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PREFACE 10 VOL. V.

VOLUMES V axp VI

FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO THE
PEACE OF NIKIAS.

’B.C. 490-421.

I BAD reckoned upon carrying my readers in these two
volumes down to the commencement of the great Athenian
expedition against Syracuse,

But the narration of events, now that we are under the
positive guidance of Thucydidés,— coupled with the exposi-
tion of some points on which I differ from the views generally
taken by my predecessors,— have occupied greater space
than I had foreseen: and I have been obliged to enlarge
my Sixth Volume beyond the usual size, in order to arrive
even at the Peace of Nikias.

The interval of disturbance and partial hostility, which
ensued between that peace and the Athenian expedition, will
therefore be reserved for the beginning of my Seventh Vol-
ume, the publication of which will not be long delayed.

G. G.
Dec. 1848.
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PART IL

CONTINUATION OF HISTORICAL GREECE.

CHAPTER XXXVIII.

FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO THE MARCH OF XERXEB AGAINST
. GREECE. -

Resolutions of Darius to invade Greece a second time. His death. — Sue-
ceeded by his son Xerxes.— Revolt and reconquest of Egypt by the Per-
sians, — Indifference of Xerxes to the invasion of Greece — persons who
advised and instigated him — persuasions which they employed — proph-
ecies produced by Onomakritus. — Xerxes resolves to invade Greece.—
Historical manner and conception of Herodotus. — Xerxes announces
his project to an assembly of Persian counsellors — Mardonius and Arta~
banus, the evil and good genius. — Xerxes is induced by Artabanus to re-
nounce his project —his repeated dreams-——divine command to invade
Greece. — Religious conception of the scquences of history — common
both to Persians and Greeks.— Vast preparations of Xerxes.— March
of Xerxes from the interior of Asia — collection of the invading army
at Sardis — his numerous fleet and large magazines of provision before-
hand. — He throws a bridge of boats across the Hellespont. — The bridge
is destroyed by a storm — wrath of Xerxes — he puts to death the engi-
neers and punishes the Hellespont. — Remarks on this story of the pun-
ishment inflicted on the Hellespont : there is no sufficient reason for dis-
believing its reality.— Reconstruction of the bridge — description of it
in detail. — Xerxes cuts a ship-canal across the isthmus of Mount Athos.
— Superior intelligence of the Phenicians.— Employment of the lash
over the workmen engaged on the canal — impression made thereby on
the Grecks,— Bridge of boats thrown across the Strymon.— March of
Xerxes from Sardis — disposition of his army. — Story of the rich Kap-
padokian Pythius — his son put to death by order of Xerxes.~— March
to Abydos — respect shown to Ilium by Xerxes. — Xerxes and his army
cross over the Hellespontine bridges. — March to Doriskus in Thrace,
near the mouth of the Hebrus — his fleet joins him here.-— Review and
muster on the plain of Doriskus — immense variety of the nations
brought together. — Numbering of the army — method employed. — Im-
mense and incredible totals brought out by Herodotus.— Comments
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upon the evidence of Ilerodotus and upon himself as witness and judge.
— Other testimonies about the number of the Persians. — Xerxes passes
in review the land-force and the fleet at Doriskus-—his conversation with
the Spartan king Demaratus. — March of Xerxes from Doriskus west-
ward along Thrace.— Contributions levied on the Grecian towns on the
const of Thrace — particularly Thasus and Abdéra. — Xerxes crosses
the Strymon — marches to Akanthus — zeal of the Akanthians in regard
to the canal of Athos.— March of Xerxes to Therma —his fleet join
him in the Thermaic Gulf. — Favorable prospects of the invasion — zeal
of the Macedonian prince to assist Xerses......oeeoviieioiiae.. 1-44

CHAPTER XXXIX.

PROCEEDINGS IN GREECE FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO THE
TIME OF THE BATTLE OF THERMOPYLZE.

Violent proceedings and dcath of Kleomenés king of Sparta.— Complaint
of the Mginetans at Sparta against Kleomenés and Leotychidés, on the
subject of the hostages which those two kings had taken from HEgina.—
The Spartans deliver Leotychidés to the /Eginetans, who require him to
go with them to Athens, to get back the hostages. — Refusal of the
Athenians to give up the hostages — reprisals of the ginetans.— The
Aginetan Nikodromus lays a scheme for a democratical revolation in
Zgina, in concert with Athens —the movement fails.— Treatment of
the defeated conspirators — sacrilege.— The Athenians land a force in
Agina — war which ensues. — Effect of this war in inducing the Athe-
niang to enlarge their military force. — Themistoklés and Aristeidés, the
chief men at Athens —intense rivalry between them.— Banishment of
the latter by ostracism. — Conversion of Athens from a land power into
a naval power proposed and urged by Themistoklés. — Views and long-
sighted caleulations of Themistoklés — he was at this time more essen-
tial to his country than Aristeidés. — Fleet of Athens —the salvation of
Greece as well as of herself.— Valuable fund now first available to
Athens from the silver mines of Laurium in Attica. — Themistoklés pre-
vails upon the Athenian people to forego the distribution of this fund,
and employ it in building an increased number of ships. — Preparations
of Xerxes — known beforchand in Greece. — Heralds from Persia to de-
mand earth and water from the Grecian cities —many of them comply
and submit.— Pan-Hellenic congress convened jointly by Athens and
Sparta at the Isthmus of Corinth.— Important ctfect on Grecian mind.
— Effects of the congress in healing feuds among the different Greeks —
especially between Athens and Algina.— Alarm and mistrust prevalent
throughout Greece.— Terror conveyed in the reply of the Delphian
oracle to the Athenian envoys.— Scntence of the oracle frightful, yet
obscure : efforts of the Athenians to interpret it: ingenuity and success
of Themistoklés.—— Great and genuine Pan-Hellenic patriotism of the
Athenians —strongly attested by Herodotus, as his own judgment.—
Unwillingness, or mability, on the part of a large proportion of Greeks,
to resist the Persians. — Ambiguous neutrality of Argos.— Different
stories current in Greece gbout Argos — opinion of Herodotas. — Refusal
or equivocation of the Kretans and Korkyraans.— Mission to Gelon at
Syracuse — his reply.  Greeian army sent into Thessaly, to defend
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the defile of Tempé against Xerxes.— On arriving, they find that it
cannot be successfully held against him, and retire.— Consequences of
this retreat — the Thessalians, and nearly all Hellas north of Kithzeron,
either submit t0 Xerxes OF WAVET ¢ ceveervsveetasuensnansasssss 45=70

CHAPTER XL.
BATTLES OF THERMOPYLZE AND ARTEMISIUM.

Lngagement taken by the Confederate Grecks against such Greeks as joined
the Persians. — Resolution taken to defend Thermopyle as well as the
adjoining strait of Eubeoea. — Pass of Thermopylz and its neighborhood.
The Grecks take post at Thermopyle. — Leonidas, king of Sparta, con-
ducts the force thither — the combined fleet under Eurybiadés occupy the
Eubeean strait. — Numbers and composition of the force of Leonidas. —
Phocians and Lokrians. — Olympian and Karneian festivals — the Greeks
could not bring themselves to postpone these, even under such imminent
danger. — Path over Mount (Iita by which Thermopyle might be evaded
— Leonidas first informed of it on reaching the spot— the Phocians
engage to defend it. — Numbers and composition of the Greek fleet at

. Artemisium. — Three triremes of the Grecian fleet sent forward as scouts
— their first encounter with the Persian ficet. — Capture of these three
triremes — panic of the general Grecian fleet, who abandon Artemisium,
and retire to Chalkis.— Imminent danger of the Greek scheme of de-
fence —they are rescued by a terrific storm. —Movements of Xerxes
from Therma. — He arrives with his army in the Malian territory, close
upon the pass of Thermopyl®.— Advance of the Persian fleet — it is
overtaken by a destructive storm and hurricane on the coast of Magnesia.
~—Immense damage inflicted upon it by the storm.— Encouragement
occasioned to the Greek fleet — they return from Chalkis to Artemisium.
— Delay of Xerxes with his land-force near Trachis. — Impressions of
Xerxes about the defenders at Thermopylse — conversation with Dema-
ratus, whom he will not believe. — Doubts about the motives ascribed by
Herodotus to Xerxes.— First attack upon Thermopyle — made by the
Median troops — repulsed. — Repeated attacks, by the best troops in the
Persian army, all repulsed with slaughter. — Embarrassment of Xerxes
— he is relieved from it by hearing of the path over the mountain. — A
Persian detachment under Hydarnés march over the mountain-path,
driving away the Phocian guard. — They arrive in the rear of Leonidas.
— Debate among the defenders of Thermopyle, when it became known
that the Persians were approaching their rear. — Resolution of Leonidas
to stay and die in the pass.— The three hundred Spartans, together with
the Thespians, remain with Leonidas @ the rest of the detachment retire.
— Doubts about the Theban contingent.— Last exploits and death of
Leonidas and his band. — Individuals among them distinguished — scorn
exhibited towards Aristodémus who did not fight. — Fate of the Theban
contingent. — Impressions of Xerxes after the combat—advice given to

- him by Demaratus — he rejects it. —Proceedings of the two fleets, at Arte-
misium and Aphetee — alarm among the Grecian fleet — Themistoklés
determines them to stay and fight, at the urgent instance of the Eubceans.
— Important service thus rendered by Themistoklés.— Confident hopes

- of the Persian fleet — they detach a squadron to sail round Eubcea, and



viii CONTENTS.

take the Greeks in the rear.—Sea-fight off Artemisium — advantage
gained by the Greeks. ~ Second storm — increased damage to the Per-
sian fleet, and ruin to the detachment sent round Eubcea.— Renewed sea-
fight off Artemisium — indecisive—but the Greek fleet resolves to re-
treat, — They retreat immediately on hearing of the disaster at Thermo-
pyle — they go to Salamis. — Advance of the Persian fleet to Eubeea—
manceuvres ascribed to Xerxes in respect to the dead bodies at Thermo-

yle. — Numbers of dead on both sides. — Subsequent commemorating
inscriptions. — Impressive epigram of Simonidés.seeesv .. .....70-104

CHAPTER XLI.
BATTLE OF SALAMIS. -~ RETREAT OF XERXES.

Surprise and terror of the Greeks immediately after the battle of Thermo-
pyle.— No ulterior plan of defence formed —no new position to be
found, capable of defending Attica — the Peloponnesians erowd to fortify
the Isthmus of Corinth.— Hopeless situation of the Athenians— no
measures yet taken to remove their families from Attica.— The' Athe-
nians abandon Attica, removing their families and property to Salamis,
Agina, Treezen, etc.— Unavoidable hurry and sufferings of the emi-
grants. — Energy of the Athenians, and unanimity of the leaders—
‘Themistoklés proposes the restoration of Aristeidés from exile. — Num-
bers and composition of the combined Greek flcet at Salamis: — Xerxes
occupies Athens and Attica — the Persian fleet enters the road of Pha-
lerum. — The Persian army ravage the Phocian townships in their march
from Thermopyle to Attica— pillage of the temple at Abz. — Persian
division detached against the temple of Delphi.— Failure, flight, and
ruin of the detachment. — Xerxes with the Peisistratids in Athens — the
acropolis holds out — is taken and sacked.— Atoning visit of the Peisis-
tratids to the ruined acropolis. — Xerxes reviews his fleet at Phalérum —
debate about the policy of fighting a naval battle at Salamis — prudent
counsel of Queen Artemisia. — Resolution taken by Xerxes to fight at
Salamis. — Dissensions among the Greeks in the fleet at Salamis. Re-
solution taken to remove the fleet to the Isthmus.— Ruinous conse-
quences, if that resolution had been executed. — Themistoklés opposes
the resolution, persuades Eurybiadés, and prevails upon him to reopen the
debate. — Synod of Grecian chiefs again convened — Themistoklés tries
to get the former resolution rescinded — the Peloponnesians adhere to it
~ angry words. — Menace of Themistoklés to retire with the Athenian
squadron, unless a battle were to be fought at Salamis — Eurybiadés
takes upon him to adopt this measure. — The Peloponnesian chiefs,
silenced for the moment, afterwards refuse obedience. 'Third synod con-
vened — renewed disputes ; the majority opposed to Themistoklés and
determined on retreating to the Isthmus.— Desperate stratagem of
Themistoklés — he sends a private message across to Xerxes, persuading
him to surround the Greek fleet in the night, and thus render retirement
impossible. — Impatient haste of Xerxes to prevent any of the Greeks
from escaping — his fleet incloses the Greeks during the night, — Aris-
teidés comes in the night to the Greek fleet from Zlgina — informs the
chiefs that they are inclosed by the Persians, and that escape has become
impossible. — Position of Xerxes — order of the fleets, and plan of at-
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tack. — Battle of Salamis — confusion and complete defeat of the Per-
sians. — Distinguished gallantry of Queen Artemisia.-— Expectations of
the Greeks that the conflict would be rencwed — fears of Xerxes for his
own personal safety — he sends his fleet away to Asia. — Xerxes resolves
to go back himself to Asia — advice and recommendation of Mardonius,
who is left behind, as general, to finish the conquest of Greece. —The
Greeks pursue the Persian fleet as far as Andros— second stratagem of
Themistoklés by secret message to Xerxes. — Themistoklés with the fleet
—levying money in the Cyclades. — Xerxes evacuates Attica and returns
home by land, with the larger portion of his army.— Retreating march
of Xerxes to the Hellespont —sufferings of his troops. He finds the
bridge broken, and crosses the strait on shipboard into Asia.-—Joy of
the Greeks — distribution of honors and prizes. — Honors rendered to
Themistoklés........ooovvevann.. Cevsearuesiiinaaas ceeie. . 104-147

CHAPTER XLII.
BATTLES OF PLATEA AND MYEALE.— FINAL REPULSE OF THE PERSIANS.

The Persian fleet, after retiring from Greece, winters at Kymé, and collects
in the spring at Samos. — The Greek fleet assembles in the spring at
Zgina. — General adherence of the medizing Greeks to Mardonius — re-
volt of Potideea — which is besieged in vain by Artabazus.— Mardonius,
after wintering in Thessaly, resumes operations in the spring in Beeotia.
He consults the Beeotian oracles. — Mardonius sends Alexander of Mace-
don to Athens, to offer the most honorable terms of peace. — Temptation
to Athens to accept this offer —fear of the Lacedsemonians that she
would accept it— Lacedmonian envoys sent to Athens to prevent it.—
Resolute reply of the Athenians, and determination to carry on the war,
in spite of great present suffering.— Selfish indifference displayed by
Sparta and the Peloponnesians towards Athens.— The Spartans, having
fortified the Isthmus, leave Attica undefended: Mardonius occupies
Athens a second time. — Second migration of the Athenians to Salamis
—their bitter disappointment and anger against Sparta for deserting
them.— Second offer of Mardonius to the Athenians — again refused —
intense resolution which they display. —Remonstrance sent by the Athe-
nians to Sparta— ungenerous slackness of the Spartans. — Large Spar-
tan force collected under Pausanias at the Isthmus. — Mardonius, after
ravaging-Attica, retires into Beeotia. — Discouragement in the army of
Mardonius generally: Thersander of Orchomenus at the banquet: jeal-
ousies between Mardonius and Artabazus, the second in command — zeal
and eagerness of the Thebans.—Numbers of the Greeks collected under
Pausanias. —March of Pausanias over Kitharon into Beotia. — He is at-
tacked by the Persian cavalry under Masistius, and much harassed —su-
perior efficiency of the Athenians against cavalry — Masistius is slain. —
The Greeks quit the protection of the mountain-grounds and take up a
position nearer to Platea, along the Asopus. — Mardonius alters his po-

- sition, and posts himself nearly opposite to the Greeks on the other side
of the Asbpus.— Unwillingness of both armies to begin the attack — the
prophets on both sides discourage first aggression. — Mardonius annoys
the Greeks with his cavalry, and cuts off their supplies in the rear.— Im-
patience of Mardonius —in spite of the reluctance of Artabazus and other
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officers he determines on a general attack: hq tries to sh.ow that the
prophecies are favorable to him.——Xis intention communicated to the
Athenians in the night by Alexander of Macedon. — Pausanias changes
places in the line between the Spartans and Athenians.~Mardonins
again attacks them with his cavalry. — In consequence of the annoyance
of the Persian cavalry, Pausanias determines to move in the night into
the Island. — Confusion of the Grecian army in executing this night-
movement. — Refusal of the Spartan locha(I:)e Amompharetus to obey the
order for the night-march. —Mistrust of Pausanias and the Sﬁartans,
exhibited by the Athenians.— Pausanias moves without Amompharetus,
who speedily follows him. — Astonishment of Mardonius on discovering
that the Greeks had retreated during the night —he pursues and attacks
them with disorderly impatience.— Battle of Platza.— Great personal
bravery of the Persians — they are totally defeated, and Mardonius slain.
— The Athenians on the left wing defeat the Thebans. — Artabazus, with
a large Persian corps, abandons the contest and retires out of Greece —
the rest of the Persian army take up their position in the fortified camp.
— Small proportion of the armies on each side which really fought.—
The Greeks attack and carry the fortified camp.—Loss on both sides. —
Funeral obsequies by the Greeks — monuments — dead body of Mardo-
nius — distribution of booty.—Pausanias summons Thebes, requiring
the surrender of the leaders —these men give themselves up, and are put
to death. — Honors and distinctions among the Greek warriors.— Rever-
ential tribute to Plateea, as the scene of the victory, and to the Platseans:
solemnities decreed to be periodically celebrated by the latter, in honor
of the slain. — Permanent Grecian confederacy decreed by the vietors, to
hold meetings at Platsa. — Proceedings of the Grecian fleet: it moves to
the rescue of Samos from the Persians.— The Persian fleet abandons
Samos and retires to Mykalé in Ionia.— Mistrust of the fidelity of the
Tonians entertained by the Persian generals. — The Grecks land to attack
the Persians ashore ~~revelation of the victory of Platza, gained by
their countrymen on the same morning, springs up in their minds before
the battle. — Battle of Mykalé — revolt of the Ionians in the Persian
camp — complete defeat of the Persians.— Retirement of the defeated
Persian army to Sardis.— Reluctance of the Spartans to adopt the con-
tinental Ionians into their alliance — proposition to transport them across
the Agean into Western Greece—rejected by the Athenians.— The
Grecian fleet sails to the Hellespont : the Spartans return home, but the
Athenians remain to attack the Chersonese. — Siege of Sestos — antipa-
thy of the Chersonesites against Artayktés. — Capture of Sestos — cruci-
fixion of Artayktés. — Return of the fleet to Athens...........147-203

CHAPTER XLIII.

EVENTS IN BICILY DOWN TO THE EXPULSION OF THE GELONIAN DYN-

ASTY AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF POPULAR GOVERNMENTS THROUGH-
OUT THE ISLAND.

Agrigentum and Gela superior to Syracuse before 500 B.c. — Phalaris
despot of Agrigentum. — Syracuse in 500 B.c. — oligarchical government
under the Gamori, or privileged descendants of the original proprietary
colonists — the Demos — the Kyllyrii, or Serfs. — Early governments of
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the Greek cities in Sicily — original oligarchies subverted in many places
by despots — attempted colony of the Spartan prince Dorieus, — Klean-
der despot of Gela, B.c. about 500.— First rise of Gelo and ZEnesidé-
mus in his service. Télinés, the first marked ancestor of Gelo, — Gelo—
in high command among the mercenaries of Ilippokratés despot of Gela.
— Fate of the Ionic town of Zankl®, afterwards Messina — it is seized by
the Samians — conduct of Hippokratés. — Hippokratés is victorious over
the Syracusans — takes Kamarina — dies. — Gelo becomes in his place
despot of Gela.— Greatness of Gelo—he gets possession of Syracuse,
and transfers the seat of his power from Gela to Syracuse. — Conquest of
various Sicilian towns by Gelo — he transports the oligarchy to Syracuse
and sells the Demos for slaves.— Increased power and population of Syra-
cuse under Gelo — it becomes the first city in Sicily.— Power of é:lo
when the envoys from Sparta and Athens came to entreat his aid, B.C.
481, — Plans of Gelo for strengthening Sicilian Hellenism against the bar-
baric interests in the islands. — Spartan and Athenian envoys apply to
Gelo —his answer. — Carthaginian invasion of Sicily, simultanecus with
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by Hiero and expelled. — Great power of Hiero, after the defeat of
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— disputes among the members of the Gelonian family. — Cruelties and
unpopularity of Thrasybulus — mutiny against him at Syracuse. — Ex-
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cities, arising from the return of exiles who had been dispossessed under
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promise — the exiles are provided for — Kamarina again restored as a
separate autonomous city. — Reactionary feclings against the previous
despotism, and in favor of popular government, at Syracuse and in the
other cities,— Italiot Greeks—destructive defeat of the inhabitants of
Tarentum and of Rhegium............. Cerrieeas Ceeenasee..204-239
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CHAPTER XLIV.

FROM THE BATTLE OF PLAT.EA AND MYKALE DOWN TO THE DEATHS
OF THEMISTOKLES AND ARISTEIDES. :

Causes of the disgraceful repulse of Xerxes from Greece —his own defects
* —inferior quality and slackness of most of his army. — Tendency 10 ex-
aggerate the heroism of the Greeks.— Comparison of the invasion of
Greece by Xerxes with the invasion of Persia afterwards by Alexander
the Great.— No improvement in warfare among the Persians during that
interval of one hundred and fifty years — great improvement among the
Greeks. — Progressive spirit in Greece — operating through Athenian
initiative.— Conduct of Athens in the repulse of the I’ersians — her
position, temper, and influence, after that event. — Procecdings of the
Athenians to restore their city — jealous obstructions caused by the Pelo-
ponnesians. — Stratagem of Themistoklés to procure for the Athenians
the opportunity of fortifying their city.— Athens fortified — confusion
of the Spartans — disappointment of the allies.— Effect of this intended,
but baffled, intervention upon Athenian feelings. — Enlargement of the
walls of Athens.— Large plans of Themistoklés for the naval aggran-
dizement of the city —fortified town and harbor provided at Peirseus —
vast height and thickness projected for the walls. — Advantages of the
enlarged and fortified harbor —increase of metics and of commerce at
Athens. — Resolution to build twenty new triremes annnally. — Expedi-
tion of the united Greek fleet against Asia, under the Spartan Pausanias—
capture of Byzantium. — Misconduct of Pausanias—refusal of the allies
to obey him — his treasonable eorrespondence with Xerxes. — Pausanias,
having assurances of aid from Xerxes, becomes more intolerable in his
behavior. He is recalled to Sparta.— The allies transfer the headship
from Sparta to Athens.— Importance of this change in the relations of
the Grecian states. — Tendency of the Spartan kings to become corrapt-
ed on foreign service — Leotychidés. — Momentary Pan-Hellenic union
under Sparta, immediately after the repulse of Xerxes —now broken up
and passing into a schism, with two distinet parties and chiefs, Sparta
and Athens. — Proceedings of Athens in her capacity of leader — good
conduct of Aristeidés.— Formation of the confederacy of Delos, under
Athens as president — general meetings of allies held in that island. —
Assessment of the confederacy and all its members, made by Aristeidés
— definite obligation in ships and money —money total — Hellénotamis.
" — Rapid growth, early magnitude, of the confederacy of Delos: willing
adhesion of the members. — State and power of Persia at the time when
the confederacy of Delos was first formed. — Conduct of Pausanias after
being removed from the command — he prosecutes his treasonable designs
in conjunction with Persia.— Ie is reealled to Sparta — imprisoned —
put on his trial — tries to provoke the Helots to revolt. — He is detected
by the revelation of a slave —incredulity or fear of the Ephors. — His
arrest and death —atonement made for offended sanctuary. — Themis-
toklés is compromised in the detected treason of Pausanias. — Position
_of Themistoklés at Athens —tendeney of Athenian parties and politics.
— Effect of the events of the Persian war upon Athenian political senti-
ment—stimulus to democracy.— Alteration of the Kleisthenean consti-
tution —all citizens without exception are rendered politically admissible
to office: first, universal eligibility and election of magistrates — next,
sortition, or drawing by lot.—Increase of the power of the Stratégi—
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alteration in the functions and diminution of the importance of the Ar-
chons.— Administration of Athens enlarged-—new functionaries ap-
pointed — distribution between Athens and Peirzus.— Political caree

and precarious tenor of Themistoklés —bitter rivals against him — Ki-
mon, Alkmeon, etc.— His liability to charges of corruption. — Themisto-
klds is charged with accepting bribes from Persia—acquitted at Athens.
~— Increased bitterness of feud between him and his political rivals,
after this acquittal. He is ostracized. — While in banishment under os-
tracism, the Lacedemonians prefer a charge of treason against him.—
Flight and adventures of Themistoklés. —Themistoklés gets over to
Asia, and seeks refuge with the Persian king.— Stories about the rela-
tions between the Persian king and Themistoklés.— Real treatment of
Themistoklés in Persia. — Influence which he acquires with the Persian
king.— Large reward which he receives— His death at Magnesia.—
Death of Aristeidés— his poverty..ceeeveciisiiecnseiesess..239-289

CHAPTER XLV.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFEDERACY UNDER ATHENS A8 HEAD,— FIRST
FORMATION AND RAPID EXPANSION OF THE ATHENIAN EMPIRE.

Consequence of the formation of the confederacy of Delos.— Bifurcation
of Grecian politics between Sparta and Athens.— Distinction between the
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PART IL

CONTINUATION OF HISTORICAL GREECE.

CHAPTER XXXVIII.

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

Ix the last chapter but one of the preceding volume, I de-
scribed the Athenian victory at Marathon, the repulse of the
Persian general Datis, and the return of his armament across
the Aigean to the Asijatic coast. He had been directed to con-
quer 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 obnozious 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 commenced vigorous preparations for a renewed attack
upon them, as well as upon Greece generally. Resolved upon as-’
sembling 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 burden. For no less than three
years the empire was agitated by this immense levy, which Da-
rius determined to conduct in person against Greece.! Nor wag

1 Herodot. vii, 3, 4.
VOL. V. 1 loc.
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his determination abated by a revolt of the Egyptians, which
broke out about the time when hLis preparations were completed.
He was on the point of undertaking simultaneously the two en-
terprises, — 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 ascen-
dency of that queen insured to Xerxes the preference 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 fratri-
cide which has been considered necessary to guarantee succession
in Turkey and other Oriental empires.

The intense wrath against Athens, which had become the pre-
dominant sentiment in the mind of Darius, was yet unappeased
at the time of his death, and it was fortunate for the Athenians
that his crown now passed to a prince less obstinately hostile as
well as in every respect inferior. Xerxes, personally the hand-

' Herodot. vii, 1-4. He mentions — simply as a report, and seemingly
without believing it himself — that Demaratus the exiled king of Sparts
was at Susa at the moment when Darius was about to choose a successor
among his sons (this cannot consist with Ktesias, Persic. ¢. 23): and that
he suggested 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 cal-
culated 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 descend-
ants 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 vii, 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 clder brother.
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somest! 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 con-
duct, the invasion of Greece was very near proving successful :
and it well might have succeeded altogether, had he been either
endued with the courageous temperament, or inflamed with the
fierce animosity, of his father.

On succeeding to the throne, Xerxes found the forees of the
empire in active preparation, pursuant to the orders of Darius ;
except Eigypt, 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 de-
pendence than before: we may presume that the tribute was in-
creased, as well as 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 Ierodotus; who represents Mardonias as the
grand instigator of the invasion, partly through thirst for war-
like enterprise, partly from a desire to obtain the intended con-
quest as a satrapy for himself. Nor were there wanting Grecian
counsellors to enforce his recommendation, both by the promise
of help and by the color of religion. The great family of the
Aleuadee, belonging to Larissa, and perhaps to other towns in
Thessaly, were so eager in the cause, that their principal mem-
bers came to Susa to offer an easy occupation of that frontier
territory of Iellas: 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, interpret-

! Ierod. vii, 187. The like personal beauty is ascribed to Darius Co-
domannus, the last of the Persian kings (Plutarch, Alexand. c. 21).
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ing, and dclivering out, prophetic verses passing under the name
of the ancient seer or poet Museus. Thirty years before, in the
flourishing days of the Peisistratids, he had lived at Athens, en-
joying the confidence of Ilipparchus, and consulted by him as the
expositor of these venerated documents. DBut having been de-
tected by the poet Lasus of Ilermione, in the very act of inter-
polating them with new matter of his own, Hipparchus banished
him with indignation. The Peisistratids, however, now in banish-
ment themselves, forgot or forgave this offence, and carried
Onomakritus with bis 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 : for when introduced to the Persian monarch,
he recited emphatically 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 Ierodotus,! strenuous in up-
holding the credit of Bakis, Muswus, 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 Aleuadwx, enabled Mardonius effectu-
ally to overcome the reluctance of his master. Nor indeed
was it difficult to show, according to the feelings then prevalent,
that a new king of Persia was in honor obliged to enlarge the
boundaries of the empire.2 The conquering impulse springing
from the first founder was as yet unexhausted ; the insults offered
by the Athenians remained still unavenged: and in addition to
this double stimulus to action, Mardonius drew a captivating pic-
ture of Europe as an acquisition ;— it was the finest land in
the world, produced every variety of fruit-bearing trees, and was

! Herodot. vii, 6 ; viii, 20,96, 77. ’Ovoudkpiroc — katél.eye 1OV xpnouiv*
et pév T Evéor opadpua ¢épov 79 Iépoy, Tav piv Edeye obdév - & O TQ ebrv-
xéorara Ekdeyouevos, Edeye Tov Te ‘Eddgomovrov ¢ fevydivar ypéov eln dn’
avdpd¢ Mépoew, iy e Ehaow dyysbuevag, ete.

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

2 ZEschylus, Pers. 761,
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too good a possession for any mortal man except the Persian
kings.”t Fifteen years before, the Milesian Aristagoras® when
entreating the Spartans to assist the Ionic revolt, had exaggerated
the wealth and productiveness of Asia in contrast with the pov-
erty of Greece,—a contrast less widely removed from the truth,
at that time, than the picture presented by Mardonius.

Ilaving thus been persuaded to alter his original views, Xerxes
convoked a meeting of the principal Persian counsellors, and
announced to them his resolution to invade Greece, setting forth
the mingled motives of revenge and aggrandizement which im-
pelled him, and representing the conquest of Greece as carrying
with it that of all Europe, so that the Persian empire would be-
come coextensive with the wther of Zeus and the limits of the
sun’s course. On the occasion of this invasion, now announced
and about to take place, we must notice especially the historical
manner and conception of our capital informant, — Ilerodotus.
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 cir-
cumstances, there are doubtless many which have a substantive
importance and interest of their own, recounted at so much
length that they appear coordinate and principal, so that the
thread of the history is for a time put out of sight. Yet we shall
find, if we bring together the larger divisions of his history,
omitting the occasional prolixities of detail, that such ‘thread is
never lost in the historian’s own mind : it may be traced by an
attentive reader, from his preface and the statement immediately
following it — of Craesus, as the first barbaric conqueror of the
Tonian Greeks — down to the full expansion of his theme, “ Grea-
cia Barbarize lento colliza 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 ushered in with an unusual
solemnity of religious and poetical accompaniment, so that the

! Herodot. vii, 5. d¢ § Edplmy mepikaddig xpn, kal dévdpea mavrolia
oépee 1a fuepa, Pacidéi Te potvy Svprov iy dkrhodac— xopny Taugo-
potépny (vii, 8). 2 IHerodot. v, 49.
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seventh book of ITerodotus 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 unconsciously 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 cata-
logue of nations and eminent individuals embodied in the Persian
lLiost,— have both of them marked parallels in the Iliad: and
Ierodotus seems to delight in representing to himself the enter-
prise against Greece as an antithesis to that of the Atreide
against Troy. Ie enters into sthe internal feelings of Xerxes
with as muach familiarity as Homer into tlose of Agamemnon,
and introduces ¢ the counsel of Zcus” as not less direct, special,
and overruling, than it appears in the Iliad and Odyssey :! though
the godhead in Ierodotus, compared with Homer, tends to be-
come 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: acling, morcover, chiefly as a centralized,
or atleast as a homogeneous, foree, in place of the discordant
severalty of agents conspicuous in the Ilomeric theology. The
religious idea, so often presented elsewhere in ITerodotus,— that
the godhead was jealous and hostile to excessive good fortune or im-
moderate desires in man, — is worked into his history of Xerxes
as the ever-present moral and as the main cause of its disgrace-
ful termination: for we shall discover as we proceed, that the
historian, with that honorable frankness which Plutarch calls his
“ malignity,” neither ascribes to his countrymen eredit greater
than they deserve for personal valor, nor seeks to veil the many
chances of defeat which their mismanagement laid open.2

! Homer, Iliad, i, 8. Awc & éredeiero Bovds. Herodotus is charac-
terized as ‘Oufpov {pAwtic — ‘Ounpikdraroe (Dionys. Halic. ad Cn. Pom-
peium, 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 Hcrodotus as uncandid, malicious, corrupt, the

. calumniator of great men and glorious deeds, — Dionysius of Ilalikarnassus,
on the contrary, with more reason, treats him as a pattern of excellent
dispositions in an historian, contrasting him in this respect with Thucydi-
des, to whom he imputes an unfriendly spirit in criticizing Athens, arising
from his long banishment: 'H uév ‘Hpodérov diadeois &v dmacwy émiewig,
«kal Tolg piv dyadoic ovvndouévy, Tolc 08 kaxolc owvaldyoboa- § 0 Oovkvdi-
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I have already mentioned that Xerxes is deseribed as having
originally been averse to the enterprise, and only stimulated
thercto by the persuasions of Mardonius: this was probably the
genuine Persian belief, for the blame of so great a disaster would
naturally be transferred from the monarch to some evil counsel-
lor.! As soon as Xerxes, yielding to persuasion, has announced
to the Persian chief men whom he had convoked his resolution
to bridge over the Iellespont 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 denomi-
nated them — as so poor and disunited that success was not only
certain but easy. Against the rashness 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 emboldens him to undertake the dangerous
task of questioning the determination which Xerxes, though pro-
fessing to invite the opinions of others, had proclaimed as already

Sov 8iSeoiy abSexastic Tic kal wikpa, kal TH warpide Tic Pvyic pynoikas
koliga - TQ piv yap dpapripara érelépyerar kal pida aepiBag, Tov 0t katd voiv
keywpnrdTwy kadimal ob pépmral f domep fvayxasuévos. (Dionys. Hal.
ad. Cn. Pompeium de Praeeip. Historicis Judie. p. 774, Reisk.)

Precisely the same fault which Dionysius here imputes to Thucydides
(though in other places he acquits him, ¢rd wavrdge ¢Fovov kal waong ko-
Jaxelag, p. 824), Plutarch and Dio cast fur more harskly 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, —Dbut as if it were a branch of fiction, so
to be handled as to please our taste or improve our morality. Dionysius,
blaming Thucydides for the choice of his subject, goes so far as to say that
the Petoponnesian war, a period of ruinous discord in Greece, ought to
have been left in oblivion and never to have passed into history (ciwnj xal
278y mapadedeic, vmd ToOV Emytyvoufvwr fyvojodar, ibid. p. 768),— and
that especially Thucydides 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 imputed (érépaic Eyovra moAials dpopuaic wepiipat Tdc aitiag, p.
770). ! Herodot. viii, 99. Mapdéviov &v airfy rvdévrec: compare c. 100.

% Herodot. vii, 9.
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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 de-
cision, — 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 Ilellespont,
—reminds the latter of the imminent hazard which Darius and
his army had undergone in Scythia, from the destruction —
averted only by Iisticzeus and his influence — of the bridge over
the Danube: such prudential suggestions being further strength-
ened by adverting to the jealous aversion of the godhead towards
overgrown human power.l

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
alter his resolution, and decide lLim 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 enter-
prise as announced. In spite of this dream, Xerxes still adheres
to his altered purpose, assembles his council the next morning,
and after apologizing for his angry language towards Artabanus,
acquaints them to their great joy that he adopts the recommen-
dations 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 monareh, in a state of great alarm, springs from his bed and
sends for Artabanus, whom he informs of the twice-repeated
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.”2 Not without reluctance,

1 Herodot. vii, 10.
2 Herodot. vii, 15. El ov Seb¢ Eore § émméuroy kal ol mivrwg v fdovi
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Artabanus obeys this order (for it was high treason in any
Persian to sit upon the regal throne?), but he at length complies,
expecting to be able to prove to Xerxes 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.”2 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
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 awakes in terror, and runs to
communicate with Xerxes. «I have hitherto, O king, recom-
mended 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.” 3

tore yevéoGar otpargdaciny éml Ty ‘EAAdde, émimricerat kai oot rdvrd
Tobro {vetpov, duoiwg kal duol évreddduevov. Edlpickw 0& dde v ywiépeva
Tadra, €8 Adfoig Ty duiv okeviy waocav, kal tvdidc, perd raira Koo d¢
1dv duov Ipbvov, kal Emeira év koity T dugf karvrvdoeiag.  Compare vii, 8.
Veé¢ Te obTw Qyer, cte. :

1 See Brissonius, De Regno Persaruin, 1ib. i, p. 27.

2 Herodot. vii, 16. 0D yap 6% é¢ Tooodtd ye ebydeing dvixet rodro, bre
67 koté Eore 70 tmdawbpevév Tow dv T By, doTe 06fer Eud Spdv ce bpdv,
1 of 00T Tekpalpbuevov. .. .. .el yap O Emipoirioeié ye ovvexéug, painy

_av kal adrd¢ Gelov Eiva.

3 Ierodot. vii, 18. 'Exel 0% Sawuovin Tig yiyverar bpuy, kal "EAdqvag, d¢

Eoike, ¢Sop Tic KaradaufBiver Yeflarog, Eyd udv kal alrdc Tpamouar, kal

1*
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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 determined
——as in the instances of Astyagés, Polykratés, and others — that
the Persian empire shall undergo signal humiliation and repulse
at the hands of the Greeks, constrain the Persian monarch into
a ruinous enterprise against his own better judgment. Such
religious imagination is not to be regarded as peculiar to Herod-
otus, but as common to him with his contemporaries generally,
Greeks as well as Persians, though peculiarly stimulated among
the Greeks by the abundance of their epic or quasi-historical
poetry : modified more or less in each individual narrator, it is
made to supply connecting links as well as initiating causes for
the great events of history. As a cause for this expedition, in-
‘comparably the greatest fact and the most fertile in consequences,
throughout the political carcer 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 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 colored by the Grecian historian, who mentions

v yvouny perariepac. .. ... Hoice &2 olrw 8xwe, Tod Seod mapadidovrog,
Tov odv dvdefoetar undév.

The expression rod Yeod mapadidovroc in this place denotes what is ex-
pressed by 70 ypéov yiyvesPas, 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.

1 Herodot. vii, 12, Kal 67 xov &v 13 vukrl elde Sy Totippde, ¢ Aeyerar
v Ilepoéwv.

Herodotus seems to use dverpov in the neuter gender, not éveipoc in the
masculine: for the alteration of Bihr (ad vii, 16) of éovre in place of
éovroc, is not at all called for. The masculine gender dvetpog is commonly
used in Homer ; but there are cases of the neuter dverpov.

Respecting the influence of dreams in determining the enterprises of the
early Turkish Sultans, see Von Iammer, Geschichte des Osmanischen
Reichs, book ii, vol. i, p. 49.
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also a third dream, which appeared to Xerxes after his resolution
to march was finally taken, and which the mistake of the Magian
interpreters falsely construed?! into an encouragement, though it
really threatened ruin. Iow much this religious conception of
the sequence of events belongs to the age, appears by the fact,
that it not only appears in Pindar and the Attic tragedians gen-
erally, but pervades especially the Persee of Aschylus, exhibited
seven years after the battle of Salamis, —in which we find the
premonitory dreams as well as the jealous enmity of the gods
towards vast power and overweening aspirations in man,? though
without any of that inclination, which Ilerodotus seems to have
derived from Persian informants, to exculpate Xerxes by repre-
senting him as disposed himself to sober counsels, but driven in
a contrary direction by the irresistible fiat of the gods.3 ‘

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

Philochorus, skilled in divination, afirmed 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, c. 23).

2 ZEschylus, 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 detodaipwy in Xenophon, Agesilaus, c. 11,
sect. 8, —* the man who in the midst of success fears the envious gods,” —
opposed to the person who confides in its continuance; and Klausen, The-
ologumena /Eschyli, p. 18.

3 The manner in which Herodotus groups together the facts of his history,
in obedience to certain religions and moral sentiments in his own mind, is
well set forth in Hoffmeister, Sittlich — religiose Lebensansicht des Ierod-
otos, Essen, 1832, especially sects. 21, 22, pp. 112, seqq. Iloffmeister traces
the veins of sentiment running through, and often overlaying, or trans-
forming, the matters of fact through a considerable portion of the nine
books. Ile does not, perhaps, sufficiently advert to the circumstance, that the
informants from whom Ilcrodotus collected his facts were for the most part
imbued with sentiments similar to himself; so that the religious and moral
vein pervaded more or less his original materials, and did not need to be
added by himself. There can be little doubt that the priests, the ministers
of temples and oracles, the exegete or interpreting guides 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 situation to
have no other person whom he could consult. The temples we'e interest-
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‘While we take due notice of those religious conceptions with
which both the poet and the historian surround this vast conflict

ing both in themselves and in the trophies and offerings which they ex-
hibited, while the persons belonging to them were, as a general rule, ac-
cessible and communicative to strangers, as we may see both from Pausa-
nias 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 Baby-
lon, that Herodotus questioned (i, 181; ii, 3, 44, 143), but also those of
Delphi (AeApov oida yd obrwg droboas yevéodat, i, 20 : compare i, 91, 92,
51); Dddéna (ii, 52); of the Ismenian Apollo at Thebes (v, 59); of
Ath¢né Alca 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
Phthidtis (vii, 197); of the Kabeiri in Thrace (ii, 51); of persons connect-
ed with the Heroon of Protesilaus in the Chersonese (ix, 116, 120). The
facts which thicse persons communicated to him were always presented
along with associations referring to their own functions or religious senti-
ments, nor did Herodotus 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, re-
specting the eminent persons and events of Grecian history, so well fitted
to satisfy the visitors who came full of curiosity — ¢idoSeduovec, pcAédoyor,
and ¢idopadelc (Plutarch, ib. p. 394)—such as Herodotus was in a high
degree. Compare pp. 396, 397, 400, 407, of the same treatise: also Plu-
tarch, De Defeetu Oraculorum, p. 417 — of AsA¢dv $eéloyor, ete. 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
somchow or other under her cognizance, 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
Preller, annexed to his edition of Polemonis Fragmenta, c. 3, pp. 157-162;
De Historid atque Arte Pericgetarum ; also K.F. Herrmann, Gottesdienstli-
che Alterthiimer der Griechen, part 1, ch. 12,p. 52.

The religious interpretation of historical phenomena is not peculiar to
Ilerodotus, but belongs to him in common with his informants and his age
generally, as indeed Hoffmeister remarks (pp. 81-136): though it is re-
markable to notice the frankness with which he (as well as the contempo-
rary poets : see the references in Monk ad Euripid. Alcestis, 1154 ) predicates
envy and jealousy of the gods, in cases where the conduct, which he sup-
poses them to pursuc, is really such as would descrve that name in a man,
— and such as he himself ascribes to the despot (iii, 80) : he does not think
himself obliged to call the gods just and merciful while he is attributing to
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Greeks and barbarians, we need look no farther than ambition
and revenge for the real motives of the invasion: considering
that it had been a proclaimed project in the mind of Darius for
three years previous to his death, there was no probability that
his son and successor would gratuitously renounce it. Shortly
after the reconquest of Egypt, he 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, receivel or-
ders 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 ex-
ecute the orders most efficiently. Tor four entire years these
preparations were carried on, and as we are told that similar prep-
arations had been going forward during the three years preced-
ing the death of Darias, though not brought to any ultimate re-
sult 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 sub-
sequent period ; for it comprised maritime Thrace and Macedonia
as far as the borders of Thessaly, and nearly all the islands of
the /Egean north of Krete and east of Eubea, including even

them acts of envy and jealousy in their dealing with mankind. But the
religious interpretation does not reign alone throughout the narrative of
Herodotus: it is found side by side with careful sifting of fact and specifi-
cation of positive, definite, appreciable causes: and this latier vein is what
really distinguishes the historian from his age, — forming the preparation
for Thucydides, in whom it appears predominant and almost exclusive.
See this point illustrated in Creuzer, Historische Kunst der Grieschen,
Abschnitt iii, pp. 150-159.

Jager (Disputationes IHerodoteze, p. 16. Gottingen, 1828) professes to
detect evidences of old age (senile ingenium) in the moralizing color 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 noway proved, except upon reasons which
T have already disputed in my preceding volume. See Bihr, Commentatio
de Vita et Scriptis Herodoti, in the fourth volume of his edition, c. 6, p. 388,

! Ierodot. vii, 19. xdpov wdvra dpevviv Tic Hrmelpov.
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the Cyclades. There existed Persian forts and garrisons at Do-
riskus, 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.l It is necessary to
bear in mind these 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 expedi-
tion, as they presented themselves both to the Persians and to
the medizing Greeks, — partly that we may appreciate the after-
circumstances connected with the formation of the Athenian
maritime empire.

In the autumn of the year 481 B.c., the vast army thus raised
by Xerxes arrived, from all quarters of the empire, at or near to
Sardis; a large portion of it having been directed to assemble
at Kritala in Kappadokia, on the eastern side of the Halys,
where it was joirred by Xerxes himself on the road from Susa.?
From thence he crossed the Halys, and marched through Phry-
gia and Lydia, passing through the Phrygian town§ of Kelene,
Anaua, and Kolossz, and the Lydian town of Kallatébus, until
he reached Sardis, where winter-quarters were prepared for him.
But this land foree, vast as it was (respecting its numbers, I shall
speak farther presently), was not all that the empire had been
required to furnish. Xerxes had determined to attack Greece,
not by traversing the ZEgean, as Datis had passed to Eretria and
Marathon, but by a land force and fleet at once: the former cross-
ing the IHellespont, and marching through Thrace, Macedonia,
and Thessaly ; while the latter was intended to accompany and
codperate. A fleet of one thousand two hundred and seven ships
of war, besides numerous vessels of service and burden, had
been assembled on the Iellespont and on the coasts of Thrace

1 Herodot. vii, 106. Karéoracav yap &t mporepov tadrye i éfeddorog
(i. e. the invasion by Xerxes) dmapyot év 4 Opniky xal 7o "EAdnomivrov
mavrayf. vii, 108. &dedobAwro yip, G¢ kal mpoTep6y por Sedndwra, f péxpe
BOeocaline mace, kal v t7d BaciAia dacuogbpoc, Meya3alov Te karasTpeypa-
uévov kal borepov Mapdoviov ; also vii, 59, and Xenophon, Memorab. iii, 5,
11. Compare Eschylus 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). 2 Herodot. vii, 26-31.
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and Jonia; morcover, Xerxes, with a degree of forethought
much exceeding that which his father Darius had displayed in
the Scythian expedition, had directed the formation of large mag-
azines of provisions at suitable maritime stations along the line
of march, from the Ilellespont 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 two enterprises which entered into his scheme, — the bridging
of the IIellespont, 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 be-
fore had caused a bridge to be thrown over the Thracian Bos-
phorus, and crossed it in his march to Scythia; but this bridge,
though constructed by the Ionians and by a Samian Greek, hav-
ing bad 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 Alschylus? 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 impos-
ing 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 neighborhood 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 intrusted, not to Greeks, but to Phe-
nicians 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 Phenicians 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 alto-

! Herodot. vii, 23-25. 2 Zschylus, Pers. 731, 754, 873.
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gether to ruin it. The wrath of the monarch, when apprized of
this catastrophe, burst all bounds; it was directed partly against
the chief-engineers, whose heads he caused to be struck off,! but
partly also against the Hellespont itself. IIe commanded that
the strait should be scourged with three hundred lashes, and that
a set of fetters should be let down into it as a farther punish-
ment : moreover Herodotus had hLeard, but does not believe, that
he even sent irons for the purpose of branding it. ¢ Thou bitter
water (exclaimed the scourgers while inflicting this punishment),
this 1s the penalty which our master inflicts upon thee, because
thou hast wronged him though he hath never wronged thee.
King Xerxes will cross thee, whether thou wilt or not; but thou
deservest not sacrifice from any man, because thou art a treacher-
ous river of (useless) salt water.”2

Such were the insulting terms heaped by order of Xerxes on
the rebellious Hellespont,— Herodotus calls them “ non-Ilellenic
and blasphemous terms,” which, together with their brevity,
leads us to believe that he gives them as he heard them, and that
they are not of his own invention, like so many other speeches in
his work, where he dramatizes, as it were, a given position. It
has been common, however, to set aside in this case not merely
the words, but even the main incident of punishment inflicted on
the Ilellespont3 as a mere Greek fable rather than a real fact:
the extreme childishness and absurdity of the proceeding giving
to it the air of an enemy’s calumny. But this reason will not

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

2 Herodot. vii, 34, 35. éveréddero &) ov parifovrac, Aéyewy PapBapa Te
xal ériéodaia, *Q mikpdv Bowp, deambrye Tou Jikqy dmiriSel Thvde, bi pw
fdixnoac, oty mwpde &xelvov &dwov wadév. Kal Bacidede piv Eépfne
diaf3noetai o€, fv Te b ye Bovldy, fv Te kal puip- ool Of kard dikny dpa obdelc
wdpdmwy Sbet, O¢ E6vTe dodepd Te kal dAuvpd moTaud.

The assertion — that no one was in the habit of sacrificing to the Hel-
lespont — appears strange, when we look to the subsequent conduct of
Xerxes himsclf (vii, 53) : compare vii, 113, and vi, 76. The epithet salt,
employed as & reproach, seems to allude to the undrinkable character of
the water.

3 Sce Stanley and Blomfield ad ZEschyl. Pers. 731, and K. O. Miiller (in
his Review of Benjamin Constant's work Sur la Religion), Kleine Schrif-
ten, vol. ii, p. 59.
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appear sufficient, if we transport ourselves back to the time and
to the party concerned. To transfer to inanimate objects the
sensitive as well as the 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, and banishes it from the regions of reality
into those of conventional fictions, 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 agoniz-
ing pain to kick or beat the lifeless object from which he has suf-
fered. Dy the old procedure, never formally abolished, though
gradually disused, at Athens,— an inanimate object which had
caused the death of a man was solemnly tried and cast out of the
border: and the Arcadian youths, when they returned hungry
from an unsuccessful day’s hunting,? scourged and pricked the

! See Auguste Comte, Traité de Philosophie Positive, vol. v, lecon 52,
Pp- 40, 46.

% See vol. ii, part 2, c. i, p. 207 of the present work; and” compare
Wachsmuth, Hellenisch. Alterthiimer, 2, i, p. 320, and K. F. Herrmann,
Griech. Staatsalterthumer, 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,
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 Herod-
otus, to the river which had been the means of prescrving the life of their
ancestor Perdikkas ; after he had crossed it, the stream swelled and arrested
his pursuers (Ilerodot. viii, 138) : see an analogous story about the inhab-
itants of Apollonia and the river Adbus, Valerius Maxim. i, 5, 2.

After the death of the great boxcr, wrestler, ete., Theagenés of Thasus,
a statue was erccted to his honor. A personal enemy, perhaps one of the
fourteen hundred 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 fisher-
man 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 Ba-
brius, Fabul. 119, edition of Mur. Lewis.

VOL. V. 20c.
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god Pan or his statue by way of revenge. Duch more may we
suppose a young Persian monarch, corrupted by universal sub-
servience around him, to be capable of thus venting an insane
wrath: and the vengeance ascribed by IIerodotus to Cyrus to-
wards the river Gyndés (which he caused to be divided into
three hundred and sixty streamlets, because one of lis sacred
horses had been drowned in it), affords a fair parallel to the
scourging of the Ilellespont by Xerxes. To offer sacrifice to
rivers, and to testify in this manner gratitude for service ren-
dered 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 information. Besides, the building of
the bridge across the Ilellespont, and all the incidents connected
with it, jrere acts essentially public in their nature, — known to
‘many witnesses, and therefore the more easily verified, — the de-
capitation of the unfortunate engineers was an act fearfully im-
pressive, and even the scourging of the Hellespont, while essen-
tially public, appears to Ierodotus! (as well as to Arrian, after-
terwards), 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 dis-
posed to admit without diflidence the statement of our original
historian.

New engineers — perhaps Greek along with, or in place of,
Phenicians and Egyptians — were immediately directed to re-
commence the work, which Ilerodotus now describes in detail,
and which was doubtless executed with increased care and so-
Lidity. 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

} Herodot. vii, 35-54 : compare viii, 109. Aurian, Exp. Alex. vii, 14. 9.
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 towards the latter.l They were moored by anchors head and
stern, and by very long cables. The number of ships placed to

1 Ierodot. vii, 36. The language in which Ierodotus describes the po-
sition of these ships which formed the two bridges, seems to me to have
been erroneously or imperfectly apprehended by most of the commenta-
tors: see the notes of Bahr, Kruse, Wesseling, Rennell, and especiaily
Larcher: Schweightiuser is the most satisfactory.—rod uév Ildvrov émikap-
olag, Tod & '‘EAAgomévrov kara péov. The explanation given by Tzetzes of
émikapoiac by the word mlAayiac seems to me hardly exact: it means, not
oblique, but at right angles with. The course of the Bosphorus and Helle-
spont, flowing out of the Euxine sea, is conceived by the historian as meet-
ing that sca 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 therefore also at right angles with the Euxine sea. Moreover, Herod-
otus does not mean to distinguish the two bridges hereby, and to say that
the ships of the one bridge were roi 1I6vrov émikapoiac, and those of the
other bridge Tob ‘EAdponévrov kard péov, as Bihr and other commentators
suppose : both the predicates apply alike to both 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 émurdpaioc.
in Herodotus, seeiv,101; i,180. In the Odyssey (ix,70: compare Eustath.
ad loc.) émkapoiar does not mean obligue, but headlong before the wind:,
compare érikap, Iliad, xviii, 392. The circumstance stated by Herodotus
— that in the bridge higher up the stream, or nearest to the Euxine, there
were in all three hundred and sixty vessels, while in the other bridge there
were no more than three hundred and fourteen — has perplexed the com-
mentators, and induced them to resort to inconvenicnt explanations,—as
that of saying, that in the higher Lridge the vessels were moored not in a
direct line across, but in a line slanting, so that the extreme vesscl on the
European side was lower down the stream than the extreme vessel on the
Asiatic side. This is one of the false explanations given of émurapoiac
(slanting,schriig) : while the idea of Gronovius 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 explana-
tion. We nced not suppose, nor does IHerodotus 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 dis-
tance from each other. If they were & mile or two apart, we may well sup-
pose 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, morcover, might require to be made more secure, as hav-
ing 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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carry the bridge nearest to the Euxine was three hundred and
sixty : the number in the other, three hundred and fourteen.

In some of the words used by Herodotus there appears an obscurity :
they run thus, — éedyvvoav 8¢ Gde* Hevrprovrépove kal Tpijpeas cvvévreg,
¥7o pdv Thv (these words are misprinted in Bihr's edition) mpo¢ Tod Edé-
givov Hévrov ééqrovra te kal Tpukosiag, V7 0& Thv ETépny Téooepal kal déka
kal Tpukosiag (rob uév Hovrov, émkapoiag, Tob 8¢ ‘EAAgoriévrov katd poov),
iva avakwyety TOV Tovov Tov brdwy © cvvévres 08, Lykipas kariikay wepL-
keac, ete.

There is a diffculty respecting the words lva dvaxwyévy v tévov Tdw
SmAwy,— what is the nominative case to this verb ? Bihr says in his note,
sc. 6 péog, and he construcs T@v §mAwy to mean the cables whereby the an-
chors were held fast. But if we read farther on, we shall see that r¢ éwla
mean, not the anchor-cables, but the cables which were stretched across from
shore to shore to form the bridge ; the very same words rdv dwAwv Tod Tévou,
applied to these latter cables, occur a few lines afterwards. I think that the
nominative case belonging to dvakwyeiy is 7 yepipe (not 6 péoc), and thatthe
words from Tod uév Hovrov down to péov are to be read parenthetically,as I
have printed them above : the express ohject for which the ships were moored
was, “that the bridge might hold up, or sustain, the tension of its cablcs

- stretched across from shore to shore.” I admit that we should naturally
expect avarwyebwot and not dvakwyety, since the proposition avould be true
of both bridges; but though this makes an awkward construction, it is not
inadmissible, since each bridge had been previously deseribed in the singu-
lar 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 (IL N.iv, 12; vi, 1)
give seven stadia as the breadth of the Iellespont in its narrowest part.
Dr. Pococke also assigns the same breadth: Tourncfort allows but 2 mile
(vol. ii, lett. 4). Some modern French mcasurements give the distance as
something considerably greater,— eleven hundred and thirty or eleven
hundred and fifty toises (sce Miot’s note on his translation of Herodotus).
The Duke of Ragusa states it at seven hundred toises (Voyage en Turquie,
vol. ii, p. 164). If we suppose the breadth to be one mile, or five thousand
two hundred and cighty feet, three hundred and sixty vessels at an average
breadth of fourteen and two thirds feet would exactly fill the space. Ren-
nell says, “Eleven feet is the breadth of a barge : vessels of the size of the
smallest coasting-eraft were adequate to the purpose of the bridge” (On
the Geography of IHerodotus, p. 127.)

The recent measurements or ostimates stated by Miot go much beyond
Ierodotus: that of the Duke of Ragusa ncarly coincides with him. But
we need not suppose that the vessels filled up entirely the whole breadth,
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Over or through each of the two lines of ships, acrosg from shore
to shore, were stretched six vast cables, which discharged the
double function of holding the ships together, and of supporting
the bridge-way to be laid upon them. They were tightened by
means of capstans on each shore: in three different places along
the line, a gap was left between the ships for the purpose of
enabling trading vessels, in voyage to or from the Euxine, to 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 Phenicians had
employed cables of flax for one bridge, the Egyptians those of
papyrus for the other.l Over these again were laid planks of
wood, sawn to the appropriate width, secured by ropes to keep
them in their places: and lastly, upon this foundation the cause-
way 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 isth-
mus which connects the stormy promontory of Mount Athos

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
speeified places.

! For the long celebrity of these cables, see the epigram of Archimélus,
composed two centuries and a half afterwards, in the time of Iliero the
Sccond, of Syracuse, ap. Athensum, v, 209.

Herodotus states that in thickness and compact make (wayvric kal kai-
%ovy) the cables of flax were equal to those of papyrus; but that in 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 Miginwan 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
oxoivia bxrwlixtvia, #Edaxrtvda,— 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.
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with the main land.! That isthmus, near the point where it joins
the main land, was about twelve stadia or 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 Ilellespont, the
Phenicians were found the ablest and most eflicient among all the
subjects of the Persian monarch; but the other tributaries, espec-
ially the Greeks from the neighboring town of Akanthus, and
indeed the entire maritime forces of the empire,2 were brought
together to assist. The head-quarters of the flecet were first at
Kymé and Phokea, next at Eleus in the southern extremity of
the Thracian Chersonese, from which point it could protect and
second at once the two enterprises going forward at the Helle-
spont and at Mount Athos. The canal-cutting at the latter was
placed under the general directions of two noble Persians, —
Bubarés and Artachmus, and distributed under their measure-
ment as task-work among the contingents of the various nations
an ample gupply of flour and other provisions being brought for
sale in the neighboring plain from various parts of Asia and
Egypt.

Three circumstances in the narrative of Ierodotus, respecting
this work, deserve special notice. First, the superior intelli-
gence of the Phenicians, who, within sight of that lofty island
of Thasos which had been occupied three centuries before by
their free ancestors, were now laboring as instruments to the
ambition of a foreign conqueror. Amidst all the people en-
gaged, they alone took the precaution of beginning the excava-
tion 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 doubled by the con-
tinual falling in of the sides, — a remarkable illustration of the
degree of practical intelligence then prevalent, since the nations
assembled were many and diverse. Secondly, Herodotus re-
marks that Xerxes must have performed this laborious work

! For a specimen of the destructive storms near the promontory of Athos,
sco Iiphorus, Fragment. 121, ed. Didot; Diodor. xiii, 41.
% Herodot. vii, 22, 23 116; Diodor. xi, 2.
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from motives of mere ostentation: “for it would have cost no
trouble at all,” he observes,! “to drag all the ships in the fleet

! Herodot. vii, 241 d¢ ptv éut ovudaildeiperpy elpiokew, ueyalogposivng
elveka alrd Eépsne dpiooeww éxéleve, E96dwy Te dlvauew drodeikvvodar, kal
pynpiovve Auréodars wapedy ydp, pndéva mivov Aafévrac, Tov iaduov
ra¢ véag Siepboal, dpvocew éxéleve duopvya T3 Salacop, elpoc ¢ dbo
Tpipeas wAEELY opob Edaotpevuivac.

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

The pretended work of turning the course of the river Halys, which
Grecian report ascribed to Creaesus on the advice of Thales, 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), I transcribe the observations of Colonel Leake.
That excellent observer points out evident traces of its past existence: but
in my judgment, even if no such traces now remained, the testimony of
Herodotus and Thucydides (iv, 109) would alone be sufficient to prove that
it had existed really. The observations of Colonel Leake illustrate at
the same time the motives in which the canal originated : “ The canal (he
says) scems 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 labor, be renewed:
and there can be no doubt that it would be useful to the navigation of the
Zgean : 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 scas to which the vicinity of the mountain is snlject
during half the year, and which are rendered more formidable by the de-
ficieney of harbors 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 perfeetly justified in cutting this canal, as well from the secu-
rity 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 circumnavigation
of the capes Ampelus and Canastreum was much less dangerous, as the
gulfs afford some good harbors, and it was the ohject 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 comprchending
how the operation should have required so long a time as three years, when
the king of Persia had such multitudes at his disposal, and among them
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across the isthmus ; so that the canal was nowise needed.” So fa-
miliar 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; and that the
father of Ilerodotus, a native of Ilalikarnassus, and a subject
of the brave queen Artemisia, may perhaps have been among
them. We shall find other examples as we proceed, of this
indiseriminate use of the whip, and full conviction of its indis-
pensable 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 espec-
ially towards freemen engaged in military service, was alto-
gether repugnant both to Ilellenic practice and to Iellenic feel-
ing: the Asiatic and insular Greeks were relieved from it, as
from various other hardships, when they passed out of Persian
. dominion to become, first allies, afterwards 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 ex-

Egyptians and Babylonians, accustomed to the making of canals.” (Leake,
Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iii, 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
does 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,— mpoeropalero &x Tpiwv Eréwv kov padiora & Tov " Adwy (vii, 22).

! Herodot. vii, 22: dpvegov ¥md paotiywv mavrodamol Ti¢ oTpariic
Suidoyor & Epoirwy.~—vii, 56: Eépinc 0%, émel 7e 8iéfBn & Ty Elpdmryy,
¢9neiro TV orpardy Ymd pasriywv dweBaivovre;— compare vii, 103, and
Xenophon, Anabasis, iii, 4-25.

The essential necessity, and plentiful use, of the whip, towards subject-
tributaries, as conccived by the ancient Persians, finds its parallel in the
modern Turks. Sce the Mcmoires du Baron de Tott, vol. i, p. 256, seqq.,
and his dialogue on this subject with his Turkish conductor Ali-Aga.
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cavated 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: and these two
works, together with the renovated double bridge across the Iel-
lespont, 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: for
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 Mace-
donia 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 threaten-
ing portents during the course of it, — one of which Xerxes was
blind enough not to comprehend, though, according to Ierodotus,
nothing could be more obvious than its signification,! — while

! Herodot. vii, 57. Tépac ope {odvn péya, 10 Eéplyc &v oddevl Adye
¢rownoaro, kaimep ebobuBintov d6v- Immoc yap &rexe Aayov. Edobupinrov
dv tide Eyévero, b Euedde wiv Edgv orpariy éml Thv ‘Eiidda Eépéne
ayavpérara kal ueyalompenéorara, dricw 0¢ mepl édvtod Tpéxwy Hfeww & ToV
adTdv yopov.

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
splendor, 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 gencrating cause of the story interpreted : an ingenious man, after the
expedition 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 (1 edobu3AigTov of Ilerodotus) serves as presumptive evidence to

VOL. V. 2
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another was wisinterpreted into a favorable omen by the compli-
ant answer of the Magian priests. On quitting Sardis, the vast
bost was divided into two 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, one thousand Persian cavalry, with one
thousand Persian spearmen, the latter being distinguished by
carrying their specars with the point downwards, as well as by
the spear iiself, 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 Niszan
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 Nisean 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. Tmmediately about his person were
a chosen body of one thousand 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 one thousand horse, ten thousand foot, and ten
thousand horse, all native Persians. Of these ten thousand Per-
sian infantry, called-the Immortals, because their number was
always exactly maintained, nine thousand carried spears with
pomegranates of silver at the reverse extremity, while the re-
maining one thousand distributed in front, rear, and on each side
of this detachment, were marked by pomegranates of gold on
their spears. With them ended what we may call the household

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.

! Compare the description of the processional march of Cyrus, as given
in the Cyropzedia of Xenophon, viii, 2, 1-20.
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troops : after whom, with an interval of two furlongs, the remain-
ing host followed pell-mell.t Respecting its numbers and constit-
uent 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 sub-
jects of Persia. It was the body of the eldest son of the wealthy
Pythius, a Phrygian old man resident at Kelrenz, who had en-
tertained 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 hospi-
tality to Xerxes, and so pressing his offers of pecuniary contri-
bution for the Grecian expedition, that the monarch asked him
what was the amount of his wealth. “I possess (replied Pyth-
ius) besides lands and slaves, two thousand talents of silver, and
three million nine hundred and ninety-three thousand of golden
darics, wanting only seven thousand of being four million. 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 seven thousand darics, which
was wanting to make up the exact sum of four million. The
latter was so elated with this mark of favor, that when the army
was about to depart from Sardis, he ventured, under the influ-
ence of terror from the various menacing portents, to prefer a
prayer to the Persian monarch. Ilis 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 un-
happy father knew not what he asked. « Wretch! (replied
Xerxes) dost thou dare to talk to me about thy son, when I am
myself on the march against Greece, with my sons, brothers, re-
latives, and friends ? thou who art my slave, and whose duty it

! Herodot. vii, 41. Mera 6% tiv Inmov Sieiédeinro kal ddo sradiove, kal
Emeira 6 dowmde fuidoc fie dvauif.
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is to follow me, with thy wife and thy entire family ? Xnow 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 re-
ceived 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.” Ile 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.!

A tale essentially similar, yet rather less revolting, has been
already recounted respecting Darius, when undertaking his ex-
pedition against Scythia. Both tales illustrate the intense force
of sentiment with which the Persian kings regarded the obliga-
tion of universal personal service, when they were themselves in
the field. They seem to have measured their strength by the
number of men whom they collected around them, with little or
no reference to quality : and the very mention of exemption —
the idea that a subject and a slave should seek to withdraw him-
self from a risk which the monarch was about to encounter —
was an offence not to be pardoned. In this as in the other acts of
Oriental kings, whether grateful, munificent, or ferocious, we trace
nothing but the despotic force of personal will, translating itself
into act without any thought of consequences, and treating sub-
jects with less consideration than an ordinary Greek master
would have shown towards his slaves.

From Sardis, the host of Xerxes directed its march to Aby-
dos, first across Mysia and the river Kaikus, — then through
Atarneus, Xaring, and the plain of Thébé: they passed Adra-

I The incident respecting Pythius is in Merodot. vii, 27, 28, 38,39. I
place no confidence in the estimate of the wealth of Pythius; but in other
respects, the story seems well entitled to credit.
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myttium and Antandrus, and crossed the range of Ida, most part
of which was on their left hand, not without some loss from
stormy weather and thunder.! I‘rom hence they reached Ilium
and the river Skamander, the stream of which was drunk up, or
probably in part trampled and rendered undrinkable, by the vast
host of men and animals : in spite of the immortal interest which
the Skamander derives from the Ilomeric poems, its magnitude
is not such as to make this fact surprising. To the poems them-
selves, even Xerxes did not disdain to pay tribute: he ascended
the holy hill of Ilium,— reviewed the 1’ergamus where Priam
was said to have lived and reigned, — sacrificed one thousand
oxen to the patron goddess Athéné,— and caused the Magian
priests to make libations in honor of the heroes who had fallen
on that venerated spot. Ile even condescended to inquire into
the local details,2 abundantly supplied to visitors by the inhabi-
tants of Ilium, of that great real or mythical war to which Gre-
cian chronologers had hardly yet learned to assign a precise date:’
and doubtless when he contemplated the narrow area of that
Troy which all the Greeks confederated under Agamemnon had
been unable for ten years to overcome, he could not but fancy
that these same Greeks would fall an easy prey before his innu-
merable host. Another day’s march between Rheeteium, Ophry-
neium, and Dardanus on the left-hand, and the Teukrians of
Gergis on the right-hand, brought him to Abydos, where his
two newly-constructed bridges over the Hellespont awaited
him.

On thig transit from Asia into Europe Ierodotus dwells with
peculiar emphasis,— and well he might do so, since when we
consider the bridges, the invading number, the unmeasured hopes
succeeded by no less unmeasured calamity, — it will appear not
only to have been the most imposing event of his century,
but to rank among the most imposing events of all history. He
surrounds it with much dramatic circumstance, not only mention-
ing the marble throne erected for Xerxes on a hill near Abydos,
from whence he surveyed both his masses of land-force covering
the shore, and his ships sailing and racing in the strait (a race in

} Herodot. vii, 42.
2 Herodot. vii, 43. Senoauevoc 88, kal mvbuevos keivwy Exaora, ete.
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which the Phenicians of Sidon surpassed the Greeks and all the
other contingents), but also superadding to this real fact a dia-
logue with Artabanus, intended to set forth the internal mind of
Xerxes. IHe farther quotes certain supposed exclamations of
the Abydenes at the sight of his superhuman power. « Why
(said one of these terror-stricken spectators!), why dost thou, O
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?
It would have been easy for thee to accomplish that without so
much ado.” Such emphatic ejaculations exhibit the strong feel-
ing which Herodotus or his informants throw into the scene,
though we cannot venture to apply to them the scrutiny of his-
torical criticism.

At the first moment of sunrise, so sacred in the mind of Ori-
entals;? the passage was ordered to begin: the bridges being
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 Ilelios, that he might effect
without hindrance his design of conquering Europe even to its
farthest extremity. Along with his libation he cast into the Hel-
lespont the censer itself, with a golden bowl and a Persian cim-
eter; — “I do not exactly know3 (adds the historian) whether he
threw them in as a gift to Helios, or as a mark of repentance
and atonement to the Iellespont for the stripes which he had in-
flicted 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 burden. The ten thousand Per-
sians, called Immortals, all wearing garlands on their heads, were

VIerodot. vii, 45, 53, 56. "Q Ze, v 07 avdpl eidouevoc Iépon, kal otvoua
vl Adg Eépfea Sépevog, dvaotarov Tiv ‘Eiddda 9éldeg moijoal, dywv
rhvrac vdpdTove; kal yip dvev Tovréwy &5 Tor moiéew Tadra.

2 Tacitus, Histor. iii, 24. “ Undique clamor, et oricntem solem, ita in
Syrid mos est, consalutavére,” — in his striking description of the night
battle ncar Cremona, between the Roman troops of Vitellius and Vespa-
sian, and the rise of the sun while the combat was yet unfinished : compare
also Quintus Curtius (iii, 3, 8, p. 41, ed. Mutzel).

3 Herodot. vii, 54. TtadTa otk éyw Grpexéwe diaxpivar, obre e to ‘Hiip
avarideic karike ¢ TO wélayog, olre el pereulincé ol Tov "EAAjowevtov pad-
Teyloavte, kal avriTovréwy Ty Yidasoav édwpéeto.
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the first to pass over, and 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 accclerate progress, so vast were the num-
bers of his host, that they occupied no less than seven days and
seven nights, without a moment of intermission, in the business
of crossing over,— a fact to be borne in mind presently, when
we come to discuss the totals computed by ITerodotus.!

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. Afler passing this isthmus, he turned westward along
the coast of the gulf of Melas and the JAlgean sea,— crossing .
the river from which that gulf derived its name, and even drink-
ing its waters up — according to ITerodotus — with the men and
animuls of his army. Ilaving passed by the Aolic city of /Enus
and the harbor called Stentoris, he reached the sea-coast and
plain called Doriskus, covering the rich delta near the mouth of
the Hebrus : a fort had Leen built there and garrisoned by Da-
rius. 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 Zong, 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 doubled?® the southernmost promontory of the Thracian
Chersonese, he thought the situation convenient for a general
review and enumeration both of his land and his naval force.

Never probably in the history of mankind has there been

! Herodot. vii, 55, 56. A3y 62 6 arpardc adrob tv émrd Huépyoe kal by
énta ebppivyor, Evdoag oldéva ypovov.

2 Herodot. vii, 58-59 ; Pliny, Il N. iv,11. See some valuable remarks
on the topography of Doriskus and the neighborhood of the town still
called Enos, in Grisebach, Reise durch Rumelien und nach Brussa, ch. vi,
vol. i, pp. 157-159 (Gottingen, 1841). IIe 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.
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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. ¢ VWhat Asiatic nation was there (asks Herod-
otus,! 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 ZEgean and
the Euxine: we must add to these also the Egyptians, the Ethiopi-
ans 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 compar-
able to this of Xerxes, even for total number; much more in
respect of variety of component elements. Forty-six diflerent
nations,? each with its distinet national costume, mode of arming,
and local leaders, formed the vast land-force ; eight other nations
furnished the fleet, on board of which Persians, Medes, and
Sakae served as armed soldiers or marines; and the real lead-
ers, both of the entire army and of all its"various divisions, were

! Herodot. vii, 20~21.

2 See the enumeration in Ierodotus, vii, 61~96. In chapter 76, one name
has dropped out of the text (see the note of Wesscling and Schweigh-
hiiuser,) 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 they pretend to have van-
quished forty-six nations, — évixjoauey Edvea &£ ral Tesoapakovra: though
there is no reason for believing that so great a number of contingents were
engaged with Datis at Marathon.

Compare the boasts of Antiochus king of Syria (B.c. 192) about his im-
mense Asiatic host brought across into Greece, as well as the contemptuous
comments of the Roman consul Quinctius (Livy, xxxv, 48-49). “Varia
enjm genern armorum, et multa nomina gentium inauditarum, Dahas, et
Medos, et Cadusios, et Elymivos — Syros omnes esse : haud paulo man-
cipiorum melius, propter servilin ingenia, quam militum genus ” and the
sharp remark of the Areadian envoy Antiochus (Xenophon, Hellen. vii, 1,
33), Quintus Curtius also has some rhetorical turns about the number
of natious, whose names even were hardly known, tributary to the Persian
empire (iii, 4, 29; iv, 45, 9), “ignota etiam ipsi Dario gentium nomina,” ete.
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native Persians of noble blood, who distributed the various na-
tive contingents into companies of thousands, hundreds, and tens,
The forty-six nations composing the land-force were as follows :
Persians, Medes, Kissians, Ilyrkanians, Assyrians, Baktrians,
Sake, Indians, Arians, Parthians, Chorasmians, Sogdians, Gan-
darians, Dadike, Kaspians, Sarange, Paktyes, Utii, Myki, Pari-
kanii, Arabians, Ethiopians in Asia and Ethiopians south of
Egypt, Libyans, Paphlagonians, Ligyes, Matieni, Mariandyni,
Syrians, Phrygians, Armenians, Lydians, Mysians, Thracians,
Kabélians, Mares, Kolchians, Alarodians, Saspeires, Sagartii.
The eight nations who furnished the fieet were: Phenicians,
three hundred ships of war; Egyptians, two hundred; Cypriots,
one hundred and fifty; Kilikians, one hundred; Pamphylians,
thirty ; Lykians, fifty ; Karians, seventy ; Ionic Greeks, one hun-
dred ; Doric Greeks, thirty ; ZEolic Greeks, sixty ; IIellespontic
Greeks, one hundred; Greeks from the islands in the ZEgean,
seventeen ; in all one thousand two hundred and seven triremes,
“or ships of war, with three banks of oars. The descriptions of
costume and arms which we find in Ierodotus are curious and
varied ; but it is important to mention that no nation except the
Lydians, Pamphylians, Cypriots and, Karians (partially also the
Egyptian marines on shipboard) bore arms analogous to those of
the Greeks (4. 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) ; while
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 fire2 A
nomadic tribe of Persians, called Sagartii, to the number of eight
thousand horsemen, came armed only with a dagger and with the
Tope known in Soutlr America as the lasso, which they cast in

1 Herodot. vii, 89-93. 2 Herodot. vii, 61-81.
VOL. V. 2% See,
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the fight to entangle an antagonist. The ZEthiopians from the
‘Upper Nile had their bodies painted half red and half white,
‘wore the skins of lions and panthers, 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 Ierodotus expressly informs us
that the various contingents had never been numbered separate-
ly, and avows his own ignorance of the amount of each. The
means employed for numeration were remarkable. Ten thou-
sand men were counted,! and packed together as closely as possi-
ble: a line was drawn, and a wall of inclosure 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 ten thousand each, was thus ascertained.
One hundred and seventy of these divisions were affirmed by
the informants of Ilerodotus to have been thus numbered, con-
stituting a total of one million seven hundred thousand foot,
besides eighty thousand horse, many war-chariots from Libya
and camels from Arabia, with a presumed total of twenty thou-
sand additional men.2 Such was the vast land-force of the Per-
sian monarch: his naval equipments were of corresponding
magnitude, comprising not only the twelve hundred and seven
triremes,3 or war-ships, of three banks of oars, but also three
thousand smaller vessels of war and transports. The crew of
each trireme comprised two hundred rowers, and thirty fighting-
men, Persians or Saka; that of each of the accompanying ves-
sels included eighty men, according to an average which Herodo-
tus 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

! The army which Darius had conducted against Seythia is said to have
‘been counted by divisions of ten thousand each, but the process is not de-
scribed in detail (Herodot. iv, 87).

# Herodot. vii, 60, 87, 184. This same rude mode of enumeération wag
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). ‘

3 Herodot. vii, 89-97.
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two million three hundred and seventeen thousand 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 rein-
forcement of one hundred and twenty triremes with aggregate
crews of twenty-four thousand men, and of three hundred thou-
sand new land troops, so that the aggregate of his force when he
appeared at Thermopyle was two million six hundred and forty
thousand men. To this we are to add, according to the conject-
ure of Ierodotus, a number not at all inferior, as attendants,
slaves, sutlers, crews of the provision-craft and ships of burden,
etc., so that the male persons accompanying the Persian king
when he reached his first point of Grecian resistance amounted
to five million two hundred and eighty-three thousand two hun-
_dred and twenty! 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 consider-
ably 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 burden, and Indian dogs, in indefinite multi-
tude, increasing the consumption of the regular army.

To admit this overwhelming total, or anything ncar to it, is
obviously impossible : yet the disparaging remarks which it has
drawn down upon Herodotus are noway merited2 HHe 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 learned the scparate
totals promulgated by the enumerators, — infantry, eavalry, and
ships of war, great and small. As to the number of triremes,

! Herodot. vii, 185-186. érdywv mavra Tov Hdov orpardv ék tic 'Acing
(vii, 157). “Vires Orientis et ultima secum Bactra ferens,” to use the lan
guage of Virgil about Antony at Actium.

? Even Dahlmann, who has many good remarks in defence of Herodotus,
hardly does him justice (Ierodot, Aus seinem Buche sein Leben, ch. xxxiv,
p- 176).
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his statement scems beneath the truth, as we may judge from
the contemporary authority of Eschylus, who in the % Persx”
gives the exact number of twelve hundred and seven Persian
thips as having fought at Salamis: but between Doriskus and
Sul:wnis, Herodotus! has himself enumerated six hundred and
forty-seven ships as lost or destroyed, and only one hundred and
twenty us added.  No exaggeration, therefore, can well be sus-
peeted in this statement, which would imply about two hundred
und seventy-six thousand as the number of the crews, though
there i3 here a confusion or omission in the narrative which we
cwmot clear up,  But the aggregate of three thousand smaller
ships, and still more, that of one million seven hundred thousand
infuntry, ave 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 Herodo-
tus gives as two million six hundred and forty-one thousand on
the arrival at Thermopylie, 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 noway
adissible 3 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

' Only oue lnmdeed and twenty ships off war are mentioned bty Herod-
tus (vil, 183) ns having joined afierwards from the seaports in Thrace. DBat
four hupdred were destroyed, iF not more, in the rerrible storm on the coast
of Maguesin (vii, 190) 3 and the squadvon of two hundred sail. detached
by the Persians ronnd Eubwa, were atso all lost (viii 7) 5 besides forty-five
tuhon o destroyed inthe varions seastights near Artemisivm (vii, 1945 viii,
1) Other Josses are also indicated (viil, 14=18)

Ax the statement of JEsehytus for the number of the Persian triremes ag
Salawmin appears wollentitded to credit, we must suppose either thas ke
winbor of Dovishue was grvater than Hewodotus kas mentioned, or thag a
ustnbor groator than that which he tas stated jotaed afterwands

SNee w goud note of Amensfoondt, ad Domesthen. Ot de Symmoriis, po
By [ Lovdon, 1821).
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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
subsistence, is by supposing a comparative absence of attendants,
and by adverting to the fact of the small consumption, and habit-
- ual 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 consumption, 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 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
Lis surprise how provisions could have been provided for so vast
a multitude ; and were we to admit his estimate literally, the diffie
culty 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 em-
pire, that a great numerical total was the thing chiefly demand-
ed, and that prayers for exemption were regarded by the Great
King as a capital offence, and that provisions had been col-
lected for three years before along the line of march, — we may

! Sce on this point Volney, Travels in Egypt and Syria, ch. xxiv, vol. ii,
Pp. 70, 71; ch. xxxii, p. 367 ; and ch. xxxix, p. 435, (Engl. transl.)

Kinneir, Geographical Memoir of the Persian Empire, pp. 22-23. Ber-
nier, who followed the march of Aurungzebe from Delhi, in 1665, says that
some estimated the number of persons in the camp at three hundred thou-
sand, others at different totals, but that no one knew, nor had they ever been
counted. Ile says: “ You are, no doubt, at a loss to conceive how so vast
a number both of men and animals can be maintained in the field. The
best solution of the difficulty will be found in the temperance and simple
diet of the Indians.” (Bernier, Travels in the Mogul Empire, translated
by Brock, vol. ii, App. p. 118.)

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

That author scems to estimate the largest army of Genghis at seven
hundred thousand men (IHistoire de Genghis, liv. ii, ch. vi, p. 193).
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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 ascertained data: and
when we learn from Thucydides 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 ina-
bility 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 doubt-
ed whether the aggregate total ever afterwards increased; for
Herodotus takes no account of desertions, which yet must have
been very numerous, in a host disorderly, heterogeneous, without
any interest in the enterprise, and wherein the numbers of each
separate contingent were unknown.

Ktesias gives the total of the host at eight hundred thousand
men, and one thousand triremes, independent of the war-chari-
ots: if he counts the crews of the triremes apart from the eight
hundred thousand men, as seems probable, the total will then
be considerably above a million. ZElian assigns an aggregate

! Thucydid. v, 68. Xenophon calls the host of Xerxes innumerable, —
&vapidunrov otpariéy (Anabas. iii, 2, 13).

It seems not to be considered necessary for a Turkish minister to know
the numbers of an assembled Turkish army. In the war between the Rus-
sians and Turks in 1770, when the Turkish army was encamped at Babadag
near the Balkan, Baron de Tott tells us: “ Le Visir me demanda un jour
fort sérieusement si 'armée Ottomane étoit nombreuse. Clest & vous que
Jje m’adresserois, lui dis-je, si jétais curieux de le savoir. Je l'ignore, me
repondit-il.  Si vous lignorez, comment pourrois-je en étre instruit? En
lisant la Gazette de Vienne, me répliqua-t-il.  Je restai confondn.”

The Duke of Ragusa (in his voyage en Iongrie, Turquie, etc.), after
mentioning the prodigiously exaggerated statements current about the
numbers slain in the suppressed insurrection of the Janissaries at Constan-
tinople in 1826, observes: “ On a dit et répét€, que leur nombre s'étoit élévé
a huit ou dix mille, et cette opinion s'est accréditée (it was really about five
bundred). Mais les Orientaux en général, et les Turcs en particulier, n’ont
aucune idée des nombres: ils les emploient sans exactitude, ct ils sont par
caractére portds 4 l'exagération. D’un autre coté, le gouvernement a dd
favoriser cette opinion populaire, pour frapper Yimagination et inspirer une
plus grande terreur.” (Vol. ii, p. 37.)
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of seven hundred thousand men: Diodorus! appears to follow
partly ITerodotus, partly other authorities. None of these wit-
nesses enable us to correct Herodotus, in a case where we are
obliged to disbelieve him. He is, in some sort, an original wit-
ness, having evidently conversed with persons actually present
at the muster of Doriskus, giving us both their belief as to the
numbers, together with the computation, true or false, circulated
among them by authority. DMoreover, the contemporary Aischy-
lus, 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 Persw, a general sentiment 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 men2 The terror-striking effect

1 Ktesias, Persica, ¢. 22, 23 ; Alian, V. I xiii, 3; Diodorus, xi, 2-11.

Respecting the various numerical statements in this case, sce the note of
Bos ad Cornel. Nepot. Themistocl. c. 2, pp. 75, 76. :

The Samian poet Cheerilus, a few years younger than Herodotus, and
contemporary with Thuecydides, 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 contin-
gents to Xerxes, and we find not only the Saks, but also the Solymi (ap-
parently the Jews, and so construed by Josephus) among them. Sce Frag-
ments, iii and iv, in Nwke's edition of Cheerilus, pp. 121-134. Josephus
cont. Apion. p. 454, ed. Havercamp.

® MEschylus, Pers. 14-124, 722-737. Ieeren (in his learned work on the
commerce of the ancient world, Céber den Verkehr der alten Welt, part 1,
sect. 1, pp. 162, 558, 3d edition) thinks 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 expe-
dition. Ile 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.
vii, 100; viii, 90), or to exhibit remarkable courage. They seem to have
been specially attached to the person of the king as ministers to his curi-
osity 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 Xerxes, much too easily, in my judgment: nor is he correct
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of this crowd was probably quite as great asif its numbers had
really corresponded to the ideas of Ilerodotus.

After the numeration had taken place, Xerxes passed in his
chariot 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 four
hundred feet from the shore, and every vessel completely manned
for action. Such a spectacle was well calculated to rouse emo-
tions of arrogant confidence, and it was in this spirit that he sent
forthwith for Demaratus, the exiled king of Sparta, who was
among his auxiliaries, — to ask whether resistance on the part of
the Greeks to such a force was even conceivable. The conver-
sation between them, dramatically given by Herodotus, is one of
the most impressive manifestations of sentiment in the Greek
language.! Demaratus assures Lim that the Spartans most

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

! When Ilerodotus 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, ete. (iii, 55 ; viii, 65; ix, 16.) Ie mentions the Spartan
king Demaratus often, and usually under circumstances both of dignity
and dramatic interest: it is highly probable that he may have conversed
with that prince himself, or with his descendants, who remained settled for
a long time in Teuthrania, near the JEolic coast of Asia Minor (Xenoph.
Hellenica, iii, 1, 6), and he may thus have heard of representations offered
by the exiled Spartan king to Xerxes. Nevertheless, the remarks made by
Hoftmeister, on the speeches ascribed to Demaratus by Ilerodotus, are well
deserving of attention {Sittlich-religiose Lebensansicht des Ilerodotos, p.
118).

“ IIcrodotus always brings into connection with insolent kings some man
or other through whom he gives utterance to his own lessons of wisdom.
To Croesus, at the summit of his glory, comes the wise Solon: Creesus
himself, reformed by his captivity, performs the same part towards Cyrus
and Kambyses: Darius, as a prudent and honest man, does not require any
such counsellor; but Xerxes in his pride has the scntentious Artabanus and
the sagacious Demaratus attached to him; while Amasis king of Egypt is
employed to transmit judicious counsel to Polykratés, the despot of Samos.
Since all these men speak one and the same language, it appears certain
that they are introduced by Herodotus mcrely as spokesmen for his own
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certainly, and the Dorians of Peloponnesus probably, will resist
Lim to the death, be the difference of numbers what it may.
Xerxes receives the statement with derision, but exhibits no feel-
ing of displeasure: an honorable contrast to the treatment of
Charidemus a century and a half afterwards, by the last monarch
of Persia.l

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 Satr@ 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 colo-.

criticisms on the behavior and character of the various monarchs, — eriti-
cisms which are nothing more than general maxims, moral and relig-
ious, brought out by Solon, Croesus, or Artabanus, on occasion of particular
events. The speceches interwoven by Herodotus have, in the main, not the
same purpose as those of Tacitus, — to make the reader more intimately
acquainted with the existing posture of affairs, or with the character of the
agents, — but a different purpose quite forcign to history: they embody in
the narrative his own personal convictions respecting human life and the
divine government.”

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

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

Ierodotus takes up substantially the same vein of sentiment and the
same antithesis as that which runs through the Persee of ZEschylus; but
he handles it like a social philosopher, with a strong perception of the real
causes of Grecian superiority. )

It is not improbable that the skeleton of the conversation between Xerxes
and Demaratus was a reality, heard by Herodotus from Demaratus him-
sclf or from his sons; for the extreme specialty with which the Laceda-
monian exile confines his praise to the Spartans and Dorians, not includ-
ing the other Grecks, hardly represents the feeling of Herodotus himself.

The minuteness of the narrative which Ierodotus gives respecting the
deposition and family circumstances of Demaratus (vi, 63, seq.), and his view
of the death of Kleomenés as an atonement to that prince for injury done,
may seem derived from family information (vi, 84).
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nies Dikaxa,! Maroneia, and Abdéra, were successively laid under
contribution for contingents of ships or men ; and, what was still
more ruinous, they were further constrained to provide a day’s
meal for the immense host as it passed: for 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, — 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 superh tent was erected for Xerxes and his
immediate companions, while the army received their rations in
the open region around: on commencing the march next morn-
ing, the tent with all its rich contents was plundered, and noth-
ing restored to those who had furnished it. Of course, so prodig-
ious a host, which had occupied seven days and seven nights in
crossing the double Ilellespontine 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 Thazus, on account of their possessions of the mainland,
for this purpose, was no less than four hundred talents? (equal to
ninety-two thousand eight hundred pounds): while at Abdéra,
the witty Megakreon recommended to his countrymen to go in a
body to the temples and thank the gods, because Xerxes was
pleased to be satistied with one meal in the day. Iad the mon-
arch required breakfast as well as dinner, the Abderites must
have been reduced to the alternative either of exile or of utter
destitution3 A stream called Lissus, which seems to have been

! Terodot. vii. 109, 111, 118.

® This sum of four hundred talents was equivalent to the entire annual
tribute charged in the Persian king’s rent-roll, upon the satrapy compris-
ing the western and southern coast of Asia Minor, wherein were included all
the Jonic and Aolic Greeks, besides Lykians, Pamphylians, ete. (Herodot.
iif, 90.)

3 Herodot. vii, 118-120. Ie gives (vii, 187) the computation of the
qnantity of corn which would have been required for daily consumption,
assmning the immense numbers as he conjectures them, and reckoning one
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of no great importance, is said to have been drunk up by the
army, together with a lake of some magnitude near Pistyrus.t

Through the territory of the Iidonian Thracians and the Pieri-
ans, between Pangoeus and the sea, Xerxes and his army reached
the river Strymon at the important station called Ennea Hodoj,
or Nine-Roads, afterwards memorable by the foundation of Am-
phipolis.  Dridges had been alveady thrown over the river, to
which the Magian priests rendered solemn honors by sacrificing
white lorses and throwing them into the stream. Nor were his
religious feelings satisfied without the more precious sacrifices
often resorted to by the ersians: he here buried alive nine na-
tive youths and nine maidens, in compliment to Nine-Roads, the
name of the spot :2 moreover, he also left, under the care of the
Pzonians of Sivis, the sacred chariot of Zeus, which had been
brought from the seat of empire, but which doubtless was found
inconvenient on the line of march.  From the Strymon he
marched forward along the Strymonic gulf, passing through the
territory of the Bisaltw, near the Greek colonies of Argilus and
Stageirus, until 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 Disalta:3 refused submission to Xerxes,
fled to Rhodopd for safety, and forbade his six sons to join the
Persian host. Unhappily for themselves, they nevertheless did
50, 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. DBut the inhabi-
tants 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

chenix of wheat for cach man's daily consumption, equal to one eighth of
a medimnus. It is unnecessary to examine a computation founded on
such inadwmissible data.

! 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.

3 Herodot. viii, 116.
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contracting with them the tie of hospitality, accompanied with
praise and presents; though he does not seem to have ex-
empted 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 southwestern 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 Palléng, as well as on the
eastern side of the Thermaic gulf, in the region called Krusis, or
Krossza, on the continental side of the isthmus of Palléné.
These Greek towns were numerous, but of little individual impor-
tance. 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. Ie
seems to have had a difficult march, and to have taken a route
considerably inland, through Pwxonia 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 pro-
digious size and fierceness: at length he rejoined his fleet at
Therma, and stretched his army throughout Mygdonia, the an-
cient Pieria, and, Bottiazis, as far as the mouth of the Haliakmon.!

Xerxes had now arrived within sight of Mount Olympus, the
northern boundary of what was properly called Hellas; after a
- march through nothing but subject territory, with magazines laid
up beforehand for the subsistence of his army, with additional
contingents levied in his course, and probably with Thracian
volunteers joining him in the hopes of plunder. The road along
which he had marched was still shown with solemn reverence by
the Thracians, and protected both from intruders and from til-
lage, even in the days of Herodotus.2 The Macedonian princes,
the last of his western tributaries, in whose territory he now
found himself, — together with the Thessalian Aleuadae, — un-
dertook 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.

¥ Herodot. vii, 122-127.
Respecting the name Pieria, and the geography of these regions, see the
previous volume, vol. iv, ch. xxv. p. 14. 2 Herodot. vii, 116.
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CHAPTER XXXIX.

PROCEEDINGS IN GREECE FROM THE BATTLE OF MARATHON TO
THE TIME OF THE BATTLE OF THERMOPYLZE.

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 Kleom-’
ents had even gone so far as to tamper with the Delphian
priestess for this purpose. llis manccuvre being betrayed shortly
afterwards, he was so alarmed at the displeasure of the Spartans,
that he retired into Thessaly, and from thence into Arcadia,
where he employed the powerful influence of his regal character
and heroic lineage to arm the Arcadian people against his coun-
try. The Spartans, alarmed in their turn, voluntarily invited
him back with a promise of amnesty. Dut his renewed lease
did not last long: his habitual violence of character became ag-
gravated into decided insanity, insomuch that he struck with his
stick whomsoever he met; and his relatives were forced to con-
fine him in chains under a Ilelot sentinel. Dy severe menaces,
he one day constrained this man to give him his sword, with
which he mangled himself dreadfully and perished. So shock-
ing a death was certain to receive a religious interpretation, but
which among the misdeeds of his life had drawn down upon him
the divine wrath, was a point difficult to determine. DMMost 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
eacred grove of Eleusis,—the latter recognized the avenging
hand of the hero Argus, whose grove Kleomenés had burnt,

! Herodot. vi, 74, 75.
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along with so many suppliant warriors who had taken sanctuary
init. 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, recognized on this ocea-
sion nothing but a vulgar physical cause: Kleomenés had gone
mad, they affirmed, through habits of intoxication, learned from
some Scythian envoys who had come to Sparta.l

The death of Kleomenés, and the discredit thrown on his char-
acter, emboldened the /ginetans to prefer a complaint at Sparta
respecting their ten hostages whom Ileomenés and Leotychidés
had taken away from the island, a little before the invasion of
Attica by the Persians under Datis, and deposited at Athens as
guarantee to the Athenians against aggression from igina at
that critical moment. Leotychidés was the surviving auxiliary
of Kleomenés in the requisition of these hostages, and against
him the /JEginetans complained. Though the proceeding was
one unquestionably beneficial to the general cause of Greece,?
yet such was the actual displeasure of the Lacedzmonians against
the deceased king and his acts, that the survivor Leotychidés was
brought to a public trial, and condemned to be delivered up as
prisoner in atonement to the Eginetans. The latter were about
to carry away their prisoner, when a dignified Spartan named
Theasidés, pointed out to them the danger which they were in-
curring by such an indignity against the regal person, — the Spar-
tans, he observed, had passed sentence under feelings of tem-
porary wrath, which would probably be exchanged for sympathy
if they saw the sentence realized.

Accordingly the JEginetans, instead of executing the sentence,
contented themselves with stipulating that Leotychidés should
accompany them to Athens and redemand their hostages detained
there. The Athenians refused to give up the hostages, in spite
of the emphatic terms in which the Spartan king set forth the

! Herodot. vi, 84.

* Herodot. vi, 61. KAeouévea, &6vra &v 1§ Alyivy, xal kowd 5 <EAAGS:
&yada mpooepyaldpcvov, ete. )
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sacred obligation of restoring a deposit:1 they justified the re-
fusal 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 less as a deposit than as a security against /Eginetan bos-
tility, — which security they were not disposed to forego. .

Leotychidés having been obliged to retire without success, the
ZEginetans resolved to adopt measures of retaliation for them-
selves: they waited for the period of a solemn festival celebrated
every fifth year at Sunium, on which occasion a ship pecu-
liarly equipped and carrying some of the leading Athenians as
Thebrs, 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,2 beginning seem-
ingly about 488 or 487 B.c., and lasting until 481 B.C., the yea.r
preceding the invasion of ‘{erxes.

An Aginetan citizen named Nikodromus took advantage of
this war to further a plot against the government of the island :
having been before, as he thought, unjustly banished, he now
organized a revolt of the people against the ruling oligarchy,
concerting with the Athenians a simultaneous invasion in support
of his plan. Accordingly, on the appointed day he rose with his

! Herodot. vi, 83 : compare vi, 49-73, and the preceding volume of this
history, ¢. xxxvi, pp. 437—441.

2 Herodot. vi, 87, 88.

Instcad of 7v ydp 0% roiot *ASqvaioise mevripnc émd Sovvip (vi, 87), 1
follow the reading proposed by Schémann and sanctioned by Bosckh—
mevrerypic. It is hardly conceivable that the Athenians at that time
should have had any ships with five banks of oars (wewr7pnc): moreover,
apart from this objection, the word wevrfpne makes considerable emhar-
rassment in the sentence; see Bo#ckh, Urkunden iiber das Attische Sece-
wesen, chap. vii, pp. 75, 76.

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

There were many distinct pentaéterides, or solemnities celebrated every
fifth year, included among the religious enstoms of Athens: see Aristoteles,
TloAcr. Fragm. xxvii, ed. Neumann; Pollux, viii, 107.

H]
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partisans in arms and took possession of the Old Town,—a
strong post which had been superseded in course of time by the
more modern city on the sea-shore, less protected though more
convenient.! But no Athenians appeared, and without them he
was unable to maintain his footing: he was obliged to make his
escape from the island after witnessing the complete defeat of his
partisans, — a large body of whom, seven hundred in number,
fell into the hands of the government, and were led out for exe-
cution. One man alone among these prisoners burst his chains,
fled to the sanctuary of Démétér Thesmophorus, and was fortu-
nate enough to seize the handle of the door before he was over-
taken. 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 Aginetan oligarchy either vengeance from the gods or cen-
sure 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 ALginetans, having been previously conquered by Athens,
were finally expelled from their island : such expulsion was the
divine judgment upon them for this ancient impiety, which half a

! See Thueyd. i, 8.

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

% Ierodot. vi, 91. yeipec 68 kelvar dumepunviar hoav Toiol émeomasTipot.
The word keivas for ékeivar, “those hands,” appears so little suitable in
this phrase, that I rather imagine the real reading to have been rewai (the
Tonic dialect for xevai),  the hands with nothing attached to them :” com-
pare a phrase not very unlike, Homer, Iliad, iii, 376, xew?) 68 rpuvpidea
4’ Eomero, ete.

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 Chalkiekos (Thucyd. i, 134).
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century of continued expiatory sacrifice had not been sufficient to
wipe out.!

The Athenians who were to have assisted Nikodromus arrived
at /Egina one day too late. Their proceedings had been de-
layed by the necessity of borrowing twenty triremes from the
Corinthians, in addition to fifty of their own : with these seventy
sail they defeated the ZEginetans, who met them with a fleet of
equal number, and then landed on the island. The [Eginetans
solicited aid from Argos, but that city was either too much dis-
pleased with them, or too much exhausted by the defeat sus-
tained from the Spartan Kleomenés, to grant it. Nevertheless,
one thousand Argeian volunteers, under a distinguished cham-
pion of the pentathlon named Eurybatés, came to their assistance,
and a vigorous war was carried on, with varying success, avainst_
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:eon 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 succession, but the
arm of the fourth, S6phanés of Dekeleia, was victorious, and
proved fatal to him.2 At length the invaders were obliged to
leave the island without any decisive result, and the war seems

! Herodot. vi, 91. ’And rolrov 0& kal Gyoc oge 2yévero, vo Ek¥ioacSat
ody oloi Te éyévovro dmiunxavduevor, GAA EpSnoav kmeoévree mpéTepov K
Tiic vioov  opt [Aewy yevéoSar Ty Fedw. ‘

Compare Thueyd. ii, 27 about the final expulsion from Bgina. The
Lacedzmonians assigned to these expelled ZEginctans 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 eighth
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
farther consummation of the divine judgment. We may reasonably pre-
sume ignorance in this case, which would tend to support the opinion
thrown out in my preceding volume (chap. xxxiii, p. 225, note) respecting
the date of composition of his history, — in the earliest years of the Pelo-
ponnesian war. 2 Herodot. ix, 75. .

VOL. V. 8 4oc.
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to have been prosecuted by frequent descents and privateering on
both sides,——in which Nikodromus and the Alginetan exiles,
planted by Athens on the coast of Attica near Sunium, took an
active part;! the advantage on the whole being on the side of
Athens.

The general course of this war, and especially the failure of
the enterprise concerned with Nikodromus in consequence of de-
lay in borrowing ships from Corinth, were well calculated to
impress upon the Athenians the necessity of enlarging their
naval force. And it is from the present time that we trace among
them the first growth of that decided tendency towards maritime
activity, which coincided so happily with the expansion of their
democracy, and opened a new phase in Grecian history, as well
as a new career for themselves,

The exciting effect produced upon them by the repulse of the
Persians at DMarathon has been dwelt upon in my preceding
volume. Diltiades, the victor in that field, having been removed
from the scene under circumstances already described, Aristeidés
and Themistoklés became the chief men at Athens: and the for-
mer was chosen archon during the succeeding year. His exem-
plary uprightness in magisterial functions insured 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, Themisto-
klés, who had all the talents necessary for bringing them into
cobperation: and 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.” TUnder such circumstances, it is not too
much to say that the peace of the country was preserved mainly
by the institution called Ostracism, of which so much has been
gaid in the preceding volume. After three or four years of con-
tinued political rivalry, the two chiefs appealed to a vote of ostra-
cism, and Aristeidés was banished.

! Herodot. vi, 90-93. Thucyd. i, 41. About Séphants, comp. ix, 75.

How much damage was done by such a privateering war, between coun-
tries so near as Agina and Attica, may be seen by the more detailed de-
scription of a later war of the same kind in 388 B.c. (Xcnophon, Hellenie.
v.1.)
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Of the particular points on which their rivalry turned, we are
unfortunately little informed. But it is highly probable that one
of them was, the important change of policy above alluded to, —
the conversion of Athens from a land-power into a sea-power, —
the development of this new and stirring element in the minds
of the people. By all authorities, this change of policy is
ascribed principally and specially to Themistoklés:! on that ac-
count, 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 Iellenism, undisturbed uniformity of life
and narrow range of active duty and experience, which Aris-
teidés seems to bave 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 is so to a remarkable degree,
distinguished for the variety of his ideas and the quickness of his
intelligence 2 the land-service was a type of steadiness and in-

! Plutarch, Themist. c. 19.

% See Mr. Galt’s interesting account of the Hydriot sailors, Voyages and
Travels in the Mediterranean, pp. 876-378 (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
little village began to assume the appearance of a town, and they had
cargoes that went as far as Constantinople. In their mercantile transac-
tions, the Hydriots acquired the reputation of greater integrity than the
other Greeks, as well as of being the most intrepid navigators in the Archi-
pelago; and they were of course regularly preferred. Their industry and
honesty obtained its reward. The islands of Spezzia, Paros, Myconi, and
Ipsara, resemble Hydra in their institutions, and possess the same charac-
ter for commercial activity. In paying their sailors, Hydra and its sister
islands have a peculiar custom. The whole amount of the freight is con-
sidered as a common stock, from which the charges of victualing 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 cargo 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 to entertain of sailors. They are sedate, well-dressed,
well-bred, shrewd, informed, and speculative. They seem to form a class,
in the orders of mankind, which has no existence among us. By their
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flexible ranks, the sea-service that of mutability and adventure,
Such was the idea strongly entertained by Plato and other phi-
losophers:! though we may remark that they do not render jus-
tice to the Athenian seaman, whose 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 be-
ginning with Themistoklés, and reaching its full perfection about
the commencement of the Peloponnesian war.

In recommending extraordinary efforts to create a navy as
well as to acquire nautical practice, Themistoklés displayed all
that sagacious appreciation of the circumstances aud dangers of
the time for which Thucydides 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 eszential to his country. Not
only was there the struggle with &gina, a maritime power equal
or more than equal, and within sight of the Athenian harbor, —
but there was also in the distance a still more formidable contin-
gency to guard against. The Persian armament had been driven
with disgrace from Attica back to Asia; but the Persian mon-
arch still remained with undiminished means of aggression and
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 expe-
dition across the Zgean like that of Datis to Marathon ;3 against

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 Grecks are all traditionary historians, and possess
much of that kind of knowledge to which the term learning is usually ap-
plied. This, mingled with the other information of the Hydriots, gives
them that ndvnnm;:eous character of mind which I think they possess.”

! Plato, Legg. iv, pp. 703, 706. Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 19. Iso-
kratés, l’mmthomnc c. 43.

Plutarch, Philopemen. c. 14. IIAjw ’E'ra,uswméav utv Evor Aéyovowy
dnvoivra yedoar Tov kard Sdracoav doeieidv Tove moiitag, Smwe alrd ui
Aadwoty avr? povipwy dxMirdy, kard Miarwva, veirar yeviuevor xai duag-
Sapévre, ampaxtov ¥k Tic'Aciac kal TOV viowy GweAdeiv éxovoiwe: com-
pare vii, p. 301,

% Sce the remarkable passage in Xenophon (Memorab. iii, 5, 19), attest-
ing that the Hoplites and the Hippeis, the persons first in rank in the city
were also the most disobedient on military service.

3 Thucyd. i, 93. #ov (Themistokles) tic Sasiiéwe orpariic thv kard
Baiancay Eodov elmopuripay Tic rara yir ofear.
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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, ex-
tending as they did over so many Grecks subject to the Persian
empire. Such positive warning was more than enough to stimu-
late the active genius of Themistoklés, who now prevailed upon
his countrymen to begin with energy the work of maritime prep-
aration, as well against ZEgina as against Persia.l Not only
were two hundred new ships built, and citizens trained as sea-
men, — but the important work was commenced, during the
year when Themistoklés was either archon or general, of form-
ing and fortifying a new harbor for Athens at Peireeus, instead
of the ancient open bay of Phalérum. The latter was indeed
somewhat nearer to the city, but Peiraus, with its three separate
natural ports,2 admitting of being closed and fortified, was incom-
pdrably superior in safety as well as in convenience. It is-not
too much to say, with Herodotus, — that the .ZEginetan “ war
was the salvation of Greece, by constraining the Athenians to
make themselves a maritime power.” The whole efliciency of
the resistance subsequently made to Xerxes turned upon this
new. movement in the organization of Athens, allowed as it was
to attain tolerable completeness through a fortunate concurrence
of accidents; for the important delay of ten years, between the
defeat of Marathon and the fresh invasion by which it was to be
avenged, was in truth the result of accident. First, the revolt of
Egypt ; next, the death of Darius; thirdly, the indifference of
Xerxes, at his first accession, towards Iellenic matters, — post-
poned until 480 B.C., an invasion which would naturally have
been undertaken in 487 or 4806 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

! Thueyd. i, 14. Herodot. vii, 144. 2 Thacyd. i, 93.

3 Herodot. vii, 144. Odrog yip 6 méAepoc cvordc Eowse tére Ty ‘Edddde,
vaykaoac Yalkaosiove yevéodar 'Adnvaiove,

Thueyd. 1, 18. vavriwkol éyévovro.
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first in an emphatic passage of the poet Zschylus, and next
from ITerodotus 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,?2 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 Ilippias 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
democracy of Kleisthenés first brought Attica into one systematic
and comprehensive whole, with equal rights to all the parts, and
a common centre at Athens,— the power of that central govern-
ment over the mineral wealth of the country, and its means of
binding the whole people to respect agreements concluded with
individual undertakers, would give a new stimulus 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 indi-
viduals 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

1 Jlischylus, Persee, 235.

? 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 government.
Sce 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 Thovikus, together with the good harbor 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 maunner as to satisfy the eye of & miner of the
present day.— p. 76.
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treasury, at the time when Themistoklés made his proposition to
enlarge the naval force, a great sum! arising from the Laurian
mines, out of which a distribution was on the point of being
made among the citizens, —ten drachms to each man. This
great amount in hand must probably have been the produce of
the purchase-money or fines received from recent sales, since the
small annual reserved rent can hardly have been accumulated
during many successive years : new and enlarged enterprises in
mines must be supposed to have been recently begun by indi-
viduals under contract with the government, in order to produce
at the moment so overflowing an exchequer and to furnish means
for the special distribution contemplated. Themistoklds 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.2 One cannot doubt that there must have been

! Herodot. vii, 144. “Ore "A¥pvaiotot yévouévwy ypyuarwv peyiiwv v vo
KOW@, TG i TV peTaAdwy 0Pt mpoaiAde TOY amd Aavpeiov, Eueddov Adfec-
dar bpxndov Ekacrog déka Spayuic.

? 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. Bodckh, translated and appended to the Eng-
lish translation of his Public Economy of Athens. e discusses the facr
stated in this chapter of Herodotus, in sect. 8 of that Dissertation: bui
there are many of his remarks in which I cannot concur.

After multiplying ten drachma by the assumed number of twenty thou-
sand Athenian citizens, making a sum total distributed of thirty-three and
one-third talents, he goes on: “ That the distribution was made annually
might have been presumed from the principles of the Athenian administra-
tion, without the testimony of Cornelius Nepos. We are not, therefore, to
suppose that the savings of scveral years are meant, nor merely a surplus;
but that all the public money arising from the mines, as it was not required
for any other object, was divided among the members of the community.”
(p. 632.)

We are hardly authorized to conclude from the passage of Herodotus
that all the sum reccived from the mines was about to e 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 distribu-
tion. Accordingly, all calculations of the total produce of the mines, based
upon this passage of Ilerodotus, are uncertain. Nor is it clear that there
. was any regular annual distribution, unless we are to take the passage of
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many speakers who would try to make themselves popular by
opposing this proposition and supporting the distribation, inso-
much 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 Agean, and Thrace, would of
course become known throughout Greece Proper,— especially
the vast labor bestowed on the canal of Mount Athos, which would
* be the theme of wondering talk with every Thasian or Akan-
thian citizen who visited the festival games in Peloponnesus. .
All these premonitory evidences were public enough, without any
need of that elaborate stratagem whereby the exiled Demaratus

Cornelius Nepos as proving it: but he talks rather about the magistrates
employing this money for jobbing purposes, — not about a regular distribu-
tion: “ Nam cum pecunia publica qua ex metallis redibat, largitione magis-
tratuum quotannis periret.” Corn. Nep. Themist. ¢. 2. A story is told by
Polyanus, from whomsoever he copied it, — of a sum of one hundred tal-
ents in the treasury, which Themistoklés persuaded the people to hand over
to one hundred 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 (Polyeen. i, 30). This story differs materially from that of Herodo-
tus, and we cannot venture cither to blend the two together or to rely
upon Polyxnus separately.

Iimagine that the sum of thirty three talents, or fifty 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 ship-building, 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. Boéckh affirms, is a matter on which we have
no evidence. M. Boéckh scems 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-moncy paid down, and reserved
annual rent. It is from the former source that I imagine the large sum
lying in the treasury to have been derived: the small reserved rent probably
went amoung the annual items of the state-budget.
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is alleged to have secretly transmitted, from Susa to Sparta, in-
telligence of the approaching expedition.! The formal announce-
ments of Xerxes all designated Athens as the special object of
his wrath and vengeance,2 and other Greeian cities might thus
hope to escape without mischief: so that the prospect of the
great invasion did not at first provoke among them any unani-
mous 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
organizing resistance against the expected invader.

I have in the preceding volume 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 congress,
assembled under the influence of common fear from Persia, has
more of a Pan-Ilellenic character than any political event which
has yet occurred in Grecian history. It extends far beyond the
range of those Peloponnesian states who constitute the immedi-
ate allies of Sparta: it comprehends Athens, and is even sum-
moned in part by her strenuous instigation: it seeks to combine,
moreover, every city of Hellenic race and language, however
distant, which can be induced to take part in it,—even the
Kretans, Korkyr®ans, 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 intreated to marshal themselves in the same ranks
for a joint political purpose — the defence of the common

! Herodot. vii, 239. 2 Herodot. vii, 8-138.

3 Herodot. vii, 145. ®povicavree el kwg v Te yévorro 70 ‘EAdqvikdy, xal
el ouykipavres Twbrd mpiocotey wavrep, ¢ Sewiw émibvrwy duoiwe waot
*EAApae,
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hearth and metropolis of the race. This is a new fact in Gre-
cian 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 hith-
erto been in the hands of Sparta, but which is about to become
too comprehensive for her to manage, — and thus introducing
increased habits of cobperation among the subordinate states, as
well as rival hopes of aggrandizement among the leaders. The
congress at the isthmus of Corinth marks such further advance
in the centralizing tendencies of Greece, and seems at first to
promise an onward march in the same direction: but the prom-
ise will not be found realized.

Its first step was, indeed, one of inestimable value. While
most of the deputies present came prepared, in the name of their
respective cities, to swear reciprocal fidelity and brotherhood,
they also addressed all their efforts to appease the feuds and dis-
sensions which reigned among the 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 suspicions
of medizing,! 1. e., embracing the cause of the Persians, which
had been raised by her giving earth and water ten years before
to Darius: but her present conduct gave no countenance to such
suspicions : she took earnest part in the congress as well as in
the joint measures of defence, and willingly consented to accom-
modate her difference with Athens.2 In this work of reconciling
feuds, so essential to the safety of Greece, the Athenian Themis-
toklés took a prominent part, as well as Cheileos of Tegea in
Arcadia.2 The congress proceeded to send envoys and solicit
cobperation from such cities as were yet either equivocal or
indifferent, especially Argos, Korkyra, and the Kretan and Sici-
lian Greeks, —and at the same time to despatch spies across to
Bardis, for the purpose of learning the state and prospects of
the assembled army.

These spies presently returned, having been detected and
condemned to death by the Persian generals, but released by

! Herodot. viii, 92. ? Herodot. vii. 145.
2 Plutarch, Themistokl. c. 10. About Cheileos, Herodot. ix, 9. -
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express order of Xerxes, who directed that the full strength of
his assembled armament should be shown to them, in order that
the terror of the Greeks might be thus magnified. The step
was well calculated for such a purpose : but the discouragement
throughout Greece was already extreme, at this critical period
when the storm was about to burst upon them. Even to intelli-
gent and well-meaning Greeks, much more to the careless, the
timid, or the treacherous, — Xerxes with his countless host ap-
peared irresistible, and indeed something more than human : ! of
course, such an impresston would be encouraged by the large
number of Greeks already his tributaries: and we may even
trace a manifestation of a wish to get rid of the Athenians alto-
gether, as the chief objects of Persian vengeance and chief hin-
drance to tranquil submission. This despair of the very contin-
uance of Iellenic 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. Ilardly 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! Ilead,
body, feet, and hands are alike rotten: fire and sword, in the
train of the Syrian chariot, shall overwhelm you: nor only your
city, but other cities also, as well as many even of the temples of
the gods, — which are now sweating and trembling with fear,
and foreshadow, by drops of blood on their roofs, the hard calam-
ities impending. Get ye away from the sanctuary, with your
souls steeped in sorrow.” 2

! Herodot. vii, 203. 0d ydp edv eivar Tdov émiovra ént Ty ‘EAALda, AN
dvSpwov, ete.: compare also vii, 56.

% Herodot. vii, 140.

AL Irov ¢ 4dhToto, kakoic & Emikidvare Svudv.

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 commentators, try to infuse into it some-
thing of encouragement by construing $vuéy, fortitude. 'The translation of
Valla and Schultz is nearer to the truth. But even when the general scnse
of an oracle is plain (which it hardly ever is), the particular phrases are
always wild and vague.
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So terrific a reply had rarely escaped from the lips of the
priestess. The envoys were struck to the earth by it, and durst
not carry it back to Athens. In their sorrow they were encour-
aged yet to hope by an influential Delphian citizen named Timon
(we trace lere, as elsewhere, the underhand working of these
leading Delphians on the priestess), who advised them to pro-
vide themselves with the characteristic marks of supplication,
and to approach the oracle a second time in that imploring
guise: “ O lord, we pray thee (they said), have compassion on
these boughs of supplication, and deliver to us something more
comfortable concerning our country; else we quit not thy sanc-
tuary, but remain here until death.” Upon which the priestess
replied: “Athéné with all her prayers and all her sagacity
cannot propitiate Olympian Zeus.! Dut this assurance I will
give you, firm as adamant: when everything else in the land of
Kekrops shall be taken, Zeus grants to Athénd that the wooden
wall alone shall remain unconquered, to defend you and your
children. Stand not to await the assailing horse and foot from -
the continent, but turn your backs and retire: you shall yet live
to fight another day. O divine Salamis, thou too shalt destroy
the children of women, either at the seed-time or at the har-
vest.” 2

This second answer was a sensible mitigation of the first: it
left open some hope of escape, though faint, dark, and unintelli-
gible,—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 pro-
voked many different interpretations. What was meant by “the
wooden wall?” Some supposed that the acropolis itself, which

! Herodot. vii, 141.
Qb divarar TlalZac AP 'Oliumiov $il.asacdac

Acooouévy woAdolot Léyots kal paTidt wukvi.
Compare with this the decluration of Apollo to Creesus of Lydia (i, 91).
* . ...Teiyoc Tpiroyevel Ebiwor didoi elpbora Zede
Motvoy amdpdnrov TeAédewy, T 08 Téxva T bvjoet.

'Q Jein Ea?.a,ucg, amoleic Ot oD Tékva yvvaikiw, ete.
(Herodot. vii, 141).
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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 insist-
ed on the necessity of abandoning Attica forever: 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 expositors of the divine will: it
harmonized completely with the despairing temper then preva-
lent, heightened by the terrible sentence pronounced in the first
oracle ; and emigration to some foreign land presented itself as
the only hope of safety even for their persons. The fate of
Athens, —and of Greece generally, which would have been
helpless without Athens,—now hung upon a thread, when
" Themistoklés, the great originator of the fleet, interposed with
equal steadfastness of heart and ingenuity, to insure the proper
use of it. e contended that if the god had intended to desig-
nate 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. Ie
encouraged his countrymen, therefore, to abandon their city and
country, and to trust themselves to the fleet as the wooden wall
recommended by the god, but with full determination to fight
and conquer on board.! Great, indeed, were the consequences

¥ Herodot. vii, 143. Tadry Osuiorokiéove dropatvouévov,’Adyvaiot raité
oft Eyvwoay aipetwTepa Elval paArov § T TOV xpnopoldywv, of obk Elwv
vavuayigy apréecdal, (AAe Ekiembvrac yopyy Thv 'ArTikiy, GAAqy Twd
olkilewy.

There is every reason to accept the statement of Herodotus as true, re-
specting these oracles delivered to the Athenians, and the debated interpre-
tation of them. They must have been discussed publicly in the Athenian
assembly, and Herodotus may well 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
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which turned upon this bold stretch of exegetical conjecture.
Unless the Athenians 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 exist-
ing 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. Ierodotus
emphatically impresses this truth upon his readers:' nay, he
even steps out of his way to do so, proclaiming Athens as the
real saviour of Greece. Writing as he did about the beginning
of the Peloponnesian war,—at a time when Athens, having
attained the maximum of her empire, was alike feared, hated,
and admired, by most of the Grecian states, «— he knows that the
opinion which he is giving will be unpopular with his hearers
generally, and he apologizes for it as something wrung from him
against his will by the force of the evidence.2 Nor was it only

must be conquered or a king of Sparta must perish, — we may well 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.

1 Herodot. vii, 139. 000¢ o¢éac xpnoripia ¢7}ﬂsp(), L 36vra éx Aedpow, kal
8¢ deipa Balivra, imetoe éxdimeiv v ‘EAALda, etc.

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 Pcloponnesian war, described
by the contemporary historian (Thucyd. ii, 8).

2 Herodot. vii, 139. ’EvSaite dvaykaiyn &pyopar yvlunv dmedéta-
oal, twigSovov udv wpdc TOY wAedvwy LvPpomwy: duwg 08, T ¥E€
pot gaiverac civar aAndic, obx émioyfow. Ei'ASyvaiot, katappudicavres
Tov émiovra kivdvvov, EEédiroy Ty opeTEpyY, €tC.. ... .. Niv di, "A9ygvaiove
v Tig Aéywy owripag yevieSar the "E2Addog, ok &v duaprivot 1o dAndic, ete.

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 Persiun war. One is
apt unconsciously to fancy that an ancient historian writes for men in the
abstract, and not for men of given sentiments, prejudices, and belief. The
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that the Athenians dared to stay and fight against' immense odds:
they, and they alone, threw into the cause that energy and for-
wardness whereby it was enabled to succeed,! as will appear
farther in the sequel. DBut there was also a third way, not less
deserving of notice, in which they contributed to the result. As
soon as the congress of deputies met at the isthmus of Corinth,
it became essential to recognize some one commanding state, and
with regard to the land-force no one dreamed of contesting the
preéminence of Sparta. But in respect to the fleet, her preten-
sions were more disputable, since she furnished at most only six-
teen ships, and little or no nautical skill ; while Athens brought
two-thirds of the entire naval force, with the best ships and sea-
men. Upon these grounds the idea was at first started, that
Athens should command at sea and Sparta on land: but the ma-
jority of the allies manifested a decided repugnance, announcing
that they would follow no one but a Spartan. To the honor of
the Athenians, they at once waived their pretensions, as soon ag
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 preéminence was among the most prominent at-
tributes of the Ilellenic 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 honor and glory, is per-
haps the rarest of all virtues in a son of Hellen.

We find thus the Athenians nerved up to the pitch of resist-
ance, — prepared to see their country wasted, and to live as well
as to fight on shipboard, when the necessity should arrive, — fur-

persons whom Herodotus addressed are those who were so full of admira-
tion for Sparta, as to ascribe to her chiefly the honor 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 ex-
pressly. The Peloponnesian allies of that day forgot that they were open
to attack by sea as well as by land.

! Herodot. vii, 139. #Aduevor 8¢ v 'EAAida mepieivar ElevBépny, rtolto
70 'EAAquikdy mav 10 Aowwov, bsov i undice, abtol olrot foav ol bmeyei-
pavtec, kal Bactdéa perd ye Yeods dvwoiuevot.

* Herodot. viii, 2, 3: compare vii, 161.
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nishing 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 Berotia, or at least lukewarm in the cause of independence, —
so rare at this trying moment (to use the language of the unfor-
tunate Platwans fifty-three years afterwards), was the exertion
of resolute Ilellenic patriotism against the invader.2 Even in
the interior of Peloponnesus, the powerful Argos maintained an
ambiguous neutrality. It was one of the first steps of the con-
gress to send special envoys to Argos, to set forth the common
danger and solicit codperation; the result is certain, that no
codperation was obtained, — the Argeians did nothing throughout
the struggle ; but as to their real position, or the grounds of their
refusal, contradictory statements had reached the ears of Herodo-
tus. They themselves aflirmed that they were ready to have
joined the Hellenie cause, in spite of dissuasion from the Del-
phian oracle, — exacting only as conditions, that the Spartans
should conclude a truce with them for thirty years, and should
equally divide the honors of headship with Argos. To the pro-
posed truce there would probably have been no objection, nor
was there any as to the principle of dividing the hLeadship: but
the Spartans added, that they had two kings, while the Argeians
had only one; and inasmuch as neither of the two Spartan kings
could be deprived of his vote, the Argeian king could only be
admitted to a third vote conjointly with them. This proposition
appeared to the Argecians, who considered that even the undi-
vided headship was no more than their ancient right, as nothing

! Herodot. vii, 144.

® Thucyd. iii, 56. & kapois ol¢ oxarioy Hw vov ‘E22fvey Tod dperiy Ty
Zépfov Svrvauer qvrirasacdat,

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. iii, 37, p. 120.
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betier than insolent encroachment, and incensed them so much
that they desired the envoys to quit their territory before sunset,
— preferring even a tributary existence under Persia to a formal
degradation as compared with Sparta.l

Such was the story told by the Argeians themselves, but seem-
ingly not credited either by any other Greeks or by Ilerodotus
himself. The prevalent opinion was, that the Argeians had a
secret understanding with Xerxes, and some even affirmed that
they had been the parties who invited him into Greece, as a
means both of protection and of vengeance to themselves against
Sparta after their defeat by Kleomenés. And Ilerodotus himself
evidently believed that they medized, though he is half afraid to
say so, and disguises his opinion in a cloud of words which be-
tray the angry polemics going on about the matter, even fifty
years afterwards2 Itis certain that in act the Argeians were

! Herodot. vii, 147-150.

2 The opinion of Ierodotus 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: Tobrwy ov Ty érrd 8véwy al Aotmal moldig, wipes TGOV
Karédela, ek Tob pécov dkaréaroc el 88 tlevSépwc EfeoTe eimeiv,
&k ToD péocov karguevor fupdefov (viil, 73). This assertion in-
cludes the Argeians without naming them.

Where 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 men-
tions other stories, incompatible with that allegation, but without guaran-
teeing their accuracy,— he delivers a general admonition that those who
think they have great reason to complain of the conduct of others would
generally find, on an impartial scrutiny, that others have as much reason
to complain of them,—“and thus the conduct of Argos has not been so
much worse than that of others” —olTw o) odk ’Apyciotot aioyiora
wemwoinTat.

At the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, when the history of Ilerod-
otus was probably composed, the Argeians were in a peculiarly favorable
position. They took part neither with Athens nor Lacedsemon, each of
whom was afraid of offending them. An historian who openly counte-
nanced a grave charge of treason against them in the memorable foregone
combat against Xerxes, was thus likely to incur odium from both parties
in Greece.

The comments of Plutarch on Herodotus in respect to this matter are

VOL. V. 50¢. .
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neutral, and one of their reasons for neutrality was, that they did
not choose to join any Pan-Ilellenic levy except in the capacity
of chiefs; Lut probably the more powerful 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 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 reason-
ably be termed, medizing.

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
injunetions from the oracle;! the Korkyrmans 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 DMalea, or to reach the scene of action. Their
fleet remained on the southern or western coast of Peloponnesus,
under pretence of being weatherbound, 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 dupli-
c¢ity Is not very astonishing, when we recollect that it was the
habitual policy of Korkyra to isolate herself from Hellenic con-
federacies.3 -

of little value (De Herodoti Malignit. c. 28, p. 863), and are indeed unfair,
since he represents the Argeian version of the facts as being universally
believed (aravree loagw), which it evidently was not.
! Herodot. vii, 169,
"% Herodot. vii, 168.
3 Thueyd. i, 32-37. It is perhaps singular that the Corinthian envoys in



THE GREEKS ENTER THESSALY. 67

The envoys who visited Korkyra proceeded onward on their
mission to Gelon, the despot of Syracuse. Of that potentate,
regarded by Herodotus as more powerful than any state in
Greece, I shall speak more fully in a subsequent chapter: it is
suflicient 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 mon-
arch against Greece, was also selected by the Carthaginians for
a formidable invasion of Sicily, which kept the Sicilian Greeks
to the defence of their own island. It seems even probable that
this simultaneous invasion had been concerted between the Per-
sians and Carthaginians.!

The endeavors of the deputies of Greeks at the Isthmus had
thus produced no other reinforcement to their canse except
some fair words from the Korkyreans. It was near the time
when Xerxes was about to pass the IHellespont, in the begin-
ning of 480 B.c., that the first actual step for resistance was taken,
at the instigation of the Thessalians. Though the great Thes-
salian family of the Aleunada were among the companions of
Xerxes, and the most forward in inviting him into Greece, with
every promise of ready submission from their countrymen, it
seems that these promises were in reality unwarranted: the
Alenade were at the head only of a minority, and perhaps were
even in exile, like the Peisistratide 2 while most of the Thessalians
were disposed to resist Xerxes, for which purpose they now sent
envoys to the Isthmus3 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 sub-
mission, if this demand were not complied with. Accordingly, a
body of ten thousand Grecian heavy-armed infantry, under the

Thueydides do not make any allusion to the duplicity of the Korkyraans
in regard to the Persian invasion, in the strong invective which they de-
liver against Korkyra before the Athenian assembly (Thucydid. i, 37-42).
The conduct of Corinth herself, however, on the same oceasion, was not
altogether without reproach.

! Herodot. vii, 158-167. Diodor. xi, 22.

? See Schol. ad Aristeid., Anathenaic. p. 138.

3 Herodot. vii, 172 : compare c. 130.
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command of the Spartan Euxnetus and the Athenian Themis-
toklés, were despatched by sea to Halus in Achwea Phthidtis,
where they disembarked and marched by land across Achaa and
Thessaly.! Being joined by the Thessalian horse, they occupied
the defile of Tempé, through which the river Pencius makes its
way to the sea, by a cleft between the mountains Olympus and
Osza.

The long, narrow, and winding defile of Temp#, formed then,
and forms still, the single entrance, open throughout winter as
well as summer, from lower or maritime Macedonia into Thes-
saly : 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.2 But the
Greeks soon discovered that the position was such as they could
not lold, — 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 Macedo-
nia into Thessaly, by the mountain-passes over the range of
Olympus; an entrance which traversed the country of the Perr-
hwebians 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,

1 Herodot. vii, 173.

# Herodot. vii, 172. wjw ¢0302iw vhv 'Odvumwciv. 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).

The deseription of Tempé in Livy (xliii, 18; xliv, 6) scems more accu-
rate than that in Pliny (H. N. iv, 8). We may remark that both the one
and the other belong to times subsequent to the formation and organiza-
tion of the Macedonian empire, when it came to hold Greece in a species
of dependence.  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, — tho
pass is about five English miles in length (Kriegk, pp. 21-33).
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that the advancing march of the Persians was destined to be
made, under the auspices of Alexander, king of Macedon, tribu-
tary to them, and active in their service; who sent a communica-
tion of this fact to the Greeks at Tempé, admonishing them that
they would be trodden under foot by the countless host approach-
ing, and urging them to renounce their hopcless position.) This
Macedonian prince passed for a friend, and probably believed him-
self to be acting as sach in dissuading the Greeks from unavail-
ing resistance to Persia: but Le 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.2
On the present occasion, the Grecian commanders were quite
ignorant of the existence of any other entrance into Thessaly,
besides Temp#d, until their arrival in that region. Perhaps it
might have been possible to defend both entrances at once, and
conbldermn' the immense importance of arresting the march of
the Persians at the frontiers of lellas, the attempt would have
been worth some risk. So great was the alarm, however, pro-
duced by the unexpected discovery, justifying, or seeming to jus-
tify, the friendly advice of Alexander, that they remained only a
few days at Tempg, 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.3

This precipitate retreat produced consequences highly disas-
trous and discouraging. It appeared to leave all Ilellas north
of mount Kitheron and of the Megarid territory without de-
fence, and it served either as reason or pretext for the majority
of the Grecian states north of that boundary to make their sub-
mission to Xerxes, which some of them had already begun to do
before.4  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, Enianes, Perrhabians, Magnétes, Lokrians, Dorians,
Melians, Phthiétid Acheans, and Beeotians, — among the latter

! Herodot. vii, 173 2 Herodot. viii, 140-143.
3 Herodot. vii, 173, 174.
4 Diodor. xi, 3. &1t wapobene Tic év Toig Téumeor pvdakiy, ete.
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is included Thebes, but not Thespiwe or Plateea. The Thessalians,
especially, not only subwmitted, but manifested active zeal and
rendered much service in the cause of Xerxes, under the stim-
ulus of the Aleuade, whose party now became predominant : they
were probably indignant at the hasty retreat of those who had
come to defend them.! 4

Had the Greeks been able to maintain the passes of Olympus
and Ossa, all this northern fraction might probably have been
induced to partake in the resistance instead of becoming auxil-
iaries 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
appears to have been formed; 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 Ar-
temisium.?

CHAPTER XL.

BATTLES OF THERMOPYL.E AND ARTEMISIUM.

It was while the northerly states of Greece were thus succes-
sively falling off from the common cause, that the deputies as-
sembled at the Isthmus took among themselves the solemn
engagement, in the event of success, to inflict upon these recusant
brethren condign punishment, —to tithe them in property, and
perhaps to consecrate a tenth of their persons, for the profit of
the Delphian god. Exception was to be made in favor of those
states which had been driven to yield by irresistible necessity.?
Such a vow seemed at that moment little likely to be executed :
it was the manifestation of a determined feeling binding together

1 Herodot. vii, 131, 132, 174. # Herodot. vii, 177.
3 Herodot. vii, 132 ; Diodor. xi. 3.
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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; and the pass of Thermopyle
was now fixed upon as the most convenient point of defence,
next to that of Tempé, — leaving out indeed, and abandoning
to the enemy, Thessalians, Perrhebians, Magnétes, Phthiotid
Achewxans, Dolopes, /Enianes, Malians, ete., 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 frome the
island of Eubeea 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 Eubcea, im-
mediately facing Magnesia and Achwza Phthistis, was situated.
the line of coast called Artemisium: a name derived from the
temple of Artemis, which was its moct conspicuous feature, be-
longing to the town of Iistiea. It was arranged that the Gre-
cian fleet should be mustered there, in order to codperate with
the land-force, and to oppose the progress of the Persians on
both elements at once. To fight in a narrow space! was sup-
posed favorable to the Greeks on sea not less than on land, inas-
much 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 Eubeea, 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 Euboean strait was indispensable to prevent
the Persian fleet from landing troops in the rear of the defenders
of Thermopyla.

Of this Eubean strait, the western limit is formed by what
! Herodot. viii, 15-60. Compare Isokratds, Panegyric, Or. iv, p. 59.
T shall have occasion presently to remark the revolution which took

place in Athenian feeling on this pomt between the Persian and Pclopon-
nesxzm 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 (Ita 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 Achza
Phthidtis: the southernmost Malians, with their town of Trachis,
occupied a plain-—— in some places considerable, in others very
narrow — inclosed 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 Phenix and the Asdpus, 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 (Iita 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 distinguished, by its abundant flow
of thermal springs, salt and sulphureous. Some cells were here
prepared for bathers, which procured for the place the appella-
tion of Chytri, or the Pans: but the copious supply of mineral
water spread its mud and deposited its crust over all the adja-
cent ground ; and the Phocians, some time before, had designedly
endeavored so to conduct the water as to render the pass utterly

! The word Pass commonly conveys the idea of a path inclosed 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
gther. :
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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 parts of Greece, were consecrated to Heéraklés,! whose
legendary exploits and sufferings ennobled all the surrounding
region, — mount (Eta, Trachis, cape Kenzeum, Lichades islands,
the river Dyras: some fragments of these legends have been
transmitted and adorned by the genius of Sophoklgs, 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, Pyls
— The Gates. At a point also near Trachis, between the moun-
tains and the sea, about two miles outside or westward of Ther-
mopyle, the road was hardly less narrow, but it might be turned’
by marching to the westward, since the adjacent mountains were
lower, and presented less difficulty of tramsit; while at Ther-
mopylee itself, the overhanging projection of mount (Etda was
~ steep, woody, and impracticable, leaving access, from Thessaly
into Lokris and the territories southeast of (Eta, only through
the strait gate ;2 save and except an unfrequented as well as cir-

¥ According to one of the numerous hypotheses for refining religious
legend into matter of historical and physical fact, Héraklés was supposed
to have been an engineer, or water-finder, in very early times, — dewog wepl
Girnow Hdérwy kal svvaywyhv, See Plutarch, Cum principibus viris phi-
losopho esse disserendum, ¢. i, p. 776.

* About Thermopyle, see Herodot. vii, 175, 176, 199, 200.

‘H & ab dua Tpyxivoe Eoodog & iy ‘EAAida &ote, T3 oTewdratov, fuinie.
Spov- ob pévror katd TobTH Y EoTi Td oTEWbTATOY TiHe YOPNE THE GAAYC, GAN
&untpoo¥é Te OepuomvAéwy kal dmicde: kara Te *Admnvods, bmwode éévrag,
dovoa duairdc poivy - kai fumpoode katd Poivica moraudyv, duafirdc}adiy
potvy.

Compare Pausanias, vii, 15, 2. 70 orévor 70 Hpakdeiag e perafd kal
Oeppomvdéwy; Strabo, ix, p. 429; and Livy, xxxvi, 12.

Herodotus says about Thermopyle — areworépy yip épaivero dovoa tijc
eig Ococaliny, i. e. than the defile of Tempa.

If we did not possess the clear topographical indications given by Herod-
otus, it would be almost impossible to comprehend the memorable event

VOL. V.
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cuitous mountain-path, which will be presently spoken of. The
wall originally built across the pass by the Phocians was now
half ruined by age and neglect : but the Greeks easily reéstab-
lished it, determined to await in this narrow pass, in that age
narrower even than the defile of Tempé, the approach of the
invading host. The edge of the sea line appears to have been
for the most part marsh, fit neither for walking nor for sailing:
but there were points at which boats could land, so that constant
communication could be maintained with the fleet at Artemisium, -
while Alpéni was immediately in their rear to supply provisions.
Though the resolution of the Greek deputies assembled at the
Isthmus, to defend conjointly Thermopyle and the Eubcean

here before us; for the configuration of the coast, the course of the rivers,
and the general local phenomena, 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 Thermopyle 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 Ther-
mopyle, asg 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 sca
much south of the pass: while the rivers Dyras, Melas, and Asdpus, which
in the time of Herodotus all reached the sea separatcly between the mouth
of Spercheius and Thermopyl®, now do not reach the sea at all, but
fall 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 be-
tween the two gates of Thermopyl® as bearing north and south, whereas it
wonld bear more nearly east and west. He knows nothing of the appella-
tion of Callidromus, applied by Livy and Strabo to an undefined portion of
the eastern ridge of (Eta.

Respecting the past and present features of Thermopyle®, see the valuable
observations of Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. ii, ch. x,
pp. 7-40; Gell, Itinerary of Greece, p. 239; Kruse, Hellas, vol. iii, ch. x, p.
129. Dr. Clarke observes: “The hot springs issue principaily from two
mouths at the foot of the limestone precipices of (Eta, upon the left of the
causeway, which here passes close under the mountain, and on this part of
it scarcely admits two horsemen abreast of each other, the morass on the
right, between the causeway and the sea, being so dangerous, that we were
very near being buried, with our horses, by our imprudence in venturing 4
few paces into it from the paved road.” (Clarke’s Travels, vol. iv, ch. viii,
D. 247.)
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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 un-
successful 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 Ther-
mopyle a select band of three hundred Spartans,— all being
citizens of mature age, and persons who left at home sons to
supply their places.! Along with them were five hundred hop-
lites from Tegea, five hundred from Mantineia, one hundred and
twenty from the Arcadian Orchomenus, one thousand from the
rest of Arcadia, four hundred from Corinth, two hundred from
Phlius, and eighty from Mykenz. There were also, doubtless,
Helots and other light troops, in undefined number, and probably
a certain number of Lacedemonian hoplites, not Spartans. In
‘their march through Beeotia they were joined by seven hundred
hoplites of Thespie, hearty in the cause, and by four hundred
Thebans, of more equivocal fidelity, under Leontiadés. It ap-
pears, indeed, that the leading men of Thebes, at that time under
a very narrow oligarchy, decidedly medized, or espoused the
Persian interest, as much as they dared before the Persians were
actually in the country : and Leonidas, when he made the requi-

¥ Herodot. vii, 177, 205, émiAelauevos Gvdpac Te TOD¢ KATEOTEQGTAC TPLY-
kooiovg, kal Toiot érbyyavov maldeg d6vTec.

In selecting men for a dangerous service, the Spartans took by preference
those who alveady 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 mis-
fortune. 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. .
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sition 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 four hundred
men,! chosen from citizens of a sentiment opposed to their own.
Indeed the Theban people, and the Beoeotians generally, with the
exception of Thespiz and Platea, seem to have had little senti-
ment on either side, and to have followed passively the inspira~
tions of their leaders.

With these troops Leonidas reached Thermopyle, whence he
sent envoys to invite the junction of the Phocians and the
Lokrians of Opus. The latter had been among those who had
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 preseribed acquiescence in the summons
of Leonidas, justified by the plea of necessity in case the Per-
sians should prove ultimately victorious:2 while the Phocians,
if originally disposed to medize, were now precluded from doing
so by the fact that their bitter enemies, the Thessalians, were
active in the cause of Xerxes, and influential in guiding his
movements.3 The Greek envoys added strength to their sum-
mons by all the encouragement in their power. « The troops
now at Thermopylw, they said, were a mere advanced body,
preceding the main strength of Greece, which was expected to
arrive every day : on the side of the sea, a sufficient fleet was
already on guard : nor was there any cause for fear, since the

! Herodot. vii, 205; Thueyd. iii, 62 ; Diodor. xi, 4 ; Plutarch, Aristeides,
c. 18.

The passage of Thucydides is very important here, as confirming, to a
great degree, the statement of Herodotus, and enabling us to appreciate the
criticisms of Plutarch, on this particular point very plausible (De Herodoti
Malign. pp. 865,866). The latter secms to have copied from & lost Beeotian
author named Aristophanes, who tried to make out a more honorable case
for his countrymen in respect to their conduct in the Persian war.

The statement of Diodorus, — 6yBaiwv &nd tic érépag pépidoc i¢ TeTpa-
kboiot, —is illustrated by a proceeding of the Korkyrman government
(Thucyd. iii, 75), when they enlisted their enemies in order to send them
away : also that of the Italian Cumz (Dionys. Hal. vii, 5).

? Diodor. xi. 4. 3 Herodot. viii, 30.
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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 preéminent condition.”! 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 one thousand
Phocians, joined Leonidas at Thermopylz.

That this terror was both genuine and serious, there cannot be
any doubt: and the question naturally suggests itself, why the
Greeks did not at once send their full force instead of a mere
advanced guard? The answer is to be found in another attri-
bute 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 Do-
rian states2 Even at a moment when their whole freedom and
existence were at stake, the Greeks could not bring themselves
to postpone these venerated solemnities : especially the Pelopon-
nesian Greeks, among whom this force of religious routine ap-
pears to have been the strongest. At a period more than a
century later, in the time of Demosthenes, 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
Theoric exhibitions might be imposing to the people and satis-
factory 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

! Herodot. vii, 203. Aeyovreg 80 dyyélwv, d¢ adrol pdv Hrowev mpédpoyos
10V GAdwy, ol 8¢ Aol TV ovpubywy mpocdikipol Tacay elow huépnv-. ...
kat ope elg Jewdv oddév: ob yap Fedv elvar Tov Emiovra éml tHv 'EAddda,
A% dvdpumov: elvar 08 Jvntov eddéva, 00dE foeadar, 7O kardv 4§ dpxic
ywouéve ob cvveuixdy, Toiol 8¢ peyiocrowst abréwy, uéyiora- dpeideww ov kal
Tov émedalvovra, O¢ é6vra Svyrdv, and Tic d6éne weoéew dv.

* Herodot. vil, 206. It was only the Dorian statés (Lacedmon, Argos,
Sikyon, etc.) which were under obligation of abstinence from aggressive
military operations during the month of the Karneian festival : other states
{even in Peloponnesus), Elis, Mantineia, etc., and of course Athens, were
not under similar restraint (Thucyd. v, 54, 75).
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their festivals while an invader of superhuman might was at
their gates, remind us of the Jews in the latter days of their
independence, who suffered the operations of the besieging Ro-
man army round their city to be carried on without interruption
during the Sabbathd The Spartans and their confederates
reckoned that Leonidas with his detachment would be strong
enough to hold the pass of Thermopylae 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
and they engaged to assemble in Beotia for the purpose of de-
fending 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, dis-
covered for the first time that there was also a mountain-path
starting from the neighborhood 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 Thermopyle
near the Lokrian town of Alpéni. This path —then hardly
used, 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 by its first
discoverers, the inhabitants of Trachis, who in former days had
conducted the Thessalians over it to attack Phocis, after the
Phocians had blocked up the pass of Thermopyle. It was
therefore not unknown to the Phocians: it conducted from Tra-
chis into their country, and they volunteered to Leonidas that
they would occupy and defend it.3 But the Greeks thus found
themselves at Thermopyle under the same necessity of provid-
ing a double line of defence, for the mountain-path as well as for
the defile, as that which had induced their former army to aban-
don Tempéd: and so insufficient did their numbers seem, when

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 defecnded 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.

* Herodot. vii, 206 ; viii, 40. 3 Herodot. vii, 212, 216, 218.
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the vast host of Xerxes was at length understood to be approach-
ing, that a panic terror seized them; and 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 Phocians and Lo-
krians, 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 painfully were the consequences now felt,
of having kept back the main force until after the religious festi-
vals 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: one hun-
dred Athenian triremes, manned in part by the citizens of Plataa,
in spite of their total want of practice on shipboard ; forty Corin-
thian, twenty Megarian, twenty Athenian, manned by the inhab-
itants of Chalkis, and lent to them by Athens; eightcen Zgi-
netan, twelve Sikyonian, ten Lacedemonian, eight Epidaurian,
seven Eretrian, five Treezenian, two from Styrus in Euboea, and
two from the island of Keos. There were thus in all two hun-
dred and seventy-one triremes ; together with nine pentekonters,
furnished partly by Keos and partly by the Lokrians of Opus.
Themistoklés was at the head of the Athenian contingent, and
Adeimantus of the Corinthian ; of other officers we hear nothing.2
Three cruising vessels, an Athenian, an Alginetan, and a Treeze-
" nian, were pushed forward along the coast of Thessaly, beyond
the island of Skiathos, to watch the advancing movements of the
Persian fleet from Therma. .

It was here that the first blood was shed in this memorable
contest. Ten of the best ships in the Persian fleet, sent forward
in the direction of Skiathos, fell in with these three Grecian tri-
remes, who probably supposing them to be the precursors of the

1 Herodot. vii, 207.
% Herodot. viii, 1, 2, 3. Diodorus {xi, 12) makes the Athenian number
stronger by twenty triremes.
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entire fleet sought safety in flight. The Athenian trireme es-
caped 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 resistance on the part of the /Eginetan,
one of whose hoplites, Pythés, fought with desperate bravery,
and fell covered with wounds. So much did the Persian war-
riors 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 cap-
tured, 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 contributed to determine his
fate.l The ten Persian ships advanced no farther than the dan-
gerous 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. Still, so intense was the alarm which their pres-
ence — communicated by fire-signals? from Skiathos, and strength-
ened 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 enemy was at hand.3 They
sailed up the Eubeean strait to Chalkis, as the narrowest and most
defensible passage ; leaving scouts on the high lands to watch the
enemy’s 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 Thermopylee. It ruined for the time the

! Herodot. vii, 180. taye & &v T kal Tob évéuaroc émabporro.
. Respecting the influence of a name and its etymology, in this case un-
bappy for the possessor, compare Herodot. ix, 91; and Tacit. Hist. iv, 53.

* For the employment of fire-signals, compare Livy, xxviii, 5; and the
opening of the Agamemnon of ZEschylus, and the same play, v. 270, 300:
also Thueydides, iii, 22-80.

3 Herodot. vii, 181, 182, 183.
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whole scheme of defence, by laying open the rear of the army at
Thermopyle to the operations of the Persian fleet. DBut that
which the Greeks did not do for themselves was more than com-
pensated by the beneficent intervention of their gods, who op-
posed to the invader the more terrible arms of storm and hurri-
cane. 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 determined 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 succor 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, re-
collecting that Boreas was the husband of the Attic princess or
heroine Oreithyia, daughter of their ancient king Erechtheus,
addressed fervent prayers to their son-in-law for his help in need.
Never was help more effective, or more opportune, than the de-
structive storm, presently to be recounted, on the coast of Mag-
nesia, for which grateful thanks and annual solemnities were still
rendered even in the time of Herodotus, at Athens as well as at
Delphi3

! Herodot. vii, 184. uéypt p&v &) robrov rod ydpov kal tov Ogpuonviiwy,
dmadie Te kakdy Eqv & otpards, kal wAjSoc Env TovikadTa Eri Téoov, ete.——
viii, 13. émotéero 0& mGy Imd Tob Geod, brwe &v Eiowleln 6 BAdgvikg T
Iepotkdv, pndt modrd whéoy ein. Compare viii, 109; and Diodor. xi, 13.

2 Herodot. vii, 178. Aedgol & defauevor 1O pavrpiov, mpora putv, ‘EALj-
vov Tolot BovAouévolot eivar Edevépoior Eqyyetday Ta ypnodévra abroioe:
Kkai o Sewde karappwdéovar Tdv BapBapov éfayysiravree, xipv &Savarov
katéGevro.

3 Ilerodot. 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 ZEkus, Aristeeus, Empedoklés, ete., reproves his pagan oppo-
nents for their inconsisteney, while believing these, in rejecting the mira-
cles of Moses and the prophets (Siromat. vi, pp. 629, 630).

VOL. V. . 4% 6oc.
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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 over Olympus
from upper Macedonia into Perrhabia, which was recommended
by his Macedonian allies as preferable to the defile of Tempé.l
Not intending to march through the latter, he is said to have
gone by sea to view it; and remarks are ascribed to him on the
facility of blocking it up so as to convert all Thessaly into one
vast lake.2 Ilis march from Therma through Macedonia, Per-
rhebia, Thessaly, and Achaa Phthiitis, into the territory of the
Malians and the neighborhood of Thermopylw, occupied eleven
or twelve days 3 the people through whose towns he passed had
already made their submission, and the Thessalians especially
were zealous in seconding his efforts. Ilis numerous host was

! The pass over which Xerxes passed was that by Petra, Pythium, and
Oloosson, — “ saltum ad Petram,” — ¢ Perrthxbise saltum,” — (Livy, xlv,
21; xliv, 27.) Petra was near the point where the road passed from Pieria,
or lower Macedonia, into upper Macedonia (see Livy, xxxix, 26).

Compare respecting this pass, and the general features of the neigh
boring country, Colonel Leske, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. iii, ch
xviii, pp. 337-343, and ch. xxx, p. 430; also Boué¢, La Turquie en Europe,
vol. i, pp. 198-202.

The Thracian king Sitalkés, like Xerxes on this occasion, was obliged
to cause the forests to be cut, to make & road for his army, in the early part
of the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd. ii, 98).

? Herodot. vii, 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 inge-
nious contemporary Greeks, suggested by the juxtaposition of such a land-
scape 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 in-
definite amount of manual labor, and who had just finished the cutting of
Athos. Such dramatic fitness was quite sufficient to convert that which
might have been said into that which was said, and to procure for it a place
among the historical anecdotes communicated to Herodotus. _

 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
Akt8, or southeastern coast of Magnesia (ibid.), was then assailed and dis-
tressed for three days by the hurricane (vii, 191), and proceeded imme-
diately afterwards to Aphet® (vii, 193). When it arrived at the latter
places, Xerxes himself had been three days in the Malian territory (vii, 196).
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still farther swelled by the presence of these newly-submitted
people, and by the Macedonian troops under Alexander ; so that
the river Onochénus in Thessaly, and even the Apidanus in
Achza Phthidtis, would hardly suffice to supply it, but were
drunk up, according to the information given to Herodotus. At
Alus in Achwa, he condescended to listen to the gloomy legend
connected 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, Aba, Milétus, etc., was by no means
universally exhibited, and is even found qualified by occasional
instances of great respect for Grecian religious feeling! Along
the shore of the Malian gulf he at length came into the Trachi-
nian territory near Thermopylx, where he encamped, seemingly
awaiting the arrival of the fleet, so as to combine his farther
movements in advance,? now that the enemy were immediately.in
his front. )
But his fleet was not destined to reach the point of communi-
cation with the same ease as he had arrived before Thermopyle.
After having ascertained by the ten ships already mentioned,
which captured the three Grecian guardships, that the channel
between Skiathos and the mainlund was safe, the Persian admiral
Megabates sailed with his whole fleet from Therma, or from
Pydna,3 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 sonth-
ernmost 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.4

! This point is set forth by Hoffmeister, Sittlich-religiose Lebensansicht
des Herodotos, Essen, 1832, sect. 19, p. 93.

? Herodot. vii, 196,197, 201. 3 Diodor.xi, 12.

4 Diodorus (xi, 12), Plutarch (Themistoklés, 8), and Mannert(Geogr.
der Gr. und Rémer, vol. vii, p. 596), seem to treat Sépias as a cape, the
southeastern corner of Magnesia: this is different from Herodotus, who
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The first line of ships were moored to the land, but the larger
number of this immense fleet swung at anchor in a depth of eight
lines. In this condition they were overtaken the next morning
by a 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 carried
before the wind and dashed to pieces near DMelibeea, Kasthana,
and other points of this unfriendly region. Four hundred ships
of war, according to the lowest estimate, together with a count-
less heap of transports and provision craft, were destroyed : and
the loss of life as well as property was immense. For three
entire days did the terrors of the storm last, during which time
the crews ashore, left almost without defence, and apprehensive
that the 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 super-
human 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 Magnesia, to Apheta, at the
entrance of the gulf of Pagase. Little, indeed, had Xerxes
gained by the laborious cutting through mount Athos, in hopes to

mentions it as a line of some extent {(dmasa 5 dxr) f Tymidc, vii, 191), and
notices separately v dxpnv ¢ Mayvnoing, vii, 193.

The geography of Apollonius Rhodius (i, 560-580) seems sadly in-
accurate. ! 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
skepticism to escape him: fuépac yip 63 dyeipale Tpels: Tédog 0%, Evroud Te
mowebvrec Kal katacidovree ybotol TH dvéuw ol Mayot, mpoc Te TobTOLOL, KAl
©ére kal thou Nypniot Sbovrec, Emavoay rerapry fquépy* §f GAAwe KOS
adroc é9éAlwy éxémace.
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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 Eubceean strait evacuated by the
Greek fleet and undefended, so that they would have come im-
mediately into communication with the land army, and would
have acted upon the rear of Leonidas and his division. DBut the
storm completely altered this prospect, and revived the spirits of
the Greek fleet at Chalkis. It was 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, mistook the Greck 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 Pa-
phos in Cyprus,— the leaders of this squadron, were sent pris-
oners to the isthmus of Corinth, after having been questioned
respecting the enemy : the latter of these three had brought to
Xerxes a contingent of twelve ships, out of which eleven had
foundered in the storm, while the last was now taken with him-
self aboard. ’

Meanwhile Xerxes, encamped within sight of Thermopyle,
suffered four days to pass without making any attack : a proba-
ble reason may be found in the extreme peril of his fleet, report-
ed to have been utterly destroyed by the storm: but Ierodotus
assigns a different cause. Xerxes could not believe, according
to him, that the Greeks at Thermopyla, 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 an

! Herodot. vii, 194.

'
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Herakleid leader, had taken post there, but he treated the news
with scorn: and when a horseman, — whom he sent to recon-
noitre them, and who approached near enough to survey their
position, without exciting any attention among them by his pres-
ence, — 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 mo-
ment 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 reminded 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 cus-
tom, in moments of special danger, to comb their hair with pecu-
liar care. In spite of this assurance from Demaratus, and of
the pass not only occupied, but in itself so narrow and impracti-
cable, 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 impudence 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 his presence.!

Though we read thus in Herodotus, it is hardly possible to
believe that we are reading historical reality : we rather find laid
out before us a picture of human self-conceit in its most exag-
gerated form, ripe for the stroke of the jealous gods, and des-
tined, 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 uncon-
sciously to himself, surrounds the naked facts of history with
accompaniments of speech and motive which neither Homer nor
ZEschylus would have deemed unsuitable. The whole pro-

! Herod. vii, 208, 210. wéumec & avrode Midove kal Kigoiove Svpwdels,
&vrelauevis opeas Swypioavrag &yew b bl Ty éwiTod,
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ceedings of Xerxes, and the immensity of host which he sum-
moned, show that he calculated on an energetic resistance; and
though the numbers of Leonidas, compared with the Persians,
were insignificant, they could bardly have looked insignificant
in the position which they then occupied, — an entrance
little wider than a single carriage-road, with a cross wall, a
prolonged space somewhat widened, and then another equally
narrow exit, behind it. We are informed by Diodorus! that
the Lokrians, when they first sent earth and water to the Per-
sian monarch, engaged at the same time to seize the pass of
Thermopylz on his behalf, and were only prevented from doing
so by the unexpected arrival of Leonidas; mnor is it unlikely
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 Thermopyl®, 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 fair chance of success:
the fleet, meanwhile, would be arrived at Aphete after the dan-
gers of the storm : we may thus venture to read the conduct of
Xerxes in a manner somewhat less childish than it is depicted
by Herodotus.

The Medes, whom Xerxes first ordered to the attack, animated
as well by the recollection of their ancient Asiatic supremacy as
by the desire of avenging the defeat of Marathon,3 manifested
great personal bravery. The position was one in which bows
and arrows were of little avail: a close combat hand to hand was
indispensable, and in this the Greeks had every advantage of
organization as well as armor. Short spears, light wicker shields,
and tunics, in the assailants, were an imperfect match for the
long spears, heavy and spreading shields, steady ranks,® and
practised fighting of the defenders. Yet the bravest men of the
Persian army pressed on from behind, and having nothing but
numbers in their favor, maintained long this unequal combat,
with great slaughter to themselves and little loss to the Greeks.
Though constantly repulsed, the attack was as constantly renewed,

! Diodor. xi, 4. 2 Ilerodot. vii, 174; viii, 29-32. 3 Diodor. xi, 6.
4 Herodot. vii, 211 ix, 62,68 ; Diodor. xi, 7 : compare Kschyl. Pers. 244,
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for two successive days: the Greek troops were sufficiently
numerous to relieve each other when fatigued, since the space
was so narrow that few could contend at once; and even the
Immortals, or ten thousand choice Persian guards, and 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.” 1

At the end of two days’ fighting no impression had been made,
the pass appeared impracticable, and the defence not less trium-
phant than courageous,— when a Malian, named Ephialtés, re-
vealed 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: after 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 slain by a
private enemy, whom the Lacedmonians honored as a patriot.2
There were, however, other Greeks who were also affirmed to
have earned the favor of Xerxes by the same valuable informa-
tion; and very probably there may have been more than one
informant, — indeed, the Thessalians, at that time his guides, can
hardly have been ignorant of it. So little had the path been
thought of, however, that.no one in the Persian army knew it to
be already occupied by the Phocians. At nightfall, Hydarnés
with a detachment of Persians was detached along the gorge of
the river Asopus, ascended the path of Anopwa, through the
woody region between the mountains occupied by the (Eteans
and those possessed by the Trachinians, and found himself at
daybreak near the summit, within sight of the Phocian guard of
one thousand men. In the stillness of daybreak, the noise of

1 Herodot. vii,212. *Ev radrgot tjjot mpocédoioe tic péyne Aéyerar fasiiéa,
Snebuevov, Tple dvadpausiv &k Tob Ypdvov, deiocavra mepl 4§ orpariy.  See
Homer, Iliad, xx, 62; Zschyl. Pers. 472.

# Herodot. vii, 213, 214 ; Diodor. xi, 8.

Ktesias states that it was two powerful men of Trachis, Kalliadés and
Timaphernés, who disclosed to Xerxes the mountain-path (Persica, c. 24).
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his army trampling through the wood! aroused the defenders;
but the surprise was mutual, and Ilydarnés in alarm asked his
guide whether these men also were Lacedemonians. Ilaving
ascertained the negative, he began the attack, and overwhelmed
the Phocians 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 Phocians, fol-
Jowed the descending portion of the mountain-path, shorter than
the ascending, and arrived in the rear of Thermopyle not long
after midday.2 DBut 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 Kymeaean3
named Tyrastiadas, had both come in with the news: and even
if such informants had been wanting, 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 Thermopyl:e could be no longer defended ; but there
was 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
untenable, 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

¥ Herodot. vii, 217, 218, 7d¢ Te 05 diépawe — fiv uév Oy vyveuiy, Ppogov &
yevouévov woddot, ete.

I cannot refrain from transcribing a remark of Colonel Leake: * The
stillness of the dawn, 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 his-
tory of the Persian invasion, is an interesting proof of the accuracy and
veracity of the historian.” (Travels in Northern Greece, vol. ii, ¢. x, p. 55.)

? Herodot. vii, 216, 217. 3 Diodor. xi, 9.
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of brave soldiers and of prudent oflicers, under the circumstances.
But to Leonidas the idea of retreat was intolerable. His own
personal honor, together with that of his Spartan companions
and of Sparta herselfl forbade him to think of yielding to the |
enemy the pass which he 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 Delphian oracle
had declared that either Sparta itself, or a king of Sparta, must
fall a 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 cal-
umny, 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. Perhaps
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:3 the same order was also given to the prophet
Megistias, who however refused to obey it and stayed, though he
sent away his only son4 None of the contingents remained with

! Herodot. vii, 219. év8aira &3o0vAedovro ol "ElAnvee, kai cpewv Eoyilovro
ai yvopat.

2 Herodot. vii, 104.

3 Herodot. vii, 220, Tairy kal uaAdov 1§ yvuy mielorés eiut, Aewvidyy,
émel Te HodeTo Tode ovpudyove dbvrac ampodiuove, kal ovk é%éAovrac ovv-
Swakwdvvedew, keledoal opeas dmatdacoeodar: adrd O dmiévar od kalide
Eyew pévovri 0t adtd kdéog uéya éAeimeto, xal  Iniprne ebdawuoviy olk
&énreigeTo.

Compare a similar act of honorable self-devotion, under less conspicuous
circumstances, of the Laceda@monian commander Anaxibius, when sur~
prised by the Athenians under Iphikratés in the territory of Abydus (Xen-
ophon, Hellenic. iv, 8, 38). He and twelve Lacedemonian harmosts, all
refused to think of safety by flicht. He said to his men, when resistance
was hopeless, "Avdpec, duol ptv kaddv &vdade amodaveiv; tueic d&, mplv
Evppiias roig molepiow, omedlere £ic Ty cwrnplav.

4 Herodot. vii, 221. According to Plutarch, there were also two persons
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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 of acting up to a preéstablished 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 Thespie was in Beotia, sure to be over-
run by the invaders; ! 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 contin-
gent, 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 Spar-
tans ; and Pausanias, though he mentions the eighty Mykenzans
as having stayed along with the Thespians (which is probably
incorrect), says nothing about the Thebans2 All things con-

belonging to the Herakleid lineage, whom Leonidas desired to place in
safety, and for that reason gave them a despatch to carry home. They in-
dignantly refused, and stayed to perish in the fight (Plutarch. Herodot.
Malign. p. 866).

! The subsequent distress of the surviving Thespians is painfully illus-
trated by the fact, that in the battle of Platea in the following year, they
had no heavy armor (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).

? Herodot. vii, 222. OnPaior pév dékovres Euevov, xal od BovAduevor,
kateiye yap opeas Aewvidne, tv dunpwy Adyw mowebusvoc. How could these
Thebans serve as hostages ? Against what evil were they intended to guard
Leonidas, or what advantages could they confer upon him? Unwilling
comrades on such an occasion would be noway desirable. Plutarch (De
Herodot. Malign. p. 865) severely criticizes this statement of Herodotus, 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
Xerxes, 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 before

B
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sidered, it seems probable that the Thebans remained, but re-
mained 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, suspected 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 Thes-
pians, they endeavored to save their lives by taking credit for
medism, and pretending to have been forcibly detained by
Leonidas.

The devoted band thus left with Leonidas at Thermopyla con-
sisted of the three hundred Spartans, with a certain number of
Helots attending them, together with seven hundred Thespians
and apparently four hundred Thebans. If there had been before
any Lacedemonians, not Spartans, present, they must have re-
tired 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 ex-
pected 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
neighboring sea and morass, and even trodden down by their

the battle of Thermopyl® were essentially double-faced and equivocal : not
daring to take any open part against the Greeks before the arrival of
Xerxes.

The eighty Mykensans, like the other Peloponnesians, had the isthmus
of Corinth behind them as a post which presented good chances of defence.

! 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 length overpowered and slain, ~is irreconcilable 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 favor, Plutarch had written, or
intended to write, a blography of Leonidas (De Herodot. Mal. ibid.) ; but
it is not preserved.



BATTLES OF THERMOPYLXE AND ARTEMISIUM. 93

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 saperior 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 all together on a hillock, exposed to the
attack of the main Persian army on one side, and of the detach-
ment 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 de-
fending themselves with their remaining daggers, with their un-
armed hands, and even with their mouths.!

Thus perished Leonidas with his heroic comrades, — three
hundred Spartans and seven hundred Thespians. Amidst such
equal heroism, it seemed difficult to single out any individual as
distinguished : nevertheless, Herodotus mentions the Spartans
Diénekés, Alpheus, and Maron, —and the Thespian Dithyram-
bus, — as standing preéminent. The reply ascribed to the first
became renowned.2 “The Persian host (he was informed) is so
prodigious that their arrows conceal the sun.” “So much the
better (he answered), we shall then fight them in the shade.”
Herodotus had asked and learned the name of every individual
among this memorable three hundred, and even six hundred
years afterwards, Pausanias could still read the names engraved
on a column at Sparta3 One alone among them — Aristodémus

! Herodot. vii, 225. 2 Herodot. vii, 226.

3 Herodot. vii, 224. émvd6unv 8¢ kal dwivrov Tdv Ttpiakooiwv. Pausa-
niag, ifi, 14, 1. Annual festivals, with a panegyrical oration and gymnastic
matches, were still celebrated even in his time in honor of Leonidas,
jointly with Pausanias, whose subsequent treason tarnished his laurels
acquired at Platea. It is remarkable, and not altogether creditable to
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— returned home, having taken no part in the combat. e, to-
gether 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, apprized that the
fatal hour of the detachment was come, determined not to sur-
vive it, asked for his armor, and desired his attendant Helot to
lead him to his place in the ranks; where he fell gallantly fight-
ing, while the Ilelot 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 to scorn and infamy among his fellow-citizens.! Ile was
denounced as “ the coward Aristodémus;” no one would speak
or communicate with him, or even grant him a light for his fire2

Spartan sentiment, that the two kings should have been made partners in
the same public honors.

t Herod. vii, 229. ’Apioridpuov — Aetmopvyéovra AsipSivat — dAhyjoavra
&movoorioat éc Tmapryv. The commentators are hard upon Aristodémus
when they translate these cpithets, “animo deficientem, timidum, pusillani-
mum,” considering that éAecroyiynae is predicated by Thucydides (iv, 12)
even respecting the gallant Brasidas. Herodotus scarcely intends to imply
anything like pusillanimity, but rather the effect of extreme physical suffer-
ing. It secms, 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 him-
self,— 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 occu-
pied by the Persians: moreover, the disgrace of Aristodémus is particularly
explained by Herodotus by the difference between his conduct and that of
his comrade Eurytus: whereas Pantités stood alone.

2 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 fifteen hundred Swiss crossed the river and attacked forty thousand
French and Germans under the Dauphin of France, against strong re-
monstrances from their commanders, — all of them were slain, after deeds
of unrivalled valor and great loss to the enemy, except sixteen men, who
receded from their countrymen in crossing the river, thinking the enter-
prise desperate. These sixteen men, on their return, were treated with
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After a year of such bitter disgrace, he was at length enabled to
retrieve his honor at the battle of Platea, where he was slain,
after surpassing all his comrades in heroic and ‘even reckless
valor.

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 Thermopyle against their own consent; all which was con-
firmed by the Thessalians in the Persian army. Though some
few were slain before this proceeding 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 com-
mander, Leontiadés was compelled to submit along with the rest.
Such is the narrative which Herodotus recounts, without any ex-
pression of mistrust or even of doubt: Plutarch emphatically
contradicts it, and even cites a Beeotian author,! who affirms that
Anaxarchus, not Leontiadés, was commander of the Thebans at
Thermopylee. Without calling in question the equivocal conduct
and 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

intolerable scorn and hardly escaped cxecution (Vogelin, Geschichte der
Schweizer Eidgenossenschaft, vol. i, ch. 5, p. 393).

! Herodot. vii, 233 ; Plutarch, Ilerodot. Malign. p. 867. The Beeotian
history of Aristophands, cited by the latter, professed to be founded in part
upon memorials arranged according to the sequence of magistrates and
generals — &k 1OV kard dpyovrqe dropvuiTwy loTépnoe.
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farther impressed with involuntary admiration of the little de-
tachment which had here opposed to him a resistance so unex-
pected and so nearly invincible,— he now learned to be anxious
respecting the 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 Lacedemonians are there remaining, and are they all such
warriors as these fallen men?” ¢«O king (replied Demaratus),
the total of the Lacedemonians and of their towns is great; in
Sparta alone, there are eight thousand adult warriors, all equal
to those who have here fought; and the other Lacedzmonians,
though inferior to them, are yet excellent soldiers.” ¢ Tell me
(rejoined Xerxes), what will be the least difficult way of con-
quering such men?” Upon which Demaratus advised him to
send a division of his fleet to occupy the island of Kythéra, and
from thence to make war on the southern coast of Laconia, which
would distract the attention of Sparta, and prevent her from
cooperating 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, Achzmenes, the brother of
Xerxes, interposed to dissuade the monarch from this prudent
plan of action; not without aspersions on the temper and mo-
tives 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 farther diminution of number: and it was essen-
tial to keep the entire Persian force, on land as well as on sea,
in one undivided and cooperating mass2

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
repelled the imputations against the good faith and sincere
attachment of that exiled prince.3

! Herodot. vii, 235. ? Herodot. vii, 236. |
3 Herodot. vii, 237. “ The citizen (Xerxes is made to observe) does in-
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Meanwhile the days of battle at Thermopyle had been not
less actively employed by the fleets at Apheta 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 returning
to Artemisium, the Grecian commanders felt renewed alarm on
seeing the enemy’s fleet, in.spite of the damage just sustained,
still mustering in overwhelming number at the opposite station
of Aphet®. 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 Eubea, who entreated Eurybiadds
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 refused: and he was on
the point of giving orders for retreat, when the Eubeeans sent
their envoy, Pelagon, to Themistoklés, with the offer of thirty
talents, on condition that the fleet should keep its station and
bazard an engagement in defence of the island. Themistoklés
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 tranquillized, by a pres-
ent of three talents.l ‘

However Plutarch may be scandalized at such inglorious rev-
elations preserved to us by Herodotus respecting the underhand
agencies of this memorable struggle, there is no reason to call in
question the bribery here described. But Themistoklés doubt-
less was only tempted to do, and enabled to do, by means of the

deed naturally envy another citizen more fortunate than himself, and if
asked for counsel, will keep back what he has best in his mind, unless he be
a man of very rare virtue. But & forcign friend usually sympathizes
heartily with the good fortune of another foreigner, and will give him the
best advice in his power whenever he is asked.”

! Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 7 ; Herodot. viii, 5, 6.

VOL. V. ¢ 8 7oc.
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Eubean money, that which he would have wished and had
probably tried to accomplish without the money, — to bring on
a naval engagement at Artemisium. It was absolutely essential
to the maintenance of Thermopyle, and to the general plan of
defence, that the Eubceean strait should be defended against the
Persian fleet, nor could the Greeks expect a more favorable posi-
tion 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, concurred unwill-
ingly in the projected abandonment of Artemisium: but his high
mental capacity did not exclude that pecuniary corruption which
rendered the presents of the Eubeeans both admissible and wel-
come, — yet still more welcome to him perhaps, as they supplied
means of bringing over the other opposing chiefs and the Spar-
tan admiral.l 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 famijlies. Had these Eubeans
heeded the oracles, says Herodotus,? they would have packed up
and removed long before : for a text of Bakis gave them express
warning : but, baving neglected the sacred writings as unworthy
of credit, they were now severely punished for such presumption.
Among the Persian fleet at Aphetw, 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-
conragement of the Greeks at Artemisium. Had they attacked
the latter immediately, when both fleets first saw each other hom
their opposite stations, they would have gained an easy victory,

1 The expression of Herodotus is somewhat remarkable: Odroi re 67
#Anyévrec Supotot {Eurybiadés, Adeimantus, cte.), cvameneiouévor 7oav, kal
roigr Edfofeae Lkeyipioror abris Te 6 Osuiorokdéne xéplpve, ErAdvSave 62
Ta Aoema Exwv.

2 Herodot. viii, 20. O{ yap EdBoéec mapaypnoauevor ov Bakidog ypnoudy
O¢ obdev Aéyovra, obte 1L Efexopicavro oddiv, oliTe mpoecifavro, d¢ mape-
oopévov 6L modipov: mepumeréa 8¢ dmothoavro opict abroioe Td mpiyuaTa
Bakide yap wde Exes mepl TobTwv 6 xpnouds

Ppaleo BapBapépwvoy brav {vydv eic Gla Baddy

BiBAwor, EdBoine dméyew modvunkadas aiyag.
Tobrowse 8¢ obdev roioe émeor ypnoauévoioe dv toioe TéTe mapeoloi Te Kal
Tpoadokiuoiot kakoiot, wapiv opt ovudopi xpiocdaL mpos TG péyiora.
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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 flicht and escape.! Accordingly,
they detached two hundred ships to circumnavigate the island of
Eubcea, and to sail up the Eubccan strait from the south, in the
rear of the Greeks,—— and postponing their own attack in front
until this squadron should be in position to intercept the retreat-
ing Greeks. But though the manceuvre was concealed by send-
ing 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 the 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 reas-
sured the Greeks, who resolved during the ensuing night to sail
from their station at Artemisium for the purpose of surprising
the detached squadron of two hundred ships, and who even be-
came bold enough, under the inspirations of Themistoklés, to go
out and offer battle to the main fleet near Aphetz3 Wanting to
acquire some practical experience, which neither leaders nor
soldiers as yet possessed, of the manner in which Pheenicians
and others in the Persian fleet handled and manceuvred their
ships, they waited till a late hour of the afternoon, when little
daylight remained4 Their boldness in thus advancing out, with
inferior numbers and even inferior ships, astonished the Persian
admirals, and distressed the Yonians and other subject Greeks

1 Herodot. viii, 6. xal dueAlov d7dev dxpevfeodar (of "EAAyvec): &dev 82
pnde mupgipov, T Exeivey (Ilepodv) Adyy, mepiyevéodat.

% Herodot. viii, 7, 8. Wonderful stories were recounted respecting the
prowess of Skyllias as a diver.

3 Diodorus, xi, 12.

4 Herodot. viii, 9. deidqv iy ywoutvyv ¢ huépns ¢vAifavrec, adral
¢navimdwov éml rode BapBipove, dromepay abray mojoasdat BovAduevor Tig
7€ pbyng kal Tob diexmAdov.
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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 the sterns in the
interior, and presenting 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 dis-
abled no less than thirty of them: in one of which Philaon,
brother of Gorgus, despot of Salamis in Cyprus, was made pris-
oner. 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 Aphet®, 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 confidence 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 oars
impeded, by the dead bodies and the spars from the recent battle,
which the current drove towards their shore. If this storm was

! Compare the description in Thucyd. ii, 84, of the naval battle between
the Athenian fleet under Phormio and the Laccdsemonian fleet, where the
ships of the latter are marshalled in this same array.

? Herodot. viii, 11. woAddw wapa défav dywvioduevor — érepalnéue
Gywviloufvoug, ete.
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injurious to the main fleet at Aphetz, it proved the entire ruin
of the squadron detached to circumnavigate Eubeea, who, over-
taken by it near the dangerous eastern coast of that island,
called the Iollows of Eubcea, were 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 Aphete, and attacked and destroyed some Kilikian ships
even at their moorings; the fleet having been too much dam-
aged by the storm of the preceding night to come out and fight!
Bat 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 g half
moon; while the Greeks kept near to the shore, so that they
could not be surrounded, nor could the Persians bring 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 valor among the Persians, 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 them-
selves hurt 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.2 The Egyptians alone had captured five
Grecian ships with their entire crews.
- Under these circumstances, the Greek leaders, — and Themis-
toklés, as it seems, among them, — determined that they could no
longer venture to hold the position of Artemisium, but must

.

! Herodot. viii, 12, 13, 14; Diodor. xi, 12.
# Herodot. viii, 17, 18.
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withdraw the naval force farther into Greece:! though this was
in fact a surrender of the pass of Thermopyla, and though the
removal which the Eubeceans were hastening was still unfinished.
These unfortunate men were forced to be satisfied with the prom-
ise of Themistoklés to give them convoy for their boats and
their persons; abandoning their sheep and cattle for the con-
sumption of the fleet, as better than leaving them to become
booty for the enemy. While the Greeks were thus employed
in organizing their retreat, they received news which rendered
retreat doubly necessary. The Athenian Abrénychus, sta-
tioned with his ship near Thermopyle, in order to keep up com-
munication 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 Eubeean strait; the Corinthian ships in the van, the Athe-
nians bringing up the rear. Themistoklés, conducting the latter,
stayed long enough at the various watering-stations and landing-
places to inscribe on some neighboring 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, and thus to diminish their effici-
ency? With no longer delay than was requisite for such inscrip-
tions, he followed the remaining fleet, which sailed round the
coast of Attica, not stopping until it reached the island of Sa-
lamis.

The news of the retreat of the Greek fleet was speedily con-
veyed by a citizen of Histieea to the Persians at Aphetz, who at
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 Eubeea, and became master of Histiza
and the neighboring territory: from whence many of them, by
permission and even invitation of Xerxes, crossed over to Ther-

-

! Herodot. viii, 18. dpyoudv 67 &BobAevor éow & v "EAldda.
? Herodot. viii, 19, 21, 22; Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 9.
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mopyle 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
one thousand, whose bodies were left out,— while the total num-
ber of Greeks wlho had perished at Thermopyle, four thousand
in number, were all left exposed, and in one heap, so as to creatc
an impression that their loss had been much more severe than
their own. Moreover, the bodies of the slain Ielots were in-
cluded 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.! According to the statement of
Herodotus, twenty thousand men were slain on the side of the
Persians, —no unreasonable estimate, if we consider that they
wore little defensive armor, and that they were three days fight-
ing. The number of Grecian dead bodies is stated by the same
historian as four thousand : if this be correet, it must include a
considerable proportion of Helots, since there were no hoplites
present on the last day except the three hundred Spartans, the
seven hundred Thespians, and the four hundred 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 seven thousand:?
but the epigram, composed shortly afterwards, and inscribed on
the spot by order of the Amphiktyonic assembly, transmitted to
posterity the formal boast that four thousand warriors “from
Peloponnesus had here fought with three hundred myriads or
three million of enemies.”3 Respecting this alleged Persian
total, some remarks have already been made: the statement of
four thousand warriors from Peloponnesus, must indicate all

! Herodot. viii, 24, 25. o ujv o8’ éAavdave Todg diaBefnkérac Eépéns
radra wphéag wepl TodC vexpode Tode fwiTod + kal yap Oy kal yeloiov v, ete.

2 About the numbers of the Greeks at Thermopyle, compare Ilerodot.
vii, 202 ; Diodorus, xi, 4; Pausanias, x, 20, 1; and Manso’s Sparta, vol. i,
p- 308; Beylage 24th.

Isokratés talks about one thousand Spartans, with a few allies, Pane-
gyric, Or. iv, p. 59. He mentions also only sixty Athenian ships of war at
Artemisium : in fact, his numerical statements deserve little attention.

3 Herodot. vii, 228.
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those who originally marched out of that peninsula under Leon-
idas. Yet the Amphiktyonic assembly, when they furnished
words to record this memorable exploit, ought not to have im-
mortalized the Peloponnesians apart from their extra-Pelopon-
nesian comrades, of merit fully equal, — especially the Thespians,
who exhibited the same heroic self-devotion as Leonidas and his
Spartans, without having been prepared for it by the same elabo-
rate and iron discipline. While this inscription was intended as
a general commemoration of the exploit, there was another near
it, alike simple and impressive, destined for the Spartan dead
separately :  Stranger, tell the Lacedamonians, that we lie here,
in obedience to their orders.” On the hillock within the pass,
where this devoted band received their death-wounds, a monu-
ment was erected, with a marble lion in honor of Leonidas; dec-
orated, apparently, with an epigram by the poet Simonides.
That distinguished genius composed at least one ode, of which
nothing but a splendid fragment now remains, to celebrate the
glories of Thermopyle ; besides several epigrams, one of which
was consecrated to the prophet DBlegistias, ¢ 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 Thermopyle,
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 contemporary 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
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and Peloponnesians in the defensibility of Thermopyle and
Artemisium, that when the news of the disaster reached them,
not a single soldier had yect been put in motion: the season of
the festival games had passed, but no active step had yet been
taken.! Meanwhile the invading force, army and fleet, was
in its progress towards Attica and Peloponnesus, without the
least preparations, — and, what was still worse, without any com-
bined and concerted plan,— for defending the heart of Greece.
The loss sustained by Xerxes at Thermopylwe, 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 Becotians, with their chief town Thebes, all except Thespise
and Platwa, now joined him:2 Demaratus, his Spartan com-
panion, 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,3 as well to protect them from plunder as to
insure their fidelity. The Thespians, on the other hand, aban-
doned their city, and fled into Peloponnesus ; while the Plateans,
who had been serving aboard the Athenian ships at Artemisium,t
were disembarked at Chalkis as the fleet retreated, for the pur-
pose of marching by land to their city, and removing their fami-
lies. Nor was it only the land-force of Xerxes which had been
thus strengthened ; his fleet also had received some accessions
from Xarystus in Eubeea, and from several 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.5

! Herodot. viii, 40, 71, 73.

2 Herodot. viii, 66. Diodorus calls the battle of Thermopyle a Kad-
melan victory for Xerxes,—which is true only in the Ietter, 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 Grecks after the event
(xi, 13-15).

% Platarch, De Herodot. Malignit. p. 864 ; Ierodot. viii, 34.

4 Herodot. viii, 44, 50. 8 Ierodot. viii, 66.

: . : 5%
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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.l It was only when roused and terrified by the 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 Athens, of tak-
ing 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 Kleom-
brotus, king of Sparta (brother of Leonidas), 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®monians, Arcadians, Eleians, Corinthians, Sikyoni-
ans, Epidaurians, Phliasians, Treezenians, and Hermionians, were
all present here in full numbers; many myriads of men (bodies
of ten thousand each) working and bringing materials night and
day.2 As a defence to themselves against attack by land, this
was an excellent position: they considered it as their last
chance,3 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 Agina. And
thus rose 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 them 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. Ex-
pecting, according to agreement, to find a Peloponnesian army in

! Thucyd. i, 69. 76w Te yap Midoy abrol louev Gnd meparov yic mpérepoy
éxt Iledomévvnooy EAovra, mplv Ta wip tudw Bioc rpoaravricat,

2 Herodot. viii, 71. ovvdpaudvres 8k ToY ToAiww.

3 Herodot. viii, 74. ¢« Herodot. vii, 139.
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Beotia ready to sustain Leonidas, or at any rate to codperate in
the defence of Attica, they had taken no measures to remove
their families or property: but they saw with indignant disap-
pointment as well as dismay, on retreating from Artemisium, that
the conqueror was in full march from Thermopylz, 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 muster at the harbor of Treezen, there to await
such reinforcements 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 ecritical state of their affairs,
and to aid them in the transport of their families. While Eury-
biadés 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.2

Meanwhile Themistoklés and the Athenian seamen landed at
Phalérum, and made their mournful entry into Athens. Gloomy
as the prospect appeared, there was little room for difference of
opinion,3 and still less room for delay. The authorities and the
public assembly at once issued a proclamation, enjoining every
Athenian to remove his family out of the country in the best

1 Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 9. Gua ptv épyy tijc mpodosiag eiye Tods *Ady-
vaiovs, Gua 6& dvadvuia kal karideia pepovouévove.

Herodot. viii, 40. dokéovtec yip ebpioeww Iledomovvyoiove mavdyuel dv T3
Bowrip dmoxarquévove tov BapSapov, tav utv ebpov oddiv Eov, ol 0 Emvy-
Yavovro tov 'lodudv adrods rewybovrag b v Iledowdvvnoov, wepl wAeiorov
82 motovuévovs mepLeivat, Kal Tabryy Eyovrag dv ¢vdaky, Té Te dAda amiévar.

Thueyd. i, 74. 8re yodw huev (we Athenians) ére odot, 0D mapeyévesde
(Spartans).

Both Lysias (Oratio Funebr. c. 8) and Isokratés take pride in the fact
that the Athenians, in spite of being thus betrayed, never thought of mak-
ing separate terms for themselves with Xerxes (Panegyric, Or. iv. p. 60).
But there is no reason to believe that Xerxes would have granted them
separate terms: his particular vengeance was directed against them. Iso-
kratés 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.

* Herodot. viii, 40-42. 3 Plato, Legg. iii, p. 699.
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way he could. We may conceive the state.of tumult and terror
which followed on this unexpected proclamation, 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 Treezen, where a
kind reception and generous support were provided for them (the
Treezenian population being seemingly semi-Ionic, and having
ancient rclations of religion as well as of traffic with Athens),—
but in part also to ZEgina: there were, however, many who could
not, or would not, go father than Salamis. Themistoklés im-
pressed 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
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 con-
sumed ; but at this fatal moment the priestess announced that it
remained untouched : the sacred guardian had thus set the ex-
ample of quitting the acropolis, and it behooved 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.2 Some few individuals, too poor to hope for mainte-

! Herodot. viii, 66, 67. There was, therefore, but little time for the break-
ing up and carrying away of furniture, alluded to by Thucydides, i, 18 —
JiavonGévree dxdumely Thv méAev kal dvackEvacapevol, cte.

# Herodot. viti, 41 ; Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. x.

In the years 1821 and 1822, during the struggle which preceded the lib-
eration 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
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nance, or too old to care for life, elsewhere, — confiding, moreover,
in their own interpretation! of the wooden wall which the
Pythian 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 palisades2 When we read how great were the suffer-
ings 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 war3 we may form
some faint idea of the incalculably greater misery which over-
whelmed an emigrant population, hurrying, they knew not
whither, to escape the long arm of Xerxes. Little chance did

Greece (London, 1825), Letters, vi, vii, x. He states, p. 92, “ Three times
have the Athenians emigrated in a body, and sought refuge from the sabre
among the 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 con-
tracted through the loathsomeness of their habitations ; many from hunger
and misery. On the retreat of the Turks, the survivors returned to their
country. But to what a country did they return? To a land of desolation
and famine ; and in fact, on the first reoccupation 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 Pirscus from Syra and
Hydra.”

A century and a half ago, also. in the war between the Turks and Ve-
netians, the population of Attica was forced to emigrate to Salamis, /Egina,
and Corinth. M. Buchon observes, “ Les troupes Albanaises, envoyées en
1688 par les Tures (in the war against the Venetians) se jeterent sur I'Atti-
que, mettant tout & feu et & sang. En 1688, les chroniques d’Athénes
racontent que ses malheureux habitants furent obligés de se refugier
Salamine, & Egine, et & Corinthe, ot que ce ne fut qu'aprés trois ans qu'ils
purent rentrer en partie dans leur ville et dans leurs champs. Beaucoup
des villages de I'Attique sont encore habités par les déscendans de ces
derniers envahisseurs, et avant la derniére révolution, on n'y parloit que la
langue albanaise : mais leur physionomie differe autant que leur languc de
la physionomie de la race Grecque.” (Buchon, La Gréce Continentale et
la Morée. Paris, 1843, ch. ii, p. 82.)

! Pausanias scems to consider these poor men somewhat presumptuous
for pretending to understand the oracle better than Themistoklés, —’Ady-
vaivy Todg wAéov T e TOV xpnoudv § Ocutorokdic eidévar vopilovrac (i, 18, 2).

2 Ierodot. viii, 50. 3 Thueyd. ii, 16, 17.
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there seem that they would ever revisit their homes except as
his slaves.

In the midst of circumstances thus calamitous and threatening,
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, in-
viting home all who were under sentence of temporary banish-
ment : moreover, he not only included but even specially desig-
nated 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 ship-
board, 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 flect ; there were no
funds in the public treasury, — but the Senate of Areopagus,
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 inexhaust-
ible resource of Themistoklés, who, in the hurry of embarkation,
either discovered or pretended that the Gorgon’s head from the
statue of Athéng was lost, and directing upon this ground every
man’s baggage to be searched, rendered any treasures, which
private citizens might be carrying out, available to the public
service3 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, —

! Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. 10, 11; and Kimon, c. 5.

? Whether this be the incident which Aristotle (Politic. v, 3, 5) had in his
mind, we cannot determine,

3 Plutarch, Themistoklés, c. x.
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the rest to some place of refuge, — together with as much prop-
erty 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.! More-
over, the fleet itself, which had been brought home from Artemi-
sium partially disabled, was quickly repaired, so that, by the time
the Persian fleet arrived, it was again in something like fighting
condition.

The combined fleet which had now got together at Salamis
consisted of three hundred and sixty-six ships,—a force far
greater than at Artemisium. Of these, no less than two hundred
were Athenian ; twenty among which, however, were lent to the
Chalkidians, and manned by them. Forty Corinthian ships,
thirty /Eginetan, twenty Megarian, sixteen Lacedwmonian, fif-
teen Sikyonian, ten Epidaurian, seven from Ambrakia, and as
many from Eretria, five from Troezen, three from IHermiong,
and the same number from Leukas; two from Keos, two from
Styra, and one from Kythnos; four from 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.2 The entire fleet was thus a trifle
larger than the combined force, three hundred and fifty-eight
ships, collected by the Asiatic Greeks at Ladg, fifteen years ear-
lier, during the Jonie 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 Zschylus gives decidedly as consisting of three Lun-
dred 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.?

! Herodot. ix, 99. 2 Herodot. viii, 43—48.
8 Bschylus, Persee, 347; Ierodot. viii, 48; vi, 9; Pausanias, i, 14, 4.
The total which Herodotus announces is three hundred and seventy-eight ;
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Hardly was the fleet mustered at Salamis, and the Athenian
population removed, when Xerxes and his host overran the de-

but the items which he gives amount, when summed up, only to three hun-
dred and sixty-six. There seems no way of reconciling this discrepancy
except by some violent change, which we are not warranted in making.

Ktesias represents that the numbers of the Persian war-ships at Salamis
were above one thousand, those of the Greeks seven hundred (Persica,
c. 26).

The Athenian orator in Thucydides (i, 74) calls the total of the Grecian
fleet at Salamis “ nearly four hundred ships, and the Athenian contingent
somewhat less than two parts of this total (vadc uév ye é¢ rag¢ rerparosiac
SAfyq Aaooove TOV Bbo potplv).”?

The Scholiast, with Poppo and most of the commentators on this pas-
sage, treat T@v dbo potpdv as meaning unquestionably two parts out of three :
and if this be the sense, I should agree with Dr. Arnold in considering the
asscrtion as a mere exaggeration of the orator, not at all carrying the au-
thority of Thucydides himself. But I cannot think that we are here driven
to such a necessity; for the construction of Didot and Géller, though Dr.
Armnold pronounces it “ a most undoubted error,” appears to me perfectly
admissible. They maintain that al dbo potpal does not of necessity mean
two parts out of three: in Thucydid. i, 10, we find kairoc Iledomovrioov T@v
wévre TAC 000 poipde vépovrat, where the words mean fwo parts out of five
Now in the passage before us, we have vaie uév ye & rac Terparosiac bAiye
éAdooove TV 600 worpdv : and Didot and Goller contend, that in the word
Tetpakesieg is implied a quaternary division of the whole number, — four
hundreds or hundredth parts : so that the whole meaning would be —* To
the aggregate four hundreds of ships we contributed something less than
two.” The word reTpakooiag, equivalent to réocapas éxarovradag, naturally
includes the general idea of Téocapas powpéc: and this would bring the
passage into exact analogy with the one cited above, — rov wévre Tar dbo
poipac.  With every respect to the judgment of Dr. Arnold on an author
whom he had so long studied, I cannot enter into the grounds on which he
has pronounced this interpretation of Didot and Goller to be “an un-
doubted error” It has the advantage of bringing the assertion of the
orator in Thucydides into harmony with Herodotus, who states the Athe-
nians to have furnished one hundred and cighty 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 admissible construc-
tions. But on the other hand, I protest against altering numerical state-
ments in onc author, simply in order to bring him into accordance with
snother, and without some substantive ground in the text itself. Thus,
for example, in this very passage of Thueydides, Bloomfield and Poppo
propose to alter Terparooiag into Tpiarosiar, in order that Thucydides may
be in harmony with schylus and other authors, though not with Herod-
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serted country, his flcet occupying the roadstead of Phalérum
with the coast adjoining. Ilis land-force had been put in motion
under the guidance of the Thessalians, two or three days after
the battle of Thermopyl®, and he was assured by some Arca-
dians who came to seek service, that the Peloponnesians were,
even at that moment, occupied with the celebration of the Olym-
pic games. ¢ What prize does the victor receive?” he asked.
Upon the reply made, that the prize was a wreath of the wild
olive, Tritanteechmés, son of the monarch’s uncle Artabanus, is
said to bave burst forth, notwithstanding the displeasure both of
the monarch himself and of the bystanders: « Heavens, Mar-
donius, what manner of men are these against whom thou hast
brought us to fight! men who contend not for money, but for
honor "t Whether this be a remark really delivered, or a dra-
matic illustration imagined by some contemporary of Ilerodotus,
it is not the less interesting as bringing to view a characteristic
of Ilellenic 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 Thermopyle and the
borders of Attica, there were none except the Phocians disposed
to refuse submission: and they refused only because the para-
mount influence of their bitter enemies the Thessalians made
them despair of obtaining favorable terms? 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 Persian host, offered to insure lenient treatment to the terri-
tory of Phocis, provided a sum of fifty talents were paid to
them3 The proposition being indignantly refused, they con-
ducted Xerxes through the little territory of Doris, which medized
and escaped plunder, into the upper valley of the Kephisus,

otus ; while Didot and Goéller would alter rptakogivy into rerpaxosiov in
Demosthenes de Corond (c. 70}, in order that Demosthenes may be in har-
mony with Thueydides. Such emendations appear to me inadmissible in
principle: we are not to force different witnesses into harmony by retouch-
ing their statements.

! Herodot. viii, 26. Ilamael, Mapdévie, koiove &n’ dvdpac fyayes paynoopés
vovg fuéag, ol ob mepl xpnpatey TOV Gydva motebvTal, (AL TEpL GpETHC.

2 Herodot. viii, 30. 3 Herodot. viii, 28, 29.

VOL. V. 8oc.
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among the towns of the inflexible Phocians. 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 dozen small Phocian towns, the
most considerable of which were Elateia and Hyampolis, were
sacked and destroyed by the invaders, nor was the holy temple
and oracle of Apollo at Abw better treated than the rest: all its
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 Beotia, in which country he found
all the towns submissive and willing, except Thespiz and Platea:
both were 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 de-
tached from Panopeus against Delphi: Apollo defended his
temple here more vigorously than at Abz. The cupidity of the
Persian king was stimulated by accounts of the boundless wealth
accumulated at Delplii, especially the profuse donations of Croesus.
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 Akéra~
tus, the religious 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
touach, were seen lying before the door of the temple ; and when
the Persians, marching along the road called Schistd, up that
rugged path under the steep cliffs of Parnassus which conducts
to Delphi, had reached the temple of Athéné Proneca,—on a
sudden, dreadful thunder was heard,— two vast mountain crags
detached themselves and rushed down with deafening noise

1 Herodot. viii, 32-34.
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among them, erushing many to death, —the war-shout was also
heard from the interior of the temple of Athéné. Seized with a.
panic terror, ihe 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 Autonous, whose
sacred precincts were close adjoining: and Herodotus himself
when he visited Delphi, saw in the sacred ground of Athé&né the
identical masses of rock which had overwhelmed the Persians.t
Thus did the god repel these invaders from his Delphian sanc-
tuary and treasures, which remained inviolate until one hundred
and thirty years afterwards, when they were rifled by the sacri-
legious hands of the Phocian 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 when
Xerxes reached Athens, the last term of his advance. He
brought with him the members of the Peisistratid family, who
doubtless thought their restoration already certain, —and a few
Athenian exiles attached to their interest. Though the couniiy
was altogether deserted, the handful of men collected in ihe
acropolis ventured to defy him: nor could all the persuasions =

} Herodot. viii, 38, 39 ; Diodor. xi, 14 ; Pausan. x, 8, 4.

Compare the account given in Pausanias (x, 23) of the subsequent re-
pulse of Brennus and the Gauls from Delphi: in his account, the repulse is
not so exclusively the work of the gods as in that of Herodotus: there is a
larger force of human combatants in defence of the temple, though greatly
assisted by divine 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
Gricchenland, 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, ¢. 9), who says that the Delphian temple was burnt by
the Medes.
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the Peisistratids, eager to preserve the holy place from pillage,
. induce them to surrender.! The Athenian acropolis, — a craggy
rock rising abruptly about one hundred and fifty feet, with a flat
summit of about one thousand feet long from east to west, by
five hundred feet broad from north to south,— had no practica-
ble access except on the western side: moreover, in all parts
where there seemed any possibility of climbing up, it was de-
fended by the ancient fortification called the Pelasgic “wall.
Obliged to take the place by force, the Persian army was posted
around the northern and western sides, and commenced their
operations from the eminence immediately adjoining on the
northwest, called Areopagus :3 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 pali-
sades 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, 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 lay nearly in front
of the Persian position, but behind the gates and the western
ascent. Here the rock was naturally so inaccessible, that it was

1 Herodot. viii, 52.

2 Pausanias, i, 22, 4; Kruse, Hellas, vol. ii, ch. vi, p. 76. Emst Curtius
(Die Akropolis von Athens, p. 5, Berlin, 1844} says that the platean of the
acropolis is rather less than four hundred feet higher than the town:
Fiedler states it to be one hundred and seventy-eight fathoms, or one thou-
sand and sixty-eight feet above the level of the sea (Reise durch das Koni-
greich 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 acropolis. We must under-
stand Kruse’s statement, if he and Curtius are both correct, to refer only
to the precipitous impracticable portion of the whole rock.

3 Athenian legend represented the Amazons as having taken post on the
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altogether unguarded, and seemingly even unfortified:! more-
over, the attention of the little garrison was all concentrated on
the host which fronted the gates. Hence the separate escalad-
ing party was 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 themselves 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 temples pillaged, and all its dwellings and build-
ings, sacred as well as profane, consigned to the flames2 The
citadel of Athens fell into the hands of Xerxes by a surprise,
very much the same as that which had placed Sardis in those of
Cyrus.3

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 immedi- -
ately despatched to Susa intelligence of the fact, which is said to
have excited unmeasured demonstrations of joy, confuting, seem-

Areopagus, and fortified it as a means of attacking the acropolis, — dvre-
mhpywoav (AEschyl. Eumenid. 638).

! Herodot. viii, 52, 53. ...... Eumpocde Gv mpd T kxpomodiog, bricde
82 Tov mhAewv Kal T Gvbdov, T O obre Tic Epdlacoe, oUT &y fAmice uf
xoté Ti¢c katd TaiTa GvaPain avSpdmwy, TadTy LvéBnody Tweg katd T lpov
riji¢ Kékporog Svyarpds *Ayraipov, kaitoimep amokphuvov Evroc Tob xdpov.

That the Aglaurion was on the north side of the acropolis, appears
clearly made out; see Leake, Topography of Athens, ch. v, p. 261 ; Kruse,
Hellas, vol. i, ch. vi, p. 119; Forchhammer, Topographic 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 Pausa-
nias, i, 18, 2) places the Aglaurion erroneously on the eastern side of the
acropolis.

The expressions &umpoode mpd Tig dxpoméAioc 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.

2 Herodot. viii, 52, 53. 3 Herodot. i, 84.
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ingly, 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 sacri-
fice 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 special gift of the
goddess Athéng, 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 believed this en-
couraging portent,? as well as that which was said to have been
seen by Dikzus, an Athenian companion of the Peisistratids, in
the Thriasian plain. It was now the day set apart for the cele-
bration of the Eleusinian mysteries; and though in this sorrow-
ful year there was no celebration, nor any Athenians in the ter-
ritory, Dikaeus still fancied that he beheld the dust and heard the
loud multitudinous chant, which was wont to accompany in ordi-
nary 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 as well as He-
rodotus construed it as an evidence that the goddesses them-
selves were passing over from Eleusis to help the Athenians
at Salamis. DBut 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 sprout-
ing afresh with preternatural vigor. So hopeless did the circum-
stances of the Athenians then appear, not less to their confeder.
ates 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
Cyclades, so that Ierodotus reckons it to have been as strong
as before the terrible storm at Sépias Akté,—an estimate cer:
tainly not admissible.?

! Herodot. v, 102; viii, 53-99; ix, 65. &ce yap kard 10 Feompémior
waoay iy *Arrikiy Tiw & 1§ reipw yevéedar vmd Mépoyoe.

2 Herodot. viii, 55-65.

4 Herodot. viii, 66. Colonel Leake observes upon this statement (Athens
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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 pro-
nounced in favor of immediate fighting, we may be satisfied that
the decided opinion of Xerxes himself 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 Peloponnesians in the fleet at Salamis would
return for the protection of their own homes, and thus the fleet
would disperse, the rather as there was little or no food in the
island, — and intimating, besides, unmeasured contempt for the
efficacy of the Persian flecet and seamen as compared with the
Greek, as well as for the subject contingents of Xerxes gener-
ally. That queen Artemisia gave this prudent counsel, there is
no reason to question; and the historian of Halikarnassus may
have had means of hearing the grounds on which her opinion
rested: but I find a difficulty in believing that she can have pub-
licly 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

and the Demi of Attica, App. vol. ii, p. 250), “ About one thousand ships is
the greatest accuracy we can pretend to, in stating the strength of the Per-
sian 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
Megarie strait of Salamis, two hundred in number.”

The estimate of Colonel Leake appears somewhat lower than the proba-
ble reality. Nor do I believe the statement of Diodorus, that ships were
detached to occupy the Megaric strait: see a note shortly following.

! The picture drawn in the Cyropzdia of Xenophon represents the sub-
Jects of Persia as spiritless and untrained to war (dvaAxides kal Gobvrakroc),
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herself may 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 dis-
suading the monarch from a naval battle, and expected that she
would be put to death. But Xerxes heard the advice with per-
fect 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: and orders were accord-
ingly issued for attacking the next day,}! while the land-force
should 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 neighboring
Greek armament 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 sim-
ply 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. DMMost 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 Peloponnesian land-force, so that in case of defeat at sea, the
ghips would find protection on shore, and the men would join in
the land service, — while if worsted in a naval action near
Salamis, they would be inclosed in an island from whence there
were no hopes of escape? In the midst of the debate, a mes-
senger arrived with news of the capture and conflagration of
Athens and her acropolis by the Persians: and 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 majority came to a

and even designedly kept so, forming a contrast to the native DPersians
{Xenophon, Cyroped. viii, 1, 45).
' Herodot. viii, 68, 69, 70. 2 Herodot. viii, 70.
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‘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 Corinthian
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 favorable position, in consequence
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 ZEgina would thus be left uncov-
ered, and the contingents of each would immediately retire for
the defence of their own homes, — while the Athenians also, a
large portion of whose expatriated families were in Salainis and
Zgina, would be in like manner distracted from combined mari-
time efforts at the Isthmus. If transferred to the latter place,
probably not even the IPeloponnesians themselves would have
remained in one body ; for the squadrons of Epidaurus, Treezen,
Hermiong, etc., 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 contingency, 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 Athenians, Agine-
tans, and Megarians, were also led by their own separate safety
to cling to the defence of Salamis. In spite of all such opposi-
tion, 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

! Herodot. viii, 49, 50, 56.
VOL. V. 6
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this melancholy resolution full upon his mind, and with the neces~’
sity of providing for removal of the expatriated Athenian fami-
lies 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 inspir-
ing 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 fight, nor any aggregate cause and country to fight
forl He vehemently urged Themistoklés again to open the
cjuestion, and to press by every means in his power for a recall
of the vote for retreat, as well as for a resolution to stay and
fight at Salamis. Themistoklés had already in vain tried to
cnforce the same view : but disheartened as he was by ill-success,
the remonstrances of a respected friend struck him so forcibly as
to induce him to renew his efforts. Ie went instantly to the
ship of Eurybiadés, asked permission to speak with him, and
Leing 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 communication, all the arguments
J.earing upon the case were more unsparingly laid open than it
liad been possible to do in an assembly of the chiefs, who would
liave been insulted if openly told that they were likely to desert
tae, fleet when once removed from Salamis. Speaking thus
freely and confidentially, and speaking to Eurybiadds alone,
"Themistoklés was enabled to bring him partially round, and even
prevailed upon him to convene a fresh synod. So soon as this
rynod 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: inso-
much that the Corinthian Adeimantus rebuked him by saying

! Herodot. vili, 57. Obrot épa fv amaipwoe ac vias dnd Zalauivog, mepl
obdeping Ere marpidog vavpayioes* katd ydp woAig Exacros Tpépovra, ete.
Compare vii, 139, and Thucyd. i, 73.
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¢ Themistoklés, 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.”!

! Herodot. viii, 58, 59. The account given by Herodotus, of these mem-
orable 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 propriety
of fighting at Salamis, but that, in spite of all their efforts, the armament
would not obey them, and insisted on going to the Isthmus. And it de-
serves our esteem still more, if we contrast it with the loose and carcless
accounts of Plutarch and Cornelius Nepos. Plutarch (Themist. ¢. 11) de-
scribes the scene as if 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, — next, lifted up his stick to
strike Themistoklés, upon which the latter addressed to him the well-known
observation, — ¥ Strike, but hear me,” (Ilaraéov utv, éxovoov 84.) Larcher
expresses his surprise that Herodotus should have suppressed so impressive an
anecdote as this latter: but we may see plainly from the tenor of his
narrative 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 his views. 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 unreasonable
cause for displeasure. Moreover, it is Adeimantus, not Eurybiadés, who
aldresses t0 Themistoklés the remark, that “ persons who rise before the
proper signal are scourged :” and he makes the remark because Themisto-
klés goes on speaking to, and trying to persuade, the various chiefs, before
the business of the assembly has been formally openmed. Themistoklés
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. Hisnarrative 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 ZEschyl. Pers. 728) imagines that the story about
Eurybiadés threatening Themistoklés with his stick, grew out of the story
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Eurybiadés then explained to the synod that doubts had arisen
in his mind, and that he called them together to reconsider the
previous resolve: upon which Themistoklés began the debate,
and 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 Zgina: contending that a naval
victory at Salamis would be not less effective for the defence of
Peloponnesus than if it took place at the Isthmus, whereas, if the
fleet were withdrawn to the latter point, they would only draw
the Persians after them. Nor did he 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 Pelo-
ponnesian chiefs, who were even exasperated at being again sum-
moned 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
of the enemy: nay, he went so far as to contend that Eurybi-
adés 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 two hundred well-manned ships, he could procure for
himself 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 suc-
ceed 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

as rclated 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 rela-
tions between Eurybiadés and Themistoklés.
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if thou wilt not stay, thou wilt bring Hellas to ruin 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 colonize. You chiefs then, when bereft of allies like
us, will hereafter recollect what I am now saying.”

Eurybiadés had before been nearly convinced by the impres-
sive pleading of Themistoklés. DBut 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 powerless. Ile
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 compan-
ionship of the ASakid heroes of Salamis, — Telamon and Ajax:-
they even sent a trireme to Aigina to implore ZEakus 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.

But the Peloponnesians, though not venturing to disobey the
orders of the Spartan admiral, still retained unabated their for-
mer fears and reluctance, which began again after a short interval
to prevail over the formidable menace of Themistokl8s, and were
further strengthened by the advices from the Isthmus. The
messengers from that quarter depicted the trepidation and af-
fright of their absent brethren while constructing their cross wall
at that point, to resist the impending land invasion. Why were

' Herodot. viii, 61, 62. 29 el uevéeie adrod, kal pévwv Eoear lvip ayadic:
el 0¢ i, dvarpépere Ty 'EAddda.

All the best commentators treat this as an clliptical phrase, — some such
words as cdoetg v ‘EAAdda or kadac Gv Eyor, being understood after
dyadéc. 1 adopt their construction, not without doubts whether it be the
true one .

® Herodot. viii, 64. Oftw utv of mepl Talauive, Emeoe arpofolisiuevor,
imel Te EdpvBiady Edofe, atrod mapeokevilovro d¢ vavpayjoovreg. ‘
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they 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 irreconcilable difference, was again renewed; the Pelo-
ponnesian chiefs clamoring for immediate departure, while the
Athenians, Aginetans,? and Megarians, were equally urgent in
favor 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, ap-
peared imminent,— when he resorted to one last stratagem to
meet the desperate emergency, by rendering flight impossible.
Contriving a pretext for stealing away from the synod, he de-
spatched a trusty messenger across the strait with a secret com-
munication to the Persian generals. Sikinnus his slave, —seem-~
ingly an Asiatic Greek,3 who understood Persian, and had perhaps
been sold during the late Ionic revolt, but whose superior qual-
ities 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
wishing success at heart to the Persians, that the Greek fleet

! Herodot. viil, 74. &w¢ uév &j atrov avip dvdpl wapiorato, Ydvua moreb-
pevor iy EdpvBiidew afoviiny- tédoc 02, éfeppiyn ¢ T uéoov, obAdoyide Te
Oy &yivero, kal mwoAdd EAéyero wepl TGV alrw, cte. Compare Plutarch,
Themist. c. 12.

2 Lykurgus (cont. Leokrat. ¢. 17, p. 185) numbers the Zginetans among
those who were anxious 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 miscon-
ceiving the facts of their past history. The ZAginetans had an interest not
less strong than the Athenians in keeping the fleet together and fighting at
Salamis.

3 Plutarch (Themistoklés, c. 12) calls Sikinnus a Persian by birth, which
cannot be true.
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was not only in the utmost alarm, meditating immediate flight, but
that the various portions of it were in such violent dissension,
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 inclose and prevent their flight, and
-then to attack a disunited body, many of whom would, when the
combat began, openly espouse the Persian cause.l
Such was the important communication despatched by The-
mistoklés across the narrow strait, only a quarter of a mile in
breadth at the narrowest part, which divides Salamis from the
neighboring continent on which the encmy were posted. It was
delivered with so much address as to produce the exact impres-
sion 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 honor from it in
the eyes of the Grecks, as a stratagem, he lived to take credit for
it, during the exile of his latter days,? as a capital service ren-
dered to the Persian monarch: nor is it improbable, when we
reflect upon the desperate condition of Grecian aflairs at the mo-
ment, that such facility of double interpretation 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,3 to

! Ilerodot. viii, 75.

2 Thueydid. i, 1837. It is curious to contrast this with /Eschylus, Pers:e,
351, seq.  See also Herodot. viii, 109, 110.

Isokratls might well remark about the ultimate rewards given by the
Persians to Themistoklés, — Oeueoroxded &, ¢ mip riic 'EAAGSoc adrodg
katevavplynoe, Tov peyintwy dwpéwv hfwoar (Panegyrie, 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 Mischylus, 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 flect. He treats the communieation of
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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 along
the coast of Attica, —its head-quarters were in the bay of Pha-
lérum, but doubtless parts of it would occupy those three natural
lLarbors, as yet unimproved by art, which belonged to the deme
of Peirzeus, — and would perhaps extend besides to other por-
tions of the western coast southward of Phalérum: while the
Greck fleet was in the barbor of the town called Salamis, in the
portion of the island facing mount ZEgaleos, in Attica. During
the night,! a portion of the Persian fleet, sailing from Peiraus
northward along the western coast of Attica, closed round to the
north of the town and harbor 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 Peirzus and
the southeastern corner of the island, landing a detachment of
troops on the desert island of Psyttaleia, near to that corner.?

Sikinnus as having been made to the Persian generals, and the night-move-
ment a3 undertaken by them. The statement of the contemporary poet
scems the more probable of the two: but he omits, as might be expected,
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 southwestern corner of the island to
the northwestern strait, where the northwestern corner of the island is
separated by a narrow strait from Mcgara, near the spot where the fort of
Budorum was afterwards situated, during the Peloponnesian war.

Herodotus mentions nothing of this movement, and his account evi-
dently implies that the Greck fleet was inclosed to the north of the town of
Salamnis, the Persian right wing having got between that town and Elcusis.
The movement. announced by Diodorus appears to me unnecessary and
improbable. 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).

% Herodot. viii, 76. Toiot 8¢ d¢ miord dyivero a GyyeASévra, Tovro utv,
& Ty vyoida v Yvrraldeiay, perafd Tarapivée Te kewpbvyy kal Ti¢ freipov,
woAdode rav Ilepoéuy dmeBiflacav: Toiro 82, émeidy dyivovro péoar vikrec,
avipyov pdv Td e’ domépne képag rvkAobuevor mpds Thv Salauiva - Gviyov &
ol audl v Kéov e xal v Kuvdoovpav terayuévor, xarelyéy te péxps
Movvuyine névra Tdv mopSudv rioe vyiol.
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These measures were all taken during the night, to prevent the
anticipated flight of the Greeks, and then to attack them in
the narrow strait close on their own harbor the next morning.

\ ]

He had previously stated Phalérum as the main station of the Persian
fleet ; not necessarily meaning that the whole of it was there. The pas-
sage which I have just transcribed intimated what the Persians did to ac-
complish their purpose of surrounding the Greeks in the harbor of Salamis :
and the first part of it, whercin he speaks of the western (more properly
northwestern) 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 harbor of Peirseus, 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 com-
prehend, where he states that, “ those who were stationed about Keos and
Kynosura also moved, and beset with their ships the whole strait as far as
Munychia.” What places are Keos and Kynosura, and where were they sit-
uated? The only known places of those names, are the island of Keos, not far
south of cape Sunium in Attica,— and the promontory Kynosura, on the
northeastern coast of Attica, immediately north of the bay of -Marathon.
It scems hardly possible to suppose that Herodotus meant this latter prom-
ontory, which would be too distant to render the movement which he de-
scribes 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, Bihr, and Dr. Thirlwall, apply the names
Keos and Kynosura to two promontories (the southernmost and the south-
easternmost) of the island of Salamis, and Kiepert has realized their idea
in his newly published maps. DBut in the first place, no authority is pro-
duced 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 Ilerodotus. In the next place, if we admit their
supposition, we must suppose that, before this night-movement commenced, the
Persian fleet was alrcady stationed in part off the island of Salamis: which
appears to me highly improbable. Whatever station that fleet occupied
before the night-movement, we may be very surc 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 thercfore 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 Kynosura as commonly understood. It is difficult in this case to
reconcile the statement of Ilerodotus with geographical considerations, and
T 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).

VOL. V. 6* 9oc.
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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
wags the interest of the Athenian general to prolong*the debate,
and to prevent any concluding vote until the effect of his strata-
gem should have rendered retreat impossible : nor was prolonga-
tion 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 favorable to the view of Themis-
toklés. 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 ostracized
Aristeidés arrived at Salamis from Zgina. Since the revocation
of his sentence, proposed by Themistoklés himself, he had had
no opportunity of revisiting Athens, and he now for the first time
rejoined his countrymen in their exile at Salamis ; not uninformed
of the dissensions raging, and of the impatience of -the Pelopon-
nesians 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 favor of night. Ile 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, apprized him that the
new movement of the Persians excluded all hope of now reaching
the Isthmus and rendered farther debate useless. Themistoklés
expressed his joy at the intelligence, and communicated his own
secret message whereby he had himself brought the movement
about, in order that the Peloponnesian chiefs might be forced to
fight at Salaris, even against their own consent. e 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 refused to 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 posture of
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affairs and the entire impossibility of retreat. Once satisfied of
this fact, they prepared themselves at dawn for the impending
battle.!

Having éaused 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
Zgaleos, near the Herakleion and immediately overhanging the
sea,?— from whence hLe could plainly review all the phases of
the combat and the conduct of his subject troops. Ile was per-
suaded himself that they had not done their best at Artemisium,
in consequence of his absence, and that his presence would in-
spire them with fresh valor: moreover, his royal scribes stood
ready by his side to take 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 ther Grecian left,— were placed the Pheni-
cians and Egyptians; on his left wing the Yonians,3 — approach-
ing from the side of Peirmus, and opposed to the Lacedzmo-
nians, /Eginetans, and Megarians. The seamen of the Persian

1 Herodot. viii, 79, 80.

Herodotus states, doubtless correctly, that Aristeidés, immediatcly 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 (Avisteidés, ¢. 9). According to Plutarch, Themtstoklés
desires Aristeidés to assist him in persuading Eurybiadés: according to
Herodotus, Eurybiadés was already persuaded: it was the Peloponnesian
chiefs who stood out.

The details of Ilerodotus will be found throughout both more credible
and more consistent than those of Plutarch and the later writers.

? MHschylus, Pers. 473; Herodot. viii, 90. The throne with silver feet,
upon which Xerxes had sat, was long preserved in the acropolis of Athens,
—having been left at his retreat. arpokration, 'Apyvpémove digpoc.

A writer, to whom Plutarch refers, — Akestodérus,— affirmed that the
seat of Xerxes was erected, not under mount Egaleos, but much farther to
the northwest, on the borders of Attica and the Megarid, under the moun-
tains called Kerata (Plutarch, Themistoklés, 13). If this writer was ac-
quainted 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 carclessness in geography which marks so
many ancient writers. Ktesias recognizes the 'Hpakieiov (Persica, c. 26).

¥ Herodot. viii, 85 ; Diodor. xi, 16.
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fleet, however, had been on shipboard all night, in making that
movement which had brought them into their actual position:
while the Greek scamen now began without previous fatigue,
fresh from the animated harangues of Themistoklés and the
other leaders: moreover, just as they were getting on board,
they were joined by the triremes which had been sent to Zgina
to bring to their aid Jsakus, with the other Zakid heroes. ITon-
ored with this precious heroic aid, which tended so much to raise
the spirits of the Greeks, the JEginetan trireme now arrived
just in time to take her post in the line, having eluded pursuit
from the intervening enemy.! .

The Greeks rowed forward from the shore to attack with the
usual paan, or war-shout, which was confidently returned by the
Persians; and the latter were the most forward of the two to
begin the fight: for the Greck 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, — “ Ye worthies,
how much farther are ye going to back water?” The very cir-
culation of this fable attests the dubious courage of the Greeks
at the commencement of the battle? The brave Athenian cap-

P

! Herodot. viii, 83 ; Plutarch (Themistoklés, ¢. 13; Aristeidés, ¢. 9; Pe-
lopidas, c. 21). Plutarch tells a story out of Phanias respecting an incident
in the moment before the action,which it is pleasing to find suflicient ground
for rejecting.  Themistoklés, with the prophet Euphrantidés, was offering
sacrifice by the side of the admiral’s galley, when three beautiful 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 en-
joined Themistoklés to offer these three prisoners as a propitiatory offering
to Dionysus Oméstés : which the clamor of the bystanders compelled him
to do against his will. This is what Plutarch states in his life of Themis
toklés ; in his life of Aristcidés, he affirms that these youths were brought
prisoners from Psyttalcia, when Aristeidés attacked it at the beginning 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 Ier
sian prisoners to sacrifice, and the story may be dismissed as a fiction.

2 Ilerodot. viii, 84. ¢aveicay 02 diakedeboacPar, dore kal dmav (kodoar
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tains Ameinias and Lykom&dés (the former, brother of the poet
Aischylus) were the first to obey either the feminine voice or the
inspirations of their own ardor : though according to the version
current at Algina, it was the Aginetan ship, the carrier of the
Aakid heroes, which first set this honorable example.l 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 Phenician, 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 gen-
eral. Herodotus, with his usual candor, tells us that he could
procure few details about the action, except as to what concerned
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 acknowledge — were
lukewarm, and some even averse,? the subjects of Xerxes con-
ducted themselves generally with great bravery: Phenicians,
Cyprians, Kilikians, Egyptians, vied with the Persians and

70 oy '‘EMjvwy orparémedov, bveidicacay mpérepov Tide "R Sawudvior,
uéxpt kéoov e mpbuvev Gvarpotecde;

ZEschylus (Pers. 396-415) describes finely the war-shout of the Grecks
and the response of the Persians: for very good reasons, he does not
notice the incipient backwardness of the Grecks, which Herodotus brings
before us.

The war-shout, here described by Eschylus, & warrior actually engaged,
shows us the differcnce between a naval combat of that day and the im-
proved tactics of the Athenians fifty years afterwards, at the beginning of
the Peloponnesian war. Phormio especially enjoins on his men the neces-
sity of silence (Thucyd. ii, 89).

¥ Simonides, Epigram 138, Bergk ; Plutarch, De Herodot. Malignitate,
c. 36.

According 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, Eschylus would probably have specified it.

2 Herodot. viii, 85; Diodor. xi, 16. Eschylus, 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 Ionic or to any other Grecks as having formed
part of the catalogue. See Blomfield ad ZEschyl. Pers. 42. Such silence
easily admits of explanation: yet it affords an additional reason for believ-
ing that the persons so admitted did not fight very heartily.
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Medes serving as soldiers on shipboard, in trying to satisfy the
exigent monarch who sat on shore watching their behavior.
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 confusion, and caused them to run foul of each
other: those in the front could not recede, nor could those in the
rear advance:l the oar-blades were broken by collision, —the
steersmen 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 doubt-
ful, 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 Zginetans on the right
intercepted the flight of the fugitives to Phalérum :2 Demokritus,
the Naxian captain, was said to have captured five ships of the
Persians with his own single trireme. The chief admiral, Ari-
abignés, brother of Xerxes, attacked at once by two Athenian
triremes, fell, gallantly trying to board one of them, and the num-
ber of distinguished Persians and Medes who shared his fate
was great:3 the more so, 23 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

! Herodot. viii, 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. .

% Simonides, Epigr. 138, Bergk.

3 The many names of Persian chiefs whom schylus reports as having
been slain, are probably for the most part inventions of his own, to please
the cars of his audience. Sce Blomficld, Pracfat. ad ZEschyl. Pers. p. xii. -
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Salamis near at hand. It appears that the Phenician 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 denounc-
ing the others as traitors. The heads of the Ionic leaders might
have been endangered if the monarch had 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
ZJEginetan. 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 Aiginetan, sprung on board,
and became masters of her. This exploit, passing under the
eyes of Xerxes himself, induced him to treat the Phenicians 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 it.!

In this disastrous battle itself, as in the debate before the bat-
tle, tle 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 irretriev-
able ; she then sought to escape, pursued by the Athenian trie-
rarch, Ameinias, but found her progress obstructed by the number
of fugitive or embarrassed comrades before her. In thisdilemma,
she preserved herself from pursuit by attacking one of her own
comrades ; she charged the trireme of the Karian prince, Da-
masithymus, 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 indignant at the idea of a female
invader assailing their city ;2 but knowing her ship only as one
among the enemy, and seeing her thus charge and destroy
another enemy’s ship, he concluded Ler to be a deserter, turned

! Herodot. viii, 90.

2 Compare the indignant language of Demosthenés & century and a
quarter afterwards, respecting the second Artemisia, queen of Karia, as the
enemy of Athens, — tueic &' dvreg "Adnvaio Bip3apov dvipwmov, kal Taita
yvvalka, poPydjceade (Demosthenes, De Rhodior. Libertat. c. x, p. 197).
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his pursuit elsewhere, and suffered her to escape. At the same
time, it so happened that the destruction of the ship of Damasi-
thymus happened under the eyes of Xerxes and of the persons
around him on shore, who recognized 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 wag Arte-
misia 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.d

Of the total loss of either fleet, Xerodotus gives us no esti-
mate ; 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

' Herodot. viii, 87,88,93. The story given here by ITerodotus respecting
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 com-
pliment this queen, it is evident that he does not himself like the story, nor
consider it to be a 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 thag 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 observa-
tion 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. Icrodot. p. 873)
that Herodotus tells us so much less about others than about Artemisia;
but he doubtless Zeard more about her than about the rest, and perhaps his

own relatives may have been among her contingent.
L4
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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 portion 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 after
they had collected in their island, as well as could be done, the
fragments of shipping and the dead bodies, made themselves
ready for a sccond engagement.2 Dut they were relieved from
this necessity by the pusillanimity? of the invading monarch, in
whom the defeat had occasioned a sudden revulsion from con-
temptuous 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 mistrust against his
naval force, which consisted entirely of subject nations,— Phe-
nicians, Egyptians, Xilikians, Cyprians, Pamphylians, Ionic
Greeks, etc., 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
Tonic Greeks were even decidedly against it. Xerxes now came
to suspect the fidelity, or undervalue the courage, of all thesc
naval subjects ;* he fancied that they could make no resistance to
the Greek fleet, and dreaded lest the latter should sail forthwith
to the Hellespont, 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 DanubesS Against the Phenicians, from

! Herodot. viii, 95; Plutarch, Aristid. ¢. 9; Eschyl. Pers. 454-470;
Diodor. xii, 19. 2 Herodot. viii, 96.

3 The victories of the Greeks over the Persians were materially aided by
the personal timidity of Xerxes, and of Darius Codomannus at Issus and
Arbela (Arrian, i, 11, 6; iii, 14, 3).

4 See this fecling especially in the language of Mardonius to Xerxes
{Herodot. viii, 100), as well as in that put into the mouth of Artemisia by
the historian (viii, 68), which indicates the general conception of the histo-
rian himself, derived from the various information which reached hlm

5 Herodot. vii, 10.
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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 struggle still more hopeless, and Xerxes, though at first
breathing 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
withont disembarking, however, the best soldiers who served on -
Loard2 They were to make straight for the Ilellespont, and
there to guard the bridge against his arrival.3

This resolution was prompted by Mardonius, who saw the real
terror which beset his master, and read therein sufficient evidence
of danger to himself. When Xerxes despatched to Susa intelli-
gence of his disastrous overthrow, the feeling at home was not
gimply that of violent grief for the calamity, and fear for the
personal safety of the monarch,—it was farther imbittered by

! This important fact is not stated by Flerodotus, but it is distinctly
given in Diodorus, xi, 19. It seems probable enough.

If the tragedy of Phrynichus, entitled Phanisse, had been preserved, we
shoulld have known more about the position and behavior of the Phenician
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 Eschylus, which was
affirmed by Glaukus to have been (wapamerojedar) altered from it. The
Chorus in the Pheenissee consisted of Phenician women, possibly the widows
of those Phenicians whom Xerxes had caused to be beheaded after the
battle (IIerodot. viii, 90, as Dr. Blomfield supposes, Pref. ad JEsch. Pers.
p-ix), or only of Phenicians 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 Griechische
Traged. vol. i, p. 26; and Droysen, Phrynichos, Eschylos, und die
Trilogie, pp. 4-6). 2 Herodot. ix, 32.

3 Herodot. viii, 97-107. Such was the terror of these retreating seamen,
that they are said to have mistaken the projecting clitfs of Cape Zostér
(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
informants of Herodotus.

Ktesias, Pers. ¢. xxvi ; 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 before the battle.



BATTLE OF SALAMIS. —RETREAT OF XERXES. 139

anger against Mardonius, as the instigator of this ruinous enter-
prize.  ‘That general knew full well that there was no safety for
him! 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 Mar-
dounius himself a fresh chance not only of safety, but of increased
power and glory,  Accordingly, he began to reassure his master,
by representing that the recent blow was after all not serious, —
that it had ouly fallen upon the inferior part of his force, and
upon worthless foreign slaves, like Phenicians, Foyptians, ete.,
while the native Persian troops yet remained unconguered 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 if he were disposed, and that he, Mardonins,
would pledge himself to complete the eonquest, at the head of
three hundred thousand chosen troops. This proposition afforded
at the same time consolation for the monarch’s wounded vanity,
and safety for hLis person: hia confidential Persians, and Arte-
misia herself; on being consulted, approved of the step. The
latter had acquired his confidence by the diszuasive advice which
she had given before the recent deploratle engagement, and she
had every motive now to encourage a proposition indicating
solicitude for his person, as well a3 relieving herzelf from the
obligation of farther service. «If Mardonins desires to remain
(she remarked, contemptuously?), by all means let him kave the
troops : should he succeed, thou wilt be the gainer: should he
even perish, the loss of some of thy slaves is triffing, 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 intrusting her with some of his chillren, directing her to
transport them to Ephesus.

The Greeks at Salamis learned with surprise and joy the de-

* Compare Herodot. vii, 10 % Herodot. viii, 101, 102
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parture 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 Athe-
pians are even said to have been anxious 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 daogerous to detain the Persian
monarch in the heart of Greece. Themistoklés 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 Le, 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.l Though thisis the
story related by Ierodotus, we can hardly believe that, with the
great Persian land-force in the heart of Aitica, there could have
been any serious idea of so distant an operation as that of attack-
ing the bridge at the Hellespont. It seems more probable that
Themistoklés fabricated the intention, with a view of frightening
Xerxes away, as well as of establishing a personal claim upon
his gratitude in reserve for future contingences.

Such crafty manceuvres and long-sighted calculations of pos-
sibility, seem extraordinary : but the facts are sufficiently attested,
— since Themistoklés lived to claim as well as to receive fulfil-
ment of the obligation thus conferred, —and though extraordi-
nary, 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

! Herodot. viii, 109, 110; Thucyd. i, 187. The words #v pevdoc mpooe-
motjoate 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. c. 5.



BATTLE OF SALAMIS.—~RETREAT OF XERXES. 141

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 suc-
cessful.

He now employed the fleet among the islands of the Cyclades,
for the purpose of levying fines upon them as a punishment for
adherence to the Persian. 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 they were miserably poor, and that
there were two unkind gods who always stayed with them and
would never quit the island, — Poverty and Ielplessness.! In
these gods 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, Themisto-
klés 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 places, he thus ex-
torted 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.3

The intimation sent by Themistoklés perhaps had 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 operations. e
retained all the Persians, Medes, Sak®, Baktrians, and Indians,

1 Herodot. viii, 111. émel 'Avdpiove ye elvae yewmeivag &¢ @ pfytora dvip-
kovtag, kal Beobe dlo dypiorove obk Exdeimeww opéwy Ty vioov, GAL ael
duroywpéew — Ileviny e xal *Aunyaviny.

Compare Alkeeus, Fragm. 90, ed. Bergk, and Herodot. vii, 172.

2 Herodot. vili, 112; Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 21,—who cites a few
bitter lines from the contemporary poet Timokreon.

3 Herodot. viii, 112~121.
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horse as well as foot, together with select detachments of the
remaining contingents: making in all, according to Ilerodotus,
three hundred thousand men. But as it was now the beginning
of September, and as sixty thousand out of his forces, under
Artabazus, were destined to escort Xerxes himself to the Ilelle-
spont, Mardonius proposed to winter in Thessaly, and to postpone
farther 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 Helle-
spont, 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,2-—inconsistent with each other, fanciful and

1 Herodot. viii, 114-126.

* % The account given by Eschylus of this retiring march appears to me
exaggerated, and in several points incredible (Persze, 482-513). That they
suffered greatly during the march from want of provisions, is doubtless
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, thercfore 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 Eschy-
lus, even as to the sufferings by famine, must be taken with great allow-
ance. 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. (Ilist. Greece, ch. xv, p. 351,
2d ed.) *The river had been frozen in the night hard enough to bear
those who arrived first. DBut the ice suddenly gave way under the morning
sun, and numbers perished in the waters,” — so Dr. Thirlwall statcs, after
Hschylus, —adding, in a note, “Itis a little surprising that Ierodotus,
when he is describing the miseries of the retreat, does not notice this disas-
ter, which is so prominent in the narrative of the Persian messenger in
ZAschylus. There can, however, be no doubt as to the fact: 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,” etc.

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 & portion of the army marching
over it at daybreak, before the sun became warm,—is a statement which
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even incredible: Grecian imagination, in the contemporary poet
ZAschylus,as well as in the Latin moralizers Seneca or Juvenal,l
delighted in handling this invasion with the maximum of light
and shadow,— magnifying the destructive misery and humilia-
tion of the retreat so as to form an impressive contrast with the
superhuman pride of the advance, and illustrating the antithesis
with unbounded license of detail. The sufferings from want of
provision were doubtless severe, and are described as frightful
and death-dealing : the magazines 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 aggravated their misery, and occasioned many to

surely requires a more responsible witness than Eschylus to avouch it. In

" fact, he himself describes it as a “frost out of season,” (yequdy’ dwpow,)
brought about by a special interposition of the gods. If he is to be believed,
none of the fugitives 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 encmy to contend with, —nothing but the difficulty of finding sub-
sistence. 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 strong-hold 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 criticize nicely, the his-
torical credibility of that which ZEschylus 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 (Persee, 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 Ierodotus is increased
when I compare him on this matter with ZEschylus,—as well in what he
says as in what he does not say.

! Juvenal, Satir. x, 178.

Ille tamen qualis rediit, Salamine relictd,
In Caurum atque Eurum solitus saevire flagellis, cte.
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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 Iellespont,
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 transported
on shipboard across to Asia, where it first obtained comfort and
abundance, and where the change from privation to excess engen-
dered new maladies. In the time of Herodotus, the citizens of
Abdéra still showed the gilt cimeter and tiara, which Xerxes
had presented to them when he halted there in his retreat,
in token of hospitality and satisfaction: and 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 reéntered Sardis, with a broken army and hum-
bled spirit, only eight months after he had left it, as the presumed
conqueror of the western world.2 .

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 the battle, Greece had seemed irre-
trievably lost: she was now saved even against all reasonable
hope, and the terrific cloud impending over her was dispersed.3

' Herodot. viii, 130.

% Sce the account of the retreat of Xerxes, in Herodotus, viii, 115-120,
with many stories which he mentions only to reject. The deseription given
in the Perse of Alschylus (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 eross the strait in a fishing-boat. “Ipse cum paucis Abydon
contendit. Ubi cum solutum pontem hibernis tempestatibus offendisset,
piscatorid scapha trepidus trajecit. Erat res spectaculo digna et, ®stima-
tione sortis humans, rerum varietate miranda —in exiguo latentern videre
navigio, quem paulo ante vix squor omne capiebat: carentem ctinm omni
servorum ministerio, cujus exercitus propter multitudinem terris graves
erant.”

3 Herodot. viii, 109. 7uei¢ 82, edpnua yap ebpikauey juéac abrods Kal iy
‘EAAdda i) Srokwpey Gvdpas gedyovras.
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Tu the division of the booty, the Zginetans 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 Phenician triremes,
which were offered in dedication to Ajax at Salamis, to Athéné
at Sunium, and to Poseidon at the isthmus of Corinth; farther
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 Aiginetans: from them he required additional
munificence on account of the prize awarded to them, and they
were constrained 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 honor was awarded to the
Athenians; the ZEginetan Polykritus, and the Athenians Eu-
menés and Ameinias, being ranked first among the individual
combatants.l Respecting the behavior of Adeimantus and the
Corinthians in the battle, the Athenians of the time of Herodo-
tus drew the most unfavorable 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 backward-
ness 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 themselves, but also the general voice
of Greece, contradicted the Athenian story, and defended them
a8 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 Aristius, son of Adeimantus, was
among the most efficient enemies of the former.2

1 Herodot. viii, 93-122; Diodor. xi, 27.

2 Herodot. viii, 94; Thucyd. i, 42, 103. 70 o¢odpdv uicoc from Corinth
towards Athens. About Arvisteus, Thucyd. ii, 67.

Plutarch (De Herodot. Malignit. p. 870) employs many angry words in
refuting this Athenian scandal, which the historian himself does not up-
hold as truth. The story advanced by Dio Chrysostom (Or.xxxvii, p.
456), that Herodotus asked for a reward from the Corinthians, and on being

VOL. V. . 7 7oc.
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Besides the first and second prizes of valor, 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 Themistoklés 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 5 so that Themistoklés was disappointed
of his reward, though exalted so muich the higher, perhaps,
through that very disappointment, in general renown. He went
shortly afterwards to Sparta, where he received from the Lace-
deemonians honors such as were never paid, before nor after-
wards, 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 unparal-
Ieled sagacity ; together with a chariot, the finest which the city
afforded. Moreover, on his departure, the three hundred select
youths called Hippeis, who formed the active guard and police
of the country, all accompanied him in a body as escort of honor
to the frontiers of Tegea.2 Such demonstrations were so aston-
ishing, from the haughty and immovable Spartans, that they
were ascribed by some authors to their fear lest Themistoklés
should be offended by being deprived of the general prize,—

refused, inserted this story into his history for the purpose of being re-
venged 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 Corinthi-
ans 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.

! Herodot. viii, 123. Plutarch (Themist. c¢. 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.
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and they are even said to have excited the jealousy of the Athe-
nians so much, that he was displaced from his post of general
and Xanthippus 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,

CHAPTER XLII.

BATTLES OF PLATEA AND MYKALE.— FINAL REPULSE: OF THE
PERSIANS.

TroveH the defeat at Salamis deprived the Persians of all hope
from farther maritime attack of Greece, they still anticipated
success by land from the ensuing campaign of Mardonius. Their
fleet, after having conveyed the monarch himself with his accom-
panying land-force across the IIellespont, retired to winter at
Kymé and Samos: in the latter of which places large rewards
were bestowed upon Theoméstor and Phylakus, two Samian cap-
tains who had distinguished themselves in the late engagement.
Theoméstor was even nominated despot of Samos under Persian
protection.2 Early in the spring they were reassembled, to the
number of four hundred sail, but without the Phenicians, 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.3

For a long time, the conduct of that fleet was such as to jus-
tify such a belief in its enemies. Assembled at ZEgina in the
spring, to the number of one hundred and ten ships, under the

! Diodor. xi, 27 : compare Herodot. viii, 125, and Thucyd. i, 74.
* Herodot. viii, 85. 3 Herodot. viii, 130 ; Diodor. xi, 27.
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Spartan king Leotychidés, it advanced as far as Delos, but not
farther eastward: nor could all the persuasions 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
bazard any aggressive enterprise. JIonia and the western waters
of the ZAgean had now been for fifieen 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 less
venturesome than the same voyage appeared fifty-two years af-
terwards to the Lacedemonian admiral Alkidas, when he first
hazarded his fleet amidst the preserved waters of the Athenian
empire.

Meanwhile the hurried and disastrous reireat of Xerxes had
produced less disaffection among his subjects and allies than
might have been anticipated. Alexander, king of Macedon, the
Thessalian Aleuada,2 and the Baotian leaders, still remained in
hearty cobperation with Mardonius: nor were there any, except
the Phocians, whose fidelity to him appeared questionable, among
all the Greeks northwest of the boundaries of Attica and Meg-
aris. It was only in the Chalkidic peninsula, that any actual
revolt occurred. Potidea, situated on the isthmus of Palléns,

! Herodot. viii, 181, 132: compare Thueyd. iii, 29-32.

Herodotus says, that the Chian envoys had great difficulty in inducing
Leotychidés to proceed even as far as Dclos, — 10 ydp mpoowrépw mav Sewidv
7 Toioe "EAAnat, obre Tov xbpwv oot Eumeipoiot, 6Tpatiic Te mavra wiéa
#06xe elvacs Tiv Ot Sdpov émoréaro 868y xal ‘Hpakiéas athlac loov améyew.

This last expression of Herodotus has been erroncously 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 judgment, no inferences of this kind ought to be founded upon it :
it marks fear of an encmy’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 forcefathers, 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 =
voyage to the Indies,” — by which we should merely affirm something as to
their state of feeling, not as to their geographical knowledge.

2 Herodot. ix, 1, 2, 67 ; viii, 136.
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together with the other towns in the long tongne of Palléns,
declared themselves independent : and the neighboring 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 Helle-
spont, undertook the reduction of these towns, and succeeded
perfectly with Olynthus. He took the town, slew all the inhabi-
tants, and handed it over to a fresh population, consisting of
Chalkidic Greeks, under Kritobulus of Toroné. It was in this
manner that Olynthus, afterwards a city of so much consequence
and interest, first became Grecian and Chalkidic. But Arta-
bazus was not equally successful in the siege of Potidea, the
defence of which was aided by citizens from the other towns in
Pallénd. A plot which he concerted with Timoxenus, com-
mander of the Skidnzan auxiliaries in the town, became acci-
dentally disclosed: a considerable body 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 enter-
prise, withdrawing his troops to rejoin Mardonius, in Thessaly.!

The latter, before he put himself in motion for the spring
campaign, thought it advisable to consult the Grecian oracles,
especially those within the limits of Beeotia and Phocis. He’
sent a Karian, named Mys, familiar with the Greek as well as
the Karian language, to consult Trophdnius at Lebadeia, Amphi-
araus, and the Ismenian Apollo at Thebes, Apollo at mount
Ptoon near Akrzphiz, and Apollo at the Phocian Abz. 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: and the only remarkable fact
which Herodotus had heard was, that the priest of the Ptoian
Apollo delivered his answer in Karian, or at least in a language
intelligible to no person present except the Karian Mys himself:2
It appears, however, that at this period, when Mardonius was

! Herodot. viii, 128, 129.
? Herodot. viii, 134, 135; Pausanias, ix, 24, 3.
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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 pre-
dictions, that the day was approaching when the Persians and
the Athenians jointly would expel the Dorians from Pelopon-
nesus.! 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 out to the Athenians a large acquisi-
tion of new territory as the price of their consent to form with
him an equal and independent alliance.2 The Macedonian prince
added warm expressions of his own interest in the welfare of the
Athenians, recommending them, as a sincere friend, to embrace
propositions so advantageous as well as so honorable : especially
as the Persian power must in the end prove too much for them,
and Attica lay exposed to Mardonius and his Grecian allies,
without being covered by any common defence as Peloponnesus
was protected by its isthmus.3

This offer, despatched in the spring, found the Athenians re-
established wholly or partially in their half-ruined ecity. A
simple tender of mercy and tolerable treatment, if despatched

"t Herodot. viii, 141. Aakedaubvior 83...... avapvnodévree oV Aoylwy,
O¢ opeag ypedv dori Gua Toiot GAloiot Awpiebor éxminrew éx Medomovvioov
md Mpdwr e kal *AVnvaiwy, képra Te Eecoav pf dpoldoyhowse v Ilépoy
'ASvaot, ete.

Such oracles must have been generated by the hopes of the medizing
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 dreamed of. The Lacedseemonians 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 all probability at once circulate
them as old; that is, as forming part of some old collection like that of
Bakis or Muszus. And llerodotus doubtless, himself, believed them to be
old, so that he would naturally give credit to the Lacedzmonians for the
same knowledge, and suppose them to be alarmed by “ calling these prophe-

cies to mind.”
? Herodot. ix, 7. 3 Herodot. viii, 142.
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by Xerxes from Thermopyla the year before, might perhaps
have been sufficient to detach them from the cause of Ilellas : and
even at the present moment, though the pressure of overwhelm-
ing terror had disappeared, there were many inducements for
them to accede to the proposition of Mardonius. The alliance
of Athens would insure to the Persian general unquestionalle
predominance in Greece, and to Athens herself protection from
farther ravage as well as the advantage of playing the 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 Athe-
nians were at this time suffering privations of the severest char-
acter; for not only did their ruined houses and temples require
to be restored, but they had lost the Larvest of the past summer,
together with the seed of the past autumn.! The prudential
view of the case being thus favorable to Mardonius rather than
otherwise, and especially strengthened by the distress which
reigned at Athens, the Lacedamonians were so much afraid lest
Alexander should carry his point, that they sent envoys to dis-
suade the Athenians from listening to him, as well as to tender
succor 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 Iersian is many times greater
than ours: we too know that, as well as thou: but we, neverthe-
less, love freedom well enough to resist him in the best manner
we can. Attempt not the vain task of talking us over into alli-
ance with him. Tell Mardonius that as long 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

! Herodot. vill, 142. Ilcelevuévoror pévror duiv cvveydiueda (say the
Spartan envoys to the Athenians), kal ér¢ kapmdv Eorepidnre difav #dy,
kal 6t olkogOopnode ypovov 7oy moAAdw. Sceing 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,
—kai Tt¢ olkiny Te dvamdacicdw, kal owipov dvakde éxérw (viii, 109 —
must have been found impracticable in most cases to carry into effect.
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no reverence, and whose houses and statues he has burned.
Come thou not to us again with similar propositions, nor persuade
us, even in the spirit of good-will, into unholy proceedings: thou
art the guest and friend of Athens, and we would not that thou
ghouldst 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 alli-
ance 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 Mar-
donius, when apprized that his propositions were refused, would
probably advance immediately, and they therefore earnestly
desired the presence of a Peloponnesian army in Beeotia to
assist in the defence of Attica2 The Spartan envoys, promising
fulfilment of this request,2 and satisfied to have ascertained the
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.2 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,” —puikpod deiv xarédevoay (Lykurg. cont.
Leokrat. c. 17. p. 186) — one among many specimens of the carcless man-
ner in which these orators deal with past history.

2 Herodot. viii, 143, 144; Platarch, Aristcidés, c¢. 10. According to
Plutarch, it was Aristeidés who proposed and prepared the reply to be de-
livered. But here as clsewhere, the loose, exaggerating style of Plutarch
contrasts unfavorably with the simplicity and directness of Herodotus.

3 Herodot. ix, 7. ocvwSduevor 08 Huiv tdv Ilépopy dvridoeodar &¢ Tiw
Bowotiny, ete.

Diodorus gives the account of this embassy to Athens substantially in
the same manner, coupling it however with some erroneous motives (xi, 28).

4 Herodot. ix, 7. émorduevoi 1e 8t xepdadedrepdy dori bpodoyéey 1§
ILépoy udAdov § modeuéety, ete.
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only as a relief from danger, and repaid by a selfish and ungen-
erous neglect. The same feeling of indifference towards all
Greeks outside of their own Isthmus, which had so deeply endan-
gered the march of affairs before the battle of Salamis, now
manifested itself a second time among the Spartans and Pelo-
ponnesians. The wall across the Isthmus, which they had been
80 busy in constructing, and on which they had relied for protec-
tion 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, how-
ever, still unfinished at the time of the embassy of the Macedo-
nian prince to Athens, and this incomplete condition of their
special defence was one reason of their alarm lest the Athenians
should accept the terms proposed. 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 Kleombrotus, 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 thought it
necessary to retreat with the main force to Sparta, where he soon
after died.l DBesides these two reasons, — indifference and unfa-
vorable 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?2 to fulfil  the exigences of the god.” As the

The orators are not always satisfied with giving to Athens the credit
which she really deserved : they venture to represent the Athenians as hav-
ing refused these brilliant offers from Xerxes on his first invasion, instead
of from Mardonius in the ensuing summer. Xerxes never made any offers
to them. See Isokratés, Or. iv, Panegyric, ¢. 27, p. 61.

1 Herodot. ix, 10.

2 Herodot. ix, 7. Of ydp Aakedatubviot Spralév Te TobTOV TOV Ypbrov KaL
ope hv YarivSia® mepl mheiorov & fyov Ta& Tob Yeod wopoivew* dua Ot TO
reixle ope T v 7 Tadud éreiyeov, kal 70y émakie AapBave.

: Ykd

s
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Olympia and the Karneia in the preceding year, so now did the
Hyakinthia, prevail over the necessities of defence, 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 unfavorable reception
which his proposals had received at Athens, put his army in mo-
tion forthwith from Thessaly, joined by all his Grecian auxil-
iaries, and by fresh troops from Thrace and Macedonia. As he
marched through Beeotia, the Thebans, who heartily espoused
his cause, endeavored to dissuade him from farther military
operations against the united force of his enemies, — urging him
to try the eflicacy of bribes, presented to the leading men in the
different cities, for the purpose of disuniting them. But Mardo-
nius, 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, 479 B.c.}

Before he arrived, the Athenians had again removed to Sala-
mis, under feelings of bitter disappointment and indignation.
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 Mar-
donius 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 Platxa
two months earlier than it actually was fought.

Mardonius, though master of Athens, was so anxious to con-
ciliate the Athenians, that he at first abstained from damaging
either the city or the country, and despatched a second envoy to

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 Hyakin-
thia, on whatever expedition they might happen to be employed (Xenoph,
Hellen. iv, 5, 11).

! Diodor. xi, 28; Herodot. ix, 2, 3, 17. ol udv &Aios wivrec mapeiyov
erparuy kal ovvecéBalov & *Abqvac boot mep duqpdilov ‘EAAfvey tév ratry
olknuévev, ete. ) 2 Herodot. ix, 4. .
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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 Ilellespontine Greek, was sent to
renew these propositions to the Athenian senate at Salamis; but
he experienced a refusal not less resolute than that of Alexander
of Macedon when sent to Athens, and all but unanimous. One
unfortunate senator, Liykidas, made an exception to this unani-
mity, and ventured to recommend acceptance of the propositions
of Murychidés. So furious was the wrath, or so strong the sus-
picion 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.! DMurychidés, though his propositions
were refused, was dismissed without injury.

While the Athenians thus gave renewed proofs of their steadfast
attachment to the cause of Hellas, they at the same time sent

* Herodot. ix, 5. I dare not reject this story about Lykidas (see Lykus-
gus cont. Leokrat. ¢. 30, p. 222), though other authors recount the same
incident as having happened to a person named Kyrsilus, during the pre-
ceding year, when the Athenians quitted Athens: see Demosthen. de
Corond, p. 296, ¢. 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.

Isokrates (Or. iv, Panegyric. p. 74, c. 42) states that the Athcnians con-
demned many persons to death for medism (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,” —é&v d2
Toi¢ ovAAGyos Ere kal viv dpdc motodvrar, eltic dminypukederar Ilépoare Tov
moier@v. It is difficult to believe that in his time any such imprecation
can have been included in the solemnities whereby the Athenian meetings
were opened. :

i
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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 Mar-
donius 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 mean time they pressed with
all their efforts the completion 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, named Chileos, whom they much esteemed, and
to whom they communicated the application, reminded them that
no fortifications at the Isthmus would suffice for the defence of
Peloponnesus, 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 ; and they despatched forthwith in the night five
thousand Spartan citizens to the Isthmus, — each man with seven
Helots attached to him. And when the Athenian envoys, igno-
rant of this sudden change of policy, came on the next day to
give peremptory 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.! Considering

! Herodot. ix, 10, 11; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c¢. 10. Plutarch had read a
decree ascribed to Aristeidés, in which Kimon, Xanthippus, and Myronidés,
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 Ielots must have followed : one hardly sees how so great a
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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 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
five thousand being put on foreign service at the same time.
But this was not all: five thousand Lacedezmonian Periceki,
each with one light-armed Ilelot to attend him, were also de-
spatched 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 Pelopon-
nesian cities followed the example, and a large army was now
collected under the Spartan Pausanias.

It appears that Mardonius was at this moment in secret cor-
respondence 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.l We may reasonably
doubt whether they ever made such a promise: but at any rate,
the suddenness of the march as well as the greatness of the
force prevented them from fulfilling it; and they were forced to
content themselves with apprizing Mardonius instantly of the
fact, through their swiftest courier. It determined that general

number could have 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 Ilerodotus, on grounds which do not appear to me convincing,
It seems to me that, after all, the literal narrative is more probable than
anything which we can substitute in its place. The Spartan foreign policy
all depended on the five ephors; there was no public discussion or eriti-
cism. Now the conduct of these ephors is consistent and intelligible, —
though sclfish, 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.

1 Herodot. ix, 12.
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to evacuate Attica, and to carry on the war in Beeotia,— a coun-
try in every way more favorable to him. He had for some time
refrained from committing devastations in or round .Athens,
hoping that the Athenians might be induced to listen to his prop-
ositions ; but the last days of his stay were employed in burning
and destroying whatever had been spared by the host of Xerxes
during the preceding summer. After a fruitless attempt to sur-
prise a body of one thousand Lacedemonians which had been
detached for the protection of Megara,! he withdrew all his
army into Beeotia, not taking either the straight road to Platxa
through Eleuthere, or to Thebes through Phylé, both which
roads were mountainous and inconvenient for cavalry, but march-
ing in the northeasterly direction to Dekeleia, where he was met
by some guides from the adjoining regions near the river Asdpus,
and conducted through the deme of Sphendaleis to Tanagra.
He thus found himself, by a route longer but easier, in Beeotia,
on the plain of the Asdpus: along which river he next day
marched westward to 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 Asépus: his left
wing over against Erythrz, his centre over against Iysiz, and

) 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).

? Herodot. ix,15. The situation of the Attic deme Sphendalé, or Sphen-
daleis, seems not certainly known (Ross, Ucber die Demen von Attika, p.
138); but Colonel Leake and Mr. Finlay think that it stood “mnear Aio
Merkurio, which now gives name to the pass leading from Dekeleia through
the ridges of Parnes into the extremity of the Tanagrian plain, at a place
called Malakasa.” (Leake, Athens and the Demi of Attica, vol. ii, sect. iv,
p. 123.)

Mr. Finlay (Oropus and the Diakria, p. 38) says that “ Malakasa is the
only place on this road where a considerable body of cavalry could con-
veniently halt.” :

It appears that the Beeotians from the neighborhood of the Asdpus were
necessary as guides for this road. Perhaps even the territory of Oropus
was at this time still a part of Baeotia: we do not certainly know at what
period it was first conquered by the Athenians.

The combats between Athcnians and Beeotians will be found to take
place most frequently in this southeastern region of Beeotia,— Tanagra,
(Enophyta, Delium, etc.
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his right in the territory of Plata: and he employed his army
in constructing 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 favorable for cavalry; with a camp more or less defensible,
— 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 :3 even the native Per-
sians 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 Persians and fifty Theban or Boeotian guests, exhibited
proofs of this depressed feeling, which were afterwards recounted
to IHerodotus himself by one of the guests present, —an Orcho-
menian citizen of note named Thersander. The banquet being
so arranged as that each couch was occupied by one Persian and
one Theban, this man was accosted by his Persian neighbor in
Greek, who inquired to what city he belonged, and, upon learning
that he was an Orchomenian,t continued thus: ¢ Since thou hast
now partaken 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 mayst be thyself forewarned so as to take the
best counsel for thine own safety. Seest thou these Persians
bhere 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

1 Herodot. ix, 15.

2 The strong town of Thebes was of much service to him {Thucyd. i, 90).

9 Herodot. ix, 40; 45, 67 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 18.

4 Herodot. ix, 16. Thersander, though an Orchomenian, passes as a
Theban — époyy Te kal OnBaiov v kAivy éxioTy — a proof of the intimate
connection between Thebes and Orchomenus at this time, which is farther
illustrated by Pindar, Isthm. i, 51 (compare the Scholia ad loc. and at the
beginning of the Ode), respecting the Theban family of Herodotus and
Asopodérus.  The ancient mythical feud appears to have gone to sleep, but
a deadly hatred will be found to grow up in later times between these two
towns.
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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 knowl-
edge, and at the same time to have no power over any result.” !
«This (observes Ierodotus) I heard myself from the Orchome-
nian Thersander, who told me farther 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 in his overwhelming march of the preceding year,
was gratifying in many ways to the native Persians: but every
man was sick of the enterprise as now cut down under Mar-
donius: and Artabazus, the second in command, was not merely
slack but jealous of his superior.2 Under such circumstances we
shall presently not be surprised to find the whole army disap-
pearing forthwith, the moment Mardonius is slain.

Among the Grecian allies of Mardonius, the Thebans and

! Herodot. ix, 16, 17. The last observation here quoted is striking
and emphatic —é&ydiory 62 46bvy dorl tov dv awIplmoiet alry, molld
ppovéavra undevoe kpatéerw. It willhave to be more carefully considered at
8 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 con-
ceived 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 Bio¢c Fewpyrikds, or life of scientific observation and reflection.

2 Ierodot. ix, 66.
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Beeotians were active and zealous, most of the remainder luke-
warm, and the Phocians even of doubtful fidelity. Their contin-
gent of one thousand hoplites, under Harmokydés, had been
tardy in joining him, having only come up since he retired from
Attica into Beeotia: and some of the Phocians even remained
behind in the peighborhood of Parnassus, prosecuting manifest
hostilities against the Persians. Aware of the feeling among
this contingent, which the Thessalians took care to place before
him in an unfavorable 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 then brought up his
numerous cavalry all around them: while the phémé, or sudden
simultaneous impression, ran through the Greek allies as well as
the Phocians 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 short exhortations to sell
their lives dearly, and to behave like brave Greeks against bar-
barian 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 Phocians maintained, as enjoined, steady ranks
with a firm countenance, and the cavalry wheeled about without
any actual attack or damage. After this mysterious demonstra-
tion, Mardonius condescended to compliment the Phocians 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 behavior should be amply
recompensed. Herodotus seems uncertain, — diflicult as the sup-
position is to entertain,— whether Mardonius did not really
intend at first to massacre the Phocians in the ficld, and desisted
from the intention only on seeing how much blood it would cost
to accomplish. Iowever this may be, the scene itself was a

! Herodot. ix, 17. dtefhd9¢e diun, ¢ kararovriel opéac. Respecting ¢nun,
see a note a little farther on, at the battle of Mykald, 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— mwepiorioac
Tod¢ éavrod kargiovrioe (Thucyd. viii, 108).

VOL. V. . 1loc.
’
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remarkable reality, and presented one among many other proofs
of the lukewarmness and suspicious fidelity of the army.1
Conformably to the suggestion of the Thebans, the liberties of
Greece were now to be disputed in DBeeotia: and not only Lad
the position of Mardonius already been taken, but his camp also
fortified, before the united Grecian army approached Kitheron
in its forward march from the Isthmus. After the full force of
the Lacedeemonians 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, fifteen
hundred ; from Corinth, five thousand, — besides a small body of
three hundred from the Corinthian colony of Potidxa ; from the
Arcadian Orchomenus, six hundred; from Sikyon, three thou-
sand ; from Epidaurus, eight hundred ; from Treezen, one thou-
sand ; from Lepreon, two hundred; from Mykéne and Tiryns,
four hundred ; from Phlius, one thousand ; from IHermioné, three
hundred ; from Eretria and Styra, six hundred; from Chalkis,
four hundred ; from Ambrakia, five hundred ; from Leukas and
Anaktorium, eight hundred ; from Palé in Kephallenia, two hun-
dred ; from Agina, five hundred. Onmarching from the Isthmus
to Megara, they took up three thousand Megarian hoplites ; and as
soon as they reached Eleusis in their forward progress, the army
was completed by the junction of eight thousand Athenian
hoplites, and six hundred Platean, under Aristeidés, who passed
over from Salamis.2 The total force of hoplites, or heavy-armed

V Ok Exw Grpekéue elmely, obTte &b HASov udv amoléovreg tode dwkéag,
Sendévtwv TOY Oeooalov, ete. (Herodot. ix, 18.)

This confession of uncertainty as to motives and plans, distingtishing
between them and the visible facts which he is describing, is not without
importance as strengthening our confidence ia the historian.

2 Compare this list of Ierodotus with the enumeration which Pausaniag
read inscribed on the statue of Zeus, erected at Olympia by the Greeks who
took part in the battle of Platza (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 Mélians. The five last names
are islanders in the /Egean: 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
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troops, was thus thirty-eight thousand seven hundred 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 armor, —
the grand total was not less than one hundred and ten thousand
men. Of these light-armed, or unarmed, there were, as com-
puted by Herodotus, thirty-five thousand in attendance on the
five thousand Spartan citizens, and thirty-four thousand five hun-
dred in attendance on the other hoplites, — together with eighteen
hundred 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 Platea, which took place
some little time afterwards: but it seems that the contingents
were not at first completely full, and that new additions2 contin-
ued 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 Kitheron, 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

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 Palés of
Kephallenia for theirs, and may have fancied that he read FAAEIOI when
it was really written IIAAEILZ, in an inscription at that time about six hun-
dred years old. The place in the series wherein Pausanias places the name
of the Eleians, strengthens the 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 havé read the same inscription as Pausanias (De
Herodoti Malignit. p. 873).

! Herodot. ix, 19, 28, 29.

2 Herodot. ix, 28. oi émigocrivrée e kal of Gpyiv 8Ad6vree ‘EAdjvwv.

’
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near Erythre, without choosing to adventure himself in the level
ground. Mardonius, finding them not disposed to seek battle in
the plain, despatched 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 s0 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, excellent archers
and darters, using very large bows, and trained in such accom-
plishments from their earliest childhood, charged in successive
squadrons and overwhelmed the Greeks with darts and arrows,
~— not omitting contemptuous taunts on their cowardice for keep-
ing 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
three hundred chosen troops under Olympiodorus, strengthened
with some bowmen, immediately marched to the spot and took up
the combat with the Persian cavalry. Ifor some time the strug-
gle was sharp and doubtful : at length the general, Masistius, —
a man repowned for bravery, lofty in stature, clad in conspicu-
ous armor, and mounted on a Nisean horse with golden trap-
pings, — 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 Athe-
nians, who, rushing forward, seized the horse, and overpowered
Masistius before he could rise. So impenetrable were the de-
fences 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 the loss,

! About the missile weapons and skill of the Persians,sec Herodot.i, 136
‘Xenophon, Anabas. iii, 4, 17. '

Cyrus the younger was eminent in the use both of the bow and the jave-
lin (Xenoph. Anab. 1, 8, 26; i, 9, 5: compare Cyropeed. i, 2, 4).

2 See Quintus Curtius, iii, 11, 15; and the note of Miitzel.
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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 pos-
session.!

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 wailings 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 success, placed the
dead body in a cart, and paraded it around 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.2
And so much was their confidence increased, that Pausanias now
ventured to quit the .protection of the mountain-ground, inconve-
nient from its scanty supply of water, and to take up his posi-
tion in the plain beneath, interspersed only with low hillocks.
Marching from Erythre in a westerly direction along the decliv-
ities of Kitharon, 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
Gargaphia3 and their left wing near to the chapel, surrounded

1 Herodot. ix, 21, 22, 23 ; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 14.

? Herodot. ix, 24, 25. olpwyj Te ypeduevor ¢mAéry: dmacav yip THv
Bowwriny kareiye x0, etc.

The exaggerated demonstrations of grief, ascribed to Xerxes and Atossa
in the Persa of Eschylus, have often been blamed by critics : we may see
from this passage how much they are in the manners of Orientals of that
day.

Z Herodot. ix, 25-30; Plutarch, Aristeidés, e. 11. 73 Tod *Avdpoxpirove
Hpdov Eyyde Ghost mukviv Kal cvokiwy dévdpwy wepLexduevoy,

The expression of Herodotus respecting this position taken by Pausanias,
Obror utv otw raySévres énl 79 'Acwn doTparomedebovro, as well as the
words which follow in the next chapter (31) — Of BapBapot, mvSiuevor eivas
Tod¢ "EAApvac &v TIAaratjior, mapioay «al adrol énl TOv ’Acwmdv Tov TabTy
péovra, — show plainly that the Grecian troops were encamped -along the
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by a shady grove, of the Platman hero, Androkratés. In this
position they were marshalled according to nations, or separate
fractions of the Greek name,— the Laced®monians 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 hear-
ing both sides, to Athens.! In the field, even Lacedamonians
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 argu-
ment, and delivered the verdict by unanimous acclamation.

.

Asbpus on the Platzan side, while the Persians in their second position oc-
cupied the ground on the opposite, or Theban side of the river. Which-
ever army commenced the attack had to begin by passing the Asépus
(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. ii,
ch. vi, p. 9, seg., and ch. viii, p. 592, seq.: and the still more- copious and
accurate information of Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, ch.
xvi, vol. ii, pp. 324-360. Both of them have given plans of the region;
that which I annex 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 Asdpus than is con-
sistent with the words of Herodotus; which words secem 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 stte for a chapel of Androkratés
be inconsistent with Thucydides (iii, 24), who merely mentions that chapel
as being on the right hand of the first mile of road from Platezea 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-
nizable. At any rate, neither the fountain pointed out by Colonel Leake
(p-332) nor that of Vergutiani, which had been supposed by Coloncl Squire
and Dr. Clarke, appear to me suitable for Gargaphia.

The errors of that plan of the battle of Plataa which accompanies the
Voyage d’Anacharsis, are now well understood.

! 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 Lacedemonians (Xenoph. Hellen. iv, 2, 19).
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Mardonius, apprized 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 Asopus.
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 Lacedzemonians on the Greek
right, and even extending so far as to cover the Tegean ranks on
the left of the Lacedemonians: Baktrians, Indians, Saks, with
other Asiatics and Egyptians, filled the centre: and the Greeks
and Macedonians in the service of Persia, the right,— over
against the hoplites of Athens. The numbers of these last-
mentioned Greeks Ilerodotus could not learn, though he esti-
mates them conjecturally at fifty thousand:' nor can we place
any confidence in the total of three hundred thousand, 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 Asbpus, and each expecting a battle,
whilst the sacrifices on behalf of each were offered up. Pausa-
nias, Mardonius, and the Greeks in the Persian army, had each
a separate prophet to offer sacrifice, and to ascertain the dispo-
sitions of the gods; the two first had men from the most distin-
guished prophetic breeds in Elis, — the latter invited one from
Leukas.?2 All received large pay, and the prophet of Pausanias
had indeed been honored 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,— favorable for
resistance if attacked; unfavorable 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

1 Herodot. ix, 31, 32.

2 Herodot. ix, 36, 38. peuodwpévos obk éAiyov.

These prophets were men of great individual consequence, as may be
seen by the details which Herodotus gives respecting their adventures:
compare also the history of Euenius, ix, 93.
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kindness of the patron-heroes of Plateea! 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 move-
ment, though he had a deadly personal hatred against the Lace-
demonians, and would have been delighted 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 su-
premacy, 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 once gentle and decisive. More-
over, 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 Asopus, prevented
the Greeks from using it for supplies of water, so that the whole
army was forced to water at the fountain Gargaphia, at the
extreme right of the position,? near the Lacedzmonian hoplites.
Moreover, the Theban leader, Timegenidas, remarking the con-
voys which arrived over the passes of Kithzron, 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 move-

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. xi; Thucyd. ii, 74.

2 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 13.

3 Herodot. ix, 40, 49, 50. 77v Te kpgvyv v Tapyapinv, ix' §¢ tdpebero
wiv 10 orparevue 10 ‘EAdnvinéy — dpvrbuevor 68 4md Tob 'Acwmod, oltw &Y
&xi thy kprvny oiteov * &md Tob ToTaped yap opi otk iy Hwp popéeaa,
V76 re tov Inrméwy kal Tofevpdrwy.

Diodorus (xi, 80) affirms that the Greek position was so well defended
by the nature of the ground, and so difficult of attack, that Mardonius was
prevented from making use of his superior numbers. It is evident from
the account of Ilerodotus that this is quite incorrect. The position scems
to have had no protection except what it derived from the river Asipus,
and the Greeks were ultimately forced to abandon it by the incessant at-
tacks of the Persian cavalry. The whole account, at once diffuse and
uninstructive, given by Diodorus of this battle (xi, 30-36), forms a strong
contrast with the clear, impressive, and circumstantial narrative of He-
rodotus. .
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ment of this sort, undertaken by night against the pass called
the Oak Ileads, was eminently successful : a train of five hundred
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 : nor was it safe for any farther
convoys to approach the Greeks:! Eight days had already
been passed in inaction before Timegenidas suggested, or Mar-
donius 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 employment of
his cavalry, without the ruinous risk of a general action. Never-
theless, after -waiting two days longer, his impatience became
uncontrollable, and he determined on a general battle forthwith.2
In vain did Artabazus endeavor 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 suc-
cessful 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, — which would allow time
for distributing effective bribes among the leading men through-
out the various Grecian cities. This suggestion, which Herodo-
tus considers as wise and likely to succeed, was repudiated by
Mardonius as cowardly and unworthy of the recognized superior-
ity of the Persian arms.3

But while he overruled, by virtue of superior authority, the
objections of all around him, Persian as well as Greek, he could
not but feel daunted by their reluctant obedience, which he sus-
pected might arise from their having heard oracles or prophecies
of unfavorable augury. He therefore summoned the chief officers,
Greek as well as Persian, and put the question to them, whether
they knew any prophecy announcing that the Persians were
doomed to destruction in Greece. All 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

! Herodot. ix, 38, 39. 2 Herodot. ix, 40, 41.
3 Herodot. ix, 42.
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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 de-
stroyed. 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.!

It is not improbable that the Orchomenian Thersander was
present at this interview, and may have reported it to Ierodotus.
But the reflection of the historian himself is not the least curious
part of the whole, as illustrating the manner in which these proph-
ecies sunk into ‘men’s minds, and determined their judgments.
Herodotus knew, though he does not cite it, the particular prophecy
to which Mardonius made allusion; and he pronounces, in the
most affirmative tone,2 that it had no reference to the Persians: it
referred to an ancient invasion of Greece by the Illyrians and the
Encheleis. DBut both Bakis, from whom he quotes four lines,
and Muszus had prophesied, in the plainest manner, the destruc-
tion of the Persian army on the banks of the Thermodon and
Asbpus. 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 apprized them that Mardonius, though

1 Herodot. ix, 42.

* Herodot. ix, 43.  Toirov &' Eywye tov ypnoudv tov Mapdéviog elme &
Ilépoac Eyew, & ’IM,vpLov; Te Kal TOV ’E)xslwv ctpatdv olda me-
«oznpsvov AN ok ¢ Tépoag. ’AAAG Td putv Bakide &¢ révry 'n}v
paxny bote memoupéva, ete.
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eager for a battle long ago, could not by any effort obtain favor-
able 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 he) 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.”! : o

The communication of this important message, made by Aris-
teidés to Pausanias, elicited from him a proposal not a little
surprising as coming from a Spartan general. He requested the
Athenians to change places with the Lacedamonians in the line.
“ We Laced®monians (said he) now stand opposed to the Per-
sians and Medes, against whom we have never yet contended,
while ye Athenians have fought and conquered them at Mara-
thon. March ye then over to the right wing and take our places,
while we will take yoursin 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: nor was it yet quite completed
when day broke, and the Theban allies of Mardonius immediately
took notice of what had been done. That general commanded a
corresponding change in his own line, so as to place the native
Persians once more over against the Lacedzmonians: 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 orig-
inally observed.2

No incident similar to this will be found throughout the whole
course of Lacedemonian history. To evade encountering 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 eyes of Greece, and could hardly

/

! Herodot. ix, 44-45. The language about the sacrifices is remarkable,
— Aéyw 08 v bre Mapdovip Te kal T4 orparij ob dvvatar Td ophyta
katadbucta yevéoYar- wilar yap &v Euiyecs, ete.

Mardonius had tried many unavailing efforts to procure better sacrifices :
it could not be done.

2 Herodot. ix, 47; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 16. Here, as on many other
occasions, Platarch rather spoils than assists the narrative of Herodotus.
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have failed to produce that effect, if the intention had been
realized: it is at the same time the highest compliment to the
formidable reputation of the native Persian troops, — a reputa-
tion recognized by Ilerodotus, and well sustained at least by their
personal bravery.! Nor can we wonder that this publicly mani-
fested reluctance on the part of the leading troops in the Grecian

. army contributed much to exalt the rash confidence of Mardonius:
a feeling which Herodotus, in Homeric style2 casts into the
speech of a Persian herald sent to upbraid the Laced®monians,
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 fol-
lowed 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 excep-
tion of the Athenian bowmen. Ilow great was the advantage
gained by the Persian cavalry, is shown by the fact that they for
a time drove away the Lacedemonians 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 Asépus, this fountain had been of late the only water-
ing-place+ and without it the position which they then occupied
became untenable, — while their provisions also were exhausted,
inasmuch as the convoys, from fear of the Persian cavalry, could
not descend from Kitheeron to join them.?

In this dilemma, Pausanias summoned the Grecian chiefs to
his tent, and 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

! Herodot. ix, 71.

2 Compare the reproaches of Hektor to Diomédés (Iliad, viii, 161).

3 Herodot. ix, 49, 50. Pausanias mentions that the Platzans restored
the fountain of Gargaphia after the victory (70 9dwp éveocdoavto); but he
hardly seems to speak as if he had himself seen it (ix, 4, 2).



BATTLES OF PLATEA AND MYKALE. 173

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 Platea, which
was itself about twenty furlongs distant: this island, improperly
so denominated, included the ground comprised between two
branches of the river Ocroé,! both of which flow from Kithwron,
and, after flowing for a certain time in channels about three furlongs
apart, form a junction and run in a northwesterly direction to-
wards one of the recesses of the gulf of Corinth, — quite distinet
from the Asdpus, which, though also rising near at hand in the
lowest declivities under Kitharon, takes an easterly direction and
discharges itself into the sea opposite Eubcea. When 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 Asdpus.2 It was farther 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 Kitharon and conduct them to the camp.
Such was the plan settled in council among the different Grecian
chiefs ; the march to be commenced at the beginning of the
second night-watch, when the enemy’s cavalry would have com-
pletely 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 Lacedemo-
nians, were on that day more daring and indefatigable than ever,
and inflicted much loss as well as severe suffering;3 insomuch
that the centre of the Greek force (Corinthians, Megarians, etc.,
between the Lacedemonians and Tegeans on the right, and the

! Sce a good description of the ground in Colonel Leake, Travels in
Northern Greeee, ch. xvi, vol. ii, p. 358.

2 Herodot. ix, 51. 'E¢ rodTov d) 1dv ydpov éBovieboavro peracrivat, iva
kal Pdate Eywor ypioSar &pdove, kal oi Inméer opiag pi owoiato, domep kat’
9 éovrov.

The last words have reference to the position of the two hostile armies,
extended front to front along the course of the Asépus. .
3 Herodot. ix, 52. kelvqy pév Ty Guépny macav, mpookeipévne Tis inmov,

elyoy mwovoy &rpurov, -
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Acthenians on the left), when the hour arrived for retiring to the
island, commenced their march indeed, but forgot or disregarded
the preconcerted plan and the orders of Pausanias, in their im-
patience to obtain a complete shelter against the attacks of the
cavalry. Instead of proceeding to the island, they marched a
distance of twenty furlongs directly to the town of Platea, and
took up a position in front of the Ilerzum, or temple of Heérg,
where they were protected partly by the buildings, partly by the
comparatively high ground on which the town with its temple
stood. Between the position which the Greeks were about to
leave and that which they had resolved to occupy (7. e. between
the course of the Asdpus and that of the Oerot), there appear to
have been a range of low hills: the Lacedemonians, starting
from the right wing, had to march directly over these hills, while
the Athenians, from the left, were to turn them and get into the
plain on the other side.! Pausanias, apprized that the divisions
of the centre had commenced their night-march, and concluding
of course that they would proceed to the island according to
orders, allowed a certain interval of time in order to prevent
confusion, and then directed that the Lacedzmonians and Tege-
ans should also begin their movement towards that same position.
But here he found himself embarrassed by an unexpected obsta-
cle. The movement was retrograde, receding from the enemy,
and not consistent with the military honor of a Spartan; never-
théless, 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?2 obsti-
nately refused. Not having been present at the meeting in which
the resolution had been taken, he now heard it for the first time

! Herodot. ix, 56. Ilavoaviag — cnupvac dmijye 0d oV kodwvdv Todg
Aouods mavrag + elmovro 02 kal Teyejrar. *ASyvaior 08 raySévreg ficav 1@
Eumaldiv f Aaxedawwbvior. Of pdv yap tév te §xySuwy dvreiyovro kal Tie
vrwpeine Tod KeGawpivog, 'ASqvaios 83, kétw tpagdivres éc 10 mediov.

‘With which we must combine another passage, c. 59, intimating that the
track of the Athenians led them to turn and get behind the hills, which
prevented Mardonius from sceing them, though they were marching along
the plain: Mapdéviog— émeiye én? Aaxedapoviove kai Teyeqrac potvovg*
*Adqvaiovg yap Tpamouévove ¢ 1O mediov ¥wd Ty SxySwv ob karedpa.

2 There is on this point a difference between Thucydides and Herodo-
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with astonishment and disdain, declaring « that he for one would
never so far disgrace Sparta as to run away from the foreigner,”!
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 enemy.2
Amidst the darkness of night, and in this scene of indecision
and dispute, an Athenian 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 Lace-
demonians, and doubted whether, after all, they would act as
they had promised : the movement of the central division having
become known to them, they sent at the last moment before they
commenced their own march, to assure themselves that the Spar-
tans were about to move also.” A profound, and even an exag-
gerated mistrust, but too well justified by the previous behavior
of the Spartans towards Athens, is visible in this proceeding:3
yet it proved fortunate in its results,—for if the Athenians,
satisfled with executing their part in the preconcerted plan, had
marched at once to the island, the Grecian army would have
been severed without the possibility of reuniting, and the issue
of the battle might have proved altogether different. The
Athenian herald found the Lacedamonians still stationary in
their position, and the generals in hot dispute with Amomphare-
tus; 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 Iektor, and cast

tus : the former affirms that there never was any Spartan lochus so called
(Thueyd. i, 21).

We have no means of reconciling the difference, nor can we be certain that
Thucydides is right in his negative comprehending all past time — d¢. 090"
&yéveto momore.

! Herodot. ix, 53, 54.

# Herodot. ix, 52, 53.

® Herodot, ix, 54, 'ASyvaior — elyov Grpéuac opéac adrods Iva ériySnoav,
dmorauevor Ta Aakedaiuoviov gpovinara, G¢ GAla ¢povebvrov xal GAla
Aeyévrov,
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it at the feet of Pausanias, saying — ¢« This is my pebble, where-
with I give my vote not to run away from the strangers.” Pau-
sanias denounced him as a madman,— desiring the herald to
report the scene of embarrassment which he had just come to
witness, and to entreat the Athenian generals not to commence
their retreat until the Lacedeemonians should also be in march.
In the mean time the dispute continued, and was even prolonged
by the perverseness of Amompharetus until the morning 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 up 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. Iappily the latter,
seeing that his general had really departed, overcame his scru-
ples, and followed him; overtaking and joining the main body
in its first halt near the river Moloeis and the temple of Eleusi-
nian Démétér.) The Athenians, commencing their movement at
the same time with Pausanias, got round the hills to the plain on
the other side and proceeded on their march towards the island.

When the day broke, the Persian cavalry were astonished to
find the Grecian position deserted. They immediately set them-
selves 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 confemptu-
ous confidence, which he vented in full measure to the Thessalian
Aleuadz: “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 Asopus, and ran after the Greeks at their best speed,

} Herodot. xi, 56, 57.
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pell-mell, without any thought of order or preparations for over-
coming 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 some-
what better order.

Pausanias had not been able to retreat farther than the neigh-
borhood of the Demetrion, or temple of Eleusinian Déméter,
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 apprize the Athenians, and
to entreat their aid. Nor were othe Athenians slack in comply-
ing with his request : but they speedily found themselves en-
gaged in conflict against the Theban allies of the enemy, and
therefore unable to reach him.2 Accordingly, the Laced®mo-
nians and Tegeates had to encounter the Persians single-handed,
without any assistance from the other Greeks. 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 Gréeks a shower of arrows:3 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 per-
gisted in the indispensable duty of offering the battle sacrifice,
and the victims were for some time unfavorable, so that he did

1 Ierodot. ix. 59. {&diwkov O¢ moddv &kacros eiyov, oUTE Koopuw 0Ulevd
koounSévreg, obre Taée. Kal olrow utw Bofi re kal buile énhicav, O¢ dvap-
marduevor Tod¢ “EAdnvac,

Ierodotus dwells especially on the reckless and disorderly manner in
which the Persians advanced: Plutarch, on the contrary, says of Mardo-
nius, — éywv cvvrerayuévyy T dhvauw énepépero toic Aakedoruoviors,
ete. (Plutarch, Aristeid. c. 17.)

Plutarch also says that Pausanias Zye v dAAgy diwauy Tpd¢ Ta¢
ItAaratdc, ete, which is quite contrary to the real narrative of Ilerodo-
tus. Pausanias intended to march to the island, not to Platea: he did not
reach cither the one or the other.

2 Herodot. ix, 60, 61,

* About the Persian bow, see Xenoph. Anabas. iii, 4, 17,

YOL. ¥, ‘ 8% 120c.


http:wicli.er

178 HISTORY OF GREECE.

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 handsomest and strongest man in the army:
until Pausanias, wearied out with this compulsory and painful
delay, at length raised his eyes to the conspicuous Herzum of
the Plateans, and invoked the merciful intervention of Héré to
remove that obstacle which confined him to the spot. Iardly
had he pronounced the words, when the victims changed and
became favorable : 2 but the Tegeans, while he was yet praying,
anticipated the effect and hastened forward against the enemy,
followed by the Laced®monians 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 theif tutelary hedge, and having no
defensive armor, maintained the fight with individual courage,
the more remarkable because it was totally unassisted by disci-
pline or trained collective movement, against the drilled array,
the regulated step, the well-defended persons, and the long
spears, of the Greeks3 They threw themselves upon the

! Herod. ix, 72.

2 Herodot. ix, 62. Kal Toio: Aaxedapovioise adric a perd v ebygv miv
Tavoaview &yivero Yvouévoist T8 odayia ypnord. Plutarch exaggerates the
Iong-suffering of Pausanias (Aristeid. ¢.17, ad finem).

The lofty and conspicuous site of the Herszon, visible to 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 favorable sacrifices, see Xenophon,
Anabasis, vi, 4, 10-25 ; Hellenic. iii, 2, 17.

3 Herodot. ix, 62, 63. His words about the courage of the Persians are
remarkable: Ajuare pév vov kal pduy ok Eocoves foav o Ilépoat: dvordor
O& kbvreg, kal wpdg, dvemioThuovee foav, kal ok Ouoios Toioe évavrioios
oopiny. ... mAelaTov yhp opeag ddnréero § dodic éphuog doboa bmAwy * mpdc
78p émAitac tovrec yvuviree dyGvae émotebvro. Compare the striking con-
versation between Xerxes and Demaratus (Ilerodot. vii, 104).

The description given by Herodotus of the gallant rush made by these
badly-armed Persians, upon the presented line of spears in the Lacedzmo-
nian ranks, may be compared with Livy (xxxii, 17), a description of the
Romans attacking the Macedonian phalanx, and with the battle of Sem-
pach (June, 1386), in which fourteen hundred half-armed Swiss overcame a
large body of fully-armed Austrians, with an impenetrable front of project-
ing spears; which for some time they were unable to break in npon, until
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Laced@monians, 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 distinguished 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 con-
structed by Mardonius behind the Asopus. The Asiatic allies
also, as soon as they saw the Persians defeated, took to flight
without striking a blow.?

The Athenians on the left, meanwhile, had been engaged in a
serious conflict with the Beeotians ; especially the Theban lead-
ers with the hoplites immediately around them, who fought with
great bravery, but were at length driven back, after the loss of
three hundred of their best troops. The Theban cavalry, how-
ever, 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

at length one of their warriors, Arnold von Winkelried, grasped an armful
of spears, and precipitated himself upon them, making a way for his coun-
trymen over his dead body. See Vogelin, Geschichte der Schweizerischen
Eidgenossenschaft, ch. vi, p. 240, or indced any history of Switzerland, for
a description of this memorable incident.

! For the arms of the Persians, see Ilerodot. vii, 61.

Herodotus states in another place that'the Persian troops adopted the
Egyptian breastplates (3dpnkac): probably this may have been after the
hattlc of Platea. Lven at this battle, the Persian leaders on horseback
had strong defensive armor, 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; Brisson, De Regno Persarum,
lib. iii, p. 361), for the cavalry at least.

% Herodot. ix, 64, 65.
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the Persian fortified camp.l With the exception of the Thebang
and Beeotians, none of the other medizing Greeks rendered any
real service: instead of sustaining or reinforcing the Thebans,
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 Beo-
tians on the right: the former against the Laced®monians, the
latter against the Athenidns.?

Nor did even all the native Persians take part in the combat.
A body of forty thousand 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 Blardonius as commander-in-chief, and had
farther incurred his displeasure by deprecating any general
action. Apprized 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 suc-
cess, and perhaps not very anxious that his own prophecies
should be contradicted. 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 insure the
concerted action of his whole army : accordingly, before Artaba-
zus 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 immediately 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 Phocis to
Thessaly, Macedonia, and the Ilellespont.3

As the native Persians, the Saka, and the Beeotians, were
the only real combatants on the one side, so also were the Lace-

! Herodot. ix, 67, 68.

? ITerodot. ix, 67, 68. Tav 02 GAlwy "EAdjvwy Tov pera Bacthréoc &fe-
Aokakedvrav .. .kal TOV GAAov ovupdywy 6 wag buthog olre Stapayecduevos
obdevi obre Tt amodefiuevog Epryev. 3 Ilerodot. ix, 66.
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demonians, Tegeans, and Athenians, on the other. It has already
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 island. They were thus
completely severed from Pausanias, and the first thing which
they heard about the battle, was, that the Lacedemonians were
gaining the victory. Elate with this news, and anxious to come
in for some share of the honor, they rushed to the scene of
action, without any heed of military order; the Corinthiang
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 Asépododrus, 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 six hundred men.! DBut this partial success had no effect
in mitigating the ruin of the general defeat.

Following up their pursuit, the Lacedemonians proceeded to
attack the wooden redoubt wherein the Persians had taken
refuge. DBut though they were here aided by all or most of the
central Greeian 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 baflled, 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 penectrate
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 Ath&nd Alea, — while his silver-
footed throne, and cimeter? were preserved in the acropolis of
Athens, along with the breastplate of Masistius. Once within
the wall, effective resistance ceased, and the Greeks slaughtered
without mercy as well as without limit; sothat if we are to credit

! Herodot. ix, 69.
% Herodot. ix, 70 ; Demosthenés cont. Timokrat. p. 741, c. 33. Pausaniag
(i, 27, 2) doubts whether this was really the cimeter of Mardonius, con-

tending that the Lacedemonians would never have permitted the Atheni-
ans to take it.
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Herodotus, there survived only three thousand men out of the
three hundred thousand which had composed the army of Mar-
donius, — save and except the forty thousand men who accom-
panied Artabazus in his retreat.! Respecting these numbers,
the historian had probably little to give except some vague
reports, without any pretence of computation: about the Gre-
cian loss, his statement deserves more attention, when he tells us
that there perished ninety-one Spartans, sixteen Tegeans, and
fifty-two Athenians. Ilerein, however, is not included the loss
of the Megarians when attacked by the Theban cavalry, nor is
the number of slain Lacedemonians, 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 thirteen hundred and sixty 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 prob-
ably found means to join the retreating division of Artabazus.
That general made a rapid march across Thessaly and Macedo-

! Herodot. ix, 70: compare /Eschyl. Pers. 805-824. He singles out “the
Dorian spear” as the great weapon of destruction to the Persians at Pla-
tea, — 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 derived at Platea.
Pindar distributes the honor between Sparta and Athens in like manner
(Pyth. i, 76).

2 Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢.19. Kleidemus, quoted by Plutarch, stated that
all the fifty-two Athenians who perished belonged to the tribe ZBantis,
which distinguished itself in the Athenian ranks. But it seems impossible
to believe that no citizens belonging to the other nine tribes were killed.

3 Diodorus, indeed, states that Pausanias was so apprehensive of the
numbers of the Persians, that he forbade his soldiers to give guarter or take
any prisoners (xi, 32); but this is hardly to be believed, in spite of his
assertion. His statement that the Greeks lost ten thousand men is still less
admissible.
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nia, keeping strict silence about the recent battle, and pretending
to be sent on a special enterprise by Mardonius, whom he re-
ported to be himself approaching. If Herodotus is correct
(thourrh it may well be doubted whether the change of senti-
ment in Thessaly and the other medizing Grecian states was so
rapid as he implies), 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 Per-
sian garrisons in possession of many principal places on the
Thracian coast.] It will be seen that Artabazus afterwards rose
higher than ever in the estimation of Xerxes. .

Ten days did the Greeks employ after their victory, ﬁrst in
burying the slain, next in collecting and apportioning the booty.
The Laced@monians, the Athenians, the Tegeans, the Megarians,
and the Phliasians, each buried their dead apart, erecting a sepa-
rate tomb in commemoration: the Lacedzmonians, indeed, dis-
tributed 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, Amompha-
retus, the refractory captain, Philokyon, and Kallikratés,— a
second for the other Spartans and Laced®monians? —and a

! 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 not then king of Macedonia
(Demosthenés cont. Aristokrat. pp. 687, c. 51; and mepl Swvrafews, p.
173, c. 9).

2 Herodot. ix, 84. IHerodotus indeed assigns this second burial-place
only to the other Spartans, apart from the Select. He takes no notice of
the Lacedeemonians not Spartans, either in the battle or in reference to
burial, though he had informed us that five thousand of them were included
in the army. Some of them must have been slain, and we may fairly pre-
sume that they were buried along with the Spartan citizens generally. As
to the word ipéac, or eipevag, or inméac (the two last being both conjectural
readings), it seems impossible to arrive at any certainty: we do not know
by what name these sclect warriors were called.
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third for the ITelots. Besides these sepulchral monuments,
erected in the neighborhood of Platea by those cities whose citi-
zens had really fought and fallen, there were several similar
monuments to be seen in the days of Ilerodotus, raised by other
cities which falsely pretended to the same honor, with the conni-
vance and aid of the Plateans.! The body of Mardonius was
discovered among the slain, and treated with respect by Pausa-
nias, who is even said to have indignantly repudiated advice offered
to him by an Zginetan, that he should retaliate upon it the igno-
minious treatment inflicted by Xerxes upon the dead Leonidas.?
On the morrow, the body was stolen away and buried ; by whom,
was never certainly known, for there were many different preten-
ders who obtained reward on this plea from Artyntés, the son of
Mardonius: the funereal monument was yet to be seen in the
time of the traveller Pausanias.3

! Herodot. ix, 85. Tav & Grlwv door kal paivovrar év MAaraijior dovres
ragot, Tobrove 08, we ¢y o mvv G avou at, Erasyvvoubvovg T GresTol TiG
ndxne, dkGorovg youara ydoar kewa, Tov Emiywoufvwy elvekey udpomwy
émel kal Alywnréov dotl abréSt kaleduevoc Tigog, TOV )0 dkobw kal déka
Erect DoTepov pera Tadra, SepGévrwr TV Alywyréwv, yocar Kieddny Tov
Avrodikov, &vdpa MAaraiéa, mpéfewov tdvra abriv.

This is a curious statement, derived by Herodotus doubtless from per-
sonal inquiries made at Plateea.

? Herodot. ix, 78, 79. This suggestion, so abhorrent to Grecian feeling,
is put by the historian into the mouth of the Eginetan Lampén. In my
preceding note, I have alluded to another statement made by Ierodotus,
not very creditable to the /Eginetans: there is, moreover, a third (ix, 80), in
which he represents them as having cheated the Ilelots in their purchases
of the booty. We may presume him to have heard all these anecdotes at
Platza: at the time when he probably visited that place, not long before
the Peloponnesian war, the inhabitants were united in the most intimate
manner with Athens, and doubtless sympathized in the hatred of the Athe-
nians against Agina. It does not from hence follow that the storics 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
poctical contrivance for bringing out an honorable sentiment, than of a real
incident. But there secms no reason to doubt the truth of the other two
stories. IHerodotus does but too rarely specify his informants: it is inter-
esting 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, 1; iii, 1, 17).

3 Herodot. ix, 84 ; Pausanias, ix, 2, 2.
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-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, etc., even the magnificent tent
of Xerxes, left on his retreat with Mardonius, was included.!
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 Zginetans 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 contingents of the army in pro-
portion to their respective numbers.2 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 Pausanias himself, imploring
his protection. She proved to be the daughter of his personal
friend Hegetoridés, of Kos, carried off by the Persian Pharan-
datés; and he had the satisfaction of restoring her to her father.?
Large as the booty collected was, there yet remained many valu-
able treasures buried in the ground, which the Platzan inhabi-
tants afterwards discovered and appropriated.

The real victors in the battle of Plataca were the Lacedemo-
nians, 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 recognized, in
inscriptions and panegyrics, among the champions who had con-

1 Herodot. ix, 80, 81 : compare vii, 41-83.

2 Diodorus (xi, 33) states this proportional distribution. Herodotus only
says — EAafov EacTor 7oV ot foav (ix, 81).

3 Herodot. ix, 76, 80, 81, 82. The fate of these female companions of the
Persian grandces, on the taking of the camp by an enemy, forms a melan-
choly picture here as well as at Issus, and even at Kunaxa: see Diodor.
xvii, 35 ; Quintus Curtius, iii, xi, 21 ; Xenoph. Anab. i, 10, 2.
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tributed 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
Kithaeron, first reached the scene of action. Mortifled 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 Lace-
demonian 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.2

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 medizing leaders should
be delivered up, especially Timégenidas and Attaginus. On
receiving a refusal, he began to batter their walls, and to adopt
the still more effective measure of laying waste their territory,
— giving notice that the work of destruction would be continued

! Plutarch animadverts severely (De Malign. Ierodot. p. 873 ; compare
Plat. Aristeid. c. 19) upon Ilerodotus, because he states that none of the
Greeks had any share in the battle of Platea except the Lacedemonians,
Tegeans, and Athenians: the orator Lysias repeats the same statement
{Oratio Fanebr. c. 9).

If this were the fact (Plutarch asks) how comes it that the inscriptions
and poems of the time recognize the exploit as performed by the whole
Greeian army, Corinthians and others included 2 Bat these inscriptions
do not really contradict what is affirmed by Herodotus. The actnal battle
happened to be 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 continuous line of position ; morcover, if the battle had lasted a
little longer, th v 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 Platea, and saw Lacedse-
monian, Tegean, and Athenian tombs, but no Corinthian nor /Eginetan,
etc., he would naturally inquire 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 sep-
ulchral monuments on the spot, as Herodotus informs us that they after-
wards did or caused to be done by individual Ilatseans.

2 Herodot. ix, 77.
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until these chiefs were given up. After twenty days of endur-
ance, the latter 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 themselves
voluntarily as the price of liberation for their country. A nego-
tiation 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
medism of their father. Timégenidas and the remaining pris-
oners 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.3 In this hope, indeed, he found himself deceived, as
Timégeuidas had been deceived before: but the fact is not the
less to be noted, as indicating the general impression that the
leading men in a Grecian city were usually open to bribes in
Jjudicial matters, and that individuals superior to this temptation
were rare exceptions. I shall have occasion to dwell upon this
recognized untrustworthiness of the leading Greeks when I come

! See, a little above in this chapter, the treatment of the wife and chil-
dren of the Athenian senator Lykidas (Herodot. ix, 5). Compare also
Herodot. iii, 116; ix, 120.

2 Ierodot. ix, 87, 88.

3 Thucyd. 1, 131. kal moTebwy xpiuact Siarboew v Saforiv. 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
seamen and of their country: also ¢. 49 of the same book about the Lace-
dzmonian general Astyochus. The bribes received by the Spartan kings
Leotychidés and Pleistoanax are recorded (Mecrodot. vi, 72; Thucyd.
ii, 21).
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to explain the extremely popular cast of the Athenian judi-
cature.

Whether there was any positive vote taken among the Greeks
respecting the prize of valor at the battle of Platza, may well
be doubted : and the silence of Herodotus goes far to negative
an important statement of Plutarch, that the Athenians and
Lacedxemonians 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 Cor-
intLian leaders contrived to elude the dangerous rock by bestow-
ing the prize on the Plateans, to which proposition both Aris-
teidés and Pausanias acceded.! But it seems that the general
opinion recognized the Lacedzmonians 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 Lacedazmonians singled out for peculiar distinction
Philokyon, Poseidonius, 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, — Aris-
todémus, the single survivor of the troop of Leonidas at Ther-
mopyle. Having ever since experienced nothing but disgrace
and insult from his fellow-citizens, this unfortunate man had
become reckless of life, and at Plateea he stepped forth single-
handed from his place in the ranks, performing deeds of the most
heroie valor, and determined to regain by his death the esteem
of his countrymen. But the Spartans refused to assign to him
the same funereal honors as were paid to the other distinguished
warriors, who had .manifested exemplary forwardness and skill,
yet without any desperate rashness, and without any previous
taint such as to render life a burden to them. Subsequent valor
might be held to eflace this taint, but could not suffice to exalt
Aristodémus to a level with the most honored citizens.2

But though we cannot believe the statement of Plutarch, that
the Platzeans received by general vote the prize of valor, it is
certain that they were largely honored and recompensed, as the

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 20; De Herodot, Malign. p. 873.
2 Herodot. iv, 71, 72.
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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 Eleutherius, 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 made partakers of this
ceremony, and witnesses as well as guarantees of the engage-
ments with which it was accompanied.! The Plateans, now re-
entering their city, which the Persian invasion had compelled
them to desert, were invested with the honorable duty of cele-
brating the periodical sacrifice in commemoration 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 dis-
charge this obligation, which probably might have pressed hard
upon them at a time when their city was half-ruined and their
fields unsown, they received out of the prize-money the large
allotment of eighty talents, which was partly employed in build-
ing and adorning a handsome temple of Athéné, — the symbol
probably of renewed connection with Athens. They undertook
- to render religious honors 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 Greece2 In consideration of the dis-
charge 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 Platza, and the inviolability

¥ Thucyd. ii, 71, 72. So the Roman emperor Vitellius, on visiting the
field of Bebriacum, where his troops had recently been victorious, “instau-
rabat sacrum Diis loci.” (Tacitus, Histor. ii, 70.)

2 Thueyd. ii, 71; Plutarch, Aristeidds, c¢. 19-21; Strabo, ix, p. 412;
Pausanias, ix, 2, 4.

The Eleutheria were celebrated on the fourth of the Attic month
Boedromion, which was the day on which the battle itself was fought;
while the annual decoration of the tombs, and ceremonies in honor of the
deceased, took place on the sixteenth of the Attic month Mamaktérion.
K. F. Hermann (Gottesdienstliche Alterthiimer der Griechen, ch. 63, note
9) has treated these two celebrations as if they were one.
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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 Plateea, or establish-
_ing commemorative ceremonies. The defensive league against
the Persians was again sworn to by all of them, and rendered
permanent : an aggregate force of ten thousand hoplites, one thou-
sand cavalry, and one hundred 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.l This resolution is said to have
been adopted on the proposition 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 reassemble, or
be reinforced ; indeed, even later, after the battle of Mykalé had
become known, a fresh invasion of the Persians was still re-
garded as not improbable,2 nor did any one then anticipate that
extraordinary fortune and activity whereby the Athenians after-
wards organized an alliance such as to throw Persia on the
defensive. Moreover, the northern half of Greece was still
medizing, 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 exten-
sive alliance and the inviolability of Platea, projected by Aris-
teidés, from taking effect3

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 21. 2 Thueyd. i, 90.
31t is to this general and solemn meeting, held at Platoes after the vie-
tory, that we might probably refer another vow noticed by the historians
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On the same day that Pausanias and the Grecian land army
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 one hundred and ten triremes, having
advanced as far as Delos, were afraid to proceed farther east-
ward, or to undertake any offensive operations against the Per-
sians 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 Theomeéstor, whom the
Persians had installed there, so soon as the Greek fleet should
appear off the island. In spite of emphatic appeals to the com-
munity 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, “Iegesistratus, ¢. e.
army-leader.” I accept Hegesistratus as an omen (replied

and orators of the subsequent century, if that vow were not of suspicious
authenticity. The Grecks, 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 medized,— arc 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 con-
dition as a monument of his sacrilege. Some of the injured temples near
Athens were seen in their half-burnt state even by the traveller Pausanias
(=, 85,2), in his time. Periklés, forty years after the battle, tried to con-
voke a Pan-Hellenic assembly at Athens, for the purpose of dcliberating
what should be done with these temples (Plutarch, Periklés, c. 17). Yet
Theopompus pronounced this alleged oath to be a fabrication, though both
the orator Lykurgus and Diodorus profess to report it verbatim. We may
safely assert that the oath, as they give it, 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; Isokrates, Or. iv; Panegyr. c. 41,
p- 74 ; Theopompus, Fragm. 167, ed. Didot; Suidas, v. Aexarebew, Cicero

de chuhhcé iif, 9,and the beginning of the chapter last but one preceding,
of this history.
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Leotychidés, struck with the significance of this name), pledge
thou thy faith to accompany us,—let thy companions prepare
the Samians to receive us, and we will go forthwith.” Engage-
ments were at once exchanged, and while the other two envoys
were sent forward to prepare matters in the island, Ilegesistratus
remained to conduct the fleet, which was farther encouraged by
favorable sacrifices, and by the assurances of the prophet Déi-
phonus, hired from the Corinthian colony of Apollonia.l

When they reached the Herzum near Kalami in Samos,? and
had prepared themselves for a naval engagement, they discovered
that the enemy’s fleet had already been withdrawn from the
island to the neighboring continent. For the Persian command-
ers 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 considerable 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 Phenician squadron to depart, and sailed with
their remaining fleet to the promontory of Mykalé near Miletus.3

! Herodot. ix, 91, 92, 95; viii, 132, 133. The prophet of Mardonius at
Platea bore the same name, and was probably the more highly esteemed
for it (Herodot. ix, 37).

Diodorus states the fleet as comprising two hundred and fifty triremes
(xi, 34).

The ancedotes respecting the Apolloniate Euenijus, 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 countrymen, had
received from the gods the grant of prophecy transmissible to his descend-
ants : a new prophetic breed was thus created, alongside of the Iamids,
Telliads, Klytiads, etc.

2 Herodot. ix, 96. émel 8¢ Eyévovro tic Zapine mpde Kalduoiot, of piv
abrod Sputotuevor katda o Hpalov 7d tatd Ty, mapeokevalovro é¢
vavpayiny.

It is by no means certain that the Hereum here indicated is the cele-
brated temple which stood near the city of Samos (iii, 80): the words of
Herodotus rather seem to indicate that another temple of Heéré, in some
other part of the island, is intended.

¥ Herodotus describes the Persian position by topographical indications
known to his readers, but not open to be determined by us,— Geson,
Skolopeeis, the chapel of Démétér, built by Philistus, one of the primitive
colonists of Miletus, etc. (ix, 96) : from the language of Herodotus, we may



BATTLES OF PLATEA AND MYKALE. 193

Here they were under the protection of a land-force of sixty
thousand men, under the command of Tigranés, — the main reli-
ance of Xerxes for the defence of Jonia: 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 bat-
tle 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 Themis-
toklés, 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. Ile 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 manifesta-
tion, and suspecting, either from his manceuvre or from previous
evidences, that the Jonians 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, —

suppose that Geeson was the name of a town as well as of a river (Ephonas
ap. Athence. 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 muke the
distance rather more than a mile (Poppo, Prolegg. ad Thucyd. vol. ii,
p- 465).

! Herodot. ix, 96, 97.
VOL. V. : 9 13o0c.

.
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with which the latter were familiar as a part of their own ter-
ritory.!

Serving as these Greeks in the fleet were, at a distance from
their own homes, and having left a powerful army of Persians
and Greeks under Mardonius in Beeotia, they were of course full
of anxiety lest his arms might prove victorious and extinguish
the freedom of their country. It was under these feelings of
solicitude for their absent brethren that they disembarked, and
were made ready for attack by the afternoon. DBut it was the
afternoon of an ever-memorable day,— the fourth of the month
Boédromion (about September) 479 B. ¢. DBy a remarkable co-
incidence, the victory of Platwa in Beeotia had been gained by
Pausanias that very morning. At the moment when the Greeks
were advancing to the charge, a divine phémg, 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 ASgean ;— the revelation, sudden, simultaneous, irre-
sistible, 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 dis-
sipated, and the whole army, full of joy and confidence, charged
with redoubled energy. Such is the account given by Herodo-
tus,2 and doubtless universally accepted in his time, when the

1 Herodot. ix, 98, 99, 104.

* Herodot. ix, 100, 101. lodow 0 o¢e ("EdAnot) ¢y ve éoéntato ég1d
cTpatTémedov wav, ral kmpukiiov &pavy éml Thc kvpareyie ketpevov. §
0t ¢un S1749¢ 661 OJe, O¢ ol "EApvec miv Mapdoviov orparuijv vik(ey
tv Bowwtiy payduevor. Ajla & molloiot texunppiotsi dori Ta Sela TOV
mpnyuarwv: € kal ToTe T abric Huépne ovuminrobone Tod Te v Mldaraifoe
kal Tob &v Mukady pédldovrog Eosodar Tpbuaros, iun Toiot "EAdnot Tolot
Tabry éodmikero, doTe Sapoioai e THY oTpaTiy wOALD udAldov, kal ESédew
TpoYyuiTepoy Kwlvvebew. . ... . yeyovévar 8¢ vikgy Tov perd Ilavoaview
‘EAvov bpBo¢ ope % ¢hun ocvvéBarve éAGodoar 70 pdv yip &v
Mlarauior mpwl &re T fuépne Eyivero* 18 8% &v Mukady, mepl deidg. .. ...
Bv 6 dppwdin o mpiv Ty ¢huny boamikéaSar, ol wepl Opéwy abTLY 0lTw,
O¢ Tov EAAjvew, uy wepl Mapdovip wraioy 4 ‘E2Aag, d¢ pévror §j kAgdow
albry opt doémraro, pardév ti kal rayiTepov THy mphcodoy émoweivro:
compare Plutarch, Paul. Emilius, ¢. 24, 25, about the battle of Pydna. The
¢7un which circulated through the assembled army of Mardonius in Beeotia,
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combatants of Mykalé were alive to tell their own story: he
moreover mentions another of those coincidences which the

respecting his intention to kill the Phocians, turned out incorrect (Ierodot.
ix, 17).

Two passages in Eschines (cont. Timarchum, c¢. 27, p. 57, and De Fals.
Legat. c. 45, p. 290) are peculiarly valuable as illustrating the ancient idea
of 7un,— a divine voice, or vocal goddess, generally considered as inform-
ing 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 ®jun at Athens (Pausan. i, 17,1 ); compare Hesiod. Opp.
Di. 761, and the "Ogoae of Homer, which is essentially the same idea as
Drun: iad, ii, 93. peri 0¢ agiow "Ocoa dedzjer *"Orpivovs’ lévar, Awdg Gyyelog;
also Odysscy, i, 282 — opposed to the idea of a distinct human speaker or
informant — v ri¢ ot elmyor Bporow, § *Ocoav drodope *Ek A, fiTe uidiora
dépee kAéoc Gvdplmoioe ; and Odyss. xxiv, 412. *Ocoa &' 4p’ dyyeloc dka kara
wTédw Yyero wavry, Myporjpwv otvyepdv Savarov kal kijp’ évémovoa. The
word «Azdov is used in the same meaning by Sophokles, Philoktet. 255 {see
Andokides de Mysteriis, c. 22, p. 64} : and 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 deter-
mined 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, (dip. Tyr. 43-472; Xenophon, Symposion, c.14, s.48.

The descriptions of Fama by Virgil, Aueid, iv, 176, segq, and Ovid
Metamorph. xii, 40, segq., are more diffuse and overcharged, departing from
the simplicity of the Greck 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 sup-
posed to be produced by Pan or by Nymphs — indeed sudden, violent, and
contagious impressions of every kind, not merely of fear. Livy, x, 28. ¢ Vic-
torem equitatum velut lymphaticus pavor dissipat.” ix, 27. * Milites, incertum
ob quam causam, lymphatis similes ad arma discurrunt,” —in Greek, vvugs-
Angmroc: compare Polyzn.iv, 3, 26, and an instructive note of Mutzel, ad
Quint. Curt. iv, 46, 1 (iv, 12, 14).

But I cannot better illustrate that idea which the Greeks invested with
divinity under the name of ®7u7, 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 Herod-
otus is predominant, — and which, to the believing mind, furnishes an ex-
planation preéminently 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 suscepti-
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Greek mind always seized upon with so much avidity, there was
a chapel of Eleusinian Démétér close to the field of battle at

bilities, common inspiration and common spontaneous impulse, of a mul-
titude, effacing for the time each man’s separate individuality.

M. Michelet is about to describe that ever-memorable event, the cap-
ture of the Bastile, on the 14th of July, 1789 (ch. vii, vol. i, p. 105).

“ 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.

“Paris, bouleversé, délaissé de toute autorité légale, dans un désordre
apparent, atteignit, le 14 Juillet, ce qui moralement est Pordre le plus pro-
fond, 'unanimité des esprits.

“Le 13th Juillet, Paris ne songeait qu'a 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 desordonnée. Le matin fut lum-
ineux et d’'une sérénité terrible.

“ Une idée se leva sur Paris avec le jour, et tous virent la méme lumiére. Une
lumidre dans les esprits, et dans chaque caur une voix: Va,et tu prendras la
Bastille!

“ Cela €toit impossible, insensé, étrange A dire;...Et tous le crurent
néanmoins. Et cela se fit.

“ La Bastille, pour étre une vieille forteresse, n’en étoit pas moins im-
prenable, & 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’elt il fait, la Bastille n’avoit pas & craindre, ayant assez de
vivres pour attendre un secours si proche, et dimmenses munitions de
guerre. Ses murs de dix pieds d’épaisseur an sommet des tours, de trente
et quarante a la base, pouvaient rire longtemps des boulets: et ses batteries,
A elle, dont le feu plongeoit sur Paris, auroient pu en attendant démolir tout
le Marais, tout le Faubourg St. Antoine.

« L’attaque de la Bastille ne fut un acte nullement raisonnable. Ce fut
un acte de foi.

« Personne ne proposa. Muls tous crurent et tous agirent. Le long des rues,
des quais, des ponts, des boulevards, la foule criait & la foule — & la Bas-
tille —a la Bastille. Et dans le tocsin qui sonnoit, tous entendoient: a
la Bastille.

« Personne, je le répéte, ne donna limpulsion. Les parleurs du Palais Royal
passtrent le temps & dresser une liste de proscription, & juger a mort la
Reine, la Polignac, Artois, le prévdt Flessclles, 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 nonplus au
Palais Royal que les vainqueurs raméntrent les depouilles et les prison-
niers. ’

“ Encore moins les €lecteurs qui siegeaient & 1'Hotel de Ville eurent ils
I'idée de lattaque. Loin de la, pour I'empécher, pour prévenir le carnage
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Mykald as well as at Platzea. 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 as if it were a report designedly cir-
culated by the generals, for the purpose of encouraging their
army.

The Lacedzmonians on the right wing, and the portion of
the army near thew, had a difficult path before them, over hilly
ground and ravine ; while the Athenians, Corinthians, Sikyonians,
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 gerrfia, or wicker
bucklers, planted by spikes in the ground, as a breastwork, from
behind which they discharged their arrows, and they made a
strenuous resistance to prevent this defence from being over-
thrown. Ultimately, the Greeks succeeded in demolishing it,
and in driving the enemy into the interior of the fortification,
where they in vain tried to maintain themselves against the
ardor of the pursuers, who forced their way into it almost along
with the defenders. Even when this last rampart 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?2
with disadvantages of armor, such as had been felt severely at
Platea, they still maintained an unequal conflict with the Greek
hoplites ; nor was it until the Laced®monians 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

que la Bastille pouvoit faire si aisément, ils allérent jusqu'a promettre au
gouverncur, que s'il retirait ses canons, on ne I'attaqueroit pas. Les élec-
teurs ne trahissoient pas comme ils en furent accusés; mais ils n’avoient
pas la foi.

“Qui Teut? Celui qui eut aussi Ie devoument, la force, pour accomplir
safoi. Qui? Le peuple, tout le monde.”

! Diodor. xi, 35; Polyen. i, 33. Justin (ii, 14) is astonished in relating
*tantam fame velocitatem.” )

% Herodot. ix, 102, 103. Odrot de (Ilépoar), xar’ bAiyove ywépevor, &ua-
xovro roiot alel & T3 Telyog EaninTover 'EAAqvay.
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Samians ; next, other Ionians and Zolians ; Iaétly, the DMilesians
who had been posted to guard the passes in the rear, not only
deserted, but took an active part in the attack ; and 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 irretrieva~
bly dispersed, while all the ships which had been dragged up on
the shore fell into the hands of the assailants, and were burned.
But the victory of the Greeks was by no means bloodless : among
the left wing, upon which the brunt of the action had fallen, a
considerable number of men were slain, especially Sikyonians,
with their commander Perilaus.! The honors of the battle were
awarded, first to the Athenians, next to the Corinthians, Siky-
onians, and Treezenians; the Lacedemonians having done com-
paratively little. IIermolykus the Athenian, a celebrated pankra-
tiast, was the warrior most distinguished for individual feats of
arms.? ’

The dispersed Persian army, so much of it at least as had at
first found protection on the heights of DMykalé, was withdrawn
from the coast forthwith to Sardis under the command of Ar-
tayntés, whom Dasistés, the brother of Xerxes, bitterly re-
proached on the score of cowardice in the recent defeat: the
general was at length so maddened by a repetition of these in-
sults, that he drew his cimeter and would have slain Masistés,
had he not been prevented by a Greek of Ilalikarnassus named
Xenagoras,3 who was rewarded by Xerxes with the government

! Herodot. ix, 104, 105. Diodorus (xi, 36) scems to follow different
authorities from Ilerodotus: 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 forty thousand Persians and allies
were slain.

2 Herodot. ix, 105.

3 Herodot. ix, 107. I do not know whether we may suppose Herodotus
to have heard this from his fellow-citizen Xenagoras.
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of Kilikia. Xerxes was still at Sardis, where he had remaired
ever since his return, and where he conceived a passion for the
wife of his brother Dlasistés; the consequences 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 army 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.

The commanders of the victorious Grecian fleet had full con-
fidence in their power of defending the islands, and willingly
admitted the Chians, Samians, Lesbians, and the other islanders
hitherto subjects of Persia, to the protection and reciprocal en-
gagements of their alliance. We may presume that the despots
Stratis and Theoméstor were expelled from Chios and Samos.2
But the Peloponnesian commanders hesitated in guaranteeing
the same secure autonomy to the continental cities, which could
not be upheld against the great inland power without efforts
incessant as well as exhausting. Nevertheless, not enduring to
abandon these continental Tonians to the mercy of Xerxes, they
made the offer to transplant them into European Greece, and to
make room for them by expelling the medizing Greeks from their
seaport towns.  DBut this proposition 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.3 The Lacedamonians readily
acquiesced in this objection, and were glad, in all probability, to
find honorable grounds for renouncing a scheme of wholesale
dispossession eminently difficult to execcute,d— yet, at the same

! Herodot. ix, 108-113. He gives the story at considerable length: it
illustrates forcibly and painfully the interior of the Persian regal palace.

2 Herodot. viii, 132.

3 Herodot. ix, 106; Diodor. xi, 837. The latter represents the Ionians
and Zolians 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.

4 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
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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 Iellespont, chiefly at the instance of the Athenians, and for
the purpose of breaking down the Xerxeian bridge ; for so im-
perfect was their information, that they believed this bridge to be
still firm and in passable condition in September, 479 B.c., though
it had been broken and useless at the time when Xerxes crossed
the strait in his retreat, ten months before, about November, 480
B.c.! Having ascertained on their arrival at Abydos the destruc-
tion 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 Athenian
possession, for the space of more than forty years, from the first
scttlement of the elder Miltiadés2 down to the suppression of
the Tonic 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 Mpykalé were now naturally eager
both to reéstablish 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 Alkibiades had in

conjunction of free states, like the Greeks, they must have been imprac-
ticable.

See Von Hammer, Geschichte des Osmannischen Reichs, vol. i, book vi,
p- 251, for the forced migrations of people from Asia into Europe, directed
by the Turkish Sultan Bajazet (A.D. 1390-1400).

1 Herodot. viii, 115, 117 ; ix, 106, 114.

? See the preceding volume of this history, ch. xxx, p. 119; ch. xxxiv, .
271; ch. xxxv, p. 307.
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after days, with private forts of his ownl! To this motive for
attacking the Chersonese may be added another,—the impor-
tance of its corn-produce as well as of a clear passage through
the Ilellespont for the corn ships out of the Propontis to Athens
and Agina? Such were the reasons which induced Xanthippus
and the leading Athenians, even without the cooperation of the
Peloponnestans, to undertake the siege of Sestus, — the strong-
est place in the peninsula, the key of the strait, and the centre in
which all the neighboring Persian garrisons, from Kardia and
elsewhere, had got together, under (Eobazus and Artayktés.s
The Grecian inhabitants of the Chersonese readily joined the
Athenians in expelling the Iersians, who, taken altogether by
surprise, had been constrained to throw themselves into Sestus,
without stores of provisions or means of making a long defence.
But of all the Chersonesites the most forward and exasperated
were the inhabitants of Elxus, — 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 Lost of Agamemnon to leap ashore, and
as the first victim to the spear of Ilektor. The temple of Pro-
tesilaus, conspicuously placed on the sea-shore, was a scene of
worship and pilgrimage not merely for the inhabitants of Elwus,
but also for the neighboring Greeks generally, insomuch that it
had been enriched with ample votive offerings, and probable de-
posites for security,— money, gold and silver saucers, brazen
implements, robes, and various other presents. The storyran,
that when Xerxes was on his march across the Hellespont into
Greece, Artayktés, greedy of all this wealth, and aware that the
monarch would not knowingly permit the sanctuary to be de-
spoiled, 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

! Xenoph. Hellen. i, 5, 17.  7& éavrod Teiyn.

2 Herodot. vii, 147. Schol. ad Aristophan. Equites, 262.

Tu illustration of the value set by Athens upon the command of the Hel-
lespont, see Demosthenés, De Fals. Legat. c. 59.

3 Herodot. ix, 114, 115. Zpordv — ¢potpiov kal ¢viaxhy Tod mavrde
‘EAAnomévrov — Thucyd. viii, 62: compare Xenophon, Hellenic. i, 1, 25.

4 Thucyd. viii, 102.

O
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that people may learn for the future not to invade #ky land,” —
the whole soil of Asia being regarded by the Persian monarchs
as their rightful possession, and Protesilaus 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.
Nor was he content without still farther outraging Grecian senti-
ment : he turned cattle into the grove, ploughed and sowed it,
and was even said to have profaned the sanctuary by visiting it
with his concubines.! Such proceedings were more than enough
to raise the strongest antipathy against him among the Cherso-
nesite 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; nor was it without difficulty that the leaders re-
pressed the clamorous desire manifested in their own camp to
return to Athens.

Impatience having been appeased, and the seamen kept to-
gether, the siege was pressed without relaxation, and presently
the privations of the garrison became intolerable; so that Ar-
tayktés and (Jlobazus were at last reduced to the necessity of
escaping by stealth, letting themselves down with a few follow-
ers from the wall at a point where it was imperfectly blockaded.
(Eobazus found his way into Thrace, where, however, he was
taken captive by the Absinthian natives and offered up as a sac-
rifice to their god Pleistorus: Artayktés fled northward along
the shores of the Hellespont, but was pursued by the Greeks,
and made prisonernear /Egos Potamos, after a strenuous resist-
ance. Ie was brought with his son in chains to Sestus, which
immediately after his departure had been cheerfully surrendered

! Herodot. ix, 116: compare i, 4. “Apradsryc, avip [épong, dewvde 6% kal
4raodalog o¢ kal Pacidéatlabvovra dn’’ASjvac éipriryoe, Ta lputesilew
rod "Ipikdov xpiuara & "Elawidvrog d¢peAduevoc. Compare Herodot. ii, 64.
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by its inhabitants to the Athenians. It was in vain that he
offered a sum of one hundred talents as compensation to the
treasury of Protesilaus, and a farther sum of two hundred tal-
ents to the Athenians as personal ransom for himsclf and his
son. So deep was the wrath inspired by hLis 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.
Artayktés, 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.! 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 flect 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.2

 Herodot. ix, 118, 119, 120. O{ yap "Elatobotot ripwpéovrec 79 Hpwreoi-
Aew &0éovté v karaypnodivar kal abTod Tob oTparnyod Tavry 6 viog Epepe.

2 Herodot. ix, 121. It must be either to the joint Grecian armament of
this year, or to that of the former year, that Plutarch must intend his cele-
brated story respecting the proposition of Themistoklés, condemned by
Aristeidés, to apply (Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 20; Aristeidés, ¢. 22). He
tells us that the Greek fleet was all assembled to pass the winter in the
Thessalian harbor of Pagasae, 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 advantagcous 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 Aris-
teidés. 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 renvunced it forthwith, without asking what it was.

Considering the great celebrity which this story has obtained, some allu-
sion to it was necessary, though it has long ceased to be received as matter
of history. It is quite inconsistent with the narrative of IHerodotus, as well
a3 with all the conditions of the time : Pagase was Thessalian, and as such
hostile to the Greek fleet rather than otherwise : the fleet scems to have
never been there: moreover, we may add, that taking matters as they then
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CHAPTER XLITI.

EVENTS IN SICILY DOWN TO THE EXPULSION OF THE GELONIAN
DYNASTY AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF POPULAR GOVERN-
MENTS THROUGHOUT THE ISLAND.

I mave already mentioned, in the third 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 Chris-
tian era, 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 pre-
ceding 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 chiel posts in the city, and having undertaken at his own
cost the erection of a temple to Zeus Polieus in the acropolis (as
the Athenian Alkmeeobnids rebuilt the burnt temple of Delphi),
he was allowed on this pretence to assemble therein a consider-
able 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

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 Themistoklés 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-
mistoklés, — as well as to bestow at the same time panegyric upon Athens
in the days of her glory.
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petty Sikan communities in the neighborhood: but exaction and
cruelties towards his own subjects are noticed as his most prom-
inent characteristic, and his brazen bull passed into imperishable
memory. This piece of mechanism was hollow, and sufficiently
capacious to contain one or more victims inclosed 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 1is 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 Telemachus, termin-
ated both his reign and his life.l Whether Telemachus became
despot or not, we have no information: sixty years afterwards,
we shall find his descendant Théron established in that position.
It was about the period of the death of Phalaris that the
Syracusans reconquered their revolted colony of Kamarina (in
the southeast of the island between Syracuse and Gela), ex-
pelled or dispossessed the inhabitants, and resumed the terri-
tory2 With the exception of this accidental circumstance, we
are without information about the Sicilian cities until a time

! Everything which has ever been said about Phalaris is noticed and dis-
cussed in the learned and acute Dissertation of Bentley on the Letters of
Phalaris: compare also Seyffert, Akragas und sein Gebiet, pp. 57-61, 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 scems to rest on sufficient evi-
dence: it is expressly mentioned by Pindar, and the bull itself, after having
been carried away to Carthage when the Carthaginians took Agrigentum,
was restored to the Agrigentines by Scipio when he took Carthage. See
Aristot. Polit. v, 8, 4; Pindar, Pyth. i, 185; Polyb. xii, 25; Diodor. xiii,
90; Cicero in Verr. iv, 33.

It does not appear that Timacus really called in question the historical
reality of the bull of Phalaris, though he has been erroneously supposed to
have done so. Timsus 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 then 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.

# Thucyd. vi, 5; Schol. ad Pindar. Olymp. v, 19; compare Wesseling ad
Diodor. xi, 76.
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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 ex-
changed 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 bave been all oligarchical: we do not know
under what particular modifications, but probably all more or
less resembling that of Syracuse, where the Gamori — or
wealthy proprietors descended from the original colonizing
chiefs — possessing large landed propertics titled by a numer-
ous Sikel serf population called XKyllyrii, formed the qualified
citizens, out of whom, as well as by whom, magistrates and
generals were chosen ; while the Demos, or non-privileged free-
men, comprised the small proprietary cultivators who maintained
themselves, by manual labor and without slaves, from their own
lands or gardens, together with the artisans and tradesmen. 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. I ere were
ample materials for discontent: ambitious leaders, often them-
selves 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 accom-
panied in every separate city. Towards or near the year 500
B.C., we find Anaxilaus despot at Rhegium, Skythés at Zanklg,
Térillus at Himera, Peithagoras at Selinus, Kleander at Gela,
and Panatius at Leontini?2 It was about the year 509 B.c. that

! At Gela, Herodot. vii, 153; at Syracuse, Aristot. Politic. v, 8. 1.

# Aristot. Politic. v, 8, 4; v, 10, 4. Kal ei¢ Tvpawvida perafidies &5
oxiyapyiag, Gomep v Sukedig oxeddv al wAeioTar Tov dpyaiwv: v Acovrivows
ele v Tlavairiov tTvpavvida, kal &v Tédg elg Ty KAedvdpov, kal év &Adais
moAdaic moAeoty woabTwg. .
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the Spartan prince Dorieus conducted a body of emigrants to the
territories of Eryx and Igesta, near the northwestern 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 ajded in driving Dorieus from a previous establishment
at Kinyps in Libya,—now lent such vigorous assistance to the
Egestzan 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 Eury-
leon, took possession of Minoa, which bore from  henceforward
the name of Herakleia,! —a colony and dependency of the
neighboring town of Selinus, of which Peithagoras was then
despot. Euryleon joined the malcontents at Selinus, overthrew
Peithagoras, and established himself as despot, until, after a
short possession of power, he was slain in a popular mutiny.2

‘We are here introduced to the first known instance of that
series of contests between the Phenicians and Greeks in Sicily,
which, like the struggles between the Saracens and the Nor-
mans in the eleventh and twelfth centuries after the Christian
era, were destined to determine whether the island should be a
part of Africa or a part of Europe,— and which were only ter-
minated, after the lapse of three centuries, by the absorption of
both into the vast bosom of Rome. It seems that the Cartha-
ginians and Egestaeans not ouly overwhelmed Dorieus, but also
wmade some conquests of the neighboring Grecian possessions,
which were subsequently recovered by Gelo of Syracuse.3

Not long after the death of Dorieus, Kleander, despot of Gela,
began to raise his city to ascendency over the other Sicilian Greeks,

' iodorus ascribes the foundation of Ilerakleia to Doricus ; this scems
not consistent with the account of Ilerodotus, unless we are to assume that
the town of Ierakleia which Doricus founded was destroyed by the Cartha-
ginians, and that the name Herakleia was afterwards given by Euryleon or
bis successors to that which had before been called Minoa (Diodor. iv, 23).

A funereal monument in honor of Athenaus, one of the settlers who per-
ished with Doricus, was seen by Pausanias at Sparta (Pausanias, iii, 16, 4).

2 Herodot. v, 43, 46.

# Herodot. vii, 158. The extreme Dbrevity of his allusion is perplexing,
as we have no collateral knowledge to illustrate it.
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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 oflicers, Gelo and Enesidémus (the latter a citizen of
Agrigentum, of the conspicuous family of the Emmenide, and
descended from Telemachus, the deposer of Phalaris), particu-
larly distinguished themselves. Gelo was descended from a
native of Télos near the Triopian cape, one of the original set-
tlers who accompanied the Rhodian Antiphémus to Sicily. His
immediate ancestor, named Télinés, had first raised the family tc
distinction, by valuable aid to a defeated political party, who had
been worsted in a struggle, and forced to seek shelter in the
neighboring town of Maktorium. Télinés was possessed of cer-
tain peculiar sacred rites (or visible and portable holy symbols,
with a privileged knowledge of the ceremonial acts and formali-
ties of divine service under which they were to be.shown) for
propitiating the subterranean goddesses, Démétér and Perse-
phoné ; “from whom le obtained them, or how he got at them
himself (says Herodotus) I cannot say:” but such was the im-
posing 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 chariot along with Peisistratus. The extraordinary bold-
ness of this proceeding excites the admiration of Herodotus,
especially as he had been informed that Télinés was of an un-
warlike temperament : the restored exiles rewarded it by grant-
ing to him, and to his descendants after him, the hereditary
dignity of hierophants of the two goddesses,2— a function cer-

! Polya:nus, v, 6.

? See about T¢linés and this hereditary priesthood, Herodot. vii, I53.
robrovg Oy 6 Tyiivye karjyaye b¢ Télngv, Exwv oddeuiav Cvdpov Sdvau,
GAN ipa TolTwy TGOV Scov: 6%ev OF abra EiaBe, § altdc éxTioato, TodTo
obk Eyw eimar. Tovtowot 08 v miovvog dov, katiyaye, n’ ¢ Te ol ambyovor
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tainly honorable, and probably lucrative, connected with the

abrod lpogavrar TOv Jewv Ecovrar: compare a previous passage of this
history, vol. i, chap. i, p. 26.

It appears from Pindar, that Iicro exercised this hereditary priesthood
{Olymp. vi, 160 (95), with the Scholia ad loc. and Scholia ad Pindar.
Pyth. i, 27).

About the story of Phyé personifying Athéné at Athens, sce above, vol.
iv of this history, chap. xxx, p. 105.

The ancient religious worship addressed itself more fo the eye than to
the ear; the words spoken were of less importance than the things ex-
hibited, the persons performing, and the actions done. The vague sense
of the Greek and Latin neuter, iepd, or sacra, includes the entire eeremony,
and is difficult to translate into a modern language: but the verbs con-
nected with it, &yew, kextiobar, wouileww, ¢aivew, lepd — lepopavry, ete.,
relate to exhibition and action. This was particularly the case with the
mysteries {or solemnities not thrown open to the gencral public but acces-
sible only to those who went through certain preliminary forms, and under
certain restrictions) in honor of Démétér and Persephoné, as well as
of other deities in different parts of Greece. The Aeydueva, or things
said on these occasions, were of less importance than the dpdueva and
dewkvipeve, or matters shown and things dome (sce Pausanias, ii, 87, 3).
Herodotus says, about the lake of Sais in Egypt, 'Ev && r§ Aiuvp
rabty Tad deinnia Tov waeSéwv adrod (of Osirvis) vukrde motebor,
& KkeAéovoe pvoripra Alybmrior: he proceeds to state that the Thesmo-
phoria celcbrated in honor 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

A eifev Tpumrodéue te, Awokdel e wAnsimmy
Apnoposdvyy Lepov: kal émé¢padey Spyta nawcl
IpesBvréppe KeAéowo......

*OA3tog, b¢ T4 6" Smwmev EmySovioy Lvipdmwy, ete.

Compare Euripid. Hippolyt. 25; Pindar, Fragm. xcvi; Sophocl. Frag.
1viii, ed. Brunck ; Plutarch, De Profect. in Virtute, ¢. 10, p. 81 : De Isid. et
Osir. p. 333, ¢. 8. &¢ yap ol Tedobuevor kar' dpyac &v SopiBy xal Boj mpdg
GAAdove OSobuevor ovviace, Spwpévwy d& kal Seikvvpévoyv TOY
lepdv, mpocéyovew 7#0n perd ¢iBov kel oiwmiic: and Isokratés, Pane-
gyric. ¢. 6, about Eleusis, 7a lepd kal viv deikvvpuev xa¥ Ekaorov
dpiavrév. 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 xal Képp dpaue dyevéodny pvoriedv, kal
v mAdvny kal Ty dpmayy kal T wévdoc f "Elevoic dgdovyel. The word
Spyta is originally nothing more than a consecrated expression for épya —
lepa Epya (see Pausanias, iv, 1, 4, 5), though it comes afterwards to desig-
nate the whole ceremony, matters shown as well as matters done—ra
YOL. V. : 140c.
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administration of consecrated property and with the enjoyment
of a large portion of its fruits.

bpyia kouilwv— bpylwv mavroiwv ovvdérne, ete.: 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 movable were
brought out— releric &ynbuove uverida ioryv (Nonnus, ix, 127). JCs-
chines, in assisting the religious lustrations performed by his mother, was
bearer of the chest — &iorépopoc kal Awkvégopoc (Demosthen. de Corond, c.
79, p. 313). Clemens Alexandrius (Cohort. ad Gent. p. 14) describes the
objects which were contained in these mystic chests of the Eleusinian mys-
teries,— cakes of particular shape, pomegranates, salt, ferules, ivy, ete.
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, 175, ed.
Elmenherst,) while the uninitiated were excluded from secing it, and forbid-
den from looking at it * even from the house-top.”

Tov kaAadoy karibvra yaepal Sacciode BéBalot
M7pd and T@ Téyeos. (Kallimachus, Ilymn. in Cererem, 4.)

Lobeck, in his learned and excellent treatise, Aglaophamus (i, p. 51), says:
- 4 Sacrorum nomine tam Graci, quam Romani, praecipug signa et imagines
Deorum, omnemque sacram supellectilern dignari solent. Quae res animum
illue potius inclinat, ut putem Ilierophantas ejusmodi iepd in conspectum
hominum protulisse, sive decorum simulacra, sive vasa sacra et instrumenta
aliave prisce religionis monumenta ; qualia in sacrario Elcusinio asservata
fuisse, etsi nullo testimonio affirmare possumus, tamen probabilitatis spe-
ciem habet testimonio similem. Namque non solum in templis ferg omnibus
cimelia veneranda antiquitatis condita erant, sed in mysteriis ipsis talium
rerum mentio occurrit, quas initiati summé cum veneratione aspicerent, non
initiatis ne aspicere quidem liceret. .....Ex his téstimoniis efficitur (p.61)
sacra quz Hierophanta ostendit, illa ipsa fuisse &yt ¢douara sive simulacra
Deorum, eorumque aspectum qui praebeant deifac a iepd vel mepéyew vel
¢aivew dici, ct ab hoc quasi primario Hierophants actu tum Eleusiniorum
sacerdotum principem nomen accepisse, tam totum negotium esse nun-
cupatum.”

Compare also K. F. Herrmann, Gottesdienstliche Alterthiimer der Grie-
chen, part ii, ch. ii, sect. 32.

A passage in Cicero de Haruspicum Responsis (e, 11), which is tran-
scribed almost entircly 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
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Gelo thus belonged to an ancient and distinguished hierophan-
tic family at Gela, being the eldest of four brothers, sons of
Deinomenes, — Gelo, Iliero, Polyzelus, and Thrasybulus: and
he further ennobled himself by such personal exploits in the
army of the despot Ilippokratés as to be promoted to the supreme
command of the cavalry. It was greatly to his activity that the
despot owed a succession of victories and conquests, in which
the Ionic or Chalkidic cities of Kallipolis, Naxos, Leontini, and
Zankle, were successively reduced to dependence.!

The fate of Zankld, — 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 Egean sea. Projects were devised for
assisting the Asiatic refugees to a new abode, and the Zanklxans
especially, invited them to form a new Pan-Ionie 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 Akarpania
to Korkyra, from thence across to Tarentum, and along the Ital-
ian coast to the strait of Messina. It happened that when they
reached the town of Epizephyrian Lokri, Skythés, the despot of
Zanklg, 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 Kals
Akté: and his enemy the Rhegian 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 themselves of the

what iimmense and wide-spread effect upon the human mind may be pro-
duced, even in the nineteenth century, by iepa deckviueva.
! Herodot. vii, 154.
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city, together with the families and property of the absent Zan-
kleans; who speedily returned to repair their loss, while their
prince Skythés farther invoked the powerful aid of his ally and
superior, Ilippokratés. 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,! 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 Zankleans whom he had come to aid. By
a convention, ratified with an oath, it was agreed that Ilippo-
kratés should receive for himself all the extra-mural, and half
the intra-mural, property and slaves belonging to Zanklmzans,
leaving the other half to the Samians. Among the property
without the walls, not the least valuable part consisted in the
persons of those Zanklwans whom Ilippokratés 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 Iippokratés, 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.2 The Samians, however, did not long retain
possession of their conguest, but were expelled by the very per-

' Herodot. vi, 22, 23. Zkidyy ptv 1ov pobwapyov tov ZaykAaiwy, o¢
amwofalévra Ty moAw, 6 InmorplTye wedjoag, kal Tov (dedgedy abrob MvYo-
yévea, & "lvvkoy wohv dmémeppe.

The words d¢ amoBalévra seem to imply the relation preéxisting between
Hippokratés and Skythés, as superior and subject ; and punishment inflicted
by the former upon the latter for having lost an important post.

% Herodot. vi, 23, 24. Aristotle (Politic. v, 2, 11) represents the Samians
as having been first actually received into Zankld, and afterwards expelling
the prior inhabitants : his brief notice is not to be set against the perspicu-
ous narrative of Ilerodotus.
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son who had instigated them to seize it, — Anaxilaus, of Rhegium.
He planted in it new inhabitants, of Dorian and Messenian
race, recolonizing it under the name of Messéné,—a name
which it ever afterwards bore;' and it appears to have been
governed either by himself 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 defeat-
ing the Syracusans at the river IHelorus, and capturing many
prisoners, by the mediation of the Corinthians and Korkyrzans,
who prevailed on him to be satisfied with the cession of Kama-
rina and its territory as a ransom. Ilaving repeopled this terri-
tory, which became thus annexed to Gela, he was prosecuting
his conquests farther among the Sikels, when he died or was
killed at Hybla. His death caused a 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 resist-
ance of the people. As soon as this was done, he threw off the
mask, deposed the sons of Ilippokratés, and seized the sceptre
himself.2

Thus master of Gela, and succeeding probably to the ascend-
ency enjoyed by his predecessor over-the Ionic cities, Gelo be-
came the most powerful man in the island ; but an incident which
occurred a few years afterwards (B.c. 485), while it aggrandized
him still farther, 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 Ielorus, were dispossessed of the government by a com-
bination between their serf-cultivators, called the Kyllyrii,
and the smaller freemen, called the Demos; they were
forced to retire to Kasmenwz, 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,

! Thucyd. vi, 4 ; Schol. ad Pindar. Pyth. i, 84; Diodor. xi, 48.

% Ilerodot. vii, 155 ; Thucyd. vi, 5. The ninth Nemean Ode of Pindar
{v, 40), addressed to Chromius the friend of Hiero of Syracuse, commem-
orates, among other exploits, his conduct at the battle of the Helorus.
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probably unable to resist their political opponents when backed
by such powerful foreign aid, surrendered to him without strik-
ing a blow.! Dut instead of restoring the place to the previous
oligarchy, Gelo appropriated it to himself, and left 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

¥ Herodot. vii, 155. 'O yap djuoc 6 tiv Bvpakovsiwv émibvte Tédwve
mapadidoi thv worew kal fwbTév.

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 lawless-
ness and disorder. But such can hardly have been the fact, if the narrative
of Herodotus is to be trusted. The cxpulsion 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 itsclf, 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 su-
perior 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 Gelo 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 des-
potism 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 Halikar-
nassus (Antiq. Roman. vii, 1,p.1314): the latter,however, in his own state-
ment respecting Gelo, is not altogether free from error, since he describes
Hippokratés as brother of Gelo. 'We must accept the supposition of Larcher,
that Pausanias (vi, 9, 2), while professing to give the date of Gelo’s occupa-
tion of Syracuse, has really given the date of Gelo’s occupation of Gela,
(see M. Fynes Clinton, Fast. Hellen. ad ann. 491 B.c.)
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the neighboring towns of Megara and Eubwa. Both these towns,
like Syracuse, were governed by oligarchies, with serf cultivators
dependent upon them, and a Démos, 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 De-
mos, 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 behavior disappointed the expectations of
both. After transporting both of them to Syracuse, he estab-
lished 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 Ilerodotus!) was dictated by the
conviction, 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
oligarchy living in the cities, with Penestz, or dependent cultiva-
tors, occupying and tilling the land on their account, — but no
small self-working proprietors or tradesmen in sufficient number
to form a recognized class. And since Gelo was removing the
free population from these conquered towns, and leaving in or
around the towns no one except the serf-cultivators, we may pre-
sume 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 proprie-
tors, if removed in like manner, would be deprived of subsist-
ence, because their land would be too distant for personal tillage,

>

1 Herodot. vii, 156. Meyapéag te Tod¢ &v Zikedip, b¢ moliopkeduevor &¢
Suodoyiny mpocexGpnoav, Tode uiv abdtdv mwayéag, Getpaufvovg TE ToAEUOV
adt kal mpoodoxéovrac dmoréeodar did TodTO, Gywy & Zupakoboac modijTag
Emoinoe- Tov 08 Ojuov Tov Meyapfwv, otk é6vre peraitiov Tob woAéuov
TobTOV, 0008 mpocdexdpevor kakdy ovdty meiceoSar, Gyaydv kal TobToug ;T
Zupakoboag, amédoro ¢n’ Eaywyh ék Sikeding, Tovrd 0t Tobrov kal EdBoéag
Tod¢ &v Zukeiin émoinoe dakpivas. 'Emoice 02 raira rolrovg apporéipovg,
vouioas Sijuov elvar ovvoikqua GyapirdTrarov.
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and they had no serfs. While therefore we fully believe, with
Ierodotus, 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 bis
own ambition against a hostile oligarchy, — we must add that
they would become peculiarly troublesome in his scheme of con-
centrating the free population of Syracuse, seeing that he would
have to give them land in the neighborhood 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 consider-
able a portion of the rest of the island, Greek as well as Sikel,
was the greatest Hellenic force then existing. It appears to
have comprised the Grecian cities on the east and southeast of
the island from the borders of Agrigentum to those of Zanklé or
DMesséng, together with no small proportion of the Sikel tribes.
DMesséné was under the rule of Anaxilaus of Rhegium, Agrigen-
tum under that of Théro son of ZAnesidémus, Himera under that of
Terillus; while Selinus, close on the borders of Egesta and the
Carthaginian possessions, had its own government free or des-
potic, but appears to have been allied with or dependent upon
Carthage.! A dominion thus extensive doubtless furnished
ample tribute ; besides which Gelo, baving conquered and dispos-
sessed many landed proprietors and having recolonized Syracuse,
could easily provide both lands and citizenship to recompense
adherents. Ilence, he was enabled to enlarge materially the
military force transmitted to him by Hippokratés, and to form a
naval force besides. Phormis®? the Manalian, who took service
under him and became citizen of Syracuse, with fortune enough
to send donatives to Olympia,— and Agésias, the Jamid prophet
from Stymphilus,3-—are doubtless not the only examples of

! Diodor. xi, 21.

? Pausan. v, 27,1,2. We find the elder Dionysius, about a century after-
wards, transferring the entire free population of conquered towns (Kaulonia
and Hipponium in Italy, etc.) to Syracuse (Diodor. xiv, 106, 107).

3 See the sixth Olympic Ode of Pindar, addressed to the Syracusan
Agésias. The Scholiast on v. 5, of that ode, — who says that not Agésias
himself, but some of his progenitors migrated from Stymphélus to Syra-
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emigrants joining him from Arcadia; for the Arcadian popula-
tion were poor, brave, and ready for mercenary soldiership ; nor
can we doubt that the service of a Greek despot in Sicily must
have been more attractive to them than that of Xerxes.l Dore-
over, 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 inva-
sion hung like a cloud over Greece Proper, the increased feeling
of insecurity throughout the latter probably rendered emigration
to Sicily unusually inviting. :

These circumstances in part explain the immense power and
position which Ilerodotus represents Gelo to have enjoyed,
towards the autumn of 481 B.c., when the Greeks from the isth-
mus of Corinth, confederated to resist Xerxes, sent to solicit his
aid. He was then imperial leader of Sicily: he could offer to
the Greek — so the historian tells us — twenty thousand hoplites,
two hundred triremes, two thousand cavalry, two thousand arch-
ers, two thousand slingers, two thousand light-armed horse,
besides furnishing provisions for the entire Grecian force as long
as the war might last.2 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 would bear the least comparison with that of Gelo:3

cuse,—is contradicted not only by the Scholiast on v. 167, where Agésias
is rightly termed both ’Apkde and Zwvpaxdeeoc ; but also by the better evi-
dence of Pindar’s own expressions, — ovvotkiotiip e Tav kAewav Lvpakoo-
oav, — olkoSev oixade, with reference to Stymphilus and eracuse,—dv
ayrkbpac (v, 6,99, 101 = 166-174),

Ergotelés, an exile from Kndssus in Krete, must have migrated some-
where about this time to Himera in Sicily. See the twelfth Olympic Ode
of Pindar.

! Herodot. viii, 26.

2 Ierodot. vii, 157. oD 028 Swwduiéc Te Hxeee peyihne, kal poipé toe Ti¢
‘EAdddog obk tAayioTn uéra, dpyovri ye ZikeAinc: and even still stronger,
c. 163. &ov Zukedine Tipavvog.

The word dpywv corre%ponds with dpy?, such as that of the Athemans,
and is less strong than ripavvoc,

The numerical statement is contained in the speech composed by Herod-
otus for Gelo (vn 158).

3 Herodot. vii, 145. rd d2 TéAwvor mppypara peyila é).eys'ro elvas* ovda-
pov "EXAqviéy tov ob moAddy pélw.
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and we may well assume such general superiority to be substan-
tially 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 Car-
thaginians and Egestzans, 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 codperate 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 Diony-
sius, Timoleon, and Agathoklés. But he had already begun to
conceive himself, and had already been recognized by others, in
this commanding position, when the envoys of Sparta, Athens,
Corinth, etc., reached him from the isthmus of Corinth, in 481

! Herodot. vii, 158. Gelo says to the envoys from Peloponnesus:—
*Avdpec "Eddgvec, Adyov Exovree mheovékTny, Etodunoare Euk olupayoy nl Tov
BipBapov mapakaréovreg EASeiv. Adrol ¢, dued mpdrepov depdévroc Pepla-
pikod oTpatoi svveripacdat, bte pow mpde Kapyndoviovg veikog gvvimro, dmic-
knpmTovréc T8 TOV Awptéoc Tod *Avadavdpidew mpds 'Eyeoraivy ¢ovov éxmphi-
acdai, Proteivovrés Te TG4 dumipia cvvedevSepodv, an’ Gv Duiv peyilac
Opelias Te kal dravpéoec yeyovaoe - obre dueh elvexa fAdere BogBicovree, obre
Tov Awpiéog povov éxmppiouevor: Td & kat' duéag, Tide Gmavra Hmd LapBa-
poioe véuetar, 'AALG &b ydp fuiv kal énl T8 Guewoy karéaoty: viv 03, émeudy
weptedgrvde 6 worepos kal amintar & duéac, obrw 6 Tédwvor uvioTic yéyove.

It is much to be regretted that we have no farther information respecting
the events which these words glance at. They seem to indicate that the
Carthaginians and Egesteans had made some encroachments, and threat-
ened to make more: that Gelo had repelled them by actual and successful
war. Ithink it strange, however, that he should be made to say: “ You
(the Peloponnesians) have derived great and signal advantages from these
seaports ;” —the profit derived from the latter by the Peloponnesians can
never have been so great as to be singled out in this pointed manner. I
should rather have expected, ¢n’ v Huiv (and mot &’ dv dpiv),—
which must have been true in point of fact, and will be found to read quite
consistently with the general purpert of Gelo’s speech,
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B.C., to entreat his aid for the repulse of the vast host of invad-
ers about to cross the Hellespont. 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 un-
generous spirit, he would bring to them an overwhelming rein-
forcement (the numbers as given by Herodotus have been
already stated), but upon one condition only,-— that he should be
recognized 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 naval force, whichever might be judged preferable. DBut
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, we 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 proclmmed 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,—
we 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 supreme command — may be
suspected to have arisen less from historical transmission, than
from the conceptions of the historian, or of his informants, re-
specting the relations between the parties. In his time, Sparta,

' 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,
— TpayparikGTarov Grokpiua, ete.  See Timaus, Fragm. 87, ed. Didot.
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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 preém-
inence and command which Herodotus has dramatized. 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. Ile 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
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, organized 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 Phenicians on behalf of Xerxes. Nevertheless, this alli-
ance 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-in-law Terillus, and
Selinus, seem to have formed an opposing minority among
the Sicilian Greeks; at variance with Gelo and Théro, but in
amity and correspondence with Carthage2 It was seemingly
about the year 481 =.c. that Théro, perhaps invited by an
Himerwan party, expelled from Iimera the despot Terillus, and

! Fphorus, Fragment. 111, ed. Didot; Diodor. xi, 1, 20. Mitford and
Dahlmann (Forschungen, Herodotus, ete., sect. 35, p. 186) call in question
this alliance or understanding between Xerxes and the Carthaginians; but
on no sufficient grounds, in my judgment.

* Herodot. vii, 165; Diodor. xi, 23: compare also xiii, 55, 59. In like
manner Rhegium and Messéné formed the opposing interest to Sy-racuse,
under Dionysius the elder (Diodor. xiv, 44).
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became possessed of the town. Terillus applied for aid to Car-
thage, backed by his son-in-law Anaxilaus, who espoused the
quarrel 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 application was favorably enter-
tained, and Hamilkar, arriving at Panormus in the eventful year
480 B.C., with a fleet of three thousand ships of war and a still
larger number of storeships, disembarked a land-force of three
hundred thousand 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 trusting them any farther than as proof
that the armament was on the most extensive scale. But the
different nations of whom Herodotus reports the land-force to
have consisted are trustworthy and curious: it included Pheni-
cians, Libyans, Iberians, Ligyes, Helisyki, Sardinians, and Cor-
sicans.2 This is the first example known to us of those numer-
ous mercenary armies, which it was the policy of Carthage to
compose of nations different in race and language3 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 Himerzans, 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 fifty thousand foot, and five thousand 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 sunrise until late in the after-

' Herodotus (vii, 165) and Diodorus (xi, 20) both give the number of
the land-force: the latter alone gives that of the fleet.

2 Herodot. vii, 165. The Ligves came from the southern junction of
Italy and France; the gulfs of Lyons and Genoa. The Helisyki cannot
be satisfactorily verified : Niebuhr considers them to have been the Valsci:
an ingenious conjecture.

. 3 Polyb. i, 67. His description of the mutiny of the Carthaginian mer-
cenaries, after the conclusion of the first Punic war, is highly instructive.
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noon ; 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 reinforce-
ment from Selinus, were received into the camp of Hamilkar,
where they spread consternation 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, one hundred
and fifty thousand men were slain on the side of the Carthagi-
nians ; 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 obliged to surrender at
discretion : twenty ships alone escaped with a few fugitives, and
these twenty were destroyed by a storm in the passage, so that
only one small boat arrived at Carthage with the disastrous
tidings.! Dismissing such unreasonable exaggerations, we can
only venture 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 affirm-
ed, 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),2 to propitiate the gods, and had there
been consumed. The Carthaginians erected funereal monuments
to him, graced with periodical sacrifices, both in Carthage and in

! Diodor. xi. 21-24. ’

2 Herodotus, vii, 167. ocduare éAa karayilwy. This passage of Herodotus
receives illustration from the learned comment of Movers on the Phenician
inscription recently discovered at Marseilles. It was the usual custom of
the Jews, and it had been in old times the custom with the Phenicians
(Porphyr. de Abstin. iv, 15), to burn the victim entire: the Phenicians
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 (Movers, Das Opferwesen der Karthager. Breslau, 1847,
pp- 71-118).
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their principal colonies:! on the field of battle itself also, a mon-
ument 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 three thousand 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
compelled to sue for peace from Gelo, and to solicit the privilege
of being enrolled as his dependent allies, which was granted to
them without any harder imposition than the tribute probably
involved in that relation3 Even the Carthaginians themselves
were so intimidated by the defeat, that 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 condi-
tion of paying two thousand 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 asser-
tion of Theophrastus, Gelo exacted from the Carthaginians a
stipulation that they would for the future abstain from human

! Herodot. vii, 166, 167. Hamilkar was son of a Syracusan mother: a -
curious proof of connubium between Carthage and Syracuse. At the moment
when the elder Dionysius declared war against Carthage, in 398 =s.c.,
there were many Carthaginian merchants, dwelling both in Syracuse and
in other Greco-Sicilian cities, together with ships and other property.
Dionysius gave license to the Syracusans, at the first instant when he had
determined on declaring war, tv plunder all this property (Diodor. xiv, 46).
This speedy multiplication of Carthaginians with merchandise in the Gre-
cian 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 Thermopyle. If we are forced to choose between the
two witnesses, there can be no hesitation in preferring the former: but it
seems 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 a manner totally different from
Diodorus. Under such circumstances, I cannot venture to trust the details
given by the latter.

3 1 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. 4 Diodor. xi, 26.
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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 dis-
continued at Carthage.? Indeed, we may reasonably suspect that
Diodorus, copying from writers like Ephorus, and Timawus, 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:3 and the Carthaginian fleet is
found engaged in aggressive warfare on the coast of Italy, requir-
ing to be coerced by the brother and successor of Gelo.

The victory of Himera procured for the Sicilian cities immu-
nity from foreign war together with a rich plunder. Splendid
offerings of thanksgiving to the gods were dedicated in the tem-
ples of Himera, Syracuse, and Delphi: and the epigram of
Simonidés,* composed for the tripod offered in the latter temple,
described Gelo with his three brothers Iliero, Polyzélus, and
Thrasybulus, as the joint liberators of Greece from the Barba-
rian, along with the victors of Salamis and Platea. 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 intelli-
gence of the defeat and retreat of that prince reached him. But
we find another statement decidedly more probable,— 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 Syracuse5 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,

¥ Schol. ad Pindar. Pyth.ii, 3; Plutarch, De Serd Numinis Vindictd,
p- 552, c. 6.

? Diodor. xx, 14.

® Pindar, Nem. ix, 67 (= 28 B.) with the Scholia.

4 Simonidés, Epigr. 141, ed Bergk.

® Herodot. vii, 163-165: compare Diodor. xi, 26 ; Ephorus, Fragm. 111,
ed. Didot.



SICILIAN AFFAIRS.—GELO AND HIS DYNASTY. 225

we cannot wonder that Gelo should take precautions for prevent-
ing the onward progress of the Persians towards Sicily, which
was already sufficiently imperiled by its formidable enemies in
Africa. The defeat of the Persians at Salamis, and of the Car.
thaginians 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 have fallen
to Syracuse and Agrigentum : while the number acquired by the
latter was still farther increased by the separate capture of those
prisoners who had dispersed throughout the mountains in and
near the Agrigentine territory. All the Sicilian cities allied with
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 solem-
nity, — 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 Agri-
gentum, that though many were employed on state-works, which
elevated the city to signal grandeur during the flourishing period.
of seventy years which intervened 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.2

The peace which now ensued left Gelo master of Syracuse
and Gela, with the Chalkidic Greek towns on the east of the

! Diodor. x1,25. ai d¢ modew elc wédac xaréorpoav Tod¢ diaipedévrac
Giypaddrovg, kal Tode Sedeuévovg - Tow Eoywv did TodTwy Emeoxeialov.

For analogous instances of captives taken in war being employed in
public works by the captors, and laboring in chains, see the cases of Tegea
and Samos in Herodot. i, 66 ; iii, 39.

£ Diodor. xi, 25. Respecting slaves belonging to the public, and let out
for hire to individual employers, compare the large financial project con-
ceived by Xenophon, De Vectigalibus, capp. 3 and 4.
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island ; while Théro governed in Agrigentum, and his son
Thrasydaus in Himera. In power as well as in reputation, Gelo
was unquestionably the chief person in the island ; moreover, 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 recollec-
tion. 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, fifieen miles
distant: nine massive towers were erected to distinguish the
spot; and the solemnities of heroic worship were rendered to
him. Nor did the respectful recollections of the conqueror of
Himera ever afterwards die out among the Syracusan people,
though his tomb was defaced, first by the Carthaginians, and
afterwards by the despot Agathoklésl And when we recollect
the destructive effects caused by the subsequent Carthaginian
invasions, we shall be sensible how great was the debt of grati-
tude 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 wor-
shipped. The size, the strength, and the population of the town
were all greatly increased under him. DBesides the number of
new inhabitants which he brought from Gela, the Hyblean
Megara, and the Sicilian Eubcea, we are informed that he also
inseribed on the roll of citizens no less than ten thousand mer-
cenary soldiers. It will, moreover, appear that these new-made
citizens were in possession of the islet of Ortygia, and the portion
of the city closely bordering on it, which bore the name of
Achradina,3 —the interior strongholds of Syracuse. It has

! Diodor. xi, 38, 67 ; Plutarch, Timoleon, c. 29; Aristotle, Teddwy oA
reia; Fragm. p. 106, cd. Neumann, 2 Diodor. xi, 49.
# Diodor. xi, 72, 73. !
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already been stated that Ortygia was the original settlement, and
that the city did not overstep the boundarics of the islet before
the enlargements of Gelo. We do not know by what arrange-
ments Gelo provided new lands for so large a number of new-
comers ; but when we come to notice the antipathy with which
these latter 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, Polyzélus and Hiero; the
former of whom marricd the widow of the deceased prince, and
was named, according to his testamentary directions, commander
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 contem-
porary poets, Pindar, Simonidés, Bacchylidés, Epicharmus, Zs-
chylus, and others; but the victim of a painful internal com-
plaint, jealous in his temper, cruel and rapacious in his govern-
ment,! and noted as an organizer of that systematic espionage
which broke up all freedom of speech among his subjects.
Especially jealous of his brother Polyzélus, who was very popu-
lar 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 Agrigen-
tum, and sought protection from his brother-in-law, the despot
Théron ; 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.2

The temporary breach, and sudden reconciliation, between

! Diodor. xi, 67 ; Aristotel. Politic. v, 9, 8. 1In spite of the compliments
directly paid by Pindar to Hiero (mpaiic dotoic, ob ¢Fovéwr dyadoic, feivore
d¢ Savpaorde marip, Pyth. iii, 71 = 125), his indirect admonitions and hints
sufficiently attest the real character (see Disscn ad Pindar. Pyth. i, and ii,
pp. 161~182).

? Diodor. xi, 485 Schol. Pindar, Olymp. ii, 29.
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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 antipa-
thy. The Himerwans, knowing that they bhad httle chance of
redress from Théro against his son, took advantage of the quar-
rel between him and Hlero to make propositions to the latter,
and to entreat his aid for the expulsion of Thrasydaus, 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 concerned 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 by seizing and putting to
death a large number of Himerzan citizens. So great was the
number slain, coupled with the loss of others who fled for fear
of being slain, that the population of the city was sensibly and
inconveniently diminished. Théro invited and enrolled a large
addition of new citizens, chiefly of Dorian blood.2

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 citi-
zens of the distant city of Cumsa, 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:3 he even settled a Syracusan colony in the neighbor-

' Schol. ad Pindar. Olymp. ii, 173. For the few facts which can be made
out respecting the family and genealogy of Théro, sce Goller, De Situ et
Origine Syracusarum, ch. vii, pp. 19-22. The Scholiasts of Pindar are
occasionally useful in explaining his brief historical allusions; but they
seem to have had very few trustworthy materials before them for so doing.

2 Diodor. xi, 48, 49.

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 inter-
esting relic to commemorate this event: it was among the offerings pre-
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ing island of Pithekusa. Anaxilaus, despot of Rhegium and
Messéné, had attacked, and might probably have overpowered,
his neighbors, the Epizephyrian Lokrians; but the menaces of
Hiero, invoked by the Lokrians, and conveyed by the envoy
Chromius, compelled him to desist.! Those heroic honors, which
in Greece belonged to the cckist of a new city, were yet want-
ing to him; and he procured them by the foundation of the new
city of Aitna,? on the site and in the place of Katana, the inhab-
itants of which he expelled, as well as those of Naxos. While
these Naxians and Kataneans were directed to take up their
abode at Leontini along with the existing inhabitants, Hiero
planted ten thousand new inhabitants in his adopted city of
Ztna: five thousand 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 neigh-
boring Sikel tribes. His son Deinomends, and his friend and
confidant, Chromius, enrolled as an Ztnezan, became joint ad-
ministrators of the city : its religious and social customs were
assimilated to the Dorian model3 and Pindar dreams of future
relations between the despot and citizens of Ztna, analogous to
those between king and citizens at Sparta. DBoth Hiero and
Chromius were proclaimed as tnwzans at the Pythian and Ne-

sented by Iliero to the Olympic Zeus: see Boechk, Corp. Inscriptt. Graee.
No. 16, part i, p. 34.

t Diodor. xi, 51; Pindar, i, 74 (= 140); ii, 17 (= 35) with the Scholia;
Epicharmus, Fragment, p. 19, ed. Krusemann ; Schol. Pindar. Pyth. i, 98;
Strabo, v, p- 247,

2 lépwy olkioTih¢ &vti Ttvpdvvov Boviduevog elvat, Karavyy
Eedov Alrvgy perwvbpace Ty modw, éautdv olkioTiv mposayopeboag (Schol.
ad Pindar. Nem. j, 1).

Compare the subsequent case of the foundatlon of Tharii, among the
citizens of which violent disputes arose, in determining who should be
recognized as cekist of the place. On referring to the oracle, Apollo di-
rected them to commemorate kimself as cekist (Diodor. xii, 83).

3 Chromius érirpomog t7¢ Alrvne (Schol. Pind. Nem.ix, 1). About the
Dorian institutions of ZEtna, etc., Pindar, Pyth. i, 60-71. )

Deinomengs survived his father, and commemorated the Olympic victo-
ries of the latter by costly offerings at Olympia (Pausan. vi, 12, 1).



230 HISTORY OF GREECE. .

mean games, when their chariots gained victories; on which
occasion the assembled crowd heard for the first time of the new
Hellenic city of ZEtna. We see, by the compliments of Pindar,!
that Hiero was vain of his new title as 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 dispossession
and impoverishment of other Grecian citizens, who seem to have
given no ground of offence. Both in- Gelo and Iiero we see the
first exhibition of that propensity to violent and wholesale trans-
plantation 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 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; but such
was the esteem entertained for his memory, and so efficient the
government of Mikythus, a manumitted slave whom he consti-
tuted regent, that Rhegium and Messéné were preserved for his
children, yet minors.2 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 laureate strains
of Pindar,—and his memory doubtless became still farther
endeared from comparison with his son and successor. Thrasy-
dazus, 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 Lis father, and engaged so many new
mercenaries, that he became master of a force of twenty thou-
sand men, horse and foot. And in his own territory, perhaps, he
might long have trodden with impunity in the footsteps of Phal-

! Pindar, Pyth. i, 60 (= 117); iii, 69 (= 121). Pindar. ap. Strabo. vi,
P- 269. Compare Nemes, ix, 1-30, addressed to Chromius. Hiero is pro-
claimed in some odes as a Syracusan ; but Syracuse and the newly-founded
ZEtna are intimately joined together: see Nemea, i, init.

2 Justin, iv, 2.
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aris, had he not imprudently provoked his more powerful neigh-
bor, Hiero. In an obstinate and murderous battle between these
two princes, two thousand men were slain on the side of the Syr-
acusans, and four thousand on that of the Agrigentines: an im-
mense slaughter, considering that it mostly fell upon the Greeks
in the two armies, and not upon the non-Hellenic mercenaries.!
But the defeat of Thrasydeus was so complete, that he was com-
pelled to flee not only from Agrigentum, but from Sicily: he
retired to Megara, in Greece Proper, where he was condemned
to death and perished2 The Agrigentines, thus happily re-
leased from their oppressor, sued for and obtained peace from
Hiero: they are said to have established a democratical govern-
ment, but we learn that Hiero sent many citizens into banish-
ment from Agrigentum and Himera, as well as from Gela3 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 Thrasyd=us rendered Hiero more completely
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

! So I conceive the words of Diodorus are to be understood, — weioroc
Tov maparafauévwr 'EAApvey mpde "ElAgvac Emecov (Diodor. xi, 53).

? Diodor. xi, 53. kel Savirov karayvwoSels érededrnoev. This is a re-
markable specimen of the feeling in a foreign city towards an oppressive
Topavvoc. The Megarians of Greece Proper were much connected with
Sicily, through the Hyblzan Megara, as well as Selinus.

3 Diodor. xi, 76. O{ xard v 'Ipwvoc dvvasreiav éxmemrwrbre éx TOV
I8iwy morewy —ToiTww O Hoav Tedbor kal *Akpayavrivoe kal Tuepaiot.

4 Hiero had married the daughter of Anaxilaus, but he seems also to
have had two other wives,— the sistcr or cousin of Théro, and the daugh-
ter of & Syracusan named Nikokl@s: this last was the mother of his son
Deinomenés (Schol. Pindar. Pyth. i, 112).

" 'We read of Klcophron, son of Anaxilaus, governing Messéné during his
father's lifetime: probably this young man must have died, otherwise
Mikythus would not have succeeded (Schol. Pindar. Pyth. ii, 34).
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complied readily with the demand, rendering 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, surrounding his nephew with temptations to luxuri-
ous pleasure, contrived to put him indirectly aside, and thus to
seize the government for himself2 This family division,—a-
curse often resting upon the blood-relations of Grecian despots,
and leading to the greatest atrocities,3 — coupled with the con-’
duct of Thrasybulus himself, caused the downfall of the mighty
Gelonian dynasty. The bad qualities of Hiero were now seen
greatly exaggerated, but without his 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

! Diodor. xi, 66.

2 Aristotel. Politic. v, 8, 19. Diodorus does not mention the son of Gelo.

Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fasti Hellenici, App. chap. 10, p. 264, seg.) has dis-
cussed all the main points connected with Syracusan and Sicilian chron-
ology.

# Xenophon, Hiero, iii, 8. Ei roivvv é3éAeic karavoely, elpjoeic piv Tode
iduorag omd TobTwy paliora ¢idovpévoue, Tods O Tupdvvovs woAdode piv
maidac éavTav GmekrovnkoTac, moAdods &’ vmd mwaidav adrods amoAwrérac,
mordodg 0¢ Ldergode dv Tvpavvicw aArndopévove yeyevnuévovs, modiods 68 kal
170 yvvawdy TOV éavrdy Tuphyvvovs Sie¢gSaputvove, kal dwd Eraipov ye Tov
padiora dokodvrwy ¢idwy sivar: compare Isokratés, De Pace, Orat. viii, p.
182, § 138.

So also Tacitus (Hist. v, 9) 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 ausi,” ete.
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not prevent a general revolt from breaking out among the Syra-
cusan population. By summoning those citizens whom Iiero
had planted in his new city of ZEtna, as well as various troops
from his dependent allies, he found himself at the head of fifteen
thousand men, and master of the interior strongholds of the city,
— the island of Ortygia with Achradina, while the great body of
the revolted Syracusans were assembled in the outer city called
Tyché. Though superior in number, yet being no match in mil-
itary 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 inde-
pendence 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 : Thrasybulus was totally defeated, first
in & naval action, next on land, and obliged to shut himself up
in Ortygia and Achradina, where he soon found his situation
hopeless. Ile accordingly opened a negotiation with his oppo-
nents, 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 Thrasybu-
lus 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.2 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 separate mercenary force; acting as the instruments, and
relying on the protection, of the great despot at Syracuse. All
these were now expelled, and governments more or less demo-
cratical were established everywhere3 The sons of Anaxilaus

- 1 Diodor. ix, 67, 68. ? Aristotel. Politic. v, 8, 23,
3 Diodor. xi, 68.. :
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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 era 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, Thrasydwus, Thrasybulus, ete., 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 proprie-
tors, 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 Iliero-
nian city of /tna, from whence they had been brought; but
there yet remained the more numerous body introduced princi-
pally by Gelo, partly also by Hiero, —the former alone had
enrolled ten thousand, of whom more than seven thousand 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 Elentheria, with solemn matches and sacrifices. They
next proceeded to determine the political constitution ; and such
was the predominant 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 domicili-

! Diodor. xi, 76.
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ated under Gelo and Hiero, were declared ineligible to magis-
tracy or honor. This harsh and sweeping disqualification, falling
at once upon a numerous minority, naturally provoked renewed
irritation and civil war. The Gelonian citizens, the most war-
like individuals in the state, and occupying, as favored partisans
of the previous dynasty, the inner and separately fortified sec-
tions of Syracuse,! — Achradina and Ortygia, — placed them-
selves in open revolt ; while the general mass of citizens, masters
of all the outer sections of the city, were not strong enough to
assail with success this defensible position. They could only
block it up, and intercept its supplies, which the garrison within
were forced to come out and fight for. This disastrous internal
war continued for some months, with many partial conflicts both
by land and sea: the general body of citizens became accus-
tomed to arms, while a chosen regiment of six hundred trained
volunteers acquired especial efficiency. Unable to maintain
themselves longer, the Gelonians were forced to hazard a gen-
eral battle, which, after an obstinate struggle, terminated in their
complete defeat. The chosen band of six hundred, who had

! Diodor. xi, 73. v e *Axpadwwiv kal Tiv Nijoov* dugorépuwy ToV TéTWY
robTwY éxbvTwy Idlov Teiyoc, kakis kaTeoxkevaouivoy,

Diodorus goes on to say that the general mass of citizens 70 mpd¢ rd¢
'Emimodds Tetpajuivoy abric dmeteiyioav,—if we could venture to
construe this last word rigidly, we might suppose that the parts of the city,
exterior to Achradina and the island, had before been unfortified. -

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 mercenarics to citizenship, and from hence
came to sedition and armed conflict. But the incident cannot fairly be
quoted in illustration of 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 ren-
dered inadmissible to honors. 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 exclu-
sion of his mercenaries from magistracy and posts of honor (Diodor. xxi,
Fragm. p. 282).
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eminently contributed to this victory, received from their fellow-
citizens a crown of honor; and a reward of one mina per head.l

The meagre annals, wherein these interesting events are indi-
cated rather than described, tell us scarcely anything of the
political arrangements which resulted from so important a vic-
tory. Probably the Gelonians were expelled: but we may
assume as certain, that the separate fortifications of the island
and Achradina were abolishied, and that from henceforward there
was only one fortified city, until the time of the despot Diony-
sius, more than fifty years afterwards.2

Meanwhile the rest of Sicily had experienced disorders analo-
gous in character to those of Syracuse. At Gela, at Agrigen-
tum, 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 Katanzans, whom
Hiero had driven from their own city to Leontini, in order that
he might convert Katana into his own settlement ZEtna, assem-
bled in arms and allied themselves with the Sikel prince Duke-
tius, to reconquer their former home and to restore to the Sikels
that which Iliero had taken from them for enlargement of the
Zitnean territory. They were aided by the Syracusans, to
whom the neighborhood of these Ilieronian partisans was dan-
gerous: but they did not accomplish their object until after a
long contest and several battles with the ZEtnweans. A conven-
tion was at length concluded, by which the latter evacuated Ka-
tana and were allowed to occupy the town and territory,—
seemingly Sikel,— of Ennesia, or Inessa, upon which they
bestowed the name of ZEtna, 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 reso-

! Diodor. xi, 72, 73, 76. 2 Diodorus, xiv, 7.

¥ Diodorus, xi, 76; Strabo, vi, 268. Compare, as an analogous event,
the destruction of the tomb of Agnon, the cckist of Amphipolis, after the
revolt of that city from Athens (Thucyd. v, 11).
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lution to readmit the exiles and to extrude the Gelonian settlers
everywhere : but an establishment was- provided for these latter
in the territory of Messénd. 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 reéstablishing the city of Kama-
rina,! 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, con-
veying 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
Kamarinzans, but also many who had before been citizens of
Gela2 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 farther presume
that this new city served as a receptacle for other homeless citi-
zens from all parts of the island. It was consecrated by the
Geloans as an independent city, with Dorian rights and customs :
its lands were distributed anew, and among its settlers vere men
rich enough to send prize chariots to Peloponnesus, as well as to
pay for odes of Pindar. The Olympic victories of the Kamari-
nzan Psaumis secared for his new city an Ilellenic celebrity, at a
moment when it hardly yet emerged from the hardships of an
initiatory settlement.3 '
Such was the great reactionary movement in Sicily against
the high-handed violences of the previous despots. We are only
enabled to follow it generally, but we see that all their trans-

1 Diodor. xi, 76. pera 6¢ raira Ka;mpz’vab ptv Teddoe karowkicavres &
apyiic karexinpoiynoav. ) ’

See the note of Wesscling upon this passage. There can be little doubt
that in Thucydides (vi, 5) the correction of xarpxic¥y ¥md Teddwr (in
place of ¥mo TéAwvoc) 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 reéstablished Kama-
rina. Tav véokov &pav (Olymp. v, 9); &n’ duaydviag dywv & $aoc Tévde
dapoy doriv (Olymp. v, 14).
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plantations and 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. The reigning
feeling at Syracuse would now be quite opposite to that of the days
of Gelo, when the Demos, or aggregate of small self-working pro-
prietors, was considered as “a troublesome yoke-fellow,” ﬁr, only
to be sold into slavery for exportation: it is highly probable that
the new table of citizens now prepared included 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 con-
fusion, 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 pros-
perous 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. IRhegium, with its despots Anax-
ilaus 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 Italian Greeks. It
was about the year B.c. 473, that the Tarentines undertook an
expedition against their non-Hellenic neighbors 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 three thousand of them by constraint as aux-
iliaries to the Tarentines. But the expedition proved signally
disastrous to both. The Iapygians, to the number of twenty
thousand 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

! Diodor. xi, 86. moAddv &ixy xal d¢ ETvye memoAiroypagnuévey.
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his knowledge.! Of the Tarentines slain, a great proportion
were opulent and substantial citizens, the loss of whom sensibly
affected the city ; strengthening the Demos, and rendering the
constitution more democratical. In what particulars the change
consisted we do not know: the expression of Aristotle gives
reason to suppose that even before this event the constitution had
been popular.? g

CHAPTER XLIV.

¥ROM THE BATTLES OF PLATZEA AND MYKALE DOWN TO THE
DEATHS OF THEMISTOKLES AND ARISTEIDES.

A¥TER having in the last chapter followed the repulse of the
Carthaginians by the Sicilian Greeks, we now return to the cen-
tral Greeks and the Persians, —a case in which the triumph was
yet more interesting to the cause of human improvement gen-
erally. The disproportion between the immense host assembled
by Xerxes, and the little which he accomplished, naturally pro-
vokes both contempt for Persian force and an admiration for the

! Ierodot. vii, 170; Diodor. xi, 52. The latter asserts that the Tapygian
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 fugi-
tives 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 puarsuit and flight from Iapygia to Rhegium.

* Aristotel. Polit. v, 2,8. Auistotle has another passage (vi, 3, 5)in
which he comments on the government of Tarentum : and O. Miller applies
this second passage to illustrate the particular constitutional changes which
were made after the Japygian disaster. I think this juxtaposition of the
two passages unauthorized : there is nothing at all to connect them together.
See History of the Dorians, iii, 9, 4.
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comparative handful of men by whom they were so ignomini-
ously beaten. Both these sentiments are just, but both are often
exaggerated beyond the point which attentive contemplation of
the facts will justify. The Persian mode of making war (which
we may liken to that of the modern Turks,! 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, were not deficient in the
qualities of soldiers, but their arms and their organization were
wretched, — and their leaders yet worse. On the other hand,
the Greeks, equal, if not superior, in individual braveéry, 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 Herod-
otus, insist on acknowledging nothing but magnanimity and
heroism in the proceedings of the Greeks throughout these criti-
cal years, are forced to deal very harshly with the inestimable
witness on whom our knowledge of the facts depends,—and
who intimates plainly that, in spite of the devoted courage dis-
played, not less by the vanquished at Thermopyle than by the
victors at Salamis, Greece owed her salvation chiefly to the
imbecility, cowardice, and credulous rashness, of Xerxes.2 Had
he indeed possessed either the personal energy of Cyrus or the
judgment of Artemisia, it may be doubted whether any excel-
lence of management, or any intimacy of union, could have pre-
served 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 gen-
eralship, and a more hearty spirit of cooperation, 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

¥ Mr. Waddington's Letters from Greece, deseribing the Greek revolution
of 1821, will convey a good idea of the stupidity of Turkish warfare: com-
pare also the second volume of the Memoirs of Baron de Tott, part iii.

2 Thucyd. i, 69. émeoriuevor k6l TV BapBapov abrov wept @by va whelw
oparévra, ete.: compare Thucyd. vi, 33.
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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 Codo-
mannus labors 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,! — that the advice of
Mentor the Rhodian, and of Charidemus, is despised like that of
Demaratus and Artemisia,— that Darius Codomannus, essen-
tially 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 indi-
vidual gallantry which they displayed so conspicuously at Platea.
But on the Grecian side, the improvement 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: Demosthenés and Brasidas, the Cyreian army
and Xenophon, Agesilaus, Iphikratés, Epaminondas, Philip 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 Alexan-
der we contrast the progressive spirit of Greece, serving as herald
and 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,
either for war or for peace. :

1t is out of the invasion of Xerxes that those new powers of
combination, political as well as military, which lighten up Gre-
cian history during the next two centuries, take their rise. They
are brought into agency through the altered position and charac-

1 Thucyd. 1, 142. wApdec Ty auaSiav $pacivovreg, ete.

? See a remarkable passage in the third Philippic of Demosthenés, c. 10.
p. 123.

VOL. V. ' 11* 160c.
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ter of the Athenians — improvers, to a certain extent, of military
operations on land, but the great creators of marine tactics and
manceuvring in Greece,—and the earliest of all Greeks who
showed themselves capable of organizing and directing the joint
action of numerous allies and dependents, — thus uniting the two
distinctive qualities of the Homeric Agamemnon,! — ability in
command, with viger in execution.

In the general Ilellenic confederacy, which had acted against
Persia under the presidency of Sparta, Athens could hardly be
said to occupy any ostensible rank above that of an ordinary
member: the post of second dignity in the line at Platea had
indeed been adjudged to her, but 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 certainly done
more, than all the other allies put together: even on land at
Platza, her hoplites had manifested a combination of bravery,
discipline, and efficiency against the formidable Persian cavalry,
superior even to the Spartans: nor had any Athenian officer
committed so perilous an act of disobedience as the Spartan
Amompharetus. After the victory of Mykalé, when the Pelo-
ponnesians all hastened home to enjoy their triumph, the Athe-
nian forces did not shrink from prolonged service for the impor-
tant 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, whom this
momentous conquest had thrown up, were both of them Athe-
nians : first, Themistoklés ; next, Aristeidés. Irom the beginning
to the end of the struggle, Athens had displayed an unreserved
Pan-Hellenic patriotism, which had been most ungenerously
requited by the Peloponnesians; who had kept within their isth-
mian walls, and betrayed Attica twice to hostile ravage; the first
time, perhaps, unavoidably, —but the second time a culpable
neglect, in postponing their outward march against Mardonius.
And the Peloponnesians could not but feel, that while they had

V’Augérepov, Bacidets T dyadie, kparcpis T alypntng.
Homer, Iliad, iii, 179.
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left Attica unprotected, they owed their own salvation at Salamis
altogether to the dexterity of Themistoklés and the imposing
Athenian naval force.

Considering that the Peloponnesians had sustained 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
movable 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 inhabitants. In-
stead of this, we find the same selfishness again prevalent among
them ; ill-will and mistrust for the future, aggravated by an admi-
ration which they could not help feeling, overlays all their grati-
tude and sympathy. The Athenians, on returning from Salamis
after the battle of Platea, found a desolate home to harbor them.
Their country was laid waste,— their city burnt or destroyed, so
that there remained but a few houses standing, wherein the Per-
sian officers had taken up their quarters,—and their fortifica-
tions 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, Jigina, and Salamis. After provid-
ing 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.! DBut 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 complainants, probably,
stood the Zginetans, as the old enemices of Athens, and as having
most to apprehend from her might at sea. The Spartans, per-
fectly sympathizing with the jealousy and uneasiness of their
allies, were even disposed, from old association, to carry their
dislike of fortifications still farther, so that they would have been
pleased to sce all the other Greeian cities systematically defenge-
less like Sparta itself.2 But while sending an embassy to Athens,

! Thucyd. i. 89.
2 Thueyd. 1, 90. va pév val alrol filiow Qv Splrric piyme Exeivone uys &22ov
pndéva relyng Eyevra, 5 0% mAdov, Tav Svppiyor iSutprvorrer kel gnSov-
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to offer a friendly remonstrance against the project of ve-fortify-
ing 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 pru-
dential 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 isth-
mus, 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. Ac-
cordingly, Themistoklés himself was presently despatched thither,
as one among three envoys instructed to enter into explanations
with the Spartan authorities ; but his two colleagues, Aristeidés
and 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, but affecting
surprise that their coming was so long delayed. But while Aris-
teidés and Abronichus, the other two envoys, were thus studiously
kept back, the whole population of Athens labored 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 ardor 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

pévey Tt Te vavTikod adrov T wAGSoc, & wply ody dmipye, kal v & TOV
Mpdwkdv worepov rédpav yevouéiyy.
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had been long enough to provoke suspicion, even in the slow
mind of the Spartans, while the more watchful ZEginetans sent
them positive intelligence that the wall was rapidly advancing.
Themistoklés, on hearing this allegation, peremptorily denied the
truth of it ; and the personal estecem entertained towards him was
at that time so great, that his assurance ! obtained for 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 unsus-
pectingly acted upon his recommendation, while he at the same
time transmitted a private communication 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 contempt, — and Themistoklés at once
threw off the mask: he avowed the stratagem practised, — told
the Spartans that Athens was already fortified sufficiently to
insure the safety and free will of its inhabitants,~— and warned
them that the hour of constraint was now past, the Athenians
being in a condition to define and vindicate for themselves theit
own rights and duties in reference to Sparta and the allies. He
reminded them that the Athenians had always been found compe-
tent 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 exer-
cise of this self-judgment, resolved upon fortifying their city, as
a step indispensable to themselves and advantageous even to the
allies generally. Nor could there be any equal or fair inter-
change of opinion unless all the allies had equal means of
defence : either all must be unfortified, or Athens must be forti-
fied as well as the rest.2

Mortified as the Spartans were by a revelation which showed
that they had been not only detected in a dishonest purpose, but

! Thueyd. i, 91. 76 udv Oepiorondel dmeiSovro 8id pediav adrod.

* Thueyd. 1, 91. 09 ydp 0lév Te elvar py émd dvrimiAov mapaokevie duoioy
7 7 loov &¢ 7§ xowdv BovdebeoSar. "H navrag otv drewyiorovs gy xpivat
§vupayelv i) kal Tide vopiew bpddg Eyew,
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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 diffi-
culty; to deal by force with the fact accomplished, was perilous
in a high degree: moreover, the inestimable services just ren-
dered 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 manifest-
ing any offence, nor had they indeed put forward any pretence
which required to be formally retracted. The envoys on both
sides returned home, and the Athenians completed their fortifica-
tions without obstruction,! — 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 Athe-
nians, the mere hint of intervention to debar them from that
common right of self-defecnce 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

! We are fortunate cnough 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. ¢. 6, 7), seem all to have followed Thucydidés, though
Plutarch also notices a statement of Theopompus, to the effect that The-
mis:okls accomplished his object by bribing the ephors. This would not
be improbable in itself, —nor is it inconsistent with the narrative of Thu-
exdidés; but the latter cither had not heard or did not believe it.

2 Thucyd. i,69. Kal rovde dueic aitioc (says the Corinthian envoy,ad-
dressing the Lacedzemonians), 6 te mpatov &ioavre adrods (the Athe.
nians) v wéAv wuerd & Mnpdwkd kparivar, kal Dorepov TG pakpa oTical
Teixy, ete.
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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 re-
quired 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 lLave been intense as well as equalizing: all had en-
dured 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 nyrsed in democ-
racy for a quarter of a century, and had achieved unaided the
victory of Marathon, — if we would understand that still strong-
er burst of aggressive activity, persevering self-confidence, and
aptitude as well as thirst for command, — together with that
still wider spread of democratical organization, — 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 in
the centre: but the circuit of the previous walls is unknown, so
that we are unable to measure the extent of that enlargement
which Thucydidés testifies to have been carried out on every
side. It included within the town the three hills of the Areopa-
gus, the Pnyx, and the Museum ; while on the south of the town
it was carried for a space even on the southern bank of the
Tissus, thus also comprising the fountain Kallithot.2 In spite

! Thueyd. i, 93. Cornelins Nepos ('Themist. c. 7) exaggerates this into &
foolish conceit.

* 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 hiz own researches and
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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-community ;
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 Themisto-
klés, to whom the Athenians owed the late successful stratagem,
and whose influence must have been much strengthened by its
success, had conceived plans of a wider and more ambitious
range. Ile 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. Ie saw in that
force both the only chance of salvation for the future, in case the
Persians should renew their attack by sea, —a contingency at
that time seemingly probable, —and boundless prospects of
future ascendency over the Grecian coasts and islands: 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, and 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 harbor-room at once safe and adequate, by the en-
largement and fortification of the Peirmus. 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

published among his recent maps, adopts for the most part the ideas of
Forchhammer, as to the course of the walls.

¥ Thueyd. i, 93. E&retoe 6¢ xal Tov letpatéwg Ta Aomd 6 OceutorTorAijc -
olkodopetv (bripkto 8" abrod mpoTepov &l Tig éxeivov dpxic, e kat' dviaurdw
"A9nvaivis pée).

Upon which words the Scholiast observes (Kar’ viavrov) — kard tiva
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countrymen sensible that the open roadstead of Phalérum was
thoroughly insecure, and had prevailed upon them to improve
and employ in part the more spacious harbors of Peirazus and
Munychia, — three natural basins, all capable of being closed
and defended. Something had then been done towards the en-
largement 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 ven-~
tured to propose, — a scale which demonstrates the vast auguries
present to his mind respecting the destinies of Athens. Peirazus
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 surrounded 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 garrison2 We may judge how vast his

&viavrov fyepdv Eyévetas mpd 0 rov Mpdudv fpfe Ocutoroxlic bviavrdy
&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
apxy of Themistoklds. Mr. Fynes Clinton, after 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 isnot in itself improbable: but he cites the Scholiast as
having asserted the same thing hefore him (mpd d» Mpdikdv hpfe Ocuioro-
kAj¢ éviavtov £va), in which I apprehend that he is not borne out by
the analogy of the language: éviavrov &va, in the accusative case, denotes
only the duration of the &py%, 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 as having been one of the nine
archons. He may have meant, ¢ during the year when Themistoklés was
stratégus (or general),” and the explanation of the Scholiast, who employs
the word #)eudy, rather implies that he so understood it. The stratégi were
annual aswell as the archons. Now we know that Themistoklés was one of
the generals in 480 B.C, and that he commanded in Thessaly, at Artemi-

- sium, 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.

! Thueyd. ii, 13. ? Thucyd. i, 93.

11*
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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 contemplated.! In respect 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 to-
gether with metal”2 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
be animated the people to this fatiguing and costly work, he
labored to impress upon them that Peirzus was of more value
to them than Athens itself, and that it afforded a shelter into
which, if their territory should be again overwhelmed by a supe-
rior land-force, they might securely retire, with full liberty of
that maritime action in which they were a match for all the
world3 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 Peirzus: the attachment of the people to
their ancient and holy rock doubtless prevented any such propo-
sition. Nor did he at that time, probably, contemplate the pos-
sibility of those 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 Peukles, Who espoused and
carried out the large ideas of Themistoklés, this same language

* 1 Thucyd. i, 93. Td 0¢ tpog Hutov udiiora éreléadn o devocito dBodlero
yap T peyéBer kal TY whyel dpioravar Tag ToOY modeuivy dmiBoviag, avdpl-
woy 62 dvéulev dAiywy kal Tdv dypetotatov dpxéoew TRy gvAakiy, Tove &
&Adove &¢ tag vaic éoBhceodal.

2 Thucyd. i, 93. The expressions are those of Colonel Leake, derived
from inspection of the scanty remnant of these famous walls still to be scen
— Topography of Athens, ch. ix, p. 411: see edit. p. 293, Germ. transl
Compare Aristophan. Aves, 1127, about the breadth of the wall of Nephel-
okokkygia.

3 Thucyd. i, 93 (compare Cornel. Nepos, Themistok. c. 6). Taic vavel
mpd¢ aravrac dvdicracdat.
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about the capacity of Athens to sustain a great power exclusively
or chiefly upon maritime action. But the Athenian 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 extraordinary 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, undertaking 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. Ilowever, Peirzus 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 resident for-
eigners, who had been driven away by the invasion of Xerxes,
and who might feel themselves insecure in returning, unless
some new and conspicuous means of protection were exhibited.
To invite them back, and to gttract 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 fre-
quently 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 through-
out Attica, but especially in Peireus and Athens, where they
mostly resided, helps us to explain the extraordinary prosperity,
together with the excellent cultivation, prevalent throughout the

1 Diodor, xi, 43,
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country before the Peloponnesian war. The barley, vegetables,
figs, and oil, produced in most parts of the territory, — the char-
coal prepared in the flourishing deme of Acharnz,! — and the
fish obtained in abundance near the coast, —all found opulent
buyers and a constant demand from the augmenting town popu-
lation.

We are farther 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 re-
garded among the most indispensable obligations of the execu-
tive government.

It does not appear that the Spartans offered any opposition to
the fortification of the Peirmus, 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 harbor 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 pre-

! See the lively picture of the Acharnian demots in the comedy of Aris-
tophandés so entitled.

Respecting the advantages dexived 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 Vectigali-
bus, c. iv.

2 Diodor. xi, 43.

3 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 prelim-
inary 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 a conceived
scheme of great moment to the state, but that it did not admit of being made
public beforchand, upon which the assembly namecd Aristeidés and Xan-
thippus to hear it confidentially and judge of it—seems to indicate that
Diodorus had read the well-known tale of the project of Themistoklés to
burn the Grecian fleet in the harbor of Pagase, and that he jumbled it in his
memory with this other project for enlarging and fortifying the Peirsus.
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vent Athens from lending active aid towards the expedition which,
in the year after the battle of Platea (B.c. 478) set sail for Asia
under the Spartan Pausanias. Twenty ships from the various
cities of Peloponnesus! were under his command: the Athenians
alone furnished thirty, under the orders of Aristeidés and Kimon :
other triremes also came from the Jonian 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 con-
siderable 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 com-
munication between the Euxine sea and Greece was thus cleared
of obstruction.

The capture of Byzantium proved the signal for a eapital 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 Miltiades,3
T 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 Greclan experience, together with a
prodigious share of the plunder: the concubines, horses,4 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 com-
mand, became subordinate to that of the ephors when he return-
ed home. His newly-acquired insolence was manifested immedi-
ately after the battle, in the commemorative tripod dedicated by

! Thueyd. i, 94 ; Platarch, Aristeidés, . 23. Diodorus (xi, 44) says that
the Peloponnesian ships were fifty in number: his statement is not to be
accepted, in opposition to Thucydidés.

2 Thueyd, i, 94.

% See the volume of this history immediately preceding, ch. xxxvi, p. 872.

4 Herodot. ix, 81,



254 HISTORY OF GREECE.

his order at Delphi, which proclaimed himself by name and
singly, as commander of the Greeks and destroyer of the Per-
sians: an unseemly boast, of which the Laced@monians them-
selves 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.! Never-
theless, he was still sent on the command against Cyprus and By-
zantium, and it was on the capture of this latter place that his
ambition and discontent first ripened into distinet 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 intrusted his
new acquisition of Byzantium, and the care of the valuable pris-
oners taken in it. These prisoners were presently suffered to es-
cape, 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 captives,
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, I
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, immediately 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 further actively the projects of Pausanias.
The letter was to this purport:“Thus saith King Xerxes to
Pausanias. Thy name stands forever recorded in my house as a

! In the Athenian inscriptions on the votive offerings dedicated after the
capture of Eion, as well as after the great victories near the river Euryme-
don, the name of Kimon the commander is not even mentioned (Plutarch,
Kimon, ¢. 7; Diodor. xi, 62).

A strong protest, apparently familiar to Grecian feeling, against singling
out the gencral particularly, to receive the honors of victory, appears in
Euripid. Andromach. 694: striking verses, which are said to have been
indignantly repeated by Kleitus, during the intoxication of the banquet
wherein he was slain by Alexander (Quint. Curtius, viii, 4, 29 (viii, 4);
Pluatarch, Alexand. c. 51). ’
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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 need 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.”?

Throughout the whole of this expedition, Pausanias had 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 Spartan Her-
akleid, and a victorious general. DBut when he received the
letter from Xerxes, and found himself in immediate communica-
tion with Artabazus, as well as supplied with funds for corrup-
tion2 his insane Lopes knew no bounds, and he already fancied
himself son-in-law of the Great King, as well as despot of Hellas.
Fortunately for Greece, his treasonable plans were not deliberate-
ly laid and veiled until ripe for execution, but manifested with
childish impatience.” Ie clothed himself in Persian attire — (a
proceeding which the Macedonian army, a century and a half
afterwards, could not tolerate, 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. Xleon-
iké, a Byzantine maiden of conspicuous family, having been rav-
ished from her parents by his order, was brought to his chamber
at night: he happened to be asleep, and being suddenly awak-
ened, knew not at first who was the person approaching his bed,

! These letters are given by Thucydidés verbatim (i, 128, 129) : he had
seen them or obtained copies (u¢ foTepov avevpédn) — 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, and carries the third person from the beginning
to the end (Cornel. Nep. Pausan. c. 2). ? Diodor. xi, 44.

* Arrian. Exp. Alex. iv, 7, 7; vii, 8,4; Quint. Curt. vi, 6, 10 (vi, 21, 11).
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but seized his sword and slew her.! Doreover, his haughty re-
serve, with uncontrolled bursts of wrath, rendered him unap-
proachable; and the allies at length came to regard him as a
despot rather than a general. The news of such outrageous
behavior, and the manifest evidences of his alliance 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.2

In spite of the flagrant conduct of.Iausanias, the Lacedzmo-
nians acquitted him on the allegations of positive and 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 headship, or hegemony,
was in the hands of Athens, and Dorkis the Spartan found the
allies not disposed to recognize his authority.

Even before the battle of Salamis, the question had been
raised,3 whether Athens was not entitled to the command at sea,
in consequence of the preponderance of her naval contingent.
The repugnance of the allies to any command except that of
Sparta, either on land or water, had induced the Athenians to
waive their pretensions at that critical moment. But the subse-
quent victories had materially exalted the latter in the eyes of
Greece:, while the armament now serving, differently composed
from that which had fought at Salamis, contained a large pro-
portion 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 the certainty 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 expe-

! Plutarch, Kimon, c. 6; also Plutarch, De Ser. Numin. Vind. c. 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.

% Thueyd. i, 95131 : compare Duris and Nymphis apud Athensum, xii,
p- 535.

3 Herodot. viii, 2, 3. Compare the language of the Athenian envoy, as it
stands in Herodotus (vii, 155) addressed to Gelo.
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dition, Aristeidés and Kimon, were personally just and conciliat-
ing, forming a striking contrast with Pausanias. Ience the
Tonic Greeks in the fleet, when they found that the behavior of
the latter was not only oppressive 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 race;! 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 proba-
ble, —but that he also required, as a condition of his compli-
ance with the request of the onic allies, that they should person-
ally 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 harbor of Byzan-
tium.2 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 Thueydidés. To give the Spartans a just ground
of indignation, would have been glaring imprudence on the part
of Aristeidés: but he had every motive to entertain the request
of the allies, and he began to take his measures for acting as
their protector and chief. And his proceedings were much facil-
itated by the circumstance that the Spartan government about
this time recalled Pausanias to undergo an examination, in con-
sequence of the universal complaints against him which had
reached them. IIe seems to have left no Spartan authority
behind him, —even the small Spartan squadron accompanied
him home : so that the Athenian generals had the best opportu-
nity for insuring 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,

! Thueyd. i, 95. #&iovy adrode fyeudvac ooy yevéodar kard 10 Evyyevic
kal Mlavoavig uy émirpémew v mov Builnra.

2 Platarch, Axisteidés, c. 23.

VOL. V. 170c.
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having only a small force, and being in no condition to employ
constraint, found himself obliged to return home.l

This incident, though 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 for that dignity, with numerous and willing followers;
the first separation of Greece — considered in herself alone and
apart from foreign solicitations, such as the Persian invasion —
into two distinct organized camps, each with collective interests
and projects of its own. In spite of mortified pride, Sparta was
constrained, and even in some points of view not indisposed, to
patient acquiescence: for she had no means of forcing the dispo-
sitions of the Jonic allies, while the war with Persia altogether,
— 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. Ier grave senators, especially an ancient Herakleid
named Hetoemaridas, reproved the impatience of the younger
citizens, and discountenanced the idea of permanent 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
bad the Athenians as yet manifested any sentiments posi-
tively hostile, to excite their alarm.2 Nay, they actually took
credit in the eyes of Athens, about a century afterwards, for
having themselves advised this separation of command at sea:
from command on land3 DMoreover, if the war continued

! Thucyd. i, 95 ; Diodorus, xi, 44-47.

? Thucyd.i, 95. Following Thucydidés in his conception of these events,
I have embodied in the narrative as much as seems consistent with it in
Diodorus (xi, 50), who evidently did not here copy Thucydidds, but proba-
bly had TLphorus for his guide. The name of Heteemaridas, as an influ-
ential Spartan statesman on this occasion, is probable enough; but his
alleged speech on the mischicfs of maritime empire, which Diodorus seems
to have had before him, composed by Ephorus, would probably have repre-
sented the views and feelings of the year 350 B.C,, and not those of 476
B.0. ~ The subject would have been treated in the same manner as Iso-
kratés, the master of Ephorus, treats it, in his Orat. viii, De Pace, pp.
179, 180.

3 Xenophon, Hellen. vi, 5, 34. It was at the moment when the Spartans
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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
military power, remote as well as unchecked. The example of their
king Leotychidés, too, near about this time, was a second illustra~
tion of 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. Successful in this expedi-
tion, he suffered himself to be bribed, and was even detected
with a large sum of money actually on his person: in conse-
quence of which the Lacedeemonians condemned him to banish-
went, and razed his house to the ground: he died afterwards in
exile at Tegea.! Two such instances were well calculated to

were soliciting Athenian aid, afier their defeat at Leuktra. dmouuviokovres
piv, O¢ Tov BapBapov kowj dmepayéoavro— dvautpvickovreg 68, ¢ 'Adz-
vaiof e Imd 7oV 'EAAjvwy gpéyoav fysudves Tod vavrikod, kal TOV kowidy
xpnudTey ¢uvdaxeg, TOV Aaxsdaipovioy ravra ovpBovievoubvov: abdroi Te
katd yiv dpodoyovpébvwg 19’ drdvrev Tov "EAAjvey fyepbvec mpokpideinoav,
ovp3ovievouévwy ad Tavra Tov 'Adnvaivy,

1 Herodot. vi, 72; Diodor. xi, 48 ; Pausanias, iii, 7, 8: compare Plutarch,
De Herodoti Malign. ¢. 21, p. 859.

Leotychidés died, according to Diodorus,in 476 ».c.: he had commanded
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 IHel-
lenici, 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. DMr. Clinton places the accession
of Archidamus and the banishment of Leotychidés (of course, therefore,
the expedition into Thessaly) in 469 B.c. Iincline to belicve that the ex-
pedition of Leotychidés against the Thessalian Aleuadz took place in the
year or in the sccond year following the battle of Plat®a, because they had
been the ardent and hearty allies of Mardonius in Beeotia, and because the
war would scem not to have been completed without putting them down
and making the opposite party in Thessaly predominant.

Considering how imperfectly we know the Lacedxmonian chronology of
this date, it is very possible thatsome confusion may have arisen in the
case of Leotychidés, from the difference between the date of his bunishment
and that of his death. King Pleistoanax afterwards, having been banished
for the same offence as that committed by Leotychidés, and having lived



260 ) HISTORY OF GREECE.

make the Lacedamonians distrust the conduct of their Herak-
leid leaders when on foreign service, and this feeling weighed
much in inducing them to abandon the Asiatic headship in favor
of Athens. It appears that their Peloponnesian allies retired
from this contest at the same time as they did, so that the prose-
cution of the war was thus left to Athens as chief of the newly-
emancipated Greeks.!

It 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 facil-
itated the immense change 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 presi-
dent of something like a Pan-IIellenic 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 sepa-
rate 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 from the converging tendencies of Gre-
cian feeling, which required some such presiding state, and from
the commanding military power, rigid discipline, and ancient
undisturbed constitution, which attracted that feeling towards
Sparta. The necessities of common defence against Persia
greatly strengthened these tendencies, and the success of the de-
fence, whereby so many Greeks were emancipated who required
protection against their former master, seemed destined to have

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. 1. c. p. 211). The date of Archidamus may, perhaps, have been
reckoned in one account from the banishment of Leotychidés,—in another,
from his death; the rather, as Archidamus must have been very young,
since he reigned 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.
! Thucyd. i, 18.
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the like effect still more. For an instant, after the battles of
Platea and Mykalé,— when the town of Plateea was set apart
as a consecrated neutral spot for an armed confederacy against
the Persian, with periodical solemnities and meetings of deputies,
— Sparta was exalted to be the chief of a full Pan-llellenic
union, Athens being only one of the principal members: and had
Sparta been capable either of comprehensive policy, of self-
directed and persevering efforts, or 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 manifest.
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 incompe-
tence and crime, so far as Pausanias was concerned, found her in
every respect prepared. But the sympathies of the Peloponne-
sians still clung to Sparta, while those of the Ionian Greeks had
turned to Athens: and thus not only the short-lived 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 proneunced parties, towards one of
which nearly all the constituent atoms of the Grecian world
gravitate: the maritime states, newly enfranchised from Persia,
towards Athens,— the land-states, which had formed most part
of the confederate army at Platwea, towards Sparta.! Along with

! Thucyd. i, 18. Kal peyilov xwdivov éminpepacdévrog of re Aaxedarpovios
1OV Evpmodepnodvrov ‘EARjvev pyjoavto dvvauet mpobyovrec, kal of *Ady-
vaio, diavondévres Ekdimelv Thv wodww kal avaockevaoauevol, & Ta¢ vaie
¢uBavrec vavrikol dyévovro. Kowij d¢ drwoauevor v PBapBapov, torepov ob
woAA( duenpidnoav mpig T *AVnvaiovs kal Aakedaryoviovs, of Te dmooTévrep -
Baciréwe "Edingvec kal of fvumoldeujoavreg. Avvaust yap TaiTa péyiora
Suepavy - loyvov yap of uév kard yiv, ol 0& vavei. Kal 6iiyov utv ypovov
ovvépewver f) Gpatypia, Ererra 08 JieveySévrec ol Aaxedaruévioe xal ol
’Adnraior Emrodéuncay peta tov Evppdywv mwpdc aAljlove: kal TOV dAAwev
‘EAAvwy eltvéc mov deaotaley, mpde TobTove 707 Exbpovy. "Qote &md THV
Mndewov é¢ Tovde cel Tdv méAeuovw, ete.

This is a clear and concise statement of the great revolution in Greclan
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this national schism and called into action by it, appears the inter-
pal political schism in each separate city between oligarchy and

affairs, comparing the period before and after the Persian war. Thucydidds
goes on to trace bricfly the consequences of this biscction of the Grecian
world into two great lcagucs, — 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 dif-
ference between Sparta and Athens in their way of dealing with their allies
respectively. He then states the striking fact, that the military force put
forth separately by Athens and her allies on the oneside, and by Sparta 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 together in
the most powerful juncture of their confederacy against the Persian”inva-
ders,—Kai &yévero abrolic & Tovde TOv wodepov § Ldia wapackevy
pelloy § O¢ Td@ KkparioTé moTe peTd dkpacdvode TH¢ fvuppayiag
awénoav (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 commentators, in a
sense which seems to me erroncous. They interpret thus: adreic to mean
the Athenians only, and not the Lacedzmonians,—7 {dic mapackev) to
denote the forces equipped by Athens herself, apart from her allics, —and
axpargvods Svppayiag 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 Beeotia 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 he admissible; but if we trace the thread of
ideas in Thucydidés, we shall sce that the comparison, as these commenta-
tors conceive it, between Athens alone and Athens aided by her allics —
between the Athenian empire as it stood during the Peloponnesian war, and
the same empire as it had stood lefore the thirty years’ truce -—is quite for-
eign to his thoughts. Nor had Thueydidés said onec 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 axpatgvic: with-
out 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, Thueydidés
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. Adroic refers as much to Sparta as to Athens — dxpaig-
votg Tig Svppayieg means what had been before expressed by duarypia —
and more sct against rovde TOv moleuov, is equivalent to the expression
which had before been used — amd rov Mpdikov é¢ Tivde dei ov morspov,
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democracy. Of course, the germ of these parties had already
previously existed in the separate states, but the energetic democ-
racy of Athens, and the pronounced tendency of Sparta to rest
upon the native oligarchies in each separate city as her chief
support, now began to bestow, on the conflict of internal polit-
ical parties, an Hellenic importance, and an aggravated bitter-
ness, which had never before belonged to it. )

The departure of the Spartan Dorkis left the Athenian gen-
erals at liberty ; and their situation imposed upon them the duty
of organizing 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 movers in the enter-
prise; for they stood in obvious need of protection against the
attacks of Persia, and had no farther 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
to bring them into harmonious codperation. The new leader
was no less equitable towards the confederates than energetic
against the common enemy. The general conditions of the con-
federacy 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 the Ionic 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, determined in
which form contribution should be made by each: their assess-
ment must of course have been reviewed by the synod, nor had
they at this time power 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 and the rebuilding of her walls), where
sagacity, craft, and decision were required in extraordinary
measure, and where pecuniary probity was of less necessity: 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, without precedents to guide them, when unimpeachable
honesty in the assessor was the first of all qualities,— not to
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have Themistoklés; but to employ in his stead the well-known,
we might almost say the ostentatious, probity of Aristeidés,
This must be accounted good fortune, since at 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 favor 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 mod-
erate, after the once responsible headship of Athens had degener-
ated into an unpopular empire.l .

Respecting this first assessment, we scarcely know more than
one single fact, — the aggregate in money was four hundred and
sixty talents, equal to about one hundred and six thousand
pounds sterling. Of the items composing such aggregate, — of
the individual cities which paid it,— of the distribution of obliga-
tions to furnish ships and to furnish money,— we are entirely
ignorant: the little information which we possess on these points
relates to a period considerably later, shortly before the Pelopon-
nesian war, under the uncontrolled empire then exercised by
Athens. Thucydidés, in his brief sketch, makes us clearly
understand the difference between presiding Athens, with her

! Thueyd. v, 18; Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 24.  Platarch states that the
allics expressly asked the Athenians to send Aristeidds for the purpose of
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 Yonians against Pausanias occurred, and was the
person to whom they appliced for protection. As such, he was the natural
person to undertake such duties as devolved upon Athens, without any
necessity of supposing that he was specially asked for to perform it.

Plutarch farther states that a certain contribution had been levied from
the Greeks towards the war, even during the headship of Sparta. This
statement also is highly improbable. The headship of Sparta covers only
one single campaign, in which Pausanias had the command: the Ionic
Greeks sent their ships to the fleet, which would be held sufficient, and there
was no time for measuring commutations into moncy.

Pausanias states, but I think quite erroncously, that the name of Aris-
teidés was robbed of its due honor because he was the first person who
&rafe gopovs roic "EAxnoe (Pausan. viii, 52, 2). Neither the assessment nor
the name of Aristeidés was otherwise than popular.

Aristotle employs the name of Aristeidés as a symbol of unrivalled prob-
ity (Rhetoric. ii, 24, 2).
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autonomous and regularly assembled allies in 476 B.C., and Ympe-
réal Athens, with her subject allies in 432 B.c.; the Greek word
equivalent to ally left either of these epithets to be understood, by
an ambiguity exceedingly convenient to the powerful states, —
and he indicates the general causes of the change: but he gives
us few particulars as to the modifying circumstances, and none
at all as to the first start. e tells us only that the Athenians
appointed a peculiar board of oflicers, called the Hellénotamiz, to
receive and administer the common fund,-— that Delos was con-
stituted the general treasury, where the money was to be kept,
—and that the payment thus levied was called the pkorus ;1 a
name which appears then to have been first put into circulation,
though afterwards usual,—and to have conveyed at first no
degrading import, though it afterwards became so odious as to be
exchanged for a more innocent synonym.

Endeavoring as well as we can to conceive the Athenian alli-
ance 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. Wemay be certain that all which was done at first
was done by general consent, and by a freely determining major-
ity : for Athens, at the time when the Ionic allies besought her
protection against Spartan arrogance, could have had no power
of constraining unwilling parties, especially when the loss of
supremacy, though quietly borne, was yet fresh and rankling
among the countrymen of Pausanias. So large a total implies,
from the very first, a great number of contributing states, and
we learn from hence to appreciate the powerful, wide-spread, and
voluntary movement which then brought together the maritime
and insular Greeks distributed throughout the igean sea and
the Hellespont. The Phenician fleet, and, the Persmn land-force,
might at any moment reappear, nor was there any hope of resist-
ing 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 ambi-

. ! Thucyd. i, 95, 96.
VOL. V. ' 12
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tion, which gave birth to the alliance, and they were grateful to
Athens for organizing it. The public import of the name Hel-
lénotamiz, 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 protection of the
JEgean sea against foreign maritime force and lawless piracy,
as well as that of the Hellespont 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 oth-
ers: and we cannot doubt that the general feeling of this commeon
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 pur-
poses of Athenian ambition, we shall see at the proper time: but
in its origin it was 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 mem-
ber 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 fragments of this disunited race,
and overlaid for a time that exclusive bent towards petty and
isolated autonomy which ultimately made slaves of them 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 Agean sea, regulated by a common superintending
authority. And if such promise was not realized, 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 fail-
ure as the ambition of Athens. We may add that, in selecting
Delos as a centre, the Yonic allies were conciliated by a renova-
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tion of the solemnities which their fathers, in the days of former
freedom, had crowded to witness in that sacred island.

At the time when this alliance was formed, the Persians still
held not only the important posts of Eion on the Strymon and
Doriskus in Thrace, but also several other posts in that country,!
which are not specified to us. 'We may thus understand why
the Greek cities on and near the Chalkidic peninsula, — Argilus,
Stageirus, Akanthus, Skolus, Olynthus, Spartélus, etc.,— which
we know to have joined under the first assessment of Aristeidés,
were not less anxious? to seek protection in the bosom of the
new confederacy, than the Dorian islands of Rhodes and Kos,
the Ionic islands of Samos and Chios, the dolic Lesbos and
Tenedos, or continental towns such as Milétus and Byzantium :
by all of whom adhesion to this alliance must have been contem-
plated, in 477 or 476 B.C., as the sole condition of emancipation
from Persia. Nothing more was required, for the success of a
foreign enemy against Greece generally, than complete autonomy
of every Grecian city, small as well as great, —such as the
Persian monarch prescribed and tried to enforce ninety years
afterwards, through the Lacedemonian Antalkidas, in the pacifi-
cation which bears the name of the latter: some sort of union,
organized and obligatory upon each city, was indispeusable to
the safety of all. Nor was it by any means certain, at the time
when the confederacy of Delos was first formed, that, even with
that aid, the Asiatic enemy would be effectually kept out ; espec-
ially as the Persians were strong, not merely from their own
force, but also from the aid of internal parties in many of the
Grecian states, — traitors within, as well as exiles without.

Among these, the first in rank as well as the most formidable,
was the Spartan Pausanias. Summoned home from Byzantium
to Sparta, in order that the loud complaints against him might be

¥ Herodot. vii, 106. dmapyot &v 75 Opniky kal rod 'EXigombvrov wav-
rayi. Olrae v mévrec,ol e éx Opnikne xal Tod ‘EArgomévrov, mAjv
10D & Aopioke, Hmd ‘EAAvwy farepov TabTye s orparglicine éppédnoay,
ete.

* Thucyd. v, 18. Tag 68 wodews, gpepodoas tov ¢dpov Tov én' *Apioreidov,
abrovipovs elvac. ., .elol 88, "Apyidoc, Trayeipog, "Akavdog, IkdAoc, "Odvv~
Sog, Emaprwio. :
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examined, he had been acquitted ! of the charges of wrong and
oppression against individuals; yet 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 prosecution of his designs against Greece, and he'came
out with this view, to Byzantium in a trireme belonging to Her-
mioné, under pretence of aiding as a volunteer without any formal
authority in the war. Ie there resumed his negotiations with
Artabazus: his great station and celebrity still gave him a strong
hold on men’s opinions, and he appears to have established a sort
of mastery in Byzantium, from whence the Athenians, already
recognized heads of the confederacy, were constrained to expel
him by force:2 and we may be very sure that the terror excited by
his presence as well as by his known designs tended materially
to accelerate the organization of the confederacy under Athens.
He then retired to Kolonae in the Troad, where he continued for
some time in the farther prosecution of his schemes, trying to
form a Persian party, despatching emissaries to dlstrlbute Per-
sian gold among various cities of Greece, and probably employmo
the name of Sparta to impede the formation of the new confede-
racy:3 until at length the Spartan authorities, apprized of his

! Cornelius Nepos states that he was fined (Pausanias, ¢. 2), which is
neither noticed by Thucydidés, nor at all probable, looking at the subse-
quent circumstances connected with him.

2 Thucyd. i, 130, 131. Kai éx 7od Bulavriov PBig 97d tov 'Abnpvaiwv
Exmwoldioprndselg, ete.: these words seem to imply that he had acquired a
strong position in the town. '

‘21t is to this time that I refer the mission of Arthmius of Zeleia (an
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. In the
course of his visit to Greece, Arthmius went to Athens: his purpose was
discovered, and he was compelled to flee: while the Athenians, at the in-
stance of Themistoklés, passed an indignant decree, declaring him and his
race enemies of Athens, and of all the allies of Athens, — and proclaiming
that whoever should slay him would be guiltless; because he had brought
in Persian gold to bribe the Greeks. This decree was engraven on a brazen
column, and placed ou 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. iii, ¢. 9, p. 122, and
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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 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
be been king instead of regent. DBut he was soon let out, on his
own requisition, and under a private arrangement with friends
and partisans, to take his trial against all accusers.2 Even to

De Fals. Legat. ¢. 76, p. 428 ; /schin. cont. Ktesiphont. ad fin. Harpokrat.
v. "Atipo¢ — Deinarchus cont. Aristogeiton. sects. 25, 26.

Plutarch (Themistoklés, ¢. 6, and Aristeidés, tom. 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 alli-
ance 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,—whenPausanias 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 Themis-
toklés.

! Thucyd. i, 181. ‘O 62 BovAduevoe o¢ friora momrog eivar kal miorebwy
xonpnaot deadicew v diaBoliw, dvexdper o Sebrepov & Emipry. )

2 Thueyd. i, 131. Kal & udv miw eiprriy éomimtel 70 mpoTov Id Tov épdpwv
treira diampalipevor Sarepov 8E5A0e, kal xkabictnow éavrdv ¢ kpiow Tolc
Bovidouévors mepl abrov EAéyyew.

The word diampatiuevos indicates, first, that Pausanias himself originated
the efforts to get free,—next, that he eame to an underhand arrangement:
very probably by a bribe, though the word does not necessarily imply
it. The Scholiast says so, distinctly, — ypiuase xkal Abyoie dampagiuevos



270 HISTORY OF GREECE.

stand forth as accuser against so powerful a man was a serious
peril: 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 justi-
fy his condemnation, and amidst a long chain of acts carrying
conviction when taken in the aggregate, there was no single trea-
son sufficiently demonstrable for the purpose. Accordingly, Pau-
sanias remained not only at large but unaccused, still audaciously
persisting both in his intrigues at home and his correspondence
abroad with Artabazus. Ie ventured to assail the unshielded
side of Sparta by opening negotiations with the Helots, and in-
stigating them to revolt ; promising them both liberation and ad-
mission to political privilege ;! 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, nevertheless, in spite of such grave
peril, did not choose to take measures against Papsanias upon
no better information, — so imposing was still his name and posi-
tion. 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 be-
speaking immediate performance of the engagements concerted
between them, were actually in the hands of the messenger.
Sparta was saved from an outbreak of the most formidable kind,

dnAévore duakpovoiuevag Ty katpyopiav. Dr. Amold translates diampaé-
&uevog, “having scttled the business.”
- ! Aristotel. Politic. iv, 13,18; v, 1, 5; v, 6, 2; Herodot. v,32. Aristotle
calls Pausanias king, though he was only regent: 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.

* Thueyd. i, 132. 6 péddwv ta¢ Tedevraiac Bacidel bmorodds Tpdg
'Aprafialov kouielv, 4vijp 'Apyidiog, etc. ’
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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 intrusted was
anative of Argilus in Thrace, a favorite and faithful slave of Pau-
sanias ; once connected with him by that intimate relation which
Grecian manners tolerated, and admitted even to the full confi-
dence of his treasonable projects. It was by no means the in-
tention 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 for-
ward to its destination, if he found nothing inconsistent with his
own personal safety: he had farther taken the precaution to
counterfeit his master’s seal, so that he could easily reclose the
letter. On reading it, he found his suspicions confirmed by an ex-
press injunction that the bearer was to be put to death,—a dis-
covery which left him no alternative except to deliver it to the
ephors. DBut 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 ac-
count besides, which doubtless he would communicate at the
same time, of all that had previously passed in the Persian cor-
respondence, not omitting copies of those letters between Pausa-
nias and Xerxes, which I have already cited from Thueydidés :
for in no other way can they have become public. Partly from
the suspicion which, in antiquity, always attached to the tes-
timony of slaves, except when it was obtained under the pre-
tended 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. Apprized of this unexpected mark of
alarm, Pausanias hastened to the temple, and demanded the rea-
son: upon which the slave disclosed his knowledge of the con-
tents of the letter, and complained bitterly that, after long and
faithful service,— with a secrecy never once betrayed, through-
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-out this dangerous correspondence,— he was at length rewarded
with nothing better than the same miserable fate which had be-
fallen the previous messengers. Pausanias, admitting all these
facts, tried to appease 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 Pausa-
‘nias immediately on lis return to Sparta. They met him in the
public street, not far from the temple of Athéné Chalkicekus (or
of the Brazen Ilouse); but as they came near, either their men-
acing looks, or a significant nod from one of them, revealed to
this guilty man their purpose; and he fled for refuge to the
temple, which was so near that he reached it before they could
overtake him. Ile planted himself as a suppliant, far more
hopeless than the Argilian slave whom he had so recently talked
over at Tewnarus, 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 cur-
rent story,!— not recognized by Thucydidés, yet consistent with
Spartan manners,— his own mother was the person who placed
the first stone to build up the door, in deep abhorrence of his trea-
son. His last moments being carcfully observed, he was brought
away just in time to expire without, and thus to avoid the desecra-
tion of the temple. The first impulse of the ephors was to cast
his body into the ravine, or hollow, called the Kzmadas, the usual
place of punishment for criminals : probably, his powerful friends
averted this disgrace, and he was buried not far off, until, some
time afterwards, under the mandate of the Delphian oracle, his
body was exhumed and transported to the exact spot where he
bhad died. Nor was the oracle satisfied even with this reinter-
ment: pronouncing the whole proceeding to be a profanation of
the sanctity of Athéné, it enjoined 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,

! Diodor. xi, 45; Cornel. Nepos, Pausan. c. 5; Polyzn. viii, 51.
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even at this period, —such an injunction would probably have
produced the slaughter of two human victims : on the present
occasion, Athéng, or Hikesius, the tutelary god of suppliants, was
supposed to be satisfied by two brazen statues; not, however,
without some attempts to make out that the expiation was inade-
quate.!

Thus perished a Greek who reached the pinnacle of renown
simply from the accidents of his lofty descent, and of his being
general at Plataza, where it does not appear that he displayed any
superior qualities. Ilis treasonable projects implicated and
brought to disgrace a man far greater than himself, the Athenian
Themistoklés.

The chronology of this important period is not so fully known
as to enable us to make out the full dates of particular events ;
but we are obliged —in consequence of the subsequent events
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 By-
zantium, and his death. To suppose so long an interval engaged
in treasonable correspondence, is perplexing; 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 perhapshave communicated with partisans,
real or expected, in many parts of Greece. Among those whom
he sought to enlist as accomplices was Themistoklés, still in great
power, — though, as it would seem, in declining powcr, — at
Athens: and the charge of collusion with the Persians connects
itself with the previous movement of political parties in that city..

The rivalry of Themistoklés and Aristeidés had been greatly
appeased by the invasion of Xerxes, which had imposed upon
both the peremptory necessity of coGperation against a common
enemy. Nor was it apparently 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 Peireeus: Aristeidés is com-
mander of the fleet, and first organizer of the confederacy of

! Thucyd. i, 133, 134 ; Pausanias, iii, 17, 9.
VOL. V. - 12* 18oc.
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Delos. Moreover, we seem to detect a change in the character
of the latter: he had ceased to be the champion of Athenian
old-fashioned landed interest, against Themistoklés as the origi-
nator of the maritime innovations. Those innovations had now,
since the battle of Salamis, become an established fact; a fact
of overwhelming influence on the destinies and character, public
as well as private, of the Athenians. During the exile at Sal-
amis, 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. Irom hencefor-
ward the fleet is endeared to every man as the grand force, offen-
sive 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 detriment either to the
land-force or to the landed cultivation of Attica, both of which
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 equalized for the moment all Athenians as sufferers, as com-
batants, and as patriots. Such predominance of the maritime
impulse, having become pronounced immediately after the return
from Salamis, was farther greatly strengthened by the construc-
tion and fortxﬁcatlon of the Peiraus,—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 pros-
pects and stimulating duties.

The political change arising from hence in Athens was not
less important than the military. ¢“The maritime multitude,
authors of the victory of Salamis,”2 and instruments of the new

! Plutarch, Kimon, c. 8.
* Aristotel. Politic. v, 3, 5. Kal #éAw 6 vavrikde Sxio ¢, yevbuevog
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vocation of Athens as head of the Delian confederacy, appear
now ascendant in the political constitution also; not in any way
as a separate or pr‘ivileged class, but as leavening the whole
mass, strengthening the democratical sentiment, and protesting
against all recovmzed political inequalities. In fact, during the
strumrle at Salamis, the whole city of Athens had been nothing
élse than “ a maritime multitude,” among which the proprietors
and chief men had been confounded, until, by the efforis of all,
the common country had been reconquered: nor was it likely
that this multitude, after a trying period of forced equality, during
which political privilege had been effaced, would patiently ac-
quiesce in the full restoration 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 people at large, blended with
endurance of serious hardship, tendsto 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 Athe-
nian population, who had gone through a previous training of
near thirty years under the democracy of Kleisthenés. At the
time 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 favorable to
equal citizenship and unfriendly to avowed privileé‘e: so that
the impressions made by the struggle at Salamis found the pop-
ular mind prepared to receive them. Early after the return to
Attica, the Kleisthenean constitution was enlarged as respects
eligibility to the magistracy. According to that constitution, the |
fourth or last class on the Solonian census, including the consid-
erable majority of the freemen, were not admxssxble 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

ciriog Tijc mepl Sataplva vikyg, kal i Tabrpg THe Hyepoviag xal il iy
katd Yadaooay dhveuty, Ty Sppoxpariav loyvporépay Emoinsev,

‘0 vavrikds oxAog (Thucyd. viii, 72 and passim).

! For the constitution of Kleisthenés, sce vol. iv, of this History, ch.
xxxi, p. 142, seqq.
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one of the three higher classes. This restriction was now an-
nulled, and eligibility extended to all the citizens. We may
appreciate the strength of feeling with which such reform was
demanded, when we find that it was proposed by Aristeidés; a
man the reverse 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 maritime multitude ” from holding magistracy. I rather
imagine, as has been stated in the previous volume, 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 recogni-
tion 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
Iot, 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 officcs at Athens,— never, for example, to the
stratégi, or generals, whose functions were more grave and re-
sponsible 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
0 great an extension of what may be termed her foreign rela-
tions, and with a confederacy which imposed the necessity of
distant military service, the functions of the stratégi naturally
tended to become both more absorbing and complicated ; while
the civil administration became more troublesome, if not more
difficult, from the enlargement of the city, and the still greater
enlargement of Peireus, —leading to an increase of town pop-
ulation, 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 hLabit 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 pole-
march is a military commander, president of the ten stratégi:l

! Terod. vi, 109.
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we know him afterwards only as a civil magistrate, administering
justice to the metics, or non-freemen, while the stratégi perform
military duties without him. I conceive that this alteration, indi-
cating as it does a change in the character of the archons gen-
erally, must have taken place at the time which we have now
reached,! — a time when the Athenian establishments on all sides
required a more elaborate distribution of functionaries. The
distributipn of so many Athenian boards of functionaries, part to
do duty in the city, and part in the Peireus, cannot have com-
menced until after this period, when Peirseus had been raised
by Themistoklés to the dignity of town, fortress, and state-harbor.
Such boards were the astynomi and agoranomi, who maintained
the police of streets and markets, — the metronomi, who watched
over weights and measures, — the sitophylakes, who carried into
effect various state regulations respecting the custody and sale
of corn,— with various others who acted not less in Peirzus
than in the city.2 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 characterized 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 ren-
dering the archons purely civil magistrates, — administrative as
well as 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 devel-
opment which it exhibits in practice during the century from the

! Aristotel. IloAcretdv Fragm. xlvii, ed. Neumann; Harpokration, v,
TloAéuapyoc ; Pollux, viii, 91 : compare Meier und Schémann, Der Attische
Prozess, ch. ii, p. 50, seqq.

? See Aristotel. IloAtretdv Fragm. ii,v, xxiii, xxxviii, 1, ed. Neuamann ;
Schémann, Antiqq. Jur, Publ. Grze. e. xli, x1ii, xliii.
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Peloponnesian war downward, to which nearly all our positive
and direct information relates. ~

With this expansion both of democratical feeling and of mili-
tary activity at Athens, Aristeidés appears to have sympathized ;
and the popularity thus insured 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 from his function as assessor to
the new Delian confederacy. On the other hand, the ascendency
of Themistoklés, though so often exalted by his unrivalled politi-
cal genius and daring, as well as by the signal value of his public
recommendations, was as often overthrown by his duplicity of
means and unprincipled thirst for money. New political oppo-
nents sprung up against him, men sympathizing with Aristeidés,
and far more violent in their antipathy than Aristeidés himself.
Of these, the chief were Kimon-—son of Miltiades — and Alk-
mzeon ; moreover, it seems that the Lacedzmonians, 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 respecting the
fortifications of Athens, and his subsequent ambitious projects in
reference to the Peiraus. The Lacedamonian influence, then
not inconsiderable in Athens, was employed to second the politi-
cal combinations against him.!' e is said to have given offence
by manifestations of personal vanity,— by continual boasting of his
great services to the state, and by the erection of a private chapel,
close to his own house, in honor of Artemis Aristobulg, or Arte-
mis of admirable counsel; just as Pausanias had irritated the
Lacedemonians by inscribing his own' single name on the Del-
phian tripod, and as the friends of Aristeidés had displeased the
Athenians by endless encomiums upon his justice.2 But the
main cause of his discredit was, the prostitution of his great
influence for arbitrary and corrupt purposes. In the unsettled
condition of so many different Grecian communities, recently
emancipated from Persia, when there was past misrule to avenge,

! Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 16 ; Scholion 2, ad Aristophan. Equit. 84.
2 Plutarch {Themistoklés, ¢. 22; Kimon, ¢. 5-8; Aristeidés, c. 25); Di-
odorus, Xi, 54.
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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 organizing the new confederacy, — is affirmed
to have accepted bribes without scruple, for executing sentences
Jjust and unjust,— restoring some citizens, expelling others, 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
considered 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 Aristeidés as in his censure
of Themistoklés, whom he denounces as “a lying and unjust
traitor.” !

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 importance to the
Athenians. A similar sentiment grew up partially against him
in Athens itself, and appears to have been connected with suspi-
cions of treasonable inclinations towards the Persians. As the
Persians could offer the highest bribes, a man open to corruption
might naturally be suspected of inclinations towards their cause ;
and if Themistoklés had rendered preéminent 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

! Plutarch, Themist. ¢. 21.
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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 against Themistoklés also,
when combined with the corrupt proceedings which stained his
public conduct: we must recollect, also, that Themistoklés had
given some color to these presumptions, even by the stratagems
in reference to Xerxes, which wore a double-faced aspect, capa-
ble 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 medism to be preferred
against him at Athens; by secret instigations, and, as it 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 illustri-
ous services. In spite of violent invectives against him from
Alkmzon and Kimon, tempered, indeed, by a generous modera~

} This accusation of treason brought against Themistoklés at Athens,
prior to kis ostracism, and at the instigation of the Lacedzmoniang,—is
mentioned by Diodorus (xi, 54). Thucydidés and Plutarch take notice
only of the second accusation, after 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 cor-
respondence ; whereas these latter events, coming after the first accusation,
supplied new proofs before unknown, and thus brought on the second, after
Themistoklés had been ostracized. But Diodorus has preserved to us the
important notice of this first accusation at Athens, followed by trial, acquit-
tal, and temporary glorification of Themistoklés,— and preceding his
ostracism.

The indictment stated by Plutarch to have been preferred against The-
mistoklés by LeGbotas son of Alkmaon, at the instance of the Spartans,
probably relates to the first accusation at which Themistoklés was acquit-
ted. For when Themistoklés was arraigned after the discovery of Pausa-
nias, 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 42
ypapauevos ebrov mpodosias AewBérne hv "AXkpaivvos, dua cvveratriopfvay
Ty Zwapriardv (Plutarch, Themist. e. 23).

Compare the second Scholion on Aristophan. Equit. 84, and Aristeidés,
Orat. x1vi, *Ywép rdv Terrdpwy (vol. ii, p. 318, ed. Dindorf, p. 243, Jebb).
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tion on the part of Aristeidés,) his defence was successful. Ile
carried the people with him and was acquitted of the charge.
Nor was he merely acquitted, but, as might naturally be expected,
a reaction took place in his favor: his splendid qualities and
" exploits were brought impressively before the public mind, and
he seemed for the time to acquire greater ascendency than ever.2
Such a charge, and such a failure, must have exasperated to
the utmost the animosity between him and his chief opponents,
— Aristeidés, Ximon, Alkmson, and others; nor can we wonder
that they were anxious to get rid of him by ostracism. In ex-
plaining this peculiar process, I have already stated that it could
never be raised against any one individual separately and osten-
sibly, - 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 well 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 sepa-
rating political opponents when the antipathy between them
threatened to push one or the other into extra-constitutional pro-
ceedings, — especially when one of those parties was Themisto-
klés, 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
seemingly augmented popularity, might indulge hopes that the
vote of ostracism would turn out in his favor, and remove one or
other of his chief political opponents. From all these circum-
stances we learn without astonishment, that a vote of ostracism was
soon after resorted to. It ended in the temporary banishment of
Themistoklés. )

! Plutarch, Aristeidés, ¢. 25.

* Diodor. xi, 54. 76Te piv anépvys Thv Tic mpodosiac kpiow - 6id xal
TO puiv wplToy perd THY AméAvow péyac v mapa Toic *AVpvaiow + hydmwy
Yap adrdv diagepbvrwe ol moditars petrd & Tavra, ol uiv, pofydivres
adrod Tiv dmepBodiv, of O, ¢pSovicavree Tf 06%p, TOV wiv edepyeoiw
twedadovro, v 0% loyuv kal 10 ¢pévnua Tamewoiy Eomevdov.
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- 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 Pau-
sanias, 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. - According to 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 codperate in them,2— but 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 unfriendly to
Sparta, but strongly believed to have been in collusion with
Xerxes at his invasion of Greece. On this occasion the Lace-
demonians 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.3 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 apprized that joint envoys from
Sparta and Athens had been despatclied to arrest him, than he fled
forthwith from Argos to Korkyra. The inhabitants of that island,

! Thueyd. i, 187. $Ad¢ ydp adrd dotepov &k v 'Adpviv mapd Tov $tdwy,
xal ¢ "Apyovc & VmefékecTo, ete.

I follow Mr. Fynes Clinton,in considering the year 471 B.C.to be the date
of the ostracism of Themistoklds. It may probably be so, nor is there any
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 differ-
ent 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 infercnce,
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 approx -
imation, and can ascertain little beyond their order of succession.

* Thucyd. i, 135 ; Ephorus ap. Plutarch. de Malign. Herodoti, c. 5, p. 8553
Diodor. xi, 54; Plutarch, Themist. ¢. 23.

3 Diodor. xi, 55.
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though owing gratitude to him and favorably disposed, could not
venture to protect him against the two most powerful states in
Greece, but sent him to the neighboring continent. Here, how-
ever, 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 per-
sonal enemy, — Admétus, king of the Dlolossians. Fortunately
for him, at the moment when he arrived, Admétus was not at
home ; and Themistoklés, becoming a suppliant to his wife, con-
ciliated 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 re-
turned, Themistokles revealed his name, his pursuers, and his
danger, — entreating protection as a helpless suppliant in the last
extremity. Ie 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 en-
treated was to the suppliant a matter of life or death. Admétus
raised him up from the hearth with the child in his 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 know-
ing 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
recognized 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 ; men-
acing 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 Themis-
toklés : on the other hand, in case of safety, he promised a large
reward. Such promises and threats weighed with the master,
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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 mterval the storm abated, and the ship reached Ephe-
-sus in safety.!

Thus did Themistoklés, after a series of perils, find himself
safe on the Persian side of the Zgean. At Athens, he was pro-
claimed a traitor, and his property confiscated : nevertheless, as
it frequently happened in cases of confiscation, his friends se-
creted 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 concealment, and
which was therefore actually seized, was found to amount to
eighty talents, according to Theophrastus,—to one hundred
.talents, according to Theopompus. In contrast with. this large
sum, it is melancholy to learn that he had begun his political
career with a property not greater than three talents.2 The
poverty of Aristeid@s at the end of his life presents an 1mpresswe
contrast to the enrichment of his rival.

The escape of Themistoklés, and his adventures in Persia,
appear to have formed a favorite theme for the fancy and exag-
geration of authors a century afterwards: we have thus many
anecdotes which contradict either directly or by implication the
simple narrative of Thucydidés. Thus we are told that at the
moment when he was running away from the Greeks, the Per-
sian king also had proclaimed a reward of two hundred 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

! Thueyd. i, 137. Cornclius Nepos (Themist. c. 8) for the most part fol
lows Thucydidés, and professes to do so; yet he is not very accurate, espec-
ially about the relations between Themistoklés and Admétus. Diodorus
(xi, 56) seems to follow chicfly other guides: also to a great extent Plu-
tarch (Themist. ¢. 24-26). There were evidently different accounts of his
voyage, which represented him as reaching, not Ephesus, but the Zolic
Kymé. Diodorus does not notice his voyage by sea.

2 Plutarch, Themist. c. 25; also Kritias ap. Zlian, V. H. x, 17: compare
Herodot. viii, 12.
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to send him up to Susa in a closed litter, under pretence that it
was a woman for the king’s harem: that DMandané, sister of
Xerxes, insisted upon having him delivered up to her as an
expiation for the loss of Ler son at the battle of Salamis: that
he learned 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 importunity of Mandand: that
the officers of the king’s household at Susa, and the satraps in
his way back, threatened him with still farther 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, etc., with several other uncer-
tified details,! which make us value more highly the narrative
of Thucydidés. Indeed, Ephorus, Deind, Kleitarchus, and ITer-
akleidés, from whom these anecdotes appear mostly to be derived,
even affirmed that Themistoklés had found Xerxes himself alive
and seen him: whereas, Thucydidés and Charon, the two con-
temporary 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 exile does not seem to
have been exposed to the least danger in Persia. e presented
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 respecting
the intended retreat of the Greeks from Salamis, and respecting
the contemplated destruction of the Hellespontine bridge. Ile
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

} Diodor. xi, 56 ; Plutarch, Themist. c. 24-30.
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endangered. Reward is yet owing to me for my past service:
moreover, I am now here, chased away by the Greeks, in conse-
quence 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; Wha read this letter to Ar-
taxerses 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
not readily believe that Le 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, I
have got Themistoklés the Athenian,”—as some of Plutarch’s
authors informed him.2 In the course of the year granted, The-
mistoklés had learned so much of the Persian language and cus-
toms 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 emi-
nently captivating 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
neighboring seaport of Myus, for articles of condiment to his
bread, which was always accounted the main nourishment: those
of Lampsakus on the IHellespont, for wine.3 Not knowing the
amount of these two latter items, we cannot determine how much

' ¢ Proditionem ultrd imputabant (says Tacitus, Hist. ii, 60, respecting
Paullinus and Proculus, the generals of the army of Otho, when they sur- .
rendered to Vitellius after the defeat at Bebriacum), spatium longi ante
preelium itineris, fatigationem Othonianorum, permixtum vehiculis agmen,
ac pleraque fortuita fraudi sue assignantes. — Et Vitellius credidit de perfidi,
et fraudem absolvit.”

3 Plutarch, Themist. c. 28.

-3 Thucyd. i, 138 ; Diodor. xi, 57. Besides the three above-named places,
Neanthés and Phanias described the grant as being still fuller and more
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revenue Themistoklés received altogether: but there can be no
doubt, judging from the revenucs of Magnesia alone, that he was
a great pecuniary gainer by his change of country. After hav-
ing visited various parts of Asia,! he lived for a certain time at
Magnesia, in which place his family joined him from Athens.
Ilow long his residence at Magnesia lasted we do not know, but
seemingly long enough to acquire local estimation and leave me-
mentos behind him. He at length died of sickness, when sixty-
five years old, without having taken any step towards the accom-
plishment of those victorious campaigns which he had promised
to Artaxerxes. That sickness was the real cause of his death,
we may believe on the distinet statement of Thucydidés;2 who
at the same time notices a rumor partially current in his own time,

specific: they stated that Perk6té was granted to Themistoklés for bedding,
and Palesképsis for clothing (Plutarch, Themist. c¢. 29; Athenzus, i, p.29).

This seems to have becn a 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 pas-
sage of Thucydidés. I doubt his statement, however, about the land-tax,
or rent; I do not think that it was a tenth or a fifth 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. 7The 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.

! Plutarch, Themistoklés, ¢. 31. mAevduevoc mept thv 'Aciav : this state-
ment seems probable enough, though Plutarch rejects it.

2 Thucyd. i, 138. Noojoac 02 redevrg Tov Piov - Aéyovor ¢ Tiwee, Kal
ékobolov gapuike amodavelv abrdv, 4divarov vopicavra elvar émitedécat
Baoihet @ dméoxero.

This current story, as old as Aristophanés (Equit. 83, compare the Scho-
lia), alleged that Themistoklés had poisoned himself by drinking bull's
blood (see Diodor. xi, 58), who assigns to this act of taking poison a still
more sublime patriotic character by making it part of a design on the part
of Themistoklés to restrain the Persian king from warring against Greece.

Plutarch (Themist. c. 31, and Kimon, c. 18) and Diodorus both state, as
an unquestionable fact, that Themistoklés died by poisoning himself: omit-
ting even to notice the statement of Thucydidés, that he died of disease.
Cornelius Nepos (Themist. c¢. 10) follows Thucydidés. Cicero (Brutus, c.
11) refers the story of the suicide by poison to Clitarchus and Stratoklés,
recognizing it as contrary to Thucydidés. He puts into the mouth of his
fellow dialogist, Atticus, & just rebuke of the facility with which historical
truth was sacrificed to rhetorical purpose.
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of poison voluntarily taken, from painful consciousness on the part
of Themistoklés himself that the promises made could never be
performed, — a farther proof of the general tendency to surround
the last years of this distinguished man with impressive adven-
tures, and to dignify his last moments with a revived feeling, not
unworthy of his earlier patriotism. The report may possibly
have been designedly circulated by his friends and relatives, in
order to conciliate some tenderness towards his memory (his sons
still continued citizens at Athens, and his daughters were married
there). These friends farther stated that they had brought back
Lis bones to Attica, at his own express command, and buried
them privately without the knowledge of the Athenians; no con-
demned 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 inter-
ment had taken place: nor does it seem, when we mark the
cautious expressions of Thucydidés,! that he himself was satis-
fied of the fact: moreover, we may affirm with confidence that
the inhabitants of Magnesia, when they showed the splendid se-
pulchral monument erected in honor of Themistoklés in their own
market-place, were persuaded that his bones were really inclosed
within it.

Aristeidés died about three or four years after the ostracism of
Themistoklés ;2 but respecting the place and manner of his death,

! Thucyd.i,138. 7a 08 éo7@ ¢aol kopte¥jvae abrod ol mpoop-
kovTeg olkade keleboavrog éxeivov, kal Tedjvar kpiga *AYy-
vaiwy & 77 "Arricg od yap &5 Samrew, dg Enl wpodosig pebyovros.

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 Attich ab amicis scpulta, quoniam legibus non concedere-
tur, quod proditionis esset damnatus, memoriz prodidit.” This shows the
haste or inaccuracy with which these secondary authors so often cite: Thu-
cydidés 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 Themistoklds,
supposed to be in Attica, was yet never verified before his time: the guides
of Pausanias, however, in the succeeding century, had become more confi-
dent (Pausanias, i, 1, 3). ‘

? Respeeting the probity of Aristcidés, see an interesting fragment of
Eupolis, the comic writer {A7gor, l(:ragm, iv, p. 457, ed. Meincke).
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there were several contradictions among the authors whom Plu-
tarch had before him. Some aflirmed 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 of Kraterus, and strenu-
ously rejected by Plutarch, represents Aristeidés as having been
falsely accused before the Athenian judicature and condemned to
a fine of fifty minwx, 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 cer-
tain about his death except one fact,— but that fact at the same
time the most honorable of all, — that he died very poor. It is
even asserted that he did not leave enough to pay funeral ex-
penses, — that a sepulchre was provided for him at Phalérum at
the public cost, besides a handsom:z donation to his son Lysima-
chus, 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 incorruptible
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 Olym-
pia, and by a choregic victory at Athens, with little scruple as to
the means of acquisition, — ended his life at Magnesia in dishon-
orable affluence, greater than ever, and left an enriched posterity
both at that place and at Athens. DMore than five centuries after-
wards, his descendant, the Athenian Themistoklés, attended the
lectures of the philosopher Ammonius at Athens, as the comrade
and friend of Plutarch himself:2

! Plutarch, Aurist. c. 26, 27; Cornelius Nepos, Arist. ¢.3: compare Aris-
tophan. Vesp. 53. 2 Plutarch, Themist. ¢, 5-32. '
VOL. V. 13 190c.
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CHAPTER XLV.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CONFEDERACY UNDER ATHENS AS HEAD.
— FIRST FORMATION AND RAPID EXPANSION OF THE ATHE-
NIAN EMPIRE.

I mAVE already recounted, in the preceding chapter, how the
Asiatic Greeks, breaking loose from the Spartan Pausanias, en-
treated Athens to organize a new confederacy, and to act as pre-
siding city (Vorort), — and how this confederacy, framed not only
for common and pressing objects, but also on principles of 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 Egean sea. I also noticed this
event as giving commencement to a new era in Grecian politics.
For whereas there had been before a tendency, not very power-
ful, yet on the whole steady and increasing, towards something
like one Pan-Hellenic league under Sparta as president,— from
henceforward that tendency disappears and a bifurcation begins :
Athens and Sparta divide the Grecian world between them, and
bring a much larger number of its members into codperation,
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 par-
ticular facts,— and in the absence of such controlling evidence,
a habit has grown up of describing loosely the entire period be-
tween 477 B.C., and 405 B.C. (the latter date is that of the battle
of Zgos Potamos), as constituting “the Athenian empire.” This
word denotes correctly enough the last part, perhaps the last
forty years, of the seventy-two years indicated ; but it is mis-
leading when applied to the first part : nor, indeed, can any single
word be found which faithfully characterizes as 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
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hegemony, or headship, as a portion of the Athenian empire.
Thucydidés carefully distinguishes the two, speaking of the Spar-
tans as having lost, and of the Athenians as having acquired, not
empire, but headship, or hegemony.l The transition from the

! Thueyd. i, 94. éfemoMdprnoav (Buldvriov) v 75de 15 fyepovia, i e,
under the Spartan hegemony, before the Athenians were invited to assume
the hegemony: compare hynoiuevor, i, 77, and Herodot. viii, 2, 3. Next,
we have (i, 95) gocrovréc te (the Ionians, etc.) wpd¢ Tode *ASyvaiove hEiovy
abrode fhyepdvag opov yevéoSar watd o fuyyevés, Again, when the
Spartans send out Dorkis in place of Pausanias, the allies odxer: &picoav
thv fyepoviav. Then, as to the ensuing proceedings of the Athenians
(i, 96) — wapaiaBiovrec 0t 0l 'AGnvaio THY fyepoviav Toiry T Tpémy
&kbvrwy Tov fuppaywy 6id 70 Tavoaviow ploo, ete.: compare i, 75— fuiv
8¢ mposeAdovrwy Tov Svpudywy kai abTowv deydévrovy fyepdvac karao-
Tivat, and vi, 76.

Then the transition from the 7yeuovia to the apx7 (i, 97) — Hyotuevor 62
abrovéuwy 1O mphTov TOV Svpudywy kal awd kowav fvvédwv fovietovrww,
Técade ¢mjASoy modéuw Te Kkal diayetpioer mpaypatov perafd Tovde
T0¥ moAépov kal rod Mydikod. '

Thucydidés then goes on to say, that he shall notice these “ many strides
in advance” which Athens made, starting from her original hegemony, so
as to show in what manner the Athenian empire, or dpy?, was originally
formed, — Gua 0% kal TH¢ dpx ¢ dnodew Exel Tiic Tov "Adpvaivy, év olp
Tpéme katéory. The same transition from the Hyewovia to the apyy is
described in the oration of the Athenian envoy at Sparta, shortly before the
Peloponnesian war (i, 75) : but as it was rather the interest of the Athenian
orator to confound the difference between #ysuovia and apy#, 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,—o¥Twg 0bd’ fuelc Savuaordov obdiv memois-
kapev.......el Gpxqv Te didopévyv édefapcda wal Tabrgy uY
Gveluev, ete.; and he then proceeds to defend the title of Athens to com-
mand on the ground of superior force and worth: which last plea is ad-
vanced a few years afterwards, 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 hegemony, or headship, is extremely
general, denoting any case of following a leader, and of obedience, however
temporary, qualified, or indeed little more than honorary. Thus it is used
by the Thebans to express their relation towards the Boeotian confederated
towns (7yepovebeadar ¥¢’ fuov, Thue. iii, 61, where Dr. Arnold draws atten-
tion to the distinction between that verb and &pyew, and holds language
respecting the Athenian apy#, more precise than his language in the note
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Athlenian hegemony to the Athenian empire was doubtless grad-
ual, so that no one could determine precisely where the former
ends apd the latter begins : 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 then came to be held by Athens, — partly as a
fact established, resting on acquiescence rather than attachment
or consent on the minds of the subjects, — partly as a corollary
from necessity of union combined with her superior force: while
this latter point, superiority of force as a legitimate title, stood
more and more forward, both in the language of Ler speakers and
in the conceptions of her citizens. Nay, the Athenian orators
of the middle 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
Aristeidés fifty years before, it would have been alike offensive
tothe prudence of the one and to the justice of the other. The
imperial state of Athens, that which she held at the beginning of
the Peloponnesian war, when her allies, except Chios and Les-
bos, were tributary subjects, and when the Zgean sea was an
Athenian lake, — was of course the period of her greatest splen-
dor and greatest action upon the Grecian world. It was also the
period most impressive to historians, orators, and philosophers,
— suggesting the idea of some one state exercising dominion

ad Thueyd. i, 94), and by the Corinthians to express their claims as metrop-
olis of Korkyra, which were really little more than honorary,— éxl 70
fyepoveg Te elvar kal Td elkora Yavpileodar (Thucyd. i, 38): compare
vii, 55. Indeed, it sometimes means simply a guide (iii, 98; vii, 50).

But the words &¢py?, dpxew, Gpyeodat, voc. pass., are much less extensive
in meaning, and imply both superior dignity and coercive authority to a
greater or less extent: compare Thucyd. v, 69; ii, 8, ete. The médc ¢pyHv
&yovoa is analogous to ¢vjp tépavvog (vi, 85).

Herodotus is less careful in distinguishing the meanings of these words
than Thucydidés: sce the discussion of the Lacedeemonian and Athenian
envoys with Gelo (vii. 155-162). But it is to be observed that he makes
Gelo ask for the 7ysuovie and not for the apy?, — putting the claim in the
least offensive form : compare also the claim of the Argeians for #ysuovia
(vii, 148).
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over the Egean, as the natural condition of Greece, so that if
Athens lost such dominion, it would be transferred to Sparta, —
holding out the dispersed maritime Greeks as a tempting prize
for the aggressive schemes of some new conqueror,—and even
bringing up by association into men’s fancies the mythical Minos
of Krete, and others, as having been rulers of the Agean in
times anterior to Athens.

Even those who lived under the full-grown Athenian empire
had before them no good accounts of the incidents between 479-
450 B.c.; for we may gather from the intimation of Thucydidés,
as well as from his barrenness of facts, that while there were
chroniclers both for the Persian invasion and for the times before,
no one cared for the times immediately succeeding.! Hence, the
little light whigh has fallen upon this blank has all been borrowed
—if we except the careful Thucydidés — from a subsequent age ;
and the Athenian hegemony has been treated as a mere com-
mencement of the Athenian empire: credit has been given to
Athens for a long-sighted ambition, aiming {rom 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

! Thucyd. i, 97. Tolc 7wpd &uod amaoty tkhumdc v tolito T ydpiov, Kal ) Td
7pd Tov Mpdikdv fuveridecav 4 avtd 7a Mnpdika: rodrev & domep kal
fparo b 1f 'Arricg Evyypa¢d ‘EAddvirog, Bpayfug Te kal Toig xpévoig
otk akptBioc émepviodn.

Hellanikus, therefore, had done no more than touch upon the events of this
period: and he found so little good information within his reach as to fall
into chronological blunders.

% Thucyd. i, 93. ¢ yap oy Sadioons mpoTog érodunaey elmeiy o Gvdenréa
éotl, kal Y Gpyiw eDOV¢ Evyrateokebale,

Dr. Arnold says in his note, © 099 signifies probably immediately after
the retreat of the DPersians.” 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 counsclled them to abandon their city and repose all
their hopes in their fleet. It is ouly by this supposition that we get & rea-
sonable meaning for the words éréAunae eimelv, “ he was the first who dared
to say,” — which implies a counsel of extraordinary boldness. ‘For he
was the first who dared to advisc them to grasp at the sea, and from that
moment forward he helped to establish their empire.” The word §vykare-
cxebale seems to denote a collateral consequence, not directly contem-
plated, though perhaps divined, by Themistoklés.
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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 preceding and actually present,
with some help, though cautious and sparing, from our acquaint-
ance with that which was then an unknown future. When Aris-
teidés and Kimon dismissed the Lacedamonian admiral Dorkis,
and drove Pausanias away from Byzantium on his second coming
out, they had to deal with the problem immediately before thern ;
they had to complete the defeat of the Persian power, still for-
midable, — and to create and organize a confederacy as yet only
inchoate. This was quite enough to occupy their attention, with-
out ascribing to them distant views of Athenian maritime empire.

In that brief sketch of incidents preceding the Peloponnesian
war, which Thucydidés introduces as “the throwing off’ of his
narrative,”! he neither gives, nor professes to give, a complete
enumeration of all 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 Perslan garrison, — next, the
capture of Skyros, and appropriation of the island to Athenian
kleruchs, or out-citizens, — thirdly, the war with Karystus in
Eubeea, and reduction of the place by capitulation. It has been
too much the practice to reason as if these three events were
the full history of tem or eleven years. Considering 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 aunthority : and they are all, in truth, events
having a near and special bearing on the subsequent 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 con-
federate force: for it is certain that the first ten years of the
Athenian hegemony must have been years of most active

! Thueyd. i, 97. Zypapa 62 adrd kal T9v ExBoAjv Tob Adyov
Eroupoluny i T6de, ete.
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warfare against the Persians. One positive testimony to this
effect has been accidentally preserved to us by Herodotus, who
mentions, that “before the invasion of Xerxes, there were Per-
sian commanders and garrisons everywhere 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 suffi-
cient to attract the admiration of Xerxes, except Bogés, governor
of Eion.” Bogés, after bravely defending himself, and refusing
offers of capitulation, found his provisions exhausted, and farther
resistance impracticable. Ile then kindled a vast funeral pile, —
slew hLis wives, children, concubines, and family, and ecast
them into it,— threw his precious effects over the wall into the
Strymon, — and lastly, precipitated himself into the flames.2 Iis
brave despair was the theme of warm encomium among the Per-
sians, and Lis relatives in Persia were liberally rewarded by
Xerxes. This capture of Eion, effected by Kimon, has been

! Herodot. vii, 106,107. Karéoracav yap ére mpérepov TaiTne tijc Elaatog
trapyot &v T Opyixy kal Tob ‘Eldnonévrov wavrays. Obrow dv miavreg, ol Te
¢k Opnixne kal tod ‘ElAnomévrov, wiyy tod &v Aopicke, vmd ‘EAljvev
Yorepov Tabryg i orpatniascine énpédnoav: Tov Ot v Aopiokw Maokiuny
obdapol kw vviodnoar dieheir, ToAd oy mweLpnoapévwr.

The loose chronology of Plutarch is little to be trusted; but he, too, ac-
knowledges the continuance of Persian occupations in Thrace, by aid of
the natives, until a period later than the battle of the Eurymedon (Plu-
tarch, Kimon, c. 14).

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 Eu-
rope.”

Weissenborn (Hecllen oder Beitriige zur genaueren Erforschung der alt-
griechischen Geschichte. Jena, 1844, p. 144, note 31) has taken notice of
this important passage of Herodotus, as well as of that in Plutarch; but he
does not sce how much it embarrasses all attempts to frame a certain chron-
ology for those two or three events which Thucydidés gives us between
476466 B. C.

* Kutzen (De Atheniensium Imperio Cimonis atque Periclis tempore
constituto. Grimee, 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 Fion.
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mentioned, as already stated, by Thucydidés; but Herodotus
here gives us to understand that it was only one of a string of
enterprises, all unnoticed by Thueydidés, against the Persians.
Nay, it would seem from his language, that Maskamés main-
tained himself in Doriskus during the whole reign of Xerxes,
and perbaps 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
hegerony were full of busy and successful hostility against the
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 occu-
pied throughout the /Egean and Thrace. Without doubt, the
Athenians had to clear the coasts and the islands of a great
number of different Persian detachments: an operation never
short nor easy, with the then imperfect means of siege, as we
may see by the cases of Sestus and Eion; nor, indeed, always
practicable, as the case of Doriskus teaches us. The fear of
these Persians, yet remaining in the neighborhood,! and even the
chance 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 the Athenians first established?
that constant, systematic, and laborious training, among their
own ships’ crews, which transmitted itself with continual im-

! To these “remaining operations against the Persians” the Athenian
envoy at Lacedeemon alludes, in his speech prior to the Peloponnesian war
— tudv ptv (you Spartans) obk d8ednodvrwv mapaucivar Tpds T Vmé-
Aowma to¥ BapBapov, quiv ot mpuoeASivrwy Ty Svpuaywy kal adrov
dendévruy gycudves karaorivar, ete. (Thucyd. i, 75:) and again, iii, 11
T¢ dméduiwa TV Epyw.

Compare also Plato, Menexen. ¢. 11. adtd¢ 08 #yyéidero Bacidede dia-
vogioYar O¢ Eriyeipnowy wadw énl Todg "EAApvag, ete.

2 The Athenian nautical training begins directly after the repulse of the
Persians. T d¢ rij¢ Sakaoons émoripovac yevéodae (says Periklés respect-
ing the Peloponnesians, just at the commencement of the Peloponnesian
war) o padiec adroic wpooyevioerarr ovdE yip tucic, pererdvre adTd
ed9d¢ 4mo Tov Mydikdv, deipyacdé mo (Thucyd. i, 142).
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provements down to the Peloponnesian war: it was by these,
combined with the present fear, that they were enabled to or-
ganize the largest and most efficient confederacy ever known
among Grecks,—to bring together deliberative deputies, — to
plant their own ascendency as enforcers of the collective resolu-
tions, — and to raise a prodigious tax from universal contribution.
Lastly, it was by these same operations, prosecuted so success-
fully 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 contribution, 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 mem-
"bers would never have arisen, — unless there had been a real
fear of the Persians, and a pressing necessity for vigorous and
organized operations against them, during the ten years between
477 and 466 B.c.

As to the ten years from 477-466 B. c., there has been a
tendency almost unconscious t0 assume that the particular inci-
dents 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 indi-
rect, that they are only part of the stock of a very busy period,
—the remaining defails of which, indicated 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 continued 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 of the members than the security of the
whole, so lamentably failed in its object. We must recollect that
this confederacy, formed for objects common to all, limited to a
certain extent the autonomy of each member ; both conferring
definite rights and imposing definite obligations. Solemnly sworn
to by all, and by Aristeidés on behalf of Athens, it was intended
to bind the members in perpetuity, — marked even in the form
of the oath, which was performed by casting heavy lumps of

. 13*
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iron into the sea never again to be seen.! As this confederacy
was thus both perpetual and peremptory, binding each member
to the rest, and not allowing either retirement or evasion, so it
was essential that it should be sustained by some determining
authority and enforcing sanction. The determining authority
was provided by the synod at Delos : the enforcing sanction wags
exercised by Athens as president. And there is every reason
to presume that Athens, for a long time, performed this duty in a
legitimate and honorable manner, acting in execution of the re-
solves of the synod, or at least in full harmony with its general
purposes. She exacted from every member the regulated quota
of men or money, employing coercion against recusants, and
visiting neglect of military duty with penalties. In all these
requirements she only discharged her appropriate functions as
chosen leader of the confederacy, and there can be no reasonable
doubt that the general synod went cordially along with her? in
strictness of dealing towards those defaulters who obtained pro-
tection without bearing their share of the burden.

But after a few years, several of the confederates becoming
weary of personal military service, prevailed upon the Athenians-
to provide ships and men in their place, and imposed upon them-
selves in exchange a money-payment of suitable amount. This
commutation, at first probably introduced 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 allies, hating labor and privation, it
was a welcome relief, — while to the Athenians, full of ardor and
patient of labor, as well as discipline, for the aggrandizement of
their country, it afforded constant pay for a fleet more numerous
than they could otherwise have kept afloat. It is plain from the
statement of Thucydidés that this altered practice was introduced
from the petition of the confederates themselves, not from any

1 Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 24.

2 Such concurrence of the gencral synod is in fact implied in the speech
put by Thucydidés into the mouth of the Mitylensan envoys at Olympia, in
the third year of the Pcloponnesian war: a speech pronounced by parties
altogether hostile to Athens (Thucyd. iii, 11) —Gua pév ybp paprvpie
&ypavro (the Athenians) ud &v rodc ye looyfpove drxovrag, &

- i ¢ Hoikovy oic émjecav, §voTparedbety.
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pressure or stratagem, on the part of Athens.! But though 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 communion of
danger as well as of glory, which had once bound them together.
The Athenians came 1o consider themselves as military chiefs
and soldiers, with a body of tribute-paying subjects, whom they
were entitled to hold in dominion, and restrict, both as to foreign
policy and internal government, to such extent as they thought
expedient, — but whom they were also bound to protect against
foreign enemies. The military force of these subject-states was
thus in a great degree transferred 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 propor-
tion as the vigorous resolves of Athens? were less and less par-
alyzed by the contentions 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
farther and farther 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 conjunction with the synod, re-
pressed their attempts one after the other, — conquering, fining,
and disarming the revolters; which was the more easily done,

! Thueyd. i, 97-99. Alriar (% GAdat fioay Tov dmooractwy, kal péytoras,
al TOv ¢opwy kal veov &xdeiar xal Aetmoorpatiov, €l T dyévero: ol yip
"ASqvaiot akpBic Empacaoov, kal Avrypol noav, obk elwddawy obdE Boviouivors
TeAacrwpely wpooayovteg Tag dvaykac. "Hoav 8¢ mwg kal GAdwg ol *Adpvaiot
otkett éuoiwg v Hdovii dpyovree, kal obre fvvesTparevoy 4nd Tob Loov, pgdiow
Te mpooayeodat fv abrole Todg Gpioraubvovgt dv abrol aliTior Eyé-
vovro ol §dupuayoc 0w yap Ty dmékvnow TabTyy TOV 6Tpateily, o
mwhciove adTéw, lva pi &’ olkov Goi, xphpara Erdafavro qvtl TOV vedv
70 lkvotpevow dvidopa ¢épew, kal Toig udv *ASqvaiows phéero TO vavTikdy amd
T Samwivne v Exelvor Evugépotev, abTol OF bmore dmooTaley, dTapiokevor
kal arewpor b TOv woldepov kedioravro,

2 Sce the contemptuous remarks of Periklés upon the debates of the
Lacedzemonian allies at Sparta (Thucyd i, 141).
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since in most cases their naval force had been in great part
handed over to her. As these events took place, not all at once,
but successively in different years, — the number of mere tribute-
paying allies as well as of subdued revolters continually increas-
ing,— 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. By strictly enforcing the ob-
ligations 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 in-
clined to relax her hold upon the tributary subjects, considera-
tions of her own safety would have deterred her from doing so;
for there was reason to apprehend that they might place their
strength at the disposal of her enemies. It is very certain that
she never was so inclined; 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 relin-
quishing voluntarily an immense ascendency as well as a lucra-
tive revenue: least of all was such an idealikely to be conceived
by Athenian citizens, whose ambition increased with their power,
and among whom the love of Athenian ascendency was both pas-
sion and patriotism. But though the Athenians were both dis-
posed 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 honorable causes: voluntary
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 igean sea to the Per-
sians.!

1 The speech of the Athenian envoy at Sparta, a little before the Pelo-
ponnesian war, scts 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. e
of course, as might be supposed, omits those other proceedings by which
Athens had hersclf aggravated it.
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There were two other causes, besides that which has just been
adverted tc, for the unpopularity of imperial Athens. First, the
existence of the confederacy, imposing permanent obligations,
was in conflict with the general instinct of the Greek mind, tend-
ing towards separate political autonomy of each city, as well ag
with the particular turn of the Ionic mind, incapable of that
steady personal effort which was requisite for maintaining the syn-
od 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 predomi-
nance: 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 move-
ment of revolt against her proceeded from small parties of lead-
ing men, acting apart from the citizens, and generally with
collateral views of ambition for themselves: and the positive
hatred towards her was felt chiefly by those who were not her
subjects.

It is probable that the same indisposition to personal effort,
which prompted the confederates of Delos to tender money-pay-
ment as a substitute for military service, also induced them to

Kal yap advriy thvde (thv apyiv) édafouey ob Braciauevor. .. ¢ adrod d&
T0d &pyov karyvaykioSnuey 10 mpdTOY Tpoayayeiv avTyv é¢ Tode, pidiora
ptv Owd déovg, Emewra 08 kal Twuic, Gorepov kal dgedeiac. Kal obk dogaric
&r1 #dokei elvar Toic moddolg ammyOnuévove, kai Twwv kal 7dp dmooTdvTwy
Kkexeipopbvoy, Suby Te Huiv obkett Spolwg ¢pidwy AN GmémTwY Kal diagdpwy
Svrow, dvévrag ‘kiwdvvebew kal yip &v al amoesracels mpds udc Eylyvovro.
waoe 0t GverigpGovoy Ta Svugépovra TOv peyioTwy mepl kwdbvwy €0 Tidesdal.

The whole speech well merits attentive study: compare also the speech
of Periklés at Athens, in the second year of the Peloponnesian war
(Thucyd. ii, 63).
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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, however,
can more forcibly illustrate the difference of character between
the maritime allies of Athens, and the Peloponnesian allies of
Sparta, than the fact, — that while the former shrank from personal
service, and thought it an advantage to tax themselves in place
of it,—the latter were “ready enough with their bodies,” but
uncomplying and impracticable as to contributions.! The con-
tempt felt by these Dorian landsmen for the military efficiency of
the Ionians recurs frequently, and appears even to have ex-
ceeded what the reality justified: but when we turn to the con-
duct of the latter twenty years earlier, at the battle of Ladé, in
the very crisis of the Ionic revolt from Persia,2— we detect the
same want of energy, the same incapacity of personal effort and
labor, as that which broke up the confederacy of Delos with all
its beneficial promise. To appreciate fully the indefatigable ac-
tivity and daring, together with the patient endurance of labori-
ous maritime training, which characterized 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.

It has already been mentioned that the first ageregate assess-
ment of tribute, proposed by Aristeidés, and adopted by the
synod at 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 com-
mutations above alluded to, of money in place of ships, were
multiplied, while the aggregate tribute, of course, became larger.
It was no more than six hundred talents3 at the commencement
of the Peloponnesian war, forty-six years after the first forma-

! Thueyd. i, 141. oduace 6 érowubrepor of adrovpyol Tow wdplmoy B
xP7uacL ToAepeiy, ete. -

* See Herodot. vi, 12, and the preceding volume of this history, chap.
xxxv, vol. iv, p. 301. 3 Thucyd. ii, 13.
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AN

tion of the confederacy; from whence we may infer that it was
never at all inereased upon individual members during the inter-
val. For the difference between four hundred and sixty talenis
and six hundred admits of being fully explained by the numerous
commutations of service for money, as well as by the acquisitions
of new members, which doubtless Athens had more or less the
opportunity of making. It isnot to be imagined that the confed-
eracy had attained its maximum number, at the date of the first
assessment of tribute: there must have been various cities, like
Sinopé and ZEgina, subsequently added.!

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 enterprise
of the Athenians in their new capacity — whether the first abso-
lutely or mnot, we cannot determine — between 476 B.C. and 466
B.C., was the conquest of the important post of Eion, on the
Strymon, where the Persian governor, Bogés, starved out after a
desperate resistance, destroyed himself rather than capitulate,
together with his family and precious effects, as has already been
stated. The next events named are their enterprises 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
Eubeea. 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 rigor-
ously dealt with, and expelled from their island. Skyros was
barren, and had little to recommend it, except a good maritime
position and an excellent harbor ; while its inhabitants, seemingly
akin to the Pelasgian residents in Lemnos, prior to the Athenian
occapation of that spot, were alike piratical and crucl. Some
Thessalian traders, recently plundered and imprisoned by them,
had raised a complaint against them before the Amphiktyonic

-1 Thucyd. i, 108 ; Plutarch, Periklés, e. 20.
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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,~— who conquered the island,
expelled the inhabitants, and peopled it with Athenian settlers,

Such clearance was a beneficial act, suitable to the new char-
acter of Athens as guardian of the Algean sea against piracy:
but it seems also connected with Athenian plans. The island
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 recognized ad-
junct, 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 favor at the period immediately fol-
lowing 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 pre-
vented 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 wel-

! Xenophon, Hellenie, v, 1, 31.

2Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fasti Hellenic. ad ann. 476 B.c.) places the con-
quest of Skyros by Kimon in the year 476 ».c. He says, after citing
& 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 we
know from Thueyd. i, 98, and Diodor. xi, 41-48, combined. Plutarch
named the archon Phszdon, with reference to the conquest 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
oraclewas given in (476 B.c.) the year of the archon Phedon; 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,
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comed by the people in solemn and joyous procession, as if the
hero himself had come back, was deposited in the interior of the

prove that which he asserts. The two passages of Dlodorus have, indecd,
no bearing upon the event: and in so far as Diodorus is in this case an au-
thority 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 Lion, 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 ac-
count 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 testi-
mony 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 the Eurymedon, all to the same year, we cannot much trust his author-
ity. Nevertheless, I incline to believe him as to the date of the conquest
of Skyros: because it scems 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 con-
fidence to 469 B.c., in consequence of the interesting anecdote related by
Plutarch about the first prize gaincd by the poet Sophoklés.

Mr. Clinton has given in his Appendix (Nos. vi-viii, pp. 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 ser-
vice by correcting the mistake of Dodwell, Wesseling, and Mitford (founded
upon an inaccurate construction of a passage in JIsokratés) 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., imme-
diately after the mutiny of the allics 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 74de 4§
7yepovig, 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 Ipdrov uév (Thuc. i, 98) in reference to the Athenian
conquest of Eion, as if it must necessarily mean “ the year after” 477 B.c. If
we could imagine that Thucydidés had told us all the military operations
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.

VOL. V. 200c.
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city,— the monument called the Theseium, with its sacred pre-
cinct being built on the spot, and 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 interesting as
marking the growing intensity of democratical feeling in Athens
since the Persian war.

" It was about two years or more after this incident, that the
first breach of union in the confederacy of Delos took place.
The important island of Naxos, the largest of the Cyclades,—
an island which thirty years before had boasted a large marine

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,” — be-
tween 477-405 B.C. (pp. 248, 249.) I confess that I rather agree with Dr.
Gillies, who admits the discrepancy between these authors broadly and un-
disguisedly, than with Mr. Clinton, who seeks to bring them into compara-
tive 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 évwvevikovra to {3dguirovra,
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 ZEgos Potami, are just eighty-five years.” (Ibid.) Nor ought we to
Jjustify a computation by Demosthends, 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
gpéav tiic Yadaoone —hpfav Tov ‘EAdjvey — wpoorarar joav Tov 'EAAfve
~—for seventy-three years. The historical language of Demosthenés, Plato,
Lysias, Isokratés, Andokidés, Lykurgus, requires to be carefully examined
before we rely upon it.

! Plutarch (Kimon, c. 8; Theseus, c. 36). éori 8¢ ¢ifiov olkéraie kal
waot Tolg Tameworépoic kal Jedibot kpeiTTovag, d¢ kal Tob Oyoéws mpooTarikod
Twog xal Boydyrikod yevoubvov xal mposdeyouévov pilavdplmue Tac TV
Tamweworipwy deqaeig. .
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force and eight thousand hoplites, — revolted ; on what special
ground we do not know : but probably the greater islands fancied
themselves better able to dispense with the protection of the
confederacy than the smaller,— at the same time that they were
more jealous of Athens. After a siege, of unknown duration,
by Athens and the confederate force, it was forced to surrender,
and reduced to the condition of a tributary subject ;1 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-maintain-
ing character of the confederacy, strengthened its military force
by placing the whole Naxian fleet with new pecuniary contribu-
tions 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 com-
mon enemy. Though we know no particulars respecting oper-
ations against Persia, since the attack on Eion, such operations
must have been going on; but the expedition under Kimon,
undertaken not long after the Naxian revolt, was attended with
memorable results. That commander, having under him two
hundred triremes from Athens, and one hundred from the various
confederates, was despatched to attack the Persians on the south-
western and southern coast of Asia Minor. Ile attacked and
drove out several of their garrisons from various Grecian settle-
ments, both in Karia and Lykia: among others, the important
trading city of Phasélis, though at first resisting, and even stand-
ing a siege, was prevailed upon by the friendly suggestions of
the Chians in Kimon’s armament to pay a 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, tnder
the command of Tithraustés and Pherendatés, both of the regal

! Thueyd. 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.
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blood. The fleet, chiefly Phenician, seems to have consisted of
two hundred ships, but a farther reinforcement of eighty Pheni-
cian ships was expected, and was actually near at hand, and 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 num-
bers, partly from discouragement at the absence of the reinforce-
ment, they scem 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 battle on land was long and gal-
lantly contested, but Ilimon at length gained a complete victory,
dispersed the army with the capture of many prisouners, and
either took or destroyed the entire fleet. As soon as his victory
and his prisoners were secured, he sailed to Cyprus for the pur-
pose of intercepting the reinforcement of eighty Phenician 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.

P 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 borrowed 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 con-
sists with the bricf 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 hundved and forty. Plutarch mentions the expected reinforcement
of eighty Phenician ships; which appears to me a very credible circum-
stance, explaining the easy nautical victory of Kimon at the Eurymedon,
From Thucydidés, we know that the vanquished fleet at the Eurymedon
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A victory thus remarkable, which thrust back the Persiana 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 popularize
her with the confederates generally, from the large amount of
plunder divisible among them. Irobably this increased power
and popularity stood her instead throughout her approaching
contest with Thasos, at the same time that it explains the increas-
ing fear and dislike of the Peloponnesians.

Thasos was a member of the confederacy of Delos; but her
quarrel with Athens seems to have arisen out of causes quite
distinet from confederate relations. It has been already stated
that the Athenians had within the last few years expelled the
Persians from the important post of Eion, on the Strymon, the
most eonvenient post for the neighboring region of Thrace, 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 private settlers arrived

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, — Ka?
eldov ("Aqpvaiot) Tpifpeis Powikwy kal dié¢pSeipay Ta¢ waoac & (Tag)
dacooiag. Upon which Dr. Arnold 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 Phenician fleet, according to the univer-
sal practice of antiquity, ran ashore to seek proteetion from its accompany-
ing land-force. When, therefore, this land-force was itself defeated and
dispersed, the ships would all 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 Phenician 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 mscuptlon which mentions only
one hundred.
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from Athens, with the view of procuring grants or making their
fortunes by partnership with powerful Thracians in working
the gold-mines round Mount Pangeus. In so doing, they speedily
found themselves in collision with the Greeks of the opposite
island of Mount Thasos, who possessed a considerable strip of
land, with various dependent towns on the continent of Thrace,
and derived a large revenue from the mines of Skapté IIylg, as
well as from others in the neighborhood.!! The condition of
Thasos at this time, about 465 B.C., indicates to us the progress
which the Grecian states in the /Egean had made since their
liberation from Persia. It had been deprived both of its fortifi-
cations and of its maritime force, by order of Darius, about 491
B.C., and must have remained in this condition until after the
repulse of Xerxes; but we now find it well-fortified and possess-
ing a powerful maritime force.

In what precise manner the quarrel between the Thasians and
the Athenians of Eion manifested itself, respecting the trade and
the mines in Thrace, we are not informed ; but it reached sucha
height that the Athenians were induced to send a powerful arma-
ment against the island, under the command of Kimon2 Iav-
ing vanquished the Thasian force at sea, they disembarked,
gained various battles, and blocked up the city by land as well
as by sea. And at the same time they undertook — what seems
to have been part and parcel of the same scheme —the estab-
lishment of a larger and more powerful colony on Thracian
ground not far from Eion. On the Strymon, about three miles
higher up than Eion, near the spot where the river narrows
itself again out of a broad expanse of the nature of a lake, was
situated the Edonian town or settlement called Ennea Hodoi,
(Nine Ways), a little above the bridge, which here served as an
important communication for all the people of the interior. Both

! About Thasos, see Herodot. vi, 4648 ; vii,118. The position of Ragusa
in the Adriatic, in reference to the despots of Servia and Bosnia in the fif-
teenth and sixtcenth centuries, was very similar to that of Athens and
Thasos in regard to the Thracian princes of the interior. In Engel’s Ilis-
tory 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).

* Thueyd. i, 100, 101; Plutaréh, Kimon, ¢. 14; Diodor. xi, 70.
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Histizus and Aristagoras, the two Milesian despots, had been
tempted by the advantages of this place to commence a settle-
ment 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:
and the temptations of the site probably rendered volunteers
numerous. As far as Ennea Hodoi was concerned, they were
successful in conquering it and driving away the Edonian pos-
sessors: but on trying to extend themselves farther to the east-
ward, to a spot called Drablskus, convenient for the mining
region, they encountered a more formidable resistance from a
powerful alliance of Thracian tribes, who had come to the aid
of the Edonians in decisive hostility to the new colony, — prob-
ably 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
than two years, and only surrendered in the third year. Its
fortifications were razed; its ships of war, thirty-three in num-
ber, taken away :2 its possessions and mining establishments on
the opposite continent relinquished: moreover, an immediate
contribution in money was demanded from the inhabitants, over
and above the annual payment assessed upon them for the future.
The subjugation of this powerful island was another step in the
growing dominion of Athens over her confederates.

The year before the Thasians surrendered, however, they had

! Thucyd. i, 101. Philip of Macedon, in his dispute more than a century
after this period with the Athenians respecting the possession of Amphip-
olis, pretended that his ancestor, Alexander, had becn the first to acquire
-possession of the spot after the expulsion of the Persians from Thrace, (sce
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 state-
ment of Thucydidds shows that it was then an Edonian township.

® Plutarch, Kinton, ¢. 14.  Galépsus and (Esymé were among the Thasian
settlements on the mainland of Thrace (Thucyd. iv, 108).
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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, en-
treating them to draw off the attention of Athens by invading
Attica; and the Lacedemonians, without the knowledge of
Athens, having actually engaged to comply with this request,
were only prevented from performing their promise by a grave
and terrible misfortune at home.! Though accidentally unper-
formed, however, 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 grounds
of the magnitude of her power, and without any special provoca-
tion. Nay, not only had Athens given no provocation, but she
was still actually included as a member of the Lacedemonian
alliance, and we shall find her presently both appealed to and
acting as such. 'We shall hear so much of Athens, and that too
with truth, as pushing and aggressive, — and of Sparta as home-
keeping and defensive, — that the incident just mentioned be-
comes 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 surren-
der of Thasos and the liberation of the armament, had expected
from Kimon some farther conquests in Macedonia,— and even
that he had actually entered upon that project with such promise
of success, that its farther 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 the Macedonian king
Alexander; but was acquitted after a public trial.2

During the period which had elapsed between the first forma-
tion 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

! Thucyd. i, 101. ol 82 dréoyovro piv kpdga Tév ASqvaivv kal EueAiov,
SugkwliGyoay 0t bmd Tob yevoubvov oeiouod.
2 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 14.
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embarrassments immediately around Attica. But this freedom
was not destined to last much longer; and 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 Aigean sea, the distant as well as the near.

Of the incidents which had taken place in Central Greece
during the twelve or fifteen years immediately succeeding the
battle of Platea, we have scarcely any information. The feelings
of the time, between those Greeks who had supported and those
who had resisted the Persian invader, must have remained un-
friendly even after the war was at an end, and the mere occupation
of the Persian numerous host must have inflicted severe dam-
age both upon Thessaly and Beeotia. At the meeting of the Am-
phiktyonic synod which succeeded the expulsion of the invaders,
a reward was proclaimed for the life of the Melian Ephialtés,
who had betrayed to Xerxes the mountain-path over (Eta, and
thus caused the ruin of Leonidas at Thermopyle: moreover, if
we may trust Plutarch, it was even proposed by Lacedemon that
all the medizing 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 Lacedemonians, — as we see from their language on
the occasion of rebuilding the walls of Athens; and in regard to
Beotia, 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 Platea and Thespie were restored, and
the latter in part repeopled,® under Athenian influence ; and the
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

! Plutarch, Themistokl. c. 20.

2 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
Thespie (Herodot. viii, 75).

VOL. V. 14
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¢« ancient Becotian right and usage.”1 The Theban government
was then in discredit for its previous medism, —even in the eyes
of Thebans themselves ;2 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 Platza, if the interference of Lacedeemon had not
arrested such a tendency. The latter was in every other part
of Greece an enemy to organized aggregation of cities, either
equal or unequal, and was constantly bent on keeping the little
autonomous communities separate ;3 whence she sometimes. be-
came by accident the protector of the weaker cities against com-
pulsory alliance imposed upon them by the stronger: the interest
of her own ascendency was in this respect analogous 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 medieval Europe in breaking the authority of the
barons over their vassals. DBut though such was the policy of
Sparta elsewhere, her fear of Athens, which grew up during the
ensuing twenty years, made her act differently in regard to -
Beeotia: she had no other means of maintaining that country as
her own ally and as the enemy of Athens, except by organizing
the federation effectively, and strengthening the authority of
Thebes. It is to this revolution in Spartan politics that Thebes
owed the recovery of her ascendency,!— a revolution so con-
spicuously marked, that the Spartans even aided in enlarging her
circuit and improving her fortifications : nor was it without ditfi-
culty that she maintained this position, even when recovered,
against the dangerous neighborhood of Athens, a circumstance
which made her not only a vehement partisan of Sparta, but
evan more furiously anti-Athenian than Sparta, down to the close
of the Peloponnesian war.

The revolution, just noticed, in Spartan politics towards Beeo-
tia, did not manifest itself until about twenty years after the com-

! Ta tov Botwrdy mérpia — 1@ kowd Tév wévtev Bowrdv narpia (Thucyd.
iii, 61-65).

# Thucyd. iii, 62.

3 See, among many other evidences, the remarkable case of the Olyn-
thian confederacy (Xenophon, Hellen. v, 2, 16).

4 Diodor. xi, 81; Justin, iii, 6.
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mencement of the Athenian maritime confederacy. During the
course of those twenty years, we know that Sparta had had more
than one battle to sustain in Arcadia, against the towns and vil-
lages of that country, in which she came forth victorious: but
we have no particulars respecting these incidents. We also
know that a few years after the Persian invasion, the inhabitants
of Elis concentrated themselves from many dispersed townships
into the one main city of Elis:! and it secems probable that Le-
preum 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.2 Such aggregation of towns out of preéxisting sep-
arate villages was not conformable to the views, nor favorable to
the ascendency, of Lacedeemon : but there can be little doubt that
her foreign policy, after the Persian invasion, was both embar-
rassed and. discredited by the misconduct of her two contem-
porary kings, Pausanias, who, though only regent, was practically
equivalent to a king, and Leotychidés, — not to mention the rapid
development of Athens and Peireus. But in the year B.c. 464,
the year preceding the surrender of Thasos to the Athenian
armament, a misfortune of yet more terrific moment befeil Sparta.
A violent earthquake took place in the immediate neighborhood
of Sparta itself, destroying a large portion of the town, and a
vast number of lives, many of them Spartan citizens. It was
the judgment of the earth-shaking god Poseidon, according to
the view of the Lacedemonians themselves, for a recent viola-
tion of his sanctuary at Txnarus, from whence certain suppliant
Helots had been dragged away not long before for punishment,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 toock arms and marched directly upon Sparta,

1 Diodor. xi, 54 ; Strabo, viii, p. 337.
2 Strabo, viii, pp. 337, 348, 356.
3 Thucyd. i, 101-128; Diodor. xi, 62.

‘.



316 HISTORY OF GREECE.

which they were on the point of mastering during the first mo-
ments 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 insur-
gents were not subdued: for some time they maintained the
field against the Spartan force, and sometimes with considerable
advantage, since Aeimnéstus, the warrior by whose hand Mar-
donius had fallen at Platea, was defeated and slain with three
hundred followers in the plain of Stenyklérus, overpowered 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 obsti-
nate defence, supporting themselves doubtless by incursions
throughout Laconia: nor was defence difficult, seeing that the
Lacedemonians were at that time confessedly incapable of as-
sailing even the most imperfect species of fortification. After
the siege had lasted some two or three years, without any pros-
pect of success, the Lacedaemonians, beginning to despair of their
own suflficiency for the undertaking, invoked the aid of their
various allies, among whom we find specified the Alginetans, the
Athenians, and the Plateans.2 The Athenian troops are said to
have consisted of four thousand men, under the command of
Kimon; Athens being still included in the list of Lacedoemonian
allies.

So imperfect were the means of attacking walls at that day,
even for the most intellicent 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 surprise into doubt, mistrust, and apprehension.
The troops had given no ground for such a feeling, and Kimon,
their general, was notorious for his attachment to Sparta; yet
the Laced®monians could not help calling to mind the ever-wake-
ful energy and ambition of these Ionic strangers, whom they had
introduced into the interior of Laconia, together with their own
promise — though doubtless a secret promise — to invade Attica,
not long before, for the benefit of the Thasians. They even be-

! Herodot. ix, 64. 2 Thucyd. i, 102; iii, 54 ; iv, 57.
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gan to fear that the Athenians might turn against them, and
listen to solicitations for espousing the cause of the besieged.
Under the influence of such apprehensions, they dismissed the
Athenian contingent forthwith, on pretence of having no farther
occasion for them ; while all the other allies were retained, and
the siege or blockade went on as before.t

.V Thueyd. i, 102, 79v uiv dmoyiav ob dplodvreg, elmévree 08 bri oddév
mpoodéovral adTéw Ere.

Mr. Fynes Clinton (Fast. Hellen. ann. 464-461 B.c.), following Plutarch,
recognizes two Lacedaemonian requests to Athens, and two Athenian expe-
ditions to the aid of the Spartans, both under Kimon ; the first in 464 B.C.,
immediately on the happening of the earthquake and consequent revolt, —
the second in 461 B.c,, after the war had lasted some time.

In my judgment, 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
Lacedemonians: “ Your envoy, Perikleidas, came to Athens, pale with
terror, and put himself 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 four thousand hop-
lites went and achieved your complete salvation.” This is all very telling
and forcible, as a portion of the Aristophanic play, but there is no histor-
ical 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
Lacedsemonians from aiding the besieged by an invasion of Attica. But
Kimon commanded at the siege of Thasos (Plutarch, Kimon, c. 14); ac-
cordingly, he could not have gone as commander to Laconia at the time
when this first expedition is alleged to have been undertaken.

Next, Thucydidés acknowledges only 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 argu-
ment. Butin this case, his account of the expedition of 461 B.c., with its
very important consequences, is such as to exclude the supposition that &e
knew 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. He dwells especially on the prolongation of the war, and on the in-
capacity of the Lacedemonians for attacking walls, as the reasons why
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This dismissal, ungracious in the extreme, and probably ren-
dered even more offensive by the habitual roughness of Spartan
dealing, excited the strongest exasperation both among the Athe-
nian soldiers and the Athenian people,— an exasperation height-
ened by circumstances immediately preceding. For the resolu-
tion to send auxiliaries into Laconia, when the Lacedzmonians
first applied for them, had not been taken without considerable
debate at Athens: the party of Periklés and Ephialtés, habitual-
ly in opposition to Kimon, and partisans of the forward demo-
cratical movement, had strongly discountenanced it, and conjured
their countrymen not to assist in renovating and strengthening
their most formidable rival. Perhaps the previous engagement
of the Lacedxmonians to invade Attica on behalf of the Thasi-
ans 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 earncstness which even the phile-Laconian
Kritias afterwards characterized as a saerifice of the grandeur of
Athens to the advantage of Lacedwmon,! employed all his credit
and influence in seconding the application. The maintenance 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 farther democratical changesin Athens,
— were the leading points of his political creed. As yet, both
his personal and political ascendency was predominant over his
opponents: as yet, there was no manifest conflict, which had only
Just begun to show itself in the case of Thasos, between the

they invoked the Athenians as well as their other allies: he implies that
their presence in Laconia was a new and threatening incident: morcover,
when he tells us how much the Athenians were incensed by their abrups
and mistrustful dismissal, he could not have omitted to notice, as an aggra-
vation of this feeling, that, only two or three years before, they had rescued
Lacedzmon from the brink of ruin. Let us add, that the supposition of
Sparta, the first military power in Greece, and distinguished for her uninter-
mitting discipline, being reduced all at once to a condition of such utter
helplessness as to owe her safety to foreign intervention, — is highly im-
probable in itself: inadmissible, except on very good evidence.

For the reasons here stated, I reject the first expedition into Laconia
mentioned in Plutarch. ! Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 16.
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maritime power of Athens, and the union of land-force under
Sparta: and Kimon could still treat both of these phenomena as
coexisting necessities of Iellenic well-being. Though no way
distinguished as a speaker, he carried with him the Athenian as-
sembly 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 ;1 such was his language, as we learn from his friend
and companion, the Chian poet Ion: and in the lips of Kimon
it proved effective. It is a speech of almost melancholy inter-
esl, since ninety years passed over before such an appeal was
ever again addressed to an Athenian assembly2 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
feeling, when the Lacedemonians repaid them by singling out
their troops from all the other allies as objects of insulting sus-
picion, — 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 assemblies the hoplites sent back from Ithomae.
Both in the internal constitution, indeed,— of which more pres-
ently,—and in the external policy of Athens, the dismissal of
these soldiers was pregnant with results. The Athenians imme-
diately passed a formal resolution to renounce the alliance be-
tween themselves and Lacedimon against the Persians. They
did more: they looked out for land enemies of ILacedemon,
with 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 from 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 Pe-

! Plutarch, Kimon, ¢.16. ‘O ¢ *Juy &mopvquoveter kal tov Adyov, &
paliore rodg 'Adnvalove Exivnoe, mapaxalov pjre iy "EALGda ywAijy, pjte
Ty wodv Erepdluya, mepidewy yeyevnudvny.

2 Sce Xenophon, Hellenic. vi, 3, — about 372 B. ¢.— & little before the
battle of Leuktra.
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rieki, acquired in consequence of the ruinous loss of citizens in
that defeat, had been again put down. In the neighborhood of
Argos, and dependent upon it, were situated Mykenz, Tiryns,
and Midea, — small in power and importance, but rich in mythi-
cal renown. Disdainingthe in glorious example of Argos, at the
period of danger, these towns had furnished contingents both to
Thermopyle and Platwea, which their powerful neighbor had been
unable either to prevent at the time, or to avenge afterwards,
from fear of the intervention of Lacedemon. 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
Orne=, 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 DMykenians, 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 prop-
ositions 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 Thessalians
became members of this new alliance, which was a defensive al-
liance against Lacedeemon : and hopes were doubtless entertained
of drawing in some of the habitual allies of the latter.

The new character which Athens had thus assumed, as a com-
petitor for landed alliances, not less than for maritime ascendency,
came opportunely for the protection of the neighboring town of
Megara. It appears that Corinth, perhaps instigated, like Argos,
by the helplessness of the Lacedamonians, had been making
border encroachments on the one side upon Xledna, on the other
side upon Megara 2 on which ground the latter, probably despair-
ing of protection from Lacedemon, renounced the Lacedemoni-

! Diodor. xi, 65; Strabo, viii, 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.

# Plutarch, Kimon, c. 17.
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an connection, and obtained permission to enrol herself as an ally
of Athens.! This was an acquisition of signal value to the Athe-
nians, since it both opened to them the whole range of terri-
tory across the outer isthmus of Corinth to the interior of the
Krisseean gulf, on which the Megarian port of Peg® was situated,
and placed them in possession of the passes of Mount Geraneia,
so that they could arrest the march of a Peloponessian army
over the isthmus, and protect Attica from invasion. It was, more-
over, of great importance in its effects on Grecian politics: for
it was counted as a wrong by Lacedmmon, 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. Though Athens had not yet been guilty of
unjust encroachment against any Peloponnesian state, her ambi-
tion and energy had inspired universal awe ; while the maritime
states in the neighborhood, such as Corinth, Epidaurus, and Agina,
saw these terror-striking qualities threatening them at their own
doors, through her alliance with Argos and Megara. Doreover,
it is probable that the ancient feud between the Athenians and
Zginetans, though dormant since a little before the Persian in-
vasion, had never been appeased or forgotten: so that the
Zginetans, dwelling within sight of Peirzeus, were at once best
able to appreciate, and most likely to dread, the enormous mari-
time power now possessed by Athens. Periklés was wont to call
Aigina the eyesore of Peirmus 2 but we may be very sure thaf
Peirzus, grown into a vast fortified port, within the existing
generation, was in a much stronger degree the eyesore of Zgina.
The Athenians were at this time actively engaged in prose-
cuting the war against Persia, having a fleet of no less than two
bundred sail, equipped by or from the confederacy collectively,
now serving in Cyprus and on the Phenician coast. Moreover,
the revolt of the Egyptians under Inaros, about 460 8.c., opened
to them new means of action against the Great King; and their
fleet, by invitation of the revolters, sailed up the Nile to Mem-
phis, where there seemed at first a good prospect of throwing off -
the Persian dominion. Yet in spite of so great an abstraction
from their disposable force, their military operations near home

! Thueyd. i, 103. 2 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 8. )
VOL. V, 14* 21oc.
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were conducted with unabated vigor: and the inscription which
remains, — a commemoration of their citizens of the Erechtheid
tribe, who were slain in one and the same year,in Cyprus, Egypt,
Phenicia, the Halieis, JEgina, and Megara,— brings forcibly
before us that energy which astonished and even alarmed their
contemporaries. Their first proceedings at Megara were of a
nature altogether novel, in the existing condition of Greece. It
was necessary for the Athenians to protect their new ally against
the superiority of Peloponnesian land-force, and to insure 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 Nisea 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 Nisza, so that the two thus formed one continuous for-
tress, wherein a standing Athenian garrison was maintained, with
the constant means of succor from Athens in case of need. These
“long walls,” though afterwards 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 Trezen and Hermions, were
defeated on land by the Corinthian and Epidaurian forces: pos-
sibly it may have been in this expedition that they acquired
possession of Treezen, which we find afterwards in their depen-
dence, without knowing when it-became so. But in a sea-fight
which took place off the island of Kekryphaleia, between Agina
and the Argolic peninsula, the Athenians gained the 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 Pel-
oponnesians : while Athens equipped a fleet of corresponding
magnitude, summoning her allies also; though we do not know
the actual numbers on either side. In the great naval battle
which ensued off the island of ZEgina, the superiority of the ‘
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pew nautical tactics, acquired by twenty years® 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 complete and decisive.
The Peloponnesian and Dorian seamen had as yet had no expe-
rience 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 ships of war, landed a large force
upon the island, and commenced the siege of the city by land as
well as by sea.l

. If the Lacedemonians had not been occupied at home by the
blockade of Ithémé, they would have been probably induced to
invade Attica as a diversion to the Aginetans ; especially as the
Persian Megabazus came to Sparta at this time on the part of
Artaxerxes to prevail upon them to do so, in order that the
Athenians might be constrained to retire from Egypt: this Per-
sian brought with him a large sum of money, but was neverthe-
less obliged to return without effecting his mission2 The Co-
rinthians and Epidaurians, however, while they carried to Agina
a reinforcement of three hundred hoplites, did their best to aid
her farther by an attack upon Megara; which place, it was
supposed, the Athenians could not possibly relieve without with-
drawing their forces from Zigina, 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.
Myrénidés 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 debatable advantage, which
he commemorated by a trophy, as soon as the Corinthians had
returned home. But the latter when they arrived at home, were

' Thueyd. i, 105; Lysias, Orat. Funcbr. ¢. 10. Diodor. xi, 78
2 Thucyd. i, 109.
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so much reproached by their own old citizens, for not having van-
quished 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 Dlegara, attacked them a second
time, and gained on this occasion a decisive victory. The de-
feated Corinthians were still more unfortunate in their retreat;
for a body of them, missing their road, became entangled in a
space of private ground, inclosed on every side by a deep ditch,
and having only one narrow entrance. Myronidés, 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 Cor-
inthian hoplites, without possibility either of flight or resistance.
The bulk of the Corinthian army effected their retreat, but
the destruction of this detachment was a sad blow to the city.2
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
ascendent in the city,—the Athenians began the stupendous
undertaking of connecting Athens with the sea by means of long
walls. The idea of this measure had doubtless been first sug-
gested by the recent erection of long walls, though for so much
smaller a distance, between Megara and Niscea : for without such
an intermediate stepping-stone, the idea of a wall forty stadia
long (equal to four and a half miles) to join Athens with Peiraus,
and another wall of thirty-five stadia (equal to about four miles)
to join it with Phalérum, would have appeared extravagant even

} Lysias, Orat. Funebr. ¢. 10. évikwv payduevor dmacav tiv divauw iy
Ekelvwy Tolg 710y dmetpyrioL kal Tolg 0ITw dvvauévow, ete.

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, — kaxcliuevor Omd 1oV &v T
wéAet mpeaPBurépwy, ete.

? Thueyd. i, 106. n&Soc péya Todro Kopuwdioie dyévero. Compare Diodor.
xi, 78, 79, — whose chronology, however, is very misleading.
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to the sanguine temper of Athenians,— as it certainly would
have seemed a few years earlier to Themistoklés himself. Com-
ing as an immediate sequel of great recent victories, and while
Zgina, the great Dorian naval power, was prostrate and under
blockade, it excited the utmost alarm among the Peloponnesians,
— being regarded as the second great stride,' at once conspicuous
and of lasting effect, in Athenian ambition, next to the fortifica-
tion of Peireus. But besides this feeling in the bosom of
enemies, the measure was also interwoven with the formidable
contention of political parties then going on at Athens. Kimon
had been recently ostracized; and the democratical movement
pressed by Periklés and Ephialtés — of which more presently —
was in its full tide of success, yet not without a violent and un-
principled 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 Themistoklés when he first schemed the Peireus. 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 Lacedemo-
nian connection, 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 invasion and destruction of
their territorial possessions: to the rich men and aristocrats of
Athens, averse to a still closer contact and amalgamation with
the maritime multitude in Peirseus: lastly, perhaps, to a cetain
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

' Kai rovde ducic alrot, 16 Te mpoTov dagavrec adrode THY méAw uerd
ra Mydikd kpativar, kal DoTepoy T¢ pakpd arijoar Teixn, —is the language
addressed by the Corinthians to the Spartans, in reference to Athens, a
little before the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd. i, 69).
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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 hap-
pened 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 for Athens and her democracy. If any
farther 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 humiliation after the battle of Agos Potamos, 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 proceed-
ings of Athens, the Lacedemonians were prevailed upon to
undertake an expedition out of Peloponnesus, although the Ilelots
in Ith6mé were not yet reduced to surrender. Their force con-
sisted of fifteen hundred troops of their own, and ten thousand
of their various allies, under the regent Nikomé&dés. The osten-
sible motive, or the pretence; for this march, was the protection
of the little territory of Doris against the Phocians, who had
recently invaded it and taken one of its three towns. The mere
approach of so large a force immediately compelled the Phocians
to relinquish their conquest, but it was soon seen that this was only
a small part of the objects of Sparta, and that her main purposes,
under instigation of the Corinthians, were directed against the
aggrandizement of Athens. It could not escape the penetration
of Corinth, that the Athenians might presently either enlist or
constrain the towns of Beeotia into their alliance, as they had
recently acquired Megafa, in addition to their previous ally,
Platea: for the Bocotian federation was at this time much dis-
organized, and Thebes, its chief, had never recovered her ascen-
dency 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 neighbor at once powerful and hostile to the Athenians, so as to
prevent their farther aggrandizement by land: it was the same
policy as Epaminondas pursued eighty years afterwards in organ-
izing Arcadia and Messend against Sparta. Accordingly, the
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Peloponnesian force was now employed partly in enlarging and
strengthening the fortifications of Thebes herself, partly in con-
straining the other Beeotian cities into effective obedience to her
supremacy : probably by placing their governments in the hands
of citizens of known oligarchical polities,! and perhaps banishing
suspected opponents. To this scheme the Thebans lent them-
selves with earnestness; promising to keep down for the future
their border neighbors, so as to spare the necessity of armies
coming from Sparta.2
But there was also a farther design, yet more important, in

contemplation by the Spartansand Corinthians. The oligarchical
opposition at Athens were so bitterly hostile to the Long Walls,
to Periklés, and to the democratical movement, that several of
them opened a secret negotiation with the Peloponnesian leaders,
inviting them into Attica, and entreating their aid in an internal
rising for the purpose not only of putting a stop to the Long
Walls, but also of subverting the democracy. And the Pelopon-
nesian army, while prosecuting its operations in Beeotia, waited
in hopes of seeing the Athenian malcontents in arms, encamping
at Tanagra, on the very borders of Attica, for the purpose of im-
mediate cobperation with them. The juncture was undoubtedly
one of much hazard for Athens, especially as the ostracized Ki-
mon and his remaining friends in the city were suspected of being
implicated in the conspiracy. But the Athenian leaders, aware
of the Lacedeemonian 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 one thousand 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
old and the young, the same who had fought under Myrénidés at
Megara; for the blockade of Agina was still going on. Nor

! Diodor. xii, 81 ; Justin, iil. 6. Ti¢ pdv v OnBaiwy néiews peilova tov
mepiBolov kareskedacav, tas &' év Bowwrig morete frayracay dmoTarresdat
Toi¢ OnBaio.

? Diodor. 1. ¢. 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 alludes, — which Aristotle notices in his
Rhetorie. iii, 4, 2.
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was it possible for the Laced®monian army to return into Pel-
oponnesus without fighting; for the Athenians, masters of the
Megarid, were in possession of the difficult highlands of Gera-
neia, the road of march along the isthmus; while the Athenian
fleet, by means of the harbor of Pege, was prepared to intercept
them, if they tried to come by sea across the Krissean gulf, by
. which way it would appear that they had come out. Near Tan-
agra, a bloody battle took place between the two armies, wherein
the Lacedemonians were victorious, chiefly from the desertion of
the Thessalian horse, who passed over to them in the very heat
of the engagement.! DBut though the advantage was on their
side, it was not sufficiently decisive to favor the contemplated
rising in Attica: nor did the Peloponnesians gain anything by it,
except an undisturbed retreat over the highlands of Geraneia,
after having partially ravaged the Megarid.

Though the battle of Tanagra was a defeat, yet there were
circumstances connected with it which rendered its effects highly
beneficial to Athens. The ostracized Ximon presented him-
self on the field as soom as the army had passed over the
boundaries of Attica, requesting to be allowed to occupy his
station as an hoplite and to fight in the ranks of his tribe, — the
(Ensis. But such was the belief, entertained by the members
of the senate and by his political enemies present, that he was an
accomplice in the conspiracy known to be on foot, that permission
was refused and he was forced to retire. In departing, he con-
Jjured his personal friends, Euthippus, of the deme 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. Iis
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 desperate 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 in-
cumbent 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

! Thueyd. i, 107.
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among the contending parties at Athens, while the unshaken
patriotism of Kimon and his friends discountenanced and dis-
armed those conspirators who bLad entered into correspondence
with the enemy, at the same time that it roused a repentant ad-
miration towards the ostracized leader himself. Such was the
happy working of this new sentiment that a decree was shortly
proposed and carried, — proposed too, by Periklés himself, — to
abridge the ten years of Kimon’s ostracism, and permit his im-
mediate return.! 'We may recollect that, under circamstances
partly analogous, Themistoklés had himself proposed the restor-
ation of his rival Arvisteidés from ostracism, a little before the
battle of Salamis:2 and in both cases, the suspension of enmity
between the two leaders was partly the sign, partly also the aux-
iliary cause, of reconciliation and renewed fraternity among the
general body of citizens. It was a moment analogous to that sal-
utary 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 emphati-
cally as the salvation of Athens in her distress,— a moment rare
in free communities generally, not less than among the jealous
competitors for political ascendency at Athens3

t Plutarch, Kimon, c. 14 ; Periklls, ¢. 10. Plutarch represents the Athe-
nians as having recalled Kimon from fear of the Lacedemonians 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 assertions
are incorrect. The extraordinary successes in Boeotia, 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.

2 Plutarch, Themistoklés, e. 10.

3 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 17; Periklés, ¢. 10; Thucyd. viii, 97. Plutarch
observes, respecting this reconciliation of parties after the battle of Tana-
gra, after having mentioned that Periklés himself proposed the restoration
of Kimon—

Obrw Tére molirekal pdv fotw al diagopal, pérpiot 8¢ ol Juuol xal mpde 70
Kkowvdv ebavarAintor otppepov, f 08 $pidotiuia navrwy Enikparoica Tév Tadoy
Toi¢ Ti¢ marpidoc Dmeyopet kaipocg.

‘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).
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So powerful was this burst of fresh patriotism and unanimity
after the battle of Tanagra, which produced the recall of Kimon,

Kal oby fxiora 0 7dv mpodTov Ypdvoy &l ye duob 'ASqvaiol ¢aivovrar €
molireboavregt petpia yap § e & Tove dAiyove kal Tod¢ woAdods Edykpacic
Syéveto; kal ¢k mOVRPOY TGV WpRyuaTWY YEVOUEVWY TODTO MPLTOV GVIVEYKE
7iv wéAw. 1 may remark that the explanatory note of Dr. Arnold on this
passage is less Instructive than his notes usually are, and even involves, in
my judgment, an erroneous supposition as to the meaning. Dr. Arnold

- says: “ It appears that the constitution as now fixed, was at first, in the
opinion of Thucydidés, the best that Athens had ever enjoyed within his
memory ; that is, the best since the complete ascendency of the democracy
cffected under Periklés. But how long a period is meant to be included by
the words Tov mpdTov ypévov, and when, and how, did the implied change
take place ? Tov mpatov ypivoy 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 overthrow. Yet Xenophon
mentions no intermediate change in the government between the beginning
of his history and the end of the war,” etc.

Now I do not think that Dr. Arnold rightly interprets Tov mporov ypoivow.
The phrase appears to me equivalent to toiirov TOv ypévov mpirov: the
words Tov mparov ypérov, apply the comparison altogether to the period pre-
ceding this event here described, and not to the period following it. “ And it
was during this period first, in my time at least, that the Athenians most of
all behaved like good citizens: for the Many and the Few met each other
in a spirit of moderation, and this first brought up the city from its deep
existing distress.” No such comparison is intended as Dr. Arnold supposes,
between the first moments after this juncture, and the subsequent changes:
the comparison is between the political temper of the Athenians at this
juncture, and their usual temper as far back as Thucydidés could recollect.

Next, the words &) moAiTetoavrec are understood by Dr. Arnold in a
sense too special and limited, — as denoting merely the new constitution,
or positive organic enactments, which the Athenians now introduced. But
it appears to me that the words are of wider import: meaning the gen-
eral temper of political parties, both reciprocally towards each other and
towards the commonwealth: their inclination to relinquish antipathies,
to accommodate points of difference, and to codperate with each other
heartily against the enemy, suspending those idiag ¢edoripiag, idiag duafolas
wepl T ToD Ofuov mpoosrasiac (ii, 65) noticed as having been so mischiev-
ous before. Of course, any constitutional arrangements introduced at such
a period would partake of the moderate and harmonious spirit then preva-
lent, and would therefore form a part of what is commended by Thucy-
didés: but his commendation is not confined to them specially. Compare
the phrase ii. 38. #Aev¥épug 08 Ta& Te mpd¢ TO KOOV woAiTEDOUEY, ete.
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and appears to have overlaid the preéxisting conspiracy, that the
Athenians were quickly in a condition to wipe off the stain of
their defeat. It was on the sixty-second day after the battle that
they undertook an aggressive march under Myrénidés into Beeo-
tia: the extreme precision of this date, —being the single case
throughout the summary of events between the Persian and
Peloponnesian wars, wherein Thucydidés is thus precise, marks
how strong an impression it made upon the memory of the
Athenians. At the battle of (Enophyta, engaged against the
aggregate Theban and Beeotian forces, —or, if Diodorus is to be
trusted, in two battles, of which that of (Enophyta was the last,
Myronides was completely victorious. The Athenians became
masters of Thebes as well as of the remaining Beeotian towns ;
reversing all the arrangements recently made by Sparta, — estab-
lishing democratical governments, — and forcing the aristocratical
leaders, favorable to Theban ascendency and Lacedemonian
connection, to become exiles. Nor was it only Beeotia which the
Athenians thus acquired : Phocis and Lokris were both succes-
sively 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 hun-
dred of their chiefs were detained and sent to Athens as host-
ages. The Athenians thus extended their influence, — maintained
through internal party-management, backed by the dread of in-
terference 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 com-
pletion of the Long Walls and the conquest of Afgina. That
island, doubtless starved out by its protracted blockade, was
forced to capitulate on condition of destroying its fortifications,
surrendering all its ships of war, and submitting to annual tri-
bute 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 ad-
miral Tolmidés displayed her strength by sailing round Pelopon-
nesus, and even by the insult of burning the Lacedaemonian ports

! Thucyd. i, 108 ; Diodor. xi, 81, 82.
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of Methoné and of Gythium. He took Chalkis, a possession of
the Corinthians, and Naupaktus belonging to the Ozolian Lo-
krians, near the mouth of the Corinthian gulf,— disembarked
troops near Sikyon with some advantage in a battle against op-
ponents from that town,— and either gained or forced into the
Athenian alliance not only Zakynthus and Kephallénia, but also
some of the towns of Achaia; for we afterwards find these latter
attached to Athens without knowing when the connection began.!
During the ensuing year the Athenians renewed their attack
upon Sikyon, with a force of one thousand hoplites under Peri-
klés himself, sailing from the Megarian harbor of Péga in the
Krissean gulf. This eminent man, however, gained no greater
advantage than Tolmidés, — defeating the Sikyonian forces in
the field and driving them within their walls : he afterwards made
an expedition into Akarnania, taking the Achezan allies in addi-
tion to his own forces, but miscarried in his attack on (Eniadz and
accomplished nothing. 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. Though they took with them an imposing force,
including their Beeotian and Phocian allies, the powerful Thes-
salian cavalry forced them to keep in a compact body and con-
fined 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.2
- Had the Athenians succeeded in Thessaly, they would have
acquired to their alliance nearly the whole of extra-Peloponne-
sian Greece: but even without Thessaly their power was pro-
digious, and had 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 con-
junction with the insurgent prince Inards; expelling the Per-
sians from all Memphis except the strongest part, called the
White Fortress: and such was the alarm of the Persian king,

! Thucyd. i, 108-115; Diodor. xi, 84.
® Thucyd. i, 111 ; Diodor. xi, 85.
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" 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 Lacedemonians to invade Attica. This envoy, how-
ever, 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 Prosopitis. JHere they were blocked up
for eighteen months, until at length Megabyzus turned the arm
of the river, laid the channel dry, and stormed the island by
land. A very few Athenjans escaped by land to Kyréné: the
rest were either slain or made captive, and Inards himself was
crucified. And the calamity of Athens was farther aggravated
by the arrival of fifty fresh Athenian ships, which, coming after
the defeat, but without being aware of it, sailed into the Mende-
sian branch of the Nile, and thus fell unawares into the power of
the Persians and Phenicians; very few either of the ships or
men escaping. The whole of Egypt became again subject to the
Persians, except Amyrteus, who contrived, by retiring into the
inaccessible fens, still to maintain his independence. One of the
largest armaments ever sent forth by Athens and her confederacy
was thus utterly ruined.2

It was about the time of the destruction of the Athenian army
in Egypt, and of the circumnavigation of Peloponnesus by Tol-
midés, that the internal war, carried on by the Lacedemonians,
against the Helots or Messenians at. Ithomé, ended. These be-
sieged men, no longer able to stand out against a protracted
blockade, were forced to abandon this last fortress of ancient
DMessenian independence, stipulating for a safe retreat from Pel-
oponnesus 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, which had recently been

1 Herodot. ili, 160.

2 Thucyd. i, 104, 109, 110; Diodor. xi, 77; xii, 8. The story of Diodo-
rus, in the first of these two passages, — that most of the Athenian forces
were allowed to come back under a favorable 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.
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taken by the Athenians from the Ozolian Lokrians,l— where
they will be found rendering good service to Athens in the fol-
lowing wars.

After the victory of Tanagra, the Lacedemonians made no
farther expeditions out of Peloponnesus for several succeeding
Years, not even to prevent Baeotia and Phocis 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 Ithomé, 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 highlands of
Geraneia, and could therefore obstruct the march of any army
out from Peloponnesus. Xven after the surrender of Ithémé,
the Lacedeemonians remained inactive for three years, after which
time a formal truce was concluded with Athens by the Pelopon-
nesians generally, for five years longer2 This truce was con-
cluded in a great degree through the influence of Kimon3 who
was eager to resume effective operations against the Persians ;
while it was not less suitable to the political interests of Periklés

! Thueyd. i, 103 ; Diodor. xi, 84. ) ? Thucyd i, 112.

3 Theopompus, Fragm. 92, ed. Didot; Plutarch, Kimon, c. 18; Diodor.
xi, 86.

It is to be presumed that this is the peace which /Eschines (De Fals.
Legat. c.-54, p. 300) and Andokides or the Pseudo-Andokides (De Pace.
c. 1), state to have been made by Miltiades, son of Kimon, proxenus of
the Lacedemonians; assuming that Miltiades son of Kimon is put by
them, through lapse of memory, for Kimon son of Miltiades. But the pas-
sages 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 be-
sides, not less grave, especially in the oration ascribed to Andokides, It is
remarkable that both of them seem to recognize only two long walls, the
northern and the southern wall ; whereas, in the time of Thucydidés, there
were three long walls: the two near and parallel, connecting Athens with
Peirzeus, and a third connecting it with Phalérum. This last was never re-
newed, 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 recol-
lection of ZEschines, who speaks of the two walls as they existed in his
time. I concur with the various critics who pronounce the oration ascribed
to Andokides to be spurious.
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that his most distinguished rival should be absent on foreign ser-
vice,! 80 as not to interfere with his influence at home. Accord-
ingly, Kimon equipped a fleet of two hundred triremes, from
Athens and her confederates, and set sail for Cyprus, from
whence he despatched sixty ships to Egypt, at the request of the
insurgent prince Amyrteus, who was still maintaining himself
against the Persians amidst the fens, — while with the remaining
armament he laid siege to Kitium. In the prosecution of this
siege, he died, either of disease or of a wound. The armament,
under his successor, Anaxikrates, became so embarrassed for
want of provisions that they abandoned the undertaking alto-
gether, and went to fight the Phenician and Kilikian fleet near
Salamis, in Cyprus. They, were here victorious, first on sea, and
afterwards on land, though probably not on the same day, as at
the Eurymedon; after which they returned home, followed by
the sixty ships which had gone to Egypt for the purpose of aid-
ing Amyrtzus.? :

From this time forward no farther operations were undertaken
by Athens, and her confederacy against the Persians. And it
appears that a convention was concluded between them, whereby
the Great King on his part promised tworthings: To leave free,
undisturbed, and untaxed, the Asiatic maritime Greeks, not
sending troops within a given distance of the coast: to refrain
from sending any ships of war either westward of Phasélis
(others place the boundary at the Chelidonean islands, rather more
to the westward) or within the Kyanean rocks at the confluence

! Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10, and Reipublic. Gerend. Preecep. p. 812.

An understanding to this effect between the two rivals is so nataral, that
we need not resort to the supposition of a secret agreement concluded be-
tween 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 Athe-
nian biographers : they were employed by one party as a means of calum-
niating Kimon, by the other for discrediting Periklés.

? Thucyd. i, 112 ; Diodorus, xii, 13. Diodorus mentions the name of the
general Anaxikrates. He affirms farther that Kimon lived not only to
take Kitium and Mallus, but also to gain these two victories. But the au-
thority of Thucydidés, superior on every ground to Diodorus, is more par-
ticularly superior as to the death of Kimon, with whom he was connected
by relationship.
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of the Thracian Bosphorus with the Euxine. On their side, the
Athenians agreed to leave him in undisturbed possession of Cy-
prus and Egypt. Kallias, an Athenian - of distinguished family,
with some others of his countrymen, went up to Susa to negoti-
ate this convention : and. certain envoys from Argos, then in alli-
ance 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.} '

“As is generally the case with treaties after hostility,— this
convention did little more than recognize 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
silence of Thucydidés, who does not even notice the convention
as having been made: we are to recollect always that in the in-
terval betwcen the Persian and Peloponnesian wars, he does not
profess to do more than glance briefly at the main events. But
the boastful and inaccurate authors of the ensuing century, ora-
tors, rhetors, and historians, indulged in so much exaggeration
and untruth respecting this convention, both as to date and as
to details,— and extolled as something so glorious the fact of

! Herodot. vii, 151 ; Diodor. xii, 3, 4. Demosthenés (De Falsa Legat. ¢.
77, p- 428, R: compare De Rhodior. Libert. c. 13, p. 199) speaks of this
peace as iy wd wavtwv Ypvidovuivyy elphvyv. Compare Lykurgus, cont.
Leokrat. c. 17, p. 187 ; Isokratés, Panegyr. c. 33, 34, p. 244; Arcopagitic. c.
387, pp. 150, 229 ; Panathenaic, ¢. 20, p. 360.

The loose language of these orators makes it impossible to determine
what was the precise limit in respect of vicinity to the coast. Isokratés is
careless enough to talk of the river Halys as the boundary; Demosthenés
states it as “a day’s course for a horse,” — which is probably larger than
the truth. .

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, Phasélis, or the Chelidonian 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 Kimo-
nian peace, collects the various passages of authors wherein it is men-
tioned : among them are severa] out of the rhetor Aristeidés (Forschungen,
pp- 140-148.
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having imposed such hard conditions on the Great King, — that
they have raised a suspicion against themselves. Especially, they
have occasioned critics to ask the very natural question, how this
splendid achievement of Athens came to be left unnoticed by Thu-
cydidés 7 Now the answer to such question 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 con-
cluded, 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 passed and gone; while Thucydi-
dés and his contemporaries, 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 dis proves its re-
ality, 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 vic-
tories of the Athenians near Cyprus: that this island is re-
nounced by Athens, not being included by Thucydidés in his cat-
alogue of Athenian allies prior to the Peloponnesian war;! and
that no farther aid is given by Athens to the revolted Amyrteeus,
in Egypt. 2. That down to the time when the Athenian power
was prostrated 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 ap-
pear in the waters of the Jigean,2 nor was the Persian king

! Thueyd. ii, 14.

? Thucyd. viii, 5, 6, 56. As this is a point on which very erroneous rep-
resentations have been made by some learned critics, especially by Dahl-
mann and Manso (sec the treatises cited in the subsequent note, p. 457), I
transeribe the passage of Thucydidés. Ile 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, 23): 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 Erythraans
to revolt, sending an envoy along with them to Sparta with persuasions

VOL. V. 15 220c.
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admitted {o be sovereign of the country down to the coast.
Granting, theretore, that we were even bound, from the silence of

I3

and promises of aid, — émjyero kal & Tigsapépryg Toie IleAomovvpoiove kal
Drioyveito Tpog wapéSew. "Yro Paciliéwe yip vewoTl EThyyave wem-
paypévog Tod¢ ék Tic EavTod dpxijs pdpove,otg &’ ‘A9 praiove amd Tav ' EAApvidwy
Torewy ob duvipevos Tphooeadal ixwdeidnae. Tolc Te olv pdpove paddov
dvbpule romeioat, kakdoag Tovs Adqraiovs, kal Gua Pasiiel Svpuayove Aake- -
dawpoviove motjoew, ete.  In the next chapter, Thucydidés tells us that the
satrap Pharnabazus wanted to obtain Lacedamonian aid in the same man-
ner as Tissaphernes, for Ais satrapy also, in order that he might detach the
Greek cities from Athens, and be able to levy the tribute upon them. Two
Greeks go to Sparta, sent by Pharnabazus, dmwg vads kouigewav ¢ Tov
*EAAfomovrov, kal abdvds, e dbvairo dwep & Tiooagépyng mpodvSuueito, Tac Te
& j tavrod Gpxi mwoAeir 'Adnvaiwy dmocTiosie did Ted¢ $épove, kal
G¢’ davrad Bacirel Tiv Evpuaxiav Tov Aakedatpoviov moujceLe.

These passages, strange to say, are considered by Manso and Dahlmann
as showing that the Grecian cities on the Asiatic coast, though subject to
the Athenian 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 & 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 over-
looked the important meaning of the adverb of time vewori—“lately.”
By that word, Thucydidés expressly intimates that the court of Susa had
only recently demanded from Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus, tribute from
the maritime Greeks within their satrapies: and he implies that until re-
cently no such demand had been made upon them. The court of Susa, ap-
prized, doubtless, by Grecian exiles and agents, of the embarrassments into
which Athens had fallen, conceived this a suitable moment for exacting
tributes ; to which, doubtless, it always considered itself entitled, though the
power of Athens had compelled it to forego them. Accordingly, the de-
mand was now for the first time sent down to Tissaphernes, and he *became
a debtor for them ” to the court (érwdeidnoe), until he could collect them:
which be could not at first do, even then, embarrassed as Athens was, —
and which, & fortiort, 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 organization of the Athenian confederacy down

- to a period after the Athenian defeat in Sicily. 2. That, nevertheless, these
cities always continued, throughout this period, to stand rated in the Per-
sian king’s books each for its appropriate tribute,— the court of Susa wait-
ing for a convenient moment to occur, when it should be able to enforce its
demands, from misfortune aceruing to Athens.
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Thucydidés, to infer that no treaty was concluded, we should still
be obliged also to infer, from his positive averments, that a state

This state of relations, between the Asiatic Grecks and the Persian court
under the Athenian empire, authenticated by Thucydidés, enables us to ex-
plain a passage of Herodotus, on which also both Manso and Dahlmann
have dwelt (p. 94) with rather more apparent plausibility, as proving their
view of the case. Herodotus, after describing the rearrangement and
remeasurement of the territories of the Ionic cities by the satrap Artapher-
nes (about 493 B.c,, after the suppression of the Ionic revolt), proceeds to
state that he assessed the tribute of each with refercnce to this new meas-
urement, and that the assessment remained unchanged until his own
(Herodotus’s) time,— kal Td¢ ydpac opéwv petphoas kard maepaciyyag. ...
gopovg Erafe éxaoroot, ol kare xdpny diareréovor Eyovree dx TovTov TOD
xpovov alel Eru kal & bud, O¢ éraxySnoav £ Apragépveoct riaySnoav 0@
oxeddv katd TG a¥TE T Kkal mpbrepov elyov (vi, 42). Now Dahlmann and
Manso contend that Ilerodotus here affirms the tribute of the Ionic cities
to Persia to have been continuously and regularly paid, down to his own
time. But in my judgment 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. Itis 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 Per-
sian finances, or at least to Greek secretaries who knew those accounts. He
would be told, that these assessments remained unchanged from the time of
Artaphernes downward : whether they were realized 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 posi-
tive proof that the Greek cities on the Asiatic coast — not those in the inte-
rior, a3 we may see by the case of Magnesia given to Themistoklés — 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 opin-
ion. For if these Greeks went on paying tribute, what is meant by the
phrases, of their having “revolted from Persia,” of their “having been
liberated from the king,” (ol &mooravree Baoidéwe "Eadnves— ol amd lwvias
kal 'EAApomévrov 40y ageoryrbree dmd  Paciréwg — boor amo BaciAéug
vewor? hrevdépwvro, Thucyd. i, 18, 89, 9517)

So much respecting the payment of tribute. As to the other point,—
that between 477 and 412 B.C., no Persian ships were tolerated along the
coast of Tonia, which coast, though claimed by the Persian king, was not
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of historical fact, such as the treaty acknowledged and preseribed,
became actually realized. But when we reflect farther, that
Herodotus ! certifies the visit of Kallias and other Athenian en-
voys 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 recognized 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 succeed-
ed, —this would be straining the limits of possibility beyond
what is reasonable.?

recognized by the Grecks as belonging to him, — proof will be found in
Thucyd. viii, 56 : compare Diodor. iv, 26.

! Herodot. vii, 151. Diodorus also states that this peace was concluded
by Kallias the Athenian (xii, 4).

2 1 conclude, on the whole, in favor of this treaty as an historical fact, —
though sensible that some of the arguments urged against it are not with-
out 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 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 untena-
ble (Manso, Sparta, vol. iii, Beylage x, p. 471 ; Dahlmann, Forschungen
auf dem Gebicte der Geschichte, vol. i, Ueber den Kimonischen Frieden, pp.
1-148).. Botckh 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 men-
tion and averment of such a peace as having been formally concluded, ap-
pears 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 peace.”

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 Metrdon 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. ’Arrikeic ypiupast). 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 legalized in Athens after the archonship of Eukleides), 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 natu-
rally be drawn up and engraved in the character habitually used among the
Jonic cities of Asia Minor, since they were the parties most specially inter-
ested in it: or it might even have been reéngraved, seeing that nearly a
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We may therefore believe in the reality of this treaty between
Athens and Persia, improperly called the Kimonian treaty : im-

century must have elapsed between the conclusion of 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 ora-
tors 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 vainglorious staterments 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 con-
nected with the name 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 Ximon 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 the river Ialys, has also been very properly
censured. Ile makes this statement in two different orations (Areopagatic.
p. 150; Panathenaic. p. 462).

But though Dahlmann succeeds in discrediting the orators, he tries in
vain to show that the treaty is in itself improbable, or inconsistent with any
known historical facts. A large portion of his dissertation is employed in
this part of the case, and I think quite unsuccessfully. The fact that the
Persian satraps are seen at various periods after the treaty lending aid —
underhand, yet without taking much pains to disguise it — to Athenian re-
volted subjects, does not prove that no treaty had been concluded. These
satraps would, doubtless, be very glad to infringe the treaty, whenever they
thought they could do so with advantage : if any misfortune had happened
to Athens from the hands of the Peloponnesians, — for example, if the
Athenians had been unwise enough to march their aggregate land-force out
of the city to repel the invading Peloponnesians from Attica, and had been
totally defeated,— the Persians would, doubtless, have tried to regain Ionia
forthwith. So the Lacedmonians, at a time when they were actually in
alliance with Athens, listened to the persuasions of the revolted Thasians,
and promised secretly to invade Attiea, in order to aid their revolt (Thucyd.
i, 103). Because a treaty is very imperfectly observed, — or rather because
the parties, without coming to open war, avail themselves of opportunities
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properly, since not only was it concluded after the death of
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 Per-
sians, His death insured more complete ascendency to Periklds,
whose policy and character were of a cast altogether opposite :
while even Thucydidés, son of Melésias, who succeeded Kimon,
his relation, as leader of the anti-Periklean party, 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 unimpaired
the Ilellenic 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 disposi-
tions 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 Aigean, under
the simple condition of renouncing on the part of Athens farther
aggressions against Cyprus, Phenicia, Kilikia, and Egypt. The
Great King on his side had had sufficient experience of Athenian
energy to fear the consequences of such aggressions, if pros-
ecuted ; nor did he lose much by relinquishing formally a tribute
which at the time he could have little hope of realizing, and
which of course he intended to resume on the first favorable
opportunity. Weighing all these circumstances, we shall find
that the peace, improperly called Kimonian, results naturally
from the position and feelings of the contracting parties.

to evade it and encroach upon its prescriptions, — we are not entitled to
deny that it has ever been made (Dahlmann, p. 116).

Tt seems to me that the objections which have been taken by Dahlmann
and others against the historical reality of this treaty, tell for the most part
only against the exaggerated importance assigned to it by subsequent
orators. ' Plutarch, Periklés, c¢. 21-28.
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Athens was now at peace both abroad and at home, under the
administration 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 depos-
ited at Delos, had before this time been transferred to the
acropolis at Athens. At what precise time this transfer took
place, we cannot state : nor are we enabled to assign the succes-
sive 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 and
passive tribute-payers, defended by the military force of Athens,
—from allies free, meeting at Delos, and sclf-determining, into
subjects isolated, sending their annual tribute, and awaiting
Athenian orders.  Dut 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 by force, and
reduced them to the condition of tribute-payers, without ships or
defence ; and Chios, Lesbos, and Samos were now the only allies
free and armed on the original footing. Every successive change
of an armed ally into a tributary,—every sabjugation of a
seceder, — tended of course to cut down the numbers, and en-
feeble the authority, of the Delian synod; and, what was still
Athens it altered the reciprocal relation and feelings both of
worse, and her allics, — exalting the former into something
like a 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.
The only circumstance 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
to favor any job or sinister purpose of the Athenians. It is far-
ther said that, when the Samians proposed it, Aristeidés charac-
terized it as a motion unjust, but useful : we may well doubt,
however, whether it was made during 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 Egina and Peloponnesus, — the Samians might not unnat-

' Plutarch, Aristeidés, c. 25,
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urally 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 insure it against attack. DBut whatever may have been the
grounds on which the Samians proceeded, when we find them
coming forward to propose the transfer, we may reasonably 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 &gina, and the conse-
quences of the battle of (Enophyta, the position of Athens
became altered more and more. She acquired a large catalogue
of new allies, partly tributary, like ASgina, — partly in the same
relation as Clios, Lesbos, and Samos; that is, obliged only to a
conformity of foreign policy and to military service. In this last
category were Megara, the Beeotian cities, the Phocians, Lokrians,
etc. All these, though allies of Athens, were strangers to Delos
and the confederacy against Persia; and accordingly, that con-
federacy passed insensibly into a matter of history, giving place
to the new conception of imperial Athens, with her extensive list
of allies, partly free, partly subject. Such transition, arising
spontaneously out of the character and circumstances of the.
confederates themselves, was thus materially forwarded by the
acquisitions of Athens extraneous to the confederacy. She was
now not merely the first maritime state of Greece, but perhaps
equal to Sparta even in land-power, — possessing.in her alliance
Megara, Beotia, Phocis, Lokris, together with Achza and Tree-
zen, 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, supe-
rior to all Greeks in that combination of energy and discipline
which is the grand cause of progress, threatened still farther
increase. Occupying the Megarian harbor of Pégz, the Athe-
nians had full means of naval action on both sides of the Corin-
thian isthmus: but, what was of still greater importance to them,
by their possession of the Megarid, and of the highlands of
Geraneia, they could restrain any land-force from marching out
of Peloponnesus, and were thus, considering besides their mas-
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tery at sea, completely unassailable in Attica. Ever since the
repulse of Xerxes, Athens had been advancing in an uninter-
rupted course of power and prosperity at home, as well as of
victory and ascendency abroad, — to which there was no excep-
tion, except the ruinous enterprise in Egypt. Looking at the
position of Greece, therefore, about 448 B.c.,— after the con-
clusion 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
farther aggrandizement of this imperial state as the tendency of
the age ; and accustomed as every Greek was to the conception
of separate town-autonomy as essential to a freeman and a citi-
zen, 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
JMgina 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 rendered at the battle
of Salamis, of this memorable island, had not been able to pro-
tect it; while those great /Eginetan families, whose victories at
the sacred festival-games Pindar celebrates in a large proportion
of his odes, would spread the language of complaint and indigna-
tion throughout their numerous “ guests ” in every Hellenic city.
Of course, the same anti-Athenian feeling would pervade those
Peloponnesian states who had been engaged in actual hostility
with Athens, — Corinth, Sikyon, Epidaurus, ete., as well as
Sparta, the once-recognized head of Hellas, but now tacitly
degraded from her preéminence, baffled in her projects respect-
ing Beeotia, and exposed to the burning of her port at Gythium,
without being able even to retaliate upon Attica. Putting all
those circumstances 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
acquired, maintained by superior force, and not recognized as
legitimate, — threatened, nevertheless, still farther increase.
Sixteen years hence, this same sentiment will be found exploding
into the Peloponnesian war ; but it became rooted in the Greek
mind during the period which we have now reached, when
15%
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Athens was much more formidable than she had come to be at
the commencement of that war : nor shall we thoroughly appre-
ciate 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 ap-
peared to be, however, this wide-spread feeling of antipathy
proved still stronger, so that, instead of the threatened increase,
the empire underwent a 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 dig-
nified with the name of the Sacred War, —expelled the Phocians,
who had assumed to themselves the management of the temple,
—and restored it to the native Delphians. To this the Athe-
nians made no direct opposition : but as soon as the Lacedemo-
nians were gone, they themselves marched thither and placed
the temple again in the hands of the Phocians, who were then
their allies.] The Delphians were members of the Phocian
league, and there was a dispute of old standing as to the admin-
istration of the temple, — whether it belonged to them sepa-
rately or to the Phocians collectively. The favor of those 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 preponder-
ance in Phocis. We are not told that the Lacedeemonians took
any ulterior step in consequence of their views being frus-
trated 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, Phocis, Lokris, and Eubcea,
was maintained, not by means of garrisons, but through domestic
parties favorable to Athens, and a suitable form of government;
Jjust in the same way as Sparta maintained her influence over her

! Thueyd. i. 112; compare Philochor. Fragm. 88, ed. Didot.
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Peloponnesian allies!  After the victory of (Enophyta, the
Athenians 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 in Phocis and Lokris, there was
at this time a considerable aggregate body of exiles, Bewotian,
Phocian, Lokrian, Eubceean, Zginetan, etc., all bitterly hostile to
Athens, and ready to join in any attack upon her power., We
learn farther that the democracy,? established at Thebes after the
battle of (Enophyta, was ill-conducted and disorderly: which
circumstances laid open Beeotia still farther to the schemes of as-
sailants on the watch for every weak point. These various ex-
iles, all joining their forces and concerting measures with their
partisans in the interior, succeeded in mastering Orchomenus,
Charoneia, and some other less important places in Beeotia. The
Athenian general, Tolmidés, marched to expel them, with one
thousand Athenian hoplites and an auxiliary body of allies. It
appears that this march was undertaken in haste and rashness:
the hoplites of Tolmidés, principally youthful volunteers, and be-
longing 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 would be full of hazard, and adjured them not to
attempt it without greater numbers as well as greater caution.3
Fatally, indeed, were his predictions justified. Though Tolmidés
was successful in his first enterprise, — the recapture of Charo-
neia, wherein he placed a garrison, — yet in his march, probably

1 Thucyd. i, 19. Aakedatpubvior, ody dmoredeic Exovree ¢pépov Tode fvpud-
xove, kat' dAtyapyiav 68 opiow abroic uévoy dmitndeive dmwg molireioovot
$epametovrec — the same also i, 76-144.

2 Aristotel. Politic. v, 2, 6. Ka? & 678aic uetd v &v Olvopirows péynv,
kaxdg modiTevoptvey, f Snuokparia diegdaps.

3 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 18; also, his comparison between Periklés and
Fabius Maximus, ¢. 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. e. 1).
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incautious and disorderly, when departing from that place, he

was surprised and attacked unawares, near Kordneia, by the

united 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 torecover these

prisoners, who belonged to the best families in the city, the Athe-

nians 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 alfy of Athens into her bitter

enemy.l Long, indeed, did the fatal issue of this action dwell in

the memory of the Athenians, and inspire them with an appre-

hension of Beeotian superiority in heavy armor 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 Athe-

nians deemed no sacrifice too great to redeem them. We shall

discover hereafter in the Lacedxmonians a feeling very similar,

respecting 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 gov-
ernment both frgm Phocis and Lokris, and to carry the flame of
revolt into Eubea. To this important island Periklés himself
proceeded forthwith, at the head of a powerful force ; but before
he had time to complete the reconquest, he was summoned home
by news of a still more formidable character. The Megarians
had revolted from Athens: by a conspiracy previously planned,
a division of hoplites from Corinth, Sikyon, and Epidaurus, was
already admitted as garrison into their city : the Athenian sol-
diers who kept watch over the Long Walls had been overpowered
and slain, except a few who escaped into the fortified port of Niseea.
As if to make the Athenians at once sensible how seriously this

! Thucyd. i, 113; Diodor. xii, 6. Platza appears to have been consid-
ered as quite dissevered from Beeotia: it remained in connection with
Athens as intimately as before.

# Xenophon, Memorabil. iii, 5, 4.
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disaster affected them, by throwing open the road over Geraneia,
— Pleistoanax, king of Sparta, was announced as already on his
march for an invasion of Attica. He did,in truth, conduct an
army, of mixed Lacedeemonians and Peloponnesian allies, into
Attica, as far as the neighborhood of Eleusis and the Thriasian
plain. IIe was a very young man, so that a Spartan of mature
years, Kleandridés, had been attached to him by the ephors ag
adjutant and counsellor. Periklés, it is said, persuaded both the
one and the other, by means of large bribes, to evacuate Attica
without advancing 1o Athens. e may well doubt whether they
had force enough to adventure so far into the interior, and we
shall bereafter observe the great precautions with which Archi--
damus 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 their return, the
Lacedeemonians, believing that they might have achieved it,
found both of them guilty of corruption. Both were banished :
Kleandridés never came back, and Pleistoanax himself lived for
along time in sanctuary near the temple of Athéng, 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.l

So soon as the Lacedemonians had retired from Attica, Peri-
klés returned with his forces to Eubeea, and reconquered the
island completely. With that caution which always distinguished
him as a military man, so opposite to the fatal rashness of Tol-
midés, he took with him an overwhelming force of fifty triremes
and five thousand hoplites. Ie admitted most of the Eubeean
towns to surrender, altering the government of Chalkis by the
expulsion of the wealthy oligarchy called the Hippobotz; but
the inhabitants of Iistiea, 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 Athe-
nian kleruchs, or out-settled citizens.2

! Thueyd. i, 114 ; v, 16, Plutarch, Periklés, c. 22.
2 Thueyd. i, 114 ; Plutarch, Periklés, ¢. 23 ; Diodor. xii, 7.
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But the reconquest of Eubecea was far from restoring Athens
to the position which she had occupied before the fatal engage-
ment of Kordneia. Iler land empire was irretrievably gone, to-
gether with her recently acquired influence over the Delphian
oracle; and she reverted to her former condition of an exclu-
sively maritime potentate. For though she still continued to
hold Nisea and Pege, yet her communication with the latter
harbor 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 Nisea 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 Pelopon-
nesian armies invading Attica. The fear of such a combination
of embarrassments, and especially of an irresistible enemy car-
rying 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 invasion, — 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
upon 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 Periklés would
doubtless counsel the surrender of their remaining landed pos-
sessions or alliances, which had now become unprofitable, in
order to purchase peace ; but we may be sure that nothing short
of extreme temporary despondency could have induced the Athe-
nian assembly to listen to such advice, and to accept the inglori-
ous peace which followed. A truce for thirty years was con-
cluded with Sparta and her allies, in the beginning of 445 B.c.,
whereby Athens surrendered Nisxa, Pege, Achaia,and Treezen,



GRECIAN CONFEDERACY UNDER ATHENS. 351

— thus "abandoning Peloponnesus altogether,! and leaving the
Megarians — with their full territory and their two ports — to be
included among the Peloponnesian allies of Sparta.

It was to the Degarians, 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 had spontane-
ously sought the alliance of Athens a few years before as a pro-
tection against the Corinthians, and had then afterwards, without
any known ill-usage on the part of Athens, broken off from the alli-

! Thueyd. i, 114, 115 ii, 21; Diodor. xii, 5. Ido not at all doubt that
the word Achaia here used, means the country in the north part of Pelopon-
nesus, usually known by that name. The suspicions of Géoller and others,
that it means, not this territory, but some unknown town, appear to me
quite unfounded. Thucydidés had never noticed the exact time when the
Athenians acquired Achaia as a dependent ally, thOlléh he notices the
Achmzans (i, 111) in that capacity. This is one argument, among many,
to show that we must be cautious in reasoning from the silence of Thu-
cydidés against the reality of an event, — in reference to this period between
the Persian and Peloponnesian wars, where his whole summary is:so brief.

TIn regard to the chronology of these events, Mr. Fynes Clinton remarks:
« The disasters in Beeotia produced the revolt of Eubeea and Megara ahout
eighteen months after, in Anthestérion 445 B.c.: and the Peloponnesian in-
vasion 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 closcly
upon the disasters in Boeotia, in spite of the statement of archons given by
Diodorus: ob moAAo Dorepov, the expression of Thucydidés means prob-
ably no more than three or four months; and the whole series of events
were eudcntly the product of one impulse. The truce having been con-

“cluded in the beginning of 445 B.c., it scems reasonable to place the revolt
of Eubcea and Mms\n as well as the invasion of Attica by Pleistoanax, in
446 B.c.— and the disasters in Beeotia, either in the beginning of 446 B.c,,
or the close of 447 B.C.

It is hardly safe to assume, morcover (as Mr. Clinton does, ad ann. 450,
as well as Dr. Thirlwall, Hist. Gr. ch. xvii, p. 478}, that the five years’ truce
must have been actually expired before Pleistoanax and the Lacedzmo-
nians invaded Attica: the thirty years’ truce, aftcrwards concluded, did not
run out its full time.
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ance and become her enemy, with the fatal consequence of ren-
dering her vulnerable on the land-side. Under such circumstances
we shall not be surprised to find the antipathy of the Athe-
nians against Megara strongly pronounced, 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’ truce, we must notice the im-
portant internal and constitutional changes which she had experi-
enced during the same interval.

CHAPTER XLVI.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND JUDICIAL CHANGES AT ATHENS UNDER
PERIKLES.

TaE period which we have now passed over appears to have
been that in which the democratical cast of Athenian public life
was first brought into its fullest play and development, as to judi-
cature, legislation, and administration.

The great judicial change was made by the methodical distri-
bution of a large proportion of the citizens into distinct judicial
divisions, by the great extension of their direct agency in that
department, and by the assignment of a constant pay to every
citizen so engaged. It has been already mentioned that even
under the democracy of Kleisthends, and until the time succeed-
ing the battle of Platea, large powers still remained vested both
in the individual archons and in the senate of Areopagus: which
latter was composed exclusively of the past archons after their
year of office, sitting in it for life, — though the check exercised
by the general body of citizens, assembled for law-making in the
ekklesia, and for judging in the helima, was at the same time
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materially increased. We must farther recollect, that the dis-
tinction between powers administrative and judicial, so highly
valued among the more elaborate governments of modern Eu-
rope, since the political speculations of the last century, was in
the early history of Athens almost unknown. Like the Roman
kings,! and the Roman consuls before the appointment of the
preator, the Athenian archons not only administered, but also ex-
ercised jurisdiction, voluntary as well as contentious, — decided
disputes, inquired into crimes, and inflicted punishment. Of the
same mixed nature were the functions of the senate of Areopa-
gus, and even of the annual senate of Five ITundred, the creation
of Kleisthenés. The stratégi, too, as well as the archons, had
doubtless the double competence — in reference to military, naval,
and foreign affairs — of issuing orders and of punishing by their

! See K. F. Herrmann, Griechische Staatsalterthiimer, sects. 53-107, and
his treatise De Jure ¢t Auctoritate Magistratuum ap. Athen. p.53 (Heidelb.
1829); -also Rein, ROmisches Privatrecht, pp. 26, 408, Leips. 1836, M.
Laboulaye also insists particularly upon the confusion of administrative
and judiciary functions among the Romans (Essai sur les Loix Criminelles
des Romains, pp. 23, 79, 107, etc.): and compare Mr. G. C. Lewis, Essay
on the Government of Dependencies, p. 42, with his citation from Hugo,
Geschichte des Romischen Rechts, p. 42. Mr. Lewis has given just and
valuable remarks upon the goodness of the received classification of powers
as a theory, and upon the extent to which the scparation of them either has
been, or can be, carried in practice : see also Note E, in the same work, p.
347.

The separation of administrative from judicial functions appears unknown
in early societies. M. Meyer observes, respecting the judicial institutions
of modern Europe: * Anciennement les fonctions administratives et judi-
cirires n'étoient pas distinctes. Du temps de la liberté des Germains et
méme long temps apres, les plaids de la nation-ou ceux du comté rendoient
Ia justice et administroient les intéréts nationaux ou locaux dans une scule
et méme asscmblée: sous le régime féodal, le roi ou l'empereur dans son
conseil, sa cour, son parlement composé des hauts barons ecclésiastiques et
lajes, exergait tous les droits de souveraineté comme de justice: dans la
commune, le bailli, mayeur, ou autre fonctionnaire nommé par le prince,
administraient les intéréts communaux et jugeoient les bourgeois de lavis
de la communauté entiére, des corporations qui la composoient, ou des
autoritds et conseils qui la réprésentoient : on n’avoit pas encore soupgonné
que le jugement d’une cause entre particuliers pdt étre étranger 4 la cause
commune.” — Meyer, Esprit des Institutions Judiciaires, book v, chap. 11,
vol. iii, p. 239; also chap. 18, p. 383.

VOL. V. . 230c.
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own authority, disobedient parties: the ¢mperium of the magis-
trates, generally, enabled them to enforce their own mandates as
well as to decide in cases of doubt whethel any private citizen
had or had not been guilty of infringement. Nor was there any
appeal from these magisterial judgments ; though the magistrates
were subject, under the Kleisthenean constitution, to personal re-
sponsibility for their general behavior, before the people judicially
assembled, at the expiration of their year of office,—and to the
farther animadversion of the ekklesia, or public deliberative as-
sembly, meeting periodically during the course of that year: in
some of which ekklesiw, the question might formally be raised
for deposing any magistrate, even before his year was expired.t
Still, in spite of such partial checks, the accumulation, in the
same hand, of powers to administer, judge, punish, and decide
civil disputes, without any other canon than the few laws then
existing, and without any appeal,— must have been painfully
felt, and must have often led to corrupt, arbitrary, and oppressive
dealing: and if this be true of individual magistrates, exposed
to annual accountability, it is not likely to have been less true
of the senate of Areopagus, which, acting collectively, could
hardly be rendered accountable, and in which the members sat
for life.2

I have already mentioned that shortly after the return of the
expatriated Athenians from Salamis, Aristeidés had been impel-
led, by the strong democratical sentiment which he found among
his countrymen, to propose the abolition of all pecuniary qualifi-
cation for magistracies, so as to render every citizen legally eligi-
ble. This innovation, however, was chiefly valuable as a victory

¥ A case of such deposition of an archon by vote of the public assembly,
even before the year of office was expired, occurs in Demosthenés, cont.
Theokrin. ¢. 7: another, the dcposition of a stratégus, in Demosthen. cont.
Timoth. c. 3.

2 Aschinds (cont. Ktesiphont, c. 9, p. 373) speaks of the senate of Areo-
pagus as dwedduvog, and so it was doubtless understood to be: but it is diffi-
cult to see how accountability could be practically enforced against such a
body. They could only be responsible in this sense, — that, if any one of
their number could be proved to have received a bribe, he would be individ-
ually punished. But in this sense the dikasteries themselves would also be
responsible : though it is always affirmed of them that they were not re-
sponsible.
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and as an index of the predominant sentiment: notwithstanding
the enlarged promise of eligibility, little change probably took
place in the fact, and rich men were still most commonly chosen.
Hence the magistrates, possessing the large powers administra-
tive and judicial above described,— and still more the senate of
Areopagus, which sat for life, — still belonging almost entirely to
the wealthier class, remained animated more or less with the
same oligarchical interest and sympathies, which manifested
themselves in the abuse of authority. At the same time the
democratical sentiment among the mass of Athenians went on
steadily increasing from the time of Aristeidés to that of Peri-
klés: Athens became more and more maritime, the population of
Peirzus augmented in number as well as in importance, and the
spirit even of the poorest citizen was stimulated by that collec-
tive aggrandizement of his city to which he himself individually
contributed. Before twenty years had elapsed, reckoning from
the battle of Platea, this new fervor of democratical sentiment
made itself felt in the political contests of Athens, and found able
champions in Periklés and Ephialtés, rivals of what may be
called the conservative party, headed by Kimon.

We have no positive information that it was Periklés who in-
troduced the lot, in place of election, for the choice of archons
and various other magistrates, but the change must have been
introduced nearly at this time, and with a view of equalizing the
chances of office to every candidate, poor as well as rich,
who chose to give in his name, and who fulfilled certain personal
and family conditions ascertained in the dokimasy, or preliminary
examination. But it was certainly to Periklés and Ephialtés
that Athens owed the elaborate constitution of her popular di-
kasteries, or jury courts regularly paid, which exercised so im-
portant an influence upon the character of the citizens. These
two eminent men deprived both the magistrates and the senate
of Areopagus of all the judicial and penal competence which
they had hitherto possessed, save and except the power of im-
posing a small fine. This judicial power, civil as well as crimi-
nal, was transferred to numerous dikasts, or panels-of jurors
selected from the citizens ; six thousand of whom were annually
drawn by lot and sworn, and then distributed into ten panels of
five hundred each, the remainder forming a supplement in case of
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vacancies. The magistrate, instead of deciding causes, or inflicting
punishment by his own authority, was now constrained to impanel
a jury, — that is, tosubmit each particular case, which might call
for a penalty greater than the small fine to which he was compe-
tent, to the judgment of one or other among these numerous
popular dikasteries. Which of the ten he should take, was de-
termined by lot, so that no one knew beforehand what dikastery
would try any particular cause : he himself presided over it during
the trial,and submitted to it the question at issue, with the results of
his own preliminary examination, in addition to the speeches of
accuser and accused, with the statements of their witnesses. So
also the civil judicature, which had before been exercised in con-
troversies between man and man by the archons, was withdrawn
from them and transferred to these dikasteries under the presi-
dence of an archon. It is to be remarked, that the system of
reference to arbitration for private causes! was extensively ap-
plied at Athens: a certain number of public arbitrators were

! Respecting the procedure of arbitration at Athens, and the public as
well as private arbitrators, see the instructive treatise of Hudtwalcker, Uber
die offentlichen und Privat Schieds-richter (Diaeteten) zu Athen: Jena,
1812.

Each arbitrator seems to have sat alone to inquire into and decide dis-
putes: he received a small fee of one drachma from both parties: also an
additional fee when application was made for delay (p. 16). Parties might
by mutual consent fix upon any citizen to act as arbitrator: but there were
a certain number of public arbitrators, elected or drawn by lot from the
citizens every year: and a plaintiff might bring his cause before any one of
these. They were liable to be punished under eddvvae, at the end of their
year of office, if accused and convicted of corruption or unfair dealing.

The number of these public dimtetwe, or arbitrators, was unknown when
Hudtwalcker's book was published. An inscription, since discovered by
Professor Ross, and published in his work, Uber die Demen von Attika, p.
22, records the names of all the dizetete for the year of the archon An-
tiklés, B.c. 323, with the name of the tribe to which each belonged.

The total number is one hundred and four : the number in each tribeis une-
qual ; the largest number is in Kekropis, which furnishes sixteen; the smallest
in Pandionis, which sends only three. They must havebeen either elected or
drawn by lot from the general body of citizens, without any reference to
tribes. The inscription records the names of the dimtete for this year n.c.
325, in consequence of their being crowned or receiving a vote of thanks
from the people. The fragment of a like inseription for the year B.c. 337,
also exists.
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annually appointed, to one of whom — or to some other citizen
adopted by mutual conzent of the parties —all private disputes
were submitted in the first instance. If dissatisfied with the de-
cision, either party might afterwards carry the matter before the
dikastery: but it appears that in many cases the decision of the
arbitrator was acquiesced in without this ultimate resort.

I do not here mean to affirm that there never was any trial by
the people before the time of Periklés and Ephialtés : I doubt not
that, before their time, the numerous judicial assembly called
Heliza, pronounced upon charges against accountable magistrates
as well as upon various other accusations of public importance ;
and perhaps in some cases, separate bodies of them may have been
drawn by lot for particular trials. But it is not the less true,
that the systematic distribution and constant employment of the
numerous dikasts of Athens cannot have begun before the age of
these two statesmen, since it was only then that the praectice of
paying them began: for so large a sacrifice of time on the partof
poor men, wherein M. Boéckh states,! doubtless in very exagger-
ated language, that “nearly one-third of the citizens sat as judges
every day,” cannot be conceived without an assured remuneration.
From and after the time of Periklés, these dikasteries were the
exclusive assemblies for trial of all causes, civil as well as
criminal, with some special exceptions, such as cases of homicide
and a few others: but before his time, the greater number of
these causes had been adjudged either by individual magistrates
or by the senate of Areopagus. We may therefore conceive how
great and important was the revolution wrought by that states-
man, when he first organized these dikastic assemblies into sys-
tematic action, and transferred to them nearly all the judicial
power which had before been exercised by magistrates and sen-

! Public Economy of the Athenians, book ii, chap. xiv, p.227. Engl
transl.

M. Boéckh must mean that the whole six thousand, or nearly the whole,
were employed every day. It appears to me that this supposition greatly
overstates both the number of days and the number of men actually em-
ployed. For the inference in the text, however, 2 much smaller number is
sufficient.

See the more accurate remark of Schomann, Antiquit. Juris Public.
Grzecor., sect. 1xxi, p. 310.
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ate. The position and influence of these latter became radically
altered : the most commanding functions of the archon were ab-
rogated, and he retained only the power of receiving complaints,
inquiring into them, exercising some small preliminary interfer-
ence with the parties for the furtherance of the cause or accusa-
tion, fixing the day for trial, and presiding over the dikastic as-
sembly, by whom peremptory verdict was pronounced. Ifis
administrative functions remained unaltered, but his powers,
inquisitorial and determining, as a judge, passed away.!

In reference to the senate of Areopagus also, the changes
introduced were not less considerable. That senate, anterior to
the democracy in point of date, and standing alone in the enjoy-
ment of a life-tenure, appears to have exercised an undefined
and extensive control which long continuance had gradually con-
secrated. It was invested with a kind of religious respect, and
believed to possess mysterious traditions emanating from a divine
source 2 especially, the cognizance which it took of intentional

1 Aristotel. Politic. ii, 9, 3. Kal mjv pév v *Apeip mayo Boviyy *Ededrryge
txbAovoe kal Ilepikdic: ta 08 dikaoripia podogipa karéornoe Ilepikdipc:
kai Tobrov 07 TOv Tpémov EkacToc TOV dnuaywydv wponyayev, abfwv ele v
viv dnpokpariav. Paiverar & ob kara v édwvog yevéodat Tobro mpoaipe-
ow, GAAE paddov &wd cvunrauaroc. Tic vavapyiac yap v roi¢ Mpduwoic &
dipoc airiog yevopevos éppovnuaricdy, kal Odnuaywyode EAefe $padiove,
avrimodTevoubvoy TOv Emekov éwel Todwv ¥ Eowke Thv Gvaykaotaryy
drodidévar ¢ Sjue Stvauw, TO Tac dpyic alpeicSar kal ebSivew undk yap
Tobrov kdpiog bv 6 Sipoc dodlog &v eln kal woléutog.

The words ra 68 dikaoripia piodopépa karéoryoe Mepiriie, are commonly
translated, “ Periklés first gave pay to the dikasteries,” wherein it is as-
sumed that these bodies had before judged gratuitously. But it appears to
me that the words ought to be translated, “Periklés first constituted the
paid dikasteries:” that is, the dikasterics as well as the pay were of his
introduction.

It is evident from this whole passage that Aristotle did not suppose the
dikasteries, either gratuitous or paid, to have been constituted by Solon, but
to have been foreign to the purpose of that lawgiver, and to have been
novelties emanating from Periklés and Ephialtés, at the same time that the
judicial functions of the senate of Arcopagus were cut down.

2 Deinarchus cont. Demosthen. Or. i, p. 91. ¢viarres ta¢ droppirove
duadijkac, dv alg 1 Tig wédews owripia keitat, ete.  So also Mschinés calls
this senate v oxvdpumév kal Tov peyiotwv kvplav BovAjy (cont. Ktesi-
phont. ¢. 9, p. 373: compare also cout. Timarchum, e. 16, p. 41 ; Demosth.
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homicide was a part of old Attic religion not less than of judica-
ture. Though put in the background for a time, after the expul-
sion of the Peisistratids, it had gradually recovered itself when
recruited by the new archons under the Kleisthenean constitution ;
and during the calamitous sufferings of the Persian invasion, its
forwardness and patriotism had been so highly appreciated as to
procure for it an increased sphere of ascendency. Trials for
homicide were only a small part of its attributions: it exercised
Jjudicial competence in many other cases besides, and what was
of still greater moment, it maintained a sort of censorial police
over the lives and habits of the citizens, — it professed to enforce
a tutelary and paternal discipline, beyond that which the strict
letter of the law could mark out, over the indolent, the prodigal,
the undutiful, and the deserters from old rite and custom. To
crown all, the senate of Areopagus also exercised a supervision
over the public assembly, taking care that none of the proceed-
ings of those meetings should be such as to infringe the estab-
lished laws of the country. These were powers immense as well
as undefined, not derived from any formal grant of the people,
but having their source in immemorial antiquity, and sustained
by general awe and reverence : when we read the serious expres-
sions of this sentiment in the mouths of the later orators,—
Demosthenés, Aschinés, or Deinarchus, — we shall comprehend
how strong it must have been a century and a half before them,
at the period of the Persian invasion. Isokratés, in his Discourse
usually called dreopagiticus, written a century and a quarter
after that invasion, draws a picture of what the senate of Are-
opagus had been while its competence was yet undiminished, and
ascribes to it a power of interference little short of paternal des-
potism, which he asserts to have been most salutary and improv-
ing in its effect. Thal the picture of this rhetor is inaccurate,

cont. Aristokrat. c. 65, p. 641). Plutarch, Solon, e. 19. m)v dve Sovijy
Emickomov wivrwy Kal pvAaxa TOV vouwy, cte.

Edikalov odv ol ’Apeomayitar wep! wavtov oyeddv TOV opaludtwy kal
Tapavouldv, W dravré prow "Avdpotiov &v wpaTy kal deddyopoc dv devripn
xal Tpity Tév ’Ardidwy (Philochorus, Fr. 17-58, ed. Didot, p. 19, ed.
Siebelis).

See about the Areopagus, Schomann, Antiq. Jur. Att. sect. Ixvi; K. F.
Hermann, Gricch. Staatsalterthiimer, scct. 109.
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—and to a great degree indeed ideal, insinuating his own recom-
mendations under the color of past realities, —is sufficiently
obvious: but it enables us to presume generally, the extensive
regulating power of the senate of Arcopagus, in afluirs both
public and private, at the time which we are now describing.
Such powers were pretty sure to be abused, and when we
learn that the Spartan senate! was lamentably open to bribery,
we can bardly presume much better of the life-sitting elders at
Athens. But even if their powers had been guided by all that
beneficence of intention which Isokratés affirms, they were in
their nature such as could only be exercised over a passive and
stationary people: and the course of events at Athens, at that
time peculiarly, presented conditions altogether the reverse.
During the pressure of the Persian invasion, indeed, the senate
of Areopagus had been armed with more than ordinary author-
ity, which it had employed so creditably as to strengthen its
influence, and tighten its supervision during the period immedi-
ately following : but that same trial had also called forth in the
general body of the citizens a fresh burst of democratical senti-
ment, and an augmented- consciousness of force, both individual
and national. Ilere then were two forces, not only distinet but
opposite and conflicting, both put into increased action at the
same time.2 Nor was this all : a novel cast was just then given
to Athenian life and public habits by many different circum-
stances, — the enlargement of the city, the creation of the forti-
fied port and new town of Peirzus, the introduction of an in-
creased nautical population, the active duties of Athens as head

! Aristotel. Politic. ii, 6, 18.

2 Aristotle particularly indicates these two conflicting tendencies in
Athens, the onc immediately following the other, in a remarkable passage
of his Politics (v, 3, 5).

MeraBaArovot 68 ral elg dAryapyiav kal elg Spov kal elg modireiav éx Tod
ebdoxufioal T¢ 7 abndivar § dpyeiov § udptov Tie wodews* olov, 7 &v *Apeip
way Bovdy ebdoxiunoaca dv toic Mydikoic Edofe cvvrovwTipay moticar
Ty wolereiav. Kal médww & vavrikde Syloc yevduevoe alriog Ti¢ mepl
Zelapiva vikns xal dud Tairne ThHe fyepovias kal 6wk Ty katrd $GreTTav
dovapw, Ty Snppokpariav loxyvporépav émoinoev.

The word ovvrovwrépav (“stricter, more rigid,”) stands opposed in
another passage to dvewpévac (iv, 3, 5).
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of the Delian confederacy, etc. All these circumstances tended
to open new veins of hope and feeling, and new lines of action,
in the Athenians between 480-4G0 B.c., and by consequence to
render the interference of the senate of Areopagus, essentially
old-fashioned and conservative as it was, more and more difficult.
But at the very time when prudence would have counselled that
it should have been rclaxed or modified, the senate appear
to have rendered it stricter, or at least to have tried to do so:
which could not fail to raise against them a considerable body
of enemies. Not merely the democratical innovators, but also
the representatives of new interests generally at Athens, became
opposed to the senate as an organ of vexatious repression, em-
ployed for oligarchical purposes.!

From the character of the senate of Areopagus, and the an-
cient reverence with which it was surrounded, it served naturally
as a centre of action to the oligarchical or conservative party,—
that party which desired to preserve the Kleisthenean constitu-
tion unaltered, with undiminished authority, administrative as
well as judicial, both to individual magistrates and to the collec-
tive Areopagus. Of this sentiment, at the time of which we
are now speaking, Kimon was the most conspicuous leader, and
his brilliant victories at the Eurymedon, as well as his exploits
in other warlike enterprises, doubtless strengthened very much
his political influence at home. The same party also probably
included the large majority of rich and old families at Athens;
who, so long as the magistracies were elected and not chosen by
lot, usually got themselves chosen, and had every interest in
keeping the power of such offices as high as they could. More-
over, the party was farther strengthened by the pronounced
support of Sparta, imparted chiefly through Kimon, proxenus of
Sparta at Athens. Of course, such aid could only have been
indirect, yet it appears to have been of no inconsiderable mo-
ment, — for when we consider that Agina had been in ancient

! Plutarch. Reipub. Ger. Praccept. p. 805. Obk a&yvod d2, 8ri Bovdiy
Tweg dmaydi kal driyapywiy kohovoavres, Gomep 'E¢iaAryc *Adfvygot kal
Sopuivv map' Heiow, Sivauww Gua xal doéav Eoyov.

About the oligarchical character of the Areopagites, see Deinarchus
cont. Demosthen. pp. 46, 98.

VoL. V. . 16
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feud with Athens, and Corinth in a temper more hostile than
friendly, the good feeling of the Lacedxmonians might well ap-
pear to Athenian citizens eminently desirable to preserve:
and the philo-Laconian character of the leading men at Athens
contributed to disarm the jealousy of Sparta during that erit-
ical period while the Athenian maritime ascendency was in
progress.!

The political opposition between Periklés and Kimon was
hereditary, since Xanthippus, the father of the former, had been
the accuser of Miltiadés, the father of the latter. Both were of
the first families in the city, and this, combined with the military
talents of Kimon, and the great statesmanlike superiority of
Periklés, placed both the one and the other at the head of the
two political parties which divided Athens. Periklés must have
begun his political career very young, since he maintained a posi-
tion first of great influence, and afterwards of unparalleled moral
and political ascendency, for the long period of forty years,
against distinguished rivals, bitter assailants, and unscrupulous
libellers (about 467-428 n.c.) His public life began about the
time when Themistoklés was ostracized, and when Aristeidés
was passing off the stage, and he soon displayed a character
which combined the pecuniary probity of the one with the re-
source and large views of the other; superadding to both a
discretion and mastery of temper never disturbed, — an excellent
musical and lettered education received from Pythokleidés, —an
eloquence such as no one before had either heard or conceived, —
and the best philosophy which the age afforded. His military
duties as a youthful citizen were faithfully and strenuously per-
formed, but he was timid in his first political approaches to the
people, — a fact perfectly in unison with the cantion of his tem-
perament, but which some of his biographers? explained by
saying that he was afraid of being ostracized, and that his coun-
tenance resembled that of the despot Peisistratus. We may be
pretty sure, however, that this personal resemblance, like the
wonderful dream ascribed to his mother3 when pregnant of him,
was an after-thought of enemies, when his ascendency was already

! Plutarch, Kimon, c.-16; Themistoklés, c. 20.
? Plutarch, Periklés, c. 4-7, seq. 3 Herodot. vi, 131.
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established, — and that young beginners were in little danger of
ostracism. The complexion of political parties in Athens had
greatly changed since the days of Themistoklés and Aristeidés ;
for the Kleisthenean constitution, though enlarged by the latter
after the return from Salamis to the extent of making all citizens
without exception eligible for magistracy, liad become unpopular
with the poorer citizens, and to the kecner democratical feeling
which now ran through Athens and Peireus.

It was to this democratical party,— the party of movement
against that of resistance, or of reformers against conservatives,
if we are to employ modern phraseology, — that Periklés devoted
his great rank, character, and abilities. From the low arts which
it is common to ascribe to one who espouses the political interests
of the poor against the rich, he was remarkably exempt : he was
indefatigable in his attention to public business, but he went little
into society, and disregarded almost to excess the airs of popu-
larity : his eloquence was irresistibly impressive, yet he was by
no means prodigal of it, taking care to reserve himself, like the
Salaminian trireme, for solemn ocecasions, and preferring for the
most part to employ the agency of friends and partisans :! more-
over, he imbibed from bis friend and teacher Anaxagoras,a tinge
of physical philosophy, which greatly strengthened his mind,?
and armed him against many of the reigning superstitions, — but
which at the same time tended to rob him of the sympathy of
the vulgar, rich as well as poor. The arts of demagogy were
in fact much more cultivated by the oligarchical Ximon, whose
open-hearted familiarity of manner was extolled, by his personal
friend the poet Jon, in contrast with the reserved and stately
demeanor of his rival Periklés. Kimon employed the rich plun-
der, procured by his maritime expeditions, in public decorations
as well as in largesses to the poorer citizens, — throwing open
his fields and fruits to all the inhabitants of his deme, and causing
himself to be attended in public by well-dressed slaves, directed

“to tender their warm tunics in exchange for the threadbare gar-
ments of those who secmed in want; while the property of

! Platarch, Reipub. Gerend. Praecept. p. §12; Periklés, c. 5, 6, 7.
# Plato, Phaedrus, ¢. 54, p. 270 ; Plutarch, Periklés, ¢. 8; Xenoph. Mcmor.
i, 2, 46. .
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Periklés was administered with a strict, though benevolent econ-
omy, by his ancient steward Evangelus, —the produce of his
lands being all sold, and the consumption of his house supplied
by purchase in the market.! It was by such regularity that his
perfect and manifest independence of all pecuniary seduction
was sustained. In taste, in talent, and in character, Kimon was
the very opposite of Periklés,—a brave and efficient com-
mander, a lavish distributor, a man of convivial and amorous
habits, but incapable of sustained attention to business, untaught
in music or letters, and endued with Laconian aversion to rhet-
oric and philosophy; while the ascendency of Periklés was
founded on his admirable combination of civil qualities, — prob-
ity, firmness, diligence, judgment, eloquence, and power of guid-
ing partisans. As a military commander, though noway deficient
in personal courage, he rarely courted distinction, and was prin-
cipally famous for his care of the lives of the citizens, discoun-
tenancing all rash or distant enterprises : his private habits were
sober and recluse, — his chief conversation was with Anaxagoras,
Protagoras,2 Zeno, the musician Damon, and other philosophers,
— while the tenderest domestic attachment bound bim to the
engaging and cultivated Aspasia.

Such were the two men who stood forward at this time as most
conspicuous in Athenian party-contest,— the expanding democ-
racy against the stationary democracy of the past generation,
which now passed by the name of oligarchy, — the ambitious and
talkative energy spread even among the poor population, which
was now forming more and more the characteristic of Athens,
against the unlettered and uninquiring valor of the conquerors of
Marathon3 Ephialtés, son of Sophénidés, was at this time the
leading auxiliary, seemingly indeed the equal of Periklés, and no
way inferior to him in personal probity, though he was a poor
man :1 as to aggressive political warfare, he was even more active

! Plutarch, Periklds, ¢. 9, 16; Kimon, ¢. 10; Reipubl. Gerend. Przcept.
p. 818.

? The personal intercourse between Periklés and Protagoras is attested by
the interesting fragment of the latter which we find in Plutarch, Consolat.
ad Apollonium, c. 33, p. 119.

3 Aristophan. Nubes, 972, 1000, seg. and Ranz, 1071.

4 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 10; Zlian, V. H. ii, 43; xi, 9.
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than Periklés, who appears throughout his long public life to
have manifested but little bitterness against political enemies.
Unfortunately, our scanty knowledge of the history of Athens
brings before us only some general causes and a few marked
facts: the details and the particular persons concerned are not
within our sight : yet the actual course of political events depends
everywhere mainly upon these details, as well as upon the gen-
eral causes. Before Ephialtés advanced his main proposition for
abridging the competence of the senate of Areopagus, he appears
to have been strenuous in repressing the practical abuse of mag-
isterial authority, by accusations brought against the magistrates
at the period of their regular accountability. After repeated
efforts to check the practical abuse of these magisterial powers,)
Ephialtés and Periklés were at last conducted to the proposition
of cutting them down permanently, and introducing an altered
system. )

‘We are not surprised to find that such proceedings provoked
extreme bitterness of party-feeling, and it is probable that this
temper may have partly dictated the accusation preferred against
Kimon, about 463 B.c., after the surrender of Thasos, for alleged
reception of bribes from the Macedonian prince Alexander,— an
accusation of which he was acquitted. At this time the oligarch-
ical or Kimonian party was decidedly the most powerful : and when
the question was proposed for sending troops to aid the Lacedee-
monians in reducing the revolted Ielots on Ithomé, Kimon carried
the people along with him to comply, by an appeal to their gen-
erous feelings, in spite of the strenuous opposition of Ephialtes.?
But when Kimon and the Athenian hoplites returned home, hav-
ing been dismissed by Sparta under ecircumstances of insulting
suspicion, as has been mentioned in the preceding chapter, the
indignation of the citizens was extreme: they renounced their
alliance with Sparta, and entered into amity with Argos. Of
course the influence of Kimon, and the position of the oligarchi-

3 Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10: compare Valer. Maxim. iii, 8, 4. *E¢eairyy
utv odv, ¢pafepdv dvra Toig dAiyapyikoic kal wepl Tac ev¥bvac kal ddfeic TOV
TV Sjuov ddikobvtwy dmapaityTov, EmiBovieloavres ol ExOpoi 0 'Apioro-
Sikov Tod Tavaypikod kpvpaiwg dveidov, ete.

2 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 16.
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cal party, was materially changed by this incident: and in the
existing bitterness of political parties, it is not surprising that his
opponents should take the opportunity for proposing, soon after-
wards, a vote of ostracism,'— a challenge, indeed, which may, per-
haps, have been accepted not unwillingly by Kimon and his party,
since they might still fancy themselves the strongest, and suppose
that the sentence of banishment would fall upon Ephialtés or
Periklés. Ilowever, the vote ended in the expulsion of Kimon,
a sure proof that his opponents were now in the ascendent. On
this occasion, as on the preceding, we see the ostracism invoked
to meet a period of intense political conflict, the violence of which
it would at least abate, by removing for the time one of the con-
tending leaders.

It was now that Periklés and Ephialtés carried their important
scheme of judicial reform. The senate of Areopagus was de-
prived of its discretionary censorial power, as well as of ali its
judicial competence except that which related to homicide. The
individual magistrates, as well as the senate of Five Hundred,
were also stripped of their judicial attributes, except the power
of imposing a small fine,2 which were transferred to the newly
created panels of salaried dikasts, lotted off in ten divisions from
the aggregate helima. Ephialtés3 first brought down the laws
of Solon from the acropolis to the neighborhood of the market-
place, where the dikasteries sat,— a visible proof that the judi-
cature was now popularized.

. In the representations of many authors, the full bearing of this
great constitutional change is very inadequately conceived. What
we are commonly told, is, that Periklés was the first to assign a
salary to these numerous dikasteries at Athens; he bribed the

1 Plutarch, Kimon, ¢. 17. Of 62 mpd¢ dpyiv é&medSévrec 40y roic Aa-
kwvilovoe pavepoc Eyalémawvoy, kal Tov Kipwvae pikpiésc EmidaBéuevos
mpopiocws bworpakioav el¢ Ery déka.

I transcribe this passage as a specimen of the inaccurate manner in
which the ostracism is so often described. Plutarch says: “ The Athenians
took advantage of a slight pretence to ostracize Kimon:” but it was the
peculiar characteristic of ostracism that it had no prefence: it was a judg-
ment passed without specific or assigned cause.

2 Demosthen. cont. Euerg. et Mnesibul. c. 12.

3 Harpokration — ‘O réro¥ev véuoc — Pollux, viii, 128.
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people with the public money, says Plutarch, in order to make
head against Kimon, who bribed them out of his own private
purse: as if the pay were the main feature in the case, and as if
all which Periklés did, was to make himself popular by paying
the dikasts for judicial service, which they had before rendered
gratuitously. The truth is, that this numerous army of dikasts,
distributed into ten regiments and summoned to act systematical-
ly throughout the year, was now for the first time organized: the
commencement of their pay is also the commencement of their
regular judicial action. What Periklés really did, was to sever
for the first time from the administrative competence of the mag-
istrates that judicial authority which had originally gone along
with it. The great men who had been accustomed to hold these
offices were lowered both in influence and authority:1 while on
the other hand a new life, habit, and sense of power, sprang up
among the poorer citizens. A plaintiff, having cause of civil ac-
tion, or an accuser, invoking punishment against citizens guilty of
injury either to himself or to the state, had still to address himself
to one or other of the archons, but it was only with a view of ul-
timately arriving before the dikastery, by whom the cause was to
be tried. While the magistrates acting individually were thus
restricted to simple administration and preliminary police, they
experienced a still more serious loss of power in their capacity of

! Arist. Polit. iv, 5, 6. &re 0" ol raic apyalc yxahoivree TOV Ojudv ¢act
Seiv kplvew* 68 dopévag Séxerar Thv mpékAnow + dore karaibovrar waca
al &pyal, ete.; compare vi, 1, 8.

The remark of Aristotle is not justly applicable to the change effected by
Periklés,which transferred the power taken from the magistrates, not to the peo-
ple but to certain specially constituted, though numerous and popular dikaste-
ries, sworn to decide in conformity with known and written laws. Nor is the
separation of judicial competence from administrative, to be characterized
as “dissolving or extinguishing magisterial authority.” On the contrary,
it is conformable to the best modern notions. Periklés cannot be censured
for having effected this separation, however persons may think that the
Jjudicature which he constituted was objectionable.

Plato seems also to have conceived administrative power as essentially
accompanied by judicial (Legg. vi, p. 767) — wavra dpyovra dvaykaiov kal
Sikaariv elvas Tivoy — an opinion, doubtless, perfectly just, up to a certain
narrow limit: the separation between the two sorts of powers cannot be
rendered absolutely complete.
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members of the Areopagus, after the year of archonship was
expired. Instead of their previous unmeasured range of super-
vision and interference, they were now deprived of all judicial
sanction, beyond that small power of fining, which was still left
both to individual magistrates, and to the senate of Five Hundred.
But the cognizance of homicide was still expressly reserved to
them, —for the procedure, in this latter case, religious not less
than judicial, was so thoroughly consecrated by ancient feeling,
that no reformer could venture to disturb or remove it.l It was

! Demosthen. cont. Neer. p. 1372 ; cont. Aristokrat. p. 642.

Meier (Attischer Prozess, p. 143) thinks that the senate of Areopagus
was also deprived of its cognizance of homicide as well as of its other
functions, and that this was only restored after the expulsion of the Thirty.
He supposes this to be proved by a passage of Lysias which he produces
(De Cade Eratosthenis, pp. 31-33).

M. Boéckh and O. Miiller adopt the same opinion as Meier, and seem-
ingly on the authority of the same passage, (see the Dissertation of O.
Miiller on the Eumenides of ZBschylus, p. 113, Eng. transl.) But in the
first place, this opinion is contradicted by an express statement in the anony-
mous biographer of Thucydidés, who mentions the trial of Pyrilampés for
murder before the Areopagus; and contradicted also, seemingly, by Xeno-
phon (Memorab. iii, 5, 20} ; in the next place, the passage of Lysias appears to
me to bear a different meaning. Hesays: ¢ kal warpidv éore kal &g’ dudv &mo-
dédorat ol gpévov Ta¢ dikag Sikélerv: now—even if we admit the conjectural
reading é¢’ tudv in place of &6’ tuiv to be correct — still, this restoration of
functions to the Areopagus, refers naturally to the restored democracy after
the violent interruption occasioned by the oligarchy of Thirty. Consider-
ing how many persons the Thirty caused to be violently put to death, and
the complete subversion of all the laws which they introduced, it seems
impossible to suppose that the Arcopagus could have continued to hold its
sittings and try accusations for intentional homicide, under their govern-
ment. On the return of the democracy after the Thirty were expelled,
the functions of the senate of Areopagus would return also.

If the supposition of the eminent authors mentioned above were correct,
— if it were true that the Areopagus was deprived not only of its supervis-
ing function generally, but also of its cognizance of homicide, during the
fifty-five years which elapsed between the motion of Ephialtés and the
expulsion of the Thirty, —this senate must have been without any func-
tions at all during that long interval; it must have been for all practical
purposes non-existent. But during so long a period of total suspension,
the citizens would have lost all their respect for it; it could not have re-
tained so much influence as we know that it actually possessed immedi-
ately before the Thirty (Lysias c¢. Eratosth.c. 11, p. 126); and it would
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upon this same ground prebably that the stationary party de-
fended all the prerogatives of the senate of Areopagus,—
denouncing the curtailments proposed by Epbialtés as impious
and guilty innovations! How extreme their resentment be-

bardly have been revived after the expulsion of the Thirty. Whereas, by
preserving during that period its jurisdiction in cases of homicide, apart
from those more extended privileges which had formerly rendered it ob-
noxious, the ancient traditional respect for it was kept alive, and it was re-
vived, after the fall of the Thirty, as a venerable part of the old democ-
racy ; even apparently with some extension of privileges.

The inferences which O. Miiller wishes to draw, as to the facts of these
times, from the Eumenides of JEschylus, appear to me ill-supported. In
order to sustain his view, that, by virtue of the proposition of Ephialtés
“the Arcopagus almost entirely ceased to be a high court of judicature,”
(sect. 36, p. 109,) he is forced to alter the chronology of the events, and to
affirm that the motion of Ephialtés must have been carricd subsequently to
the representation of the Eumenides, though Diodorus mentions it in the
year next but one before, and there is nothing to contradict him. All that
we can safcly infer from the very indistinct allusions in ZEschylus, is, that
he himself was full of reverence for the Areopagus, and that the season was
one in which party bitterness ran so high as to render something like civil
war (éu¢idiov "Apn, v, 864) within the scope of reasonable apprehension.
Probably, he may have been averse to the diminution of the privileges of

~ the Areopagus by Ephialtés : yet even thus much is not altogether certain,
inasmuch as he puts it forward prominently and specially as a tribunal for
homicide, excreising this jurisdiction by inherent prescription, and con-
firmed in it by the Eumenides themselves. Now when we consider that
such jurisdiction was precisely the thing confirmed and left by Ephialtés to
the Areopagus, we might plausibly argue that ZEschylus, by enhancing the
solemnity and predicting the perpetuity of the remaining privilege, in-
tended to conciliate those who resented the recent innovations, and to soften
the hatred between the two opposing parties.

The opinion of Boéckh, O. Miiller, and Meier, respecting the with-
drawal from the senate of Areopagus of the judgments on homicide, by
the proposition of Ephialtés, has been discussed, and in my judgment
refuted, by Forchhammer, in a valuable Dissertation, De Areopago non
privato per Ephialten Homicidii Judiciis. Kiel, 1828.

! This is the language of those authors whom Diodorus copied (Diodor.
xi, 77) — ot pRv_ &Opéug ye Stégvye TpAikodTorc dvoph-
paciy émifBalépevoc (Ephialtds), ¢AAd ric vuerde dvarpedels, ddyiov
Eoye Tiv Tod Biov Tedevriv. Compare Pausanias, i, 29, 15.

Plutarch (Periklés, c. 10) cites Aristotle as having mentioned the assas-
sination of Ephialtés. Antipho, however, states that the assassin was never
formally known or convicted (De Czde Hero. c. 68).

VOL. V. 16* 24oc.
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came, when these reforms were carried, and how fierce was the
collision of political parties at this moment, we may judge by
the result. The enemies of Ephialtés cansed him to be privately
assassinated, by the hand of a Beotian of Tanagra, named Aris-
todikus. Such a crime — rare in the political annals of Athens,
for we come to no known instance of it afterwards, until the oli-
garchy of the Four Hundred, in 411 B.c. — marks at once the
gravity of the change now introduced, the fierceness of the oppo-
sition offered, and the unscrupulous character of the conservative
party : Kimon was in exile, and had no share in the deed.
Doubtless the assassination of Ephialtés produced an effect un-
favorable in every way to the party who procured it: the popu-
lar party, in their resentment, must have become still more
attached to the judicial reforms just assured to them, while the
hands of Periklés, the superior leader, left behind and now acting
singly, must have been materially strengthened.

It is from this point that the administration of that great man
may be said to date: he was now the leading adviser, we might
almost say prime minister, of the Athenian people. His first
years were marked by a series of brilliant successes, already
mentioned, the acquisition of Megara as an ally, and the victori-
ous war against Corinth and Afgina. But when he proposed the
great and valuable improvement of the Long Walls, thus making
one city of Athens and Peireus, the same oligarchical party
which had opposed his judicial changes and assassinated Ephial-
tés again stood forward in vehement resistance. Finding direct
opposition unavailing, they did not seruple to enter into treason-
able correspondence with Sparta, invoking the aid of a foreign
force for the overthrow of the democracy; so odious had it be-™>
come in their eyes since the recent innovations. How serious
was the hazard incurred by Athens, near the time of the battle
of Tanagra, has been already recounted ; together with the rapid
and unexpected reconciliation of parties after that battle, princi-
pally owing to the generous patriotism of Kimon and his imme-

The enemies of Periklds circulated a report, mentioned by Idomeneus,
that it was he who had procured the assassination of Ephialtés, from jeal-
ousy of the superiority of the latter (Plutarch, Periklés, c. 10). We may
infer from this report how great the eminence of Ephialtés was.
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diate friends. e was restored from ostracism on this oceasion,
before his full time had expired, and the rivalry between him and
Periklés henceforward becomes mitigated, or even converted into
a compromise,! whereby the internal affairs of the city were left-
to the one, and the conduct of foreign expeditions to the other.
The successes of Athens during the ensuing ten years were more
brilliant than ever, and she attained the maximum of her power:
which doubtless had a material effect in imparting stability to the
democracy, as well as to the administration of Periklds, and ena-
bled both the one and the other to stand the shock of those great
public reverses, which deprived the Athentans of their dependent
landed alliances, during the interval between the defeat of Xord-
neia and the thirty years’ truce.

Along with the important judicial revolution brought about by
Periklés, were introduced other changes belonging to the same
scheme and system. ’

Thus a general power of supervision, both over the magistrates
and over the public assembly, was vested in seven magistrates,
now named for the first time, called Nomophylakes, or Law-Guar-
dians, and doubtless changed every year. These nomophylakes
sat alongside of the proédri, or presidents, both in the senate and in
the public assembly, and were charged with the duty of interposing
whenever any step was taken or any proposition made contrary
to the existing laws: they were also empowered to constrain the
magistrates to act according to law.2 We do not know whether

} The intervention of Elpiniké, the sister of Kimen, in bringing about
this compromise between her brother and Periklés, is probable enough
{Plutarch, Periklés, ¢. 10, and Kimon, c. 14). Clever and engaging, she
seems to have played an active part in the political intrigues of the day:
but we are not at all called upon to credit the scandals insinuated by
Eupolis and Stesimbrotus.

? We hear about these nomophylakes in a distinct statement cited from
Philochorus, by Photius, Lexic. p. 674, Porson. Nogo¢vlakec+ &repoi elot
Ty Seopoleraw, O¢ Biioyopoc v §’- ol pév yap dpyovree dvéBawov el
*Apsiov wiyov daTepavousvor, of 08 vouopddakes xpboia arpédia dyovrec® xal
Taic Yeaic Evivriov dpyévrev Ekadélovro: kal Tiv woumiv Emepmov T
Tladdades Tac 08 dpxac hvayralov Tole vépows ypiodar+ kal év 14 érxdyolg
kal v Tf Bovdj perd TOV wpoédpwy ExaSnvro, kwAdovTee TG dodugopa TH
mwohe mparrew - Enta 08 hoav: kal karéornoav, O¢ Piléyopog, bre 'E¢iaArae
wovy karéhume T 6§ *Apeiov wayov BovAs T tmip Tob oduarog.
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they possessed the presidency of a dikastery, — that is, whether
they could themselves cause one of the panels of jurors to be
summoned, and put an alleged delinquent on his trial before it,
under their presidency, or whether they were restricted to enter-
ing a formal protest, laying the alleged illegality before the public
assembly. To appoint magistrates, however, invested with this
special trust of watching and informing, was not an unimpor-
tant step; for it would probably enable Ephialtés to satisfy many
objectors who feared to abolish the superintending power of the
Areopagus without introducing any substitute. The nomophylakes
were honored with a distinguished place at the public processions
and festivals, and were even allowed, like the archons, to enter
the senate of Areopagus after their year of office had expired : but
they never acquired any considerable power, such as that senate
had itself exercised. Their interference must have been greatly
superseded by the introduction and increasing application of the
Graphé Paranomdn, presently to be explained; nor are they
even noticed in the description of that misguided assembly which
condemned the six generals after the battle of Arginuse, by a
gross violation of legal form not less than of substantial justice.!
After the expulsion of the Thirty, the senate of Areopagus was
again invested with a supervision over magistrates, though with-
out anything like its ancient ascendency.

Another important change which we may with probability refer
to Periklés, is the institution of the Nomothetae. These men were,
in point of fact, dikasts, members of the six thousand citizens an-
nually sworn in that capacity. But they were not, like the dikasts
for trying causes, distributed into panels, or regiments, known by
a particular letter, and acting together throughout the entire
year: they were lotted off to sit together only on special occa-
sion and as the necessity arose. According to the reform now
introduced, the ekklesia, or public assembly, even with the sanction
of the senate of Five Hundred, became incompetent either to pass

Harpokration, Pollux, and Suidas, give substantially the same account
of these magistrates, though none except Photius mentions the exact date
of their appointment. There is no adequate ground for the doubt which
M. Boéckh expresses about the accuracy of this statement : see Schdmann,
Antiq. Jur. Pub. Greec. sect. 1xvi; and Cicero, Legg. iii, 20.

! See Xenophon, Hellenic. i, 7; Andokidés de Mysteriis, p. 40.
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a new law or to repeal a law already in existence; it could only
enact a psephism, — that is, properly speaking, a decree, applica-
ble only to a particular case; though the word was used at Ath-
ens in a very large sense, sometimes comprehending decrees of
general as well as permanent application. In reference to laws,
a peculiar judicial procedure was established. The thesmothe-
tee were directed annually to examine the existing laws, noting
any contradictions or double laws on the same matter ; and in the
first prytany (tenth part) of the Attic year, on the eleventh day,
an ekklesia was held, in which the first business was to go through
the laws seriafim, and submit them for approval or rejection : first
beginning with the laws relating to the senate, next, those of more
general import, especially such as determined the functions and
competence of the magistrates. If any law was condemned by
the vote of the public assembly, or if any citizen had a new law
to propose, the third assembly of the prytany was employed,
previous to any other business, in the appointment of nomothetz,
and in the provision of meansto pay their salary. Previous notice
was required to be given publicly by every citizen who had new
propositions of the sort to make, in order that the time necessary
for the sitting of the nomothete might be measured according to
the number of matters to be submitted to their cognizance. Public
advocates were farther named to undertake the formal defence
of all the laws attacked, and the citizen who proposed to repeal
them had to make out his case against this defence, to the satis-
faction of the assembled nomothetze. These latter were taken
from the six thousand sworn dikasts, and were of different num-
bers according to circumstances: sometimes we hear of them as
five hundred, sometimes as one thousand, and we may be certain
that the number was always considerable.

The effect of this institution was, to place the making or re-
pealing of laws under the same solemnities and guarantees as the
trying of causes or accusations in judicature. We must recollect
that the citizens who attended the ekklesia, or public assembly,
were not sworn like the dikasts; nor had they the same solemni-
ty of procedure, nor the same certainty of hearing both sides of
the question set forth, nor the same full preliminary notice. Ilow
much the oath sworn was brought to act upon the minds of the
dikasts, we may see by the frequent appeals to it in the orators,
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who contrast them with the unsworn public assembly.! And
there can be no doubt that the nomothete afforded much
greater security than the public assembly, for a proper decision.
That security depended upon the same principle as we see to
pervade all the constitutional arrangements of Athens; upon a
fraction of the people casually taken, but sufficiently numerous to
have the same interest with the whole,—not permanent, but del-
egated for the occasion,— assembled under a solemn sanction, and
furnished with a full exposition of both sides of the case. The
power of passing psephisms, or special decrees, still remained
with the public assembly, which was doubtless much more liable
to be surprised into hasty or inconsiderate decision than either
the dikastery or the nomothete,—in spite of the necessity of
previous authority from the senate of Five Hundred, before any
proposition could be submitted to it.

As an additional security both to the public assembly and the
nomothetz against being entrapped into decisions contrary to
existing law, another remarkable provision has yet to be men-

! Demosthen. cont. Timokrat. ¢. 20, pp. 725, 726, "Ap’ ofv 1o dokei ovu-
¢épery T woAer ToLolTOg Vopoc, ¢ dikacThpiov yvhoewe adTdc KvptbTepos
Eorat, kal Ta¢ VMO TGOV SUWUOKGTWY YrloElC TolE GvwudTole TpooTaer Adew ;
'EvOvucicle, amd Tob dikacTypiov kal Tic kareyvOoewe of Oiemipdpoew
(Timokratés) &xi Tdv Ojpov, &kxAémrwv 70v Hdiknrora! Compare De-
mosthen. cont. Eubulid. c. 15.

See, about the nomothetz, Schomann, De Comitiis, ch. vii, p. 248, seqq.,
and Platner, Prozess und Klagen bey den Attikern, Abschn, ii, 3, 3, p. 33,
seqq-

Both of them maintain, in my opinion erroneously, that the nomothet=
are an institution of Solon. Demosthenés, indeed, ascribes it to Solon
(Schémann, p. 268): but this counts, in my view, for nothing, when I sce
that all the laws which he cites for governing the proceedings of the no-
mothete, bear unequivocal evidence of a time much later. Schémann ad-
mits this to a certain extent, and in reference to the style of these laws, —
“JIllorum quidem fragmentorum, quae in Timokrated extant, recentiorum
Solonis wtale formam atque orationem apertum est.” But it is not merely the
style which proves them to be of post-Solonian date: it is the mention of
post-Solonian institutions, such as the ten prytanies into which the year
was divided, the ten statues of the eponymi,—all derived from the crea-
tion of the ten tribes by Kleisthenés. On the careless employment of the
name of Solon by the orators, whenever they desire to make a strong im-
pression on the dikasts, I have already remarked.
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tioned, — a provision probably introduced by Periklés at the
same time as the formalities of law-making by means of specially
delegated nomothet®. This was the Graphé Paranomon, —
indictment for informality or illegality, — which might be brought
on certain grounds against the proposer of any law or any pseph-
ism, and rendered him liable to punishment by the dikastery.
He was required, in bringing forward his new measure, to take -
care that it should not be in contradiction with any preéxisting
law,— or if there were any such contradiction, to give formal
notice of it, to propose the repeal of that which existed, and to
write up publicly beforehand what his proposition was, —in
order that there might never be two contradictory laws at the
same time in operation, nor any illegal decree passed either by
the senate or by the public assembly. 1If he neglected this pre-
caution, he was liable to prosecution under the graphé parano-
mén, which any Athenian citizen might bring against him before
the dikastery, through the intervention and under the presidency
of the thesmothetz.

Judging from the title of this indictment, it was originally
confined to the special ground of formal contradiction between the
new and the old. But it had a natural tendency to extend itself:
the citizen accusing would strengthen his case by showing that
the measure which he attacked contradicted not merely the letter,
but the spirit and purpose of existing laws,— and he would pro-
ceed from hence to denounce it as generally mischievous and
disgraceful to the state. In this unmeasured latitude, we find
the graphé paranomdn at the time of Demosthenés: the mover
of a new law or psephism, even after it had been regularly dis-
cussed and passed, was liable to be indicted, and had to defend
himself not only against alleged informalities in his procedure,
but also against alleged mischiefs in the substance of his measure.
If found guilty by the dikastery, the punishment inflicted upon
him by them was not fixed, but variable according to circum-
stances; for the indictment belonged to that class wherein, after
the verdict of guilty, first a given amount of punishment was
proposed by the accuser, next, another and lighter amount was
named by the accused party against bimself, —the dikastery
being bound to make their option between one and the other,
without admitting any third modification, —so that it was the
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interest even of the accused party to name against himself a -
measure of punishment suflicient to satisfy the sentiment of the
dikasts, in order that they might not prefer the more severe
proposition of the accuser. At the same time, the accuser bim-
self, as in other public indictments, was fined in the sum of one
thousand drachms, unless the verdict of guilty obtained at least
one-fifth of the suffrages of the dikastery. The personal respon-
sibility of the mover, however, continued only one year after the
introduction of his new law : if the accusation was brought at a
greater distance of time than one year, the accuser could invoke
no punishment against the mover, and the sentence of the dikasts
neither absolved nor condemned anything but the law, Their
condemnation of the law, with or without the author, amounted
tpso facto to a repeal of it.

Such indictment against the author of a law or of a decree,
might be preferred either at some stage prior to its final enact-
ment, — as after its acceptance simply by the senate, if it was
a decree, or after its approval by the public assembly, and prior
to its going before the nomothete, if it was a law,—or after it
had reached full completion by the verdict of the nomothetz. In
the former case, the indictment stayed its farther progress until
sentence had been pronounced by the dikasts.

This regulation is framed in a thoroughly conservative spirit,
to guard the existing laws against being wholly or partially nul-
lified by a new proposition. As, in the procedure of the nomo-
thetae, whenever any proposition was made for distinctly repeal-
ing any existing law, it was thought unsafe to intrust the defence
of the law so assailed to the chance of some orator gratuitously
undertaking it, and paid advocates were appointed for the pur-
pose ; so also, when any citizen made a new positive proposition,
sufficient security was not supposed to be afforded by the chance
of opponents rising up at the time ; and a farther guarantee was
provided in the personal responsibility of the mover. That the
latter, before he proposed a new decree or a new law, should
take care that there was nothing in it inconsistent with existing
laws, —or, if there were, that he should first formally bring for-
ward a direct proposition for the repeal of such preéxistent law,
— was in no way unreasonable: it imposed upon him an obliga-
tion such as he might perfectly well fulfil, — it served as a check
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- upon the use of that right, of free speech and initiative in the
public assembly, which belonged to every Athenian without ex-
ception,! and which was cherished by the democracy as much as
it was condemned by oligarchical thinkers, —it was a security to
the dikasts, who were called upon to apply the law to particular
cases, against the perplexity of having conflicting laws quoted
before them, and being obliged in their verdict to set aside either
one or the other. In modern European governments, even the
- most free and constitutional, laws have been both made and ap-
plied either by select persons or select assemblies, under an
organization so different as to put out of sight the idea of per-’
sonal responsibility on the proposer of a new law. Moreover,
even in such assemblies, private initiative has either not existed
at all, or has been of comparatively little effect, in law-making;
while in the application of laws when made, there has always
been a permanent judicial body exercising an action of its own,
more or less independent of the legislature, and generally inter-
preting away the text of contradictory laws so as to keep up a
tolerably consistent course of forensic tradition. But at Athens,
the fact that the proposer of a new decree, or of a new law, had
induced the senate or the public assembly to pass it, was by no
means supposed to cancel his personal responsibility, if the prop-
osition was illegal: he had deceived the senate or the people,
in deliberately keeping back from them a fact which he knew, or
at least might and ought to have known.

But though a full justification may thus be urged on behalf of
the graphé paranomén, as originally conceived and intended, it
will hardly apply to that indictment as applied afterwards in its
plenary and abusive latitude. Thus Aschinés indicts Ktesiphon
under it for having, under certain circumstances, proposed a
crown to Demosthenés. Ie begins by showing that the proposi-
tion was illegal,— for this was the essential foundation of the

indictment : he then goes on farther to demonstrate, in a splendid
.

1 The privation of this right of public speech (mwappnoia) followed on the
condemnation of any citizen to the punishment called &reuia, disfranchise-
ment, entire or partial (Demosthen. cont. Nezr. p. 1352, ¢. 9; cont. Meidi-
am, p. 545, ¢. 27). Compare for the oligarchical sentiment, Xenophon,
Republ. Athen. i, 9.
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harangue, that Demosthenés was a vile man and a mischievous
politician : accordingly, assuming the argument to be just, Ktesi-
phon had deceived the people in an aggravated way, — first, by
proposing a reward under circumstances contrary to law ; next,
by proposing it in favor of an unworthy man. The first part of
the argument only is of the essence of the graphé paranomén
the second part is in the nature of an abuse growing out of it,—
springing from that venom of personal and party enmity which
is inseparable, in a greater or less degree, from free political
action, and which manifested itself with virulence at Athens,
though within the limits of legality. That this indictment, as
one of the most direct vents for such enmity, was largely applied
and abused at Athens, is certain ; but though it probably deterred
unpractised citizens from originating new propositions, it did not
produce the same effect upon those arators who made polities a
regular business, and who could therefore both calculate the tem-
per of the people, and reckon upon support from a certain knot
of friends. Aristophon, towards the close of his political life,
made it a boast that he had been thus indicted and acquitted
seventy-five times. DProbably, the worst effect which it produced
was that of encouraging the vein of personality and bitterness
which pervades so large a proportion of Attic oratory, even in
its most illustrious manifestations ; turning deliberative into ju-
dicial eloquence, and interweaving the discussion of a law, or
decree, along with a declamatory harangue against the character
of its mover, We may at the same time add that the graphé
paranomdn was often the most convenient way of getting a law
or a psephism repealed, so that it was used even when the an-
nual period had passed over, and when the mover was therefore
out of danger, — the indictment being then brought only against
the law, or decree, as in the case which forms the subject of the
harangue of Demosthenés against Leptinds. If the speaker of
this harangue obtained a verdict, he procured at once the repeal
of the law, or decree, without proposing any new provision in
its place; which he would be required to do, — if not peremp-
torily, at least by common usage, — if he had carried the law for
repeal before the nomothetz. '

The dikasteries provided under the system of Periklés varied
in pumber of members: we never hear of less than two hun-
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dred members, —most generally of five hundred,— and some-
times also of one thousand, fifteen hundred, two thousand mem-
bers, on important trials.! Xach man received pay from the
treasurers, called Kolakrete, after his day’s business was over, of
three oboli, or half a drachm : at least this was the amount paid
during the early part of the Peloponnesian war. M. Boéckh
supposes that the original pay proposed by Periklés was one
obolus, afterwards tripled by Kleon; but his opinion is open to
much doubt. It was indispensable to propose a measure of pay
sufficient to induce citizens to come, and come frequently, if not
regularly : now one obolus seems to have proved afterwards an
inadequate temptation even to the ekklesiasts, or citizens who at-
tended the public assembly, who were less frequently wanted,
and must have had easier sittings, than the dikasts: much less,
therefore, would it be sufficient in the case of the latter. Iin-
cline to the belief that the pay originally awarded was three
oboli:2 the rather, as these new institutions seem to have nearly
coincided in point of time with the transportation of the confeder-

1 See Meier, Attisch. Prozess, p. 139. Andokidés mentions a trial under
the indictment of ypa¢y wapavéuwy, brought by his father Leogoras against
a senator named Speusippus, wherein six shousand dikasts sat, — that is,
the entire body of heliasts. However, the loose speech so habitnal with
Andokidés, renders this statement very uncertain (Andokidés de Mysteriis,
P- 3, § 29). -

See Matthiz, De Judiciis Atheniensium, in his Miscellanea Philologica,
vol. i, p. 252. Matthise questions the reading of that passage in Demos-
thenés (cont. Meideam, p. 585), wherein two hundred dikasts are spoken of
as sitting in judgment: he thinks it ought to be mevrakosiove instead of
diakogiove, — but this alteration would be rash.

2 See on this question, Boéckh, Public Econ. of Athens, ch. xv, p. 233;
K.¥.Herrmann, Griech. Staatsalt. § 134.

The proof which M. Boéckh brings to show, first, that the original pay
was one obolus, — next, that Kleon was the first to introduce the triobolus,
—is in both cases very inconclusive.

Certain passages from the Scholiast, stating that the pay of the dikasts
fluctuated (odx éorprev — dAdore dAAwe édidoto) do not so maturally indi-
cate a rise from one obolus to three, as a change backwards and forwards
according to circumstances. Now it seems that there were some occasions
when the treasury was so very poor that it was doubtful whether the dikasts
could be paid : see Lysias, cont. Epikrat. ¢. 1; cont. Nikomach. ¢. 22; and
Aristophan. Equit. 1370. The amount of pay may, therefore, have been
sometimes affected by this cause.
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ate treasure from Delos to Athens,—— so that the exchequer would
then appear abundantly provided. As to the number of dikasts
actually present on each day of sitting, or the minimum number
requisite to form a sitting, we are very imperfectly informed.
Though each of the ten panels or divisions of dikasts included
five hundred individuals, seldom probably did all of them attend ;
but it also seldom happened, probably, that all the ten divisions
sat on the same day: there was therefore an ‘opportunity of
making up deficiencies in division A, when its lot was called and
when its dikasts did not appear in sufficient numbers, from those
who belonged to division B or A, besides the supplementary di-
kasts who were not comprised in any of the ten divisions: though
on all these points we cannot go beyond conjecture. Certain it is,
however, that the dikasteries were always numerous, and that none
of the dikasts could know in what causes they would be employed,
so that it was impossible to tamper with them beforehand.!
Such were the great constitutional innovations of Periklés and
Ephialtés,— changes full of practical results,— the transforma-
tion as well as the complement of that democratical system which
Kleisthenés had begun, and to which the tide of Athenian feeling
had been gradually mounting up, during the preceding twenty
years. The entire force of these changes is generally not per-
ceived, because the popular dikasteries and the nomothet are

! There is a remarkable passage on this point in the treatise of Xeno-
phon, De Republic. Athen. iii, 6. He says:—

dépe O, aAAd ¢not Tic xpivar Sukilew ptv, Edarrove 08 dukalerw. *Avayky
Toivvy, dav pév mwoAAd (both Weiske and Schneider substitute woAAd here
in place of 6Atya, which latter makes no sense) mowdvrat dikastipia, 6Atyot
tv éxbore Eoovrar TQ OikasTypi* dore kal diackevioacdar pidiov Eotar
mpde GAiyovg dikaorac, kal ovvdexioar (so Schneider and Matthi, in place
of owwdikicat) moAd rrov dikalwg dicalew.

That there was a good deal of bribery at Athens, where individuals could
be approached and dealt with, is very probable (sce Xenoph. de Repub.
Ath. iii. 3): and we may well believe that there were also particular occa-
sions on which money was given to the dikasts, some of whom were pun-
ished with death for such corrupt receipt (schinds cont. Timarch. ¢. 17~
22, pp. 12-15). But the passage above quoted from Xenophon, an unfriendly
witness, shows that the precautions taken to prevent corruption of the
dikasteries were well-devised and successful, though these precautions
might sometimes be eluded.
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so often represented as institutions of Solon, and as merely sup-
plied with pay by Periklés. This erroneous supposition prevents
all clear view of the growth of the Athenian democracy, by
throwing back its last elaborations to the period of its early and
imperfect start. To strip the magistrates of all their judicial
power, except that of imposing a small fine, and the Areopagus
of all its jurisdiction, except in cases of homicide,— providing
popular, numerous, and salaried dikasts to decide all the judicial
business at Athens, as well as to repeal and enact laws; this was
the consummation of the Athenian democracy : no serious consti-
tutional alteration — I except the temporary interruptions of the
Four Hundred and the Thirty — was afterwards made until the days
of Macedonian interference. As Periklds made it, so it remained
in the days of Demosthenés, —though with a sensible change in
the character, and abatement in the energies, of the people, rich
as well as poor.

In appreciating the practical working of these numerous di
kasteries at Athens, in comparison with such justice as might
have been expected from individual magistrates, we have to con-
sider, first, that personal and pecuniary corruption seems to have
been a common vice among the leading men of Athens and Spar-
ta, when acting individually orin boards of a few members, and
not uncommon even with the kings of Sparta,— next, that in the
Grecian cities generally, as we know even from the oligarchical
Xenophon (he particularly excepts Sparta), the rich and great
men were not only insubordinate to the magistrates, but made a
parade of showing that they cared nothing about them. We
know, also, from the same unsuspected source,? that while the

1 Xenophon, De Republ. Laced. c. 8, 2. Texuaipouat 6¢ taira, 67¢ év piv
Tai¢ GArawg moreow ol Svvardrepor oVTe BodAovTar dokeiv Td¢ dp-
xd¢ ¢oBeioPay, &4Ara vopilovaor TolTo GvedevSepoy elvar:
&y 0% 1§ Enapry ol kpaTioToL kal dmépyovrar paloTa Tag dpxis, ete.

Respecting the violent proceedings committed by powerful men at
Thebes, whereby it became almost impossible to procure justice against
them for fear of being put to death, see Dikaarchus, Vit. Graec. Fragm. ed.
Fabr. p. 143, and Polybius, xx, 4, 6; xxiii, 2.

2 Xenophon, Memorab. iii, 5, 18. Mndaudg, &y ¢ Zwrpatng, & IepikAew,
obrwe fyov dvnréore movnpig vooely "Adyvaiovg- Oby bpdc, wg edTaxtod
uév elow &v Toi¢ vavrikolg, ebrixtug & év Toig yvuvixolg aydot
meiSovrar Toig briordTaig, otdévwy 08 katadeéorepov v Tolg xopoic VmRpes
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poorer Athenian citizens who served on ship board were distin-
guished for the strictest discipline, the hoplites, or middling
burghers, who formed the infantry, were less obedient, and the rich
citizens who served on horseback the most disobedient of all. To
make rich and powerful criminals effectively amenable to justice,
has indeed been found so difficult everywhere, until a recent period
of history, that we should be surprised if it were otherwise in
Greece. When we follow fhe reckless demeanor of rich men
like Kritias, Alkibiadés,! and Meidias, even under the full grown
democracy of Athens, we may be very sure that their predeces-
sors under the Kleisthenean constitution would have been often too
formidable to be punished or kept down by an individual archon
of ordinary firmness,2 even assuming him to be upright and well-

Todat rol¢ dudaokadowg; Tobro yap toi, E¢n, kal Savuacriv borl- 7O Todg
pev totodrove mweeSapyeiv roic épeotaoe, Todg 08 bmAiTag,
kal Todg inmelc, ol Sokovot kadokayadig, wpokexkpiodatl TaY
modiTOY, aretdectatove elvar mavrow.

1 See Xenophon, Memorab. i, 2,12-25; Thucyd. vi, 15, and the speech
which he gives as spoken by Alkibiadés in the assembly, vi, 17; Plutarch,
Alkibiad. ¢. 7-8-16, and the Oration of Demosthenés against Meidias
throughout : also Fragm. v. of the IléAapyoc of Aristophanés, Meineke, ii,
p-1128.

* Sir Thomas Smith, in his Treatise on the Commonwealth of England,
explaing the Court of Star-chamber as originally constituted in order “to
deal with offenders too stout for the ordinary course of justice.” The abun-
dant compounds of the Greek language furnish a single word exactly de-
scribing this same class of offenders,— "YBpiorédikac— the title of one of
the lost comedies of Eupolis: see Meincke, Historia Critica Comicorum
Graecorum, vol. i, p. 145.

Dean Tucker observes, in his Treatise on Civil Government: ¢ There was
hardly a session of parliament, from the time of Ilenry the Third to Henry
the Eighth, but laws were enacted for restraining the feuds, robberies,
and oppressions of the barons and their dependents on the one side, —and
to moderate and check the excesses and extortions of the royal purveyors
on the other; these being the two capital evils then felt. Respecting the
tyranny of the ancient baronage, even squires as well as others were not
ashamed to wear the liveries of their leaders, and to glory in every badge
of distinction, whereby they might be known to be retained as the bullics
of such or such great men, and to engage in their quarrels, just or unjust,
right or wrong. The histories of those times, together with the statutes of the
realm, inform us that they associated (or, as they called it, confederated to-
gether) in great bodies, parading on horseback in fairs and markets, and
clad in armor, to the great terror of peaceable subjects; nay, that they
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intentioned. Now the dikasteries established by Periklés were
inaccessible both to corruption and intimidation: their number,

attended their lords to parliament, equipped in the same military dress, and
even dared sometimes to present themselves before the judge of assize, and
to enter the courts of justice, in a hostile manner,— while their principals
sat with the judges on the bench, intimidating the witnesses, and influenc-
ing the juries by looks, nods, signs and signals.” (Treatise concerning Civil
Government, p. 837, by Josiah Tucker, D. D. London, 1781.)

The whole chapter (pp. 301-355) contains many statutes and much other
matter, illustrating the intimidation exercised by powerful men in those
days over the course of justice.

A passage among the Fragmenta of Sallust, gives a striking picture of
the conduct of powerful citizens under the Roman Republic. (Fragm.
1ib. i, p. 158, ed. Delph.)

« At discordia, et avaritia, et ambitio, et ceetera secundis rebus oriri sueta
mala, post Carthaginis excidium maxime aucta sunt. Nam injurize valid-
" iorum, et ob eas discessio plebis a4 Patribus, alieque dissensiones domi
fuere jam inde A principio: meque amplius, quam regibus exactis, dam
metus & Tarquinio et bellum grave cum Etrurid positum est, 2quo et mod-
esto jure agitatum : dein, servili imperio patres plebem exercere: de vitd
atque tergo, regio more consulere : agro pellere, et & ceteris expertibus, soli
in imperio agere. Quibus servitiis, et maximé feenoris onere, oppressa
plebes, cum assiduis bellis tributum simul et militiam toleraret, armata
Montem Sacrum et Aventinum insedit. Tumgque tribunos plebis, et alia
sibi jura paravit. Discordiarum et certaminis utrimque finis fuit secundum
bellum Punicum.”

Compare the exposition of the condition of the cities thronghout Europe
in the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries, in Hiillmann'’s Stidte-
‘Wesen des Mittelalters, especially vol. iii, pp. 196199, seqq.

The memorable institution which spread through nearly all the Italian
cities during these centuries, of naming as podesta, or supreme magistrate,
a person not belonging to the city itself, to hold office for a short time, —
was the expedient which they resorted to for escaping the extreme perver-
sion of judicial and administrative power, arising out of powerful family con-
nections. The restrictions which were thought necessary to guard against
either favor or antipathies on the part of the podesta, are extremecly singu-
lar. (Hillmann, vol. iii, pp. 252-261, seqq.)

« The proceedings of the patrician families in these cities (observes Hiill
mann) in respect to the debts which they owed, was among the worst of the
many oppressions to which the trading classes were exposed at their hands,
one of the greatest abuses which they practised by means of their superior
position. How often did they even maltreat their creditors, who came to
‘demand merely what was due to them!” (Stidte-Wesen, vol. i, p. 229.)

Machiavel’s History of Florence illustrates, throughout, the inveterate
habit of the powerful families to set themselves above the laws and judicial
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their secret suffrage, and the impossibility of knowing beforehand
what individuals would sit in any particular cause, prevented both
the one and the other. And besides that the magnitude of their
number, extravagant, according to our ideas of judicial business,
was essential to this tutelary effect,! it served farther to render
the trial solemn and the verdict imposing on the minds of parties
~and spectators, as we may see by the fact that, in important

causes, the dikastery was doubled or tripled. Nor was it possi-
ble, by any other means than numbers,2 to give dignity to an as-

authority. Indeed, he seems to regard this as an incorrigible chronic mal-
ady in society, necessitating ever-recurring disputes between powerful men
and the body of the people. “ The people (he says) desire to live according to
the laws; the great men desire to overrule the laws: it is therefore impossi-
ble that the two should march in harmony.” “ Volendo il popolo vivere se-
condo leleggi, e i potenti comandare a quelle, non & possibile che capino
insieme.” (Macciavelli, Istorie Fiorentine, liv. ii, p. 79, ad ann. 1282.)

The first book of the interesting tale, called the Promessi Sposi, of Man-
zoni, —itself full of historical matter, and since published with illustrative
notes by the historian Cantu, — exhibits a state of judicial administration,
very similar to that above deseribed, in the Milanese, during the sixteenth
and scventeenth centuries : demonstrated by repeated edicts, all ineffectual,
to bring powerful men under the real control of the laws.

Beeause men of wealth and power, in the principal governments of

modern Europe, are now completcly under the control of the laws, the
modern rcader is apt to suppose that this is the natural state of things. It
is therefore not unimportant to produce some references, which might be
indefinitely multiplied, reminding him of the very different phenomena
which past history exhibits almost everywhere.
1 The number of Roman judices employed to try a criminal cause under
the questiones perpetuce in the last century and a half of the Republic, seems
to have varied between one hundred, seventy-five, seventy, fifty-six, fifty-
one, thirty-two, etc. (Laboulaye, Essai sur les Loix Criminelles des Ro-
mains, p. 336, Paris, 1845.)

In the time of Augustus, there was a total of four thousand judices at
Rome, distributed into four decuries (Pliny, H. N. xxxiii, 1, 31).

The venality, as well as the party corruption of these Roman judices, or
jurors, taken from the senatorial and equestrian orders, the two highest and
richest orders in the state,— was well-known and flagrant (Appian, Bell
Civ. i, 22, 35, 37; Laboulaye, ibid. pp. 217-227 ; Walter, Geschichte des
Romischen Rechts, ch. xxviii, sect. 237, 238; Asconius in Ciceron. Verrin.
pp. 141-145, ed. Orell.; and Cicero himself, in the remarkable letter to At-
ticus, Ep. ad Attic. i, 16).

? Numerous dikasteries taken by lot seem to have been established in
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sembly of citizens, of whom many were poor, sonie old, and all
were despised individually by rich accused persons who were
brought before them, — as Aristophanés and Xenophon give us
plainly to understand.! If we except the strict and peculiar ed-
ucational discipline of Sparta, these numerous dikasteries afforded
the only organ which Grecian politics could devise, for getting re-
dress against powerful criminals, public as well as private, and
for obtaining a sincere and uncorrupt verdict.

Taking the general working of the dikasteries, we shall find
that they are nothing but jury-trial applied on a scale broad, sys-
tematic, unaided, and uncontrolled, beyond all other historical

later times in Rhodes and other Grecian cities, thongh Rhodes was not
democratically constituted, and to have worked satisfactorily. Sallust
says (in his Oratio ii. ad Caxsarem de Republicl, ordinanda, p. 561, ed.
Cort.) : “ Judices A paucis probari regnum est; ex pecunia legi, inhonestum.
Quare omnes prime classis judicare placet ; sed numero plares quam judi-
cant. Neque Rhodios, neque alias civitates unquam suorum judiciorum
peenituit ; ubi promiscu® dives et pauper, ut cuique sors tulit, de maximis
rebus juxtd ac de minimis disceptat.”

The necessity of a numerous judicature, in a republic where there is no
standing army, or official force professionally constituted, as the only means
of enforcing public-minded justice against powerful criminals, is insisted
upon by Machiavel, Discorsi sopra Tito Livio, lib. i, ¢. 7.

“Potrebbesi ancora allegare, a fortificazione della soprascritta conclu-
sione, I'accidente seguito pur in Firenze coutra Piero Soderini: il quale al
tutto segul per non essere in quella republica alcuno modo di accuse contro
alla ambizione dei potenti cittadini: perch® lo accusare un potente a otto
giudici in una republica, non basta : bisogna che i giudici siano assai, per-
ch® pochi sempre fanno a modo de’ pochi,” etc.: compare the whole of the
same chapter.

! Aristophan. Vesp. 570 ; Xenophon, Rep. Ath. i, 18. We are not to
suppose that all the dikasts who tried a cause were very poor: Demosthe-
nés would not talk to very poor men, as to ¢ the slave whom each of them
might have left at home.” (Demosthenés cont. Stephan. A. c. 26, p. 1127.)

It was criminal by law in the dikasts to receive bribes in the exercise of
their functions, as well as in every citizen to give money to them (Demosth.
cont. Steph. B. ¢. 13, p. 1137). And it seems perfectly safe to affirm that
in practice the dikasts were never tampered with beforehand : had the fact
been otherwise, we must have seen copious allusions to it in the many free-
spoken pleadings which remain to us, just as there are in the Roman ora-
tors : whereas, in point of fact, there are hardly any such allusions. The
word dexilwy (in Isokratds de Pac. Or. viii, p. 169, sect. 63) does not allude
to obtaining by corrupt means verdicts of dikasts in the dikastery, but fo

VOL. V. 17 . 250¢. -
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experience, and that they therefore exhibit in-exaggerated pro-
portions both the excellences and the defects characteristic of the
jury-system, as compared with decision by trained and profes-
sional judges. All the encomiums, which it is customary to pro-
nounce upon jury-trial, will be found predicable of the Athenian
dikasteries in a still greater degree: all the reproaches, which
can be addressed on good ground to the dikasteries, will apply to
modern juries also, though in a less degree. Nor is the parallel
less just, though the dikasteries, as the most democratical feature
of democracy itself, have been usually criticized with marked
disfavor,— every censure, or sneer, or joke against them, which
can be found in ancient authors, comic as well as serious, being
accepted as true almost to the letter; while juries are so popular
an institution, that their merits have been over-stated,in England
at least, and their defects kept out of sight. The theory of the
Athenian dikastery, and the theory of jury-trial, as it has pre-
vailed in England since the revolution of 1688, are one and the

obtaining by such means votes for offices in the public assembly, where the
election took place by show of hands. Isokratés says that this was often
done in his time, and so perhaps it may have been: but in the case of the
dikasteries, much better security was taken against it.

The statement of Aristotle (from his IloAcreias, Fragm. xi, p. 69 ed.
Neumann : compare Harpokration v, Aexdlety ; Plutarch, Coriolan. c. 14;
and Pollux, viii, 121) intimates that Anytus was the first person who
taught the art 7o dexdlewy T¢ diraoripia, a short time before the battle of
Zgos Potamos. But besides, that the information on this point is to the
last degree vague, we may remark that between the defeat of the oligarchy
of Four Hundred and the battle of Agos Potamos, the financial and politi-
cal condition of Athens was so exceedingly embarrassed, that it may well
be doubted whether she could maintain the paid dikasterics on the ordinary
footing. Both all the personal service of the citizens, and all the public
money, must have been put in requisition at that time for defence against the
enemy, without leaving any surplus for other purposes: there was not
enough even to afford constant pay to the soldiers and sailors (compare
Thucyd. vi, 91 ; viii, 69, 71, 76, 86). If therefore, in this time of distress,
the dikasteries were rarely convoked, and without any certainty of pay,a
powerful accused person might find it more easy to tamper with them be-
forehand, than it had been before, or than it came to be afterwards, when
the system was regularly in operation. We can hardly reason with safety,
therefore, from the period shortly preceding the battle of Zgos Potamos,
either to that which preceded the Sicilian expedition, or to that which fol-
lowed the subversion of the Thirty.
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same : recourse to a certain number of private citizens, taken by
chance, or without possibility of knowing beforehand who they
will be, sworn to hear fairly and impartially plaintiff and defend-
ant, accuser and accused, and to find a true verdict, according to
their consciences, upon a distinct issue before them. But in Ath-
ens this theory was worked out to its natural consequences ; while
English practice, in this respect as in so many others, is at vari-
ance with English theory: the jury, though an ancient and a
constant portion of the judicial system, has never been more
than a portion, — kept in subordination, trammels, and pupilage,
by a powerful crown, and by judges presiding over an artificial
system of law. In the English state trials, down to a period not
long before the revolution of 1688, any jurors who found a ver-
dict contrary to the dictation of the judge were liable to fine ; and
at an earlier period, if a second jury on being summoned found
an opposite verdict, even to the terrible punishment of attaint.!

! Mr. Jardine, in his interesting and valuable publication, Criminal
Trials, vol. i, p. 115, after giving an account of the trial of Sir Nicholas
Throckmorton in 1553, for high treason, and his acquittal, observes:
« There is one circumstance in this trial, which ought not to be passed over
without an observation. It appears that after the trial was over, the jury
were required to give recognizances to answer for their verdict, and were
afterwards imprisoned for nearly eight months, and heavily fined, by a sen-
tence of the Star-chamber. Such was the security which the trial by jury
afforded to the subject in those times: and such were the perils to which
juries were then exposed, who ventured to act upon their conscientious
opinions in state prosecutions! But even these proceedings against the
jury, monstrous as they appear to our improved notions of the administra-
tion of justice, must not be considered as a wanton exercise of unlawful
power on this particular occasion. The fact is, that the judges of England
had for centuries before exercised a similar authority, though not without
some murmuring against it; and it was not until more than a century after
it, in the reign of Charles the Second, that a solemn decision was pro-
nounced against its legality.”

«ev...% In the reign of James the First, it was held by the Lord Chancel-
lor Egerton, together with the two Chief Justices and the Chief Baron, that
when a party indicted is found guilty on the trial, the jury shall not be ques-
tioned ; but on the other side, when a jury hath acquitted a felon or a traitor
against manifest proof, they may be charged in the Star-chamber for their
partiality in finding & manifest offender not guilty. - After the abolition of
the Star-chamber, there were several instances in the reign of Charles the
Second, in which it was resolved, that both grand and petit juries might be
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And though, for the last century and a half, the verdict of the
jury has been free as to matters of fact, new trials having taken
the place of the old attaint, yet the ascendency of the presiding
judge over their minds, and his influence over the procedure as
the authority on matters of law, has always been such as to
overrule the natural play of their feelings and judgment as men
and citizens,! sometimes to the detriment, much oftener to the
benefit — always excepting political trials — of substantial justice.
But in Athens, the dikasts judged of the law as well as of the
fact: the laws were not numerous, and were couched in few, for
the most part familiar, words. To determine how the facts
stood, and whether, if the facts were undisputed, the law invoked
was properly applicable to them, were parts of the integral ques-
tion submitted to them, and comprehended in their verdict:
moreover, each dikastery construed the law for itself, without be-
ing bound to follow the decisions of those which had preceded

fined for giving verdicts against plain evidence and the directions of the
court” Compare Mr. Amos's Notes on Fortescue, De Laudibus Legum
Anglie, c. 27.

' Respecting the French juries, M. Cottu (Réflexions sur la Justice Crim-
inale, p. 79) remarks : —

“ Le désir ardent de bien faire dont les jurés sont généralement animds,
et la crainte de s'égarer, les jette dans une obéissance passive a l'impulsion
qui leur est donnde par le président de la Cour d’Assise, et si ce magistrat
sait s'emparer de leur estime, alors leur conflance en lui ne connoit plus de
bornes. 1ls le considérent comme 'étoile qui doit les guider dans l'obscur-
ité qui les environne, et pleins d'un respect aveugle pour son opinion, ils
n'attendent que la manifestation qu'il leur en fait pour la sanctionner par
leur déclaration. Ainsi au lieu de deux juges que Paccusé devoit avoir, il
n'en a bien souvent qu'un scul, qui est le président de la Cour d’Assise.”

Anselm Feuerbach (in the second part of his work, Ueber die Oeffent-
lichkeit und Miindlichkeit der Gerechtigkeitspflege, which contains his
review of the French judicial system, Ueber die Gerichtsverfassung Frank-
reichs, Abt. iii, IL v, p. 477) confirms this statement from a large observa-
tion of the French courts of justice.

The habit of the French juries, in so many doubtful cases, to pronounce
a verdict of guilty, by & mujority of seven against five, in which case the
law threw the actual condemnation upon the judges present in court, dircct-
ing their votes to be counted along with those of the jury, is a remarkable
proof of this aversion of the jury to the responsibility of decision; see
Feuerbach, ibid. p. 481, seqg. Compare also the treatise of the same
author, Betrachtungen fiber das Geschwornen Gericht. pp. 186-198.
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it, except in so far as such analogy might really influence the
convictions of the members. They were free, self-judging per-
sons, unassisted by the schooling, but at the same time untram-
melled by the awe-striking ascendency, of a professional judge,
obeying the spontaneous inspirations of their own consciences,
and recognizing no authority except the laws of the city, with
which they were familiar.

Trial by jury, as practised in England since 1688, has been
politically most valuable, as a security against the encroachments
of an anti-popular executive: partly for this reason, partly for
others, not necessary to state here, it has had greater credit as an
instrument of judicature generally, and has been supposed to
produce much more of what is good in English administration of
justice, than really belongs to it. Amidst the unqualified enco-
miums so frequently bestowed upon the honesty, the unprejudiced
rectitude of appreciation, the practical instinct for detecting false-
hood and resisting sophistry, in twelve citizens taken by hazard
and put into a jury-box, — comparatively little account is taken
either of the aids, or of the restrictions, or of the corrections in
the shape of new trials, under which they act, or of the artificial
forensic medium into which they are plunged for the time of
their service: so that the theory of the case presumes them to be
more of spontaneous agents, and more analogous to the Athenian
dikasts than the practice confirms. Accordingly, when we read
these encomiums in modern authors, we shall find that both the
direct benefits ascribed to jury-trial in insuring pure and even-
handed justice, and still more its indirect benefits in improving
and educating the citizens generally, might have been set forth yet
more emphatically in a laudatory harangue of Periklés about the
Athenian dikasteries. If it be true that an Englishman or an
American counts more certainly on an impartial and uncorrupt
verdict from a jury of his country, than from a permanent pro-
fessional judge, much more would this be the feeling of an ordi-
nary Athenian, when he compared the dikasteries with the ar-
chon. The juror hears and judges under full persuasion that he
himself, individually, stands in need of the same protection or
redress invoked by others: so also did the dikast. As to the
effects of jury-trial, in diffusing respect to the laws and constitu-
tion, in giving to every citizen a personal interest in enforcing the
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former and maintaining the latter, in imparting a sentiment of dig-
nity to small and poor men, through the discharge of a function
exalted as well as useful, in calling forth the patriotic sympathies,
and exercising the mental capacities of every individual; all
these effects were produced in a still higher degree by the dikas-
teries at Athens; from their greater frequency, numbers, and
spontaneity of mental action, without any professional judge,
upon whom they could throw the responsibility of deciding for
them.l

11 transcribe from an eminent lawyer of the United States, Mr. Living-
ston, author of a Penal Code for the State of Louisiana (Preface, pp. 12-16),
an eloquent panegyric on trial by jury. It contains little more than the
topics commonly insisted on, but it is expressed with peculiar warmth, and
with the greater fulness, inasmuch as the people of Louisiana, for whom
the author was writing, had no familiarity with the institution and its work-
ing. The reader will observe that almost everything here said in recom-
mendation of the jury might have been urged by Periklés with much truer
and wider application, in enforcing his transfer of judicial power from indi-
vidual magistrates tothe dikasteries.

“By our constitution (. e. in Louisiana), the right of a trial by jury is se-
cured to the accused, but it is not exclusively established. This, however,
may be done by law, and there are so many strong reasons in its favor, that
it has been thought proper to insert in the code a precise declaration that, in
all criminal prosecutions, the trial by jury is a privilege which cannot be re-
nounced. Were it left entirely at the option of the accused, a desire to
propitiate the favor of the judge, ignorance of his interest, or the confusion
incident to his situation, might induce him to waive the advantage of a
trial by his country, and thus by degrees accustom the people to a spectacle
which they ought never to behold, — a single man determining the fact, ap-
plying the law, and disposing at his will of the life, liberty, and reputation
of a citizen....... Those who advocate the present disposition of our law
say, — admitting the trial by jury to be an advantage, the law does enough
when it gives the accused the option to avail himself of its benefits ; he is
the best judge whether it will be useful to him ; and it would be unjust to
direct him in so important a choice. This argument is specious, but not
solid. 'There are reasons, and some have already been stated, to show that
this choice cannot be freely exercised. There is, moreover, another interest
besides that of the culprit to be considered. If he be guilty, the state has
an interest in his conviction : and, whether guilty or innocent, it has a high-
er interest, — that the fact should be fairly canvassed before judges inac-
cessible to influence, and unbiased by any false views of official duty. It
has an interest in the character of its administration of justice, and a para-
mount duty to perform in rendering it free from suspicion. It is not true,
therefore, to say that the laws do enough when they give the choice between
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On the other hand, the imperfections inherent in *jury-trial
were likewise disclosed in an exaggerated form under the Athe-

a fair and impartial trial, and one that is liable to the greatest objections.
They must do more; they must restrict that choice, so as not to suffer
an ill-advised individual to degrade them into instruments of ruin, though
it should be voluntarily inflicted ; or of death, though that death should be
suicide.

“ Another advantage of rendering this mode of trial obligatory is, that it
diffuses the most valuable information among every rank of citizens; it is
a school, of which every jury that is impanelled is a separate class, where
the dictates of the laws, and the consequences of disobedience to them, are
practically taught. The frequent exercise of these important functions,
moreover, gives a scnse of dignity and self-respect, not only becoming to
the character of a free citizen, but which adds to his private happiness.
Neither party-spirit, nor intrigue, nor power, can deprive him of this share
in the administration of justice, though they can humble the pride of every
other office and vacate every other place. Every time he is called on to
act in this capacity, he must feel that though placed in the humblest station, he
is yet the quardian of the life, the liberty, and the reputation of his fellow-citizens
against injustice and oppression ; and that while his plain understanding has been
Jound the best refuge for innocence, his incorruptible integrity is pronounced
a sure pledge that guilt will not escape. A state whose most obscure citizens are
thus individually elevated to perform these august functions; who are alter-
nately the defenders of the injured, the dread of the guilty, the vigilant
guardians of the constitution ; without whose consent no punishment can
be inflicted, no disgrace incurred ; who can by their voice arrest the blow of
oppression, and direct the hand of justice where to strike,— such a state
can never sink into slavery, or easily submit to oppression. Corrupt rulers
may pervert the constitution: ambitious demagogues may violate its pre-
cepts: foreign influence may control its operations; but while the people
enjoy the trial by jury, taken by lot from among themselves, they cannot
cease to be free. The information it spreads, the sense of dignity and inde-
pendence it inspires, the courage it creates, will always give them an energy
of resistance that can grapple with encroachments, and a renovating spirit
that will make arbitrary power despair. The enemies of freedom know this:
they know how admirable a vehicle it is, to convey the contagion of those
liberal principles which attack the vitals of their power, and they therefore
guard against its introduction with more care than they would take to avoid
pestilential disease. In countries where it already exists, they insidiously
endeavor to innovate, because they dare not openly destroy : changes incon-
sistent with the spirit of the institution are introduced, under the plausible
pretext of improvement : the common class of citizens are too ill-informed to per-
Jorm the functions of jurors,—a selection is necessary. This choice must be con-
fided to an agent of executive power, and must be made among the most
eminent for education. wealth, and respectability : so that, after several suc-
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nian system. Both juror and dikast represent the average man
of the time and of the neighborhood, exempt, indeed, from pecu-
niary corruption or personal fear, deciding according to what he
thinks justice, or to some genuine feeling of equity, merey, religion,
or patriotism, which in reference to the case before him he thinks

cessful operations of political chemistry, a shining result may be obtained,
freed, indced, from all republican dross, but without any of the intrinsic
value that is found in the rngged but inflexible integrity, and incoruptible
worth, of the original composition. Men impanelled by this process, bear
no resemblance but in name to the sturdy, honest, unlettered jurors who derive
no dignity but from the performance of their duties; and the momentary exercise
of whose functions gives no time for the work of corruption or the influence of
Jfear. By innovations such as these the institution is so changed as to leave
nothing to attach the affections or awaken the interest of the people,
and it is neglected as an uscless, or abandoned as a mischievous, con-
trivance.”

Consistently with this carnest admiration of jury-trial, Mr. Livingston, by
the provisions of his code, limits very materially the interference of the
presiding judge, thus bringing back the jurors more nearly to & similarity
with the Athenian dikasts (p. 85): “I restrict the charge of the judge toan
opinion of the law, and to the repetition of the evidence, only when required by
any one of the jury. The practice of repeating all the testimony from notes,
always (from the nature of things) imperfectly, not seldom inaccurately,
and sometimes carclessly taken,—has a double disadvantage: it makes
the jurors, who rely more on the judge’s notes than on their own memory,
inattentive to the evidence: and it gives them an imperfeet copy of that
which the nature of the trial by jury requires that they should record in
their own minds. Forced to rely upon themselves, the necessity will quick-
en their attention, and it will be only when they disagree in their recollec-
tion, that recourse will be had to the notes of the judge.”” Mr. Livingston
goes on to add, that the judges, from their old habits, acquired as practising
advocates, are scarcely ever nentral, — almost always take a side, and gen-
erally against the prisoners on trial.

The same considerations as those which Mr. Livingston here sets forth to
demonstrate the value of jury-trial, are also insisted uwpon by M. Charles
Comte, in his translation of Sir Richard Phillips’s Treatise on Juries, en-
larged with many valuable reflections on the different shape which the jury-
system has assumed in England and France. (Des Ponvoirs et des Obliga-
tions des Jury, traduit de I’ Anglois, par Charles Comte, 2@ ed. Paris, 1828,
with preliminary Considérations sur le Pouvoir Judiciaire, pp. 100, segq.}

The length of this note forbids my citing anything farther either from the
eulogistic observations of Sir Richard Phillips or from those of M. Comte :
but they would be found, like those of Mr. Livingston, even more applica-
ble to the dikasteries of Athens than to the juries of England and America.
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as good as justice, — but not exempt from sympathies, antipa-
thies, and prejudices, all of which act the more powerfully be-
cause there is often no consciousness of their presence, and
because they even appear essential to his idea of plain and
straight-forward good sense. According as a jury are composed
of Catholies or Protestants, Irishmen or Englishmen, tradesmen,
farmers, or inhabitants of a frontier on which smuggling prevails,
there is apt to prevail among them a corresponding bias: at the
time of any great national delusion, such as the Popish Plot, — or
of any powerful local excitement, such as that of the Church
and King mobs, at Birmingham, in 1791, against Dr. Priestley
and the Dissenters,— juries are found to perpetrate what a
calmer age recognizes to have been gross injustice. A jury who
disapprove of the infliction of capital punishment for a particular
crime, will acquit prisoners in spite of the clearest evidence of
guilt. It is probable that a delinquent, indicted for any state
offence before the dikastery, at Athens, — having only a private
accuser to contend against, with equal power of speaking in his
own defence, of summoning witnesses, and of procuring friends
to speak for him,— would have better chance of a fair trial than
he would now have anywhere, except in England and the United
States of America; and better than he would have had in Eng-
land down to the seventeenth century.! Juries bring the com-

! Mr. Jardine (Criminal Trials, Introduct. p. 8) observes, that the ¢ pro-
ceedings against persons accused of state offences, in the earlier periods of
our history, do not deserve the name of trials: they were a mere mockery
of justice,” etc.

Respecting what' English juries have been, it is curious to peruse the fol-
lowing remarks of Mr. Daines Barrington, Observations on the Statutes,
p-409. In remarking on a statute of Ienry the Seventh, A.p. 1494, he says :

“ The twenty-first chapter recites: ¢ That perjury is much and custom-
arily used within the city of London, among such persons as passen and
been impannelled in issue, joined between party and party.

“ This offence hath been before this statute complained of in preambles
to several laws, being always the perjury of & juror, who finds a verdict con-
trary to his oath, and not that which we hear too much of at present, in the
witnesses produced at a trial.

“In the Dance of Death, written originally in French, by Macharel, and
translated by John Lydgate in this reign, with some additions, to adapt it
to English characters, —a juryman is menytioned, whe had often been

v
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mon feeling as well as the common reason of the public,— or
often, indeed, only the separate feeling of particular fractions of
the public, — to dictate the application of the law to particular
cases: they are a protection against anything worse, — especially
against such corruption and servility as are liable to taint per-
manent official persons, but they cannot possibly reach anything
better. Now the dikast trial at Athens effected the same object,
and had in it only the same ingredients of error and misdecision,

bribed for giving a false verdict, which shows the offence to have been very
common. The sheriff, who summoned the jury, was likewise greatly ac-
cessory to this crime, by summoning those who were most partial and
prejudiced. Carew, in his account of Cornwall, informs us that it was a
common article in an attorney’s bill, to charge pro amiciti@h vicecomitis.

“ Tt is likewise remarkable, that partiality and perjury in jurors of the
city of London is more particularly eomplained of than in other parts of
England, by the preamble of this and other statutes. Stow informs us that
in 1468, many jurors of this city were punished by having papers fixed on
their heads, stating their offence of having been tampered with by the parties
to the suit. He likewisc complains that this crying offence continued in the
time of Queen Elizabeth, when he wrote his account of London: and Ful-
ler, in his English Worthies, mentions it as a proverbial saying, that Lon-
don juries hang half and save half. Grafton also, in his Chronicle, informs
us that the Chancellor of the diocese of London was indicted for & mur-
der, and that the bishop wrote a letter to Cardinal Wolsey, in behalf of his

' officer, to stop the prosecﬁtion, “because London juries were so prejudiced,
that they would find Abel guilty for the murder of Cain.’

“ The punishment for a fulse verdict by the petty jury is by writ of at-
taint: and the statute directs, that half of the grand-jury, when the trial is
per medietatem lingue, shall be strangers, not Londoners.

¢ And there’s no London jury, but are led
In evidence as far by common fame,
As they are by prescut deposition.’
{Ben Jonson’s Magnetic Lady, Act. iii, Se. 3.)

%It appears by 15 Henry the Sixth, ¢. 5, — which likewise recites the great
increase of perjury in jurors, and in the strongest terms,~—that in every _
attaint there were thirteen defendants: the twelve jurors who gave the ver-
dict, and the plaintiff or defendant who had obtained it, who therefore was
supposed to have used corrupt means to procure it. For this reason, if the
verdiet was given in favor of the crown, no attaint could be brought,
because the king could not be joined as a defendant with the jury who
were prosecuted.”

Compare also the same work, pp. 394-457, and Mr. Amos’s Notes on
Fortescue de Laudib. Leg. Angli, c. 27.
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as the English jury: but it had them in stronger dose,! without

! In France, jury-trial was only introduced for the first time by the Con-
stituent Assembly in 1790, and then only for criminal procedure: I tran-
scribe the following remarks on the working of it from the instructive
article in Merlin’s “ Répertoire de Jurisprudence,” article Juré. Though
written in a spirit very favorable to the jury, it proclaims the reflections of
an observing lawyer on the temper and competence of the jurymen whom
he had scen in action, and on their disposition to pronounce the verdict
according to the feeling which the case before them inspired. 7

“Pourquoi faut il quune institution qui rassure les citoyens contre
Pendurcissement et la prévention si funeste & l'innocence, que peut produire
Thabitude de juger les crimes . . .. qu’une institation qui donne pour juges
A un accusé, des citoyens indépendans de toute espece d’influence, ses pairs,
ses égaux . ... pourquoi faut il que eette institution, dont les formes sont
simples, touchantes, patriarchales, dont la théorie flatte et entraine Pesprit
par une séduction irrésistible, ait ¢t€ si souvent méconnue, trompée par
Pignorance et la pusillanimité, prostitutée peut-étre par une vile et coupable
corruption ?

* Rendons pourtant justice aux cireurs, méme & la prévarication, des
jurés : ils ont trop de fois acquitté les coupables, mais il n’a pas encore été
prouvé qu'ils cussent jamais fait couler une goutte de sang innocent: et si
Pon pouvoit supposer qu'ils eussent vu quelquefois le crime 1a o il n’y en
avoit qu'une apparence trompeuse et fausse, ce ne seroit pas leur conscience
qu’il faudroit accuser: ce seroit la fatalité malhcurcuse des circonstances
qui auroicnt accompagné laccusation, ct qui auroit trompé de méme les
Jjuges les plus pénétrans et les plus exereés A rechercher la vérité et a la
déméler du mensonge.

“ Mais les reproches qu’ont souvent mérités les jurés, c’est d’avoir cédé a
une fausse commisération, ol & I'intérét qu'étoient parvenus & leur inspirer les
familles d’accusés qui avaient un rang dans la société: c’est souvent d'étre
sortis de leurs attributions, qui se hornent & apprécier les faits, et les juger
d’unc manicre différente de laloi.  J'ai vu cent exemples de ces uswpations de
pouvoir et de ce despotisme des jurés. Trop souvent ils ont voulu voir une
action innocente, Ia ol la loi avoit dit qu'il y avait un crime, et alors ils
n'ont pns craint de se jouer de la vérité pour tromper et €luder la loi”
v Cerienanes veueeeee. “Serat-il possible d’améliorer Iinstitution
des Jules, et d'en prévenir les dearts souvent trop scandaleux?  Gardons
nous d’en douter. Que Yon commence par composer le jury de proprié-
taires intéressés A punir le erime pour le rendre plus rare: que surtout on
en éloigne les artisans, les petits cultivatenrs, hommes chez qui sans doute
la probité est heureusernent fort commune, mais dont esprit est peu exercé,
et qui, accoutumés aux déférences, anx égards, cédent toujours & Popinion
de ccux de leurs collegues dont le rang est plus distingué : ou qui, familiar-
isés sculement avee les iddes relatives & leur profession, n'ont jamais cuw,
dans tout le reste, que des iddes d’emprunt ow d'inspiration. On sait

.
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the counteracting authority of a judge, and without the benefit
of a procedure such as has now been obtained in England. The

qu'aujourdhui ce sont ces hommes qui dans presque toute la France forment
toujours la majorit€ des jurés: mettez an milieu d’eux un homme d’un
état plus élevé, d’un esprit délié, d’une €locution facile, il entrainera ses col-
legues, il décidera la délibération : et si cet homme a le jugement faux ou
le cceur corrompu, cette délibération sera nécessairement mauvaise.

“Mais pourra-t on parvenir a vaincre l'insouciance des propriétaires
riches et éclair€s, & leur faire abandonner leurs affaires, leurs familles, leurs
habitudes, pour les entrainer dans les villes, et leur y faire remplir des fonc-
tions qui tourmentent quelquefois la probité, et donnent des inquiétudes
d’autant plus vives que la conscience est plus délicate? Pourquoi non?
Pourquoi les mémes classes de citoyens qui dans les huit ou dix premiers
mois de 1792, se portaient avec tant de zéle 4 l'exercice de ces fonctions,
les fuiroient elles aujourdhui ? surtout si, pour les y rappeler, la loi fait
mouvoir les deux grands ressorts qui sont dans sa main, si elle s'engage &
récompenser I'exactitude, et & punir la négligence?” (Merlin, Répertoire
de Jurisprudence, art. Jurés, p. 97.)

In these passages, it deserves notice, that what is particularly remarked
about juries, both English and French, is, their reluctance to convict ac-
cased persons brought before them. Now the character of the Athenian
dikasts, as described by Mr. Mitford and by many other authors, is the pre-
cise reverse of this: an extreme severity and cruelty, and & disposition to
convict all accused persons brought before them, upon little or no evidence, .
——especially rich accused persons. I venture to affirm that, to ascribe to
them such a temper generally, is not less improbable in itself, than unsup-
ported by any good evidence. In the speeches remaining to us from de-
fendants, we do indecd find complaints made of the severity of the dikas-
teries : but in those speeches which come from accusers, there are abun-
dance of complaints to the contrary, — of over-indulgence on the part of
the dikasteries, and consequent impunity of criminals. Nor does Aristoph-
anés, — by whom most modern authors are guided, even when they do
not quote him, — when fairly studied, bear out the temper ascribed by Mr.
Mitford to the dikasts; even if we admitted Aristophanés to be a faithful
and trustworthy witness, which no man who knows his picture of Sokratés
will be disposed to do. Aristophanés takes hold of every quality which
will raise a laugh against the dikasts, and his portrait of them as wasps was
well calculated for this purpose,—to describe them as boiling over with
acrimony, irritation, impatience, to find some one whom they could convict
and punish. Buteven he, when he comes to describe these dikasts in action,
represents them as obeying the appeals to their pity,as well as those to their
anger, — as being yielding and impressionable when their feelings are ap-
proached on either side, and unable, when they hear the exculpatory appeal of
the accused, to maintain the anger which had been raised by the speech of the
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feelings of the dikasts counted for more, and their reason for less:
not merely because of their greater numbers, which naturally
heightened the pitch of feeling in each individual, but also because
the addresses of orators or parties formed the prominent part of the
procedure, and the depositions of witnesses only a very subordi-
nate part; the dikast,! therefore, heard little of the naked facts,

accuser. (See Aristophan. Vesp. 574, 713, 727, 794.) Moreover, if from
the Vespz we turn to the Nubes, where the poet attacks the sophists and
not the dikasts, we are there told that the sophists could arm any man with
fallacies and subterfuges which would enable him to procure acquittal from
the dikasts, whatever might be the crime committed.

I believe that this open-mindedness, and impressibility of the feelings on
all sides, by art, eloguence, prayers, tears, invectives, etc., is the true char-
acter of the Athenian dikasts. And I also believe that they were, as a gen-~
eral rule, more open to commiseration than to any other feeling, —like
what is above said respecting the French jurymen: edxivyroc mpdc dpyiv (6
"Adqpvaiov Sjuoc), edperaderoc mpdg Edeov, — this expression of Plutarch
about the Athenian demos is no less true about the dikasts: compare also
the description given by Pliny (H. N. xxxv, 10) of the memorable picture
of the Athenian demos by the painter Parrhasius.

' That the difference between the dikast and the juryman, in this respect,
is only one of degree, I need hardly remark. M. Merlin observes, “Je ne
pense pas, comme bien des gens, que pour étre propre aux fonctions de
juré, il suffise d’avoir une intelligence ordinaire et de la probité. Si Taccusé
paroissoit seul aux débats avec lec témoins, il ne faudroit sans doute que du
bon sens pour reconnoitre la vérité dans des déclarations faites avec sim-
plicité et dégagées de tout raisonnement : mais il y paroit assisté presque tou-
jours d’un ou de plusicurs défenscurs qui par des interpellations captieuses,
embarrassent ou égarent les témoins ; et par une discussion subtile, souvent
sophistique, quelquefois €loquente, enveloppent la vérité des nuages, et ren-
dent Pevidence méme problématique. Certes, il faut plus que de bonnes
intentions, il faut plus que du bon sens, pour ne pas se laisser entrainer &
ces fansses lueurs, pour se garantir des écarts de la sensibilité, et pour se
maintenir immuablement dans la ligne du vrai, au milieu de ces impulsions
données en méme temps & I'esprit et au ceear” (Merlin, Répertoire de
Jurisprudence, art. Jurés, p. 98).

At Athens, there were no professional advocates: the accuser and the ac-
cused — or the plaintiff and defendant, if the cause was civil — each ap-
peared in person with their witnesses, or sometimes with depositions which
the witnesses had sworn to before the archon: each might come with a
speech prepared by Antipho (Thucyd. viii, 68) or some other rhetor: each
might have one or more §vvyydpovg to speak on his behalf after himself, but
seemingly only out of the space of time allotted to him by the clepsydra,
In civil causes, the defendant must have been perfectly acquainted with the
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the appropriate subjects for his reason, — but he was abundantly
supplied with the plausible falsehoods, calumnies, irrelevant
statements and suggestions, etc., of the parties, and that too in a
manner skilfully adapted to his temper. To keep the facts of
the case before the jury, apart from the falsehood and coloring of
parties, is the most useful function of the modern judge, whose
influence is also considerable as a restraint upon the pleader.
The helps to the reason of the dikast were thus materially dimin-
ished, while the action upon his feelings, of anger as well as of
compassion, was sharpened, as compared with the modern juror.l
We see, in the remaining productions of the Attic orators, how
much there is of plausible deception, departure from the true
issue, and appeals to sympathies, antipathies, and prejudices of

plaintiff's case, since, besides the anakrisis, or preliminary examination be-
fore the archon, the cause had been for the most part already before an
arbitrator. In a criminal case, the accused party had only the anakrisis to
guide him, as to the matter of which he was to be accused: but it appears
from the prepared speeches of accused parties which we now possess, that
this anakrisis must have been sufficiently copious to give him a good idea
of that which he had to rebut. The accuser was condemned to a fine of
one thousand drachms, if he did not obtain on the verdict one-fifth of the
votes of the dikasts engaged.

Antipho not only composed speeches for pleaders before the dikastery,
but also gave them valuable advice gencrally as to the manner of conduct-
ing their case, etc., though he did not himself speak before the dikasts: so
also Ktesiklés the Aoyoypagoc (Demosthenés cont. Theokrin. c. 5) acted as
general adviser, or attorney.

! Aristotle, in the first and second chapters of his Treatise de Rhetoricd,
complains that the teachers and writers on rhetoric who preceded him,
treated almost entirely of the different mecans of working on the feelings
of the dikasts, and of matters “ extraneous to the real question which the
dikasts ought to tr) ? (mepl 1oV Ew TOD wpuyyaro;‘ T¢ mieloTa wpayuared-
ovrar: diaBoldy yap xal EAeog kal opyR, ob wepl rob mpaypuarog éoTew, aAAd
mpds TOV dtkacTv, ete., i, 1, 1: compare, i, 2, 3, and iii, 1, 2.)

This is sufficient to show how prominent such appeals to the feelings of
the dikasts were, in actual fact and practice, even if we did not know it
from the perusal of the orations themselves.

Respecting the habit of accused persons to bring their wives and children
before the dikasts as suppliants for them, to obtain mercy or acquittal, see
Aristophan. Vesp.567-976 ; Andokidés de Mysteriis (ad finem), and Lysias,
Orat. iv, de Vulnere (ad finem).
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every kind, addressed to the dikasteries.l Of course, such arti-

! To a person accustomed to the judicature of modern Europe, conducted
throughout all its stages by the instrumentality of professivnal men,—
judges, advocates, attorneys, etc., — and viewed by the general public as a
matter in which no private citizen either could act or ought to act for him-
self, —nothing is more remarkable in reading the Attic judicial orations,
to a ccrtain extent also the Roman, than the entire absence of this pro-
fessional feeling, and the exhibition of justice both invoked and adminis-
tered by private citizens exclusively. The nearest analogy to this, which
modern justice presents, is to be found in the courts of Requests and other
courts for trying causes limited to small sums of property, —too small to
be worth the notice of judges and lawyers.

These courts, in spite of their dircet and important bearing on the wel-
fare and security of the poorer classes, have received little elucidation. The
History of the Birmingham Court of Requests, by Mr. William Hutton, —
lately republished by Messrs. Chambers, — forms an exception to this
remark, and is full of instruction in respect to the habits, the conduct,
and the sufferings of poor persons. It furnishes, besides, the closest ap-
proach that I know to the feclings of Athenian dikasts and pleaders,
though of course with many important differences. Mr. Hutton was for
many years unremitting in his attendance as a commissioner, and took
warm interest in the honorable working of the court. His remarks upon
the position, the dutics, and the difficulties of the commissioners, illus-
trated by numerous cases given in detail, are extremely interesting, and
represent thoughts which must have often suggested themselves to intelli-
gent dikasts at Athens.

“ Law and equity (he says, p. 34) often vary. If the commissioners can-
not decide against law, they can decide without it. Their oath binds them to
proceed according to good conscience (mepl 6tob ok elot vépor, yvoup Tj
ducatordry, was the oath of the Athenian dikast). A man only needs
information to be able to decide.”

A few words from p. 36, about the sources of misjudgment. * Misinfor-
mation is another source of evil: both parties equally treat the commis-
sioners with deccit. The only people who can throw light upon the subject
will not.

“ 1t is difficult not to be won by the first speaker, if he carries the air of
mildness and is master of his tale; or not to be biased in favor of infir-
mity or infuncy. Those who cannot assist themselves, we are much inclined
to assist.

“ Nothing dissolves like tears. Though they arise from weakness, they
are powerful advocates, which instantly disarm, particularly those which the
afflicted wish to hide. They come from the heart and will reach it, if the
judge has a heart to reach. Distress and pity are inseparable.

“Perhaps there never was a judge, from seventeen to seventy, who could
look with indifference upon beauty in distress ; if he could, he was unfit to
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fices were resorted to by opposite speakers in each particular
trial, nor have we any means of knowing to what extent they
actually perverted the judgment of the hearers.l Probably, the
frequent habit of sitting in dikastery, gave them a penetration in
detecting sophistry not often possessed by non-professional citi-
zens : nevertheless, it cannot be doubted that, in a considerable
proportion of cases, success depended less upon the intrinsic merits
of a case, than upon apparent airs of innocence and truth-telling,
dexterity of statement, and good general character, in the parties,
their witnesses, and the friends who addressed the court on their
behalf. The accusatory speeches in Attic oratory, wherein pun-
ishment is invoked upon an alleged delinquent, are expressed
with a bitterness which is now banished from English criminal
judicature, though it was common in the state trials of two
centuries ago. Against them may be set the impassioned and
emphatic appeals made by defendants and their friends to the
commiseration of the dikasts; appeals the more often successful,
because they came last, immediately before decision was pro-
nounced. This is true of Rome as well as of Athens?2

be a judge. He should be a stranger to decision, who is a stranger to com-
passion. All these matters influence the man, and warp his judgment.”

This 18 a deseription, given by a perfectly honest and unprofessional judge,
of his own feclings when on the bench. It will be found illustrated by fre-
quent passages in the Attic pleaders, where they address themselves to the
feelings here described in the bosom of the dikasts.

¥ Demosthenés (cont. Phormio. p. 913, ¢. 2) emphatically remarks, how
much more cautious witnesses were of giving false testimony before the
numerous dikastery, than before the arbitrator.

? Asconius gives an account of the begging off and supplication to the
Jjudices at Rome, when sentence was about to be pronounced upon Scau-
rus, whom Cicero defended (ad Ciceron. Orat. pro Scauro, p. 28, ed. Orelli):
“Laudaverunt Scaurnm consulares novem — Horum magna pars per tabel-
las laudaverunt, qui aberant: inter quos Pompeius quoque., Unus praetered
adolescens laudavit, frater ejus, Faustus Cornelins, Sylle filius. Is in lau-
datione multa humiliter et cum lacrimis Jocutus non minus audientes per-
movit, quam Scaurus ipse permoverat. Ad genua judicum, cum sententioce
fer: entur, bifariam se diviserunt qui pro eo rogabant : ab uno latere Scaurus
ipse et M. Glabrio, sororis filius, ¢t Paulus, et P. Lentulus, et L. Zmilius
Buca, et C. Memmius, supplicaverunt: ex alterd parte Sylla Faustus, frater
Scauri, et T. Annins Milo, et T. Peducaus, et C. Cato, et M. Octavius
Lenas.”

Compare also Cicero, Brutus, ¢. 23, about the defence of Sergius Galba;
Quintilian, 1. O. ii, 15.
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 As an organ for judicial purposes, the Athenian dikasteries
were thus a simple and plenary manifestation of jury-trial, with
its inherent excellences and defects both brought out in exagger-
ated relief: they insured a decision at once uncorrupt, public-
minded, and imposing, — together with the best security which
the case admitted against illegal violences on the part of the rich
and great.! Their extreme publicity, as well as their simple and
oral procedure, divested of that verbal and ceremonial technical-
ity which marked the law of Rome, even at its outset, was no
small benefit: and as the verdicts of the dikasts, even when
wrong, depended upon causes of misjudgment common to them
with the general body of the citizens, so they never appeared to
pronounce unjustly, nor lost the confidence of their fellow-citizens
generally. But whatever may have been their defects as judicial
instruments, as a stimulus both to thought and speech, their ef-
ficacy was unparalleled, in the circumstances of Athenian society.
Doubtless, they would not have produced the same effect if
established at Thebes or Argos : the susceptibilities of the ‘Athe-
nian mind, as well as the previous practice and expansive ten-
dencies of democratical citizenship, were also essential conditions,
—and that genuine taste of sitting in judgment, and hearing
both sides fairly, which, however Aristophanés may caricature
and deride it, was alike honorable and useful to the people.
The first establishment of the dikasteries is nearly coincident
with the great improvement of Attic tragedy in passing from
Aschylus to Sophoklés. The same development of the national
genius, now preparing splendid manifestations both in tragic and
comic poetry, was called with redoubled force into the path of
oratory, by the new judicial system. A certain power of speech
now became necessary, not merely for those who intended to
take a prominent part in politics, but also for private citizens to
vindicate their rights, or repel accusations in a court of justice.
It was an accomplishment of the greatest practical utility, even

1 Plato, in his Treatise de Legibus (vi, p. 768) adopts all the distinguish-
ing principles of the Athenian dikasteries. He particularly insists, that the
citizen, who does not take his share in the exercise of this function, con-
ceives himself to have no concern or interest in the commonwealth, —
70 wapamay Ti¢ méAews oV uéToyoc elvat.

YOL, V. 260¢,



402 HISTORY OF GREECE.

apart from ambitious purposes; bardly less so than the use of
arms or the practice of the gymnasium. Accordingly, the teach-
ers of grammar and rhetoric, and the composers of written
speeches to be delivered by others, now began to multiply and to
acquire an unprecedented importance,— as well at Athens as
under the contemporary democracy of Syracuse,! in which, also,
some form of popular judicature was established. Style and
speech began to be reduced to a system, and so communicated :
not always happily, for several of the early rhetors 2 had adopted
an artificial, ornate, and conceited manner, from which Attic
good taste afterwards liberated itself,— but the very character
of a teacher of rhetoric as an art,—a man giving precepts and
putting himself forward in show-lectures as a model for others,
is a feature first belonging to the Periklean age, and indicates a
new demand in the minds of the citizens. 'We begin to hear, in
the generation now growing up, of the rhetor and the sophist, as
persons of influence and celebrity. These two names denoted
persons of similar moral and intellectual endowments, or often
indeed the same person, considered in different points of view 33
either as professing to improve the moral character, or as com-
municating power and facility of expression, or as suggesting
premises for persuasion, illustrations on the common-places of
morals and politics, argumentative abundance on matters of or-
dinary experience, dialectical subtlety in confuting an opponent,

! Aristot. ap. Cicero. Brut. c. 12. “Itaque cum sublatis in Sicilia tyran-
nis res private longo intervallo judiciis repeterentur, tum primum quod
esset acuta ea gens et controversa naturi, artem et przcepta Siculos Cora-
cem et Tisiam conscripsisse,”etc. Compare Diodor. xi, 87; Pausan. vi,
17, 8.

? Especially Gorgias. see Aristotel. Rhetor. iii, 1, 26; Timaus, Fr.;
Dionys. Halicarn. De Lysid Judicium, e.3; also Foss, Dissertatio de Gorgid
Leontino, p. 20 (Halle, 1828); and Westermann, Geschichte der Bered-
samkeit in Griechenland und Rom., sects. 30, 31.

3 Plato (Gorgias, ¢. 20-75; Protagoras, ¢.9). Lysias is sometimes desig-
nated as a sophist (Demosthen. cont. Newr. ¢. 7, p. 1351; Athenz. xiii, p.
592). There is no sufficient reason for supposing with Taylor (Vit. Lysia,
p- 56, ed, Dobson) that there were two persons named Lysias, and that the
person herc named is a different man from the author of the speceches
which remain to us: see Mr. Fynes Clinton, Fast. H. p. 360. Appendix,
c. 20,
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etc.] Antipho of the deme Rhamnus in Attica, Thrasymachus
of Chalkédon, Tisias, of Syracuse, Gorgias of Leontini, Pro-
tagoras of Abdéra, Prodikus of Keos, Theoddrus of Byzantium,
Hippias of Elis, Zeno of Elea, were among the first who distin-
guished themselves in these departments of teaching. Antipho
was the author of the earliest composed speech really spoken in
a dikastery, and preserved down to the later critics.2 These men
were mostly not citizens of Athens, tho’ugh many of them be-
longed to towns comprehended in the Athenian empire, at a time
when important judicial causes belonging to these towns were
often carried up to be tried at Athens, — while all of them looked
to that city as a central point of action and distinction. The
term soplist, which Herodotus 3 applies with sincere respect to
men of distinguished wisdom, such as Solon, Anacharsis, Pythag-
oras, etc., now came to be applied to these teachers of virtue,
rhetoric, conversation, and disputation ; many of whom professed

1 See the first book of Aristotle’s Rhetoric—alluded to in a former note
—for his remarks on the technical teachers of rhetoric before his time.
He remarks —and Plato remarked before him (i, 1 and 2)—that their
teaching was for the most part thoroughly narrow and practical, bearing
exclusively on what was required for the practice of the dikastery (wepi rod
dukalecdal mavree weplvrar Texvodoyeiv): see also a remarkable passage in
his Treatise de Sophisticis Elenchis, c. 32, ad finem. And though he him-
self lays down a fur more profound and comprehensive theory of rhetoric,
and all matters appertaining to it,— in a treatise which has rarely been sur-
passed in power of philosophical analysis,— yet when he is recommending
his speculations to notice, he appeals to the great practical value of rhetor-
ical teaching, as enabling a man to “help himsclf,” and fight his own bat-
tles, in case of need —"Atomov & TH cwuert uiv aloxpdv py Jivesdar
BonBeiv favrd, Abye O ok aloypév (i, 1, 3: compare iii, 1, 2; Plato Gor-
gias, ¢, 41-55; Protagoras, c. 9; Phadrus, ¢. 43-50; Euthydem. c. 1-31
and Xenophon, Memorab. iii, 12, 2, 3).

Sce also the character of Proxenus in the Anabasis of Xenophon, ii, 6,
16; Plutarch, Vit. x, Orator. p. 307; Aristoph. Nubes, 1108; Xenophon,
Memorab. i, 2, 48 ; Plato, Alkibiadés, i, ¢. 81, p. 119; and a striking pas-
sage in Plutarch’s Life of Cato the elder, ¢. 1.

2 Plutarch, Vit. x, Orator. p. 832; Quintilian, iii, 1, 10. Compare Van
Spaan, or Ruhnken, Dissertatio de Antiphonte Oratore Attico, pp. 8, 9,
prefixed to Dobson’s edition of Antipho and Andokidés. Antipho is said
to have been the teacher of the historian Thuecydidés. The statement of
Plutarch, that the father of Antipho was also a sophist, can hardly be true.

4 Herodot. i, 29; iv, 95.
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acquaintance with the whole circle of human science, physical as
well as moral (then narrow enough), so far as was necessary to
talk about any portion of it plausibly and effectively, and to an-
swer any question which might be proposed to them. Though
these men passed from one Grecian town to another, partly in
the capacity of envoys from their fellow-citizens, partly as ex-
hibiting their talents to numerous hearers, with much renown and
large gain,'—they appeared to have been viewed with jealousy
and dislike by a large portion of the public:2 for at a time when
every citizen pleaded his own cause before the dikastery, they
imparted, to those who were rich enough to purchase it, a pecu-
liar skill in the common weapons, which made them seem like
fencing-masters, or professional swordsmen, amidst a society of
untrained duellists3 Moreover, Sokratés,— himself a product
of the same age, and a disputant on the same subjects, —and
bearing the same name of a sopkist,* but despising political and

! Plato (Hippias Major, ¢. 1,2; Menon, p. 95; and Gorgias, c. 1, with
Stallbaum’s note) ; Diodor. xii, 53 ; Pausan. vi; 17, 8.

2 Xenophon, Memorab. i, 2, 31. To teach or learn the art of speech was
the common reproach made by the vulgar against philosophers and lettered
men, — 70 kowj Toic ¢iloadpote Vmd TOY moAddwv Emiryuduevov (Xenoph.
Memor. i, 2, 31). Compare Eschinés cont. Timar. about Demosthenés, c.
25, 27, which illustrates the curious fragment of Sophoklés, 865. Of yap
yhvavdpoe xal Aéyeww fokpréTeg.

% Such is probably the meaning of that remarkable passage in which
Thucydidés describes the Athenian rhetor, Antipho, (viii, 68) : "Avripdv, dvip
*ASnvaluy dperfi Te 00devds boTepog, kal kpariorog Evvundivar yevéuevos kal
& Gv yvoin elmelv* kai & piv Sjuov o mapiow obd’ & GAdov dydva éxoboiog
obdéva, ¢Ad dmémree TO wApSer S db6fav dewvérygrog -
akeipevog, Tod¢ pévror dywviloudvove kal dv dwasrnple kal dv Sjup,
nleiora elg dvip, borig SvpBovleboaird i, duviuevos Ogedeiv. « Inde illa
circa occultandam eloquentiam simulatio,” observes Quintilian, Inst. Or.
iv, 1, 8.

Compare Plato (Protagoras, ¢. 8 ; Pheedrus, c. 86), Isokratés cont. Sophis-
tas, Or. xiii, p. 295, where he complains of the teachers,— olrwec dméoyov-
70, SuxdlecSar Sidaoreww, Ekdebauevor T Svayepéoraroy TV dvouarwy, & TOY
¢Govobvrwy Epyoy el Aéyew, AN ob Tow mposorhrwy TiHe TowabTye maided-
rewg, Demosthen. De Fals. Legat, c. 70, 71, pp. 417-420; and Zschin. cont.
Ktesiphon. c. 9, p. 371, — kakoipyov copioriv, oldpevov pinact tode wéuove
bdvaphoew.

4 Mschinés cont. Timarch, ¢. 34, p. 74. "Yueic ptv, & "ASyvaiot, Ewkpb-
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judicial practice, and looking to the production of intellectual
stimulus and moral impressions upon his hearers, — Sokratés
carried on throughout his life a constant polemical warfare
against the sophists and rhetors, in that negative vein in which
he was unrivalled. And as the works of these latter have not re-
mained, it is chiefly from the observations of their opponents that
we know them ; so that they are in a situation such as that in
which Sokratés himself would have been, if we had been com-
pelled to judge of him only from the Clouds of Aristophanés, or
from those unfavorable impressions respecting his character,
which we know, even from the Apologies of Plato and Xenophon,
to have been generally prevalent at Athens. This is not the op-
portunity, however, for trying to distinguish the good from the
evil in the working of the sophists and rhetors: at present, it is
enough that they were the natural product of the age, — supply-
ing those wants, and answering to that stimulus, which arose
partly from the deliberations of the ekklesia, but still more from
the contentions before the dikastery,—in which latter a far
greater number of citizens took active part, with or without their
own consent. The public and frequent dikasteries constituted by
Periklés,opened to the Athenian mind precisely that career of
improvement which was best suited to its natural aptitude: they
were essential to the development of that.demand out of which
grew not only Grecian oratory, but also, as secondary products,

Ty piv 1OV codLoTHY amexteivare, ot Kpiriay d¢dvy wemaidevkdy,
&va TV TpidkovTa TV TOV Gijpov KaTaAVCGYTWY.

Among the sophists whom Isokratés scverely criticizes, he evidently seems
to include Plato, as may be seen by the contrast between déa and émioriuy,
which he particularly notes, and which is so conspicuously sct forth in the
Platonic writings (Isokratés cont. Sophistas, Or. xiii, p. 293; also p. 295).
‘We know also that Lysias called both Plato and /Eschinés the disciple of
Sokratés, by the name of sophists (Aristeidés, Orat. Dlatonic. xlvi, ‘Yrép
TOV TeTTépwy, P. 407, vol. ii, ed. Dindorf). Aristcidés remarks justly that
the name sophist was a gencral name, including all the philosophers,
teachers, and lettered men.

The general name, sophists, in fact, included good bad, and indifferent ;
like “ the philosophers, the political economists, the metaphysicians,” ete. 1
shall take a future opportunity of examining the indiscriminate censures
against them as a class, which most modern writers have copied implicitly
from the polemics of ancient times.



406 HISTORY OF GREECE.

the speculative moral and political philosophy, and the didactic
analysis of rhetoric and grammar, which long survived after
Grecian creative genius had passed away.l And it was one of
the first measures of the oligarchy of Thirty, to forbid, by an
express law, any teaching of the art of speaking. Aristophanés
derides the Athenians for their love of talk and controversy, as
if it had enfeebled their military energy: but in his time, most
undoubtedly, that reproach was not true ; nor did it become true,
even in part, until the crushing misfortunes which marked the
close of the Peloponnesian war. During the course of that war,
restless and energetic action was the characteristic of Athens,
even in a greater degree than oratory or political discussion,
though before the time of Demosthenés a material alteration had
taken place.

The establishment of these paid dikasteries at Athens was
thus one of the most important and prolific events in all Grecian
history. The pay helped to furnish a maintenance for old citi-
zens, past the age of military service. Elderly men were the
best persons for such a service, and were preferred for judicial
purposes both at Sparta, and, as it seems, in heroic Greece:
nevertheless, we need not suppose that all the dikasts were either
old or poor, though a considerable proportion of them were so,
and though Aristophanés selects these qualities as among the
most suitable subjects for his ridicule. Periklés has been often
censured for this institution, as if he had been the first to insure
pay to dikasts who before served for nothing, and had thus
introduced poor citizens into courts previously composed of citi-
zens above poverty. But, in the first place, this supposition is
not correct in point of fact, inasmuch as there were no such con-
stant dikasteries previously acting without pay ; next, if it had
been true, the habitual exclusion of the poor citizens would have
nullified the popular working of these bodies, and would have
prevented them from answering any longer to the reigning senti-

! Xenoph. Memor. i, 2, 31. Aéywv réyvyv pi 6idiskew. Xenophon
ascribes the passing of this law to a personal batred of Kritias against
Sokratés, and connects it with an anecdote exceedingly puerile, when con-
sidered as the alleged cause of that hatred, as well as of the consequent
law. But it is evident that the law had a far deeper meaning, and was
aimed directly at one of the prominent democratical habits.



CHANGES AT ATHENS UNDER PERIKLES. 407

ment at Athens. Nor could it be deemed unreasonable to as-
sign a regular pay to those who thus rendered regular service:
it was, indeed, an essential item in the whole scheme! and pur-
pose; so that the suppression of the pay of itself seems to have -
suspended the dikasteries, while the oligarchy of Four Hundred
was established, — and it can only be discussed in that light. As
the fact stands, we may suppose that the six thousand heliasts
who filled the dikasteries were composed of the middling and
poorer citizens indiscriminately : though there was nothing to
exclude the richer, if they chose to serve.

! Thucyd. viii, 67. Compare a curious passage, even in reference to the
time of Demosthenés, in the speech of that orator contra Beeotum de
Nomine, c. 5. «al & uio8d¢ Emopicdy toig dikaornplol, elojyov dv pe
diAov 81, ete.
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