the Athenians were at this time suffering privations
of the severest character ; for not only did their ruined houses
and temples require to be restored, but they had lost the
harvest of the past summer together with the seed of the past
autumn.? The prudential view of the cade being thus favour-
able to Mardonius rather than otherwise, and especially
strengthened by the distress which reigned at Athens, the
Lacedemonians were so much afraid lest Alexander should
carry his point, that they sent envoys to dissuade the Athenians
from listening to him, as well as to tender succour during the
existing poverty of the city. After having heard both parties,
the Athenians delivered their reply in terms of solemn and
dignified resolution, which their descendants delighted in
repeating. To Alexander they said: “Cast not in -our teeth
that the power of the Persian is many times greater than ours :
we too know #kat, as well as thou:.but we nevertheless love
freedom well enough to resist him'in the best manner we"can.

1 Herodot. viil. 142.

2 Herodot, viil. 142. Melevuévoio: pévror Suiv ovvax8éueda (say the
Spartan envoys to the Athenians), kal 87t kapréy éoTepfifnTe dikdov #0n, xal
11 olop@dpnabe xpdvov §bn woAAdy. Seeing that this is spoken before the
invasion of Mardonius, the loss of fwo crops must include the seed of the
preceding autumn : and the advice of Themistoklés to his countrymen—
xal Tis oixiny Te dvarAacdobw, kal gmépov dvards éxérw (viil. 109)—must
have been found impracticable in most cases to carry into effect.

e m et e e
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Attempt not the vain task of talking us over into alliance with
him., Tell Mardonius that as leng as the sun shall continue
in his present path, we will never contract alliance with Xerxes:
we will encounter him in our own defence, putting our trust in
the aid of those gods and heroes to whom he has shown no
reverence, and whose houses and statues he has burnt. Come
thou not to us again with similar propositions, nor persuade us
even in the spinit of good-will, into unholy proceedings: thou
art the guest and friend of Athens, and we would not that
thou shouldst suffer injury at our hands.’!

To the Spartans, the reply of the Athenians was of a similar
decisive tenor ; protesting their unconquerable devotion to the
common cause and liberties of Hellas, and promising that no
conceivable temptations, either of money or territory, should
induce them to desert the ties of brotherhood, common
language, and religion. So long as a single Athenian survived,
no alliance should ever be made with Xerxes. They then
thanked the Spartans for offering them aid during the present
privations : but while declining such offers, they reminded
them that Mardonius, when apprised that his propositions were
refused, would probably advance immediately, and they there-
fore earnestly desired the presence of a Peloponnesian army in
Beeotia to assist in the defence of Attica.? The Spartan
envoys, promising fulﬁlment of this request,® and satisfied to
have ascertained th& sentiments of Athens, departed.

Such unshaken fidelity on the part of the Athenians to the
general cause of Greece, in spite of present suffering combined
with seductive offers for the future, was the just admiration of
their descendants and the frequent theme of applause by their
orators.t But among the contemporary Greeks it was hailed

! Lykurgus the Athenian orator, in alluding to this incident a century
and a half afterwards, represents the Athenians as having been *‘on the
point of stoning Alexander”—uikpod deiv xaréievoar (Lykurg. cont.
Leokrat. ¢ 17, p. 186)—~one among many specimens of the careless
manner in which these orators deal with past history.

? Herodot. viii.~ 143, 144 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c¢. 10. According to
Platarch, it was Aristeidés who proposed and prepared the reply to be
delivered, But here as elsewhere, the loose, exaggerating style of Plutarch
contrasts unfavourably with the sxmphmty and directness of Herodotus.

8 Herodot. ix. 7. ocvvféuevos 8¢ fulv by Wépony dvridoesbar és Thy
Botwriny, &c.

Diodorus gives the account of this embassy to Athens substantially in
khe saér)ne manner, coupling it however with some erroneous motives
X1, 2

4 Herodot, ix. 7. évrnfﬂ'é,u.eval 7e B7i wepSaredTepdy oTi Suoroyéew 1§
Iépon pardor i) wmoheuéew, &e.
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only as a relief from danger, and repaid by a selfish and un-
generous neglect. The same feeling of indifference towards all
Greeks outside of their own istbmus, which had so deeply en-
dangered the march of affairs before the battle of Salamis, now
manifested itself a second time among the Spartans and
Peloponnesians. The wall across the Isthmus, which they
had been so busy in constructing and on which they had
relied for protection against the land-force of Xerxes, had been
intermitted and left unfinished when he retired: but it was
resumed as soon as the forward march of Mardonius was
anticipated. It was however still unfinished at the time of the
embassy of the Macedonian prince to Athens, and this in-
complete condition of their special defence was one reason of
_their alarm lest the Athenians should accept the terms pro-
posed. ‘That danger being for the time averted, they redoubled
their exertions at the Isthmus, so that the wall was speedily
brought into an adequate state of defence and the battlements
along the summit were in course of being constructed. Thus
safe behind their own bulwark, they thought nothing more of
their promise to join the Athenians in Beeotia and to assist in
defending Attica against Mardonius. Indeed their king Kleom-
brotus, who commanded the force at the Isthmus, was so
terrified by an obscuration of the sun at the moment when he
was sacrificing to ascertain the inclinations of the gods in
reference to the coming war, that he even t‘hought it necessary
to retreat with the main force to Sparta, where he soon after
died.! Besides these two reasons—indifference and unfavour-
able omens—which restrained the Spartans from aiding Attica,
there was also a third: they were engaged in celebrating the
festival of the Hyakinthia, and it was their paramount object
(says the historian)? to fulfil “the exigencies of the god.” As
the Olympia and the Karneia in the preceding year, so now
did the Hyakinthia, prevail over the necessities of defence,

The orators are not always satisfied with giving to Athens the credit
which she really deserved: they venture to represent the Athenians as
having refused these brilliant offers from Xerxes on his first invasion,
instead of from Mardonius in the ensuing summer. Xerxes never made
an}r offers to them. See Isokratés, Or. iv. Panegyric, c. 27, p. 61.

Herodot. ix. 10.

2 Herodot. ix. 7. Of y&p Aaxedaiudrior Bpraldy Te Tobrov Tdy xpdvov kal
opt v Taxivba® wepl wAelorov ¥ fyov T4 Tob Beod mopoivew: dpa 3¢ To
Teixds opc 7d &y 76 "1oOug érelxeov, kal 0n éndAles Endubave.

Nearly a century after this, we are told that it was always the practice
for the Amyklzan hoplites to go home for the celebration of the IHyakin-
thia, on whatever expedition they might happen to be employed (Xenoph.
Hellen. iv, §, 11). )
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putting out of sight both the duties of fidelity towards an
exposed ally, and the bond of an express promise.

Meanwhile Mardonius, informed of the unfavourable
reception which his proposals had received at Athens, put his
army in motion forthwith from Thessaly, joined by all his
Grecian auxiliaries, and by fresh troops from Thrace and
Macedonia. As he marched through Beeotia, the Thebans,
who heartily espoused his cause, endeavoured to dissuade him
from further military operations against the united force of his
enemies—urging him to try the efficacy of bribes, presented to
the leading men in the different cities, for the purpose of
disuniting them. But Mardonius, eager to repossess himself
of Attica, heeded not their advice. About ten months after
the retreat of Xerxes, he entered the country without resistance,
and again established the Persian head-quarters in Athens
(May or June—g79 B.C.).2

Before he arrived, the Athenians had again removed to
Salamis, under feelings of bitter disappointment and indigna-
tion. They had in vain awaited the fulfilment of the Spartan
promise that a Peloponnesian army should join them in Beeotia
for the defence of their frontier; at length, being unable to
make head against the enemy alone, they found themselves
compelled to transport their families across to Salamis.2 The
migration was far less terrible than that of the preceding
summer, since Mardonius had no fleet to harass them. But
it was more gratuitous, and might have been obviated had the
Spartans executed their covenant, which would have brought
about the battle of Platea two months earlier than it actually
was fought.

Mardonius, though master of Athens, was so anxious to
conciliate the Athenians, that he at first abstained from
damaging either the city or the country, and despatched a
second envoy to Salamis to repeat the offers made through
Alexander of Macedon. He thought that they might now be
listened to, since he could offer the exemption of Attica from
ravage, as an additional temptation. Murychidés, a Helles-
pontine Greek, was sent to renew these propositions to the
Athenian senate at Salamis ; but he experienced a refusal, not
less resolute than what had been returned to Alexander of
Macedon, and all but unanimous. One unfortunate senator,

1 Diodor. xi. 28 ; Herodot, ix. 2, 3, 17. of utv &AAoe mdvres wapeixor
orparthy kal ovveséBuioy &s *Abhvas Boot wep dufdifor “EAMywy 1@y TabTy
olienpévwy, &c.

2 Herodot. ix. 4.
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Lykidas, made an exception to this unanimity, venturing to
recommend acceptance of the propositions of Murychidés. So
furious was the wrath, or so strong the suspicion of corruption,
which his single-voiced negative provoked, that senators and
people both combined to stone him to death; while the
Athenian women in Salamis, hearing what had passed, went of
their own accord to the house of Lykidas, and stoned to death
his wife and children. In the desperate pitch of resolution to
which the Athenians were now wound up, an opponent passed
for a traitor; unanimity, even though extorted by terror, was
essential to their feelings.! Murychidés, though his propositions
were refused, was dismissed without injury.

While the Athenians thus gave renewed proofs of their
stedfast attachment to the cause of Hellas, they at the same
time sent envoys, conjointly with Megara and Platza, to
remonstrate with the Spartans on their backwardness and
breach of faith, and to invoke them even thus late to come
forth at once and meet Mardonius in Attica; not omitting to
intimate, that if they were thus deserted, it would become
imperatively necessary for them, against their will, to make
terms with the enemy. So careless, however, were the Spartan
Ephors respecting Attica and the Megarid, that they postponed
giving an answer to these envoys for ten successive days, while
in the meantime they pressed with all their efforts the com-
pletion of the Isthmic fortifications. And after having thus
amused the envoys as long as they could, they would have
dismissed them at last with a negative answer—such was their
fear of adventuring beyond the Isthmus—had not a Tegean

1 Herodot. ix, 5. I dare not reject this story about Lykidas (see
Lykurgus cont. Leokrat. ¢. 30, p. 222), though other authors recount the
same incident as having happened to a person named Kyrsilus, during the
preceding year, when the Athenians quitted Athens; see Demosthen. de
Corond, p. 206, c. 59; and Cicero de Officiis, iii. 11, That two such acts
were perpetrated by the Athenians is noway probable: and if we are to
choose between the two, the story of Herodotus is far the more probable.
In the migration of the preceding year, we know that a certain number of
Athenians actually did stay behind in the acropolis, and Kyrsilus might
have been among them, if he had chosen. Moreover Xerxes held out no
offers, and gave occasion to no deliberation : while the offers of Mardonius
might really appear to a well-minded citizen deserving of attention.

Isokratés (Or. iv. Panegyric. s. 184, c. 42) states that the Athenians con-
demned many persons to death for medZsm (in allusion doubtless to The-
mistoklés as one), but he adds—**even now they imprecate curses on any
citizen who enters into amicable negotiation with the Persians”-—éy 8¢ 7als
guAAdyois ¥rL kal viv &pds wowdvrar, € Tis emikmpureberar Tépoms Ty
morer@y. ‘This must have been an ancient custom, continued after it had
ceased to be pertinent or appropriate.



Plateea and Mykale 261

named Chileos, whom they much esteemed and to whom they
corrmunicated the application, reminded them that no fortifi-
cations at the Isthmus would suffice for the defence of Pelo-
ponnesus, if the Athenians became allied with Mardonius, and
thus laid the peninsula open by sea.

The strong opinion of this respected Tegean, proved to the
Ephors that their selfish policy would not be seconded by
their chief Peloponnesian allies ; and brought to their attention,
probably for the first time, that danger by sea might again be
renewed, though the Persian fleet had been beaten in the
preceding year, and was now at a distance from Greece. It
changed their resolution, not less completely than suddenly;
so that they despatched forthwith in the night sooc Spartan
citizens to the Isthmus—each man with seven Helots attached
to him. And when the Athenian envoys, ignorant of this
sudden change of policy, came on the next day to give per-
emptory notice that Athens would no longer endure such
treacherous betrayal, but would forthwith take measures for
her own security and separate pacification—the Ephors affirmed
on their oath that the troops were already on their march, and
were probably by this time out of the Spartan territory.! Con-
sidering that this step was an expiation, imperfect, tardy, and
reluctant, for foregoing desertion and breach of promise—the
Ephors may probably have thought that the mystery of the
night march, and the sudden communication of it as an actual
fact to the envoys, in the way of reply, would impress more
emphatically the minds of the latter; who returned with the
welcome tidings to Salamis, and prepared their countrymen
for speedy action. Five thousand Spartan citizens, each with

1 Herodot. ix. 10, 11 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c¢. 10. Plutarch had read a
decree ascribed to Aristeidés, in which Kimon, Xanthippus, and Myrénidés,
were named envoys to Sparta. But it is impossible that Xanthippus could
have taken part in the embassy, seeing that he was now in command of the
fleet.

Probably the Helots must have followed : one hardly sees how so great
a number could bave been all suddenly collected, and marched off in one
night, no preparations having been made beforehand.

Dr. Thirlwall {(Hist. Gr. ch. xvi. p, 366) suspects the correctness of the
narrative of Herodotus, on grounds which do not appear to me convincing.
It seems to me that, after all, the literal narrative is more probable than
anyrhing which we can substitute in its place. The Spartan foreign policy
all depended on the five Ephors: there was no public discussion or criti-
cism. Now the conduct of these Ephors is consistent and intelligible—
though seifish, narrow-minded, and insensible to any dangers except
what are present and obvious. Nor can I think (with Dr. Thirlwall) that
the manner of communication ultimately adopted is of the nature of
a jest
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seven light-armed Helots as attendants, were thus on their
march to the theatre of war. Throughout the whole course of
Grecian history, we never hear of any number of Spartan
citizens at all approaching to 5ooo being put on foreign service
at the same time. But this was not"all : gooo Lacedaemoman
Perioeki, each with one light-armed Helot to attend him, were
also despatched to the Isthmus, to take part in the same
struggle. Such unparalleled efforts afford sufficient measure of
the alarm which, though late yet real, now reigned at Sparta.

Other Peloponne51an cities followed the example, and a large
army was thus collected under the Spartan Pausanias.

It appears that Mardonius was at this moment in secret
correspondence with the Argeians, who, though professing
neutrality, are said to have promised him that they would
arrest the march of the Spartans beyond their own borders.t
If they ever made such a promise, the suddenness of the march,
as well as the greatness of the force, prevented them from
fulfilling it, and may perhaps have been so intended by the
Ephors, under the apprehension that resistance might possibly
be offered by the Argeians. At any rate, the latter were
forced to content themselves with apprising Mardonius
instantly of the fact, through their swiftest courier. It Qeter-
mined that general to evacuate Attica, and to carry on the war
in Beeotia—a country in every way more favourable to him.
He had for some time refrained from comhitting devastations
in or round Athens, hoping that the Athenians might be induced
to listen to his propositions ; but the last days of his stay were
employed in burning and destroying whatever had been spared
by the host of Xerxesduring the preceding summer. After a
fruitless attempt to surprise a body of 1000 Laced®monians
which had been detached for the protection of Megara,? he
withdrew all his army into Beeotia, not taking either the straight
road to Platea through Eleuthere, or to Thebes through
Phylé, both which roads were mountainous and inconvenient
for cavalry, but marching in the north-easterly direction to
Dekeleia, where he was met by some guides from the adjoin-
ing regions near the river Asbpus, and conducted through the
deme of Sphendaleis to Tanagra. He thus found himself,
after a route longer but easier, in Beeotia on the plain of the
Asbpus ; along which river he next day marched westward to

1 Herodot. ix. 12.

3 There were stories current at Megara, even in the time of Pausanias,
respecting some of these Persians, who were said to have been brought to
destruction by the intervention of Artemis (Pausan. i. 40, 2).
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Skélus, a town in the territory of Thebes seemingly near to
that of Platea.! He then took up a position not far off, in the
plain on the left bank of the As8pus: his left wing over against
Erythre, his centre over against Hysiee, and his right in the
territory of Platea: and he employed his army in con-
structing forthwith a fortified camp? of ten furlongs square,
defended by wooden walls and towers, cut from trees in the
Theban territory.

Mardonius found himself thus with his numerous army, in a
plain favourable for cavalry ; with a camp more or less de-
fensible,—the fortified city of Thebes? in his rear,—and a
considerable stock of provisions as well as a friendly region
behind him from whence to draw more. Few among his army,
however, were either hearty in the cause or confident of
success 14 even the native Persians had been disheartened by
the flight of the monarch the year before, and were full of
melancholy auguries.

A splendid banquet to which the Theban leader Attaginus
invited Mardonius along with fifty Persian and fifty Theban
or Beeotian guests, exhibited proofs of this depressed feeling,
which were afterwards recounted to Herodotus himself by one
of the guests present—an Orchomenian citizen of note named
Thersander. The banquet being so arranged that each couch
was occupied by one Persian and one Theban, this man was
accosted in Greek &y his Persian neighbour, who inquired to
what city he belonged; and upon learning that he was an

1 Herodot, ix. 15. The situation of the Attic deme Sphendalé or Sphen-
daleis seems not certainly known (Ross, Uber die Demen von Attika, p.
138); but Colonel Leake and Mr. Finlay think that it stood *‘near Aio
Merkurio, which now gives name to the pass leading from Dekelia through
the ridges of Parnes into the extremity of the Tanagrian plain, at a place
called B;Ialakasa.” {Leake, Athens and the Demi of Attica, vol. ii. sect. iv.

. 123.
P Mr. Finlay (Oropus and Diakria, p. 38) says that ‘ Malakasa is the only
gla;ce”on this road where a considerable body of cavalry could conveniently
alt.

1t appears that the Beeotians from the neighbourhood of the As6pus were
necessary as guides for this road. Perhaps even the territory of Or8pus was
at this time still a part of Beeotia: we do not certainly know at what period
it was first conquered by the Athenians,

The combats between Athenians and Beeotians will be found to take
place most frequently in this south-eastern region of Boeotia,—Tanagra,
(Enophyta, Delium, &e.

2 Herodot. ix, I5.

8 The strong town of Thebes was of much service to him (Thucyd.
i. 9o).

% Herodot. ix. 40, 45, 67 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 18.
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Orchomenian,! continued thus: “Since thou hast now par-
taken with me in the same table and cup, I desire to leave
with thee some memorial of my convictions; the rather in
order that thou mayest be thyself forewarned so as to take the
best counsel for thine own safety. Seest thou these Persians
here feasting, and the army which we left yonder encamped
near the river? Yet a little while, and out of all these, thou
shalt behold but few surviving.” Thersander listened to these
words with astonishment, spoken as they were with strong
emotion and a flood of tears, and replied—* Surely thou art
bound to reveal this to Mardonius, and ‘to his confidential
advisers : ” but the Persian rejoined—* My friend, man cannot
avert that which God hath decreed to come : no one will believe
the revelation, sure though it be. Many of us Persians know
this well, and are here serving only under the bond of necessity.
And truly this is the most hateful of all human sufferings—to
be full of knowledge and at the same time to have no power
over any result.” 2—* This (observes Herodotus) I heard myself
from the Orchomenian Thersander, who told me further that
he mentioned the fact to several persons about him, even before
the battle of Platea.” It is certainly one of the most curious
revelations in the whole history; not merely as it brings
forward the historian in his own personality, communicating
with a personal friend of the Theban leaders, and thus provided
with good means of information as to the general events of the
campaign—but also as it discloses to us, on testimony not to
be suspected, the real temper of the native Persians, and even
of the chief men among them. If so many of these chiefs
were not merely apathetic, but despondent, in the cause, much
more decided would be the same absence of will and hope in
their followers and the subject allies. To follow the monarch

! Herodot. ix. 16. Thersander, though an Orchomenian, passes as a
Theban—TI1épany e kal @nBaiov & rkAlvy éxdorp—a proof of the intimaie
connexion between Thebes and Orchomenus at this time, which is further
illustrated by Pindar, Isthm. i. 51 (compare the Scholia ed Joc. and at the
beginning of the Ode), respecting the Theban family of Herodotus and
Asbpoddrus. The ancient wythical feud appears to have gone to sleep,
but a deadly hatred will be found to grow up in later times between these
two towns.

2 Herodot. ix. 16, 17. The last observation here quoted is striking and
emphatic—éx8tern 3¢ 630vn o7l Tdv & dvBpdmeis: abrn, weAAL PpovéorTa
undevds wparéerw. It will have to be more carefully considered at a later
period of this history, when we come to touch upon the scientific life of the
Greeks, and upon the philosophy of happiness and duty as conceived by
Aristotle. If carried fully out, this position is the direct negative of what
Aristotle lays down in his Ethics as to the superior happiness of the Blos
BewpnTucds or life of scientific observation and reflection.
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in his overwhelming march of the preceding year, was gratify-
ing in many ways to the native Persians: but every man was
sick of the enterprise as now cut down under Mardonius : and
Artabazus, the second in command, was not merely slack, but
jealous of his superior.! Under such circumstances we shall
presently not be surprised to find the whole army disappearing
forthwith, the moment Mardonius is slain.

Among the Grecian allies of Mardonius, the Thebans and
Beeotians were active and zealous, most of the remainder luke-
warm, and the Phokians even of doubtful fidelity. Their con-
tingent of 1000 hoplites, under Harmokydés, had been tardy
in joining him, having only come up since he retired from
Attica into Beeotia: and-some of the Phokians even remained
behind in the neighbourhood of Parnassus, prosecuting mani-
fest hostilities against the Persians. Aware of the feeling
among this contingent, which the Thessalians took care to
place before him in an unfavourable point of view, Mardonius
determined to impress upon them a lesson of intimidation.
Causing them to form in a separate body on the plain, he
brought up his numerous cavalry all around them ; while the
Phémé, or sudden simultaneous impression, ran through the
Greek allies as well as the Phokians themselves, that he was
about to shoot them down.? The general Harmokydés,
directing his men to form a square and close their ranks,
addressed to them $hort exhortations to sell their lives dearly,
and to behave like brave Greeks against barbarian assassins—
when the cavalry rode up apparently to the charge, and
advanced close to the square, with uplifted javelins and arrows
on the string, some few of which were even actually discharged.
The Phokians maintained, as enjoined, steady ranks with a
firm countenance, and the cavalry wheeled about without any
actual attack or damage. After this mysterious demonstration,
Mardonius condescended to compliment the Phokians on their
courage, and to assure them by means of a herald that he had
been greatly misinformed respecting them. He at the same
time exhorted them to be faithful and forward in service for
the future, and promised that all good behaviour should be
amply recompensed. Herodotus seems uncertain,—difficult

! Herodot. ix. 66.

2 Herodot. ix. 17. Swetfirbe ¢phun, &s karweovtiel opéas. Respecting
¢hun, see a note a little farther on, at the battle of Mykalé, in this same
chapter.

Compare the case of the Delians at Adramyttium, surrounded and slain
with missiles by the Persian satrap, though not his enemies—wepiocrhcas
Tobs éavrot kergrdvrice (Thucyd. viil. 108). .

K 2
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as the supposition is to entertain,—whether Mardonius did not
really intend at first to massacre the Phokians in the field, and
desisted from the intention only on seeing how much blood it
would cost to accomplish. However this may be, the scene
itself was a remarkable reality, and presented one among
many other proofs of the lukewarmness and suspicious fidelity
of the army.!

Conformably to the suggestion of the Thebans, the liberties
of Greece were now to be disputed in Beeotia: and not only
had the position of Mardonius already been taken, but his
camp also fortified, before the united Grecian army approached
Kithezeron in its forward march from the Isthmus. After the
full force of the Lacedzmonians had reached the Isthmus,
they had to await the arrival of their Peloponnesian and other
confederates. The hoplites who joined them were as follows:
from Tegea, 1500 ; from Corinth, 5000, besides a small body
of 300 from the Corinthian colony of Potidea; from the
Arcadian Orchomenus, 6oo; from Sikyon, 3zoco; from
Epidaurus, 8co0; from Treezen, rooo; from Lepreon, 200;
from Mykéne and Tiryns, 4o0; from Phlius, roco; from
Hermioné, 300; from Eretria and Styra, 600 ; from Chalkis,
400 ; from Ambrakia, goo; from Leukas and Anaktorium,
800 ; from Palé in Kephallenia, 200 ; from Agina, 500. On
marching from the Isthmus to Megara, they took up 3ooo
Megarian hoplites; and as soon as they *reached Eleusis in
their forward progress, the army was completed by the junction
of 8ocoo Athenian hoplites, and 6oo Platean, under Aristeidés,
who passed over from Salamis.2 The total force of hoplites or

! Obx ¥xw &Tpsréws elnely, obiTe €l FAbov uév dmoréovres Tovs duxéas, Den-
Oévrwy Tév Pesaardv, &e. (Herodot. ix, 18).

This confession of uncertainty as to motives and plans, distinguishing
between them and the visible facts which he is describing, is not without
img)ortance as strengthening our confidence in the historian.

Compare this list of Herodotus with the enumeration which Pausanias
read inscribed on the statue of Zeus, erected at Olympia by the Greeks who
took part in the battle of Platzea (Pausan. v. 23, 1).

Pausanias found inscribed all the names here indicated by Herodotus,
except the Palés of Kephallenia ; and he found in addition the Eleians,
Keans, Kythnians, Tenians, Naxians, and M&lians. The five last names
are islanders in the Zgean : their contingents sent to Platea must at all
events have been very small, and it is surprising to hear that they sent any
~—especially when we recollect that there was a Greek fleet at this moment
on service, to which it would be natural that they should join themselves in
preference to land-service.

With respect to the name of the Eleians, the suspicion of Brondstedt
is plausible, that Pausanias may have mistaken the name of the Paiés of
Kephallenia for theits, and may have fancied that he read ITAAEIOL when
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heavy-armed troops was thus 38,700 men. There were no
cavalry, and but very few bowmen—but if we add those who
are called light-armed or unarmed generally, some perhaps
with javelins or swords, but none with any defensive armour—
the grand total was not less than 110,000 men. Of these
light-armed or unarmed, there were, as computed by Hero-
dotus, 35,000 in attendance on the 5000 Spartan citizens, and
34,500 In attendance on the other hoplites; together with
1800 Thespians who were properly hoplites, yet so badly
armed as not to be reckoned in the ranks.?

Such was the number of Greeks present or near at hand
in the combat against the Persians at Plateea, which took place
some little time afterwards. But it seemed that the con-
tingents were not at first completely full, and that new
additions 2 continued to arrive until a few days before the
battle, along with the convoys of cattle and provisions which
came for the subsistence of the army. Pausanias marched
first from the Isthmus to Eleusis, where he was joined by the
Athenians from Salamis. At Eleusis as well as at the Isthmus,
the sacrifices were found encouraging, and the united army
then advanced across the ridge of Kitharon, so as to come
within sight of the Persians. When Pausanias saw them
occupying the line of the Asdpus in the plain beneath, he kept
his own army on the mountain declivity near Erythra, without
choosing to adventure himself in the level ground. Mardonius,
finding them not disposed to seek battle in the plain, de-
spatched his numerous and excellent cavalry under Masistius,
the most distinguished officer in his army, to attack them.
For the most part, the ground was so uneven as to check their
approach ; but the Megarian contingent, which happened to
be more exposed than the rest, were so hard pressed that they
were forced to send to Pausanias for aid. They appear to
have had not only no cavalry, but no bowmen or light-armed
troops of any sort with missile weapons; while the Persians,

it was really written IIAAEIS, in an inscription at that time about 600 years
old. The place in the series wherein Pausanias places the name of the
Elelans strengthens this suspicion, Unless it be admitted, we shall be
driven, as the most probable alternative, to suppose a fraud committed by
the vanity of the Eleians, which may easily have led them to alter a name
originally belonging to the Palés. The reader will recollect that the Eleians
were themselves the superintendents and curators at Olympia.

Plutarch seems to have read the same inscription as Pausanias (De
Herodoti Malignit, p. 873).

1 Herodot. ix, 19, 28, 29.

3 Herodot. ix. 28. oi émporrdvrés 7¢ kal of &p)hw ENOSvres ‘EAMvwy,
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excellent archers and darters, using very large bows and
trained in such accomplishments from their earliest childhood,
charged in successive squadrons and overwhelmed the Greeks
with darts and arrows—not omitting contemptuous taunts on
their cowardice for keeping back from the plain.! So general
was then the fear of the Persian cavalry, that Pausanias could
find none of the Greeks, except the Athenians, willing to
volunteer and go to the rescue of the Megarians. A body
of Athenians, however, especially 3oo chosen troops under
Olympiodorus, strengthened with some bowmen, immediately
marched to the spot and took up the combat with the Persian
cavalry. For some time the struggle was sharp and doubtful :
at length the general Masistius,—a man renowned for bravery,
lofty in stature, clad in conspicuous armour, and mounted on
a Niszan horse with golden trappings—charging at the head
of his troops, had his horse struck by an arrow in the side.
The animal immediately reared and threw his master on the
ground, close to the ranks of the Athenians, who, rushing
forward, seized the horse, and overpowered Masistius before
he could rise. So impenetrable were the defences of his
helmet and breastplate 2 however, that they had considerable
difficulty in killing him, though he was in their power: at
length a spearman pierced him in the eye. The death of the
general passed unobserved by the Persian cavalry, but as soon
as they missed him and became aware of t}fe loss, they charged
furiously and in one mass, to recover the dead body. At first
the Athenians, too few in number to resist the onset, were
compelled for a time to give way, abandoning the body ; but
reinforcements presently arriving at their call, the Persians
were driven back with loss, and it finally remained in their
possession.?

The death of Masistius, coupled with that final repulse of
the cavalry which left his body in possession of the Greeks,
produced a strong effect on both armies, encouraging the one
as much as it disheartened the other. Throughout the camp
of Mardonius, the grief was violent and unbounded, manifested
by wailing so loud as to echo over all Beeotia ; while the hair
of men, horses and cattle, was abundantly cut in token of
mourning. The Greeks, on the other hand, overjoyed at their
* 1 About the missile weapons and skill of the Persians, see Herodot. i
136 ; Xenophon, Anabas, iii, 4, 17.

Cyrus the younger was eminent in the use both of the bow and the
javelin (Xenoph. Anab. i. 8, 26 ; i. 9, 5: compare Cyropzd. i. 2, 4).

2 See Quintus Curtius, iii. 11, 15; and the note of Miitzel.

3 Herodot. ix. 21, 22, 23 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 14.

¢
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success, placed the dead body in a cart and paraded it round
the army: even the hoplites ran out of their ranks to look at
it; not only hailing it as a valuable trophy, but admiring its
stature and proportions.?!

So much was their confidence increased, that Pausanias now
ventured to quit the protection of the mountain-ground, incon-
venient from its scanty supply of water, and to take up his
position in the plain beneath, interspersed only with low
hillocks. Marching from Erythree in a westerly direction
along the declivities of Kitheron, and passing by Hysie, the
Greeks occupied a line of camp in the Platean territory along
the Asépus and on its right bank; with their right wing near
to the fountain called Gargaphia,? and their left wing near to

L Herodot. ix. 24, 25 oiuwyd 7e Xpedpevor awiéty” Ewagay yop THy
Boworlyy kareixe hxe, &c.

The exaggerated demonstrations of grief, ascribed to Xerxes and Atossa
in the Pers@ of Aschylus, have often been blamed by critics : we may see
from this passage how much they are in the manners of Orientals of
that day.

2 Herodot, ix. 25-30; Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 11. 7d70d "AvdpopdTovs
fipPov dyyds dAcet Turvav kal suoklwy 3évdpwy mepiexduevor.

The expression of Herodotus respecting this position taken by Pausanias,
Obror pev ov raxbévres éml 1¢ 'Acwrd dorparowedetorro, as well as the
words which follow in the next chapter (31)—Of BdpBapoi, TvBiuevor elvas
Tobs “EAAyvas & HAaTwfiol, mapicay roal abrel éxl 7dv "Acwnby by Tadry
péavra—show plainly that the Grecian troops were encamped along the
Asbpus on the Platea® side, while the Persians, in their second position
occnpied the ground on the opposite or Theban side of the river. Which-
ever army commenced the attack had to begin by passing the As6pus (c.
36-59).

For the topography of this region, and of the positions occupied by the
two armies, compare Squire, in Walpole’s Turkey, p. 338 ; Kruse, Hellas,
vol. il. ch. vi. p. 9 seg., and ch. viii. p. 592 seg. : and the still more
copious and accurate information of Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern
Greece, ch. xvi. vol. ii. p. 324-360. Both of them have given plans of the
region ; that at the end of this volume is borrowed from Kiepert’s maps. I
cannot but think that the fountain Gargaphia is not yet identified, and that
both Kruse and Leake place the Grecian position farther from the river
AsBpus than is consistent with the words of Herodotus ; which words seem
to specify points near the two extremities, indicating that the fountain of
Gargaphia was near the river towards the right of the Grecian position,
and the chapel of Androkratés also near the river towards the left of that
position, where the Athenians were posted. Nor would such a site fora
chapel of Androkratés be inconsistent with Thucydidés (iii. 24), who
merely mentions that chapel as being on the right-hand of the first mile of
road from Platea to Thebes.

Considering the length of time which has elapsed since the battle, it
would not be surprising if the spring of Gargaphia were no longer recog-
nisable. At any rate, neither the fountain pointed out by Colonel Leake
(p. 332) nor that of Vergutiani which had been supposed by Colonel
Squire and Ds. Clarke, appear to me suitable for Gargaphia,
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the chapel, surrounded by a shady grove, of the Platzan hero
Androkratés, In this position they were marshalled according
to nations, or separate fractions of the Greek name—the
Lacedemonians on the right wing, with the Tegeans and
Corinthians immediately joining them-—and the Athenians on
the left wing ; a post, which as second in point of dignity, was
at first claimed by the Tegeans, chiefly on grounds of mythical
exploits, to the exclusion of the Athenians, but ultimately
adjudged by the Spartans, after hearing both sides, to Athens.!
In the field even Lacedemonians followed those democratical
forms which pervaded so generally Grecian military operations :
in this case, it was not the generals, but the Lacedemonian
troops in a body, who heard the argument and delivered the
verdict by unanimous acclamation.,

Mardonius, apprised of this change of position, marched
his army also a little farther to the westward, and posted
himself opposite to the Greeks, divided from them by the
river Asbpus, At the suggestion of the Thebans, he himself
with his Persians and Medes, the picked men of his army,
took post on the left wing, immediately opposite to the
Lacedzmonians on the Greek right, and even extending so far
as to cover the Tegean ranks on the left of the Lacedaemo-
nians: Baktrians, Indians, Sakee, with other Asiatics and
Egyptians, filled the centre ; and the Greeks and Macedonians
in the service of Persia, the right—over a¥ainst the hoplites
of Athens. The numbers of these last-mentioned Greeks
Herodotus could not learn, though he estirnates them con-,
jecturally at so,000:2 nor can we place any confidence in
the total of 300,000 which he gives as belonging to the other
troops of Mardonius, though probably it cannot have been
much less.

In this position lay the two armies, separated only by a
narrow space including the river Asdpus, and each expecting
a battle, whilst the sacrifices on bebalf of each were offered
up. Pausanias, Mardonius, and the Greeks in the Persian
army, had each a separate prophet to offer sacrifice, and to
ascertain the dispositions of the gods: the two first bad men
from the most distinguished prophetic families in Elis—the

The errors of that plan of the battle of Platea which accompanies the
Voyage d’Anacharsis, are now well understood.

1 Herodot. ix, 26-29. Judging from the battles of Corinth (B.C. 396)
and Mantineia (B.c. 418), the Tegeans seem afterwards to have dropped
this pretension to occupy the left wing, and to have preferred the post in
the line next to the Lacedsmonians (Xenoph, Helen, iv, 2, 19).

% Herodot. ix, 31, 32
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latter invited one from Leukas.! All received large pay, and
the prophet of Pausanias had indeed been honoured with a
recompense above all pay—the gift of full Spartan citizenship
for himself as well as for his brother. It happened that the
prophets on both sides delivered the same report of their
respective sacrifices: favourable for resistance if attacked—
unfavourable for beginning the battle. At a moment when
doubt and indecision was the reigning feeling on both sides,
this was the safest answer for the prophet to give, and the
most satisfactory for the soldiers to hear. And though the
answer from Delphi had been sufficiently encouraging, and
the kindness of the patron-heroes of Plateza? had been
solemnly invoked, yet Pausanias did not venture to cross the
AsOpus and begin the attack, in the face of a pronounced
declaration from his prophet. Nor did even Hegesistratus,
the prophet employed by Mardonius, choose on his side to
urge an aggressive movement, though he had a deadly personal
hatred against the Lacedaemonians, and would have been de-
lighted to see them worsted. There arose commencements of
conspiracy, perhaps encouraged by promises or bribes from
the enemy, among the wealthier Athenian hoplites, to establish
an oligarchy at Athens under Persian supremacy, like that
which now existed at Thebes,—a conspiracy full of danger at
such a moment, though fortunately repressed ® by Aristeidés,
with a hand at on® gentle and decisive.

The annoyance inflicted by the Persian cavalry, under the
guidance of the Thebans, was incessant. Their constant
assaults, and missile weapons from the other side of the
Asbpus, prevented the Greeks from using the river for supplies
of water, so that the whole army was forced to water at the
fountain Gargephia, at the extreme right of the position,* near

! Herodot. ix. A6, 38. pemofuwuévos obk dAlyov.

These prophets, were men of great individual consequence, as may be
seen by the detaily which Herodotus gives respecting their adventures:
corpare also the Listory of Euenius, ix. 93.

£ Plutarch, Aritteidgs, c. xi. ; Thucyd. ii. 74.

3 Plutarch, Ariseidgs, c. 13.

4 ferodot. ix. <0, 49, 50. THv Te kphyny Thy Tapyadlny, &x’ s $dpebero
7y 75 oTpdrevua 0 EAApidy—Epurduevos 3¢ dmd T0b *Acwwob, obrw 8%
ém} oy kphyny poiTeov” &md Tob woraued ydp odi obr &y PBwp dopéeada,
omd ve Tiy inméwr kal TofevudTawr,

Diodorus (xi, 30, affirms that the Greek position was so well defended
by the nature of th¢ ground, and so difficult of attack, that Mardonius was
prevented from making use of his superior numbers. It is evident from the
account of Heroddtus that this is quite incorrect. The position seems to
have had no protedtion except what it derived from the river Astpus, and
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the Lacedzmonian hoplites. Moreover the Theban leader
Timegenidas, remarking the convoys which arrived over the
passes of Kitheron in the rear of the Grecian camp, and the
constant reinforcements of hoplites which accompanied them,
prevailed upon Mardonius to employ his cavalry in cutting off
such communication. The first movement of this sort, under-
taken by night against the pass called the Oak Heads, was
eminently successful. A train of 500 beasts of burden with
supplies, was attacked descending into the plain with its
escort, all of whom were either slain or carried prisoners to
the Persian camp ; so that it became unsafe for any further
convoys to approach the Greeks.! Eight days had already
been passed in inaction before Timegenidas suggested, or
Mardonius executed this manceuvre ; which it is fortunate for
the Greeks that he did not attempt earlier, and which afforded
clear proof how much might be hoped from an efficient em-
ployment of his cavalry, without the ruinous risk of a general
action. Nevertheless, after waiting two days longer, his im-
patience became uncontrollable, and he determined on a
general battle forthwith.2 In vain ¢id Artabazus endeavour
to dissuade him from the step; taking the same view as the
Thebans, that in a pitched battle the united Grecian army
was invincible, and that the only successful policy was that of
delay and corruption to disunite them. He recommended
standing on the defensive, by means of Thebes, well fortified
and amply provisioned: so as to allow time for distributing
effective bribes among the leading men throughout the various
Grecian cities. This suggestion, which Herodotus considers
as wise and likely to succeed, was repudiated by Mardonius
as cowardly and unworthy of the recognised superiority of the
Persian arms.?

But while he overruled, by virtue of superior authority, the
objections of all around him, Persians as well as Greek, he
could not but feel daunted by their reluctant otedience, which
he suspected to arise from their having heard oracles or
prophecies of unfavourable augury. He therelore summoned
the chief officers, Greek as well as Persian, and put the
question to them whether they knew any proph cy announcing
that the Persians were doomed to destruction in Greece. All
the Greeks were ultimately forced to abandon it by the jncessant attacks of
the Persian cavalry. The whole account, at once diffuse;and uninstructive,
given by Diodorus of this battle (xi. 30-36), forms a st™>ng contrast with
the clear, impressive, and circumstantial narrative of He'odotus.

1 Herodot. ix. 38, 39. 2 Herodot. ix. 40, 41.
8 Herodot. ix. 42.
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were silent: some did not know the prophecies, but others
(Herodotus intimates) knew them full well, though they did
not dare to speak. Receiving no answer, Mardonius said,
“Since ye either do not know, or will not tell, I who know
well will myself speak out. There is an oracle to the effect,
that Persian invaders of Greece shall plunder the temple of
Delphi, and shall afterwards all be destroyed. Now we, being
aware of this, shall neither go against that temple, nor try to
plunder it : on that ground therefore we shall not be destroyed.
Rejoice ye therefore, ye who are well-affected to the Persians
—we shall get the better of the Greeks.” With that he gave
orders to prepare everything for a general attack and battle on
the morrow.l

It is not improbable that the Orchomenian Thersander was
present at this interview, and may have reported it to Herodo-
tus. But the reflection of the historian himself is not the least
curious part of the whole, as illustrating the manner in which
these prophecies sunk into men’s minds, and determined their
judgements. Herodotus knew (though he does not cite it) the
particular prophecy to which Mardonius made allusion ; and
he pronounces, in the most affirmative tone? that it had no
reference to the Persians : it referred to an ancient invasion of
Greece by the Illyrians and the Encheleis. But both Bakis
(from whom he quotes four lines) and Muszus had pro-
phesied, in the plainest manner, the destruction of the Persian
army on the banks of the Thermddon and Asépus. And
these are the prophecies which we must suppose the officers
convoked by Mardonius to have known also, though they did
not dare to speak out: it was the fault of Mardonius himself
that he did not take warning.

The attack of a multitude like that of Mardonius was not
likely under any circumstances to be made so rapidly as to
take the Greeks by surprise: but the latter were forewarned
of it by a secret visit from Alexander king of Macedon ; who,
riding up to the Athenian advanced posts in the middle of the
night, desired to speak with Aristeidés and the other generals.
Announcing to them alone his name and proclaiming his
earnest sympathy for the Grecian cause, as well as the hazard
which he incurred by this nightly visit—he apprised them that

1 Herodot. ix. 42.

2 Herodot. ix. 43, Tobrov & é’-yavye Tdv xpnoudy 7dv Mapddvios elme &s
époas Exetv, &’ IA/\vaus 7€ KALTOV® E'yxé)\e.ov o'Tpa'rbV olda memos Nué-
vov, AN obk és Mépoas. ’AANY T& utv Bdxide és ‘raurm/ v pdxny ¥or
wewazn,uéva, &e.
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Mardonius, though eager for a battle long ago, could not by
any effort obtain favourable sacrifices, but was nevertheless,
even in spite of this obstacle, determined on an attack the
next morning. “Be ye prepared accordingly; and if ye
succeed in this war (said be), remember to liberate me also
from the Persian yoke; I too am a Greek by descent, and
thus risk my head because I cannot endure to see Greece
enslaved.”!

The communication of this important message, made by
Aristeldés to Pausanias, elicited from him a proposal not a
little surprising as coming from a Spartan general. He re-
quested the Athenians to change places with the Lacede-
monians in the line. “We Lacedeemonians (said Be) now
stand opposed to the Persians and Medes, against whom we
have never yet contended, while ye Athenians have fought
and conquered them at Marathon. March ye then over to
the right wing and take our places, while we will take yours in
the left wing against the Beeotians and Thessalians, with whose
arms and attack we are familiar.” The Athenians readily
acceded, and the reciprocal change of order was accordingly
directed. It was not yet quite completed, when day broke and
the Theban allies of Mardonius immediately took notice of
what had beén done. That general commanded a correspond-
ing change in his own line, so as to place the native Persians
once more over against the Lacedemoneans; upon which
Pausanias, seeing that his manceuvre had failed, led back his
Lacedemonians to the right wing, while a second movement
on the part of Mardonius replaced both armies in the order
originally observed.?

No incident similar to this will be found throughout the
whole course of Lacedemonian history. To evade encounter-
ing the best troops in the enemy’s line, and to depart for this
purpose from their privileged post on the right wing, was a step
well-calculated to lower them in the eyves of Greece, and could
hardly have failed to produce that effect, if the intention had
been realised. It is at the same time no mean compliment to
the formidable reputation of the native Persian troops—a
reputation recognised by Herodotus, and well sustained at

1 Herodof, ix. 44-45. Thelanguage about the sacrifices is remarkable-—
Adyw B Gy §1i Moapdoviy e kal 7§ oTparifi ob dbvaTar T4 opdyia
kaTalbuia yevéoBar wdiar yap bv éudxeole, &c.

Mardonius had tried many unavailing efforts to procure better sacrifices s
it coneld not be done.

2 Herodot. ix. 47 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 16, THere, ason many other
occasions, Plutarch rather spoils than assists the narrative of Herodotus,
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least by their personal bravery.! Nor can we wonder that this
publicly manifested reluctance on the part of the leading troops
in the Grecian army contributed much to exalt the rash con-
fidence of Mardonius : a feeling which Herodotus, in Homeric
style,? casts into the speech of a Persian herald sent to upbraid
the Lacedemonians, and challenge them to a “single combat
with champions of equal numbers, Lacedemonians against
Persians.” This herald, whom no one heard or cared for, and
who serves but as a mouthpiece for bringing out the feelings
belonging to the moment, was followed by something very real
and terrible—a vigorous attack on the Greek line by the
Persian cavalry ; whose rapid motions, and showers of arrows
and javelins, annoyed the Greeks on this day more than ever.
The latter (as has been before stated) had no cavalry whatever;
nor do their light troops, though sufficiently numerous, appear
to have rendered any service, with the exception of the
Athenian bowmen. How great was the advantage gained by
the Persian cavalry, is shown by the fact that they for a time
drove away the Laced=monians from the fountain of Gargaphia,
so as to choke it up and render it unfit for use. As the army
had been prevented by the cavalry from resorting to the river
Asdpus, this fountain had been of late the only watering-place ;
and without it the position which they then occupied became
untenable—while their provisions also were exhausted, inasmuch
as the convoys, ffdm fear of the Persian cavalry, could not
descend from Kitheron to join them.®

In this dilemma Pausanias summoned the Grecian chiefs to
his tent, After an anxious debate, the resolution was taken, in
case Mardonius should not bring on a general action in the
course of the day, to change their position during the night,
when there would be no interruption from the cavalry ; and to
occupy the ground called the Island, distant about ten furlongs
in a direction nearly west, and seemingly north of the town of
Plateea, which was itself about twenty furlongs distant. This
island, improperly so denominated, included the ground com-
prised between two branches of the river Oeroé;* both of
which flow from Kitheron, and after flowing for a certain time
in channels about three furlongs apart, form a junction and

1 Herodot, ix. 71.

? Compare the reproaches of Hektor to Diomédes {Iliad, viii. 161).

3 Herodot. ix. 49, 50. Pausanias mentions that the Plateans restored the
fountain of Gargaphia after the victory (7d #dwp dveovdoarro); but he
bardly seems to speak as if he had himself seen it (ix. 4, 2).

4 See a good description of the ground in Colonel Leake, Travels in
Northern Greece, ch. xvi. vol. i, p. 358,
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run in a north-westerly direction towards one of the recesses of
the Gulf of Corinth—quite distinct from the Asdpus, which,
though also rising near at hand in the lowest declivities under
Kithw®ron, takes an easterly direction and discharges itself into
the sea opposite Eubcea. When encamped in this so-called
Island, the army would be secure of water from the stream in
their rear ; nor would they, as now, expose an extended breadth
of front to a numerous hostile cavalry separated from them only
by the Asbpus.! It was further resolved, that so soon as the
army should once be in occupation of the Island, half of the
troops should forthwith march onward to disengage the con-
voys blocked up on Kitheron and conduct them to the camp.
Such was the plan settled in council among the different
Grecian chiefs ; the march was to be commenced at the begin-
ning of the second night-watch, when the enemy’s cayalry would
have completely withdrawn.

In spite of what Mardonius is said to have determined, he
passed the whole day without any general attack. But his
cavalry, probably elated by the recent demonstration of the
Lacedxmonians, were on that day more daring and indefati-
gable than ever, and inflicted much loss as well as severe suffer-
ing ;2 insomuch that the centre of the Greek force (Corinthians,
Megarians, &c., between the Lacedemonians and Tegeans on
the right, and the Athenians on the left), when the hour
arrived for retiring to the Island, comunfenced their march
indeed, but forgot or disregarded the preconcerted plan and the
orders of Pausanias in their impatience to obtain a complete
shelter against the attacks of the cavalry. Instead of proceed-
ing to the Island, they marched a distance of twenty furlongs
directly to the town of Platza, and took up a position in front
of the Herzum or temple of Heéré, where they were protected
partly by the buildings, partly by the comparatively high
ground on which the town with its temple stood. Be-
tween the position which the Greeks were about to leave
and that which they bad resolved to occupy (7.e., between
the course of the Asdpus and that of the Oerod), there
appear to have been a range of Jow hills. The Lacedzmo-
nians, starting from the right wing, had to march directly

1 Herodot. ix. 51. ’'Es 7otrov 3 tdv x@pov éBovredoarro ueracrivas,
Tva ral U8at: EXwa xpacbas &phévy, xal of inmées adéas uY owolaro, bomep
rar’ 0V édvrawy.

The last words have reference to the position of the two hostile armies,
extended front to front along the course of the Asbpus.

2 Herodot. ix. §2. kelvgy uév v juépyy wioay, mpooreyndrns Tis rmou,
Exov wovov drpuTon,
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wver these hills, while the Athenians, from the left, were to turn

hem and get into the plain on the other side.! Pausanias,

ipprised that the divisions of the centre had commenced their

night-march, and concluding of course that they would pro-

ceed to the Island according to orders, allowed a certain

interval of time in order to prevent confusion, and then directed
that the Lacedemonians and Tegeans should also begin their
movement towards that same position, But here he found
himself embarrassed by an unexpected obstacle. The move-

ment was retrograde, receding from the enemy, and not con-
sistent with the military honour of a Spartan: nevertheless
most of the taxiarchs or leaders of companies obeyed without
murmuring, but Amompharetus, lochage or captain of that
band which Herodotus calls the lochus of Pitana,? obstinately
refused. Not having been present at the meeting in which the
resolution had been taken, he now heard it for the first time
with astonishment and disdain, declaring “that he for one
would never so far disgrace Sparta as to run away from the
foreigner.” 8 Pausanias, with the second in command Euryanax,
exhausted every effort to overcome his reluctance. But they
could by no means induce him to retreat ; nor did they dare to
move without him, leaving his entire lochus exposed alone to
the enewmy.*

Amidst the darkness of night, and in this scene of indecision
and dispute, an Atlfenian messenger on horseback reached Pau-
sanias, instructed to ascertain what was passing, and to ask for
the last directions. For in spite of the resolution taken after
formal debate, the Athenian generals still mistrusted the Lacedz-
monians, and doubted whether, after all, they would act as they
had promised. The movement of the central division having

! Herodot. ix. §6. Tavgarins—aonufrvas anfiye 5i1& 178r koAwvdv robs
Acimads wavras' elmovra §& xal Teyehirar. 'Abnvaior 5¢ Taxfévres ficav v&
Eurghy § Aaxedoudvion. Of uév yap tév 7e SxBwv vrelyorto kal s
brwpelns Tob Kibaspdyos. 'Abnralor 8¢, ndrw rpapbévres és v wedlov,

With which we must combine another passage, c¢. §9, intimating that
the track of the Athenians led them to turn and get behind the hills,, which
prevented Mardonius from seeing them, though they were marching along
the plain :—Mapddvios—émeixe éml Aaxedaiuoviovs ral Teyefras podvovs.
’Abmyaiovs y&p Tpamopévous é&s b meblov dmd v GxBwy ob kaTdpa.

2 There is on this point a difference between Thucydidés and Herodotus :
the former affirms that there never was any Spartan lochus so called (Thucyd.,
i. 20}

We have no means of reconciling the difference, nor can we be certain
that Thucydidés is right in his negative comprehending all past time—-bs

3 1

add’ éyévers mdwore.

¥ Herodot. ix. 53, 54. ¢ Herodot. ix. 52, §3.
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become known to them, they sent at the last moment before
they commenced their own march, to assure themselves that
the Spartans were about to move also A profound, and even
an exaggerated mistrust, but too well justified by the previous
behaviour of the Spartans towards Athens, is visible in_this
proceeding ;1 yet it proved fortunate in its results—for if the
Athenians, satisfied with executing their part in the precon-
certed plan, had marched at once to the Island, the Grecian
army would have been severed without the p0351b111ty of
reuniting, and the issue of the battle might have proved
altogether different. The Athenian herald found the Lacedz-
monians still stationary in their position, and the generals in
hot dispute with Amompharetus, who despised the threat of
being left alone to make head against the Persians, and when
reminded that the resolution had been taken by general vote of
the officers, took up with both hands a vast rock fit for the
hands of Ajax or Hektor, and cast it at the feet of Pausanias,
saying—* This is #y pebble, wherewith I give my vote not to
run away from the strangers.” Pausanias denounced him as a
madman~—desiring the herald to report the scene of embarrass-
ment which he had just come to witness, and to entreat the
Athenian generals not to commence their retreat until the
Lacedaemonians should also be in march. In the meantime
the dispute continued, and was even prolonged by the per-
verseness of Amompharetus until the mormng began to dawn ;
when Pausanias, afraid to remain longer, gave the signal for
retreat—calculating that the refractory captain, when he saw his
lochus really left alone, would probably make vp his mind to
follow. Having marched about ten furlongs, across the hilly
ground which divided him from the Island, he commanded a
halt ; either to await Amompharetus if he chose to follow, or to
be near enough to render aid and save him, if he were rash
enough to stand his ground single-handed. Happily the latter,

seeing that his general had really departed, overcame hlb
scruples, and followed him; overtaking and joining the main
body in its first halt near the river Moloeis and the temiple
of Eleusinian Démétér? The Athenians, commencing their
movement st the same time with Pausanias, got round the
hills to the plain on the other side and proceeded on their
march towards the Island.

1 Herodot. IX 54. ’Aﬂnvamx—»eixou &fpe,uas adpéas alrovs Wa érdxyoar,
emordpevor 76 Aanedaspoviey Ppovipara, &s dANa poredyTwy kol GAAa
Aezdwwv

Herodot. ix. 56, 57.
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When the day broke, the Persian cavalry were astonished
to find the Grecian position deserted. They immediately set
themselves to the pursuit of the Spartans, whose march lay
along the higher and more conspicuous ground, and whose
progress had moreover been retarded by the long delay of
Amompharetus : the Athenians on the contrary, marching
without halt, and being already behind the hills, were not
open to view. To Mardonius, this retreat of his enemy
inspired an extravagant and contemptuous confidence which
he vented in full measure to the Thessalian Aleuadee—*These
are your boasted Spartans, who changed their place just now
in the line, rather than fight the Persians, and have here shown
by a barefaced flight what they are really worth!” With that
he immediately directed his whole army to pursue and attack
with the utmost expedition. The Persians crossed the Asbpus
and ran after the Greeks at their best speed, pell-mell, without
any thought of order or preparations for overcoming resistance :
the army already rang with shouts of victory, in full confidence
of swallowing up the fugitives as soon as they were overtaken.

The Asiatic allies all followed the example of this disorderly
rush forward ;! but the Thebans and the other Grecian allies
on the right wing of Mardonius, appear to have maintained
somewhat better order.

Pausanias had not been able to retreat farther than the
neighbourhood of*the Demetrion or temple of Eleusinian
Démétér, where he had halted to take up Amompharetus.
Overtaken first by the Persian horse and next by Mardonius
with the main body, he sent a horseman forthwith to apprise
the Athenians, and to entreat their aid. The Athenians were
prompt in complying with his request: but they speedily found
themselves engaged in conflict against the Theban allies of the
enemy, and therefore unable to reach him.? Accordingly the
Lacedeemonians and Tegeates had to encounter the Persians
single-handed without any assistance from the other Greeks.

1 Herodot. ix. 59. &3fwiov bs moddy Exaoros elxov, obite wbouy oiderl
wooundévres, obre Tdtr. Kal ofror pév Bofi Te wal bulAy émhicar, &s
dvapmaodpevor Tobs YEAAqvas.

Herodotus dwells especially on the reckless and disorderly manuer in
which the Persians advanced : Plutarch, on the contrary, says of Mardonius
—¥xwy cvvrertayuévyy iy Sivauw émepépeto Tois Aaxedaruoriors, &c.
{(Plutarch, Aristeid. c. 17).

Piutarch also says that Pausanias Fye vhy &AAny Slvaurw wpds r&s
OAaracds, &c., which is quite contrary to the real narrative of Hero-
dotus. Pausanias intended to march to the Island, not to Platea : he did

not reach either the one or the other.
% Herodot. ix. 60, 61.
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The Persians, on arriving within bowshot of their enemies,
planted in the ground the spiked extremities of their gerrha
(or long wicker shields), forming a continuous breastwork, from
behind which they poured upon the Greeks a shower of
arrows :! their bows were of the largest size, and drawn with no
less power than skill. In spite of the wounds and distress thus
inflicted, Pausanias persisted in the indispensable duty of offer-
ing the battle-sacrifice, and the victims were for some time
unfavourable, so that he did not venture to give orders for
advance and close combat. Many were here wounded or slain
in the ranks,? among them the brave Kallikratés, the hand-
somest and strongest man in the army: until Pausanias,
wearied out with this compulsory and painful delay, at length
raised his eyes to the conspicuous Hereeum of the Platzans,
and invoked the merciful intervention of Héré to remove that
obstacle which confined him to the spot. Hardly had he
pronounced the words, when the victims changed and became
favourable :# but the Tegeans, while he was yet praying,
anticipated the effect and hastened forward against the enemy,
followed by the Lacedeemonians as soon as Pausanias gave the
word. The wicker breastwork before the Persians was soon
overthrown by the Grecian charge: nevertheless the Persians,
though thus deprived of their tutelary hedge and having no
defensive armour, maintained the fight with individual courage,
the more remarkable because it was totally unassisted by dis-
cipline or trained collective movement, against the drilled
array, the regulated step, the well-defended persons, and the
long spears, of the Greeks:* They threw themselves upon the

1 About the Persian bow, see Xenoph. Anabas. iil. 4, 17.

2 Herodot. ix. 72.

3 Herodot. ix. 62. Kal 7oior Aaxedaiuoviort adrica uerd mhy edyhw
Thy Haveaview éylveto Buopévotot T& odpdyia xpnord. Plutarch exaggerates
the long-suffering of Pausanias (Aristot. ¢. 17, ad finem).

The Jofty and conspicuous site of the Herzeon, visible tg Pausanias at the
distance where he was, is plainly marked in Herodotus (ix. 61).

For incidents illustrating the hardships which a Grecian army endured
from its reluctance to move without favourable sacrifices, see Xenophon,
Anabasis, vi. 4, 10-25; Hellenic. iii. 2, 17.

4 Herodot. ix, 62, 63. His words about the courage of the Persians are
remarkable : Apar: pév vuv kal pduy odx €oooves Eoav of Mépoar: Evomhot
3¢ &dvres, kal mpds, avemarhuoves &oav, kal odi Suolot Tolot évavriowt odliny
. . . TWAElocTov Ydp cpeas dnAfero § Eodls épfiuos éoloa GmAww, wpds yip
bmAlras &bvres yvuvites dydva émoietrro. Compare the striking con-
versation between Xerxes and Demaratus (Herodot. vil. 104).

The description given by Herodotus of the gallant rush made by these
badly-armed Persians, upon the presented line of spears in the Lacedee-
monian ranks, may be compared with Livy (xxxil. 17), a description of the
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Lacedemonians, seizing hold of their spears, and breaking
them : many of them devoted themselves in small parties of ten
to force by their bodies a way into the lines, and to get to
individual close combat with the short spear and the dagger.
Mardonius himself, conspicuous upon a white horse, was
among the foremost warriors, and the thousand select troops
who formed his body-guard distinguished themselves beyond
all the rest. At length he was slain by the hand of a dis-
tinguished Spartan named Aeimnéstus; his thousand guards
mostly perished around him, and the courage of the remaining
Persians, already worn out by the superior troops against which
they had been long contending, was at last thoroughly broken
by the death of their general. They turned their backs and
fled, not resting until they got into the wooden fortified camp,
constructed by Mardonius behind the Asbépus. The Asiatic
allies also, as soon as they saw the Persians defeated, took to
flight without striking a blow.2

The Athenians on the left, meanwhile, had been engaged in
a serious conflict with the Beeotians; especially the Theban
leaders with the hoplites immediately around them, who fought
with great bravery, but were at length driven back, after the
loss of 300 of their best troops. The Theban cavalry however
still maintained a good front, protecting the retreat of the
infantry and checking the Athenian pursuit, so that the fugitives
were enabled to reach Thebes in safety; a better refuge than
the Persian fortified camp.® With the exception of the Thebans
and Beeotians, none of the other medising Greeks rendered any
real service. Instead of sustaining or reinforcing the Thebans,

Romans attacking the Macedonian phalanx,—and with the battle of
Sempach (June, 1386), in which 1400 half-armed Swiss overcame a large
body of fully-armed Austrians, with an impenetrable front of projecting
spears ; which for some time they were unable to break in upon, until at
length one of their warriors, Arnold von Winkelried, grasped an armful of
spears, and precipjtated himself upon them, making a way for his country-
men over his dead body. See Vogelin, Geschichte der Schweizerischen
Eidgenossenschaft, ch. vi. p. 240, or indeed any history of Switzerland, for
a description of this memorable incident,

1 For the arms of the Persians, see Herodot. vii, 61.

Herodotus states in another place that the Persian troops adopted the
Egyptian breastplates (8dpmras) : probably this may have been after the
battle of Platza, Even at this battle, the Persian leaders on horseback
had strong defensive armour, as we may see by the case of Masistius
above narrated : by the time of the battle of Kunaxa, the habit had become
more widely diffused (Xenoph. Anabas. i. 8, 6; Brissen, De Regno
Persarum, lib. iii. p. 361), for the cavalry at least.

® Herodot. ix. 64, 65.

3 Herodot. ix. 67, 68.
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they never once advanced to the charge, but merely followed in
the first movement of flight. So that in point of fact the only
troops in this numerous Perso-Grecian army who really fought,
were, the native Persians and Sakz on the left, and the
Beeotians on the right ; the former against the Lacedzmonians,
the latter against the Athenians.i

Nor did even all the native Persians take part in the combat.
A body of 40,000 men under Artabazus, of whom some must
doubtless have been native Persians, left the field without
fighting and without loss. That general, seemingly the ablest
man in the Persian army, had been from the first disgusted with
the nomination of Mardonius as commander-in-chief, and had
further incurred his displeasure by deprecating any general
action. Apprised that Mardonius was hastening forward to
attack the retreating Greeks, he marshalled his division and led
them out towards the scene of action, though despairing of
success and perhaps not very anxious that his own prophecies
should be proved false. And such had been the headlong
impetuosity of Mardonius in his first forward movement,—so
complete his confidence of overwhelming the Greeks when he
discovered their retreat,—that he took no pains to ensure the
concerted action of his .whole army. Accordingly before
Artabazus arrived at the scene of action, he saw the Persian
troops, who had been engaged under the commander-in-chief,
already defeated and in flight. Without* making the least
attempt either to save them or to retrieve the battle, he im-
mediately gave orders to his own division to retreat; not
repairing, however, either to the fortified camp or to Thebes,
but abandoning at once the whole campaign, and taking the
direct road through Phokis to Thessaly, Macedonia, and the
Hellespont.?

As the native Persians, the Sakee, and the Beeotians, were
the only real combatants on the one side, so also were the Lace-
dsemonians, Tegeans, and Athenians, on the othee. It hasalready
been mentioned that the central troops of the Grecian army, dis-
obeying the general order of march, had gone during the night
to the town of Platea instead of to the Isiand. They were thus
completely severed from Pausanias, and the first thing which
they heard about the battle, was, that the Lacedeemonians were
gaining the victory. Elate ‘with this news, and anxious to come

1 Herodot. ix. 67, 68. Tav 8¢ &}\va ‘EAAMyer TOV perd PooiAfos
20ehorakedyray . . . kal Tdy EANwy gupudywy & wds Suidos ofire Slapaxe-
oduevos obdert obre 11 dmodefduevos Epvyer.

2 Herodot. ix. 66.
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in for some share of the honour, they rushed to the scene of
action, without any heed of military order: the Corinthians
taking the direct track across the hills, while the Megarians,
Phliasians and others, marched by the longer route along the
plain, so as to turn the hills, and arrive at the Athenian position,
The Theban horse under Asbpodérus, employed in checking
the pursuit of the victorious Athenian hoplites, seeing these
fresh troops coming up in thorough disorder, charged them
vigorously and drove them back, to take refuge in the high
ground, with the loss of 6oo ment} But this partial success
had no effect in mitigating the general defeat.

Following up their pursuit, the Lacedzmonians proceeded
to attack the wooden redoubt wherein the Persians had taken
refuge. But though they were here aided by all or most of
the central Grecian divisions, who had taken no part in the
battle, they were yet so ignorant of the mode of assailing walls,
that they made no progress, and were completely baffled, until
the Athenians arrived to their assistance. The redoubt was
then stormed, not without a gallant and prolonged resistance
on the part of its defenders. The Tegeans, being the first to
penetrate into the interior, plundered the rich tent of Mardonius,
whose manger for his horses, made of brass, remained long
afterwards exhibited in their temple of Athéné Alea,—while
his silver-footed throne, and scimitar,? were preserved in the
acropolis of Athen# along with the breastplate of Masistius.
Once within the wall, effective resistance ceased, and the
Greeks slaughtered without mercy as well as without limit ; so
that if we are to credit Herodotus, there survived only 3000
men out of the 300,000 which had composed the army of
Mardonius—save and except the 40,000 men who accompanied
Artabazus in his retreat.?

Respecting these numbers, the historian had probably little
to give except some vague reports, without any pretence of

r

! Herodot. ix. 69.

* Herodot. ix. 70 ; Demosthenés cont. Timokrat. p. 741, ¢. 33. Pau-
sanias (i, 27, 2) doubts whether this was really the scimitar of Mardonius,
contending that the Lacedemonians would never have permitted the
Athenians to take it.

¥ Herodot, ix. 70: compare Hschyl. Pers. 805-824. He singles out
** the Dorian spear " as the great weapon of destruction to the Persians at
Platea—very justly, Dr, Blomfield is surprised at this compliment ; but
it is to be recollected that all the earlier part of the tragedy had been em-
ployed in setting forth the glory of Athens at Salamis, and he might well
afford to give the Peloponnesians the credit which they deserved at Plateea.
Pindar distributes the honour between Sparta and Athens in like manper
{Pyth. i. 76).
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computation: about the Grecian loss his statement deserves
more attention, when he tells us that there perished ninety-one
Spartans, sixteen Tegeans, and fifty-two Athenians. Herein
however is not included the loss of the Megarians when
attacked by the Theban cavalry, nor is the number of slain
Lacedxemonians, not Spartans, specified: while even the other
numbers actually stated are decidedly smaller than the probable
truth, considering the multitude of Persian arrows and the
unshielded right side of the Grecian hoplite. On the whole,
the affirmation of Plutarch, that not less than 1360 Greeks were
slain in the action appears probable: all doubtless hoplites—
for little account was then made of the light-armed, nor indeed
are we told that they took any active part in the battle.}
Whatever may have been the numerical loss of the Persians,
this defeat proved the total ruin of their army: but we may
fairly presume that many were spared and sold into slavery,?
while many of the fugitives probably found means to join
the retreating division of Artabazus, That general made a
rapid march across Thessaly and Macedonia, keeping strict
silence about the recent battle, and pretending to be sent
on a special enterprise by Mardonius, whom he reported to be
himself approaching. If Herodotus is correct (though it may
well be doubted whether the change of sentiment in Thessaly
and the other medising Grecian states was so rapid as he im-
plies), Artabazus succeeded in traversing these countries before
the news of the battle became generally known, and then
retreated by the straightest and shortest route through the
interior of Thrace to Byzantium, from whence he passed into
Asia. The interior tribes, unconquered and predatory, harassed
his retreat considerably; but we shall find long afterwards
Persian garrisons in possession of many principal places on the
Thracian coast.® It will be seen that Artabazus subsequently
rose higher than ever in the estimation of Xerxes.

! Plutarch, Aristeidds, c. 19. Kleidemus, quoted by Plutarch, stated
that all the fifty-two Athenians who perished belonged to the tribe Alantis,
which distinguished itself in the Athenian ranks, But it seems impossible
to believe that #o citizens belonging to the other nine tribes were killed.

? Diodorus indeed states that Pausanias was so apprehensive of the
numbers of the Persians, that he forbade his soldiers to give quarter or
take any prisoners (xi. 32); but this is bardly to be believed, in spite of
his assertion. His statement that the Greeks lost 10,000 men is still less
admissible.

3 Herodot. ix. 89. The allusions of Demosthenés to Perdikkas king of
Macedonia, who is said to have attacked the Persians on their flight from
Plateea, and to have rendered their ruin complete, are too loose to deserve
attention ; more especially as Perdikkas was no# tfen king of Macedonia
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Ten days did the Greeks employ after their victory, first in
burying the slain, next in collecting and apportioning the
booty. The Lacedzmonians, the Athenians, the Tegeans, the
Megarians and the Phliasians each buried their dead apart,
erecting a separate tomb in commemoration. The Lacedz-
monians, indeed, distributed their dead into three fractions, in
three several burial-places: one for those champions who
enjoyed individual renown at Sparta, and among whom were
included the most distinguished men slain in the recent battle,
such as Poseidonius, Amompharetus the refractory captain,
Philokyon, and Kallikratés—a second for the other Spartans
and Lacedemonians *—and a third for the Helots. Besides
these sepulchral monuments, erected in the neighbourhood of
Plateea by those cities whose citizens had really fought and
fallen, there were several similar monuments to be seen in the
days of Herodotus, raised by other cities which falsely pre-
tended to the same honour, with the connivance and aid of
the Plateeans.? The body of Mardonius was discovered among
the slain, and treated with respect by Pausanias, who is even
said to have indignantly repudiated advice offered to him by
an Aginetan, that he should retaliate upon it the ignominious
treatment inflicted by Xerxes upon the dead Leonidas® On

(Demosthenéds cont. Aristokrat. p. 687, ¢. 51; and mepl Swwrdiews, p.
173, ¢ 9

i Herodot. ix. 84. Merodotus indeed assigns this second burial-place
only to the other Sgartans, apart from the Select. He takes no notice of
the Lacedemonians not Spartans, either in the battle or in reference to
burial, though he had informed us that 5000 of them were included in the
army. Some of them must have been slain, and we may fairly presume
that they were buried along with the Spartan citizens generally. As to the
word ipéas, or elpevas, or imméas (the two last being both conjectural
readings), it seems impossible to arrive at any certainty: we do not know
by what name these select warriors were called.

2 Herodot, ix. 85, Tav & &AAwy Boot kol palvovrar & HAaraifio: édvres
Tdpo, TobTous Bk, bs dyd murfdrona, émaiocxvrouévovs TH &mesrol Ths
pdxns, éxdoTovs xbpata xBom kewd, TEV Emrywopévwy elverey Avbphmwv
émel ko) Alywnréwr dor) adréh nanebuevos Tdpos, TOv &yl &rolw ral Séxa
¥rect GoTepov perd Tadra, SenBévrwy TEV Alywnréwy, x@oa KAeddny Tdv
Alrollcov, 4v3pa Mharaséa, mpbtetvoy Ebvra abriy.

This is a curious statement, derived by Herodotus doubtless from personal
incguiries made at Platea.

Herodot. ix. 78, 79. This suggestion, so abhorrent to Grecian feeling,
is put by the historian into the mouth of the Aiginetan Lampén. In my
preceding note I have alluded to another statement made by Herodotus, not
very creditable to the ABginetans: there is moreover a third (ix. 80), in
which he represents them as having cheated the Helots in their purchases of
the booty. We may presume him to have heard all these anecdotes at
Platxa : at the time when he probably visited that place, not long before
i the Peloponnesian war, the inhabitants were united in the most intimate
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the morrow the body was stolen away and buried ; by whom,
was never certainly known, for there were many different pre-
tenders who obtained reward on this plea from Artyntés the
son of Mardonius. The funereal monument was yet to be seen
in the time of Pausanias.}

The spoil was rich and multifarious—gold and silver in
Darics as well as in implements and ornaments, carpets,
splendid arms and clothing, horses, camels, &c., even the
magnificent tent of Xerxes, left on his retreat with Mardonius,
was included.2 By order of the general Pausanias, the Helots
collected all the valuable articles into one spot for division ;
not without stealing many of the golden ornaments, which, in
ignorance of the value, they were persuaded by the Alginetans
to sell as brass. After reserving a tithe for the Delphian ¢
Apollo, together with ample offerings for the Olympic Zeus and
the Isthmian Poseidon, as well as for Pausanias as general—
the remaining booty was distributed among the different con-
tingents of the army in proportion to their respective numbers.?
The concubines of the Persian chiefs were among the prizes
distributed : there were probably however among them many
of Grecian birth, restored to their families; and one especially,
overtaken in her chariot amidst the flying Persians, with rich
jewels and a numerous suite, threw herself at the feet of Pau-
sanias himself, imploring his protection. She proved to be the
daughter of his personal friend Hegetorid®s of Kos, carried off
by the Persian Pharandatés; and he had the satisfaction of
restoring her to her father.* Large as the booty collected was,
there yet remained many valuable treasures buried in the

manner with Athens, and doubtless sympathised in the hatred of the
Athenians against Agina. It does not from hence follow that the stories
are all untrue. I disbelieve, indeed, the advice said to have been given by
Lampén to crucify the body of Mardonius—which has more the air of a ¢
poetical contrivance for bringing out an honourable sentiment, than of a real
incident. But there seems no reason to doubt the truth of the other two
stories. Herodotus does but too rarely specify his informants : it is interesting

to scent out the track in which his inquiries have been prosecuted.

After the battle of Kunaxa, and the death of Cyrus the younger, his dead
body had the head and hands cut off, by order of Artaxerxes, and nailed to
a cross (Xenoph. Anab. i. 10, I ; iil. I, 17).

1 Herodot. ix. 84 ; Pausanias, ix. 2, 2.

2 Herodot. ix. 80, 81 : compare vii. 41-83.

3 Diodorus (xi. 33) states this proportional distribution. Herodotus only
says—EnaBoy Exagror vav ket ¥oav (ix. 81),

% Herodot. ix. 76, 80, 81, 82. The fate of these female companions of
the Persian grandees, on the taking of the camp by an enemy, forms a §
melancholy picture here as well as at Issus, and even at Kunaxa: see
Diodor. xvil. 35 ; Quintus Curtius, iii. xi. 21; Xenoph. Anab. i. 10, 2, j
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ground, which the Platzean inhabitants afterwards discovered
and appropriated.

The real victors in the battle of Plateea were the Lace-
deemonians, Athenians and Tegeans. The Corinthians and
others, forming part of the army opposed to Mardonius, did
not reach the field until the battle was ended, though they
doubtless aided both in the assault of the fortified camp and in
the subsequent operations against Thebes, and were universally
recognised, in inscriptions and panegyrics, among the champions

' who had contributed to the liberation of Greece.! It was not

till after the taking of the Persian camp that the contingents of
Elis and Mantineia, who may perhaps have been among the
convoys prevented by the Persian cavalry from descending the
passes of Kithzron, first reached the scene of action. Mortified

* at having missed their share in the glorious exploit, the new-

- —

comers were at first eager to set off in pursuit of Artabazus:
but the Lacedemonian commander forbade them, and they
returned home without any other consolation than that of
banishing their generals for not having led them forth more
promptly.? Lo

There yet remained the most efficient ally of Mardonius—
the city of Thebes; which Pausanias summoned on the
eleventh day after the battle, requiring that the medising leaders
should be delivered up, especially Timégenidas and Attaginus.
On receiving a refusal, he began to batter their walls, and to

1 Plutareh animadverts severely (De Malign. Herodot, p. 873 ; compare
Plut. Aristeid. ¢. 19) upon Herodotus, because he states that none of the

" Greeks had any share in the battle of Plateea except the Lacedemonians,

Tegeans, and Athenians: the orator Lysias repeats the same statement
(Oratio Funebr. ¢. g). If this were the fact (Plutarch asks) how comes it

" that the inscriptions and poems of the time recognise the exploit as per-

SV

formed by the whole Grecian army, Corinthians and others included? But
these inscriptions do not really ctontradict what is affirmed by Herodotus.
The actual battle was fought only by a part of the collective Grecian army ;
but this happened in a great measure by accident ; the rest were little more
than a mile off, and until within a few hours had been occupying part of the

. same coutinuous line of position : moreover, if the battle had lasted a little
" longer, they would have come up in time to render actual help, They

would naturally be considered, therefore, as entitled to partake in the glory

¢ of the entire result.

When however in after-times a stranger visited Platza, and saw Lace-

' demonian, Tegean, and Athenian tombs, but no Corinthian nor Aginetan,

&c., he would naturally enquire how it happened that none of these latter

: had fallen in the battle, and would then be informed that they were not
: really present at it. Hence the motive for these cities to erect empty

sepulchral monuments on the spot, as Herodotus informs us that they after-
wards did or caused to be done by individual Plateeans,
2 Herodot. ix. 77.
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adopt the still more effective measure of laying waste their
territory ; giving notice that the work of destruction would be
continued until these chiefs were given up. After twenty days
of endurance, the chiefs at length proposed, if it should prove
that Pausanias peremptorily required their persons and refused
to accept a sum of money in commutation, to surrender them-
selves voluntarily as the price of liberation for their country.
A negotiation was accordingly entered into with Pausanias,
and the persons demanded were surrendered to him, excepting
Attaginus, who found means to escape at the last moment.
His sons, whom he left behind, were delivered up as substitutes,
but Pausanias refused to touch them, with the just remark,
which in those times was even generous,! that they were nowise
implicated in the medisim of their father. Timégenidas and
the remaining prisoners were carried off to Corinth and
immediately put to death, without the smallest discussion or
form of trial: Pausanias was apprehensive that if any delay or
consultation were granted, their wealth and that of their friends
would effectually purchase voices for their acquittal,—indeed
the prisoners themselves had been induced to give themselves
up partly in that expectation.? It is remarkable that Pausanias
himself only a few years afterwards, when attainted of treason,
returned and surrendered himself at Sparta under similar hopes
of being able to buy himself off by money.® In this hope
indeed he found himself deceived, as Tithégenidas had been
deceived before: but the fact is not the less to be noted as
indicating the general impression that the leading men ina
Grecian city were usually open to bribes in judicial matters,
and that individuals superior to this temptation were rare
exceptions. I shall have occasion to dwell upon this recognised
untrustworthiness of the leading Greeks when 1 come to
explain the extremely popular cast of the Athenian judicature.
Whether there was any positive vote taken among the Greeks
respecting the prize of valour at the battle of Platea may well

1 See, a little above in this chapter, the treatment of the wife and children
of the Athenian senator Lykidas {Herodot. ix. 5). Compare also Herodot,
iii. 116 ; ix. 120, '

2 Herodot. ix. 87, 88.

® Thucyd. 1. 131, &ka} moredwy xphpaos Siahboay rhy BnBorhy, Com-
pare Thucyd. viii. 45, where he states that the trierarchs and generals of
the Lacedzemonian and allied fleet (all except Hermokratés of Syracuse)
received bribes from Tissaphernes to betray the interests both of their sea-
men and of their country : also ¢, 49 of the same book about the Lacedze.
monian general Astyochus. The bribes received by the Spartan kings
Leotychidés and Pleistoanax are recorded (Herodot, vi. 72; Thucyd. ii. 21).
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be doubted : and the silence of Herodotus goes far to negatwe
an important statement of Plutarch, that the Athenians and
Lacedzemonians were on the point of coming to an open
rupture, each thinking themselves entitled to the prize—that
Aristeidés appeased the Athenians, and prevailed upon them
to submit to the general decision of the allies—and that
Megarian and Corinthian leaders contrived to elude the
dangerous rock by bestowing the prize on the Platzans, to
which proposition both Aristeidés and Pausanias acceded.!
But it seems that the general opinion recognised the Lacedae-
monians and Pausanias as bravest among the brave, seeing
that they had overcome the best troops of the enemy and
slain the general. In burying their dead warriors, the Lacedee-
monians singled out for peculiar distinction Philokyon, Posei-
donius, and Amompharetus the lochage, whose conduct in the
fight atoned for his disobedience to orders. There was one
Spartan however who had surpassed them all—Aristodémus,
the single survivor of the troop of Leonidas at Thermopyle.
Having ever since experienced nothing but disgrace and insult
from his fellow-citizens, this unfortunate man had become
reckless of life, and at Platea he stepped forth single-handed
from his place in the ranks, performing deeds of the most
heroic valour and determined to regain by his death the esteem
of his countrymen. But the Spartans refused to assign to him
the same funereal® honours as were paid to the other dis-
tinguished warriors, who had manifested exemplary forwardness
and skill, yet without any desperate rashness, and without any
previous taint such as to render life a burthen to them. Sub-
sequent valour might be held to efface this taint, but could not
suffice to exalt Aristodémus to a level w1th the most honoured
citizens.? i
But though we cannot believe the statement of Plutarch that

the Platseans received by general vote the prize of valour, it is
certain that they were largely honoured and recompensed, as
the proprietors of that ground on which the liberation of Greece
had been achieved. The market-place and centre of their
town was selected as the scene for the solemn sacrifice of
thanksgiving, offered up by Pausanias after the battle, to Zeus
Eleutheriug in the name and presence of all the assembled
allies. The local gods and heroes of the Platean territory, who
had been invoked in prayer before the battle, and who had
granted their soil as a propitious field for the Greek arms, were

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 20; De Herodot, Malign. p. 873.

2 Herodot, ix. 71, 72. .

VOL. V. . L
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made partakers of the ceremony, and witnesses as well as
guarantees of the engagements with which it was accompanied.l
The Platzans, now re-entering their city, which the Persian
invasion had compelled them to desert, were invested with the
honourable duty of celebrating the periodical sacrifice in com-
memoration of this great victory, as well as of rendering care
and religious service at the tombs of the fallen warriors. As
an aid to enable them to discharge this obligation, which
probably might have pressed hard upon them at a time when
their city was halfruined and their fields unsown, they received
out of the prize-money the large allotment of eighty talents,
which was partly employed in building and adorning a hand-
some temple of Athéné—the symbol probably of renewed con-
nexion with Athens. They undertook to render religious
honours every year to the tombs of the warriors, and to
celebrate in every fifth year the grand public solemnity of the
Eleutheria with gymnastic matches analogous to the other great
festival games of Greece.2 In consideration of the discharge
of these duties, together with the sanctity of the ground,
Pausanias and the whole body of allies bound themselves by
oath to guarantee the autonomy of Platea, and the inviolability
of her territory. This was an emancipation of the town from
the bond of the Beeotian federation, and from the enforcing
supremacy of Thebes as its chief.

But the engagement of the allies appears to have had other
objects also, larger than that of protecting Platzea, or establishing
commemorative ceremonies. The defensive league against the
Persians was again sworn to by all of them, and rendered per-
manent. An aggregate force of 10,000 hoplites, 1000 cavalry,
and 100 triremes, for the purpose of carrying on the war, was
agreed to and promised, the contingent of each ally being
specified. Moreover the town of Platea was fixed on as the
annual place of meeting, where deputies from all of them were
annually to assemble.?

1 Thucyd. ii. 71, 72. So the Roman Emperor Vitellius, on visiting the
field of Bebriacum where his troops had recently been victorious, ‘‘ instaur-
abat sacrum Diis loci ” (Tacitus, Histor. ii. 70).

2 Thucyd. ii. y1; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 19-21; Strabo,,ix. p. 412;
Pausanias, ix. 2, 4.

The Eleutheria were celebrated on the fourth of the Attic month Boédro-
mion, which was the day on which the battle itself was fought ; while the
annual decoration of the tombs, and ceremonies in honour of the deceased,
took place on the sixteenth of the Attic month Mwemaktérion. K. F.
Hermann (Gottesdienstliche Alterthiimer der Griechen, ch. 63, note 9) has

treated these two celebrations as if they were one.
3 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 21.
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This resolution is said to have been adopted on the proposi-
tion of Aristeidés, whose motives it is not difficult to trace.
Though the Persian army had sustained a signal defeat, no one
knew how soon it might re-assemble, or be reinforced. Indeed,
even later, after the battle of Mykalé had become known, a

_fresh invasion of the Persians was still regarded as not
improbable ;1 nor did any one then anticipate that extra-
ordinary fortune and activity whereby the Athenians afterwards
organised an alliance such as to throw Persia on the defensive.
Moreover, the northern half of Greece was still medising, either
in reality or in appearance, and new efforts on the part of
Xerxes might probably keep up his ascendency in those parts.
Now assuming the war to be renewed, Aristeidés and the
Athenians had the strongest interest in providing a line of
defence which should cover Attica as well as Peloponnesus;
and in preventing the Peloponnesians from confining themselves
to their Isthmus, as they had done before. To take advantage
for this purpose of the new-born reverence and gratitude which
now bound the Lacedemonians to Platea, was an idea eminently
suitable to the moment; though the unforeseen subsequent
start of Athens, combined with other events, prevented both
the extensive alliance and the inviolability of Platsea, projected
by Aristeidés, from taking effect.?

On the same day that Pausanias and the Grecian land army

]

! Thueyd. i. go:

2 It is to this general and solemn meeting, held at Plateea after the vic-
tory, that we might probably refer another vow noticed by the historians
and orators of the subsequent century, if that vow were not of suspicions
authenticity. The Greeks, while promising faithful attachment, and con-
tinued peaceful dealing among themselves, and engaging at the same time
to amerce in a tithe of their property all who had medised—are said to have
vowed that they would not repair or rebuild the temples which the Persian
invader had burnt ; but would leave them in their half-ruined condition as
a monument of his sacrilege. Some of the injured teaples near Athens
were seen in their half-burnt state even by the traveller Pausanias (x. 35, 2),
in his time. Periklés, forty years after the battle, tried to convoke a Pan-
Hellenic assembly at Athens, for the purpose of deliberating what should be
done with these temples (Plutarch, Periklés, ¢. 17). Yet Theopompus pro-
nounced this alleged oath to be a fabrication, though both the orator
Lykurgus and Diodorus profess to report it verbatim. We may safely
agsert that the oath, as they géve ¢, is not genuine ; but perhaps the vow of
tithing those who had voluntarily joined Xerxes, which Herodotus refers
to an earlier period, when success was doubtful, may now have been
. renewed in the moment of victory : see Diodor. ix. 29; Lykurgus cont,
Leokrat. c. 19, p. 193 ; Polybius, ix. 33; Isokratés, Or iv.; Panegyr.
¢. 41, p. 74; Theopompus, Fragm. 167, ed. Didot; Suidas, v. Aera-
rebew, Cicero de Republicd, iil. g, and the beginning of the chapter last
but one preceding, of this History.
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conquered at Platea, the naval armament under Leotychidés
and Xanthippus was engaged in operations hardly less important
at Mykalé on the Asiatic coast. The Grecian commanders of
the fleet (which numbered 110 triremes), having advanced as
far as Delos, were afraid to proceed farther eastward, or to
undertake any offensive operations against the Persians at
Samos, for the rescue of Ionia—although Ionian envoys,
especially from Chios and Samos, had urgently solicited aid
both at Sparta and at Delos. Three Samians, one of them
named Hegesistratus, came to assure Leotychidés, that their
countrymen were ready to revolt from the despot Theoméstor,
whom the Persians had installed there, so soon as the Greek
fleet should appear off theisland. In spite of emphatic appeals
to the community of religion and race, Leotychidés was long
deaf to the entreaty; but his reluctance gradually gave way
before the persevering earnestness of the orator. While yet
not thoroughly determined, he happened to ask the Samian
speaker what was his name. To which the latter replied,
“ Hegesistratus, 7 e¢. army-leader.” I accept Hegesistratus
as an omen (replied Leotychidés, struck with the significance
of this name), pledge thou thy faith to accompany us—Ilet thy
companions prepare the Samians to receive us, and we will go
forthwith.” Engagements were at once exchanged, and while
the other two envoys were sent forward to prepare matters in
the island, Hegesistratus remained to conduact the fleet, which
was further encouraged by favourable sacrifices, and by the
assurances of the prophet Deiphonus, hired from the Corinthian
colony of Apollonia.!

When they reached the Hermum near Kalami in Samos,?
and had prepared themselves for a naval engagement, they

t Herodot. ix. 91, 92, 95 ; viil. 132, 133. The prophet of Mardonius at
Platza bore the name—Hegesistratus: and was probably the more highly
esteemed for it (Herodot. ix. 37). _

Diodorus states the fleet as comprising 250 triremes (xi. 34).

The anecdotes respecting the Apolloniate Euenius, the father of Dei-
phonus, will be found curious and interesting (Herodot. ix. 93, 94).
Euenius, as a recompense for having been unjustly blinded by his country-
men, had received from the gods the grant of prophecy transmissible to his
descendants : a new prophetic family was thus created, alongside of the
Iamids, Telliads, Klytiads, &c.

2 Herodot. ix. 96. éwel 8¢ éyévovro Tis Saplns wpds Karduowr:, of pév
abrod dpmiodpevor katd T ‘Hpaloy 7d rabry, mapeorevd(orro &
vavuax .

It is by no means certain that the Herzeum here indicated is the cele-
brated temple which stood near the city of Samos (iil. 80): the words of
Herodotus rather seem to indicate that another temple of Héré, in some
other part of the island, is intended.
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discovered that the enemy’s fleet had already been withdrawn
from the island 'to the neighbouring continent, For the
Persian commanders had been so disheartened with the defeat
of Salamis that they were not disposed to fight again at sea:
we do not know the numbers of their fleet, but perhaps a con-
siderable proportion of it may have consisted of Ionic Greeks,
whose fidelity was now very doubtful. Having abandoned
the idea of a sea-fight, they permitted their Pheenician squadron
to depart, and sailed with their remaining fleet to the promon-
tory of Mykalé near Miletus.! Here they were under the
protection of a land-force of 60,000 men, under the command of
Tigranés—the main reliance of Xerxes for the defence of Ionia.
The ships were dragged ashore, and a rampart of stones and
stakes was erected to protect them, while the defending army
lined the shore,’and seemed amply sufficient to repel attack
from seaward.?

It was not long before the Greek fleet arrived. Disappointed
of their intention of fighting, by the flight of the enemy
from Samos, they had at first proposed either to return home,
or to turn aside to the Hellespont: but they were at last
persuaded by the Ionian envoys to pursue the enemy’s fleet and
again offer battle at Mykalé. On reaching that point, they
discovered that the Persians had abandoned the sea, intending
to fight only on land. So much had the Greeks now become
emboldened, that they ventured to disembark and attack the
united land-force and sea-force before them. But since much
of their chance of success depended on the desertion of the
Ionians, the first proceeding of Leotychidés was, to copy the
previous manceuvre of Themistoklés, when retreating from
Artemisium, at the watering-places of Eubcea. Sailing along
close to the coast, he addressed, through a herald of loud
voice, earnest appeals to the Ionians among the enemy to
revolt ; calculating, even if they did not listen to him, that he
should at least render them mistrusted by the Persians. He

! Herodotus describes the Persian position by topographical indications
known to his readers, but not open to be determined by us—Gaeson, Skolo-
poeis, the chapel of Démétér, built by Philistus one of the primitive colonists
of Miletus, &c. (ix. 96) : from the language of Herodotus, we may suppose
that Gzson was the name of a town as well as of a river (Ephorus ap.
Athengz. vi. p. 311).

The eastern promontory (Cape Poseidion) of Samos was separated only
by seven stadia from Mykalé (Strabo, xiv. p. 637), near to the place where
Glauké was situated (Thucyd. viii. 79)—modern observers make the dis-
tancz ;ather more than a mile (Poppo. Prolegg. ad Thucyd. vol. ii.
P 24Hserodot. ix. 96, g7.
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then disembarked his troops, and marshalled them for the
purpose of attacking the Persian camp on land: while the
Persian generals, surprised by this daring manifestation, and
suspectmg, either from his manceuvre, or from previous
evidences, that the Ionians were in secret collusion with him,
ordered the Samian contingent to be disarmed, and the
Milesians to retire to the rear of the army, for the purpose of
occupying the various mountain roads up to the summit of
Mykalé-—with which the latter were familiar as a part of their
own territory.!

Serving as these Greeks in the fleet were, at a distance from
their own homes, and having left a powerful army of Persians
and Greecks under Mardonius in Boeotia, they were of course
full of anxiety lest his arms might prove victoricus and
extinguish the freedom of their country. 1t'was under these
feelings of solicitude for their absent brethren that they
dlsembarked and were made ready for attack by the afternoon.
But it was the afternoon of an ever-memorable day—the fourth
of the month Bo&dromion (about September) 479 B.C. By
a remarkable coincidence, the victory of Platea in Beeoti
had been gained by Pausanias that very morning, At th
moment when the Greeks were advancing to the charge,
divine Phémé or message flew into the camp. Whilst a
herald’s staff was seen floated to the shore by the western
wave, the symbol of electric transmission®across the Hgean
—the revelation, sudden, simultgneous, irresistible, struck at
once upon the minds of all, as if the multitude had one
common soul and sense, acquainting them that on that very
morning their countrymen in Beeotia had gained a complete
victory over Mardonius. At once the previous anxiety was
dissipated, and the whole army, full of joy and confidence,
charged with redoubled energy. Such is the account given by
Herodotus,® and doubtless universally accepted in his time,

1 Hezodot. ix. 98, 99, 104.

? Herodot. ix. X00, 101.  iofic: §¢ ot (“EArnct) ¢hun Te éoémwraro
és Td orpardéwedoy wiy, ral kmpuniior epdrn éml 7hs xvparwyRs
relpevor: 5 8¢ ¢hun S15A0é g e, ds of “EAAyres Tiy Mapdoviov
a"rpa'nhv vigey év Bowwrotot ,uax&,uevot. Aa’f})\a. 3-}; froAAo'[a't 're;c,u'npfomti éore
7& fela 7oV 1rp1ry;ui-rwv, el wal Tére 'rns abris Huépns ﬂ'U,U.‘JTl‘R'TDUO’ﬂS Tob Te
&y MAaradfio kal 'rou & cha)\n ;Le)\)\awos ¥geafar Tpdparoes, phun rolde
YEAANTE ToloL 'rau'rn érarixero, dore Ga,ou'nmzi TE THY a"rpa'rr}w TOAAG
uaAlror, kal é0énew wpo@vydfepov mvBm/evew . -ye'youevax 8¢ vikny rav
,uev'h HNaveariew "EANM vy op@ws o hun o'vveﬂawe drboboa T
JE ydp & MAeradior wpet &ru 7is Auépns &ylvere 7d §¢ &y MurdAp, wepl
85&\7)1/ . ﬁv 23 aﬁpwﬂ(n o wply THY phuny eo'umrcso’ﬂat, otiTt rspl a'lPECoV
abréwy ou'rw, ds 7@y EAMvwy, ph wepl MapSorip atatop i EAAds: &s pévrot
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when the combatants of Mykalé were alive to tell their own
story. He moreover mentions another of those coincidences

% kAgd3dy adry ot éaémraro, pAANY Tt Kal Taxirepoy THY wpboodov
émoelyro : compare Plutarch, Paul. Emilius, ¢. 24, 25, about the battle of
Pydna.—The ¢hun which circulated through the assembled army of
Mardonius in Beeotia, respecting his intention to kill the Phokians, turned
out incorrect (Merodot. ix. 17).

Two passages in Aschines (cont. Timarchum, c. 27, p. 57, and De Fals.
Legat. c. 45, p. 200) are peculiarly valuable as illustrating the ancient idea
of #fun—a divine voice or vocal goddess, generally considered as informing
a crowd of persons at once, or moving them all by one and the same
unanimous feeling—the Vox Dei passing into the Vox Populi. There was
an altar to ®Aun at Athens (Pausan. i. 17, 1); compare Hesiod. Opp. Di.
761, and the “Oooa of Homer, which is cssentially the same idea as d#un :
Iliad, ii. 93. uerd 3¢ oguoy "Oooa dedfier 'Orpbrove’ lévar, Awds Eyyelos;
also Odyssey, i. 282—opposed to the idea of a distinct human speaker or
informant—ijv 7is Toi elrpar Bpordv, H Ocoav dxotays Ex Bids, fire udAiota
pépet khéos avBpdmoioe 3 and Odyss. xxiv. 412. “Ogoa 3 ¥p’ &yyeros dra
katd TTéAw @xeto wdvTy, MynaThpwy aTuyepdy Odvaror xal xfip’ Evémovaa.
The word xApddv is used in the same meaning by Sophoklés, Philoktet.
255: KApddv at Smyrna had altars as a goddess, Aristeidés, Orat. xl. p.
507, ed. Dindorf, p. 754 (see Andokidés de Mysteriis, ¢, 22, p. 64):
Herodotus in the passage now before us considers the two as identical—
compare also Herodot. v. 72. Both words are used also to signify an omen
conveyed by some undesigned human word or speech, which in that
particular case is considered as determined by the special intervention of
the gods, for the information of some person who hears it: see Homer,
Odyss. xx. 100: compare also Aristophan. Aves, 719; Sophoklés, (Edip.
Tyr. 43-472 ; Xenophm, Symposion, c. 14, s. 48.

The descriptions of Fama by Virgil, Aneid. iv. 176 seg., and Ovid,
Metamorph, xii. 40 seg., are more diffuse and overcharged, departing from
the simplicity of the Greek conception. .

‘We may notice, as partial illustrations of what is here intended, those
sudden, unaccountable impressions of panic terror which occasionally ran
through the ancient armies or assembled multitudes, and which were
supposed to be produced by Pan or by Nymphs—indeed sudden, violent
and contagious impressions of every kind, not merely of fear. Livy, x. 28.
““Victorem equitatum velut lymphaticus pavor dissipat.” ix.27. * Milites,
incertum ob quam causam, Jymphatis similes ad arma discurrunt”—in
Greek vougdAnmror: compare Polyen. iv. 3, 26, and an instructive note of
Miitzel, ad Quint. Curt. iv. 46, I (iv. 12, 14).

But I cannot better illustrate that idea which the Greeks invested with
divinity under the name of ®fun than by transcribing a striking passage
from M. Michelet'’s Histoire de la Révolution Frangoise. The illustration
is the more instructive, because the religious point of view, which in
Herodotus is predominant,—and which, to the believing mind, furnishes
an explanation pre-eminently satisfactory—has passed away in the historian
of the nineteenth century, and gives place to a graphic description of the
real phenomenon, of high importance in human affairs ; the common
susceptibilities, common inspiration, and common spontaneous impulse, of
a muititude, effacing for the time each man’s separate individuality.

M. Michelet is about tc describe that ever-memorable event—the capture
of the Bastile, on the 14th of July, 1789 (ch. vii. vol i. p. 105},
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which the Greek mind always seized upon with so much
avidity : there was a chapel of the Eleusinian Démétér close to
the field of battle at Mykalg, as well as at Plateea. Diodorus
and other later writers,! who wrote when the impressions of
the time had vanished, and when divine interventions were
less easily and literally admitted, treat the whole proceeding

““Versailles, avec un gouvernement organisé, un roi, des ministres, un
général, une armée, n'étoit qu'hésitation, doute, incertitude, dans la plus
compléte anarchie morale.

‘s Paris, bouleversé, délaissé de toute autorité légale, dans un désordre
apparent, atteignit, le 14 Juillet, ce qui moralement est I'ordre le plus
profond, 'unanimité des esprits.

““Le 13 Juillet, Paris ne songeait qua se defendre. Le 14, il attaqua.

*‘Le 13, au soir, il y avoit encore des doutes, il n’y en eut plus le matin.
Le soir étoit plein de troubles, de fureur désordonnée., IL.e matin fut
lumineux et d’une sérénité terrible.

 Une idée se leva sur Paris avec le jour, et lous virent la méme lumidre.
Une lumibre dans les esprits, et dans chague cour -une voix: Va, et tu
prendras la Bastille !

¢ Cela étoit impossible, insensé, étrange 4 dire; . . . Et tous le crurent
néanmoins. Et cela se fit. !

““ La Bastille, pour étre une vieille forteresse, n’en étoit pas moins impre-
nable, & moins d’y mettre plusieurs jours, et beaucoup d’artillerie. Le
peuple n’avoit en cette crise ni le temps ni les moyens de faire un siége
régulier. L’efit-il fait, la Bastille n’avoit pas 4 craindre, ayant assez de
vivres pour attendre un secours si proche, et d’immenses munitions de
guerre, Ses murs de dix pieds d’épaisseur au sommet des tours, de trente
et quarante & la base, pouvaient rire longtemps des boulets : et ses batteries,
4 elle, dont le feu plongeoit sur Paris, auroient p® en attendant démolir
tout le Marais, tout le Faubourg St. Antoine,

¢ Lattaque de la Bastille ne fut un acte nullement raisonnable. Ce fut

s un acte de foi.

¢« Personne ne proposa. Mais tous crurent ef tous agirent. Le long des
rues, des quais, des ponts, des boulevards, la foule criait 4 la foule—A la
Bastille—3 la Bastille, Et dans le tocsin qui sonnoit, tous entendoient : A
la Bastille, :

¢ Personne, fe le répte, ne donna limpulsion. Les parleurs du Palais
Royal passérent le temps a dresser une liste de proscription, 3 juger 4 mort
la Reine, la Polignac, Artois, le prévldt Flesselles, d’autres encore. Les
noms des vainqueurs de la Bastille n’offrent pas un seul des faiseurs de
motions. Le Palais Royal ne fut pas le point de départ, et ce n’est pas non
plus au Palais Royal que les vainqueurs raménérent les depouilles et les
prisonniers.

““ Encore moins les électeurs qui siégeaient & PHotel de Ville eurent-ils
Pidée de Yattaque. Loin de 13, pour Pempécher, pour prévenir le carnage
que la Bastille pouvoit faire si aisément, ils allerent jusqu'a promettre au

ouverneurp que s’il retirait ses canons, on ne l'attaqueroit pas. Les
lecteurs ne trahissoient pas comme ils en furent accusés ; malis ils n’avoient
pas la foi. ‘

“Quil'eut? Celui qui eut aussi le dévouement, la force, pour accomplir
sa fol. Qui? Le peuple, tout le monde.”

1 Diodor. xi. 35; Polyzn. i. 33. Justin {ii. 14) is astonished in relating
““tantam fame velocitatem,”
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as if it were a report designedly circulatéd by the generals, for
the purpose of encouraging their army.

The Lacedemonians on the right wing, and the portion of
the army near them, had a difficult path before them, over hilly
ground and ravine ; while the Athenians, Corinthians, Sikyo-
nians and Treezenians, and the left half of the army, marching
only along the beach, came much sooner into conflict with the
enemy. The Persians, as at Plateea, employed their gerrka, or
wicker bucklers planted by spikes in the ground, as a breast-
work, from behind which they discharged their arrows; and
they made a strenuous resistance to prevent this defence from
being overthrown.  Ultimately, the Greeks succeeded in
demolishing it; driving the enemy into the interior of the
fortification, where they in vain tried to maintain themselves
against the ardour of their pursuers, who forced their way into
it almost along with the defenders. Even when this last ram-
part was carried, and when the Persian allies had fled, the
native Persians still continued to prolong the struggle with
undiminished bravery. Unpractised in line and drill, and
acting only in small knots,! with disadvantages of armour such
as had been felt severely at Platea, they still maintained an
unequal conflict with the Greek hoplites ; nor was it until the
Lacedeemonians with their half of the army arrived to join in
the attack, that the defence was abandoned as hopeless. The
revolt of the Ionians in the camp put the finishing stroke to
this ruinous defeat. First, the disarmed Samians-—next, other
Tonians and Afolians—Ilastly, the Milesians who had been
posted to guard the passes in the rear—not only deserted, but
took an active part in the attack. The Milesians especially, to
whom the Persians had trusted for guidance up to the summits
of Mykalé, led them by wrong roads, threw them into the
hands of their pursuers, and at last set upon them with their
own hands. A large number of the native Persians, together
with both the generals of the land-force, Tigranés and Mardontés,
perished in this disastrous battle: the two Persian admirals,
Artayntés and Ithamithrés, escaped, but the army was irretriev-
ably dispersed, while all the ships which had been dragged up
on the shore fell into the hands of the assailants, and were
burnt. But the victory of the Greeks was by no means blood-
less. Among the left wing, upon which the brunt of the action
had fallen, a considerable number of men were slain, especially

1 Herodot. ix. 102. Ofror 8¢ (Mépoar), kat’ dAlyovs ywdpevor, éudxovro
Toloe alel & TO Telxos dominmTovat ‘EAAVav.
L2
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Sikyonians, with their commander Perilaus! The honours of
the battle were awarded, first to the Athenians, next to the
Corinthians, Sikyonians, and Troezenians ; the Lacedeemonians
having done comparatively little. Hermolykus the Athenian,
a celebrated pankratiast, was the warrior most distinguished for
individual feats of arms.2

The dispersed Persian army, so much of it at least as had at
first found protection on the heights of Mykalé, was withdrawn
from the coast forthwith to Sardis under the command of
Artayntés, whom Masistés, the brother of Xerxes, bitterly
reproached on the score of cowardice in the recent defeat.
The general.was at length so maddened by a repetition of
these insults, that he drew his scimitar and would have slain
Masistés, had he not been prevented by a Greek of Halikar-
nassus named Xenagoras,® who was rewarded by Xerxes with
the government of Kilikia. Xerxes was still at Sardis, where
he had remained ever since his return, and where he conceived
a passion for the wife of his brother Masistés. The con-
sequences of his passion entailed upon that unfortunate woman
sufferings too tragical to be described, by the orders of his own
queen, the jealous and savage Améstris.# But he had no
fresh axmy ready to send down to the coast ; so that the Greek
cities, even on the continent, were for the time practically
liberated from Persian supremacy, while the insular Greeks
were in a position of still greater safety. o

The commanders of the victorious Grecian fleet, having full
confidence in their power of defending the islands, willingly
admitted the Chians, Samians, Lesbians, and the other islanders
‘hitherto subjects of Persia, to the protection and reciprocal
engagements of their alliance. We may presume that the
despots Strattis and Theoméstor were expelled from Chios and
Samos,5 But the Peloponnesian commanders hesitated in
guaranteeing the same secure autonomy to the continental
cities, which could not be upheld against the great inland

1 Herodot. ix. 104, 105. Diodorus (xi. 36) seems to follow different
authorities from Herodotus : his statement varies in many particulars, but
is less probable.

Herodotus does not specify the loss on either side, nor Diodorus that of
the Greeks ; but the latter says that 40,000 Persians and allies were stain.

2 Herodot. ix. 105. .

8 Herodot, ix. 107. I do not know whether we may suppose Herodotus
to have heard this from his fellow-citizen Xenagoras.

4 Herodot. ix, 108-113. He gives the story at considerable length: it
iltustrates forcibly and painfully the interior of the Persian regal palace.

5 Herodot. vill. 132.
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power without efforts incessant as well as exhausting, Never-
theless, not enduring to abandon these continental Ionians to
the mercy of Xerxes, they made the offer to transplant them
into European Greece, and to made room for them by expelling
the medising Greeks from their sea-port towns. But this pro-
position was at once repudiated by the Athenians, who would
not permit that colonies originally planted by themselves should
be abandoned, thus impairing the metropolitan dignity of
Athens.! The Lacedemonians readily acquiesced in this
objection, and were glad, in all probability, to find honourable
grounds for renouncing a scheme of wholesale dispossession
eminently difficult to execute?—yet at the same time to be
absolved from onerous obligations towards the Ionians, and to
throw upon Athens either the burden of defending or the
shame of abandoning them. The first step was thus taken,
which we shall quickly see followed by others, for giving to
Athens a separate ascendency and separate duties in regard to
the Asiatic Greeks, and for introducing first, the confederacy of
Delos—next, Athenian maritime empire.

From the coast of Ionia the Greek fleet sailed northward to
the Hellespont, chiefly at the instance of the Athenians, and
for the purpose of breaking down the Xerxeian bridge. For so
imperfect was their information, that they believed this bridge
to be still firm and in passable condition in September 479 B.C.,
though it had beer? broken and uselessat the time when Xerxes
crossed the strait in his retreat, ten months before (about
November 480 B.c.).2 Having ascertained on their arrival at
Abydos the destruction of the bridge, Leotychidés and the
Peloponnesians returned home forthwith ; but Xanthippus with
the Athenian squadron resolved to remain and expel the
Persians from the Thracian Chersonese. This peninsula had
been in great part-an Athénian possession, for the space of
more than forty years, from the first settlement of the elder

! Herodot. ix. 106 ; Diodor. xt. 37. The latter represents the Ionians
and Aolians as having actually consented to remove into European Greece,
and indeed the Athenians themselves as having at first consented to it,
though the latter afterwards repented and opposed the scheme.

2 Such wholesale transportations of population from one continent to
another have always been more or less in the habits of Oriental despots,
the Persians in ancient times and the Turks in more modern times : to a
conjémction of free states like the Greeks they must have been imprac-
ticable. .

See Von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmannischen Reichs, vol. 1. book vi.
p. 251, for the forced migrations of people from Asia into Europe directed
by the Turkish Sultan Bajazet (A.D. 1390-1400).

3 Herodot. viil, 115, 117 ; ix. 106, 114.
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Miltiadés! down to the suppression of the Ionic revolt, although
during part of that time tributary to Persia. From the flight of
the second Miltiadés to the expulsion of Xerxes from Greece
(493—480 B.C.), a period during which the Persian monarch was
irresistible and full of hatred to Athens, no Athenian citizen
would find it safe to live there. But the Athenian squadron
from Mykalé were now naturally eager both to re-establish the
ascendency of Athens, and to regain the properties of Athenian
citizens in the Chersonese. Probably many of the leading men,
especially Kimon son of Miltiadés, had extensive possessions
there to recover, as Alkibiadés had in after days, with private
forts of his own.? To this motive for attacking the Chersonese
may be added another—the importance of its corn-produce,
as well as of a clear passage through the Hellespont for the
corn ships out of the Propontis to Athens and Agina3 Such
were the reasons which induced Xanthippus and the leading
Athenians, even without the co-operation of the Peloponnesians,
to undertake the siege of Sestus—the strongest place in the
peninsula, the key of the strait, and the centre in which all the
neighbouring Persian garrisons, from Kardia and elsewhere, had
got together under (Bobazus and Artayktés.

The Grecian inhabitants of the Chersonese readily joined the
Athenians in expelling the Persians, who, taken altogether by
surprise, had been constrained to throw themselves into Sestus
without stores of provisions or means of makthg a long defence.
But of all the Chersonesites the most forward and exasperated
were the inhabitants of Eleus—the southernmost town of the
peninsula, celebrated for its tomb, temple, and sacred grove of
the hero Protesilaus, who figured in the Trojan legend as the
foremost warrior in the host of Agamemnon to leap ashore, and
as the first victim to the spear of Hektor. The temple of Pro-
tesilaus, conspicuously placed on the sea-shore,’ was a scene
of worship and pilgrimage not merely for the inhabitants of
Elzeus, but also for the neighbouring Greeks generally, insomuch
that it had been enriched with ample votive offerings and prob-
ably deposits for security—money, gold and silver saucers,

1 See the preceding volume of this History, ch. sxx., ch. xxxiv.,
and ch. xxxv. of this volume.

2 Xenoph, Hellen. i. 5, 17. 7& énvrob reiyny-

3 Herodot, vii. 147. Schol. ad Aristophan, Equites, 262.

Tn illustration of the value set by Athens upon the command of the
Hellespont, see Demosthends, De Fals. Legat. ¢. 50.

4 Herodot. ix. 114, 115. Znetdr—¢polpioy xal puvrarhy 7ob mavrds
‘EAAnordvrou—Thucyd. viil, 62: compare Xenophon, Hellenic, ii. 1, 25,

5 Thucyd. viii. 102,
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brazen implements, robes, and various other presents. - The
story ran that when Xerxes was on his march across the Helles-
pont into Greece, Artayktés, greedy of all this wealth, and
aware that the monarch would not knowingly permit the sanc-
tuary to be despoiled, preferred a wily request to him—
“ Master, here is the house of a Greek, who in invading thy
territory, met his just reward and perished: I pray thee give
his house to me, in order that people may learn for the future
nottoinvade #4y land ”"—the whole soil 'of Asia being regarded
by the Persian monarchs as their rightful possession, and Pro-
tesilaus having been in this sense an aggressor against them.
Xerxes, interpreting the request literally, and not troubling
himself to ask who the invader was, consented : upon which,
Artayktés, while the army were engaged in their forward march
into Greece, stripped the sacred grove of Protesilaus, carrying
all the treasures to Sestus. He was not content without still
further outraging Grecian sentiment: he turned cattle into the
grove, ploughed and sowed it, and was even said to have pro-
faned the sanctuary by visiting it with his concubines.! Such
proceedings were more than enough to raise the strongest anti-
pathy against him among the Chersonesite Greeks, who now
crowded to reinforce the Athenians and blocked him up in
Sestus, After a certain length of siege, the stock of provisions
in the town failed, and famine began to make itself felt among
the garrison ; which nevertheless still held out, by painful shifts
and endurance, until a late period in the autumn, when the
patience even of the Athenian besiegers was well nigh exhausted.
It was with difficulty that the leaders repressed the clamorous
desire manifested in their own camp to return to Athens.
Impatience having been appeased, and the seamen kept
together, the siege was pressed without relaxation, and presently
the privations of the garrison became intolerable; so that
Artayktés and (Eobazus were at last reduced to the necessity
of escaping by stealth, letting themselves down with a few
followers from the wall at a point where it was imperfectly
blockaded. Eobazus found his way into Thrace, where how-
ever he was taken captive by the Absinthian natives and offered
up as a sacrifice to their god Pleistdrus: Artayktés fled north-
ward along the shores of the Hellespont, but was pursued
by the Greeks, and made prisoner near &gospotami, after a
strenuous resistance. He was brought with his son in chains to

1 Herodot. ix. 116 : compare i, 4. ’Apradicrys, &vip Mépans, dewds 8¢ xal
&rdofares: ds xal Bacirija é\advovra én’ 'Abfvas énmdryoe, Td Hpwreaiiew
T0b "IplxAov xphuara & *EAatoivros dperduevos. Compare Herodot. ii. 64.
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Sestus, which immediately after his departure had been cheer-
fully surrendered by its inhabitants to the Athenians. It was
in vain that he offered a sum of 100 talents as compensation to
the treasury of Protesilaus, and a further sum of 200 talents to
the Athenians as personal ransom for himself and his son. 3o
deep was the wrath inspired by his insults to the sacred ground,
that both the Athenian commander Xanthippus, and the citizens
of Elweus, disdained everything less than a severe and even cruel
personal atonement for the outraged Protesilaus. Artaykiés,
after having first seen his son stoned to death before his eyes,
was hung up to a lofty board fixed for the purpose, and left to
perish, on the spot where the Xerxeian bridge had been fixed.l
There is something in this proceeding more Oriental than
Grecian: it is not in the Grecian character to aggravate death
by artificial and lingering preliminaries.

After the capture of Sestus the Athenian fleets returned home
with their plunder, towards the commencement of winter, not
omitting to carry with them the vast cables of the Xerxeian
bridge, which had been taken in the town, as a trophy to adorn
the acropolis of Athens.?

1 Herodot. ix. 118, 119, 120. Of yip EAawsiotoc 7§ pwreoitey Tipwpéorres
&Béovrd wv karaxpnofivar, kel adred Tod erparnyed Tabry & vbos ¥pepe.

2 Herodot. ix. 121. It mast be either to the joint Grecian armament of
this year, or to that of the former year, that Plutarch must attend his cele-
bratéed story respecting the proposition advanced by T hemistoklés and con-~
demned by Aristeidés, to apply {Plutarch, Themistoklds, ¢. 20; Aristeidés,
¢. 22). He tells us that the Greek fleet was all assembled to pass the
wintet in the Thessalian harbour of Pagasz, when Themistoklés formed the
project of burning all the other Grecian ships except the Athenian, in order
that no city except Athens might have a naval force. Themistoklés (he
tells us) intimated to the people, that he had a proposition, very advan-
tageous to the state, to communicate ; but that it could not be publicly
proclaimed and discussed : upon which they desired him to mention it
privately to Aristeidés. Themistoklés did so; and Aristeidés told the
people that the project was at once eminently advantageous and not less
eminently unjust, Upon which the people renounced it forthwith, without
asking what it was.

Considering the great celebrity which this story has obtained, some
allusion_ to it was necessary, though it has long ceased to be received as
matter of history, It is quite inconsistent with the narrative of Herodotus,
as well as with all the conditions of the time : Pagase was Thessalian, and
as such, hostile to the Greek fleet rather than otherwise : the fleet seems to
have pever been there : moreover we may add, that taking matters as they
then stood, when the fear from Persia was not at all terminated, the
Athenians would have lost more than they gained by burning the ships of
the other Greeks, so that Themistoklds was not very likely to conceive the
scheme, nor Aristeidés to describe it in the language put into his mouth,

The story is probably the invention of some Greek of the Platonic age,
who wished to contrast justice with expediency and Aristeidés with The-
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CHAPTER XLIII

EVENTS IN SICILY DOWN TO THE EXPULSION OF THE GELONIAN
DYNASTY AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF POPULAR GOVERN-
MENTS THROUGHOUT THE ISLAND

I HAVE already mentioned, in a preceding volume of this
History, the foundation of the Greek colonies in Italy and
Sicily, together with the general fact, that in the sixth century
before the Christian @ra, they were among the most powerful
and flourishing cities that bore the Hellenic name. Beyond
this general fact, we obtain little insight into their history.

Though Syracuse, after it fell into the hands of Gelo, about
485 B.c., became the most powerful city in Sicily, yet in the
preceding century Gela and Agrigentum, on the south side of
the island, had been its superiors. The latter, within a few years
of its foundation, fell under the dominion of one of its own
citizens named Phalaris ; a despot energetic, warlike, and cruel.
An exile from Astypalea near Rhodes, but a rich man, and an
early settler at Agrigentum, he contrived to make himself despot
seemingly about the year 570 B.c. He had been named to one
of the chief posts in the city, and having undertaken at his own
cost the erection ofa temple to Zeus Polieus in the acropolis (as
the Athenian Alkmae6nids rebuilt the burnt temple of Delphi),
he was allowed on this pretence to assemble therein a con-
siderable number of men ; whom he armed, and availed himself
of the opportunity of a festival of Démétér to turn them against
the people. He is said to have made many conquests over the
petty Sikan communities in the neighbourhood : but exaction
and cruelties towards his own subjects are noticed as his most
prominent characteristic, and his brazen bull passed into im-
perishable memory. This piece of mechanism was hollow, and
sufficiently capacious to contain one or more victims enclosed
within it, to perish in tortures when the metal was heated : the
cries of these suffering prisoners passed for the roarings of the
animal. The artist was named Perillus, and is said to have been
himself the first person burnt in it by order of the despot. In
spite of the odium thus incurred, Phalaris maintained himself
as despot for sixteen years; at the end of which period, a
general rising of the people, headed by a leading man named

mistoklés—as well as to bestow at the same time panegyric upon Athens
in the days of her glory.
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Telemachus, terminated both his reign and his life.! Whether
Telemachus became despot or not, we have no information :
sixty years afterwards, we shall find his descendant Théro estab-
lished in that position.

It was about the period of the death of Phalaris that the
Syracusians reconquered their revolted colony of Kamarina (in
the south-east of the island between Syracuse and Gela),
expelled or dispossessed the inhabitants, and resumed the terri-
tory.2  With the exception of this accidental circumstance, we
are without information about the Sicilian cities until a time
rather before 500 B.C., just when the war between Kroton and
Sybaris had extinguished the power of the latter, and when the
despotism of the Peisistratids at Athens had been exchanged
for the democratical constitution of Kleisthenés.

The first forms of government among the Sicilian Greeks, as
among the cities of Greece ,Proper in the early historical age,
appear to have been all oligarchical. We do not know under
what particular modifications they were kept up, but probably
all more or less resembled that of Syracuse, where the Gamori
(or wealthy proprietors descended from the original colonising
chiefs), possessing large landed properties tilled by a numerous
Sikel serf population called Kyllyrii, formed the qualified citizens
—out of whom, as well as by whom, magistrates and generals
were chosen ; while the Demos, or non-privileged freemen,
comprised, first, the small proprietary culttvators who main-
tained themselves, by manual labour and without slaves, from
their own lands or gardens—next, the artisans and tradesmen.

1 Everything which has ever been said about Phalaris is noticed and
discussed in the learned and acute Dissertation of Bentley on the Letters of
Phalaris : compare also Seyffert, Akragas und sein Gebiet, p. §7-61, who
however treats the pretended letters of Phalaris with more consideration
than the readers of Dr. Bentley will generally be disposed to sanction,

The story of the brazen bull of Phalaris seems to rest on sufficient
evidence : it is expressly mentioned by Pindar, and the bull itself, after
having been carried away to Carthage when the Carthaginians took Agri-
gentum, was restored to the Agrigentines by Scipio when he took Carthage,
See Aristor. Polit, v. 8, 4; Pindar, Pyth. 1. 185; Pulyb. xii. 25; Diodor.
xiii. 9o ¥ Cicero in Verr. iv. 33.

It does not appear that Timzus really called in question the historical
reality of the bull of Phalaris, though he has been erroneously supposad to
have done so. Timzus affirmed that the bull which was shown in his own
time at Agrigentum was not the identical machine: which was correct, for
it must have been Zker at Carthage, from whence it was not restored to
Agrigentum until after 146 B.C. See a note of Boeckh on the Scholia ad
Pindar. Pyth. i. 185.

2 Thucyd. vi. §; Schol. ad Pindar. Olymp. v. 19: compare Wesseling
ad Diodor. xi. 76.
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In the course of two or three generations, many individuals of
the privileged class would have fallen into poverty, and would
find themselves more nearly on a par with the non-privileged ;
while such members of the latter as might rise to opulence were
not for that reason admitted into the privileged body. Here
were ample materials for discontent. Ambitious leaders, often
themselves members of the privileged body, put themselves at
the head of the popular opposition, overthrew the oligarchy, and
made themselves despots ; democracy being at that time hardly
known anywhere in Greece. The general fact of this change,
preceded by occasional violent dissensions among the privileged
class themselves,! is all that we are permitted to know, without
those modifying circumstances by which it must have been
accompanied in every separate city. Towards or near the year
500 B.C., we find Anaxilaus despot at Rhegium, Skythés at
Zanklé, Térillus at Himera, Peithagoras at Selinus, Kleander at
Gela, and Panaztius at Leontini.? It was about the year 509
B.C. that the Spartan prince Dorieus conducted a body of emi-
grants to the territories of Eryx and Egesta, near the north-west-
ern corner of the island, in hopes of expelling the non-Hellenic
inhabitants and founding a new Grecian colony. But the
Carthaginians, whose Sicilian possessions were close adjoining
and who had already aided in driving Dorieus from a previous
establishment at Kinyps in Libya,—now lent such vigorous
assistance to the Efesteean inhabitants, that the Spartan prince,
after a short period of prosperity, was defeated and slain with
most of his companions. Such of them as escaped, under the
orders of Euryleon, took possession of Minoa, which bore from -
Lenceforward the name of Herakleia3—acolony and dependency
of the neighbouring town of Selinus, of which Peithagoras was
then despot. Euryleon joined the malcontents at Selinus, over-
threw Peithagoras, and established himself as despot, until, after
a short possession of power, he was slain in a popular mutiny.4

1 At Gela, Herodot. vii. 153 ; at Syracuse, Aristot. Politic. v. 3, I.

2 Aristot. Politic, v. 8, 4; v. 10, 4. Kal els TvpavviSa petaBdArer &
dvyapxlas, Somep &v Siehlz oxeddv al wAclorar Tdv dpxalwy: & Acovrivos
els Thy Tavarrfov Tupavvida, kol év Térg els Thy RAedvipov, xal év Ahais
woAAals méAeaw boalTws.

3 Diodorus ascribes the foundation of Herakleia to Dorieus : this seems
not consistent with the account of Herodotus, unless we are to assume that
the town of Herakleia which Dorieus founded was destroyed by the Cartha-
ginians, and that the name Herakleia was afterwards given by Euryleon or
his successors to that which had before been called Minoa (Diodor. iv, 23).

A funereal monument in honour of Athenzus, one of the settlers who

perished with Dorieus, was seen by Pausanias at Sparta (Pausanias, iii.
16, 4). 4 Herodot. v. 43, 46.
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We are here introduced to the first known instance of that
series of contests between the Pheenicians and Greeks in Sicily,
which, like the struggles between the Saracens and the Normans
in the eleventh and twelfth centuries after the Christian sera,
were destined to determine whether the island should be a part
of Africa or a part of Europe—and which were only terminated,
after the lapse of three centuries, by the absorption of both
into the vast bosom of Rome. It seems that the Carthaginians
and Egesteans not only overwhelmed Dorieus, but also made
some conquests of the neighbouring Grecian possessions, which
were subsequently recovered by Gelo of Syracuse.!

Not long after the death of Dorieus, Kieander despot of
Gela began to raise his city to ascendency over the other
Sicilian Greeks, who had hitherto been, if not all equal, at least
all independent. His powerful mercenary force, levied in part
among the Sikel tribes,? did not preserve him from the sword
of a Geloan citizen named Sabyllus, who slew him after a reign
of seven years: but it enabled his brother and successor
Hippokratés to extend his dominion over nearly half of the
island. In that mercenary force two officers, Gelo and
Anesidémus (the latter a citizen of Agrigentum, of the con-
spicuous family of the Emmenide, and descended from
Telemachus the deposer of Phalaris), particularly distinguished
themselves. Gelo was descended from a native of Télos near
the Triopian Cape, one of the original settlef? who accompanied
the Rhodian Antiphémus to Sicily.. His immediate ancestor,
named Télinés, had first raised the family to distinction by
valuable aid to a defeated political party, who had been worsted
in a struggle and forced to seck shelter in the neighbouring
town of Maktorium. Télinés was possessed of certain peculiar
sacred rites (or visible and portable holy symbols, with a
privileged knowledge of the ceremonial acts and formalities of
divine service under which they were to be shown)for propitiating
the Subterranean Goddesses, Démétér and Persephoné : *from
whom he obtained them, or how he got at them himself (says
Herodotus), I cannot say ;” but such was the imposing effect

“of his presence and manner of exhibiting them, that he ventured
to march into Gela at the head of the exiles from Maktorium,
. and was enabled to reinstate them in power—deterring the
people from resistance in the same manner as the Athenians
had been overawed by the spectacle of Phyé-Athéné in the

! Herodot, vil. 158, The extreme brevity of his allusion is perplexing,
as we have no collateral knowledge to illustrate it.
2 Polyaenus, v. 6.
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chariot along with Peisistratus. The extraordinary boldness
of this proceeding excites the admiration of Herodotus,
especially as he had been informed that Télinés was of an
unwarlike temperament. The restored exiles rewarded it by
granting to him, and to his descendants after him, the hereditary
dignity of hierophants of the two goddesses’—a function
certainly honourable, and probably lucrative, connected with

1 See about Télinés and this hereditary priesthood, Herodot. vii, 153.
TobTous By § TnAlyys karfiyaye és TéAny, Ex wv oddeplny avdpdy dbvauw, &AN
ipd TouTéwy TRV Bedy: B8ev 3t adrd EAaBe, § adTds éurhoaro, Tobro obk
¥xw elmar TodTotst 8¢ Gv wiouvos ébw, karhyaye &' § Te of dméyovor abrod
ipopdvrar Tov Gewv ¥oovTar: compare a previous passage of this History,
vol. i. chap. i.

It appears from Pindar that Hiero exercised this hereditary priesthood
(Olymp. vi. 160 (95), with the Scholia ad Joc. and Scholia ad Pindar.
Pyth. ii. 27).

About the story of Phyé personifying Athéné at Athens, see vol. iv. ch.
xxx. of this History.

The ancient religious worship addressed itself more to the eye than to the
ear; the words spoken were of less importance than the things exhibited,
the persons performing, and the actions done. The vague sense of the
Greek and Latin neuter, lepd or sa ra, includes the entire ceremony, and is
difficult to translate into a modern language : but the verbs connected with
it, ¥xew, kextiofai, wouller, ¢alvew, iepd—iepopdrvrys, &c., relate to
exhibition and action., This was particularly the case with the mysteries
(or solemnities not thrown open to the general public, but accessible only
to those who went through certain preliminary forms, and under certain
restrictions) in honour of Démétér and Persephoné, as well as of other
deities in different par® of Greece. The Aeydueva, or things sazd on these
occasions, were of less importance than the Sewwiueva and dpdueva, or
matters shown and things done (see Pausanias, ii. 37, 3). Herodotus says
about the lake of Sais in Egypt, 'Ev 8¢ 7§i Alury Tabry 7& Selxnia Tév
naféoy abrot (of Osiris) vukros motedar, T& karéovor muarhpia Alybmrio:
he proceeds to state that the Thesmophoria celebrated in honour of Démétér
in Greece were of the same nature, and gives his opinion that they were
imported into Greece from Egypt. Homer (Hymn, Cerer. 476) : compare
Pausan. ii. 14, 2—

Actf ey Tpurrohéue e, Aroxhet e mAnfinmy

Apnopooivyy iepdy: kai émédpadev dpyLa maial

HpeoBurépys Keddowo, « » 4 o o

"OABios, bs 748 Smw ey émyboviov dvfpeTer &c.
Compare Eurip. Hippolyt. 25; Pindar, Fragm. xcvi.; Sophokl. Frag.
Iviii. ed. Brunck ; Plutarch, De Profect. in Virtute, c. 10, p. 81: De Isid.
et Osir. p. 353, C. 3. &s yap of TeAobuevor xar’ &pxas év BopiBy xal Boj
wpds dAAAous bfodpevor cuvlast, Bpwuévwy 8¢ ral Seikvvpévor TV
fepdv, mposéxovow #Bn uerd péBov ral grwnis: and Isokratés, Panegyric,
c. 6, about Eleusis, 7d {epa ral viv delkvvpev rab' €xagror éviaurdy.
These mysteries consisted thus chiefly of exhibition and action addressed to
the eyes of the communicants, and Clemens Alexandrinus calls them a
mystic drama—And ral Képn Spaua éyevéobny pvoricdy, kal Thy wAdvyy kal
Thv bpmayyy kal Td wévbos 1 "Erevsls Sqdouxel. The word dpyta is originally
nothing more than a consecrated expression for ¥pya—icpd ¥pya (see
Pausanias, iv. 1, 4, §), though it comes afterwards to designate the whole
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the administration of consecrated property and with the enjoy-
ment of a large portion of its fruits.

Gelo thus belonged to an ancient and distinguished hiero-
phantic family at Gela, being the eldest of four brothers sons of
Deinomenes—Gelo, Hiero, Polyzelus and Thrasybulus : and
he further ennobled himself by such personal exploits, in the
army of the despot Hippokratés, as to be promoted to the

ceremony, matters shown as well as matters done—ra Spyia kout(wr—3ipyiwy
wavrolwy auvérns, &c.: compare Plutarch, Alkibiad, 22-34.

The sacred objects exhibited formed an essential part of the ceremony,
together with the chest in which such of them as were moveable were
brought out—reAeriis éyxluova uborida wiorny (Nonnus, ix. 127), Hs-
chines, in assisting the religious lustrations performed by his mother, was
bearer of the chest kioropbpos xal Arvopépos (Demosthen. de Coroni, c. 79,
p. 313). Clemens Alexandrinus (Cohort. ad Gent. p. 14) describes the
objects which were contained in these mystic chests of the Eleusinian
mysteries—cakes of particular shape, pomegranates, salt, ferules, ivy, &e.
The communicant was permitted, as a part of the ceremony, to take these
out of the chest and put them into a basket, afterwards putting them back
again—* Jejunavi et ebibi cyceonem: ex cistd sumpsi et in calathum misi:
accepi rursus, in cistulam transtuli” (Arnobius ad Gent. v. p. 175, ed.
Elmenhorst), while the uninitiated were excluded from seeing it, and
forbidden from looking at it ‘“ even from the house-top.”

Tov xdAabov karidyra xaual fagetode BéBalot
Mnd’ and 7& Téyeos. .
(Kallimachus, Hymn. in Cererem, 4.)

Lobeck, in his learned and excellent treatise, Aglaophamus (i. p. 51),
says, ‘“Sacrorum nomine tam Graci, quam Romgni, preecipué signa et
imagines Deorum, omnemque sacram supellectilem dignari solent. %um
res animum illuc potius inclinat, ut putem Hierophantas ejusmodi fepd in
conspectum hominum protulisse, sive deorum simulacra, sive vasa sacra et
instrumenta aliave priscee religionis monumenta ; qualia in sacrario Eleu-
sinio asservata fuisse, etsi nullo testimonio affirmare possumus, tamen pro-
babilitatis speciem habet testimonio similem. Namque non solum in
templis feré omnibus cimelia venerands antiquitatis condita erant, sed in
mysteriis ipsis talium rerum mentio occurrit, quas initiati summ4 cum vene-
ratione aspicerent, non initiatis ne aspicere quidem liceret . . . Ex his
testimoniis efficitur (p. 61) sacra quae Hierophanta ostendit, illa ipse fuisse
Gy ¢pdopara sive simulacra Deorum, eorumque aspectum qui praebeant
deifar 78 fepd vel mapéxew vel galvew dici, et ab hoc quasi primario Hiero-
phantee actu tum Eleusinjorum sacerdotum principem nomen accepisse,
tum totum negotium esse nuncupatum.”

Compare also K.t F, Hermann, Gottesdienstliche Alterthimer der
Griechen, part ii. ch. il sect. 32. -

A passage in Cicero de Haruspicum Responsis (c. 11), which is trans-
cribed almost entirely by Arnobius adv. Gentes, iv. p. 148, demonstrates
the minute precision required at Rome in the performance of the festival of
the Megalesia : the smallest omission or alteration was supposed to render
the festival unsatisfactory to the gods.

The memorable history of the Holy Tunic at Treves in 1845, shows what
immense and wide-spread effect upon the human mind may be produced,
even in the nineteenth century, by fepd Seuvbuerva.
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supreme command of the cavalry. It was greatly to the activity
of Gelo that the despot owed a succession of victories and
conquests, in which the Tonic or Chalkidic cities of Kallipolis,
Naxos, Leontini and Zanklé, were successively reduced to
dependence.! )

The fate of Zanklé—seemingly held by its despot Skythés in
a state of dependent alliance under Hippokratés, and in stand-
ing feud with Anaxilaus of Rhegium on the opposite side of the
strait of Messina—was remarkable. At the time when the
Tonic revolt in Asia was suppressed, and Milétus reconquered
by the Persians (B.C. 494, 493), a natural sympathy was
manifested by the Ionic Greeks in Sicily towards the sufferers
of the same race on the east of the Agean sea. Projects were
devised for assisting the Asiatic refugees to a new abode; and
the Zankleans, especially, invited them to form a new Pan-
Tonic colony upon the territory of the Sikels, called Kalé Akté,
on the north coast of Sicily; a coast presenting fertile and
attractive situations, and along the whole line of which there
was only one Grecian colony—Himera. This invitation was
accepted by the refugees from Samos and Milétus, who
accordingly put themselves on shipboard for Zanklé ; steering,
as was usual, along the coast of Akarnania to Korkyra, from
thence across to Tarentum, and along the Italian coast to the
strait of Messina. It happened that when they reached the
town of Epizephyriin Lokri, Skythés, the despot of Zanklé, was
absent from his city, together with the larger portion of his
military force, on an expedition against the Sikels—perhaps
undertaken to facilitate the contemplated colony at Kalé Akté,
His enemy the Rhegian prince Anaxilaus, taking advantage
of this accident, proposed to the refugees at Lokri that they
should seize for themselves, and retain, the unguarded city of
Zanklé. They followed his suggestion, and possessed them-
selves of the city, together with the families and property of
the absent Zankleans; who speedily returned to repair their
loss, while their prince Skythés further invoked the powerful
aid of his ally and superior, Hippokratés. The latter, however,
provoked at the loss of one of his dependent cities, seized and
imprisoned Skythés, whom he considered as the cause of it,?

! Herodot. vii. 154.

2 Herodot. vi. 22. 23. Zxb@nv uev TOv povvapxov Tav ZaykAatwy, &s
dmofardvra Thy méAw, & ‘Immorpdrns medhoas, rxal Tdv &BeAgedy abrob
Tivfoyévea, &s “Ivukov méAy &mérempe.

The words &s &roBaidvra seem to-imply the relation pre-existing between
Hippokratés and Skythés, as superior and subject ; and punishment inflicted
by the former upon the latter for having lost an important post.
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at Inykus, in the interior of the island. But he found it at the
same time advantageous to accept a proposition made to him
by the Samians, captors of the city, and to betray the Zanklaeans
whom he had come to aild. By a convention ratified with an
oath, it was agreed that Hippokratés should receive for himself
all the extra-mural, and half the intra-mural, property and slaves
belonging to the Zankl®ans, leaving the other half to the
Samians. Among the property without the walls, not the least
valuable part consisted in the persons of those Zanklzans whom
Hippokratés had come to assist, but whom he now carried
away as slaves: excepting however from this lot, three hundred
of the principal citizens, whom he delivered over to the Samians
to be slaughtered-—probably lest they might find friends to
procure their ransom, and afterwards disturb the Samian
possession of the town. Their lives were however spared by
the Samians, though we are not told what became of them.
This transaction, alike perfidious on the part of the Samians
and of Hippokratés, secured to the former a flourishing city,
and to the latter an abundant booty. We are glad to learn
that the imprisoned Skythés found means to escape to Darius,
king of Persia, from whom he received a generous shelter:
imperfect compensation for the iniquity of his fellow Greeks.!
The Samians however did not long retain possession of their
conquest, but were expelled by the very person who had
instigated them to seize it—Anaxilaus of Rfegium. He planted
in it new inhabitants, of Dorian and Messenian race, recolonis-
ing it under the name of Messéné-—a name which it ever after-
wards bore ;2 and it appears to have been governed either by
himeelf or by his son Kleophron, until his death about B.c. 476.

Besides the conquests above mentioned, Hippokratés of Gela
was on the point of making the still more important acquisition
of Syracuse, and was only prevented from doing so, after
defeating the Syracusans at the river Helorus, and capturing
many prisoners, by the mediation of the Corinthians and
Korkyreans, who prevailed on him to be satisfied with the
cession of Kamarina and its territory as a ransom. Having
repeopled this territory, which became thus annexed to Gela,
he was prosecuting his conquests further among the Sikels,
when he died or was killed at Hybla. His death caused a

1 Herodot. vi. 23, 24. Aristotle (Politic. v. 2, 11) represents the Sa-
mians as having been first actually received into Zanklg, and afterwards
expelling the prior inhabitants : his brief notice is not to be set against the
perspicuous narrative of Herodotus.

2 Thucyd. vi. 4 ; Schol. ad Pindar. Pyth. ii. 84 ; Diodor. xi. 48.

[
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mutiny among the Geloans, who refused to acknowledge his
sons, and strove to regain their freedom ; but Gelo, the general
of horse in the army, espousing the cause of the sons with
energy, put down by force the resistance of the people. As
soon as this was done, he threw off the mask, deposed the sons
of Hippokratés, and seized the sceptre himself.?

Thus master of Gela, and succeeding probably to the
ascendency enjoyed by his predecessor over the Ionic cities,
Gelo became the most powerful man in the island; but an
incident which occurred a few years afterwards (B.c. 485), while
it aggrandised him still further, transferred the seat of his power
from Gela to Syracuse. The Syracusan Gamori, or oligarchical
order of proprietary families, probably humbled by their
ruinous defeat at the Heldrus, were dispossessed of the govern-
ment by a combination between their serf-cultivators called the
Kyllyrii, and the smaller freemen called the Demos ; they were
forced to retire to Kasmenz, where they invoked the aid of
Gelo to restore them. That ambitious prince undertook the
task, and accomplished it with facility ; for the Syracusan
people, probable unable to resist their political opponents when
backed by such powerful foreign aid, surrendered to him
without striking a blow.2 But instead of restoring the place

! Herodot. vil. 155 ; Thucyd. vi. 5. The ninth Nemean Ode of Pindar
(v. 40), addressed to Chromius the friend of Hiero of Syracuse, commemo-
rates, among other exploits, his conduct at the battle of the Helbrus,

2 Herodot. vil. 155 ‘O y&p Sfuoes & 7év Svpnrovelwy émbrr: Térwm
mapadidor THy wéAw kal éwurdy.

Aristotle (Politic. v. 2, 6) alludes to the Syracusan democracy prior to
the despotism of Gelo as a case of democracy ruined by its own lawlessness
and disorder. But such can hardly have been the fact, if the narrative of
Herodotus is to be trusted. The expulsion of the Gamori was not an act
of lawless democracy, but the rising of free subjects and slaves against a
governing oligarchy. After the Gamori were expelled, there was no time
for the democracy to constitute itself, or to show in what degree it possessed
capacity for government, since the narrative of Herodotus indicates that
the restoration by Gelo followed closely upon the expulsion. And the
superior force which Gelo brought to the aid of the expelled Gamori, is
quite sufficient to explain the submission of the Syracusan people, had they
been ever so well administered. Perhaps Aristotle may have had before
him reports different from those of Herodotus: unless indeed we might
venture to suspect that the name of Gels appears in Aristotle by lapse of
memory in place of that of Dionysius. It is highly probable that the partial
disorder into which the Syracusan democracy had fallen immediately before
the despotism of Dionysius, was one of the main circumstances which
enabled him to acquire the supreme power; but a similar assertion can
hardly be made applicable to the early times preceding Gelo, in which
indeed democracy was only just beginning in Greece.

The confusion often made by hasty historians between the names of Gelo
and Dionysius, is severely commented on by Dionysius of Halikarnassus
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to the previous oligarchy, Gelo appropriated it to himself,
leaving Gela to be governed by his brother Hiero. He greatly
enlarged the city of Syracuse, and strengthened its fortifications :
probably it was he who first carried it beyond the islet of
Ortygia, so as to include a larger space of the adjacent mainland
(or rather island of Sicily) which bore the name of Achradina.
To people this enlarged space he brought all the residents in
Kamarina, which town he dismantled—and more than half of
those in Gela; which was thus reduced in importance, while
Syracuse became the first city in Sicily, and even received fresh
addition of inhabitants from the neighbouring towns of Megara
and Eubcea.

Both these towns, Megara and Eubcea, like Syracuse, were
governed by oligarchies, with serf-cultivators dependent upon
them, and a Demos or Body of smaller freemen excluded from
the political franchise : both were involved in war with Gelo,
probably to resist his encroachments : both were besieged and
taken. The oligarchy who ruled these cities, and who were the
authors as well as leaders of the year, anticipated nothing but
ruin at the hands of the conqueror ; while the Demos, who had
not been consulted and had taken no part in the war (which
we must presume to have been carried on by the oligarchy and
their serfs alone), felt assured that no harm would be done to
them. His behaviour disappointed the expectations of both.
After transporting both of them to Syracuses he established the
oligarchs in that town as citizens, and sold the Demos as slaves
under covenant that they should be exported from Sicily.
“His conduct (says Herodotus?) was dictated by the convic-
tion, that a Demos was a most troublesome companion to live
with,” It appears that the state of society which he wished to
establish was that of Patricians and clients, without any Plebs ;
something like that of Thessaly, where there was a proprietary

(Antiq. Roman. vii. I. p. 1314): the latter however, in his own statement
respecting Gelo, is not altogether free from error, since he describes Hip-
pokratés as drother of Gelo. We must accept the supposition of Larcher,
that Pausanias (vi. 9, 2), while professing to give the date of Gelo's
occupation of Syracuse, has really given the date of Gelo’s occupation of
Gela (see Mr. Fynes Clinton, Fast, Hellen. ad ann. 491 B.C.).

1 Herodot. vil. 156. Meyapéas Te Tabs év Swely, bs molopreduevor és
pohoyiny wpogexdbpnaar, Tobs piv abréwy maxéas, depapévous Te TéAepov abTd
#al mpocdoréovras dmaréecfac Bi& TobTo, Bywy € Tas Ivpnroboas wolfiTas
érolnoe Tdy 8¢ oy 7@y Meyapéwy, ok byra perairiov Tof moAépov TobToU,
obdt mpoaderduevor kaxdy obdv melgeoar, dyaydy ral TobTous és Tds Zupn-
koboas, dmwédoro én’ aywyh érk HuceAlns. Tourd 8¢ rolro kal EdBoéas
robs & SukeAly émoinoe duanplvas. ’Ewolee 3¢ talra Tolrous dugoerépous,
voploas djuov elvas avvolknua &xaprdrarov.
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oligarchy living in the cities, with Penestze or dependent
cultivators occupying and tilling the land on their account—
but no small self-working proprietors or tradesmen in sufficient
number to form a recognised class. And since Gelo was
removing the free population from these conquered towns,
leaving in or around the towns no one except the serf-cultivators,
we may presume that the oligarchical proprietors when removed
might still continue, even as residents at Syracuse, to receive
the produce raised for them by others: but the small self-
working proprietors, if removed in like manner, would be
deprived of subsistence, because their land would be too distant
for personal tillage, and they had no serfs. While therefore we
fully believe, with Herodotus, that Gelo considered the small
free proprietors as “troublesome yoke-fellows”—a sentiment
perfectly natural to a Grecian despot, unless where he found
them useful aids to his own ambition against a hostile oligarchy
—we must add that they would become peculiarly troublesome
in his scheme of concentrating the free population of Syracuse,
seeing that he would have to give them land in the neighbour-
hood or to provide in some other way for their maintenance.
So large an accession of size, walls, and population, rendered
Syracuse the first Greek city in Sicily. And the power of Gelo,
embracing as it did not merely Syracuse, but so considerable
a portion of the rest of the island, Greek as well as Sikel, was
the greatest Helleric force then existing. It appears to have
comprised the Grecian cities on the east and south-east of the
island from the borders of Agrigentum to those of Zanklé or
Messéné, together with no small proportion of the Sikel tribes.
Messéné was under the rule of Anaxilaus of Rhegium,
Agrigentum under that of Théro son of Anesidémus, Himera
under that of Terillus ; while Selinus, close on the borders of
Egesta and the Carthaginian possessions, had its own govern-
mert free or despotic, but appears to have been allied with
or dependent upon Carthage.! A dominion thus extensive
doubtless furnished ample tribute, besides which Gelo, having
conquered and dispossessed many landed proprietors and
having recolonised Syracuse, could easily provide both lands
and citizenship to recompense adherents. Hence he was
enabled to enlarge materially the military force transmitted to
him by Hipnokratés, and to form a naval force besides.
Phormis 2 the Menalian, who took service under him and
1 Diodor. xi. 21.

2 Pagsan. v. 27, 1, 2. We find the elder Dionysius, about a century
afterwards, transferring the entire free population of conquered towns
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became citizen of Syracuse, with fortune enough o send
donatives to Olympia—and Agésias the Iamid prophet from
Stymphilus }—are doubtless not the only examples of emigrants
joining him from Arcadia. For the Arcadian population were
poor, brave, and ready for mercenary soldiership; while the
service of a Greek despot in Sicily must have been more
attractive to them than that of Xerxes.2 Moreover, during the
ten years between the battles of Marathon and Salamis, when
not only so large a portion of the Greek cities had become
subject to Persia, but the prospect of Persian invasion hung
like a cloud over Greece Proper—the increased feeling of ih-
security throughout the latter probably rendered émigration to
Sicily unusually inviting.

These circumstances in part explain the immense power and
position which Herodotus represents Gelo to have enjoyed,
towards the autumn of 481 B.c,, when the Greeks from the
Isthmus of Corinth, confederated to resist Xerxes, sent to
solicit his aid. He was then imperial leader of Sicily: he could
offer to the Greeks (so the historian tells us) 20,000 hoplites,
200 triremes, 2000 cavalry, 2000 archers, 2000 slingers, zooo
light-armed horse, besides furnishing provisions for the entire
Grecian force as long as the war might last.? If this numerical
statement could be at all trusted (which I do not believe),
Herodotus would be much within the truth in saying, that
there was no other Hellenic power which wduld bear the least
comparison with that of Gelo:* and we may well assume such

{Kaulonia and Hipponium in Italy, &c.) to Syracuse (Diodor. xiv. 106,
107).

1 See the sixth Olympic Ode of Pindar, addressed to the Syracusan
Agésias. The Scholiast on v. § of that ode—who says that not Agésias
himself, but some of his progenitors migrated from StymphAilus to Syracuse
—is contradicted not only by the Scholiast on v. 167, where Agésias is
rightly termed both "Apxds and Suvpardaios ;3 but also by the better evidénce
of Pindar’s own expressions—ovvotkiorfip Te Tay kAewar Jvpakooodr—olrodey
olkade, with reference to Stymphéilus and Syracuse—3¢" &yrvpae (v. 6, 99,
101 =166-174).

Ergotelés, an exile from Knbssus in Krete, must have migrated some-
where about this time to Himera in Sicily. See the twelfth Olympic Ode
of Pindar. 2 Herodot. viii. 26.

3 Herodot. vil, 157. ob 8% Suvdpids Te frews peydAys, kal poipd Tor Ts
‘EAAdBos obre eAaxlarn péra, tipxovrl ve ZiceAlns: and even still stronger,
c. 163, édv Jixehins thparves. )

The word #pxwv corresponds with &px#, such as that or the Athenians,
and is less strong than 7épavves. The numerical statement is contained in
the speech composed by Herodotus for Gelo (vil. 158).

4 Herodot. vii. 145. 7& 3¢ Térwwos mphiyuara peydra éaéyero elvac
obdupdy EAAGHxdy Tov ob RoAAdY péw.
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general superiority to be substantially true, though the numbers
above mentioned may be an empty boast rather than a reality.
Owing to the great power of Gelo, we now for the first time
trace an incipient tendency in Sicily to combined and central
operations. It appears that Gelo had formed the plan of
uniting the Greek forces in Sicily for the purpose of expelling
the Carthaginians and Egesteans, either wholly or partially,
from their maritime possessions in the western corner of the
island, and of avenging the death of the Spartan prince Dorieus
—that he even attempted, though in vain, to induce the
Spartans and other central Greeks to co-operate in this plan—
and that upon their refusal, he had in part executed it with the
Sicilian forces alone.l We have nothing but a brief and vague
allusion to this exploit, wherein Gelo appears as the chief and
champion of Hellenic against barbaric interests in Sicily—the
forerunner of Dionysius, Timoleon, and Agathoklés. But he
had already begun to conceive himself, and had already been
recognised by others, in this commanding position, when the
envoys of Sparta, Athens, Corinth, &c., reached him from the
Isthmus of Corinth, in 481 B.C., to entreat his aid for the
repulse of the vast host of invaders about to cross the Helles-
pont. Gelo, after reminding them that they had refused a
similar application for aid from him, said that, far from requiting
them at the hour of need in the like ungenerous spirit, he would
bring to them an 8verwhelming reinforcement (the numbers as
given by Herodotus have been already stated), but upon one
! Herodot. vii. 158. Gelo says to the envoys from Peloponnesus—
Avdpes “EAAnves, Adyov Exovtes mheovéxTny, éroaphaare eu gbpuaxoy éml
Tdv BdpBapov mapaxaréovres éAfeiv. Adtol 3¢, éued wpbrepor denbévros
BapBapikod arpaTod cuvendPaobar, §re por mpds Kapxndovious vetkos ovvimro,
émgrhnTorTds Te Tdv Awpibos Tob "AvalavBpldew mpds 'Evesralwy ¢dvoy
exnphiacfay, Smotelvovrds Te T dumdpia guveAeufepoty, dn° Sy buiv peydiar
agerlos Te kal eravpéoies yeydvaot obire dued elvena fAbere Bonbhgovres,
otite Td¥ Awpiéos Ppdvoy Ekmpntduevor 16 Te rar’ Suéas, Tdde Ewavra Iwd
BapBdpoios véuerat, 'AAAG €D yap Mulv kal éml T Buewov kaTéoTn ViV 88,
éﬂ:stGh wepieAfiAvle 6 wéheuos kal anikTar és Spéas, oiTw 3 TéAwros urijeTis
€YOVE.
v ’{t is much to be regretted that we have no further information respecting
the events which these words glance at. They seem to indicate that the
Cartbaginians and Egesteans had made some encroachments and threatened
to make more: that Gelo had repelled them by actual and successful war,
I think it strange however that he should be made to say—** You (the
Peloponresians) have derived great and signal advantages from these
sea-ports "—the profit derived from the latter by tke Peloponnesians can
never have been so great as to be singled out in this puinted manner, I
should rather have expected—én> &v Hufv (and not an’ &» Huir)—which
must have been true in point of fact, and will be found to read quite
consistently with the general purport of Gelo’s speech.
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condition only—that he should ‘be recognised as generalissimo
of the entire Grecian force against the Persians. His offer was
repudiated, with indignant scorn, by the Spartan envoy: and
Gelo then so far abated in his demand, as to be content with
the command either of the land-force or the navalforce, which-
ever might be judged preferable. But here the Athenian envoy
interposed his protest—* We are sent here (said he) to ask for
an army, and not for a general ; and thou givest us the army,
only in order to make thyself general. Know, that even if the
Spartans would allow thee to command at sea, e would not.
The naval command is ours, if they decline it: we Athenians,
the oldest nation in Greece—the only Greeks who have never
migrated from home-—whose leader before Troy stands pro-
claimed by Homer as the best of all the Greeks for marshalling
and keeping order in an army—we, who moreover furnish the
largest naval contingent in the fleet-—awe will never submit to
be commanded by a Syracusan.”

“ Athenian stranger (replied Gelo), ye seem to be provided
with commanders, but ye are not likely to have soldiers to be
commanded. Ye may return as soon as you please, and tell
the Greeks that their year is deprived of its spring.” !

That envoys were sent from Peloponnesus to solicit assistance
from Gelo against Xerxes, and that they solicited in vain, is an
incident not to be disputed : but the reason assigned for refusal
~—conflicting pretensions about the suprefie command—may
be suspected to have arisen less from historical transmission,
than from the conceptions of the historian, or of bis informants,
respecting the relations between the parties. In his time,
Sparta, Athens, and Syracuse were the three great imperial
«cities of Greece ; and his Sicilian witnesses, proud of the great
past power of Gelo, might well ascribe to him that competition
for pre-eminence and command which Herodotus has dram-
atised. The immense total of forces which Gelo is made to
promise becomes the more incredible, when we reflect that he
had another and a better reason for refusing aid altogether.
He was attacked at home, and was fully employed in defending
himself.

The same spring which brought Xerxes across the Hellespont
into Greece, also witnessed a formidable Carthaginian invasion

1 Herodot. vii. 161, 162, Polybius (xii, 26) does not seem to have read
this embassy as related by Herodotus—or at least he must have preferred
some other account of it. He gives a different account of the answer which
they made to Gelo : an answer (not insolent, but) business-like and evasive
~spoyuntikdraroy dxdepua, &c. See Timazus, Fragm. 87, ed. Didot,



Events in Sicily 317

of Sicily. Gelo had already been engaged in war against them
(as has been above stated) and had obtained successes, which
they would naturally seek the first opportunity of retrieving.
The vast Persian invasion of Greece, organised for three years
before, and drawing contingents not only from the whole eastern
world, but especially from their own metropolitan brethren at
Tyre and Sidon, was well calculated to encourage them : and
there seems good reason for believing that the simultaneous
attack on the Greeks both in Peloponnesus and in Sicily, was
concerted between the Carthaginians and Xerxes '-—probably
by the Pheenicians on behalf of Xerxes. Nevertheless this
alliance does not exclude other concurrent circumstances in the
interior of the island, which supplied the Carthaginians both
with invitation and with help. Agrigentum, though not under
the dominion of Gelo, was ruled by his friend and relative
Théro ; while Rhegium and Messéné under the government of
Anaxilaus,~—Himera under that of his father-inlaw Terillus—
and Selinus,—seem to have formed an imposing minority
among the Sicilian Greeks; at variance with Gelo and Théro,
but in amity and correspondence with Carthage? It was
seemingly about the year 481 B.c., that Théro, perhaps invited
by an Himerean party, expelled from Himera the despot
Terillus, and became possessed of the town. Terillus applied
for aid to Carthage ; backed by his son-in-law Anaxilaus, who
espoused the quarfl so warmly, as even to tender his own
children as hostages to Hamilkar the Carthaginian Suffes or
general, the personal friend or guest of Terillus. The applica-
ton was favourably entertained, and Hamilkar, arriving at
i’anormus in the eventful year 480 B.C., with a fleet of 3ooo
ships of war and a still larger number of store ships, dis
embarked a land-force of 300,000 men: which would even
have been larger, had not the vessels carrying the cavalry and
the chariots happened to be dispersed by storms.® These
numbers we can only repeat as we find them, without trust-
ing them any further than as proof that the armament was on
the most extensive scale. But the different nations of whom

! Ephorus, Fragment 111, ed. Didot; Dicdor. xi. 1, 20. Mitford and
Dahlmann (Forschungen, Herodotus, &c., sect. 35, p. 186) call in question
this alitance or nnderstanding between Xerxes and the Carthaginians ; but
on v sufficient grounds, in my judgement.

* Herodot. vil. 165 ; Diodor. xi. 23 : compare also xiii. 55, 59. In like
manuer Rhegium'and Messéné formed the opposing interest to Syracuse,
ender Dicnysius the elder (Diodor. xiv. 44).

% Herodotus {vii. 165) and Diodorus (xi. 20) both give the number of the
land-force : the latter alone gives that of the fleet.
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Herodotus reports the land-force to have consisted are trust-
worthy and curious : it- included Pheenicians, Libyans, Iberians,
Ligyes, Helisyki, Sardinians, and Corsicans.! This is the first
exarmple known to us of those numerous mercenary armies
which it- was the policy of Carthage to compose of nations
different in race and language,? in order to obviate conspiracy
or mutiny against the general.

Having landed at Panormus, Hamilkar marched to Himera,
dragged his vessels on shore under the shelter of a rampart, and
then laid siege to the town; while the Himerians, reinforced
by Théro and the army of Agrigentum,- determined on an
obstinate defence, and even bricked up the gates. Pressing
messages were despatched to solicit aid from Gelo, who
collected his whole force, said to have amounted to 50,000 foot
and zooo horse, and marched to Himera. His arrival restored
the courage of the inhabitants, and after some partial fighting,
which turned out to the advantage of the Greeks, a general
battle ensued. It was obstinate and bloody, lasting from sun-
rise until late in the afterncon; and its success was mainly
determined by an intercepted letter which fell into the hands of
Gelo—a communication from the Selinuntines to Hamilkar,
promising to send a body of horse to his aid, and intimating
the time at which they would arrive. A party of Gelo’s horse,
instructed to personate this reinforcement from Selinus, were
received into the camp of Hamilkar, where they spread conster-
nation and disorder, and are even said to have slain the general
and set fire to the ships; while the Greek army, brought to
action at this opportune moment, at length succeeded in
triumphing over both superior numbers and a determined
resistance. If we are to believe Diodorus, 150,000 men were
slain on the side of the Carthaginians; the rest fled—partly to
the Sikanian mountains where they became prisoners of the
Agrigentines—partly to a hilly ground, where, from want of
water, they were obhged to surrender at discretion. Twenty
ships alone escaped with a few fugitives, and. these twenty
were destroyed by a storm on the passage, so that only one
small boat arrived at Carthage with the disastrous tidings.3

1 Herodot. vil. 165, The Ligyes came from the southern junction of
Ttaly and France ; the Gulfs of Lyons and Genoa, The Helisyki cannot
be satisfactorily verified : Niebuhr considers them to have been the Volscs:
an lngemous conjecture,

® Polyb.-i. 67. His description ef the mutiny of the Carthaginian

mercenaries, after the conclusion of the first Punic war, is highly
instructive,

3 Diodor. xi, 21-24.
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Dismissing such unreasonable exaggerations, we can only ven-
ture to assert that the battle was strenuously disputed, the victory
‘complete, and the slain as well as the prisoners numerous.
The body of Hamilkar was never discovered, in spite of careful
search ordered by Gelo: the Carthaginians affirmed, that as
soon as. the defeat of his army became irreparable, he had
cast himself into the great sacrificial fire wherein he had been
offering entire victims (the usual sacrifice consisting only of a
small part of the beast!) to propitiate the gods, and had there
been consumed. The Carthaginmans erected funereal monuments
to him, graced with periodical sacrifices, both in Carthage and
in their principal colonies:? on the field of battle itself also,
a monument was raised to him by the Greeks. On that
monument, seventy years afterwards, his victorious grandson,
fresh from the plunder of this same city of Himera, offered the
bloody sacrifice of 3ooo Grecian prisoners.®

We may presume that Anaxilaus with the forces of Rhegium
shared in the defeat of the foreign invader whom he had called
in, and probably other Greeks besides. All of them were now
compelied to sue for peace from Gelo, and to solicit the
privilege of being enrolled as his dependent allies, which was

1 Herodotus, vil. 167. odpara SAa rarayi{wr. ‘This passage of
Herodotus receives illustration from the learned comment of Mbvers on the
Pheenician inscription recently discovered at Maggeilles. It was the usual
custom of the Jews, gnd it had been in old times the custom with the
Pheenicians (Porphyr. de Abstin. iv. 15), to burn the victim entire: the
Pheenicians departed from this practice, but the departure seems to have
been considered as not strictly correct, and in times of great misfortune or
anxiety the old habit was resumed (Mévers, Das Opferwesen der Karthager.
Breslau, 1847, p. 71~-118). :

2 Herodot. vii. 166, 167. Hamilkar was son of a Syracusan mother: a
carious proof of comnubirm between Carthage and Syracuse. At the
moment when the elder Dionysius declared war against Carthage, in 398
B.C., there were many Carthaginian merchants dwelling both in Syracuse
and in other Greco-Sicilian cities, together with ships and other property.
Dionysius gave licence to the Syracusans, at the first instant when he had
determined on declaring war, to plunder all this property (Diodor. xiv. 46).
This speedy multiplication of Carthaginians with merchandise in the
Grecian cities so soon after a bloody war had been concluded, is a strong
proof of the spontaneous tendencies of trade.

® Diodor. xiii. 62. According to Herodotus, the battle of Himera took
place on the same day as that of Salamis; according to Diodorus, on the
same day as that of Thermopylee. If we are forced to choose between the
two witnesses, there can be no hesitation in preferring the former: but it
scerns more probable that neither is correct.

As far as we can judge from the brief allusions of Herodotus, he must
have conceived the battle of Himera in 2 manner totally different from
Diodorus. Under such circumstances, I cannot venture to trust the details
given by the latter.
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granted to them without any harder imposition than the tribute
probably involved in that relation! Even the Carthaginians
themselves were so intimidated by the defeat, thaj they sent
envoys to ask for peace at Syracuse, which they are said to
have obtained mainly by the solicitation of Damareté wife of
Gelo, on condition of paying 2000 talents to defray the costs
of the war, and of erecting two temples in which the terms of
the treaty were to be permanently recorded.? If we could
believe the assertion of Theophrastus, Gelo exacted from the
Carthaginians a stipulation that they would for the future
abstain from human sacrifices in their religious worship.? But
such an interference with foreign religious rites would be
unexampled in that age, and we know moreover that the
practice was not permanently discontinued at Carthage.*
Indeed we may reasonably suspect that Diodorus, copying from
writers like Ephorus and Timzus long after the events, has
exaggerated considerably the defeat, the humiliation, and the
amercement of the Carthaginians. For the words of the poet
Pindar, a very few years after the battle of Himera, represent a
fresh Carthaginian invasion as matter of present uneasiness
and alarm:® and the Carthaginian fleet is found engaged
in aggressive warfare on the coast of Italy, requiring to be
coerced by the brother and successor of Gelo.

The victory of Ifimera procured for the Sicilian cities
immunity from foreign war, together with a rich plunder.
Splendid offerings of thanksgiving to the gods were dedicated
in the temples of Himera, Syracuse, and Delphi; while the
epigram of Simonidés,® composed for the tripod offered in the
latter temple, described Gelo with his three brothers Hiero,
Polyzélus, and Thrasybulus, as the joint liberators of Greece from
the Barbarian, along with the victors of Salamis and Plateea.
And the Sicilians alleged that he was on the point of actually
sending reinforcements to the. Greeks against Xerxes, in spite
of the necessity of submitting to Spartan command, when the
intelligence of the defeat and retreat of that prince reached
him. But we find another statement decidedly more probable

1 I presume this treatment of Anaxilaus by Gelo must be alluded to in
Diodorus, xi. 66 : at least it is difficult to understand what other ‘ great
benefit” Gelo had conferred on Anaxilaus.

2 Diodor. xi. 26, o

¢ Schol. ad Pindar. Pyth, ii. 3; Plutarch, De Seri Numinis Vindictd,
p- 552, ¢ 6.

4 Diodor. xx. 14.

5 Pindar, Nem. ix, 67 (= 28 B.) with the Scholia.

¢ Simonidés, Epigr. 141, ed. Bergk.

5
q

K
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—that he sent a confidential envoy named Kadmus to Delphi
_with orders to watch the turn of the Xerxeian invasion, and in
case it should prove successful (as he thought that it probably
would be) to tender presents and submission to the victorious
invader on behalf of Syracuse.! When we consider that until

- the very morning of the battle of Salamis, the cause of Grecian
independence must have appeared to an impartial spectator
almost desperate, we cannot wonder that Gelo should take
precautions for preventing the onward progress of the Persians
towards Sicily, which was already sufficiently imperilled by its
formidable enemies in Africa. The defeat of the Persians at
Salamis and of the Carthaginians at Himera cleared away
suddenly and unexpectedly the terrific cloud from Greece as
well as from Sicily, and left a sky comparatively brilliant with
prosperous hopes.

To the victorious army of Gelo, there was abundant plunder
for recompense as well as distribution. Among the most
valuable part of the plunder were the numerous prisoners taken,
who were divided among the cities in proportion to the number
of troops furnished by each. Of course the largest shares must
bave fallen to Syracuse and Agrigentum ; while the number
acquired by the latter was still further increased by the separate
capture of those prisoners who had dispersed throughout the
mountains in and near the Agrigenting territory. All the
Sicilian cities alliedewith or dependent on Gelo, but especially
the two last-mentioned, were thus put in possession of a number
of slaves as public property, who were kept in chains to work,?
and were either employed on public undertakings for defence,
ornament, and religious solemnity—or let out to private masters
so as to afford a revenue to the state. So great was the total
of these public slaves at Agrigentum, that though many were
employed on state-works, which elevated the city to signal
grandeur during the flourishing period of seventy years which in-
tervened between the recent battle and its subsequent capture by
the Carthaginians—there nevertheless remained great numbers
to be let out to private individuals, some of whom had no less
than five hundred slaves respectively in their employment.3

1 Herodot. vii. 163-165: compare Diodor. xi. 26; Ephorus, Fragm.
111, ed. Didot.

2 Diodor. xi. 25. af 3¢ wdress els wédas karéornoar rods diapedévras
aixpordTovs, wal T4 dnudoia Tév ¥pywy Sk TolTwy émenebalo.

For analogous instances of captives taken in war being employed in
public works by the captors, and labouring in chains, see the cases of Tegea
and Samos in Herodot. i. 66 ; iii. 39.

3 Diodor. xi. 25. Respecting slaves belonging to the public, and let out

VOL. V. M
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The peace which now ensued left Gelo master of Syracuse
and Gela, with the Chalkidic Greek towns on the east of the
island ; while Théro governed in Agrigentum, and his son
Thrasydeeus in Himera. In power as well as in reputation,
Gelo was unquestionably the chief person in the island ; more-
over he was connected by marriage, and lived on terms of
uninterrupted friendship, with Théro. His conduct, both at
Syracuse and towards the cities dependent upon him, was mild
and conciliating. But his subsequent career was very short:
he died of a dropsical complaint not much more than a year
after the battle of Himera, while the glories of that day were
fresh in every one’s recollection. As the Syracusan law
rigorously interdicted expensive funerals, Gelo had commanded
that his own obsequies should be conducted in strict conformity
to the law : nevertheless the zeal of his successor as well as the
attachment of the people disobeyed these commands. The
great mass of citizens followed his funeral procession from the
city to the estate of his wife, fifteen miles distant : nine massive
towers were erected to distinguish the spot ; and the solemnities
of heroic worship were rendered to him. The respectful
recollections of the conqueror of Himera never afterwards died
out among the Syracusan people, though his tomb was defaced
first by the Carthaginians, and afterwards by the despot
Agathoklés.!  And when we recollect the destructive effects
caused by the subsequent Carthaginian inyasions, we shall be
sensible how great was the debt of gratitude owing to Gelo by
his contemporaries.

It was not merely as conqueror of Himera, but as a sort of
second founder of Syracuse,? that Gelo was thus solemnly
worshipped. The size, the strength, and the population, of the
town were all greatly increased under him. Besides the
number of the new inhabitants which he brought from Gels,
the Hybleean Megara, and the Sicilian Eubcea, we are informed
that he also inscribed on the roll of citizens no less than 10,000
mercenary soldiers. It will moreover appear that these new-
made citizens were in possession of the islet of Ortygia >—the
interior stronghold of Syracuse. It has already been stated
that Ortygia was the original settlement, and that the city did
not overstep the boundaries of the islet before the enlargements

for hire to individual employers, compare the large financial project
conceived by Xenophon, De Vectigalibus, capp. 3 and 4.

1 Diodor. xi. 38, 67: Plutarch, Timoleon, c. 29; Aristotle, I'eAgwy
ToAtrela ; Fragm. p. 106, ed. Neumann.

2 Diodor. xi. 49. % Diodor. xi. 72, 73.
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of Gelo. We do not know by what arrangements Gelo
provided new lands for so large a number of new-comers : but
when we come to notice the antipathy with which these Iatter
were regarded by the remaining citizens, we shall be inclined
to believe that the old citizens had been dispossessed and
degraded.

Gelo left a son in tender years, but his power passed, by his
own direction, to two of his brothers, Polyz&lus and Hiero ; the
former of whom married the widow of the deceased prince, and
was named, according to his testamentary directions, com-
mander of the military force—while Hiero was intended to
enjoy the government of the city. Whatever may have been
the wishes of Gelo, however, the real power fell to Hiero; a
man of energy and determination, and munificent as a patron
of contemporary poets, Pindar, Simonidés, Bacchylidés, Epi-
charmus, Aschylus, and others ; but the victim of a painful
internal complaint—jealous in his temper—cruel, and rapacious
in his government!—and noted as an organiser of that
systematic espionage which broke up all freedom of speech
among his subjects. Especially jealous of his brother Polyzélus,
who was very popular in the city, he despatched him on a
military expedition against the Krotoniates, with a view of
indirectly accomplishing his destruction. But Polyzélus, aware
of the snare, fled to Agrigentum, and sought protection from
his brother-inlaw® the despot Théro; from whom Hiero
redemanded him, and on receiving a refusal, prepared to
enforce the demand by arms. He had already advanced on
his march as far as the river Gela, but no actual battle
appears to have taken place. It is interesting to hear that
Simonidés the poet, esteemed and rewarded by both these
princes, was the mediator of peace between them.?

The temporary breach, and sudden reconciliation, between
these two powerful despots, proved the cause of sorrow and ruin
at Himera. That city, under the dominion of the Agrigentine
Théro, was administered by his son Thrasydeus—a youth
whose oppressive conduct speedily excited the strongest
antipathy, The Himerseans, knowing that they had lttle
chance of redress from Théro against his son, took advantage
of the quarrel between him and Hiero to make propositions to

1 Diodor. xi. 67 ; Aristotel. Politic. v. 9, 3. In spite of the compliments
directly paid by Pindar to Hiero (rpafis &arols, ot ¢bovéwy &yabois, telvois
3¢ Bavpagrds warfp, Pyth. iii. 71=125), his indirect admonitions and hints
sufficiently attest the real character (see Dissen ad Pindar. Pyth. i. and ii.

p. 161-182).
2 Diodor. xi. 48 ; Schol. Pindar, Olymp. ii. 29.
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the latter, and to entreat his aid for the expulsion of Thrasydzeus,
tendering themselves as subjects of Syracuse. It appears that
Kapys and Hippokratés, cousins of Théro, but at variance with
him, and also candidates for the protection of Hiero, were con-
cerned in this scheme for detaching Himera from the dominion
of Théro, But so soon as peace had been concluded, Hiero
betrayed to Théro both the schemes and the malcontents at
Himera. We seem to make out that Kapys and Hippokratés
collected some forces to resist Théro, but were defeated by him
at the river Himera:! his victory was followed up by seizing
and putting to death a large number of Himerean citizens.
So great was the number slain, coupled with the Ioss of others
who fled for fear of being slain, that the population of the city
was sensibly and inconveniently diminished. Théro invited
and er;rolled a large addition of new citizens, chiefly of Dorian
blood.

The power of Hiero, now reconciled both with Théro and
with his brother Polyzélus, is marked by several circumstances
as noway inferior to that of Gelo, and probably the greatest,
not merely in Sicily, but throughout the Grecian world. The
citizens of the distant city of Cume, on the coast of Italy,
harassed by Carthaginian and Tyrrhenian fleets entreated his
aid, and received from him a squadron which defeated and
drove off their enemies :® he even settled a Syracusan colony
in the neighbouring island of Pithekusa. Asaxilaus, despot of
Rhegium and Messéné, had attacked, and might probably have
overpowered, his neighbours the Epizephyrian Lokrians; but
the menaces of Hiero, invoked by the Lokrians, and conveyed
by the envoy Chromius, compelled him to desist.* Those
heroic honours, which in Greece belonged to the (Ekist of a
new city, were yet wanting to him. He procured them by the

1 Schol. ad Pindar. Olymp. ii. 173. For the few facts which can be
made out respecting the family and genealogy of Théro, see Goller, De Situ
et Origine Syracusarum, ch. vii. p. 19-22. The Scholiasts of Pindar are
occasionally useful in explaining the brief historical allusions of the poet ;
but they seem to have had very few trustworthy materials before them for
so doing. )

2 Diodor. xi. 48, 40. :

3 The brazen helmet, discovered near the site of Olympia with the name
of Hiero and the victory at Cume inscribed on it, yet remains as an
interesting relic to commemorate this event: it was among the offerings
presented by Hiero to the Olympic Zeus: see Boeckh, Corp. Inscriptt.
Grzc. No. 16, part i, p. 34. )

¢ Diodor. xi. 51 ; Pindar, i. 74 (= 140); ii. 17 (= 35) with the Scholia 3
Epicharmus, Fragment, p. 19, ed. Krusemann ; Schol. Pindar. Pyth. i. 98 ;
Strabo, v. p. 247. .
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foundation of the new city of Atna,! on the site and in the
place of Katana, the inhabitants of which he expelled, as well as
those of Naxos. While these Naxians and Katanzans were
directed to take up their abode at Leontini along with the
existing inhabitants, Hiero planted 10,000 new inhabitants in
his adopted city of Atna; 5000 of them from Syracuse and
Gela—with an equal number from Peloponnesus. They served
as an auxiliary force, ready to be called forth in the event
of discontents at Syracuse, as we shall see by the history of
his successor: he gave them not only the territory which
had before belonged to Katana, but also a large addition
besides, chiefly at the expense of the neighbouring Sikel tribes.
His son Deinomenés, and his friend and confidant Chromius,
enrolled as an Atnaean, became joint administrators of the city,
whose religious and social customs were assimilated to the
Dorian model.? Pindar dreams of future relations between the
despot and citizens of Atna, analogous to those between king
and citizens at Sparta. Both Hiero and Chromius were
proclaimed as Atneans at the Pythian and Nemean games,
when their chariots gained victories ; on which occasion the
assembled crowd heard for the first time of the new Hellenic
city of Atna. We see, by the compliments of Pindar,? that
Hiero was vain of his new title of founder. But we must
remark that it was procured, not, as in most cases, by planting
Greeks on a spot ®previously barbarous, but by the disposses-
sion and impoverishment of other Grecian citizens, who seem to
have given no ground of offence. Both in Gelo and Hiero we
see the first exhibition of that propensity to violent and
wholesale transplantation of inhabitants from one seat to
another, which was not uncommon among Assyrian and
Persian despots, and which was exhibited on a still larger scale

1 Upwv olktorhs avrl Tupdvvov BovAduevos elvai, Kardvmy
éterdw Alrvny pertwvduace Thy wéAw, Eautdv olkioThy mpugaryopebaas (Schol.
ad Pindar. Nem. i. 1). :

Compare the subsequent case of the foundation of Thurii, among the
citizens of which violent disputes arose, in determining who should be
recognised as (Ekist of the place. On referring to the oracle, Apollo
directed them to commemorate Aimself as (Ekist (Diodor. xii. 35)-

2 Chromius érirpowos 7iis Alryys (Schol. Pind. Nem. ix. 1). About the
Dorian institutions of Atna, &c., Pindar, Pyth. i. 60-71. '

Deinomenés survived his father, and commemorated the Olympic
victories of the latter by costly offerings at Olympia (Pausan. vi. 12, I).

3 Pindar. Pyth. i. 60 (=117); iii. 69 (=121). Pindar. ap. Strabo. vi.
p. 269. Compare Nemea, ix. 1-30, addressed to Chromius. Hiero is
proclaimed in some odes as a Syracusan: but Syracuse and the
newly-founded Atna are intimately joined together: see Nemea, i. #n:¢,



326 History of Greece

by the successors of Alexander the Great in their numerous
new-built cities.

Anaxilaus of Rhegium died shortly after that message of
Hiero which had compelled him to spare the Lokrians. Such
was the esteem entertained for his memory, and so efficient the
government of Mikythus, a manumitted slave whom he con-
stituted regent, that Rhegium and Messéné were preserved for
his children, yet minors.l But a still more important change
in Sicily was caused by the death of the Agrigentine Théro,
which took place seemingly about 472 B.c. This prince, a
partner with Gelo in the great victory over the Carthaginians,
left a reputation of good government as well as ability among
the Agrigentines, which we find perpetuated in the laureat strains
of Pindar: and his memory doubtless became still further
endeared from comparison with his son and successor.
Thrasydeus, now master both of Himera and Agrigentum,
displayed on a larger scale the same oppressive and sanguinary
dispositions which had before provoked rebellion at the former
city. Feeling himself detested by his subjects, he enlarged the
military force which had been left by his father, and engaged
SO many new mercenaries, that he became master of a force
of 20,000 men, horse and foot. And in his own territory,
perhaps, he might long have trodden with impunity in the
footsteps of Phalaris, had he not imprudently provoked his
more powerful neighbour Hiero. In an obsinate and murder-
ous battle between these two princes, 2000 men were slain
on the side of the Syracusans, and 4oco on that of the
Agrigentines : an immense slaughter, considering that it mostly
fell upon the Greeks in the two armies, and not upon the non-
Hellenic mercenaries.2 But the defeat of Thrasydeus was
so complete, that he was compelled to flee not only from
Agrigentum, but from Sicily : he retired to Megara in Greece
Proper, where he was condemned to death and perished.® The
Agrigentines, thus happily released from their oppressor, sued
for and obtained peace from Hiero. They are said to have
established a democratical government, but we learn that Hiero
sent many citizens into banishment from Agrigentum and

1 Tustin, iv. 2,

2 So I conceive the words of Diodorus are to be understood—mnAeloTot
T&v waparakauévay EAMpwr mpbs "EAAnvas ¥megov {Diodor. xi. 53).

3 Diodor. xi. §3. éxel OavdTov karayvwolbels érehedrnoer. This is a
remarkable specimen of the feeling in a foreign city towards an oppressive
- rdpavwves. The Megarians of Greece Proper were much connected with
Sicily, through the Hyblean Megara, as well as Selinus.
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Himera, as well as from Gela,! nor can we doubt that all the
three were numbered among his subject cities. The moment
of freedom only commenced for them when the Gelonian
dynasty shared the fate of the Theronian.

The victory over Thrasydeus rendered Hiero more com-
pletely master of Sicily than his brother Gelo had been before
him. The last act which we hear of him, is, his interference
on behalf of his brothers-in-law,? the sons of Anaxilaus of
Rhegium, who were now of age to govern. He encouraged
them to prefer, and probably showed himself ready to enforce
their claim against Mikythus, who had administered Rhegium
since the death of Anaxilaus, for the property as well as the
sceptre. Mikythus complied readily with the demand, render-
ing an account so exact and faithful, that the sons of Anaxilaus
themselves entreated him to remain and govern—or more
probably to lend his aid to their government. This request he
was wise enough to refuse: he removed his own property and
retired to Tegea in Arcadia. Hiero died shortly afterwards, of
the complaint under which he had so long suffered, after a
reign of ten years.®

On the death of Hiero, the succession was disputed between
his brother Thrasybulus, and his nephew the youthful son of
Gelo, so that the partisans of the family became thus divided.
Thrasybulus, surr.ounding his nephew with temptations to
luxurious pleasure, contrived to put him indirectly aside, and
thus to seize the government for himself.* This family division
—a curse often resting upon the blood-relations of Grecian
despots, and leading to the greatest atrocities >—coupled with

1 Diodor. xi. 76. Of katd Thv ‘Iépwves Suvacrelav exmemtwrdres éx Tav
blwy mérewv—rolTwy 8 foav TeAgor kal *Axpayavtivor ral ‘Iuepaior.

2 Hiero had married the daughter of Apaxilaus, but he seems also to
have had two other wives—the sister or cousin of Théro, and the daughter
of a Syracusan named Nikoklés: this last was the mother of his son
Deinomenés (Schol. Pindar. Pyth. i. 112).

We read of Kleophron son of Anaxilaus, governing Messéné during his
father’s life-time: probably this young man must have died, otherwise
Mikythus would not have succeeded (Schol. Pindar. Pyth, ii. 34).

3 Diodor. xi. 66.

G‘ Aristotel. Politic. v. 8, 19. Diodorus does not mention the son of
elo.

Mr, Fynes Clinton (Fasti Hellenici, App. chap. 10, p. 264 seq.) has
discussed all the main points connected with Syracusan and Sicilian
chronology.

® Xenophon, Hiero, iii. 8. Ei rolvur 8énets katavoely, efphoes utv robs
iSidras omwd Tobrwy udAigTa Pihovuévous, Tobs Bt rupdvvous moAAobs uev
maidas éavrdv amexTovnrdTas, moAdods ¥ Iwd maldwy abrods &moAwAdras,
ToAAobs 8¢ ddeApobs &v Tupavviow dAAnAepdvous yeyernuévous, moArods Bé
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the conduct of Thrasybulus himself, caused the downfall of the
mighty Gelonian dynasty. The bad qualities of Hiero were
now seen greatly exaggerated, but without his accompanying
energy, in Thrasybulus ; who put to death many citizens, and
banished still more, for the purpose of seizing their property,
until at length he provoked among the Syracusans intense and
universal hatred, shared even by many of the old Gelonian
partisans. Though he tried to strengthen himself by increasing
his mercenary force, he could not prevent a general revolt from
breaking out among the Syracusan population. By summoning
those cities which Hiero had planted in his new city of Aitna,
as well as various troops from his dependent allies, he found
himself at the head of 15,000 men, and master of the inner
city ; that is, the islet of Ortygia, which was the primitive
settlement of Syracuse, and was not only distinct and defensible
in itself, but also contained the docks, the shipping, and
command of the harbour. The revolted people on their side
were masters of the outer city, better known under its later
name of Achradina, which lay on the adjacent mainland of
Sicily, was surrounded by a separate wall of its own, and was
divided from Ortygia by an intervening space of low ground
used for burials.!  Though superior in number, yet being no

kal $7d yorady Tév éavrdv Tupdvvous Siepbapuévovs, wal Swd éralpwy e
T&y pdAiera Soxolvrwy ¢iAwy elvar: compare Isokeatés, De Pace, Orat.
viil. p. 182, § 138, .

So also Tacitus (Hist. v. g) respecting the native kings of Judza, after
the expulsion of the Syrian dynasty—*‘Sibi ipsi reges imposuere : qui,
mobilitate vulgi expulsi, resumptd per arma dominatione, fugas civium,
urbium eversiones,—fratrum, conjugum, parentum, neces—aliaque solita
regibus aust,” &c. -

1 Respecting the topography of Syracuse at the time of these disturbances,
immediately preceding and following the fall of the Gelonian dynasty—my
statements in the present edition will be found somewhat modified as
compared with the first. In describing the siege of the city by the
Athenian army under Nikias, I found it necessary to study the local details
of Thucydidés with great minuteness, besides consulting fuller modern
authorities. The conclusions which I have formed will be found stated,—
partly in the early part of chapter lix.—but chiefly in a separate dissertation
annexed as an Appendix at the end of vol. vii., and illustrated by two plans,
To the latter Dissertation with its Plans, I request the reader to refer.

Diodorus here states (xi. 67, 68), that Thrasybulus was master both of
the Island (Ortygia) and Achradina, while the revolted Syracusans held
the rest of the city, of which Ityké or Tyché was a part. He evidently
conceives Syracuse as having comprised, in 463 B.C., substantially the same
great space and the same number of four quarters or portions, as it after-
wards came to contain from the time of the despot Dionysius down to the
Roman empire, and as it is set forth in the description of Cicero (Orat. in
Verr. iv. 53, 118-120) enumerating the four quarters Ortygia, Achradina,
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match in military efficiency for the forces of Thrasybulus, they
were obliged to invoke aid from the other cities in Sicily, as
well as from the Sikel tribes—proclaiming the Gelonian dynasty
as the common enemy of freedom in the island, and holding
out universal independence as the reward of victory. It was
fortunate for them that there was no brother-despot like the
powerful Théro to espouse the cause of Thrasybulus. Gela,
Agrigentum, Selinus, Himera, and even the Sikel tribes, all
responded to the call with alacrity, so that a large force, both
military and naval, came to reinforce the Syracusans; and
Thrasybulus, being totally defeated, first in a naval action, next
on land, was obliged to shut himself up in Ortygia, where he
soon found his situation hopeless. He accordingly opened a
negotiation with his opponents, which ended in his abdication
and retirement to Lokri, while the mercenary troops whom he
had brought together were also permitted to depart unmolested.!
The expelled Thrasybulus afterwards lived and died as a private
citizen at Lokri—a very different fate from that which had
befallen Thrasydeus (son of Théro) at Megara, though both
seem to have given the same provocation.

Thus fell the powerful Gelonian dynasty at Syracuse, after a
continuance of eighteen years.? Its fall was nothing less than
an extensive revolution throughout Sicily. Among the various
cities of the island there had grown up many petty despots,
each with his sepavate mercenary force ; acting as the instru-
ments, and relying on the protection, of the great despot at
Tyché, and Neapolis. I believe this to be a mistake. I take the general
conception of the topography of Syracuse given by Thucydidés in 415 B.C.,
as representing in the main what it had been fifty years before. Thucy-
didés (vi, 3) mentions only the Immer City, which was in the Islet of
Ortygia (4 méAus 4 évrds)—and the Outer City (4 wéiis % &w). This latter
was afterwards known by the name of Achradina, though that name does
not occur in Thucydidés. Diodorus expressly mentions that both Ortygia
and Achradina had each separate fortifications (xi. 73).

In these disputes connected with the fall of the Gelonian dynasty, I
conceive Thrasybulus to have held possession of Ortygia, which was at all
times the inner stronghold and the most valuable portion of Syracuse;
insomuch that under the Roman dominion, Marcellus prohibited any
native Syracusan from dwelling in it. (Cicero cont. Verr. v. 32-84, 38,
98). The enemies of Thrasybulus, on the contrary, I conceive to have
occupied Achradina.

There is no doubt that this bisection of Syracuse into two separate
fortifications must have afforded great additional facility for civil dispute, if
there were any causes abroad tending to foment it; conformably to a
remark of Aristotle (Polit, v. 2, 12), which the philosopher illustrates by
reference to Kolophén and Notium, as well as to the insular and continental
portions of Klazomenze. .

1 Diodor. ix. 67, 68. ? Aristotel. Politic. v. 8, 23.

’ M 2
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Syracuse. All these were now expelled, and governments more
or less democratical were established everywhere! The sons
of Anaxilaus maintained themselves a little longer at Rhegium
and Messéng, but the citizens of these two towns at length
followed the general example, compelled them to retire,? and
began their ra of freedom.

But though the Sicilian despots had thus been expelled, the
free governments established in their place were exposed at
first to much difficulty and collision. It has been already
mentioned that Gelo, Hiero, Théro, Thrasydseus, Thrasybulus,
&ec., had all condemned many citizens to exile with confiscation
of property; and had planted on the soil new citizens and
mercenaries, in numbers no less considerable. To what race
these mercenaries belonged, we are not told: it is probable
that they were only in part Greeks. Such violent mutations,
both of persons and property, could not occur without raising
bitter conflicts, of interest as well as of feeling, between the old,
the new, and the dispossessed proprietors, as soon as the iron
hand of compression was removed. This source of angry
dissension was common to all the Sicilian cities, but in none
did it flow more profusely than in Syracuse. In that city, the
new mercenaries last introduced by Thrasybulus, had retired at
the same time with him, many of them to the Hieronian city
of Aitna, from whence they had been brought. But there yet
remained the more numerous body introdeced principally by
Gelo, partly also by Hiero; the former alone having enrolled
10,000, of whom more than 7000 yet remained. What part
these Gelonian citizens had taken in the late revolution, we do
not find distinctly stated : they seem not to have supported
Thrasybulus as a body, and probably many of them took part
against him,

After the revolution had been accomplished, a public
assembly of the Syracusans was convened, in which the first
resolution was, to provide for the religious commemoration of
the event, by erecting a colossal statue of Zeus Eleutherius, and
by celebrating an annual festival to be called the Eleutheria,
with solemn matches and sacrifices. They next proceeded to
determine the political constitution, and such was the predomi-
nant reaction, doubtless aggravated by the returned exiles, of
hatred and fear against the expelled dynasty—that the whole
body of new citizens, who had been domiciliated under Gelo
and Hiero, were declared ineligible to magistracy or honour.
This harsh and sweeping disqualification, falling at once upon

1 Diodor. xi. 68. 2 Diodor, xi. 76.
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a numerous minority, naturally provoked renewed irritation and
civil war. The Gelonian citizens, the most warlike individuals
in the state, and occupying, as favoured partisans of the
previous dynasty, the inner section of Syracuse!—Ortygia—
placed themselves in open revolt; while the general mass of
citizens, masters of the outer city, were not strong enough to
assail with success this defensible position.? But they contrived
to block it up nearly altogether, and to intercept both its
supplies and its communication with the country, by means of
a new fortification carried out from the outer city towards the
Great Harbour, and stretching between Ortygia and Epipolz.
The garrison within could thus only obtain supplies at the cost
of perpetual conflicts. This disastrous internal war continued
for some months, with many partial engagements both by land
and sea: whereby the general body of citizens became accus-
tomed to arms, while a chosen regiment of 6oo trained volun-
teers acquired especial efficiency. Unable to maintain them-
selves longer, the Gelonians were forced to hazard a general
battle, which, after an obstinate struggle, terminated in their
complete defeat. The chosen band of 600, who had eminently

1 Aristotle (Politic. v. 2, 11) mentions, as one of his illustrations of the
mischief of receiving new citizens, that the Syracusans, after the Gelonian
dynasty, admitted the foreign mercenaries to citizenship, and from hence
came to sedition and armed conflict. But the incident cannot fairly be
quoted in illustration ef that principle which he brings it to support. The
mercenaries, so long as the dynasty lasted, had been the first citizens in
the community : after its overthrow, they became the inferior, and were
rendered inadmissible to honours. It is hardly matter of surprise that so
great a change of position excited them to rebel: but this is not a case
properly adducible to prove the difficulty of adjusting matters with
new-coming citizens.

After the expulsion of Agathoklés from Syracuse, nearly two centuries
after these events, the same quarrel and sedition was renewed, by the
exclusion of his mercenaries from magistracy and posts of honour (Diodor.
xxi, Fragm. p. 282). .

2 Diodor. xi. 73. Of 8¢ Svpaxoboiot wdAw éumesdvres els rapaxhy, Td
Aomdy 1js wéAews kdTeaxov, kal Td Wpds Tas 'Emimords rerpauuévoy abris
émerelxioay, kal moOANYY dopdAeiay éavrols kaTegrebagar: ebby yap Tiis éml
Ty xdpav éb8ov Tobs &peaTnrbTas ebxepds elpyov kal Taxy TEv émirndelwy
erolyoav dmopeiv.

Diodorus here repeats the same misconception as I have noticed in a
previous note. He supposes that the Gelonians were in possession both of
Ortygia and of Achradina, whereas they were only in possession of the
former, as Thrasybulus had been in the former contest.

The opposing party were in possession of the outer city or Achradina :
and it would be easy for them, by throwing out a fortification between
Epipole and the Great Harbour, to straiten the communication of Ortygia
with the country around ; as may be seen by referring to the Plans of
Syracuse at the end of vol. vii.
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contributed to this victory, received from their fellow-citizens a
crown of honour, and a reward of one mina per head.!

The meagre annals, wherein these interesting events are
indicated rather than described, tell us scarcely anything of the
political arrangements which resulted from so important a
victory. Probably many of the Gelonians were expelled: but
we may assume as certain, that they were deprived of the
dangerous privilege of a separate residence in the inner
stronghold or islet Ortygia.?

Meanwhile the rest of Sicily had experienced disorders
analogous in character to those of Syracuse. At Gela, at
Agrigentum, at Himera, the reaction against the Gelonian
dynasty had brought back in crowds the dispossessed exiles ;
who, claiming restitution of their properties and influence,
found their demands sustained by the population generally.
The Katansans, whom Hiero had driven from their own city
to Leontini, in order that he might convert Katana into his
own settlement Atna, assembled in arms and allied themselves
with the Sikel prince Duketius, to reconquer their former home
and to restore to the Sikels that which Hiero had taken from
them for enlargement of the Aftnzan territory. They were
aided by the Syracusans, to whom the neighbourhood of these
Hieronian partisans was dangerous : but they did not accom-
plish their object until after a long contest and several battles
with the Atnzans. A convention was at lepgth concluded, by
which the latter evacuated Katana and were allowed to occupy
the town and territory (seemingly Sikel) of Ennesia or Inessa,
upon which they bestowed the name of Atna,? with monuments
commemorating Hiero as the founder—while the tomb of the
latter at Katana was demolished by the restored inhabitants.

These conflicts, disturbing the peace of all Sicily, came to be
so intolerable, that a general congress was held between the
various cities to adjust them. It was determined by joint
resolution to re-admit the exilesand to extrude the Gelonian
settlers everywhere : but an establishment was provided for
these latter in the territory of Messéné. It appears that the
exiles received back their property, or at least an assignment of
other lands in compensation for it. The inhabitants of Gela
were enabled to provide for their own exiles by re-establishing

1 Diodor. xi. 72, 73, 76.

2 Diodorus, xiv. 7.

3 Diodorus, xi. 76 ; Strabo, vi. 268. Compare, as an analogous event,
the destruction of the edifices erected in the market-place of Amphipolis,
in honour of the Athenian Agnon the (Ekist, after the revolt of that city
from Athens (Thucyd. v. 11).



Events in Sicily 333

the city of Kamarina,! which had been conquered from
Syracuse by Hippokratés despot of Gelo, but which Gelo,
on transferring his abode to Syracuse, had made a portion of
the Syracusan territory, conveying its inhabitants to the city of
Syracuse. The Syracusans now renounced the possession of it
—a cession to be explained probably by the fact, that among
the new-comers transferred by Gelo to Syracuse, there were
included not only the previous Kamarineans, but also many
who had before been citizens of Gela.?2 For these men, now
obliged to quit Syracuse, it would be convenient to provide an
abode at Kamarina, as well as for the other restored Geloan
exiles ; and we may further presume that this new city served
as a receptacle for other homeless citizens from all parts of the
island. It was consecrated by the Geloans as an independent
city, with Dorian rites and customs : its lands were distributed
anew, and among its settlers were men rich enough to send
prize chariots to Peloponnesus, as well as to pay for odes of
Pindar. The Olympic victories of the Kamarinzan Psaumis
secured for his new city an Hellenic celebrity, at a moment
when it had hardly yet emerged from the hardships of an
initiatory settlement.’

Such was the great reactionary movement in Sicily against
the high-handed "violences of the prévious despots. ‘We are
only enabled to follow it generally, but we see that all their
transplantations arf?d expulsions of inhabitants were reversed, and
all their arrangements overthrown. In the correction of the
past injustice, we cannot doubt that new injustice was in many
cases committed, nor are we surprised to hear that at Syracuse
many new enrolments of citizens took place without any rightful
claim,* probably accompanied by grants of land. Thereigning
feeling at Syracuse would now be quite opposite to that of the
days of Gelo, when the Demos or aggregate of small self-work-
ing proprietors was considered as “a troublesome yoke-fellow,”
fit only to be sold into slavery for exportation. It is highly
probable that the new table of citizens now prepared included

1 Diodor. xi. 76. uerd 8¢ Tavra Kaudpway utv TeAfor karouloavres &
&pxiis xaTexAnpodxnoay.

See the note of Wesseling upon this passage. There can be little doubt
that in Thucydidés (vi. 5) the correction of kargpkiody s7d TeAdwy (in place
of omd Térwvos) is correct.

2 Herodot. vii. 155.

3 See the fourth and fifth Olympic odes of Pindar, referred to Olympiad
82, or 452 B.C., about nine years after the Geloans had re-established
Kamarina, Tav véowkov €pav (Olymp. v. 9), &’ duaxavias &ywv és ¢pdos
Tévde dapoy dordy (Olymp. v. 14).

4 Diodor. xi. 86. moAAGY elkf} kel &s Ervxe memoiToypapnuivwr.



334 History of Greece

that class of men in larger number than ever, on principles
analogous to the liberal enrolments of Kleisthenés at Athens.
In spite of all the confusion however with which this period of
popular government opens, lasting for more than fifty years
until the despotism of the elder Dionysius, we shall find it far
the best and most prosperous portion of Sicilian history. We
shall arrive at it in a subsequent chapter.

Respecting the Grecian cities along the coast of Italy, during
the period of the Gelonian dynasty, a few words will exhaust
the whole of our knowledge. Rhegium, with its despots
Anaxilaus and Mikythus, figures chiefly as a Sicilian city, and
has been noticed as such in the stream of Sicilian politics,
But it is also involved in the only event which has been
preserved to us respecting this portion of the history of the
Ttalian Greeks. It was about the year B.C. 473, that the
Tarentines undertook an expedition against their non-Hellenic
neighbours the Iapygians, in hopes of conquering Hyria and
the other towns belonging to them. Mikythus, despot of
Rhegium, against the will of his citizens, despatched 3000 of
them by constraint as auxiliaries to the Tarentines. But the
expedition proved signally disastrous to both. The Iapygians,
to the number of 20,000 men, encountered the united Grecian
forces in the field, and completely defeated them. The battle
having taken place in a hostile country, it seems that the larger
portion both of Rhegians and Tarentines Perished, insomuch
that Herodotus pronounces it to have been the greatest Hellenic
slaughter within his knowledge.! Of the Tarentines slain a
great proportion were opulent and substantial citizens, the loss
of whom sensibly affected the government of the city;
strengthening the Demos, and rendering the constitution more
democratical. In what particulars the changeg consisted we do
not know : the expression of Aristotle gives reason to suppose
that even before this event the constitution had been popular.?

1 Herodot. vii. 170 ; Diodor. xi. §2. The latter asserts that the Japygian
victors divided their forces, part of them pursuing the Rhegian fugitives,
the rest pursuing the Tarentines. Those who followed the former were so
rapid in their movements, that they entered (he says) along with the
fugitives into the town of Rhegium, and even became masters of it.

To say nothing of the fact, that Rhegium continues afterwards, as before,
under the rule of Mikythus—we may remark that Diodorus must have
formed to himself a strange idea of the geography of southern Italy, to talk
of (Pursuit and flight_from lapygia to Rhegivm. .

Aristotel. Polit. v. 2, 8, Aristotle has another passage (vi. 3, §) in
which he comments on the government of Tarentum: and O. Miiller
applies this second passage to illustrate the particular constitutional
changes which were made after the Iapygian disaster. I think this
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CHAPTER XLIV

FROM THE BATTLES OF PLATAA AND MYKALE DOWN TO THE
DEATHS OF THEMISTOKLES AND ARISTEIDES

AFTER having in the last chapter followed the repulse of the
Carthaginians by the Sicilian Greeks, we now return to the
central Greeks and the Persians—a case in which the triumph
was yet more interesting to the cause of human improvement 4
generally. ' L

The disproportion between the immense host assembled bng}’“
Xerxes, and the little which he accomplished, naturally pro- ‘y\"‘
vokes both a contempt for Persian force and an admiration for'¥
the comparative handful of men by whom they were so igno-":): o
miniously beaten. Both these sentiments are just, but both
are often exaggerated beyond the point which attentive con¥*'. s+
templation of the facts will justify. The Persian mode of W¥
making war (which we may liken to that of the modern Turks,! g -
now that the period of their energetic fanaticism has passed;:&"}\

away) was in a high degree disorderly and inefficient. The )
men indeed, individually taken, especially the native Persians, ¥ g 4%
were not deficien® in the qualities of soldiers, but their arms’i '
and their organisation were wretched—and their leaders yet¥’
worse. On the other hand, the Greeks, equal, if not superior, “, 4%
in individual bravery, were incomparably superior in soldier-like
order as well as in arms: but here too the leadership was
defective, and the disunion a constant source of peril. Those
who, like Plutarch (or rather the Pseudo-Plutarch) in his
treatise on the Malignity of Herodotus, insist on acknow-
ledging nothing but magnanimity and heroism in the proceed-
ings of the Greeks throughout these critical years, are forced to
deal harshly with the inestimable witness on whom our know-
ledge of the facts depends. That witness intimates plainly
that, in spite of the devoted courage displayed, not less by the
vanquished at Thermopyle, than by the victors at Salamis,
Greece owed her salvation chiefly to the imbecility, cowardice,

juxtaposition of the two passages unauthorised : there is nothing at all to
connect them together. See History of the Dorians, iii. 9, 14.

1 Mr. Waddington’s Letters from Greece, describing the Greek revolu-
tion of 1821, will convey a good idea of the stupidity of Turkish warfare :
compare also the second volume of the Memoirs of Baron de Tott, part iii,
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and credulous rashness, of Xerxes.! Had he indeed possessed
either the persenal energy of Cyrus, or the judgement of
Artemisia, it may be doubted whether any excellence of
management, or any intimacy of union, could have preserved
the Greeks against so great a superiority of force. But it is
certain that all their courage as soldiers in line would have been
unavailing for that purpose, without a higher degree of general-
ship, and a more hearty spirit of co-operation, than that which
they actually manifested.

-.."One hundred and fifty years after this eventful period, we
“shall see the tables turned, and the united forces of Greece

under Alexander of Macedon becoming invaders of Persia.
We shall find that in Persia no improvement has taken place
during this long interval—that the scheme of defence under
Darius Codomannus labours under the same defects as that of

attack under Xerxes—that there is the same blind and exclusive
‘confidence in pitched battles with superior numbers 2—that the

advice of Mentor the Rhodian, and of Charidemus, is despised
like that of Demaratus and Artemisia—that Darius Codo-
mannus, essentially of the same stamp as Xerxes, is hurried

into the battle of Issus by the same ruinous temerity as that

‘which threw’ away the Persian fleet at Salamis—and that the
Persian native infantry (not the cavalry) even appear to have
lost that individual gallantry which they displayed so con-
spicuously at Platzea. But on the Grecianeside, the improve-
ment in every way is very great: the orderly courage of the
soldier ' has been sustained and even augmented, while the
generalship and power of military combination has reached a
point unexampled in the previous history of mankind. Military
science may be esteemed a sort of creation during this interval,
and will be found to go through various stages—Demosthenes
and Brasidas—the Cyreian army and Xenophon—Agesilaus—
Iphlkrates—Epamlnondas——Phlhp of Macedon—Alexander: 2
for the Macedonian princes are borrowers of Greek tactics,
though extending and applying them with a personal energy
peculiar to themselves, and with advantages of position such as

no Athenian or Spartan ever enjoyed. In this comparison .:

between the invasion of Xerxes and that of Alexander, we con-
trast the progressive spirit of Greece, serving as herald and

1 Thucyd. i. 69. émorduevor kal Tdv BdpBapov abTdy mepl aiTd T& TAelw
o¢parévra, &c. ! compare Thucyd. vi. 33.

2 Thucyd. i. 142.  7Afe 7w duablay Bpasdvorres, &c.

3 Seea remarkable passage in the third Philippic of Demosthenés, ¢, 10,

p. 123.
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stimulus to the like spirit in Europe—with the stationary mind
of Asia, occasionally roused by some splendid individual, but
never appropriating to itself new social ideas or powers, ither
for war or for peace.

It is out of the invasion of Xerxes that those new powers of
combination, political as well as military, which lighten up
Grecian hlstory during the next century and more, take theirq.-
rise. They are brought into agency through the altered position
and character of the Athenians—improvers, to a certain extent,”,
of military opetations on land, but the great creators of marine s
tactics and manceuvring in Greece—and the earliest of all ~
Greeks who showed themselves capable” of. organising and .’
directing the joint action of numerous allies and dependents :
thus uniting the two distinctive quahtles of the Homeric'
Agamemnon l—ability in command, with vigour in execution.

In the general Hellenic confederacy, which had acted against .
Persia under the presidency of Sparta, Athens could hardly be
said to occupy any osténsible rank above that of an ordinary -
member. The post of second dignity in the line at Platea had
indeed been adjudged to her, yet only after a contending claim+
from Tegea. But without any difference in ostensible rank, -
she was In the eye and feeling of Greece no longer the same -
power as before. She had suffered more, and at sea had cer-
tainly done more, than all the other allies put together. Even
on land at Plateagher hoplites had manifested a combination
of bravery, discipline, and efficiency against the formidable b
Persian cavalry, superior even to the Spartans. No Athenian
officer had committed so perilous an act of disobedience as the
Spartan Amompharetus. After the victory of Mykalé, when
the Peloponnesians all hastened home to enjoy their triumph,
the Athenian forces did not shrink from prolonged service for
the important object of clearing the Hellespont, thus standing

, forth as the willing and forward champions of the Asiatic /

Greeks against Persia. Besides these exploits of Athens ~
collectively, the only two individuals, gifted with any talents for &
command, whoill this momentous contest had thrown up, were
both of them Athenians : first, Themistoklés ; next, Aristeidés.
From the beginning to the end of the struggle, Athens had dis-
played an unreserved Pan-Hellenic patriotism which had been
most ungenerously requited by the Peloponnesians; who had
kept within their Isthmian walls, and betrayed Attlca twice to

. hostile ravage ; the first time, perhaps, unavoidably—but the

3 ’Apdérepov, Bagideds T dyabds xpatepds 7" aixunmis.
Homer, Iliad, iii. 179.
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second time by a culpable neglect in postponing their outward
march against Mardonius. And the Peloponnesians could not
but feel, that while they had left Attica unprotected, they owed
their own salvation at Salamis altogether to the dexterity of
Themistoklés and to the imposing Athenian naval force.

Y Considering that the Peloponnesians had §ustaisied little or
no mischief by the invasion, while the Athenians had lost for
the time even their city and country, with a large proportion
of their moveable property irrecoverably destroyed—we might
naturally expect to find the former, if not lending their grateful
and active aid to repair the damage in Attica, at least cordially
welcoming the restoration of the ruined city by its former in-
habitants. Instead of this, we find the same selfishness again
prevalent among them. Ill-will and mistrust for the future,

- aggravated by an admiration which they could not help feeling,
overlays all their gratitude and sympathy. .
The Athenians, on returning from Salamis after the battle
of Platea, found a desolate home to harbour them. Their
country was laid waste,—their city burnt or destroyed, so that
there remained but a few houses standing, wherein the Persian
officers had taken up their quarters—and their fortifications for
the most part razed or overthrown. It was their first task to
bring home their families and effects from the temporary places
of shelter at Treezen, ZAgina, and Salamis. After providing
what was indispensably necessary for immediate wants, they
began to rebuild their city and its fortifications on a scale of
enlarged size in every direction.! But as soon as they were
seen to be employed on this indispensable work, without which
neither political existence nor personal safety was practicable;
the allies took the alarm, preferred complaints to Sparta, and
urged her to arrest the work. In the front of these com-
plainants probably stood the Aginetans, as the old enemies of
Athens, and as having most to apprehend from her might at
sea. The Spartans, perfectly sympathising with the jealousy
and uneasiness of their allies, were even disposed, from old as-
sociation, to carry their dislike of fortifications still further, so
that they would have been pleased to see all the other Grecian
cities systematically defenceless like Sparta itself.? But while
sending an embassy to Athens, to offer a friendly remonstrance

1 Thucyd. i. 89.

2 Thucyd. i. 0. 7& uév kal adrol Hbov v Spovres pht’ éxelvous uhr
UAAov undéva Teixos Exovra, Td B¢ wAéoy TEV Fvuudxwy ékotpuvdvrev kal
poBovuévev Tod Te vavtikod abrav 7b wAfbos, d wplv obx bwTpxe, kal Thy és
1oy Mydicdy wdAepov TéAuay yevoudvyy. :

«
i
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against the project of refortifying the city, they could not
openly and peremptorily forbid the exercise of a right common
to every autonomous community. Nor did they even venture,
at a moment when the events of the past months were fresh in
every one’s remembrance, to divulge their real jealousies as to
the future. They affected to offer prudential reasons against
the scheme, founded on the chance of a future Persian invasion ;
in which case it would be a dangerous advantage for the
invader to find any fortified city outside of Peloponnesus
to further his operations, as Thebes had recently seconded
Mardonius.  They proposed to the Athenians therefore, not
merely to desist from their own fortifications, but also to assist
them in demolishing all fortifications of other cities beyond the
limits of Peloponnesus—promising shelter within the Isthmus,
in case of need, to all exposed parties.

A statesman like Themistoklés was not likely to be imposed
upon by this diplomacy : but he saw that the Spartans had the
power of preventing the work if they chose, and that it could
only be executed by the help of successful deceit. By his
advice the Athenians dismissed the Spartan envoys, saying that
they would themselves send to Sparta and explain their views.
Accordingly Themistoklés himself was presently despatched
thither, as one among three envoys instructed to enter into
explanations with the Spartan authorities. But his two col-
leagues, Aristeidésand Abronichus, by previous concert, were
tardy in arriving—and he remained inactive at Sparta, making
use of their absence as an excuse for not even demanding an
audience, yet affecting surprise that their coming was so long
delayed. But while Aristeidés and Abronichus, the other two
envoys, were thus studiously kept back, the whole population
of Athens laboured unremittingly at the walls. Men, women
and children, all tasked their strength to the utmost during this
precious interval. Neither private houses, nor sacred edifices,
were spared to furnish materials ; and such was their ardour in
the enterprise, that before the three envoys were united at
Sparta, the wall had already attained a height sufficient at least
to attempt defence. Yet the interval had been long enough to
provoke suspicion, even in the slow mind of the Spartans;
while the more watchful ZAginetans sent them positive intelli-
gence that the wall was rapidly advancing.

Themistoklés, on hearing this allegation, peremptorily denied
the truth of it; and the personal esteem entertained towards
him was at that time so great, that his assurance * obtained for

I Thucyd. i. 91. 7§ pév OcuioroxAel émelorra Sid ¢pirlay abrob,
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some time unqualified credit, until fresh messengers again
raised - suspicions in the minds of the Spartans. In reply to
these, Themistoklés urged the Ephors to send envoys of their
own to Athens, and thus convince themselves of the state of
the facts. They unsuspectingly acted upon his recommenda-
tion, while he at the same time transmitted a private communi-
cation to Athens, desiring that the envoys might not be suffered
to depart until the safe return of himself and his colleagues,
which he feared might be denied them when his trick came to
be divulged. Aristeidés and Abronichus had now arrived—
the wall was announced to be of a height at least above con-
tempt—and Themistoklés at once threw off the mask. He
avowed the stratagem practised—told the Spartans that Athens
was already fortified sufficiently to ensure the safety and free
will of its inhabitants—and warned them that the hour of con-
straint was now past, the Athenians being in a condition to
define and vindicate for themselves their own rights and duties
in reference to Sparta and the allies. He reminded them that
the Athenians had always been found competent to judge for
themselves, whether in joint consultation, or in any separate
affair such as the momentous crisis of abandoning their city and
taking to their ships. They had now, in the exercise of this
self-judgement, resolved on fortifying their city, as a step indis-
pensable to themselves and advantageous even to the allies
generally. No equal or fair interchange of ®pinion could sub-
sist, unless all the allies had equal means of defence: either all
must be unfortified, or Athens must be fortified as well as the
rest.!
Mortified as the Spartans were by a revelation which showed
"+ +that they had not only been detected in a dishonest purpose,
‘but completely outwitted—they were at the same time overawed
.. by the decisive tone of Themistoklés, whom they never after-
:~ . ‘wards forgave. To arrest beforehand erection of the walls,
" would have been practicable, though not perhaps without
difficulty ; to deal by force with the fact accomplished, was
7 perilous in a high degree. Moreover the inestimable services
.. jist rendered by Athens became again predominant in their
'. ! minds, so that sentiment and prudence for the time coincided.
""" They affected therefore to accept the communication without
"~ manifesting any offence, nor had they indeed put forward any
pretence which required to be formally retracted. The envoys
1 Thucyd. i. 91. Ob vap oléy @ elvar uh &md dvrimdrov mapackevis

Suotdy T B Yooy és Td kowdr Bovhebeafai. “H wdvras ofv drexictous ¥y
xpiivar buppaxely, % xal dde voul(ew dpbis Eew.
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on both sides returned home, and the Athenians completed
their fortifications, without obstfuction®—yet not without
murmurs on the part of the allies, who bitterly reproached
Sparta afterwards for having let slip this golden opportunity of -
arresting the growth of the giant.2 .

If the allies were apprehensive of Athens before, the mixture
of audacity, invention, and deceit, whereby she had just eluded
the hindrance opposed to her fortifications, was well calculated
to aggravate their uneasiness. On the other hand, to the
Athenians, the mere hint of intervention to debar them from
that common right of self-defence which was exercised by every
autonomous city except Sparta, must have appeared outrageous ,
injustice—aggravated by the fact that it was brought upon
them by their peculiar sufferings in the common cause, and by
the very allies who without their devoted forwardness would
now have been slaves of the Great King. And the intention
of the allies to obstruct the fortifications must have been known |,
to every soul in Athens, from the universal press of hands _ -
required to hurry the work and escape interference ; just as it. .
was proclaimed to after-generations by the shapeless fragments -
and irregular structure of the wall, in which even sepulchral™ -
stones and inscribed columns were seen imbedded.?  Assuredly \»
the sentiment connected with this work—performed as it was
alike by rich and poor, strong and weak—men, women, and % | .
children—must hawe been intense as well as equalising. All ~°
had endured the common miseries of exile, all had contributed . %
to the victory, all were now sharing the same fatigue for the '\ -
defence of their recovered city, in order to counterwork the
ungenerous hindrance of their Peloponnesian allies. We must
take notice of these stirring circumstances, peculiar to the
Athenians and acting upon a generation which had now been

! We are fortunate enough to possess this narrative, respecting the re-
building of the walls of Athens, as recounted by Thucydidés. It is the
first incident which he relates, in that general sketch of events between the
Persian and Peloponnesian war, which precedes his professed history
(i. 89~92). Diodorus (xi. 39, 40), Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 19), and
Cornelius Nepos (Themist. c. 6, 7) seem all to have followed Thucydidés,
though Plutarch also notices a statement of Theopompus, to the effect that
Themistoklés accomplished his object by bribing the Ephors. This would
not be improbable in itself—nor is it inconsistent with the narrative of
Thucydidés ; but the latter either had not heard or did not believe it.

2 Thucyd. i. 69. Kal 7&vde Suels alrior (says the Corinthian envoy ad-
dressing the Lacedeemonians), 76 Te mp@Tov édoavtes abrovs (the Athenians)
Thy wéAw petd T& Mndied kpativar, kal Jorepov T4 paxps oriicar Telxn, &ec.

3 Thucyd. i. 93. Cornelius Nepos {(Themist. ¢. 7) exaggerates this into
a foolish conceit.
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nursed in democracy for a quarter of a century and had achieved
unaided the victory of Marathon—if we would understand that
still stronger burst of aggressive activity, persevering self-con-
fidence, and aptitude as well as thirst for command—together
with that still wider spread of democratical organisation—
which marks their character during the age immediately
following.

The plan of the new fortification was projected on a scale
not unworthy of the future grandeur of the city. Its circuit
was sixty stadia or about seven miles, with the acropolis nearly

7 in the centre: but the circuit of the previous walls is unknown,
# 5o that we are unable to measure the extent of that enlarge-
.. ment which Thucydidés testifies to have been carried out on
- every side. It included within the town the three hills of the
Areopagus, Pnyx, and the Museum ; while on the south of the
- ‘town it was carried for a space even on the southern bank of
the Tlissus, thus also comprising the fountain Kallitho&,! In
spite of the excessive hurry in which it was raised, the structure
was thoroughly solid and sufficient against every external
enemy : but there is reason to believe that its very large inner
area was never filled with buildings. Empty spaces, for the
temporary shelter of inhabitants driven in from the country with
their property, were eminently useful to a Grecian city-com-
munity ; to none more useful than to the Athenians, whose
principal strength lay in their fleet, and whose citizens habitually
resided in large proportion in their separate demes throughout
Attica.
The first indispensable step in the renovation of Athens after
 her temporary extinction, was now happily accomplished : the
city was made secure against external enemies. But Themi-
stoklés, to whom the Athenians owed the late successful
stratagem, and whose influence must have been much strength-
.. ened by its success, had conceived plans of a wider and more
ambitious range. He had been the original adviser of the great
_maritime start taken by his countrymen, as well as of the
\powerful naval force which they had created during the last
few years, and which had so recently proved their salvation.
He saw in that force both the only chance of salvation for the
future, in case the Persians should renew their attack by sea—
# 1 For the dimensions and direction of the Themistoklean walls of Athens,
. see especially the excellent Treatise of Forchhammer—Topographie von
Athen—published in the Kieler Philologische Studien. Kiel, 1841.
The plan of Athens, prepared by Kiepert after his own researches and
published among his recent maps, adopts for the most part the ideas of
Forchhammer as to the course of the walls.
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a contingency at that time seemingly probable—and boundless
prospects of future ascendency over the Grecian coasts and
1slands. It was the great engine of defence, of offence, and of
ambition. To continue this movement required much less
foresight and genius than to begin it. Themistoklés, the
moment that the walls of the city had been finished, brought
back the attention of his countrymen to those wooden walls
which had served them as a refuge against the Persian monarch.
He prevailed upon them to provide harbour-room at once safe
and adequate, by the enlargement and fortification of the
Peireus. This again was only the prosecution of an enterprise
previously begun; for he had already, while in office two or
three years before,! made his countrymen sensible that the open
roadsted of Phalérum was thoroughly insecure, and had pre-
vailed upon them to improve and employ in part the more
spacious harbours "of Peireus and Munychia—three natural
basins, all capable of being closed and defended. Something
had thenbeen done towards the enlargement of this port, though it
had probably been subsequently ruined by the Persian invaders.
But Themistoklés now resumed the scheme on a scale far
grander than he could then have ventured to propose—a scale

1 Thucyd. i 93. ¥reioe 8¢ ral Tob Merpaids T& Aomd & OeuuoTokAds
oixodouceiv (Infjpxro B adrod wpbrepov emdl 1is erelvov &pxiis, Hs kar’ Eviavrdy
*Abnvalows Hpte).

Upon which words the Scholiast observes (Kot éviavrdv)—rard Tive
é’wav-rbv fyepdy dyévetor mpd 8& vy Mudicdv Fpte OepuarorAiis viqurdy
&va.

It seems hardly possible, having no fuller evidence to proceed upon, to
determine to which of the preceding years Thucydidés means to refer this
&px#h of Themistoklds. Mr. Fynes Clinton, afier discussing the opinions of
Dodwell and Corsini (see Fasti Hellenici, ad ann. 481 B.C. and Preface, p.
xv.), inserts Themistoklés as Archon Eponymus in 481 B.C., the year before
the invasion of Xerxes, and supposes the Peirzus to have been commenced
in that year. This is not in itself improbable: but he cites the Scholiast
as having asserted the same thing before him (wpd rédv Mndixdv Fpte
@eutarorAis eviavrdv Eva), in which I apprehend that he is not borne out
by the analogy of the language : éviavrdv €va in the accusative case denotes
only the duration of the dpx#, not the position of the year (compare
Thucyd. iii. 68).

I do not feel certain that Thucydidés meant to designate Themistoklés
as having been Archon Eponymus, or even as having been one of the nine
Archons, He may bave meant ‘‘ during the year when Themistoklés was
Stratégus (or general),” and the explanation of the Scholiast, who employs
the word #yepdv, rather implies that he so understood it. The Stratégi
were annual as well as the Archons. Now we know that Themistoklés was
one of the generals in 480 B.c., and that he commanded in Thessaly, at
Artemisium, and at Salamis. The Peirzus may have been begun in the
early part of 480 B.C., when Xerxes was already on his march, or at least
at Sardis,
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which demonstrates the vast auguries present to his mind
respecting the destinies of Athens.

Peireeus and Munychia, in his new plan, constituted a
fortified space as large as the enlarged Athens, and with a wall
far more elaborate and unassailable. The wall which sur-
rounded them, sixty stadia in circuit,’ was intended by him to
be so stupendous, both in height and thickness, as to render
assault hopeless, and to enable the whole military population
to act on shipboard, leaving only old men and boys as a
garrison.? ' We may judge how vast his project was, when we
learn that the wall, though in practice always found sufficient,
was only carried up to half the height which he had contem-
plated® Inrespect to thickness however his ideas were exactly
followed : two carts meeting one another brought stones which
were laid together right and left on the outer side of each, and
thus formed two primary parallel walls, between which the
interior space (of course at least as broad as the joint breadth
of the two carts) was filled up, “not with rubble, in the usual
manner of the Greeks, but constructed, throughout the whole
thickness, of squared stones, cramped together with metal.” ¢
The result was a solid wall, probably not less than fourteen or
fifteen feet thick, since it was intended to carry so very unusual
a height. In the exhortations whereby he animated the people
to this fatiguing and costly work, he laboured to impress upon
them that Peirmus was of more value toethem than Athens
itself, and that it afforded a shelter into which, if their territory
should be again overwhelmed by a superior land-force, they
might securely retire, with full liberty of that maritime action
in which they were a match for all the world.> We may even
suspect that if Themistoklés could have followed his own
feelings, he would have altered the site of the city from Athens
to Peirseus : the attachment of the people to their ancient and
holy rock doubtless prevented any such proposition. Nor did
he at that time, probably, contemplate the possibility of those

1 Thucyd. ii. 13. 2 Thucyd. 1. 93.

3 Thucyd. i. 93. 'Td 8¢ dos Huov pdAioTa érerégdn o dievoeito: éBovAeTo
yip T peyéder kal v§ mdxer pioTdvar Ts TdY woheplwy &niBovAds, avlpd-
mwy 3¢ evbuler SAfywy kol 7dv dxpeordrwy dpréoey ThY Purarhy, Tobs ¥
%Arovs &s Tas vabs éeBhoeobas.

4 Thucyd. i. 93. The expressions are those of Colonel Leake, derived
from inspection of the scanty remnant of these famous walls still to be seen

—Topography of Athens, ch. ix. p. 411: see edit. p. 293, Germ. transl,
Compare Aristophan, Aves, 1127, about the breadth of the wall of Nephe-

lokokkygia.
5 Thucyd. i. 93 (compare Cornel. Nepos, Themistok. c. 6). 7afs vavai

wpds dmavras avlicTacdar.
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long walls which in a few years afterwards consolidated the two
cities into one.

Forty-five years afterwards, at the beginning of the Pelopon-
nesian war, we shall hear from Periklés, who espoused and
carried out the large ideas of Themistoklés, this same language
about the capacity of Athens to sustain a great power exclu-
sively or chiefly upon maritime action. But the Athenian y -
empire was then an established reality, whereas in the time of . -
Themistoklés it was yet a dream, and his bold predictions,
surpassed as they were by the future reality, mark that extra- ("
ordinary power of practical divination which Thucydidés so -
emphatically extols in him. And it proves the exuberant hope "
which had now passed into the temper of the Athenian people, *
when we find them, on the faith of these predictions, under- -
taking a new enterprise of so much toil and expense ; and that
too when just returned from exile into a desolated country, at
a moment of private distress and public impoverishment.

However, Peireus served other purposes besides its direct .
use as a dockyard for military marine. Its secure fortifications. -
and the protection of the Athenian navy, were well-calculated
to call back those metics or residént foreigners, who had been
driven away by the invasion of Xerxes, and who might feel
themselves insecure in returning unless- some new and con-
spicuous means of protection were exhibited. To invite them
back, and to attra®t new residents of a similar description,
Themistoklés proposed to exempt them from the Metoikion or
non-freeman’s annual tax:! but this exemption can only have
lasted for a time, and the great temptation for them to return
must have consisted in the new securities and facilities for
trade, which Athens, with her fortified ports and navy, now
afforded. The presence of numerous metics was profitable to
the Athenians, both privately and publicly. Much of the
trading, professional, and handicraft business was in their
hands: and the Athenian legislation, while it excluded them
from the political franchise, was in other respects equitable-
and protective to them. In regard to trading pursuits, the
metics had this advantage over the citizens—that they were
less frequently carried away for foreign military service. - The
great increase of their numbers, from this period forward, while
it tended materially to increase the value of property all
throughout Attica, but especially in Peireus and Athens,
where they mostly resided, helps us to explain the extraordinary
prosperity, together with the excellent cultivation, prevalent

1 Diodor. xi. 43.
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throughout the country before the Peloponnesian war, The
barley, vegetables, figs, and oil, produced in most parts of the
territory—the charcoal prepared in the flourishing deme of
Achamze!-—and the fish obtained in abundance near the coast
~—all found opulent buyers and a constant demand from the
augmenting town population.

We are further told that Themistoklés? prevailed on the

" Athenians to build every year twenty new ships of the line—

so we may designate the trireme. Whether this number was
always strictly adhered to, it is impossible to say : but to repair
the ships, as well as to keep up their numbers, was always
regarded among the most indispensable obligations of the
executive government.

It does not appear that the Spartans offered any opposition
to the fortification of the Peirzus, though it was an enterprise

. greater, more novel, and more menacing, than that of Athens.

But Diodorus tells us, probably enough, that Themistoklés
thought it necessary to send an embassy to Sparta,? intimating
that his scheme was to provide a safe harbour for the collective
navy of Greece, in the event of future Persian attack.

Works on so vast a scale must have taken a considerable
time, and absorbed much of the Athenian force: yet they did
not prevent Athens from lending active aid towards the ex-
pedition which, in the year after the battle of Platea (8.C. 478),
set sail for Asia under the Spartan Pausaflias. Twenty ships
from the various cities of Peloponnesus  were under his com-
mand : the Athenians alone furnished thirty, under the orders

1 See the lively picture of the Acharnian demots in the comedy of
Auristophanés so entitled,

Respecting the advantages derived from the residence of metics and from
foreign visitors, compare the observations of Isokratés, more than a century
after this period, Orat. iv, De Pace, p. 163, and Xenophon, De Vectiga-
libus, ¢ iv. 2 Diodor. xi. 43.

8 Diodor. xi. 41, 42, 43. I mean, that the fact of such an embassy being
sent to Sparta is probable enough—separating that fact from the prelimin-
ary discussions which Diodorus describes as having preceded it in the
assembly of Athens, and which seem unmeaning as well as incredible. His
story—that Themistoklés told the assembly that he had conceived a scheme
of great moment to the state, but that it did not admit of being made
public beforehand, upon which the assembly named Aristeidés and Xan-
thippus to hear it confidentially and judge of it—seems to indicate that
Dioderus had read the well-known tale of the project of Themistoklés to
burn the Grecian fleet in the harbour of Pagasw, and that he jumbled it in
his memory with this other project for enlarging and fortifying the Peiraus.

4 Thucyd. i. 94 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 23. Diodorus (xi. 44) says that
the Peloponnesian ships were fifty in number: his statement is not to be
accepted, in opposition te Thucydidés.
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of Aristeidés and Kimon: other triremes also came from the
Ionian and insular allies. They first sailed to Cyprus, in
which island they liberated most of the Grecian cities from
the Persian government. Next they turned to the Bosphorus
of Thrace, and undertook the siege of Byzantium, which, like
Sestus in the Chersonese, was a post of great moment as well
as of great strength—occupied by a considerable Persian force,
with several leading Persians and even kinsmen of the monarch.
The place was captured,! seemingly after a prolonged siege:
it might probably hold out even longer than Sestus, as being
taken less unprepared. The line of communication between
the Euxine sea and Greece was thus cleared of obstruction.
The capture of Byzantium proved the signal for a capital
and unexpected change in the relations of the various Grecian
cities; a change, of which the proximate cause lay in the
misconduct of Pausanias, but towards which other causes,
deep-seated as well as various, also tended. In recounting
the history of Miltiadés,2 I noticed the deplorable liability of
the Grecian leading men to be spoiled by success. This
distemper worked with singular rapidity on Pausanias. As
conqueror of Platza, he had acquired a renown unparalleled
in Grecian experience, together with a prodigious share of the
plunder. The concubines, horses,® camels, and gold plate,
which had thus passed into his possession, were well calculated
to make the sobriety and discipline of Spartan life irksome,
while his power also, though great on foreign command,
became subordinate to that of the Ephors when he returned
home. His newly-acquired insolence was manifested immedi-
ately after the battle, in the commemorative tripod dedicated
by his order at Delphi, which proclaimed himself by name and
singly, as commander of the Greeks and destroyer of the
Persians: an unseemly boast, of which the Lacedzmonians
themselves were the first to mark their disapprobation, by
causing the inscription to be erased, and the names of the
cities who had taken part in the combat to be all enumerated
on the tripod.* Nevertheless he was still sent on the command

1 Thucyd. i. 94. 2 See ch. xxxvi. of this History.

3 Herodot, ix. 81.

4 In the Athenian inscriptions on the votive offerings dedicated after the
capture of Ejon, as well as after the great victories near the river Euryme-
don, the name of Kimon the commander is not even mentioned {Plutarch,
Kimon, c. 7 ; Diodor. xi. 62).

A strong protest, apparently familiar to Grecian feeling, against singling
out the general particularly, to receive the honours of victory, appears
in Euriptd. Andromach. 694 : — striking verses, which are said (truly or
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against Cyprus and Byzantium, and it was on the capture of
this latter place that his ambition and discontent first ripened
into distinct treason. He entered into correspondence with
Gongylus the Eretrian exile (now a subject of Persia, and
invested with the property and government of a district in
Mysia), to whom he entrusted his new acquisition of Byzantium,
and the care of the valuable prisoners taken in it.

These prisoners were presently suffered to escape, or rather
sent away underhand to Xerxes; together with a letter from
the hand of Pausanias himself, to the following effect:—
“Pausanias the Spartan commander having taken these cap-
tives, sends them back in his anxiety to oblige thee. I am
minded, if it so please thee, to marry thy daughter, and to
bring under thy dominion both Sparta and the rest of Greece:
with thy aid 1 think myself competent to achieve this. If my
proposition be acceptable, send some confidential person down
to the seaboard, through whom we may hereafter correspond.”
Xerxes, highly pleased with the opening thus held out, im-
mediately sent down Artabazus (the same who had been
second in command in Beeotia) to supersede Megabatés in
the satrapy of Daskylium. The new satrap, furnished with a
letter of reply bearing the regal seal, was instructed to promote
actively the projects of Pausanias. The letter was.‘to this
purport :—* Thus saith King Xerxes to Pausanias. Thy name
stands for ever recorded in my house as a well-doer, on account
of the men whom thou hast saved for me beyond sea at
Byzantium ; and thy propositions now received are acceptable
to me. Relax not either night or day in accomplishing that
which thou promisest, nor let thyself be held back by cost,
either gold or silver, or numbers of men, if thou standest in
peed of them; but transact in confidence thy business and
mine jointly with Artabazus, the good man whom I have now
sent, in such manner as may be best for both of us.”1

Throughout the whole of this expedition, Pausanias had

falsely) to have been indignantly repeated by Kleitus, during the intoxica-
tion of the banquet wherein he was slain by Alexander (Quint. Curtius,
viii. 4, 29 (viil. 4} ; Plutarch, Alexand. c. 51),

1 These letters are given by Thucydidés verbatim (i. 128, 129): he had
seen them or obtained copies (&s Uarepoy dvevpéfn)—they were doubtless
communicated along with the final revelations of the confidential Argilian
slave, As they are autographs, I have translated them literally, retaining
that abrupt transition from the third person to the first, which is one of
their peculiarities. Cornelius Nepos, who translates the letter of Pausanias,
has effaced this peculiarity. He carries the third person from the beginning
to the end (Cornel, Nep. Pausan. ¢ 2}
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been insolent and domineering ; degrading the allies at quarters
and watering-places in the most offensive manner as compared
with the Spartans, and treating the whole armament in a
manner which Greek warriors could not tolerate, even in a
i Spartan Herakleid and a victorious general. But when he

eived the letter from Xerxes, and found himself in immediate

mmunication with Artabazus, as well as supplied with funds
for corruption,® his insane hopes knew no bounds, and he
already fancied himself son-inlaw of the Great King as well as
despot of Hellas. Fortunately for Greece, his treasonable
plans were neither deliberately laid, nor veiled until ripe for
execution, but manifested with childish impatience. He
clothed himself in Persian attire (a proceeding which the
Macedonian army, a century and a half afterwards, could not
tolerate2 even in Alexander the Great)—he traversed Thrace
with a body of Median and Egyptian guards—he copied the
Persian chiefs both in the luxury of his table and in his
conduct towards the free women of Byzantium. Kleoniké, a
Byzantine maiden of conspicuous family, having been ravished
from her parents by his order, was brought to his chamber
at night: he happened to be asleep, and being suddenly
awakened, knew not at first who was the person approaching
his bed, but seized his sword and slew her.® Moreover his
haughty reserve, with uncontrolled bursts of wrath, rendered
him unapproachable ; and the allies at length came to regard
him as a despot rather than a general. The news of such .
otitrageous behaviour, and the manifest evidences of hisalliance
with the Persians, were soon transmitted to the Spartans, who
recalled him to answer for his conduct, and seemingly the
Spartan vessels along with him.*

In spite of the flagrant conduct of Pausanias, the Lace- =
demonians acquitted him on the allegations of positive and A
individual wrong ; yet mistrusting his conduct in reference to ™ -
collusion with the enemy, they sent out Dorkis to supersede '
him as commander. But a revolution, of immense importance \.
for Greece, had taken place in the minds of the allies. The

Fil

1 Diodor. xi. 44.
? Arjan. Exp. Alex. iv. 7, 7; vil. 8, 43 Quint, Curt. vi. 6, 10 (vi. 21,

1). .

3 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 63 also Plutarch, De Ser. Numin, Vind. ¢. 10, p.
555. Pausanias, iii. 17, 8. ' It is remarkable that the latter heard the story
of the death of Kleoniké from the lips of a Byzantine citizen of his own day,
and seems to think that it had never found place in any written work.

4 Thueyd. i. 95-131: compare Duris and Nymphis apud Athenzeum, xii.

P- 535
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‘headship, or hegemony, was in the hands of Athens, and Dorkis
the Spartan found the allies not disposed to recognise his
authority.

Even before the battle of Salamis, the question had been
raised,! whether Athens was not entitled to the command :

. “sea, in consequence of the preponderance of her naval cont {

gent. The repugnance of the allies to any command exc ™.
that of Sparta, either on land or water, had induced the Atheni s
,to waive their pretensions at that critical moment. But the
stibsequent victories had materially exalted the latter in the eyes
of Greece; while the armament now serving, differently com-
posed from that which had fought at Salamis, contained a large
proportion of the newly-enfranchised Ionic Greeks, who not
only had no preference for Spartan command, but were attached
-to the Athenians on every ground—as well from kindred race,
as from thecertainty that Athens with her superior fleet was the
only protector upon whom they could rely against the Persians.
Moreover, it happened that the Athenian generals on this
expedition, Aristeidés and Kimon, were personally just and
conciliating, forming a striking contrast with Pausanias. Hence
the Tonic Greeks in the fleet, when they found that the be-
haviour of the latter was not only oppressivé towards themselves
but also revolting to Grecian sentiment generally—addressed
themselves to the Athenian commanders for protection and
redress, on the plausible ground of kindred %ace ;2 entreating to
be allowed to serve under Athens, as leader instead of Sparta.
Plutarch tells us that Aristeidés not only tried to remonstrate
with Pausanias, who repelled him with arrogance—which is
exceedingly probable-—but that he also required, as a condition
of his compliance with the request of the Ionic allies, that they
should personally insult Pausanias, so as to make reconciliation
impracticable : upon which a Samian and a Chian captain
deliberately attacked and damaged the Spartan admiral-ship
in the harbour of Byzantium.® The historians from whom
Plutarch copied this latter statement must have presumed in
the Athenians a disposition to provoke that quarrel with Sparta
which afterwards sprung up as it were spontaneously : but the
Athenians had no interest in doing so, nor can we credit the
story—which is moreover unnoticed by Thucydidés. To give

! Herodot. viii. 2, 3. Compare the language of the Athenian envoy, as
it stands in Herodotus (vii. 155), addressed to Gelo.

2 Thucyd. i. 95. #HElovy aiTobs fyeubras cpdv yevéolar kard Td Luyyevis
xal Maveavig uh énvrpémew, v mov Bud(nTat

3 Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 23.
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the Spartans a just ground of indignation, would have been
glaring imprudence on the part of Aristeidés. Vet having every
motive to entertain the request of the allies, he began to take
his measures for acting as their protector and chief. Aund his
proceedings were much facilitated by the circumstance that the
JDartan government about this time recalled Pausanias to
. dergo an examination, in consequence of the universal com-
_ tints against him which had reached them. He seems to have
le.r no Spartan authority behind him-—even the small Spartan
squadron accompanied him home: so that the Athenian
generals had the best opportunity for ensuring to themselves and
exercising that command which the allies besought them to
undertake. { So effectually did they improve the moment, that
when Dorkis arrived to replace Pausanias, they were already in
full supremacy ; while Dorkis, having only a small force and
being in no condition to employ constraint, found himself
obvlir%ed to return home.!
is incident, thétigh not a declaration of war against Sparta, {
was the first open renunciation of her authority as presiding —
state among the Greeks ; the first avowed manifestation of a
competitor {or that dignity,) with numerous and willing fol-
*wers; the first separation of Greece (considered in herself
one and apart from foreign solicitations such as the Persian
vasion) into two distinct organised camps, each with collective
iterests and projects of its own. {In spite of mortified pride, ¢
parta was constrathed, and even in some points of view not in-
asposed, to patient acquiescence.} She had no means of forcing
he dispositions of the Ionic allies, while the war with Persia%
iltogether—having now become no longer strictly defensive, and
being withal maritime as well as distant from her own territory_
—had ceased to be in harmony with her home-routine and
strict discipline. Her grave senators, especially an ancient
Herakleid named Hetcemaridas, ‘reproved the impatience of
the younger citizens, and discountenanced the idea of perma-
nent maritime command as a dangerous innovation. They
even treated it as an advantage, that Athens should take the
lead in carrying on the Persian war, since it could not be
altogether dropped; nor had the Athenians as yet manifested
any sentiments positively hostile, to excite their alarm.2  Nay,
the Spartans actually took credit in the eyes of Athens,

1 Thuyed. i. 95 ; Diodorus, xi. 44-47.

2 Thucyd. i. 95. Following Thucydidés in his conception of these events,
1 have embodied in the narrative as much as seems consistent with it in
Diodorus (xi. 50), who evidently did not here copy Thucydidés, but probably



352 History of Greece

about a century afterwards, for having themselves advised this

separation of command at sea from command on land.} More-

over, if the war continued under Spartan guidance, there would

be a continued necessity for sending out their kings or chief

. ~men to command : and the example of Pausanias showed them
the depraving effect of such rilitary power, remote as well as
unchecked.

“The example of their king Leotychidés, too, near about this
tirhe, was a second illustrationof the same tendency. At the
‘same time, apparently, that Pausanias embarked for Asia to
carry on the war against the Persians, Leotychidés was sent
with an army into Thessaly to put down the Aleuade and those
Thessalian parties who had sided with Xerxes 'and Mardonius.
-Buccessful in this expedition, he suffered himself to be bribed,

“and was even detected with a large sum of money actually on
his person ; in consequence of which the Lacedeemonians con-
demned him to banishment and razed his house to the ground.

.. He died afterwards in exile at Tegea.? | Two such instan(:,es

" had Ephorus for his guide. The name of Hetcemaridas, as an influential
Spartan statesman on this occasion, is probable enough ; but his alleged
speech on the mischiefs of maritime empire, which Diodorus seems to have
had before him composed by Ephorus, would probably have represented
the views and feelings of the year 350 B.C., and not those of 476 B.C. The
subject would have been treated in the same manner as Isokratés, the
master of Ephorus, treats it in his Orat. viii. De Pace, p. 179, 180.

1 Xenophon. Hellen. vi. 5, 34. It was at the rpoment when the Spar.
tans were soliciting Athenian aid, after their defeat at Leuktra. dwomt-
wrharovres pty, &s vov BdpBapor xowi awepaxéoarro—ivapurharovres 3¢,
&s *Abnvaiol ve tmwd Téy ‘EAMvwy fpédngav dyeudves Tob vautiod, kal Tév
wowdv XprudrTwy pvAakes, T@v Aaxedapovioy Tabra cupfBovAievouévwy: adrof
¢ kard Yiv Sporoyoupéres ¢’ dndrray Tév ‘EAMvwy fyepdves mpoxpibelnoay,
ovuBovAevopévwy af Tabre Tov *Adnvaiwy.

2 Herodot. vi. 72; Diodor. xi. 48; Pausanius, iii. 7, 8: compare
Plutarch, De Herodoti Malign. ¢. 21, p. 859.

Leotychidés died, according to Dioedorus, in 476 B.C, : he had com-.
manded at Mykalé in 479 B.c. The expedition into Thessaly must therefore
have been in one of the two intermediate years, if the chronology of
Diodorus were in this case thoroughly trustworthy. But Mr. Clinton (Fasti
Hellenici, Appendix, ch. iii, p. 210) has shown that Diodorus is contradicted
by Plutarch, about the date of the accession of Archidamus—and by others,
about the date of the revolt at Sparta. Mr. Clinton places the accession of
Archidamus and the banishment of Leotychidés (of course therefore the
expedition into Thessaly) in 469 B.C. I incline rather to believe that the
expedition of Leotychidés against the Thessalian Aleuadee took place in the
year or in the second year following the battle of Plateea, because they had
been the ardent and hearty allies of Mardonius in Beeotia, and because the
war would seem not to have been completed without putting them down
and making the opposite party in Thessaly predominant.

Considering how imperfectly we know the Lacedeemonian chronology of
this date, it is very possible that some confusion may have arisen in the case
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were well calculated to make the Lacedemonians distrust the
conduct of their Herakleid leaders when on foreign service, and
this feeling weighed much in inducing them to abandon the
Asiatic headship in favour of Athens. It appears that their
Peloponnesian allies retired from this contest at the same time

as they did, so that the prosecution of the war was thus left
Athens as chief of the newly-emancipated Greeks.

to

J€ was from these considerations that the Spartans were in:

duced to submit to that loss of command which the misconduct
‘of Pausanias had brought upon them. Their acquiescence
facilitated the immense chanoe about to take_place in Grecian

politics.

According to the tendencies in progress prior to the Persian
invasion, Sparta had become gradually more and more the pre-
sident of something like a Pan-Hellenic union, comprising the
greater part of the Grecian states. Such at least was the point
towards which things seemed to be tending; and if many

separate states stood aloof from this union, none of them

at

least sought to form any counter-union, if we except the obsolete

and impotent pretensions of Argos.

{ The preceding volumes of this history have shown that Sparta
had risen to such ascendency, not from her superior competence
in the management of collective interests, nor even, in the main,

from ambitious efforts on her own part to acquire it—but fro

m

the converging terelencies of Grecian feeling, which required |
some such pre51dmg state—and from the commanding mlhta;);/’

power, rigid discipline, and ancient dndisturbed  constitutio

which attracted that feeling towards Sparta. The necessities

of common defence against Persia greatly strengthened the

Se

tendencies ; and the success of the defence, whereby so many
Greeks were emancipated who required protection against their
former master, seemed destined to have the like effect still
more. " For an instant, after the battles of Platza and Mykalé
—vwhen the town of Tlatzfa was_set apart._asa consecrated

of Leotychidés from the difference between the date of his samiskment and
that of his deatk. King Pleistoanax afterwards, having been banished for
the same offence as that committed by Leotychidés, and having lived many
years in banishment, was afterwards restored : and the years which he had
passed in banishment were counted as a part of his reign (Fast. Hellen.

l.c. p.211).  The date of Archidamus may perhaps have been reckoned i

m

one account from the danishment of Leotychidés—in another from his deat’ ;

the rather, as Archidamus must have been very young, since he relgned
forty-two years even after 469 B.C. And the date which Diodorus has
given as that of the death of Leotychidés, may really be only the date of his

banishment, in which he lived until 469 B.c.
1 Thucyd. i. 18.
VOL. V. N
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neutral spot for an armed confederacy against the Persian, witﬂ.ﬂ

pericdical solemnities and meetings of deputies—Sparta was
exalted to be the chief of a full Pan-Hellenic union, Athens
being only one of the principal members. And had Sparta
- been capable either of comprehensive policy,)of self-difected
and persevering efforts, of of the requisite flexibility of dealing,

- .embracing distant Greeks as well as near,—her position was now.

* such, that her own ascendency, together with undivided Pan-
Hellenic union, might long have been maintained. [But she
was lamentably deficient in all the requisite qualities, and the
larger the union became, the more her deficiency stood mani-
fest. On the other hand, Athens, now entering into rivalry as a

- ..sort of leader of opposition, possessed all those qualities in a

remarkable degree, over and above that actual maritime force
which was the want of the day ; so that the opening made by
Spartan incompetence and crime (so far as Pausanias was con-
cerned) found her in every respect prepared. } ‘
-, But the sympathies of the Peloponnesians still clung to

- Sparta, while those of the Ionian Greeks had turned to Athens:

)

5

+

and thus not only the shortlived symptoms of an established
Pan-Hellenic union, but even all tendencies towards it, from
this time disappear. There now stands out a manifest schism,
with two pronounced parties, towards one of which nearly all
,the constituent atoms of the Grecian world gravitate: the
¢ maritime states, newly enfranchised from Persia, towards
Athetis—the land-states, which had formed most part of the
confederate army at Plateea, towards Sparta.!  Along with this

1 Thueyd. i 18. Kal geydAov wwwdbvov émpepacfévros of Te¢ Aaredos
pévios 7@y fupmoreunodvrwy ‘EAMvwy fryficarre Suvduer wpodxorres, nal of
*Afnvaler, Siavonfévres dchimely hy wdiw xal dvacdrevasdperor, és Tas ravs
euBdvres vavricol dyévovro, Kowh 8¢ drwoduevor Tdv BdpBapoy,Sorepov ol
ARG Sienplbnoav wpds re *Abnvalovs kel Aexedaporiovs, of re dnoardvres
Baoiréws “EAAnves wal ol fupmodeufioavres., Avvduer vyiap rabra péyiore
Siepdvn Toxvor dp of udv ward viv, of 8¢ vavel. Kal dAlyov uév xpdvov
cwiucwey 7 dparxpla, Ewera 8¢ SievexBévres of Aaxedawudrior ral of
*AGnpvaior éroAéunoar perd TV fvppdyxwr wpds GAAAAevs ol 1OV EXAwr
‘EAAvwy € Tivés mov SiaoTaiev, wpbs Tobrous %8y xdpovy. “Qare &xd TRV
Mndiady &€s vévde el 1dv wérepar, &c.

This is a clear and concise statement of the great revolution in Grecian

' affairs, comparing the period before and after the Persian war, Thucydidés
* goes on to trace briefly the consequences of this bisection of the Grecian
world into two great leagues—the growing improvement in military skill,
and the increasing stretch of military effort on both sides from the Persian
invasion down to the Peloponnesian war. He remarks also upon the
difference between Sparta and Athens in their way of dealing with their
ilies respectively, He then states the striking fact, that the military force
wt forth separately by Athens and her allies on the one side, and by Sparta

1
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national schism, and called into action by it, appears the in- .
ternal political schism in each separate city between oligarchy. ,
and democracy. Of course the germ of these parties had |
already previously existed in the separate states. But the’/
energetic democracy of Athens, and the pronounced tendency -
of Sparta to rest upon the 4ative oligarchies in each separate
city as her chief support, now began to bestow, on the con-
flict of internal political parties, an Hellenic importance,
and an aggravated bitterness, which had never before
belonged to-it.

he departure of the Spartan Dorkis left the Athenian
generals at liberty; and their situation imposed upon them —-
the duty of organising the new confederacy which they had
been chosen to conduct. The Ionic allies were at this time
not merely willing and unanimous, but acted as the forward

and her allies on the other, during the Peloponnesian war, were each of
them greater than the entire force which had been employed by both toge-
ther in the most powerful juncture of their confederacy against the Persian
invaders—Kal éyéveto adTois és Téyde Tdv wéAepov % idla wapaokev)
peifwr ) bs 7a kpdTiord woTe herd dxparpvods TiHs fvppoxias
fiv8naar (i. 19).

I notice this last passage especially (construing it as the Scholiast seems
to do), not less because it conveys an interesting comparison, than because
it has been understood by Dr. Arnold, Géller, and other commentatorsin a
sense which seems to me erroneous. They interpret thus—abdrofs to mean
the Athenians only, aml not the Lacedeemonians—1 idia wmapagrevs; to de-
note the forces equipped by Athens herself, apart from her allies—and
apardrods fvppaxias to refer ¢“ to the Athenian alliance only, at a period
a little before the conclusion of the thirty years’ treaty, when the Athenians
were masters not only of the islands, and the Asiatic Greek colonies, but
had also united to their confederacy Baeotia and Achaia on the continent of
Greece itself” (Dr. Arnold’s note). Now so far as the words go, the
meaning assigned by Dr. Arnold might be admissible ; but if we trace the
thread of ideas in Thueydidés, we shall see that the comparison, as these

- commentators conceive it, between Athens alone and Athens aided by her
allies—between the Athenian empire as it stood during the Peloponnesian
war, and the same empire as it %ad stood before the thirty years’ truce—is
quite foreign to his thought. Nor had Thucydidés said one word to inform
the reader, that the Athenian empire at the beginning of the Peloponnesian
war had diminished in magnitude, and thus was no longer &xpaipvis :
without which previous notification, the comparison supposed by Dr.
Arnold could not be clearly understood. I conceive that there are two
periods, and two sets of circumstances, which throughout all this passage
Thucydidés means to contrast : first, confederate Greece at the time of the
Persian war ; next, bisected Greece in a state of war, under the double
headship of Sparta and Athens.—Adrols refers as much to Sparta as to
Athens—axpaigvois Tis Evppaxias means what had been before expressed
by duatxufa—and more set against Tdvle 7dv méAcuov, is equivalent to the
expression which had before been used—ant rdv Mnydikdy és Tévde &el TO¥
méAeuov,
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movers in the enterprise ; for they stood in obvicus need of
protection against the attacks of Persia, and had no further
kindness to expect from Sparta or the Peloponnesians. But
even had they been less under the pressure of necessity, the
conduct of Athens, and of Aristeidés as the representative of
Athens, might have sufficed {6~ briffg them into harmonious
co-operation. The new leader was no less equitable towards
the confederates than energetic against the common enemy.
. The general conditions of the confederacy were regulated in a
~"common synod of the members, appointed to meet periodically
for deliberative purposes, in the temple of Apollo and Artemis
at Delos—of old the venerated spot for the religious festivals
of thie Tonic cities, and at the same time a convenient centre
for the members. { A definite obligation, either in equipped
. ships of war or in money, was imposed upon every separate
city, and the Athenians, as leaders, determmed in which form
contribution should be made by each, Their assessment mus*
~of course have been reviewed by the synod. They had nc
power at this time to enforce any regulation not approved by
that body
It had been the good fortune of Athens to profit by the
genius of Themistoklés on two recent critical occasions (the
battle of Salamis apd the rebuilding of her walls), where sagacity,
craft, and decisicn were required in extraordinary measure, and
where pecuniary probity was of less necesstty. It was no less
her good fortune now,—in the delicate business of assessing a
new tax and determining how much each™state should bear,
when unimpeachable honesty in the assessor was the first of all
qualities—not to have Themistoklés ; but to employ in his stead
the well-known, we might almost say the ostentatious, probit,
of Aristeidés. ‘This must be accounted good fortune, since al
the moment when Aristeidés was sent out, the Athenians could
~ not have anticipated”that any such duty would devolve upon
him. His assessment not only found favour at the time of its
original ‘proposition, when it must have been freely canvassed
by the assembled allies—but also maintained its place in general
esteem, as equitable and moderate, after the once responsible
headship of Athenshad degenerated into an unpopular empire.!

1 Thucyd. v. 18; Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢, 24. Plutarch states that the
allies expressly asked the Athenians to send Aristeidés for the purpose ot
assessing the tribute. This is not at all probable: Aristeidés, as com-
mander of the Athenian contingent under Pausanias, was at Byzantium when
the mutiny of the Tonians against Paunsanias occurred, and was the person
to whom they applied for protection, As such, he was the natural person
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Respecting this first assessinent we scarcely know more than
Je single fact—the aggregate in money was 460 talents
=about 106,000 steriing). Of the items composing such
ggregate——of the individua! cities which paid it~—of the distri-
sution of obligations to furaish ships and to furnish money—
we are entirely ignorant. The little information which we
possess on these points rolates to a period considerably later,
shortly before the Peloponnesian war, under the uncontrolled

empire then exercised by Athens. Thucydidés in his brief 1Y

sketch makes us clearly understand the difference between
Dpresiding Athens with her autonomous and regularly assembled
allies in 476 B.C,, and fuiperia/ Athens with her subject allies
in 432 B.c: The Greek word equivalent to a//y left either of
these epithets to be urderstood, by an ambiguity exceedingly
convenient to the poweful states. From the same author, too,
we learn the general causes of the change : but he gives us few
partitulars as to the modifying circumstances, and none at all

as to the first start. He tells us only that the Athenians €

v

appointed a peculiar board of officers called the Hellénotamize, -

to receive and admirister the common fund—that_Delos was
constituted the general treasury, where the money was to be
kept—and that the puyment thus levied was called the phorus ;1
a name which appears then to have been first put intGeireuta
tion, though afterwerds usual—and to have conveyed at first
no degrading imptrt, though it afterwards became so odious

as to be exchanged for a more innocent synonym. Q.
Endeavouring as well as we can to conceive the Athenian V

alliance in its infancy, we are first struck with the magnitude

of the total sum contributed ; which will appear the more "
remarkable when we reflect that many of the contributing cities’
furnished ships besides. We may be certain that all which.

to undertake such duties as devolved upon Athens, without any necessity of
1pposing that he was specially asked for to perform it,

Plutarch further states that a certain contribution had been levied from
he Greeks towanls the war, even during the headship of Sparta. This
statement also is Fighly improbable. The headship of Sparta covers only
one single campeign, in which Pausanias had the command : the Ionic
Greeks sent thei: ships to the fleet, which would be held sufficient, and
there was no tim: for measuring commutations into money.

Pausanias stat:s, but I think quite erroneously, that the name of Aristei.
dés was robbed of its due honour because he was the first person who &rate
¢doovs rois “EA) 501 (Pausan. viil. 52, 2). Neither the assessment nor the
name of Aristeidés was otherwise than popular.

Aristotle e ploys the name of Aristeidés as a symbol of unrivalled probity
(Rbetoric, ii. 7.4, 2).

1 Thucyd. i 95, 96.

]
]
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was done at first was done by general consent, and by a f
Jetermining majority. For Athens, at the time when the Ic
allies besought her protection against Spartan arrogance, cown
have had ne power of constraining unwilling parties, especiall
when the loss of supremacy, though quietly borne, was yof
fresh and. rankling among the countrymen of Pausanias. §
large a total implies, from the very first, a great number o
contributing states, and we learn from hence to appreciate theg
powerful, wide-spread, and voluntary movement which them
brouglit together the maritime and insular Greeks distributed
throughout the Agean sea-and the Hellespont. i

_ The Pheenician fleet, and the Persian land-force, might at
~any moment re-appear, and there was no hope of resisting
either except by confederacy : so that confederacy under such
circumstances became with these exposed Greeks not merely a
genuine feeling, but at that time the first of all their feelings.
It was their common fear, rather than Athenian ambition,
which gave birth to the alliance ; and they were grateful to
Athens for organising it. The public import of the name
Hellénotamiz, coined for the occasion—the selection of Delos
as a centre—and the provision for regular meetings of the
members—demonstrate the patriotic and fraternal purpose
which the league was destined to serve. In truth the protec-
tion of the Afgean sea against foreign maritime force and
lawless piracy, as well as that of the Hellespent and Bosphorus
against the transit of a Persian force, was a purpose essentially
public, for which all the parties interested were bound in equity
to provide by way of common contribution. Any island, or,
seaport, which might refrain from contributing, was a gainer at
the cost of others. The general feeling of this common danger,
as well as equitable obligation, at a moment when the fear of
Persia was yet serious, was the real cause which brought
together so many contributing members, and enabled the
forward parties to shame into concurrence such as were more
backward. How the confederacy came to be turned afterwards
to the purposes of Athenian ambition, we shall see at the
proper time : but in its origin it Wwas an equal alliance, in so far
as alliance between the strong and the weak can ever be equal
—not an Athenian empire. Nay, it was an alliance in which
every individual member was more exposed, more defenceless,
and more essentially benefited in the way of protection, than
Athens. We have here in truth one of the few moments in
Grecian history wherein a purpose at once common, equal,
useful, and innocent, brought together spontaneously many
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fragments of this disunited race, and overlaid for a time
that exclusive bent towards petty and isolated autonomy which
ultimately made slaves of ‘thera all. It was a proceeding
equitable and prudent, in principle as well as in_detail ;
promising at the time the most beneficent consequences—not
merely protection against the Persians, but a standing police
of the Aigean sea, regulated by a common superintending
authority. And if such promise was not realised, we shall find
that the inherent defects of the allies, indisposing them to the
hearty appreciation and steady performance of their duties
as equal confederates, are at least as much chargeable with the
failure as the ambition of Athens. Wemay add, that in select-
ing Delos as a centre, the Jonic allies were conciliated by
a renovation of the solemnities which their fathers, in the
Says of former freedom, had crowded to witness in that sacred

;

ﬁn'd.

the time when this alliance ‘was formed, the Persians still ,
10t only the important posts of Eion on the Strymon and-

Q

k'

qus in Thrace, but also several other posts in that””

y 1 which are not specified to us. We may thus under-

vhy the Greek cities on and near the Chalkidic peninsula

lus, Stageirus, Akanthus, $kélus, Olynthus, Spart6lus,

which we know to have joined under the first assessment
isteidés, were not less anxious? to seek protection in the

1 of the ne% confederacy, than the Dorian islands of

es and Kos, the Tonic islands of Samos and Chios, the

: Lesbos and Tenedos, or continental towns such as

1s and Byzantium: by all of whom adhesion to this

ince must have been contemplated, in 477 or 476 B.C, as
sole condition of emancipation from Persia. Nothing more
required, for the success of a foreign enemy against Greece
erally, than complete autonomy of every Grecian city, small

s well as great—such as the Persian monarch prescribed and
ied to enforce ninety years aftervards, through the Lacedz-
onian Antalkidas, in the pacification which bears the name
f the latter. Some sort of unior, organised and obligatory
upon each city, was indisPensable to the safety of all. Indeed
even with that aid, at the fime when the coniéderacy of Delos

1 Herodot. vii. 106. Smapxo: & 7 ©pyixy ral Tod "EAAgondyTov Tavrax .
Ofrot &v mdvTes, of Te éx @pninns kal Tov ‘EAAqomdvrov, mAhy 700 &
Aopiory, imd EAMywy Yorepov Tadrys Tiis oTparniacins npédnoay, &c.

2 Thacyd. v. 18, Tas 8¢ wéheis, pepodoas by Ppbpov Tdv én’ *ApioTelSov,
abrovducvs elvar . . . . elgl 8¢ YApyihos, Irdyepos, “Axavlos, ZrdAos,
YOAwvvbos, ZwdpTwhos,
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was first formed, it was by no means certain the Asiatic enemy
would be effectually kept out; especially as the Persians were
strong not merely from their own force, but also from the aid
of internaLngg;cg__in___many .of the Grecian states—traitors
within, as™Well as exiles without.

Among tHese traitors, tHe first in’ rank as well as the most
formidable, was the Spartan Pausanias. Summoned home
from Byzantium to Spait3, in order that the loud complaints
against him might be examined, he had been acquitted ? of the
charges of wrong and oppression against individuals. Vet the
presumptions of medism (or treacherous correspondence with
the Persians) appeared so strong, that, though not found
guilty, he was still not reappointed to the command. Such
treatment seems to have only emboldened him in the prosecu-
tion of his designs against Greece ; for which purpose he came -
out to Byzantium in a trireme belonging to Hermioné, un
pretence of aiding as a volunteer without any formal auth
in the war. He there resumed his negotiations with Artal
His great station and celebrity still gave him so strong »
on men’s opinions, that he appears to have established
of mastery in Byzantium, from whence the Athenians,
recognised heads of the confederacy, were constrained t
him by force.? And we may be sure that the terror exc
his presence, as well as by his known designs, tended ma
to accelerate the organisation of the confedaracy under ¢
He then retired to Koldnz in the Troad, where he cont
for some time in the further prosecution of his schemes,
to form a Persian party, despatching emissaries to distr
Persian gold among various cities of Greece, and prob:
employing the name of Sparta to impede the formation of
new confederacy:® until at length the Spartan authoritiy

1 Cornelius Nepos states that he was fined (Pausanias, c. 2), which i
neither noticed by Thucydidés, nor at all probable, looking at the subse
quent circumstances connected with him.

2 Thucyd. i. 130, 131. Kal éx 70d Bvlavriov Bla on° *Abnvalwy ekmc
AtoprnBels, &c. : these words seem to imply that he had acquired a strong
position in the town.

3 Tt is to this time that I refer the mission of Arthmius of Zeleia (a)
Asiatic town, between Mount Ida and the southern coast of the Propontis
to gain over such Greeks as he could by means of Persian gold. Inth
course of his visit to Greece, Arthmius went to Athens: his purpose wa
discovered, and he was compelled to flee ; while the Athenians, at th
instance of Themistoklés, passed an indignant decree, declaring him an
his race enémies of Athens, and of all the allies of Athens—and proclaim
ing that whoever should slay him would be guiltless ; because he ha
brought in Persian gold to bribe the Greeks. This decree was engraven oi
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apprised of his proceedings, sent a herald out to him with
peremptory orders that he should come home immediately
along with the herald: if he disobeyed, “the Spartans
would declare war against him,” or constitute him a public
enemy.

As the execution of this threat would have frustrated all the
ulterior schemes of Pausanias, he thought it prudent to obey ;
the rather, as he felt entire confidence of escaping all the
charges against him at Sparta by the employment of bribes,!
the means for which were doubtless abundantly furnished to
him through Artabazus. He accordingly returned along with
the herald, and was, in the first moments of indignation,
imprisoned by order of the Ephors—who, it seems, were
legally competent to imprison him, even had he been king
instead of regent. But he was soon let out, on his own requi-
sition and under a private arrangement with friends and
partisans, to take his trial against all accusers.?2 Even to stand
forth as accuser against so powerful a man was a serious peril :

a brazen column, and placed on record in the acropolis, where it stood near
the great statue of Athéné Promachos, even in the time of Demosthenés
and his contemporary orators. See Demosthen. Philippic. 1il. ¢. 9, p. 122,
and De Fals. Legat. c. 76, p. 428; Aschyn. cont. Ktesiphont. ad fin.
-Harpokrat. v. *Ariuos—Deinarchus cont. Aristogeiton. sect. 25, 26.

Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 6, and Aristeidés, t. ii. p. 218) tells us that
Themistoklés proposed this decree against Arthmius and caused it to be
passed. But Plutarch refers it to the time when Xerxes was on the point
of invading Greece. Now it appears to me that the incident cannot well
belong to that point of time. Xerxes did not rely upon bribes, but upon
other and different means, for conquering Greece : besides, the very tenor
of the decree shows that it must have been passed after the formation of the
confederacy of Delos—for it pronounces Arthmius to be an enemy of Athens
and of all the allies of Athens. To a native of Zeleia it might be a serious
penalty to be excluded and proscribed from all the cities in alliance with
Athens ; many of them being on the coast of Asia. I know no point of
time to which the mission of Arthmius can be so conveniently referred as
this—when Pausanias and ‘Artabazus were engaged in this very part of Asia,
in contriving plots to get up a party in Greece. Pausanias was thus
engaged for some years—before the banishment of Themistoklés.

Thucyd. i. 131. ‘O 8¢ BovAduevos ds HrioTa Jmomros elvar xal moTedwy
xphuaot Stakboew Ty StaBoAyy dvexdper Td SebTepov és Imdprny, -

2 Thucyd. i. 131, Kal & ulv Tiw elprriy éowinTel 70 mpdTov dmd Téov
epdpwy- Imera Biampatduevos Tarepoy AADe, wal kabioTnow éavrdy &s wplow
Tols BovAopévois mepl adray INéyyew.

The word diampatduevos indicates first, that Pausanias himself originated
the efforts to get free,—next that he came to an underhand arrangement :
very probably by a bribe, though the word does not necessarily imply it,
Tae Scholiast says so distinctly— xphuac: xal Adyors diampatduevos Snhovére
Suakpovadpueves Thy karnyoplav.  Dr. Arnold translates 3wmpafdpueves
¢“having settled the business.”

N 2
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to undertake the proof of specific matter of treason against him
was yet more serious: nor does it appear that any Spartan
ventured to do either. It was known that nothing short of the
most manifest and invincible proof would be held to justify his
condemnation, and amidst a long chain of acts carrying con-
viction when taken in the aggregate, there was no single
treason sufficiently demonstrable for the purpose. Accordingly
Pausanias remained not only at large but unaccused, still
audaciously persisting both in his intrigues at home and his
correspondence abroad with Artabazus. He ventured to assail
the unshielded side of Sparta by opening negotiations with the
Helots, and instigating them to revolt ; promising them both
liberation and admission to political privilege ;1 with a view,
first to destroy the board of Ephors and render himself despot
in his own country—next, to acquire through Persian help the
supremacy of Greece. Some of those Helots to whom he
addressed himself revealed the plot to the Ephors, who never-
theless, in spite of such grave peril, did not choose to take
measures against Pausanias upon no better information—so
imposing was still his name and position. But though some
few Helots might inform, probably many others both gladly
heard the proposition and faithfully kept the secret: we shall
find, by what happened a few years afterwards, that there were
a large number of them who had their spears in readiness for
revolt. Suspected as Pausanias was, yet by the fears of some
and the connivance of others, he was allowed to bring his
plans to the very brink of consummation; and his last letters
to Artabazus,? intimating that he was ready for action, and
bespeaking immediate performance of the engagements con-
certed between them, were actually in the hands of the
messenger. Sparta was saved from an outbreak of the most
formidable kind, not by the prudence of her authorities, but by
a mere accident—or rather by the fact that Pausanias was not
only a traitor to his country, but also base and cruel in his
private relations.

The messenger to whom these last letters were entrusted
was a native of Argilus in Thrace, a favourite and faithful
slave of Pausanias; once connected with him by that intimate

1 Aristotel. Politic. iv. 13, I3; v. I, §; v. 6, 2; Herodot, v. 32.
Aristotle calls Pausanias Z2ng, though he was only regens : the truth is, that
he had all the power of a Spartan king, and seemingly more, if we compare
his treatment with that of the Prokleid king Leotychidés.

7 Thucyd. i 132. 6 pérhwy 1ds Televralas Baoinel émigTords ﬂpbs
*AprdBaloy Kn/uew, &vdp *Apylntos, &c. :
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relation which Grecian manners tolerated—and admitted even
to the full confidence of his treasonable projects. It was by
no means the intention of this Argilian to betray his master.
But on receiving the letter to carry, he recollected with some
uneasiness that none of the previous messengers had ever
come back. Accordingly he broke the seal and read it, with
the full view of carrying it forward to its destination if he found
nothing inconsistent with his own personal safety : he had
further taken the precaution to counterfeit his master's seal, so
that he could easily re-close the letter. On reading it, he
found his suspicions confirmed by an express injunction that
the bearer was to be put to death—a discovery which left
him no alternative except to deliver it To the Ephors. But
those magistrates, who had before disbelieved the Helot
informers, still refused to believe even the confidential slave
with his master’s autograph and seal, and with the full account
besides, which doubtless he would communicate at the same
time, of all that had previously passed in the Persian corre-
spondence, not omitting copies of those letters between
Pausanias and Xerxes which I have already cited from
Thucydidés—for in no other way can they have become
public. Partly from the suspicion which in antiquity always
attached to the testimony of slaves, except when it was obtained
under the pretended guarantee of torture—partly from the
peril of dealing with so exalted a criminal—the Ephors would
not be satisfied with any evidence less than his own speech
and their own ears. They directed the Argilian slave to plant
himself as a suppliant in the sacred precinct of Poseidon, near
Cape Tenarus, under the shelter of a double tent or hut,
behind which two of them concealed themselves. Apprised of
this unexpected mark of alarm, Pausanias hastened to the
temple, and demanded the reason: upon which the slave
disclosed his knowledge of the contents of the letter, and
complained bitterly that after long and faithful service—with a
secrecy never once betrayed, throughout this dangerous corre-
spondence,—he was at length rewarded with nothing better
than the same miserable fate which had befallen the previous
messengers. Pausanias, admitting all these facts, tried to ap-
pease the slave’s disquietude, and gave him a solemn assurance of
safety if he would quit the sanctuary; urging him at the same
time to proceed on the journey forthwith, in order that the
schemes in progress might not be retarded.

All this passed within the hearing of the concealed Ephors;
who at length, thoroughly satisfied, determined to arrest
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Pausanias immediately on his return to Sparta. They me
him in the public street, not far from the temple of Athéné
Chalkicekus (or of the Brazen House). But as they came
near, either their menacing looks, or a significant nod from
one of them, revealed to this guilty man their purpose. He
fled for refuge to the temple, which was so near that he reached
it before they could overtake him. He planted himself as a
suppliant, far more hopeless than the Argilian slave whom he
had so recently talked over at Tenarus, in a narrow roofed
chamber belonging to the sacred building ; where the Ephors,
not warranted in touching him, took off the roof, built up the
doors, and kept watch until he was on the point of death by
starvation. According to a current story l—not recognised by
Thucydidés, yet consistent with Spartan manners—his own
mother was the person who placed the first stone to build ug
the door, in deep abhorrence of his treason. His last moments
being carefully observed, he was brought away just in time tc
expire without, and thus to avoid the desecration of the temple.
The first impulse of the Ephors was to cast his body into the
ravine or hollow called the Kaadas, the usual place of punish-
ment for criminals : probably his powerful friends averted this
disgrace, and he was buried not far off, until some time after-
wards, under the mandate of the Delphian oracle, his body
was exhumed and transported to the exact spot where he had
died. However, the oracle, not satisfied even with this re:
interment, pronounced the whole proceeding to be a profanation
of the sanctity of Athéné, enjoining that two bodies should be
presented to her as an atonement for the one carried away.
In the very early days of Greece—or among the Carthaginians,
even at this period—such an injunction would probably have
produced the slaughter of two human victims : on the present
occasion, Athéné, or Hikesius the tutelary god of suppliants,
was supposed to be satisfied by two brazen statues ; not how
ever without some attempts to make out that the expiatior
was inadequate.?

Thus perished a Greek who reached the pinnacle of renowr
simply from the accidents of his lofty descent and of his being
general at Plataea, where it does not appear that he displayec
any superior qualities. His treasonable projects implicatec
and brought to disgrace a man far greater than himself—the
Athenian Themistoklés.

The chronology of this important period is not so fully

1 Diodor. xi. 45; Cornel. Nepos, Pausan, c. 5; Polyazn. viii, 5L
2 Thucyd. i. 133, 134 ; Pausanias, iil. 17, 9.
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' known as to 2nable us to make out the precise dates of particular
events. Bu: we are obliged (in consequence of the subsequent
incidents connected with Themistoklés, whose flight to Persia
is tolerably well marked as to date) to admit an interval of
about nine years between the retirement of Pausanias from his
command at Byzantium, and his death. To suppose so long
an interval engaged in treasonable correspondence, is perplex-
ing ; and we can only explain it to ourselves very imperfectly
by considering that the Spartans were habitually slow in their
movements, and that the suspected regent may perhaps have
communicated with partisans, real or expected, in many parts
of Greece. Among those whom he sought to enlist as accom-
plice was Themistoklés, still in great power—though, as it
would seem, in declining power—at Athens. The charge of
collusion w.th the Persians connects itself with the previous
movement of political parties in that city.

The rivaley of Themistoklés and Aristeidés had been greatly
appeased by the invasion of Xerxes, which had 1mposed upon
both the peremptory necessity of co-operation against a common
enemy. And apparently it was not resumed during the times
which immediately succeeded the return of the Athenians to
their country: at least we hear of both, in effective service
and in prominent posts. Themistoklés stands forward as the
contriver of the city walls and architect of Peireus: Aristeidés
is' ¢ommander of the fleet, and first organiser of the confederacy
of Delos. Moreover we seem to detect a change in the
character of the latter. He had ceased to be the champion of
Athenian o.d-fashioned landed interest, against Themistoklés as
the originator of the maritime innovations. Those innovations
had now, since the battle of Salamis, become an established
fact; a fac: of overwhelming influence on the destinies and
character public as well as private, of the Athenians. During
the expatrutlon at Salamis, every man, rich or poor, landed
proprietor or artisan, had been for the time a seaman : and the
anecdote of Kimon, who dedicated the bridle of his horse in
the acropolis as a token that he was about to pass from the
cavalry to service on shipboard,! is a type of that change of
feeling which must have been impressed more or less upon
every rich man in Athens. From henceforward the fleet is
endeared to every man as the—gramd—force offensive and’
defensive, of the state, in which character all the political
leaders agree in accepting it. 'We ought to add, at the same
time, that this change was attended with no detrlment either to

T Plutarch, meon, c 8.
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the land-force or to the landed cultivation of Attica, both of whick, \
will be found to acquire extraordinary development during the
interval between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars. Still
the triremes, and the men who manned them taken collectively,
were now the determining element in the state. Moreover the
men who manned them had just returned from Salamis, fresh
from a scene of trial and danger, and from a harvest of victory,
which had equalised for the moment all Athenians as sufferers,
as combatants, and as patriots. 'Such predominance of the
maritime impulse, having - become Pronounced “imniediately
after the return ffom™Salamis; wa§ further greatly strengthened
by the construction and fortification of the Peirzus—a new
maritime Athens as large as the old inland city—as well.as by
the unexpected formation of the confederacy at Delos, with all
its untried prospects and stimulatiig duties. J -

The political change arising from hencedn Athens was not . -
less important than the military. - “ The maritime multitude,
authors _of the wvictory of Salamis,”! .and. instruments of the
new vocation of Athens as head.of the Delian confederacy,
appear now ascendant in the political constitution alsé ; not in
any way as a separate or privileged class, but as leavening the
whole mass, strengthening the democratical sentiment, and
protesting against all recognised political inequalities. In fact
during the struggle at Salamis, the whole city of Athens had
been . nothing else than “a maritime muititude,” among
which - the proprietors and chief men had been -confounded,,
until, by the efforts of all, the common country had been
réconquered. Nor was it likely that-this multitude, after a
trying period of forced equality, during which political privilege
had been effaced, would patiently acquiesce in the full restora-
tion of such privilege at home.- We see by the active political
sentiment of the German people, after the great struggles of.
1813 and 1814, how much an energetic and successful military.
effort of the peoplé at large, blended with endurance of serious,
hardship, tends to stimulate: the sense of political dignity and
the demand for developed citizenship:-and if this be the
tendency even among a people habitually passive on such
subjects, much more was it to be expected in the Athenian
population, who had gone through a previous training of near
thirty years under the democracy of Kleisthenés. At the time,

1 Aristotel. Politic. v: 3, 5. Kal wdAw 6 vavTixds §xAos, yevduevos
altios THs wepl Sarauiva ¥ikys, kal Si& Tabrys Ths Hyepovias kal Ji& THY katd
bdracoar dbvauw, Thy Snuoxpariay loxvporépay émofyoey. .

‘0 vavrirds Sxros (Thucyd. viii. 72 and passim).
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when that constitution was first established,! it was perhaps the
most democratical in Greece. It had worked extremely well,
and had diffused among the people a sentiment favourable to
equal citizenship and unfriendly to avowed privilege : so that
the impressions made by the struggle at Salamis found the
popular mind prepared to receive them. '

Early after the return to Attica, the Kleisthenean constitu-
tion was enlarged as respects eligibility to the magistracy.
According to that constitution, the fourth or last class on the
Solonian census, including the considerable majority of the
freemen were not admissible to offices of state, though they
possessed votes in common with the rest: no person was
eligible to be a magistrate unless he belonged to one of the
three higher classes. This restriction was now annulled, and
eligibility extended to all the citizens. We may appreciate the
stxength of feeling with which such reform was demanded,
whel we find that it was proposed by Aristeidés ; a man the
revegse of what is called a demagogue, and a strenuous friend

of the Kleisthenean constitution. No political system would *

work, after the Persian war, which formally excluded *the
mafritime multitude” from holding magistracy. I rather
imagine (as has been stated in a preceding chapter) that
election of magistrates was still retained, and not exchanged
for drawing lots until a certain time, though not a long time
afterwards. That®which the public sentiment first demanded
was the recognition of the equal and open principle; after
a certain length of experience it was found that poor men,
though legally qualified to be chosen, were in point of fact
rarely chosen: then came the lot, ‘to- give them an equal
chance with the rich. The principle of sortition or choice by
lot, was never applied (as I have before remarked) to all offices
at Athens—never for example to the Stratégi or Generals,
whose functions were more grave-and responsible than those
of any other person in the service of the state, and who always
continued to be elected by show of hands, ]

In the new position into which Athens was now thrown,
with so great an extension of what may be termed her foreign
relations, and with a confederacy which "imposed the necéssity

_ of distant military service, the functions of the Stratégi

naturally tended to become both more absorbing and com-

plicated ; while the civil administration became more trouble-

some if not more difficult; from the enlargement of the city and

the still greater enlargement of Peireus—leadirig to an increase
1 For the constitution of Kleisthenés, see ch. xxxi. of this History.

"~
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- of town population, and especially to an increase of the metics

or resident non-freemen. And it was probably about this
period, during the years immediately succeeding the battle of
Salamis—when the force of old habit and tradition had been
partially enfeebled by so many stirring novelties,—that the

~Archons were withdrawn altogether from political and military

duties, and confined to civil or judicial administration. At the
battle of Marathon, the Polemarch is a military commander,
president of the ten Stratégi:! we know him afterwards only
as a civil magistrate, administering justice to the metics o1
non-freemen, while the Stratégi perform military duties without
him: a change not unlike that which took place at Rome,
when the Praetor was created .to.undertake the judicial branch
of the large original duties of the Consul. I conceive that this
alteratiof, ifidicatirig as’it do€s"acliange in the character of the
Archons generally, must have taken place at the time whick
we have now reached 2—a time when the Athenian estabfish
ments on all sides required a ‘more elaborate distributi ‘n o
functionaries. The distribution of so many Athenian board:
of functionaries, part to do duty in the city, and part in ythe
Peir&us, cannot have commenced until after this period, wher
Peireus had been raised by Themistoklés to the dignit)lriX o
town, fortress, and state-harbour. Such boards were the
Astynomi and Agoranomi, who maintained the police of streets
and markets—the Metronomi, who watcheds over weights and
measures—the Sitophylakes, who carried into effect various
state regulationsrespecting the custody and sale of corn—with
various others who acted not less in Peirzus than in the city.f
We may presume that each of these boards was originally
created as the exigency appeared to call for it, at a period later
than that which we have now reached ; most of these duties of
detail having been at first discharged by the Archons, and
afterwards (when these latter became too full of occupation)
confided to separate administrators. The special and important

- change which characterised the period immediately succeeding

%,

the battle of Salamis, was, the more accurate line drawn
between the Archons and the Stratégi; assigning the foreign

"and military department entirely to the Stratégi, and rendering

the Archons purely civil magistrates,—administrative as well a

1 Herodot, vi. 109.

2 Aristotel. ToAwreidy Fragm. xlvii. ed. Neumann, Harpokration, v.
TloAéuapxos ; Pollux, viii. 91: compare Meier und Schémann, Der Attische
Prozess, ch. ii. p. 50 segg.

3 See Aristotel. IMoArreidv Fragm, ii, v. xxiii. xxxviil. 1, ed. Neumann;
Schémann, Antiqq. Jur, Publ. Grae. c. xli, xlii. xliii.
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judicial : while the first creation of the separate boards above
named was probably an ulterior enlargement, arising out of
increase of population, power, and trade, between the Persian
and Peloponnesian wars. It was by some such steps that
the Athenian administration gradually attained that complete
development which it exhibits in practice during the century
from the Peloponnesian war downward, to which nearly all our
positive and direct information relates.

With this expansion both of democratical feeling and of
military activity at Athens, Aristeidés appears to have sympa-
thised. And the popularity thus ensured to him, probably
heightened by some regret for his previous ostracism, was
calculated to acquire permanence from his straightforward and
incorruptible character, now brought into strong relief by his
function as assessor to the new Delian confederacy.

On the other hand, the ascendency of Themistoklés, though
s0 often exalted by his unrivalled political genius and daring,
as well as by the signal value of his public recommendations,
was as often overthrown by his duplicity of means and un-
principled thirst for money. New political opponents sprung
up against him, men sympathising with Aristeidés and far more
violent in their antipathy than Aristeidés himself. Of these
the chief were Kimon (son of Miltiadés) and Alkmzon:
moreover it seem§Tthat the Lacedemonians, though full of
esteem for Themistoklés immediately after the battle of
Salamis, had now become extremely hostile to him—a change
which may be sufficiently explained from his stratagem respect-
ing the fortifications of Athens, and his subsequent ambitious
projects in reference to the Peireus. The Lacedzmonian
influence, then not inconsiderable in Athens, was employed to
second the political combinations against him.! He is said to
have given offence by manifestations of personal vanity—Dby
continual boasting of his great services to the state, and by the
erection of a private chapel, close to his own house, in honour
of Artemis Aristobulé, or Artemis of admirable counsel; just
as Pausanias had irritated the Laced@monians by inscribing
his own single name on the Delphian tripod, and as the
friends of Aristeidés had displeased the Athenians by endless
encomiums upon his justice.?

But the main cause of his discredit was, the prostitution of
his great influence for arbitrary and corrupt purposes. In the

1 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 16 ; Scholion 2, ad Aristophan. Equit. 84.
2 Plutarch (Themistoklés, ¢, 22; Kimon, ¢, 5-8; Aristeidés, ¢. 25);
Diodorus, xi. 54.
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unsettled condition of so many different Grecian communities,
recently emancipated from Persia, when there was past misrule
to avenge, wrong-doers to be deposed and perhaps punished,
exiles to be restored, and all the disturbance and suspicions
‘accompanying so great a change of political condition as well
as of foreign policy—the influence of the leading men at
‘Athens must have been great in determining the treatment of
particular individuals. Themistoklés, placed at the head of an
Athenian squadron and sailing among the islands, partly for
the purposes of war against Persia, partly for organising the
new confederacy—is affirmed to have accepted bribes without
scruple, for executing sentences just and unjust—restoring
some citizens, expelling othefs, and even putting some to
death. We learn this from a friend and guest of Themistoklés
—the poet Timokreon of Ialysus in Rhodes, who had expected
his own restoration from the Athenian commander, but found
that it was thwarted by a bribe of three talents from his
opponents ; so that he was still kept in exile on the charge of
medism. The assertions of Timokreon, personally incensed on
this ground against Themistoklés, are doubtless to be con-
sidered as passionate and exaggerated : nevertheless they are
a valuable memorial of the feelings of the time, and are far too
much in harmony with the general character of this eminent
man to allow of our disbelieving them entirely. Timokreon is
as emphatic in his admiration of Aristeidé as in his censure
of Themistoklés, whom he denounces as “a lying and unjust
traitor.” 1
Such conduct as that described by this new Archilochus,
even making every allowance for exaggeration, must have
caused Themistoklés to be both hated and feared among the
insular allies, whose opinion was now of considerable import-
"ance to the Athenians. A similar sentiment grew up partially
against him in Athens itself, and appears to have been con-
nected with suspicions of treasonable inclinations towards the
Persians. As the Persians could offer the highest bribes, a
man open to corruption might naturally be suspected of inclin-
ations towards their cause ; and if Themistoklés had rendered
pre-eminent service against them, so also had Pausanias, whose
conduct had undergone so fatal a change for the worse. It was
the treason of Pausanias—suspected and believed against him
by the Athenians even when he was in_command at Byzantium,
though not proved against him at Sparta until long afterwards—
which first seems to have raised the presumption of medism
1 Plutarch, Themist. c. 21.
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against Themistoklés also, when combined with the corrupt
proceedings which stained his public conduct. We must
recollect also, that Themistoklés had given some colour to
these presumptions even by the stratagems in reference to
Xerxes, which wore a double-faced aspect, capable of being
construed either in a Persian or in a Grecian sense. The
Lacedemonians, hostile to Themistoklés since the time when
he had outwitted them respecting the walls of Athens,—and
fearing him also as a supposed accomplice of the suspected
Pausanias—procured the charge of wmedism to be preferred
against him at Athens; by secret instigations, and as 1t is said,
by bribes to his political opponents.] But no satisfactory
proof could be furnished of the accusation, which Themistoklés
himself strenuously denied, not without emphatic appeals to his
illustrious services. In spite of violent invectives against him
from Alkmeeon and Kimon, tempered indeed by a generous
moderation on the part of Aristeidés,2 his defence was success-
ful. He carried the people with him and was acquitted of the
charge. Nor was he merely acquitted, but as might naturally
be expected, a reactiontook place in his favour. His splendid
qualities and exploits- were brought impressively before the
public mind, and he seemed for the time to acquire greater
ascendency than ever.?

. 1 This accusation of treason brought against Themistoklés at Athens,
prior (o kis ostracism and at the instigation of the Lacedeemonians—is
mentioned by Diodorus (xi. 54). Thucydidés and Plutarch take notice
only of the second accusation, afzer-his ostracism. But Diodorus has made
his narrative confused, by supposing the first accusation preferred at Athens
to have come after the full detection of Pausanias and exposure of his
correspondence ; whereas these latter events, coming after the first accusa-
tion, supplied new proofs before unknown, and thus brought on the second,
after Themistoklés had been ostracised. But Diodorus has preserved to us
the important notice of this first accusation at Athens, followed by trial,
acquittal, and temporary glorification of Themistoklés—and preceding his
ostracism.

The indictment stated by Plutarch to have been preferred against
Themistoklés by Lebbotas son of Alkmzon, at the instance of the Spartans,
probably relates to the first accusation at which Themistoklés was acquitted.,
For when Themistoklés was arraigned after the discovery of Pausanias, he
did not choose to stay, nor was there any actual trial : it is not therefore
likely that the name of the accuser would be preserved——‘o 3¢ -ypazpayevos
abrdy mpodoalas AewBérns v ’AArpalwves, Eua ovvemraiTiwuévey ToY
Smapriardyv (Plutarch, Themist. c. 23).

Compare the second Scholion on Aristophan. Equit. 84, and Aristeidés,
Orat. xlvi, ‘“Tmép 76w Te'r'rapwv (vol. ii. p. 318, ed. Dindorf, p. 243, Jebb)..

2 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c 25

3 Diodor. xi. 54- TéTE pev avréqau'ye Th 'r‘ns wpodoctas kplaw: 8td kal
TY ptv mp@TOV METH 'r?;v anéAvaw ,u.e'yas Hv 1ra.pa TOIS AOnya{atS ‘}rydwwv 'yap
cordy Sapepdvrws of moAiTar peTa 3¢ TadTa, of pev, pofnbévres abron,
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Such a charge, and such a failure, must have exasperated to
the utmost the animosity between him and his chief opponents
—Aristeidés, Kimon, Alkmeon, and others; and we can
hardly wonder that they were anxious to get rid of him by
ostracism. In explaining this peculiar process, I have already
stated, that it could never be raised against any one individual
separately and ostensibly ; and that it could never be brought
into operation at all, unless its necessity were made clear, not
merely to violent party men, but also to the assembled senate
and people, including of course a considerable proportion of
the more moderate citizens. We may reasonably conceive
that the conjuncture was deemed by many dispassionate
Athenians well-suited for the tutelary intervention of ostracism,
the express benefit of which consisted in its separating political
opponents when the antipathy between them threatened to
push one or the other into extra-constitutional proceedings—
especially when one of those parties was Themistoklés, a man
alike vast in his abilities and unscrupulous in his morality.
Probably also there were not a few who wished to revenge the
previous ostracism of Aristeidés: and lastly, the friends of
Themistoklés himself, elate with his acquittal and his seeming
augmented popularity, might indulge hopes that the vote of
ostracism would turn out in his favour, and remove one or
other of his chief political opponents. From all these circum-
stances we learn without astonishment, that 4 vote of ostracism
was soon after resorted to. It ended in the temporary
banishment of Themistoklés.

He retired into exile, and was residing at Argos, whither he
carried a considerable property, yet occasionally visiting other
parts of Peloponnesus!-—when the exposure and death of
i SmepBoAdw, of 8¢, plovhoavres 7§ 86ty, TEy ptv ebepyeaidy. émendfovro,
Ty 8¢ loxby kal Td ppdvnua ramewody ¥omevdor.

1 Thucyd. i. 137. #Afe y&p adrd Jorepov i T¢ Adpav maph Tév PpiAwy,
wal éZApyous & Sweléketro, &c.

I follow Mr. Fynes Clinton in considering the year 471 B.c. to be the
date of the ostracism of Themistoklés. It may probably be so; there is
no evidence positively to contradict it: but I think Mr. Clinton states it
too confidently, as he admits that Diodorus includes, in the chapters which
he devotes to one archon, events which must have happened in several
different years (see Fast. Hellen. B.C. 471).

After the expedition under the command of Pausanias in 478 B.C., we
have no one date at once certain and accurate, until we come to the death
of Xerxes, where Diodorus is confirmed by the Canon of the Persian kings,
B.C. 465. This last event determines by close approximation and inference,
the flight of Themistoklés, the siege of Naxos, and the death of Pausanias :
for the other events of this period, we are reduced to a more vague
approximation, and can ascertain little beyond their order of succession.
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Pausanias, together with the discovery of his correspondence,
took place at Sparta. Among this correspondence were found
proofs, which Thucydidés seems to have considered as real and
sufficient, of the privity of Themistoklés. By Ephorus and
others, he is admitted to have been solicited by Pausanias,
and to have known his plans—but to have kept them secret
while refusing to co-operate in them.! Probably after his exile
he took a more decided share in them than before; being
well-placed for that purpose at Argos, a city not only un-
friendly to Sparta, but strongly believed to bave been in
collusion with Xerxes at his invasion of Greece. On this
occasion the Lacedzemonians sent to Athens publicly to prefer
a formal charge of treason against him, and to urge the
- necessity of trying him as a Pan-Hellenic criminal before the
synod of the allies assembled at Sparta.?

Whether this latter request would have been granted or
whether Themistoklés would have been tried at Athens, we
cannot tell : for no sooner was he apprised that joint envoys
from Sparta and Athens had been despatched to arrest him,
than he fled forthwith from Argos to Korkyra. The in-
habitants of that island, though owing gratitude to him and
favourably disposed, could not venture to protect him against
the two most powerful states in Greece, but sent him to the
neighbouring continent. Here however, being still tracked
and followed by the envoys, he was obliged to seek protection
from a man whom he had formerly thwarted in a demand at
Athens, and who had become his personal enemy-—Admétus
king of the Molossians. Fortunately for him, at the moment
when he arrived, Admétus was not at home ; and Themistoklés,
becoming a suppliant to his wife, conciliated her sympathy so
entirely, that she placed her child in his arms and planted
him at the hearth in the full solemnity of supplication to soften
her husband. As soon as Admétus returned, Themistoklés
revealed his name, his pursuers, and his danger—entreating
protection as a helpless suppliant in the last extremity. He
appealed to the generosity of the Epirotic prince not to take
revenge on a man now defenceless, for offence given under
such very different circumstances; and for an offence too,
after all, not of capital moment, while the protection now
entreated was to the suppliant a matter of life or death.
Admétus raised him up from the hearth with the child in his

1 Thucyd. i. 135; Ephorus ap, Plutarch. de Malign. Herodoti, ¢. 5,
p- 855; Diodor. xL. 54 ; Plutarch, Themist. ¢. 23.
2 Diodor. xi. 55.
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arms-—an evidence that he accepted the appeal and engaged
to protect him ; refusing to give him up to the envoys, and at
last only sending him away on the expression of his own wish
to visit the King of Persia. Two Macedonian guides conducted
him across the mountains to Pydna in the Thermaic gulf,
where he found a merchant-ship about to set sail for the coast of
Asia Minor, and took a passage on board; neither the master
nor the crew knowing his name. An untoward storm drove
the vessel to the island of Naxos, at that moment besieged by
an Athenian armament. Had he been forced to land there,
he would of course have been recognised and seized, but his
wonted subtlety did not desert him. Having communicated
both his name and the peril which awaited him, he conjured
the master of the ship to assist-in saving him, and not to
suffer any one of the crew to land; menacing that if by any
accident he were discovered, he would bring the master to
ruin along with himself, by representing him as an accomplice
induced by money to facilitate the escape of Themistoklés:
on the other hand, in case of safety, he promised a large
reward. Such promises and threats weighed with the master,
who controlled his crew, and forced them to beat about during
a day and a night off the coast without seeking to land. After
that dangerous interval, the storm abated and the ship reached
Ephesus in safety.!

Thus did Themistoklés, after a series of Perils, find himself
safe on the Persian side of the Agean. At Athens he was
proclaimed a traitor, and his property confiscated : nevertheless
(as it frequently happened in cases of confiscation), his friends
secreted a considerable sum, and sent it over to him in Asia,
together with the money which he had left at Argos; so that
he was thus enabled liberally to reward the ship-captain who
had preserved him. With all this deduction, the property
which he possessed of a character not susceptible of conceal-
ment, and which was therefore actually seized, was found to
amount to eighty talents, according to Theophrastus—to 100
talents, according to Theopompus. In contrast with this large
sum, it is melancholy to learn that he had begun his political

1 Thucyd, i. 137. Cornelius Nepos (Themist. c. 8) for the most part
follows Thucydidés, and professes to do so; yet he is not very accurate,
especially about the relations between Themistoklés and Admétus.
Diodorus (xi. 56) seems to follow chiefly other guides, as Plutarch does
also to a great extent (Themist. c. 24-26). There were evidently
different accounts of his voyage, which represented him as reaching, nct
Ephesus, but the Zolic Kymé, Diodotus does not notice his voyage by
sea, ‘
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career with a property not greater than three talents.! The
poverty of Aristeidés at the end of his life presents an
impressive contrast to the enrichment of his rival.

The escape of Themistoklés, and his adventures in Persia,
appear to have formed a favourite theme for the fancy and
exaggeration of authors a century afterwards. We have thus
many anecdotes which contradict either directly or by implica-
tion the simple narrative of Thucydidés. Thus we are told
that at the moment when he was running away from the
Greeks, the Persian king also had proclaimed a reward of 200
talents for his head, and that some Greeks on the coast of Asia,
were watching to take him for this reward : that he was forced
to conceal himself strictly near the coast, until”"means were
found to send him up to Susa, in a closed litter, under pre-
tence that it was a woman for the king’s harem: that Man-
dané, sister of Xerxes, insisted upon having him delivered up
to her as an expiation for the loss of her son at the battle
of Salamis : that he learnt Persian so well, and discoursed in it
so eloquently, as to procure for himself an acquittal from the
Persian judges, when put upon his trial through the impor-
tunity of Mandané : that the officers of the king’s household
at Susa, and the satraps in his way back, threatened him with
still further perils: that he was admitted to see the king in
person, after having received a lecture from the chamberlain
on the indispensable: duty of falling down before him to do,
homage, &c., with ‘several other uncertified details,? which,
make us value more highly the narrative of Thucydidés.
Indeed Ephorus, Deind, Kleitarchus, and Herakleidés, from
whom these anecdotes appear mostly to be derived, even
afirmed that Themistoklés had found Xerxes himself alive
and seen him; whereas Thucydidés and Charon, the two
contemporary authors (for the former is nearly contemporary),
asserted that he had found Xerxes recently dead, and his son
Artaxerxes on the throne.

According to Thucydidés, the eminent ex11e does not seem
to have been exposed to the least danger in Persia. He pre-
sented himself as a deserter from Greece, and was accepted as
such : moreover—what is more strange, though it seems true
—he was received as an actual benefactor of the Persian king,
and a sufferer from the Greeks on account of such dispositions
—in consequence of his communications made to Xerxes

1 Plutarch, Themist. c. 25 ; also Kritias ap, Alian. V. H. x. 17 com-

pare Herodot. viil. 12.
2 Diodor. xi. 56 ; Plutarch, Themist. ¢. 24-30.
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respecting the intended retreat of the Greeks from Salamis,
and respecting the contemplated destruction of the Hellespon-
tine bridge. He was conducted by some Persians on the coast
up to Susa, where he addressed a letter to the king couched in
the following terms, such as probably no modern European
king would tolerate except from a quaker :—* I Themistoklés,
am come to thee, having done to thy house more mischief
than any other Greek, as long as I was compelled in my own
defence to resist the attack of thy father—but having also done
him yet greater good, when I could do so with safety to myself,
and when his retreat was endangered. Reward is yet owing to
me for my past service : moreover, I am now here, chased away
by the Greeks in consequence of my attachment to thee,* but
able still to serve thee with great effect. I wish to wait a year,
and then to come before thee in person to explain my views.”
Whether the Persian interpreters, who read this letter to
Artaxerxes Longimanus, exactly rendered its brief and direct
expression, we cannot say. But it made a strong impression
upon him, combined with the previous reputation of the writer
—and he willingly granted the prayer for delay: though we
shall i6t readily believe that he was so transported as to show
his joy by immediate sacrifice to the gods, by an unusual
measure of convivial indulgence, and by crying out thrice in
his sleep, “1 have got Themistoklés the Athenian”—as some
of Plutarch’s authors informed him.2 In %he course of the
year granted, Themistoklés had learned so much of the
Persian language and customs as to be able to communicate
personally with the king, and acquire his confidence. No
Greek (says Thucydidés) had ever before attained such a
commanding influence and position at the Persian court.
His ingenuity was now displayed in laying out schemes for the
subjugation of Greece to Persia, which were evidently captivat-
ing to the monarch, who rewarded him with a Persian wife and
large presents, sending him down to Magnesia on the Maander
not far from the coast of Ionia. The revenues of the district
round that town, amounting to the large sum of fifty talents
yearly, were assigned to him for bread : those of the neigh-
bouring sea-port of Myus, for articles of condiment to his
1 ¢t Proditionem wltro imputabant (says Tacitus, Hist. ii. 60, respecting
Paullinus and Proculus, the generals of the army of Otho, when they
sarrendered to Vitellius after the defeat at Bebriacum), spatium longi ante
preelium itineris, fatigationem Othonianorum, permixtum vehiculis agmen,
ac pleraque fortuita fraudi suz assignantes.—Et Vitellius credidit de

perfidia, et fraudem absolvit.”
2 Plutarch, Themist. c. 28,
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bread, which was always accounted the main nourishment:
those of Lampsakus on the Hellespont, for wine! Not
knowing the amount of these two latter items, we cannot
determine how much revenue Themistoklés received alto-
gether ; but there can be no doubt, judging from the revenues
of Magnesia alone, that he was a great pecuniary gainer by his
change of country. After having visited various parts of Asia,?
he lived for a certain time at Magnesia, in which place his
family joined him from Athens.

How long his residence at Magnesia lasted, we do not know,
but seemingly long enough to acquire local estimation and
leave mementos behind him. He at length died of sickness,
when sixty-five years old, without having taken any step
towards the accomplishment of those victorious campaigns
which he had promised to Artaxerxes. That sickness was the
real cause of his death, we may believe on the distinct state-
nient of Thucydidés ;¥ who at the same time notices 2 rumour

1 Thucyd. i. 138; Diodor. xi. 57. Besides the three above-named
places, Neanthé and Phanias describe the grant as being still fuller and
more specific : they state that Perkdte was granted to Themistoklés for
bedding, and Palesképsis for clothing (Plutarch, Themist. c. 29 ; Athenzus,
i p. 29).

%‘his seems to have been 2 frequent form of grants from the Persian and
Egyptian kings, to their queens, relatives, or friends—a grant nominally to
supply some particular want or taste : see Dr. Arnold’s note on the passage
of Thucydidés. T doudbt his statement however about the land-tax or rent;
I do not think that it was a tenth or a filth of the produce of the soil in
these districts which was granted to Themistoklés, but the portion of regal
revenue or tribute levied in them. The Persian kings did not take the
trouble to assess and collect the tribute : they probably left that to the
inhabitants themselves, provided the sum total were duly paid.

2 Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 31. wAavduevos mepl 7hv Aglav: this
statement seems probable enough, though Plutarch rejects it.

3 Thucyd. i. 138. Nocfigas 8¢ Terevrd 7dv Blov- Aéyovor B¢ Tives kal
éxovotoy papudre amobavely abrdy, &dlvarov wvoplcavra elvar émreréowm
Bagiiet & dméoxero.

This current story, as old as Aristophanés (Equit. 83, compare the
Scholia), alleged that Themistoklés had poisoned himself by drinking bull’s
blood (see Diodor. xi. 58). Diodorus assigns to this act of taking poison
a still more sublime and patriotic character, by connecting it with a design
on the part of Themistoklés to restrain the Persian king from warring
against Greece.

Plutarch (Themist. ¢. 31, and Kimon, c¢. 18) and Diodorus both state as
an unquestionable fact, that Themistoklés died by poisoning himself;
omitting even to notice the statement of Thucydidés that he died of
disease. Cornelius Nepos (Themist. c. 10) follows Thucydidés. Cicero
(Brutus, ¢. 11) refers the story of the suicide by poison to Clitarchus and
Stratoklés, recognising it as contrary to Thucydidés. He puts into the
mouth of his fellow dialogist Atticus a just rebuke of the facility with
which historical truth was sacrificed to rhetorical purpose.
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‘partially current in his own time, of poison voluntarily taken,
from painful consciousness on the part of Themistoklés him-
self that the promises made could never be performed—a
further proof of the general tendency to surround the last years
of this distinguished man with impressive adventures, and to
dignify his last moments with a revived feeling not unworthy of
his earlier patriotism. The reportj may possibly have been
designedly circulated by his friends and relatives, in order to
conciliate some tenderness towards his memory ; since his sons
still continued citizens at Athens, and his daughters were
married there. These friends further stated that they had
brought back his bones to Attica at his own express command,
and buried them privately without the knowledge of the
Athenians ; no condemned traitor being permitted to be buried
in Attic soil. If however we even suppose that this statement
was true, no one could point out with certainty the spot wherein
such interment had taken place. Nor does it seem, when we
mark the cautious expressions of Thucydidés,! that he him-
self was satisfied of the fact. Moreover we may affirm with
confidence that the inhabitants of Magnesia, when they showed
the splendid sepulchral monument erected in honour of
Themistoklés in their own market-place, were persuaded that
his bones were really enclosed within it.

Aristeidés died about three or four years after the ostracism
of Themistoklés ;2 but respecting the placé® and manner of his
death, there were several contradictions among the authors
whom Plutarch had before bim. Some affirmed that he
perished on foreign service in the Euxine sea ; others, that he
died at home, amidst the universal esteem and grief of his
fellow-citizens. A third story, confined to the single statement

1 Thueyd. i. 138, 7% 3¢ d07d@ ¢pact koptg8iivar adTod of wpoos-
wovTes ofkade keAeboavros éxelvov, kal Tebivar kpipa 'Afpvalwy
& 7§ AtTicfi ob vap &y fdmrew, bs éml mpodocia pelyovros,

Cornelius Nepos, who here copies Thucydidés, gives this statement by
mistake, as if Thucydidés had himself affirmed it: ‘‘Idem (sc. Thucydidés)
ossa ejus clam in Atticd ab amicis sepulta, quoniam legibus non concedere-
tur, quod proditionis esset damnatus, memorize prodidit.” This shows the
haste or inaccuracy with which these secondary authors so often cite:
“Thucydidés is certainly not a witness for the fact: if anything, he may be
said to count somewhat against it.

Plutarch (Themist. ¢. 32) shows that the burial-place of Themistoklés,
supposed to be in Attica, was yet never verified before his time: the guides
of Pausanias, however, in the succeeding century, had become more con-
fident (Pausanias, i. 1, 3).

2 Respecting the probity of Aristeidés, see an interesting fragment of
Eupolis the comic writer (Afjpo:, Fragm. iv. p. 457, ed. Meincke),
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of Kraterus, and strenuously rejected by Plutarch, represents
Aristeidés as having been falsely accused before the Athenian
judicature and condemned to a fine of fifty min®, on the
allegation of having taken bribes during the assessment of
the tribute upon the allies—which fine he was unable to pay,
and was therefore obliged to retire to Ionia, where he died.
Dismissing this last story, we find nothing certain about his
death except one fact—but that fact at the same time the most
honourable of all—that he died very poor. It is even asserted
that he did not leave enough to pay funeral expenses—that a
sepulchre was provided for him at Phalérum at the public cost,
besides a handsome donation to his son Lysimachus and a
dowry to each of his two daughters. In the two or three
ensuing generations, however, his descendants still continued
poor, and even at that remote day some of them received aid
out of the public purse, from the recollection of their incor-
ruptible ancestor. Near a century and a half afterwards, a poor
man named Lysimachus, descendant of the Just -Aristeidés,
was to be seen at Athens near the chapel of Iacchus, carrying
a mysterious tablet, and obtaining his scanty fee of two oboli
for interpreting the dreams of the passers-by: Demetrius the
Phalerean procured from the people, for the mother and aunt
of this poor man, a small daily allowance.! On all these points
the contrast is marked when we compare Aristeidés with
Themistoklés. The latter, having distinguished himself by
ostentatious cost at Olympia, and by a choregic victory at
Athens, with little scruple as to the means of acquisition—
ended his life at Magnesia in dishonourable affluence greater
than ever, and left an enriched posterity both at that place and
at Athens. More than five centuries afterwards, his descendant
the Athenian Themistoklés attended the lectures of the philo-,
sopher Ammonius at Athens, as the comrade and frlend of
Plutarch himself.? .

! Plutarch, Arist. c. 26, 27; Cornelius Nepos, Arist. ¢. 3: compare
Aristophan. Vesp. 53.
2 Plutarch, Themist. c. 5-32.
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CHAPTER XLV

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFEDERACY UNDER ATHENS AS
HEAD—FIRST FORMATION AND RAPID EXPANSION OF THE
ATHENIAN EMPIRE

I HAVE already recounted, in the preceding chapter, how the
“AAsiatic Greeks, breaking loose from the Spartan Pausanias,
entreated Athens to organise a new confederacy, and to act as
pres1d1ng city (Vorort)—and how this confederacy, framed not

}‘only for common and pressing 6BjECES, But also on principles of
A\ ‘equal rights and constant control on the part of the members,
attracted soon the spontaneous adhesion of a large proportion
of Greeks, insular or maritime, near the Algean sea. I also

Moticed” thi§' event as giving commencement to a new wra

Vv ,in Grecian politics. For whereas there had been before a
\r', tendency, not very powerful, yet on the whole steady and
YWincreasing, towards something like one Pan-Hellenic league
nder Sparta as president—from henceforward that tendency
V}'lc-‘hsappears, and a bifurcation begihs: "Athens and Sparta divide
the  Greclan world Bétween them, and bring a much larger
number of its members into co-operation, either with one or the
other, than had ever been so arranged before.

Thucydidés marks precisely, as far as general words can go,
the character of the new confederacy during the first years
after its commencement. But unhappily he gives us scarcely

. any particular facts; and in the absence of such controlling
‘),ﬁ"ewdence, a habit has grown up of describing loosely the entire
period between 477 B.Cc. and 405 B.C. (the latter date is that
J",'of the battle of Zgospotami) as constituting “the Athenian
\emplre This word denotes correctly enough the last part,
erhaps the last forty years, of the seventy-two years indicated ;

ut it is misleading when applied to the first part: nor indeed

'Wwan any single word be found which faithfully characterises as

vf well the one part as the other. | A great and serious change had
¥ taken place, and we disguise the fact of that change if we talk
+/of the Athenian hegemony or headship as a portion of the
. Athenian empire. Thucydidés carefully distinguishes the two,
':stpeal\mg of the Spartans as having lost, and of the Athemgns
Las having acqulred not empire, but headshlp or hegemony.}

1 Thucyd. i. 94. étemoridprnoar (Buldvriov) év THde 7§ n/ep.[;yu‘z,
Z e¢. under the Spartan hegemony, before the Athenians were invited to
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The transition from the Athenian hegemony to the Athenian "
empire was doubtless gradual, so that_no « one Co could determine

assume the hegemony : compare Hynoduevor, 1. 77, and Herodot viii. 2, 3
Next we have (i. 95) ¢orrdvrés e (the Iomans, &e.) 1rpbs Tovs *Abnralovs
dtlovy abrods Hyepdvas opdv 'yeveo'Gax katd Td fuyyevés. Again, When
the Spartans send out Dorkis in place of Pausamas, the allies obrére
éplecay 7Hv Hyepoviav. Then, as to the ensuing proceedings of the
Athenians {. 96)—mnaparaBdvres 8¢ of *Afnvaior 7Hy Hyepoviay robre T4
Tpdme éndvrwy Tav Euvppdxwv 816 T Mavoaviov uicos, &c.: compare i. 75
—huiv 3¢ mpoceAbdvrwy Tév Evupdxwyv kal abTdy denbévtwy fyeudvas
keragrivas, and vi. 76.

Then the transition from the Hyepovia to the apX'/] (i. 97)—jyobuevor 8¢
au'rovdy.wv 7Y mpeTov Tay Lvpudywy kal &wd rowdv §uvd5wv BouAevawwﬂ,
Tood8e ernABov moAéup Te ral Siaxeploer mpayudTwy peratd Todde Tob M
moAéuov kal Tob Mndikod.

Thucydidés then goes on to say that he shall notice these ‘“ many strides 9
in advance “—which Athens made, starting from her original hegemony, so {' -
as to show in what manner the Athenian emplre or apx'b was ongmally
formed—a,ua. 3¢ wal Tis dpxis enddetw ¥xer Tis Tév *Abnralwr, & OL(p
Tpdmy kaTéoTy. The same transition from the fyepovia to the &px4 is
described in the oration of the Athenian envoy at Sparta, shortly before
the Peloponnesian war (1. 75): but™as it was rather the mterest of the
Athenian orator to confound the difference between #vyeuovia and apx, so
after he has clearly stated what the relation of Athens to her allies had
been at first, and how it afterwards became totally changed, Thucydidés
makes him slur over the distinction, and say—obirws 00d fuel's GavuaoTdv
008ty memotfikapey . . . el dpxhy Te 8i18opuévny é8etdueda kal TadTyy”
uh éveipey, &c. ; and he then proceeds to defend the title of Athens to
command on the ground of superior force and worth: which last plea is
advanced a few years gfterwards still more nakedly and offensively by the
Athenian speakers. Read also the language of the Athenian Euphémus at
Kamarina (vi. 82), where a similar confusion appears, as being suitable to
the argument.

It is to be recollected that the word Zegemony or headship is extremely
general, denoting any case of following a leader, and of obedience, how-
ever temporary, qualified, or indeed little more than honorary. Thus it is
used by the Thebans to express their relation towards the Beeotian con-
federated towns (fyeuovedesfa: 5¢° Hudv, Thucyd. iil, 61, where Dr. Arnold
draws attention to the distinction between sthat verb and &pxew, and holds
language respecting the Athenian &px4, more precise than his language in
the note ad Thucyd. i. 94), and by the Corinthians to express their claims
as metropohs of Korkyra, thCh were really little more than honorary—éml
7@ fyepdves 7e elvan ral 7é elcdra favud(eofar (Thucyd. i 38) : compare
vii. 55. Indeed it someumes means simply a guide (iil. 98 vii, 50).

But the words épx, gpxew, ¥pxeabas, voc. pass,, are more specific in
their application, and imply both superior dignity and coercive authority
to a greater or less extent: compare Thucyd. v. 69 ; ii. 8, &c. The méas
dpxhv ¥xovoa is analogous to avdp Thpavves (vi. 85).

Herodotus is less careful in distinguishing the meanings of these words
than Thucydidés : see the discussion of the Lacedemonian and Athenian
envoys with Gelo (vii. 155-162). But it is to be observed that he makes
Gelo ask for the #yeuovia and not for the &pxfi—putting the claim in the
least offensive form : compare also the claim of the Argeians for fyeuovia
(vii. 148).

&

——
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- precisely where the former ends and the latter begms but it
had "been consummated before the thirty years’ truce, which
was concluded fourteen years before the Peloponnesian war—

))and it was in fact the substantial cause of that war. Empire
V"Jhen came to be held by Athens—partly as a fact established,
resting on acquiescence rather than attachiment or consent on

. the minds of the subjects—partly as a corollary from necessity

Z Vg{) .union combined with her supetiof force: while this latter
point, superiority of force as a legitimate title, stood more and

more forward both in the language of her speakers and in the

conceptions of her citizens. Nay, the Athenian orators of the
iddle of the Peloponnesian war venture ‘to affirm that their
¢ empire had been of this same character ever since the repulse
of the Persians: an inaccuracy so manifest, that if we could
suppose the speech made by the Athenian Euphémus at
Kamarina in 415 B.C. to have been heard by Themistoklés or
A Aristeidés fifty years before, it would have been alike offensive
to the prudence of the one and to the justice of the other.
The imperial condition of Athens, that which she held at the
Dbeginning of the Peloponnesian war, when her allies (except
Ethlos and Lesbos) were tributary subjects, and when the
gean sea was an Athenian lake,—was of course the period of
Jher greatest splendour and greatest action upon the Grecian
u’vsorld It was also the period most 1mpresswe to historians,
rators, and philosophers—suggesting the *idea of some one
Q’slate exercising dominion over the Afgean, as the natural
condition of Greece, so that if Athens lost such dominion, it
would be Vtransferred to Sparta—holding out the dispersed
maritime Greeks as a tempting prize for the aggressive schemes
.‘t of some new conqueror—and even bringing up by association
# imto men’s fancies the mythical Minos of Krete, and others,
as having been rulers of the Agean in times anterior to
,MAthens
Even those who lived under the full-grown Athenian empire
had before them no good accounts of the incidents between
9-450 B.C. For we may gather from the intimation of
ﬁ‘hucydldes as well as from his barrenness of facts, that while

. mamdis

there were chroniclers both for the Persian invasion and for -

the times before it, no one cared for the times immediately
succeeding.l Hence, the little light which has fallen upon this

¢ } Thucyd. 1. 97. 7ois mpd duod amza'w éic}mres TobTO 7’)1/ T xwp{ov, Kkal 7
T4 mpd Tév Mndikdv fuverlfecav %) abrd T4 Mndicd: TobTev 5t cmrep ral
ﬁq/a'ro év T ArTic) tuyypadfl ‘EAAdwiros, Bpaxéws e al Tols xpévou
odx &rpiBas erepuﬁo’@n
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blank has all been borrowed (if we except the careful Thu-
cydidés) from a subsequent age ; and the Athenian hegemony
has been treated as a mere commencement of the Athenian
empire. Credit has been given to Athens for a long-sighted
ambition, aiming from the Persian war downwards at results,
which perhaps Themistoklés? may have partially divined, but
which only time and successive accidents opened even to
distant view. But such systematic anticipation of subsequent
results is fatal to any correct understanding, either of the real
agents or of the real period ; both of which are to be explained
from the circumstances precegfng and actually present, with
some help, though cautious and sparing, from our acquaintance.

with that which was then an unknown future. When Aris-w

teidés and Kimon dismissed the Lacedeemonian admiral Dorkis,
and drove Pausanias away from Byzantium on his second
arrival, they had to deal with the problem immediately before
them, They had to complete the defeat of the Persian power,
still formidable—and to create and organise a confederacy as,
yet only inchoate. This was quite enough to occupy their,
attention, without ascribing to them distant views of Athenian
maritime empire.

In that brief sketch of incidents preceding the Peloponnesian
war, which Thucydidés introduces as * the digression from his
narrative,” % he neither gives, nor professes to give, a complete
enumeration of al which actually occurred. During the
interval between the first desertion of the Asiatic allies from
Pausanias to Athens, in 477 B.c.—and the revolt of Naxos in
466 B.c.—he recites three incidents only : first, the siege and
capture of Eion on the Strymon with its Persian garrison—

w/

e

Hellanikus therefore had done no more than Zouck upon the events of .

this period : and he found so little good information within his reach, as to
fall into chronological biunders.

1 Thucyd. i. 93. 7is 9&p % Oardoons wmpaTos éréAuyoey eimelv bs
avlextéa éatl, kal Thy dpxhy ebBs Evyxereoxebale.

Dr. Arnold says in his note ‘‘ed8s signifies probably immediately after
the retreat of the Persians.” I think it refers to an earlier period—that
point of time when Themistoklés first counselled the building of the fleet,
or at least when he counselled them to abandon their city and repose all
their hopes in their fleet. It is only by this supposition that we get a
reasonable meaning for the words érdaunoe elmeiv, ‘“he was the firsz who
dared to say "—which implies a counsel of extraordinary boldness. ‘‘ For
he was the first who dared to advise them to grasp at the sea, and from
that moment forward he helped to establish their empire.” The word
tvykateokebae seems to denote a collateral consequence, not directly
contemplated, though perhaps divined, by Themistoklés.

2 Thueyd. i. 97.  &ypapa B¢ adra ol THy éxBoARy Tod Adyov émom-
oduny 8 76d¢, &c.
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next, the capture of Skyros, and appropriation of the island to
Athenian kleruchs or out-citizens,—thirdly, the war with Kary-
stus in Eubcea, and reduction of the place by capitulation. It
has been too much the practice to reason as if these thres
events were the full history of ten or eleven years. Con- .
sidering what Thucydidés states respecting the darkness of this
period, we might perhaps suspect that they were all which he
could learn about it on good authority: and they are all, in
truth, events having a near and special bearing on the sub-
sequent history of Athens herself—for Eion was the first
stepping-stone to the important settlement of Amphipolis, and
~Skyros in the time of Thucydidés was the property of outlying
Athenian citizens or kleruchs. Still, we are left in almost
entire ignorance of the proceedings of Athens, as conducting
the newly-established confederate force: for it is certain that
, ~the first ten years of the Athenian hegemony must have been
/ years of most active warfare against the Persians. One posi-
tive testimony to this effect has been accidentally preserved to
us by Herodotus, who mentions that “before the invasion of
Xerxes, there were Persian commanders and garrisons every-
where in Thrace and the Hellespont,! all of whom were
conquered by the Greeks after that invasion, with the single
exception of Maskamés governor of Doriskus, who could never
be taken, though many different Grecian attempts were made
upon the fortress.”

Of those who were captured by the Greeks, not one made
any defence sufficient to attract the admiration of Xerxes,
except Bogés governor of Eion. Bogés, after bravely de-
fending himself, and refusing offers of capitulation, found his
provisions exhausted, and further resistance impracticable. He
then kindled a vast funeral pile—slew his wives, children, con-
cubines, and family, and cast them into it—threw his precious
effects over the wall into the Strymon—and lastly, precipitated

! Herodot. vii. 106, 107. Karéoragar yap ¥ri mpdrepor Tabrys wiis
e)\uo’tos urapxox & 75 Opnixp ral 7ot ‘EAAnemwévTov rawaxn Obror Gv
wav*rss, ol Te éx @p‘rﬂlms xal 700 ‘EAAnomwdvrov, wAWY TG év Aapt'a'lcqv, o1d
E)\Anva Yorepov Tabrys Ths orparniacins énpébnoav Tdv B¢ ev Aoplory
Maokduny obdauct xw Evvdodnoay éEe}\Ew ToAAGY wetpnoauévay,

The loose chronology of Plutarch is little to be trusted ; but he, too,
acknowledges the continuance of Persian occupations in Thrace, by aid of
the natives, until a period later than the battle of the Eurymedon (Plutarch,
Kimon, c. I4).

It is a mistake to suppose, with Dr. Arnold in his note on Thucyd. viii.
62, ‘‘that Sestus was almost the last place held by the Persians in Europe.”

Welssenborn (Hellen, oder Beitrige zur genaueren Erforschung der atl-
griechischen Geschichte, Jena, 1844, p. 144, note 31) has taken notice of
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himself into the flames.! His brave despair was the theme
of warm encomium among the Persians, and his relatives in
Persia were liberally rewarded by Xerxes. This capture of
Eion, effected by Kimon, has been mentioned (as already
stated) by Thucydidés ; but Herodotus here gives us to under-
stand that it was only one of a string of enterprises, all un-
noticed by Thucydidés, against the Persians. Nay, it would
secem from his language that Maskamés maintained himself in
Doriskus during the whole reign of Xerxes, and perhaps longer,
repelling successive Grecian assaults.

The valuable indication here cited from Herodotus would be ¥
of itself a sufficient proof that the first years of the Athenian } v
hegemony were full of busy and successful hostility against the :‘j
Persians. And in truth this Is what we should expect. The #,
battles of Salamis, Plateea, and Mykalé, drove the Persians out
of Greece and overpowered their main armaments, but did not ¢
remove them at once from all the various posts which they v/«\“
occupied throughout the Agean and Thrace. Without doubt v
the Athenians had to clear the coasts and the islands of a
great number of different Persian detachments; an operation
neither short nor easy, with the then imperfect means of siege, = -
as we may see by the cases of Sestus and Eion; nor indeed 1’;’:
always practicable, as the case of Doriskus teaches us. The b
fear of these Persians, yet remaining in the neighbourhood,? (/¥
and even the chan®e of a renewed Persian invading armament,
formed one pressing motive for Grecian cities to join the new
confederacy ; while the expulsion of the enemy added to it
those places which he had occupied. It was by these years’ !
of active operations at sea against the common enemy, that VE
the Athenians first established 3 that constant, systematic, and 4V »

this important passage of Herodotus, as well as of that in Plutarch ; but ~ 'y
he does not see how much it embarrasses all attempts to frame a certain &
chronology for those two or three events which Thucydidés gives us between
476-466 B.C.

! Kutzen (De Atheniensium Imperio Cimonis atque Periclis tempore °
constituto. Grime, 1837. Commentatio, i. p. 8) has good reason to call
in question the stratagem ascribed to Kimon by Pausanias (viii. 8, 2) for,
the capture of Eion.

2 To these *‘remaining operations against the Persians” the Athenian
envoy at Lacedemon alludes, in his speech prior to the Peloponnesian war
— du@v peév (you Spartans) obx 0eAnodvrwy rapaueivai Tpods TA dmiAotTa
To0 BapBdpov, Huiv 8¢ mpooeAdbrrwy T@v Euppdxwy xal abrév Senbévrwy
fyepdvas karagrival, &c. (Thucyd. i. 75): and again, iii. 10. 7& dméroura
T&Y Epywy.

Compare also Plato, Menexen. c. 12. adrds 3¢ #yyé\hero Bacireds
Swavoeiofor bs émyephowy mdAw éml Tods “EAAnras, &c.

¥ The Athenian nautical training begins directly after the repulse of the

VOL. V. o
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laborious training, among their own ships’ crews, which trans-
mitted itself with continual improvements down to the Pelo-
ponnesian war. It was by these, combined with present fear,
that they were enabled to organise the largest and most
efficient confederacy ever known among Greeks—to bring to-
gether deliberative deputies—to plant their own ascendency as
enforcers of the collective resolutions—and to raise a pro-
digious tax from universal contribution. Lastly, it was by the
same operations, prosecuted so successfully as to remove
present alarm, that they at length fatigued the more lukewarm
and passive members of the confederacy, and created in them
a wish either to commute personal service for pecuniary con-
tribution, or to escape from the obligation of service in any
~ way. The Athenian nautical training would never have been
acquired—the confederacy would never have become a working
reality—the fatigue and discontents among its members would
never have arisen—unless there had been a real fear of the
Persians, and a pressing necessity for vigorous and organised
operations against them, during the ten years between 477 and
466 B.C.
As to these ten years, then, we are by no means to assume
that the particular incidents mentioned by Thucydidés about
Eion, Skyros, Karystus, and Naxos, constitute the sum total of
events. To contradict this assumption, I have suggested proof
sufficient, though indirect, that they are only part of the stock
of a very busy period—the remamning details of which, in-
dicated in outline by the large general language of Thucydidés,
we are condemned not to know. Nor are we admitted to be
present at the synod of Delos, which during all this time con-
/\tinued its periodical meetings: though it would have been
¥ highly interesting to trace the steps whereby an institution
. which at first promised to protect not less the separate rights
W, of the members than the security of the whole, so lamentably
' W failed in its object. We must recollect that this confederacy,
r‘«, formed for objects common to all, limited to a certain extent
« the autonomy of each member ; both conferring definite rights,
nh and imposing definite obligations. Solemnly sworn to by all,
);/} and by Aristeidés on behalf of Athens, it was intended to bind
X Mhe members in perpetuity—marked even in the form of the
\J‘}oath, which was performed by casting heavy lumps of iron into

~

w-’.

/  Persians. Td 8t 7iis bardoans emarhucvas yevéaba: (says Periklés respect-

) ing the Peloponnesians, just at the commencement. of the Peloponnesian
war) ob padlws abrols wpooyevfioerar obdé 2dp Juels, mererdvres abrd
eVObs &md Tdy Mnydikay, éelpyardé mw (Thucyd. i. 142).
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the sea never again to be seen.! As this confederacy was thus
both perpetual and peremptory, binding each member to the
rest and not allowmg either retirement .or evasion, so it was
essential that it should be sustained by some determlmng
authority and enforcing sanction. The determining authority w
was provided by the synod at Delos: the enforcing sanction
was exercised by Athens as president. And there is every \
reason to presume that Athens, for a long time, performed this v},}-
duty in 2 legitimate and honourable manner, acting in exe-¥" 7
cution of the resolves of the synod, or at least in full harmony !\
with its general purposes. She exacted from every member thec}/
regulated quota of men or money, employing coercion against
recusants, and visiting neglect of military duty with penaltles A
In all these requirements she only discharged her appropriate 4
%o

0

’%?;R

= <

functions as chosen leader of the confederacy. There can be
no reasonable doubt that the general synod went cordially
along with her? in strictness of dealing towards those de-
faulters who obtamed protection without bearmg their share of

the burthen.} v S Y VNI RS B

But after a few years, several of the confedera és, becommgti’wt
weary of personal military service, prevailed upon the -
Athenians to provide ships and men in their place, and s
imposed upon themselves in exchange a money-payment of «¥ N
suitable amount, This commutation, at first probably intro- /\
duced to meet some special case of inconvenience, was found

so suitable to the taste of all parties, that it gradually spread
through the larger portion of the confederacy. To unwarlike \:ﬁ,{"
allies, hating labour and privation, it was a welcome relief : W
while to the Athenians, full of ardour, and patient of labour as¥"* ',
well as discipline for the aggrand1sement of their country, it (»¥
afforded constant pay for a fleet more numerous than they 4
could otherwise have kept afloat. It is plain from the state-
ment of Thucydidés that this altered practice was introduced
from the petition of the confederates themselves, not from any W
pressure or stratagem on the part of Athens.8 But though

1 Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢, 24. ¢ M

2 Such concurrence of the general synod is in fact implied in the speech
put by Thucydidés into the mouth of the Mitylenzan envoys at Olympia, ,%
in the third year of the Peloponnesian war: a speech pronounced by parties
altogether hostile to Athens (ThuC)d iil. 1I)—&ua pev ~yap ;Lap'rupizg
&xpovro (the Athemans) uh by Tobs ye uro\anous Zrovras, € uh 1t
#dlicovy ols ém’letrav, tvoTpaTeden.

3 Thucyd 1. 97-99.—Airlas & &AAaL foay TEY a7rucr'rd¢rewv, ral p.e'yur'rat,
af Tiv ¢pépwy ral vedv ¥nder, xal. hemau'rpa'rwv, el 1y dyévero ol 7&p
‘Adnpvaior drpiBis ¥7rpaaa‘oﬂ, kal Avznpol foav, otk elwbBbo v oddt BovAouévors
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such was its real source, it did not the less fatally degrade the
allies in reference to Athens, and extinguish the original feeling
of equal rights and partnership in the confederacy, with com-
‘#munion of danger as well as of glory, which had once bound
"'ﬁlem together. The Athenians came to consider themselves
((w as military chiefs and soldiers, with a body of tribute-paying
b ub]ects, whom they were entitled to hold in dominion, and
restnct, both as to foreign policy and internal government, to
uch extent as they thought expedient—but whom they were
‘7 also bound to protect against foreign enemies. The military
¥ Aforce of these subject-states was thus in a great degree trans-
ferred to Athens by their own act, just as that of so many of
the native princes in India has been made over to the English.
But the military efficiency of the confederacy against the
Persians was much increased, in proportion as the vigorou-
¢ resolves of Athens! were less and less paralysed by the con-
tentions and irregularity of a synod: so that the war was
prosecuted with greater success than ever, while those motives
of alarm, which had served as the first pressing stimulus to the
formation of the confederacy, became every year further and

~ further removed.
.~ Under such circumstances, several of the confederate states
" -grew tired even of paying their tribute—-and averse to con-
tinuance as members. They made successive attempts to
secede : but Athens, acting seemingly in cenjunction with the
synod, repressed their attempts one after the other—conquer-
ing, fining, and disarming the revolters ; which was the more
easily done, since in most cases their naval force had been in
great part handed over to her. As these events ook place,
not all at once, but successively in different years—the number
of mere tribute-paying allies as well as of subdued revolters
continually increasing-— so there was never any one moment of
conspicuous change in the character of the confederacy. The
allies slid unconsciously into subjects, while Athens, without
any predetermined plan, passed from a chief into a despot.

'raAarlrwpew mpogdyovres Tas dvdykas. “Hoav 8¢ mws kal EAAws of *Abnvaio
obicéTt Spofws év 1]60;'11 &pxov-rss, kal ofire Euved'rpa'reuuv ard Tob foov, padidy
T€ wpoaa'yeaﬂat Ay abTols Tobs acpm"ra,usuous v adTol alrios éyello vTo
oi gv/.l.,uaxol dia yap iy &nbkvnow TadTgy TaV oTpuTeidy ol wAetaus
Ty, va ,uh &n’ ofkov durt, xphpora érdiavTo dvrl v@v vedy b § mvouy.euav
avdAwpe ¢spew, kel Tols uev *Abnvalots n¥kero Td vavricdv amd Tis Samdyns
Y exeivor gu,u.zpepotev, abrol 8¢ dmdre dmograley, dmapdokevor kal dmeipor és
Tov méAepov rabioTavro.

1 See the contemptuous remarks of Periklés upon the debates of the ‘
Lacedemonian allies at Sparta (Thucyd. i. 141).

¢
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By strictly enforcing the obligations of the pact upon unwilling
members, and by employing coercion against revolters, she had
become unpopular in the same proportion as she acquired new
power—and that too without any guilt of her own. In this
position, even if she had been inclined to relax her hold upon
‘the tributary subjects, considerations of her own safety would
have deterred her from doing so; for there was reason to ap-
prehend that they might place their strength at the disposal ofj f
her enemies. It is very certain that she never was so inclined. V’N
It would have required a more self-denying public morality than \
has ever been practised by any state, either ancient or modern, \‘(,\
even to conceive the idea of relinquishing voluntarily an im-
mense ascendency as well as a lucrative revenue: least of all ¥
was such an idea likely to be conceived by Athenian citizens, e,\-("
whose ambition increased with their power, and among whom
the love of Athenian ascendency was both passion and (W
patriotism. But though the Athenians were both disposed,
and qualified, to push all the advantages offered and even to
look out for new—we must not forget that the foundations of
their empire were laid in the most honourable causes: volun-
tary invitation—efforts both unwearied and successful against a
common enemy—unpopularity incurred in discharge of an
imperative duty—and inability to break up the confederacy,
without endangering themselves as well as laying open the
Aigean sea to the Persians.! = {1 ~ / O

There were two other causes, besides that’which has been .
just adverted to, fof "the unpopularity of imperial Athens.
First, the existence of the confederacy, imposing permanent ~
obligations, was in conflict with the general instinct of the

1]

1 The speech of the Athenian envoy at Sparta, a little before the
?Peloponnesian war, sets forth the growth of the Athenian empire, in
the main, with perfect justice (Thucyd. i. 75, 76). He admits and even
exaggerates its unpopularity, but shows that such unpopularity was, to a
great extent and certainly as to its first origin, unavoidable as well as
undeserved. He of course, as might be supposed, omits those other
proceedings by which Athens had herself aggravated it.

Kal vap admiy vhvde (1hy &pxiv) éndBouev o Biaoduevor . . . &f abrod B¢
Tob ¥pyov karnrayrdadnuey Td wpdTov mpoaryayely abTiw és Td8e, pdAioTa uéy
Yxd Séovs, Ererta B xal Tipds, SoTepov kal bperins. Kol obx doparis Er
&Soxel elvar, Tois moAAols &myxOnuévovs, xal Twwy kal #3n dwoordvrwy
kexelpwpévar, Spdv Te Huiv obrétt duolws GpiAwy AN dmérTwy Kal Bapdpwy
Svrwy, Grévras xivduvebew kal ydp bw al dmoordoes wpds Duds éybyvovro
w&au 3¢ Gvem{pBovor Td fuupéporta Tov peyloTwy wept kivStvwy €b ri0ecbai

The whole speech well merits attentive study : compare also the speech
of Periklés at Athens, in the second year of the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd.
it. 63).
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Greek mind, tending towards separate political autonomy of
each city——as well as with the particular turn of the Ionic mind,
incapable of that steady personal effort which was requisite for
maintaining the synod of Delos on its first large and equal
basis. Next—and this is the great cause of all-—Athens,
having defeated the Persians and thrust them to a distance,
began to employ the force and the tribute of her subject-allies
in warfare against Greeks, wherein these allies had nothing to
) gain from success—everything to apprehend from defeat—and
* a banner to fight for, offensive to Hellenic sympathies. On
this head the subject-allies had great reason to complain,
throughout the prolonged wars of Greek against Greek for the
purpose of sustaining Athenian predominance. But on the
point of practical grievances or oppressions, they had little
ground for discontent, and little feeling of actual discontent, as

I shall show more fully hereafter. Among the general body

of citizens in the subject-allied cities, the feeling towards

Athens was rather indifference than hatred. The movement

of revolt against her proceeded from small parties of leading

men, acting apart from the citizens, and generally with collateral
views of ambition for themselves. The positive hatred towards
" her was felt chiefly by those who were not her subjects. )

.+ At is probable that the same indisposition to personal effort,
~\ which prompted the confederates of Delos to tender money-
'gr'payment as a substitute for military service, "lso induced them
1) to neglect attendance at the synod. But we do not know the

steps whereby this assembly, at first an effective reality,
. gradually dwindled into a mere form, and vanished. Nothing
y however can more forcibly illustrate the difference of character

between the maritime allies of Athens and the Peloponnesian
’,:V'allies of Sparta, than the fact—that while the former shrank
from personal service and thought it an advantage to tax them-
selves in place of it—the latter were “ready enough with their
" bodies,” but uncomplying and impracticable as to contri-
@utions.l The contempt felt by these Dorian landsmen for

he military efficiency of the Ionians recurs frequently, and
y %ppears even to exceed what the reality justified. But when
” g*we turn to the conduct of the latter twenty years earlier, at the
N battle of Ladé, in the very crisis of the Ionic revolt from
(p: Persia 2—we detect the same want of energy, the same in-

) . .

) capacity of personal effort and labour, as that which brokegup

1 Thucyd. i. 141. odpac: 8¢ éroudrepor of adrovpyol rév dvbpdmay #

Xphuaot woreueiv, &c.
2 See Herodot. vi. 12, and chap. xxxv. of this History.
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the Confederacy of Delos with all its beneficial promise. To

appreciate fully the indefatigable activity and daring, together

with the patient endurance of laborious maritime training,

which characterised the Athenians of that day—we have only

to contrast them with these confederates, so remarkably -
destitute of both. ~Amidst such glaring inequalities of merit,

capacity, and' power, to maintain a confederacy of equal

members was impossible. It was in the nature of things that

the confederacy should either break up, or be transmuted into

an Athenian empire. }

I have already mentioned that the first aggregate assessment . -\
of tribute, proposed by Aristeidés and adopted by the synod a.tv
Delos, was four hundred and sixty talents in money. At that
time many of the confederates paid their quota, not in money,
but in ships. But this practice gradually diminished, as the ¢
commutations above alluded to, of money in place of ships,
were multiplied, while the aggregate tribute of course becarnev'
larger. It was no more than six hundred talents? at the com-
mencement of the Peloponnesian war, forty-six years after the%
first formation of the confederacy; from whence we may infer
that it was never at all increased upon individual members:
during the interval. For the difference between four hundred
and sixty talents and six hundred, admits of being fully ex-
plained by the numerous commutations of service for money as -
well as by the acwuisitions of new members, which doubtless
Athens had more or less the opportunity of making, It is not
to be imagined that the confederacy had attained its maxi-
mum number at the date of the first assessment of tribute:
there must have been various cities, like Sinopé and Zgina,
subsequently added.2

Without some such preliminary statements as those just given,
respecting the new state of Greece between the Persian and
Peloponnesian wars, beginning with the Athenian hegemony or
headship, and ending with the Athenian empire—the reader
would hardly understand the bearing of those particular events*
which our authorities enable us to recount; events unhappily
few in number, though the period must have been full of action
—and not well-authenticated as to dates. The first known N
enterprise of the Athenians in their new capacity (whether theef
first absolutely or not we cannot determine) between 476 B.c. v
and 466 B.C., was the conquest of the important post of Eionyy™
on the Strymon, wheére the Persian governor Boges starved .

1 Thucyd. ii. 13.
8 Thucyd. i. 108; Plutarch, Periklés, c. 20.
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out after a desperate resistance, destroyed himself rather than

, capitulate, together with his family and precious effects—as has
o already been stated. The next events named are their enter-
&,'prises against the Dolopes and Pelasgi in the island of Skyros
(seemingly about 470 B.c.) and the Dryopes in the town and
district of Karystus in Eubcea. To the latter, who were of a
different kindred from the inhabitants of Chalkis and Eretria,
and received no aid from them, they granted a capitulation:
the former were more rigorously dealt with and expelled from
their island. Skyros was barren, and had little to recommend it
except a good maritime position and an excellent harbour;
while its inhabitants, seemingly akin to the Pelasgian residents
in Lemnos prior to the Athenian occupation of that spot, were
alike piratical and cruel. Some Thessalian traders, recently
plundered and imprisoned by them, had raised a complaint
against them before the Amphiktyonic synod, which condemned
the island to make restitution. The mass of the islanders
threw the burden upon those who had committed the crime :
and these men, in order to evade payment, invoked Kimon
with the Athenian armament. He conquered the island,
expelled the inhabitants, and peopled it with Athenian settlers.
::;;Pguch clearance was a beneficial act, suitable to the new
character of Athens as guardian of the Algean sea against
Q:J)iracy : but it seems also connected with Athenian plans. The
Ysland lay very convenient for the communication with Lemnos
,}(which the Athenians had doubtless reoccupied after the
‘expulsion of the Persians?), and became, as well as Lemnos, a
recognised adjunct or outlying portion of Attica. Moreover
there were old legends which connected the Athenians with it,
#" as the tomb of their hero Theseus ; whose name, as the mythical
champion of democracy, was in peculiar favour at the period
immediately following the return from Salamis. It was in the
year 476 B.C., that the oracle had directed them to bring home
the bones of Theseus from Skyros, and to prepare for that hero

a splendid entombment and edifice in their new city. They had
tried to effect this, but the unsocial manners of the Dolopians
had prevented a search, and it was only after Kimon had taken
the island that he found, or pretended to find, the body. It
was brought to Athens in the year 469 B.c.,? and after being

1 Xenophon, Hellenic. v. 1, 3I.

2 Mr, Fynes Clinton (Fasti Hellenic. ad ann. 476 B.C.) places the
conquest of Skyros by Kimon in the year 476 B.c. He says, after citing

a passage from Thucyd. i. 98, and from Plutarch, Theseus, c. 36, as well

as a proposed correction of Bentley, which he justly rejects—‘¢ The island
was actually conquered in the year of the archon Phsedon, B.C, 476. This
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welcomed by the people in solemn and joyous procession, as if
the hero himself had come back, was deposited in the interior

we know from Thucyd. i, 98, and Diodor. xi. 41-48 combined. Plutarch
named the archon Phaedon with reference to the comguest of the island:
then, by a negligence not unusual with him, connected the oracle with
that fact, as a contemporary transaction : although in truth the oracle was
not procured till six or seven years afterwards.”

Plutarch has many sins to answer for against chronological exactness ;

but the charge here made against him is undeserved. He states that the -

oracle was given in (476 B.C.) the year of the archon Phadon ; and that
the body of Theseus was brought back to Athens in (469 B.C.) the year of
the archon Aphepsion. There is nothing to contradict either statement ;
nor do the passages of Thucydidés and Diodorus, which Mr. Clinton
adduces, prove that which he asserts. The two passages of Diodorus have
indeed no bearing upon the event: and in so far as Diodorus is in this case
an authority at all, he goes against Mr, Clinton, for he states Skyros to
have been conquered in 470 B.C. (Diodor. xi. 60). Thucydidés only tells
us that the operations against Eion, Skyros, and Karystus, took place in
the order here indicated, and at some periods between 476 and 466 B.C. :
but he does not enable us to determine positively the date of either. Upon
what authority Mr. Clinton states that ‘‘ the oracle was not procured till
six or seven years afterwards” (7. e. after the conquest), I do not know :
the account of Plutarch goes rather to show that it was procured six or
seven years before the conquest : and this may stand good until some better
testimony is produced to contradict it. As our information now stands,
we have no testimony as to the year of the conquest except that of Diodorus,
who assigns it to 470 B.C., but as he assigns both the conquest of Eion, and
the expeditions of Kimon against Karia and Pamphylia with the victories
of Eurymedon, all toethe same year, we cannot much trust his authority.
Nevertheless I incline to believe him as to the date of the conquest of
Skyros : because it seems to me very probable that this conquest took
place in the year immediately before that in which the body of Theseus
was brought to Athens, which latter event may be referred with great
confidence to 469 B.C., in consequence of the interesting anecdote related
by Plutarch about the first prize gained by the poet Sophoklés.

Mr. Clinton has given in his Appendix (No. vi.-viii. p. 248-253) two
Dissertations respecting the chronology of the period from the Persian war
down to the close of the Peloponnesian war. He has rendered much
service by correcting the mistake of Dodwell, Wesseling and Mitford
(founded upon an inaccurate construction of a passage in Isokratés) in
supposing, after the Persian invasion of Greece, a Spartan hegemony,
lasting ten years, prior to the commencement of the Athenian hegemony.
He has shown that the latter must be reckoned as commencing in 477, or
476 B.C., immediately after the mutiny of the allies against Pausanias—
whose command, however, need not be peremptorily restricted to one
year, as Mr. Clinton (p. 252) and Dodwell maintain: for the words of
Thucydidés, év 778e 7§ Hyepovie, imply nothing as to annual duration, and
designate merely ‘“ the hegemony which preceded that of Athens.”

But the refutation of this mistake does not enable us to establish any
good positive chronology for the period between 477 and 466 B.c, It will
not do to construe Tparov pév (Thucyd. i. g8) in reference to the Athenian
conquest of Eion, as if it must necessarily mean * 4e year after” 477 B.C.
If we could imagine that Thucydidés had told us all the military operations

O 2
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of the city. On the spot was built the monument called the
Theseium with its sacred precinct, invested with the privilege
of a sanctuary for men of poor condition who might feel ground
for dreading the oppressions of the powerful, as well as for slaves
in case of cruel usage.! Such were the protective functions of
the mythical hero of democracy, whose installation is interest-
ing as marking the growing intensity of democratical feeling in
Athen§since the Persian war. :

It was about two years or more after this incident that the first
,i’;breach of union in the Confederacy of Delos took place. The
2% important island of Naxos, the largest of the Cyclades—an

island which thirty years before had boasted a large marine
ﬁrce and 8coo hoplites—revolted ; on what special ground we
o not know: but probably the greater islands fancied them-

M selves better able to dispense with the protection of the con-
" federacy than the smaller—at the same time that they were
A7 more jealous of Athens. After a siege of unknown duration,
;¥ by Athens and the confederate force, it was forced to surrender,

between 477-466 B.C., we should be compelled to admit plenty of that
‘“interval of inaction” against which Mr. Clinton so strongly protests
(p. 252). Unhappily Thucydidés has told us but a small portion of the
events which really happened.

Mr. Clinton compares the various periods of duration assigned by ancient
authors to that which is improperly called the Athenian ‘‘empire ”—
between 477-405 B.C. (pp. 248, 249). I confess that I rather agree with
Dr. Gillies, who admits the discrepancy between thesg authors broadly and
undisguisedly, than with Mr. Clinton, who seeks to bring them into com-
parative agreement. His explanation is only successful in regard to one of
them—Demosthenés ; whose two statements (forty-five years in one place
and seventy-three years in another) are shown to be consistent with each
other as well as chronologically just. But surely it is not reasonable to
correct the text of the orator Lykurgus from évevirovra to éBdoufikovra,
and then to say that *‘ Lykurgus may be added to the number of those who
describe the period as seventy years” (p., 250). Neither are we to bring
Andokidés into harmony with others, by supposing that ‘‘his calculation
ascends to the battle of Marathon, from the date of which (B.C. 490) to the
battle of Agospotami, are just eighty-five years” (ibid.). Nor ought we
to justlify a computation by Demosthenés of sixty-five years, by saying
““that it terminates at the Athenian defeat in Sicily” (p. 249).

The truth is, that there is more or less chronological inaccuracy in all
these passages, except those of Demosthenés—and historical inaccuracy in
all of them, not even excepting those. It is not true that the Athenians
Aptav Tis Oardaons—Aptay Tiv ‘EAAAvey—mpoardTal foav 76y ‘EAMywr—
for seventy-three years. The historical language of Demosthenés, Plato,
Lysias, Tsokratés, Andokidés, Lykurgus, requires to be carefully examined
before we rely upon it.

1 Plutarch (Kimon, c. 8; Theseus, ¢. 36). éo7l 8¢ ¢pitior olwérais xal
w&ot Tois Tamevorépots kal Sedidoy kpelrTovas, bs xal Tob ONTéws wpoaTaticod
Twos kal Bonbnriked yevopévov kal wpoodexopérov GAavbpdrws Tas Tér
rareworépwy defoers.
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and reduced to the condition of a tributary subject ;? its armed
ships being doubtless taken away, and its fortifications razed.
Whether any fine or ulterior penalty was levied, we have no
information.

We cannot doubt that the reduction of this powerful island,
however untoward in its effects upon the equal and self-
maintained character of the confederacy, strengthened its military
force by placing the whole Naxian fleet with new pecuniary
contributions in the hands of the chief. Nor is it surprising to
hear that Athens sought both to employ this new force, and to
obliterate the late act of severity, by increased exertions against
the common enemy. Though we know no particulars respect-
ing operations against Persia, since the attack on Eion, such }‘
operations must have been going on ; but the expedition under o
Kimon, undertaken not long after the Naxian revolt, was
attended with memorable results. That commander, having"r
under him 200 triremes from Athens, and 100 from the various v
confederates, was despatched to attack the Persians on the I
south-western and southern coast of Asia Minor. He attacked®!
and drove out several of their garrisons from various Grecian
settlements, both in Karia and Lykia: among others, the
important trading city of Phasélis, though at first resisting and
even standing a siege, was prevailed upon by the friendly sug-+*
gestions of the Chians in Kimon’s armament to paya contribution #*
of ten talents and®join in the expedition. From the length of
time occupied in these various undertakings, the Persian satraps
had been enabled to assemble a powerful force, both fleet and
army, near the mouth of the river Eurymedon in Pamphylia,
under the command of Tithraustds and Pherendatés, both of
the regal blood. The fleet, chiefly Pheenician, seems to have
consisted of 2oo ships, but a further reinforcement of eighty
Pheenician ships was expected, and was actually near at hand,
so that the commanders were unwilling to hazard a battle before
its arrival, Kimon, anxious for the same reason to hasten
on the combat, attacked them vigorously. Partly from their
inferiority of numbers, partly from discouragement at the absence
of the reinforcement, they seem to have made no strenuous
resistance. They were put to flight and driven ashore; so
speedily, and with so little loss to the Greeks, that Kimon was
enabled to disembark his men forthwith, and attack the land-
force which was drawn up on shore to protect them. The

! Thucyd. i. 98. It has already been stated in the preceding chapter,
that Themistoklés, as a fugitive, passed close to Naxos while it was under
siege, and incurred great danger of being taken.



396 History of Greece

battle on land was long and gallantly contested, but Kimon at
length gained a complete victory, dispersed the army with the
capture of many prisoners, and either took or destroyed the
entire fleet. As soon as his victory and his prisoners were
secured, he sailed to Cyprus for the purpose of intercepting the
reinforcement of eighty Pheenician ships in their way, and was
fortunate enough to attack them while yet they were ignorant
of the victories of the Eurymedon. These ships too were all
destroyed, though most of the crews appear to have escaped
ashore on the island. Two great victories, one at sea and the
other on land, gained on the same day by the same armament,
counted with reason among the most glorious of all Grecian
exploits, and were extolled as such in the inscription on the
commemorative offering to Apollo, set up out of the tithe of
the spoils.! The number of prisoners, as well as the booty
taken by the victors, was immense.

! For the battles of the Eurymedon, see Thucyd. i. 100; Diodor. xi.
60-62 ; Plutarch, Kimon, 12, 13.

The accounts of the two latter appear chiefly derived from Ephorus and
Kallisthenés, authors of the following century ; and from Phanodemus, an
author later still. I borrow sparingly from them, and only so far as consists
with the brief statement of Thucydidés. The narrative of Diodorus is
exceedingly confused, indeed hardly intelligible.

Phanodemus stated the number of the Persian fleet at six hundred ships ;
Ephorus, at three hundred and fifty. Diodorus (following the latter) gives
three hundred and forty. Plutarch mentions the exp®cted reinforcement of
eighty Pheenician ships; which appears to me a very credible circumstance,
explaining the easy nautical victory of Kimon at the Eurymedon. From
Thucydidés we know that the vanquished fleet at the Eurymedon consisted
of no more than two hundred ships. For so I venture to construe the
words of Thucydidés, in spite of the authority of Dr. Arnold—Kal efaor
(Abyvaiol) Tpiipets Powlkwy wal Siépberpay Tas wdoas és (rds) dakoolas.
Upon which Dr, Amold observes,—* Amounting in all to two hundred ;
that is, that the whole number of ships taken or destroyed was two
hundred—not that the whole fleet consisted of no more.” Admitting the
correctness of this construction (which may be defended by viii. 21), we
may remark that the defeated Pheenician fleet, according to the universal
practice of antiquity, ran ashore to seek protection from its accompanying
land-force. When therefore this land-force was itself defeated and dis-
persed, the ships would @/ naturally fall into the power of the victors; or
if any escaped, it would be merely by accident. Moreover, the smaller
number is in this case more likely to be the truth, as we must suppose an
easy naval victory, in order to leave strength for a strenuous land battle on
the same day.

It is remarkable that the inscription on the commemorative offering only
specifies ‘“ one hundred Pheenician ships with their crews” as having been
captured (Diodor. xi. 62). The other hundred ships were probably de-
stroyed. Diodorus represents Kimon as having captured three hundred
and forty ships, though he himself cites the inscription which mentions
only one hundred.
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A victory thus remarkable, which thrust back the Persians to
the region eastward of Phasélis, doubtless fortified materially
the position of the Athenian confederacy against them. But it
tended not less to exalt the reputation of Athens, and even to
popularise her with the confederates generally, from the large
amount of plunder divisible among them. Probably this in-
creased power and popularity stood her in stead throughout
her approaching contest with Thasos, at the same time that it
explains the increasing fear and dislike of the Peloponnesians.

Thasos_was a member of the confederacy of Delos ; but her ge

quarrel with Athens seems to have arisen out of causes quite vg
distinct from confederate relations. It has been already statedq
that the Athenians had within the last few years expelled the&(ﬁj
Persians from the important post of Eion on the Strymon, the4y
most convenient post for the neighbouring region of Thrace, A
which was not less distinguished for its fertility than for its ¥
mining wealth. In the occupation of this post, the Athenians ¥
had had time to become acquainted with the productive
character of the adjoining region, chiefly occupied by the
Edonian Thracians; and it is extremely probable that many p
private settlers arrived from Athens, with the view of procuring
grants, or making their fortunes by partnership with powerful
Thracians in working the gold-mines round Mount Pangzus.
In so doing, they speedily found themselves in collision with
the Greeks of the opposite island of Mount Thasos, who pos-
sessed a considerable strip of land with various dependent
towns on the continent of Thrace, and derived a large revenue
from the mines of Skapté Hylé, as well as from others in the
neighbourhood.! The condition of Thasos at this time (about
465 B.C.) indicates to us the progress which the Grecian states
in the Zgean had made since their liberation from Persia. It
had been deprived both of its fortifications and of its maritime
force, by order of Darius, about 49r B.C., and must have
remained in this condition until after the repulse of Xerxes ;
but we now find it well fortified and possessing a powerful
maritime force.

In what precise manner the quarrel between the Thasians

1 About Thasos, see Herodot. vi. 46-48; vii. 118. The position of
Ragusa in the Adriatic, in reference to the despots of Servia and Bosnia in
the fifieenth and sixteenth centuries, was very similar to that of Athens and
Thasos in regard to the Thracian princes of the interior. . In Engel’s
History of Ragusa we find an account of the large gains made in that city
by its contracts to work the gold and silver mines belonging to these
princes (Engel, Geschichte des Freystaates Ragusa, sect. 36, p. 163,
Wien, 1807).
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and the Athenians of Eion manifested itself, respecting the
trade and the mines in Thrace, we are not informed. But it
reached such a height that the Athenians were induced to send
,,,' A powerful armament against the island, under the command of
Kimon.! Having vanquished the Thasian force at sea, they
fe* disembarked, gained various battles, and blocked up the city
r‘,,/"by land as well as by sea. And at the same time they under-
ﬂ[??ook—what seems to have been part and parcel of the same
W Scheme—the establishment of a larger and more powerful
. colony on Thracian ground not far from Eion. On the
w Strymon, about three miles higher up than Eion, near the spot
here the river narrows itself again out of a broad expanse of
e nature of a lake, was situated the Edonian town or settle-
ent called Ennea Hodoi (Nine Ways), a little above the
';"wbridge, which “here served as an important communication for
‘»6ll the people of the interior. Both Histizeus and Aristagoras,
the two Milesian despots, had been tempted by the advantages
of this place to commence a settlement there: both of them
had failed, and a third failure on a still grander scale was now
about to be added. The Athenians sent thither a large body
of colonists, ten thousand in number, partly from their own
citizens, partly collected from their allies; the temptations of
the site probably rendering volunteers numerous. As far as
Ennea Hodoi was concerned, they were successful in conquer-
ing it and driving away the Edonian possessors. But on
trying to extend themselves farther to the eastward, to a spot
called Drabéskus convenient for the mining region, they
encountered a more formidable resistance from a powerful
alliance of Thracian tribes, who had come to aid the Edonians
in decisive hostility against the new colony—probably not
without instigation from the inhabitants of Thasos. All or
most of the ten thousand colonists were slain in this warfare,
and the new colony was for the time completely abandoned.
We shall find it resumed hereafter.?
Disappointed as the Athenians were in this enterprise, they
did not abandon the blockade of Thasos, which held out more

a———

i Thucyd. i. 100, 101 ; Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 14 ; Diodor. xi. 70.

2\Thucyd. i. 101. Philip of Macedon, in his dispute more than a century
after this period with the Athenians respecting the possession of Amphipolis,
pretended that his ancestor Alexander had been the first to acquire possession
of the spot after the expulsion of the Persians from Thrace (see Philippi
Epistola ap. Demosthen. p. 164, R.). If this pretence had been. true,
Ennea Hodoi would have been in possession of the Macedonians at this
time, when the first Athenian attempt was made upon it: but the statement
of Thucydidés shows that it was then an Edonian township.
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than two years, and only surrendered in the third year. Its

fortifications were razed; its ships of war, thirty-three ing.¥
number, were taken away:l its possessions and mining ‘Ny,}
establishments on the opposite continent were relinquished. !
Moreover an immediate contribution in money was demanded“& \
from the inhabitants, over and above the annual payment e
assessed upon them for the future. The subjugation of this :'\ .
powerful island was another step in the growing dominion of,s®
Athens over her confederates. ’:

The year before the Thasians surrendered, however, they&’:;
had taken a step which deserves particular notice, as indicating
the newly-gathering clouds in the Grecian political horizon.
They had made secret application to the Lacedemonians for
aid, entreating them to draw off the attention of Athens by
invading Attica; and the Lacedeemonians, without the know-
ledge of Athens, having actually engaged to comply with thisyqu
request, were only prevented from performing their promise byﬁ g‘
a grave and terrible misfortune at home.? Though accidentally
unperformed, this hostile promise is a most significant event.

It marks the growing fear and hatred on the part of Sparta
and the Peloponnesians towards Athens, merely on general’} gz
grounds of the magnitude of her power, and without any 6
special provocation. Nay, not only had Athens given no p
provocation, but she was still actually included as a member of7 .
the Lacedemontn alliance, and we shall find her presently 4¥2
both appealed to and acting as such. We shall hear so muchyc#
of Athens, and that too with truth, as pushing and aggressive—"
and of Sparta as home-keeping and defensive—that the incident
just mentioned becomes important to remark., The first &
intent of unprovoked and even treacherous hostility—the germ

of the future Peloponnesian war—is conceived and reduced to

an engagement by Sparta.

We are told by Plutarch, that the Athenians, after the
surrender of Thasos and the liberation of the armament, had
expected from Kimon some further conquests in Macedonia—
and even that he had actually entered upon that project with
such promise of success, that its further consummation was
certain as well as easy. Having under these circumstances
relinquished it and returned to Athens, he was accused by
Periklés and others of having been bought off by bribes from

1 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 14. Galépsus and (Esymé were among the Thasian
settlements on the mainland of Thrace (Thucyd. iv. 108).

2 Thucyd. i. 101. of 8¢ dwéoxorre utv xpipa 7@y *Abprvalwy, kal EucAios,
StexwAdfnoay 8¢ Smd Tod yevouévov oelouoT.
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’;. the Macedonian king Alexander; but was acquitted after a

‘public trial.?

i During the period which had elapsed between the first
formation of the confederacy of Delos and the capture of
Thasos (about thirteen or fourteen years, B.C. 477-463), the
Athenians seem to have been occupied almost entirely in

#  their maritime operations, chiefly against the Persians—having
been free from embarrassments immediately round Attica.

» But this freedom was not destined to last much longer.

,# During the ensuing ten years, their foreign relations near home

. become both active and complicated ; while their strength
expands so wonderfully, that they are found competent at once
to obligations on both sides of the Agean sea, the distant as
well as the near.

y Of the incidents which had taken place in Central Greece

- "guring the twelve or fifteen years immediately succeeding the

y)battle of Platea, we have scarcely any information. The

¥ feelings of the time, between those Greeks who had supported

Uz and those who had resisted the Persian invader, must have

I"";’\(emained unfriendly even after the war was at an end ; while

<>’ the mere occupation of the Persian numerous host must have

© Anflicted severe damage both upon Thessaly and Beeotia. At
¢%,.the meeting of the Amphiktyonic synod which succeeded the

§:¥"expulsion of the invaders, a reward was proclaimed for the life

w pf the Melian Ephialtés, who had betray8d to Xerxes the

q“}’ mountain-path over (Eta, and thus caused the ruin of Leonidas

,,)\f”at Thermopyle. Moreover, if we may trust Plutarch, it was

- even proposed by Lacedeemon that all the medising Greeks
should be expelled from the synod >—a proposition which the

.. ‘more long-sighted views of Themistoklés successfully resisted.

Even the stronger measure of razing the fortifications of all the

extra-Peloponnesian cities, from fear that they might be used

to aid some future invasion, had suggested itself to the Lace-
demonians—as we see from their language on the occasion
of rebuilding the walls of Athens. In regard to Beeotia, it
appears that the headship of Thebes as well as the coherence
of the federation was for the time almost suspended. The
destroyed towns of Plateea and Thespiz were restored, and
the latter in part repeopled,® under Athenian influence. The

L,

1 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 14. 2 Plutarch, Themistokl. c. 20.

% See the case of Sikinnus, the person through whom Themistoklés com-
municated with Xerxes before the battle of Salamis, and for whom he after-
wards procured admission among the batch of newly-introduced citizens at
Thespiz (Herodot. viii. 75). /
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general sentiment of Peloponnesus as well as of Athens would
have sustained these towns against Thebes, if the latter had
tried at that time to enforce her supremacy over them in the
name of “ancient Boeotian right and usage.”! The Theban
government was then in discredit for its prev1ous medism-—
even in the eyes of Thebans themselves;? while the party
opposed to Thebes in the other towns was so powerful, that
many of them would probably have been severed from the
federation to become allies of Athens like Plateea, if the inter-
ference of Lacedemon had not arrested such a tendency.
Lacedeemon was in every other part of Greece an enemy to
organised aggregation of cities, either equal or unequal, and
was constantly bent on keeping the little autonomous com-
munities separate : 3 whence she sometimes became by accident
the protector of the weaker cities against compulsory alliance
imposed upon them by the stronger. The interest of her own
ascendency was in this respect amalogous to that of the Persians
when they dictated the peace of Antalkidas—of the Romans in
administering their extensive conquests—and of the kings of
Medizval Europe in breaking the authority of the barons over
their vassals. But though such was the policy of Sparta else-
where, her fear of Atbens, which grew up during the ensuing
twenty years, made her act differently in regard to Boeotla‘\
She had no other means of maintaining that country as her ot
own ally and as tile enemy of Athens, except by organising thew""
federation effectively, and strengthening the authority of Thebes. 2%
It is to this revolution in Spartan politics that Thebes owed
the recovery of her ascendency *—a revolution so conspicuously
marked, that the Spartans even aided in enlarging her circuit
and improving her fortifications. It was not without difﬁcultyMQ
that she maintained this position even when recovered, against
the dangerous neighbourhood of Athens—a circumstance
which made her not only a vehement partisan of Sparta, but
even more furiously anti-Athenian than Sparta, down to the
close of the Peloponnesian war.

The revolution, just noticed, in Spartan politics towards
Beeotia, did not manifest itself until about twenty years after
the commencement of the Athenian maritime confederacy.
During the course of those twenty years, we know that Sparta

! Td 7@ Bowwrdy wdTpia—T1d rowd T8y mdyrwy Bowwrdy mdrpie (Thucyd.
ill. 61-635). 2 Thucyd. iii. 62.

3 See among many other evidences, the remarkable case of the Olynthian
confederacy (Xenophon, Hellen. v. 2, 16).

¢ Diodor, xi. 81; Justin, iii. 6.
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had had more than one battle to sustain in Arcadia, against

. the towns and villages of that country, in which she came

J" forth victorious: but we have no particulars respecting these

1Y incidents. We also know that a few years after the Persian

y'f' invasion, the inhabitants of Elis concentrated themselves from

9",, many dlspersed townships into the one main city of Elis:! and

it seems probable that Lepreum in Triphylia, and one or two

of the towns of Achaia, were either formed or enlarged by a

similar process near about the same time.? Such aggregation

of towns out of pre-existing separate villages was not conform-

able to the views, nor favourable to the ascendency of Lace-

demon. But there can be little doubt that her foreign policy

after the Persian invasion was both embarrassed and discredited

by the misconduct of her two contemporary kings, Pausanias

(who though only regent was practically equivalent to a king)

and Leotychldes—not to mentlon the rapid development of
Athens and Peirzus.

“*Moreover, in the year B.C. 464 (the year preceding the
surrender of Thasos to the Athenian armament), 2 misfortune
of yet more terrific moment befell Sparta. A violent earth-

uake took place in the immediate neighbourhood of Sparta
itself, destroying a large portion of the town, and a vast
¢ number of lives, many of them Spartan citizens. It was the
°]udgement of the earth-shaking god Poseidog (according to the
*view of the Lacedzmonians themselves) for a recent violation
y\ of his sanctuary at Tenarus, from whence certain suppliant
% Helots had been dragged away not long before for punish-
v ment : 3—not improbably some of those Helots whom Pausanias
had instigated to revolt. The sentiment of the Helots, at all
times one of enmity towards their masters, appears at this
moment to have been unusually inflammable: so that an
earthquake at Sparta, especially an earthquake construed as
divine vengeance for Helot blood recently spilt, was sufficient

to rouse many of them at once into revolt, together with some
even of the Periceki. The insurgents took arms and marched
directly upon Sparta, which they were on the point of master-
ing during the first moments of consternation, had not the
bravery and presence of mind of the young king Archidamus
reanimated the surviving citizens and repelled the attack. But
though repelled, the insurgents were not subdued. They
maintained the field against the Spartan force, sometimes with

1 Diodor. xi. 54 ; Strabo, viii. p. 337.

2 Strabo, viii. pp. 337, 348, 336.
3 Thucyd i. 101-128 ; Diodor. xi. 62.



Proceedings of the Confederacy 403

considerable advantage, since Aeimnéstus (the warrior by
whose hand Mardonius had fallen at Platea) was defeated and
slain with 300 followers in the plain of Stenyklérus, over-
powered by superior numbers! When at length defeated,
they occupied and fortified the memorable hill of Ithémé, the
ancient citadel of their Messenian forefathers. Here they made
a long and obstinate defence, supporting themselves doubtless
by incursions throughout Laconia. Defence indeed was not 0
difficult, seeing that the Lacedaemonians were at that time con-;
fessedly incapable of assailing even the most imperfect species,;l,;
of fortification. After the siege had lasted some two or threey¥:,
years, without any prospect of success, the Lacedemonians, # ¢
beginning to despair of their own sufficiency for the under—""\,l.
taking, invoked the aid of their various allies, among whom we ¥
find specified the Aginetans, the Athenians, and the Plateans.? M
The Athenian troops are said to have consisted of 4000 men Y‘f/)
under the command of Kimon ; Athens bemg st111 included in ot
the list of Lacedeemonian alhes - '

So imperfect were the means of attacking walls at that day,
even for the most intelligent Greeks, that this increased force
made no immediate impression on the fortified hill of Ithomé.
And when the Lacedemonians saw that their Athenian allies
were not more successful than they had been themselves, they
soon passed from surpnse into doubt, mistrust, and apprehension.
The troops had fiven no ground for such a feeling, while
Kimon their general was notorious for his attachment to Sparta.
Yet the Lacedemonians could not help suspecting the ever- V‘N
wakelul energy and ambition of these Ionic strangers whom
they had introduced into the interior of Laconia. Calling to ’\t ”
mind their own promise—though doubtless a secret promise—g¥
to invade Attica not long before, for the benefit of the Thasianse*
—they even began to fear that the Athenians might turn»/w
against them, and listen to solicitations for espousing thegw’
cause of the besieged. Under the influence of such appre-
hensions, they dismissed the Athenian contingent forthwith, on
pretence of having no further occasion for them ; while all the
other allies were retained, and the siege or blockade went on
as before.®

1 Herodot,. ix. 64.

¢ Thucyd. i. 102 ; iii. 54; iv. 57.

8 Thucyd i 102, Thy utv Smofiav o) Syhovvres, eimdyres 8¢ Yri obdty
npoodéovrar adra@y ¥ri.

Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fast. Hellen. ann. 464-461 B.C.) following Plutarch,

recognises two Lacedeemonian requests to Athens, and two Athenian expe-
ditions to the aid of the Spartans, both under Kimon ; the first in 464 B.C.,
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* This dismissal, ungracious in the extreme, and probably
/r endered even more offensive by the habitual roughness of
.}{gpartan dealing, excited the strongest exasperation both among
. the Athenian soldiers and the Athenian people—an exaspera-
/. tion heightened by circumstances immediately preceding. For
#" the resolution to send auxiliaries ‘into Laconia, when the

.

(\1mmediately on the happening of the earthquake and consequent revolt
+—the second in 461 B.C., after the war had lasted some time.

In my judgement, there is no ground for supposing more than one appli-
cation made to Athens, and one expedition. The duplication has arisen
from Plutarch, who has construed too much as historical reality the comic

! exaggeration of Aristophanés (Aristoph. Lysistrat. 1138; Plutarch, Kimon,
16). The heroine of the latter, Lysistrata, wishing to make peace between
the Lacedemonians and Athenians, and reminding each of the services
which they had received from the other, might permit herself to say to
the Lacedzemonians—¢* Your envoy Perikleidas came to Athens, pale with
terror, and put himself as a suppliant at the altar to entreat our help as a
matter of life and death, while Poseidon was still shaking the earth and
the Messenians were pressing you hard : then Kimon with 4000 hoplites
went and achieved your complete salvation.” This is all very telling and
forcible, as a portion of the Aristophanic play, but there is no historical
truth in it except the fact of an application made and an expedition sent in
consequence.

We know that the earthquake took place at the time when the siege of
Thasos was yet going on, because it was the reason which prevented the
Lacedeemonians from aiding the besieged by an invasion of Attica. But
Kimon commanded at the siege of Thasos (Plutarch, Kimon, c. 14), accord-
ingly he could not bave gone as commander to Lacchia at the time when
this first expedition is alleged to have been undertaken.

Next, Thucydidés acknowledges no more than one expedition; nor
indeed does Diodorus (xi. 64), though this is of minor consequence. Now
mere silence on the part of Thucydidés, in reference to the events of a
period which he only professes to survey briefly, is not always a very forcible
negative argument. But in this case, his account of the expedition of 461
B.C., with its very important consequences, is such as to exclude the sup-
position that e &new of any prior expedition, two or three years earlier.
Had he known of any such, he could not have written the account which
now stands in his text. IHe dwells especially on the prolongation of the
war, and on the incapacity of the Lacedemonians for attacking walls, as
the reasons why they invoked the Athenians as well as their other allies :
he implies that the presence of the latter in Laconia was a new and threaten-
ing incident : moreover, when he tells us how much the Athenians were
incensed by their abrupt and mistrustful dismissal, he could not have omitted
to notice as an aggravation of this feeling, that only two or three years
before, they had rescued Lacedzzmon from the brink of ruin. Let us add,
that the supposition of Sparta, the first military power in Greece, and
distinguished for her unintermitting discipline, being reduced all at once
to a condition of such utter helplessness as to owe her safety to foreign
intervention—is highly improbable in itself ; inadmissible except on very
good evidence.

For the reasons here stated, I reject the first expedition into Laconia
mentioned in Plutarch.

.
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Lacedeemonians first applied for them, had not been taken
without considerable debate at Athens. . The party of Periklés
and Ephialtés, habitually in opposition to Kimon, and partisans
of the forward democratical movement, had strongly dis-
countenanced it, and conjured their countrymen not to assist
in renovating and strengthening their most formidable rival.
Perhaps the previous engagement of the Lacedemonians to
invade Attica on behalf of the Thasians may have become
known to them, though not so formally as to exclude denial.
And even supposing this engagement to have remained
unknown at that time to every one, there were not wanting
other grounds to render the policy of refusal plausible. But
Kimon—with an earnestness which even the philo-Laconian
Kritias afterwards characterised as a sacrifice of the grandeur
of Athens to the advantage of Lacedemon l-—employed all his
credit and influence in seconding the application. The main-
tenance of alliance with Sparta on equal footing—peace among

the great powers of Greece and common war against Persia—

together with the prevention of all further democratical changes
in AfRens—were the Teading points of “his political creed.
As yet, "both "his “personal and Tpolifical ascendeficy were
predominant over his opponents. As yet, there was no mani-
fest conflict, which had only just begun to show itself in the
case of Thasos, between the maritime power of Athens and the
union of land-for®e under Sparta: and Kimon could still treat
both of these pheenomena as coexisting necessities of Hellenic
well-being. Though noway distinguished as a speaker, he
carried with him the Athenian assembly by appealing to a
large and generous patriotism, which forbade them to permit
the humiliation of Sparta. * Consent not to see Hellas lamed
of one leg and Athens drawing without her yoke-fellow ;” 2—
such was his language, as we learn from his friend and com-
panion the Chian poet Ion: and in the lips of Kimon it
proved effective. It is a speech of almost melancholy interest,
since ninety years passed over before such an appeal was ever
again addressed to an Athenian assembly.® The despatch of
the auxiliaries was thus dictated by a generous sentiment, to
the disregard of what might seem political prudence. And we
may imagine the violent reaction which took place in Athenian

3 Piutarch, Kimon. c. 16.

3 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 16. ‘09 “lwv amopvnuovele: kal tdv Adyov, §
udAtoTa Tods *Abnvalovs ékivyoe, mapakardv uhTe Thy ‘EAAdSa xwAdy, ufhre
v wéAw érepdlvya, Tepudelv yeyerquévyy.

8 See Xenophon, Hellenic. vi. 3—about 372 B.C.—a little before the
battle of Leuktra.

»
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feeling, when the Lacedemonians repaid them by singling out
their troops from all the other allies as objects of insulting
suspicion. We may imagine the triumph of Periklés and
Ephialtés, who had opposed the mission—and the vast loss of
influence to Kimon, who had brought it about—when Athens
received again into her public assembly the hoplites sent back
from Ithomé.
1{ Both in the internal constitution, indeed (of which more
presently), and—in"the external policy, of Athens, the dismissal
- of these soldief§was prégnant with results. The Athenians
immediately passed a formal resolution to renounce the alliance

»Detween themselves and Lacedeemon against the Persians. They

i}d more: they looked out for land-enemies of Lacedzmon,”
wpPwith whom to ally themselves, ;

‘ Of these by far the first, both in Hellenic rank and in real
power, was Argos. ‘That city, neutral during the Persian
“invasion, had now recovered the effects of the destructive
defeat suffered about thirty years before from the Spartan king
Kleomenés. The sons of the ancient citizens had grown to

- manhood, and the temporary predominance of the Periceki,
acquired in consequence of the ruinous loss of citizens in that
¥ defeat, had been again put down. In the neighbourhood of

\ gos, and dependent upon it, were situated Mykenz, Tiryns,
d Midea—small in power and importance, but rich in

‘mythical renown. Disdaining the inglorious®example of Argos

at the period of danger, these towns had furnished contingents

‘both to Thermopyle and Platea, which their powerful neigh-

bour had been unable either to prevent at the time or to

avenge afterwards, from fear of the intervention of Lacedzemon.

But so soon as the latter was seen to be endangered and

occupied at home, with a formidable Messenian revolt,

the Argeians availed themselves of the opportunity to attack
not only Mykenz and Tiryns, but also Ornex, Midea, and
other semi-dependent towns around them. Several of these
were reduced ; and the inhabitants, robbed of their autonomy,
were incorporated with the domain of Argos: but the Myke-
nzans, partly from the superior gallantry of their resistance,
partly from jealousy of their mythical renown, were either sold
as slaves or driven into banishment.? Through these victories
Argos was now more powerful than ever, and the propositions

W

1 Diodor. xi. 65 ; Strabo, viil. p. 372 ; Pausan. ii. 16, 17, 25. Diodorus
places this incident in 468 B.C. : but as it undoubtedly comes after the earth-
quake at Sparta, we must suppose it to have happened about 463 B.C. See
Mr. Fynes Clinton, Fasti Hellenici, Appendix, 8.
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of alliance made to her by Athens, while strengthening both
the two against Lacedemon, opened to her a new chance
of recovering her lost headship in Peloponnesus. The Thes-
salians became members of this new alliance, which was a

defensive alliance against Lacedeemon : and hopes were doubt- .

less entertained of drawing in some of the habitual allies of the,
latter.

The new character which Athens had thus assumed, as a
competitor for landed alliances not less than for maritime
ascendency, came opportunely for the protection of the neigh-

bouring town of Megara. It appears that Corinth, perhaps\' é\y

had been making border encroachments on the one side upon

inst! gated like Argos 'by the helplessness of the Lacedaemomans ﬁ

Kle6ne—on the other side upon Megara:! on which ground

the latter, probably despairing of protection from Lacedzemon, 4%

renounced the Lacedeemonian connexion, and obtained per-W‘M

mission to enrol herself as an ally of Athens.2 This was an

acquisition of signal value to the Athenians, since it bothu)
opened to them the whole range of territory across the outer WV
Isthmus of Corinth to the interior of the Krissean Gulf, on i*7)

which the Megarian port of Pége was situated—and placed
them in possession of the passes of Mount Geraneia, so that
they could arrest the march of a Peloponnesian army over the

Isthmus, and protect Attica from invasion. It was moreover g

of great importanee in its effects on Grecian politics : for it was
counted as a wrong by Lacedzmon, gave deadly offence to the
Corinthians, and lighted up the flames of war between them
and Athens; their allies the Epidaurians and Aginetans taking
their part. Thouch Athens had not yet been guilty of unjust
encroachment against any Peloponnesian state, her ambition
and energy had inspired universal awe; while the maritime
states in the neighbourhood, such as Corinth, Epidaurus, and
Agina, saw these terror-striking qualities threatening them at
their own doors, through her alliance with Argos and Megara.

Moreover, it is probable that the ancient feud between the
Athenians and Alginetans, though dormant since a little before
the Persian invasion, had never been appeased or forgotten:

so that the Aginetans, dwelhng within sight of Peireus, were
at once best able to appreciate, and most likely to dread, the
enormous maritime power now possessed by Athens. Perikles
was wont to call Agina the eyesore of Peirzus:?® but we may
be sure that Peireus, grown into a vast fortified port within the

1 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 17.
2 Thucyd. i. 103. % Plutarch, Periklés, c. 8.
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existing generation, was in a much stronger degree the eyesore

of Agina.

The Athenians were at this time actively engaged in pro-
secuting the war against Persia, having a fleet of no less than
\{,‘two hundred sail, equipped by or from the confederacy
y@c llectively, now serving in Cyprus and on the Pheenician
oast. Moreover the revolt of the Egyptians under Inards

(about 460 B.C.) opened to them new means of action against
;ﬂhe Great King. Their fleet, by invitation of the revolters,
\(‘salled up the Nile to Memphls, where there seemed at first a

wgood prospect of throwing off the Persian dominion. Yet in
#£ spite of so great an abstraction from their disposable force, their
¥ military operations near home were conducted with unabated
eyvigour : and the inscription which remains—a commemoration
o 'lof their citizens of the Erechtheid tribe who were slain in one
r.and the same year in Cyprus, Egypt, Pheenicia, the Halieis,
,/J' gina, and Megara—brings forcibly before us that energy
(«;E ch astonished and even alarmed their contemporaries.
ﬁheir first proceedings at Megara were of a nature altogether

ovel, in the existing condition of Greece. It was necessary
for the Athenians to protect their new ally against the supe-
riority of Peloponnesian land-force, and to ensure a constant
communication with it by sea. But the city (like most of the
ancient Hellenic towns) was situated on a hill at some distance
from the sea, separated from its port Nisza by a space of nearly
one mile. One of the earliest proceedings of the Athenians
was to build two lines of wall, near and parallel to each other,
connecting the city with Niseza ; so that the two thus formed
one continuous fortress, wherein a standing Athenian garrison
was maintained, with the constant means of succour from
Athens in case of need. These ‘“ Long Walls,” though after-
wards copied in other places and on a larger scale, were at that
juncture an ingenious invention, for the purpose of extending
the maritime arm of Athens to an inland city.

The first operations of Corinth however were not directed
against Megara. The Athenians, having undertaken a landing
in the territory of the Halieis (the population of the southern
Argolic peninsula, bordering on Treezen and Hermioné), were
:}' defeated on land by the Corinthian and Epidaurian forces:

possibly it may have been in this expedition that they acquired

* possession of Treezen, which we find afterwards in their de-
« pendence, without knowing when it became so. But in a sea-
J* fight which took place off the island of Kekryphaleia (between

Algina and the Argolic peninsula) the Athenians gained the

v
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victory. After this victory and defeat,—neither of them
apparently very decisive,—the Aginetans began to take a more
energetic part in the war, and brought out their full naval force
together with that of their allies—Corinthians, Epidaurians, and
other Peloponnesians : while Athens equipped a fleet of corre-
sponding magnitude, summoning her allies also ; though we do A
not know the actual numbers on either side. In the great
naval battle which ensued off the island of Afgina, the supe-
riority of the new nautical tactics acquired by twenty years’ (e
practice of the Athenians since the Persian war—over the old
Hellenic ships and seamen, as shown in those states where at ¥
the time of the battle of Marathon the maritime strength of
Greece had resided—was demonstrated by a victory most com-
plete and decisive. The Peloponnesian and Dorian seamen
had as yet had no experience of the improved seacraft of
Athens, and when we find how much they were disconcerted with
it even twenty-eight years afterwards at the beginning of the
Peloponnesian war, we shall not wonder at its destructive effect
upon them in this early battle. The maritime power of Agina
was irrecoverably ruined. The Athenians captured seventy shlps e
of war, landed a large force upon the island, and commenced 1,\5
the siege of the city by land as well as by seal ‘1""
If the Lacedemonians had not been occupied at home by the ¥ VKA
blockade of Ithémé, they would have been probably induced
to invade Attica asa diversion to the Zginetans ; especially as V
the Persian Megabazus came to Sparta at this time on the part i,
of Artaxerxes to prevail upon them to do so, in order that theu\'é
Athenians might be constrained to retire from Egypt. This n"
Persian brought with him a large sum of money, but was ‘:‘
nevertheless obliged to return without effecting his mission.zao
The Corinthians and Epidaurians however, while they carried
to Agina a reinforcement of 300 hoplites, did their best to aid
her further by an attack upon Megara; which place, it was
supposed, the Athenians could not possibly relieve without
withdrawing their forces from Agina, inasmuch as so many of
their men were at the same time serving in Egypt. But the
Athenians showed themselves equal to all these three exigencies
at one and the same time—to the great disappointment of their
enemies. Myronidés marched from Athens to Megara at the
head of the citizens in the two extremes of military age, old and
young; these being the only troops at home. He fought the
Corinthians near the town, gaining a slight, but debateable,

! Thucyd. i. 105; Lysias, Orat. Funebr. c. 10; Diodor. xi. 78.
2 Thucyd. i. 100.
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advantage, which he commemorated by a trophy, as soon as
the Corinthians had returned home. But the latter, when they
arrived at home, were so much reproached by their own old
citizens, for not having vanquished the refuse of the Athenian
military force,! that they returned back at the end of twelve
days and erected a trophy on their side, laying claim to a
victory in the past battle. The Athenians, marching out of
Megara, attacked them a second time, and gained on this
occasion a decisive victory. The defeated Corinthians were
still moré dnfortunate in their retreat; for a body of them,
missing their road, became entangled in a space of private
ground enclosed on every side by a deep ditch, and having
only one narrow entrance. Myrdnidés, detecting this fatal
mistake, planted his hoplites at the entrance to prevent their
escape, and then surrounded the enclosure with his light-
armed troops, who with their missile weapons slew all the
Corinthian hoplites, without possibility either of flight or resist-
ance. The bulk of the Corinthian army effected their retreat,
but the destruction of this detachment was a sad blow to the
city.?
.+ Splendid as the success of the Athenians had been during
“this year, both on land and at sea, it was easy for them to
foresee that the power of their enemies would presently be
augmented by the Lacedemonians taking the field. Partly on
this account—partly also from the more energetic phase of
democracy, and the long-sighted views of Periklés, which were
now becoming ascendant in the city—the Athenians began the
ﬁn stupendous undertaking of connecting Athens with the sea by
means of long walls. The idea of this measure had doubitless
i been first suggested by the recent erection of long walls, though
¥ AMor so much smaller a distance, between Megara and Nisza :
» , for without such an intermediate stepping-stone, the project
v, of .a wall forty stadia (=about 44 Engl. miles) to join Athens
with Peirzus, and another wall of thirty-five stadia (= nearly
f’ ¥y Engl. miles) to join it with Phalérum, would have appeared
,«} extravagant even to the sanguine temper of Athenians—as it
J‘y’certainly would have seemed a few years earlier to Themistoklés

" 1 Lysias, Orat. Funebr. c. 10. évlkwr paxduevor dragay iy Stvapw vy
d el Tois %87 drepnedar kal Tois ofmw Suvauévors, &c.
/’o‘ﬁ The incident mentioned by Thucydidés about the Corinthians, that the
old men of their own city were so indignant against them on their return,
is highly characteristic of Grecian manners—rani{duevor dwd 7@y & 7
wéAet mpeaBurépwr, &e.
2 Thucyd. i. 106. wdfos uéya Tobro Kopwbiois &yévero. Compare Diodor.
xi. 78, 79—whose chronology however is very misleading.
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himself. Coming as an immediate sequel of great recent
victories, and while Agina, the great Dorian naval power, was
prostrate and under blockade, it excited the utmost a.larm?»,
among the Peloponnesians—being regarded as the second' |
great stride, at once conspicuous and of lasting effect, in(l'}i
Athenian ambition, next to the fortification of Peirzeus. ‘}’
But besides this feeling in the bosom of enemies, the measure e
was also interwoven with the formidable contention of political® &
parties then going on at Athens. Kimon had been recently/B
osfraciséd’; ‘and the democratical movément pressed by Periklés;»
and Ephialtés (of which more presently) was in its full tide of[
success ; yet not without a violent and unprincipled opposition
on the part of those who supported the existing constitution.
Now the long walls formed a part of the foreign policy of
Periklés, continuing on a gigantic scale the plans of Themi-
stoklés, when he first schemed the Peireeus. They were framed
to render Athens capable of carrying on war against any
superiority of landed attack, and of bidding defiance to the
united force of Peloponnesus. But though thus calculated
for contingencies which a long-sighted man might see gathering
in the distance, the new walls were, almost on the same
grounds, obnoxious to.a considerable number of Athenians:
to the party recently headed by Kimon, who were attached to
the Lacedemonian connexion, and desired above all things
to maintain peace at home, reserving the energies of the state
for anti-Persian enterprise: to many landed proprietors in
Attica, whom they seemed to threaten with approaching in-
vasion and destruction of their territorial possessions: to the
rich men and aristocrats of Athens, averse to a still closer con-
tact and amalgamation with the maritime multitude in Peirseus :
lastly, perhaps, to a certain vein of old Attic feeling, which
might look upon the junction of Athens with the separate demes
of Peireeus and Phalérum as effacing the special associations
connected with the holy rock of Athéné. When to all these
grounds of opposition, we add, the expense and trouble of the
undertaking itself, the interference with private property, the
peculiar violence of party which happened then to be raging,
and the absence of a large proportion of military citizens in
Egypt—we shall hardly be surprised to find that the projected
long walls brought on a risk of the most serious character both

1 Kal Tdvde buels alriol, 16 Te mplTov édoavres adrods THy méAw peTd T
Mndia kpartvar, kal JoTepoy T paxpd grioar relxn—is the language ad-
dressed by the Corinthians to the Spartans, in reference to Athens, a litile
before the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd. i. 69). )
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for Athens and her democracy. If any further proof were
wanting of the vast importance of these long walls, in the eyes

; both of friends and of enemies, we might find it in the fact that
their destruction was the prominent mark of Athenian humilia-
tion after the battle of Agospotami, and their restoration the
immediate boon of Pharnabazus and Konon after the victory
of Knidus.

Under the influence of the alarm now spread by the pro-
ceedings of Athens, the Lacedsmonians were prevailed upon
to undertake an expedition out of Peloponnesus, although the
Helots in Ithémé were not yet reduced to surrender. Their
force consisted of 1500 troops of their own, and 10,000 of their

..pvarlous allies, under the regent Nikomédés. The ostensible
J;&’ motive, or the pretence, for this march, was the_ protection of
the little terrxtory of Doris against the Phokians, who had
w recently invaded it and taken one of its three towns. The
f‘%ere approach of so large a force 1mmed1ately compelled the

hokians to relinquish their conquest, but it was soon seen
at this was only a small part of the objects of Sparta, and.
:ﬁ)ﬂﬁt her main purpose, under_instigation of the Corinthians,”
) _pUrpos 1gation
was, to arrest the aggrandlsement of Athens. It could not
”escape the penetration of Cofinth,” that the "Athenians might
presently either enlist or constrain the towns of Beeotia inio
their alliance, as they had recently acquired Megara, in addition
to their previous ally Plateea : for the Beeotiah federation was at
this time much disorganised, and Thebes, its chief, had never
recovered her ascendency since the discredit of her support
lent to the Persian invasion. \To strengthen Thebes and to
render her ascendency effective over the Beeotian cities, was
the best way of providing a neighbour at once powerful and
hostile to the Athenians, so as to prevent their further aggrand-
~ isement by land: it was the same policy as Epaminondas
" ‘pursued exghty years afterwards, in organising Arcadia and
/Messene against SpartaT Accordmglv the Peloponnesian force
was now employed partly in enlarging and strengthening the
fortifications of Thebes herself, partly in constraining the other
Beeotian cities into effective obedience to her supremacy ; prob-
ably by placing their governments in the hands of citizens of
known oligarchical politics,! and perhaps banishing suspected
opponents. To this scheme the Thebans lent themselves with
earnestness ; promising to keep down for the future their border

»

]

! Diodor. xii. 81 ; Justin, iii. 6. Tis utv rdv @nBalwy wéAews uellova
Tdv meplBoAoy xaterretacay, Tas ¥ & Bowwrly méAeis fydyragay SmordrTerfa
rois OnBalos,
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neighbours, so as to spare the necessity of armies coming from
Sparta.!
"But there was also a further design, yet more important, '
in contemplafioh by the Spartans and Corinthans: Tll_g_qliﬁ}‘

“garchical opposition at Athens were so bitterly hostile™o the
Long ‘Walls, to Periklés, and to the democratical movement, J

that several of them opened a secret negotiation with the
Peloporifiesian leaders ; Invidng them into Attica, and entreat- A
ing their aid in an internal rising for the purpose not only of V;)
putting a stop to the Long Walls, but also of subverting the v
democracy.} The Peloponnesian army, while prosecuting its My
operations/in Beeotia, waited in hopes of seeing the Athenian?"
malcontents in arms, and encamped at Tanagra on the very% .
borders of Attica for the purpose of immediate co-operation%
with them. The juncture was undoubtedly one of much
hazard for Athens, especially as the ostracised Kimon and his
remaining friends in the city were suspected of being implicated \*
in the conspiracy. But the Athenian leaders, aware of the Né
6.
f’)

Lacedemonian operations in Beeotia, knew also what was
meant by the presence of the army on their immediate borders
—and took decisive measures to avert the danger. Having
obtained a reinforcement of 1000 Argeians and some Thessalian
horse, they marched out to Tanagra, with the full Athenian
force then at home; which must of course have consisted
chiefly of the olde and the young, the same who had fought
under Myronidés at Megara ; for the blockade of Zgina was
still going on. Nor was it possible for the Lacedazmonian
army to return into Peloponnesus without fighting; for the
Athenians, masters of the Megarid, were in possession of the
difficult high lands of Geraneia, the road of march along the
isthmus ; while the Athenian fleet, by means of the harbour of ,
Pég, was prepared to intercept them if they tried to come by ‘\),1‘
sea across the Krissman Gulf, by which way it would appear
that they had come out. Near Tanagra a bloody battle took e
place between the two armies, wherein the Lacedzmonians fv
were victorious, chiefly from the desertion of the Thessalian” |,
horse who passed over to them in the very heat of the engage-
ment.2 But though the advantage was on their side, it was
not sufficiently decisive to favour the contemplated rising in
Attica. Nor did the Peloponnesians gain anything by it except

! Diodor. Z ¢. It must probably be to the internal affairs of Beeotia,
somewhere about this time, full as they were of internal dissension, that the
dictum and simile of Periklés allude~~which Aristotle notices in his Rhetoric.
ili. 4, 2. 2 Thucyd. i. 107.
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an undisturbed retreat over the high lands of Geraneia, after
having partially ravaged the Megarid.
A Though the battle of Tanagra was a defeat, yet there were
~' circumstances connected with it which rendered its effects
’ hlghly beneficial to Athens. The ostracised Kimon presented
.'himself on the field, as soon as the army had passed over the
boundaries of Attica, requesting to be allowed to occupy his
h' tation as a hoplite and fight in the ranks of his tribe—the
V«(Enéis. But such was the belief, entertained by the members
of the senate and by his political enemies present, that he
,,L was an accomplice in the conspiracy known to be on foot, that
J' permission was refused and he was forced to retire. In de-
parting he conjured his personal friends, Euthippus (of the
, rdeme Anaphlystus) and others, to behave in such a manner
as might wipe away the stain resting upon his fidelity, and in
part also upon theirs. His friends retained his panoply and
assigned to it the station in the ranks which he would himself
have occupied: they then entered the engagement with des-
perate resolution, and one hundred of them fell side by side
in their ranks. Periklés, on his part, who was present among
the hoplites of his own tribe the Akamantis, aware of this
application and repulse of Kimon, thought it incumbent upon
him to display not merely his ordinary personal courage, but an
unusual recklessness of life and safety, though it happened that
he escaped unwounded. All these incidents brought about a
generous sympathy and spirit of compromise among the con-
tending parties at Athens; while the unshaken patriotism of
Kimon and his friends discountenanced and disarmed those
conspirators who had entered into correspondence with the
enemy, at the same time that it roused a repentant admiration
towards the ostracised leader himself. Such was the happy
working of this new sentiment that a decree was shortly pro-
posed and carried—proposed too by Periklés himself—to
abridge the ten years of Kimon’s ostracism, and permit his
immediate return! We may recollect that under circum-
stances partly analogous, Themistoklés had himself proposed the

1 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 14; Periklés, c¢. 10. Plutarch represents the
Athenians as having recalled Kimon from fear of the Lacedsmonians who
had just beaten them at Tanagra, and for the purpose of procuring peace.
He adds that Kimon obtained peace for them forthwith. Both these asser-
tions are incorrect, The extraordinary successes in Beeotia, which followed
so quickly after the defeat at Tanagra, show that the Athenians were under
no impressions of fear at that juncture, and that the recall of Kimon pro-
ceeded from quite different feelings. Moreover the peace with Sparta was
not made till some years afterwards. .
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restoration of his rival Aristeidés from ostracism, a little before
the battle of Salamis:! and in both cases, the suspension ofy
enmity between the two leaders was partly the sign, partly also
the auxiliary cause, of reconciliation and renewed fraternity

¢

.

among the general body of citizens, It was a moment ana,-\‘ﬁ"'A

logous to that salutary impulse of compromise, and harmony of
parties, which followed the extinction of the Oligarchy of Four
Hundred, forty-six years afterwards, and on which Thucydidés
dwells emphatically as the salvation of Athens in her distress—
amoment rare in free communities generally, not less than among
the jealous competitors for political ascendency at Athens.?

‘So powerful was this burst of fresh patriotism and unanimity

3 Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 10.

2 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 17; Periklés, c. 10 ; Thucyd. viii. 97. Plutarch
observes, respecting this reconciliation of parties after the battle of Tanagra,
after having mentioned that Periklés himself proposed the restoration of
Kimon—

Obfrw Tére moAerinal uty foav ai Siagopal, uérpror 8¢ of Guuol kal wpds Td
xowdy edavdaAnror cuppépov, § 8t Pporiula TdvTwy emikpaToioa TAY waddy
Tois Tiis waTpldos Imexdper kaipois.

Which remarks are very analogous to those of Thucydidés in recounting
the memorable proceedings of the year 411 B.C., after the deposition of the
oligarchy of Four Hundred (Thucyd. viii. 97).

Kal obix fixiora &) Tdv mparov Xxpbvov éml -ye éuod *Abnvaio: dpalvovrar b
mohreboarTes” perpia ydp % Te és Tods dAlyous kal Tods moAAeds Ebyrpasts
éyévero, kal ek movnply TGY TparyudTwy yevouévwy TovTO TPpETOY dvfiveyKe THY
wéAw.  Dr. Arnold s#ys in his note—**It appears that the constitution as
now fixed was a/ fi»s?, in the opinion of Thucydidés, the best that Athens
had ever enjoyed within bis memory; that is, the best since the complete
ascendency of the democracy effected under Periklés. But how long a period
is meant to be included by the words Tdv wp@Tov xpbrov, and when and how
did the implied change take place? Td» mp@roy xpdvov can hardly apply to
the whole remaining term of the war, as if this improved constitution had
been first subverted by the triumph of the oligarchy under the Thirty, and
then superseded by the restoration of the old democracy after their over-
throw.  Yet Xenophon mentions no intermediate change in the government
between the beginning of his history and the end of the war,” &c.

I think that the words ed moAiredoavres are understood by Dr. Arnold in
a sense too special and limited—as denoting merely the new constitution, or
positive organic enactments, which the Athenlans now introduced. It
appears to me that the words are of wider import ; meaning the general
temper of political parties both reciprocally towards each other and towards
the commonwealth ; their inclination to relinquish antipathies, to accom-
modate points of difference, and to co-operate with each other heartily against
the enemy, suspending those idlas piroTiufas, idlas diaBords mepl THs Tob
Sfpov wpooresias (il. 65) noticed as having been so mischievous before.
Of course any constitutional arrangements introduced at such a period would
partake of the moderate and harmonious spirit then prevalent, and would
therefore form a part of what is commended by Thucydidés: but his com-
mendation is not confined to them specially. Compare the phrase il. 37.
ereubépws B¢ Td Te mwpds TO wowdy mohtTedouer, &c.

PELLR

£

rad

o



416 ~ History of Greece

after the battle of Tanagra, which produced the recall of Kimon
,and appears to have overlaid the pre- ex15tmg conspiracy, that
the Athenians were quickly in a condition to wipe off the stain
o ) f their defeat. It was on the sixty-second day after the battle
MsXthat they undertook an aggressive march under Myrénidés into
otia : the extreme precision of this date—being the single case
,&ffoughout the summary of events between the Persian and
eloponnesian wars wherein ‘Thucydidés is thus precise—marks
how strong an impression it made upon the memory of the
')/hthenians At the battle of (Enophyta, engaged against the
aggregate Theban and Boeeotian forces—or, if Diodorus is to
i be trusted, in two battles, of which that of (Enophyta was the
! ,,~ last-—Myromdes was_ completely victorious. The Athenians
Vf became nidsters of Thebes as well as of the remaining Beeotian
towns ; reversing all the arrangements recently made by Sparta
o —estabhshmg democratlcal governments—and forcing the
/"n aristocratical leaders, favourable to Theban ascendency and
Lacedemonian connexion, to become exiles. Nor was it only
Beeotia which the Athenians thus acquired : Phokis and Lokris
were both successively added to the list of their dependent
allies—the former being in the main friendly to Athens and
not disinclined to the change, while the latter were so decidedly
hostile that one hundred of their chiefs were detained and sent
to Athens as hostages. The Athenians thus extended their
influence—maintained through internal party-management,
backed by the dread of interference from without in case of
need—from the borders of the Corinthian territory, including

both Megara and Pége, to the strait of Thermopyle.!
»  These important acquisitions were soon crowned by the
completion of the Long Walls and the conquest of Agina.
m[‘hat island, doubtless starved out by its protracted blockade,
was forced to capitulate on condition of destroying its fortifica- N
¢ tions, surrendering all its ships of war, and submitting to annual
« tribute as a dependent ally of Athens. The reduction of this
once powerful maritime city marked Athens as mistress of the
/ sea on the Peloponnesian coast not less than on the Agean.
¥ Her admiral Tolmidés displayed her strength by sailing round
()' eloponnesus, and even by the insult of burning the Lacede-
onian ports of Methéné and of Gythium. He took Chalkis,
,} a possession of the Corinthians, and Naupaktus belonging to
Lthe Ozolian Lokrians, near the mouth of the Corinthian Gulf—
disembarked troops near Sikyon, with some advantage in a
attle against opponents from that town—and either gained

1 Thucyd. i. 108 ; Diodor. xi. 81, 82.
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or forced into the Athenian alliance not only Zakynthus and¥"
Kephallénia, but also some of the towns of Achaia ; for we after-
wards find these latter attached to Athens without knowing
when the connexion beganl! During the ensuing year the
Athenians renewed their attack upon Sikyon, with a force of

1000 hoplites under Periklés himself, sailing from the Megarian ,

harbour of Pégx in the Krisseean Gulf. This eminent man,

™
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however, gained no greater advantage than Tolmidés—defeat- »

ing the Sikyonian forces in the field and driving them within
their walls. He afterwards made an expedition into Akarnania,
taking the Achean allies in addition to his own forces, but mis-
carried in his attack on (Eniade and accomplished nothing.

%w

N

Nor were the Athenians more successful in a march undertaken .

this same year against Thessaly, for the purpose of restoring
Orestes, one of the exiled princes or nobles of Pharsalus.

i

Though they took with them an imposing force, including their”

Beeotian and Phokian allies, the powerful Thessalian cavalry .

forced them to keep in a compact body and confined them to
the ground actually occupied by their hoplites: while all their
attempts against the city failed, and their hopes of internal
rising were disappointed.?

Had the Athenians succeeded in Thessaly, they would have
acquired to their alliance nearly the whole of extra-Pelopon-
nesian Greece. But even without Thessaly their power was
prodigious, and IH%d now attained a maximum height from
which it never varied except to decline. As a counterbalancing
loss against so many successes, we have to reckon their ruinous
defeat in Egypt, after a war of six years against the Persians
(B.C. 460-455). At first they had gained brilliant advantages,
in conjunction with the insurgent prince Inards ; expelling the
Persians from all Memphis except the strongest part called the
White Fortress. And such was the alarm of the Persian king
Artaxerxes at the presence of the Athenians in Egypt, that he
sent Megabazus with a large sum of money to Sparta, in order
to induce the Lacedzmonians to invade Attica. This envoy
however failed, and an augmented Persian force, being sent to
Egypt under Megabyzus, son of Zopyrus,® drove the Athenians
and their allies, after an obstinate struggle, out of Memphis into
the island of the Nile called Prosépitis. Here they were blocked
up for zighteen months, until at length Megabyzus turned the
arm of the river, laid the channel dry, and stormed the island
by land. A very few Athenians escaped by land to Kyréné:

1 Thucyd. i. 108-115; Diodor. xi. 84.
2 Thucyd. i. 111; Diodor. xi. 85. 3 Herodot. iii. 160.
VOL. V. P
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‘the rest were either slain or made captive, and Inards himself
was crucified. And the calamity of Athens was further aggra-
vated by the arrival of fifty fresh Athenian ships, which, coming
J)- after the defeat, but without being aware of it, sailed into the
} " Mendesian branch of the Nile, and thus fell unawares into the
Jpower of the Persians and Phcenicians ; very few either of the
¥ y ships or men escaping. The whole of Egypt became again
/‘P" sub]ect to the Persians, except Amyrtaeus, who contrived by
retiring into the inaccessible fens still to maintain his mdeper
Q{}' ence. One of the largest armaments ever sent forth by Athé
and her confederacy was thus utterly ruined.!

\J’ It was about the time of the destruction of the Athenian ar
¥, in Egypt, and of the circumnavigation of Peloponnesus by Tol-
, v mldes, that the internal war, carried on by the Lacedemonians

against the Helots or Messemans at Ithomé, ended. These
W’@ *besieged men, no longer able to stand out against a protracted
, N}zblockade were forced to abandon this last fortress of ancient
W\sMessenian independence, stlpulatmg for a safe retreat from
eloponnesus with their wives and families ; with the proviso
that if any one of them ever returned to Peloponnesus, he
should become the slave of the first person who seized him.
They were established by Tolmidés at Naupaktus (recently
taken by the Athenians from the Ozolian Lokrians),? where
they will be found rendering good service to Athens in the
following wars.

After the victory of Tanagra, the Lacedaemomans made no
further expeditions out of Peloponnesus for several succeeding
years, not even to prevent Beeotia and Phokis from being
absorbed into the Athenian alliance. The reason of this
remissness lay, partly, in their general character; partly, in the
continuance of the siege of Ithémé, which occupied them at
home ; but still more, perhaps, in the fact that the Athenians,
masters of the Megarid, were in occupation of the road over the
high lands of Geraneia, and could therefore obstruct the march
of any army out from Peloponnesus. Even after the surrender

¥ of Ithémé, the Lacedemonians remained inactive for three years,
& after which time a formal truce was concluded with Athens by
r w Peloponnesians generally, for five years longer.® This truce
1 Thucyd. i. 104, 109, 110; Diodor. xi. 77; xii. 3. The story of Dio-
JS' orus in the first of these two passages—that most of the Athenian forces
were allowed to come back under a favourable capitulation granted by the
Persian generals—is contradicted by the total ruin which he himself states

to have befallen them in the latter passages, as well as by Thucydidés.

2 Thucyd. i. 103; Diodor. xi. 84.

3 Thucyd. i. 112.
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was concluded in a great degree through the influence of
Kimon,! who was eager to resume effective operations against i
the Persians ; while it was not less suitable to the political inter- )
est of Periklés that his most distinguished rival should be absent L'
on foreign service,? so as not to interfere with his influence at 04
home. Accordingly Kimon, having equipped a fleet of zoo
triremes from Athens and her confederates, set sail for Cyprus, ¢’
from whence he despatched sixty ships to Egypt, at the requesu\v'u
of the insurgent prince Amyrteeus, who was still maintaining*‘.)',.
himself against the Persians amidst the fens—while with the,x\y“,,
remaining armament he laid siege to Kitium. In the prosecu- }\**
tion of this siege, he diéd éither of disease or of a wound.'m«‘
The armament, undér his successor Anaxikratés, became so
‘embarrassed for want of provisions, that they abandoned »*
‘the undertaking altogether, and went to fight the Pheenician "
and Kilikian fleet near Salamis in Cyprus. They were here ‘/YV:
victorious, first on sea and afterwards on land, though probably ¥
not on the same day, as at the Eurymedon ; after which they g,
returned home, followed by the sixty ships which had gone to g K
Egypt for the purpose of aiding Amyrtseus.’ W
W

1 Theopompus, Fragm. 92, ed. Didot ; Plutarch, Kimon, c, 18; Diodor.
xi. 86.

It is to be presumed that this is the peace which AEschinés (De Fals.
Legat. c. 54, p- 300) and Andokidés (De Pacc. c. 1) state to have been
made by Miltiadés sorsof Kimon, proxenus of the Lacedeemonians ; assum-
ing that Miltiadés son of Kimon is put by them, through lapse of memory,
for Kimon son of Miltiadés. But the passages of these orators involve so
much both of historical and chronological inaccuracy, that it is unsafe to
cite them, and impossible to amend them except by conjecture. Mr. Fynes
Clinton (Fasti Hellen, Appendix, 8, p. 257) has pointed out some of these
inaccuracies ; and there are others besides, not less grave, especially in the
oration ascribed to Andokidés. It is remarkable that both of them seem
to recognise only 7wo long walls, the northern and the southern wall;
whereas in the time of Thucydidés there were zkree long walls: the two
near and parallel, connecting Athens with Peiraeus, and a third connecting
it with Phalérum. This last was never renewed, after all of them had
been partially destroyed at the disastrous close of the Peloponnesian war :
and it appears to have passed out of the recollection of ZEschinés, who
speaks of the two walls as they existed in his time.

2 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10, and Reipublic. Gerend. Pracep. p. 812.

An understanding to this effect between the two rivals is so natural that
we need not resort to the supposition of a secret agreement concluded
between them through the mediation of Elpiniké sister of Kimon, which
Plutarch had read in some authors. The charms as well as the intrigues of
Elpiniké appear to have figured conspicuously in the memoirs of Athenian
biographers: they were employed by one party as a means of calumniating
Kimon, by the other for discrediting Periklés.

% Thucyd. i. 112 ; Diodorus, xil. 13. Diodorus mentions the name of
the general Anaxikratés, He affirms further that Kimon lived not only to
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From this time forward no further operations were undertaken

by Athens and her confederacy against the Persians. And

:9 it appears that a convention was concluded between them,

¥ o whereby the Great King on his part promised two things : To

W fleave free, undisturbed, and untaxed, the Asiatic maritime

{/ Greeks, not sending troops withina given distance of the coast :

‘To refrain from sending any ships of war either westward

f* .of Phasélis (others place the boundary at the Chelidonean

V'lslands, rather more to the westward) or within the Kyanean

3," rocks at the confluence of the Thracian Bosphorus with the

Y¢¥ Euxine. On their side the Athenians agreed to leave him in

"'.; undisturbed possession of Cyprus and Egypt. Kallias, an
Athenian of distinguished family, with some others of his
countrymen, went up to Susa to negotiate this convention :
and certain envoys from Argos, then in alliance with Athens,

took the opportunity of going thither at the same time, to renew

the friendly understanding which their city had established with

Xerxes at the period of his invasion of Greece.l -

As is generally the case with treaties after hostility—this

NX? convention did little more than recognise the existing state of

¥ things, without introducing any new advantage or disadvantage

¥ on either side, or calling for any measures to be taken in conse-

quence of it. We may hence assign a reasonable ground for the

k’%f silence of Thucydidés, who does not even notice the convention

4% as having been made: we are to recollectoalways that in the

"< . interval between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars, he does

take Kitium and Malius, but also to gain these two victories. But the
authority of Thuacydidés, superior on every ground to Diodorus, is more
particularly superior as to the death of Kimon, with whom he was connected
by relationship.

1 Herodot. vii. 151 ; Diodor. xii. 3, 4. Demosthenés (De Falsa Legat.
c. 77, p- 428 R: compare De Rhodior. Libert. c. 13, p. 199) speaks of
this peace as 7hy dmd mdvrwy OpvAovuévny eipfvpy. Compare Lykurgus
cont. Leokrat. ¢. 17, p. 187; Isokratés (Panegyr. ¢. 33, 34» P- 244 ; Areo-
pagitic. ¢. 37, pp. 150, 229; Panathenaic. c. 20, p. 360).

The loose lanquage of these orators makes it impossible to determine
what was the precise limit in respect of vicinity to the coast. Tsokratés is
careless enough to talk of the river Halys as the boundary ; Demosthenés
states it as “a day’s course for a horse.”

The two boundaries marked by sea, on the other hand, are both clear
and natural, in reference to the Athenian empire—the Kyanean rocks at
one end—Phastlis or the Chelidonean islands (there is no material distance
between these two last-mentioned places) on the other.

Dahlmann, at the end of his Dissertation on the reality of this Kimonian
peace, collects the various passages of authors wherein it is mentioned :
among them are several out of the rhetor Aristeidés (Forschungen, p.
140-148).
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not profess to do more than glance briefly at the main events. §"
But the boastful and inaccurate authors of the ensuing century,¥. i’
orators, rhetors, and historians, indulged in so much exaggeration ‘)r
and untruth respecting this convention, both as to date and as ';mu‘
to details—and extolled as something so glorious the fact of m’

‘
»

having imposed such hard conditions on the Great King—that
they have raised a suspicion against themselves. Especially, Wa
they have occasioned critics to ask the very natural question, & \
how this splendid achievement of Athens came to be left
unnoticed by Thucydidés? Now the answer to such question W'{
is, that the treaty itself was really of no great moment: it is
the state of facts and relations implied in the treaty, and
existing substantially before it was concluded, which constitutes
the real glory of Athens. But to the later writers, the treaty
stood forth as the legible evidence of facts which in their time
were past and gone: while Thucydidés and his contempor-
aries, living in the actual fulness of the Athenian empire, would
certainly not appeal to the treaty as an evidence, and might
well pass it over even as an event, when studying to condense
the narrative. Though Thucydidés has not mentioned the
treaty, he says nothing which disproves its reality, and much
which is in full harmony with it. For we may show even from
him,—1. That all open and direct hostilities between Athens
and Persia ceased, after the last-mentioned victories of the
Athenians near Cyprus : that this island is renounced by Athens,
not being included by Thucydidés in his catalogue of Athenian
allies prior to the Peloponnesian war ;! and that no further aid
is given by Athens to the revolted Amyrtzus in Egypt.
2. That down to the time when the Athenian power was pros-
trated by the ruinous failure at Syracuse, no tribute was
collected by the Persian satraps in Asia Minor from the Greek
cities on the coast, nor were Persian ships of war allowed to
appear in the waters of the Zgean,? nor was the Persian king

1 Thucyd. ii. 14

% Thucyd. viii. 5, 6, 56, As this is a point on which very erroneous
representations have been made by some learned critics, especially by
Dahlmann and Manso (see the treatises cited in the subsequent note, p. 424},
I transcribe the passage of Thucydidés. He is speaking of the winter of
B.C. 412, immediately succeeding the ruin of the Athenian army at Syra-
cuse, and after redoubled exertions had been making (even some months
before that ruin actually took place) to excite active hostile proceedings
against Athens from every quarter (Thucyd. vii. 25): it being seen that
there was a promising opportunity for striking a heavy blow at the Athenian
power. The satrap Tissaphernes encouraged the Chians and Erythreeans
to revolt, sending an envoy along with them to Sparta with persuasions
and promises of aid—énfyyero kal & Ticoapéprys Tobs Merowovyyaiovs ial

P2
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7

admitted to be sovereign of the country down to the coast |
'Granting, therefore, that we were even bound, from the silence

, rigxveito Tpogiy wapétew. ‘Txd Basihéws yip vewarl érdyxave
wemrpouyuévos Tods &k Tiis éavrod &pxis pdpovs, obs 8 *Abqwalovs éwd ToHV
‘EMvidwy méhewv o Suvdueves mpdocesfar émwpeiinae. Tobs Te odv
Pdpovs paAAoy évduile ropielodar, kardaas Tobs *Abnralovs, kal Gua BaciAel
Evupdxovs Aaxedaipoviovs worfoery, &c. In the next chapter, Thucydidés L
tells us that the satrap Pharnabazus wanted to obtain Lacedzmonian aid in
the same manner as Tissaphernes for Zis satrapy also, in order that ht
might detach the Greek cities from Athens and be able to levy the tribut
upon them. Two Greeks go to Sparta, sent by Phamabazus, §xws vabs
noploeiay & Tdv ‘EAMomovToy, kal abrds, el Sbvaro Hwep & Tisoapéprns
mpodBuuetto, Tds Te & 7)) éavrob &pxT wéAets dwooThoeie oy *Abnpvalwy Si
Tobs pbpous, kal &' Eavrod Baoihel Thy Fvppaxlay TEY Aaxedarpoviwy
xorfiaee.

These passages (strange to say) are considered by Manso and Dahlmann é
as showing that the Grecian cities on the Asiatic coast, though subject to
the Athentan empire, continued nevertheless to pay their tribute regularly
to Susa. To me the passages appear to disprove this very supposition ;
they show that it was essential for the satrap to detach these cities from
the Athenian empire, as a means of procuring tribute from them to Persia :
that the Athenian empire, while it lasted, prevented him from getting any
tribute from the cities subject to it. Manso and Dahlmann have overlooked
the important meaning of the adverb of time vewsri—‘*lately.” By that
word Thucydidés expressly intimates that the court of Susa kad only recently
demanded from Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus, tribute from the maritime
Greeks within their satrapies: and he implies that wnsil recently no suck
demand had been made upon them. The court of Susa, apprised doubtless
by Grecian exiles and agents of the embarrassments into which Athens had
fallen, conceived this a suitable moment for exactng tributes, to which
doubtless it always considered itself entitled, though the power of Atheus
had compelled it to forego them. Accordingly the demand was now for
the first time sent down to Tissaphernes, and he ‘¢ became a debtor for them”
to the court (érwpefrnoe), until he could collect them : which he could not
at first do, even then, embarrassed as Athens was—and which, & fortiors,
he could not have done before, when Athens was in full power.

We learn from these passages two valuable facts. 1. That the maritime
Asiatic cities belonging to the Athenian empire paid no tribute to Susa,
from the date of the full organisation of the Athenian confederacy down to t
a period after the Athenian defeat in Sicily. 2. That nevertheless these
cities always continued, throughout this period, to stand rated in the Persian
king’s books each for its appropriate tribute ; the court of Susa waiting for
a convenient moment to occur, when it should be able to enforce its demands,
from misfortunes accruing to Athens.

This state of relaticns, between the Asiatic Greeks and the Persian cou
under the Athenian empire, authenticated by Thucydidés, enables us t
explain a passage of Herodotus, on which also both Manso and Dahlmant
have dwelt (p. 94) with rather more apparent plausibility, as proving their
view of the case. Herodotus, after describing the re-arrangement and re-
measurement of the territories of the Ionic cities by the satrap Artaphernes
(about 493 B.C. after the suppression of the Ionic revolt), proceeds to étate
that he assessed the tribute of each with reference to this new measurement, ¢
and that the assessment remained unchanged until his own (Herodotus’s)
time—«al Tas xdpas cpéwy perpfioas kars mapacdyyas . . . . $pdpovs Erake
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of Thucydidés, to infer that no treaty was concluded, we
should still be obliged also to infer, from his positive averments,
that a state of historical fact, such as the treaty acknowledged
and prescribed, became actually realised. But when we reflect
further, that Herodotus ! certifies the visit of Kallias and other
Athenian envoys to the court of Susa, we can assign no other
explanation of such visit so probable as the reality of this treaty.
Certainly no envoys would have gone thither during a state of
recognised war ; and though it may be advanced as possible
that they may have gone with the view to conclude a treaty,
and yet not have succeeded—this would be straining the limits
of possibility beyond what is reasonable.?

éxdaTowt, of katd xdpny Sateréovot Exovres ék TolTov TOb Xpbvov alel ¥ri
kal és éué, s érdxOncav & *Aprapépreos’ érdxOnoay B¢ oxeddv katd T
abdra 74 kal wpdrepov elxor (vi. 42). Now Dahlmann and Manso contend
that Herodotus here affirms the tribute of the lonic cities to Persia to have
been continuously and regularly paid down to his own time. But in my
judgement this is a mistake ; Herodotus speaks not about the payment, but
about the assessment: and these were two very different things, as Thucydidés
clearly intimates in the passage which I have cited above. The assessment
of all the Ionic cities in the Persian king’s books remained unaltered all
through the Athenian empire; but the payment was not enforced until
immediately before 412 B.C., when the Athenians were supposed to be too
weak to hinder it. It is evident by the account of the general Persian
revenues, throughout all the satrapies, which we find in the third book of
Herodotus, that he had access to official accounts of the Persian finances,
or at least to Greek gecretaries who knew those accounts. He would be
told that these assessments remained unchanged from the time of Arta.
phernes downward: whether they were realised or not was another question,
which the ‘“books” would probably not answer, and which he might or
might not know.

The passages above cited from Thucydidés appear to me to afford positive
proof that the Greek cities on the Asiatic coast paid no tribute to Persia
during the continuance of the Athenian empire. But if there were no such
positive proof, I should still maintain the same opinion. For if these
Greeks went on paying tribute, what is meant by the phrases, of their
having ¢ revolted from Persia,” of their *‘ having been lZiberated from the
king *” (oi &rogrdvres Bacihéws “EAAqres—ol &md ’lwvlas ral ‘EAAnamérrov
#8n dpearnedTes md Bachéws—Ioor dwd Bavidéws veworl HAevBépwrro.
Thucyd. i. 18, 89, 95)?

So much respecting the payment of tribute. As to the other point—that
hetween 477 and 412 B.C., no Persian ships were tolerated along the coast
sf Ionia, which coast, though claimed by the Persian king, was not recog-
aised by the Greeks as belonging to him—proof will be found in Thucyd.
vili. 56 compare Diodor. iv, 26.

1 Herodot. viii. 151. Diodorus also states that this peace was concluded
by Kallias the Athenian (xii. 4).

2 1 conclude, on the whole, in favour of this treaty as an historical fact—
though sensible that some of the arguments urged against it are not without
force. Mr. Mitford and Dr. Thirlwall (ch. xvii. p. 474), as well as Manso
and Dahlmann, not to mention others, have impugned the reality of the
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We may therefore believe in the reality of this treaty between
Athens and Persia, improperly called the Kimonian treaty:
improperly, since not only was it concluded after the death of

treaty : and the last-mentioned author particularly has examined the case
at length and set forth all the grounds of objection ; urging, among some
which are really serious, others which appear to me weak and untenable
(Manso, Sparta, vol. iii. Beylage, x. p. 471; Dahlmann, Forschungen auf
dem Gebiete der Geschichte, vol. i. Ueber den Kimonischen Frieden, p.
1-148). Boeckh admits the treaty as an historical fact.

If we deny altogether the historical reality of the treaty, we must adopt
some such hypothesis as that of Dahlmann (p. 40) :—**The distinct mention
and averment of such a peace as having been formally concluded, appears
to have first arisen among the schools of the rhetors at Athens, shortly after
the peace of Antalkidas, and as an oratorical antithesis to oppose to that

eace.”

P To which we must add the supposition, that some persons must have
taken the trouble to cause this fabricated peace to be engraved on a pillar,
and placed either in the Metrfon or somewhere else in Athens among the
records of Athenian glories. For that it was so engraved on a column is
certain (Theopompus ap. Harpokration. ’Arreols ypdupuast), The sus-
picion started By Theopompus (and founded on the fact that the peace was
engraved, not in ancient Attic, but in Ionic letters—the latter sort having
been only legalised in Athens after the archonship of Eukleidés), that this
treaty was a subsequent invention and not an historical reality, does not
weigh with me very much. Assuming the peace to be real, it would
naturally be drawn up and engraved in the character habitually used among
the Ionic cities of Asia Minor, since they were the parties most specially
interested in it : or it might even have been re-engraved, seeing that nearly
a century must have elapsed between the conclusiongof the treaty and the
time when Theopompus saw the pillar. I confess that the hypothesis of
Dahlmann appears to me more improbable than the historical reality of the
treaty, I think it more likely that there was a treaty, and that the orators
talked exaggerated and false matters respecting it—rather than that they
fabricated the treaty from the beginning with a deliberate purpose, and
with the false name of an envoy conjoined.

Dahlmann exposes justly and forcibly (an easy task indeed) the loose,
inconsistent, and vain-glorious statements of the orators respecting this
treaty, The chronological error by which it was asserted to have been -
made shortly after the victories of the Eurymedon (and was thus connected
with the pame of Kimon), is one of the circumstances which have most
tended to discredit the attesting witnesses: but we must not forget that
Ephorus (assuming that Diodorus in this case copies Ephorus, which is
highly probable—xii. 3, 4) did not fall into this mistake, but placed the
treaty in its right chronological place, after the Athenian expedition under
Kimon against Cyprus and Egypt in 450-449 B.c. Kimon died before the
great results of this expedition were consummated, as we know from Thu-
cydidés: on this point Diodorus speaks equivocally, but rather giving it to
be understood that Kimon lived to complete the whole, and then died of
sickness.

The absurd exaggeration of Isokratés, that the treaty bound the Persian
kings not to come westward of {hie Tiver Halys, has also been very properly
censured. He makes this statement in two different orations (Areopagitic.
p. 150; Panathenaic. p. 462).
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Kimon, but the Athenian victories by which it was immediately
brought on, were gained after his death. Nay more-—the
probability is, that if Kimon had lived, it would not have been
concluded at all. For his interest as well as his glory led him
to prosecute the war against Persia, since he was no match for
his rival Periklés either as a statesman or as an orator, and
could only maintain his popularity by the same means whereby
he had earned it—victories and plunder at the cost of the
Persians. His death ensured more complete ascendency to
Periklés, whose policy and character were of a cast altogether
opposite : 1 while even Thucydidés, son of Melésias, who suc-
ceeded Kimon his relation as leader of the anti-Periklean party,

Al
W

J

#

was also a man of the senate and public assembly rather than ¢
of campaigns and conquests. Averse to distant enterprises and »

precarious acquisitions, Periklés was only anxious to maintain M
unimpaired the Hellenic ascendency of Athens, now at its very ¢

maximum. He was well aware that the undivided force and
vigilance of Athens would not be too much for this object—nor
did they in fact prove sufficient, as we shall presently see.
With such dispositions he was naturally glad to conclude a
peace, which excluded the Persians from all the coasts of Asia
Minor westward of the Chelidoneans, as well as from all the
waters of the Agean, under the simple condition of renouncing
on the part of Athens further aggressions against Cyprus,
Pheenicia, Kilikia®and Egypt. The Great King on his side
bad had sufficient experience of Athenian energy to fear the
consequences of such aggressions, if prosecuted. He did not
lose much by relinquishing formally a tribute which at the time
he could have little hope of realising, and which of course he
intended to resume on the first favourable opportunity. Weigh-
ing all these circumstances, we shall find that the peace, 1m-
properly called Kimonian, results naturally from the position
and feelings of the contracting parties.

"Atlens was now at peace both abroad and at home, under

the adiministration of Periklés, with a great empire, a great fleet,

and a great accumulated treasure. The common fund collected
from the contributions of the confederates, and originally de-,
posited at Delos, had before this time been transferred to the
acropolis at Athens. At what precise time such transfer took
place, we cannot state. Nor are we enabled _to assign the suc-
cessive stages whereby the confederacy, chiefly with the freewill
of its own members, became transformed from a body of armed
and active warriors under the guidance of Athens, into disarmed
I Plutarch, Periklés, c. 21-28,
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and passive tribute-payers defended by the military force of
thens : from allies free, meeting at Delos, and self-determining
‘,—-into subjects 1solated, sendmg their annual tribute, and
}’( awaiting Athenian orders. But it would appear that the change
had been made before this time. Some of the more resolute
« of the allies had tried to secede, but Athens had coerced them
y force, and reduced them to the condition of tribute-payers
I\vlthout ships or defence. Chios, Lesbos, and Samos were
ow the only allies free and armed on the original footing.
very successive change of an armed ally into a tributary—
Mv‘évery subjugation of a seceder—tended of course to cut down
the numbers, and enfeeble the authority, of the Delian synod.
” And what was still worse, it altered the reciprocal relation and
feelings both of Athens and her allies—exalting the former into
something like g despot, and degrading the latter into mere
passive subjects.
. Of course the palpable manifestation of the change must have
. / been the transfer of the confederate fund from Delos to Athens.
he only-cfrecumstance which we know respecting this transfer
is, that it was proposed by the Samians !—the second power in
the confederacy, inferior only to Athens, and least of all likely
L to favour any job or sinister purpose of the Athenians. It is
;\{.’;further said that when the Samians proposed it, Aristeidés
aracterised it as a motion unjust, but useful: we may reason-
ably doubt, however, whether it was made @uring his lifetime.
When the synod at Delos ceased to be so fully attended as to
command respect—when war was lighted up not only with
Persia, but with Agina and Peloponnesus—the Samians might
not unnaturally feel that the large accumulated fund, with its
constant annual accessions, would be safer at Athens than at
Delos, which latter island would require a permanent garrison
and squadron to ensure it against attack. But whatever may
have been the grounds on which the Samians proceeded, when
we find them coming forward to propose the transfer, we may
fairly infer that it was not displeasing, and did not appear
unjust, to the larger members of the confederacy ; and that it
. was no high-handed and arbitrary exercise of power, as it is
/\\’often called, on the part of Athens.
¥ : After the conclusion of the war with Algina, and the conse-

1

wences™of the battle~sf” (Enophyta, the position “of Athens
, ecamé altered more and more. She acquired a large catalogue
A))’Of new allies, partly tributary, like Afgina—partly in the same
/v;relaﬁon as fihms, Lesbos, and Samos ; that is, obliged only to a

'/‘/ 1 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 25.
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conformity of foreign policy and to military service. In this
last category were Megara, the Beeotian cities, the Phokians,
Lokrians, &c. All these, though allies of Athens, were
strangers to Delos and the confederacy against Persia; and
accordingly that confederacy passed insensibly into a matter of
history, giving place to the new conception of imperial Athens
with her extenswe list of allies, partly free, partly subject.
Such transition, arising spontaneously out of the character and
circumstances of the confederates themselves, was thus materi-
ally forwarded by the acquisitions of Athens extraneous to the
confederacy. ‘She was now not_merely the first maritime state
in Greece, but perhaps equal to Sparta even in land-power—
possessing in her alliance Megara, Beeotia, Phokis, Lokris,
together with Acheea and Treezen in Peloponnesus.: Large as
this aggregate already was, both at sea and on land, yet the
magnitude of the annual tribute, and still more the character
of the Athenians themselves, superior to all Greeks in that
combination of energy and discipline which is the grand cause
of progress, threatened still farther increase. Occupying the
Megarian harbour of Pége, the Athenians had full means of‘
naval action on both sides of the Corinthian Isthmus: but
what was of still greater importance to them, by their possession
of the Megarid and of the high lands of Geraneia, they could
restrain any land-force from marching out of Peloponnesus, and
were thus (consideting besides their mastery at sea) completely
unassailable in Attica." ‘
Ever since the repulse of Xerxes, Athens had been advancing
in an umnterrupted course of power and prosperity at home,
as well as of victory and ascendency abroad—to which there
was no exception except the ruinous enterprise in Egypt.
Looking at the position of Greece therefore about 448 B.C.,— -
after ‘thé conclusion of “the five years” truce between the -
Peloponnesians and Athens, and of the so-called Kimonian
peace between Persia and Athens,—a discerning Greek might
well calculate upon further aggrandisement of this imperial state
as the tendency of theage.  And accustomed as every Greek was
to the conception of separate town-autonomy as essential to a ’
freeman and a citizen, such prospect could not but inspire terror
and aversion. The sympathy of the Peloponnesians for the
islanders and ultra-maritime states, who constituted the original
confederacy of Athens, was not considerable. But when the
Dorian island of Algina was subjugated also, and passed into
the condition of a defenceless tributary, they felt the blow sorely
on every ground. The ancient celebrity, and eminent service
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rendered at the battle of Salamis, of this memorable island,
had not been able to protect it ; while those great Aginetan
families, whose victories at the sacred festival-games Pindar
celebrates in a large proportion of his odes, would spread
the language of complaint and indignation throughout their
numerous “guests” in every Hellenic city. Of course, the
same anti-Athenian feeling would pervade those Peloponnesian
¢ Stateés who had been engaged in actual hostility with Athens—
Corinth, Sikyon, Epidaurus, &c., as well as Sparta, the once-
recogmsed head of Hellas, but now tacitly degraded from her
pre-eminence, baffled in her projects respecting Beeotia, and
exposed to the burning of her port at Gythium without being
‘able even to retaliate upon Attica. Putting all those circum-
stances together, we may comprehend the powerful feeling of
dislike and apprehension now diffused so widely over Greece
against the upstart despot-city; whose ascendency, newly ac-
quired, maintained by superior force, and not recognised as
legitimate—threatened nevertheless still further increase. Six-
een years hence, this same sentiment will be found exploding
to_the Peloponnesian war. But it became rooted in the
réek mind during the period which we have now reached,
when Athens was much more formidable than she had come
& to be at the commencement of that war. We can hardly
explain or appreciate the ideas of that later period, unless we
take them as handed down from the earlier date of the five
% years’ truce (about 451-446 B.C.).
,’{ + Formidable as the Athenian empire both really was and
appeated to be, however, this wide-spread feeling of antipathy
* proved still stronger, so that instead of the threatened increase,
the empire underwent 2 most material diminution. This did
not arise from the attack of open enemies ; for during the five
years’ truce, Sparta undertook only one movement, and that
not against Attica : she sent troops to Delphi, in an expedition
dignified with the name of the Sacred War—expelled the
Phokians, who had assumed to themselves the management of
the temple—and restored it to the native Delphians. To this
the Athenians made no direct opposition: but as soon as the
Lacedemonians were gone, they themselves marched thither
and placed the temple again in the hands of the Phokians, who
were then their allies.! The Delphians were members of the
Phokian league, and there was a dispute of old standing as to
the administration of the temple—whether it belonged to them
separately or to the Phokians collectively. The favour of those
! Thueyd, i. 112: compare Philochor. Fragm. 88, ed. Didot.
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who administered it counted as an element of considerable
moment in Grecian politics; the sympathies of the leading
Delphians led them to embrace the side of Sparta, but the
Athenians now hoped to counteract this tendency by means
of their preponderance in Phokis. We are not told that the
Lacedemonians took any ulterior step in consequence of their
views being frustrated by Athens—a significant evidence of the
politics of that day.

The blow which brought down the Athenian empire from
this its greatest exaltation was struck by the subjects themselves.
The Athenian ascendency over Beeotia, Phokis, Lokris, and
Eubcea, was maintained, not by means of garrisons, but through
domestic parties favourable to Athens, and a suitable form of
government—just in the same way as Sparta maintained her
influence over her Peloponnesian allies.]  After the victory of
(Enophyta, the Athenjans had broken up the governments in
the Beeotian cities established by Sparta before the battle of
Tanagra, and converted them into democracies at Thebes and
elsewhere. Many of the previous leading men had thus been
sent into exile: and as the same process had taken place i
Phokis and Lokris, there was at this time a considerable aggregate
body of exiles, Beeotian, Phokian, Lokrian, Eubcean, Aginetan,
&ec., all bitterly hostile to Athens, and ready to join in any
attack upon her power. We learn further that the democracy ?
established at Thebes after the battle of (Enophyta was ill-con-
ducted and disorderly : which circumstance laid open Beeotia
still further to the schemes of assailants on the watch for every
weak point.

These various exiles, all joining their forces and concerting
measures with their partisans in the interior, succeeded in
mastering Orchomenus, Cheeroneia, and some other less im-
portant places in Beeotia. The Athenian general Tolmidés
marched to expel them, with 1000 Athenian hoplites and an
auxiliary body of allies. It appears that this march was under-
taken in haste and rashness. The hoplites of Tolmidés,
principally youthful volunteers and belonging to the best
families of Athens, disdained the enemy too much to await a
larger and more commanding force : nor would the people listen
even to Periklés, when he admonished them that the march

! Thucyd. i. 19. AaxeSaupudvior, obx tmorehels Exovres dpdpov Tods tuuud-
xovs Hyovwrro, kar' SAvyapxfey 3¢ odlow ebrols pdvov émirndelws Bmaws
ToAtrebaovot fepameborres—the same also i 76-144.

2 Aristotel. Politic. v. 2,6. Kal & @98ais perd T &v Olvopidress udxnw,
kawds mohirevoudvay, 4 dnuokparia Siepfdpn.
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would be full of hazard, and adjured them not to attempt it
without greater numbers as well as greater caution.! Fatally
indeed were his predictions justified. Though Tolmidés was
v successful in his first enterprise—the recapture of Cheroneia,
wherein he placed a garrison—yet in his march, probably in-
_.’,ocautious and disorderly, when departing from that place, he
Jwas surprised and attacked unawares, near Korbneia, by the
funited body of exiles and their partisans. No defeat in Grecian
»"history was ever more complete or ruinous. Tolmidés himself
#was slain, together with many of the Athenian hoplites, while
a large number of them were taken prisoners. In order to
;‘recover these prisoners, who belonged to the best families in
" the city, the Athenians submitted to a convention whereby they
agreed to evacuate Beeotia altogether. In all the cities of that
country the exiles were restored, the democratical government
overthrown, and Beeotia was transformed from an ally of Athens
into her bitter enefify.? Long indeed did the fatal issue of this
action dwell in the memory of the Athenians,® and inspire them
with an apprehension of Beeotian superiority in heavy armour
‘on land. But if the hoplites under Tolmidés had been all slain
‘on the field, their death would probably have been avenged
and Beeotia would not have been lost—whereas in the case of
living citizens, the Athenians deemed no sacrifice too great
to redeem them. We shall discover hereafter in the Lace-
demonians a feeling very similar, respectirdg their brethren
captured at Sphakteria.
The calamitous consequences of this defeat came upon
Athens in thick and rapid succession. The united exiles,
" having carried their point in Beeotia, proceeded to expel the
¥ philo-Athenian government both from Phokis and Lokris, and
, to carry the flame of revolt into Eubcea. To this important
island Periklés himself proceeded forthwith, at the head of a
powerful force; but before he had time to complete the recon-
¢ quest, he was summoned home by news of a still more formid-
able character. The Megarians had revolted from Athens.

1 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 18; also his comparison between Periklés and
Fabius Maximus, c. 3.

Kleinias, father of the celebrated Alkibiadés, was slain in this battle : he
had served thirty-three years before at the sea-fight of Artemisium: he
cannot therefore be numbered among the youthful warriors, though a person
of the first rank (Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 1).

2 Thucyd. i. 113; Diodor. xii. 6. Platea appears to have been con-
sidered as quite dissevered from Beeotia : it remained in connexion with
Athens as intimately as before.

3 Xenophon. Memorabil, iii, 5, 4.
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By a conspiracy previously planned, a division of hoplites from
Corinth, Sikyon, and Epidaurus, was already admitted as
garrison into their city : the Athenian soldiers who kept watch
over the long walls had been overpowered and slain, except a
few who escaped ‘into the fortified port of Nisma. As if to] '\
make the Athenians at once sensible how seriously this disastery
affected them, by throwing open the road over Geranela—
Pleistoanax king of Sparta was announced as already on his !\q
march for an invasion of Attica. He did in truth conduct an
army, of mixed Lacedemonians and Peloponnesian allies, into
Attica, as far as the neighbourhood of Eleusis and the Thriasian
plain. He was a very young man, so that a Spartan of mature
years, Kleandridés, had been attached to him by the Ephors as
adjutant and counsellor. Periklés (it is said) persuaded both
the one and the other, by means of large bribes, to evacuate
Attica without advancing to Athens. We may fairly doubt
whether they had force enough to adventure so far into the
interior, and we shall hereafter observe the great precautions
with which Archidamus thought it necessary to conduct his
invasion, during the first year of the Peloponnesian war, though
at the head of a more commanding force. Nevertheless, on
thelr return, the Lacedwmonians, Delieving that they might
have achieved it, found both of them guilty of corruption.
Both were banished: Kleandridés never came back, and
Pleistoanax him#elf lived for a long time in sanctuary near
the temple of Athéné at Tegea, until at length he procured his
restoration by tampering with the Pythian priestess, and by
bringing her bought admonitions to act upon the authorities at

Sparta W"\
So soon as the Lacedemonians had retired from Attica,

Periklés returned with his forces to Eubcea, and reconquered~*
the island completely. With that caution which always dis- \t)v
tinguished him as a military man, so opposite to the fatal rash-
ness of Tolmidés, he took with him an overwhelming force of -
fifty triremes and sooo hoplites. He admitted most of the
Eubcean towns to surrender, altering the government of Chalkis
by the expulsion of the wealthy oligarchy called the Hippobote.
But the inhabitants of Histizea at the north of the island, who
had taken an Athenian merchantman and massacred all the
crew, were more severely dealt with—the free population being
all or in great part expelled, and the land distributed among
Athenian kleruchs or out-settled citizens.?

! Thucyd. i. 114 ; v. 16; Plutarch, Periklés, c. 22.
2 Thucyd. i. 114 ; Plutarch, Periklés, c. 23; Diodor. xii. 7.
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Yet the reconquest of Euboea was far from restoring Athens
to the position which she had occupied before the fatal engage-
ment of Koréneia. Her land-empire was irretrievably gone,

Vtogether with her recently-acquired influence over the Delphian
oracle ; and she reverted to her former condition of an ex-

Sclusively maritime potentate. For though she still continued
to hold Nisza and Pége, yet her communication with the latter
N JDarbour was now cut off by the loss of Megara and its appertain-
ing territory, so that she thus lost her means of acting in the
Corinthian Gulf, and of protecting as well as of constraining
her allies in Achaia. Nor was the port of Niseea of much value
to her, disconnected from the city to which it belonged, except
as a post for annoying that city.

Moreover, the precarious hold which she possessed over
unwilling allies had been demonstrated in a manner likely to
encourage similar attempts among her maritime subjects;
attempts which would now be seconded by Peloponnesian
armies invading Attica. The fear of such a combination of
embarrassments, and especially of an irresistible enemy carrying
ruin over the flourishing territory round Eleusis and Athens,
was at this moment predominant in the Athenian mind. We
shall find Periklés, at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war
fourteen years afterwards, exhausting all his persuasive force,
and not succeeding without great difficulty, in prevailing upon
his countrymen to endure the hardship of imvasion—even in
defence of their maritime empire, and when events had been
gradually so ripening as to render the prospect of war familiar,
if not inevitable. But the late series of misfortunes had burst
.ypon them so rapidly and unexpectedly, as to discourage even
Athenian confidence, and to render the prospect of continued

., war full of gloom and danger. The prudence of Perikiés would
, doubtless counsel the surrender of their remaining landed
y possessions or alliances, which had now become unprofitable, |
' 1in order to purchase peace. But we may be sure that nothing
yhort of extreme temporary despondency could have induced
he Athenian assembly to listen to such advice, and to accept
, the inglorious peace which followed. A truce for thirty years
was concluded with Sparta and her allies, in the beginning of
/’24 5 B.C., whereby Athens surrendered Nisza, Pége, Achaia,
and Troezen—thus abandoning Peloponnesus altogether,! and

\ ! Thucyd. -i. 114, 115; ii. 21 ; Diodor. xii. 5. I do not at all doubt
that the word Achaia here used means the country in the north part of
Peloponnesus, usually known by that name. The suspicions of Géller and
others, that it means, not this territory, but some unknown town, appear
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leaving the Megarians (with their full territory and their two
ports) to beinclided among the Peloponnesian allies of Sparta. ,

It was to the Megarians, especially, that the altered position
of Athens after this truce was owing: it was their secession
from Attica and junction with the Peloponnesians, which laid
open Attica to invasion. Hence arose the deadly hatred on
the part of the Athenians towards Megara, manifested during
the ensuing years—a sentiment the more natural, as Megara*&l‘
had spontaneously sought the alliance of Athens a few years\)‘
before as a protection against the Corinthians, and had then
afterwards, without any known ill-usage on the part of Athens,uw
broken off from the alliance and become her enemy, with the
fatal consequence of rendering her vulnerable on the land-side.
Under such circumstances we shall not be surprised to find
the antipathy of the Athenians against Megara strongly pro-
nounced, insomuch that the system of exclusion which they
adopted against her was among the most prominent causes of
the Peloponnesian war.

Having traced what we may call the foreign relations of
Athens down to this thirty years’ tfuce, we must notice the
important internal and constitutional changes which she had
experienced during the same interval.;

to me quite unfounded. Thucydidés had néver noticed the exact time
when the Athenians acquired Achaia as a dependent ally, though he notices
the Acheans (i. 116) in that capacity. This is one argument, among
many, to show that we must be cautious in reasoning from the silence of
Thucydidés against the reality of an event—in reference to this period
between the Persian and Peloponnesian wars, where his whole summary is
so brief.

In regard to the chronology of these events, Mr. Fynes Clinton remarks,
‘“The disasters in Beeotia produced the revolt of Eubcea and Megara about
eighteen months alter, in Anthestérion 445 B.C. ; and the Peloponnesian
invasion of Attica, on the expiration of the five years’ truce’ (ad ann.
447 B.C.). .

Mr. Clinton seems to me to allow a longer interval than is probable: I
incline to think that the revolt of Eubcea and Megara followed more closely
upon the disasters in Beeotia, in spite of the statement of archons given by
Diodorus : ob mwoAA§ Uorepoy, the expression of Thucydidés, means prob-
ably no more than three or four months ; and the whole series of events
were evidently the product of one impulse. The truce having been con-
cluded in the beginning of 445 B.C., it seems reasonable to place the revolt
of Eubcea and Megara, as well as the invasion of Attica by Pleistoanax, in
446 B.c.—and the disasters in Beeotia either in the beginning of 446&%’0
or the close of 447 B.C. 4 A7

It is hardly safe to assume, moreover (as Mr. Clinton does adeptin. 450,
as well as Dr. Thirlwall, Hist. Gr. ch, xvii. p. 478), that theShve years’
truce must have been actually expired before Pleistoanax and3he Lacedze-_
monians invaded Attica : the thirty years’ truce, afterwards céxcludyalﬁwm
not run out its full time, »

-
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