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(Continued) 

CHAPTER X I . V I 

CONSTITUTIONAL AND JUDICIAL CHANGES AT ATHENS UNDER 
PER IK LES 

T H E 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 
judicature, legislation, and administration. 

The great judicial change was made by the methodical dis­
tribution 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 Kleisthenes, and until the time 
succeeding the battle of Plataea, 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 l ife); though 
the check exercised by the general body of citizens, assembled 
for law-making in the Ekklesia and for judging in the Heliaea, 
was at the same time materially increased. We must further 
recollect, that the distinction between powers administrative 
and judicial, so highly valued among the more elaborate gov­
ernments of modern Europe, since the political speculations of 
the last century, was in the early history of Athens almost 
unknown. Like the Roman kings,1 and the Roman consuls 

1 See K. F. Hermann, Griechische Staatsalterthumer, sect. 53-107, and 
his treatise De Jure et Auctoritate Magistratuum ap. Athen. p. 53 (Ileidelh. 
1829); also Rein, Romisches Frivatrecht, pp. 26, 408. Leips. 1836. M. 
Labouiaye also insists particularly upon the confusion of administrative 
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2 History of Greece 
before the appointment of the Praetor, the Athenian archons 
not only administered, but also exercised 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 Areopagus, and even of the annual 
senate of Five Hundred, the creation of Kleisthenes. The 
Strategi, 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 own authority dis­
obedient parties: the imperium of the magistrates, generally, 
enabled them to enforce their own mandates as well as to de­
cide in cases of doubt whether any private citizen had or had 
not been guilty of infringement. Nor was there any appeal 
from these magisterial judgements: though the magistrates 
were subject, under the Kleisthenean constitution, to personal 
responsibility for their general behaviour, before the people 
judicially assembled, at the expiration of their year of office— 
and to the further animadversion of the Ekklesia (or public 
deliberative assembly) meeting periodically during the course 
of that year: in some of which assemblies, the question might 
formally be raised for deposing any magistrate even before his 
year was expired.1 Still, in spite of such partial checks, the 

and judiciary functions among the Romans (Essai sur les Loix Criminelles 
des Romains, pp. 23, 79, 107, & c ) . Compare Sir G. C. Lewis, Essay on 
the Government of Dependencies, p. 42, with his citation from Hugo, 
Geschichte des Romischen Rechts, p. 42. Sir G. 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 separation 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 
judiciaires n'etoient pas distinctes. Du temps de la liberty des Germains 
et meme long temps apres, les plaids de la nation ou ceux du comte 
rendoient la justice et administroient les interets nationaux ou locaux dans 
une seule et meme assemblee: sous le regime feodal, le roi ou l'empereur 
dans son Conseil, sa cour, son parlement compose* des hauts barons 
ecclesiastiques et laics, exercoit tous les droits de souverainete comme de 
justice : dans la commune, le bailli, mayeur, ou autre fonctionnaire nomme 
par le prince, administroient les interets communaux et jugeoient les 
bourgeois de l'avis de la communaute entiere, des corporations qui la 
composoient, ou des autorites et conseils qui la repre\sentoient: on n'avoit 
pas encore soupconne que le jugement d'une cause entre particuliers put 
etre etranger a la cause commune."—Meyer, Esprit des Institutions 
Judiciaires, book v. chap. 11, vol. i i i . p. 239; also chap. 18, p. 383. 

1 A case of such deposition of an archon by vote of the public assembly, 
even before the year of office was expired, occurs in Demosthenes, cont. 
Theokrin. c. 7 : another, the deposition of a strategus, in Demosthen. cont. 
Timoth. c. 3. 
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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. A n d 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.1 

I have already mentioned that shortly after the return of the 
expatriated Athenians from Salamis, Aristeides had been im­
pelled by the strong democratical sentiment which he found 
among his countrymen to propose the abolition of all pecuniary 
qualification for magistracies, so as to render every citizen legally 
eligible. This innovation, however, was chiefly valuable as a 
victory and as an index of the predominant sentiment. Not­
withstanding 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 administrative 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 interests 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 Aristeides to that of Perikles : Athens became more 
and more maritime, the population of Peiraeus augmented in 
number as well as in importance, and the spirit even of the 
poorest citizen was stimulated by that collective aggrandise­
ment of his city to which he himself individually contributed. 
Before twenty years had elapsed, reckoning from the battle of 
Platsea, this new fervour of democratical sentiment made itself 
felt in the political contests of Athens, and found able cham­
pions in Perikles and Ephialtes, rivals of what may be called 
the conservative party headed by Kimon. 

We have no positive information that it was Perikles who 
1 iEschines (cont. Ktcsiphont. c. 9, p. 373) speaks of the senate of 

Areopagus as vvevdwos, and so it was doubtless understood to be : but it is 
difficult 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 
individually punished. But in this sense the dikasteries themselves would 
also be responsible: though it is always affirmed of them that they were not 
responsible. 
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introduced 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 equalis­
ing the chances of office to every candidate, poor as well as rich, 
who chose to give in his name and who fulfilled certain per­
sonal and family conditions ascertained in the dokimasy or 
preliminary examination. But it was certainly to Perikles and 
Ephialtes that Athens owed the elaborate constitution of her 
popular Dikasteries or Jury-courts regularly paid, which exer­
cised so important an influence upon the character of the 
citizens. These two eminent men deprived both the magis­
trates, and the senate of Areopagus, of all the judicial and penal 
competence which they had hitherto possessed, save and ex­
cept the power of imposing a small fine. This judicial power, 
civil as well as criminal, was transferred to numerous dikasts, 
or panels of jurors selected from the citizens; 6000 of whom 
were annually drawn by lot, sworn, and then distributed into 
ten panels of 500 each; the remainder forming a supplement" 
in case of vacancies. The magistrate, instead of deciding 
causes or inflicting punishment by his own authority, was now 
constrained to impanel a jury—that is, to submit each particu­
lar case, which might call for a penalty greater than the small 
fine to which he was competent, to the judgement of one or 
other among these numerous popular dikasteries. Which of 
the ten he should take, was determined by lot, so that no one 
knew beforehand what dikastery would try any particular cause. 
The magistrate himself presided over it during the trial and 
submitted to it the question at issue, together with the results 
of his own preliminary examination ; after which came the 
speeches of accuser and accused with the statements of their 
witnesses. So also the civil judicature, which had before been 
exercised in controversies between man and man by the 
archons, was withdrawn from them and transferred to these 
dikasteries under the presidence of an archon. It is to be re­
marked, that the system of reference to arbitration, for private 
causes,1 was extensively applied at Athens. A certain number 

1 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 
disputes: 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 
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of public arbitrators were annually appointed, to one of whom 
(or to some other citizen adopted by mutual consent of the 
parties), all private disputes were submitted in the first instance. 
If dissatisfied with the decision, 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 Perikles and EphialtSs. I 
doubt not that before their time the numerous judicial assembly, 
called Heliaea, 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 practice of paying them began. For so large a 
sacrifice of time on the part of poor men, wherein M. Boeckh 
statesl (in somewhat exaggerated 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 Perikles, these dikasteries were the exclusive 
assemblies for trial of all causes civil as well as criminal, with 

the citizens every year : and a plaintiflf might bring his cause before any 
one of these. They were liable to be punished under ttiOwat, at the end of 
their year of office, if accused and convicted of corruption or unfair dealing. 

The number of these public Diaetetae 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 Disetetce for the year of the archon Antikle's, 
B.c. 325, with the name of the tribe to which each belonged. 

The total number is 104: the number in each tribe is unequal : the 
largest number is in Kekropis, which furnishes sixteen: the smallest in 
Pmidionis, which sends only three. They must ha\e been either elected or 
drawn by lot from the general body of citizens, without any reference to 
tribes. The inscription records the names of the Disetetse for this year B.c. 
325, in consequence of their being crowned or receiving a vote of thanks 
from the people. The fragment of a like inscription for the year B.c. 337, 
also exists. 

1 Public Economy of the Athenians, book i i . chap. xiv. p. 227, Engl, 
transl. 

M. Boeckli must mean that the whole 6000, or nearly the whole, were 
employed every day. It appears to me that this supposition greatly over­
states both the number of days, and the number of men, actually employed. 
For the inference in the text, however, a much smaller number is sufficient. 

See the more accurate remark of Schomann, Antiquit. Juris Public. 
Gnecor., sect. lxzi. p. 310. 
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some special exceptions, such ascases of homicideand afew others  
others: but before his time, the'greater number of such 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 statesman, 
when he first organised these dikastic assemblies into systematic 
action, and transferred to them nearly all the judicial power 
which had before been exercised by magistrates and senate. 
The position and influence of these latter became radically 
altered. The most commanding functions of the archon were 
abrogated, so that he retained only the power of receiving 
complaints, inquiring into them, exercising some small pre­
liminary interference with the parties for the furtherance of 
the cause or accusation,' fixing the day for trial, and presiding 
over the dikastic assembly by whom peremptory verdict was 
pronounced. His administrative functions remained unaltered, 
but his powers, inquisitorial and determining, as a judge, 
passed away.1 

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 
enjoyment of a life-tenure, appears to have exercised an 
undefined and extensive control which long continuance had 
gradually consecrated. It was invested with a kind of religious 
respect, and believed to possess mysterious traditions emanat­
ing from a divine source.2 Especially, the cognisance which 
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it took of intentional homicide was a part of old Att ic religion 
no't less than of judicature. Though put in the background 
for a time after the expulsion 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 judicial 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 
established laws of the country. These were powers immense 
as well as undefined, not derived from any formal grant of the 
people, out having their source in immemorial antiquity and 
sustained by general awe and reverence. When we read the 
serious expressions of this sentiment in the mouths of the later 
orators—Demosthenes, /Eschines, 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. Isokrates, 
in his Discourse usually called Areopagiticus, written a century 
and a quarter after that invasion, draws a picture of what the 
senate of Areopagus had been while its competence was yet 
undiminished, and ascribes to it a power of interference little 
short of paternal despotism, which he asserts to have been 
most salutary and improving in its effect. That the picture of 
this rhetor is inaccurate—and to a great degree indeed ideal, 
insinuating his own recommendations under the colour of past 
realities—is sufficiently obvious. But it enables us to presume 
generally the extensive regulating power of the senate of 
Areopagus, in affairs both public and private, at the time which 
we are now describing. 

Such powers were pretty sure to be abused. When we learn 
that the Spartan senate1 was lamentably open to bribery, we 
can hardly 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 Isokrates affirms, they were in 

1 Aristotel. Politic, ii. 6, 18. 
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their nature such as could only be exercised over a passive and 
stationary people: while 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 
authority, which it had employed so creditably as to strengthen 
its influence and tighten its supervision during the period 
immediately following. But that same trial had also called 
forth in the general body of the citizens a fresh burst of 
democratical sentiment, and an augmented consciousness of 
force, both individual and national. Here then were two 
forces, not only distinct but opposite and conflicting, both put 
into increased action at the same time.1 Nor was this all: a 
novel cast was just then given to Athenian life and public 
habits by many different circumstances—the enlargement of 
the city, the creation of the fortified port and new town of 
Peiraeus, the introduction of an increased nautical population, 
the active duties of Athens as head of the Delian confederacy, 
&c. All these circumstances tended to open new veins of hope 
and feeling, and new lines of action, in the Athenians between 
480-460 B.C., and by consequence to render the interference 
of the senate of Areopagus, essentially old-fashioned and con­
servative as it was, more and more difficult. But at the very 
time when prudence would have counselled that it should have 
been relaxed 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 representa­
tives of new interests generally at Athens, became opposed to 
the senate as an organ of vexatious repression, employed for 
oligarchical purposes.2 

1 Aristotle particularly indicates these two conflicting tendencies in 
Athens, the one immediately following the other, in a remarkable passage 
of his Politics (v. 3, O— 
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From the character of the senate of Areopagus and the 

ancient reverence with which it was surrounded, it served 
naturally as a centre of action to the oligarchical or con­
servative party: that party which desired to preserve the Kle i -
sthenean constitution unaltered—with undiminished authority, 
administrative as well as judicial, both to individual magistrates 
and to the collective Areopagus. Of this sentiment, at the 
time of which we are now speaking, K imon was the most 
conspicuous leader. 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. Moreover the party was further 
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 moment—for when we 
consider that Ægina had been in ancient feud with Athens, 
and Corinth in a temper more hostile than friendly, the good 
feeling of the Lacedaemonians might well appear 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 critical period while the 
Athenian maritime ascendency was in progress.1 

The political opposition between Perikles and K i m o n was 
hereditary, since Xanthippus the father of the former had been 
the accuser of Miltiades the father of the latter. Both were 
of the first families in the city, and this, combined with the 
military talents of K i m o n and the great statesmanlike superior­
ity of Perikles, placed both the one and the other at the head 
of the two political parties which divided Athens. Perikles 
must have begun his political career very young, since he 
maintained a position first of great influence, and afterwards 
of unparalleled moral and political ascendency, for the long 
period of forty years, against distinguished rivals, bitter assail­
ants, and unscrupulous libellers (about 467-428 B.C.). His 
public life began about the time when Themistokles was 
ostracised, and when Aristeides was passing off the stage, and 
he soon displayed a character which combined the pecuniary 
probity of the one with the resource and large views of the 

1 Plutarch, Kimon, c. 16; Themistokles, c. 20. 
B 2 
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other; superadding to both, a discretion and mastery of temper 
never disturbed—an excellent musical and lettered education 
received from Pythokleides—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 performed, but he was 
t imid in his first political approaches to the people—a fact 
perfectly in unison with the caution of his temperament, but 
which some of his biographers1 explained by saying that he 
was afraid of being ostracised, and that his countenance re­
sembled that of the despot Peisistratus. We may be pretty 
sure however that this personal resemblance (like the wonderful 
dream ascribed to his mother 2 when pregnant of him) was an 
after-thought of enemies when his ascendency was already 
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 Themistokles and 
Aristeides. For the Kleisthcnean constitution, though enlarged 
by the latter after the return from Salamis to the extent of 
making all citizens without exception eligible for magistracy, 
had become unpopular with the poorer citizens and to the 
keener democratical feeling which now ran through Athens 
and Peiraeus. 

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 Perikles 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 popularity. 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 
occasions, and preferring for the most part to employ the 
agency of friends and partisans.8 Moreover he imbibed from 
his friend and teacher Anaxagoras a tinge of physical philo­
sophy which greatly strengthened his m i n d 4 and armed him 
against many of the reigning superstitions—but which at the 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 4-7 seq. 
2 Herodot. vi. 131. 
3 Plutarch, Reipub. Gerend. Prxcept. p. 812; Perikles, c. 5, 6, 7. 
4 Plato, Phædrus, c. 54, p. 270 ; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 8 ; Xenoph. 

Memor. i. 2, 46. 
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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 K i m o n ; whose open-hearted 
familiarity of manner was extolled, by his personal friend the 
poet Ion , in contrast with the reserved and stately demeanour 
of his rival Perikles. K i m o n employed the rich plunder, pro­
cured 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 him­
self to be attended in public by well-dressed slaves, directed 
to tender their warm tunics in exchange for the threadbare 
garments of those who seemed in want. But the property 
of Perikles was administered with a strict, though benevolent 
economy, 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.1 It was by such regularity 
that his perfect and manifest independence of all pecuniary 
seduction was sustained. In taste, in talent, and in character, 
K imon was the very opposite of Perikles : a brave and efficient 
commander, a lavish distributor, a man of convivial and 
amorous habits—but incapable of sustained attention to busi­
ness, untaught in music or letters, and endued with Laconian 
aversion to rhetoric and philosophy ; while the ascendency of 
Perikles was founded on his admirable combination of civil 
qualities—probity, firmness, diligence, judgement, eloquence, 
and power of guiding partisans. As a military commander, 
though noway deficient in personal courage, he rarely courted 
distinction, and was principally famous for his care of the lives 
of the citizens, discountenancing all rash or distant enterprises. 
His private habits were sober and recluse: his chief conversa­
tion was with Anaxagoras, Protagoras,2 Zeno, the musician 
Damon, and other philosophers—while the tenderest domestic 
attachment bound him 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 
democracy 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 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 9, 16; Kimon, c. 10; Rcipubl. Gerend. Praecept. 
p. 818. 

2 The personal intercourse between Perikles and Protagoras is attested 
by the interesting fragment of the latter which we find in Plutarch, Consolat, 
ad Apollonium, c 33, p. 119. 
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characteristic of Athens, against the unlettered and uninquiring 
valour of the conquerors of Marathon.1 Ephialtes, son of 
Sophdnid£s, was at this time the leading auxiliary, seemingly 
indeed the equal of Perikles, and noway inferior to him in 
personal probity, though he was a poor man.2 As to aggressive 
political warfare, he was even more active than Perikles, 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 general causes. 
Before Ephialtes 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 magisterial 
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,3 

Ephialtes and Perikles were at last conducted to the proposition 
of cutting them down permanently, and introducing an altered 
system. 

Such proceedings naturally provoked extreme bitterness of 
party-feeling. 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 oligarchical or 
Kimonian party was decidedly the most powerful: and when 
the question was proposed for sending troops to aid the Lace­
daemonians in reducing the revolted Helots on Ithome, Kimon 
carried the people along with him to comply, by an appeal to 
their generous feelings, in spite of the strenuous opposition of 
Ephialtes.4 But when Kimon and the Athenian hoplites 
returned home, having been dismissed by Sparta under cir­
cumstances 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 

1 Aristophan. Nubes, 972, 1000 srq. and Ranee, 1071. 
2 Plutarch. Kimon, c. 10; Ælian, V. i l . ii. 43 : xi. q. 
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amity with Argos. Of course the influence of Kimon, and 
the position of the oligarchical 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 afterwards a vote of ostracisml 

—a challenge, indeed, which may perhaps 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 Ephialtes or Perikles. However, 
the vote ended in the expulsion of Kimon, a sure proof that 
his opponents were now in the ascendant. 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 
contending leaders. 

It was now that Perikles and Ephialtes carried their important 
scheme of judicial reform. The senate of Areopagus was de­
prived of its discretionary censorial power, as well as of all 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 fine2), which were 
transferred to the newly-created panels of salaried dikasts, 
lotted off in ten divisions from the aggregate Heliaea. Ephi­
altes 3 first brought down the laws of Solon from the 
acropolis to the neighbourhood of the market-place, where the 
dikasteries sat—a visible proof that the judicature was now 
popularised. 

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 Perikles was the first to 
assign a salary to these numerous dikasteries at Athens. He 
bribed the 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 

1 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 ostracise Kimon : " but it was a peculiar 
characteristic of ostracism that it had no pretence: it was a judgement 
passed without specific or assigned cause. 

2 Demosthen. cont. Euere. et Mnesibul. c. 12. 
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the case, and as if all which Perikles d id 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 systematically throughout the year, was now 
for the first time organised : the commencement of their pay 
is also the commencement of their regular judicial action. 
What Perikles really effected was, to sever for the first time 
from the administrative competence of the magistrates that 
judicial authority which had originally gone along with i t . The 
great men who had been accustomed to hold these offices were 
lowered both in influence and authori ty:1 while on the other 
hand a new life, habit, and sense of power, sprung up among 
the poorer citizens. A plaintiff having cause of civil action, 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 
ultimately 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 members of the Areopagus, after the year of 
archonship was expired. Instead of their previous unmeasured 
range of supervision 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 cognisance of homicide was still 
expressly reserved to them—for the procedure, in this latter case 
religious not less than judicial, was so thoroughly consecrated 

The remark of Aristotle is not justly applicable to the change effected by 
Perikles, which transferred the power taken from the magistrates, not to 
the people, but to certain specially constituted, though numerous and 
popular dikasteries, sworn to decide in conformity with known and written 
laws. Nor is the separation of judicial competence from administrative, to 
be characterised as " dissolving or extinguishing magisterial authority." 
On the contrary, it is comformable to the best modern notions. PeriklSs 
cannot be censured for having effected this separation, however persons 
may think that the judicature which he constituted was objectionable. 

Plato seems also to have conceived administrative power as essentially 
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by ancient feeling, that no reformer could venture to disturb 
or remove i t 1 

1 Demoslhen. cont. Nercr. p. 1372 ; cont. Aristokrat. p. 642. ,. 
Meier (Attischer Prozess, p. 143) thinks that the senate of Areopagus was 

also deprived of its cognisance of homicide as well as of its other functions, 
and that this was only restored after the expulsion of the Thirty. He 
produces as evidence a passage of Lysias (De Coede Eratosthenis, p. 
31-33). 

M. Boeckh and O. Muller adopt the same opinion as Meier, and 
seemingly on the authority of the same passage (see the Dissertation of O. 
Muller on the Eumenides of yEschylus, p. 113, Eng. transl.). But in the , • 
first place, this opinion is contradicted by an express statement in the '• 
anonymous biographer of Thucydides,. who mentions the trial of Pyrilampes i 
for murder before the Areopagus; and contradicted also, seemingly, by 
Xehophon (Memorab. iii. K, 20) : in the next place, the passage of Lysias 

restoration of functions to the Areopagus reiers naturauy to tne restored 
democracy after the violent interruption occasioned by the oligarchy of the 
Thirty. Considering 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 Areopagus could have 
continued to hold its sittings and try accusations for intentional homicide, 
under their government. 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 supervising 
function generally, but also of its cognisance of homicide, during the fifty-
five years which elapsed between the motion of Ephialtes and the expulsion 
of the Thirty—this senate must have been without any functions 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 i t ; it could not have retained so much 
influence as we know that it actually possessed immediately before the 
Thirty (Lysias c. Eratosth. c. 11, p. 126); and it would hardly 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 obnoxious, the ancient 
traditional respect for it was kept alive, and it was revived after the fall of 
the Thirty as a venerable part of the old democracy ; even apparently with 
some extension of privileges. 

The inferences which O. Muller wishes to draw, as to the facts of these 
times, from the Eumenides of Æschylus, appear to me ill-supported. In 
order to sustain his view that by virtue of the proposition of Ephialtes "the 
Areopagus 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 Ephialtes must have been carried 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 safely infer from the very indistinct allusions in ^Eschylus, is, that he 
himself was full of reverence for the Areopagus, and that the season was one 
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It was upon this same ground probably that the stationary 

party defended all the prerogatives of the senate of Areopagus 
—denouncing the curtailments proposed by Ephialtes as im­
pious and guilty innovations.1 How extreme their resentment 
became, 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 Ephialtes caused him to be 
privately assassinated, by the hand of a Boeotian of Tanagra 
named Aristodikus. Such a crime—rare in the political annals 
of Athens, for we come to no known instance of it afterwards 
until the oligarchy of the Four Hundred in 411 B.C.—marks 
at once the gravity of the change now introduced, the fierceness 
of the opposition offered, and the unscrupulous character of the 
conservative party. Kimon was in exile and had no share in 
the deed. Doubtless the assassination of Ephialtes produced 
an effect unfavourable in every way to the party who procured 
it. The popular party in their resentment must have become 
still more attached to the judicial reforms just assured to them, 
while the hands of Perikles, 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 

in which party bitterness ran so high as to render something like civil war 
within the scope of reasonable apprehension. 

Probably he may have been averse to the diminution of the privileges of 
the Areopagus by Ephialtes : yet even thus much is not altogether certain, 
inasmuch as he puts it forward prominently and specially as a tribunal for 
homicide, exercising this jurisdiction by inherent prescription, and confirmed 
in it by the Eumenides themselves. Now when we consider that such 
jurisdiction was precisely the thing confirmed and left by Ephialtes to the 
Areopagus, we might plausibly argue that Æschylus, by enhancing the 
solemnity and predicting the perpetuity of the remaining privilege, intended 
to conciliate those who resented the recent innovations, and to soften the 
hatred between the two opposing parties. 

The opinion of Boeckh, O. Muller, and Meier,—respecting the with­
drawal from the senate of Areopagus of the judgements on homicide, by the 
proposition of Ephialtes—has been discussed and (in my judgement) refuted 
by Forchhammer—in a valuable Dissertation—De Areopago non privato 
per Ephialten Homicidii Judiciis. Kiel, 1828. 

1 This is the language of those authors whom Diodorus copied (Diodor. 

Plutarch (Perikles, c. 10) cites Aristotle as having mentioned the assassin 
of Ephialtes. Antipho, however, states that the assassin was never 
formally known or convicted (De Cade Hero. c. 68). 

The enemies of Perikles circulated a report (mentioned by Idomeneus), 
that it was he who had procured the assassination of Ephialtes, from 
jealousy of the superiority of the latter (Plutarch, Perikles, c 10). We 
may infer from this report how great the eminence of Ephialtes was. 
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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 victorious war against Corinth and Ægina. But when he 
proposed the great and valuable improvement of the Long 
Walls, thus making one city of Athens and Peirreus, the same 
oligarchical party, which had opposed his judicial changes 
and assassinated Ephialtes, again stood forward in vehement 
resistance. Finding direct opposition unavailing, they did not 
scruple to enter into treasonable correspondence with Sparta 
—invoking the aid of a foreign force for the overthrow of the 
democracy : so odious had it become 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, principally owing to 
the generous patriotism of Kimon and his immediate friends. 
Kimon was restored from ostracism on this occasion, before 
his full time had expired; while the rivalry between him and 
Perikles henceforward becomes mitigated, or even converted 
into a compromise,1 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 Perikles—and enabled both the one and the 
other to stand the shock of those great public reverses, which 
deprived the Athenians of their dependent landed alliances, 
during the interval between the defeat of Kordneia and the 
thirty years' truce. 

Along with the important judicial revolution brought about 
by Perikles, were introduced other changes belonging to the 
same scheme and system. 

Thus a general power of supervision, both over the magis­
trates and over the public assembly, was vested in seven magis­
trates, now named for the first time, called Nomophylakes 
or Law-Guardians, and doubtless changed every year. These 

1 The intervention of Elpinikr, the sister of Kimon, in bringing about 
this compromise between her brother and Perikles, is probable enough 
(Plutarch, Perikles, c. io, 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. 



18 History of Greece 
Nomophylakes sat alongside of the Proedri 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.1 We do not know whether 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 entering 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 unimportant step; for it would prob­
ably enable Kphialtes to satisfy many objectors who feared to 
abolish the superintending power of the Areopagus without 
introducing any substitute. The Nomophylakes were honoured 
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 Graphe Paranomon, presently to be explained. They are 
not even noticed in the description of that misguided assembly 
which condemned the six generals, after the battle of Arginusae, 
to be tried by a novel process which violated legal form not 
less than substantial justice.2 After the expulsion of the 
Thirty, the senate of Areopagus was again invested with a 
supervision over magistrates, though without anything like its 
ancient ascendency. 

Another important change, which we may with probability 

1 We hear about these Nomophylakes in a distinct statement cited from 

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. 
Boeckh expresses about the accuracy of this statement: see Schomann, Ant. 
Jur. Pub. Grace, sect. lxvi. ; and Cicero, Legg. iii. 20. 

'2 See Xenophon, Hellenic, i. 7 ; Andokides de Mysteriis, p. 40. 
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refer to Perikles, is, the institution of the Nomothetic. These 
men were in point of fact dikasts, members of the 6000 citizens 
annually 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 
occasion 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 a new law or to repeal a law already in existence; 
it could only enact a psephism—that is, properly speaking, a 
decree applicable only to a particular case; though the word 
was used at Athens in a very large sense, sometimes compre­
hending decrees of general as well as permanent application. 
In reference to laws, a peculiar judicial procedure was estab­
lished. The Thesmothetæ 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 
At t ic year, on the eleventh day, an Ekklesia was held, in which 
the first business was to go through the laws seriatim, and sub­
mit them for approval or rejection ; first beginning with the 
laws relating to the senate, next coming to those of more general 
import, especially such as determined the functions and com­
petence 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, pre­
vious to any other business, in the appointment of Nomothetse 
and in the provision of means to 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 Nomothetae might be 
measured according to the number of matters to be submitted 
to their cognisance. Public advocates were further 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 satisfaction of the assembled Nomo-
thetas. These latter were taken from the 6000 sworn dikasts, 
and were of different numbers according to circumstances: 
sometimes we hear of them as 500, sometimes as 1000—and 
we may be certain that the number was always considerable. 

The effect of this institution was, to place the making or 
repealing 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 
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assembly were not sworn like the dikasts; nor had they the 
same solemnity of procedure, nor the same certainty of hearing 
both sides of the question set forth, nor the same full prelimin­
ary notice. How 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, who contrast them with the unsworn 
public assembly.1 And there can be no doubt that the Nomo­
thetic 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 arrange­
ments of Athens; upon a fraction of the people casually taken, 
but sufficiently numerous to have the same interest with the 
whole,—not permanent but delegated for the occasion,—assem­
bled 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 Nomothetae—in spite of the necessity of previous author­
ity 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 Nomothetae against being entrapped into decisions con­
trary to existing law, another remarkable provision has yet to 
be mentioned—a provision probably introduced by Perikles at 

cont. Eubulid. c. 15. 
See, about the Nomothetic, Schomann, De Comitiis, ch. vii. p. 248 

segg.f and Platner, Prozess und Klagen bey den Attikern, Abschn. il. 3, 3, 
p. 33 seqq. 

Both of them maintain, in my opinion erroneously, that the Nomothetx 
are an institution of Solon. Demosthenes indeed ascribes it to Solon 
(Schomann, p. 268): but this counts in my view for nothing, when I see 
that all the laws which he cites for governing the proceedings of the 
Nomothetae, bear unequivocal evidence of a time much later. Schomann 
admits this to a certain extent, and in reference to the style of these laws— 
"Illorum quidem fragmentorum, quae in Timokratea extant, recentiorem 
Solents cttate formam atque orationem afcrtum 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 creation 
of the ten tribes by Kleisthenes. On the careless employment of the name 
of Solon by the orators whenever they desire to make a strong impression on 
the dikasts, I have already remarked. 



Changes at Athens 21 
the same time as the formalities of law-making by means of 
specially delegated Nomothetae. This was the Graphe Parano-
m6n—indictment for informality or illegality—which might be 
brought on certain grounds against the proposer of any law or 
any psephism, 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 pre-existing law—or if there were any such contradic­
tion, 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 con­
tradictory laws at the same time in operation, nor any illegal 
decree passed either by the senate or by the public assembly. 
If he neglected this precaution, he was liable to prosecution 
under the Graphs Paranom6n, which any Athenian citizen 
might bring against him before the dikastery, through the 
intervention and under the presidency of the Thesmothetae. 

Judging from the title of this indictment, it was orginally 
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 show­
ing that the measure which he attacked contradicted not merely 
the letter, but the spirit and purpose of existing laws—and he 
would proceed from hence to denounce it as generally mis­
chievous and disgraceful to the state. In this unmeasured 
latitude we find the Graphe Paranomon at the time of Demo­
sthenes. The mover of a new law or psephism, even after it 
had been regularly discussed and passed, was liable to be 
indicted, and had to defend himself not only against alleged 
informalities in his procedure, but also against alleged mis­
chiefs 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 circumstances. For the indict­
ment 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 himself—the dikastery being bound to 
make their option between one and the other, without admit­
ting any third modification—so that it was the interest even of 
the accused party to name against himself a measure of punish­
ment sufficient 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 himself (as in 
other public indictments) was fined in the sum of iooo drachms, 
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unless the verdict of guilty obtained at least one-fifth of the 
suffrages of the dikastery. The personal responsibility 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 
ipso facto to a repeal of i t . 

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 Nomothetæ, if it was a law—or after it 
had reached full completion by the verdict of the Nomothetic. 
In the former case the indictment stayed its further progress 
unti l 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 
nullified by a new proposition. As, in the procedure of the 
Nomothetic, whenever any proposition was made for distinctly 
repealing any existing law, it was thought unsafe to entrust the 
defence of the law so assailed to the chance of some orator gra­
tuitously undertaking it . Paid advocates were appointed for the 
purpose. So also, when any citizen made a new positive pro­
position, sufficient security was not supposed to be afforded by 
the chance of opponents rising up at the time. Accordingly, a 
further 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 in­
consistent with existing laws—or, if there were, that he should 
first formally bring forward a direct proposition for the repeal 
of such pre*existent law—was in no way unreasonable. It im­
posed upon him an obligation such as he might perfectly well 
fulfil. It served as a check upon the use of that right, of free 
speech and initiative in the public assembly, which belonged to 
every Athenian without exception,1 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 

1 The privation of this right of public speech followed on the 
condemnation of any citizen to the punishment called * disfranchise­
ment, entire or partial (Demosthen. cont. Neaer. p. 1352, c. 9; cont. 
Meidiam, p. 545, c. 27). Compare for the oligarchical sentiment, Xenophon, 
Republ. Athen. i. 9. 
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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 consti­
tutional, laws have been both made and applied either by select 
persons or select assemblies, under an organisation so different 
as to put out of sight the idea of personal 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 applica­
tion of laws when made, there has always been a permanent 
judicial body exercising an action of its own, more or less inde­
pendent of the legislature, and generally interpreting 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 sup­
posed to cancel his personal responsibility, if the proposition 
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 Graphe Paranomon as originally conceived and intended, 
it wi l l hardly apply to that indictment as applied afterwards 
in its plenary and abusive latitude. Thus Æschines indicts 
Ktesiphon under it for having under certain circumstances 
proposed a crown to Demosthenes. He begins by showing 
that the proposition was illegal—for this was the essential 
foundation of the indictment: he then goes on further to 
demonstrate, in a splendid harangue, that Demosthenes was a 
vile man and a mischievous politician: accordingly (assuming 
the argument to be just) Ktesiphon had deceived the people in 
an aggravated way—first by proposing a reward under circum­
stances contrary to law, next by proposing it in favour of an 
unworthy man. The first part of the argument only is of the 
essence of the Graphe Paranomon: 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 unprac­
tised citizens from originating new propositions, it d id not 
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produce the same effect upon those orators who made politics 
a regular business, and who could therefore both calculate the 
temper 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 ac­
quitted seventy-five times. Probably 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 judicial 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 
Graphe Paranomon was often the most convenient way of get­
ting a law or a psephism repealed, so that it was used even 
when the annual 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 Demosthenes against Leptines. 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 
— i f not peremptorily, at least by common usage,—if he had 
carried the law for repeal before the Nomothetic. 

The dikasteries provided under the system of Perikles varied 
in number of members: we never hear of less than 200 mem­
bers—most generally of 500—and sometimes also of 1000, 
1500, 2000 members, on important trials.1 Each man received 
pay from the treasurers called Kolakretae, after his day's busi­
ness was over, of three oboli or half a drachm: at least this 
was the amount paid during the early part of the Pelopon-
nesian war. M. Boeckh supposes that the original pay pro­
posed by Perikles 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 

1 See Meier, Attisch. Prozess, p. 139. AndokidSs mentions a trial under 
the indictment of brought by his father Leogoras against 
a senator named Speusippus, wherein 6000 dikasts sat—that is the entire 
body of Heliasts. However, the loose speech so habitual with Andokides 
renders this statement very uncertain (AndokidSs de Mysteriis, p. 3, § 29). 

See Matthise, De Judiciis Atheniensium, in his Miscellanea Philologica, 
vol. i. p. 252. Matthias questions the reading of that passage in Demosthenes 
(cont Meidiam, p. 585), wherein 200 dikasts are spoken of as sitting in 
judgement; he thinks it ought to be -
but this alteration would be rash. 
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ems to have proved afterwards an inadequate temptation even 
the ekklesiasts (or citizens who attended the public assem-
f), who were less frequently wanted, and must have had 
sier sittings, than the dikasts: much less therefore would it 
sufficient in the case of the latter. I incline to the belief 

it the pay originally awarded was three oboli: 1 the rather, as 
tse new institutions seem to have nearly coincided in point 
time with the transportation of the confederate treasure 
m Delos to Athens—so that the Exchequer would then 
pear abundantly provided. As to the number of dikasts 
tually present on each day of sitting, or the minimum 
mber requisite to form a sitting, we are very imperfectly in-
med. Though each of the ten panels or divisions of dikasts 
:luded 500 individuals, seldom probably did all of them 
end. But it also seldom happened, probably, that all the 
1 divisions sat on the same day: there was therefore an 
portunity of making up deficiencies in division A—when its 
was called and when its dikasts did not appear in sufficient 

mbers—from those who belonged to division B or A, besides 
supplementary dikasts who were not comprised in any of 
ten divisions: though on all these points we cannot go 

yond conjecture. Certain it is, however, that the dikasteries 
re always numerous, and that none of the dikasts could 
ow in what causes they would be employed, so that it was 
possible to tamper with them beforehand.2 

See on this question, Boeckh, Public Econ. of Athens, ch. xv. p. 233 ; 
F. Hermann, Griech. Staatsalt. § 134. 

The proof which M. Boeckh brings to show, first, that the original pay 
s one obolus—next that Kleon was the first to introduce the triobolus— 
n both cases very inconclusive. 
Certain Dassages from the Scholiast, statins? that the pay of the dikasts 
:tuated do not so naturally indicate 
ise from one obolus to three, as a change backwards and forwards 
ording to circumstances. Now it seems that there were some occasions 
en the treasury was so very poor that it was doubtful whether the dikasts 
ild be paid : see Lysias, cont. Epikrat. c. 1 ; cont. Nikomach. c. 22 ; 
1 Aristophan. Equit. 1370. The amount of pay may therefore have been 
ne times affected by this cause. 
[ There is a remarkable passage on this point in the treatise of Xenophon, 
Republic. Athen. ii i . 6. He says— 
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Such were the great constitutional innovations of Perikles 

and Ephialtes—changes full of practical results—the trans­
formation, as well as the complement, of that democratical 
system which Kleisthenes 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 perceived, because the popular dikasteries and 
the Nomothetic are so often represented as institutions of 
Solon, and as merely supplied with pay by Perikles. 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 constitutional alteration (I 
except the temporary interruptions of the Four Hundred and 
the Thirty) was afterwards made until the days of Macedonian 
interference. As Perikles made it, so it remained in the days 
of Demosthenes—though with a sensible change in the char­
acter, and abatement in the energies, of the people, rich as well 
as poor. 

In appreciating the practical working of these numerous 
dikasteries at Athens, in comparison with such justice as might 
have been expected from individual magistrates, we have to 
consider, first—That personal and pecuniary corruption seems 
to have been a common vice among the leading men of Athens 
and Sparta, when acting individually or in 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.1 We know also from the same unsus-

Ath . i i i . 3 ) : and we may well believe that there were also particular 
occasions on which money was given to the dikasts, some of whom were 
punished with death for such corrupt receipt Æschine's cont. Timarch. c. 
17-22, p. 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 
minht sometimes be eluded. 
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pected source,1 that while the poorer Athenian citizens who 
served on shipboard were distinguished for the strictest disci­
pline, 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, unti l a recent period of 
history, that we should be surprised if it were otherwise in 
Greece. When we follow the reckless demeanour of rich men 
like Kritias, Alkibiades,2 and Meidias, even under the full-
grown democracy of Athens, we may be sure that their pre­
decessors under the Kleisthenean constitution would have 
been often too formidable to be punished or kept down by an 
individual archon of ordinary firmness,8 even assuming him to 

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 Diksearchus, Vit. Groec. Fragm. ed. Fabr. p. 143, 
and Polybius, xx. 4, 6 ; xxiii. 2. 

2 See Xenophon, Memorab. i. 2, 12-25 ; Thucyd. vi. 15, and the speech 
which he gives as spoken by Alkibiades in the assembly, vi. 17 ; Plutarch, 
Alkibiad. c. 7-8-16, and the Oration of Demosthenes against Meidias 
throughout: also Fragm. V. of the Tl€\apyol of Aristophanes, Meineke, i i . 
p. 1128. 

* Sir Thomas Smith, in his Treatise on the Commonwealth of England, 
explains the Court of Star-Chamber as originally constituted in order " to 
deal with offenders too stout for the ordinary course of justice." The 
abundant compounds of the Greek language furnish a single word exactly 
describing this same class of offenders—'Y&purrotiiKai—the title of one of 
the lost comedies of Eupolis; see Meineke, Historia Critica Comicorum 
Grsecorum, vol. i. p. 145. 

Dean Tucker observes, in his Treatise on Civil Government, "There was 
hardly a session of parliament from the time of Henry I I I . to Henry V I I I . , 
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 bullies of such or such great men, 
and to engage in their quarrels, just or unjust, right or wrong. The histories 
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be upright and well intentioned. Now the dikasteries estab­
lished by Perikles were inaccessible both to corruption and 

of those times, together with the statutes of the realm, inform us that they 
associated (or as they called it, confederated together) in great bodies, 
parading on horseback in fairs and markets, and clad in armour, to the 
great terror of peaceable subjects: nay, that they 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 influencing the juries by looks, 
nods, signs and signals." (Treatise concerning Civil Government, p. 337, 
by Josiah Tucker, D .D . London, 1781.) 

The whole chapter (p. 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 Y ragmenta of Sallust, gives a striking picture of the 
conduct of powerful citizens under the Roman Republic. (Fragm. lib. i. 
p. 158, ed. Delph.) 

" At discordia, et avaritia, et ambitio, et aetera secundis rebus oririsueta 
mala, post Carthaginis excidium maxime aucta sunt. Nam injuria validi-
orum, et ob eas discessio plebis a Patribus, aliæque dissensiones domi fuere 
jam inde a principio : neque amplius, quam regibus exactis, dum metus a 
Tarquinio et bellum grave cum Etruria positum est, aequo et modesto jure 
agitatum: dein, servili imperio patres plebem exercere : de vita atque 
tergo, regio more consulere: agro pellere, et a ceteris expertibus, soli in 
imperio agere. Quibus servitiis, et maxime foenoris onere, oppressa plebes, 
cum assiduis bellis tributum simul et militiam toleraret, armata Montem 
Sacrum et Aventinum insedit. Tumque 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 throughout Europe 
in the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries, in Iliillmann's Stadte-
Wesen des Mittelalters, especially vol. iii. p. 196-199 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 perversion of 
judicial and administrative power, arising out of powerful family connexions. 
The restrictions which were thought necessary to guard against either favour 
or antipathies on the part of the Podesta, are extremely singular (HUllmann, 
vol. iii. p. 252-261 seqq.). 

"The proceedings of the patrician families in these cities (observes 
HUllmann) in respect to the debts which they owed, were 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 !" (Stadte-Wesen, vol. i 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 
authority. Indeed he seems to regard this as an incorrigible chronic malady 
in society, necessitating ever-recurring disputes between powerful men and 
the body of the people. " The people (he says) desire to live according to 
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intimidation: their number, their secret suffrage, and the im­
possibility 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 effect1—it served further to render the trial solemn 
and the verdict imposing on the minds of parties and spec­
tators, as we may see by the fact, that in important causes the 
dikastery was doubled or tripled. Nor was it possible by any 
other means than numbers2 to give dignity to an assembly of 

the laws; the great men desire to overrule the laws : it is therefore im­
possible that the two should march in harmony." " Volendo il popolo 
vivere secondo le leggi, e i potcnti comandare a quelle, non e possibile 
che capino insieme" (Machiavelli, Istorie Florentine, liv. ii. p. 79, ad 
ann. 1282). 

The first book of the interesting tale, called the Promessi Sposi, of 
Manzoni,—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 described, in the Milanese, during the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries ; demonstrated by repeated edicts, all ineffectual, 
to bring powerful men under the real control of the laws. 

Because men of wealth and power, in the principal governments of modern 
Europe, are now completely under the control of the laws, the modern 
reader is apt to suppose that this is the natural state of things. It is there­
fore 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 quastiones perpctwr in the last century and a half of the Republic, seems 
to have varied between 100, 75, 70, 56, 51, 32, &c. (Laboulaye, Essai sur 
les Loix Criminelles des Romains, p. 336, Paris, 1845.) 

In the time of Augustus, there was a total of 4000 judices at Rome, 
distributed into four decuries (Pliny, I i . 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. p. 217-227; Walter, Geschichte des 
Romischen Rechts, ch. xxviii. sect. 237, 238; Asconius in Ciceron. Verrin. 
p. 141-145, ed. Orell. ; and Cicero himself, in the remarkable letter to 
Atticus, Ep. ad Attic, i. 16). 

8 Numerous dikasteries taken by lot seem to have been established in 
later times in Rhodes and other Grecian cities (though Rhodes was not 
democratically constituted) and to have worked satisfactorily. Sallust says 
(in his Oratio IL ad Caesarem de Republica ordinandi, p. 561, ed. Cort.), 
"Judices a paucis probari, regnum est; ex pecunii legi, inhonestum. 
Quare omnes prima? classis judicare placet; sed numero plures quam judicant. 
Neque Rhodios, neque alias civitates unquam suorum judiciorum pcenituit; 
ubi promiscue dives et pauper, ut cuique sors tulit, de maximis rebus juxta 
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 
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citizens, of whom many were poor, some old, and all were 
despised individually by rich accused persons who were brought 
before them—as Aristophanes and Xenophon give us plainly to 
understand.1 If we except the strict and peculiar educational 
of enforcing public-minded justice against powerful criminals, is insisted 
upon by Machiavel, Discorsi sopra Ti to Livio, l ib. i. c. 7. 

" Potrebbesi ancora allcgare, a fortiiicazione della soprascritta conclusione, 
V accidente seguito pur in Fircnze contra Piero Soderini: il quale al tutto 
segui j)cr non essere in quella republica alcuno modo di accuse contro alia 
ambizione dei potenti cittaclini : perche lo accusare un potenteaottogiudici 
in una republica, non basta : bisogna che i giudici siano assai, perche 
pochi sempre fanno a modo de' pochi," &c. : compare the whole of the 
same chapter. 

I add another remarkable passage of Machiavel—Discorso sulla Riforma 
(of Florence, addressed to Pope Leo X.)» pp. 119, 120, vol. iv. of the 
complete edition of his works, 1813. 

"E necessarissimo in una repuhblica questo ricorso, perche i pochi 
cittadini non hanno ardire di punire gli uomini grandi, e perd bisogna che 
a tale effctto concorrano assai cittadini, accioche il giudicio si nasconda, e 
nascondendosi, ciascuno si possa scusare." 

1 Aristophan. Vcsp. 570 ; Xenophon, Rep. A th . i. 18. We are not to 
suppose that all the dikasts who tried a cause were very poor : Demosthenes 
would not talk to very poor men as to " the slave whom each of them 
might have left at home" (Demosthenes 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. c. 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 orators): 
whereas in point of (act there are hardly any such allusions. The word 

(in Isokrates de Pac. Or. vi i i . p. 169, sect. 63) does not allude to 
obtaining by corrupt means verdicts of dikasts in the dikastery, but to 
obtaining by such means votes for offices in the public assembly, where the 
election took place by show of hands. Isokrates 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 i t . 

The statement of Aristotle (from his Fragm. x i . p. 69, ed. 
Neumann : compare Ilarpokration Plutarch, Coriolan. c. 14 ; 
and Pollux, vi i i . 121) intimates that Anytus was the first person who taught 
the art a short time before the battle of 
j^gospotami. 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 /Egospotami, the financial and political 
condition of Athens was so exceedingly embarrassed, that it may well be 
doubted whether she could maintain the paid dikasteries 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. v i . 9 1 ; v i i i . 69, 71, 76, 86). I f therefore i n 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 
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discipline of Sparta, these numerous dikasteries afforded the 
only organ which Grecian politics could devise, for getting 
redress 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, 
systematic, unaided, and uncontrolled, beyond all other 
historical experience — and that they therefore exhibit in 
exaggerated proportions both the excellences and the defects 
characteristic of the jury-system, as compared with decision by 
trained and professional judges. A l l the encomiums, which it 
is customary to pronounce upon jury-trial, wi l l be found pre­
d i c a t e of the Athenian dikasteries in a still greater degree: 
all the reproaches, which can be addressed on good ground to 
the dikasteries, wil l apply to modern juries also, though in a 
less degree. Such parallel is not less just, though the dikasteries, 
as the most democratical feature of democracy itself, have been 
usually criticised with marked disfavour—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 prevailed in 
England since the Revolution of 1688, are one and the same: 
recourse to a certain number of private citizens, taken by 
chance or without possibility of knowing beforehand who they 
wi l l be, sworn to hear fairly and impartially plaintiff and 
defendant, accuser and accused, and to find a true verdict 
according to their consciences upon a distinct issue before 
them. But in Athens this theory was worked out to its natural 
consequences; while English practice, in this respect as in so 
many others, is at variance 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 sub­
ordination, 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 verdict contrary 

beforehand, 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 vfcgospotami, 
either to that which preceded the Sicilian expedition, or to that which 
followed the subversion of the Thirty. 
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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 attaint1 

And though, for the last century and a haif, 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 mutters of law, has always been such as to 
overrule the natural play of their feelings and judgement as men 
and citizens2—sometimes to the detriment, much oftener to 

1 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 
sentence 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 jurors 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 i t ; and it was not until more than a century after 
it, in the reign of Charles I L , that a solemn decision was pronounced 
against its legality. 

. . . . " I n the reign of James I. it was held by the Lord Chancellor 
Kgerton, 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 
questioned ; but on the other side, when the jury hath acquitted a felon or 
a traitor against manifest proof, they may be charged in the Star-Chamber 
for their partiality in finding a manifest offender not guilty. After the 
abolition of the Star-Chamber, there were several instances in the reign of 
Charles I L , in which it was resolved that both grand and petit juries might 
be fined for giving verdicts against plain evidence and the directions of the 
court." Compare Mr. Amos's Notes on Fortescue, De Laudibus Legum 
Anglise, c. 27. 

2 Respecting the French juries, M. Cottu * (Reflexions sur la Justice 
Criminelle, p. 79) remarks— 

" Le desir ardent de bien faire dont les jures sont gendralement animes, 
et la crainte de s'egarer, les jette dans une ob&ssance passive a l'impulsion 
qui leur est donnee par le president de la Cour d'Assise, et si ce magistral 
sait s'emparer de leur estime, alors leur contiance en lui ne connoit plus de 
bornes. lis le considerent comme l'etoile qui doit les guidei dans l'ob-
scurite 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 declaration. Ainsi au lieu de aeux juges que 1 accuse" devoit avoir, il 
n'en a bien souvent qu'un seul, qui est le president de la Cour d'Assise." 

Ansclm Feuerbach (in the second part of his work, Ueber die Oeffent-
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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 question submitted to them, and comprehended in 
their verdict. Moreover, each dikastery construed the law for 
itself without being bound to follow the decisions of those 
which had preceded it, except in so far as such analogy might 
really influence the convictions of the members. They were 
free, self-judging persons—unassisted by the schooling, but at 
the same time untrammelled by the awe-striking ascendency, 
of a professional judge—obeying the spontaneous inspirations 
of their own consciences, and recognising 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 encroach­
ments 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 encomiums so frequently bestowed upon the 
honesty, the unprejudiced rectitude of appreciation, the practical 
instinct for detecting falsehood 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 

lichkeit und Miindlichkeit der Gerechtigkeitspflege, which contains his re­
view of the French judicial system, Ueber die Gerichtsverfassung Frankreichs, 
Abt. iii. H. v. p. 477) confirms this statement from a large observation of 
the French courts of justice. 

The habit of the French juries, in so many doubtful cases, to pronounce 
a verdict of guilty by a majority of seven against five (in which case the law 
threw the burthen of actual condemnation upon the judges present in court, 
directing their votes to be counted along with those of the jury), is a re­
markable proof of this aversion of the jury to the responsibility of decision : 
see Feuerbach, ibid. p. 481 seq. Compare also the treatise of the same 
author, Betrachtungen uber das Gcschwornen-Gericht, p. 186-198. 

VOL. V I . C 
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modern authors, we shall find that both the direct benefits 
ascribed to jury-trial in ensuring 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 Perikles 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 
professional judge, much more would this be the feeling of an 
ordinary Athenian, when he compared the dikasteries with the 
archon. The juror hears and judges under full persuasion 
that he himself individually stands in need of the same pro­
tection or redress invoked by others: so also did the dikast 
As to the'effects of jury-trial in diffusing respect to the laws 
and constitution—in giving to every citizen a personal interest 
in enforcing the former and maintaining the latter—in im­
parting a sentiment of dignity 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 dikasteries 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.1 

1 I transcribe from an eminent lawyer of the United States—Mr. Living­
ston, author of a Penal Code for the State of Louisiana (Preface, p. 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 
working. The reader wi l l observe that almost everything here said, in 
recommendation of the jury, might have been urged by Perikles with much 
truer and wider application, in enforcing his transfer of judicial power from 
individual magistrates to the dikasteries. 

" B y our constitution {i.e. in Louisiana), the right of a trial by jury 
is secured to the accused, but it is not exclusively established. This how­
ever may be done by law, and there are so many strong reasons in its 
favour, 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 renounced. Were it left entirely at the option of the 
accused, a desire to propitiate the favour 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, applying the law, and disposing at his wil l of the 
life, liberty, and reputation of a citizen . . . . Those who advocate the 
present disposition of our laws say—admitting the trial by jury to be an 
advantage, the law does enough when it gives the accused the option to 
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On the other hand, the imperfections inherent in jury-trial 

were likewise disclosed in an exaggerated form under the 

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 higher interest,—that the fact 
should be fairly canvassed before judges inaccessible to influence, and un­
biassed by any false views of official duty. It has an interest in the 
character of its administration of justice, and a paramount 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 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 consequence of disobedience to them are 
practically taught. The frequent exercise of these important functions 
moreover gives a sense 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 his 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 upon to act in 
this capacity, he must feel that though placed in perhaps the humblest station, 
he is yet the guardian of the life, the liberty* and the reputation of his fellow-
citizens against injustice and oppression ; and that while his plant under­
standing has been found the best refuge for innocence, his incorruptible in­
tegrity 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 alternately, 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 precepts: 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 independence 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 ad­
mirable 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 endeavour to 
innovate, because they dare not openly destroy: changes inconsistent with 
the spirit of the institution are introduced, under the plausible pretext of 



36 History of Greece 
Athenian system. Both juror and dikast represent the average 
man of the time and of the neighbourhood, exempt indeed from 
pecuniary corruption or personal fear,—deciding according to 
what he thinks justice or to some genuine feeling of equity, 
mercy, religion, or patriotism, which in reference to the case 
before him he thinks as good as justice—but not exempt from 
sympathies, antipathies, and prejudices, all of which act the 
more powerfully because there is often no consciousness of 
their presence, and because they even appear essential to his 

improvement: the common class of citizens are too ill-informed to perform the 
functions of jurors—a selection is necessary. This choice must l)e confided 
to an agent of executive power, and must be made among the most eminent 
for education, wealth, and respectability: so that after several successive 
operations of political chemistry, a shining result may be obtained, freed 
indeed from all republican dross, but without any of the intrinsic value that 
is found in the rugged, but inflexible integrity, and incorruptible worth, of 
the original composition. Men impanelled by this process bear no re­
semblance 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 
fear. 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 useless, or abandoned as a mischievous contrivance." 

Consistently with this earnest 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 a similarity 
with the Athenian dikasts (p. 85) : " I restrict the charge of the judge to an 
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 in­
accurately, and sometimes carelessly 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 imperfect 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 
quicken their attention, and it will be only when they disagree in their 
recollection 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 neutral—almost always take a 
side—and generally 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 upon 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 Pouvoirs et des Obligations 
des Jury,traduit de l'Anglois, par Charles Comte, 2d ed. Paris, 1828, with 
preliminary Considerations sur le Pouvoir Judiciaire, p. 100 seqq.). 

The length of this note forbids my citing anything further 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 appli­
cable to the dikasteries of Athens than to the juries of England and 
America. 
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idea of plain and straightforward good sense. According as a 
jury is composed of Catholics 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 recognises 
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 
England down to the seventeenth century.1 Juries bring the 

1 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," &c. 

Respecting what English juries have been, it is curious to peruse the 
following remarks of Mr. Daines Barrington, Observations on the Statutes, 
p. 409. In remarking on a statute of Henry V I I . , A . D . 1494, he says— 

" The 21st chapter recites—* That perjury is much and customarily used 
within the city of London, among such persons as passen and been im­
panelled 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 a Juror, who finds a verdict 
contrary 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 mentioned, who had often been bribed 
for giving a false verdict, which shows the offence to have been very com­
mon. The sheriff, who summoned the jury, was likewise greatly accessory 
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 amicitid vicecomitis. 

" I t is likewise remarkable, that partiality and perjury in jurors of the 
city of London is more particularly complained 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 likewise complains that this crying offence con­
tinued in the time of Queen Elizabeth, when he wrote his account of 
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common 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 or servility as are liable to taint perma­
nent 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, 
as the English jury : but it had them in stronger dose,1 without 

London : and Fuller, in his English Worthies, mentions it as a proverbial 
saying, that London juries hang half and save half. Grafton also, in his 
Chronicle, informs us that the Chancellor of the Diocese of London was 
indicted for a murder, and that the bishop wrote a letter to Cardinal 
Wolsey, in behalf of his officer, to stop the prosecution, € because London 
juries were so prejudiced, that they would find Abel guilty for the murder 
of Cain.' 

" The punishment for a false verdict by the petty jury is by writ of 
attaint : and the statute directs, that half of the grand jury, when the trial 
is per medietatcm lingua, shall be strangers, not Londoners. 

1 A n d there's no London jury , but arc led 
In evidence as far by common fame, 
As they are by present deposition.' 

(Ben Jonson's Magnet ic Lady , Act I I I . S e 3.) 

" I t appears by 15 Henry V I . c. 5 (which likewise recites the great in­
crease of perjury in jurors and in the strongest terms), that in every attaint 
there were thirteen defendants—the twelve jurors who gave the verdict 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 verdict was 
given in favour 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, p. 394-457, and Mr. Amos's Notes on 
Fortescue de Laudib. Leg. Angliaj, c. 27. 

1 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 Repertoire de Jurisprudence, article Jure\ Though 
written in a spirit very favourable to the jury, it proclaims the reflections of 
an observing lawyer on the temper and competence of the jurymen whom 
he had seen in action, and on their disposition to pronounce the verdict 
according to the ft cling which the case before them inspired. 

" Pourquoi faut-il qu'une institution qui rassure les citoyens contre 
Pendurcissement et la prevention si funeste a l'innocence, que peut produire 
Phabitude de juger les crimes . . . . qu'une institution qui donne pour 
juges a un accuse, des citoyens indlpendans de toute espece d'influence, 
ses pairs, ses Igaux . . . . pourquoi faut-il que cette institution, dont les 
formes sont simples, touchantes, patriarchales, dont la theorie flatte et 
entraine Pesprit par une seduction irresistible, ait ete si sou vent meconnue, 
tromple par Pignorance et la pusillanimity prostituee peut-etre par une vile 
et coupable corruption ? 

" Rendons pourtant justice aux erreurs, meme a la prevarication, des 
juris : ils ont trop de fois acquitte les coupables, mais il n'a pas encore 6t6 
prouve" qu'ils eussent jamais fait couler une goutte de sang innocent: et si 
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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. 

Ton pouvoit supposer qu'ils eussent vu quelquefois le crime la ou il n'y en 
avoit qu'une apparence trompeuse et fausse, ce ne seroit pas leur conscience 
qu'il faudroit ajcuser : ce seroit la fatalite malheureuse des circonstances 
qui auroient accompagne l'accusation, et qui auroit trompe" de meme les 
juges les plus penetrans et les plus exerces a rechercher la verite et a la 
demeler du mensonge. 

" Mais les reproches qu'ont souvent merites les jurds, e'est d'avoir cede a 
une fausse comriseration, ou a l'interet qu'etoient parvenus a leur inspirer 
les families d'accuscs qui avoient un rang dans la socitke' : e'est souvent 
d'etre sortis de leurs attributions, qui se borncnt a apprccicr les faits, et les 
juger d'une maniere dillerente de la loi. J'ai vu cent exemples de ces 
usurpations de pouvoir et de ce despot'is me des jute's. Trop souvent ils ont 
voulu voir une action innoccnte, la. ou la loi avoit dit qu'il y avaitun crime, 
et alors ils n'ont pas craint de se joucr de la ve>ite pour tromper et eluder la 
loi." . . . . * ' Sera-t-il possible d'ameliorer l'instilution des jures, et d'en 
prevenir les ecarts souvent trop scandaleux ? Gardons-nous d'en douter. Que 
l'on commence par composer le jury de proprietairc* interessesa punir le crime 
pour le rendre plus rare : que surtout on en eloigne les artisans, les petits 
cultivateurs, hommes chez qui sans doute la probit6 est heureusement fort 
commune, mais dont l'esprit est pcu cxerce, et qui accoutunics aux defe­
rences, aux egards, cedent toujours a l'opinion de ceux de leurs collegues 
dont le rang est plus distingue : ou qui, familiarises seulcment avec les 
idees relatives a leur profession, n'ont jamais eu, dans tout le reste, que des 
idees d'emprunt ou d'inspiralion. On sait qu'aujourdhui ce sont ces 
hommes qui dans presque toute la France forment toujours la majority des 
jures: mettez au milieu d'eux un homme d'un etat plus eleve, d'un esprit 
delie, d'une elocution facile, il entrainera ses collegues, il decidera la delibera­
tion : et si cet homme a le jugement faux ou le cœur corrompu, cette deliber­
ation sera necessairement mauvaise. 

*• Mais pourra-t-on parvenir a vaincre l'insouciance des propriltaires riches 
et e'claircs, a leur faire abandonner leurs affaires, leurs families, leurs habi­
tudes, pour les entrainer dans les villes, et leur y faire remplir des fonctions 
qui tourmentent quelquefois la probite, et donncnt des inquietudes d'autant 
plus vives que la conscience est plus delicate? Pourquoi non ? Pourquoi 
les mimes classes de citoyens qui dans les huit ou dix premiers mois de 
1792, se portaient avec tant de zele a l'exercice de ces fonctions, les fuir-
oient-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 a r£com-
penser i'exactitude, et a punir la negligence ?" (Merlin, Repertoire de 
Jurisprudence, art. Jures, p. 97.) 

In these passages it deserves notice, that what is particularly remarked 
about juries, both English and French, is, their reluctance to convict ^ 
accused persons brought before them. Now the character of the Athenian 
dikasts, as described by Mr. Mitford and by many other authors, is the 
precise reverse of this : an extreme severity and cruelty, and a 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 unsupported by any good evidence. In the speeches remaining to us 
from defendants, we do indeed find complaints made of the severity of the 
dikasteries: but in those speeches which :come from accusers, there are 



40 History of Greece 
The 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 subordinate part. The dikast1 therefore 

abundance of complaints to the contrary—of over-indulgence on the part of 
the dikasteries, and consequent impunity of criminals. Nor does Aristo­
phanes—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 Aristophanes to be a faithful 
and trustworthy witness, which no man who knows his picture of Sokrates 
will be disposed to do. Aristophanes 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. But even 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 feel­
ings are approached on either side, and unable, when they hear the excul­
patory appeal of the accused, to maintain the anger which had been raised by 
the speech of the accuser. (See Aristophan. Vesp. 574, 713, 727, 974.) More­
over, if from the Vesp.-e 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, eloquence, prayers, tears, invectives, &c , is the true 
character of the Athenian dikasts. And I also believe that they were, as a 
general rule, more open to commiseration than to any other feeling—like 
what is above said respecting the French jurymen :  

—this expression of Plutarch 
about the Athenian demos is no less true about the dikasts : compare also 
the description given by Pliny ( I L N. xxxv. 10) of the memorable picture 
of the Athenian demos by the painter Parrhasius. 

1 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 gtre propre aux fonctions 
de jure\ il suffise d'avoir une intelligence ordinaire et de la probiti. Si 
I'accuse* paroissoit seul aux debats avec les temoins, il ne faudroit sans doute 
que du bon sens pour reconnoitre la verite dans des declarations faites avec 
simplicity et degngees de tout raisonnement: mais il y paroit assiste 
presque toujours d'un ou de plusieurs deTenseurs qui par des interpellations 
captieuses, embarrassent ou egarent les temoins ; et par une discussion 
subtile, souvent r.ophistique, quelquefois eloquente, enveloppent la verite 
des nuages, et rendent residence raeme problematique. Certes, il faut plus 
que de bonnes intentions, il faut plus que du bon sens, pour ne pas se laisser 
entratner a ces fausses lueurs, pour se garantir des ecarts de la sensibility, et 
pour se maintenir immuablement dans la ligne du vrai, au milieu de ces 
impulsions donnees en meme temps a l'esprit et au coeur " (Merlin, Repertoire 
de Jurisprudence, art. Jures, p. 98). 

At Athens, there were no professional advocates: the accuser and the 
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heard little of the naked facts, the appropriate subjects for 
his reason—but he was abundantly supplied with the plausible 
falsehoods, calumnies, irrelevant statements and suggestions, 
& c , 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 colouring 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 diminished, while the 
action upon his feelings, of anger as well as of compassion, was 
sharpened, as compared with the modern juror.1 We see in 
the remaining productions of the Attic orators how much there 
is of plausible deception, departure from the true issue, and 

accused (or the plaintiff and defendant, if the cause was civil), each appeared 
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. viit. 68) or some other rhetor : each 
might have one or more . . . 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 
plaintiff's case, since besides the Annkrisis or preliminary examination before 
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 Ana­
krisis 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 iooo 
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 generally as to the manner of conducting 
their case, & c , though he did not himself speak before the dikasts : so also 
Ktesikles the \uyoypd(f)os (Demosthenes cont. Tlieokrin. c. 5) acted as 
general adviser or attorney. Xenophon (Memor. i. 2, 51) notices the per­
sons "who knew how to furnish advice and aid to those engaged in a suit 
at law" as analogous to the surgeon when a 
man was sick ; though they bore no current professional name. 

1 Aristotle in the first and second chapters of his Treatise de Rhetorica, 
complains that the teachers and writers on rhetoric who preceded him, 
treated almost entirely of the different means of working on the feelings of 
the dikasts. and of matters " extraneous to the real auestion which the 

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 oracqutttal, see 
Aristophan. Ve'sp. 567-976 ; Aridokide's de Mysteriis (ad finem), and Lysias 
Orat. iv. de Vulnere (ad finem). 

C 2 
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appeals to sympathies, antipathies, and prejudices of every kind, 
addressed to the dikasteries.1 Of course such artifices were 

1 To a person accustomed to the judicature of modern Europe, conducted 
throughout all its stages by the instrumentality of professional men (judges, 
advocates, attorneys, &c) , and viewed by the general public as a matter in 
which no private citizen either could act or ought to act for himself— 
nothing is more remarkable in reading the Attic judicial orations (to a 
certain extent also the Roman) than the entire absence of this professional 
feeling, and the exhibition of justice both invoked and administered 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 direct 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 approach 
that I know to the feelings 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 honourable working of the Court. Mis remarks upon the position, the 
duties, and the difficulties of the Commissioners, illustrated by numerous 
cases given in detail, are extremely interesting, and represent thoughts 
which must have often suggested themselves to intelligent dikasts at 
Athens. 

* " Law and equity (he says, p. 34) often vary. If the Commissioners 
{cannot decide against law, they can decide without it. Their oath binds 
them to proceed according togoodconscience  

—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 misjudgement. "Misin­
formation is another source of evil : both parties equally treat the Com­
missioners with deceit. The only people who can throw light upon the 
subject will not. 

*' It 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 biassed in favour of 
infirmity or infancy. Those who cannot assist themselves, we are much 
inclined to assist. 

" Nothing dissolves like tears. Though they arise from weakness, they 
I 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 be a judge. He should be a stranger to decision who is a stranger 
to compassion. All these matters influence the man, and warp his 
judgement." 

This is a description, given by a perfectly honest and unprofessional 
judge, of his own feelings when on the bench. It will be found illustrated 
by frequent passages in the Attic pleaders, where they address themselves 
to the feelings here described in the bosom of the dikasts. 
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resorted to by opposite speakers in each particular trial. We 
have no means of knowing to what extent they actually perverted 
the judgement of the hearers.1 Probably the frequent habit of 
sitting in dikastery gave them a penetration in detecting sophistry 
not often possessed by non-professional citizens. 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 Att ic oratory, wherein 
punishment is invoked upon an alleged delinquent, are ex­
pressed 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 pronounced. This is true of Rome as well as of Athens.2 

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 
exaggerated relief. They ensured 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.3 Their extreme publicity—as well as their 

1 Demosthenes (cont. Phormio. p. 913, c. 2) emphatically remarks how 
much more cautious witnesses were of giving false testimony before the 
numerous dikastery, than before the arbitrator. 

8 Asconius gives an account of the begging off and supplication to the 
judices at Rome, when sentence was about to be pronounced upon Scaurus, 
whom Cicero defended (ed. Ciceron. Orat. pro Scauro, p. 28. ad Orell.) : 
" LaudaveruntScaurum consulares novem—Horum magna pars per tabellas 
laudaverunt, qui aberant: inter quos Pompeius quoque. Unus praeterea 
adolescens laudavit, frater ejus, Faustus Cornelius, Syllae filius. Is in 
laudatione multa humiliter et cum lacrimis locutus non minus audientes 
permovit, quam Scaurus ipse permoverat. Ad genua judicum, cum sen-
tent iae ferrentur, bifariam se diviserunt qui pro eo rogabant: ab uno latere 
Scaurus ipse et M. Glabrio, sororis filius, et Paulus, et P. Lentulus, et L. 
Æmilius Buca, et C. Memmius, supplicaverunt : ex altera parte Sylla 
Faustus, frater Scauri, et T. Annius Milo, et T. Peducæus, et C. Cato, et 
M. Octavius Lcenas." 

Compare also Cicero, Brutus, c. 23, about the defence of Sergius 
Galba ; Quintilian, I. O. ii. 15. 

3 Plato, in his Treatise de Legibus (vi. p. 768), adopts all the distin­
guishing principles of the Athenian dikasteries. He particularly insists, 
that the citizen who does not take his share in the exercise of this function, 
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simple and oral procedure, divested of that verbal and ceremonial 
technicality 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 misjudgement 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 efficacy was unparalleled, in the circumstances 
of Athenian society. Doubtless they would not have produced 
the same effect if established at Thebes or Argos. The suscep­
tibilities of the Athenian mind, as well as the previous practice 
and expansive tendencies of democratical citizenship, were also 
essential conditions—and that genuine taste for sitting in 
judgement and hearing both sides fairly, which, however 
Aristophanes may caricature and deride it, was alike honourable 
and useful to the people. The first establishment of the 
dikasterics is nearly coincident with the great improvement of 
Attic tragedy in passing from yKschylus to Sophokles. 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 
apart from ambitious purposes; hardly less so than the use of 
arms or the practice of the gymnasium. Accordingly, the 
teachers 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,1 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 rhetors2 adopted an 

conceives himself to have no concern or interest in the commonwealth— 

1 Aristot. ap. Cicero. Brut. c. 12. " Itaque cum sublatis in Sicilia 
tyrannis res privata; longo intervallo judiciis repeterentur, turn prim urn 
quod esset acuta ea gens et controversa natura, artem et præcepta Siculos 
Coracem et Tisiam conscripsisse,'" &c Compare Diodor. xi. 87 ; Pausan. 
vi. 17, 8. 

2 Especially Gorgias : see Aristotel. Rhetor, iii. I, 26; Timseus, F r . ; 
Dionys. Halicarn. De Lysia Judicium, c. 3: also Foss, Dissertatio de 
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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 in­
tellectual endowments, or often indeed the same person, 
considered in different points of view;1 either as professing 
to improve the moral character—or as communicating power 
and facility of expression—or as suggesting premises for per­
suasion, illustrations on the common-places of morals and 
politics, argumentative abundance on matters of ordinary 
experience, dialectical subtlety in confuting an opponent, &c.2 

Antipho of the deme Rhamnus in Attica, Thrasymachus of 
Chalked on, Tisias of Syracuse, Gorgias of Leontini, Protagoras 
of Abdera, Prodikus of Keos, Theod6rus of Byzantium, 
Hippias of Elis, Zeno of Elea, were among the first who 

Gorgia Leontino, p. 20 (Halle, 1828); and Westermann, Geschichte der 
Beredsamkeit in Griechenland und Rom, sect. 30, 31. 

1 Plato (Gorgias, c. 20-75 ; Protagoras, c. 9). Lysias is sometimes de­
signated as a sophist (Demosth. cont. Neaer. c. 7, p. 1351 ; A theme, xiii. 
p. 592). There is no sufficient reason for supposing with Taylor (Vit. 
Lysiae, p. 56, ed. Dobson) that there were two persons named Lysias, and 
that the person here named is a different man from the author of the 
speeches which remain to us: see Mr. Fynes Clinton, Fast. H. p. 360, 
Appendix, c. 20. 

• See the first book of Aristotle's Rhetoric (alludtd to in a former note) 
for his remarks on the technical teachers of rhetoric before his time. He 
remarks (and Plato had remarked before him) (i. 1 and 2) that their teach­
ing was for the most part thoroughly narrow and practical, bearinz exclu­
sively on what was required for the practice of the dikastery  

compare also a remarkable pas­
sage in his Treatise de Sophisticis Elenchis, c. 32 ad fnem. And though 
he himself lays down a far more profound and comprehensive theory of 
rhetoric and all matters appertaining to it (in a treatise which has rarely 
been surpassed in power of philosophical analysis), yet when he is recom­
mending his speculations to notice, he appeals to the great practical value 
of rhetorical teaching, as enabling a man to "help himself" and fight his 
own battles in case of need—  

(i. I, 3 ; compare iii. 1, 2 ; Plato, 
Gorgias, c. 41-55); Protagoras, c. 9; Phaedrus, c. 43-50; Euthydem. 
c. 1-31 ; and Xenophon, Memorab. iii. 12, 2, 3). 

See 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 Alkibiadgs, i. c. 31, p. 119; and a striking 
passage in Plutarch's life of Cato the elder, c. I. 
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distinguished 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.1 

These men were mostly not citizens of Athens, though many 
of them belonged 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 Sophist, which Herodotus 2 applies with 
sincere respect to men of distinguished wisdom such as Solon, 
Anacharsis, Pythagoras, & c , now came to be applied to these 
teachers of virtue, rhetoric, conversation, and disputation; 
many of whom professed 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 answer any question which 
might be proposed to them. Though they passed from one 
Grecian town to another, partly in the capacity of envoys from 
their fellow-citizens, partly as exhibiting their talents to numer­
ous hearers, with much renown and large gain,3—they appear 
to have been viewed with jealousy and dislike by a large portion 
of the public.4 For at a time when every citizen pleaded his 
own cause before the dikastery, they imparted, to those who 
were rich enough to purchase i t , a peculiar skill in the common 
weapons, which made them seem like fencing-masters or pro­
fessional swordsmen amidst a society of untrained duellists.5 

1 Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator, p. 832; Quintilian, iii. I, 10. Compare 
Van Spaan (or Ruhnken), Dissertalio de Antiphonte Oratore Attico, 
pp. 8, 9, prefixed to Dobson's edition of Antipho and Andokides. 
Antipho is said to have been the teacher of the historian Thucydides. The 
statement of Plutarch that the father of Antipho was also a sophist, can 
hardly be true. 

2 Herodot. i. 29; iv. 95. 
• Plato (Hippias Major, c. I, 2 ; Menon, p. 95; and Gorgias, c. I, with 

Stallbautn's note); Diodor. xii. 53; Pausan. vi. 17, 8. 
4 Xenophon. Memorab. i. 2, 31. To teach or learn the art of speech 

was the common reproach made by the vulear against philosophers and 
lettered men—  
(Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 31). Compare /Eschines cont. Timar. about 
Demosthenes, c. 25, 27, which illustrates the curious fragment ofSophokles, 
865. Ol  

• Such is probably the meaning of that remarkable passage in which 
Thucydides describes the Athenian rhetot Antipho (viii. 68):  
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Moreover Sokrates,—himself a product of the same age, a 
disputant on the same subjects, and bearing the same name of 
a Sophist1—but despising political and judicial practice, and 
looking to the production of intellectual stimulus and moral 
impressions upon his hearers—Sokrates—or rather, Plato 
speaking through the person of Sokrates—carried on through­
out 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 remained, 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 Sokrates 
himself would have been, if we had been compelled to judge 
of him only from the Clouds of Aristophanes, or from those 
unfavourable 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 opportunity 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; supplying those wants, and answering to 
that stimulus, which arose partly from the deliberations of the 
Ekklesia, but still more from the contentions before the 
"Inde ilia circa 
occultandam eloquentiam simulatio," observes Quintilian, Inst. Or. iv. I, 8. 

Compare Plato (Protagoras, c. 8 ; Phrcdrus, c. 86), Isokrates cont. So-
phistas. Or. xiii. p. 295, where he complains of the teachers—  

Demosthen. De Fals. Legat. c. 70, 71, p. 417-420; and 
iftschin. cont. Ktesiphon. c. 9, p. 371—  

Among the sophists whom Isokrates severely criticises, he evidently 
seems to include Plato, as may be seen by the contrast between and 

which he particularly notes, and which is so conspicuously set 
forth in the Platonic writings (Isokrates cont. Sophfctas, Or. xiii. p. 293 : 
also p. 295). We know also that Lysias called both Plato and /kschines 
the disciple of Sokrates. bv the name of Sophists (Aristeides, Orat. 
Platonic, xlvi. p. 407, vol. ii. ed Dindorf). Ari­
steides remarks justly that the name Sophist was a general 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," &c. 
I 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. This examination will be found in 
ch. lxvii. of the present history. 
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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 Perikles 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, the 
speculative moral and political philosophy, and the didactic 
analysis of rhetoric and grammar, which long survived after 
Grecian creative genius had passed away.1 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. Aristophanes 
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 dis­
cussion, though before the time of Demosthenes 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 citizens, 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 pro­
portion of them were so, and though Aristophanes selects 
these qualities as among the most suitable subjects for his 
ridicule. Perikles has been often censured for this institution, 
as if he had been the first to ensure pay to dikasts whobefore 
served for nothing, and had thus introduced poor citizens into 
courts previously composed of citizens above poverty. But in 
the first place, this supposition is not correct in point of fact, 
inasmuch as there were no such constant dikasteries previously 
acting without pay; next, if it had been true, the habitual 

1 Xenoph. Memor. i. 2, 31. . Xenophon 
ascribes the passing of this law to a personal hatred of Kritias against 
Sokrates, 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. 
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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 sentiment at Athens. 
Nor could it be deemed unreasonable to assign a regular pay 
to those who thus rendered regular service. It was indeed an 
essential item in the whole scheme1 and purpose, so that the 
suppression of the pay of itself seems to have suspended the 
dikasteries, while the oligarchy of Four Hundred was estab­
lished—and it can only be discussed in that light. As the 
fact stands, we may suppose that the 6000 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. 

C H A P T E R X L V I I 

FROM THE THIRTY YEARS* TRUCE, FOURTEEN YEARS BEFORE 
THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR, DOWN TO THE BLOCKADE OF 
POTIDJEA, IN THE YEAR BEFORE THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR 

T H E judicial alterations effected at Athens by Perikles and 
Ephialtes, described in the preceding chapter, gave to a large 
proportion of the citizens direct jury functions and an active 
interest in the constitution, such as they had never before 
enjoyed; the change being at once a mark of previous growth 
of democratical sentiment during the past, and a cause of its 
further development during the future. The Athenian people 
were at this time ready for personal exertion in all directions. 
Military service on land or sea was not less conformable to 
their dispositions than attendance in the ekklesia or in the 
dikastery at home. The naval service especially was prosecuted 
with a degree of assiduity which brought about continual im­
provement in skill and efficiency ; while the poorer citizens, of 
whom it chiefly consisted, were more exact in obedience and 
discipline than any of the more opulent persons from whom the 
infantry or the cavalry were drawn.2 The maritime multitude, 
in addition to self-confidence and courage, acquired by this 

1 Thucyd. v i i i . 67. Compare a curious passage, even in reference to the 
time of Demosthenes, in the speech of that orator contra Bæotum de 
Nomine, c. 5.  

&c. 
2 Xenophon, Memorab. i i i . 5, 18. 
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laborious training an increased skill , which placed the Athenian 
navy every year more and more above the rest of Greece. A n d 
the perfection of this force became the more indispensable as 
the Athenian empire was now again confined to the sea and 
seaport towns; the reverses immediately preceding the Thi r ty 
years' truce having broken up all Athenian land ascendency 
over Megara, Boeotia, and the other continental territories 
adjoining to Attica. 

The maritime confederacy—originally commenced at Delos 
under the headship of Athens, but with a common synod and 
deliberative voice on the part of each member—had now become 
transformed into a confirmed empire on the part of Athens, 
over the remaining states as foreign dependencies; all of them 
rendering tribute except Chios, Samos, and Lesbos. These 
three still remained on their original footing of autonomous 
allies, retaining their armed force, ships, and fortifications, with 
the obligation of furnishing military and naval aid when required, 
but not of paying tribute. The discontinuance of the deliber­
ative synod, however, had deprived them of their original 
security against the encroachments of Athens. I have already 
stated generally the steps (we do not know them in detail) 
whereby this important change was brought about, gradually 
and without any violent revolution—for even the transfer of 
the common treasure from Delos to Athens, which was the 
most palpable symbol and evidence of the change, was not an 
act of Athenian violence, since it was adopted on the pro­
position of the Samians. The change resulted in fact almost 
inevitably from the circumstances of the case, and from the 
eager activity of the Athenians contrasted with the backward­
ness and aversion to personal service on the part of the allies. 
We must recollect that the confederacy, even in its original 
structure, was contracted for permanent objects, and was 
permanently binding by the vote of its majority, like the 
Spartan confederacy, upon every individual member.1 It was 
destined to keep out the Persian fleet, and to maintain the 
police of the ^Egean. Consistently with these objects, no 
individual member could be allowed to secede from the con­
federacy, and thus to acquire the benefit of protection at the 
cost of the remainder: so that when Naxos and other members 
actually d id secede, the step was taken as a revolt, and Athens 
only performed her duty as president of the confederacy in 

l Thucyd. v. 30: about the Spartan confederacy—  
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reducing them. By every such reduction, as well as by that 
exchange of personal service for money-payment, which most 
of the allies voluntarily sought, the power of Athens increased, 
unti l at length she found herself with an irresistible navy in 
the midst of disarmed tributaries, none of whom could escape 
from her constraining power,—and mistress of the sea, the use 
of which was indispensable to them. The synod of Delos, even 
if it had not before become partially deserted, must have 
ceased at the time when the treasure was removed to Athens— 
probably about 460 B .c , or shortly afterwards. 

The relations between Athens and her allies were thus 
materially changed, by proceedings which gradually evolved 
themselves and followed one upon the other without any pre­
concerted plan. She became an imperial or despot city, 
governing an aggregate of dependent subjects, all without their 
own active concurrence, and in many cases doubtless contrary 
to their own sense of political right. It was not likely that 
they should conspire unanimously to break up the confederacy, 
and discontinue the collection of contribution from each of the 
members ; nor would it have been at all desirable that they 
should do so : for while Greece generally would have been a 
great loser by such a proceeding, the allies themselves would 
have been the greatest losers of all, inasmuch as they would 
have heen exposed without defence to the Persian and 
Phoenician fleets. But the Athenians committed the capital 
fault of taking the whole alliance into their own hands, and 
treating the allies purely as subjects, without seeking to attach 
them by any form of political incorporation or collective meeting 
and discussion—without taking any pains to maintain com­
munity of feeling or idea of a joint interest—without admitting 
any control, real or even pretended, over themselves as 
managers. Had they attempted to do this, it might have 
proved difficult to accomplish,—so powerful was the force of 
geographical dissemination, the tendency to isolated civic life, 
and the repugnance to any permanent extramural obligations, 
in every Grecian community. But they do not appear to have 
ever made the attempt. Finding Athens exalted by circum­
stances to empire, and the allies degraded into subjects, the 
Athenian statesmen grasped at the exaltation as a matter of 
pride as well as profit.1 Even Perikles, the most prudent and 
far-sighted of them, betrayed no consciousness that an empire 
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without the cement of some all-pervading interest or attach­
ment, although not practically oppressive, must nevertheless 
have a natural tendency to become more and more unpopular, 
and ultimately to crumble in pieces. Such was the course of 
events which, if the judicious counsels of Perikles had been 
followed, might have been postponed, though it could not 
have been averted. 

Instead of trying to cherish or restore the feelings of equal 
alliance, Perikles formally disclaimed it. He maintained that 
Athens owed to her subject-allies no account of the money 
received from them, so long as she performed her contract by 
keeping away the Persian enemy and maintaining the safety 
of the Ægean waters.1 This was, as he represented, the 
obligation which Athens had undertaken; and provided it 
were faithfully discharged, the allies had no right to ask 
questions or exercise control. That it was faithfully discharged 
no one could deny. No ship of war except from Athens and 
her allies was ever seen between the eastern and western shores 
of the Ægean. An Athenian fleet of sixty triremes was kept 
on duty in these waters, chiefly manned by Athenian citizens, 
and beneficial as well from the protection afforded to commerce 
as for keeping the seamen in constant pay and training.2 And 
such was the effective superintendence maintained, that in the 
disastrous period preceding the Thirty years' truce, when Athens 
lost Megara and Bccotia, and with difficulty recovered Eubcea, 
none of her numerous maritime subjects took the opportunity 
to revolt. 

The total of these distinct tributary cities is said to have 
amounted to Iooo, according to a verse of Aristophanes,3 which 
cannot be under the truth, though it may well be, and prob­
ably is, greatly above the truth. The total annual tribute 
collected at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, and 
probably also for the years preceding it, is given by Thucydides 
at about 600 talents. Of the sums paid by particular states, 
however, we have little or no information.4 It was placed 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 12. 
2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 11. 
3 Aristophan. Vesp. 707. 
4 The island of Kyththa was conquered by the Athenians from Sparta in 

425 B.c., and the annual tribute then imposed upon it was four talents 
(Thucyd. iv. 57). In the Inscription No. 143, ap. Boeckh Corp. Inscr., 
we find some names enumerated of tributary towns with the amount of 
tribute opposite to each, but the stone is too much damaged to give us 
much information. Tyrodiza in Thrace paid 1000 drachms: some other 
towns, or junctions of towns, not clearly discernible, are rated at 1000, 
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under the superintendence of the Hellenotamiae; originally 
officers of the confederacy, but now removed from Delos to 

2000, 3000 drachms, one talent, and even ten talents. This inscription 
must be anterior to 413 B.c., when the tribute was converted into a five 
per cent, duty upon imports and exports: see Boeckh, Public Econ. of 
Athens, and his notes upon the above-mentioned Inscription. 

It was the practice of Athens not always to rate each tributary city 
separately, but sometimes to join several in one collective rating ; probably 
each responsible for the rest. This seems to have provoked occasional 
remonstrances from the allies, in some of which the rhetor Antipho was 
employed to furnish the speech which the complainants pronounced before 
the dikastery : see Antipho ap. Harpokration, v. It 
is greatly to be lamented that the orations composed by Antipho for the 
Samothrakians and Lindians(the latter inhabiting one of the three separate 
towns in the island of Rhodes) have not been preserved. 

Since my first edition, M. Boeckh has published a second edition of his 
Public Economy of the Athenians, with valuable additions and enlarge­
ments. Among the latter are included several Inscriptions (published also 
for the most part in Rangabe's Antiquites Helleniques) recently found at. 
Athens, and illustrating the tribute raised by ancient Athens from her 
subject-allies. M. Boeckh has devoted more than half his second volume 
(from p. 369 to p. 747) to an elaborate commentary for the elucidation of 
these documents. 

Had it been our good fortune to recover these Inscriptions complete, we 
should have acquired important and authentic information respecting the 
Athenian Tribute-system. But they are very imperfectly legible, and 
require at every step conjectural restoration as well as conjectural inter­
pretation. To extract from them a consistent idea of the entire system, 
M. Boeckh has recourse to several hypotheses, which appear to me more 
ingenious than convincing. 

The stones (or at least several among them) form a series of records, 
belonging to successive years or other periods, inscribed by the Thirty 
Logistae or Auditors (Boeckh, p. 584). The point of time from which they 
begin is not positively determinable. Rangabe supposes it to be Olymp. 82, 
I (452 B.C.), while Boeckh puts it later—Olymp. 83, 2, B.C 447 (p. 594 
596). They reach down, in his opinion, to B.c. 406. 

As to the amount of tribute demanded from or paid by the allies, collec­
tively or individually, nothing certain appears to me obtainable from these 
Inscriptions; which vary surprisingly (as Boeckh observes, pp. 615, 626, 
628, 646) in the sums placed opposite to the same name. We learn how­
ever something about the classification of the subject-allies. They were 
distributed under five general heads,—I. Karian Tribute. 2. Ionic Tribute. 
3. Insular Tribute. 4. Hellespontine Tribute. 5. Thracian Tribute. 
Under the first head, Karian, we find specified 62 names of cities ; under 
the second, Ionic, 42 names; under the third, Insular, 41 ; under the 
fourth, Hellespontine, 50; under the fifth, Thracian, 68. The total of 
these (with the addition of four undecypherable names not aggregated to 
either class) makes 267 names of tributary cities (Boeckh, p. 61l). Un­
doubtedly all the names of tributaries are not here included. Boeckh 
supposes that an approximation to the actual total may be made, by adding 
one-fifth more, making in all 334 tributaries (p. 663). This shows a 
probable minimum, but little more. 

Allusion is made in the Inscriptions to certain differences in the mode of 
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Athens, and acting altogether as an Athenian treasury-board. 
The sum total of the Athenian revenue1 from all sources, 
including this tribute, at the beginning of the Peloponnesian 
war is stated by Xenophon at 1ooo talents. Customs, harbour 
and market dues, receipts from the silver-mines at Laurium, 
rents of public property, fines from judicial sentences, a tax 
per head upon slaves, the annual payment made by each metic, 
& c , may have made up a larger sum than 400 talents ; which 
sum, added to the 600 talents from tribute, would make the 
total named by Xenophon. But a verse of Aristophanes2 

during the ninth year of the Peloponnesian war (u.c. 422) 
gives the general total of that time as " nearly 2000 talents : " 
this is in all probability much above the truth, though we may 
reasonably imagine that the amount of tribute-money levied 
upon the allies had been augmented during the interval. I 
think that the alleged duplication of the tribute by Alkibiades, 
which Thucydides nowhere notices, is not borne out by any 
good evidence, nor can I believe that it ever reached the 
sum of 1200 talents.8 Whatever may have been the actual 

assessment. Some are self-assessed cities, — 
others are cities inscribed by private individuals on the tribute roll, 
&s (p. 613-616) . These two heads 
(occurring in three dillerent Inscriptions) seem to point to a date not long 
after the first establishment of the tribute. It appears that the Athenian 
kleruchs or outlying citizens were numbered among the tributaries, and 
were assessed (as far as can be made out) at the highest rate (p. 631). 

There are a few Inscriptions in which the sum placed opposite to the 
name of each city is extremely high ; but in general the sum recorded is so 
small, that Boeckh affirms it not to represent the whole tribute assessed, 
but only that small fraction of it (according to him T\^) which was paid 
over as a compliment of perquisite to the goddess Athene. H i s hypothesis 
on this subject rests, in my judgement, upon no good proof, nor can I think 
that these Inscriptions at all help us to discover the actual aggregate of 
tribute raised. He speaks too emphatically about the heavy pressure of it 
upon the allies. Nothing in Thucydides warrants this belief; moreover, 
we know distinctly from him that until the year 413 B.c., the total tribute 
was something not so much as 5 per cent, upon imports and exports 
(Thucyd. vii . 28). H o w much less it was we do not know ; but it certainly 
did not reach that point. Mitford seems struck with the lightness of the 
tax (see a note in this History, ch. lx i . ) . It is possible that the very high 
assessments, which appear on a few of the stones appended to some names 
of insular tributaries, may refer to a date later than 413 B.c. during the 
closing years of the war, when Athens was struggling under the most severe 
pressure and peril (Boeckh, p. 547 seg.). 

1 Xenophon. A nab. vii . I . 27. compare 
Boeckh, Public Econ. of Athens, b. i i i . ch. 7. 15, 19. 

2 Aristophan. Vesp. 660.  
3 Very excellent writers on Athenian antiquity (Boeckh, Public Econ. of 

Athens, c. 15, 19, b. i i i . ; Schomann, Ant iq . J. P. A u . sect,. lxxiv. ; K. F» 
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magnitude of the Athenian budget, however, prior to the Pelo­
ponnesian war, we know that during the larger part of the 

Hermann, Gr. Staatsalterthiimer, sect. 157 : compare however a passage in 
Boeckh, ch. 17, p. 421, Eng. transl., where he seems to be of an opposite 
opinion) accept this statement, that the tribute levied by Athens upon her 
allies was doubled some years after the commencement of the Peloponnesian 
war (at which time it was 600 talents), and that it came to amount to 1200 
talents. Nevertheless, I cannot follow them, upon evidence no stronger 
than Æschinos (Yah. Leg. c. 54, p. 301), Andokides (De Pace, c. I, s. 9), 
and Pseudo-Andokides, cont. Alk ib . s. i l . 

Both Andokides, and ÆschinEs who seems to copy him, profess to furnish 
a general but brief sketch of Athenian history for the century succeeding 
the Persian invasion. But both are so full of historical and chronological 
inaccuracies, that we can hardly accept their authority, when opposed by 
any negative probabilities, as sufficient for an important matter of fact. In 
a note on the chapter immediately preceding I have already touched upon 
their extraordinary looseness of statement—pointed out by various com­
mentators, among them particularly by Mr. Fynes Clinton : see vol. v. 
chap. xlv. note 2. 

The assertion that the tribute from the Athenian allies was raised to a 
sum of 1200 talents annually, comes to us only from these orators as 
original witnesses ; and in them it forms part of a tissue of statements alike 
confused and incorrect. But against it we have a powerful negative argu­
ment—the perfect silence of Thucydides. Is it possible that that historian 
would have omitted all notice of a step so very important in its effects, if 
Athens had really adopted it? He mentions to us the commutation by 
Athens of the tribute from her allies into a duty of 5 per cent, payable by 
them on their exports and imports (vii . 28)—this was in the nineteenth year 
of the v.ar—413 B.c. But anything like the duplication of the tribute all 
at once, would have altered much more materially the relations between 
Athens and her allies, and would have constituted in the minds of the latter 
a substantive grievance such as to aggravate the motive for revolt in a 
manner which Thucydides could hardly fail to notice. The orator Æschines 
refers the augmentation of the tribute, up to 1200 talents, to the time 
succeeding the peace of Nikias: M. Boeckh (Public Econ. of Athens, b. i i i . 
ch. 15-19, p. 400-434) supposes it to have taken place earlier than the 
representation of the Vespae of Aristophanes, that is, about three years 
before that peace, or 423 li.c. But this would have been just before the 
time of the expedition of Brasidas into Thrace, and his success in exciting 
revolt among the dependencies of Athens. Now if Athens had doubled 
her tribute upon all the allies, just before that expedition, Thucydides 
could not have omitted to mention i t , as increasing the chances of success 
to Brasidas, and helping to determine the resolutions of the Akanthians and 
others, which were by no means adopted unanimouslvorwitliAut hesitation, 

to revolt. 
In reference to the Oration t o w h i c h I here refer as tnat of pseudo-

Andokides against Alkibiades, I 
History, tending to show it to \ 
than that to which it purports to 
which appears to me decisive, 

The oration professes to be c n 
Nikias, Alkibiades, and the s ;t 
necessarily be ostracised, and 
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administration of Perikles, the revenue including tribute was so 
managed as to leave a large annual surplus ; insomuch that a 
treasure of coined money was accumulated in the Acropolis 
during the years preceding the Peloponnesian war—which 
treasure when at its maximum reached the great sum of 9700 
talents ( = £2,230,000), and was still at 6000 talents, after a 
serious drain for various purposes, at the moment when that 
war began.1 This system of public economy, constantly laying 
by a considerable sum year after year—in which Athens stood 
alone, since none of the Peloponnesian states had any public 
reserve whatever,2 goes far of itself to vindicate Perikles from 

three: accordingly the speaker dwells upon many topics calculated to raise 
a bad impression of Alkibiades, and a favourable impression of himself. 

Among the accusations against Alkibiades, one is, that after having 
recommended in the assembly of the people that the inhabitants of Melos 
should be sold as slaves, he had himself purchased a Melian woman among 
the captives, and had had a son by her : it was criminal (argues the speaker) 
to beget offspring by a woman whose relations he had contributed to cause 
to be put to death, and whose city he had contributed to ruin (c. 8). 

Upon this argument I do not here touch, any further than to bring out 
the point of chronology. The speech, if delivered at all, must have been 
delivered, at the earliest, nearly a year after the capture of Melos by the 
Athenians : it may be of later date, but it cannot possibly be earlier. 

Now Melos surrendered in the winter immediately preceding the great 
expedition of the Athenians to Sicily in 415 B.C., which expedition sailed 
about midsummer (Thucyd. v. 116 ; vi. 30). Nikias and Alkibiades both 
went as commanders of that expedition : the latter was recalled to Athens 
for trial on the charge of impiety about three months afterwards, but 
escaped in the way home, was condemned and sentenced to banishment in 
his absence, and did not return to Athens until 407 B.c., long after the 
death of Nikias, who continued in command of the Athenian armament in 
Sicily, enjoying the full esteem of his countrymen, until its complete failure 
and ruin before Syracuse—and who perished himself afterwards as a 
Syracusan prisoner. 

Taking these circumstances together, it will at once be seen that there 
never can have been any time, ten months or more after the capture of 
Melos, when Nikias and Alkibiades could have been exposed to a vote of 
ostracism at Athens. The thing is absolutely impossible : and the oration 
in which such historical and chronological incompatibilities arc embodied, 
must be spurious; furthermore it must have been composed long after the 
pretended time of delivery, when the chronological series of events had been 
forgotten. 

I may add that the story of this duplication of the tribute by Alkibiades 
is virtually contrary to the statement of Plutarch, probably borrowed from 
Æschines, who states that the demagogues gradually increased  

the tribute to 1300 talents (Plutarch, Aristeid. c. 24). 
1 Thucyd. ii. 13. 
2 Thucyd. i. 80. The foresight of the Athenian people, in abstaining 

from immediate use of public money and laying it up for future wants, 
would be still more conspicuously demonstrated, if the statement of 
iEschines the orator were true, that they got together 7000 talents between 
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the charge of having wasted the public money in mischievous 
distributions for the purpose of obtaining popularity; and also 
to exonerate the Athenian Demos from that reproach of a 
greedy appetite for living by the public purse which it is 
common,to advance against them. After the death of Kimon, 
no further expeditions were undertaken against the Persians. 
Even for some years before his death, not much appears to 
have been done. The tribute-money thus remained unex­
pended, and kept in reserve, as the presidential duties of 
Athens prescribed, against future attack, which might at any 
time be renewed. 

Though we do not know the exact amount of the other 
sources of Athenian revenue, however, we know that tribute 
received from allies was the largest item in it.1 And altogether 
the exercise of empire abroad became a prominent feature in 
Athenian life, and a necessity to Athenian sentiment, not less 
than democracy at home. Athens was no longer, as she had 
been once, a single city, with Attica for her territory. She was 
a capital or imperial city—a despot-city, was the expression 
used by her enemies, and even sometimes by her own citizens 2 

—with many dependencies attached to her, and bound to 

the peace of Nikias and the Sicilian expedition. M. Boeckh believes this 
statement, and says, " I t is not impossible that 1ooo talents might have 
been laid by every year, as the amount of tribute received was so .consider­
able " (Public Economy of Athens, ch. xx. p. 446, Eng. Trans.), I do not 
believe the statement: but M. Boeckh and others, who do, ought in fairness 
to set it against the mnny remarks which they pass in condemnation of the 
democratical prodigality. 

1 Thucyd. i. 122-143 ;ii.13 The or duty of two per cent, 
upon imports and exports at the Peirscus, produced to the state a revenue 
of thirty-six talents in the year in which it was farmed by Andokides, some­
where about 400 B.c., after the restoration of the democracy at Athens from 
its defeat and subversion at the close of the Peloponnesian war (Andokide\s 
de Mysteriis, c. 23, p. 65). This was at a period of depression in Athenian 
affairs, and when trade was doubtless not near so good as it had been during 
the earlier part of the Peloponnesian war. 

It seems probable that this must have been the most considerable per­
manent source of Athenian revenue next to the tribute ; though we do not 
know what rate of customs-duty was imposed at the Peiraeus during the 
Peloponnesian war. Comparing together the two passages of Xenophon 
(Republ. Ath. 1, 17, and Aristophan. Vesp. 657), we may suppose that the 
regular and usual rate of duty was one per cent, or one —while in 
case of need this may have been doubled or tripled— 
(see Boeckh, b. iii. ch. 1-4, p. 298-318, Eng. Trans.). The amount of 
revenue derived even from this source, however, can have borne no com­
parison to the tribute. 

2 By Perikles, Thucyd. ii. 63. By Kleon, Thucyd. iii. 37. By the 
envoys at Melos, v. 89, By Euphemus, vi. 85. By the hostile Corinthians,, 
i. 124, as a matter of course. 
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follow her orders. Such was the manner in which not merely 
Perikles and the other leading statesmen, but even the humblest 
Athenian citizen, conceived the dignity of Athens. The senti­
ment was one which carried with it both personal pride and 
stimulus to active patriotism. To establish Athenian interests 
among the dependent territories was one important object in 
the eyes of Perikles. While discouraging all distant1 and rash 
enterprises, such as invasions of Egypt or Cyprus, he planted 
out many kleruchies, and colonies of Athenian citizens inter­
mingled with allies, on islands and parts of the coast. He 
conducted 1oco citizens to the Thracian Chersonese, 500 to 
Naxos, and 250 to Andros. In the Chersonese, he further 
repelled the barbarous Thracian invaders from without, and 
even undertook the labour of carrying a wall of defence across 
the isthmus which connected the peninsula with Thrace ; since 
the barbarous Thracian tribes, though expelled some time 
before by Kimon,2 had still continued to renew their incursions 
from time to time. Ever since the occupation of the elder 
Miltiades about eighty years before, there had been in this 
peninsula many Athenian proprietors, apparently intermingled 
with half-civilised Thracians: the settlers now acquired both 
greater numerical strength and better protection, though it does 
not appear that the cross-wall was permanently maintained. 
The maritime expeditions of Perikles even extended into the 
Euxine sea, as far as the important Greek city of Sinope, then 
governed by a despot named Timesilaus, against whom a 
large proportion of the citizens were in active discontent. 
Lamachus was left with thirteen Athenian triremes to assist in 
expelling the despot, who was driven into exile along with his 
friends and party. The properties of these exiles were con­
fiscated, and assigned to the maintenance of six hundred 
Athenian citizens, admitted to equal fellowship and residence 
with the Sinopians. We may presume that on this occasion 
Sin6pe became a member of the Athenian tributary alliance, 
if it had not been so before : but we do not know whether 
KotyGra and Trapezus, dependencies of Sinope farther east­
ward, which the 10,000 Greeks found on their retreat fifty 
years afterwards, existed in the time of Perikles or not. More­
over the numerous and well-equipped Athenian fleet under the 
command of Perikles produced an imposing effect upon the 
barbarous princes and tribes along the coast,3 contributing 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 20. 
2 Plntarch, Kimon, c. 14. 
3 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 19, 20. 
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certainly to the security of Grecian trade, and probably to the 
acquisition of new dependent allies. 

It was by successive proceedings of this sort that many 
detachments of Athenian citizens became settled in various 
portions of the maritime empire of the city—some rich, 
investing their property in the islands as.more secure (from 
the incontestable superiority of Athens at sea) even than 
Attica, which since the loss of the Megarid could not be 
guarded against a Peloponnesian land invasion1—others poor, 
and hiring themselves out as labourers.2 The islands of 
Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros, as well as the territory of 
Estisea, on the north of Eubcea, were completely occupied 
by Athenian proprietors and citizens: other places were 
partially so occupied. A n d it was doubtless advantageous to 
the islanders to associate themselves with Athenians in trading 
enterprises, since they thereby obtained a better chance of the 
protection of the Athenian fleet. It seems that Athens passed 
regulations occasionally for the commerce of her dependent 
allies, as we see by the fact that shortly before the Pelopon­
nesian war she excluded the Megarians from all their ports. 
The commercial relations between Peirreus and the Ægean 
reached their maximum during the interval immediately pre­
ceding the Peloponnesian war. These relations were not 
confined to the country east and north of At t ica : they 
reached also the western regions. The most important settle­
ments founded by Athens during this period were, Amphipolis 
in Thrace and Thur i i in Italy. 

Amphipolis was planted by a colony of Athenians and other 
Greeks, under the conduct of the Athenian Agnon, in 437 c.e. 
It was situated near the river Strymon in Thrace, on the 
eastern bank, and at the spot where the Strymon resumes its 
river-course after emerging from the lake above. It was 
originally a township or settlement of the Edonian Thracians, 
called Ennea Hodoi or Nine Ways—in a situation doubly 
valuable, both as being close upon the bridge over the 
Strymon, and as a convenient centre for the ship-timber and 
gold and silver mines of the neighbouring region. It was 
distant about three English miles from the Athenian settlement 

Compare also Xenophon (Memorabil. ii. 8, I, and Symposion, iv. 31). 
2 See the case of the free labourer and the husbandman at Naxns, Plato, 

Euthyphro. c. 3. 
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of Eion at the mouth of the river. The previous unsuc­
cessful attempts to form establishments at Ennea Hodoi have 
already been noticed—first that of Histiseus the Milesian, 
followed up by his brother Aristagoras (about 497-496 B.C.), 
next that of the Athenians about 465 B.C. under Leagrus and 
others—on both which occasions the intruding settlers had 
been defeated and expelled by the native Thracian tribes, 
though on the second occasion the number sent by Athens 
was not less than 10,000.1 So serious a loss deterred the 
Athenians for a long time from any repetition of the attempt. 
But it is highly probable that individual Athenian citizens, 
from Eion and from Thasus, connected themselves with power­
ful Thracian families, and became in this manner actively 
engaged in mining—to their own great profit, as well as to 
the profit of the city collectively, since the property of the 
kieruchs, or Athenian citizens occupying colonial lands, bore 
its share in case of direct taxes being imposed on property 
generally. Among such fortunate adventurers we may number 
the historian Thucydides himself; seemingly descended from 
Athenian parents intermarrying with Thracians, and himself 
married to a wife either Thracian or belonging to a family of 
Athenian colonists in that region, through whom he became 
possessed of a large property in the mines, as well as of great 
influence in the districts around.- This was one of the various 
ways in which the collective power of Athens enabled her 
chief citizens to enrich themselves individually. 

The colony under Agnon, despatched from Athens in the 
year 437 B.C., appears to have been both numerous and 
well-sustained, inasmuch as it conquered and maintained the 
valuable position of Ennea Hodoi in spite of those formid­
able Edonian neighbours who had baffled the two preceding 
attempts. Its name of Ennea Hodoi was exchanged for that 
of Amphipolis—the hill on which the new town was situated 
being bounded on three sides by the river. The settlers seem 
to have been of mixed extraction, comprising no large propor­
tion of Athenians. Some were of Chalkidic race, others came 

1 Thucyd. i. 100. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 105 ; Marcellinus, Vit. Thucyd. c 19. See Rotscher, 

Leben des Thukydides, ch. i. 4, p. 96, who gives a genealogy of Thucy­
dides, as far as it can be made out with any probability. The historian was 
connected by blood with Miltiades and Kimon, as well as with Olorusking 
of one of the Thracian tribes, whose daughter Hegesipyle was wife of 
Miltiades the conqueror of Marathon. In this manner therefore he belonged 
to one of the ancient heroic families of Athens and even of Greece, being 
an Æakid through Ajax and Philæus (Marcellin. c. 2). 
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from Argilus, a Grecian city colonised from Andros, which 
possessed the territory on the western bank of the Strymon 
immediately opposite to Amphipolis,1 and which was included 
among the subject allies of Athens. Amphipolis, connected 
with the sea by the Strymon and the port of Eion, became the 
most important of all the Athenian dependencies in reference 
to Thrace and Macedonia. 

The colony of Thurii on the coast of the Gulf of Tarentum 
in Italy, near the site and on the territory of the ancient 
Sybaris, was founded by Athens about seven years earlier than 
Amphipolis, not long after the conclusion of the Thirty 
years' truce with Sparta, B.C. 443. Since the destruction of 
the old Sybaris by the Krotoniates, in 509 B.C., its territory 
had for the most part remained unappropriated. The descend­
ants of the former inhabitants, dispersed at Laiis and in other 
portions of the territory, were not strong enough to establish 
any new city: nor did it suit the views of the Krotoniates 
themselves to do so. After an interval of more than sixty 
years, however, during which one unsuccessful attempt at 
occupation had been made by some Thessalian settlers, these 
Sybarites at length prevailed upon the Athenians to undertake 
and protect the re-colonisation; the proposition having been 
made in vain to the Spartans. Lampon and Xenokritus, the 
former a prophet and interpreter of oracles, were sent by 
Perikles with ten ships as chiefs of the new colony of Thurii, 
founded under the auspices of Athens. The settlers, collected 
from all parts of Greece, included Dorians, Ionians, islanders, 
Boeotians, as well as Athenians. But the descendants of the 
ancient Sybarites procured themselves to be treated as privi­
leged citizens, monopolising for themselves the possession of 
political powers as well as the most valuable lands in the 
immediate vicinity of the walls; while their wives also assumed 
an offensive pre-eminence over the other women of the city 
in the public religious processions. Such spirit of privilege 
and monopoly appears to have been a frequent manifestation 
among the ancient colonies, and often fatal either to their 
tranquillity or to their growth; sometimes to both. In the 
case of Thurii, founded under the auspices of the democratical 
Athens, it was not likely to have any lasting success. And we 
find that after no very long period, the majority of the colonists 
rose in insurrection against the privileged Sybarites, either 
slew or expelled them, and divided the entire territory of the 
city upon equal principles among the colonists of every 

1 Thucyd. iv. 102; v. 6. 
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different race. This revolution enabled them to make peace 
with the Krotoniates, who had probably been unfriendly so 
long as their ancient enemies the Sybarites were mosters of 
the city and likely to turn its powers to the purpose of aveng­
ing their conquered ancestors. A n d the city from this time 
forward, democratically governed, appears to have flourished 
steadily and without internal dissension for thirty years, unt i l 
the ruinous disasters of the Athenians before Syracuse 
occasioned the overthrow of the Athenian party at Thur i i . 
How miscellaneous the population of Thur i i was, we may 
judge from the denominations of the ten tribes—such was 
the number of tribes established, after the model of Athens 
—Arkas, Achai's, Eleia, Bceotia, Amphiktyonis, Doris, las, 
Athenais, Euboi's, Nesiotis. From this mixture of race they 
could not agree in recognising or honouring an Athenian 
(Ekist, or indeed any Œkist except Apollo.1 The Spartan 
general Kleandridas, banished a few years before for having 
suffered himself to be bribed by Athens along with king 
Pleistoanax, removed to Thuri i and was appointed general of 
the citizens in their war against Tarentum. That war was 
ultimately adjusted by the joint foundation of the new city of 
Herakleia half-way between the two—in the fertile territory 
called Siritis.'2 

The most interesting circumstance respecting Thur i i is, that 
the rhetor Lysias, and the historian Herodotus, were both 
domiciliated there as citizens. The city was connected with 
Athens, yet seemingly only by a feeble t i e ; it was not 
numbered among the tributary subject allies.3 From the cir­
cumstance, that so small a proportion of the settlers at Thur i i 
were native Athenians, we may infer that not many of the 
latter at that time were willing to put themselves so far out of 
connexion with Athens—even though tempted by the prospect 
of lots of land in a fertile and promising territory. A n d 
Perikles was probably anxious that those poor citizens, for 
whom emigration was desirable, should rather become kleruchs 
in some of the islands or ports of the Ægean, where they 
would serve (like the colonies of Rome) as a sort of garrison 
for the maintenance of the Athenian empire.4 

1 Diodor. xii. 35. 
2 Diodor. xii. 11, 12 ; Strabo, vi. 264; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 22. 
3 The Athenians pretended to no subject allies beyond the Ionian Gulf, 

Thucyd. vi. 14: compare vi. 45, 104; vii. 34. Thucydides does not even 
mention Thurii, in his catalogue of the allies of Athens at the beginning 
of the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd. ii. 15). 

4 Plutarch, Perikles, c. I I . 
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The fourteen years between the Thir ty years' truce and the 

breaking out of the Peloponnesian war, are a period of full 
maritime empire on the part of Athens—partially indeed 
resisted, but never with success. They are a period of peace 
with all cities extraneous to her own empire ; and of splendid 
decorations to the city itself, emanating from the genius of 
Pheidias and others, in sculpture as well as in architecture. 

Since the death of K imon , Perikles had become, gradually 
but entirely, the first citizen in the commonwealth. His 
qualities told for more, the longer they were known, and even 
the disastrous reverses which preceded the Thir ty years' truce 
had not overthrown him, since he had protested against that ex­
pedition of Tolmidcs into Beeotia out of which they first arose. 
But if the personal influence of Perikles had increased, the 
party opposed to him seems also to have become stronger and 
better organised than before ; and to have acquired a leader in 
many respects more effective than Kimon—Thucydides son of 
Melesias. The new chief was a near relative of Kimon, but of 
a character and talents more analogous to that of Perikles ; a 
statesman and orator rather than a general, though competent 
to both functions if occasion demanded, as every leading man 
in those days was required to be. Under Thucydides, the 
political and parliamentary opposition against Perikles assumed 
a constant character and an organisation, such as Kimon with 
his exclusively military aptitudes had never been able to 
establish. The arislocratical party in the commonwealth—the 
" honourable and respectable " citizens, as we find them styled, 
adopting their own nomenclature—now imposed upon them­
selves the obligation of undeviating regularity in their attendance 
on the public assembly, sitting together in a particular section 
so as to be conspicuously parted from the Demos. In this 
manner their applause and dissent, their mutual encouragement 
to each other, their distribution of parts to different speakers, 
was made more conducive to the party purposes than it had 
been before when these distinguished persons were intermingled 
with the mass of citizens.1 Thucydides himself was eminent as 
a speaker, inferior only to Perikles—perhaps hardly inferior 
even to him. We are told that in reply to a question put to 
him by Archidamus, whether Perikles or he were the better 

1 Compare the speech of Nikias, in reference to the younger citizens and 
partisans of Alkibiades sitting together near the latter in the assembly— 

Ekklesiaz. 29S seq., about partisans sitting near together. 
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wrestler, Thucydides replied—"Even when I throw him, he 
denies that he has fallen, gains his point, and talks over those 
who actually saw him fall."1 

Such an opposition, made to Perikles in all the full licence 
which a democratical constitution permitted, must have been 
both efficient and embarrassing. But the pointed severance of 
the aristocratical chiefs, which Thucydides son of Melesias 
introduced, contributed probably at once to rally the demo­
cratical majority round Perikles, and to exasperate the bitterness 
of party conflict.2 As far as we can make out the grounds 
of the opposition, it turned partly upon the pacific policy of 
Perikles towards the Persians, partly upon his expenditure for 
home ornament. Thucydides contended that Athens was 
disgraced in the eyes of the Greeks by having drawn the 
confederate treasure from Delos to her own acropolis, under 
pretence of greater security—and then employing it , not in 
prosecuting war against the Persians,3 but in beautifying Athens 
by new temples and costly statues. To this Perikles replied 
that Athens had undertaken the obligation, in consideration of 
the tribute-money, to protect her allies and keep off from them 
every foreign enemy—that she had accomplished this object 
completely at the present, and retained a reserve sufficient to 
guarantee the like security for the future—that under such 
circumstances, she owed no account to her allies of the 
expenditure of the surplus, but was at liberty to employ it for 
purposes useful and honourable to the city. In this point of 
view it was an object of great public importance to render 
Athens imposing in the eyes both of the allies and of Hellas 
generally, by improved fortifications,—by accumulated em­
bellishment, sculptural and architectural,—and by religious 
festivals, frequent, splendid, musical and poetical. 

Compare the speech of the Lesbians, and their complaints against 
Athens, at the moment of their revolt in the fourth year of the Pelopon-
nesian war (Thucyd. iii. 10): where a similar accusation is brought forward 
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Such was the answer made by Perikles in defence of his 

policy against the opposition headed by Thucydides. And 
considering the grounds of the debate on both sides, the 
answer was perfectly satisfactory. For when we look at the 
very large sum which Perikles continually kept in reserve in 
the treasury, no one could reasonably complain that his ex­
penditure for ornamental purposes was carried so far as to 
encroach upon the exigencies of defence. What Thucydides 
and his partisans appear to have urged, was that this common 
fund should still continue to be spent in aggressive warfare 
against the Persian king, in Egypt and elsewhere—conformably 
to the projects pursued by Kimon during his life.1 But Perikles 
was right in contending that such outlay would have been 
simply wasteful; of no use either to Athens or her allies, though 
risking all the chances of distant defeat, such as had been 
experienced a few years before in Egypt. The Persian force 
was already kept away both from the waters of the Ægean and 
the coast of Asia, either by the stipulations of the treaty of 
Kallias, or (if that treaty be supposed apocryphal) by a conduct 
practically the same as those stipulations would have enforced. 
The allies indeed might have had some ground of complaint 
against Perikles, either for not reducing the amount of tribute 
required from them, seeing that it was more than sufficient for 
the legitimate purposes of the confederacy,—or for not having 
collected their positive sentiment as to the disposal of it. But 
we do not find that this was the argument adopted by Thucy­
dides and his party; nor was it calculated to find favour either 
with aristocrats, or democrats, in the Athenian assembly. 

Admitting the injustice of Athens—an injustice common to 
both the parties in that city, not less to Kimon than to Perikles 
—in acting as despot instead of chief, and in discontinuing all 
appeal to the active and hearty concurrence of her numerous 
allies; we shall find that the schemes of Perikles were never­
theless eminently Pan-Hellenic. In strengthening and orna­
menting Athens, in developing the full activity of her citizens, 
in providing temples, religious offerings, works of art, solemni 
festivals, all of surpassing attraction,—he intended to exalt her 
into something greater than an imperial city with numerous 
dependent allies. He wished to make her the centre of Grecian 
feeling, the stimulus of Grecian intellect, and the type of strong 
democratical patriotism combined with full liberty of individual 
taste and aspiration. He wished not merely to retain the 
adherence of the subject states, but to attract the admiration' 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 20. 
VOL. V I . D 
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and spontaneous deference of independent neighbours, so as 
to procure for Athens a moral ascendency much beyond the 
range of her direct power. And he succeeded in elevating the 
city to a visible grandeur,1 which made her appear even much 
stronger than she really was—and which had the further effect 
of softening to the minds of her subjects the humiliating sense 
of obedience ; while it served as a normal school, open to 
strangers from all quarters, of energetic action even under full 
licence of criticism—of elegant pursuits economically followed 
—and of a love for knowledge without enervation of character. 
Such were the views of Perikles in regard to his country, during 
the years which preceded the Peloponnesian war. We find 
them recorded in his celebrated Funeral Oration pronounced 
in the first year of that war—an exposition for ever memorable 
of the sentiment and purpose of Athenian democracy, as 
conceived by its ablest president. 

So bitter however was the opposition made by Thucydides 
and his party to this projected expenditure—so violent and 
pointed did the scission of aristocrats and democrats become— 
that the dispute came after no long time to that ultimate appeal 
which the Athenian constitution provided for the case of two 
opposite and nearly equal party-leaders -a vote of ostracism. 
Of the particular details which preceded this ostracism, we are 
not informed ; but we see clearly that the general position was 
such as the ostracism was intended to meet. Probably the 
vote was proposed by the party of Thucydides, in order to 
procure the banishment of Perikles, the more powerful person 
of the two and the most likely to excite popular jealousy. The 
challenge was accepted by Perikles and his friends, and the 
result of the voting was such that an adequate legal majority 
condemned Thucydides to ostracism.2 And it seems that the 
majority must have been very decisive, for the party of Thucy­
dides was completely broken by it. We hear of no other 
single individual equally formidable, as a leader of opposition, 
throughout all the remaining life of Perikles. 

The ostracism of Thucydides apparently took place about 
two years3 after the conclusion of the Thirty years' truce 

1 Thucvd. i. 10. 

ciple of the ostracism, a remarkable incident at Magnesia, between two 
political rivals, Kretines and Hermeias : also the just reflections of Montes­
quieu, Esprit des Loix, xxvi. c. 17; xxix. c. 7. 

3 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 16 : the indication of time however is vague. 
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(443-442 B.C.), and it is to the period immediately following, that 
the great Periklean works belong. The southern wall of the 
acropolis had been built out of the spoils brought by K i m o n 
from his Persian expeditions; but the third of the long walls 
connecting Athens with the harbour was the proposition of 
Perikles, at what precise time we do not know. The long walls 
originally completed (not long after the battle of Tanagra, as 
has already been stated) were two, one from Athens to Peiraeus, 
another from Athens to Phalerum : the space between them was 
broad, and if in the hands of an enemy, the communication 
with Peiraeus would be interrupted. Accordingly Perikles now 
induced the people to construct a third or intermediate wall, 
running parallel with the first wall to Peiraous, and within a 
short distance 1 (seemingly near one furlong) from i t : so that 
the communication between the city and the port was placed 
beyond all possible interruption, even assuming an enemy to 
have got within the Phaleric wall. It was seemingly about this 
time, too, that the splendid docks and arsenal in Peimeus, 
alleged by Isokrates to have cost 1ooo talents, were con­
structed ;2 while the town itself of Peineus was laid out anew 
with straight streets intersecting at right angles. Apparently 
this was something new in Greece—the towns generally, and 
Athens itself in particular, having been built without any 
symmetry, or width, or continuity of streets.3 Hippodamus 
the Milesian, a man of considerable attainments in the physical 
philosophy of the age, derived much renown as the earliest 
town architect, for having laid out the Peiraeus on a regular 
plan. The market-place, or one of them at least, permanently 
bore his name—the Hippodamian agora.4 At a time when 
so many great architects were displaying their genius in 
the construction of temples, we are not surprised to hear 
that the structure of towns began to be regularised also. 
Moreover we are told that the new colonial town of Thur i i , 

1 Plato, Gorgias, p. 455, with Scholia; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 13; 
Forchhammer, Topographie von Athen, in Kieler Philologische Studien, 
p. 279-282. See the map of Athens and its environs in the Classical 
Atlas, Everyman's Library. 

2 Isokrates, Orat. vii. ; Areopagit. p. 153, c. 27. 
3 See Diksearchus, Vit. Grsecise, Fragm. ed. Fuhr. p. 140 : compare the 

description of Plataea in Thucydides, ii. 3. 
All the older towns now existing in the Grecian islands are put together 

in this same manner—narrow, muddy, crooked ways—tew regular continu­
ous lines of houses: see Ross, Reisen in den Griechischen Inseln, Letter 
xxvii. vol. ii. p. 20. 

4 Aristotle, Politic, ii. 5, 1 ; Xenophon, Hellen. ii. 4, 1 ; Harpokration, 
v.  
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to which Hippodamus went as a settler, was also constructed 
in the same systematic form as to straight and wide streets.1 

The new scheme upon which the Peiraeus was laid out was 
not without its value as one visible proof of the naval grandeur 
of Athens. But the buildings in Athens and on the acropolis 
formed the real glory of the Periklean age. A new theatre, 
termed the Odeon, was constructed for musical and poetical 
representations at the great Panathenaic solemnity. Next, 
the splendid temple of Athene, called the Parthenon, with all 
its masterpieces of decorative sculpture, friezes, and reliefs: 
lastly, the costly portals erected to adorn the entrance of 
the acropolis, on the western side of the hill, through which 
the solemn processions on festival days were conducted. It 
appears that the Odeon and the Parthenon were both finished 
between 445 and 437 B.C. : the Propylaea somewhat later, between 
437 and 431 B.C., in which latter year the Peloponnesian war 
began.2 Progress was also made in restoring or re-constructing 
the Erechtheion, or ancient temple of Athene Polias, the patron 
goddess of the city—which had been burnt in the invasion of 
Xerxes. But the breaking out of the Peloponnesian war seems 
to have prevented the completion of this, as well as of the 
great temple of Demeter at Eleusis, for the celebration of the 
Eleusinian mysteries—that of Athene at Sunium—and that of 
Nemesis at Rhamnus. Nor was the sculpture less memorable 
than the architecture. Three statues of Athene, all by the hand 
of Pheidias, decorated the acropolis—one colossal, 47 feet 
high, of ivory, in the Parthenon 3—a second of bronze, called 
the Lemnian Athene—a third of colossal magnitude, also 
in bronze, called Athene Promachos, placed between the 
Propylsea and the Parthenon, and visible from afar off, even 
to the navigator approaching Peineus by sea. 

It is not of course to Perikles that the renown of these 
splendid productions of art belongs. But the great sculptors 
and architects, by whom they were conceived and executed, 
belonged to that same period of expanding and stimulating 
Athenian democracy, which likewise called forth creative 
genius in oratory, in dramatic poetry, and in philosophical 
speculation. One man especially, of immortal name,— 

1 Diodor. xii. 9. 
2 Leake, Topography of Athens, Append, ii. and iii. p. 328-336, 2nd 

edit. 
3 See Leake, Topography of Athens, 2nd ed. p. i n , Germ. Transl. 

O. Muller (De Phidice Vita, p. 18) mentions no less than eight celebrated 
statues of Ath6n6, by the hand of Pheidias—four in the acropolis of 
Athens. 
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Pheidias,—born a little before the battle of Marathon, was 
the original mind in whom the sublime ideal conceptions of 
genuine art appear to have disengaged themselves from that 
stiffness of execution, and adherence to a consecrated type, 
which marked the efforts of his predecessors.1 He was the great 
director and superintendent of all those decorative additions, 
whereby Perikles imparted to Athens a majesty such as had 
never before belonged to any Grecian city. The architects of 
the Parthenon and the other buildings—Iktinus, Kallikrates, 
Korcebus, Mnesikles, and others—worked under his instruc­
tions : and he had besides a school of pupils and subordinates 
to whom the mechanical part of his labours was confided. 
With all the great contributions which Pheidias made to the 
grandeur of Athens, his last and greatest achievement was far 
away from Athens—the colossal statue of Zeus, in the great 
temple of Olympia, executed in the years immediately pre­
ceding the Peloponnesian war. This stupendous work was 
sixty feet high, of ivory and gold, embodying in visible majesty 
some of the grandest conceptions of Grecian poetry and 
religion. Its effect upon the minds of all beholders, for 
many centuries successively, was such as never has been, and 
probably never will be, equalled in the annals of art, sacred 
or profane. 

Considering these prodigious achievements in the field of 
art only as they bear upon Athenian and Grecian history, they 
are phenomena of extraordinary importance. When we learn 
the profound impression which they produced upon Grecian 
spectators of a later age, we may judge how immense was the 
effect upon that generation which saw them both begun and 
finished. In the year 480 B.C., Athens had been ruined by 
the occupation of Xerxes. Since that period, the Greeks 
had seen, first the rebuilding and fortifying of the city on an 
enlarged scale—next, the addition of Peiraeus with its docks 
and magazines—thirdly, the junction of the two by the long 
walls, thus including the most numerous concentrated popu­
lation, wealth, arms, ships, &c. in Greece 2—lastly, the rapid 
creation of so many new miracles of art—the sculptures of 
Pheidias as well as the paintings of the Thasian painter 
Polygnotus, in the temple of Theseus, and in the portico 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 13-15: O. Muller, De Phidiæ Vita, p. 34-60 ; 
also his work, Archaologie der Kunst, sect. 108-113. 
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called Poekile. Plutarch observes1 that the celerity with 
which the works were completed was the most remarkable 
circumstance connected with them; and so it probably might be, 
in respect to the effect upon the contemporary Greeks. The 
gigantic strides by which Athens had reached her maritime 
empire were now immediately succeeded by a series of works 
which stamped her as the imperial city of Greece, gave to 
her an appearance of power even greater than the reality, and 
especially put to shame the old-fashioned simplicity of Sparta.2 

The cost was doubtless prodigious, and could only have 
been borne at a time when there was a large treasure in the 
acropolis, as well as a considerable tribute annually coming in. 
If we may trust a computation which seems to rest on plausible 
grounds, it cannot have been much less than 3000 talents in the 
aggregate (about £69o,ooo).3 The expenditure of so large a 
sum was of course a source of great private gain to contractors, 
tradesmen, merchants, artizans of various descriptions, & c , 
concerned in it . In one way or another, it distributed itself 
over a large portion of the whole city. A n d it appears that 
the materials employed for much of the work were designedly 
of the most costly description, as being most consistent with 
the reverence due to the gods. Marble was rejected as too 
common for the statue of Athene, and ivory employed in its 
place.4 Even the gold with which it was surrounded weighed 
not less than forty talents.5 A large expenditure for such 
purposes, considered as pious towards the gods, was at the 
same time imposing in reference to Grecian feeling, which 
regarded with admiration every variety of public show and 
magnificence, and repaid with grateful deference the rich 
men who indulged in it. Perikles knew well that the visible 
splendour of the city, so new to ail his contemporaries, would 
cause her great power to appear greater still, and would thus 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 13. 
2 Thucyd. i. 10. 
3 See Leake, Topography of Athens, Append, iii. p. 329, 2nd ed. Germ, 

transl. Colonel Leake, with much justice, contends that the amount of 
2012 talents, stated by Harpokration out of Philochorus as the cost of the 
Propylæa alone, must be greatly exaggerated. Mr. Wilkins (Atheniensia, 
p. 84) expresses the same opinion ; remarking that the transport of marble 
from Pentelikus to Athens is easy, and on a descending road. 

Demetrius Phalcrcus (ap. Cicer. de Officiis, ii. 17) blamed Perikles for 
the large sum expended upon the Propylxa. It is not wonderful that he 
uttered this censure, if he had been led to rate the cost of them at 2012 
talents. 

4 Valer. Maxim, i. 7, 2. 
Thucyd. ii. 13. 
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procure for her a real, though unacknowledged influence— 
perhaps even an ascendency—over all cities of the Grecian 
name. A n d it is certain that even among those who most 
hated and feared her, at the outbreak of the Peloponnesian 
war, there prevailed a powerful sentiment of involuntary 
deference. 

A step taken by Perikles, apparently not long after the com­
mencement of the Thi r ty years' truce, evinces how much this 
ascendency was in his direct aim, and how much he connected 
it with views both of harmony and usefulness for Greece 
generally. He prevailed upon the people to send envoys to 
every city of the Greek name, great and small, inviting each to 
appoint deputies for a congress to be held at Athens. Three 
points were to be discussed in this intended congress, i. The 
restitution of those temples which had been burnt by the 
Persian invaders. 2. The fulfilment of such vows, as on that 
occasion had been made to the gods. 3. The safety of the 
sea and of maritime commerce for all . 

Twenty elderly Athenians were sent round to obtain the con­
vocation of this congress at Athens—a Pan-Hellenic congress 
for Pan-Hellenic purposes. But those who were sent to Bæotia 
and Peloponnesus completely failed in their object, from the 
jealousy, noway astonishing, of Sparta and her allies. Of the 
rest we hear nothing, for this refusal was quite sufficient to 
frustrate the whole scheme.1 It is to be remarked that the 
dependent allies of Athens appear to have been summoned 
just as much as the cities perfectly autonomous; so that their 
tributary relation to Athens was not understood to degrade 
them. We may sincerely regret that such congress d id not 
take effect, as it might have opened some new possibilities of 
converging tendency and alliance for the dispersed fractions of 
the Greek name—a comprehensive benefit not likely to be 
entertained at Sparta even as a project, but which might 
perhaps have been realised under Athens, and seems in this 
case to have been sincerely aimed at by Perikles. The events 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 17. Plutarch gives no precise date, and O. 
Muller (De Phidue Vita, p. 9) places these steps, for convocation of a con­
gress, before the first war between Sparta and Athens and the battle of 
Tanagra—i. e. before 460 B.c. But this date seems to me improbable: 
Thebes was not yet renovated in power, nor had Bœotia as yet recovered 
from the fruits of her alliance with the Persians ; moreover, neither Athens 
nor Perikles himself seems to have been at that time in a situation to 
conceive so large a project; which suits in every respect much better 
for the later period, after the Thirty years' truce, but before the 
Peloponnesian war. 



72 History of Greece 
of the Peloponnesian war, however, extinguished all hopes of 
any such union. 

The interval of fourteen years, between the beginning of the 
Thi r ty years' truce and that of the Peloponnesian war, was by 
no means one of undisturbed peace to Athens. In the sixth 
year of that period occurred the formidable revolt of Samos. 

That island appears to have been the most powerful of all 
the allies of Athens.1 It surpassed even Chios or Lesbos, 
standing on the same footing as these two : that is, paying no 
tribute-money—a privilege when compared with the body of 
the allies,—but furnishing ships and men when called upon, and 
retaining, subject to this condition, its complete autonomy, its 
oligarchical government, its fortifications, and its military force. 
Like most of the other islands near the coast, Samos possessed 
a portion of territory on the Asiatic mainland, between which 
and the territory of Miletus lay the small town of Priene, one 
of the twelve original members contributing to the Pan-Ionic 

-solemnity. Respecting the possession of this town of Priene, 
a war broke out between the Samians and Milesians, in the 
sixth year of the Thir ty years' truce (B.C. 440-439). Whether 
the town had before been independent, we do not know, but 
in this war the Milesians were worsted, and it fell into the 
hands of the Samians. The defeated Milesians, enrolled as 
they were among the tributary allies of Athens, complained to 
her of the conduct of the Samians, and their complaint was 
seconded by a party in Samos itself, opposed to the oligarchy 
and its proceedings. The Athenians required the two disput­
ing cities to bring the matter before discussion and award at 
Athens. But the Samians refused to comply :2 whereupon an 
armament of forty ships was despatched from Athens to the 
island, and established in it a democratical government; leaving 
in it a garrison and carrying away to Lemnos fifty men and as 
many boys from the principal oligarchical families, to serve as 
hostages. Of these families, however, a certain number retired 

1 Thucyd. i. 115; viii. 76; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 28. 
2 Thucyd. i. 115; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 25. Most of the statements 

which appear in this chapter of Plutarch (over and above the concise 
narrative of Thucydides) appear to be borrowed from exaggerated party 
stories of the day. We need make no remark upon the story, that Perikles 
was induced to take the side of Miletus against Samos by the fact that 
Aspasia was a native of Miletus. Nor is it at all more credible, that the 
satrap Pissuthnes, from goodwill towards Samos, offered Perikles 10,000 
golden staters as an inducement to spare the island. It may perhaps be 
true, however, that the Samian oligarchy, and those wealthy men whose 
children were likely to be taken as hostages, tried the effect of large bribes 
upon the mind of Perikles to prevail upon him not to alter the government. 
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to the mainland, where they entered into negotiations with 
Pissuthnes the satrap of Sardes, to procure aid and restoration. 
Obtaining from him seven hundred mercenary troops, and 
passing over in the night to the island, by previous concert with 
the oligarchical party, they overcame the Samian democracy 
as well as the Athenian garrison, who were sent over as 
prisoners to Pissuthnes. They were further lucky enough to 
succeed in stealing away from Lemnos their own recently 
deposited hostages, and they then proclaimed open revolt 
against Athens, in which Byzantium also joined. It seems 
remarkable, that though by such a proceeding they would of 
course draw upon themselves the full strength of Athens, yet 
their first step was to resume aggressive hostilities against 
Miletus,1 whither they sailed with a powerful force of seventy 
ships, twenty of them carrying troops. 

Immediately on the receipt of this grave intelligence, a fleet 
of sixty triremes—probably all that were in complete readiness 
—was despatched to Samos under ten generals, two of whom 
were Perikles himself and the poet Sophokles,2 both seemingly 
included among the ten ordinary Strategi of the year. But it 
was necessary to employ sixteen of these ships, partly in sum­
moning contingents from Chios and Lesbos, to which islands 
Sophokles went in person;3 partly in keeping watch off the 
coast of Karia for the arrival of the Phoenician fleet, which 
report stated to be approaching; so that Perikles had only 
forty-four ships remaining in his squadron. Yet he did not 
hesitate to attack the Samian fleet of seventy ships on his way 
back from Miletus, near the island of Tragia, and was victorious 
in the action. Presently he was reinforced by forty ships from 
Athens and by twenty-five from Chios and Lesbos, so as to be 
able to disembark at Samos, where he overcame the Samian 
land-force and blocked up the harbour with a portion of his 
fleet, surrounding the city on the land-side with a triple wall. 
Meanwhile the Samians had sent Stesagoras with five ships to 
press the coming of the Phoenician fleet, and the report of 

1 Thucyd. i. 114, 115. 
2 Strabo, xiv. p. 638 ; Schol. Aristeides, t. iii. p. 485, Dindorf. 
3 See the interesting particulars recounted respecting Sophokles by the 

Chian poet Ion, who met and conversed with him during the course of this 
expedition (Aihenccus, xiii. p. 603). He represents the poet as uncom­
monly pleasing and graceful in society, but noway distinguished for active 
capacity. Sophokles was at this time in peculiar favour, from the success 
of his tragedy Antigone the year before. See the chronology of these 
events discussed and elucidated in Boeckh's preliminary Dissertation to the. 
Antigone, c. 6-9. 

D 2 
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their approach became again so prevalent that Perikles felt 
obliged to take sixty ships (out of the total 125) to watch for 
them off the coast of Kaunus and Karia, where he cruised for 
about fourteen days. The Phoenician fleet1 never came in 
sight, though Diodorus affirms that it was actually on its voyage. 
Pissuthnes certainly seems to have promised, and the Samians 
to have expected it. Yet I incline to believe that, though 
willing to hold out hopes and encourage revolt among the 
Athenian allies, the satrap did not choose openly to violate the 
convention of Kallias, whereby the Persians were forbidden to 
send a fleet westward of the Chelidonian promontory. The 
departure of Perikles, however, so much weakened the Athenian 
fleet off Samos, that the Samians, suddenly sailing out of their 
harbour in an opportune moment, at the instigation and under 
the command of one of their most eminent citizens, the philo­
sopher Melissus — surprised and disabled the blockading 
squadron, and even gained a victory over the remaining fleet 
before the ships could be fairly got clear of the land.2 For 
fourteen days they remained masters of the sea, carrying in 
and out all that they thought proper. It was not until the 
return of Perikles that they were again blockaded. Reinforce­
ments however were now multiplied to the investing squadron 
—from Athens, forty ships under Thucydides,3 Agnon, and 

1 Piodor. xi. 27. 
2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 26. Plutarch seems to have had hefore him 

.accounts respecting this Samian campaign not only from Ephorus, Stesim-
brotus, and Duris, but also from Aristotle: and the statements of the latter 
must have differed thus far from Thucydides, that he affirmed Melissus the 
Samian general to have been victorious over Perikles himself, which is not 
to be reconciled with the narrative of Thucydides. 

The Samian historian Duris, living about a century after this siege, seems 
to have introduced many falsehoods respecting the cruelties of Athens; see 
Plutarch, l.e. 

3 It appears very improbable that this Thucydides can be the historian 
himself. If it be Thucydides son of Melesias, we must suppose him to 
have been restored from ostracism before the regular time—a supposition 
indeed noway inadmissible in itself, but which there is nothing else to 
countenance. The author of the Life of Sophokles, as well as most of the 
recent critics, adopt this opinion. 

On the other hand, it may have been a third person named Thucydides; 
for the name seems to have been common, as we might guess from the two 
words of which it is compounded. We find a third Thucydides mentioned 
vi i i . 92—a native of Pharsalus : and the biographer Marcellinus seems to 
have read of many persons so called p. xvi . ed. Arnold). 
The subsequent history of Thucydides son of Melesias is involved in com­
plete obscurity. We do not know the incident to which the remarkable 
passage in Aristophanes (Acharn. 703) alludes—compare Vespae, 946: nor 
•can we confirm the statement which the Scholiast cites from Idomeneus, 
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Phormion, and twenty under Tlepolemus and Antikle*s, besides 
thirty from Chios and Lesbos—making altogether near two 
hundred sail. Against this overwhelming force Melissus and 
the Samians made an unavailing attempt at resistance, but 
were presently quite blocked up, and remained so for nearly 
nine months unti l they could hold out no longer. They then 
capitulated, being compelled to raze their fortifications, to 
surrender all their ships of war, to give hostages for their future 
conduct, and to make good by stated instalments the whole 
expense of the enterprise, said to have reached iooo talents. 
The Byzantines too made their submission at the same time.1 

Two or three circumstances deserve notice respecting this 
revolt, as illustrating the existing condition of the Athenian 
empire. First, that the whole force of Athens, together with 
the contingents from Chios and Lesbos, was necessary in order 
to crush it , so that Byzantium, which joined in the revolt, 
seems to have been left unassailed. Now it is remarkable that 
none of the dependent allies near Byzantium or anywhere else, 
availed themselves of so favourable an opportunity to revolt 
also: a fact which seems plainly to imply that there was little 
positive discontent then prevalent among them. Had the 
revolt spread to other cities, probably Pissuthnes might have 
realised his promise of bringing up the Phoenician fleet, which 
would have been a serious calamity for the Ægean Greeks, and 
was only kept off by the unbroken maintenance of the Athenian 
empire. 

Next, the revolted Samians applied for aid, not only to 
Pissuthnes, but also to Sparta and her allies; among whom at 
a special meeting the question of compliance or refusal was 
formally debated. Notwithstanding the Thir ty years' truce 
then subsisting, of which only six years had elapsed, and which 
had been noway violated by Athens—many of the allies of 
Sparta voted for assisting the Samians. What part Sparta 
herself took, we do not know—but the Corinthians were the 

to the effect that Thucydides was banished and fled to Artaxerxes: see 
Bergk. Reliq. Com. Att. p. 61. 

1 Thucyd. i. 117 ; Diodor. xi:. 27, 28; Isokrates, De Permutat. Or. xv. 
sect. 118 ; Cornel. Nepos, Vit. Timoth. c. 1. 

The assertion of Ephorus (see Diodorus, xii. 28, and Ephori Fragm. 117, 
ed. Marx, with the note of Marx) that Perikles employed battering machines 
against the town, under the management of the Klazomenian Artemon, 
was called in question by Herakleides Ponticus, on the ground that 
Artemon was a contemporary of Anakreon, near a century before : and 
Thucydides represents Perikles to have captured the town altogether by 
blockade. 
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main and decided advocates for the negative. They not only 
contended that the truce distinctly forbade compliance with 
the Samian request, but also recognised the right of each con­
federacy to punish its own recusant members. And this was 
the decision ultimately adopted, for which the Corinthians 
afterwards took credit in the eyes of Athens, as its chief 
authors.1 Certainly, if the contrary policy had been pursued, 
the Athenian empire might have been in great danger—the 
Phœnician fleet would probably have been brought in also— 
and the future course of events greatly altered. 

Again, after the reconquest of Samos, we should assume it 
almost as a matter of certainty that the Athenians would renew 
the democratical government which they had set up just before 
the revolt. Yet if they did so, it must have been again over­
thrown, without any attempt to uphold it on the part of Athens. 
For we hardly hear of Samos again, until twenty-seven years 
afterwards, towards the latter division of the Peloponnesian 
war, in 412 B.C., and it then appears with an established 
oligarchical government of Geomori or landed proprietors, 
against which the people make a successful rising during the 
course of that year.2 As Samos remained, during the interval 
between 439 B.C. and 412 n.c, unfortified, deprived of its fleet, 
and enrolled among the tribute-paying allies of Athens—and 
as it nevertheless either retained, or acquired, its oligarchical 
government; so we may conclude that Athens cannot have 
systematically interfered to democratise by violence the subject-
allies, in cases where the natural tendency of parties ran 
towards oligarchy. The condition of Lesbos at the time of 
its revolt (hereafter to be related) will be found to confirm this 
conclusion.8 

On returning to Athens after the reconquest of Samos, 
Perikles was chosen to pronounce the funeral oration over the 
citizens slain in the war, to whom, according to custom, solemn 
and public obsequies were celebrated in the suburb called 
Kerameikus. This custom appears to have been introduced 
shortly after the Persian war,4 and would doubtless contribute 

1 Thucyd. i. 40, 41. 
2 Thucyd. viii. 21. 
3 Compare Wachsmuth, Hellenische Alterthumskunde, sect. 58, vol. i i . 

p. 82. 
4 See Westermann, Geschichte der Beredsamkeit in Griechenland und 

Rom ; Diodor. xi. 33; Dionys. Hal. A. R. v. 17. 
Perikles, in the funeral oration preserved by Thucydides (ii. 35-40), 
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to stimulate the patriotism of the citizens, especially when the 
speaker elected to deliver it was possessed of the personal 
dignity as well as the oratorical powers of PeriklSs. He was 
twice public funeral orator by the choice of the citizens; once 
after the Samian success, and a second time in the first year of 
the Peloponnesian war. His discourse on the first occasion 
has not reached us,1 but the second has been fortunately pre­
served (in substance at least) by Thucydid£s, who also briefly 
describes the funeral ceremony—doubtless the same on all 
occasions. The bones of the deceased warriors were exposed 
in tents three days before the ceremony, in order that the 
relatives of each might have the opportunity of bringing offerings. 
They were then placed in coffins of cypress and carried forth on 
carts to the public burial-place at the Kerameikus; one coffin 
for each of the ten tribes, and one empty couch, formally laid 
out, to represent those warriors whose bones had not been 
discovered or collected. The female relatives of each followed 
the carts, with loud wailings, and after them a numerous pro­
cession both of citizens and strangers. So soon as the bones 
had been consigned to the grave, some distinguished citizen, 
specially chosen for the purpose, mounted on an elevated stage 
and addressed to the multitude an appropriate discourse. Such 
was the effect produced by that of Perikles after the Samian 
expedition, that when he had concluded, the audience present 
testified their emotion in the liveliest manner, and the women 
especially crowned him with garlands like a victorious athlete.2 

Only Elpinike, sister of the deceased Kimon, reminded him 
that the victories of her brother had been more felicitous, as 
gained over Persians and Phoenicians, and not over Greeks 
and kinsmen. And the contemporary poet Ion, the friend of 
Kimon, reported what he thought an unseemly boast of Perikles 
—to the effect that Agamemnon had spent ten years in taking 
a foreign city, while he in nine months had reduced the first 

The Scholiast, and other commentators (K. F. Weber and Westermann 
among the number), make various guesses as to what celebrated man is 
here designated as the introducer of the custom of a funeral harangue. 
The Scholiast says, Solon: Weber fixes on Kimon: Westermann, on 
Aristeides : another commentator on Themistokles. But we may reason­
ably doubt whether any one very celebrated man is specially indicated by 
the words To commend the introducer of the practice, is 
nothing more than a phrase for commending the practice itself. 

1 Some fragments of it seem to have been preserved, in the time of 
Aristotle: see his treatise de Rhetoric!, i. 7 ; iii. 10, 3. 

2 Comnare the enthusiastic demonstrations which welcomed Brasidas at 
Skione (Thucyd. iv. 121). 
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and most powerful of all the Ionic communities.1 But if we 
possessed the actual speech pronounced, we should probably 
find that he assigned all the honour of the exploit to Athens 
and her citizens generally, placing their achievement in favour­
able comparison with that of Agamemnon and his host—not 
himself with Agamemnon. 

Whatever may be thought of this boast, there can be no 
doubt that the result of the Samian war not only rescued the 
Athenian empire from great peril,2 but rendered it stronger 
than ever : while the foundation of Amphipolis, which was 
effected two years afterwards, strengthened it still further. 
Nor do we hear, during the ensuing few years, of any further 
tendencies to disaffection among its members, unti l the period 
immediately before the Peloponnesian war. The feeling com­
mon among them towards Athens, seems to have been neither 
attachment nor hatred, but simple indifference and acquies­
cence in her supremacy. Such amount of positive discontent 
as really existed among them, arose, not from actual hardships 
suffered, but from the general political instinct of the Greek 
mind—desire of separate autonomy ; which manifested itself 
in each city, through the oligarchical party, whose power was 
kept down by Athens—and was stimulated by the sentiment 
communicated from the Grecian communities without the 
Athenian empire. According to that sentiment, the condition 
of a subject-ally of Athens was treated as one of degradation 
and servitude. In proportion as fear and hatred of Athens 
became predominant among the allies of Sparta, these latter 
gave utterance to the sentiment more and more emphatically, 
so as to encourage discontent artificially among the subject-
allies of the Athenian empire. Possessing complete mastery 
of the sea, and every sort of superiority requisite for holding 
empire over islands, Athens had yet no sentiment to appeal to 
in her subjects, calculated to render her empire popular, except 
that of common democracy, which seems at first to have acted 
without any care on her part to encourage it , unti l the progress 
of the Peloponnesian war made such encouragement a part of 
her policy. And even had she tried to keep up in the allies 
the feeling of a common interest and the attachment to a per­
manent confederacy, the instinct of political separation would 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 28 ; Thucyd. ii. 34. 
2 A short fragment remaining from the comic poet Eupolis , Fr. 

xvi. p. 493, ed. Meineke) attests the anxiety at Athens about the Samian 
war, and the great joy when the island was reconquered: compare 
Aristophan. Vesp. 283. 
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probably have baffled all her efforts. But she took no such 
pains. Wi th the usual morality that grows up in the minds of 
the actual possessors of power, she conceived herself entitled 
to exact obedience as her right. Some of the Athenian 
speakers in Thucydides go so far as to disdain all pretence of 
legitimate power, even such as might fairly be set u p ; resting 
the supremacy of Athens on the naked plea of superior force.1 

As the allied cities were mostly under democracies—through 
the indirect influence rather than the systematic dictation of 
Athens—yet each having its own internal aristocracy in a state 
of opposition ; so the movements for revolt against Athens 
originated with the aristocracy or with some few citizens apart; 
while the people, though sharing more or less in the desire for 
autonomy, had yet either a fear of their own aristocracy or a 
sympathy with Athens, which made them always backward in 
revolting, sometimes decidedly opposed to i t . Neither Pcrikles 
nor Kleon indeed lays stress on the attachment of the people 
as distinguished from that of the Few, in these dependent 
cities. But the argument is strongly insisted on by Diodotus2 

in the discussion respecting Mitylene after its surrender : and 
as the war advanced, the question of alliance with Athens or 
Sparta became more and more identified with the internal 
preponderance of democracy or oligarchy in each.3 

We shall find that in most of those cases of actual revolt 
where we are informed of the preceding circumstances, the 
step is adopted or contrived by a small number of oligarchical 
malcontents, without consulting the general voice; while in 
those cases where the general assembly is consulted before­
hand, there is manifested indeed a preference for autonomy, 
but nothing like a hatred of Athens or decided inclination to 
break with her. In the case of Mitylene,4 in the fourth year 
of the war, it was the aristocratical government which revolted, 
while the people, as soon as they obtained arms, actually de­
clared in favour of Athens. A n d the secession of Chios, the 

1 Thucyd. iii. 37 ; i i . 63. See the conference, at the island of Melos in 
the sixteenth year of the Peloponnesian war (Thucyd. v. 89 seq.), between 
the Athenian commissioners and the Melians. I think however that this 
conference is less to be trusted as based in reality, than the speeches in 
Thucydides generally—of which more hereafter. 

8 See the striking observations of Thucydides, iii. 82, 83 ; Aristotel. 
Politic, Y. 6, 9. 

4 Thucyd. iii. 27. 
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greatest of all the allies, in the twentieth year of the Pelopon-
nesian war—even after all the hardships which the allies had 
been called upon to bear in that war, and after the ruinous dis­
asters which Athens had sustained before Syracuse—was both 
prepared beforehand and accomplished by secret negotiations 
of the Chian oligarchy, not only without the concurrence, but 
against the inclination, of their own people.1 In like manner, 
the revolt of Thasos would not have occurred, had not the 
Thasian democracy been previously subverted by the Athenian 
Peisander and his oligarchical confederates. So in Akanthus, 
in Amphipolis, in Mende, and those other Athenian depend­
encies which were wrested from Athens by Brasidas—we find 
the latter secretly introduced by a few conspirators. The bulk 
of the citizens do not hail him at once as a deliverer, like 
men sick of Athenian supremacy : they acquiesce, not without 
debate, when Brasidas is already in the town, and his de­
meanour, just as well as conciliating, soon gains their esteem. 
But neither in Akanthus nor in Amphipolis would he have 
been admitted by the free decision of the citizens, if they had 
not been alarmed for the safety of their friends, their proper­
ties, and their harvest, still exposed in the lands without the 
walls.2 These particular examples warrant us in affirming, 
that though the oligarchy in the various allied cities desired 
eagerly to shake off the supremacy of Athens, the people were 
always backward in following them, sometimes even opposed, 
and hardly ever willing to make sacrifices for the object. They 
shared the universal Grecian desire for separate autonomy,8 

and felt the Athenian empire as an extraneous pressure which 
they would have been glad to shake off, whenever the change 
could be made with safety. But their condition was not one of 
positive hardship, nor did they overlook the hazardous side of 
such a change—partly from the coercive hand of Athens— 
partly from new enemies against whom Athens had hitherto 
protected them—and not least from their own oligarchy. Of 
course the different allied cities were not al l animated by the 
same feelings, some being more averse to Athens than others. 

The particular modes, in which Athenian supremacy pressed 
1 Thucyd. viii. 9-14. He observes also, respecting the Thasian oligarchy 

just set up in lieu of the previous democracy by the Athenian oligarchical 
conspirators who were then organising the revolution of the Four Hundred 
at Athens—that they immediately made preparations for revolting from 

2 Thucyd. iv. 86, 88, 106, 123. 
3 See the important passage, Thucyd. viii. 48. 
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upon the allies and excited complaints, appear to have been 
chiefly three, I. The annual tribute. 2. The encroachments 
or other misdeeds committed by individual Athenians, taking 
advantage of their superior position : citizens either planted 
out by the city as Kleruchs (out-settlers), on the lands of those 
allies who had been subdued—or serving in the naval arma­
ments—or sent round as inspectors—or placed in occasional 
garrison—or carrying on some private speculation. 3. The 
obligation under which the allies were laid of bringing a 
large proportion of their judicial trials to be settled before the 
dikasteries at Athens. 

As to the tribute, I have before remarked that its amount had 
been but little raised from its first settlement down to the 
beginning of the Peloponnesian war, at which time it was 600 
talents yearly.1 It appears to have been reviewed, and the 
apportionment corrected, in every fifth year, at which period 
the collecting officers may probably have been changed. After­
wards, probably, it became more burdensome, though when, or 
in what degree, we do not know : but the alleged duplication of 
it (as I have already remarked) is both uncertified and improb­
able. The same gradual increase may probably be affirmed 
respecting the second head of inconvenience—vexation caused 
to the allies by individual Athenians, chiefly officers of arma­
ments or powerful citizens.2 Doubtless this was always more 
or less a real grievance, from the moment when the Athenians 
became despots in place of chiefs. But it was probably not 
very serious in extent unti l after the commencement of the 
Peloponnesian war, when revolt on the part of the allies 

to be specified more particularly a little farther on (i. 18); it means the 
generals, the officers, the envoys, & c , sent forth by Athens. 

In respect to the Kleruchies, or out-settlements of Athenian citizens on 
the lands of allies revolted and reconquered—we may remark that they are 
not noticed as a grievance in this treatise of Xenophon, noi in any of the 
anti-Athenian orations of Thucydidgs. They appear, however, as matters 
of crimination after the extinction of the empire, and at the moment when 
Athens was again rising into a position such as to inspire the hope of 
reviving it. For at the close of the Peloponnesian war, which was also the 
destruction of the empire, all the Kleruchs were driven home again, and 
deprived of their outlying property, which reverted to various insular 
proprietors. These latter were terrified at the idea that Athens might after­
wards try to resume these lost rights : hence the subsequent outcry against 
the Kleruchies. 



82 History of Greece 
became more apprehended, and when garrisons, inspectors, and 
tribute-gathering ships became more essential in the working 
of the Athenian empire. 

But the third circumstance above noticed—the subjection of 
the allied cities to the Athenian dikasteries—has been more 
dwelt upon as a grievance than the second, and seems to have 
been unduly exaggerated. We can hardly doubt that the 
beginning of this jurisdiction exercised by the Athenian d i ­
kasteries dates with the synod of Delos, at the time of the first 
formation of the confederacy. It was an indispensable element 
of that confederacy, that the members should forego their right 
of private war among each other, and submit their differences 
to peaceable arbitration—a covenant introduced even into 
alliances much less intimate than this was, and absolutely 
essential to the efficient maintenance of any common action 
against Persia.1 Of course many causes of dispute, public as 
well as private, must have arisen among these wide-spread 
islands and seaports of the Ægean, connected with each other 
by relations of fellow-feeling, of trade, and of common appre­
hensions. The synod of Delos, composed of the deputies of 
all, was the natural board of arbitration for such disputes. A 
habit must thus have been formed, of recognising a sort of 
federal tribunal,—to decide peaceably how far each ally had 
faithfully discharged its duties, both towards the confederacy 
collectively, and towards other allies with their individual 
citizens separately,—as well as to enforce its decisions and 
punish refractory members, pursuant to the right which Sparta 
and her confederacy also claimed and exercised.2 Now from 

1 See the expression in Thucydides (v. 27), describing the conditions 
required when Argos was about to extend her alliances in Peloponnesus. 
The conditions were two. 1. That the city should be autonomous. 2. 
Next, that it should be willing to submit its quarrels to equitable arbitration 

In the oration against the Athenians, delivered by the Syracusan Her-
mokrates at Kamarina, Athens is accused of having enslaved her allies 
partly on the ground that they neglected to perform their military obliga­
tions, partly because they made war upon each other (Thucyd. vi. 76), 
partly also on other specious pretences. Mow far this charge against 
Athens is borne out by the fact, we can hardly say ; in all those particular 
examples which Thucydides mentions of subjugation of allies by Athens, 
there is a cause perfectly definite and sufficient—not a mere pretence' 
devised by Athenian ambition. 

2 According to the principle laid down by the Corinthians shortly before 
the Peloponnesian war— 
(Thucyd. i. 40-43). 

The Lacedaemonians, on preferring their accusation of treason against 
Themistokles, demanded that he should be tried at Sparta, before the 
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the beginning the Athenians were the guiding and enforcing 
presidents of this synod. When it gradually died away, they 
were found occupying its place as well as clothed with its 
functions, it was in this manner that their judicial authority 
over the allies appears first to have begun, as the confederacy 
became changed into an Athenian empire,—the judicial func­
tions of the synod being transferred along with the common 
treasure to Athens, and doubtless much extended. A n d on 
the whole, these functions must have been productive of more 
good than evil to the allies themselves, especially to the 
weakest and most defenceless among them. 

Among the thousand towns which paid tribute to Athens 
(taking this numerical statement of Aristophanes not in its 
exact meaning, but simply as a great number), if a small town, 
or one of its citizens, had cause of complaint against a larger, 
there was no channel except the synod of Delos, or the 
Athenian tribunal, through which it could have any reasonable 
assurance of fair trial or justice. It is not to be supposed that 
all the private complaints and suits between citizen and citizen, 
in each respective subject town, were carried up for trial to 
Athens: yet we do not know distinctly how the line was 
drawn, between matters carried up thither, and matters tried 
at home. The subject cities appear to have been interdicted 
from the power of capital punishment, which could only be 
inflicted after previous trial and condemnation at Athens :l so 
that the latter reserved to herself the cognisance of most of 
the grave crimes—or what may be called " the higher justice " 
generally. And the political accusations preferred by citizen 
against citizen, in any subject city, for alleged treason, corrup­
tion, non-fulfilment of public duty, & c , were doubtless carried 
to Athens for trial—perhaps the most important part of her 
jurisdiction. 

But the maintenance of this judicial supremacy was not 
intended by Athens for the substantive object of amending the 
administration of justice in each separate allied city. It went 
rather to regulate the relations between city and city—between 
citizens of different cities—between Athenian citizens or officers, 
and any of these allied cities with which they had relations— 
between each city itself, as a dependent government with 

common Hellenic synod which held its sitting there, and of which Athens 
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contending political parties, and the imperial head Athens. A l l 
these being problems which imperial Athens was called on to 
solve, the best way of solving them would have been through 
some common synod emanating from all the allies. Putting 
this aside, we shall find that the solution provided by Athens 
was perhaps the next best, and we shall be the more induced 
to think so when we compare it with the proceedings afterwards 
adopted by Sparta, when she had put down the Athenian 
empire. Under Sparta, the general rule was, to place each of 
the dependent cities under the government of a Dekarchy (or 
oligarchical council of ten) among its chief citizens, together 
with a Spartan harmost or governor having a small garrison 
under his orders. It wi l l be found when we come to describe 
the Spartan maritime empire that these arrangements exposed 
each dependent city to very great violence and extortion, while, 
after all, they solved only a part of the problem. They served 
only to maintain each separate city under the dominion of 
Sparta without contributing to regulate the dealings between 
the citizens of one and those of another, or to bind together 
the empire as a whole. Now the Athenians did not, as a 
system, place in their dependent cities governors analogous to 
the harmosts, though they did so occasionally under special 
need. But their fleets and their officers were in frequent 
relation with these cities; and as the principal officers were 
noways indisposed to abuse their position, so the facility of 
complaint, constantly open, to the Athenian popular dikastery, 
served both as redress and guarantee against misrule of this 
description. It was a guarantee which the allies themselves 
sensibly felt and valued, as we know from Thucydides. The 
chief source from whence they had to apprehend evil was, the 
misconduct of the Athenian officials and principal citizens, who 
could misemploy the power of Athens for their own private 
purposes—but they looked up to the " Athenian Demos as a 
chastener of such evil-doers and as a harbour of refuge to 
themselves."1 If the popular dikasteries at Athens had not 

commander, the oligarch Phrynichus, whom Thucydides greatly commends 
for his sagacity, and with whom he seems in this case to have concurred. 

Xenophon (Rep. Ath. i. 14, 15) affirms that the Athenian officers on 



Athens before Peloponnesian War 85 
been thus open, the allied cities would have suffered much 
more severely from the captains and officials of Athens in their 
individual capacity. And the maintenance of political harmony, 
between the imperial city and the subject-ally, was ensured by 
Athens through the jurisdiction of her dikasteries with much 
less cost of injustice and violence than by Sparta. For though 
oligarchical leaders in these allied cities might sometimes be 
unjustly condemned at Athens, yet such accidental wrong was 
immensely overpassed by the enormities of the Spartan har-
mosts and Dekarchies, who put numbers to death without any 
trial at all. 

So again, it is to be recollected that Athenian private 
citizens, not officially employed, were spread over the whole 
range of the empire as kleruchs, proprietors, or traders. Of 
course therefore disputes would arise between them and the 
natives of the subject cities, as well as among these latter 
themselves, in cases where both parties did not belong to the 
same city. Now in such cases the Spartan imperial authority 
was so exercised as to afford little or no remedy, since the 
action of the harmost or the Dekarchy was confined to one 
separate city; while the Athenian dikasteries, with universal 
competence and public trial, afforded the best redress which 
the contingency admitted. If a Thasian citizen believed him­
self aggrieved by the historian Thucydides, either as com­
mander of the Athenian fleet on that station, or as proprietor 
of gold mines in Thrace,—he had his remedy against the 
latter by accusation before the Athenian dikasteries, to which 
the most powerful Athenian was amenable not less than the 
meanest Thasian. To a citizen of any allied city it might be 
an occasional hardship to be sued before the courts at Athens; 
but it was also often a valuable privilege to him to be able to 
service passed many unjust sentences upon the oligarchical party in the 
allied cities—fines, sentences of banishment, capital punishments, and that 
the Athenian people, though they had a strong public interest in the pros­
perity of the allies in order that their tribute might be larger, neverthe­
less thought it better that any individual citizen of Athens should pocket 
what he could out of the plunder of the allies, and leave to the latter 
nothing more than was absolutely necessary for them to live and work, 
without any superfluity such as might tempt them to revolt. 

That the Athenian officers on service may have succeeded too often in 
unjust peculation at the cost of the allies, is probable enough : but that the 
Athenian people were pleased to see their own individual citizens so en­
riching themselves, is certainly not true. The large jurisdiction of the 
dikasteries was intended, among other effects, to open to the allies a legal 
redress against such misconduct on the part of the Athenian officers: and 
the passage above cited from Thucydides proves that it realty produced such 
an effect 
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sue, before those courts, others whom else he could not have 
reached. He had his share of the benefit as well as of the 
hardship. Athens, if she robbed her subject-allies of their 
independence, at least gave them in exchange the advantage 
of a central and common judiciary authority; thus enabling each 
of them to enforce claims of justice against the rest, in a way 
which would not have been practicable (to the weaker at least) 
even in a state of general independence. 

Now Sparta seems not even to have attempted anything of 
the kind with regard to her subject-allies, being content to keep 
them under the rule of a harmost and a partisan oligarchy. 
A n d we read anecdotes which show that no justice could be 
obtained at Sparta even for the grossest outrages committed by 
the harmost, or by private Spartans out of Laconia. The two 
daughters of a lkeotian named Skedasus (of Leuktra in Beeotia) 
had been first violated and then murdered by two Spartan 
citizens: the son of a citizen of Oreus in Eubcea had been also 
outraged and killed by the harmost Aristodemus : l in both 
cases the fathers went to Sparta to lay the enormity before the 
ephors and other authorities, and in both cases a deaf ear was 
turned to their complaints. But such crimes, if committed by 
Athenian citizens or officers, might have been brought to a 
formal exposure before the public sitting of the dikastery, and 
there can be no doubt t i n t both would have been severely 
punished. We shall see hereafter that an enormity of this 
description, committed by the Athenian general Paches at Mity-
lene, cost him his life before the Athenian dikasts.2 Xenophon, 
in the dark and one-sided representation which he gives of the 
Athenian democracy, remarks, that if the subject-allies had not 
been made amenable to justice at Athens, they would have 
cared little for the people of Athens, and would have paid 
court only to those individual Athenians, generals, trierarchs, or 
envoys, who visited the islands on service; but under the exist­
ing system, the subjects were compelled to visit Athens either 
as plaintiffs or defendants, and were thus under the necessity of 
paying court to the bulk of the people also—that is, to those 
humbler citizens out of whom the dikasteries were formed; 
they supplicated the dikasts in court for favour or lenient deal­
ing.8 But this is only an invidious manner of discrediting what 

1 Plutarch, Pelopidas, c. 20; Plutarch, Amator. Narrat. c. 3, p. 773. 
2 See infra, chap. xlix. 
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was really a protection to the allies,' both in purpose and in 
reality. For it was a lighter lot to be brought for trial before 
the dikastery, than to be condemned without redress by the 
general on service, or to be forced to buy off his condemnation 
by a bribe. Moreover the dikastery was open not merely to 
receive accusations against citizens of the allied cities, but also 
to entertain complaints which they preferred against others. 

Assuming the dikasteries at Athens to be ever so defective as 
tribunals for administering justice, we must recollect that they 
were the same tribunals under which every Athenian citizen 
held his own fortune or reputation, and that the native of 
any subject city was admitted to the same chance of justice as 
the native of Athens. Accordingly we find the Athenian envoy 
at Sparta, immediately before the Peloponnesian war, taking 
peculiar credit to the imperial city on this ground, for equal 
dealing with her subject-allies. " If our power (he says) were 
to pass into other hands, the comparison would presently show 
how moderate we are in the use of i t : but as regards us, our 
very moderation is unfairly turned to our disparagement rather 
than to our praise. For even though we put ourselves at dis­
advantage in matters litigated with our allies, and though we 
have appointed such matters to be judged among ourselves, and 
under laws equal to both parties, we are represented as animated 
by nothing better than a love of litigation."1 " Our allies (he 

between two different cities, by consent of both, for the purpose of deter­
mining controversies between their respective citizens : they were something 
essentially apart from the ordinary judicial arrangements of either state. 
Now what the Athenian orator here insists upon is exactly the contrary of 
this idea : he says that the allies were admitted to the benefit of Athenian 
trial and Athenian laws, in like manner with the citizens themselves. The 
judicial arrangements by which the Athenian allies were brought before the 
Athenian dikasteries cannot with propriety be said to be 
unless the act of original incorporation into the confederacy of Delos is to 
be regarded as a ^^ or agreement—which in a large sense it might 
be, though not in the proper sense in which are 



88 History of Greece 
adds) would complain less* if we made open use of our superior 
force with regard to them; but we discard such maxims, and 

commonly mentioned. Moreover I think that the passage of Antipho (De 
Cede Herodis, p. 745) proves that it was the citizens of places not in 
alliance with Athens who litigated with Athenians according to  

—not the allies of Athens while they resided in their own native 
cities; for I agree with the interpretation which Boeckh puts upon this 
passage, in opposition to Platner and Schomann (Boeckh, Public fccon. of 
Athens, book iii. ch. xvi. p. 403, Eng. transl. ; ^chbmann, Der Attisch. 
Prozess, p. 778; Platner, Prozess und Klagen bei den Attikern, ch. iv. 2, 
p. 110-112, where the latter discusses both the passages of Antipho and 
Thucydides). 

The passages in Demosthenes, Orat. de Ilalones. c. 3, pp. 98, 99; and 
Andokides cont. Alkibiad. c. 7, p. 121 (I quote this latier oration, though 
it is undoubtedly spurious, because we may well suppose the author of it to 
be conversant with the nature and contents of _, give us a sufficient 
idea of these judicial conventions, or —special and liable to differ 
in each particular case. They seem to me essentially distinct from that 
systematic scheme of proceeding whereby the dikasteries of Athens were 
made cognisant of all, or most, important controversies among or between 
the allied cities, as well as of political accusations. 

M. Boeckh draws a distinction between the autonomous allies (Chios and 
Lesbos, at the time immediately before the Peloponnesian war) and the 
subjcct-aWies ; " the former class (he says) retained possession of unlimited 
jurisdiction, whereas the latter were compelled to try all their disputes in 
the courts of Athens." Doubtless this distinction would prevail to a certain 
degree, but how far it was pushed we can hardly say. Suppose that a 
dispute took place between Chios and one of the subject-islands—or 
between an individual Chian and an individual Thasian—-would not the 
Chian plaintiff sue, or the Chian defendant be sued before the Athenian 
dikastery? Suppose that an Athenian citizen or officer became involved 
in dispute with a Chian, would not the Athenian dikastery be the 
competent court, whichever of the two were plaintiff or defendant? 
Suppose a Chian citizen or magistrate to be suspected of fomenting revolt, 
would it not be competent to any accuser, either Chian or Athenian, to 
indict him before the dikastery at Athens? Abuse of power, or peculation, 
committed by Athenian officers at Chios, must of course be brought before 
the Athenian dikasteries, just as much as if the crime had been committed 
at Thasos or Naxos. We have no evidence to help us in regard to these 
questions; but I incline to believe that the difference in respect to judicial 
arrangement, between the autonomous and the subject-allies, was less in 
degree than M. Boeckh believes. We must recollect that the arrangement 
was not all pure hardship to the allies—the liability to be prosecuted was 
accompanied with the privilege of prosecuting for injuries received. 

There is one remark however which appears to me of importance for 
understanding the testimonies on this subject. The Athenian empire, 
properly so called, which began by the confederacy of Delos after the 
Persian invasion, was completely destroyed at the close of the Peloponnesian 
war, when Athens was conquered and taken. But after some years had 
elapsed, towards the year 377 B.c., Athens again began to make maritime 
conquests, to acquire allies, to receive tribute, to assemble a synod, and to 
resume her footing of something like an imperial city. Now her power 
over her allies during this second period of empire was not near so great 
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1 with them upon an equal footing: and they are so accus-
ied to this that they think themselves entitled to complain 
;very trifling disappointment of their expectations.1 They 
ered worse hardships under the Persians before our empire 
an, and they would suffer worse under you (the Spartans) if 
were to succeed in conquering us and making our empire 

rs'" 
listory bears out the boast of the Athenian orator, both as to 
time preceding and following the empire of Athens.2 A n d 
Athenian citizen indeed might well regard it not as a hard-
), but as a privilege to the subject-allies, that they should be 
wed to sue him before the dikastery, and to defend them­
es before the same tribunal either in case of wrong done to 
., or in case of alleged treason to the imperial authority of 
ens : they were thereby put upon a level with himself. 
I more would he find reason to eulogise the universal com-
jnce of these dikasteries in providing a common legal author-
for all disputes of the numerous distinct communities of 
empire one with another, and for the safe navigation and 

eral commerce of the Ægean. That complaints were raised 
nst it among the subject-allies is noway surprising. For 
empire of Athens generally was inconsistent with that sepa-
autonomy to which every town thought itself entitled; and 
central judicature was one of its prominent and constantly 

rative institutions, as well as a striking mark of dependence 
had been during the first, between the Persian and Peloponnesian 
: nor can we be at all sure that what is true of the second is also true 

le first. And I think it probable, that those statements of the gram-
ans, which represent the allies as carrying on in 
lary practice with the Athenians, may really be true about the second 

ment here ascribed to Aristotle may very probably be true about the 
id alliance, though it cannot be held true for the first. In the second, 
Athenians may really have had or special conventions for 
dal business, with many of their principal allies, instead of making 
ns the authoritative centre, and heir to the Delian synod, as they did 
ig the first. It is to be remarked however that Harpokration, in the 
ination which he gives of , treats them in a perfectly general 
as conventions for settlement of judicial controversy between city and 
without any particular allusion to Athens and her allies. Compare 

ter, Athenaische Gerichtsverfassung, iii. I, 3, p. 91. 
Thucvd. i. 77. Oi 3c (the allies) 
1  

Compare lsokrat£s, Or. iv. Panegyric, pp. 62,66, sect, 116-138; and 
srii. Panathenaic. p. 247-254, sect. 72-1 IIl ; Or. viii. De Pace, p. 178, 
119seqq.; Plutarch, Ly sand. c. 13; Cornel. Nepos, Lysand. c. 2, 3. 
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to the subordinate communities. Yet we may safely affirm that 
if empire was to be maintained at all, no way of maintaining it 
could be found at once less oppressive and more beneficial 
than the superintending competence of the dikasteries—a system 
not taking its rise in the mere "love of litigation" (if indeed we 
are to reckon this a real feature in the Athenian character, which 
I shall take another opportunity of examining), much less in 
those petty collateral interests indicated by Xenophon,1 such as 
the increased customs duty, rent of houses, and hire of slaves 
at Pciræus, and the larger profits of the heralds, arising from 
the influx of suitors. It was nothing but the power, originally 
inherent in the confederacy of Delos, of arbitration between 
members and enforcement of duties towards the whole—a 
power inherited by Athens from that synod, and enlarged to 
meet the political wants of her empire; to which end it was 
essential, even in the view of Xenophon himself.2 It may be 
that the dikastery was not always impartial between Athenian 
citizens privately, or the Athenian commonwealth collectively, 
and the subject-allies,—and in so far the latter had good reason 
to complain. But on the other hand we have no ground for 
suspecting it of deliberate or standing unfairness, or of any 
other defects than such as were inseparable from its constitution 
and procedure, whoever might be the parties under trial. 

We are now considering the Athenian empire as it stood 
before the Peloponnesian war; before the increased exactions 
and the multiplied revolts, to which that war gave rise—before 
the cruelties which accompanied the suppression of those revolts, 
and which so deeply stained the character of Athens—before 
that aggravated fierceness, mistrust, contempt of obligation, 
and rapacious violence, which Thucydides so emphatically 
indicates as having been infused into the Greek bosom by the 
fever of an all-pervading contest.3 There had been before this 
time many revolts of the Athenian dependencies, from the 
earliest at Naxos down to the latest at Samos. A l l had been 

1 Xenophon, Rcpub. Ath. i. 17. 
2 Xenophon, Repub. Ath. i. 16. He states it as one of the advantageous 

consequences, which induced the Athenians to bring the suits and com­
plaints of the allies to Athens for trial—that the prytaneia, or fees paid 
upon entering a cause for trial, became sufficiently large to furnish all the 
pay for the dikasts throughout the year. 

But in another part of his treatise (iii. 2, 3) he represents the Athenian 
dikasteries as overloaded with judicial business, much more than they could 
possibly get through; insomuch that there were long delays before causes 
could be brought on for trial. It could hardly be any great object there­
fore to multiply complaints artificially, in order to make fees for the dikasts. 

3 See his well-known comments on the seditions at Korkyra, iii. 82, 83. 
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successfully suppressed, but in no case had Athens displayed 
the same unrelenting rigour as we shall find hereafter manifested 
towards Mitylene, Skione, and Melos. The policy of Perikles, 
now in the plenitude of his power at Athens, was cautious and 
conservative, averse to forced extension of empire as well as to 
those increased burdens on the dependent allies which such 
schemes would have entailed, and tending to maintain that 
assured commerce in the Ægean by which all of them must 
have been gainers—not without a conviction that the contest 
must arise sooner or later between Athens and Sparta, and that 
the resources as well as the temper of the allies must be hus­
banded against that contingency. If we read in Thucydides 
the speech of the envoy from Mitylene1 at Olympia, delivered 
to the Lacedaemonians and their allies in the fourth year of the 
Peloponnesian war, on occasion of the revolt of the city from 
Athens—a speech imploring aid and setting forth the strongest 
impeachment against Athens which the facts could be made to 
furnish—we shall be surprised how weak the case is and how 
much the speaker is conscious of its weakness. He has nothing 
like practical grievances and oppressions to urge against the 
imperial city. He does not dwell upon enormity of tribute, 
unpunished misconduct of Athenian officers, hardship of bring­
ing causes for trial to Athens, or other sufferings of the subjects 
generally. He has nothing to say except that they were defence­
less and degraded subjects, and that Athens held authority over 
them without and against their own consent: and in the case 
of Mitylene, not so much as this could be said, since she was 
on the footing of an equal, armed, and autonomous ally. Of 
course this state of forced dependence was one which the allies, 
or such of them as could stand alone, would naturally and 
reasonably shake off whenever they had an opportunity.2 Hut 
the negative evidence, derived from the speech of the Mity-
lenaean orator, goes far to make out the point contended for by 
the Athenian speaker at Sparta immediately before the war— 
that, beyond the fact of such forced dependence, the allies had 
little practically to complain of. A city like Mitylene might 
be strong enough to protect itself and its own commerce without 
the help of Athens. But to the weaker allies, the breaking up 
of the Athenian empire would have greatly lessened the security 

1 Thucyd. iii. 11-14. 
2 So the Athenian orator Diodotus puts it in his speech deprecating 

the extreme punishment about to be inflicted on Mitylene—  
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both of individuals and of commerce, in the waters of the 
^Egean, and their freedom would thus have been purchased at 
the cost of considerable positive disadvantages.1 

1 It is to be recollected that the Athenian empire was essentially a 
government of dependencies ; Athens as an imperial state exercising authority 
over subordinate governments. To maintain beneficial relations between 
two governments,—one supreme—the other subordinate—and to make the 
system work to the satisfaction of the people in the one as well as of the 
people in the other—has always been found a problem of great difficulty. 
Whoever reads the instructive volume of Sir. G. C. Lewis (Essay on the 
Government of Dependencies), and the number of instances of practical 
misgovernment in this matter which are set forth therein—will be inclined 
to think that the empire of Athens over her allies makes comparatively a 
creditable figure. It will most certainly stand full comparison with the 
government of England over dependencies in the last century ; as illustrated 
by the history of Ireland, with the penal laws against the Catholics—by the 
declaration of independence published in 1776 by the American colonies, 
setting forth the grounds of their separation—and by the pleadings of Mr. 
Burke against Warren Hastings. 

A statement and legal trial alluded to by Sir George Lewis (p. 367) 
elucidates further two points not unimportant on the present occasion: 
I. The illiberal and humiliating vein of sentiment which is apt to arise in 
citizens of the supreme government towards those of the subordinate. 2. 
The protection which English Jury-trial, nevertheless, afforded to the 
citizens of the dependency against oppression by English officers. 

" An action was brought in the Court of Common Pleas, in 1773, by 
Mr. Anthony Kabrigas a native of Minorca, against General Mostyn the 
governor of the island. The facts proved at the trial were, that Governor 
Mostyn had arrested the plaintiff, imprisoned him, and transported him to 
Spain without any form of trial, on the ground that the plaintiff had 
presented to him a petition for redress of grievances in a manner which he 
deemed improper. Mr. Justice Gould left it to the jury to say, whether the 
plaintiffs behaviour was such as to afford a just conclusion that he was 
about to stir up sedition and mutiny in the garrison, or whether he meant 
no more than earnestly to press his suit and obtain a redress of grievances. 
If they thought the latter, the plaintiff was entitled to recover in the action. 
The jury gave a verdict for the plaintiff with ,£3000 damages. In the 
following term an application was made for a new trial, which was refused 
by the whole court. 

"The following remarks of the counsel for Governor Mostyn on this 
trial contain a plain and naive statement of the doctrine, that a dependency 
is to be governed not for its own interest, but por that of the dominant state, 
• Gentlemen of the jury (said the counsel), it will be time for me now to 
take notice of another circumstance, notorious to all the gentlemen who 
have been settled in the island, that the natives of Minorca are but ill-
affected to the English and to the English government. It is not much to 
be wondered at. They are the descendants of Spaniards ; and they consider 
Spain as the country to which they ought naturally to belong: it is not at 
all to be wondered at that they are indisposed to the English whom they 
consider as their conquerors.—Of all the Minorquins in the island, the 
plaintiff perhaps stands singularly and eminently the most seditious, turbu­
lent, and dissatisfied subject to the crown of Great Britain that is to be 
found in Minorca. Gentlemen, he is, or chooses to be, called the fiat riot of 
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Nearly the whole of the Grecian world (putting aside Italian, 

Sicilian, and African Greek) was at this time included either in 
the alliance of Lacedaemon or in that of Athens, so that the 
truce of thirty years ensured a suspension of hostilities every­
where. Moreover the Lacedaemonian confederates had deter­
mined by a majority of votes to refuse the request of Samos 
for aid in her revolt against Athens: whereby it seemed 
established, as practical international law, that neither of these 
two great aggregate bodies should intermeddle with the other, 
and that each should restrain or punish its own disobedient 
members.1 

Of this refusal, which materially affected the course of events, 
the main advisers had been the Corinthians, in spite of that 
fear and dislike of Athens which prompted many of the allies 
to vote for war.2 The position of the Corinthians was peculiar; 
for while Sparta and her other allies were chiefly land-powers, 

Minorca. Now patriotism is a very pretty thing among ourselves, and we 
owe much to i t : we owe our liberties to i t ; but we should have but little 
to value, and perhaps we should have but little of what we now enjoy, were 
it not for our trade. And for the sake of our trade, it is not fit that we 
should encourage patriotism in Minorca : for it is there destructive of our 
trade, and there is an end to our trade in the Mediterranean, if it goes there. 
But here it is very well: for the body of the people in this country will have 
i t : they have demanded it—and in consequence of their demands, they 
have enjoyed liberties which they will transmit to their posterity—and it is 
not in the power of this government to deprive them of it. But they will 
take care of all our conquests abroad. If that spirit prevailed in Minorca, 
the consequence would be the loss of that country, and of course of our 
Mediterranean trade. We should be sorry to set all our slaves free in our 
plantations."' 

The prodigious sum of damages awarded by the jury shows the strength 
of their sympathy with this Minorquin plaintiff against the English officer. 
I doubt not that the feeling of the dikastery at Athens was much of the 
same kind, and often quite as strong; sincerely disposed to protect the 
subject-allies against misconduct of Athenian trierarchs or inspectors. 

The feelings expressed in the speech above cited would also often find 
utterance from Athenian orators in the assembly: and it would not be 
difficult to produce parallel passages, in which these orators imply dis­
content on the part of the allies to be the natural state of things, such as 
Athens could not hope to escape. The speech here given shows that such 
feelings arise, almost inevitably, out of the uncomfortable relation of two 
governments, one supreme, and the other subordinate. They are not the 
product of peculiar cruelty and oppression on the part of the Athenian 
democracy, as Mr. Mitford and so many others have sought to prove. 

1 See the important passage already adverted to in a prior note. 
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Corinth had been from early times maritime, commercial, and 
colonising. She had indeed once possessed the largest navy 
in Greece, along with Ægina ; but either she had not increased 
it at all during the last forty years, or if she had, her compara­
tive naval importance had been sunk by the gigantic expansion 
of Athens. The Corinthians had both commerce and colonies 
—Leukas, Anaktorium, Ambrakia, Korkyra, & c , along or near 
the coast of Epirus: they had also their colony Potidoea, 
situated on the isthmus of Pallene in Thrace, and intimately 
connected with them : and the interest of their commerce made 
them averse to collision with the superior navy of the Athenians. 
It was this consideration which had induced them to resist the 
impulse of the Lacedaemonian allies towards war on behalf of 
Samos. For though their feelings both of jealousy and hatred 
against Athens were even now strong,1 arising greatly out of 
the struggle a few years before the acquisition of Megara to the 
Athenian alliance—prudence indicated that in a war against 
the first naval power in Greece, they were sure to be the 
greatest losers. 

So long as the policy of Corinth pointed towards peace, there 
was every probability that war would be avoided, or at least 
accepted only in a case of grave necessity, by the Lacedaemonian 
alliance But a contingency, distant as well as unexpected, 
which occurred about five years after the revolt of Samos, 
reversed all these chances, and not only extinguished the 
dispositions of Corinth towards peace, but even transformed 
her into the forward instigator of war. 

Amidst the various colonies planted from Corinth along the 
coast of Epirus, the greater number acknowledged on her part 
an hegemony or supremacy.2 What extent of real power and 
interference this acknowledgement implied, in addition to the 
honorary dignity, we are not in a condition to say. But the 
Corinthians were popular, and had not carried their interference 
beyond the point which the colonists themselves found accept­
able. To these amicable relations, however, the powerful 
Korkyra formed a glaring exception—having been generally at 
variance, sometimes in the most aggravated hostility, with its 
mother-city, and withholding from her even the accustomed 
tributes of honorary and filial respect. It was amidst such 
relations of habitual i l l -wi l l between Corinth and Korkyra that 
a dispute grew up respecting the city of Epidamnus (known 
afterwards in the Roman times as Dyrrachium, hard by the 

1 Thucvd. i. 42. 
2 Thucyd. i. 38.  
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modern Durazzo)—a colony founded by the Korkyraeans on 
the coast of I l lyr ia in the Ionic Gulf, considerably to the north 
of their own island. So strong was the sanctity of Grecian 
custom in respect to the foundation of colonies, that the 
Korkyraeans, in spite of their enmity to Corinth, had been 
obliged to select the Œkist (or Founder-in-Chief) of Epi-
damnus from that city—a citizen of Herakleid descent named 
Phalius—along with whom there had also come some Corin­
thian settlers. A n d thus Epidamnus, though a Korkyrasan 
colony, was nevertheless a recognised grand-daughter (if the 
expression may be allowed) of Corinth, the recollection of 
which was perpetuated by the solemnities periodically celebrated 
in honour of the Œkist.1 

Founded on the isthmus of an outlying peninsula on the 
sea-coast of the Ii lyrian Taulantii, Epidamnus was at first 
prosperous, and acquired a considerable territory as well as a 
numerous population. But during the years immediately 
preceding the period which we have now reached, it had been 
exposed to great reverses. Internal sedition between the 
oligarchy and the people, aggravated by attacks from the 
neighbouring Illyrians, had crippled its power; and a recent 
revolution, in which the people put down the oligarchy, had 
reduced it still further—since the oligarchical exiles, collecting 
a force and allying themselves with the Illyrians, harassed the 
city grievously both by sea and land. The Epidamnian demo­
cracy was in such straits as to be forced to send to Korkyra 
for aid. Their envoys sat down as suppliants at the temple of 
Here, cast themselves on the mercy of the Korkyraeans, and 
besought them to act both as mediators with the exiled oli­
garchy, and as auxiliaries against the Illyrians. Though the 
Korkyrseans, themselves democratically governed, might have 
been expected to sympathise with these suppliants and their 
prayers, yet their feeling was decidedly opposite. For it was 
the Epidamnian oligarchy who were principally connected with 
Korkyra, from whence their forefathers had emigrated, and 
where their family burial-places as well as their kinsmen were 
still to be found: 2 while the Demos, or small proprietors and 
tradesmen of Epidamnus, may perhaps have been of miscel­
laneous origin, and at any rate had no visible memorials of 
ancient lineage in the mother-island. Having been refused aid 

1 Thucyd. i. 24, 25. 
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from Korkyra, and finding their distressed condition in­
supportable, the Epidamnians next thought of applying to 
Corinth. But as this was a step of questionable propriety, their 
envoys were directed first to take the opinion of the Delphian 
god. His oracle having given an unqualified sanction, they 
proceeded to Corinth with their mission; describing their 
distress as well as their unavailing application at Korkyra— 
tendering Epidamnus to the Corinthians as to its (Ekists and 
chiefs, with the most urgent entreaties for immediate aid to 
preserve it from ruin—and not omitting to insist on the divine 
sanction just obtained. It was found easy to persuade the 
Corinthians, who, looking upon Epidamnus as a joint colony 
from Corinth and Korkyra, thought themselves not only 
authorised, but bound, to undertake its defence—a resolution 
much prompted by their ancient feud against Korkyra. They 
speedily organised an expedition, consisting partly of intended 
new settlers, partly of a protecting military force—Corinthian, 
Leukadian, and Ambrakiotic: which combined body, in order 
to avoid opposition from the powerful Korkyrsean navy, was 
marched by land as far as Apollonia, and transported from 
thence by sea to Epidamnus.1 

The arrival of such a reinforcement rescued the city for the 
moment, but drew upon it a formidable increase of peril from 
the Korkyræans; who looked upon the interference of Corinth 
as an infringement of their rights, and resented it in the 
strongest manner. Their feelings were further inflamed by the 
Epidamnian oligarchical exiles, who, coming to the island with 
petitions for succour and appeals to the tombs of their Korky-
rsean ancestors, found a ready sympathy. They were placed 
on board a fleet of twenty-five triremes, afterwards strengthened 
by a further reinforcement, which was sent to Epidamnus with 
the insulting requisition that they should be forthwith restored 
and the new-comers from Corinth dismissed. No attention 
being paid to such demands, the Korkyraeans commenced the 
blockade of the city with forty ships and with an auxiliary land-
force of Illyrians—making proclamation that any person within, 
citizen or not, might depart safely if he chose, but would be 
dealt with as an enemy if he remained. How many persons 
profited by this permission we do not know; but at least enough 
to convey to Corinth the news that their troops in Epidamnus 
were closely besieged. The Corinthians immediately hastened 
the equipment of a second expedition—sufficient not only for 
the rescue of the place, but to surmount that resistance which 

1 Thucyd. i. 26. 
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the Korkyrseans were sure to offer. In addition to thirty 
triremes, and three thousand hoplites, of their own, they 
solicited aid both in ships and money from many of their allies. 
Eight ships fully manned were furnished by Megara, four by 
Pales in the island of Kephallenia, five by Epidaurus, two by 
Trœzen, one by Hermione, ten by Leukas, and eight by 
Ambrakia—together with pecuniary contributions from Thebes, 
Phlius, and Elis. They further proclaimed a public invitation 
for new settlers to Epidamnus, promising equal political rights 
to al l ; an option being allowed to any one, who wished to 
become a settler without being ready to depart at once, to 
ensure future admission by depositing the sum of fifty Corinth­
ian drachmas. Though it might seem that the prospects of 
these new settlers were full of doubt and danger, yet such was 
the confidence entertained in the metropolitan protection of 
Corinth, that many were found as well to join the fleet, as to 
pay down the deposit for liberty of future junction. 

All these proceedings on the part of Corinth, though under­
taken with intentional hostility towards Korkyra, had not been 
preceded by any formal proposition such as was customary 
among Grecian states—a harshness of dealing arising not 
merely from her hatred towards Korkyra, but also from the 
peculiar political position of that island, which stood alone and 
isolated, not enrolled either in the Athenian or in the Lace­
dæmonian alliance. The Korkyrasans, well aware of the serious 
preparation now going on at Corinth and of the union among 
so many cities against them, felt themselves hardly a match for 
it alone, in spite of their wealth and their formidable naval 
force of 120 triremes, inferior only to that of Athens. They 
made an effort to avert the storm by peaceable means, prevail­
ing upon some mediators from Sparta and Sikyon to accompany 
them to Corinth; where, while they required that the forces 
and settlers recently despatched to Epidamnus should be with­
drawn, denying all right on the part of Corinth to interfere in 
that colony—they at the same time offered, if the point were 
disputed, to refer it for arbitration either to some impartial 
Peloponnesian city, or to the Delphian oracle; such arbiter to 
determine to which of the two cities Epidamnus as a colony 
really belonged—and the decision to be obeyed by both. 
They solemnly deprecated recourse to arms, which, if persisted 
in, would drive them as a matter of necessity to seek new allies 
such as they would not willingly apply to. To this the 
Corinthians answered that they could entertain no proposition 
until the Korkyraean besieging force was withdrawn from 
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Epidamnus. Whereupon the Korkyraeans rejoined that they 
would withdraw it at once, provided the new settlers and the 
troops sent by Corinth were removed at the same time. Either 
there ought to be this reciprocal retirement, or the Korkyraeans 
would acquiesce in the status quo on both sides, unt i l the 
arbiters should have decided.1 

Although the Korkyraeans had been unwarrantably harsh in 
rejecting the first supplication from Epidamnus, yet in their 
propositions made at Corinth, right and equity were on their 
side. But the Corinthians had gone too far, and assumed 
an attitude too decidedly aggressive, to admit of listening to 
arbitration. Accordingly, so soon as their armament was 
equipped, they set sail for Epidamnus, despatching a herald 
to declare war formally against the Korkyraeans. When the 
armament, consisting of seventy-five triremes under Aristeus, 
Kallikrates, and Timanor, with 2000 hoplites under Archetimus 
and Isarchidas, had reached Cape Akt ium at the mouth of the 
Ambrakian Gulf, it was met by a Korkyraean herald in a little 
boat forbidding all further advance—a summons of course 
unavailing, and quickly followed by the appearance of the 
Korkyraean fleet. Out of the 120 triremes which constituted 
the naval establishment of the island, forty were engaged in the 
siege of Epidamnus, but all the remaining eighty were now 
brought into service; the older ships being specially repaired 
for the occasion. In the action which ensued, they gained a 
complete victory, destroying fifteen Corinthian ships, and .taking 
a considerable number of prisoners. And on the very day of 
the victory, Epidamnus surrendered to their besieging fleet, 
under covenant that the Corinthians within it should be held 
as prisoners, and that the other new-comers should be sold as 
slaves. The Corinthians and their allies did not long keep the 
sea after their defeat, but retired home, while the Korkyraeans 
remained undisputed masters of the neighbouring sea. Having 
erected a trophy on Leukimme, the adjoining promontory of 
their island, they proceeded, according to the melancholy 
practice of Grecian warfare, to k i l l all their prisoners 2—except 

1 Thucyd. i. 28. 
2 To illustrate this treatment of prisoners of war among the ancient 

Greeks, I transcribe an incident from the more recent history of Europe. 
It is contained in Bassompierre's description of his campaign in Hungary 
in 1603, with the German and Hungarian army under Count de Rossworm, 
against the Turks :— 

" Apres cette victoire, nous repassames toute l'armeede l'autre cote du 
Danube en notre camp. Le general commanda que Ton tuat tous les pri-
sonniers du jour precedent, parcequ'ils embarrassoient l'armee : qui fut une 
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the Corinthians, who were carried home and detained as prizes 
of great value for purposes of negotiation. They next began to 
take vengeance on those allies of Corinth who had lent assistance 
to the recent expedition : they ravaged the territory of Leukas, 
burnt Kyllene the seaport of Elis, and inflicted so much damage 
that the Corinthians were compelled towards the end of the 
summer to send a second armament to Cape Aktium, for the 
defence of Leukas, Anaktorium, and Ambrakia, The Korky-
rsean fleet was again assembled near Cape Leukimme, but no 
further action took place, and at the approach of winter both 
armaments were disbanded.1 

Deeply were the Corinthians humiliated by their defeat at 
sea, together with the dispersion of the settlers whom they had 
brought together: and though their original project was frus­
trated by the loss of Epidamnus, they were only the more bent 
on complete revenge against their old enemy Korkyra. They 
employed themselves for two entire years after the battle in 
building new ships and providing an armament adequate to 
their purposes: and in particular, they sent round not only to 
the Peloponnesian seaports, but also to the islands under the 
empire of Athens, in order to take into their pay the best class 
of seamen. By such prolonged efforts, ninety well-manned 
Corinthian ships were ready to set sail in the third year after 
the battle. The entire fleet, when reinforced by the allies, 
amounted to not less than 150 sail; twenty-seven triremes from * 
Ambrakia, twelve from Megara, ten from Elis, as many from 
Leukas, and one from Anaktorium. Each of these allied 
squadrons had officers of its own, while the Corinthian Xeno-
kleides and four others were commanders-in-chief.2 

But the elaborate preparations going on at Corinth were no 
secret to the Korkyraeans, who well knew, besides, the numerous 
allies which that city could command, and her extensive 
influence throughout Greece. So formidable an attack was 
more than they could venture to brave, alone and unaided. 
They had never yet enrolled themselves among the allies either 
of Athens or of Lacedaemon. It had been their pride and 
policy to maintain a separate line of action, which, by means of 
their wealth, their power, and their very peculiar position, they 
had hitherto been enabled to do with safety. That they had 
been able so to proceed with safety, however, was considered 
both by friends and enemies as a peculiarity belonging to their 

chose bien cruelle, de voir tuer de sangfroid plus de huit cents hommes 
rendus."— Memoires de Bassompierre, p. 308 : collect. Petitot. 

1 Thucyd. i. 29, 30. 2 Thucyd. i. 31-46. 
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island; from whence we may draw an inference how little the 
islands in the Ægean, now under the Athenian empire, would 
have been able to maintain any real independence, if that 
empire had been broken up. But though Korkyra had been 
secure in this policy of isolation up to the present moment, such 
had been the increase and consolidation of forces elsewhere 
throughout Greece, that even she could pursue it no lontrer. 
To apply for admission into the Lacedaemonian confederacy, 
wherein her immediate enemy exercised paramount influence, 
being out of the question, she had no choice except to seek 
alliance with Athens, That city had as yet no dependencies in 
the Ionic Gulf; she was not of kindred lineage, nor had she 
had any previous amicable relations with the Dorian Korkyra. 
But if there was thus no previous fact or feeling to lay the 
foundation of alliance, neither was there anything to forbid i t ; 
for in the truce between Athens and Sparta, it had been 
expressly stipulated, that any city not actually enrolled in the 
alliance of either, might join the one or the other at pleasure.1 

While the proposition of alliance was thus formally open either 
for acceptance or refusal, the time and circumstances under 
which it was to be made rendered it full of grave contingencies 
to all parties. The Korkyræan envoys, who now for the first 
time visited Athens for the purpose of making it, came thither 
with doubtful hopes of success, though to their island the 
question was one of life or death. 

According to the modern theories of government, to declare 
war, to make peace, and to contract alliances, are functions 
proper to be entrusted to the executive government apart from 
the representative assembly. According to ancient ideas, these 
were precisely the topics most essential to submit for the 
decision of the full assembly of the people : and in point of fact 
they were so submitted, even under governments only partially 
democratical; much more, of course, under the complete 
democracy of Athens. The Korkyrsean envoys on reaching 
that city would first open their business to the Strategi or 
generals of the state, who would appoint a day for them to be 
heard before the public assembly, with full notice beforehand 
to the citizens. The mission was no secret, for the Korkyraeans 
had themselves intimated their intention at Corinth, at the 
time when they proposed reference of the quarrel to arbitration. 
Even without such notice, the political necessity of the step was 
obvious enough to make the Corinthians anticipate it. Lastly, 
theirproxeni at Athens (Athenian citizens who watched over 

1 Thucyd. i. 35-40. 
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Corinthian interests public and private, in confidential corre­
spondence with that government—and who, sometimes by 
appointment, sometimes as volunteers, discharged partly the 
functions of ambassadors in modern times) would communicate 
to them the arrival of the Korkynean envoys. So that, on the 
day appointed for the latter to be heard before the public 
assembly, Corinthian envoys were also present to answer them 
and to oppose the granting of their prayer. 

Thucydides has given in his history the speeches of both ; 
that is, speeches of his own composition, but representing in 
all probability the substance of what was actually said, and of 
what he perhaps himself heard. Though pervaded throughout 
by the peculiar style and harsh structure of the historian, these 
speeches are yet among the plainest and most business-like in 
his whole work ; bringing before us thoroughly the existing 
situation; which was one of doubt and difficulty, presenting 
reasons of considerable force on each of the opposite sides. 

The Korkyraeans, after lamenting their previous improvidence 
which had induced them to defer seeking alliance until the hour 
of need arrived, presented themselves as claimants for the 
friendship of Athens on the strongest grounds of common 
interest and reciprocal usefulness. Though their existing 
danger and need of Athenian support was now urgent, it had 
not been brought upon them in an unjust quarrel or by dis­
graceful conduct. They had proposed to Corinth a fair 
arbitration respecting Epidamnus, and their application had 
been refused—which showed where the right of the case lay : 
moreover they were now exposed single-handed, not to Corinth 
alone, whom they had already vanquished, but to a formidable 
confederacy organised under her auspices, including choice 
mariners hired even from the allies of Athens. In granting 
their prayer, Athens would in the first place neutralise this 
misemployment of her own mariners, and would at the same 
time confer an indelible obligation, protect the cause of right, 
and secure to herself an important reinforcement. For next to 
her own, the Korkyraean naval force was the most powerful in 
Greece, and this was now placed within her reach. If by 
declining the present offer, she permitted Korkyra to be over­
come, that naval force would pass to the side of her enemies: 
for such were Corinth and the Peloponnesian alliance—and 
such they would soon be openly declared. In the existing 
state of Greece, a collision between that alliance and Athens 
could not long be postponed. It was .with a view to this con-

' tingency that the Corinthians were now seeking to seize Korkyra 
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along with her naval force.1 The policy of Athens therefore 
imperiously called upon her to frustrate such a design, by now 
assisting the Korkyneans. She was permitted to do this by the 
terms of the Thir ty years' truce. And although some might 
contend that in the present critical conjuncture, acceptance of 
Korkyra was tantamount to a declaration of war with Corinth, 
yet the fact would falsify such predictions; for Athens would 
so strengthen herself that her enemies would be more than ever 
unwilling to attack her. She would not only render her naval 
force irresistibly powerful, but would become mistress of the 
communication between Sicily and Peloponnesus, and thus 
prevent the Sicilian Dorians from sending reinforcements to the 
Peloponnesians.2 

To these representations on the part of the Korkyneans, the 
Corinthian speakers made reply. They denounced the selfish 
and iniquitous policy pursued by Korkyra, not less in the 
matter of Epidamnus than in all former time 3—which was the 
real reason why she had ever been ashamed of honest allies. 
Above all things, she had always acted undutifully and wickedly 
towards Corinth her mother city, to whom she was bound by 
those ties of colonial allegiance which Grecian morality recog­
nised, and which the other Corinthian colonies cheerfully 
obeyed.4 Epidamnus was not a Korkyrrcan, but a Corinthian 
colony. The Korkyneans, having committed wrong in besieging 

a Thucyd. i. 32-36. 
3 The description given by Herodotus (vii. 168: compare Diodor. xi. 15) 

of the duplicity of the Korkyrrcans when solicited to aid the Grecian cause 
at the time of the invasion of Xerxes, seems to imply that the unfavourable 
character of them given by the Corinthians coincided with the general 
impression throughout Greece. 

Respecting the prosperity and insolence of the Korkyrai-ans, see Aristotle 
apud Zenob. Proverb, iv. 49. 

This is a remarkable passage in illustration of the position of a metropolis 
in regard to her colony. The relation was such as to be comprised under 
the general word hegemony: superiority and right to command on the one 
side, inferiority with duty of reverence and obedience on the other—limited 
in point of extent, though we do not know where the limit was placed, and 
varying probably in each individual case. The Corinthians sent annual 
magistrates to Potidcea, called Epidemiurgi (Thucyd. i. 56). 
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it , had proposed arbitration without being willing to withdraw 
their troops while arbitration was pending : they now impudently 
came to ask Athens to become accessory after the fact, in such 
injustice. The provision of the Thir ty years' truce might seem 
indeed to allow Athens to receive them as allies: but that 
provision was not intended to permit the reception of cities 
already under the tie of colonial allegiance elsewhere—still less 
the reception of cities engaged in an active and pending 
quarrel, where any countenance to one party in the quarrel was 
necessarily a declaration of war against the opposite. If either 
party had a right to invoke the aid of Athens on this occasion, 
Corinth had a better right than Korkyra. For the latter had 
never had any transactions with the Athenians, while Corinth 
was not only still under covenant of amity with them, through 
the Thir ty years' truce—but had also rendered material service 
to them by dissuading the Peloponnesian allies from assisting 
the revolted Samos. By such dissuasion, the Corinthians had 
upheld the principle of Grecian international law, that each 
alliance was entitled to punish its own refractory members. 
They now called upon Athens to respect this principle by not 
interfering between Corinth and her colonial allies,1 especially as 
the violation of it would recoil inconveniently upon Athens 
herself with her numerous dependencies. As for the fear of an 
impending war between the Peloponnesian alliance and Athens, 
such a contingency was as yet uncertain—and might possibly 
never occur at all, if Athens dealt justly, and consented to 
conciliate Corinth on this critical occasion. But it would 
assuredly occur if she refused such conciliation, and the dangers 
thus entailed upon Athens would be far greater than the 
promised naval co-operation of Korkyra would compensate.2 

Such was the substance of the arguments urged by the con­
tending envoys before the Athenian public assembly, in this 
momentous debate. For two days did the debate continue, the 
assembly being adjourned over to the morrow; so considerable 
was the number of speakers, and probably also the divergence 
of their views. Unluckily Thucydides does not give us any of 
these Athenian discourses—not even that of Perikles, who 
determined the ultimate result. 

Epidamnus with its disputed question of metropolitan right 
occupied little the attention of the Athenian assembly. But the 
Korkyraean naval force was indeed an immense item, since the 
question was whether it should stand on their side or against 
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them—an item which nothing could counterbalance except the 
dangers of a Peloponnesian war. "Let us avoid this last 
calamity (was the opinion of many) even at the sacrifice of 
seeing Korkyra conquered, and all her ships and seamen in the 
service of the Peloponnesian league." " You will not really 
avoid it, even by that great sacrifice (was the reply of others). 
The generating causes of war are at work—and it v ill 
infallibly come whatever you may determine respecting Korkyra: 
avail yourselves of the present opening, instead of being driven 
ultimately to undertake the war at great comparative disadvan­
tage." Of these two views, the former was at first decidedly 
preponderant in the assembly ;1 but they gradually came round 
to the latter, which was conformable to the steady conviction of 
Perikles. It was however resolved to take a sort of middle 
course, so as to save Korkyra, and yet, if possible, to escape 
violation of the existing truce and the consequent Peloponnesian 
war. To comply with the request of the Korkyraeans, by 
adopting them unreservedly as allies, would have laid the 
Athenians under the necessity of accompanying them in an 
attack of Corinth, if required—which would have been a 
manifest infringement of the truce. Accordingly nothing more 
was concluded than an alliance for purposes strictly defensive, 
to preserve Korkyra and her possessions in case they were 
attacked: nor was any greater force equipped to back this 
resolve than a squadron of ten triremes, under Lacedaemonius 
son of Kimon. The smallness of this force would satisfy the 
Corinthians that no aggression was contemplated against their 
city, while it would save Korkyra from ruin, and would in fact 
feed the war so as to weaken and cripple the naval force of both 
parties 2—which was the best result that Athens could hope for. 
The instructions to Lacedaemonius and his two colleagues were 
express : not to engage in fight with the Corinthians unless they 
were actually approaching Korkyra or some Korkyrsean posses­
sion with a view to attack; but in that case to do his best on 
the defensive. 

of more, 
2 Thucyd. i. 44. Plutarch (Perikles, c. 29) ascribes the smallness of the 

squadron despatched under Lacedaemonius to a petty spite of Perikles 
against that commander, as the son of his old political antagonist Kimon. 
From whomsoever he copied this statement, the motive assigned seems 
quite unworthy of credit. 
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The great Corinthian armament of 150 sail soon took its 

departure from the Gulf, and reached a harbour on the coast of 
Epirus at the Cape called Cheimerium, nearly opposite to the 
southern extremity of Korkyra. They there established a naval 
station and camp, summoning to their aid a considerable force 
from the friendly Epirotic tribes in the neighbourhood. The 
Korkyraean fleet of no sail, under Meikiades and two others, 
together with the ten Athenian ships, took station at one of the 
adjoining islands called Sybota, while the land-force and 1000 
Zakynthian hoplites were posted on the Korkyrrean Cape 
Leukimme. Both sides prepared for battle: the Corinthians, 
taking on board three days' provisions, sailed by night from 
Cheimerium, and encountered in the morning the Korkyrsean 
fleet advancing towards them, distributed into three squadrons, 
one under each of the three generals, and having the ten 
Athenian ships at the extreme right. Opposed to them were 
ranged the choice vessels of the Corinthians, occupying the left 
of their aggregate fleet: next came the various allies, with 
Megarians and Ambrakiots on the extreme right. Never before 
had two such numerous fleets, both Grecian, engaged in battle. 
But the tactics and manoeuvring were not commensurate to the 
numbers. The decks were crowded with hoplites and bowmen, 
while the rowers below, on the Korkyrsean side at least, were 
in great part slaves. The ships on both sides, being rowed 
forward so as to drive in direct impact prow against prow, were 
grappled together, and a fierce hand-combat was then com­
menced between the troops on board of each, as if they were on 
land—or rather, like boarding-parties : all upon the old-fashioned 
system of Grecian sea-fight, without any of those improvements 
introduced into the Athenian navy during the last generation. 
In Athenian naval attack, the ship, the rowers, and the steers­
man, were of much greater importance than the armed soldiers 
on deck. By strength and exactness of rowing, by rapid and 
sudden change of direction, by feints calculated to deceive, the 
Athenian captain sought to drive the sharp beak of his vessel, 
not against the prow, but against the weaker and more vulner­
able parts of his enemy—side, oars, or stern. The ship thus 
became in the hands of her crew the real weapon of attack, 
which was intended first to disable the enemy and leave him 
unmanageable on the water; and not until this was done did 
the armed men on deck begin their operations,1 Lacedaemonius 

—to turn the naval battle into a land-battle on 
ship-board—was a practice altogether repugnant to Athenian feeling—as 
we see remarked also in Thucyd. iv. 14 : compare also vii. 61. 

E 2 
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with his ten Athenian ships, though forbidden by his instructions 
to share in the battle, lent as much aid as he could by taking 
position at the extremity of the line and by making motions as 
if about to attack ; while his seamen had full leisure to contem­
plate what they would despise as lubberly handling of the ships 
on both sides. A l l was confusion after the battle had been 
joined. The ships on both sides became entangled, the oars 
broken and unmanageable,—orders could neither be heard nor 
obeyed—and the individual valour of the hoplites and bowmen 
on deck became the decisive point on which victory turned. 

On the right wing of the Corinthians, the left of the Kor-
kyra»ans was victorious. Their twenty ships drove back the 
Ambrakiot allies of Corinth, and not only pursued them to the 
shore, but also landed and plundered the tents. Their rash­
ness in thus keeping so long out of the battle proved incalcul­
ably mischievous, the rather as their total number was inferior; 
for their right wing, opposed to the best ships of Corinth, was 
after a hard struggle thoroughly beaten. Many of the ships 
were disabled, and the rest obliged to retreat as they could—a 
retreat which the victorious ships on the other wing might have 
protected, had there been any effective discipline in the fleet, 
but which now was only imperfectly aided by the ten Athenian 
ships under Lacediumonius. Though at first they obeyed the 
instructions from home in abstaining from actual blows, yet— 
when the battle became doubtful, and still more, when the 
Corinthians were pressing their victory—the Athenians could 
no longer keep aloof, but attacked the pursuers in good earnest, 
and did much to save the defeated Korkyneans. As soon as the 
latter had been pursued as far as their own island, the victorious 
Corinthians returned to the scene of action, which was covered 
with crippled and water-logged ships, of their own and their 
enemies, as well as with seamen, soldiers, and wounded men, 
either helpless aboard the wrecks or keeping above water as 
well as they could—among the number, many of their own 
citizens and allies, especially on their defeated right wing. 
Through these disabled vessels they sailed, not attempting to 
tow them off, but looking only to the crews aboard, and making 
some of them prisoners, but putting the greater number to 
death. Some even of their own allies were thus slain, not 
being easily distinguishable. The Corinthians, having picked 

The Corinthian and Syracusan ships ultimately came to counteract the 
Athenian manoeuvring by constructing their prows with increased solidity 
and strength, and forcing the Athenian vessel to a direct shock which its 
weaker prow was unable to bear (Thucyd. vii. 36). 
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up their own dead bodies as well as they could, transported 
them to Sybota, the nearest point of the coast of Epirus ; after 
which they again mustered their fleet, and returned to resume 
the attack against the Korkyrjeans on their own coast. The 
latter got together as many of their ships as were seaworthy, 
together with the small reserve which had remained in harbour, 
in order to prevent at any rate a landing on the coast: and the 
Athenian ships, now within the strict letter of their instructions, 
prepared to co-operate with full energy in the defence. It was 
already late in the afternoon : but the Corinthian fleet, though 
their prean had already been shouted for attack, were suddenly 
seen to back water instead of advancing ; presently they pulled 
round, and steered direct for the Epirotic coast. The Korky-
raeans did not comprehend the cause of this sudden retreat, 
unti l at length it was proclaimed that an unexpected relief of 
twenty fresh Athenian ships was approaching, under Glaukon 
and Andokides; which the Corinthians had been the first to 
descry, and had even believed to be the forerunners of a larger 
fleet. It was already dark when these fresh ships reached 
Cape Leukimme, having traversed the waters covered with 
wrecks and dead bodies.1 At first the Korkyræans even mis­
took them for enemies. The reinforcement had been sent 
from Athens, probably after more accurate information of the 
comparative force of Corinth and Korkyra, under the impres­
sion that the original ten ships would prove inadequate for the 
purpose of defence—an impression more than verified by the 
reality. 

Though the twenty Athenian ships were not, as the Corin­
thians had imagined, the precursors of a larger fleet, they were 
found sufficient to change completely the face of affairs. In 
the preceding action the Korkyraeans had had seventy ships 
sunk or disabled—the Corinthians only thirty—so that the 
superiority of numbers was still on the side of the latter, who 
were however encumbered with the care of 1ooo prisoners (800 
of them slaves) captured, not easy either to lodge or to guard in 
the narrow accommodations of an ancient trireme. Even apart 
from this embarrassment, the Corinthians were in no temper to 
hazard a second battle against thirty Athenian ships in addition 
to the remaining Korkyraean. And when their enemies sailed 
across to offer them battle on the Epirotic coast, they not 
only refused it, but thought of nothing but immediate retreat 
—wi th serious alarm lest the Athenians should now act 
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aggressively, treating all amicable relations between Athens and 
Corinth as practically extinguished by the events of the day 
before. Having ranged their fleet in line not far from shore, 
they tested the dispositions of the Athenian commanders by 
sending forward a little boat with a few men to address to them 
the following remonstrance. The men carried no herald's staff 
(we should say, no flag of truce), and were therefore completely 
without protection against an enemy. " Ye act wrongfully, 
Athenians (they exclaimed), in beginning the war and violating 
the truce; for ye are using arms to oppose us in punishing our 
enemies. If it be really your intention to hinder us from sail­
ing against Korkyra or anywhere else that we choose, in breach 
of the truce, take first of all us who now address you, and deal 
with us as enemies." It was not the fault of the Korkyraeans 
that this last idea was not instantly realised: for such of them 
as were near enough to hear, instigated the Athenians by 
violent shouts to k i l l the men in the boat. But the latter, far 
from listening to such an appeal, dismissed them with the 
answer: " We neither begin the war nor break the truce, 
Peloponnesians: we have come simply to aid these Korkyraeans 
our allies. If ye wish to sail anywhere else, we make no oppo­
sition : but if ye are about to sail against Korkyra or any of 
her possessions, we shall use our best means to prevent you." 
Both the answer, and the treatment of the men in the boat, 
satisfied the Corinthians that their retreat would be unopposed, 
and they accordingly commenced it as soon as they could get 
ready, staying however to erect a trophy at Sybota on the 
Epirotic coast, in commemoration of their advantage on the 
preceding day. In their voyage homeward they surprised 
Anaktorium at the mouth of the Ambrakiotic Gulf, which they 
had hitherto possessed jointly with the Korkyraeans, planting in 
it a reinforcement of Corinthian settlers as guarantee for future 
fidelity. On reaching Corinth, the armament was dismissed, 
and the great majority of the prisoners taken, 800 slaves, were 
sold; but the remainder, 250 in number, were detained, and 
treated with peculiar kindness. Many of them were of the first 
and richest families in Korkyra, and the Corinthians designed 
to gain them over, so as to make them instruments for effecting 
a revolution in the island. The calamitous incidents arising 
from their subsequent return will appear in another chapter. 

Relieved now from all danger, the Korkyraeans picked up the 
dead bodies and the wrecks which had floated during the night 
on to their island, and even found sufficient pretence to erect a 
trophy, chiefly in consequence of their partial success on the 
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left wing. In truth, they had been only rescued from ruin by 
the unexpected coming of the last Athenian ships: but the last 
result was as triumphant to them, as it was disastrous and 
humiliating to the Corinthians, who had incurred an immense 
cost, and taxed all their willing allies, only to leave their enemy 
stronger than she was before. From this time forward they 
considered the Thirty years' truce as broken, and conceived a 
hatred, alike deadly and undisguised, against Athens; so that 
the latter gained nothing by the moderation of her admirals in 
sparing the Corinthian fleet off the coast of Epirus. An oppor­
tunity was not long wanting for the Corinthians to strike a blow 
at their enemy through one of her wide-spread dependencies. 

On the isthmus of that lesser peninsula called Pallene, (which 
forms the westernmost of the three prongs of the greater 
Thracian peninsula called Chalkidike, between the Thermaicand 
the Strymonic Gulfs,) was situated the Dorian town of Potidaea, 
one of the tributary allies of Athens, but originally colonised 
from Corinth and still maintaining a certain metropolitan 
allegiance towards the latter : insomuch that every year certain 
Corinthians were sent thither as magistrates under the title of 
Epidemiurgi. On various points of the neighbouring coast also 
there were several small towns belonging to the Chalkidians 
and Bottiaeans, enrolled in like manner in the list of Athenian 
tributaries. The neighbouring inland territory, Mygdonia and 
Chalkidike,1 was held by the Macedonian king Perdikkas, son 
of that Alexander who had taken part fifty years before in the 
expedition of Xerxes. These two princes appear gradually to 
have extended their dominions, after the ruin of Persian power 
in Thrace by the exertions of Athens, until at length they 
acquired all the territory between the rivers Axius and Strymon. 
Now Perdikkas had been for some time the friend and ally of 
Athens; but there were other Macedonian princes, his brother 
Philip, and Derdas, holding independent principalities in the 
upper country2 (apparently on the higher course of the Axius 
near the Pæonian tribes), with whom he was in a state of dis­
pute. These princes having been accepted as the allies of 
Athens, Perdikkas from that time became her active enemy, 
and it was from his intrigues that all the difficulties of Athens 

1 See the geographical Commentary of Gatterer upon Thrace, embodied 
in Poppo, Prolegg. ad Thncvd. vol. ii. ch. 20. 

generally the towns in Chalkidike—places in the direction or in the skirts 
of Thrace, rather than parts of Thrace itself. 

2 Thucyd. i . 57; i i . 100 
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on that coast took their first origin. The Athenian empire 
was much less complete and secure over the seaports on the 
mainland than over the islands.1 For the former were always 
more or less dependent on any powerful land-neighbour, some­
times more dependent on him than upon the mistress of the 
sea; and we shall find Athens herself cultivating assiduously 
the favour of Sitalkes and other strong Thracian potentates, as 
an aid to her dominion over the seaports.2 Perdikkas imme­
diately began to incite and aid the Chalkidians and Bottiaeans 
to revolt from Athens ; and the violent enmity against the 
latter, kindled in the bosoms of the Corinthians by the recent 
events at Korkyra, enabled him to extend the same projects to 
Potidæa. Not only did he send envoys to Corinth in order to 
concert measures for provoking the revolt of Potidaca, but also 
to Sparta, instigating the Peloponnesian league to a general 
declaration of war against Athens.3 And he further prevailed 
on many of the Chalkidian inhabitants to abandon their separ­
ate small town on the sea-coast, for the purpose of joint resi­
dence at Olynthus, which was several stadia from the sea. 
Thus that town, as well as the Chalkidian interest, became much 
strengthened, while Perdikkas further assigned some territory 
near Lake Bolbe to contribute to the temporary maintenance of 
the concentrated population. 

The Athenians were not ignorant both of his hostile prepara­
tions and of the dangers which awaited them from Corinth. 
Immediately after the Korkyraean sea-fight they sent to take 
precautions against the revolt of Potidæa; requiring the inhabi­
tants to take down their wall on the side of Pallene, so as to 
leave the town open on the side of the peninsula, or on what 
may be called the sea-side, and fortified only towards the main­
land—requiring them further both to deliver hostages and to 

1 Sec two remarkable passages illustrating this difference, Thucyd. iv. 
120-122. 

2 Thucyd. i i . 29-98. Isokrates has a remarkable passage on this subject 
in the beginning of Or. v. ad Philippum, sect. 5-7. After pointing out 
the imprudence of founding a colony on the skirts of the territory of a 
powerful potentate, and the excellent site which had been chosen for 
Kyrene, as being near only to feeble tribes—he goes so far as to say that 
the possession of Amphipolis would be injurious rather than beneficial to 
Athens, because it would render her dependent upon Piiilip, through his 
power of annoying her colonists—just as she had been dependent before 
upon Medokus the Thracian kinc in consequence of her colonists in the 

3 Thucyd. i. 56, 57. 
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dismiss the annual magistrates who came to them from Corinth. 
An Athenian armament of thirty triremes and 1ooo hoplites, 
under Archestratus and ten others, despatched to act against 
Perdikkas in the Thermaic Gulf, was directed at the same time 
to enforce these requisitions against Potidiea, and to repress any 
dispositions to revolt among the neighbouring Chalkidians. 
Immediately on receiving the requisitions, the Potidacans sent 
envoys both to Athens, for the purpose of evading and gaining 
time—and to Sparta, in conjunction with Corinth, in order to 
determine a Lacedaemonian invasion of Attica, in the event of 
Potidaja being attacked by Athens. From the Spartan author­
ities they obtained a distinct affirmative promise, in spite of the 
Thir ty years' truce still subsisting. At Athens they had no 
success, and they accordingly openly revolted (seemingly about 
Midsummer 432 B.C.), at the same time that the armament 
under Archestratus sailed. The Chalkidians and Bottiæans 
revolted also, at the express instigation of Corinth, accompanied 
by solemn oaths and promises of assistance.1 Archestratus 
with his fleet, on reaching the Thermaic Gulf, found them all 
in proclaimed enmity, but was obliged to confine himself to the 
attack of Perdikkas in Macedonia, not having numbers enough 
to admit of a division of his force. He accordingly laid siege 
to Therma, in co-operation with the Macedonian troops from 
the upper country under Philip and the brothers of Derdas; 
after taking that place, he next proceeded to besiege Pydna. 
But it would probably have been wiser had he turned his whole 
force instantly to the blockade of Potidæa; for during the period 
of more than six weeks that he spent in the operations against 
Therma, the Corinthians conveyed to Potidsea a reinforcement 
of 1600 hoplites and 400 light-armed, partly their own citizens, 
partly Peloponnesians hired for the occasion—under Aristeus 
son of Adeimantus, a man of such eminent popularity, both at 
Corinth and at Potidrea, that most of the soldiers volunteered 
on his personal account. Potidaea was thus put in a state of 
complete defence shortly after the news of its revolt reached 
Athens, and long before any second armament could be sent to 
attack i t . A second armament however was speedily sent forth 
—forty triremes and 2000 Athenian hoplites under Kallias son 
of Kalliades,2 with four other commanders—who on reaching 
the Thermaic Gulf, joined the former body at the siege of 

1 Thucyd. v. 30. 
2 Kallias was a young Athenian of noble family, who had paid the large 

sum of 100 minae to Zeno of Elea the philosopher, for rhetorical, philo-
sophical, and sophistical instruction (Plato, Alkibiades, i. c. 31, p. 119). 
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Pydna. After prosecuting the siege in vain for a short time, 
they found themselves obliged to patch up an accommodation 
on the best terms they could with Perdikkas, from the necessity 
of commencing immediate operations against Aristeus and 
Potidsea. They then quitted Macedonia, first crossing by sea 
from Pydna to the eastern coast of the Thermaic Gulf—next 
attacking, though without effect, the town of Beroea—and then 
marching by land along the eastern coast of the Gulf, in the 
direction of Potidaea. On the third day of easy march, they 
reached the seaport called Gigonus, near which they encamped.1 

1 Thucyd. i. 61. The statement of Thucydides presents some geo­
graphical difficulties which the critics have not adequately estimated. Are 
we to assume as certain, that the Beraa here mentioned must be the 
Macedonian town of that name, afterwards so well known, distant from 
the sea westward 160 stadia, or nearly twenty English miles (see Tafel, 
Historia Thessalonicæ, p. 58), on a river which flows into the Haliakmon, 
and upon one of the lower ridges of Mount Bermius ? 

" The natural route from Pydna to Potidaea (observes Dr. Arnold in his 
note) lay along the coast; and Berœa was quite out of the way, at some 
distance to the westward, near the fort of the Bermian mountains. But the 
hope of surprising Bercea induced the Athenians to deviate from their 
direct line of march; then after the failure of this treacherous attempt, 
they returned again to the sea-coast, and continued to follow i t t i l l they 
arrived at Gigonus." 

I would remark upon this—1. The words of Thucydides imply that 
Berœa was not in Macedonia, hut out of it (see Poppo, Proleg. ad Thucyd. 
vol. i i . p. 408-418). 2. He uses no expression which in the least implies 
that the attempt on Berœa on the part of the Athenians was treacherous; 
that is, contrary to the convention just concluded; though had the fact 
been so, he would naturally have been led to notice i t , seeing that the 
deliberate breach of the convention was the very first step which took 

P lace after it was concluded. 3. What can have induced the Athenians to 
leave their fleet and march near twenty miles inland to Mount Bermius 

and Beræa, to attack a Macedonian town which they could not possibly 
hold—when they cannot even stay to continue the attack on Pydna, a 
position maritime, useful, and tenable—in consequence of the pressing 
necessity of taking immediate measures against Potidaea ? 4. If they were 
compelled by this latter necessity to patch up a peace on any terms with 
Perdikkas, would they immediately endanger this peace by going out of 
their way to attack one of his forts? Again, Thucydides says " tha t , 
proceeding by slow land-marches, they reached Gigdnus, and encamped on 

from Pydna, or from Bercea; and the reader who examines the map in 
the Classical Atlas, Everyman's l i b ra ry , wi l l see that neither from the one 
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In spite of the convention concluded at Pydna, Perdikkas, 

whose character for faithlessness we shall have more than one 

nor the other (assuming the Berœa on Mount Bermius) would it be possible 
for an army to arrive at Gigonus on the third day, marching round the head 
of the Gulf with easy day's marches; the more so as they would have to 
cross the rivers Lydias, Axius, and Echeidorus, all not far from their mouths 
—or if these rivers could not be crossed, to get on board the fleet and 
re-land on the other side. 

This clear mark of time laid down by Thucydides (even apart from the 
objections which I have just urged in reference to Berœa on Mount Bermius) 
made me doubt whether Dr. Arnold and the other commentators have 
correctly conceived the operations of the Athenian troops between Pydna 
and Gigdnus. The Bercca which Thucydides means cannot be more distant 
from Gigonus, at any rate, than a third day's easy march, and therefore 
cannot be the Berœa on Mount Bermius. But there was another town 
named Bercea either in Thrace or in Emathia, though we do not know its 
exact site (see Wasse ad Thucyd. i. 61 ; Steph. Byz. v. Be'prjs ; Tafel, 
Thessalonica, Index). This other Bercea, situated somewhere between 
Gigonus and Therma, and out of the limits of that Macedonia which 
Perdikkas governed, may probably be the place which Thucydidcs here 
indicates. The Athenians, raising the siege of Pydna, crossed the Gulf on 
shipboard to Bercea, and after vainly trying to surprise that town, marched 
along by land to Gigonus. Whoever inspects the map wi l l see that the 
Athenians would naturally employ their large fleet to transport the army 
by the short transit across the Gulf from Pydna (see Livy, xliv. 10), and 
thus avoid the fatiguing land-march round the head of the Gulf. Moreover 
the language of Thucyd ides would seem to make the land-march begin at 

with the latter verb,—seems to divide the whole proceeding into two 
distinct parts ; first, departure from Macedonia to Berœa, as it would seem, 
by sea—next, a land-march from Bercea to Gigonus, of three short days. 

This is the best account, as it strikes me, of a passage, the real difficulties 
of which are imperfectly noticed by the commentators. 

The site of Gigonus cannot be exactly determined, since all that we 
know of the towns on the coast between Potidæa and Æneia, is derived 
from their enumerated names in Herodotus (viL 123); nor can we be 
absolutely certain that he has enumerated them all in the exact order in 
which they were placed. But I think that both Colonel Leake and 
Kiepert's map place Gigonus too tar from Potidæa; for we see, from 
this passage of Thucydides, that it formed the camp from which the 
Athenian general went forth immediatelyto give battle t oan enemy posted 

See Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern Greece, vol. i i i . ch. xxxi. p. 
452. That excellent observer calculates the march from Berœa on Mount 
Bermius to Potidaea, as being one of four days, about twenty miles each 
day. Judging by the map, this seems lower than the reality; but admitting 
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occasion to notice, was now again on the side of the Chalki-
dians, and sent 200 horse to join them under the command of 
Iolaus. Aristeus posted his Corinthians and Potidaeans on the 
isthmus near Potidaea, providing a market without the walls in 
order that they might not stray in quest of provisions. His 
position was on the side towards Olynthus—which was about 
seven miles off, but within sight, and in a lofty and conspicuous 
situation. He here awaited the approach of the Athenians, 
calculating that the Chalkidians from Olynthus would, upon the 
hoisting of a given signal, assail them in the rear when they 
attacked him. But Kallias was strong enough to place in 
reserve his Macedonian cavalry and other allies as a check 
against Olynthus; while with his Athenians and the main force 
he marched to the isthmus and took position in front of Aristeus. 
In the battle which ensued, Aristeus and the chosen band of 
Corinthians immediately about him were completely successful, 
breaking the troops opposed to them, and pursuing for a con­
siderable distance. But the remaining Potidreans and Pelo-
ponnesians were routed by the Athenians and driven within the 
walls. On returning from pursuit, Aristeus found the victorious 
Athenians between him and Potidsea, and was reduced to the 
alternative either of cutting his way through them into the latter 
town, or of making a retreating march to Olynthus. He chose 
the former as the least of two hazards, and forced his way 
through the flank of the Athenians, wading into the sea in order 
to turn the extremity of the Potida^an wall, which reached 
entirely across the isthmus with a mole running out at each 
end into the water. He effected this daring enterprise and 
saved his detachment, though not without considerable difficulty 
and some loss. Meanwhile the auxiliaries from Olynthus, 

it to be correct, Thucydides would never describe such a march as  
: it would be a march 

rather rapid and fatiguing, especially as it would include the passage of the 
rivers. Nor is it likely, from the description of this battle in Thucydides 
(i. 62), that Gig6nus could be anything like a full day's march from Potidæa. 
According to his description, the Athenian army advance by three very 
easy marches; then arriving at Gig6nus, they encamp, being now near the 

imperfect tense indicates that they were already there at the time when the 
Athenians took camp at GigOnus; which would hardly be the case if the 
Athenians had come by three successive marches from Berœa on Mount 
Bermius. 

I would add, that it is no more wonderful that there should be one 
Berœa in Thrace and another in Macedonia—than that there should be 
one Methone in Thrace and another in Macedonia (Steph. B. MtOwvj)). 
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though they had begun their march on seeing the concerted 
signal, had been kept in check by the Macedonian horse, so 
that the Potidaeans had been beaten and the signal again with­
drawn, before they could make any effective diversion : nor d id 
the cavalry on either side come into action. The defeated 
Potidneans and Corinthians, having the town immediately in 
their rear, lost only 300 men, while the Athenians lost 150, 
together with the general Kallias.1 

The victory was however quite complete, and the Athenians, 
after having erected their trophy and given up the enemy's dead 
for burial, immediately built their blockading wall across the 
isthmus on the side of the mainland, so as to cut off Potidæa 
from all communication with Olynthus and the Chalkidians. 
To make the blockade complete, a second wall across the 
isthmus was necessary, on the other side towards Pallene: but 
they had not force enough to detach a completely separate 
body for this purpose, unti l after some time they were joined 
by Phormio with 1600 fresh hoplites from Athens. That 
general, landing at Aphytis in the peninsula of Pallene, marched 
slowly up to Potidaea, ravaging the territory in order to draw 
out the citizens to battle. But the challenge not being accepted, 
he undertook and finished without obstruction the blockading 
wall on the side of Pallene, so that the town was now completely 
enclosed and the harbour watched by the Athenian fleet. The 
wall once finished, a portion of the force sufficed to guard i t , 
leaving Phormio at liberty to undertake aggressive operations 
against the Chalkidic and Bottiæan townships. The capture of 
Potidæa being now only a question of more or less time, Aris-
teus, in order that the provisions might last longer, proposed to 
the citizens to choose a favourable wind, get on shipboard, and 
break out suddenly from the harbour, taking their chance of 
eluding the Athenian fleet, and leaving only 500 defenders 
behind. Though he offered himself to be among those left, he 
could not determine the citizens to so bold an enterprise, and 
therefore sallied forth, in the way proposed, with a small 
detachment, in order to try and procure relief from without— 
especially some aid or diversion from Peloponnesus. But he 
was able to accomplish nothing beyond some partial warlike 
operations among the Chalkidians,2 and a successful ambuscade 
against the citizens of Sermylus, which did nothing for the 
relief of the blockaded town. It had however been so well-
provisioned that it held out for two whole years—a period full 
of important events elsewhere. 

1 Thucyd. i. 62, 63. 2 Thucyd. i. 65. 
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From these two contests between Athens and Corinth, first 

indirectly at Korkyra, next distinctly and avowedly at Potidæa, 
sprang those important movements in the Lacedaemonian 
alliance which will be recounted in the next chapter. 

C H A P T E R X L V I I I 

FROM THE BLOCKADE OF POTIDÆA DOWN TO THE END OF THE 
FIRST YEAR OF THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR 

E V E N before the recent hostilities at Korkyra and Potidaea, 
it had been evident to reflecting Greeks that prolonged observ­
ance of the Thirty years' truce was becoming uncertain, and 
that the mingled hatred, fear, and admiration, which Athens 
inspired throughout Greece would prompt Sparta and the 
Spartan confederacy to seize any favourable opening for break­
ing down the Athenian power. That such was the disposi­
tion of Sparta, was well understood among the Athenian allies, 
however considerations of prudence, and general slowness in 
resolving, might postpone the moment of carrying it into effect. 
Accordingly not only the Samians when they revolted had 
applied to the Spartan confederacy for aid, which they appear 
to have been prevented from obtaining chiefly by the pacific 
interests then animating the Corinthians—but also the Lesbians 
had endeavoured to open negotiations with Sparta for a similar 
purpose, though the authorities to whom alone the proposition 
could have been communicated, since it long remained secret 
and was never executed—had given them no encouragement.1 

The affairs of Athens had been administered, under the 
ascendency of Perikles, without any view to extension of empire 
or encroachment upon others, though with constant reference 
to the probabilities of war, and with anxiety to keep the city 
in a condition to meet it. But even the splendid internal 
ornaments, which Athens at that time acquired, were probably 
not without their effect in provoking jealousy on the part of 
other Greeks as to her ultimate views. 

The only known incident, wherein Athens had been brought 
into collision with a member of the Spartan confederacy prior 
to the Korkyræan dispute, was, her decree passed in regard to 

1 Thucyd. iii. 2-13. This proposition of the Lesbians at Sparta must 
have been made before the collision between Athens and Corinth at 
Korkyra. 
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Megara—prohibiting the Megarians, on pain of death, from 
all trade or intercourse as well with Athens as with all ports 
within the Athenian empire. This prohibition was grounded 
on the alleged fact, that the Megarians had harboured runaway 
slaves from Athens, and had appropriated and cultivated por­
tions of land upon her border; partly land, the property of 
the goddesses of Eleusis—partly a strip of territory disputed 
between .he two states, and therefore left by mutual under­
standing in common pasture without any permanent enclosure.1 

In reference to this latter point, the Athenian herald Anthe-
mokritus had been sent to Megara to remonstrate, but had 
been so rudely dealt with, that his death shortly afterwards was 
imputed to the Megarians.2 We may reasonably suppose that 

Pac. 609. 
1 agree with Goller that two distinct violations of right are here imputed 

to the Megarians: one, that they had cultivated land the property of the 
goddesses at Eleusis—the other, that they had appropriated and cultivated 
the unsettled pasture land on the border. Dr. Arnold's note takes a dif­
ferent view, less correct in my opinion : " The land on the frontier was 
consecrated to prevent it from being inclosed : in which case the boundaries 
might have been a subject of perpetual dispute between the two countries," 
&c. Compare Thucyd. v. 42, about the border territory round Panaktum. 

2 Thucydides (i. 139), in assigning the reasons of this sentence of exclu­
sion passed by Athens against the Megarians, mentions only the two alle­
gations here noticed—wrongful cultivation of territoiy, and reception of 
runaway slaves. He does not allude to the herald Anthemokritus: still 
less does he notice that gossip of the day which Aristophanes and other 
comedians of this period turn to account in fastening the Peloponnesian 
war upon the personal sympathies of Perikle's, viz. that first, some young 
men of Athens stole away the courtezan Simsetha from Megara : next, the 
Megarian youth revenged themselves by carrying off from Athens "two 
engaging courtezans," one of whom was the mistress of Perikles; upon 
which the latter was so enraged that he proposed the sentence of exclusion 
against the Megarians(Aristoph. Acharn. 501-516; Plutarch, Perikles,c. 30). 

Such stories are chiefly valuable as they make us acquainted with the 
political scandal of the time. But the story of the herald Anthemokritus 
and his death cannot be altogether rejected. Though Thucydides, not 
mentioning the fact, did not believe that the herald's death had really been 
occasioned by the Megarians; yet there probably was a popular belief at 
Athens to that effect, under the influence of which the deceased herald 
received a public burial near the Thriasian gate of Athens, leading to 
Eleusis : see Philippi Epistol. ad A then. ap. Demosthen. p. 159 R. ; 
Pausan. i. 36, 3 ; iii. 4, 2. The language of Plutarch (Perikles, c. 30) is 
probably literally correct—"the herald's death appeared to have been 
caused by the Megarians"— That 
neither Thucydides, nor Periklgs himself, believed that the Megarians had 
really caused his death, is pretty certain: otherwise the fact would have 
been urged when the Lacedaemonians sent to complain of the sentence of 
exclusion—being a deed so notoriously repugnant to all Grecian feeling. 
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ever since the revolt of Megara fourteen years before—which 
caused to Athens an irreparable mischief—the feeling prevalent 
between the two cities had been one of bitter enmity, mani­
festing itself in many ways, but so much exasperated by recent 
events as to provoke Athens to a signal revenge.1 Exclusion 
from Athens and all the ports in her empire, comprising nearly 
every island and seaport in the Ægean, was so ruinous to the 
Megarians, that they loudly complained of it at Sparta, repre­
senting it as an infraction of the Thir ty years' truce; though 
it was undoubtedly within the legitimate right of Athens to 
enforce—and was even less harsh than the systematic expulsion 
of foreigners by Sparta, with which Perikles compared it. 

These complaints found increased attention after the war of 
Korkyra and the blockade of Potidiea by the Athenians. The 
sentiments of the Corinthians towards Athens had now become 
angry and warlike in the highest degree. It was not simply 
resentment for the past which animated them, but also the 
anxiety further to bring upon Athens so strong a hostile pres­
sure as should preserve Potidrca and its garrison from capture. 
Accordingly they lost no time in endeavouring to rouse the 
feelings of the Spartans against Athens, and in inducing them 
to invite to Sparta all such of the confederates as had any 
grievances against that city. Not merely the Megarians, but 
several other confederates, came thither as accusers ; while 
the Æginetans, though their insular position made it perilous 
for them to appear, made themselves vehemently heard through 
the mouths of others, complaining that Athens withheld from 
them the autonomy to which they were entitled under the 
truce.2 

(Æginet. p. 180) and Goller in his note, think that the truce (orcovenant 
generally) here alluded to is, not the Thirty years' truce concluded fourteen 
years before the period actually present, but the ancient alliance against the 
Persians, solemnly ratified and continued after the victory of Platsea. Dr. 
Arnold on the contrary thinks that the Thirty years' truce is alluded to, 
which the Æginetans interpreted (rightly or not) as entitling them to 
independence. 

The former opinion might seem to be countenanced by the allusion 
to Ægina in the speech of the Thebans (iii. 64): but on the other 
hand, if we consult i, 115, it will appear possible that the wordine of 
the Thirty years' truce may have been general, as—  

at any rate, the Æginetans may have pretended, 
that by the same rule as Athens gave up Nisæa, Pegæ, & c , she ought also 
to renounce Ægina. 

However, we must recollect that the one plea does not exclude the 
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According to the Lacedaemonian practice, it was necessary 

first that the Spartans themselves, apart from their allies, should 
decide whether there existed a sufficient case of wrong done 
by Athens against themselves or against Peloponnesus—either 
in violation of the Thir ty years' truce, or in any other way. If 
the determination of Sparta herself were in the negative, the 
case would never even be submitted to the vote of the allies. 
But if it were in the affirmative, then the latter would be con­
voked to deliver their opinion also: and assuming that the 
majority of votes coincided with the previous decision of 
Sparta, the entire confederacy stood then pledged to the given 
line of policy—if the majority was contrary, the Spartans would 
stand alone, or with such only of the confederates as con­
curred. Each allied city, great or small, had an equal right 
of suffrage. It thus appears that Sparta herself did not vote 
as a member of the confederacy, but separately and individu­
ally as leader—and that the only question ever submitted to 
the allies was, whether they would or would not go along with 
her previous decision. Such was the course of proceeding 
now followed. The Corinthians, together with such other of 
the confederates as felt either aggrieved or alarmed by Athens, 
presented themselves before the public assembly of Spartan 
citizens, prepared to prove that the Athenians had broken the 
truce and were going on in a course of wrong towards Pelopon­
nesus.1 Even in the oligarchy of Sparta, such a question as 
this could only be decided by a general assembly of Spartan 
citizens, qualified both by age, by regular contribution to the 
public mess, and by obedience to Spartan discipline. To the 
assembly so constituted the deputies of the various allied cities 
addressed themselves, each setting forth his case against Athens. 
The Corinthians chose to reserve themselves to the last, after 
the assembly had been inflamed by the previous speakers. 

Of this important assembly, on which so much of the future 
fate of Greece turned, Thucydides has preserved an account 
unusually copious. First, the speech delivered by the Corin­
thian envoys. Next, that of some Athenian envoys, who 
happening to be at the same time in Sparta on some other 
matters, and being present in the assembly so as to have heard 

other : the Æginetans may have taken advantage of both in enforcing their 
prayer for interference. This seems to have been the idea of the Scholiast, 

two verbs is to be noticed. 
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the speeches both of the Corinthians and of the other com­
plainants, obtained permission from the magistrates to address 
the assembly in their turn. Thirdly, the address of the Spartan 
king Archidamus, on the course of policy proper to be adopted 
by Sparta. Lastly, the brief, but eminently characteristic, 
address of the Ephor Sthenelaidas, on putting the question 
for decision. These speeches, the composition of Thucydides 
himself, contain substantially the sentiments of the parties to 
whom they are ascribed. Neither of them is distinctly a reply 
to that which has preceded, but each presents the situation of 
affairs from a different point of view. 

The Corinthians knew well that the audience whom they 
were about to address had been favourably prepared for them 
—for the Lacedaemonian authorities had already given an 
actual promise, to them and to the Potidaeans at the moment 
before Potidaea revolted, that they would invade Attica. Great 
was the revolution in sentiment of the Spartans, since they had 
declined lending aid to the much more powerful island of 
Lesbos when it proposed to revolt—a revolution occasioned by 
the altered interests and sentiments of Corinth. Nevertheless, 
the Corinthians also knew that their positive grounds of com­
plaint against Athens, in respect of wrong or violation of the 
existing truce, were both few and feeble. Neither in the dis­
pute about Potidaea nor about Korkyra, had Athens infringed 
the truce or wronged the Peloponnesian alliance. In both she 
had come into collision with Corinth, singly and apart from the 
confederacy. She had a right, both according to the truce and 
according to the received maxims of international law, to lend 
defensive aid to the Korkyraeans, at their own request: she had 
a right also, according to the principles laid down by the 
Corinthians themselves on occasion of the revolt of Samos, to 
restrain the Potidaeans from revolting. She had committed 
nothing which could fairly be called an aggression. Indeed 
the aggression both in the case of Potidaea and in that of Kor­
kyra, was decidedly on the side of the Corinthians : and the 
Peloponnesian confederacy could only be so far implicated as 
it was understood to be bound to espouse the separate quarrels, 
right or wrong, of Corinth. Al l this was well known to the 
Corinthian envoys; and accordingly we find that, in their speech 
at Sparta, they touch but lightly and in vague terms on positive 
or recent wrongs. Even that which they do say completely 
justifies the proceedings of Athens about the affair of Korkyra, 
since they confess without hesitation the design of seizing 
the large Korkyraean navy for the use of the Peloponnesian 
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alliance: while in respect of Potidæa, if we had only the speech 
of the Corinthian envoy before us without any other knowledge, 
we should have supposed it to be an independent state, not 
connected by any permanent bonds with Athens—we should 
have supposed that the siege of Potidxa by Athens was an un­
provoked aggression upon an autonomous ally of Corinth1— 
we should never have imagined that Corinth had deliberately 
instigated and aided the revolt of the Chalkidians as well as of 
the Potidæans against Athens. It might be pretended that she 
had a right to do this, by virtue of her undefined metropolitan 
relations with Potidoea. But at any rate the incident was not 
such as to afford any decent pretext for charge against the 
Athenians either of outrage towards Corinth,2 or of wrongful 
aggression against the Peloponnesian confederacy. 

To dwell much upon specific allegations of wrong, would not 
have suited the purpose of the Corinthian envoy; for against 
such, the Thirty years' truce expressly provided that recourse 
should be had to amicable arbitration—to which recourse he 
never once alludes. He knew, that as between Corinth and 
Athens, war had already begun at Potidæa; and his business, 
throughout nearly all of a very emphatic speech, is, to show 
that the Peloponnesian confederacy, and especially Sparta, is 
bound to take instant part in it, not less by prudence than by 
duty. He employs the most animated language to depict the 
ambition, the unwearied activity, the personal effort abroad as 
well as at home, the quick resolves, the sanguine hopes never 
dashed by failure—of Athens : as contrasted with the cautious, 
home-keeping, indolent, scrupulous routine of Sparta. He 
reproaches the Spartans with their backwardness and timidity, 
in not having repressed the growth of Athens before she reached 
this formidable height: especially in having allowed her to 
fortify her city after the retreat of Xerxes and afterwards to 
build the long walls from the city to the sea.3 The Spartans 
(he observes) stood alone among all Greeks in the notable sys­
tem of keeping down an enemy not by acting, but by delaying 
to act—not arresting his growth, but putting him down when 
his force was doubled. Falsely indeed had they acquired the 
reputation of being sure, when they were in reality merely slow.4 
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In resisting Xerxes, as in resisting Athens, they had always 
been behindhand, disappointing and leaving their friends to 
r u i n ; while both these enemies had only failed of complete 
success through their own mistakes. 

After half apologising for the tartness of these reproofs— 
which however, as the Spartans were now well disposed to go 
to war forthwith, would be well-timed and even agreeable—the 
Corinthian orator vindicates the necessity of plain-speaking by 
the urgent peril of the emergency, and the formidable char­
acter of the enemy who threatened them. " You do not reflect 
(he says) how thoroughly different the Athenians are from your­
selves. They are innovators by nature, sharp both in devising, 
and in executing what they have determined: you are sharp 
only in keeping what you have got, in determining on nothing 
beyond, and in doing even less than absolute necessity requires.1 

They again dare beyond their means, run risks beyond their 
own judgement, and keep alive their hopes even in desperate 
circumstances: your peculiarity is, that your performance 
comes short of your power—you have no faith even in what 
your judgement guarantees—when in difficulties, you despair 
of all escape. They never hang back—you are habitual lag­
gards : they love foreign service—you cannot stir from home : 
for they are always under the belief that their movements wi l l 
lead to some further gain, while you fancy that new products 
wil l endanger what you already have. When successful, they 
make the greatest forward march; when defeated, they fall 
back the least. Moreover they task their bodies on behalf of 
their city as if they were the bodies of others—while their minds 
are most of all their own, for exertion in her service.2 When 
their plans for acquisition do not come successfully out, they 

of the sentence, is in the nature of a sarcasm. But this is suitable to the 
character of the speech. Goller supposes some such word as Uavot, in­
stead of to be understood : but we should thereby both depart from 
the more obvious syntax, and weaken the general meaning. 

It is difficult to convey in translation the antithesis between 
rots and —not without a certain conceit, which Thucydides is 
occasionally fond of. 
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feel like men robbed of what belongs to them : yet the acquisi­
tions when realised appear like trifles compared with what 
remains to be acquired. If they sometimes fail in an attempt, 
new hopes arise in some other direction to supply the want: 
for with them alone the possession and the hope of what they 
aim at is almost simultaneous, from their habit of quickly 
executing all that they have once resolved. A n d in this manner 
do they toil throughout all their lives amidst hardship and peril, 
disregarding present enjoyment in the continual thirst for in­
crease—knowing no other festival recreation except the per­
formance of active duty—and deeming inactive repose a worse 
condition than fatiguing occupation. To speak the truth in 
two words, such is their inborn temper, that they wi l l neither 
remain at rest themselves, nor allow rest to others.1 

" Such is the city which stands opposed to you, Lacedaemo­
nians—yet ye still hang back from action. . . . Your continual 
scruples and apathy would hardly be safe, even if ye had neigh­
bours like yourselves in character: but as to dealings with 
Athens, your system is antiquated and out of date. In politics 
as in art, it is the modern improvements which are sure to 
come out victorious: and though unchanged institutions are 
best, if a city be not called upon to act—yet multiplicity of 
active obligations requires multiplicity and novelty of contriv­
ance.2 It is through these numerous trials that the means of 
Athens have acquired so much more new development than 
yours." 

The Corinthians concluded by saying, that if, after so many 
previous warnings, now repeated for the last time, Sparta still 
refused to protect her allies against Athens—if she delayed to 
perform her promise made to the Potidoeans of immediately 
invading Attica—they (the Corinthians) would forthwith look 
for safety in some new alliance, which they felt themselves fully 
justified in doing. They admonished her to look well to the 
case, and to carry forward Peloponnesus, with undiminished 
dignity, as it had been transmitted to her from her predecessors.3 
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Such was the memorable picture of Athens and her citizens, 

as exhibited by her fiercest enemy before the public assembly 
at Sparta. It was calculated to impress the assembly, not by 
appeal to recent or particular misdeeds, but by the general 
system of unprincipled and endless aggression which was im­
puted to Athens during the past—and by the certainty held out 
that the same system, unless put down by measures of decisive 
hostility, would be pushed still further in future to the utter 
ruin of Peloponnesus. A n d to this point d id the Athenian 
envoy (staying in Sparta about some other negotiation and now 
present in the assembly) address himself in reply, after having 
asked and obtained permission from the magistrates. The 
empire of Athens was now of such standing that the younger 
men present had no personal knowledge of the circumstances 
under which it had grown u p : and what was needed as 
information for them would be impressive as a reminder even 
to their seniors.1 

He began by disclaiming all intention of defending his 
native city against the charges of specific wrong or alleged 
infractions of the existing truce. This was no part of his 
mission; nor did he recognise Sparta as a competent judge 
in dispute between Athens and Corinth. But he nevertheless 
thought it his duty to vindicate Athens against the general 
character of injustice and aggression imputed to her, as well 
as to offer a solemn warning to the Spartans against the policy 
towards which they were obviously tending. He then .proceeded 
to show that the empire of Athens had been honourably earned 
and amply deserved—that it had been voluntarily ceded, and 
even pressed upon her—and that she could not abdicate it 
without imperilling her own separate existence and security. 
Far from thinking that the circumstances under which it was 
acquired needed apology, he appealed to them with pride, as 
a testimony of the genuine Hellenic patriotism of that city 
which the Spartan congress now seemed disposed to run down 
as an enemy.2 He then dwelt upon the circumstances attend­
ing the Persian invasion, setting forth the superior forwardness 
and the unflinching endurance of Athens, in spite of ungenerous 
neglect from the Spartans and other Greeks—the preponder­
ance of her naval force in the entire armament—the directing 
genius of her general Themistokles, complimented even by 

1 Thucyd. i. 72. 
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Sparta herself—and the title of Athens to rank on that memor­
able occasion as the principal saviour of Greece. This alone 
ought to save her empire from reproach; but this was not all— 
for that empire had been tendered to her by the pressing in­
stance of the allies, at a time when Sparta had proved herself 
both incompetent and unwilling to prosecute the war against 
Persia.1 By simple exercise of the constraining force inseparable 
from her presidential obligations, and by the reduction of 
various allies who revolted, Athens had gradually become 
unpopular, while Sparta too had become her enemy instead 
of her friend. To relax her hold upon her allies would have 
been to make them the allies of Sparta against her; and thus 
the motive of fear was added to those of ambition and revenue, 
in inducing Athens to maintain her imperial dominion by force. 
In her position, no Grecian power either would or could have 
acted otherwise:—no Grecian power, certainly not Sparta, 
would have acted with so much equity and moderation, or 
given so little ground of complaint to her subjects. Worse 
they had suffered, while under Persia ; worse they would suffer, 
if they came under Sparta, who held her own allies under the 
thraldom of an oligarchical party in each city; and if they hated 
Athens, this was only because subjects always hated the present 
dominion, whatever that might be.2 

Having justified both the origin and the working of the 
Athenian empire, the envoy concluded by warning Sparta to 
consider calmly, without being hurried away by the passions 
and invectives of others, before she took a step from which 
there was no retreat, and which exposed the future to chances 
such as no man on either side could foresee. He called on 
her not to break the truce mutually sworn to, but to adjust all 
differences, as Athens was prepared to do, by the amicable 
arbitration which that truce provided. Should she begin war, 
the Athenians would follow her lead and resist her, calling to 
witness those gods under whose sanction the oaths were taken.3 



126 History of Greece 
The facts recounted in the preceding chapters wi l l have 

shown, that the account given by the Athenian envoy at Sparta 
of the origin and character of the empire exercised by his city 
(though doubtless the account of a partisan) is in substance 
correct and equitable. The envoys of Athens had not yet 
learned to take the tone which they assumed in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth years of the coming war, at Melos and 
Kamarina. At any time previous to the affair of Korkyra, 
the topics insisted upon by the Athenian would probably have 
been profoundly listened to at Sparta. But now the mind of 
the Spartans was made up. Having cleared the assembly of 
all " strangers," and even all allies, they proceeded to discuss 
and determine the question among themselves. Most of their 
speakers held but one language1—expatiating on the wrongs 
already done by Athens, and urging the necessity of instant 
war. There was however one voice, and that a commanding 
voice, raised against this conclusion : the ancient and respected 
king Archidamus opposed it. 

The speech of Archidamus is that of a deliberate Spartan, 
who, setting aside both hatred to Athens and blind partiality to 
allies, looks at the question with a view to the interests and 
honour of Sparta only—not however omitting her imperial as 
well as her separate character. The preceding native speakers, 
indignant against Athens, had probably appealed to Spartan 
pride, treating it as an intolerable disgrace that almost the 
entire land-force of Dorian Peloponnesus should be thus bullied 
by one single Ionic city, and should hesitate to commence a 
war which one invasion of Attica would probably terminate. 
As the Corinthians had tried to excite the Spartans by well-
timed taunts and reproaches, so the subsequent speakers had 
aimed at the same objects by panegyric upon the well-known 
valour and discipline of the city. To all these arguments 
Archidamus set himself to reply. Invoking the experience 
of the elders his contemporaries around him, he impressed 
upon the assembly the grave responsibility, the uncertainties, 
difficulties, and perils, of the war into which they were hurrying 
without preparation.2 He reminded them of the wealth, the 
population (greater than that of any other Grecian city), the 
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naval force, the cavalry, the hoplites, the large foreign dominior 
of Athens,—and then asked by what means they proposed to 
put her down? 1 Ships, they had few; trained seamen, yet 
fewer; wealth, next to none. They could indeed invade and 
ravage Attica, by their superior numbers and land-force. But 
the Athenians had possessions abroad sufficient to enable them 
to dispense with the produce of Attica, while their great navy 
would retaliate the like ravages upon Peloponnesus. To sup­
pose that one or two devastating expeditions into Attica would 
bring the war to an end, would be a deplorable error: such 
proceedings would merely enrage the Athenians, without im­
pairing their real strength, and the war would thus be prolonged, 
perhaps for a whole generation.2 Before they determined upon 
war, it was absolutely necessary to provide more efficient means 
for carrying it on ; and to multiply their allies not merely 
among the Greeks, but among foreigners also. While this was 
in process, envoys ought to be sent to Athens to remonstrate 
and obtain redress for the grievances of the allies. If the 
Athenians granted this—which they very probably would do, 
when they saw the preparations going forward, and when the 
ruin of the highly-cultivated soil of Attica was held over them 
in terrorem without being actually consummated—so much the 
better : if they refused, in the course of two or three years war 
might be commenced with some hopes of success. Archidamus 
reminded his countrymen that their allies would hold them 
responsible for the good or bad issue of what was now de­
termined ;3 admonishing them, in the true spirit of a conserva­
tive Spartan, to cling to that cautious policy which had been 
ever the characteristic of the state, despising both taunts on 
their tardiness and panegyric on their valour. " We Spartans 
owe both our bravery and our prudence to our admirable public 
discipline: it makes us warlike, because the sense of shame is 
most closely connected with discipline, as valour is with the 
sense of shame: it makes us prudent, because our training 
keeps us too ignorant to set ourselves above our own institu­
tions, and holds us under sharp restraint so as not to disobey 
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them.1 A n d thus, not being overwise in unprofitable accom­
plishments, we Spartans are not given to disparage our enemy's 
strength in clever speech, and then meet him with shortcomings 
in reality. We think that the capacity of neighbouring states 
is much on a par, and that the chances in reserve for both 
parties are too uncertain to be discriminated beforehand by 
speech. We always make real preparations against our enemies, 
as if they were proceeding wisely on their side: we must count 
upon security through our own precautions, not upon the 
chance of their errors. Indeed there is no great superiority 
in one man as compared with another : he is the stoutest who 
is trained in the severest trials. Let us for our parts not re­
nounce this discipline, which we have received from our fathers 
and which we still continue, to our very great profi t : let us not 
hurry on in one short hour a resolution upon which depend so 
many lives, so much property, so many cities, and our own 
reputation besides. Let us take time to consider, since our 
strength puts it fully in our power to do so. Send envoys to 
the Athenians on the subject of Potidæa and of the other 
grievances alleged by our allies—and that too the rather as 
they are ready to give us satisfaction : against one who offers 
satisfaction, custom forbids you to proceed, without some 
previous application, as if he were a proclaimed wrong-doer. 

In the construction of the last sentence, I follow Haack and Poppo, in 
preference to Goller and Dr. Arnold. 

The wording of this part of the speech of Archidamus is awkward and 
obscure, though we make out pretty well the general sense. It deserves 
peculiar attention, as coming from a king of Sparta, personally too a man 
of superior judgement. The great points of the Spartan character are 
all brought out. I. A narrow, strictly-defined, and uniform range of ideas. 
2. Compression of all other impulses and desires, but an increased sensi­
bility to their own public opinion. 3. Great habits of endurance as well as 
of submission. 

The way in which the features of Spartan character are deduced from 
Spartan institutions, as well as the pride which Archidamus expresses in 
the ignorance and narrow mental range of his countrymen, are here 
remarkable. A similar championship of ignorance and narrow-mindedness 
is not only to be found among those who deride the literary and oratorical 
tastes of the Athenian democracy (see Aristophanes, Ran. 1070 : compare 
Xcnophon. Memorab. L 2, 9-49), but also in the speech of Kleon 
(Thucyd. i i i . 37). 
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But at the same time make preparation for war; such will be 
the course of policy at once the best for your own power and 
the most terror-striking to your enemies."1 

The speech of Archidamus was not only in itself full of 
plain reason and good sense, but delivered altogether from the 
point of view of a Spartan ; appealing greatly to Spartan con­
servative feeling and even prejudice. But in spite of all this, 
and in spite of the personal esteem entertained for the speaker, 
the tide of feeling in the opposite direction was at that moment 
irresistible. Sthenelaidas—one of the five Ephors, to whom it 
fell to put the question for voting—closed the debate. His 
few words mark at once the character of the man —the temper 
of the assembly—and the simplicity of speech, though without 
the wisdom of judgement, for which Archidamus had taken 
credit to his countrymen. 

" I don't understand (he said) these long speeches of the 
Athenians. They have praised themselves abundantly, but 
they have never rebutted what is laid to their charge—that 
they are guilty of wrong against our allies and against Pelopon­
nesus. Now if in former days they were good men against the 
Persians, and are now evil-doers against us, they deserve double 
punishment as having become evil-doers instead of good.2 But 
we are the same now as we were then: we know better than 
to sit still while our allies are suffering wrong: we shall not 
adjourn our aid, while they cannot adjourn their sufferings.3 

Others have in abundance wealth, ships and horses—but we 
have good allies, whom we are not to abandon to the mercy of 
the Athenians : nor are we to trust our redress to arbitration 
and to words, when our wrongs are not confined to words. We 
must help them speedily and with all our strength. Let no 
one tell us that we can with honour deliberate when we are 
actually suffering wrong: it is rather for those who intend to 
do the wrong, to deliberate well beforehand. Resolve upon 
war then, Lacedaemonians, in a manner worthy of Sparta. 
Suffer not the Athenians to become greater than they are : let 
us not betray our allies to ruin, but march with the aid of the 
gods against the wrong-doers." 

1 Thucyd. i. 84, 85. 
2 Compare a similar sentiment in the speech of the Thebans against the 

Platæans (Thucyd. iii. 67). 

in a translation. 
VOL. V I . F 
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W i t h these few words, so well calculated to defeat the pru­

dential admonitions of Archidamus, Sthenelaidas put the ques­
tion for the decision of the assembly—which at Sparta was 
usually taken neither by show of hands, nor by deposit of balls 
in an urn, but by cries analogous to the Ay or No of the 
English House of Commons—the presiding Ephor declaring 
which of the cries predominated. On this occasion the cry for 
war was manifestly the stronger.1 Yet Stheneliiidas affected 
inability to determine which of the two was the louder, in order 
that he might have an excuse for bringing about a more im­
pressive manifestation of sentiment and a stronger apparent 
majority—since a portion of the minority would probably be 
afraid to show their real opinions as individuals openly. He 
therefore directed a division—like the Speaker of the English 
House of Commons when his decision in favour of Ay or No 
is questioned by any member—"Such of you as think that the 
truce has been violated and that the Athenians are doing us 
wrong, go to that side; such as think the contrary, to the 
other side." The assembly accordingly divided, and the 
majority was very great on the warlike side of the question. 

The first step of the Lacedaemonians, after coming to this 
important decision, was to send to Delphi and inquire of the 
oracle whether it would be beneficial to them to undertake the 
war. The answer brought back (Thucydides seems hardly 
certain that it was really given 2) was—that if they did their 
best they would be victorious, and that the god would help 
them, invoked or uninvoked. They at the same time con­
vened a general congress of their allies to Sparta, for the 
purpose of submitting their recent resolution to the vote of all. 

To the Corinthians, in their anxiety for the relief of Potidsea, 
the decision to be given by this congress was not less important 
than that which the Spartans had just taken separately. They 
sent round envoys to each of the allies, entreating them to 
authorise war without reserve. Through such instigations, 
acting upon the general impulse then prevalent, the congress 
came together in a temper decidedly warlike. Most of the 
speakers were full of invective against Athens and impatient 
for action, while the Corinthians, waiting as before to speak 
the last, wound up the discussion by a speech well calculated 
to ensure a hearty vote. Their former speech had been 
directed to shame, exasperate, and alarm the Lacedaemonians ; 
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this point having now been carried, they had to enforce, upon 
the allies generally, the dishonour as well as the impolicy of 
receding from a will ing leader. The cause was one in which 
all were interested, the inland states not less than the maritime, 
for both would find themselves ultimately victims of the en­
croaching despot-city. Whatever efforts were necessary for the 
war, ought cheerfully to be made, since it was only through 
war that they could arrive at a secure and honourable peace. 
There were good hopes that this might soon be attained, and 
that the war would not last long—so decided was the supe­
riority of the confederacy, in numbers, in military skill, and in 
the equal heart and obedience of all its members.1 The naval 
superiority of Athens depended chiefly upon hired seamen— 
so that the confederacy, by borrowing from the treasuries of 
Delphi and Olympia, would soon be able to overbid her, take 
into pay her best mariners, and equal her equipment at sea. 
They would excite revolt among her allies, and establish a 
permanent fortified post for the ruin of Attica. To make up a 
common fund for this purpose, was indispensably necessary; 
for Athens was far more than a match for each of them single-
handed. Nothing less than hearty union could save them all 
from successive enslavement—the very supposition of which 
was intolerable to Peloponnesian freemen, whose fathers had 
liberated Greece from the Persian. Let them not shrink from 
endurance and sacrifice in such a cause—it was their hereditary 
pride to purchase success by laborious effort. The Delphian 
god had promised them his co-operation ; and the whole of 
Greece would sympathise in the cause, either from fear of the 
despotism of Athens, or from hopes of profit. They would not 
be the first to break the truce, for the Athenians had already 

I conceive that the word here alludes to the equal interest of all 
the confederates in the quarrel, as opposed to the Athenian power, which 
was composed partly of constrained subjects, partly of hired mercenaries— 
to both of Which points, as weaknesses in the enemy, the Corinthian orator 
goes on to allude. The word here designates the same fact as 
PeriklSs, in his speech at Athens (i. 141), mentions under the words  

the Corinthian orator treats it as an advantage to have all 
confederates equal and hearty in the cause: Perikles, on the contrary, 
looking at the same fact from the Athenian point of view, considers it as a 
disadvantage, since it prevented unity of command and determination. 

Poppo's view of this passage seems to me erroneous. 
The same idea is reproduced, c. 124.  
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broken it, as the declaration of the Delphian god distinctly 
implied. Let them lose no time in sending aid to the Poti-
daeans, a Dorian population now besieged by Ionians, as 
well as to those other Greeks whom Athens had enslaved. 
Every day the necessity for effort was becoming stronger, and 
the longer it was delayed, the more painful it would be when 
it came. " Be ye persuaded then (concluded the orator), that 
this city, which has constituted herself despot of Greece, has 
her means of attack prepared against all of us alike, some for 
present rule, others for future conquest. Let us assail and 
subdue her, that we may dwell securely ourselves hereafter, 
and may emancipate those Greeks who are now in slavery."l 

If there were any speeches delivered at this congress in 
opposition to the war, they were not likely to be successful 
in a cause wherein even Archidamus had failed. After 
the Corinthian had concluded, the question was put to the 
deputies of every city, great and small indiscriminately: and 
the majority decided for war.2 This important resolution was 
adopted about the end of 432 B.C., or the beginning of 
January 431 B.C. : the previous decision of the Spartans 
separately, may have been taken about two months earlier, in 
the preceding October or November 432 B.C. 

Reviewing the conduct of the two great Grecian parties at 
this momentous juncture, with reference to existing treaties 
and positive grounds of complaint, it seems clear that Athens 
was in the right. She had done nothing which could fairly be 
called a violation of the Thirty years' truce: while for such of 
her acts as were alleged to be such, she offered to submit them 
to that amicable arbitration which the truce itself prescribed. 
The Peloponnesian confederates were manifestly the aggressors 
in the contest. If Sparta, usually so backward, now came 
forward in a spirit so decidedly opposite, we are to ascribe it 
partly to her standing fear and jealousy of Athens, partly to the 
pressure of her allies, especially of the Corinthians. 

Thucydides, recognising these two as the grand determining 
motives, and indicating the alleged infractions of truce as simple 
occasions or pretexts, seems to consider the fear and hatred of 
Athens as having contributed more to determine Sparta than the 
urgency of her allies.8 That the extraordinary aggrandisement 

1 Thucyd. i. 123, 124. 
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of Athens, during the period immediately succeeding the 
Persian invasion, was well calculated to excite alarm and 
jealousy in Peloponnesus, is indisputable. But if we take 
Athens as she stood in 432 B.C., it deserves notice that she had 
neither made, nor (so far as we know) tried to make, a single 
new acquisition during the whole fourteen years which had 
elapsed since the conclusion of the Thirty years' truce,1—and 
moreover that that truce marked an epoch of signal humiliation 
and reduction of her power. The triumph which Sparta and 
the Peloponnesians then gained, though not sufficiently complete 
to remove all fear of Athens, was yet great enough to inspire 
them with the hope that a second combined effort would subdue 
her. This mixture of fear and hope was exactly the state of 
feeling out of which war was likely to grow. We see that even 
before the quarrel between Corinth and Korkyra, sagacious 
Greeks everywhere anticipated war as not far distant.2 It was 
near breaking out even on occasion of the revolt of Samos ;3 

peace being then preserved partly by the commercial and 
nautical interests of Corinth, partly by the quiescence of Athens. 
But the quarrel of Corinth and Korkyra, which Sparta might 
have appeased beforehand had she thought it her interest to do 
so,—and the junction of Korkyra with Athens—exhibited the 

23 ana 115. 
1 Plutarch's biography of Perikles is very misleading from its inattention 

to chronology, ascribing to an earlier time feelings and tendencies which 
really belong to a later. Thus he represents (c. 20) the desire for acquiring 
possession of Sicily, and even of Carthage and the Tyrrhenian coast, as 
having become very popular at Athens even before the revolt of Megara 
and Eubœa, and before those other circumstances which preceded the 
Thirty years' truce: and he gives much credit to Pcrikles for having 
repressed such unmeasured aspirations. But ambitious hopes directed 
towards Sicily could not have sprung up in the Athenian mind until after 
the beginning of the Peloponnesian war. It was impossible that they 
could make any step in that direction until they had established their 
alliance with Korkyra, and this was only done in the year before the 
Peloponnesian war—done too, even then, in a qualified manner and with 
much reserve. At the first outbreak of the Peloponnesian war, the 
Athenians had nothing but fears, while the Peloponnesians had large hopes 
of aid, from the side of Sicily. While it is very true, therefore, that 
Perikle's was eminently useful in discouraging rash and distant enterprises 
of ambition generally, we cannot give him the credit of keeping down 
Athenian desires of acquisition in Sicily, or towards Carthage (if indeed 
this latter ever was included in the catalogue of Athenian hopes)—-for such 
desires were hardly known until after his death—in spite of the assertion 
again repeated by Plutarch, Alkibiades, c. 17. 

2 Thucyd. i. 33-36. 3 Thucyd. i. 40, 41. 
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latter as again in a career of aggrandisement, and thus again 
brought into play the warlike feelings of Sparta; while they 
converted Corinth from the advocate of peace into a clamorous 
organ of war. The revolt of Potidam—fomented by Corinth 
and encouraged by Sparta in the form of a positive promise to 
invade Attica—was in point of fact the first distinct violation 
of the truce, and the initiatory measure of the Peloponnesian 
war. The Spartan meeting, and the subsequent congress of 
allies at Sparta, served no other purpose than to provide such 
formalities as were requisite to ensure the concurrent and 
hearty action of numbers, and to clothe with imposing 
sanction a state of war already existing in reality, though 
yet unproclaimed. 

The sentiment in Peloponnesus at this moment was not the 
fear of Athens, but the hatred of Athens,—and the confident 
hope of subduing her. A n d indeed such confidence was 
justified by plausible grounds. Men might well think that 
the Athenians could never endure the entire devastation of 
their highly-cultivated soil,—or at least that they would certainly 
come forth to fight for it in the field, which was all that the 
Peloponnesians desired. Nothing except the unparalleled 
ascendency and unshaken resolution of Perikles induced the 
Athenians to persevere in a scheme of patient defence, and 
to trust to that naval superiority, which the enemies of 
Athens, save and except the judicious Archidamus, had not 
yet learned fully to appreciate. Moreover the confident hopes 
of the Peloponnesians were materially strengthened by the 
widespread sympathy in favour of their cause, proclaiming 
as it d id the intended liberation of Greece from a despot 
city.1 

To Athens, on the other hand, the coming war presented 
itself in a very different aspect ; holding out nothing less than 
the certainty of prodigious loss and privation—even granting 
that at this heavy cost, her independence and union at home, 
and her empire abroad, could be upheld. By Perikles, and by 
the more long-sighted Athenians, the chance of unavoidable 
war was foreseen even before the Korkyrrean dispute.2 But 
Perikles was only the first citizen in a democracy, esteemed, 
trusted, and listened to, more than any one else, by the body 
of citizens, but warmly opposed in most of his measures, under 
the free speech and latitude of individual action which reigned 
at Athens,—and even bitterly hated by many active political 

1 Thucyd. i i . 8. 
2Thucyd. i. 45 ; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 8. 
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opponents. The formal determination of the Lacedaemonians, 
to declare war, must of course have been made known at 
Athens, by those Athenian envoys who had entered an unavail­
ing protest against it in the Spartan assembly. No steps were 
taken by Sparta to carry this determination into effect unt i l 
after the congress of allies and their pronounced confirmatory 
vote. Nor did the Spartans even then send any herald, or 
make any formal declaration. They despatched various propo­
sitions to Athens, not at all with a view of trying to obtain 
satisfaction, or of providing some escape from the probability 
of war ; but with the contrary purpose—of multiplying demands, 
and enlarging the grounds of quarrel.1 Meanwhile the deputies, 
retiring home from the congress to their respective cities, carried 
with them the general resolution for immediate warlike 
preparations to be made with as litt le delay as possible.2 

The first requisition addressed by the Lacedemonians to 
Athens was a political manoeuvre aimed at Perikle's, their chief 
opponent in that city. His mother Agariste belonged to the 
great family of the Alkmseonids, who were supposed to be 
under an inexpiable hereditary taint, in consequence of the 
sacrilege committed by their ancestor Megakles nearly two 
centuries before, in the slaughter of the Kylonian suppliants 
near the altar of the Venerable Goddesses.8 Ancient as this 
transaction was, it still had sufficient hold on the mind of the 
Athenians to serve as the basis of a political manoeuvre. About 
seventy-seven years before, shortly after the expulsion of 
Hippias from Athens, it had been so employed by the Spartan 
king Kleomenes, who at that time exacted from the Athenians 
a clearance of the ancient sacrilege, to be effected by the 
banishment of Kleisthenes (the founder of the democracy) and 
his chief partisans. This demand, addressed by Kleomenes to 
the Athenians at the instance of Isagoras the rival of Kle i ­
sthenes,4 had been then obeyed, and had served well the 
purposes of those who sent i t . A similar blow was now aimed 
by the Lacedemonians at Perikles (the grand-nephew of Kle i ­
sthenes), and doubtless at the instance of his political enemies. 
Religion required, it was pretended, that " the abomination of 

2 Thucyd. i. 125. 
• See the account of the Kylonian troubles, and the sacrilege Which 

followed, in this History, ch. x. 
4 See Herodot. v. 70: compare vi. 131 ; Thucyd. i. 126; and ch. xxxi 

of this History. 
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latter as again in a career of aggrandisement, and thus again 
brought into play the warlike feelings of Sparta; while they 
converted Corinth from the advocate of peace into a clamorous 
organ of war. The revolt of Potidsea—fomented by Corinth 
and encouraged by Sparta in the form of a positive promise to 
invade Attica—was in point of fact the first distinct violation 
of the truce, and the initiatory measure of the Peloponnesian 
war. The Spartan meeting, and the subsequent congress of 
allies at Sparta, served no other purpose than to provide such 
formalities as were requisite to ensure the concurrent and 
hearty action of numbers, and to clothe with imposing 
sanction a state of war already existing in reality, though 
yet unproclaimed. 

The sentiment in Peloponnesus at this moment was not the 
fear of Athens, but the hatred of Athens,—and the confident 
hope of subduing her. A n d indeed such confidence was 
justified by plausible grounds. Men might well think that 
the Athenians could never endure the entire devastation of 
their highly-cultivated soil,—or at least that they would certainly 
come forth to fight for it in the field, which was all that the 
Peloponnesians desired. Nothing except the unparalleled 
ascendency and unshaken resolution of Perikles induced the 
Athenians to persevere in a scheme of patient defence, and 
to trust to that naval superiority, which the enemies of 
Athens, save and except the judicious Archidamus, had not 
yet learned fully to appreciate. Moreover the confident hopes 
of the Peloponnesians were materially strengthened by the 
widespread sympathy in favour of their cause, proclaiming 
as it did the intended liberation of Greece from a despot 
city.1 

To Athens, on the other hand, the coming war presented 
itself in a very different aspect; holding out nothing less than 
the certainty of prodigious loss and privation—even granting 
that at this heavy cost, her independence and union at home, 
and her empire abroad, could be upheld. By Perikles, and by 
the more long-sighted Athenians, the chance of unavoidable 
war was foreseen even before the Korkyrrean dispute.2 But 
Perikles was only the first citizen in a democracy, esteemed, 
trusted, and listened to, more than any one else, by the body 
of citizens, but warmly opposed in most of his measures, under 
the free speech and latitude of individual action which reigned 
at Athens,—and even bitterly hated by many active political 

1 Thucyd. i i . 8. 
2 Thucyd. i. 45 ; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 8. 
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opponents. The formal determination of the Lacedaemonians, 
to declare war, must of course have been made known at 
Athens, by those Athenian envoys who had entered an unavail-
ing protest against it in the Spartan assembly. No steps were 
taken by Sparta to carry this determination into effect unti l 
after the congress of allies and their pronounced confirmatory 
vote. Nor did the Spartans even then send any herald, or 
make any formal declaration. They despatched various propo­
sitions to Athens, not at all with a view of trying to obtain 
satisfaction, or of providing some escape from the probability 
of war ; but with the contrary purpose—of multiplying demands, 
and enlarging the grounds of quarrel.1 Meanwhile the deputies, 
retiring home from the congress to their respective cities, carried 
with them the general resolution for immediate warlike 
preparations to be made with as little delay as possible.3 

The first requisition addressed by the Lacedaemonians to 
Athens was a political manoeuvre aimed at Perikles, their chief 
opponent in that city. His mother Agariste belonged to the 
great family of the Alkmæonids, who were supposed to be 
under an inexpiable hereditary taint, in consequence of the 
sacrilege committed by their ancestor Megakles nearly two 
centuries before, in the slaughter of the Kylonian suppliants 
near the altar of the Venerable Goddesses.8 Ancient as this 
transaction was, it still had sufficient hold on the mind of the 
Athenians to serve as the basis of a political manoeuvre. About 
seventy-seven years before, shortly after the expulsion of 
Hippias from Athens, it had been so employed by the Spartan 
king Kleomenes, who at that time exacted from the Athenians 
a clearance of the ancient sacrilege, to be effected by the 
banishment of Kleisthenes (the founder of the democracy) and 
his chief partisans. This demand, addressed by Kleomenes to 
the Athenians at the instance of Isagoras the rival of Kle i ­
sthenes,4 had been then obeyed, and had served well the 
purposes of those who sent i t . A similar blow was now aimed 
by the Lacedaemonians at Perikles (the grand-nephew of Kle i ­
sthenes), and doubtless at the instance of his political enemies. 
Religion required, it was pretended, that " the abomination of 

* Thucyd. i. 125. 
3 See the account of the Kylonian troubles, and the Sacrilege Which 

followed, in this History, ch. x. 
4 See Herodot. v. 70: compare vi. 131 ; Thucyd. i. 126; and ch. xxxu 

of this History. 
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the goddess should be driven out"1 If the Athenians complied 
with this demand, they would deprive themselves, at this critical 
moment, of their ablest leader. But the Lacedaemonians, not 
expecting compliance, reckoned at all events upon discrediting 
Perikles with the people, as being partly the cause of the war 
through family taint of impiety2—and this impression would 
doubtless be loudly proclaimed by his political opponents in 
the assembly. 

The influence of Perikles with the Athenian public had 
become greater and greater as their political experience of him 
was prolonged. But the bitterness of his enemies appears to 
have increased along with it. Not long before this period, he 
had been indirectly assailed through the medium of accusations 
against three different persons, all more or less intimate with 
him—his mistress Aspasia, the philosopher Anaxagoras, and 
the sculptor Pheidias. 

We cannot make out either the exact date, or the exact facts 
of either of these accusations. Aspasia, daughter of Axiochus, 
was a native of Miletus, beautiful, well-educated, and aspiring. 
She resided at Athens, and is affirmed (though upon very 
doubtful evidence) to have kept slave-girls to be let out as 
courtezans. Whatever may be the case with this report, which 
is most probably one of the scandals engendered by political 
animosity against Perikles,8 it is certain that so remarkable were 

1 Thucyd. i. 126.  
2 Thucyd. i. 127. 
3 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 24. Respecting Aspasia, see Plato, Menexenus, 

c. 3, 4; Xenophon, Memorab. ii. 6, 36; Harpokration, v. 
Aspasia was doubtless no uncommon name among Grecian women: we 
know of one Phokcean girl who bore it, the mistress of Cyrus the younger 
(Plutarch, Artaxer. c. 26). The story about Aspasia having kept slave-
girls for hire, is stated by both Plutarch and Athengeus (xiii. p. 570); but 
we may reasonably doubt whether there is any better evidence for it than 
that which is actually cited by the latter—the passage in Aristophanes, 
Acharn. 497-505— 

Athenaeus reads received 
text of Aristophanes. Critics differ whether * is the eenitive case 
singular of or the accusative plural of the adjective I 
believe that it is the latter; but intended as a play on the word, capable of 
being understood either as a substantive or as an adjective- 

There is a similar play on the word, in a line 
of Kratinus, quoted by Plutarch, Perikles, c. 24. 

At the time, if ever, when this theft of the Megarian youth took place, 
Aspasia must have been the beloved mistress and companion of Perikles; 
and it is inconceivable that she should have kept slave-girls for hire then, 
whatever she may have done before. 
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her own fascinations, her accomplishments, and her powers 
not merely of conversation, but even of oratory and criticism,— 
that the most distinguished Athenians of all ages and characters, 
Sokrates among the number, visited her, and several of them 
took their wives along with them to hear her also. The free 
citizen women of Athens lived in strict and almost oriental 
rccluseness, as well after being married as when single. Every­
thing -which concerned their lives, their happiness, or their 
rights, was determined or managed for them by male relatives : 
and they seem to have been destitute of all mental culture 
and accomplishments. Their society presented no charm nor 
interest, which men accordingly sought for in the company 
of a class of women called Hetserse or Courtezans, literally 
Female Companions, who lived a free life, managed their own 

That reading and construction of the verse above cited, which I think 
the less probable of the two, has been applied by the commentators of 
Thucydides to explain a line of his history, and applied in a manner which 
I am persuaded is erroneous. When the Lacedaemonians desired the 
Athenians to repeal the decree excluding the Megarians from their ports, 
the Athenians refused, alleging that the Megarians had appropriated some 
lands which were disputed between the two countries, and some which 
were even sacred property—and also that " they had received runaway 
slaves from Athens"— t ( i . 139). 
The Scholiast gives a perfectly just explanation of these last words—  

But Wasse puts a note to the 
passage to this effect—"Astasia: servos, v. Athenaeum, p. 570; Aristoph. 
Acharn. 525, et Schol." This note of Wasse is adopted and transcribetl 
by the three best and most recent commentators on Thucydides—Poppo, 
Goller, and Dr. Arnold. Yet with all respect to their united authority, the 
supposition is neither natural as applied to the words, nor admissible as 
regards the matter of fact. mean naturally (not 
Aspasia servos, or more properly servas, for the very gender ought to have 
made Wasse suspect the correctness of his interpretation—but) the runaway 
slaves of proprietors generally in Attica ; of whom the Athenians lost so 
prodigious a number after the Lacedaemonian garrison was established at 
Dekeleia (Thucyd. v i i . 28: compare i. 142; and iv. 118, about the 

Perikles might fairly set forth the reception of such runaway 
slaves as a matter of complaint against the Megarians, and the Athenian 
public assembly would feel it so likewise: moreover the Megarians are 
charged not with having stolen away the slaves, but with harbouring them 

But to suppose that Perikles, in defending the decree of 
exclusion against the Megarians, would rest the defence on the ground that 
some Megarian youth had run away with two girls of the cortege of Aspasia, 
argues a strange conception both of him and of the people. If such an 
incident ever really happened, or was even supposed to have happened, we 
may be sure that it would be cited by his opponents, as a means of bringing 
contempt upon the real accusation against the Megarians—the purpose for 
which Aristophanes produces i t . This is one of the many errors in respect 
to Grecian history arising from the practice of construing passages of 
comedy as if they were serious and literal facts. 

F 2 
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affairs, and supported themselves by their powers of pleasing. 
These women were numerous, and were doubtless of every 
variety of personal character. The most distinguished and 
superior among them, such as Aspasia and Theodote,1 appear 
to have been the only women in Greece, except the Spartan, 
who either inspired strong passion or exercised mental 
ascendency. 

Perikles had been determined in his choice of a wife by 
those family considerations which were held almost obligatory 
at Athens, and had married a woman very nearly related to 
him, by whom he had two sons, Xanthippus and Paralus. 
But the marriage having never been comfortable, was after­
wards dissolved by mutual consent, according to that full 
liberty of divorce which the Attic law permitted. Perikles 
concurred with his wife's male relations (who formed her legal 
guardians) in giving her away to another husband.2 He then 
took Aspasia to live with him, had a son by her who bore his 
name, and continued ever afterwards on terms of the greatest 
intimacy and affection with her. Without adopting those 
exaggerations which represent Aspasia as having communicated 
to Perikles his distinguished eloquence, or even as having 
herself composed orations for public delivery, we may reason­
ably believe her to have been qualified to take interest and 
share in that literary and philosophical society which frequented 
the house of Perikles, and which his unprincipled son Xan­
thippus,—disgusted with his father's regular expenditure, as 
withholding from him the means of supporting an extravagant 
establishment—reported abroad with exaggerated calumnies, 
and turned into derision. It was from that worthless young 
man, who died of the Athenian epidemic during the lifetime 
of Perikles, that his political enemies and the comic writers of 
the day obtained the pretended revelations, which served them 
as matter for scandalous libel on the privacy of this distinguished 
man.3 

1 The visit of Sokrates with some of his friends to Theodote, his dialogue 
with her, and the description of her manner of living, are among the most 
curious remnants of Grecian antiquity, on a side very imperfectly known to 
us (Xenophon, Memorab. iii. n ) . 

Compare the citations from Eubulus and Antiphanes, the comic writers, 
apud Athenseum, xiii. p. 571, illustrating the differences of character and 
behaviour between some of these Hetæræ and others—and Athensc. xiii. 
p. 589. 

3 riutarch, Perikles, c. 13-36. 
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While the comic writers attacked Perikles himself for alleged 

intrigues with different women, they treated the name of 
Aspasia as public property without any mercy or reserve: she 
was the Omphale, the Deianeira, or the Here, to this great 
Herakles or Zeus of Athens. At length one of these comic 
writers, Hermippus, not contented with scenic attacks, indicted 
her before the dikastery for impiety, as participant in the 
philosophical discussions held, and the opinions professed, 
among the society of Perikles, by Anaxagoras and others. 
Against Anaxagoras himself, too, a similar indictment is said 
to have been preferred, either by Kleon or by Thucydides son 
of Melesias, under a general resolution recently passed in the 
public assembly at the instance of Diopeithes. A n d such was 
the sensitive antipathy of the Athenian public, shown after­
wards fatally in the case of Sokrates, and embittered in this 
instance by all the artifices of political faction, against philoso­
phers whose opinions conflicted with the received religious 
dogmas—that Perikles did not dare to place Anaxagoras on 
his trial. The latter retired from Athens, and a sentence of 
banishment was passed against him in his absence.1 But 
Perikles himself defended Aspasia before the dikastery. In 
fact the indictment was as much against him as against her: 
one thing alleged against her (and also against Pheidias) was, 
the reception of free women to facilitate the intrigues of 
Perikles. He defended her successfully and procured a 
verdict of acquittal: but we are not surprised to hear that his 
speech was marked by the strongest personal emotions and 
even by tears.2 The dikasts were accustomed to such appeals 
to their sympathies, sometimes even to extravagant excess, 
from ordinary accused persons. In Perikles, however, so 
manifest an outburst of emotion stands out as something 
quite unparalleled: for constant self-mastery was one of the 
most prominent features in his character.3 And we shall find 
him, near the close of his political life, when he had become 
for the moment unpopular with the Athenian people, distracted 
as they were at the moment with the terrible sufferings of the 
pestilence,—bearing up against their unmerited anger not 
merely with dignity, but with a pride of conscious innocence 

1 Tin's seems the more probable story; but there are differences of 
statement, and uncertainties upon many points : compare Plutarch, Perikles, 
c. 16-32; Plutarch, Nikias, c. 23; Diogen. Laert. ii. 12, 13. See also 
Schaubach, Fragment. Anaxagorse, p. 47-52. 

2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 32. 
3 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 7, 36-39. 
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and desert which rises almost into defiance; insomuch that 
the rhetor Dionysius, who criticises the speech of Perikles as 
if it were simply the composition of Thucydides, censures that 
historian for having violated dramatic propriety by a display 
of insolence where humility would have been becoming.1 

It appears also, as far as we can judge amidst very imperfect 
data, that the trial of the great sculptor Pheidias, for alleged 
embezzlement in the contract for his celebrated gold and ivory 
statue of Athene",2 took place nearly at this period. That 
statue had been finished and dedicated in the Parthenon in 
437 B.C.,, since which period Pheidias had been engaged at 
Olympia in his last and great masterpiece, the colossal statue 
of the Olympian Zeus. On his return to Athens from the 
execution of this work, about 433 or 432 B.C., the accusation 
of embezzlement was instituted against him by the political 
enemies of Perikles.3 A slave of Pheidias, named Menon, 
planted himself as a suppliant at the altar, professing to be 
cognisant of certain facts which proved that his master had 
committed peculation. Motion was made to receive his 
depositions and to ensure to his person the protection of the 
people; upon which he revealed various statements so greatly 
impeaching the pecuniary probity of Pheidias, that the latter 
was put in prison, awaiting the day for his trial before the 
dikastery. The gold employed and charged for in the statue, 
however, was all capable of being taken off and weighed, so as 
to verify its accuracy, which Perikles dared the accusers to do. 
Besides the charge of embezzlement, there were other circum­
stances which rendered Pheidias unpopular. It had been 
discovered that, in the reliefs on the frieze of the Parthenon, 
he had introduced the portraits of himself and Perikles in 
conspicuous positions. It seems that Pheidias died in prison 
before the day of t r i a l ; and some even said that he had been 
poisoned by the enemies of Perikles, in order that the suspicions 
against the latter, who was the real object of attack, might be 
aggravated. It is said also that Drakontides proposed and 
carried a decree in the public assembly, that Perikles should 
be called on to give an account of the money which he had 

1 Thucyd. ii. 60, 61 : compare also his striking expressions, c. 65 ; 
Dionys. Halikarn. De Thucydid. Tudic. c. 44, P. 924. 

2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 31. 
This tale, about protecting Pheidias under the charge of embezzlement, 

was the story most widely in circulation against Perikles- 
(Plutarch, Perikles, c. 31). 

3 See the Dissertation of O. Muller (De Phidias Vita, c. 17, p. 35), who 
lays out the facts in the order in which I have given them. 
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expended, and that the dikasts, before whom the account was 
rendered, should give their suffrage in the most solemn manner 
from the altar. This latter provision was modified by Agnon, 
who, while proposing that the dikasts should be 1500 in number, 
retained the vote by pebbles in the urn according to ordinary 
custom.1 

If Perikles was ever tried on such a charge, there can be no 
doubt that he was honourably acquitted : for the language of 
Thucydides respecting his pecuniary probity is such as could 
not have been employed if a verdict of guilty on a charge of 
peculation had been publicly pronounced. But we cannot 
be certain that he ever was tried. Indeed another accusation 
urged by his enemies, and even by Aristophanes in the sixth 
year of the Peloponnesian war, implies that no trial took place : 
for it was alleged that Perikles, in order to escape this danger, 
" blew up the Peloponnesian war," and involved his country 
in such confusion and peril as made his own aid and guidance 
indispensably necessary to her ; especially, that he passed the 
decree against the Megarians by which the war was really 
brought on.2 We know enough, however, to be certain that 
such a supposition is altogether inadmissible. The enemies of 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 13-32. 
2 Aristophan. Pac. 587-603: compare Acharn. 512; Ephorus, ap. 

Diodor. x i i . 38-40 ; and the Scholia on the two passages of Aristophanes ; 
Plutarch, Perikles, c. 32. 

Diodorus (as well as Plutarch, Alkibiad. c. 7) relates another tale, that 
Alkibiad£s once approached Perikles when he was in evident low spirits 
and embarrassment, and asked him the reason : Perikles told him that the 
time was near at hand for rendering his accounts, and that he was consider­
ing how this could be done : upon which Alkibiades advised him to consider 
rather, how he could evade doing it. The result of this advice was that 
Perikles plunged Athens into the Peloponnesian war : compare Aristophan. 
Nub. 855, with the Scholia—and Ephorus, Fragm. 118, 119, ed. Marx, 
with the notes of Marx. 

It is probable enough that Ephorus copied the story which ascribes the 
Peloponnesian war to the accusations against Pheidias and Perikles, from 
Aristophanes or other comic writers of the time. But it deserves remark 
hat even Aristophanes is not to be considered as certifying i t . For if we 
ttnsult the passage above referred to in his comedy Pax, we shall find that, 
irst, Hermes tells the story about Pheidias, Perikles, and the Peloponnesian 
var; upon which both Trygaeus, and the Chorus, remark that they never 
heard a word of it before: that it is quite new to them. 

Tryg. 

Chorus.  
If Aristophanes had stated the story ever so plainly, his authority could 

only have been taken as proving that it was a part of the talk of the t ime: 
but the lines just cited make him as much a contradicting as an affirming 
vitness. 

file:///ristophanes
file:///eard
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Perikles were far too eager, and too expert in Athenian political 
warfare, to have let him escape by such a stratagem. More­
over, we learn from the assurance of Thucydides that the war 
depended upon far deeper causes—that the Megarian decree 
was in no way the real cause of it—that it was not Perikles, 
but the Peloponnesians, who brought it on, by the blow struck 
at Potidæa. 

A l l that we can make out, amidst these uncertified allegations, 
is, that in the year or two immediately preceding the Pelopon-
nesian war, Perikles was hard-pressed by the accusations of 
political enemies—perhaps even in his own person, but cer­
tainly in the persons of those who were most in his confidence 
and affection.1 And it was in this turn of his political position, 
that the Lacedaemonians sent to Athens the above-mentioned 
requisition, that the ancient Kylonian sacrilege might be at 
length cleared ou t ; in other words, that Perikles and his family 
might be banished. Doubtless his enemies, as well as the 
partisans of Lacedoemon at Athens, would strenuously support 
this proposition. And the party of Lacedaimon at Athens 
was always strong, even during the middle of the war :—to act 
as proxenus to the Lacedaemonians was accounted an honour 
even by the greatest Athenian families.2 On this occasion, 
however, the manoeuvre did not succeed, nor did the Athenians 
listen to the requisition for banishing the sacrilegious Alk -
mseonids. On the contrary, they replied that the Spartans too 
had an account of sacrilege to clear off; for they had violated 
the sanctuary of Poseidon at Cape Taenarus, in dragging from 
it some helot suppliants to be put to death—and the sanctuary 
of Athene Chalkicekus at Sparta, in blocking up and starving 
to death the guilty regent Pausanias. To require that Laconia 
might be cleared of these two acts of sacrilege—was the only 
answer which the Athenians made to the demand sent for the 
banishment of Perikles.8 Probably the actual effect of that 
demand was, to strengthen him in the public esteem :4 very 

1 It would appear that not only Aspasia and Anaxagoras, but also the 
musician and philosopher Damon, the personal friend and instructor of 
Perikles, must have been banished at a time when Perikles was old—perhaps 
somewhere near about this time. The passage in Plato, Alkibiades, i. c 
30, p. 118, proves that Damon was in Athens and intimate with Perikles 
when the latter was of considerable age—  

Damon is said to have been ostracised—perhaps he was tried and 
condemned to banishment: for the two are sometimes confounded. 

2 See Thucyd. v. 43 ; vi. 89. 
3 Thucyd. i 128, 135, 139. 4 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 33. 
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different from the effect of the same manoeuvre when practised 
before by Kleomenes against Kleisthenes. 

Other Spartan envoys shortly afterwards arrived with fresh 
demands. The Athenians were now required—i. To withdraw 
their troops from Potidaea. 2. To replace Ægina. in its auto­
nomy. 3. To repeal the decree of exclusion against the 
Megarians. 

It was upon the latter that the greatest stress was l a id ; an 
intimation being held out that war might be avoided if such 
repeal were granted. We see plainly from this proceeding 
that the Lacedaemonians acted in concert with the anti-Peri-
klean leaders at Athens. To Sparta and her confederacy the 
decree against the Megarians was of less importance than the 
rescue of the Corinthian troops now blocked up in Potidrea. 
But on the other hand, the party opposed to Perikles would 
have much better chance of getting a vote of the assembly 
against him on the subject of the Megarians : and this advan­
tage, if gained, would serve to enfeeble his influence generally. 
No concession was obtained however on either of the three 
points: even in respect to Megara, the decree of exclusion was 
vindicated and upheld against all the force of opposition. At 
length the Lacedaemonians—who had already resolved upon 
war and had sent these envoys in mere compliance with the 
exigencies of ordinary practice, not with any idea of bringing 
about an accommodation—sent a third batch of envoys with a 
proposition which at least had the merit of disclosing their real 
purpose without disguise. Rhamphias and two other Spartans 
announced to the Athenians the simple injunction: " The 
Lacedaemonians wish the peace to stand; and it may stand, 
if you wil l leave the Greeks autonomous." Upon this demand, 
so very different from the preceding, the Athenians resolved to 
hold a fresh assembly on the subject of war or peace, to open 
the whole question anew for discussion, and to determine once 
for all on a peremptory answer.1 

The last demands presented on the part of Sparta, which 
went to nothing less than the entire extinction of the Athenian 
empire—combined with the character, alike wavering and 
insincere, of the demands previously made, and with the 

1 Thucyd. i. 139. It rather appears, from the words of Thucydides, that 
these various demands of the Lacedaemonians were made by one embassy, 
joined by new members arriving with fresh instructions, but remaining 
during a month or six weeks between January and March 431 B.c. installed 
in the house of the proxenus of Sparta at Athens: compare Xenophon, 
Hellenic, v. 4, 22. 
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knowledge that the Spartan confederacy had pronounced per­
emptorily in favour of war—seemed likely to produce unanimity 
at Athens, and to bring together this important assembly under 
the universal conviction that war was inevitable. Such however 
was not the fact. The reluctance to go to war was sincere 
amidst the large majority of the assembly; while among a 
considerable portion of them it was so preponderant, that they 
even now reverted to the opening which the Lacedaemonians 
had before held out about the anti-Megarian decree, as if that 
were the chief cause of war. There was much difference of 
opinion among the speakers, several of whom insisted upon the 
repeal of this decree, treating it as a matter far too insignificant 
to go to war about, and denouncing the obstinacy of Perikles 
for refusing to concede such a trifle.1 Against this opinion 
Perikles entered his protest, in an harangue decisive and encou­
raging, which Dionysius of Halikamassus ranks among the best 
speeches in Thucydides. The latter historian may probably 
himself have heard the original speech. 

" I continue, Athenians, to adhere to the same conviction, 
that we must not yield to the Peloponnesians—though I know 
that men are in one mood, when they sanction the resolution 
to go to war, and in another, when actually in the contest— 
their judgements then depending upon the turn of events. I 
have only to repeat now what I have said on former occasions 
—and I adjure you who follow my views to adhere to what 
we jointly resolve, though the result should be partially un­
favourable ; or else not to take credit for wisdom in the event 
of success.2 For it is very possible that the contingencies of 
events may depart more from all reasonable track than the 
counsels of man: such are the unexpected turns which we 
familiarly impute to Fortune. The Lacedaemonians have 
before now manifested their hostile aims against us, but on 
this last occasion more than ever. While the truce prescribes 
that we are to give and receive amicable satisfaction for our 

1 Thucyd. i. 139; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 31. 

translation to preserve the play upon the words " which 
Thucydidls introduces into this sentence, and which seems to have been 
agreeable to his taste. when referred to is used in a 
passive sense by no means common—"in a manner which cannot be 
learned, departing from all reasonable calculation." when referred 
to bears its usual meaning—" ignorant, deficient in learning or in 
reason." 
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differences, and each to retain what we possess—they not only 
have not asked for such satisfaction, but repudiate it when 
tendered. They choose to settle complaints by war and not by 
discussion: they have got beyond the tone of complaint, and 
are here already with that of command. For they enjoin us 
to withdraw from Potidsea, to leave Ægina free, and to rescind 
the decree against the Megarians : nay, these last envoys are 
even come to proclaim to us, that we must leave all the Greeks 
free. Now let none of you believe, that we shall be going to 
war about a trifle, if we refuse to rescind the Megarian decree 
—which they chiefly put forward, as if its repeal would avert 
the war. Let none of you take blame to yourselves as if we 
had gone to war about a small matter. For this small matter 
contains in itself the whole test and trial of your mettle : if ye 
yield it , ye wil l presently have some other greater exaction put 
upon you, like men who have already truckled on one point 
from fear: whereas i f ye hold out stoutly, ye wi l l make it clear 
to them that they must deal with you more upon a footing of 
equality."1 

Perikles then examined the relative strength of parties and 
the chances of war. The Peloponnesians were a self-working 
population, with few slaves, and without wealth, either private 
or public : they had no means of carrying on distant or long-
continued war. They were ready to expose their persons, but 
not at all ready to contribute from their very narrow means.2 

In a border-war, or a single land-battle, they were invincible, 
but for systematic warfare against a power like Athens, they 
had neither competent headship, nor habits of concert and 
punctuality, nor money to profit by opportunities, always rare 
and accidental, for successful attack. They might perhaps 
establish a fortified post in Attica, but it would do little serious 
mischief; while at sea, their inferiority and helplessness would 
be complete, and the irresistible Athenian navy would take 
care to keep it so. Nor would they be able to reckon on 
tempting away the able foreign seamen from Athenian ships 
by means of funds borrowed from Olympia or Delphi.8 For 

Thucyd. i. 140. 
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besides that the mariners of the dependent islands would find 
themselves losers even by accepting a higher pay, with the 
certainty of Athenian vengeance afterwards—Athens herself 
would suffice to man her fleet in case of need, with her own 
citizens and metics: she had within her own walls steersmen 
and mariners better, as well as more numerous, than all 
Greece besides. There was but one side on which Athens 
was vulnerable: Attica unfortunately was not an island—it 
was exposed to invasion and ravage. To this the Athenians 
must submit, without committing the imprudence of engaging 
a land battle to avert it. They had abundant lands out of 
Attica, insular as well as continental, to supply their wants, 
while they could in their turn, by means of their navy, ravage 
the Peloponnesian territories, whose inhabitants had no 
subsidiary lands to recur to.1 

" Mourn not for the loss of land and houses (continued the 
orator). Reserve your mourning for men: houses and land 
acquire not men, but men acquire them.2 Nay, if I thought I 
could prevail upon you, I would exhort you to march out and 
ravage them yourselves, and thus show to the Peloponnesians 
that for them at least ye will not truckle. And I could exhibit 
many further grounds for confidently anticipating success, if ye 
will only be willing not to aim at increased dominion when we 
are in the midst of war, and not to take upon yourselves new 
self-imposed risks; for I have ever been more afraid of our own 
blunders than of the plans of our enemy.8 But these are 
matters for future discussion, when we come to actual opera­
tions : for the present, let us dismiss these envoys with the 
answer :—That we will permit the Megarians to use our markets 
and harbours, if the Lacedaemonians on their side will discon­
tinue their (xenelasy or) summary expulsions of ourselves and 
our allies from their own territory—for there is nothing in the 
truce to prevent either one or the other : That we will leave 
the Grecian cities autonomous, if we had them as autonomous 

This is in reply to those hopes which we know to have been conceived 
by the Peloponnesian leaders, and upon which the Corinthian speaker in 
the Teloponnesian congress had dwelt ( i . 121). Doubtless Perikles would 
be informed of the tenor of all these public demonstrations at Sparta, 

1 Thucyd. i. 141, 142, 143. 
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at the time when the truce was made,—and as soon as the 
Lacedaemonians shall grant to their allied cities autonomy such 
as each of them shall freely choose, not such as is convenient 
to Sparta: That while we are ready to give satisfaction accord­
ing to the truce, we wil l not begin war, but wil l repel those who 
do begin i t . Such is the reply at once just and suitable to 
the dignity of this city. We ought to make up our minds that 
war is inevitable : the more cheerfully we accept it , the less 
vehement shall we find our enemies in their attack : and where 
the danger is greatest, there also is the final honour greatest, 
both for a state and for a private citizen. Assuredly our 
fathers, when they bore up against the Persians—having no 
such means as we possess to start from, and even compelled 
to abandon all that they did possess—both repelled the invader 
and brought matters forward to our actual pitch, more by 
advised operation than by good fortune, and by a daring 
courage greater than their real power. We ought not to fall 
short of them : we must keep off our enemies in every way, 
and leave an unimpaired power to our successors." 1 

These animating encouragements of Perikles carried with 
them the majority of the assembly, so that answer was made 
to the envoys, such as he recommended, on each of the 
particular points in debate. It was announced to them, 
moreover, on the general question of peace or war, that the 
Athenians were prepared to discuss all the grounds of 
complaint against them, pursuant to the truce, by equal and 
amicable arbitration—but that they would do nothing under 
authoritative demand.2 Wi th this answer the envoys returned 
to Sparta, and an end was put to negotiation. 

It seems evident, from the account of Thucydides, that the 
Athenian public was not brought to this resolution without 
much reluctance, and great fear of the consequences, especially 
destruction of property in A t t i ca ; and that a considerable 
minority took opposition on the Megarian decree—the ground 
skilfully laid by Sparta for breaking the unanimity of her enemy, 
and strengthening the party opposed to Perikles. But we may 
also decidedly infer from the same historian—especially from 
the proceedings of Corinth and Sparta as he sets them forth— 
that Athens could not have avoided the war without such an 

1 Thucyd. i. 143, 144. 
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abnegation both of dignity and power as no nation under any 
government will ever submit to, and as would even have left 
her without decent security for her individual rights. To 
accept the war tendered to her was a matter not merely of 
prudence but of necessity: the tone of exaction assumed by 
the Spartan envoys would have rendered concession a mere 
evidence of weakness and fear. As the account of Thucydides 
bears out the judgement of Perikles on this important point,1 so 
it also shows us that Athens was not less in the right upon the 
received principles of international dealing. It was not Athens, 
(as the Spartans 2 themselves afterwards came to feel,) but her 
enemies, who broke the provisions of the truce, by encouraging 
the revolt of Potidsea, and by promising invasion of Attica: it 
was not Athens, but her enemies, who after thus breaking the 
truce, made a string of exorbitant demands, in order to get up 
as good a case as possible for war.8 The case made out by 
Perikles, justifying the war on grounds both of right and 
prudence, is in all its main points borne out by the impartial 
voice of Thucydides. And though it is perfectly true, that the 
ambition of Athens had been great, and the increase of her 
power marvellous, during the thirty-five years between the 
repulse of Xerxes and the Thirty years' truce—it is not less 
true that by that truce she lost very largely, and that she 
acquired nothing to compensate such loss during the fourteen 
years between the truce and the Korkyrsean alliance. The 
policy of Perikles had not been one of foreign aggrandisement, 
or of increasing vexation and encroachment towards other 
Grecian powers. Even the Korkyraean alliance was noway 
courted by him, and was in truth accepted with paramount 
regard to the obligations of the existing truce; while the 
circumstances, out of which that alliance grew, testify a more 
forward ambition on the part of Corinth than on that of Athens, 

1 In spite of the contrary view taken by Plutarch, Perikles, c. 31 : and 
in his comparison of Perikl. and Fab. Max. c. 3. 

See also an important passagejvii. 18) about the feelings of the Spartans. 
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to appropriate to herself the Korkyrsean naval force. It is 
common to ascribe the Peloponnesian war to the ambition of 
Athens, but this is a partial view of the case. The aggressive 
sentiment, partly fear, partly hatred, was on 'the side of the 
Peloponnesians, who were not ignorant that Athens desired the 
continuance of peace, but were resolved not to let her stand as 
she was at the conclusion of the Thirty years' truce. It was 
their purpose to attack her and break down her empire, as 
dangerous, wrongful, and anti-Hellenic. The war was thus 
partly a contest of principle, involving the popular proclama­
tion of the right of every Grecian state to autonomy, against 
Athens: partly a contest of power, wherein Spartan and 
Corinthian ambition was not less conspicuous, and far more 
aggressive in the beginning, than Athenian. 

Conformably to what is here said, the first blow of the war 
was struck, not by Athens, but against her. After the decisive 
answer given to the Spartan envoys, taken in conjunction with 
the previous proceedings, and the preparations actually going 
on, among the Peloponnesian confederacy—the truce could 
hardly be said to be still in force, though there was no formal 
proclamation of rupture. A few weeks passed in restricted and 
mistrustful intercourse ;] though individuals who passed the 
borders did not yet think it necessary to take a herald with 
them, as in time of actual war. Had the excess of ambition 
been on the side of Athens compared with her enemies, this 
was the time for her to strike the first blow, carrying with it of 
course great probability of success, before their preparations 
were completed. But she remained strictly within the limits 
of the truce, while the disastrous series of mutual aggressions, 
destined to tear in pieces the entrails of Hellas, was opened by 
her enemy and her neighbour. 

The little town of Plataea, still hallowed by the memorable 
victory over the Persians as well as by the tutelary consecration 
received from Pausanias, was the scene of this unforeseen 
enterprise. It stood in Bœotia, immediately north of Kithaeron ; 
with the borders of Attica on one side, and the Theban 
territory (from which it was separated by the river As6pus) on 
the other: the distance between Plataea and Thebes being 
about seventy stadia, or eight miles. Though Boeotian by 
descent, the Platæans were completely separated from the 
Boeotian league, and in hearty alliance (as well as qualified 
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communion of civil rights) with the Athenians, who had pro­
tected them against the bitter enmity of Thebes, for a period 
of now nearly three generations. But in spite of this long 
prescription, the Thebans, as chiefs of the Boeotian league, still 
felt themselves wronged by the separation of Plataea. An 
oligarchical faction of wealthy Platseans espoused their cause,1 

with a view of subverting the democratical government of the 
town—of destroying its leaders, their political rivals—and 
of establishing an oligarchy with themselves as the chiefs. 
Naukleides, and others of this faction, entered into a secret 
conspiracy with Eurymachus and the oligarchy of Thebes. To 
both it appeared a tempting prize, since war was close at hand, 
to take advantage of this ambiguous interval, before watches 
had been placed and the precautions of a state of war com­
menced. They resolved to surprise the town of Plataea in the 
night, during a period of religious festival, in order that the 
population might be most completely off their guard.2 Accord­
ingly on a rainy night towards the close of March, 431 B.c.,3 

a body of rather more than 300 Theban hoplites, commanded 
by two of the Bceotarchs, Pythangelus and Diemporus, and 
including Eurymachus in the ranks, presented themselves at 
the gate of Plataea during the first sleep of the citizens. 
Naukleides and his partisans opened the gate and conducted 
them to the agora, which they reached and occupied in military 
order without the least resistance. The best part of the 
Theban military force was intended to arrive at Plataea by 
break of day, in order to support them.4 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 56. 
3 Thucyd. ii. 2. -seems to indicate a period rather 

before than after the first of April: we may consider the bisection of the 
Thucydidean year into as marked by the equinoxes. His 
summer and winter are each a half of the year (Thucyd. v. 20), though 
Poppo erroneously treats the Thucydidean winter as only four months 
(Poppo, Proleg. i. c. v. p. 72, and ad Thucyd. ii. 2 : see F. W. Ullrich, 
Beitrage zur Erklarung des Thukydides, p. 32, Hamburg, 1846). 

Dr. Arnold has a note upon this passage, explaining  
to mean, " piling the arms," or getting rid of their spears and 

shields by piling them all in one or more heaps. He says—"The 
Thebans, therefore, as usual on a halt, proceeded to pile their arms, and 
by inviting the Plataeans to come and pile theirs with them, they meant 
that they should come in arms from their several houses to join them, and 
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Naukleides and his friends, following the instincts of political 

antipathy, were eager to conduct the Thebans to the houses of 
their opponents the democratical leaders, in order that the 
latter might be seized or despatched. But to this the Thebans 
would not consent. Believing themselves now masters of the 
town, and certain of a large reinforcement at daylight, they 
thought they could overawe the citizens into an apparently 
will ing acquiescence in their terms, without any actual violence. 
They wished moreover rather to soften and justify, than to 
aggravate, the gross public wrong already committed. Accord­
ingly their herald was directed to invite by public proclama­
tion all Plataeans who were willing to return to their ancient 
sympathies' of race and to the Bœotian confederacy, that they 
should come forth and take station as brethren in the armed 
ranks of the Thebans. A n d the Platæans, suddenly roused 

thus naturally pile their spears and shields with those of their friends, to 
be taken up together with theirs, whenever there should be occasion either 
to march or to light." The same explanation of the phrase had before been 
given by Wesseling and Larcher, ad Ilerodot. ix. 52 ; though Bahr on 
the passage is more satisfactory. 

lioth Poppo and Goller also sanction Dr. Arnold's explanation: yet I 
cannot but think that it is unsuitable to the passage before us, as well as to 
several other passages in which occurs: theie may be 
other passages in which it will suit, but as a general explanation it 
appears to me inadmissible. In most cases the words mean " armati 
cousistere"—to ground arms—to maintain rank, resting the spear and 
shield (see Xenoph. llellen. ii. 4, 12) upon the ground. In the incident 
now before us, the Theban hoplitcs enter Plataea, a strange town, 
with the population decidedly hostile, and likely to be provoked more 
than ever by this surprise ; add to which, that it is pitch dark and 
a rainy night. Is it likely that the first tiling which they do will be 
to pile their arms? The darkness alone would render it a slow and 
uncertain operation to resume the arms: so that when the Platæans 
attacked them, as they did quite suddenly and unexpectedly, and while it 
was yet dark, the Thebans would have been (upon Dr. Arnold's supposi­
tion) altogether defenceless and unarmed (see ii. 3.  

— which certainly 
they were not. Dr. Arnold's explanation may suit the case of the soldier in 
camp, but certainly not that of the soldier in presence of an enemy, or 
under circumstances of danger : the difference of the two will be found 
illustrated in Xenophon, Hellenic, ii. 4, 5, 6. 

Nor do the passages referred to by Dr. Arnold himself bear out his 
interpretation of the phrase That interpretation is 
moreover not conveniently applicable either to Thucvd. vii. 3, or viii. 25— 
decidedly inapplicable to iv. 68 in the description of 
the night attack on Megara, very analogous to this upon Plataea—and not 
less decidedly inapplicable to two passages of Xenophon's Anabasis, i. 5, 
14 ; iv. 3, 7. 

Schneider, in the Lexicon appended to his edition of Xenophon's Ana­
basis, has a long but not very distinct article upon  



152 History of Greece 
from sleep by the astounding news that their great enemy was 
master of the town, supposed amidst the darkness that the 
number of assailants was far greater than the reality: so that in 
spite of their strong attachment to Athens, they thought their 
case hopeless, and began to open negotiations. But finding 
out soon, in spite of the darkness, as the discussion proceeded, 
that the real numbers of the Thebans were not greater than 
could be dealt with—they speedily took courage and determined 
to attack them; establishing communication with each other 
by breaking through the walls of their private houses, in order 
that they might not be detected in moving about in the streets 
or ways1—and forming barricades with waggons across such 
of these ways as were suitable. 

A little before daybreak, when their preparations were fully 
completed, they sallied forth from their houses to the attack, 
and immediately came to close quarters with the Thebans. 
The latter, still fancying themselves masters of the town and 
relying upon a satisfactory close to the discussions when day­
light should arrive, now found themselves surprised in their 
turn, and under great disadvantages. Having been out all 
night under a heavy rain—they were enclosed in a town which 
they did not know, with narrow, crooked, and muddy ways, 
such as they would have had difficulty in tracking out even by 
daylight. Nevertheless, on finding themselves suddenly assailed 
they got as well as they could into close order, and repelled the 
Plat;eans two or three times. The attack was repeated with 
loud shouts, while the women also screamed, howled, and threw 
tiles from the flat-roofed houses, unti l at length the Thebans 

I may illustrate this by a short extract from the letter of M. Marrast, 
mayor of Paris, to the National Assembly, written during the formidable 
insurrection of June 25, 1848, in that city, and describing the proceedings 
of the insurgents: " Dans la plupart des rues longues, etroitcs, et cou-
vertes de barricades qui vont de l 'Hotcl de Ville a la Rue St. Antoine, 
la garde nationale mobile, et la troupe de ligne, ont du faire le siege de 
chaque maison ; et ce qui rendait l'ceuvre plus perillcuse, e'est que le in-
surges avaient etabli, de chaque maison a chaque maison, des communi­
cations interieures qui reliaient les maisons entre elles, en sorte qu'ils 
pouvaient se rendre, comme par une allee couverte, d'un point eloigne 
jusqu'au centre d'une suite de barricades qui les protegeaient." (Lettre 
publice dans le journal, Le National, June 26, 1848.) 

A similar establishment of internal communication between adjoining 
houses in the street, was one of the most memorable features of the heroic 
defence of Saragossa against the French, in the Peninsular War. 
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became dismayed and broken. But flight was not less difficult 
than resistance; for they could not find their way out of the 
city, and even the gate by which they entered, the only one 
open, had been closed by a Plateean citizen who thrust into it 
the point of a javelin in place of the peg whereby the bar was 
commonly held fast. Dispersed about the city and pursued by 
men who knew every inch of the ground, some ran to the top 
of the wall, and jumped down on the outside, most of them 
perishing in the attempt—a few others escaped through an 
unguarded gate, by cutting through the bar with a hatchet 
which a woman gave to them—while the greater number ran 
into the open doors of a large barn or building in conjunction 
with the wall, mistaking these doors for an approach to the 
town-gate. They were here blocked up without a chance of 
escape, and the Platæans at first thought of setting fire to the 
building. But at length a convention was concluded, whereby 
they, as well as the other Thebans in the city, agreed to 
surrender at discretion.1 

Had the reinforcements from Thebes arrived at the expected 
hour, this disaster would have been averted. But the heavy 
rain and dark night retarded their whole march, while the river 
Asopus was so much swollen as to be with difficulty fordable : 
so that before they reached the gates of Platæa, their comrades 
within were either slain or captured. Which fate had befallen 
them, the Thebans without could not tell: but they immediately 
resolved to seize what they could find, persons as well as 
property, in the Platæan territory (no precautions having been 
taken as yet to guard against the perils of war by keeping 
within the walls), in order that they might have something to 
exchange for such Thebans as were prisoners. Before this step 
could be executed, however, a herald came forth from the town 
to remonstrate with them upon their unholy proceeding in 
having so flagrantly violated the truce, and especially to warn 
them not to do any wrong without the walls. If they retired 
without inflicting further mischief, their prisoners within should 
be given up to them; if otherwise, these prisoners would be 
slain immediately. A convention having been concluded and 
sworn to on this basis, the Thebans retired without any active 
measures. 

Such at least was the Theban account of what preceded their 
retirement. But the Platæans gave a different statement; 
denying that they had made any categorical promise or sworn 

1 Thucyd. ii. 3, 4. 
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any oath—and affirming that they had engaged for nothing 
except to suspend any decisive step with regard to the 
prisoners, unt i l discussion had been entered into to see if a 
satisfactory agreement could be concluded. 

As Thucydides records both of these statements, without 
intimating to which of the two he himself gave the preference, 
we may presume that both of them found credence with 
respectable persons. The Theban story is undoubtedly the 
most probable: but the Platreans appear to have violated the 
understanding, even upon their own construction of it . For 
no sooner had the Thebans retired, than they (the Plataeans) 
hastily brought in their citizens and the best of their moveable 
property within the walls, and then slew all their prisoners 
forthwith, without even entering into the formalities of negotia­
tion. The prisoners thus put to death, among whom was 
Eurymachus himself, were 180 in number.1 

On the first entrance of the Theban assailants at night, 
a messenger had started from Platsea to carry the news to 
Athens: a second messenger followed him to report the victory 
and capture of the prisoners, as soon as it had been achieved. 
The Athenians sent back a herald without delay, enjoining the 
Plataeans to take no step respecting the prisoners unti l consult­
ation should be had with Athens. Perikles doubtless feared 
what turned out to be the fact; for the prisoners had been 
slain before his messenger could arrive. Apart from the terms 
of the convention, and looking only to the received practice of 

1 Thucyd. ii. 5, 6 ; Ilerodot. vii. 233. Demosthenes (cont. Ncseram, 
c. 25, p. 1379) agrees with Thucydides in the statement that the Platneans 
slew their prisoners. From whom Diodorus borrowed his inadmissible 
story, that the Plataeans gave up their prisoners to the Thebans, I cannot 
tell (Diodor. xii. 41, 42). 

The passage in this Oration against Nerera is also curious, both as it 
agrees with Thucydides on many points and as it differs from him on 
several others: in some sentences, even the words agree with Thucydides 

&c. : com­
pare Thucyd. ii. 2 ) ; while on other points there is discrepancy. Demo­
sthenes (or the Pseudo-Demosthenes) states that Archidamus king of 
Sparta planned the surprise of Plataea—that the Platseans only discovered, 
when morning dawned, the small real number of the Thebans in the town 
—that the larger body of Thebans, when they at last did arrive near 
Plataea after the great delay in their march, were forced to retire by the 
numerous force arriving from Athens, and that the Platæans then destroyed 
their prisoners in the town. Demosthenes mentions nothing about any 
convention between the Platæans and the Thebans without the town, 
respecting the Theban prisoners within. 

On every point on which the narrative of Thucydides differs from that 
of Demosthenes, the former stands out as the most coherent and credible. 
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ancient warfare, their destruction could not be denounced as 
unusually cruel, though the Thebans afterwards, when fortune 
was in their favour, chose to designate it as such.1 But 
impartial contemporaries would notice, and the Athenians in 
particular would deeply lament, the glaring impolicy of the act. 
For Thebes, the best thing of all would of course be to get 
back her captured citizens forthwith : but next to that, the 
least evil would be, to hear that they had been put to death. 
In the hands of the Athenians and Platæans, they would have 
been the means of obtaining from her much more valuable 
sacrifices than their lives, considered as a portion of Theban 
power, were worth : so strong was the feeling of sympathy for 
imprisoned citizens, several of them men of rank and importance, 
—as may be seen by the past conduct of Athens after the 
battle of Koroneia, and by that of Sparta (hereafter to be 
recounted) after the taking of Sphakteria. The Platæans, 
obeying the simple instinct of wrath and vengeance, threw 
away this great political advantage, which the more long-sighted 
Perikles would gladly have turned to account. 

At the time when the Athenians sent their herald to Platæa, 
they also issued orders for seizing all Boeotians who might be 
found in At t i ca ; while they lost no time in sending forces to 
provision Platiea and placing it on the footing of a garrison 
town, removing to Athens the old men and sick, with the 
women and children. No complaint or discussion respecting 
the recent surprise, was thought of by either party. It was 
evident to both that the war was now actually begun—that 
nothing was to be thought of except the means of carrying it 
on—and that there could be no further personal intercourse 
except under the protection of heralds.2 The incident at 
Platæa, striking in all its points, wound up all parties to the 
full pitch of warlike excitement. A spirit of resolution and 
enterprise was abroad everywhere, especially among those 
younger citizens, yet unacquainted with the actual bitterness of 
war, whom the long truce but just broken had raised up. And 
the contagion of high-strung feeling spread from the leading 
combatants into every corner of Greece, manifesting itself 
partly in multiplied oracles, prophecies, and religious legends 
adapted to the moment.3 A recent earthquake at Delos, too, 
as well as various other extraordinary physical phaenomena, 
were construed as prognostics of the awful struggle impending— 

1 Thucyd. iii. 66. 2 Thucyd. ii. 1-6. 
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a period fatally marked not less by eclipses, earthquakes, 
drought, famine, and pestilence, than by the direct calamities 
of war.1 

An aggression so unwarrantable as the assault on Platsea 
tended doubtless to strengthen the unanimity of the Athenian 
assembly, to silence the opponents of Perikles, and to lend 
additional weight to those frequent exhortations2 whereby the 
great statesman was wont to sustain the courage of his country­
men. Intelligence was sent round to forewarn and hearten up 
the numerous allies of Athens, tributary as well as free. The 
latter, with the exception of the Thessalians, Akamanians, and 
Messenians at Naupaktus, were all insular—Chians, Lesbians, 
Korkyræans, and Zakynthians. To the island of Kephallenia, 
the Athenians sent envoys, but it was not actually acquired 
to their alliance until a few months afterwards.3 With the 
Akamanians, too, their connexion had only been commenced 
a short time before, seemingly during the preceding summer, 
arising out of the circumstances of the town of Argos in 
Am phi lochia. 

That town, situated on the southern coast of the Ambrakian 
Gulf, was originally occupied by a portion of the Amphilochi, 
a non-Hellenic tribe, whose lineage apparently was something 
intermediate between Akamanians and Epirots. Some colonists 
from Ambrakia, having been admitted as co-residents with 
the Amphilochian inhabitants of this town, presently expelled 
them, and retained the town with its territory exclusively for 
themselves. The expelled inhabitants, fraternising with their 
fellow tribes around as well as with the Akamanians, looked 
out for the means of restoration; and in order to obtain it, 
invited the assistance of Athens. Accordingly the Athenians 
sent an expedition of thirty triremes under Phormio, who, 
joining the Amphilochians and Akamanians, attacked and 
carried Argos, reduced the Ambrakiots to slavery, and restored 
the town to the Amphilochians and Akamanians. It was on 
this occasion that the alliance of the Akamanians with Athens 
was first concluded, and that their personal attachment to the 
Athenian admiral Phormio commenced.4 

1 Thucyd. i. 23. 

3 Thucyd. ii. 7, 22, 30. 
4 Thucyd. ii. 68. The time at which this expedition of Phormio and 

the capture of Argos happened, is not precisely marked by Thucydidfe. 
But his words seem to imply that it was before the commencement of the 
war, as Poppo observes. Phormio was sent to Chalkidike about October 
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The numerous subjects of Athens, whose contributions stood 

embodied in the annual tribute, were distributed all over and 
around the Ægean, including all the islands north of Krete, 
with the exception of Melos and Thera.1 Moreover the 
elements of force collected in Athens itself were fully worthy 
of the metropolis of so great an empire. Perikles could make 
a report to his countrymen of 300 triremes fit for active service; 
1200 horsemen and horse-bowmen; 1600 bowmen; and the 
great force of all, not less than 29,000 hoplites—mostly citizens, 
but in part also metics. The chosen portion of these hoplites, 
both as to age and as to equipment, were 13,000 in number; 
while the remaining 16,000, including the elder and younger 
citizens and the metics, did garrison duty on the walls of 
Athens and Peineus—on the long line of wall which connected 
Athens both with Peiraeus and Phalerum—and in the various 
fortified posts both in and out of Attica. In addition to these 
large military and naval forces, the city possessed in the 
acropolis an accumulated treasure of coined silver amounting 
to not less than 6000 talents, or about £ 1,400,000, derived 
from annual laying by of tribute from the allies and perhaps of 
other revenues besides. The treasure had at one time been as 
large as 9700 talents, or about £2,230,000, but the cost of the 
recent religious and architectural decorations at Athens, as 
well as the siege of Potidcea, had reduced it to 6000. More­
over the acropolis and the temples throughout the city were 
rich in votive offerings, deposits, sacred plate, and silver imple­
ments for the processions and festivals, & c , to an amount 
estimated at more than 500 talents, while the great statue of 
the "goddess recently set up by Pheidias in the Parthenon, 
composed of ivory and gold, included a quantity of the latter 
metal not less than 40 talents in weight—equal in value to 
more than 400 talents of silver—and all of it so arranged that 
it could be taken off from the statue at pleasure. In alluding 
to these sacred valuables among the resources of the state, 
Perikles spoke of them only as open to be so applied in case 
of need, with the firm resolution of replacing them during the 
first season of prosperity, just as the Corinthians had proposed 
to borrow from Delphi and Olympia. Besides the hoard thus 
actually in hand, there came in a large annual revenue, amounting 

or November 432 B.c. (i. 64): and the expedition against Argos probably 
occurred between that event and the naval conflict of Korkyrseans and 
Athenians against Corinthians with their allies, Ambrakiots included— 
which conflict had happened in the preceding spring. 

1 Thucyd. ii. 9. 
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under the single head of tribute from the subject-allies, to 
600 talents, equal to about ;£ 138,000; besides all other items,1 

making up a general total of at least 1000 talents, or about 
,£230,000. 

To this formidable catalogue of means for war, were to be 
added other items not less important, but which d id not admit 
of being weighed and numbered; the unrivalled maritime 
skill and discipline of the seamen—the democratical sentiment, 
alike fervent and unanimous, of the general mass of citizens— 
and the superior development of directing intelligence. A n d 
when we consider that the enemy had indeed on his side an 
irresistible land-force, but scarcely anything else—few ships, 
no trained seamen, no funds, no powers of combination or 
headship—we may be satisfied that there were ample materials 
for an orator like Perikles to draw an encouraging picture of 
the future. He could depict Athens as holding Peloponnesus 
under siege by means of her navy and a chain of insular 
posts;2 and he could guarantee success3 as the sure reward 
of persevering, orderly, and well-considered exertion, combined 
with firm endurance under a period of temporary, but un­
avoidable suffering; and combined too with another condition 
hardly less difficult for Athenian temper to comply w i th— 
abstinence from seductive speculations of distant enterprise, 
while their force was required by the necessities of war near 
home.4 But such prospects were founded upon a long-sighted 
calculation, looking beyond immediate loss and therefore i l l -
calculated to take hold of the mind of an ordinary citizen—or 
at any rate likely to be overwhelmed for the moment by the 
pressure of actual hardship. Moreover, the best which Perikles 
could promise was a successful resistance—the unimpaired 
maintenance of that great empire to which Athens had become 
accustomed ; a policy purely conservative, without any stimulus 
from the hope of positive acquisition—and not only without 
the sympathy of other states, but with feelings of simple 
acquiescence on the part of most of her allies—of strong 
hostility everywhere else. 

On all these latter points the position of the Peloponnesiah 
1 Thucyd. ii. 13 ; Xenophon, Anabas. vii. 4. 
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alliance was far more encouraging. So powerful a body of 
confederates had never been got together—not even to resist 
Xerxes. Not only the entire strength of Peloponnesus (except 
Argeians and Achæans, both of whom were neutral at first, 
though the Achaean town of Pellene joined even at the 
beginning, and all the rest subsequently) was brought together, 
but also the Megarians, Boeotians, Phokians, Opuntian Lokrians, 
Ambrakiots, Leukadians and Anaktorians. Among these, 
Corinth, Megara, Sikyon, Pellene, Elis, Ambrakia, and Leukas 
furnished maritime force, while the Boeotians, Phokians, and 
Lokrians supplied cavalry. Many of these cities however 
supplied hoplites besides; but the remainder of the con­
federates furnished hoplites only. It was upon this latter 
force, not omitting the powerful B 0156otian cavalry, that the main 
reliance was placed ; especially for the first and most important 
operation of the war—the devastation of Attica. Bound 
together by the strongest common feeling of active antipathy 
to Athens, the whole confederacy was full of hope and con­
fidence for this immediate forward march—gratifying at once 
both to their hatred and to their love of plunder, by the hand 
of destruction laid upon the richest country in Greece—and 
presenting a chance even of terminating the war at once, if the 
pride of the Athenians should be so intolerably stung as to 
provoke them to come out and fight. Certainty of immediate 
success, at the first outset—a common purpose to be accom­
plished and a common enemy to be put down, with favourable 
sympathies throughout Greece—all these circumstances filled 
the Peloponnesians with sanguine hopes at the beginning of 
the war. And the general persuasion was, that Athens, even 
if not reduced to submission by the first invasion, could not 
possibly hold out more than two or three summers against the 
repetition of this destructive process.1 Strongly did this con­
fidence contrast with the proud and resolute submission to 
necessity, not without desponding anticipations of the result, 
which reigned among the auditors of Perikles.2 

But though the Peloponnesians entertained confident belief 

Syiacuse, reminds the Athenians of their past despondency at the beginning 
of the war. 
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of carrying their point by simple land-campaign, they did not 
neglect auxiliary preparations for naval and prolonged war. 
The Lacedaemonians resolved to make up the naval force 
already existing among themselves and their allies to an aggre­
gate of 500 triremes; chiefly by the aid of the friendly Dorian 
cities on the Italian and Sicilian coast. Upon each of them a 
specific contribution was imposed, together with a given con­
tingent; orders being transmitted to them to make such 
preparations silently without any immediate declaration of 
hostility against Athens, and even without refusing for the 
present to admit any single Athenian ship into their harbours.1 

Besides this, the Lacedaemonians laid their schemes for sending 
envoys to the Persian king and to other barbaric powers— 
a remarkable evidence of melancholy revolution in Grecian 
affairs, when that potentate, whom the common arm of Greece 
had so hardly repulsed a few years before, was now invoked to 
bring the Phoenician fleet again into the Æean for the purpose 
of crushing Athens. 

The invasion of Attica however without delay was the 
primary object to be accomplished; and for that the Lacedae­
monians issued circular orders immediately after the attempted 
surprise of Plataea. Though the vote of the allies was requisite 
to sanction any war, yet when that vote had once been passed, 
the Lacedaemonians took upon themselves to direct all the 
measures of execution. Two-thirds of the hoplites of each 
confederate city—apparently two-thirds of a certain assumed 
rating for which the city was held liable in the books of the 
confederacy, so that the Boeotians and others who furnished 
cavalry, were not constrained to send two-thirds of their entire 
force of hoplites—were summoned to be present on a certain 
day at the isthmus of Corinth, with provisions and equipment 
for an expedition of some length.2 On the day named, the 
entire force was found duly assembled. The Spartan king 
Archidamus, on taking the command, addressed to the com­
manders and principal officers from each city a discourse of 
solemn warning as well as encouragement. His remarks were 
directed chiefly to abate the tone of sanguine over-confidence 
which reigned in the army. After adverting to the magnitude 
of the occasion, the mighty impulse agitating all Greece, and 
the general good wishes which accompanied them against an 

1 Thucyd. ii. 7. Diodorus says that the Italian and Sicilian allies were 
required to furnish 200 triremes (xii. 41). Nothing of the kind seems to 
have been actually furnished. 

2 Thucyd. ii. 10-12. 
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enemy so much hated—he admonished them not to let their 
great superiority of numbers and bravery seduce them into a 
spirit of rash disorder. "We are about to attack (he said) an 
enemy admirably equipped in every way, so that we may expect 
certainly that they will come out and fight,1 even if they be not 
now actually on the march to meet us at the border, at least 
when they see us in their territory ravaging and destroying 
their property. All men exposed to any unusual indignity 
become incensed, and act more under passion than under 
calculation, when it is actually brought under their eyes : much 
more will the Athenians do so, accustomed as they are to 
empire, and to ravage the territory of others rather than to see 
their own so treated." 

Immediately on the army being assembled, Archidamus sent 
Melesippus as envoy to Athens to announce the coming in­
vasion, being still in hopes that the Athenians would yield. 
But a resolution had been already adopted, at the instance of 
Perikles, to receive neither herald nor envoy from the Lacedae­
monians when once their army was on its march: so that 
Melesippus was sent back without even being permitted to 
enter the city. He was ordered to quit the territory before 
sunset, with guides to accompany him and prevent him from 
addressing a word to any one. On parting from his guides at 
the border, Melesippus exclaimed,2 with a solemnity but too 
accurately justified by the event—"This day will be the 
beginning of many calamities to the Greeks." 

Archidamus, as soon as the reception of his last envoy was 
made known to him, continued his march from the isthmus 
into Attica—which territory he entered by the road of Œnoe, 
the frontier Athenian fortress of Attica towards Bceotia. His 
march was slow, and he thought it necessary to make a regular 
attack on the fort of Œnoe, which had been put into so good a 
state of defence, that after all the various modes of assault, in 
which the Lacedaemonians were not skilful, had been tried in 
vain3—and after a delay of several days before the place,—he 
was compelled to renounce the attempt. 

These reports of speeches are of great value as preserving a record of 
the feelings and expectations of actors, apart from the result of events. 
What Archidamus so confidently anticipated did not come to pass. 

2 Thucyd. ii. 12. 
3 Thucyd. ii. 19. The 

situation of Œnoe is not exactly agreed upon by topographical inquirers : 
VOL, V I . G 
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The want of enthusiasm on the part of the Spartan king—his 

multiplied delays, first at the isthmus, next in the march, and 
lastly before Œnoe—were all offensive to the fiery impatience 
of the army, who were loud in their murmurs against him. He 
acted upon the calculation already laid down in his discourse 
at Spartal—that the highly-cultivated soil of Attica was to be 
looked upon as a hostage for the pacific dispositions of the 
Athenians, who would be more likely to yield when devastation, 
though not yet inflicted, was nevertheless impending and at 
their doors. In this point of view, a little delay at the border 
was no disadvantage; and perhaps the partisans of peace at 
Athens may have encouraged him to hope that it would enable 
them to prevail. 

Nor can we doubt that it was a moment full of difficulty to 
Perikles at Athens. He had to Proclaim to all the proprietors 
in Attica the painful truth, that they must prepare to see their 
lands and houses overrun and ruined ; and that their persons, 
families, and moveable property must be brought in for safety 
either to Athens, or to one of the forts in the territory—or 
carried across to one of the neighbouring islands. It would 
indeed make a favourable impression when he told them that 
Archidanius was his own family friend, yet only within such 
limits as consisted with duty to the city: in case therefore the 
invaders, while ravaging Attica, should receive instruction to 
spare his own lands, he would forthwith make them over to the 
state as public property. Such a case was likely enough to 
arise, if not from the personal feeling of Archidamus, at least 
from the deliberate manoeuvre of the Spartans, who would seek 
thus to set the Athenian public against Perikles, as they had 
tried to do before by demanding the banishment of the sacri­
legious Alkmæonid race.2 But though this declaration from 
Perikles would doubtless provoke a hearty cheer, yet the lesson 
which he had to inculcate—not simply for admission as prudent 

it was near Eleutberse, and on one of the roads from Attica into Bœotia 
(Harpokration, v. OlvSr); Ilerodot. v. 74). Archidanius marched pro­
bably from the Isthmus over Geraneia, and fell into this road in order 
to receive the junction of the Boeotian contingent after it had crossed 
Kithseron. 

1 Thucyd. i. 82 ; i i . 18. 
2 Thucyd. i i . 13 : compare Tacitus, Histor. v. 23. " Cerealis, insulam 

Batavorum hostiliter populatus, agros Civilis, notd arte ducum, intactos 
sinebat." Also Livy, i i . 39. 

Justin affirms that the Lacedaemonian invaders actually did leave the 
lands of Perikles uninjured, and that he made them over to the people 
( i i i . 7). Thucydides does not say whether the case really occurred: see 
also Polyœnus, i. 36. 
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policy, but for actual practice—was one revolting alike to the 
immediate interest, the dignity, and the sympathies of his 
countrymen. To see their lands all ravaged, without raising 
an arm to defend them—to carry away their wives and families, 
and to desert and dismantle their country residences, as they 
had done during the Persian invasion—all in the confidence of 
compensation in other ways and of remote ultimate success— 
were recommendations which probably no one but Perikles 
could have hoped to enforce. They were moreover the more 
painful to execute, inasmuch as the Athenian citizens had very 
generally retained the habits of residing permanently, not in 
Athens, but in the various domes of At t ica ; many of which 
still preserved their temples, their festivals, their local customs, 
and their limited municipal autonomy, handed down from the 
day when they had once been independent of Athens.1 It 
was but recently that the farming, the comforts, and the orna­
ments, thus distributed over Attica, had been restored from the 
ruin of the Persian invasion, and brought to a higher pitch of 
improvement than ever. Yet the fruits of this labour, and the 
scenes of these local affections, were now to be again de­
liberately abandoned to a new aggressor, and exchanged for the 
utmost privation and discomfort. Archidamus might well 
doubt whether the Athenians would nerve themselves up to 
the pitch of resolution necessary for this distressing step, when 
it came to the actual crisis; and whether they would not con­
strain Perikles against his wil l to make propositions for peace. 
His delay on the border, and postponement of actual devasta­
tion, gave the best chance for such propositions to be made; 
though, as this calculation was not realised, the army raised 
plausible complaints against him for having allowed the 
Athenians time to save so much of their property. 

From all parts of Attica the residents flocked within the 
spacious walls of Athens, which now served as shelter for the 
houseless, like Salamis forty-nine years before—entire families 
with all their moveable property, and even with the woodwork 
of their houses. The sheep and cattle were conveyed to 
Eubœa and the other adjoining islands.2 Though a lew among 
the fugitives obtained dwellings or reception from friends, the 
greater number were compelled to encamp in the vacant spaces 
of the city and Peiræus, or in and around the numerous temples 
of the city—always excepting the acropolis and the Eleusinion, 
which were at all times strictly closed to profane occupants. 
But even the ground called the Pelasgikon immediately under 

1 Thucyd. ii. 15, 16. 2Thucyd. ii. 14. 
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the acropolis, which by an ancient and ominous tradition was 
interdicted to human abode,1 was made use of under the pre­
sent necessity. Many too placed their families in the towers 
and recesses of the city walls,2 or in sheds, cabins, tents, or 
even tubs, disposed along the course of the long walls to 
Peirseus. In spite of so serious an accumulation of losses and 
hardships, the-glorious endurance of their fathers in the time 
of Xerxes was faithfully copied, and copied too under more 
honourable circumstances, since at that time there had been 
no option possible ; whereas the march of Archidamus might 
perhaps now have been arrested by submissions, ruinous 
indeed to Athenian dignity, yet not inconsistent with the 
security of Athens, divested of her rank and power. Such 
submissions, if suggested as they probably may have been by 
the party opposed to Perikles, found no echo among the 
suffering population. 

After having spent several days before Œnoe without either 
taking the fort or receiving any message from the Athenians, 
Archidamus marched onward to Eleusis and the Thriasian 
plain—about the middle of June, eighty days after the surprise 
of Plahea. His army was of irresistible force, not less than 
60,000 hoplites, according to the statement of Plutarch,3 or of 
100,000 according to others. Considering the number of con­
stituent allies, the strong feeling by which they were prompted, 
and the shortness of the expedition combined with the chance 
of plunder—even the largest of these two numbers is not 
incredibly great, if we take it to include not hoplites only, but 
cavalry and light-armed also. But since Thucydides, though 
comparatively full in his account of this march, has stated no 

Thucydides then proceeds to give an explanation of his own for this 
ancient prophecy, intended to save its credit, as well as to show that his 
countrymen had not, as some persons alleged, violated any divine mandate 
by admitting residents into the Pelasgikon. When the oracle said,—" The 
Pelasgikon is better unoccupied "—these words were not meant to interdict 
the occupation of the spot, but to foretell that it would never be occupied 
until a time of severe calamity arrived. The necessity of occupying it 
grew only out of national suffering. Such is the explanation suggested by 
Thucydides. 

2 Aristophanes, Equites, 789.  
The philosopher Diogenes, in taking up his abode in a 

tub, had thus examples in history to follow. 
3 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 33. 
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general total, we may presume that he had heard none upon 
which he could rely. 

As the Athenians had made no movement towards peace, 
Archidamus anticipated that they would come forth to meet 
him in the fertile plain of Eleusis and Thria, which was the 
first portion of territory that he sat down to ravage. Yet no 
Athenian force appeared to oppose him, except a detachment 
of cavalry, who were repulsed in a skirmish near the small lakes 
called Rheiti. Having laid waste this plain without any serious 
opposition, Archidamus did not think fit to pursue the straight 
road which from Thria conducted directly to Athens across the 
ridge of Mount Ægaleos, but turned off to the eastward, leaving 
that mountain on his right hand until he came to Kropeia, 
where he crossed a portion of the line of Ægaleos over to 
Acharnae. He was here about seven miles from Athens, on a 
declivity sloping down into the plain which stretches westerly 
and north-westerly from Athens, and visible from the city walls. 
Here he encamped, keeping his army in perfect order for battle, 
but at the same time intending to damage and ruin the place 
and its neighbourhood. Acharnae was the largest and most 
populous of all the demes in Attica, furnishing no less than 
3000 hoplites to the national line, and flourishing as well by its 
corn, vines, and olives, as by its peculiar abundance of char­
coal-burning from the forests of ilex on the neighbouring hills. 
Moreover, if we are to believe Aristophanes, the Acharnian 
proprietors were not merely sturdy "hearts of oak," but 
peculiarly vehement and irritable.1 It illustrates the condition 
of a Grecian territory under invasion, when we find this great 
deme—which could not have contained less than 12,000 free 
inhabitants of both sexes and all ages, with at least an equal 
number of slaves—completely deserted. Archidamus calculated 
that when the Athenians actually saw his troops so close to 
their city, carrying fire and sword over their wealthiest canton, 
their indignation would become uncontrollable, and they would 
march out forthwith to battle. The Acharnian proprietors 
especially (he thought) would be foremost in inflaming this 
temper and insisting upon protection to their own properties— 
or if the remaining citizens refused to march out along with 
them, they would, after having been thus left undefended to 

1 See the Acharneis of Aristophanes, represented in the sixth year of the 
Peloponnesian war, v. 34, 180, 254, &c 
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ruin, become discontented and indifferent to the general 
weal.1 

Though his calculation was not realised, it was nevertheless 
founded upon most rational grounds. What Archidamus anti­
cipated was on the point of happening, and nothing prevented 
it except the personal ascendency of Perikles, strained to its 
very utmost. So long as the invading army was engaged in the 
Thriasian plain, the Athenians had some faint hope that it 
might (like Pleistoanax fourteen years before) advance no 
farther into the interior. But when it came to Acharnae within 
sight of the city walls—when the ravagers were actually seen 
destroying buildings, fruit-trees, and crops, in the plain of 
Athens, a sight strange to every Athenian eye except to those 
very old men who recollected the Persian invasion —the exas­
peration of the general body of citizens rose to a pitch never 
before known. The Acharnians first of all—next the youthful 
citizens generally—became madly clamorous for arming and 
going forth to fight. Knowing well their own great strength, 
but less correctly informed of the superior strength of the 
enemy, they felt confident that victory was within their reach. 
Groups of citizens were everywhere gathered together,2 angrily 
debating the critical question of the moment; while the usual 
concomitants of excited feeling—oracles and prophecies of 
diverse tenor, many of them doubtless promising success against 
the enemy at Acharnnc—were eagerly caught up and circulated. 

In this inflamed temper of the Athenian mind, Perikles was 
naturally the great object of complaint and wrath. He was 
denounced as the cause of all the existing suffering. He was 
reviled as a coward for not leading out the citizens to fight, in his 
capacity of general. The rational convictions as to the neces­
sity of the war and the only practicable means of carrying it 
on, which his repeated speeches had implanted, seemed to be 
altogether forgotten.3 This burst of spontaneous discontent 
was of course fomented by the numerous political enemies of 
Perikles, and particularly by Kleon,4 now rising into importance 
as an opposition speaker; whose talent for invective was thus 
first exercised under the auspices of the high aristocratical 
party, as well as of an excited publ ic But no manifestations, 

1 Thucyd. i i . 20. 
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however violent, could disturb either the judgement or the firm­
ness of Perikles. He listened unmoved to all the declarations 
made against him, resolutely refusing to convene any public 
assembly, or any meeting invested with an authorised character, 
under the present irritated temper of the citizens.1 It appears 
that he as general, or rather the Board of ten Generals among 
whom he was one, must have been invested constitutionally 
with the power not only of calling the Ekklesia when they 
thought fit, but also of preventing it from meeting,2 and of 
postponing even those regular meetings which commonly took 
place at fixed times, four times in the prytany. No assembly 
accordingly took place, and the violent exasperation of the 
people was thus prevented from realising itself in any rash 
public resolution. That Perikles should have held firm against 
this raging force, is but one among the many honourable points 
in his political character; but it is far less wonderful than the 
fact, that his refusal to call the Ekklesia was efficacious to 
prevent the Ekklesia from being held. The entire body of 
Athenians were now assembled within the walls, and if he 
refused to convoke the Ekklesia, they might easily have met in 
the Pnyx without him; for which it would not have been diffi­
cult at such a juncture to provide plausible justification. The 
inviolable respect which the Athenian people manifested on 
this occasion for the forms of their democratical constitution— 
assisted doubtless by their long-established esteem for Perikles, 
yet opposed to an excitement alike intense and pervading, and 
to a demand apparently reasonable, in so far as regarded the 
calling of an assembly for discussion—is one of the most 
memorable incidents in their history. 

While Perikles thus decidedly forbade any general march out 
for battle, he sought to provide as much employment as possible 
for the compressed eagerness of the citizens. The cavalry were 
sent forth, together with the Thessalian cavalry their allies, for 
the purpose of restraining the excursions of the enemy's light 
troops, and protecting the lands near the city from plunder.8 

1 Thucyd. ii. 22. 
2 See Schomann, De Comitiis, c. iv. p. 62. The Prytanes (i.e. the 

Fifty Senators belonging to that tribe whose turn it was to preside at the 
time), as well as the Strategi, had the right of convoking the Ekklesia: see 
Thucyd. iv. 118, in which passage however they are represented as con­
voking it in conjunction with the Strategi: probably a discretion on the 
point came gradually to be understood as vested in the latter. 

3 Thucyd. ii . 22. The funeral monument of these slain Thessalians was 
among those seen by Pausanias near Athens, on the side of the Academy 
(Pausan. i. 29, 5). 
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At the same time he fitted out a powerful expedition, which 
sailed forth to ravage Peloponnesus, even while the invaders 
were yet in Attica.1 Archidamus, after having remained 
engaged in the devastation of Acharnae long enough to satisfy 
himself that the Athenians would not hazard a battle, turned 
away from Athens in a north-westerly direction towards the 
demes between Mount Brilessus and Mount Parnes, on the 
road passing through Dekeleia. The army continued ravaging 
these districts until their provisions were exhausted, and then 
quitted Attica by the north-western road near Oropus, which 
brought them into Bœotia. As the Oropians, though not 
Athenians, were yet dependent upon Athens—the district of 
Græa, a portion of their territory, was laid waste; after which 
the army dispersed and retired back to their respective homes.2 

It would seem that they quitted Attica towards the end of 
July, having remained in the country between thirty and forty 
days. 

Meanwhile the Athenian expedition, under Karkinus, Pr6teas, 
and Sokrates, joined by fifty Korkyraean ships and by some 
other allies, sailed round Peloponnesus, landing in various 
parts to inflict damage, and among other places at Methdne" 
(Modon) on the south-western peninsula of the Lacedaemonian 
territory.8 The place, neither strong nor well-garrisoned, 
would have been carried with little difficulty, had not Brasidas 
the son of Tellis—a gallant Spartan now mentioned for the 
first time, but destined to great celebrity afterwards—who 
happened to be on guard at a neighbouring post, thrown him­
self into it with 1oo men by a rapid movement, before the 
dispersed Athenian troops could be brought together to pre­
vent him. He infused such courage into the defenders of the 
place that every attack was repelled, and the Athenians were 
forced to re-embark—an act of prowess which procured for 
him the first public honours bestowed by the Spartans during 

1 Diodorus (xii. 42) would have us believe, that the expedition sent out 
by Perikles, ravaging the Peloponnesian coast, induced the Lacedaemonians 
to hurry away their troops out of Attica. Thucydides gives no countenance 
to this—nor is it at all credible. 

2 Thucyd. ii. 23. The reading belonging to , seems prefer­
able to Poppo and Goller adopt the former, Dr. Arnold the 
latter. Graea was a small maritime place in the vicinity of Ordpus (Aristotel. 
ap. Stephan. Byz. v. —known also now as an Attic Deme be­
longing to the tribe Pandionis: this has been discovered for the first time 
by an inscription published in Professor Ross's work (Ueber die Demen von 
Attika, p. 3-5). Ordpus was not an Attic Deme: the Athenian citizens 
residing in it were probably enrolled as  

3Thucyd. ii. 25 ; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 34; Justin, iii. 7, 5. 
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this war. Sailing northward along the western coast of Pelo­
ponnesus, the Athenians landed again on the coast of Elis, 
a little south of the promontory called Cape Ichthys: they 
ravaged the territory for two days, defeating both the troops 
in the neighbourhood and 300 chosen men from the central 
Eleian territory. Strong winds on a harbourless coast now 
induced the captains to sail with most of the troops round 
Cape Ichthys, in order to reach the harbour of Pheia on the 
northern side of i t ; while the Messenian hoplitcs, marching 
by land across the promontory, attacked Pheia and carried 
it by assault. When the fleet arrived, all were re-embarked— 
the full force of Elis being under march to attack them. They 
then sailed northward, landing on various other spots to com­
mit devastation, unti l they reached Sollium, a Corinthian settle­
ment on the coast of Akarnania. They captured this place, 
which they handed over to the inhabitants of the neighbouring 
Akarnanian town of Paloerus—as well as Astakus, from whence 
they expelled the despot Euarchus, and enrolled the town as a 
member of the Athenian alliance. From hence they passed 
over to Kephallenia, which they were fortunate enough also to 
acquire as an ally of Athens without any compulsion—with 
its four distinct towns or districts, Pales, Kranii , Same, and 
Prone. These various operations took up near three months 
from about the beginning of July, so that they returned to 
Athens towards the close of September1—the beginning of 
the winter half of the year, according to the distribution of 
Thucydides. 

This was not the only maritime expedition of the summer. 
Thirty more triremes, under Kleopompus, were sent through 
the Euripus to the Lokrian coast opposite to the northern part 
of Eubosa. Some disembarkations were made, whereby the 
Lokrian towns of Thronium and Alope were sacked, and 
further devastation inflicted; while a permanent garrison was 
planted, and a fortified post erected, in the uninhabited island 
of Atalanta, opposite to the Lokrian coast, in order to restrain 
privateers from Opus and the other Lokrian towns in their 
excursions against Eubœa.2 It was further determined to 
expel the Æginetan inhabitants from Ægma., and to occupy 
the island with Athenian colonists. This step was partly 
rendered prudent by the important position of the island 
midway between Attica and Peloponnesus. But a concurrent 
motive, and probably the stronger motive, was the gratification 

1 Thucyd. i i . 25-30; Diodor. xii. 43, 44. 
2 Tiiucyd. i i . 26-32; Diodor. xii. 44. 
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of ancient antipathy and revenge against a people who had 
been among the foremost in provoking the war and in inflict­
ing upon Athens so much suffering. The Æginetans with their 
wives and children were all put on shipboard and landed in 
Peloponnesus—where the Spartans permitted them to occupy 
the maritime district and town of Thyrea, their last frontier 
towards Argos: some of them, however, found shelter in other 
parts of Greece, The island was made over to a detachment 
of Athenian kleruchs, or citizen proprietors sent thither by 
lot.1 

To the sufferings of the ^Eginetans, which we shall hereafter 
find still more deplorably aggravated, we have to add those of 
the Mcgarians. Both had been most zealous in kindling the 
war, but upon none did the distress of war fall so heavily. 
Both probably shared the premature confidence felt among 
the Pcloponnesian confederacy, that Athens could never hold 
out more than a year or two—and were thus induced to over­
look their own undefended position against her. Towards the 
close of September, the full force of Athens, citizens and 
metics, marched into the Megarid, under Perikles, and laid 
waste the greater part of the territory: while they were in it, 
the hundred ships which had been circumnavigating Pelopon­
nesus, having arrived at Ægina. on their return, went and joined 
their fellow-citizens in the Megara, instead of going straight 
home. The junction of the two formed the largest Athenian 
force that had ever yet been seen together: there were 10,000 
citizen hoplites (independent of 3000 others who were engaged 
in the siege of Potid0a), and 3000 metic hoplites—besides a 
large number of light troops.- Against so large a force the 
Megarians could of course make no head, so that their terri­
tory was all laid waste, even to the city walls. For several 
years of the war, the Athenians inflicted this destruction once, 
and often twice in the same year. A decree was proposed in 
the Athenian Ekklesia by Charinus, though perhaps not carried, 
to the effect that the Strategi every year should swear, as a 
portion of their oath of office,8 that they would twice invade 
and ravage the Megarid. As the Athenians at the same time 
kept the port of Nisaea blocked up, by means of their superior 
naval force and of the neighbouring coast of Salamis, the pri­
vations imposed on the Megarians became extreme and in­
tolerable.4 Not merely their corn and fruits, but even their 

1 Thucyd. i i . 27. 2 Thucyd. i i . 31 ; Diodor. xi i . 44. 
3 Plutarch, Perikles, c.. 30. 
4 See the striking picture in the Acharneis of Aristophanes (685-781) of 
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garden vegetables near the city, were rooted up and destroyed, 
and their situation seems often to have been that of a besieged 
city hard pressed by famine. Even in the time of Pausanias, 
five centuries afterwards, the miseries of the town during these 
years were remembered and communicated to him, being 
assigned as the reason why one of their most memorable 
statues had never been completed.1 

To the various military operations of Athens during the 
course of this summer, some other measures of moment are 
to be added. Moreover, Thucydides notices an eclipse of 
the sun, which modern astronomical calculations refer to the 
third of August: had this eclipse happened three months 
earlier, immediately before the entrance of the Peloponnesians 
into Attica, it might probably have been construed as an 
unfavourable omen, and caused the postponement of the 
scheme. 

Expecting a prolonged struggle, the Athenians now made 
arrangements for placing Attica in a permanent state of defence, 
both by sea and land. What these arrangements were, we are 
not told in detail, but one of them was sufficiently remarkable 
to be named particularly. They set apart one thousand talents 
out of the treasure in the acropolis as an inviolable reserve, 
not to be touched except on the single contingency—of a 
hostile naval force about to assail the city, with no other means 
at hand to defend i t . They further enacted that if any citizen 
should propose, or any magistrate put the question, in the, 
public assembly, to make a different application of this reserv 
he should be punishable with death. Moreover, they resolred 
every year to keep back one hundred of their best trirenend 
and trierarchs to command and equip them, for the sam  
special necessity.2 It may be doubted whether this latte-
provision was placed under the same stringent sanction, qj 
observed with the same rigour, as that concerning the money  
which latter was not departed from unt i l the twentieth year 
the war, after all the disasters of the Sicilian expedition, aral 
on the terrible news of the revolt of Chios. It was on tha 
occasion that the Athenians, having first repealed the sentence 
of capital punishment against any proposer of the forbidden 

the distressed Megarian selling his hungry children into slavery with their 
own consent: also Aristoph. Pac. 482. 

The position of Megara, as the ally of Sparta and enemy of Athens, was 
uncomfortable in the same manner (though not to the same intense pitch 
of suffering) in the war which preceded the battle of Lcuktra—near fifty 
years after this (Demosthen. cont. Neær., p. 1357, c. 12). 

1 Pausan. i. 40, 3. 2 Thucyd. ii 24. 
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change, appropriated the money to meet the then imminent 
peril of the commonwealth.1 

The resolution here taken about this sacred reserve, and the 
rigorous sentence interdicting contrary propositions, is pro­
nounced by Mr. Mitford to be an evidence of the indelible 
barbarism of democratical government.2 But we must recollect, 
first, that the sentence of capital punishment was one which 
could hardly by possibility come into execution ; for no citizen 
would be so mad as to make the forbidden proposition, while 
this law was in force. Whoever desired to make it, would first 
begin by proposing to repeal the prohibitory law, whereby he 
would incur no danger, whether the assembly decided in the 
affirmative or negative. If he obtained an affirmative decision, 
he would then, and then only, proceed to move the re-
appropriation of the fund. To speak the language of English 
parliamentary procedure, he would first move the suspension 
or abrogation of the standing order whereby the proposition 
was forbidden—next, he would move the proposition itself. 
In fact such was the mode actually pursued, when the thing at 
last came to be done.3 But though the capital sentence could 
hardly come into effect, the proclamation of it in terrorem had 
a very distinct meaning. It expressed the deep and solemn 
conviction which the people entertained of the importance 
of their own resolution about the reserve—it forewarned all 
assemblies and all citizens to come, of the danger of diverting 
it to any other purpose—it surrounded the reserve with an 
cjjtificial sanctity, which forced every man who aimed at the 
in Appropriation to begin with a preliminary proposition formid-
large on the very face of it, as removing a guarantee which 
previous assemblies had deemed of immense value, and opening 

1 Thucyd. viii. 15. 
yes Mitford, Hist, of Greece, ch. xiv. sect. 1, vol. iii. p. 100. " Another 
areasure followed, which taking place at the time when Thucydides wrote 
tbd Perikles spoke, and while Perikles held the principal influence in the 
^ministration, strongly marks both the inherent weakness and the indelible 
iarbarism, of democratical government. A decree of the people directed. 

. . . . But so little confidence was placed in a decree so important, sanc­
tioned only by the present will of that giddy tyrant the multitude of Athens, 
against whose caprices, since the depression of the court of Areopagus, no 
balancing power remained—that the denunciation of capital punishment 
was proposed against whosoever should propose, and whosoever should 
concur in (?) any decree for the disposal of that money to any other purpose, 
or in any other circumstances." 
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the door to a contingency which they had looked upon as 
treasonable. The proclamation of a lighter punishment, or 
a simple prohibition without any definite sanction whatever, 
would neither have announced the same emphatic conviction, 
nor produced the same deterring effect. The assembly of 
431 B.C. could not in any way enact laws which subsequent 
assemblies could not reverse; but it could so frame its enact­
ments, in cases of peculiar solemnity, as to make its authority 
strongly felt upon the judgement of its successors, and to 
prevent them from entertaining motions for repeal except under 
necessity at once urgent and obvious. 

Far from thinking that the law now passed at Athens dis­
played barbarism, either in the end or in the means, I consider 
it principally remarkable for its cautious and long-sighted view 
of the future—qualities the exact reverse of barbarism—and 
worthy of the general character of Perikles, who probably sug­
gested it. Athens was just entering into a war which threatened 
to be of indefinite length, and was certain to be very costly. 
To prevent the people from exhausting all their accumulated 
fund, and to place them under a necessity of reserving some­
thing against extreme casualties, was an object of immense 
importance. Now the particular casualty, which Perikles 
(assuming him to be the proposer) named as the sole con­
dition of touching this one thousand talents, might be con­
sidered as of all others the most improbable, in the year 431 
B.c. So immense was then the superiority of the Athenian 
naval force, that to suppose it defeated, and a Peloponnesian 
fleet in full sail for Peineus, was a possibility which it required 
a statesman of extraordinary caution to look forward to, and 
which it is wonderful that the people generally could have been 
induced to contemplate. Once tied up to this purpose, however, 
the fund lay ready for any other terrible emergency. We shall 
find the actual employment of it incalculably beneficial to 
Athens, at a moment of the gravest peril, when she could 
hardly have protected herself without some such special 
resource. The people would scarcely have sanctioned so 
rigorous an economy, had it not been proposed to them at 
a period so early in the war that their available reserve was 
still much larger. But it will be for ever to the credit of their 
foresight as well as constancy, that they should first have 
adopted such a precautionary measure, and afterwards adhered 
to it for nineteen years, under severe pressure for money, until 
at length a case arose which rendered further abstinence really, 
and not constructively, impossible. 
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To display their force and take revenge by disembarking and 

ravaging parts of Peloponnesus, was doubtless of much import­
ance to Athens during this first summer of the war: though it 
might seem that the force so employed was quite as much 
needed in the conquest of Potidaea, which still remained under 
blockade—and of the neighbouring Chalkidians in Thrace, still 
in revolt. It was during the course of this summer that a 
prospect opened to Athens of subduing these towns, through 
the assistance of Sitalkes king of the Odrysian Thracians. 
That prince had married the sister of Nymphodorus, a citizen 
of Abdera, who engaged to render him and his son Sadokus, 
allies of Athens. Sent for to Athens and appointed proxenus 
of Athens at Abdera, which was one of the Athenian subject-
allies, Nymphodorus made this alliance, and promised in the 
name of Sitalkes that a sufficient Thracian force should be 
sent to aid Athens in the reconquest of her revolted towns : 
the honour of Athenian citizenship was at the same time con­
ferred upon Sadokus.1 Nymphodorus further established a 
good understanding between Perdikkas of Macedonia and the 
Athenians, who were persuaded to restore to him Therma, 
which they had before taken from him. The Athenians had 
thus the promise of powerful aid against the Chalkidians and 
Potidaeans: yet the latter still held out, with little prospect 
of immediate surrender. Moreover the town of Astakus in 
Akarnania, which the Athenians had captured during the 
summer in the course of their expedition round Peloponnesus, 
was recovered during the autumn by the deposed despot Euar-
chus, assisted by forty Corinthian triremes and 1ooo hoplites. 
This Corinthian armament, after restoring Euarchus, made 
some unsuccessful descents both upon other parts of Akar­
nania and upon the island of Kephallenia. In the latter they 
were entrapped into an ambuscade and obliged to return home 
with considerable loss.2 

It was towards the close of autumn also that Perikles, chosen 
by the people for the purpose, delivered the funeral oration at 
the public interment of those warriors who had fallen during 
the campaign. The ceremonies of this public token of respect 
have already been described in a former chapter, on occasion 
of the conquest of Samos. But that which imparted to the 
present scene an imperishable interest, was the discourse of 
the chosen statesman and orator; probably heard by Thucy-
dides himself, and in substance reproduced. A large crowd of 
citizens and foreigners, of both sexes and all ages, accompanied 

1Thucyd. ii. 29. 2 Thucyd. ii. 33. 
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the funeral procession from Athens to the suburb called the 
outer Kerameikus, where Perikles, mounted upon a lofty stage 
prepared for the occasion, closed the ceremony with his address. 
The law of Athens not only provided this public funeral and 
commemorative discourse, but also assigned maintenance at 
the public expense to the children of the slain warriors unti l 
they attained military age: a practice which was acted on 
throughout the whole war, though we have only the description 
and discourse belonging to this single occasion.1 

The eleven chapters of Thucydides which comprise this 
funeral speech are among the most memorable relics of an­
tiquity ; considering that under the language and arrangement 
of the historian—always impressive, though sometimes harsh 
and peculiar, like the workmanship of a powerful mind misled 
by a bad or an unattainable model—we possess the substance 
and thoughts of the illustrious statesman. A portion of it, of 
course, is and must be commonplace, belonging to all dis­
courses composed for a similar occasion. Yet this is true only 
of a comparatively small portion. Much of it is peculiar, and 
every way worthy of Perikles—comprehensive, rational, and 
full not less of sense and substance than of earnest patriotism. 
It thus forms a strong contrast with the jejune, though elegant, 
rhetoric of other harangues, mostly2 not composed for actual 

1 Thucyd. ii. 34-45. Sometimes also the allies of Athens, who had 
fallen along with her citizen*! in battle, had a part in the honours of the 
public burial (Lysias, Orat. Funebr. c. 13). 

2 The critics, from Dionysius of Halikarnassus downward, agree for the 
most part in pronouncing the feeble ascribed to Demo­
sthenes, to be not really his. Of those ascribed to Plato and Lysias also, 
the genuineness has been suspected, though upon far less grounds. The 
Menexenus, if it be really the work of Plato, however, does not add to his 
fame ; but the harangue of Lysias, a very fine composition, may well be 
his, and may perhaps have been really delivered—though probably not 
delivered by him, as he was not a qualified citizen. 

See the general instructions, in Dionys. Hal. Ars Rhetoric, c. 6, p. 
258-268, Reisk, on the contents and composition of a funeral discourse— 
Lysias is said to have composed several—Plutarch, Vit. X. Orator, p. 836. 

Compare respecting the funeral discourse of Perikles, K. F. Weber, 
Uber die Stand-Rede des Perikles (Darmstadt, 1827); Westermann, 
Geschichte der Beredsamkeit in Griechenland und Rom. sect. 35, 63, 64; 
Kutzen, Perikles als Staatsman, p. 158, sect. 12 (Grimma, 1834). 

Dahlmann (Historische Forschungen, vol. i. p. 23) seems to think that the 
original oration of Perikles contained a large sprinkling of mythical allusions 
and stories out of the antiquities of Athens, such as we now find in the 
other funeral orations above alluded to; but that Thucydides himself 
deliberately left them out in his report. There seems no foundation for 
this suspicion. It is much more consonant to the superior tone of dignity 
which reigns throughout all this oration, to suppose that the mythical 
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delivery. And it deserves, in comparison with the funeral 
discourses remaining to us from Plato, and the pseudo-
Demosthen6s, and even Lysias, the honourable distinction 
which Thucydides claims for his own history—an ever-living 
possession, not a mere show-piece for the moment. 

In the outset of his speech Perikles distinguishes himself 
from those who had preceded him in the same function of 
public orator, by dissenting from the encomiums which it had 
been customary to bestow on the law enjoining these funeral 
harangues. He thinks that the publicity of the funeral itself, 
and the general demonstrations of respect and grief by the 
great body of citizens, tell more emphatically in token of 
gratitude to the brave dead, when the scene passes in silence 
—than when it is translated into the words of a speaker, who 
may easily offend either by incompetency or by apparent 
feebleness, or perhaps even by unseasonable exaggeration. 
Nevertheless, the custom having been embodied in law, and 
elected as he has been by the citizens, he comes forward to 
discharge the duty imposed upon him in the best manner 
he can.1 

One of the remarkable features in this discourse is, its 
business-like, impersonal character. It is Athens herself who 
undertakes to commend and decorate her departed sons, as 
well as to hearten up and admonish the living. 

After a few words on the magnitude of the empire and on 
the glorious efforts as well as endurance whereby their fore­
fathers and they had acquired it—Perikles proceeds to sketch 
the plan of life, the constitution, and the manners, under 
which such achievements were brought about.-

" W e live under a constitution such as noway to envy the 
laws of our neighbours,—ourselves an example to others, 
rather than mere imitators. It is called a democracy, since 
its permanent aim tends towards the Many and not towards 
the Few. As to private matters and disputes, the laws deal 

narratives and even the previous historical glories of Athens never found 
any special notice in the speech of Perikles—nothing more than a general 
recognition, with an intimation that he does not dwell upon them at length 
because they were well known to his audience—  

(ii. 36). 
1 Thucyd. i i . 35. 
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equally with every man : while in regard to public affairs and 
to claims of individual influence, every man's chance of 
advancement is determined not by party favour but by real 
worth, according as his reputation stands in his own particular 
department. Neither poverty, nor obscure station, keep him 
back,1 if he really has the means of benefiting the city. More­
over our social march is free, not merely in regard to public 
affairs, but also in regard to intolerance of each others diversity 
of daily pursuits. For we are not angry with our neighbour 
for what he may do to please himself, nor do we ever put on 
those sour looks,- which, though they do no positive damage, 
are not the less sure to offend. Thus conducting our private 
social intercourse with reciprocal indulgence, we are restrained 
from wrong on public matters by fear and reverence of our 
magistrates for the time being and of our laws—especially such 
laws as are instituted for the protection of wrongful sufferers, 
and even such others as, though not written, are enforced by 
a common sense of shame. Besides this, we have provided 
for our minds numerous recreations from toil, partly by our 
customary solemnities of sacrifice and festival throughout the 
year, partly by the elegance of our private establishments,—the 
daily charm of which banishes the sense of discomfort. From 
the magnitude of our city, the products of the whole earth are 
brought to us, so that our enjoyment of foreign luxuries is as 
much our own and assured as those which we grow at home. 
In respect to training for war, we differ from our opponents (the 
Lacedaemonians) on several material points.' First, we lay open 
our city as a common resort: we apply no xenelasy to exclude 
even an enemy either from any lesson or any spectacle, the full 
view of which he may think advantageous to him. For military 
efficiency, we trust less to manoeuvres and quackery than to our 
own native bravery. Next, in regard to education, while the 
Lacedaemonians even from their earliest youth subject them­
selves to an irksome exercise for the attainment of courage, we 
with our easy habits of life are not less prepared than they, to 
encounter all perils within the measure of our strength. The 
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proof of this is, that the Peloponnesian confederates do not 
attack us one by one, but wi th their whole united force ; while 
we, when we attack them at home, overpower for the most 
part all of them who try to defend their own territory. None 
of our enemies has ever met and contended with our entire 
force; partly in consequence of our large navy—partly from 
our dispersion in different simultaneous land-expeditions. But 
when they chance to be engaged with any part of it, if vic­
torious, they pretend to have vanquished us a l l — i f defeated, 
they pretend to have been vanquished by all. 

" N o w , if we are willing to brave danger, just as much under 
an indulgent system as under constant toi l , and by spontaneous 
courage as much as under force of law—we are gainers in the 
end by not vexing ourselves beforehand with sufferings to come, 
yet still appearing in the hour of trial not less daring than those 
who toi l without ceasing. 

" In other matters, too, as well as in these, our city deserves 
admiration. For we combine elegance of taste with simplicity 
of life, and we pursue knowledge without being enervated :1 

we employ wealth not for talking and ostentation, but as a real 
help in the proper season : nor is it disgraceful to any one who 
is poor to confess his poverty, though he may rather incur 
reproach for not actually keeping himself out of poverty. The 
magistrates who discharge public trusts fulfil their domestic 
duties also—the private citizen, while engaged in professional 
business, has competent knowledge on public affairs : for we 
stand alone in regarding the man who keeps aloof from these 
latter not as harmless, but as useless. Moreover, we always hear 
and pronounce on public matters, when discussed by our 
leaders—or perhaps strike out for ourselves correct reasonings 
about them : far from accounting discussion an impediment to 
action, we complain only if we are not told what is to be done 
before it becomes our duty to do it . For in truth we combine 
in the most remarkable manner these two qualities—extreme 
boldness in execution with full debate beforehand on that 
which we are going about: whereas with others, ignorance 
alone imparts boldness—debate introduces hesitation. As­
suredly those men are properly to be regarded as the stoutest 
of heart, who, knowing most precisely both the terrors of war 

The first strophe of the Chorus in Euripid. Medea, 824-841, may be 
compared with the tenor of this discourse of Perikles : the praises of Attica 
are there dwelt upon, as a country too good to receive the guilty Medea. 
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and the sweets of peace, are stil l not the less willing to 
encounter peril. 

" In fine, I affirm that our city, considered as a whole, is 
the schoolmistress of Greece; l while viewed individually, we 
enable the same man to furnish himself out and suffice to him­
self in the greatest variety of ways and with the most complete 
grace and refinement. This is no empty boast of the moment, 
but genuine reality : and the power of the city, acquired through 
the dispositions just indicated, exists to prove it . Athens alone 
of all cities stands forth in actual trial greater than her reputa­
tion : her enemy when he attacks her wil l not have his pride 
wounded by suffering defeat from feeble hands—her subjects 
wil l not think themselves degraded as if their obedience were 
paid to an unworthy superior.- Having thus put forth our 
power, not uncertified, but backed by the most evident proofs, 
we shall be admired not less by posterity than by our contem­
poraries. Nor do we stand in need either of Homer or of 
any other panegyrist, whose words may for the moment please, 
though the truth if known would confute their intended mean­
ing. We have compelled all land and sea to become accessible 
to our courage, and have planted everywhere imperishable 
monuments of our kindness as well as of our hostility. 

" Such is the city on behalf of which these citizens, resolved 
that it should not be wrested from them, have nobly fought and 
died3—and on behalf of which all of us here left behind must 
willingly toil . It is for this reason that I have spoken at length 
concerning the city, at once to draw from it the lesson that the 
conflict is not for equal motives between us and enemies who 
possess nothing of the like excellence—and to demonstrate by 
proofs the truth of my encomium pronounced upon her." 

Perikles pursues, at considerable additional length, the same 
tenor of mixed exhortation to the living and eulogy of the dead; 
with many special and emphatic observations addressed to the 
relatives of the latter, who were assembled around and doubt­
less very near him. But the extract which I have already made 
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is so long, that no further addition would be admissible : yet it 
was impossible to pass over lightly the picture of the Athenian 
commonwealth in its glory, as delivered by the ablest citizen of 
the age. The effect of the democratical constitution, with its 
diffused and equal citizenship, in calling forth not merely strong 
attachment, but painful self-sacrifice, on the part of all Athen­
ians—is nowhere more forcibly insisted upon than in the 
words above cited of Perikles, as well as in others afterwards— 
" Contemplating as you do daily before you the actual power 
of the state, and becoming passionately attached to it, when 
you conceive its full greatness, reflect that it was all acquired 
by men daring, acquainted with their duty, and full of an 
honourable sense of shame in their actions "1—such is the 
association which he presents between the greatness of the 
state as an object of common passion, and the courage, intel­
ligence, and mutual esteem, of individual citizens, as its 
creating and preserving causes; poor as well as rich being 
alike interested in the partnership. 

But the claims of patriotism, though put forward as essentially 
and deservedly paramount, are by no means understood to 
reign exclusively, or to absorb the whole of the democratical 
activity. Subject to these, and to those laws and sanctions 
which protect both the public and individuals against wrong, 
it is the pride of Athens to exhibit a rich and varied fund of 
human impulse—an unrestrained play of fancy and diversity 
of private pursuit, coupled with a reciprocity of cheerful 
indulgence between one individual and another—and an 
absence even of those " black looks " which so much embitter 
life, even if they never pass into enmity of fact. This portion 
of the speech of Perikles deserves peculiar attention, because 
it serves to correct an assertion, often far too indiscriminately 
made, respecting antiquity as contrasted with modern societies 
—an assertion that the ancient societies sacrificed the individual 
to the state, and that only in modern times has individual 
agency been left free to the proper extent. This is pre­
eminently true of Sparta:—it is also true in a great degree 
of the ideal societies depicted by Plato and Aristotle: but it 
is pointedly untrue of the Athenian democracy, nor can we 
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with any confidence predicate it of the major part of the 
Grecian cities. 

I shall hereafter return to this point when I reach the times 
of the great speculative philosophers: at present, I merely 
bespeak attention to the speech of Perikles as negativing the 
supposition, that exorbitant interference of the state with 
individual liberty was universal among the ancient Greek 
republics. There is no doubt that he has present to his mind 
a comparison with the extreme narrowness and rigour of Sparta, 
and that therefore his assertions of the extent of positive liberty 
at Athens must be understood as partially qualified by such 
contrast. But even making allowance for this, the stress 
which he lays upon the liberty of thought and action at Athens, 
not merely from excessive restraint of law, but also from 
practical intolerance between man and man, and tyranny of 
the majority over individual dissenters in taste and pursuit— 
deserves serious notice, and brings out one of those points in 
the national character upon which the intellectual development 
of the time mainly depended. The national temper was 
indulgent in a high degree to all the varieties of positive 
impulse. The peculiar promptings in every individual bosom 
were allowed to manifest themselves and bear fruit, without 
being suppressed by external opinion or trained into forced 
conformity with some assumed standard: antipathies against 
any of them formed no part of the habitual morality of the 
citizen. While much of the generating causes of human 
hatred was thus rendered inoperative, and while society 
was rendered more comfortable, more instructive, and more 
stimulating—all its germs of productive fruitful genius, so rare 
everywhere, found in such an atmosphere the maximum of 
encouragement. With in the limits of the law, assuredly as 
faithfully observed at Athens as anywhere in Greece, individual 
impulse, taste, and even eccentricity, were accepted with 
indulgence, instead of being a mark as elsewhere for the 
intolerance of neighbours or of the public. This remarkable 
feature in Athenian life wil l help us in a future chapter to 
explain the striking career of Sokrates, and it further presents 
to us, under another face, a great part of that which the 
censors of Athens denounced under the name of "democrati-
cal licence." The liberty and diversity of individual life in 
that city were offensive to Xenophon,1 Plato, and Aristotle— 

1 Compare the sentiment of Xenophon, the precise reverse of that which 
is here laid down by Perikle's, extolling the rigid discipline of Sparta, and 
denouncing the laxity of Athenian life (Xenophon, Memorab. iii. 5, 15; 
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attached either to the monotonous dr i l l of Sparta, or to some 
other ideal standard, which, though much better than the 
Spartan in itself, they were disposed to impress upon society 
with a heavy-handed uniformity. That liberty of individual 
action, not merely from the over-restraints of law, but from the 
tyranny of jealous opinion, such as Perikles depicts in Athens, 
belongs more naturally to a democracy, where there is no 
select One or Few to receive worship and set the fashion, than 
to any other form of government. But it is very rare even 
in democracies. None of the governments of modern times, 
democratical, aristocratical or monarchical, presents anything 
like the picture of generous tolerance towards social dissent, 
and spontaneity of individual taste, which we read in the 
speech of the Athenian statesman. In all of them, the intoler­
ance of the national opinion cuts down individual character to 
one out of a few set types, to which every person, or every family, 
is constrained to adjust itself, and beyond which all exceptions 
meet either with hatred or with derision. To impose upon 
men such restraints either of law or of opinion as are requisite 
for the security and comfort of society, but to encourage rather 
than repress the free play of individual impulse subject to 
those limits—is an ideal, which if it was ever approached at 
Athens, has certainly never been attained, and has indeed 
comparatively been little studied or cared for, in any modern 
society. 

Connected with this reciprocal indulgence of individual 
diversity, was not only the hospitable reception of all strangers at 
Athens, which Perikles contrasts with the xenelasy or jealous 
expulsion practised at Sparta—but also the many-sided activity, 
bodily and mental, visible in the former, so opposite to that 
narrow range of thought, exclusive discipline of the body, and 
never-ending preparation for war, which formed the system of 
the latter. H i s assertion that Athens was equal to Sparta even 
in her own solitary excellence—efficiency on the field of battle 
—is doubtless untenable. But not the less impressive is his 
sketch of that multitude of concurrent impulses which at this 
same time agitated and impelled the Athenian mind—the 
strength of one not implying the weakness of the remainder: 
the relish for all pleasures of art and elegance, and the appetite 
for intellectual expansion, coinciding in the same bosom with 
energetic promptitude as well as endurance: abundance of 

iii. 12, 5). It is curious that the sentiment appears in this dialogue as 
put in the mouth of the younger Perikles (illegitimate son of the great 
Perikles) in a dialogue with Sokrates. 
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recreative spectacles, yet noway abating the cheerfulness of 
obedience even to the hardest calls of patriotic du ty : that 
combination of reason and courage which encountered danger 
the more willingly from having discussed and calculated it 
beforehand : lastly an anxious interest, as well as a competence 
of judgement, in public discussion and public action, common 
to every citizen rich and poor, and combined with every man's 
own private industry. So comprehensive an ideal of many-
sided social development, bringing out the capacities for action 
and endurance, as well as those for enjoyment, would be 
sufficiently remarkable, even if we supposed it only existing in 
the imagination of a philosopher: but it becomes still more so 
when we recollect that the main features of it at least were 
drawn from the fellow-citizens of the speaker. It must be 
taken however as belonging peculiarly to the Athens of Perikles 
and his contemporaries. It would not have suited either 
the period of the Persian war fifty years before, or that of 
Demosthenes seventy years afterwards. At the former period, 
the art, the letters, and the philosophy, adverted to with pride 
by Perikles, were as yet backward, while even the active energy 
and democratical stimulus, though very powerful, had not been 
worked up to the pitch which they afterwards reached : at the 
latter period, although the intellectual manifestations of Athens 
subsist in full or even increased vigour, we shall find the 
personal enterprise and energetic spirit of her citizens materially 
abated. As the circumstances, which I have already recounted, 
go far to explain the previous upward movement, so those 
which fil l the coming chapters, containing the disasters of 
the Peloponnesian war, wi l l be found to explain still more 
completely the declining tendency shortly about to commence. 
Athens was brought to the brink of entire ruin, from which it 
is surprising that she recovered at all—but noway surprising 
that she recovered at the expense of a considerable loss of 
personal energy in the character of her citizens. 

A n d thus the season at which Perikles delivered his discourse 
lends to it an additional and peculiar pathos. It was at a time 
when Athens was as yet erect and at her maximum. For 
though her real power was doubtless much diminished com­
pared with the period before the Thir ty years' truce, yet the 
great edifices and works of art, achieved since then, tended to 
compensate that loss, in so far as the sense of greatness was 
concerned: and no one, either citizen or enemy, considered 
Athens as having at all declined. It was at the commencement 
of the great struggle with the Peloponnesian confederacy, the 
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coming hardships of which Perikles never disguised either to 
himself or to his fellow-citizens, though he fully counted upon 
eventual success. Attica had been already invaded; it was no 
longer " the unwasted territory," as Euripides had designated 
it in his tragedy Medea,1 represented three or four months 
before the march of Archidamus. A picture of Athens in her 
social glory was well-calculated both to rouse the pride and 
nerve the courage of those individual citizens, who had been 
compelled once, and would be compelled again and again, to 
abandon their country-residence and fields for a thin tent or 
confined hole in the city.2 Such calamities might indeed be 
foreseen : but there was one still greater calamity, which though 
actually then impending, could not be foreseen: the terrific 
pestilence which will be recounted in the coming chapter. The 
bright colours and tone of cheerful confidence, which pervade 
the discourse of Perikles, appear the more striking from being 
in immediate antecedence to the awful description of this 
distemper: a contrast, to which Thucydides was doubtless not 
insensible, and which is another circumstance enhancing the 
interest of the composition. 

1 Euripides, Medea, 824.  
2 The remarks of Dionysius Halikarnassus, tending to show that the 

number of dead buried on this occasion was so small, and the actions in 
which they had been slain so insignificant, as to be unworthy of so elaborate 
an harangue as this of Perikles—and finding fault with Thucydides on that 
ground—are by no means well-founded or justifiable. He treats Thucy­
dides like a dramatic writer putting a speech into the mouth of one of his 
characters, and he considers that the occasion chosen for this speech was 
unworthy, l int though this assumption would be correct with regard to 
many ancient historians, and to Dionysius himself in his Roman history— 
it is not correct with reference to Thucydides. The speech of Perikles 
was a real speech, heard, reproduced, and doubtless drest up, by Thucy­
dides : if therefore more is said than the number of the dead or the 
magnitude of the occasion warranted, this is the fault of Perikles and not 
of Thucydides. Dionysius says that there were many other occasions 
throughout the war much more worthy of an elaborate funeral harangue— 
especially the disastrous loss of the Sicilian army. But Thucydides could 
not have heard any of them, after his exile in the eighth year of the war : 
and we may well presume that none of them would bear any comparison 
with this of Penkles. Nor does Dionysius at all appreciate the full 
circumstances of this first year of the war—which, when completely felt, 
w i l l be found to render the splendid and copious harangue of the great 
statesman eminently seasonable. See Dionys. H. de Thucyd. Judic. p. 
849-851. 
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CHAPTER X L I X 

FROM THE BEGINNING OF THE SECOND YEAR DOWN TO THE 
END OF THE THIRD YEAR OF THE PELOPONNESIAN WAR 

AT the close of one year after the attempted surprise of 
Platæa by the Thebans, the belligerent parties in Greece 
remained in an unaltered position as to relative strength. 
Nothing decisive had been accomplished on either side, either 
by the invasion of Attica, or by the flying descents round the 
coast of Peloponnesus. In spite of mutual damage inflicted— 
doubtless in the greatest measure upon Attica—no progress 
was yet made towards the fulfilment of those objects which 
had induced the Peloponnesians to go to war. Especially the 
most pressing among all their wishes—the relief of Potidaea— 
was noway advanced; for the Athenians had not found it 
necessary to relax the blockade of that city. The result of 
the first year's operations had thus been to disappoint the 
hopes of the Corinthians and the other ardent instigators of 
war, while it justified the anticipations both of Perikles and 
of Archidamus. 

A second devastation of Attica was resolved upon for the 
commencement of spring; and measures were taken for 
carrying it all over that territory, since the settled policy of 
Athens not to hazard a battle with the invaders was now 
ascertained. About the end of March or beginning of April, 
the entire Peloponnesian force (two-thirds from each con­
federate city as before) was assembled under the command 
of Archidamus and marched into Attica. This time they 
carried the work of systematic destruction not merely over the 
Thriasian plain and the plain immediately near to Athens, as 
before; but also to the more southerly portions of Attica, 
down even as far as the mines of Laurium. They traversed 
and ravaged both the eastern and the western coast, remaining 
not less than forty days in the country. They found the 
territory deserted as before, all the population having retired 
within the walls.1 

In regard to this second invasion, Perikles recommended 
the same defensive policy as he had applied to the first; and 
apparently the citizens had now come to acquiesce in it, if not 

1 Thucyd. ii. 47-55. 
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willingly, at least with a full conviction of its necessity. But 
a new visitation had now occurred, diverting their attention 
from the invader, though enormously aggravating their suffer­
ings. A few days after Archidamus entered Attica, a pestilence 
or epidemic sickness broke out unexpectedly at Athens. 

It appears that this terrific disorder had been raging for 
some time throughout the regions round the Mediterranean; 
having begun, as was believed, in Ethiopia—thence passing 
into Egypt and Libya, and overrunning a considerable portion 
of Asia under the Persian government. About sixteen years 
before, too, there had been a similar calamity in Rome and in 
various parts of Italy. Recently, it had been felt in Lemnos 
and some other islands of the Ægean, yet seemingly not with 
such intensity as to excite much notice generally in the 
Grecian world: at length it passed to Athens, and first showed 
itself in the Peiæeus. The progress of the disease was as 
rapid and destructive as its appearance had been sudden; 
whilst the extraordinary accumulation of people within the 
city and long walls, in consequence of the presence of the 
invaders in the country, was but too favourable to every form 
of contagion. Families crowded together in close cabins and 
places of temporary shelter1—throughout a city constructed 
(like most of those in Greece) with little regard to the con­
ditions of salubrity—and in a state of mental chagrin from 
the forced abandonment and sacrifice of their properties in 
the country, transmitted the disorder with fatal facility from 
one to the other. Beginning as it did about the middle of 
April, the increasing heat of summer further aided the dis­
order, the symptoms of which, alike violent and sudden, made 
themselves the more remarked because the year was particularly 
exempt from maladies of every other description.2 

1 Thucvd. ii. 52 ; Diodor. xii. 45; Plutarch, Periklgs, c 34. It is to 
be remarked, that the Athenians, though their persons and moveable 
property were crowded within the walls, had not driven in their sheep and 
cattle also, but had transported them over to Eubcea and the neighbouring 
islands (Thucyd. ii. 14). Hence they escaped a serious aggravation of 
their epidemic : for in the accounts of the epidemics which desolated Rome 
under similar circumstances, we find the accumulation of great numbers of 
cattle, along with human beings, specified as a terrible addition to the 
calamity (see Livy, iiii. 66; Dionys. Hal. Ant. Rom. x. 53 : compare 
Niebuhr, Romisch. Gesch. vol. ii. p. go). 

description of the epidemic fever at Thasos, makes a similar remark on 
the absence of all other disorders at the time (Epidem. i. 8, vol. ii. p. 640, 
ed. Littre). 
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Of this plague—or (more properly) eruptive typhoid fever,1 

distinct from, yet analogous to, the small-pox—a description 
no less clear than impressive has been left by the historian 
Thucydidfcs, himself not only a spectator but a sufferer. It 
is not one of the least of his merits, that his notice of the 
symptoms, given at so early a stage of medical science and 
observation, is such as to instruct the medical reader of the 
present age, and to enable the malady to be understood and 
identified. The observations with which that notice is ushered 
in, deserve particular attention. " In respect to this distemper 
(he says), let every man, physician or not, say what he thinks 
respecting the source from whence it may probably have 
arisen, and respecting the causes which he deems sufficiently 
powerful to have produced so great a revolution. But I, having 
myself had the distemper, and having seen others suffering 
under it, will state what it actually was, and will indicate 
in addition such other matters, as will furnish any man, who 
lays them to heart, with knowledge and the means of calculation 

1 " La description de Thucydidc (observes M. Littre, in his introduction 
to the works of Hippokratcs, t. i. p. 122) est tellement bonne qu'elle 
suffit pleinement pour nous faire comprendre ce que cette sinciennc maladie 
a ete: et il est fort a regretter que des medecins tels qu'llippocrate et 
Galicn n'aient rien ecrit sur les grandes epidemics, dont ils ont et6 les 
spectateurs. Hippocrate a ete temoin de cette peste racontlc par Thucy-
dide, et il ne nous en a pas laisse la description. Galien vii egalement la 
fievre eruptive qui desola le monde sous Marc Aurele, et qu'il appelle lui-
meme la longue peste. Cependant excepte quelqucs mots cpars dans ses 
volumineux ouvrages, excepte quelques indications fugitives, il ne nous a 
rien transmis sur un evenement medical aussi important; a tel point que 
si nous n'avions pas le recit de Thucydide, il nous seroit fort difficile de 
nous faire une idee de celle qu'a vue Galicn, et qui est la meme (comme 
M. Hecker s'est attache a le demontrer) que la maladie connue sous le 
nom de Peste d'Athenes. Cetait une fievre eruptive, differente de la 
variole, et eteinte aujourd'hui. On a cru en voir les traces dans les 
charhons \' r des livres Hippocratiques." 

Both Krauss (Disquisitio de natura morbi Atheniensium, Stuttgard, 
1831, p. 38) and Hauser (Ilistorisch. Patholog. Untersuchungen, Dresden, 
1839, p. 50) assimilate the pathological phenomena specified by Thucy-
ddes to different portions of the of Hippokrat&s. M. Littie* 
thinks that the resemblance is not close or precise, so as to admit of 
the one being identified with the other. " Le tableau si frappant qu'en a 
trace ce grand historien ne se reproduit pas certainement avec une nettete 
suffisante dans les brefs details donnes par Hippocrate. La maladie 
d'Athenes avoit un type si tranche, que tous ceux qui en ont parle ont du 
le reproduire dans ses parties essentielles." (Argument aux 2rae Livre 
des Epideraies, Œuvres d'Hippocrate, t v. p. 64.) There appears good 
reason to believe that the great epidemic which prevailed in the Roman 
world under Marcus Aurelius (the Pestis Antoniniana) was a renewal of 
what is called the Plague of Athens. 



188 History of Greece 
beforehand, in case the same misfortune should ever again 
occur."l To record past facts, as a basis for rational prevision 
in regard to the future—the same sentiment which Thucydid£s 
mentions in his preface,2 as having animated him to the 
composition of his history—was at that time a duty so little 
understood, that we have reason to admire not less the manner 
in which he performs it in practice, than the distinctness with 
which he conceives it in theory. We may infer from his 
language that speculation in his day was active respecting the 
causes of this plague, according to the vague and fanciful 
physics, and scanty stock of ascertained facts, which was all 
that could then be consulted. By resisting the itch of theoris­
ing from one of those loose hypotheses which then appeared 
plausibly to explain everything, he probably renounced the 
point of view from which most credit and interest would be 
derivable at the time. But his simple and precise summary 
of observed facts carries with it an imperishable value, and 
even affords grounds for imagining that he was no stranger to 
the habits and training of his contemporary Hippokrates, and 
the other Asklepiads of Kos.3 

Demokritus, among others, connected the generation of these epidemics 
with his general system of atoms, atmospheric effluvia, and : see 
Plutarch, Symposiac. viii. 9, p. 733; Demokriti Fragment., ed. Mullach. 
lib. iv. p. 409. 

The causes of the Athenian epidemic as given by Diodorus (xii. 58)— 
unusual rains, watery quality of grain, absence of the Etesian winds, & c , 
may perhaps be true of the revival of the epidemic in the fifth year of the 
war, but can hardly be true of its first appearance ; since Thucydides states 
that the year in other respects was unusually healthy, and the epidemic 
was evidently brought from foreign parts to Peiraeus. 

3 Thucyd. i. 22. 

indicate a familiarity with the medical terminology:—compare also his 
allusion to the speculations of the physicians, cited in the previous note ; 
and c. 51—  

In proof how rare the conception was, in ancient times, of the importance 
of collecting and registering particular medical facts, I transcribe the 
following observations from M. Littre (Œuvres d'Hippocrate, t. iv. p. 646, 
Remarques Retrospectives). 

•'Toutefois ce qu'il importe ici de constater, ce n'est pas qu'Hippocrate 
a observe de telle ou telle maniere, mais e'est qu'il a eu Videe de recueillir 
et de consigner des faits particuliers. En effet, tien, dans l'antiquitl, n'a 
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It is hardly within the province of an historian of Greece to 

repeat after Thucydides the painful enumeration of symptoms, 
violent in the extreme and pervading every portion of the 
bodily system, which marked this fearful disorder. Beginning 
in Peiraeus, it quickly passed into the city, and both the one 
and the other was speedily filled with sickness and suffering, 
the like of which had never before been known. The seizures 
were sudden, and a large proportion of the sufferers perished 
after deplorable agonies on the seventh or on the ninth day. 
Others, whose strength of constitution carried them over this 
period, found themselves the victims of exhausting and incur­
able diarrhoea afterwards: with others again, after traversing 
both these stages, the distemper fixed itself in some particular 
member, the eyes, the genitals, the hands, or the feet, which 
were rendered permanently useless, or in some cases ampu­
tated, even where the patient himself recovered. There were 
also some whose recovery was attended with a total loss of 
memory, so that they no more knew themselves or recognised 
their friends. No treatment or remedy appearing, except in 
accidental cases, to produce any beneficial effect, the physicians 
or surgeons whose aid was invoked became completely at fault. 
While trying their accustomed means without avail, they soon 

ete plus rare que ce soin : outre Hippocrate, je ne connois qu'Erasistrate 
qui se soit occupl de relater sous cette forme les resultats de son experience 
clinique. Ni Galien lui-meme, ni Aretee, ni Soranus, ni les autres qui 
sont arrives jusqu'a nous, n'ont suivi un aussi louable exemple. Les 
observations consignees clans la collection Hippocratique constituent la 
plus grande partie, a beaucoup pres, de ce que l'antiquite a possede en ce 
genre: et si, en commeniant le travail d' Hippocrate, on l'avait un peu 
imite, nous aurions des materiaux a l'aide desquels nous prendrions une 
idee bien plus precise de la pathologie de ces siecles recules. . . . Mats 
tout en exprimant ce regret et en reconnaissant cette utilite relative a nous 
autres modernes et veritablement considerable, il faut ajouter que l'antiquite 
avoit dans les faits et la doctrine IIippocratiques un aliment qui lui a sufri— 
et qu'une collection, meme etendue, d'histoires particulieres n'auroit pas 
alors modifie la medecine, du moins la medecine scientifique, esscntielle-
ment et au dela de la limite que comportoit la physiologic Je pourrai 
montrer ailleurs que la doctrine d'Hippocrate et de recole de Cos a ete la 
seule solide, la seule fondee sur un apercu vrai de la nature organisee; et que 
les sectes posterieures, methodisme et pneumatisme, n'ont bati leurs theories 
que sur des hypotheses sans consistance. Mais ici je me contente de 
remarquer, que la pathologie, en tant que science, ne peut marcher q u ' i 
la suite de la physiologie, dont elle n'est qu'une des faces : et d' Hippocrate 
a Galien inclusivement, la physiologie ne fit pas assez de progres pour 
rendre insuffisante la conception Hippocratiaue. Il en resulte, necessaire-
ment, que la pathologie, toujours consideree comme science, n'auroit 
pu, par quelque procede que ce fut, gagner que des corrections et des 
augmentations de detail." 
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ended by catching the malady themselves and perishing. 
The charms and incantations,1 to which the unhappy patient 
resorted, were not likely to be more efficacious. While some 
asserted that the Peloponnesians had poisoned the cisterns of 
water, others referred the visitation to the wrath of the gods, 
and especially to Apollo, known by hearers of the Iliad as 
author of pestilence in the Greek host before Troy. It was 
remembered that this Delphian god had promised the Lace­
daemonians, in reply to their application immediately before 
the war, that he would assist them whether invoked or unin-
voked—and the disorder now raging was ascribed to the 
intervention of their irresistible ally; while the elderly men 
further called to mind an oracular verse sung in the time of 
their youth—" The Dorian war will come, and pestilence 
along with it."2 Under the distress which suggested, and was 
reciprocally aggravated by, these gloomy ideas, prophets were 
consulted, and supplications with solemn procession were held 
at the temples, to appease the divine wrath. 

When it was found that neither the priest nor the physician 

1 Compare the story of Thalelas appeasing an epidemic at Sparta by his 
music and song (Plutarch, De Musica, p. 1146). 

Some of the ancient physicians were firm believers in the efficacy of 
these charms and incantations. Alexander of Trailes says that having 
originally treated them with contempt, he had convinced himself of their 
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could retard the spread, or mitigate the intensity, of the dis­
order, the Athenians abandoned themselves to despair, and the 
space within the walls became a scene of desolating misery. 
Every man attacked with the malady at once lost his courage— 
a state of depression, itself among the worst features of the case, 
which made him lie down and die, without any attempt to seek 
for preservatives. And though at first friends and relatives lent 
their aid to tend the sick with the usual family sympathies, yet 
so terrible was the number of these attendants who perished, 
" like sheep," from such contact, that at length no man would 
thus expose himself; while the most generous spirits, who per­
sisted longest in the discharge of their duty, were carried off in 
the greatest numbers.1 The patient was thus left to die alone 
and unheeded. Sometimes all the inmates of a house were 
swept away one after the other, no man being willing to go near 
i t : desertion on one hand, attendance on the other, both tended 
to aggravate the calamity. There remained only those who, 
having had the disorder and recovered, were willing to tend the 
sufferers. These men formed the single exception to the all-
pervading misery of the time—for the disorder seldom attacked 
any one twice, and when it did, the second attack was never 
fatal. Elate with their own escape, they deemed themselves 
out of the reach of all disease, and were full of compassionate 
kindness for others whose sufferings were just beginning. It 
was from them too that the principal attention to the bodies of 
deceased victims proceeded : for such was the state of dismay 
and sorrow, that even the nearest relatives neglected the 
sepulchral duties, sacred beyond all others in the eyes of a 
Greek. Nor is there any circumstance which conveys to us so 
vivid an idea of the prevalent agony and despair, as when we 
read in the words of an eye-witness, that the deaths took place 
among this close-packed crowd without the smallest decencies 
of attention2—that the dead and the dying lay piled one upon 

1 Compare Diodor. xiv. 70, who mentions similar distresses in the 
Carthaginian army besieging Syracuse, during the terrible epidemic with 
which it was attacked in 395 B.c. ; and Livy, xxv. 26, respecting the 
epidemic at Syracuse when it was besieged by Marcel I us and the 
Romans. 
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another not merely in the public roads, but even in the temples, 
in spite of the understood defilement of the sacred building— 
that half-dead sufferers were seen lying round all the springs, 
from insupportable thirst—that the numerous corpses thus 
unburied and exposed, were in such a condition, that the dogs 
which meddled with them died in consequence, while no 
vultures or other birds of the like habits ever came near. 
Those bodies which escaped entire neglect were burnt or 
buried1 without the customary mourning, and with unseemly 
carelessness. In some cases, the bearers of a body, passing by 
a funeral pile on which another body was burning, would put 
their own there to be burnt also;2 or perhaps, if the pile was 
prepared ready for a body not yet arrived, would deposit their 
own upon it, set fire to the pile, and then depart. Such inde­
cent confusion would have been intolerable to the feelings of 
the Athenians, in any ordinary times. 

To all these scenes of physical suffering, death, and reckless 
despair—was superadded another evil, which affected those who 
were fortunate enough to escape the rest. The bonds both of 
law and morality became relaxed, amidst such total uncertainty 
of every man both for his own life, and that of others. Men 
cared not to abstain from wrong, under circumstances in which 
punishment was not likely to overtake them—nor to put a 
check upon their passions, and endure privations, in obedience 
even to their strongest conviction, when the chance was so 
small of their living to reap reward or enjoy any future esteem. 
An interval, short and sweet, before their doom was realised— 
before they became plunged in the wide-spread misery which 
they witnessed around, and which affected indiscriminately the 
virtuous and the profligate—was all that they looked to enjoy ; 
embracing with avidity the immediate pleasures of sense, as 
well as such positive gains, however ill-gotten, as could be made 
the means of procuring them, and throwing aside all thought 
both of honour or of long-sighted advantage. Life and property 
being alike ephemeral, there was no hope left but to snatch a 
moment of enjoyment, before the outstretched hand of destiny 
should fall upon its victims. 

1 Thucyd. ii. 50 : compare Livy, xli. 21, describing the epidemic at 
Rome in 174 B.c. "Cadavera, intacta a canibus et vulturibus, tabes ab-
sumebat: satisque constabat, nee illo, nee priore anno in tanta strage 
bourn hominumque vulturium usquam visum." 

2 Thucyd. ii. 52. From the language of Thucydides, we see that this was 
regarded at Athens as highly unbecoming. Yet a passage of Plutarch seems 
to show that it was very common, in his time, to burn several bodies on the 
same funeral pile (Plutarch, Symposiac. iii. 4, p. 651). 
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The picture of society under the pressure of a murderous 

epidemic, with its train of physical torments, wretchedness, and 
demoralisation, has been drawn by more than one eminent 
author, but by none with more impressive fidelity and concise­
ness than by Thucydides,1 who had no predecessor, nor anything 
but the reality, to copy from. We may remark that amidst all 
the melancholy accompaniments of the time, there are no human 
sacrifices, such as those offered up at Carthage during pestilence 
to appease the anger of the gods—there are no cruel persecutions 
against imaginary authors of the disease, such as those against 
the Untor i (anointers of doors) in the plague of Milan in 1630.2 

Three years altogether did this calamity desolate Athens: 
continuously, during the entire second and third years of the 
war—after which followed a period of marked abatement for 
a year and a half: but it then revived again, and lasted for 
another year, with the same fury as at first. The public loss, 
over and above the private misery, which this unexpected enemy 
inflicted upon Athens, was incalculable. Out of 1200 horsemen, 
all among the rich men of the state, 300 died of the epidemic ; 
besides 4400 hoplites out of the roll formally kept, and a 
number of the poorer population, so great as to defy computa­
tion.8 No efforts of the Peloponnesians could have done so 
much to ruin Athens, or to bring the war to a termination such 
as they desired: and the distemper told the more in their 
favour, as it never spread at all into Peloponnesus, though it 
passed from Athens to some of the more populous islands.4 

The Lacedaemonian army was withdrawn from Attica somewhat 
earlier than it would otherwise have been, for fear of taking the 
contagion.5 

1 The description in the sixth book of Lucretius, translated and expanded 
from Thucydides—that of the plague at Florence in 1348, with which the 
Decameron of Boccaccio opens—and that of Defoe in his History of the 
Plague in London—are all well known. 

2'' Carthaginienses, cum inter cetera mala etiam peste laborarent,. 
cruenta sacrorum religione, et scelere proremedio, usi sunt : quippe homines 
ut victimas immolabant; pacem deorum sanguine eorum exposcentes, pro 
quorum vita Dii rogari maxime solent" (Justin, xviii. 6). 

For the facts respecting the plague of Milan and the Untori, see the 
interesting novel of Manzoni—Promessi Sposi—and the historical work of 
the same author—Storia della Colonna Infame. 

3 Thucyd. iii. 87. Diodorus 
makes them above 10,000 (xii. 58) freemen and slaves together, which, 
must be greatly beneath the reality. 

4 Thucyd. ii. 54. He does 
not specify what places these were :—perhaps Chios, but hardly Lesbos, 
otherwise the fact would have been noticed when the revolt of that island, 
occurs. 5 Thucyd. ii. 57. 

VOL. VI . H 
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But it was while the Lacedaemonians were yet in Attica, and 

during the first freshness of the terrible malady, that Perikles 
equipped and conducted from Peiraeus an armament of 1oo 
triremes and 4000 hoplites to attack the coasts of Peloponnesus: 
300 horsemen were also carried in some horse-transports, pre­
pared for the occasion out of old triremes. To diminish the 
crowd accumulated in the city, was doubtless of beneficial 
tendency, and perhaps those who went aboard might consider 
it as a chance of escape to quit an infected home. But un­
happily they carried the infection along with them, which 
desolated the fleet not less than the city, and crippled all its 
efforts. Reinforced by fifty ships of war from Chios and 
Lesbos, the Athenians first landed near Epidaurus in Pelopon­
nesus, ravaging the territory and making an unavailing attempt 
upon the c i ty : next they made like incursions on the more 
southerly portions of the Argolic peninsula—Trcezen, Halieis, 
and Hermione; and lastly attacked and captured Prasioe, on 
the eastern coast of Laconia. On returning to Athens, the 
same armament was immediately conducted under Agnon and 
Kleopompus, to press the siege of Potidaia, the blockade of 
which still continued without any visible progress. On arriving 
there, an attack was made on the walls by battering engines and 
by the other aggressive methods then practised ; but nothing 
whatever was achieved. In fact, the armament became incom­
petent for all serious effort, from the aggravated character which 
the distemper here assumed, communicated by the soldiers 
fresh from Athens even to those who had before been free 
from it at Potidaea. So frightful was the mortality, that out of 
the 4000 hoplites under Agnon, no less than 1050 died in the 
short space of forty days. The armament was brought back in 
this distressed condition to Athens, while the reduction of 
Potidaea was left as before to the slow course of blockade.1 

On returning from the expedition against Peloponnesus, 
Perikles found his countrymen almost distracted2 with their 
manifold sufferings. Over and above the raging epidemic, they 
had just gone over Attica and ascertained the devastations com­
mitted by the invaders throughout all the territory (except the 
Marathonian 3 Tetrapolis and Dekeleia—districts spared, as we 
are told, through indulgence founded on an ancient legendary 
sympathy) during their long stay of forty days. The rich had 

1 Thucyd. i i . 56-58. 
2 Thucyd. i i . 59.  
3 Diodor. xii. 45 ; Ister ap. Schol. ad Soph. Œdip. Colon. 689; 

Herodot. ix. 
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found their comfortable mansions and farms, the poor their 
modest cottages, in the various demes, torn down and ruined. 
Death,1 sickness, loss of property, and despair of the future, 
now rendered the Athenians angry and intractable to the last 
degree. They vented their feelings against Perikles as the 
cause not merely of the war, but also of all that they were 
now enduring. Either with or without his consent, they sent 
envoys to Sparta to open negotiations for peace, but the 
Spartans turned a deaf ear to the proposition. This new dis­
appointment rendered them still more furious against Perikles, 
whose long-standing political enemies now doubtless found 
strong sympathy in their denunciations of his character and 
policy. That unshaken and majestic firmness, which ranked 
first among his many eminent qualities, was never more 
imperiously required and never more effectively manifested. 

In his capacity of Strategus or General, Perikles convoked a 
formal assembly of the people, for the purpose of vindicating 
himself publicly against the prevailing sentiment, and recom­
mending perseverance in his line of policy. The speeches made 
by his opponents, assuredly very bitter, are not given by Thu-
cydides; but that of Perikles himself is set down at consider­
able length, and a memorable discourse it is. It strikingly 
brings into relief both the character of the man and the impress 
of actual circumstances—an impregnable mind conscious not 
only of right purposes but of just and reasonable anticipations, 
and bearing up with manliness, or even defiance, against the 
natural difficulty of the case, heightened by an extreme of in­
calculable misfortune. He had foreseen,2 while advising the 
war originally, the probable impatience of his countrymen 
under its first hardships, but he could not foresee the epidemic 
by which that impatience had been exasperated into madness: 
and he now addressed them not merely with unabated adhe­
rence to his own deliberate convictions, but also in a tone of 
reproachful remonstrance against their unmerited change of 
sentiment towards him—seeking at the same time to combat 
that uncontrolled despair which for the moment overlaid both 
their pride and their patriotism. Far from humbling himself 
before the present sentiment, it is at this time that he sets 
forth his titles to their esteem in the most direct and unqualified 
manner, and claims the continuance of that which they had so 
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long accorded, as something belonging to h im by acquired 
right. 

His main object, throughout this discourse, is to fill the 
minds of his audience with patriotic sympathy for the weal of 
the entire city, so as to counterbalance the absorbing sense of 
private woe. If the collective city flourishes (he argues), private 
misfortunes may at least be borne: but no amount of private 
prosperity wi l l avail, if the collective city falls (a proposition 
literally true in ancient times and under the circumstances of 
ancient warfare—though less true at present). " Distracted by 
domestic calamity, ye are now angry both with me who advised 
you to go to war, and with yourselves who followed the advice. 
Ye listened to me, considering me superior to others in judge­
ment, in speech, in patriotism, and in incorruptible probity 1— 
nor ought I now to be treated as culpable for giving such 
advice, when in point of fact the war was unavoidable and 
there would have been still greater danger in shrinking from it. 
I am the same man, still unchanged—but ye in your misfor­
tunes cannot stand to the convictions which ye adopted when 
yet unhurt. Extreme and unforeseen, indeed, are the sorrows 
which have fallen upon you : yet inhabiting as ye do a great 
city, and brought up in dispositions suitable to it , ye must also 
resolve to bear up against the utmost pressure of adversity, 
and never to surrender your dignity. I have often explained 
to you that ye have no reason to doubt of eventual success 
in the war, but I will now remind you, more emphatically 
than before, and even with a degree of ostentation suitable as 
a stimulus to your present unnatural depression—that your 
naval force makes you masters not only of your allies, but of 
the entire sea2—one half of the visible field for action and 
employment. Compared with so vast a power as this, the 
temporary use of your houses and territory is a mere trifle—an 
ornamental accessory not worth considering: and this too, if 
ye preserve your freedom, ye will quickly, recover. I t was 
your fathers who first gained this empire, without any of the 
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advantages which ye now enjoy; ye must not disgrace yourselves 
by losing what they acquired. Delighting, as ye all do in the 
honour and empire enjoyed by the city, ye must not shrink 
from the toils whereby alone that honour is sustained: more­
over ye now fight, not merely for freedom instead of slavery, 
but for empire against loss of empire, with all the perils arising 
out of imperial unpopularity. It is not safe for you now to 
abdicate, even if ye chose to do so; for ye hold your empire 
like a despotism—unjust perhaps in the original acquisition, 
but ruinous to part with when once acquired. Be not angry 
with me, whose advice ye followed in going to war, because the 
enemy have done such damage as might be expected from 
them: still less on account of this unforeseen distemper: I 
know that this makes me an object of your special present 
hatred, though very unjustly, unless ye wil l consent to give me 
credit also for any unexpected good luck which may occur. 
Our city derives its particular glory from unshaken bearing up 
against misfortune : her power, her name, her empire of Greeks 
over Greeks, are such as have never before been seen : and 
if we choose to be great, we must take the consequence of 
that temporary envy and hatred which is the necessary price 
of permanent renown. Behave ye now in a manner worthy of 
that glory : display that courage which is essential to protect 
you against disgrace at present, as well as to guarantee your 
honour for the future. Send no further embassy to Sparta, 
and bear your misfortunes without showing symptoms of 
distress."1 

The irresistible reason, as well as the proud and resolute 
bearing of this discourse, set forth with an eloquence which it 
was not possible for Thucydides to reproduce—together with 
the age and character of Perikles—carried the assent of the 
assembled people ; who when in the Pnyx and engaged accord­
ing to habit on public matters, would for a moment forget their 
private sufferings in considerations of the safety and grandeur 
of Athens. Possibly indeed, those sufferings, though still con­
tinuing, might become somewhat alleviated when the invaders 
quitted Attica, and when it was no longer indispensable for all 
the population to confine itself within the walls. Accordingly, 
the assembly resolved that no further propositions should be 
made for peace, and that the war should be prosecuted with 
vigour. 

But though the public resolution thus adopted showed the 
1 Thucyd. ii. 60-64. I give a general summary of this memorable 

speech, without setting forth its full contents, still less the exact words. 
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ancient habit of deference to the authority of Perikles, the 
sentiments of individuals taken separately were still those of 
anger against him as the author of that system which had 
brought them into so much distress. His political opponents 
—Kleon, Simmias, or Lakratidas, perhaps all three in con­
junction—took care to provide an opportunity for this pre­
valent irritation to manifest itself in act, by bringing an accusa­
tion against him before the dikastery. The accusation is said 
to have been preferred on the ground of pecuniary malversation, 
and ended by his being sentenced to pay a considerable fine, 
the amount of which is differently reported—fifteen, fifty, or 
eighty talents, by different authors.1 The accusing party thus 
appeared to have carried their point, and to have disgraced, as 
well as excluded from re-election, the veteran statesman. The 
event however disappointed their expectations. The imposition 
of the fine not only satiated all the irritation of the people 
against him, but even occasioned a serious reaction in his 

1 Thucyd. ii. 65 ; Plato, Gorgias, p. 515, c. 71 ; Plutarch, Perikles, c. 35 ; 
I>iodor. xii. c. 38-45. About Simmtos, as the vehement enemy of Perikles, 
see Plutarch, Reipub. Ger. Praxept. p. 805. 

Plutarch and Diodorus both state that Perikles was not only fined, but 
also removed from his office of Strategus. Thucydides mentions the fine, 
but not the removal ; and his silence leads me to doubt the reality of the 
latter event altogether. For with such a man as Perikles, a vote of 
removal would have been a penalty more marked and cutting than the fine : 
moreover, removal from office, though capable of being pronounced by 
vote of the public assembly, would hardly be inflicted as penalty by the 
dikastery. 

I imagine the events to have passed as follows : The Strategi, with most 
other officers of the Commonwealth, were changed or re-elected at the 
beginning of Hekatombæon, the first month of the Attic year ; that is, 
somewhere about Midsummer. Now the Peloponnesian army, invading 
Attica about the end of March or beginning of April, and remaining forty 
days, would leave the country about the first week in May. Perikles 
returned from his expedition against Peloponnesus shortly after they left 
Attica; that is, about the middle of May (Thucyd. ii . 57): there still re­
mained therefore a month or six weeks before his office of Strat£gus 
naturally expired, and required renewal. It was during this interval 
(which Thucydides expresses by the words ii. 59) that he 
convoked the assembly and delivered the harangue recently mentioned. 

Put when the time for a new election of Strategi arrived, the enemies of 
Perikles opposed his re-election, and brought a charge against him in that 
trial of accountability to which every magistrate at Athens was exposed, 
after his period of office. They alleged against him some official mis­
conduct in reference to the public money—and the dikastery visited him 
with a fine. His re-election was thus prevented, and with a man who had 
been so often re-elected, this might be loosely called "taking away the 
office of general "—so that the language of Plutarch and Diodorus, as well 
as the silence of Thucydides, would on this supposition be justified. 
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favour, and brought back as strongly as ever the ancient senti­
ment of esteem and admiration. It was quickly found that 
those who had succeeded Perikies as generals neither possessed 
nor deserved in an equal degree the public confidence. He 
was accordingly soon re-elected, with as much power and 
influence as he had ever in his life enjoyed.1 

But that life, long, honourable, and useful, had already been 
prolonged considerably beyond the sixtieth year, and there 
were but too many circumstances, besides the recent fine, 
which tended to hasten as well as to embitter its close. At 
the very moment when Perikies was preaching to his country­
men, in a tone almost reproachful, the necessity of manful 
and unabated devotion to the common country, in the midst 
of private suffering—he was himself among the greatest of 
sufferers, and most hardly pressed to set the example of 
observing his own precepts. The epidemic carried off not 
merely his two sons (the only two legitimate, Xanthippus and 
Paralus), but also his sister, several other relatives, and his best 
and most useful political friends. Amidst this train of domes­
tic calamities, and in the funeral obsequies of so many of his 
dearest friends, he remained master of his grief, and main­
tained his habitual self-command, unt i l the last misfortune— 
the death of his favourite son Paralus, which left his house 
without any legitimate representative to maintain the family 
and the hereditary sacred rites. On this final blow, though he 
strove to command himself as before, yet at the obsequies of 
the young man, when it became his duty to place a wreath on 
the dead body, his grief became uncontrollable, and he burst 
out, for the first time in his life, into profuse tears and 
sobbing.2 

In the midst of these several personal trials he received the 
intimation, through Alkibiades and some other friends, of the 
restored confidence of the people towards him, and of his re­
election to the office of Strategus. But it was not without 
difficulty that he was persuaded to present himself again at the 
public assembly, and resume the direction of affairs. The 
regret of the people was formally expressed to him for the 
recent sentence—perhaps indeed the fine may have been 
repaid to him, or some evasion of it permitted, saving the 
forms of law 3 —in the present temper of the city ; which was 

1 Thucyd. ii. 65. 2 Plutarch, Perikies, c. 36. 
3 See Plutarch, Demosthen. c. 27, about the manner of bringing about 

such an evasion of a fine : compare also the letter of M. Bocckh, in 
Meineke, Fragment. Comic. Græcor. ad Fragm. Eupolid., ii. 527. 
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further displayed towards h im by the grant of a remarkable 
exemption from a law of his own original proposition. He 
had himself, some years before, been the author of that law, 
whereby the citizenship of Athens was restricted to persons 
born both of Athenian fathers and Athenian mothers, under 
which restriction several thousand persons, illegitimate on the 
mother's side, are said to have been deprived of the citizen­
ship, on occasion of a public distribution of corn. Invidious 
as it appeared to grant, to Perikles singly, an exemption from 
a law which had been strictly enforced against so many others, 
the people were now moved not less by compassion than by 
anxiety to redress their own previous severity. Without a 
legitimate heir, the house of Perikles, one branch of the great 
Alkmrconid Gens by his mother's side, would be left deserted, 
and the continuity of the family sacred rites would be broken 
—a misfortune painfully felt by every Athenian family, as cal­
culated to wrong all the deceased members, and provoke their 
posthumous displeasure towards the city. Accordingly, per­
mission was granted to Perikles to legitimise, and to inscribe 
in his own gens and phratry, his natural son by Aspasia, who 
bore his own name.1 

It was thus that Perikles was reinstated in his post of Strate-
gus as well as in his ascendency over the public counsels— 
seemingly about August or September—430 B.C. He lived 
about one year longer, and seems to have maintained his 
influence as long as his health permitted. Yet we hear 
nothing of him after this moment, and he fell a victim, not to 
the violent symptoms of the epidemic, but to a slow and 
wearing fever,2 which undermined his strength as well as his 
capacity. To a friend who came to ask after him when in this 
disease, Perikles replied by showing a charm or amulet which 
his female relations had hung about his neck—a proof how low 
he was reduced, and how completely he had become a passive 
subject in the hands of others. A n d according to another 
anecdote which we read, yet more interesting and equally 
illustrative of his character—it was during his last moments, 
when he was lying apparently unconscious and insensible, that 
the friends around his bed were passing in review the acts of 
his life, and the nine trophies which he had erected at different 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 37. 
2 Plutarch (Perik. c. 38) treats the slow disorder under which he 

suffered as one of the forms of the epidemic : but this can hardly be correct, 
when we read the very marked character of the latter, as described by 
Thucydides. 
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times for so many victories. He heard what they said, though 
they fancied that he was past hearing, and interrupted them 
by remarking—" What you praise in my life, belongs partly to 
good fortune—and is, at best, common to me with many other 
generals. But the peculiarity of which I am most proud, 
you have not noticed—no Athenian has ever put on mourning 
through any action of mine." l 

Such a cause of self-gratulation, doubtless more satisfactory 
to recall at such a moment than any other, illustrates that 
long-sighted calculation, aversion to distant or hazardous enter­
prise, and economy of the public force, which marked his 
entire political career; a career long, beyond all parallel in the 
history of Athens—since he maintained a great influence, 
gradually swelling into a decisive personal ascendency, for 
between thirty and forty years. His character has been pre­
sented in very different lights by different authors both ancient 
and modern, and our materials for striking the balance are 
not so good as we could wish. But his immense and long-
continued supremacy, as well as his unparalleled eloquence,, 
are facts attested not less by his enemies than by his friends— 
nay, even more forcibly by the former than by the latter. The 
comic writers, who hated him, and whose trade it was to deride 
and hunt down every leading political character, exhaust their 
powers of illustration in setting forth both the one and the 
other : 2 Telekleides, Kratinus, Eupolis, Aristophanes, all 
hearers and all enemies, speak of him like Olympian Zeus 
hurling thunder and lightning—like Herakles and Achilles— 
as the only speaker on whose lips persuasion sat and who left 
his sting in the minds of his audience : while Plato the philo­
sopher,3 who disapproved of his political working and of the 
moral effects which he produced upon Athens, nevertheless 
extols his intellectual and oratorical ascendency—" his majestic 
intelligence " — i n language not less decisive than Thucydides. 
There is another point of eulogy, not less valuable, on which 
the testimony appears uncontradicted : throughout his long 
career, amidst the hottest political animosities, the conduct of 
Perikles towards opponents was always mi ld and liberal.4 The 
conscious self-esteem and arrogance of manner, with which the 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 38. 
2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 4, 8, 13, 16 ; Eupolis. AJj/toi, Fragm. vi. p. 459, 

ed. Meineke. Cicero (De Orator, iii. 34; Brutus, 9-11) and Quintiliarr 
(ii. 16, 19; x. I, 82) count only as witnesses at second-hand. 

4 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 10-39. 
I I 2 
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contemporary poet Ion reproached him, 1 contrasting it with the 
unpretending simplicity of his own patron Kimon—though 
probably invidiously exaggerated, is doubtless in substance 
well founded, and those who read the last speech given above 
out of Thucydides wi l l at once recognise in it this attribute. 
His natural taste, his love of philosophical research, and his 
unwearied application to public affairs, all contributed to 
alienate him from ordinary familiarity, and to make him care­
less, perhaps improperly careless, of the lesser means of 
conciliating public favour. 

But admitting this latter reproach to be well-founded, as it 
seems to be, it helps to negative that greater and graver politi­
cal crime which has been imputed to him, of sacrificing the 
permanent well-being and morality of the state to the mainten­
ance of his own political power—of corrupting the people by 
distributions of the public money. " He gave the reins to the 
people (in Plutarch's words 2) and shaped his administration 
for their immediate favour, by always providing at home some 
public spectacle or festival or procession, thus nursing up the 
city in elegant pleasures—and by sending out every year sixty 
triremes manned by citizen-seamen on full pay, who were thus 
kept in practice and acquired nautical ski l l ." 

Now the charge here made against Perikles, and supported 
by allegations in themselves honourable rather than otherwise 
— o f a vicious appetite for immediate popularity, and of im­
proper concessions to the immediate feelings of the people 
against their permanent interests—is precisely that which 
Thucydidcs in the most pointed manner denies; and not 
merely denies, but contrasts Perikles with his successors in the 
express circumstance that they did so, while he d id not. The 
.language of the contemporary historian 8 well deserves to be 

1 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 5. 

Compare c. 9, where Plutarch says that Feriklcs, having no other means 
of contending against the abundant private largesses of his rival Kimon, re­
sorted to the expedient of distributing the public money among the citizens, 
in order to gain influence; acting in this matter upon the advice of his 
friend Demonides, according to the statement of Aristotle. 
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ci ted—" Perikles, powerful from dignity of character as well as 
from wisdom, and conspicuously above the least tinge of cor­
ruption, held back the people with a free hand, and was their 
real leader instead of being led by them. For not being a 
seeker of power from unworthy sources, he d id not speak with 
any view to present favour, but had sufficient sense of dignity 
to contradict them on occasion, even braving their displeasure. 
Thus whenever he perceived them insolently and unseasonably 
confident, he shaped his speeches in such manner as to alarm 
and beat them down : when again he saw them unduly 
frightened, he tried to counteract it and restore their confi­
dence : so that the government was in name a democracy, but 
in reality an empire exercised by the first citizen in the state. 
But those who succeeded after his death, being more equal 
one with another, and each of them desiring pre-eminence over 
the rest, adopted the different course of courting the favour of 
the people and sacrificing to that object even important state-
interests. From whence arose many other bad measures, as 
might be expected in a great and imperial city, and especially 
the Sicilian expedition," &c. 

I t wi l l be seen that the judgement here quoted from Thucy-
dides contradicts, in an unqualified manner, the reproaches 
commonly made against Perikles of having corrupted the 
Athenian people—by distributions of the public money, and 
by giving way to their unwise caprices—for the purpose of 
acquiring and maintaining his own political power. Nay, the 
historian particularly notes the opposite qualities—self-judge­
ment, conscious dignity, indifference to immediate popular 
applause or wrath when set against what was permanently right 
and useful—as the special characteristic of that great statesman. 
A distinction might indeed be possible, and Plutarch professes 
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to note such distinction, between the earlier and the later part 
of his long political career. Perikles began (so that biographer 
says) by corrupting the people in order to acquire power; but 
having acquired it , he employed it in an independent and 
patriotic manner, so that the judgement of Thucydides, true 
respecting the later part of his life, would not be applicable to 
the earlier. This distinction may be to a certain degree well-
founded, inasmuch as the power of opposing a bold and 
successful resistance to temporary aberrations of the public 
mind necessarily implies an established influence, and can hardly 
ever be exercised even by the firmest politician during his 
years of commencement. He is at that time necessarily the 
adjunct of some party or tendency which he finds already in 
operation, and has to stand forward actively and assiduously 
before he can create for himself a separate personal influence. 
But while we admit the distinction to this extent, there is 
nothing to warrant us in restricting the encomium of Thu-
cydides exclusively to the later life of Perikles, or in represent­
ing the earlier life as something in pointed contrast with that 
encomium. Construing fairly what the historian says, he 
evidently d id not so conceive the earlier life of Perikles. Either 
those political changes which are held by Plato, Aristotle, 
Plutarch, and others, to demonstrate the corrupting effect of 
Perikles and his political ascendency—such as the limitation 
of the functions of the Areopagus, as well as of the power of 
the magistrates, the establishment of the numerous and frequent 
popular dikasteries with regular pay, and perhaps also the 
assignment of pay to those who attended the Ekklesia, the 
expenditure for public works, religious edifices and ornaments, 
the Diobely (or distribution of two oboli per head to the poorer 
citizens at various festivals, in order that they might be able to 
pay for their places in the theatre), taking it as it then stood, 
&c .—did not appear to Thucydides mischievous and corrupting, 
as these other writers thought t hem; or else he d id not 
particularly refer them to Perikles. 

Both are true, probably to some extent. The internal 
political changes at Athens, respecting the Areopagus and the 
dikasteries, took place when Perikles was a young man, and 
when he cannot be supposed to have yet acquired the immense 
personal weight which afterwards belonged to him (Ephialtes in 
fact seems in those early days to have been a greater man than 
Perikles, if we may judge by the fact that he was selected by 
his political adversaries for assassination)—so that they might 
with greater propriety be ascribed to the party with which 
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Perikles was connected, rather than to that statesman himself. 
But next, we have no reason to presume that Thucydides con­
sidered these changes as injurious, or as having deteriorated the 
Athenian character. A l l that he does say as to the working of 
Perikles on the sentiment and actions of his countrymen is 
eminently favourable. He represents the presidency of that 
statesman as moderate, cautious, conservative, and successful; 
he describes him as uniformly keeping back the people from 
rash enterprises, and from attempts to extend their empire—as 
looking forward to the necessity of a war, and maintaining the 
naval, military, and financial forces of the state in constant 
condition to stand it—as calculating, with long-sighted wisdom, 
the conditions on which ultimate success depended. If we 
follow the elaborate funeral harangue of Perikles (which Thu­
cydides, since he produces it at length, probably considered as 
faithfully illustrating the political point of view of that states­
man), we shall discover a conception of democratical equality 
no less rational than generous ; an anxious care for the recrea­
tion and comfort of the citizens, but no disposition to emanci­
pate them from active obligation, either public or private—and 
least of all, any idea of dispensing with such activity by abusive 
largesses out of the general revenue. The whole picture, drawn 
by Perikles, of Athens " as the schoolmistress of Greece," 
implies a prominent development of private industry and 
commerce not less than of public citizenship and soldiership,-— 
of letters, arts, and recreative varieties of taste. 

Though Thucydides does not directly canvass the con­
stitutional changes effected in Athens under Perikles, yet 
everything which he does say leads us to believe that he 
accounted the working of that statesman, upon the whole, on 
Athenian power as well as on Athenian character, eminently 
valuable, and his death as an irreparable loss. A n d we may 
thus appeal to the judgement of an historian who is our best 
witness in every conceivable respect, as a valid reply to the 
charge against Perikles of having corrupted the Athenian habits, 
character, and government. If he spent a large amount of the 
public treasure upon religious edifices and ornaments, and 
upon stately works for the city,—yet the sum which he left 
untouched, ready for use at the beginning of the Peloponnesian 
war, was such as to appear more than sufficient for all purposes 
of defence, or public safety, or military honour. It cannot be 
shown of Perikles that he ever sacrificed the greater object to 
the less—the permanent and substantially valuable, to the 
transitory and showy—assured present possessions, to the lust 
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of new, distant, or uncertain conquests. If his advice had 
been listened to, the rashness which brought on the defeat 
of the Athenian Tolmides at Koroneia in Bocotia would have 
been avoided, and Athens might probably have maintained 
her ascendency over Megara and Bceotia, which would have 
protected her territory from invasion, and given a new turn to 
the subsequent history. Perikles is not to be treated as the 
author of the Athenian character: he found it with its very 
marked positive characteristics and susceptibilities, among 
which those which he chiefly brought out and improved were 
the best. The lust of expeditions against the Persians, which 
Kimon would have pushed into Egypt and Cyprus, he repressed, 
after it had accomplished all which could be usefully aimed at. 
The ambition of Athens he moderated rather than encouraged : 
the democratical movement of Athens he regularised, and 
worked out into judicial institutions which ranked among 
the prominent features of Athenian life, and worked, in my 
judgement, with a very large balance of benefit to the national 
mind as well as to individual security, in spite of the many 
defects in their direct character as tribunals. But that point 
in which there was the greatest difference between Athens, as 
Perikles found it and as he left it, is unquestionably, the pacific 
and intellectual development—rhetoric, poetry, arts, philoso­
phical research, and recreative variety. To which if we add, 
great improvement in the cultivation of the Attic soil,—exten­
sion of Athenian trade—attainment and laborious maintenance 
of the maximum of maritime skill (attested by the battles of 
Phormio)—enlargement of the area of complete security by 
construction of the Long Walls—lastly, the clothing of Athens 
in her imperial mantle, by ornaments architectural and 
sculptural,—we shall make out a case of genuine progress 
realised during the political life of Perikles, such as the evils 
imputed to him, far more imaginary than real, will go but a 
little way to alloy. How little, comparatively speaking, of 
the picture drawn by Perikles in his funeral harangue of 431 
B.C. would have been correct, if the harangue had been 
delivered over those warriors who fell at Tanagra twenty-seven 
years before I 

It has been remarked by M. Boeckh,1 that Perikles sacrificed 

1 Boeckh, Public Economy of Athens, b, iii. ch. p. 399, Eng. Trans. 
Kutzen, in the second Beylage to his treatise, perikles als Staatsmann (p 

169-200), has collcted and inserted a fist of wion* characters of Perikles, 
from twenty different sutherst English, French, and German. That of 
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the landed proprietors of Attica to the maritime interests and 
empire of Athens. This is of course founded on the destructive 
invasions of the country during the Peloponnesian war; for 
down to the commencement of that war the position of Attic 
cultivators and proprietors was particularly enviable : and the 
censure of M. Boeckh therefore depends upon the question, 
how far Perikles contributed to produce, or had it in his power 
to avert, this melancholy war, in its results so fatal not merely 
to Athens, but to the entire Grecian race. Now here again, if 
we follow attentively the narrative of Thucydides, we shall see 
that, in the judgement of that historian, not only Perikles did 
not bring on the war, but he could not have averted it without 
such concessions as Athenian prudence as well as Athenian 
patriotism peremptorily forbade. Moreover we shall see, that 
the calculations on which Perikles grounded his hopes of 
success if driven to war, were (in the opinion of the historian) 
perfectly sound and safe. We may even go further, and affirm, 
that the administration of Perikles during the fourteen years 
preceding the war, exhibits a " moderation " (to use the words 
of Thucydides1) dictated chiefly by anxiety to avoid raising 
causes of war. If in the months immediately preceding the 
breaking out of the war, after the conduct of the Corinthians 
at Potidsea, and the resolutions of the congress at Sparta, he 
resisted strenuously all compliance with special demands from 
Sparta—we must recollect that these were demands essentially 
insincere, in which partial compliance would have lowered the 
dignity of Athens without ensuring peace. The stories about 
Pheidias, Aspasia, and the Megarians, even if we should grant 
that there is some truth at the bottom of them, must, according 
to Thucydides, be looked upon at worst as concomitants and 
pretexts, rather than as real causes, of the war : though modern 
authors in speaking of Perikles are but too apt to use expressions 
which tacitly assume these stories to be well founded. 

Seeing then that Perikles did not bring on, and could not 
have averted, the Peloponnesian war—that he steered his 
course in reference to that event with the long-sighted prudence 

' of one who knew that the safety and the dignity of imperial 
•(/Athens were essentially interwoven—we have no right to throw 
upon him the blame of sacrificing the landed proprietors of 

that Perikles is to blame for having introduced a set of institutions which 
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Attica. These proprietors might indeed be excused for com­
plaining, where they suffered so ruinously. But the impartial 
historian, looking at the whole of the case, cannot admit their 
complaints as a ground for censuring the Athenian statesman. 

The relation of Athens to her allies, the weak point of her 
position, it was beyond the power of Perikles seriously to amend; 
probably also beyond his wil l , since the idea of political in­
corporation, as well as that of providing a common and equal 
confederate bond sustained by effective federal authority, 
between different cities, was rarely entertained even by the 
best Greek minds.1 We hear that he tried to summon at 
Athens a congress of deputies from all cities of Greece, the 
allies of Athens included; 2 but the scheme could not be 
brought to bear, in consequence of the reluctance, noway 
surprising, of the Peloponnesians. Practically, the allies were 
not badly treated during his administration: and if among the 
other bad consequences of the prolonged war, they as well as 
Athens and all other Greeks come to suffer more and more, 
this depends upon causes with which he is not chargeable, and 
upon proceedings which departed altogether from his wise and 
sober calculations. Taking him altogether, with his powers of 
thought, speech, and action—his competence civil and military, 
in the council as well as in the field—his vigorous and cultivated 
intellect, and his comprehensive ideas of a community in 
pacific and many-sided development—his incorruptible public 
morality, caution, and firmness, in a country where all those 
qualities were rare, and the union of them in the same individual 
of course much rarer—we shall find him without a parallel 
throughout the whole course of Grecian history. 

Under the great mortality and pressure of sickness at Athens, 
operations of war naturally languished ; while the enemies also, 
though more active, had but little success. A fleet of 1oo 
triremes with 1ooo hoplites on board, was sent by the Lacedae­
monians under Knemus to attack Zakynthus, but accomplished 
nothing beyond devastation of the open parts of the island ; 
and then returned home. A n d it was shortly after this, towards 
the month of September, that the Ambrakiots made an attack 

1 Herodotus (i. 170) mentions that previous to the conquest of the twelve 
Ionic cities in Asia by Croesus, Thales had advised them to consolidate 
themselves all into one single city-government at Teos, and to reduce the 
existing cities to mere demes or constituent, fractional, municipalities-
It is remarkable to observe that Herodotus himself bestows his unqualified 
commendation on this idea. 

2 Plutarch, Perikles, c. 17. 
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upon the Amphilochian town called Argos, situated on the 
southern coast of the Gulf of Ambrakia ; which town, as has 
been recounted in the preceding chapter, had been wrested 
from them two years before by the Athenians under Phormio 
and restored to the Amphilochians and Akarnanians. The 
Ambrakiots, as colonists and allies of Corinth, were at the 
same time animated by active enmity to the Athenian influence 
in Akarnania, and by desire to regain the lost town of Argos. 
Procuring aid from the Chaonians and some other Epirotic 
tribes, they marched against Argos, and after laying waste the 
territory, endeavoured to take the town by assault, but were 
repulsed and obliged to retire.1 This expedition appears to 
have impressed the Athenians with the necessity of a standing 
force to protect their interest in those parts; so that in the 
autumn Phormio was sent with a squadron of twenty triremes 
to occupy Naupaktus (now inhabited by the Messenians) as a 
permanent naval station, and to watch the entrance of the 
Corinthian Gulf.'2 We shall find in the events of the succeeding 
year ample confirmation of this necessity. 

Though the Peloponnesians were too inferior in maritime 
force to undertake formal war at sea against Athens, their 
single privateers, especially the Megarian privateers from the 
harbour of Nisaea, were active in injuring her commerce 3—and 
not merely the commerce of Athens, but also that of other 
neutral Greeks, without scruple or discrimination. Several 
merchantmen and fishing-vessels, with a considerable number 
of prisoners, were thus captured.4 Such prisoners as fell into 
the hands of the Lacedaemonians,—even neutral Greeks as 
well as Athenians,—were all put to death, and their bodies 
cast into clefts of the mountains. In regard to the neutrals, 
this capture was piratical, and the slaughter unwarrantably 
cruel, judged even by the received practice of the Greeks, 
deficient as that was on the score of humanity. But to dismiss 
these neutral prisoners, or to sell them as slaves, would have 
given publicity to a piratical capture and provoked the neutral 
towns; so that the prisoners were probably slain as the best 
way of getting r id of them and thus suppressing evidence.5 

1 Thucyd. ii. 68. 2 Thucyd. ii. 69. 3 Thucyd. iii. 51. 
4 Thucyd. ii. 67-69; Herodot. vii. 137. Respecting the Lacedaemonian 

privateering during the Peloponnesian war, compare Thucyd. v. 115 : com­
pare also Xenoph on. Hellen. v. 1. 20. 
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Some of these Peloponnesian privateers ranged as far as the 

south-western coast of Asia Minor, where they found temporary 
shelter, and interrupted the trading-vessels from Phaselis and 
Phoenicia to Athens; to protect which the Athenians de­
spatched in the course of the autumn a squadron of six triremes 
under Melesander. He was further directed to ensure the 
collection of the ordinary tribute from Athenian subject-allies, 
and probably to raise such contributions as he could elsewhere. 
In the prosecution of this latter duty, he undertook an expedi­
tion from the sea-coast against one of the Lykian towns in the 
interior, but his attack was repelled with loss, and he himself 
slain.1 

An opportunity soon afforded itself to the Athenians of 
retaliating on Sparta for this cruel treatment of the maritime 
prisoners. In execution of the idea projected at the com­
mencement of the war, the Lacedaemonians sent Aneristus and 
two others as envoys to Persia, for the purpose of soliciting 
from the Great King aids of money and troops against Athens; 
the dissensions among the Greeks thus gradually paving the 
way for him to regain his ascendency in the /Egean. Timagoras 
of Tegea, together with an Argeian named Pollis without any 
formal mission from his city, and the Corinthian Aristeus, 
accompanied them. As the sea was in the power of Athens, 
they travelled overland through Thrace to the Hellespont. 
Aristeus, eager to leave nothing untried for the relief of 
Potidaoa, prevailed upon them to make application to Sitalkes, 
king of the Odrysian Thracians. That prince was then in 
alliance with Athens, and his son Sadokus had even received 
the grant of Athenian citizenship. Yet the envoys thought it 
possible not only to detach him from the Athenian alliance, 
but even to obtain from him an army to act against the Athenians 
and raise the blockade of Potida;a. On being refused, they 
lastly applied to him for a safe escort to the banks of the 
Hellespont, in their way towards Persia. But Learchus and 
Ameiniades, then Athenian residents near the person of 
Sitalkes, had influence enough not only to cause rejection of 

The Lacedaemonian admiral Alkklas slew all the prisoners taken on 
board merchantmen, off the coast of Ionia, in the ensuing year (Thucyd. iii. 
32). Even this was considered extremely rigorous, and excited strong 
remonstrance; yet the mariners slain were not neutrals, but belonged to the 
subject-allies of Athens : moreover Alkidas was in his flight, and obliged 
to make choice, between killing his prisoners, or setting them free. 

1 Thucyd. ii. 69. 
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these requests, but also to induce Sadokus, as a testimony of 
zeal in his new character of Athenian citizen, to assist them in 
seizing the persons of Aristeus and his companions in their 
journey through Thrace. Accordingly the whole party were 
seized and conducted as prisoners to Athens, where they were 
forthwith put to death, without trial or permission to speak— 
and their bodies cast into rocky chasms, as a reprisal for the 
captured seamen slain by the Lacedaemonians.1 

Such revenge against Aristeus, the instigator of the revolt 
of Potidn:*a, relieved the Athenians from a dangerous enemy; 

1 Thucyd. i i . 67. Dr. Thirlwall (Hist. Greece, vol. i i i . cli. 20, p. 129) 
says that " the envoys were sacrificed chiefly to give a decent colour to the 
baseness" of kil l ing Aristeus, from whom the Athenians feared subsequent 
evil, in consequence of his ability and active spirit. I do not think this is 
fairly contained in the words of Thucydides. He puts in the foreground of 
Athenian motive, doubtless, fear from the future energy of Aristeus ; but if 
that had been the only motive, the Athenians would probably have slain 
him singly without the rest: they would hardly think it necessary to provide 
themselves with any "decent colour" in the way that Dr. Thirlwall sug­
gests. Thucydides names the special feeling of the Athenians against 
Aristeus (in my judgement) chiefly in order to explain the extreme haste of 
the Athenian sentence of execution— &c. : they were 
under the influence of combined motives—fear, revenge, retaliation. 

The envoys here slain were sons of Sperthies and Bulis, former Spartan 
heralds who had gone up to Xerxes at Susa to offer their heads as atone­
ment for the previous conduct of the Spartans in ki l l ing the heralds of 
Darius. Xerxes dismissed them unhurt,—so that the anger of Talthybius 
(the heroic progenitor of the family of heralds at Sparta) remained still 
unsatisfied : it was only satisfied by the death of their two sons now slain 
by the Athenians. The fact that the two persons now slain were sons of 
those two (Sperthies and Bulis) who had previously gone to Susa to tender 
their lives,—is spoken of as a "romantic and tragical coincidence." But 
there surely is very little to wonder at. The functions of herald at Sparta 
were the privilege of a particular gens or family : every herald therefore 
was ex officio the son of a herald. Now when the Lacedaemonians, at the 
beginning of this Peloponnesian war, were looking out for two members of 
the Heraldic Gens to send up to Susa, upon whom would they so naturally 
fix as upon the sons of those two raen who had been to Susa before? These 
sons had doubtless heard their fathers talk a great deal about it—prol/ably 
with interest and satisfaction, since they derived great glory from the un­
accepted offer of their lives in atonement. There was a particular reason 
why these two men should be taken, in preference to any other heralds, to 
fulfil this dangerous mission: and doubtless when they perished in i t , the 
religious imagination of the Lacedaemonians would group all the series of 
events as consummation of the judgement inflicted by Talthybius in his 
anger (Herodot. v i i 135—  

It appears that Aneristus, the herald here slain, had distinguished himself 
personally in that capture of fishermen on the coast of Peloponnesus by the 
Lacedaemonians, for which the Athenians were now retaliating (Herodot. 
v i i . 137). Though this passage of Herodotus is not clear, yet the sense 
here put upon it is the natural one—and clearer (in my judgement) than that 
which O. Muller would propose instead of it (Dorians, i i . p. 437). 
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and that blockaded city was now left to its fate. About mid­
winter it capitulated, after a blockade of two years, and after 
going through the extreme of suffering from famine to such a 
degree, that some of those who died were even eaten by the 
survivors. In spite of such intolerable distress, the Athenian 
generals, Xenophon son of Euripides and his two colleagues, 
admitted them to favourable terms of capitulation—allowing 
the whole population and the Corinthian allies to retire freely, 
with a specified sum of money per head, as well as with one 
garment for each man and two for each woman—so that they 
found shelter among the Chalkidic townships in the neigh­
bourhood. These terms were singularly favourable, consider­
ing the desperate state of the city, which must very soon have 
surrendered at discretion. But the hardships, even of the 
army without, in the cold of winter, were very severe, and they 
had become thoroughly tired both of the duration and the 
expense of the siege. The cost to Athens had been not less 
than 2000 talents; since the assailant force had never been 
lower than 3000 hoplites, during the entire two years of the 
siege, and for a portion of the time considerably greater— 
each hoplite receiving two drachmas per diem. The Athenians 
at home, when they learnt the terms of the capitulation, were 
displeased with the generals for the indulgence shown,—since 
a little additional patience would have constrained the city to 
surrender at discretion ; in which case the expense would have 
been partly made good by selling the prisoners as slaves—and 
Athenian vengeance probably gratified by putting the warriors 
to death.1 A body of 1000 colonists were sent from Athens 
to occupy Potidrea and its vacant territory.2 

Two full years had now elapsed since the actual commence­
ment of war by the attack of the Thebans on Platsea. Yet the 
Peloponnesians had accomplished no part of what they 
expected. They had not rescued Potidcea, nor had their 
twice-repeated invasion, although assisted by the unexpected 
disasters arising from the epidemic, as yet brought Athens to 
any sufficient humiliation—though perhaps the envoys which 
she had sent during the foregoing summer with propositions 
for peace (contrary to the advice of Perikles) may have 
produced an impression that she could not hold out long. At 
the same time the Peloponnesian allies had on their side 

1 Thucyd. il 70 ; iii. 17. However, the displeasure of the Athenians 
against the commanders cannot have been very serious, since Xenophon 
was appointed to command against the Chalkidians in the ensuing year. 

2 Diodor. xii. 46. 
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suffered little damage, since the ravages inflicted by the 
Athenian fleet on their coast may have been nearly com­
pensated by the booty which their invading troops gained in 
Attica. Probably by this time the public opinion in Greece 
had contracted an unhappy familiarity with the state of war, so 
that nothing but some decisive loss and humiliation on one 
side at least, if not on both, would suffice to terminate it. In 
this third spring, the Peloponnesians did not repeat their 
annual march into Attica—deterred, partly, we may suppose, 
by fear of the epidemic yet raging there—but still more, by 
the strong desire of the Thebans to take their revenge on 
Platan. 

To this ill-fated city, Archidamus marched forthwith at the 
head of the confederate army. No sooner had he entered and 
begun to lay waste the territory, than the Platacan heralds came 
forth to arrest his hand, and accosted him in the following 
terms:—"Archidamus, and ye men of Lacedaemon, ye act wrong 
and in a manner neither worthy of yourselves nor of your fathers, 
in thus invading the territory of Plataea. For the Lacedaemonian 
Pausanias son of Kleombrotus, after he had liberated Greece 
from the Persians, in conjunction with those Greeks who stood 
forward to bear their share of the danger, offered sacrifice to 
Zeus Eleutherius in the market-place of Platcea; and there, in 
presence of all the allies, assigned to the Plataeans their own 
city and territory to hold in full autonomy, so that none should 
invade them wrongfully or with a view to enslave them : should 
such invasion occur, the allies present pledged themselves to 
stand forward with all their force as protectors. While your 
fathers made to us this grant in consideration of our valour 
and forwardness in that perilous emergency, ye are now doing 
the precise contrary: ye are come along with our worst enemies 
the Thebans to enslave us. And we on our side now adjure 
you, calling to witness the gods who sanctioned that oath, as 
well as your paternal and our local gods, not to violate the 
oath by doing wrong to the Plataean territory, but to let us live 
on in that autonomy which Pausanias guaranteed."1 

Whereunto Archidamus replied—"Ye speak fairly, men of 
Plataea, if your conduct shall be in harmony with your words. 
Remain autonomous yourselves, as Pausanias granted, and 
help us to liberate those other Greeks, who, after having shared 
in the same dangers and sworn the same oath along with you, 
have now been enslaved by the Athenians. It is for their 
liberation and that of the other Greeks that this formidable 

1 Thucyd, il 71, 72. 
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and that blockaded city was now left to its fate. About mid­
winter it capitulated, after a blockade of two years, and after 
going through the extreme of suffering from famine to such a 
degree, that some of those who died were even eaten by the 
survivors. In spite of such intolerable distress, the Athenian 
generals, Xenophon son of Euripides and his two colleagues, 
admitted them to favourable terms of capitulation—allowing 
the whole population and the Corinthian allies to retire freely, 
with a specified sum of money per head, as well as with one 
garment for each man and two for each woman—so that they 
found shelter among the Chalkidic townships in the neigh­
bourhood. These terms were singularly favourable, consider­
ing the desperate state of the city, which must very soon have 
surrendered at discretion. But the hardships, even of the 
army without, in the cold of winter, were very severe, and they 
had become thoroughly tired both of the duration and the 
expense of the siege. The cost to Athens had been not less 
than 2000 talents ; since the assailant force had never been 
lower than 3000 hoplitcs, during the entire two years of the 
siege, and for a portion of the time considerably greater— 
each hoplite receiving two drachmas per diem. The Athenians 
at home, when they learnt the terms of the capitulation, were 
displeased with the generals for the indulgence shown,—since 
a little additional patience would have constrained the city to 
surrender at discretion ; in which case the expense would have 
been partly made good by selling the prisoners as slaves—and 
Athenian vengeance probably gratified by putting the warriors 
to death.1 A body of 1000 colonists were sent from Athens 
to occupy Potidiva and its vacant territory.2 

Two full years had now elapsed since the actual commence­
ment of war by the attack of the Thebans on Platsea. Yet the 
Peloponnesians had accomplished no part of what they 
expected. They had not rescued Potidcea, nor had their 
twice-repeated invasion, although assisted by the unexpected 
disasters arising from the epidemic, as yet brought Athens to 
any sufficient humiliation—though perhaps the envoys which 
she had sent during the foregoing summer with propositions 
for peace (contrary to the advice of Perikles) may have 
produced an impression that she could not hold out long. At 
the same time the Peloponnesian allies had on their side 

1 Thucyd. ii. 70 ; iii. 17. However, the displeasure of the Athenians 
against the commanders cannot have been very serious, since Xenophon 
was appointed to command against the Chalkidians in the ensuing year. 

2 Diodor. xii. 46. 
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suffered little damage, since the ravages inflicted by the 
Athenian fleet on their coast may have been nearly com­
pensated by the booty which their invading troops gained in 
Attica. Probably by this time the public opinion in Greece 
had contracted an unhappy familiarity with the state of war, so 
that nothing but some decisive loss and humiliation on one 
side at least, if not on both, would suffice to terminate it. In 
this third spring, the Peloponnesians did not repeat their 
annual march into Attica—deterred, partly, we may suppose, 
by fear of the epidemic yet raging there—but still more, by 
the strong desire of the Thebans to take their revenge on 
Plata^a. 

To this ill-fated city, Archidamus marched forthwith at the 
head of the confederate army. No sooner had he entered and 
begun to lay waste the territory, than the Plataea n heralds came 
forth to arrest his hand, and accosted him in the following 
terms :—"Archidamus, and ye men of Lacedaimon, ye act wrong 
and in a manner neither worthy of yourselves nor of your fathers, 
in thus invading the territory of Plataea. For the Lacedaemonian 
Pausanias son of Kleombrotus, after he had liberated Greece 
from the Persians, in conjunction with those Greeks who stood 
forward to bear their share of the danger, offered sacrifice to 
Zeus Eleutherius in the market-place of Platæa; and there, in 
presence of all the allies, assigned to the Plataeans their own 
city and territory to hold in full autonomy, so that none should 
invade them wrongfully or with a view to enslave them : should 
such invasion occur, the allies present pledged themselves to 
stand forward with all their force as protectors. While your 
fathers made to us this grant in consideration of our valour 
and forwardness in that perilous emergency, ye are now doing 
the precise contrary: ye are come along with our worst enemies 
the Thebans to enslave us. A n d we on our side now adjure 
you, calling to witness the gods who sanctioned that oath, as 
well as your paternal and our local gods, not to violate the 
oath by doing wrong to the Platæan territory, but to let us live 
on in that autonomy which Pausanias guaranteed."1 

Whereunto Archidamus replied—"Ye speak fairly, men of 
Platæa, if your conduct shall be in harmony with your words. 
Remain autonomous yourselves, as Pausanias granted, and 
help us to liberate those other Greeks, who, after having shared 
in the same dangers and sworn the same oath along with you, 
have now been enslaved by the Athenians. It is for their 
liberation and that of the other Greeks that this formidable 

1 Thucyd. i i . 71, 72. 
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outfit of war has been brought forth. Pursuant to your oaths, 
ye ought by rights, and we now invite you, to take active part 
in this object. But if ye cannot act thus, at least remain quiet, 
conformably to the summons which we have already sent to 
you. Enjoy your own territory, and remain neutral—receiving 
both parties as friends, but neither party for warlike purposes. 
Wi th this we shall be satisfied." 

The reply of Archidamus discloses by allusion a circumstance 
which the historian had not before directly mentioned; that the 
Lacedaemonians had sent a formal summons to the Plataeans to 
renounce their alliance with Athens and remain neutral. At 
what time this took place,1 we know not, but it marks the 
peculiar sentiment attaching to the town. But the Plataeans 
did not comply with the invitation thus repeated. The heralds, 
having returned for instructions into the city, brought back for 
answer, that compliance was impossible, without the consent 
of the Athenians, since their wives and families were now 
harboured at Athens: besides, if they should profess neutrality, 
and admit both parties as friends, the Thebans might again 
make an attempt to surprise their city. In reply to their 
scruples, Archidamus again addressed them—"Wel l then— 
hand over your city and houses to us Lacedaemonians: mark 
out the boundaries of your territory: specify the number of 
your fruit-trees, and all your other property which admits of 
being numbered; and then retire whithersoever ye choose, as 
long as the war continues. As soon as it is over, we will restore 
to you all that we have received—in the interim we will hold 
it in trust, and keep it in cultivation, and pay you such an 
allowance as shall suffice for your wants." 2 

The proposition now made was so fair and tempting, that the 
general body of the Plataeans were at first inclined to accept it , 
provided the Athenians would acquiesce. They obtained from 
Archidamus a truce long enough to enable them to send envoys 
to Athens. After communication with the Athenian assembly, 
the envoys returned to Plataea bearing the following answer— 
" Men of Plataea, the Athenians say they have never yet per­
mitted you to be wronged since the alliance first began,—nor 
wil l they now betray you, but wil l help you to the best of their 
power. And they adjure you, by the oaths which your fathers 
swore to them, not to depart in any way from the alliance." 

1 This previous summons is again alluded to afterwards, on occasion of 
the slaughter of the Platæan prisoners ( i i i . 68);  

2 Thucyd. i i . 73, 74. 
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This message awakened in the bosoms of the Platæans the 

full force of ancient and tenacious sentiment. They resolved 
to maintain, at all cost, and even to the extreme of ruin, if 
necessity should require i t , their union with Athens. It was 
indeed impossible that they could do otherwise (considering 
the position of their wives and families) without the consent of 
the Athenians. Though we cannot wonder that the latter 
refused consent, we may yet remark, that, in their situation, 
a perfectly generous ally might well have granted it . For the 
forces of Platæa counted for litt le as a portion of the aggregate 
strength of Athens; nor could the Athenians possibly protect 
it against the superior land-force of their enemies. In fact, so 
hopeless was the attempt, that they never even tried, throughout 
the whole course of the long subsequent blockade. 

The final refusal of the Platæans was proclaimed to Archi-
damus by word of mouth from the walls, since it was not 
thought safe to send out any messenger. As soon as the 
Spartan prince heard the answer, he prepared for hostile opera­
tions,—apparently with very sincere reluctance, attested in the 
following invocation emphatically pronounced :— 

" Ye Gods and Heroes, who hold the Platæan territory, be 
ye my witnesses, that we have not in the first instance wrong­
fully—not until these Platæans have first renounced the oaths 
binding on all of us—invaded this territory, in which our 
fathers defeated the Persians after prayers to you, and which 
ye granted as propitious for Greeks to fight i n : nor shall we 
commit wrong in what we may do further, for we have taken 
pains to tender reasonable terms, but without success. Be ye 
now consenting parties: may those who are beginning the 
wrong receive punishment for it—may those who are aiming to 
inflict penalty righteously, obtain their object." 

It was thus that Archidamus, in language delivered probably 
under the walls, and within hearing of the citizens who manned 
them, endeavoured to conciliate the gods and heroes of that 
town which he was about to ruin and depopulate. The whole 
of this preliminary debate,1 so strikingly and dramatically set 
forth by .Thucydidts, illustrates the respectful reluctance with 
which the Lacedaemonians first brought themselves to assail 
this scene of the glories of their fathers. What deserves remark 
is, that their direct sentiment attaches itself, not at all to the 
Plataean people, but only to the Plataean territory. It is purely 
local, though it becomes partially transferred to the people, as 
tenants of this spot, by secondary association. We see, indeed, 

1 Thucyd. i i . 71-75. 
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that nothing but the long-standing antipathy of the Thebans 
induced Archidamus to undertake the enterprise; for the con­
quest of Platæa was of no avail towards the main objects of 
the war, though the exposed situation of the town caused it to 
be crushed between the two great contending forces in Greece. 

Archidamus now commenced the siege forthwith, in full 
hopes that his numerous army, the entire strength of the Pelo-
ponnesian confederacy, would soon capture a place, of no great 
size, and probably not very well fortified—yet defended by a 
resolute garrison of 400 native citizens, with eighty Athenians.1 

There was no one else in the town, except no female slaves 
for cooking. The fruit-trees, cut down in laying waste the 
cultivated land, sufficed to form a strong palisade all round the 
town, so as completely to enclose the inhabitants. Next, Archi­
damus, having abundance of timber near at hand in the forests 
of Kithaeron, began to erect a mound against a portion of the 
town wall, so as to be able to scale it by an inclined plane, and 
thus take the place by assault. Wood, stones, and earth, were 
piled up in a vast heap—cross palings of wood being carried 
on each side of i t , in parallel lines at right angles to the town 
wall, for the purpose of keeping the loose mass of materials 
between them together. For seventy days and as many nights 
d id the army labour at this work, without any intermission, 
taking turns for food and repose ; and through such unremitting 
assiduity, the mound approached near to the height of the 
town wall. But as it gradually mounted up, the Plataeans were 
not idle on their side: they constructed an additional wall of 
wood, which they planted on the top of their own town wall so 
as to heighten the part in contact with the enemy's mound ; 
sustaining it by brickwork behind, for which the neighbouring 
houses furnished materials. Hides, raw as well as dressed, 
were suspended in front of it, in order to protect the workmen 
against missiles, and the wood-work against fire-carrying arrows.-
A n d as the besiegers still continued heaping up materials, to 
raise their mound to the height even of this recent addition, 
the Platæans met them by breaking a hole in the lower part 
of their town wall, and pulling in the earth from the lower 
portion of the mound; which then fell in at the top, and left 
a vacant space near the wall. This the besiegers filled up by 
letting down quantities of stiff clay rolled up in wattled reeds, 
which could not be pulled away in the same manner. Again, 
the Platæans dug a subterranean passage from the interior of 
their town to the ground immediately under the mound, and 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 68. 2 Thucyd. i i . 75. 
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thus carried away unseen its earthy foundation; so that the 
besiegers saw their mound continually sinking down, in spite 
of fresh additions at the top—yet without knowing the reason. 
Nevertheless it was plain that these stratagems would be in the 
end ineffectual, and the Platæans accordingly built a new portion 
of town wall in the interior, in the shape of a crescent, taking 
its start from the old town wall on each side of the mound. 
The besiegers were thus deprived of all benefit from the mound, 
assuming it to be successfully completed; since when they had 
marched over it, there stood in front of them a new town wall 
requiring to be carried in like manner. 

Nor was this the only method of attack employed. Archi-
damus further brought up battering engines, one of which 
greatly shook and endangered the additional height of wall 
built by the Platreans against the mound; while others were 
brought to bear on different portions of the circuit of the town 
wall. Against these new assailants, various means of defence 
were used. The defenders on the walls let down ropes, got 
hold of the head of the approaching engine, and pulled it by 
main force out of the right line, either upwards or sideways; 
or they prepared heavy wooden beams on the wall, each attached 
at both ends by long iron chains to two poles projecting at 
right angles from the wall, by means of which poles it was 
raised and held aloft: so that at the proper moment when the 
battering machine approached the wall, the chain was suddenly 
let go, and the beam fell down with great violence directly upon 
the engine, breaking off its projecting beak.1 However rude 
these defensive processes may seem, they were found effective 
against the besiegers, who saw themselves, at the close of three 
months' unavailing efforts, obliged to renounce the idea of 
taking the town in any other way than by the process of blockade 
and famine—a process alike tedious and costly.2 

Before they would incur so much inconvenience, however, 
they had recourse to one further stratagem—that of trying to 
set the town on fire. From the height of their mound, they 
threw down large quantities of fagots, partly into the space 
between the mound and the newly-built crescent wall—partly, 
as far as they could reach, into other parts of the c i ty : pitch 
and other combustibles were next added, and the whole mass 
set on fire. The conflagration was tremendous, such as had 

1 The various expedients, such as those here described, employed both 
for offence and defence in the ancient sieges, are noticed and discussed in 
.Æneas Poliorketic. c. 33 seq, 

2 Thucyd. i i . 76. 
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never been before seen: a large portion of the town became 
unapproachable, and the whole of it narrowly escaped destruc­
tion. Nothing could have preserved it, had the wind been 
rather more favourable. There was indeed a further story of 
an opportune thunder-storm coming to extinguish the flames, 
which Thucydides does not seem to credit.1 In spite of much 
partial damage, the town remained still defensible, and the 
spirit of the inhabitants unsubdued. 

There now remained no other resource except to build a 
wall of circumvallation round Platsea, and trust to the slow 
process of famine. The task was distributed in suitable frac­
tions among the various confederate cities, and completed 
about the middle of September, a little before the autumnal 
equinox.2 Two distinct walls were constructed, with sixteen 
feet of intermediate space all covered in, so as to look like one 
very thick wall. There were moreover two ditches, out of 
which the bricks for the wall had been taken—one on the 
inside towards Plataea, and the other on the outside against any 
foreign relieving force. The interior covered space between 
the walls was intended to serve as permanent quarters for the 
troops left on guard, consisting half of Boeotians and half of 
Peloponnesians.3 

At the same time that Archidamus began the siege of Plataea, 
the Athenians on their side despatched a force of 2000 hoplites 
and 200 horsemen to the Chalkidic peninsula, under Xenophon 
son of Euripides (with two colleagues), the same who had 
granted so recently the capitulation of Potidæa. It was neces­
sary doubtless to convoy and establish the new colonists who 
were about to occupy the deserted site of Potidæa. Moreover, 

1 Thitcytl. i i . 77. 
2 Thucyd. i i . 7S. 

& c , at the period of the year when the star Arcturus rises immediately 
before sunrise—that is, some time between the I2lhand 17th of September: 
see Goiter's note on the passage. Thucydides does not often give any fixed 
marks to discriminate the various periods of the year, as we find here done. 
The Greek months were all lunar months, or nominally so : the names of 
months, as well as the practice of intercalation to rectify the calendar, 
varied from city to c i ty ; so that if Thucydides had specified the day of the 
Attic month Boedromion (instead of specifying the rising of Arcturus) on 
which this work was finished, many of his readers would not have distinctly 
understood him. Hippocrates also, in indications of time for medical 
purposes, employs the appearance of Arcturus and other stars. 

3 Thucyd. i i . 7S ; iii. 21. From this description of the double wall and 
covered quarters provided for what was foreknown as a long blockade, we 
may understand the sufferings of the Athenian troops (who probably had no 
double wall) in the two years' blockade of Potidarci—and their readiness to 
grant an easy capitulation to the besieged : see a few pages above. 
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the general had acquired some knowledge of the position and 
parties of the Chalkidic towns, and hoped to be able to act 
against them with effect. He first invaded the territory belong­
ing to the Bottiæan town of Spartolus, not without hopes that 
the city itself would be betrayed to him by intelligences within. 
But this was prevented by the arrival of an additional force 
from Olynthus, partly hoplites, partly peltasts. Such peltasts, 
a species of troops between heavy-armed and light-armed, 
furnished with a pelta (or light shield) and short spear or 
javelin, appear to have taken their rise among these Chalkidic 
Greeks, being equipped in a manner half Greek and half 
Thracian: we shall find them hereafter much improved and 
turned to account by some of the ablest Grecian generals. 
The Chalkidic hoplites are generally of inferior merit : on the 
other hand, their cavalry and their peltasts are very good. In 
the action which now took place under the walls of Spartolus, 
the Athenian hoplites defeated those of the enemy, but their 
cavalry and their light troops were completely worsted by the 
Chalkidic. These latter, still further strengthened by the arrival 
of fresh peltasts from Olynthus, ventured even to attack the 
Athenian hoplites, who thought it prudent to fall back upon 
the two companies left in reserve to guard the baggage. During 
this retreat they were harassed by the Chalkidic horse and 
light-armed, who retired when the Athenians turned upon them, 
but attacked them on all sides when on their march, and 
employed missiles so effectively that the retreating hoplites 
could no longer maintain a steady order, but took to flight and 
sought refuge at Potidaea. Four hundred and thirty hoplites, 
near one-fourth of the whole force, together with all three 
generals, perished in this defeat, while the expedition returned 
in dishonour to Athens.1 

In the western parts of Greece, the arms of Athens and her 
allies were more successful. The Ambrakiots, exasperated by 
their repulse from the Amphilochian Argos, during the preced­
ing year, had been induced to conceive new and larger plans 
of aggression against both the Akarnanians and Athenians. In 
concert with their mother-city Corinth, where they obtained 
warm support, they prevailed upon the Lacedaemonians to take 
part in a simultaneous attack of Akarnania, by land as well as 
by sea, which would prevent the Akarnanians from concen­
trating their forces in any one point, and would put each of their 
townships upon an isolated self-defence; so that all of them 
might be overpowered in succession, and detached, together 

1 Thucyd. i i . 79. 
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with Kephallenia and Zakynthus (Zante), from the Athenian 
alliance. The fleet of Phormio at Naupaktus, consisting .only 
of twenty triremes, was accounted incompetent to cope with a 
Peloponnesian fleet such as might be fitted out at Corinth. 
There was even some hope that the important station at Nau­
paktus might itself be taken, so as to expel the Athenians 
completely from those parts. 

The scheme of operations now projected was far more com­
prehensive than anything which the war had yet afforded. The 
land-force of the Ambrakiots, together with their neighbours 
and fellow-colonists the Leukadians and Anaktorians, assembled 
near their own c i t y ; while their maritime force was collected 
at Leukas, on the Akarnanian coast. The force at Ambrakia 
was joined, not only by Knemus, the Lacedaemonian admiral, 
with iooo Peloponnesian hoplites, who found means to cross 
over from Peloponnesus, eluding the vigilance of Phormio—but 
also by a numerous body of Epirotic and Macedonian auxiliaries, 
collected even from the distant and northernmost tribes. A 
thousand Chaonians were present, under the command of 
Photyus and Nikanor, two annual chiefs chosen from the regal 
gens. Neither this tribe, nor the Thesprotians who came along 
with them, acknowledged any hereditary king. The Molossians 
and Atinlancs, who also joined the force, were under Sabylin-
thus, regent on behalf of the young prince Tharypas. There 
came, besides, the Parauaei, from the banks of the river Aous, 
under their king Oreedus, together with 1ooo Orestae, a tribe 
rather Macedonian than Epirot, sent by their king Antiochus. 
Even king Perdikkas, though then nominally in alliance with 
Athens, sent 1ooo of his Macedonian subjects, who however 
arrived too late to be of any use.1 This large and diverse body 
of Epirotic invaders, a new phenomenon in Grecian history, 
and got together doubtless by the hopes of plunder, proves the 
extensive relations of the tribes of the interior with the city of 
Ambrakia—a city destined to become in later days the capital 
of the Epirotic king Pyrrhus. 

It had been concerted that the Peloponnesian fleet from 
Corinth should jo in that already assembled at Leukas, and act 
upon the coast of Akarnania at the same time that the land-force 
marched into that territory. But Knemus, finding the land-
force united and ready near Ambrakia, deemed it unnecessary 
to await the fleet from Corinth, and marched straight into 
Akarnania, through Limnoea, a frontier village territory belong­
ing to the Amphilochian Argos. He directed his march upon 

1 Thucyd. i i . 80. 
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Stratus—an interior town, the chief place in Akarnania—the 
capture of which would be likely to carry with it the surrender 
of the rest; especially as the Akarnanians, distracted by the 
presence of the ships at Leukas, and alarmed by the large body 
of invaders on their frontier, d id not dare to leave their own 
separate homes, so that Stratus was left altogether to its own 
citizens. Nor was Phormio, though they sent an urgent mes­
sage to him, in any condition to help them ; since he could not 
leave Naupaktus unguarded, when the large fleet from Corinth 
was known to be approaching. Under such circumstances, 
Knemus and his army indulged confident hopes of overpower­
ing Stratus without difficulty. They marched in three divisions : 
the Epirots in the centre—the Leukadians and Anaktorians on 
the right—the Peloponnesians and Ambrakiots, together with 
Knemus himself, on the left. So little expectation was enter­
tained of resistance, that these three divisions took no pains to 
keep near, or even in sight of each other. Beth the Greek 
divisions, indeed, maintained a good order of march, and kept 
proper scouts on the look-out; but the Epirots advanced with­
out any care or order; especially the Chaonians, who formed 
the van. These men, accounted the most warlike of all the 
Epirotic tribes, were so full of conceit and rashness, that when 
they approached near to Stratus, they would not halt to 
encamp and assail the place conjointly with the Greeks; but 
marched along with the other Epirots right forward to the town, 
intending to attack it single-handed, and confident that they 
should carry it at the first assault before the Greeks came up, 
so that the entire glory would be theirs. The Stratians watched 
and profited by this imprudence. Planting ambuscades in 
convenient places, and suffering the Epirots to approach without 
suspicion near to the gates, they then suddenly sallied out and 
attacked them, while the troops in ambuscade rose up and 
assailed them at the same time. The Chaonians who formed 
the van, thus completely surprised, were routed with great 
slaughter; while the other Epirots fled, after but little resistance. 
So much had they hurried forward in advance of their Greek 
allies, that neither the right nor the left division were aware of 
the battle, unt i l the flying barbarians, hotly pursued by the 
Akarnanians, made it known to them. The two divisions then 
joined, protected the fugitives, and restrained further pursuit— 
the Stratians declining to come to hand-combat with them unti l 
the other Akarnanians should arrive. They seriously annoyed 
the forces of Knemus, however, by distant slinging, in which 
the Akarnanians were pre-eminently skilful. Knemus did not 
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choose to persist in his attack under such discouraging circum­
stances. As soon as night arrived, so that there was no longer 
any fear of slingers, he retreated to the river Anapus, a distance 
of between nine and ten miles. Well aware that the news of the 
victory would attract other Akarnanian forces immediately to 
the aid of Stratus, he took advantage of the arrival of his own 
Akarnanian allies from (Eniadae (the only town in the country 
which was attached to the Lacedaemonian interest) and sought 
shelter near their city. From thence his troops dispersed, and 
returned to their respective homes.1 

Meanwhile the Peloponnesian fleet from Corinth, which had 
been destined to co-operate with Knemus off the coast of Akar-
nania, had found difficulties in its passage alike unexpected and 
insuperable. Mustering forty-seven triremes of Corinth, Sikyon, 
and other places, with a body of soldiers on board and with 
accompanying store-vessels—it departed from the harbour of 
Corinth and made its way along the northern coast of Achaia. 
Its commanders, not intending to meddle with Phormio and his 
twenty ships at Naupaktus, never imagined that he would ven­
ture to attack a number so greatly superior. The triremes were 
accordingly fitted out more as transports for numerous soldiers 
than with any view to naval combat—and with little attention 
to the choice of skilful rowers.-

Except in the combat near Korkyra, and there only partially 
—the Peloponnesians had never yet made actual trial of 
Athenian maritime efficiency, at the point of excellence which 
it had now reached. Themselves retaining the old unimproved 
mode of fighting and of working ships at sea, they had no 
practical idea of the degree to which it had been superseded 
by Athenian training. Among the Athenians, on the contrary, 
not only the seamen generally had a confirmed feeling of 
their own superiority—but Phormio especially, the ablest 
of all their captains, always familiarised his men with the 
conviction, that no Peloponnesian fleet, be its number ever 
so great, could possibly contend against them with success.3 

1 Thucyd. i i . 82; Diodor. xi i . 4$. 
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Accordingly the Corinthian admirals, Machaon and his two 
colleagues, were surprised to observe that Phormio with his 
small Athenian squadron, instead of keeping safe in Naupaktus, 
was moving in parallel line with them and watching their pro­
gress unti l they should get out of the Corinthian Gulf into the 
more open sea. Having advanced along the northern coast of 
Peloponnesus as far as Patrie in Achaia, they then altered their 
course, and bore to the north-west in order to cross over towards 
the Ætolian coast, in their way to Akarnania. In doing this, 
however, they perceived that Phormio was bearing down upon 
them from Chalkis and the mouth of the river Kuenus; and 
they now discovered for the first time that he was going to 
attack them. Disconcerted by the incident, and not inclined 
for a naval combat in the wide and open sea, they altered their 
plan of passage, returned to the coast of Peloponnesus, and 
brought to for the night at some point near to Rhium, the 
narrowest breadth of the strait. Their bringing to was a mere 
feint intended to deceive Phormio and induce him to go back 
for the night to his own coast: for during the course of the 
night, they left their station, and tried to get across the breadth 
of the Gulf, where it was near the strait and comparatively 
narrow, before Phormio could come down upon them. And if 
the Athenian captain had really gone back to take night-station 
on his own coast, they would probably have got across to the 
Ætolian or northern coast without any molestation in the wide 
sea. But he watched their movements closely, kept the sea all 
night, and was thus enabled to attack them in mid-channel, 
even during the shorter passage near the strait, at the first dawn 
of morning.1 On seeing his approach, the Corinthian admirals 

entertained by the Athenians of their own naval superiority, but also as it 
discloses the frank and intimate communication between the Athenian 
captain and his seamen—so strongly pervading and determining the feelings 
of the latter. Compare what is told respecting the Syracusan Ilennokrates, 
Xenoph. Hellen. i , I , 30. 



224 History of Greece 
ranged their triremes in a circle with the prows outwards—like 
the spokes of a wheel. The circle was made as large as it could 

however, shows us, that the difficulty of understanding the sentence dates 
from ancient times. 

Dr. Arnold (whose explanation is adopted by Poppo and Goller) says, 
"The two fleets were moving parallel to one another along the opposite 
shores of the Corinthian Gulf. But even when they had sailed out of the 
strait at Rhium, the opposite shores were still so near, that the Pelo-
ponnesians hoped to cross over without opposition, if they could so far 
deceive the Athenians as to the spot where they brought to for the night, 
as to induce them either to stop too soon, or to advance too far, that they 
might not be exactly opposite to them to intercept the passage. If they 
could lead the Athenians to think that they meant to advance in the night 
beyond Patræ, the Athenian fleet was likely to continue its own course 
along the northern shore to be ready to intercept them when they should 
endeavour to run across to Acarnania. But the Athenians, aware that they 
had stopped at Patrse, stopped themselves at Chalkis, instead of proceeding 
farther to the westward; and thus were so nearly opposite to them, that the 
Peloponnesians had not time to get more than half way across, before they 
found themselves encountered by their watchful enemy.,' 

This explanation seems to me not satisfactory, nor does it take account 
of all the facts of the case. The first belief of the Peloponnesians was, that 
Phormio would not dare to attack them at al l : accordingly, having arrived 
at Patrae, they stretched from thence across the Gulf to the mouth of the 
Euenus—the natural way of proceeding according to ancient navigation— 
going in the direction of Akarnania While they were 
thus stretching across, they perceived Phormio bearing down upon them 
from the Euenus : this was a surprise to them ; and as they wished to avoid 
a battle in the mid-channel, they desisted from proceeding farther that day, 
in hopes to be able to deceive Phormio in respect of their night-station. 
They made a feint of taking night-station on the shore between Patrse and 
Khium, near the narrow part of the strait; but, in reality, they " slipped 
anchor and put to sea during the night" (as Mr. Bloomfield says), in hopes 
of getting across the shorter passage under favour of darkness, before 
Phormio could come upon them. That they must have done this is proved 
by the fact, that the subsequent battle was fought on the morrow in the 
mid-channel very little after daybreak (we learn this from what Thucydides 
says about the gulf-breeze, for which Phormio waited before he would 
commence his attack—  

If Phormio had returned to Chalkis, they would probably have 
succeeded ; but he must have kept the sea all night, which would be the 
natural proceeding of a vigilant captain determined not to let the Pelo­
ponnesians get across without fighting: so that he was upon them in the 
mid-channel immediately after day broke. 

Putting all the statements of Thucydides together, we may be convinced 
that this is the way in which the facts occurred. But of the precise sense 
of I confess I do not feel certain : Haack says it means 
"clam appellere ad littus," but here, I think, that sense will not do: for 
the Peloponnesians did not wish, and could indeed hardly hope, to conceal 
from Phormio the spot where they brought to for the night, and to make 
him suppose that they brought to at some point of the shore west of Patrse, 
when in reality they passed the night in Patrse—-which is what Dr. Arnold 
supposes. The shore west of Patrse makes a bend to the south-west (formiir 
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be without leaving opportunity to the Athenian assailing ships 
to practise the manoeuvre of the diekplus,1 and the interior 
space was sufficient not merely for the store-vessels, but also for 
five chosen triremes, who were kept as a reserve to dart out when 
required through the intervals between the outer triremes. 

In this position they were found and attacked shortly after 
daybreak by Phormio, who bore down upon them with his 
ships in single file, all admirable sailers, and his own ship 
leading; all being strictly forbidden to attack until he should 

the Gulf of Patras), so that the distance from the northern (or Ætolian 
and Akarnanian) side of the Gulf becomes for a considerable time longer 
and longer, and the Peloponnesians would thus impose upon themselves a 
longer crossing, increasing the difficulty of getting over without a battle. 
But ,. may reasonably be supposed to mean (especially in con­
junction with i " ) " tak ing up a simulated or imperfect night-
station," in which they did not really intend to stay all night, and which 
could be quitted at short notice and with ease. The preposition in 
composition would thus have the sense not of secrecy {clam) but of sham-
performance, or of mere going through the forms of an act for the purpose 
of making a false impression (like f f m Xenoph. Hell . iv. 72). 
Mr . Bloomfleld proposes conjecturally meaning " tha t the 
Peloponnesians slipped their anchors in the night." I place no faith in 
the conjecture, but I believe him to be quite right in supposing, that 
the Peloponnesians did actually slip their anchors in the night. 

Another point remains to be adverted to. The battle took place  
Now we need not understand this expression to allude 

to the narrowest part of the sea, or the strait, strictly and precisely ; that 
is the line of seven stadia between Rhium and Antirrhium. But I think 
we must understand it to mean a portion of sea not far westward of the 
strait, where the breadth, though greater than that of the strait itself, is yet 
not so great as it becomes in the line drawn northward from Patraj. We 
cannot understand (as Mr. Bloomneld and Poppo do—see the note 
of the latter on the Scholia) to mean trajectus simply—that is to say, the 
passage across even the widest portion of the Gulf of Patras: nor does 
the passage cited out of c. 86 require us so to understand i t . Uop6fi6s in 
Thucydides means a strait, or narrow crossing of sea, and Poppo himself 
admits that Thucydides always uses it so: nor would it be reasonable to 
believe that he would call the line of sea across the Gulf, from Patrae to the 
mouth of the Euenus, a See the note of Goller on this point. 

1 Thucyd. i i . 86. m . The great object of the fast-
sailing Athenian trireme was, to drive its beak against some weak part 
of the adversary's ship; the stern, the side, or the oars—not against the 
beak, which was strongly constructed as well for defence as for offence. 
The Athenian therefore, rowing through the intervals of the adversary's 
line, and thus getting in their rear, turned rapidly, and got the opportunity, 
before the ship of the adversary could change its position, of striking it 
either in the stern or some weak part. Such a manoeuvre was called the 
diekplus. The success of it of course depended upon the extreme rapidity 
and precision of the movements of the Athenian vessel, so superior in this 
respect to its adversary, not only in the better construction of the ship, but 
the excellence of rowers and steersmen. 

VOL. V I . I 
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give the signal He rowed swiftly round the Peloponnesian 
circle, nearing the prows of their ships as closely as he could, 
and making constant semblance of being about to come to 
blows. Partly from the intimidating effect of this manoeuvre, 
altogether novel to the Peloponnesians—partly from the natural 
difficulty, well known to Phormio, of keeping every ship in its 
exact stationary position—the order of the circle, both within 
and without, presently became disturbed. It was not long 
before a new ally came to his aid, on which he calculated, 
postponing his actual attack unti l this favourable incident 
occurred. The strong land-breeze out of the Gulf of Corinth, 
always wont to begin shortly after daybreak, came down upon 
the Peloponnesian fleet with its usual vehemence, at a moment 
when the steadiness of their order was already somewhat giving 
way; and forced their ships more than ever out of proper rela­
t ion one to the other. The triremes began to run foul of each 
other, or became entangled with the store-vessels: so that in 
every ship the men on board were obliged to keep pushing off 
their neighbours on each side with poles—not without loud 
clamour and mutual reproaches, which prevented both the 
orders of the captain, and the cheering sound or song whereby 
the keleustes animated the rowers and kept them to time, from 
being audible. Moreover, the fresh breeze had occasioned 
such a swell, that these rowers, unskilful under all circum­
stances, could not get their oars clear of the water, and the 
pilots thus lost command over their vessels.1 The critical 

1 See Dr. Arnold's note upon this passage of Thucydides, respecting the 
Keleustes and his functions: to the passages which he indicates as reference, 
I w i l l add two more of Plautus, Mercat, iv. 2, 5, and Asinaria, i i i . 1, 15. 

When we conceive the structure of an ancient trireme, we shall at once 
see, first, how essential the keleustes was, to keep the rowers in harmonious 
action—next, how immense the difference must have been between prac­
tised and unpractised rowers. The trireme had, in all, 170 rowers, dis­
tributed into three tiers. The upper tier, called Thranitae, were sixty-two 
in number, or thirty-one on each side: the middle tier, or Zygitae, as well 
as the lowest tier, or Thalamitæ, were each fifty-four in number, or twenty-
seven on each side. Besides these, there were belonging to each trireme 
a certain number, seemingly about thirty, of supplementary oars (xwirai 
ircpiv4(i>)y to be used by the epibatae, or soldiers serving on board, in case of 
rowers being killed, or oars broken. Each tier of rowers was distributed 
along the whole length of the vessel, from head to stern, or at least along 
the greater part of i t ; but the seats of the higher tiers were not placed in 
the exact perpendicular line above the lower. Of course the oars of the 
thranitoe, or uppermost tier, were the longest: those of the thalamitae, or 
lowest tier, the shortest: those of the zygitce, of a length between the two. 
Each oar was rowed only by one man. The thranitae, as having the longest 
oars, were most hardly worked and most highly paid. What the length of 
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moment was now come, and Phormio gave the signal for attack. 
He first drove against and disabled one of the admiral's ships 
—his comrades next assailed others with equal success—so that 
the Peloponnesians, confounded and terrified, attempted hardly 
any resistance, but broke their order and sought safety in flight. 
They fled partly to Patne, partly to Dyme, in Achaia, pursued 
by the Athenians; who with scarcely the loss of a man, captured 
twelve triremes—carried away almost the entire crews,—and 
sailed off with them to Molykreium or Antirrhium, the northern 
cape at the narrow mouth of the Corinthian Gulf, opposite to 
the corresponding cape called Rhium in Achaia. Having 
erected at Antirrhium a trophy for the victory, dedicating one 
of the captive triremes to Poseidon, they returned to Naupak-
tus ; while the Peloponnesian ships sailed along the shore from 
Patrse to Kyllene, the principal port in the territory of Elis. 

'They were here soon afterwards joined by Knemus, who passed 
over with his squadron from Leukas.1 

These two incidents, just recounted, with their details—the 
the oars was, belonging to either tier, we do not know ; but some of the 
supplementary oars appear to have been about fifteen feet in length. 

What is here stated, appears to be pretty well ascertained, chiefly from 
the inscriptions discovered at Athens a few years ago, so full of information 
respecting the Athenian marine,—"and from the instructive commentary 
appended to these inscriptions by M. Boeckh, Seewesen der Athener, ch. 
ix. pp. 94, 104, 115. But there is a great deal still respecting the equipment 
of an ancient trireme unascertained and disputed. 

Now there was nothing but the voice of the keleustes to keep these 170 
rowers all to good time with their strokes. Wi th oars of different length, 
and so many rowers, this must have been no easy matter; and apparently 
quite impossible, unless the rowers were trained to act together. The 
difference between those who were so trained and those who were not, must 
have been immense. (Compare Xenophon, (Economic vi i i . 8.) We may 
imagine the difference between the ships of Phormio and those of his 
enemies, and the difficulty of the latter in contending with the swell of the 
sea—when we read this description of the ancient trireme. 

About 200 men, that is to say, 170 rowers and thirty supernumeraries, 
mostly epibatse or hoplites serving on board, besides the pilot, the man at 
the snip's bow, the keleustes, & c , probably some half-dozen officers-
formed the crew of a trireme : compare Herodot. v i i i . 17 ; vi i . 184—where 
he calculates the thirty epibatse over and above the 200. Dr. Arnold thinks 
that at the beginning of the Peloponnesian war, the epibatse on board an 
Athenian trireme were no more than ten; but this seems not quite made 
out: see his note on Thucyd. i i i . 95. 

The Venetian galleys in the thirteenth century were manned by about the 
same number of men. "Les galeres Venitiens du convoi de Flandre 
devaient etre monies par deux cent hommes libres, dont 180 rameurs, et 
12 archers. Les arcs ou balistes furent presents en 1333 pour toutes les 
galeres de commerce armees" (Depping, Histoire du Commerce entre le 
Levant et l'Europe, vol. i. p. 163). 

1 Thucyd. i i . 84. 
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repulse of Knemus and his army from Stratus, and the defeat 
of the Peloponnesian fleet by Phormio—afford ground for 
some interesting remarks. The first of the two displays the 
great inferiority of the Epirots to the Greeks—and even to the 
less advanced portion of the Greeks—in the qualities of order, 
discipline, steadiness, and power of co-operation for a joint 
purpose. Confidence of success with them is exaggerated into 
childish rashness, so that they despise even the commonest 
precautions either in march or attack ; while the Greek divisions 
on their right and on their left are never so elate as to omit 
either. If, on land, we thus discover the inherent superiority 
of Greeks over Epirots involuntarily breaking out—so in the 
sea-fight we are no less impressed with the astonishing superi­
ority of the Athenians over their opponents; a superiority, 
indeed, noway inherent, such as that of Greeks over Epirots, 
but depending in this case on previous toil , training, and in-' 
ventive talent, on the one side, compared with neglect and 
old-fashioned routine on the other. Nowhere does the extraord­
inary value of that seamanship, which the Athenians had been 
gaining by years of improved practice, stand so clearly marked 
as in these first battles of Phormio. It gradually becomes less 
conspicuous as we advance in the war, since the Peloponnesians 
improve, learning seamanship as the Russians under Peter the 
Great learnt the art of war from the Swedes under Charles X I I . 
—while the Athenian triremes and their crews seem to become 
less choice and effective, even before the terrible disaster at 
Syracuse ; and are irreparably deteriorated after that misfortune. 

To none did the circumstances of this memorable sea-fight 
seem so incomprehensible as to the Lacedaemonians. They 
had heard indeed of the seamanship of Athens, but had never 
felt i t , and could not understand what it meant; so that they 
imputed the defeat to nothing but disgraceful cowardice, and 
sent indignant orders to Knemus at Kyllene, to take the com­
mand, equip a larger and better fleet, and repair the dishonour. 
Three Spartan commissioners—Erasidas, Timokrat&s, and Ly-
kophron—were sent down to assist h im with their advice and 
exertions in calling together naval contingents from the different 
allied cities. By this means, under the general resentment 
occasioned by the recent defeat, a large fleet of seventy-seven 
triremes was speedily mustered at Panormus,—a harbour of 
Achaia near to the promontory of Rhium and immediately 
within the interior gulf. A land-force was also collected at the 
same place ashore, to aid the operations of the fleet. 

Such preparations did not escape the vigilance of Phormio, 
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who transmitted to Athens news of his victory, at the same 
time urgently soliciting reinforcements to contend with the 
increasing strength of the enemy. The Athenians immediately 
sent twenty fresh ships to join him. Yet they were induced by 
the instances of a Kretan named Nikias, their proxenus at 
Gortyna, to allow him to take the ships first to Krete, on the 
faith of his promise to reduce the hostile town of Kydonia. 
He had made this promise as a private favour to the inhabit­
ants of Polichna, border enemies of Kydon ia ; but when the 
fleet arrived he was unable to fulfil i t : nothing was effected 
except ravage of the Kydonian lands, and the fleet was long 
prevented by adverse winds and weather from getting away.1 

This ill-advised diversion of the fleet from its straight course 
to jo in Phormio is a proof how much the counsels of Athens 
were beginning to suffer from the loss of Perikles, who was just 
now in his last illness and died shortly afterwards. That 
liability to be seduced by novel enterprises and projects of 
acquisition, against which he so emphatically warned his 
countrymen,2 was even now beginning to manifest its disastrous 
consequences. 

Through the loss of this precious interval, Phormio found 
himself, with no more than his original twenty triremes, opposed 
to the vastly-increased forces of the enemy—seventy-seven t r i ­
remes with a large force on land to back them: the latter no 
mean help in ancient warfare. He took up his station near 
the Cape Antirrhium, or the Molykric Rhium as it was called 
—the northern headland, opposite to the other headland also 
called Rhium, on the coast of Achaia. The line between 
these two capes, seemingly about an English mile in breadth, 
forms the entrance of the Corinthian Gulf. The Messenian 
force from Naupaktus attended him, and served on land. But 
he kept on the outside of the Gulf, anxious to fight in a large 
and open breadth of sea, which was essential to Athenian 
manoeuvring; while his adversaries on their side remained on 
the inside of the Achaic cape, from the corresponding reason 
—feeling that to them the narrow sea was advantageous, as 
making the naval battle like to a land battle, effacing all 
superiority of nautical skil l .3 If we revert back to the occasion 

1 Thucyd. i i . 85. 

2Thucyd. ii. 86-89: compare vii. 36-49. 
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of the battle of Salamis, we find that narrowness of space was 
at that time accounted the best of all protection for a smaller 
fleet against a larger. But such had been the complete change 
of feeling, occasioned by the system of manceuvring introduced 
since that period in the Athenian navy, that amplitude of sea-
room is now not less coveted by Phormio than dreaded by his 
enemies. The improved practice of Athens had introduced a 
revolution in naval warfare. 

For six or seven days successively, the two fleets were drawn 
out against each other—Phormio trying to entice the Pelopon-
nesians to the outside of the Gulf, while they on their side d id 
what they could to bring him within i t . 1 To him, every day's 
postponement was gain, since it gave him a new chance of his 
reinforcements arriving : for that very reason, the Peloponnesian 
commanders were eager to accelerate an action, and at length 
resorted to a well-laid plan for forcing it on. But in spite of im­
mense numerical superiority, such was the discouragement and 
reluctance prevailing among their seamen—many of whom had 
been actual sufferers in the recent defeat—that Knemus and 
Hrasidas had to employ emphatic exhortations. They insisted 
on the favourable prospect before them—pointing out that the 
late battle had been lost only by mismanagement and impru­
dence, which would be for the future corrected—and appealing 
to the inherent bravery of the Peloponnesian warrior. They 
concluded by a hint, that while those who behaved well in the 
coming battle would receive due honour, the laggards would 
assuredly be punished :2 a topic rarely touched upon by ancient 
generals in their harangues on the eve of battle, and demon­
strating conspicuously the reluctance of many of the Pelopon­
nesian seamen, who had been brought to this second engage­
ment chiefly by the ascendency and strenuous commands of 
Sparta. To such reluctance Phormio pointedly alluded, in the 
encouraging exhortations which he on his side addressed to his 
men : for they too, in spite of their habitual confidence at sea, 
strengthened by the recent victory, were dispirited by the 
smallness of their numbers. He reminded them of their long 
practice and rational conviction of superiority at sea, such as 
no augmentation of numbers, especially with an enemy con­
scious of his own weakness, could overbalance. He called 

1 Thucyd. i i . S6. 
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upon them to show their habitual discipline and quick appre­
hension of orders, and above all to perform their regular 
movements in perfect silence during the actual battle1—useful 
in all matters of war, and essential to the proper conduct of a 
sea-fight. The idea of entire silence on board the Athenian 
ships while a sea-fight was going on, is not only striking as a 
feature in the picture, but is also one of the most powerful 
evidences of the force of self-control and military habits among 
these citizen-seamen. 

The habitual position of the Peloponnesian fleet off Panor-
mus was within the strait, but nearly fronting the breadth of it 
—opposite to Phormio who lay on the outer side of the strait, 
as well as off the opposite cape : in the Peloponnesian line, 
therefore, the right wing occupied the north or north-east side 
towards Naupaktus. Knemus and Brasidas now resolved to 
make a forward movement up the Gulf, as if against that town, 
which was the main Athenian station. Knowing that Phormio 
would be under the necessity of coming to the defence of the 
place, they hoped to pin him up and force him to action close 
under the land, where Athenian manoeuvring would be unavail­
ing. Accordingly they commenced this movement early in the 
morning, sailing in line of four abreast towards the northern 
coast of the Inner Gulf. The right squadron, under the 
Lacedaemonian Timokrates, was in the van, according to its 
natural position,2 and care had been taken to place in it twenty 
of the best-sailing ships, since the success of the plan of action 
was known beforehand to depend upon their celerity. As they 
had foreseen, Phormio, the moment he saw their movement, 
put his men on shipboard, and rowed into the interior of the 
strait, though with the greatest reluctance ; for the Messenians 
were on land alongside of him, and he knew that Naupaktus, 
with their wives and families, and a long circuit of wall,3 was 
utterly undefended. He ranged his ships in line of battle 
ahead, probably his own the leading ship; and sailed close 
along the land towards Naupaktus, while the Messenians 
marching ashore kept near to him. 

this passage of Thucydides as an instance of it. But the words certainly 
mean here four abreast; though it is to he recollected that a column four 
abreast, when formed into line, becomes four deep. 

3 Thucyd. iii. 102. 
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Both fleets were thus moving in the same direction, and 

towards the same point—the Athenian close along shore—the 
Peloponnesians somewhat farther off.1 The latter had now got 
Phormio into the position which they wished, pinned up against 
the land, with no room for tactics. On a sudden the signal 
was given, and the whole Peloponnesian fleet, facing to the 
left, changed from column into line, and instead of continuing 
to move along the coast, rowed rapidly with their prows shore­
ward to come to close quarters with the Athenians. The 
right squadron of the Peloponnesians, occupying the side 
towards Naupaktus, was especially charged with the duty of 
cutting off the Athenians from all possibility of escaping thither; 
the best ships having been placed on the right for that im­
portant object. As far as the commanders were concerned, 
the plan of action completely succeeded : the Athenians were 
caught in a situation where resistance was impossible, and had 
no chance of escape except in flight. But so superior were 
they in rapid movement even to the best Peloponnesians, that 
eleven ships, the headmost out of the twenty, just found means 
to run by,2 before the right wing of the enemy closed in upon 
the shore; and made the best of their way to Naupaktus. The 
remaining nine ships were caught and driven ashore with 
serious damage—their crews being partly slain, partly escaping 
by swimming. The Peloponnesians towed off one trireme with 
its entire crew, and some others empty. But more than one of 
them was rescued by the bravery of the Messenian hoplites, 
who, in spite of their heavy panoply, rushed into the water and 
got aboard them, fighting from the decks and driving off the 
enemy even after the rope had been actually made fast, and 
the process of towing off had begun.3 

The victory of the Peloponnesians seemed assured. While 
their left and centre were thus occupied, the twenty ships of 
their right wing parted company with the rest, in order to 
pursue the eleven fugitive Athenian ships which they had failed 

1 In reference to the description of this movement, see the Appendix to 
the present chapter, with the plan at the end of the volume. 

2 Thucyd. il. 90. How narrow the escape was, is marked in the words 

The proceedings of the Syracusan fleet against that of the Athenians in 
the harbour.*of Syracuse, and the reflections of the historian upon them, 
illustrate this attack of the Peloponnesians upon the fleet of Phormio 
(Thucyd. vii. 36). 

3 Compare the like bravery on the part of the Lacedaemonian hoplites at 
pylus (Thucyd. iv. 14). 
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in cutting off. Ten of these got clear away into the harbour 
of Naupaktus, and there posted themselves in an attitude of 
defence near the temple of Apollo, before any of the pursuers 
could come near; while the eleventh, somewhat less swift, was 
neared by the Lacedaemonian admiral, who, on board a 
Leukadian trireme, pushed greatly ahead of his comrades, in 
hopes of overtaking at least this one prey. There happened to 
lie moored a merchant-vessel, at the entrance of the harbour of 
Naupaktus. The Athenian captain in his flight observing that 
the Leukadian pursuer was for the moment alone, seized the 
opportunity for a bold and rapid manoeuvre. He pulled 
swiftly round the trader-vessel, directed his trireme so as to 
meet the advancing Leukadian, and drove his beak against her, 
amidships, with an impact so violent as to disable her at once. 
Her commander, the Lacedaemonian admiral Timokrates, was 
so stung with anguish at this unexpected catastrophe, that he 
slew himself forthwith, and fell overboard into the harbour. 
The pursuing vessels coming up behind, too, were so astounded 
and dismayed by i t , that the men, dropping their oars, held 
water, and ceased to advance; while some even found them­
selves half aground, from ignorance of the coast. On the 
other hand, the ten Athenian triremes in the harbour were 
beyond measure elated by the incident, so that a single word 
from Phormio sufficed to put them in active forward motion, 
and to make them strenuously attack the embarrassed enemy; 
whose ships, disordered by the heat of pursuit, and having been 
just suddenly stopped, could not be speedily got again under 
way, and expected nothing less than renewed attack. First, the 
Athenians broke the twenty pursuing ships on the right wing, 
next they pursued their advantage against the left and centre, 
who had probably neared to the r i g h t ; so that after a short 
resistance, the whole were completely routed, and fled across 
the Gulf to their original station at Panormus.1 Not only d id 

1 Thucyd. ii. 92. It is sufficiently evident that the Athenians defeated 
and drove off not only the twenty Peloponnesian ships of the right or 
pursuing wing—but also the left and centre. Otherwise they would not 
have been able to recapture those Athenian ships which had been lost at 
the beginning of the battle. Thucydides indeed does not expressly mention 
the Peloponnesian left and centre as following the right in their pursuit 
towards Naupaktus. But we may presume that they partially aid so, 
probably careless of much order, as being at first under the impression that 
the victory was gained. They were probably therefore thrown into confusion 
without much difficulty, when the twenty ships of the right were beaten 
and driven back upon them—even though the victorious Athenian triremes 
were no more than eleven in number. 

I 2 
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the eleven Athenian ships thus break, terrify, and drive away 
the entire fleet of the enemy, with the capture of six of the 
nearest Peloponnesian triremes—but they also rescued those 
ships of their own which had been driven ashore and taken 
in the early part of the action. Moreover the Peloponnesian 
crews sustained a considerable loss, both in kil led and in 
prisoners. 

Thus in spite not only of the prodigious disparity of numbers, 
but also of the disastrous blow which the Athenians had 
sustained at first, Phormio ended by gaining a complete victory; 
a victory, to which even the Lacedaemonians were forced to 
bear testimony, since they were obliged to ask a truce for 
burying and collecting their dead, while the Athenians on their 
part picked up the bodies of their own warriors. The defeated 
party, however, still thought themselves entitled, in token of 
their success in the early part of the action, to erect a trophy 
on the Rhium of Achaia, where they also dedicated the single 
Athenian trireme which they had been able to carry off. Yet 
they were so completely discomfited—and further so much in 
fear of the expected reinforcement from Athens—that they took 
advantage of the night to retire, and sail into the Gulf to 
Cor in th ; all except the Leukadians, who returned to their own 
home. 

Presently the reinforcement arrived, after that untoward 
detention which had well nigh exposed Phormio and his whole 
fleet to ruin. It confirmed his mastery of the entrance of the 
Gulf and of the coast of Akarnania, where the Peloponnesians 
had now no naval force at all. To establish more fully the 
Athenian influence in Akarnania, he undertook during the 
course of the autumn an expedition, landing at Astakus, and 
marching into the Akarnanian inland country with 400 Athenian 
hoplites and 400 Messenians. Some of the leading men of 
Stratus and Koronta, who were attached to the Peloponnesian 
interest, he caused to be sent into exile, while a chief named 
Kynes, of Koronta, who seems to have been hitherto in exile, 
was re-established in his native town. The great object was, 
to besiege and take the powerful town of Œniadoe, near the 
mouth of the Achelous; a town at variance with the other 
Akarnanians, and attached to the Peloponnesians. But as the 
great spread of the waters of the Achelous rendered this siege 
impracticable during the winter, Phormio returned to the 
station at Naupaktus. From hence he departed to Athens 
towards the end of the winter, carrying home both his prize-
ships and such of his prisoners as were freemen. The latter 
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were exchanged man for man against Athenian prisoners in the 
hands of Sparta.1 

After abandoning the naval contest at Rhium, and retiring 
to Corinth, Knemus and Brasidas were prevailed upon by the 
Megarians, before the fleet dispersed, to try the bold experiment 
of a sudden inroad upon Peirseus. Such was the confessed 
superiority of the Athenians at sea, that while they guarded 
amply the coasts of Attica against privateers, they never 
imagined the possibility of an attack upon their own main 
harbour. Accordingly, Peineus was not only unprotected by 
any chain across the entrance, but destitute even of any regular 
guard-ships manned and ready. The seamen of the retiring 
Peloponnesian armament, on reaching Corinth, were immedi­
ately disembarked and marched, first across the isthmus, next 
to Megara—each man carrying his seat-cloth,2 and his oar, 
together with the loop whereby the oar was fastened to the oar-
hole in the side and thus prevented from slipping. 

There lay forty triremes in Nisaia the harbour of Megara, 
which, though old and out of condition, were sufficient for 
so short a trip ; and the seamen, immediately on arriving, 
launched these and got aboard. Yet such was the awe enter­
tained of Athens and her power, that when the scheme came 
really to be executed, the courage of the Peloponnesians failed, 
though there was nothing to hinder them from actually reach­
ing Peirseus. Pretending that the wind was adverse, they 
contented themselves with passing across to the station of 
Budorum, in the opposite Athenian island of Salamis, where 
they surprised and seized the three guard-ships which habitually 
blockaded the harbour of Megara, and then landed upon the 
island. They spread themselves over a large part of Salamis, 
ravaged the properties, and seized men as well as goods. Fire-
signals immediately made known this unforeseen aggression 

1 Thucyd. ii. 102, 10.1. 

letter of Dr. Bishop's published in the Appendix to Dr. Arnold's Thucydides, 
vol. i. His remarks upon are more satisfactory than those upon 

Whether the fulcrum of the oar was formed by a thowel, or a 
notch on the gunwale, or by a perforation in the ship's side, there must in 
both cases have been required (since it seems to have had nothing like what 
Dr. Bishop calls a nut) a thong to prevent it from slipping down towards 
the water ; especially with the oars of the Thranitae or upper tier of rowers, 
who pulled at so great an elevation (comparatively speaking) above the 
water. Dr. Arnold's explanation of is suited to the case of a 
boat, but not to that of a trireme. Dr. Bishop shows that the explanation 
of the purpose of the " given by the Scholiast, is not the true one. 
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both at Peiræus and at Athens, occasioning in both the extreme 
of astonishment and alarm; for the citizens in Athens, not 
conceiving distinctly the meaning of the signals, fancied that 
Peiræus itself had fallen into the hands of the enemy. The 
whole population rushed down to the Peiræus at break of day, 
and put to sea with all the triremes that were ready. But the 
Peloponnesians, aware of the danger which menaced them, 
made haste to quit Salamis with their booty and the three 
captured guard-ships. The lesson was salutary to the Athe­
nians : from henceforward Peiræus was furnished with a chain 
across the mouth, and a regular guard, down to the end of the 
war.1 Forty years afterwards, however, we shall find it just as 
negligently watched, and surprised with much more boldness 
and dexterity by the Lacedaemonian captain Teleutias.-

As, during the summer of this year, the Ambrakiots had 
brought down a numerous host of Epirotic tribes to the invasion 
of Akarnania, in conjunction with the Peloponnesians—so during 
the autumn the Athenians obtained aid against the Chalkidians 
of Thrace from the powerful barbaric prince before mentioned, 
Sitalkes king of the Odrysian Thracians. 

Amidst the numerous tribes, between the Danube and the 
Ægean sea—who all bore the generic name of Thracians, 
though each had a special name besides—the Odrysians were 
at this time the most warlike and powerful. The Odrysian 
king Teres, father of Sitalkes, had made use of this power to 
subdue3 and render tributary a great number of these different 
tribes, especially those whose residence was in the plain rather 
than in the mountains. His dominion, the largest existing 
between the Ionian sea and the Euxine, extended from Abdera 
or the mouth of the Nestus in the Ægean sea, to the mouth 
of the Danube in the Euxine; though it seems that this must 
be understood with deductions, since many intervening tribes, 
especially mountain tribes, d id not acknowledge his authority. 
Sitalkes himself had invaded and conquered some of the 
Pæonian tribes who joined the Thracians on the west, between 
the Axius and the Strymon.4 Dominion, in the sense of the 
Odrysian king, meant tribute, presents, and military force when 
required. Wi th the two former, at least, we may conclude that 
he was amply supplied, since his nephew and successor Seuthes 
(under whom the revenue increased and attained its maximum) 
received 400 talents annually in gold and silver as tribute, and 
the like sum in various presents, over and above many other 

1 Thucyd. ii. 94. 2 Xenophon, Hellen. v. I, 19. 
3 Thucyd. ii. 29, 95, 96. 4 Thucyd. ii. 99. 
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presents of manufactured articles and ornaments. These latter 
came from the Grecian colonies on the coast, which contributed 
moreover largely to the tribute, though in what proportions we 
are not informed. Even Grecian cities, not in Thrace, sent 
presents to forward their trading objects, as purchasers for the 
produce, the plunder, and the slaves, acquired by Thracian 
chiefs or tribes.1 The residence of the Odrysians properly so 
called, and of the princes of that tribe now ruling over so many 
of the remaining tribes, appears to have been about twelve 
days' journey inland from Byzantium,2 in the upper regions 
of the Hebrus and Strymon, south of Mount Hasmus, and 
north-east of Rhodope. The Odrysian chiefs were connected 
by relationship more or less distant with those of the subordin­
ate tribes, and by marriage even with the Scythian princes 
north of the Danube: the Scythian prince Ariapeithes3 had 
married the daughter of the Odrysian Teres, the first who 
extended the dominion of his tribe over any considerable 
portion of Thrace. 

The natural state of the Thracian tribes—in the judgement 
of Herodotus, permanent and incorrigible—was that of disunion 
and incapacity of political association; were such association 
possible (he says), they would be strong enough to vanquish 
every other nation—though Thucydides considers them as far 
inferior to the Scythians. The Odrysian dominion had pro­
bably not reached, at the period when Herodotus made his 
inquiries, the same development which Thucydides describes 
in the third year of the Peloponnesian war, and which imparted 
to these tribes a union, partial indeed, and temporary, but such 
as they never reached either before or afterwards. It has been 
already mentioned that the Odrysian prince Sitalkes had taken 
for his wife (or rather for one of his wives) the sister of Nympho-
dorus, a Greek of Abdera ; by whose mediation he had been 
made the ally, and his son Sadokus even a citizen, of Athens. 
He had further been induced to promise that he would re­
conquer the Chalkidians of Thrace for the benefit of the 
Athenians,4—his ancient kinsmen, according to the mythe 

1 See Xenophon, Anabas. vii. 3, 16; 4, 2. Diodorus (xii. 50) gives 
the revenue of Sitalkes as more than 1000 talents annually. This sum is 
not materially different from that which Thucydides states to be the annual 
receipt of Seuthes successor of Sitalkes-—revenue properly so called, and 
presents, both taken together. 

Traders from Parium, on the Asiatic coast of the Propontis, are among 
those who come with presents to the Odrysian king Medokus (Xenophon, 
ut supra), 2 Xenoph. Anabas. /. c. 3 Herodot. iv. 80. 

4 Xenophon, Anabas. vii. 2, 3 1 ; Thucyd. ii. 29; Aristophan. Aves, 
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of Tereus as interpreted by both parties. At the same time, 
Perdikkas king of Macedonia had offended him by refusing 
to perform a promise made of giving him his sister in marriage 
—a promise made as consideration for the interference of 
Sitalkes and Nymphodorus in procuring for Perdikkas peace 
with Athens, at a moment when he was much embarrassed 
by civil dissensions with his brother Philip. The latter prince, 
ruling in his own name (and seemingly independent of Perdik­
kas) over a portion of the Macedonians along the upper course 
of the Axius, had been expelled by his more powerful brother, 
and taken refuge with Sitalkes. He was now apparently dead, 
but his son Amyntas received from the Odrysian prince the 
promise of restoration. The Athenians, though they had 
ambassadors resident with Sitalkes, nevertheless sent Agnon 
as special envoy to concert arrangements, for his march against 
the Chalkidians, with which an Athenian armament was destined 
to co-operate. In treating with Sitalkes, it was necessary to be 
liberal in presents both to himself and to the subordinate 
chieftains who held power dependent upon him. Nothing 
could be accomplished among the Thracians except by the 
aid of bribes,1 and the Athenians were more competent to 

366. Thucydides goes out of his way to refute this current belief—a 
curious exemplification of ancient legend applied to the convenience of 
present politico. 

This universal necessity of presents and bribes may be seen illustrated in 
the dealings of Xenophon and the Cyreian army with the Thracian prince 
Seuthes, described in the Anabasis, vii. chapters I and 2. It appears that 
even at that time (B.C. 401) the Odrysian dominion, though it had passed 
through disturbances and had been practically enfeebled, still extended 
down to the neighbourhood of Byzantium. In commenting upon the 
venality of the Thracians, the Scholiast has a curious comparison with 

in his time as to public affairs, in the Roman empire, was not less universal: 
of what century of the Roman empire he speaks, we do not know : perhaps 
about 500-600 A . D . 

The contrast which Thucydidcs here draws between the Thracians and 
the Persians is illustrated by what Xenophon says respecting the habits of 
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supply this exigency than any other people in Greece. The 
joint expedition against the Chalkidians was finally resolved. 

But the forces of Sitalkes, collected from many different 
portions of Thrace, were tardy in coming together. He sum­
moned all the tribes under his dominion between Hasmus, 
Rhodope, and the two seas: the Getas between Mount Hsemus 
and the Danube, equipped like the Scythians (their neighbours 
on the other side of the river) with bow and arrow on horse­
back, also joined him, as well as the Agrianes, the Lææi, and 
the other Paeonian tribes subject to his dominion. Lastly, 
several of the Thracian tribes called D i i , distinguished by their 
peculiar short swords, and maintaining a fierce independence 
on the heights of Rhodope, were tempted by the chance of 
plunder, or the offer of pay, to flock to his standard. Altogether 
his army amounted, or was supposed to amount, to 150,000 
men—one-third of it cavalry, who were for the most part Getce 
and Odrysians proper. The most formidable warriors in his 
camp were the independent tribes of Rhodope. The whole 
host, alike numerous, warlike, predatory, and cruel, spread 
terror amidst a l l those who were within even the remote 
possibilities of its march. 

Starting from the central Odrysian territory, and bringing with 
him Agnon and the other Athenian envoys, he first crossed the 
uninhabited mountain called Kerkine, which divided the Pa;o-
nians on the west from the Thracian tribes called Sinti and 
Mædi on the east, unt i l he reached the Pæonian town or 
district called Doberus;1 it was here that many troops and 
additional volunteers reached him, making up his full total. 
From Doberus, probably marching down along one of the 
tributary streams of the Axius, he entered into that portion 
of Upper Macedonia which lies along the higher Axius, and 
which had constituted the separate principality of Philip. The 
presence in his army of Amyntas, son of Philip, induced some 
of the fortified places, Gortyna, Atalante, and others, to open 
their gates without resistance, while Eidomene was taken by 

the younger Cyrus (Anabas. i. 9, 22): compare also the romance of the 
Cyropsedia, viii. 14, 31, 32. 

1 See Gatterer (De Herodoti et Thncydidis Thracid), sect. 44-57 ; Poppo 
(Prolegom. ad Thucydidem), vol. ii, ch. 31, about the geography of this 
region, which is very imperfectly known, even in modern times. We can 
hardly pretend to assign a locality for these ancient names. 

Thucydides, in his brief statement respecting this march of Sitalkes, 
speaks like one who had good information about the inland regions ; as he 
was likely to have from his familiarity with the coasts, and resident 
proprietorship in Thrace (Thucyd. ii. 100; Herodot. v. 16). 
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storm, and Eur6pus in vain attacked. From hence he passed 
sti l l farther southward into Lower Macedonia, the kingdom of 
Perdikkas; ravaging the territory on both sides of the Axius 
even to the neighbourhood of the towns Pella and Kyrrhus; 
and apparently down as far south as the mouth of the river and 
the head of the Thermaic Gulf. Farther south than this he 
did not go, but spread his force over the districts between the 
left bank of the Axius and the head of the Strymonic Gulf,— 
Mygdonia, Krestonia, and Anthemus—while a portion of his 
army was detached to overrun the territory of the Chalkidians 
and Bottiacans. The Macedonians under Perdikkas, renouncing 
all idea of contending on foot against so overwhelming a host, 
either fled or shut themselves up in the small number of forti­
fied places which the country presented. The cavalry from 
Upper Macedonia, indeed, well-armed and excellent, made some 
orderly and successful charges against the Thracians, lightly 
armed with javelins, short swords, and the pelta or small shield, 
—but it was presently shut in, harassed on all sides by superior 
numbers, and compelled to think only of retreat and extrication.1 

Luckily for the enemies of the Odrysian king, his march 
was not made unti l the beginning of winter—seemingly about 
November or December. We may be sure that the Athenians, 
when they concerted with him the joint attack upon the 
Chalkidians, intended that it should be in a better time of 
the year. Having probably waited to hear that his army was 
in motion, and waited long in vain, they began to despair of 
his coming at all, and thought it not worth while to despatch 
any force of their own to the spot.2 Some envoys and presents 
only were sent as compliments, instead of the co-operating 
armament. A n d this disappointment, coupled with the severity 
of the weather, the nakedness of the country, and the priva­
tions of his army at that season, induced Sitalk6s soon to enter 
into negotiations wi th Perdikkas; who moreover gained over 
Seuthes, nephew of the Odrysian prince, by promising his sister 
Stratonike in marriage, together with a sum of money, on con­
dit ion that the Thracian host should be speedily withdrawn. 
This was accordingly done, after it had been distributed for 
thirty days over Macedonia; during eight of which days-his 
detachment had ravaged the Chalkidic lands. But the interval 
had been quite long enough to diffuse terror all around. Such 
a host of fierce barbarians had never before been brought 

1 Thucyd. ii. 100; Xenophon, Memorab. iii. 9, 2. 
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together, and no one knew in what direction they might be 
disposed to carry their incursions. The independent Thracian 
tribes (Panaei, Odomantes, Drd i and Dersaei) in the plains on 
the north-east of the Strymon, and near Mount Pangaeus, not 
far from Amphipolis, were the first to feel alarm lest Sitalkes 
should take the opportunity of trying to conquer them. On 
the other side, the Thessalians, Magnates, and other Greeks 
north of Thermopylae, apprehensive that he would carry his 
invasion farther south, began to organise means for resisting 
him. Even the general Peloponnesian confederacy heard with 
uneasiness of this new ally whom Athens was bringing into the 
field, perhaps against them. A l l such alarms were dissipated, 
when Sitalkes, after remaining thirty days, returned by the way 
he came, and the formidable avalanche was thus seen to melt 
away. The faithless Perdikkas, on this occasion, performed 
his promise to Seuthes, having drawn upon himself much 
mischief by violating his previous similar promise to Sitalkes.1 

A P P E N D I X 

The above passage forms the main authority for my description 
(given above) of the movement of the Peloponnesian fleet, previous 
to the second battle against Phormio. The plan at the end of 
this volume will enable my reasoning to be understood. 

The main question for consideration here is, W h a t is the meaning 
of Does it mean the land of the Peloponnesians, 
south of the Gulf—or the land of the Athenians, north of the Gulf? 
The commentators affirm that it must mean the former. I thought 
that it might mean the latter: and in my previous editions, I 
adduced several examples of the use of the pronoun tending 
to justify that opinion. 

Finding that on this question of criticism, my opinion is opposed 
1 Thucyd. ii. 101. 
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to the best authorities, I no longer insist upon it, nor do I now 
reprint the illustrative passages. As to the facts, however, my 
conviction remains unchanged. The land here designated by 
Thucydides must be "the land of the Athenians north of the 
Strait:" it cannot be " the land of the Peloponnesians south of the 
Strait." The pronoun must therefore be wrong, and ought 
to be altered into as M r . Bloomfield proposes, or 

The Scholiast says that is here equivalent to  
Dr . Arnold, thoroughly approving the description of Mitford, who 
states that the Peloponnesian fleet were " moving eastward along 
the Achaic coast? says, " The Scholiast says that is here used 
for , It would be better to say that it has a mixed signification 
of motion towards a place and neighbourhood to i t : expressing 
that the Peloponnesians sailed towards their own land (i. e. towards 
Corinth, Sicyon, and Pellene, to which places the greater number 
of the ships belonged), instead of standing over to the opposite 
coast belonging to their enemies ; and at the same time kept close 
upon their own land, in the sense of " " with a dative case." 

To discuss this interpretation first with reference to the verbal 
construction. Surely the meaning which the Scholiast puts upon 

is one which cannot be admitted without examples to 
justify it. No two propositions can be more distinct than the two, 

The Peloponnesian 
fleet, before it made any movement, was already moored close upon 
its own land—at the headland Rhium near Panormus where its 
land-force stood (Thucyd. ii. 86). In this position, if it moved at 
all, it must either sail away from the Peloponnesian coast, or along 
the Peloponnesian coast: and neither of these movements would be 
expressed by Thucydides under the words  

To obviate this difficulty, while the Scholiast changes the meaning 
of Dr . Arnold changes that of r which words, 
according to him, denote, not the Peloponnesian coast as opposed 
to the northern shore occupied by Phormio, but Corinth, Sicyon, 
and Pcllene; to which places (he says) the greater number of the 
ships belonged. But 1 submit that this is a sense altogether 
unnatural. Corinth and Sicyon are so far off, that any allusion 
to them here is most improbable. Thucydides is describing the 
operations of two hostile fleets, one occupying the coast northward, 
the other the coast southward, of the Strait. The own land of the 
Peloponnesians was that southern line of coast which they occupied 
and on which their land-force was encamped : it is distinguished 
from the enemies' land, on the opposite side of the Strait. If 
Thucydides had wished to intimate that the Peloponnesian fleet 
sailed in the direction of Corinth and Sicyon, he would hardly have 
used such words as  

Professor Dunbar (in an article among the Critical Remarks 
annexed to the third edition of his Greek and English Lexicon) has 
contested my interpretation of this passage of Thucydides. He 
says, " T h e Peloponnesian fleet must have proceeded along their 
own coast— In this passage 
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we find with two cases : the first with the accusative, the other 
with the genitive. The first appears to me to indicate the locality 
to which they were sailing : and that evidently was, the headland 
on the Achaean coast, nearly opposite Naupactus." 

The headland, to which Mr. Dunbar alludes, wil l be seen on 
the plan, marked Drepanum. It is sufficiently near, not to be 
open to the objection which I have urged against Dr. Arnold's 
hypothesis of Corinth and Sicyon. But still I contend that it can­
not be indicated by the words as they stand in Thucydides. On 
Mr. Dunbar's interpretation, the Peloponnesians must have moved 
from one point of their own land to another point of their own 
land. Now if Thucydidcs had meant to affirm this, he surely would 
not have used such words as He would 
either have specified by name the particular point of land (as in 
c. 86 —or if he had desired-to bring to our 
view that " they proceeded along their own coast," he would have 
said instead of ini 

Thus far 1 have b e n discussing simply the verbal interpretation 
of for the purpose of showing, that though these 
words be admitted to mean the land of the Peloponnesians,—still, 
in order to reconcile such meaning with the facts, the commentators 
are obliged to advance suppositions highly improbable, and even 
to identify with I now turn from the verbal construction to 
the facts, in order to show that the real movement of the Pelopon-
ncsian fleet must have been towards the Athenian coast and towards 
Naupaktus. Therefore, since cannot have that meaning, 
hainiav must be an error of the text. 

The purpose of the Peloponnesians in effecting the movement, 
was to make Phormio believe that they were going to attack 
Naupaktus ; to constrain him to come within the Gulf with a view 
of protecting that place; and at the same time, if Phormio did 
come within the Gulf, to attack him in a narrow space where his 
ships would have no room for manoeuvring. This was what the 
Peloponnesians not only intended, but actually accomplished. 

Now I ask, how this purpose could be accomplished by a move­
ment along the coast of Peloponnesus from the headland of Khium 
to the headland of Drepanum,—which last point the reader will 
see on the plan ? How could such movement induce Phormio 
to think that the Peloponnesians were going to attack Naupaktus, 
or throw him into alarm for the safety of that place ? When arrived 
at Drepanum, they would hardly be nearer to Naupaktus than they 
were at Rhium : they would still have the whole breadth of the 
Gulf to cross. Let us however suppose that their movement 
towards Drepanum did really induce Phormio to come into the 
Gulf for the protection of Naupaktus. If they attempted to cross 
the breadth of the Gulf from Drepanum towards Naupaktus, they 
would expose themselves to be attacked by Phormio midway in the 
open sea; the very contingency which he desired, and which they 
were manoeuvring to avoid. 

Again, let us approach the question from another point of view. 
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It is certain, from the description of Thucydide's, that the actual 
attack of the Peloponnesians upon Phormio, in which they cut off 
nine out of his twenty ships, took place on the northern coast of the 
Gulf at some spot between the headland Antirrhium and Naupaktus; 
somewhere near the spot which I have indicated on the plan. 
The presence of the Messenian soldiers (who had come out 
from Naupaktus to assist Phormio, and who waded into the water 
to save the captured ships) would of itself place this beyond a 
doubt—if indeed any doubt could arise. It is further certain, that 
when the Peloponncsian fleet wheeled from column into line to 
attack Phormio, they were so near to this northern land, that 
Phormio was in the greatest danger of having his whole squadron 
driven ashore : only eleven out of his twenty ships could escape. 
The plan will illustrate what is here said. 

Now I ask, how these facts are to be reconciled with the supposi­
tion that the Peloponnesian fleet, on quitting their moorings at 
Rhium, coasted along their own land towards Drepanum ? If they 
did so, how did they afterwards get across the Gulf, to the place 
where the battle was fought ? Every yard that they moved in the 
direction of Drepanum, only tended to widen the breadth of open 
gulf to be crossed afterwards. With the purpose which they had 
in view, to move from Khium along their own coast in the direction 
of Drepanum would have been absurd. Supposing however that 
they did so, it could only have been preliminary to a second move­
ment, in another direction, across the Gulf. But of this second 
movement, Thucydidcs says not one word. Al l that he tells us 
about the course of the Pcloponnesians is contained in this phrase 

the southern coast, we must assume, first that the historian has 
left unnoticed the second movement across the Gulf, which never­
theless must have followed—next, that the Peloponnesians made 
a first move for no purpose except to increase the distance and 
difficulty of the second. 

Considering therefore the facts of the case, the localities and the 
purpose of the Peloponnesians, all of which are here clear—I con­
tend that must denote 
a movement of the Peloponncsian fleet towards the land of the 
Athenians, or the northern shore of the Gulf; and that as 
will not bear that sense, it must be altered to  

It remains to explain which bear a very distinct 
and important meaning. The land of the Athenians, on the 
northern side of the Strait, comprises the headland of Antirrhium 
with both the lines of coast which there terminate and make an 
angle ; that is, one line of coast fronting inside towards the 
Corinthian Gulf—-ihe other, fronting outside towards the Gulf of 
Patras* The reader who looks at the plan will see this at a 
glance. Now when Thucydides says that the Peloponnesians 
sailed " upon the land of the Athenians inwards fronting the Gulf" 
—these last words are essential to make us understand towards 
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which of the two Athenian lines of coast the movement was turned. 
We learn from the words that the Peloponnesians did not sail 
towards that outer side of the headland where Phormio was moored, 
but towards the inner side of i t , on the line which conducted to 
Naupaktus. 

C H A P T E R L 

FROM THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE FOURTH YEAR OF THE 
PELOPONNESIAN WAR DOWN TO THE REVOLUTIONARY 
COMMOTIONS AT KORKYRA 

T H E second and third years of the war had both been years 
of great suffering with the Athenians, from the continuance of 
the epidemic, which did not materially relax unti l the winter 
of the third year (B.C. 429-428). It is no wonder that under 
the pressure of such a calamity their military efforts were 
enfeebled, although the victories of Phormio had placed their 
maritime reputation at a higher point than ever. To their 
enemies, the destructive effects of this epidemic—effects still 
felt, although the disorder itself was suspended during the 
fourth year of the war—afforded material assistance as well 
as encouragement to persevere. The Peloponnesians, under 
Archidamus, again repeated during this year their invasion 
and ravage of Attica, which had been intermitted during the 
year preceding. As before, they met with no serious resistance. 
Entering the country about the beginning of May, they con­
tinued the process of devastation until their provisions were 
exhausted.1 To this damage the Athenians had probably now 
accustomed themselves: but they speedily received, even while 
the invaders were in their country, intelligence of an event far 
more embarrassing and formidable—the revolt of Mitylene and 
of the greater part of Lesbos. 

This revolt, indeed, did not come even upon the Athenians 
wholly unawares. Yet the idea of it was of longer standing 
than they suspected, for the Mitylenaean oligarchy had pro­
jected it before the war and had made secret application to 
Sparta for aid, but without success. Some time after hostilities 
broke out, they resumed the design, which was warmly pro­
moted by the Boeotians, kinsmen of the Lesbians in Æolic 
lineage and dialect. The Mitylenaean leaders appear to have 
finally determined on revolt during the preceding autumn or 
winter. But they thought it prudent to make ample prepara-

1 Thucyd. i l l . 1. 
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tions before they declared themselves openly; and moreover 
they took measures for constraining three other towns in Lesbos, 
—Antissa, Eresus, and Pyrrha,—to share their fortunes, to 
merge their own separate governments, and to become incor­
porated with Mitylene. Methymna, the second town in Lesbos, 
situated on the north of the island, was decidedly opposed to 
them and attached to Athens. The Mitylenaeans built new 
ships,—put their walls in an improved state of defence,— 
carried out a mole in order to narrow the entrance of their 
harbour and render it capable of being closed with a chain,— 
despatched emissaries to hire Scythian bowmen and purchase 
corn in the Euxine—and took such other measures as were 
necessary for an effective resistance. 

Though the oligarchical character of their government gave 
them much means of secrecy, and above all, dispensed with the 
necessity of consulting the people beforehand,—still, measures 
of such importance could not be taken without provoking 
attention. Intimation was sent to the Athenians by various 
Mitylencean citizens, partly from private feeling, partly in their 
capacity of proxeni (or consuls, to use a modern word which 
approaches to the meaning) for Athens — especially by a 
Mitylenrean named Doxander, incensed with the government 
for having disappointed his two sons of marriage with two 
orphan heiresses.1 Not less communicative were the islanders 
of Tenedos, animated by ancient neighbourly jealousy towards 
Mitylene ; so that the Athenians were thus forewarned both of 
the intrigues between Mitylene and the Spartans, and of her 
certain impending revolt unless they immediately interfered.-

This news seems to have become certain about February or 
March 428 B.C. But such was then the dispirited condition 
of the Athenians—arising from two years' suffering under 
the epidemic, and no longer counteracted by the wholesome 
remonstrances of Perikles—that they could not at first bring 
themselves to believe what they were so much afraid to find 
true. Ltsbos, like Chios, was their ally upon an equal footing, 

1 Aristotel. Politic, v. 2, 3. The fact respecting Doxander here 
mentioned is stated by Aristotle, and there is no reason to question its 
truth. But Aristotle states it in illustration of a general position—that the 
private quarrels of principal citizens are often the cause of great misfortune 
to the commonwealth. He represents Doxander and his private quarrel as 
having brought upon Mitylene the resentment of the Athenians and the war 

Having the account of Thucydides before us, we are enabled to say that 
this is an incorrect conception, so far as concerns the cause of the war— 
though the fact in itself may be quite true. 2 Thucyd. hi. 2. 



Fourth Year of the War 247 
still remaining under those conditions which had been at first 
common to all the members of the confederacy of Delos. 
Mitylene paid no tribute to Athens: it retained its walls, its 
large naval force, and its extensive landed possessions on the 
opposite Asiatic continent: its government was oligarchical, 
administering all internal affairs without reference to Athens. 
Its obligations as an ally were, that in case of war, it was held 
bound to furnish armed ships, whether in determinate number 
or not, we do not know. It would undoubtedly be restrained 
from making war upon Tenedos, or any other subject-ally of 
Athens: and its government or its citizens would probably 
be held liable to answer before the Athenian dikasteries, in 
case of any complaint of injury from the government or citizens 
of Tenedos or of any other ally of Athens—these latter being 
themselves also accountable before the same tribunals under 
like complaints from Mitylene. That city was thus in practice 
all but independent, and so extremely powerful, that the 
Athenians, fearful of coping with it in their actual state of 
depression, were loath to believe the alarming intelligence 
which reached them. They sent envoys with a friendly 
message to persuade the Mitylenaeans to suspend their pro­
ceedings, and it was only when these envoys returned without 
success, that they saw the necessity of stronger measures. Ten 
Mitylenocan triremes, serving as contingent in the Athenian 
fleet, were seized, and their crews placed under guard; while 
Klei'ppides, then on the point of starting (along with two 
colleagues) to conduct a fleet of forty triremes round Pelopon­
nesus, was directed to alter his destination and to proceed 
forthwith to Mitylene.1 It was expected that he would reach 
that town about the time of the approaching festival of Apollo 
Maloeis, celebrated in its neighbourhood—on which occasion 
the whole Mitylenaean population was in the habit of going 
forth to the temple: so that the town, while thus deserted, 
might easily be surprised and seized by the fleet. In case this 
calculation should be disappointed, Kleippides was instructed 
to require that the Mitylenseans should surrender their ships of 
war and raze their fortifications, and in the event of refusal to 
attack them immediately. 

But the publicity of debate at Athens was far too great to 
allow such a scheme to succeed. The Mitylenaeans had their 
spies in the city, and the moment the resolution was taken, 
one of them set off to communicate it at Mitylene. Crossing 
over to Geræstus in Eubœa, and getting aboard a merchantman 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 3. 
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on the point of departure, he reached Mitylene with a favourable 
wind on the third day from Athens: so that when Kleippides 
arrived shortly afterwards, he found the festival adjourned and 
the government prepared for him. The requisition which he 
sent in was refused, and the Mitylenaean fleet even came forth 
from the harbour to assail him, but was beaten back with little 
difficulty: upon which, the Mitylenæan leaders, finding them­
selves attacked before their preparations were completed, and 
desiring still to gain time, opened negotiations with Kleippides, 
and prevailed on him to suspend hostilities until ambassadors 
could be sent to Athens—protesting that they had no serious 
intention of revolting. This appears to have been about the 
middle of May, soon after the Lacedaemonian invasion of Attica. 

Kleippides was induced, not very prudently, to admit this 
proposition, under the impression that his armament was not 
sufficient to cope with a city and island so powerful. He 
remained moored off the harbour at the north of Mitylene* 
unti l the envoys (among whom was included one of the very 
citizens of Mitylene who had sent to betray the intended revolt, 
but who had since changed his opinion) should return from 
Athens. Meanwhile the Mitylenaean government, unknown to 
Kleippides, and well aware that the embassy would prove 
fruitless, took advantage of the truce to send secret envoys to 
Sparta imploring immediate aid. A n d on the arrival of the 
Lacedaemonian Meleas and the Theban Hermaeondas (who 
had been despatched to Mitylene earlier, but had only come in 
by stealth since the arrival of Kleippides), a second trireme was 
sent along with them, carrying additional envoys to reiterate 
the solicitation. These arrivals and despatches were carried on 
without the knowledge of the Athenian admiral ; chiefly in 
consequence of the peculiar site of the town, which had 
originally been placed upon a little islet divided from Lesbos 
by a narrow channel or eurift/s, and had subsequently been 
extended across into the main island—like Syracuse and so 
many other Grecian settlements. I t • had consequently two 
harbours, one north, the other south of the town: Kleippides 
was anchored off the former, but the latter remained unguarded.1 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 3, 4 : compare Strabo, x i i i . p. 617; and Plehn, Lesbiaca, 
p. 12-1S. 

Thucydides speaks of the spot at the mouth of the northern harbour as 
being called Malea, which was also undoubtedly the name of the south­
eastern promontory of Lesbos. We must therefore presume that there were 
two places on the seaboard of Lesbos which bore that name. 

The easternmost of the two southern promontories of Peloponnesus was 
alio called Cape Malea. 
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During the absence of the Mitylenaean envoys at Athens, 

reinforcements reached the Athenian admiral from Lemnos, 
Imbros, and some other allies, as well as from the Lesbian 
town of Methymna: so that when the envoys returned, as they 
presently did with an unfavourable reply, war was resumed 
with increased vigour. The Mitylemeans, having made a 
general sally with their full military force, gained some advan­
tage in the battle; yet not feeling bold enough to maintain 
the field, they retreated back behind their walls. The news 
of their revolt, when first spread abroad had created an 
impression unfavourable to the stability of the Athenian empire. 
But when it was seen that their conduct was irresolute and 
their achievements disproportionate to their supposed power, a 
reaction of feeling took place. The Chians and other allies 
came in with increased zeal, in obedience to the summons of 
Athens for reinforcements. Kleippides soon found his arma­
ment large enough to establish two separate camps, markets for 
provision, and naval stations, north and south of the town, so 
as to watch and block up both the harbours at once.1 But he 
commanded little beyond the area of his camp, and was unable 
to invest the city by l and ; especially as the Mitylenceans had 
received reinforcements from Antissa, Pyrrha, and Eresus, the 
other towns of Lesbos which acted with them. They were 
even sufficiently strong to march against Methymna, in hopes 
that it would be betrayed to them by a party within. But this 
expectation was not realised, nor could they do more than 
strengthen the fortifications, and confirm the Mitylenaean 
supremacy, in the other three subordinate towns; in such 
manner that the Methymnncans, who soon afterwards attacked 
Antissa, were repulsed with considerable loss. In this un­
decided condition, the island continued, unti l (somewhere 
about the month of August B.C. 428) the Athenians sent 
Paches to take the command, with a reinforcement of 1000 
hoplites, who rowed themselves thither in triremes. The 
Athenians were now in force enough not only to keep the 
Mitylenaeans within their walls, but also to surround the city 
with a single wall of circumvallation, strengthened by separate 
forts in suitable positions. By the beginning of October, 
Mitylene was thus completely blockaded, by land as well as by 
sea.2 

Meanwhile the Mitylenaean envoys, after a troublesome 
voyage, had reached Sparta a little before the Olympic festival, 
about the middle of June. The Spartans directed them to 

1 Thucyd. iii. 6. 2 Thucyd. iii. 18. 
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come to Olympia at the festival, where all the members of the 
Peloponnesian confederacy would naturally be present—and 
there to set forth their requests, after the festival was concluded, 
in presence of al l .1 

Thucydides has given us, at some length, his version of the 
speech wherein this was done—a speech not a little remarkable. 
Pronounced, as it was, by men who had just revolted from 
Athens, having the strongest interest to raise indignation 
against her as well as sympathy for themselves—and before an 
audience exclusively composed of the enemies of Athens, all 
will ing to hear, and none present to refute, the bitterest 
calumnies against her—we should have expected a confident 
sense of righteous and well-grounded, though perilous effort, 
on the part of the Mitylenaeans, and a plausible collection of 
wrongs and oppressions alleged against the common enemy. 
Instead of which the speech is apologetic and embarrassed. 
The speaker not only does not allege any extortion or severe 
dealing from Athens towards the Mitylenaeans, but even admits 
the fact that they had been treated by her with marked 
honour;2 and that too, throughout a long period of peace, 
during which she stood less in awe of her allies generally, and 
would have had much more facility in realising any harsh 
purposes towards them, than she could possibly enjoy now that 
the war had broken out, when their discontents would be likely 
to find powerful protectors.3 According to his own showing, 
the Mitylenaeans, while they had been perfectly well treated by 
Athens during the past, had now acquired, by the mere fact of 
war, increased security for continuance of the like treatment 
during the future. It is upon the necessity of acquiring 
security for the future, nevertheless, that he rests the justifica­
tion of the revolt, not pretending to have any subject of positive 
complaint. The Mitylenaeans (he contends) could have no 
prospective security against Athens: for she had successively 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 9. 

The language in which the Mitylemean envoys describe the treatment 
which their city had received from Athens, is substantially as strong as 
that which Kleon uses afterwards in his speech at Athens, when he 
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and systematically brought into slavery all her allies, except 
Lesbos and Chios, though all had originally been upon an equal 
footing: and there was every reason for fearing that she would 
take the first convenient opportunity of reducing the two last 
remaining to the same level—the rather as their position was 
now one of privilege and exception, offensive to her imperial 
pride and exaggerated ascendency. It had hitherto suited the 
policy of Athens to leave these two exceptions, as a proof that 
the other allies had justly incurred their fate, since otherwise 
Lesbos and Chios, having equal votes, would not have joined 
forces in reducing them.1 But this policy was now no longer 
necessary, and the Mitylenaeans, feeling themselves free only in 
name, were imperatively called upon by regard for their own 
safety to seize the earliest opportunity for emancipating them­
selves in reality. Nor was it merely regard for their own safety, 
but a further impulse of Pan-Hellenic patriotism ; a desire to 
take rank among the opponents, and not among the auxiliaries, 
of Athens, in her usurpation of sovereignty over so many free 
Grecian states.2 The Mitylenaeans had however been com­
pelled to revolt with preparations only half completed, and had 
therefore a double claim upon the succour of Sparta—the 
single hope and protectress of Grecian autonomy. And 
Spartan aid—if now lent immediately and heartily, in a 
renewed attack on Attica during this same year, by sea as well 
as by land—could not fail to put down the common enemy, 
exhausted as she was by pestilence as well as by the cost of 
three years' war, and occupying her whole maritime force either 
in the siege of Mitylene or round Peloponnesus. The orator 
concluded by appealing not merely to the Hellenic patriotism 
and sympathies of the Peloponnesians, but also to the sacred 
name of the Olympic Zeus, in whose precinct the meeting was 
held, that his pressing entreaty might not be disregarded.3 

In following the speech of the orator, we see the plain con­
fession that the Mitylenseans had no reason whatever to complain 
of the conduct of Athens towards themselves. She had respected 
alike their dignity, their public force, and their private security. 
This important fact helps us to explain, first, the indifference 
which the Mitylenoean people wi l l be found to manifest in the 
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revolt; next, the barbarous resolution taken by the Athenians 
after its suppression. 

The reasons given for the revolt are mainly two. 1. The 
Mitylenaeans had no security that Athens would not degrade 
them into the condition of subject-allies like the rest. 2. They 
did not choose to second the ambition of Athens, and to 
become parties to a war for the sake of maintaining an empire 
essentially offensive to Grecian political instincts. 

In both these two reasons there is force; and both touch the 
sore point of the Athenian empire. That empire undoubtedly 
contradicted one of the fundamental instincts of the Greek 
mind—the right of every separate town to administer its own 
political affairs apart from external control. The Pelopon-
nesian alliance recognised this autonomy in theory, by the 
general synod and equal voting of a l l the members at Sparta, 
on important occasions; though it was quite true1 (as Perikles 
urged at Athens) that in practice nothing more was enjoyed 
than an autonomy confined by Spartan leading-strings—and 
though Sparta held in permanent custody hostages for the 
fidelity of her Arcadian allies, summoning their military con­
tingents without acquainting them whither they were destined 
to march. But Athens proclaimed herself a despot, effacing 
the autonomy of her allies not less in theory than in practice. 
Far from being disposed to cultivate in them any sense of a 
real common interest with herself, she did not even cheat them 
with those forms and fictions which so often appease discontent 
in the absence of realities. Doubtless the nature of her empire, 
at once widely extended, maritime, and unconnected (or only 
partially connected) with kindred of race, rendered the forms 
of periodical deliberation difficult to keep u p ; at the same time 
that it gave to her as naval chief an ascendency much more 
despotic than could have been exercised by any chief on land. 
It is doubtful whether she could have overcome—it is certain 
that she did not try to overcome—these political difficulties; 
so that her empire stood confessed as a despotism, opposed to 
the political instinct of the Greek m i n d ; and the revolts against 
it , like this of Mitylene,—in so far as they represented a genuine 
feeling and were not merely movements of an oligarchical party 
against their own democracy—were revolts of this offended 
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instinct, much more than consequences of actual oppression. 
The Mitylenaeans might certainly affirm that they had no 
security against being one day reduced to the common con­
dition of subject-allies l ike the rest. Yet an Athenian speaker, 
had he been here present, might have made no mean reply to 
this portion of their reasoning. He would have urged, that 
had Athens felt any dispositions towards such a scheme, she 
would have taken advantage of the Fourteen years' truce to 
execute i t ; and he would have shown that the degradation of 
the allies by Athens, and the change in her position from 
president to despot, had been far less intentional and systematic 
than the Mitylemean orator affirmed. 

To the Peloponnesian auditors, however, the speech of the 
latter proved completely satisfactory. The Lesbians were de­
clared members of the Peloponnesian alliance, and a second 
attack upon Attica was decreed. The Lacedaemonians, fore­
most in the movement, summoned contingents from their 
various allies, and were early in arriving with their own at the 
Isthmus. They there began to prepare carriages or trucks, for 
dragging across the Isthmus the triremes which had fought 
.against Phormio, from the harbour of Lechaeum into the Sar-
onic Gulf, in order to employ them against Athens. But the 
remaining allies did not answer to the summons, remaining at 
home occupied with their harvest; while the Lacedaemonians, 
sufficiently disappointed with this languor and disobedience, 
were still further confounded by the unexpected presence of 
100 Athenian triremes off the coast of the Isthmus. 

The Athenians, though their own presence at the Olympic 
festival was forbidden by the war, had doubtless learned more 
or less thoroughly the proceedings which had taken place there 
respecting Mitylene. Perceiving the general belief entertained 
of their depressed and helpless condition, they determined to 
contradict this by a great and instant effort. They accordingly 
manned forthwith 1oo triremes, requiring the personal service 
of all men, citizens as well as metics, and excepting only the 
two richest classes of the Solonian census, i. e. the Pentakosio-
medimni, and the Hippeis or Horsemen. With this prodigious 
fleet they made a demonstration along the Isthmus in view of 
the Lacedaemonians, and landed in various parts of the Pelo­
ponnesian coast to inflict damage. At the same time thirty 
other Athenian triremes, despatched some time previously to 
Akarnania under Asopius son of Phormio, landed at different 
openings in Laconia for the same purpose. This news reached 
the Lacedaemonians at the Isthmus, while the other great 
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Athenian fleet was parading before their eyes.1 Amazed at so 
unexpected a demonstration of strength, they began to feel 
how much they had been misled respecting the exhaustion of 
Athens, and how incompetent they were, especially without the 
presence of their allies, to undertake any joint effective move­
ment by sea and land against Attica. They therefore returned 
home, resolving to send an expedition of forty triremes under 
Alkidas to the relief of Mitylene itself; at the same time trans­
mitting requisitions to their various allies, in order that these 
triremes might be furnished.2 

Meanwhile Asopius with his thirty triremes had arrived in 
Akarnania, from whence all the ships except twelve were sent 
home. He had been nominated commander as the son of 
Phormio, who appears either to have died, or to have become 
unfit for service, since his victories of the preceding year. The 
Akarnanians had preferred a special request that a son, or at 
least some relative, of Phormio, should be invested with the 
command of the squadron; so beloved was his name and 
character among them. Asopius however accomplished nothing 
of importance, though he again undertook conjointly with the 
Akarnanians a fruitless march against CEniadcC. Ultimately he 
was defeated and slain, in attempting a disembarkation on the 
territory of I ,eukas.3 

The sanguine announcement made by the Mitylenaeans at 
Olympia, that Athens was rendered helpless by the epidemic, 
had indeed been strikingly contradicted by her recent display; 
since, taking numbers and equipment together, the maritime 
force which she had put forth this summer, manned as it was 
by a higher class of seamen, surpassed all former years ; 
although, in point of number only, it was inferior to the 250 
triremes which she had sent out during the first summer of the 
war.4 But the assertion that Athens was impoverished in 

I have endeavoured to render as well as I can this obscure and difficult 
passage ; difficult both as to grammar and as to sense, and not satisfactorily 
explained by any of the commentators—if indeed it can be held to stand 
now as Thucydides wrote i t . In the preceding chapter, he had mentioned 
that this fleet of 100 sail was manned largely from the hoplite class of citizens 
( i i i . 16). Now we know from other passages in his work (see v. 8 ; v i , 31. 
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finances was not so destitute of foundation: for the whole 
treasure in the acropolis, 6000 talents at the commencement of 
the war, was now consumed, with the exception of that reserve 
of 1000 talents which had been solemnly set aside against the 
last exigencies of defensive resistance. This is not surprising 
when we learn that every hoplite engaged for near two years 
and a half in the blockade of Fotidnea received two drachmas 
per day, one for himself and a second for an attendant. There 
were during the whole time of the blockade 3000 hoplites 
engaged there,—and for a considerable portion of the time, 
4O00; besides the fleet, all the seamen of which received one 
drachma per day per man. Accordingly, the Athenians were 
now for the first time obliged to raise a direct contribution 
among themselves, to the amount of 200 talents, for the purpose 
of prosecuting the siege of Mitylene: and they at the same time 
despatched Lysikles (with four colleagues) in command of 
twelve triremes to collect money. What relation these money-
gathering ships bore to the regular tribute paid by the subject-
allies, or whether they were allowed to visit these latter, we do 
not know. In the present case, Lysikles landed at Myus near 
the mouth of the Mæander, and marched up the country to levy 
contributions on the Karian villages in the plain of that r iver: 
but he was surprised by the Karians, perhaps aided by the 
active Samian exiles at Ancea in the neighbourhood, and slain 
with a considerable number of his men.1 

While the Athenians thus held Mitylene under siege, their 
faithful friends the Platæans had remained closely blockaded 
by the Peloponnesians and Boeotians for more than a year, 
without any possibility of relief. At length provisions began 
to fail, and the general Eupompides, backed by the prophet 
Theænetus (these prophets2 were often among the bravest 

how much difference there was in the appearance and efficiency of an 
armament, according to the class of citizens who served on it . We may 
then refer the word naWos to the excellence of outfit hence arising : I wish 

may be remarked that in that chapter too, he contrasts the expedition 
against Sicily with two other Athenian expeditions, equal to it in number 
but inferior in equipment: the same comparison which I believe he means 
to take in this passage. 1Thucyd. i i i . 19. 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 20. Compare Xenophon, Hellen. i i . 4, 19; Herodot. ix. 
37 ; Plutarch, Aratus, c. 25. 
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soldiers in the army), persuaded the garrison to adopt the 
daring, but seemingly desperate, resolution of breaking out 
over the blockading wall and in spite of its guards. So 
desperate, indeed, d id the project seem, that at the moment of 
execution, one half of the garrison shrank from it as equivalent 
to certain death: the other half, about 212 in number, per­
sisted and escaped. Happy would it have been for the 
remainder had they even perished in the attempt, and thus 
forestalled the more melancholy fate in store for them! 

Ithas been already stated that the circumvallation of Platæa 
was accomplished by a double wall and a double ditch, one 
ditch without the encircling walls, another between them and 
the town; the two walls being sixteen feet apart, joined together, 
and roofed all round, so as to look like one thick wall, and to 
afford covered quarters for the besiegers. Both the outer and 
inner circumference were furnished with battlements, and after 
every ten battlements came a roofed tower, covering the whole 
breadth of the double wall—allowing a free passage inside, 
but none outside. In general, the entire circuit of the roofed 
wall was kept under watch night and day ; but on wet nights 
the besiegers had so far relaxed their vigilance as to retire under 
cover of the towers, leaving the intermediate spaces unguarded : 
and it was upon this omission that the plan of escape was 
founded. The Platseans prepared ladders of a proper height to 
scale the blockading double wall, ascertaining its height by 
repeatedly counting the ranges of bricks, which were near 
enough for them to discern, and not effectually covered with 
whitewash. On a cold and dark December night, amidst rain, 
sleet, and a roaring wind, they marched forth from the gates, 
lightly armed, some few with shields and spears, but most of 
them with breastplates, javelins, and bows and arrows. The 
right foot was naked, but the left foot shod, so as to give it a 
more assured footing on the muddy ground.1 Taking care to 
sally out with the wind in their faces and at such a distance 
from each other as to prevent any clattering of arms, they 
crossed the inner ditch and reached the foot of the wall without 

1 Thucyd. iii. 22. Dr. Arnold, in his note, construes this passage as if 
the right or bare foot were the least likely to slip in the mud, and the left 
or shod foot the most likely. The Scholiast and Wasse maintain the 
opposite opinion, which is certainly the more obvious sense of the text, 
though the sense of Dr. Arnold would also be admissible. The naked foot 
is very liable to slip in the mud, and might easily be rendered less liable, 
by sandals or covering particularly adapted to that purpose. Besides, 
Wasse remarks justly, that the warrior who is to use his right arm requires 
to have his left foot firmly planted. 
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being discovered. The ladders, borne in the van, were 
immediately planted, and Ammeas son of Koroebus, followed 
by eleven others armed only with a short sword and breastplate, 
mounted the wal l : others armed with spears followed him, their 
shields being carried and handed to them when on the top by 
comrades behind. It was the duty of this first company to 
master and maintain the two towers right and left, so as to keep 
the intermediate space free for passing over. This was success­
fully done, the guards in both towers being surprised and slain, 
without alarming the remaining besiegers. Many of the 
Plataeans had already reached the top of the wall, when the 
noise of a tile accidentally knocked down by one of them 
betrayed what was passing. Immediately a general clamour 
was raised, alarm was given, and the awakened garrison rushed 
up from beneath to the top of the wall, yet not knowing where 
the enemy was to be found; a perplexity further increased by 
the Platseans in the town, who took this opportunity of making 
a false attack on the opposite side. Amidst such confusion 
and darkness, the blockading detachment could not tell where 
to direct their blows, and all remained at their posts, except a 
reserve of 300 men, kept constantly in readiness for special 
emergencies, who marched out and patrolled the outside of the 
ditch to intercept any fugitives from within. At the same time, 
fire-signals were raised to warn their allies at Thebes. But here 
again, the Platamns in the town had foreseen and prepared fire-
signals on their part, which they hoisted forthwith in order to 
deprive this telegraphic communication of all special meaning.1 

Meanwhile the escaping Plataeans, masters of the two adjoin­
ing towers—on the top of which some of them mounted, while 
others held the doorway through, so as to repel with spears and 

1 Thucyd. iii. 22. &c. It would 
seem by this statement that the blockaders must have been often in the 
habit of transmitting intelligence to Thebes by means of fire-signals ; each 
particular combination of lights having more or less of a special meaning. 
The Platseans had observed this, and foresaw that the same means would 
be used on the night of the outbreak, to bring assistance from Thebes 
forthwith. If they had not observed it before^ they could not have prepared 
for the moment when the new signal would be hoisted, so as to confound 
its meaning—  

Compare iii. 80. I agree with the general opinion stated in Dr. Arnold's 
note respecting these fire-signals, and even think that it might have been 
sustained more strongly. 

" Non enim (observes Cicero in the fifth oration against Verres, c. 36), 
sicut erart nuper consuetudo, prsedonum adventum significabat ignis e 
speculd sublatus aut tumulo: sed Mamma ex ipso incendio navium et 
calamitatem acceptam et periculum reliquum nuntiabat." 

VOL. V I . K 
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darts all approach of the blockaders—prosecuted their flight 
without interruption over the space between, shoving down the 
battlements in order to make it more level and plant a greater 
number of ladders. In this manner they all successively got 
over and crossed the outer ditch. Every man, immediately 
after crossing, stood ready on the outer bank with bow and 
javelin to repel assailants and maintain safe passages for his 
comrades in the rear. At length, when all had descended, 
there remained the last and greatest difficulty—the escape of 
those who occupied the two towers and kept the intermediate 
portion of wall free: yet even this was accomplished successfully 
and without loss. The outer ditch was found embarrassing— 
so full of water from the rain as to be hardly fordable, yet with 
thin ice on it also, from a previous frost: for the storm, which 
in other respects was the main help to their escape, here 
retarded their passage of the ditch by an unusual accumulation 
of water. It was not however unti l all had crossed except the 
defenders of the towers—who were yet descending and scram­
bling through—that the Peloponnesian reserve of 300 were 
seen approaching the spot with torches. Their unshielded 
right side being turned towards the ditch, the Platæans, already 
across and standing on the bank, immediately assailed them 
with arrows and javelins—in which the torches enabled them 
to take tolerable aim, while the Peloponnesians on their side 
could not distinguish their enemies in the dark, and had no 
previous knowledge of their position. They were thus held in 
check until the rearmost Plataians had surmounted the diffi­
culties of the passage : after which the whole body stole o i l as 
speedily as they could, taking at first the road towards Thebes, 
while their pursuers were seen with their torchlights following 
the opposite direction, on the road which led by the heights 
called Dryos-Kephake to Athens. After having marched about 
three-quarters of a mile on the road to Thebes (leaving the 
chapel of the Hero Androkrates on their right hand), the 
fugitives quitted it, and striking to the eastward towards 
Erythne and Hysice, soon found themselves in safety among 
the mountains which separate Bœotia from Attica at that po in t ; 
from whence they passed into the glad harbour and refuge of 
Athens.1 

Two hundred and twelve brave men thus emerged to life and 
liberty, breaking loose from that impending fate which too soon 
overtook the remainder, and preserving for future times the 

1 Thucyd. iii. 24. Diodorus (xii. 56) gives a brief summary of these facts, 
without either novelty or liveliness. 
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genuine breed and honourable traditions of Platæa. One man 
alone was taken prisoner at the brink of the outer ditch, while 
a few, who had enrolled themselves originally for the enterprise, 
lost courage and returned in despair even from the foot of the 
inner wa l l ; telling their comrades within that the whole band 
had perished. Accordingly, at day-break, the Platncans within 
sent out a herald to solicit a truce for burial of the dead bodies, 
and it was only by the answer made to this request, that they 
learnt the actual truth. The description of this memorable 
outbreak exhibits not less daring in the execution than skill and 
foresight in the design, and is the more interesting, inasmuch 
as the men who thus worked out their salvation were precisely 
the bravest men who best deserved it . 

Meanwhile Paches and the Athenians kept Mitylene closely 
blocked up, the provisions were nearly exhausted, and the 
besieged were already beginning to think of capitulation—when 
their spirits were raised by the arrival of the Lacedaemonian 
envoy Salæthus, who had landed at Pyrrha on the west of 
Lesbos, and contrived to steal in through a ravine which 
obstructed the continuity of the blockading wall (about 
February 427 B.C.). He encouraged the Mitylenneans to hold 
out, assuring them that a Peloponnesian fleet under Alkidas 
was on the point of setting out to assist them, and that Attica 
would be forthwith invaded by the general Peloponnesian army. 
His own arrival, also, and his stay in the town, was in itself no 
small encouragement: we shall see hereafter, when we come to 
the siege of Syracuse by the Athenians, how much might 
depend upon the presence of one single Spartan. A l l thought 
of surrender was accordingly abandoned, and the Mitylenreans 
awaited with impatience the arrival of Alkidas, who started from 
Peloponnesus at the beginning of Apr i l , with forty-two triremes; 
while the Lacedaemonian army at the same time invaded Attica, 
in order to keep the attention of Athens fully employed. Their 
ravages on this occasion were more diligent, searching, and 
destructive to the country than before, and were continued the 
longer because they awaited the arrival of news from Lesbos. 
But no news reached them, their stock of provisions was 
exhausted, and the army was obliged to break up.1 

The tidings which at length arrived proved very unsatis­
factory. 

Salaethus and the Mitylenseans had held out unt i l their pro­
visions were completely exhausted, but neither relief nor 
encouragement reached them from Peloponnesus. At length 

1 Thucyd. iii. 25, 26. 
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even Salsethus became convinced that no relief would come; 
he projected, therefore, as a last hope, a desperate attack upon 
the Athenians and their wall of blockade. For this purpose he 
distributed full panoplies among the mass of the people or 
commons, who had hitherto been without them, having at best 
nothing more than bows or javelins.1 

But he had not sufficiently calculated the consequences of 
this important step. The Mitylenaean multitude, living under 
an oligarchical government, had no interest in the present 
contest, which had been undertaken without any appeal to 
their opinion. They had no reason for aversion to Athens, 
seeing that they suffered no practical grievance from the 
Athenian alliance: and (to repeat what has been remarked 
in a previous chapter) we find that even among the subject-
allies (to say nothing of a privileged ally like Mitylene), 
the bulk of the citizens were never forward, sometimes posi­
tively reluctant, to revolt. The Mitylenaean oligarchy had 
revolted, in spite of the absence of practical wrongs, because 
they desired an uncontrolled town-autonomy as well as security 
for its continuance. But this was a feeling to which the people 
were naturally strangers, having no share in the government of 
their own town, and being kept dead and passive, as it was the 
interest of the oligarchy that they should be, in respect to 
political sentiment. A Grecian oligarchy might obtain from 
its people quiet submission under ordinary circumstances; but 
if ever it required energetic effort, the genuine devotion under 
which alone such effort could be given, was found wanting. 
The Mitylenoean Demos, so soon as they found themselves 
strengthened and ennobled by the possession of heavy armour, 
refused obedience to the orders of Salæthus for marching out 
and imperiling their lives in a desperate struggle. They were 
under the belief—not unnatural under the secrecy of public 
affairs habitually practised by an oligarchy, but which assuredly 
the Athenian Demos would have been too well informed to 
entertain—that their governors were starving them, and had 
concealed stores of provision for themselves. Accordingly, 
the first use which they made of their arms was, to demand 
that these concealed stores should be brought out and fairly 
apportioned to a l l ; threatening, unless their demand was 
complied with at once, to enter into negotiations with the 
Athenians and surrender the city. The ruling Mitylenasans, 
unable to prevent this, but foreseeing that it would be their 
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irretrievable ruin, preferred the chance of negotiating them­
selves for a capitulation. It was agreed with Pachas, that the 
Athenian armament should enter into possession of Mity l£ne; 
that the fate of its people and city should be left to the Athe­
nian assembly, and that the Mitylenaeans should send envoys to 
Athens to plead their cause: unt i l the return of these envoys, 
Paches engaged that no one should be either killed, or put in 
chains, or sold into slavery. Nothing was said about Salaethus, 
who hid himself as well as he could in the city. In spite of 
the guarantee received from Paches, so great was the alarm of 
those Mitylenæans who had chiefly instigated the revolt, that 
when he actually took possession of the city, they threw them­
selves as suppliants upon the altars for protection. But being 
induced by his assurances to quit their sanctuary, they were 
placed in the island of Tenedos unt i l answer should be 
received from Athens.1 

Having thus secured possession of Mitylene, Paches sent 
round some triremes to the other side of the island, and easily 
captured Antissa. But before he had time to reduce the two 
remaining towns of Pyrrha and Eresus, he received news which 
forced him to turn his attention elsewhere. 

To the astonishment of every one, the Peloponnesian fleet 
of Alkidas was seen on the coast of Ionia. It ought to have 
been there much earlier, and had Alkidas been a man of 
energy, it would have reached Mitylene even before the sur­
render of the city. But the Peloponnesians, when about to 
advance into the Athenian waters and brave the Athenian 
fleet, were under the same impression of conscious weakness 
and t imidity (especially since the victories of Phormio in the 
preceding year) as that which beset land-troops when march­
ing up to attack the Lacedaemonian heavy-armed.2 Alkidas, 
though unobstructed by the Athenians, who were not aware 
of his departure—though pressed to hasten forward by Lesbian 
and Ionian exiles on board, and aided by expert pilots from 
those Samian exiles who had established themselves at Anaea 3 

on the Asiatic continent, and acted as zealous enemies of 
Athens—nevertheless, instead of sailing straight to Lesbos, 
lingered first near Peloponnesus, next at the island of Delos, 
making capture of private vessels with their crews; unt i l at 
length, on reaching the islands of Ikarus and Mykonus, he 
heard the unwelcome tidings that the besieged town had 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 28. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 34.  
3 Thucyd. iv. 75. 
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capitulated. Not at first crediting the report, he sailed onward 
to Embaton, in the Erythraean territory on the coast of Asia 
Minor, where he found the news confirmed. As only seven 
days had elapsed since the capitulation had been concluded, 
Teutiaplus, an Eleian captain in the fleet, strenuously urged 
the daring project of sailing on forthwith, and surprising 
Mitylene by night in its existing unsettled condit ion: no 
preparation would have been made for receiving them, and 
there was good chance that the Athenians might be suddenly 
overpowered, the Mitylenrcans again armed, and the town 
recovered. 

Such a proposition, which was indeed something more than 
daring, did not suit the temper of Alkidas. Nor could he be 
induced by the solicitation of the exiles to fix and fortify him­
self either in any port of Ionia, or in the Æolic town of Kyme, 
so as to afford support and countenance to such subjects of 
the Athenian empire as were disposed to revolt; though he 
was confidently assured that many of them would revolt on 
his proclamation, and that the satrap Pissuthnes of Sardis 
would help him to defray the expense. Having been sent for 
the express purpose of relieving Mitylene, Alkidas believed 
himself interdicted from any other project. He determined 
to return to Peloponnesus at once, dreading nothing so much 
as the pursuit of Paches and the Athenian fleet. From 
Embaton accordingly he started on his return, coasting south­
ward along Asia Minor as far as Ephesus. But the prisoners 
taken in his voyage were now an encumbrance to his flight; 
and their number was not inconsiderable, since all the mer­
chant vessels in his route had approached the fleet without 
suspicion, believing it to be Athenian: a Peloponnesian fleet 
near the coast of Ionia was as yet something unheard of and 
incredible. To get r id of his prisoners, Alkidas stopped at 
Myonnesus near Teos, and there put to death the greater 
number of them—a barbarous proceeding which excited lively 
indignation among the neighbouring Ionic cities to which they 
belonged; insomuch that when he reached Ephesus, the 
Samian exiles dwelling at Ana;a, who had come forward so 
actively to help him, sent him a spirited remonstrance, remind­
ing him that the slaughter of men neither engaged in war, nor 
enemies, nor even connected with Athens except by constraint, 
was disgraceful to one who came forth as the liberator of 
Greece—and that if he persisted, he would convert his friends 
into enemies, not his enemies into friends. So keenly d id 
Alkidas feel this animadversion, that he at once liberated the 
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remainder of his prisoners, several of them Chians; and then 
departed from Ephesus, taking his course across sea towards 
Krete and Peloponnesus. After much delay off the coast of 
Krete from stormy weather, which harassed and dispersed his 
fleet, he at length reached in safety the harbour of Kyllene in 
Elis, where his scattered ships were ultimately reunited.1 

Thus inglorious was the voyage of the first Peloponnesian 
admiral who dared to enter that Mare ciausum which passed 
for a portion of the territory of Athens.2 But though he 
achieved little, his mere presence excited everywhere not less 
dismay, than astonishment: for the Ionic towns were all un­
fortified, and Alkidas might take and sack any one of them by 
sudden assault, even though unable to hold it permanently. 
Pressing messages reached Paches from Ery throe and from 
several other places, while the Athenian triremes called 
Paralus and Salaminia (the privileged vessels which usually 
carried public and sacred deputations) had themselves seen 
the Peloponnesian fleet anchored at Ikarus, and brought him 
the same intelligence. Paches, having his hands now free by 
the capture of Mitylene, set forth immediately in pursuit of 
the intruder, whom he chased as far as the island of Patmos. 
It was there ascertained that Alkidas had finally disappeared 
from the eastern waters, and the Athenian admiral, though he 
would have rejoiced to meet the Peloponnesian fleet in the 
open sea, accounted it fortunate that they had not taken up 
a position in some Asiatic harbour—in which case it would 
have been necessary for him to undertake a troublesome and 
tedious blockade,3 besides all the chances of revolt among 
the Athenian dependencies. We shall see how much, in this 
respect, depended upon the personal character of the Lacedae­
monian commander, when we come hereafter to the expedition 
of Brasidas. 

On his return from Patmos to Mitylene, Paches was induced 
to stop at Notium by the solicitations of some exiles. Notium 
was the port of Kolophon, from which it was at some little 
distance, as Peiraeus was from Athens.4 

1 Thucyd. iii. 32, 33-69. 

We see that the sea is here reckoned as a portion of the Athenian 
territory ; and even the portion of sea near to Peloponnesus—much more 
that on the coast of Ionia. 3Thucyd. iii. 33. 

4 The dissensions between Notium and Kolophon are noticed by Aristot. 
Politic, v. 3, 2. 
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About three years before, a violent internal dissension had 

taken place in Kolophon, and one of the parties, invoking the 
aid of the Persian Itamanes (seemingly one of the generals of 
the satrap Pissuthnes), had placed him in possession of the 
town; whereupon the opposite party, forced to retire, had 
established itself separately and independently at Not ium. 
But the Kolophonians who remained in the town soon con­
trived to procure a party in Notium, whereby they were en­
abled to regain possession of it, through the aid of a body of 
Arcadian mercenaries in the service of Pissuthnes. These 
Arcadians formed a standing garrison at Notium, in which 
they occupied a separate citadel or fortified space, while the 
town became again attached as harbour to Kolophon. A 
considerable body of exiles, however, expelled on that occa­
sion, now invoked the aid of Paches to reinstate ther^, and to 
expel the Arcadians. On reaching the place, the Athenian 
general prevailed upon Hippias the Arcadian captain to come 
forth to a parley, under the promise that, if nothing mutually 
satisfactory could be settled, he would again replace him " safe 
and sound " in the fortification. But no sooner had the Arca­
dian come forth to this parley, than Paches, causing him to be 
detained under guard but without fetters or ill-usage, immedi­
ately attacked the fortification while the garrison were relying 
on the armistice, carried it by storm, and put to death both 
the Arcadians and the Persians who were found within. 
Having got possession of the fortification, he next brought 
Hippias again into it—"safe and sound," according to the 
terms of the convention, which was thus literally performed— 
and then immediately afterwards caused h im to be shot with 
arrows and javelins. Of this species of fraud, founded on 
literal performance and real violation, of an agreement, there 
are various examples in Grecian history; but nowhere do we 
read of a more flagitious combination of deceit and cruelty 
than the behaviour of Paches at Not ium. H o w it was 
noticed at Athens, we do not know: yet we remark, not with­
out surprise, that Thucydides recounts it plainly and calmly, 
without a single word of comment.1 

Notium was now separated from Kolophon, and placed in 
possession of those Kolophonians who were opposed to the 
Persian supremacy in the upper town. But as it had been, 
down to this time, a mere appendage of Kolophon and not a 
separate town, the Athenians soon afterwards sent Œkists and 
performed for it the ceremonies of colonisation according to 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 34. 
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their own laws and customs, inviting from every quarter the 
remaining exiles of Kolophon.1 Whether any new settlers 
went from Athens itself, does not appear. But the step was 
intended to confer a sort of Hellenic citizenship, and recognised 
collective personality, on the new-born town of N o t i u m ; with­
out which, neither its Theory or solemn deputation would have 
been admitted to offer public sacrifice, nor its private citizens 
to contend for the prize at Olympic and other great festivals. 

Having cleared the Asiatic waters from the enemies of 
Athens, Paches returned to Lesbos, reduced the towns of 
Pyrrhaand Eresus, and soon found himself so completely master 
both of Mitylene and the whole island as to be able to send 
home the larger part of his force; carrying with them as 
prisoners those Mitylenaeans who had been deposited in 
Tenedos, as well as others prominently implicated in the late 
revolt, to the number altogether of rather more than a thousand. 
The Lacedaemonian Salaethus, being recently detected in his 
place of concealment, was included among the prisoners 
transmitted. 

Upon the fate of these prisoners the Athenians had now to 
pronounce. They entered upon the discussion in a temper of 
extreme wrath and vengeance. As to Salaethus, their resolution 
to put h im to death was unanimous and immediate. They 
turned a deaf ear to his promises, assuredly delusive, of termin­
ating the blockade of Plataea, in case his life were spared. 
What to do with Mitylene and its inhabitants, was a point more 
doubtful, and was submitted to formal debate in the public 
assembly. 

It is in this debate that Thucydides first takes notice of 
Kleon, who is however mentioned by Plutarch as rising into 
importance some few years earlier, during the lifetime of 
Perikles. Under the great increase of trade and popula­
t ion in Athens and Peiraeus during the last forty years, a new 
class of politicians seems to have grown up ; men engaged in 
various descriptions of trade and manufacture, who began to 
rival more or less in importance the ancient families of At t ic 
proprietors. This change was substantially analogous to that 
which took place in the cities of Mediaeval Europe, when the 
merchants and traders of the various guilds gradually came to 
compete with, and ultimately supplanted; the patrician families 
in whom the supremacy had originally resided. In Athens, 
persons of ancient family and station enjoyed at this time no 
political privilege—since through the reforms of Ephialtes and 

1 Thucyd. iii. 34; C. A. Pertz, Colophoniaca, p. 36. (Gottingen, 1848.) 
K 2 
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Perikles, the political constitution had become thoroughly 
democratical. But they still continued to form the two highest 
classes in the Solonian census founded on property—the 
Pentakosiomedimni, and the Hippeis or Knights. New men 
enriched by trade doubtless got into these classes, but probably 
only in minority, and imbibed the feeling of the class as they 
found i t , instead of bringing into it any new spirit. Now an 
individual Athenian of this class, though without any legal title 
to preference, yet when he stood forward as candidate for 
political influence, continued to be decidedly preferred and 
welcomed by the social sentiment at Athens, which preserved 
in its spontaneous sympathies distinctions effaced from the 
political code.1 Besides this place ready prepared for h im in 
the public sympathy, especially advantageous at the outset of 
political life—he found himself further borne up by the family 
connexions, associations, and political clubs, & c , which exer­
cised very great influence both on the politics and the judica­
ture of Athens, and of which he became a member as a matter 
of course. Such advantages were doubtless only auxiliary, 
carrying a man up to a certain point of influence, but leaving 
him to achieve the rest by his own personal qualities and 
capacity. But their effect was nevertheless very real, and those 
who, without possessing them, met and buffeted him in the 
public assembly, contended against great disadvantages. A 
person of such low or middling station obtained no favourable 
presumptions or indulgence on the part of the public to meet 
h im half-way; nor did he possess established connexions to 
encourage first successes, or help him out of early scrapes. He 
found others already in possession of ascendency, and well-dis­
posed to keep down new competitors; so that he had to win 
his own way unaided, from the first step to the last, by qualities 
personal to himself; by assiduity of attendance—by acquaint­
ance with business—by powers of striking speech—and withal 
by unflinching audacity, indispensable to enable him to bear 
up against that opposition and enmity which he would incur 
from the high-born politicians and organised party-clubs, as soon 
as he appeared to be rising into importance. 

The free march of political and judicial affairs raised up 
several such men, during the years beginning and immediately 
preceding the Peloponnesian war. Even during the life-time 
of Perikles, they appear to have risen in greater or less numbers. 
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But the personal ascendency of that great man—who combined 
an aristocratical position with a strong and genuine democra-
tical sentiment, and an enlarged intellect rarely found attached 
to either—impressed a peculiar character on Athenian politics. 
The Athenian world was divided into his partisans and his 
opponents, among each of whom there were individuals high­
born and low-born—though the aristocratical party properly so 
called, the majority of wealthy and high-born Athenians, either 
opposed or disliked him. It is about two years after his death 
that we begin to hear of a new class of politicians—Eukrates, 
the rope-seller—Kleon, the leather-seller—Lysikles, the sheep-
seller—Hyperbolus, the lamp-maker;1 the first two of whom 
must, however, have been already well known as speakers in 
the Ekklesia even during the life-time of Perikles. Among 
them all, the most distinguished was Kleon, son of Kleaenetus. 

Kleon acquired his first importance among the speakers against 
Perikles, so that he would thus obtain for himself, during his 
early political career, the countenance of the numerous and 
aristocratical anti-Perikleans. He is described by Thucydides 
in general terms as a person of the most violent temper and 
character in Athens—as being dishonest in his calumnies, and 
virulent in his invective and accusation.2 Aristophanes, in his 
comedy of the Knights, reproduces these features with others 
new and distinct, as well as with exaggerated details, comic, 
satirical, and contemptuous. His comedy depicts Kleon in the 
point of view in which he would appear to the knights of 
Athens—a leather-dresser, smelling of the tan-yard—a low-born 
brawler, terrifying opponents by the violence of his crimina­
tions, the loudness of his voice, the impudence of his gestures 
—moreover as venal in his politics—threatening men with 
accusations and then receiving money to withdraw them—a 
robber of the public treasury—persecuting merit as well as 
rank—and courting the favour of the assembly by the basest 
and most guilty cajolery. The general attributes set forth by 
Thucydides (apart from Aristophanes, who does not profess to 

1 Aristophan. Equit. 130 seq., and Scholia; Eupolis, Demi, Fragm. 
xv. p. 466, ed. Meineke. See the remark in Ranke, Commentat. de Vita 
Aristophan is, p. ccexxxiv. seq. 
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write history), we may reasonably accept—the powerful and 
violent invective of Kleon, often dishonest—together with his 
self-confidence and audacity in the public assembly. Men of 
the middling class, like Kleon and Hyperbolus, who persevered 
in addressing the public assembly and trying to take a leading 
part in it , against persons of greater family pretension than 
themselves, were pretty sure to be men of more than usual 
audacity. Without this quality, they would never have sur­
mounted the opposition made to them. It is probable enough 
that they had it to a displeasing excess—and even if they had 
not, the same measure of self-assumption which in Alkibiades 
would be tolerated from his rank and station, would in them 
pass for insupportable impudence. Unhappily we have no 
specimens to enable us to appreciate the invective of Kleon. 
We cannot determine whether it was more virulent thdn that of 
Demosthenes and Æschines, seventy years afterwards; each of 
those eminent orators imputing to the other the grossest impu­
dence, calumny, perjury, corruption, loud voice, and revolting 
audacity of manner, in language which Kleon can hardly have 
surpassed in intensity of vituperation, though he doubtless fell 
immeasurably short of it in classical finish. Nor can we even 
tell in what degree Kleon's denunciations of the veteran 
Perikles were fiercer than those memorable invectives against 
the old age of Sir Robert Walpole, with which Lord Chatham's 
political career opened. The talent for invective possessed by 
Kleon, employed first against Perikles, would be counted as 
great impudence by the partisans of that illustrious statesman, 
as well as by impartial and judicious citizens. But among the 
numerous enemies of Perikles, it would be applauded as a burst 
of patriotic indignation, and would procure for the orator that 
extraneous support at first, which would sustain him unti l he 
acquired his personal hold on the public assembly.1 

By what degrees or through what causes that hold was 
gradually increased, we do not know. At the time when the 
question of Mitylene came on for discussion, it had grown into 
a sort of ascendency which Thucydides describes by saying 
that Kleon was "a t that time by far the most persuasive 
speaker in the eyes of the people." The fact of Kleon's great 
power of speech and his capacity of handling public business 
in a popular manner, is better attested than anything else 
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respecting him, because it depends upon two witnesses both 
hostile to him—Thucydides and Aristophanes. The assembly 
and the dikastery were Kleon's theatre and holding-ground: 
for the Athenian people taken collectively in their place of 
meeting—and the Athenian taken individually—were not 
always the same person and had not the same mode of judge­
ment : Demos sitting in the Pnyx was a different man from 
Demos sitting at home.1 The lofty combination of qualities 
possessed by Perikles exercised influence over both one and 
the other ; but Kleon swayed considerably the former, without 
standing high in the esteem of the latter. 

When the fate of Mitylene and its inhabitants was submitted 
to the Athenian assembly, Kleon took the lead in the dis­
cussion. There never was a theme more perfectly suited to 
his violent temperament and power of fierce invective. Taken 
collectively, the case of Mitylene presented a revolt as in­
excusable and aggravated as any revolt could be. Indeed 
we have only to read the grounds of it, as set forth by the 
Mitylencean speakers themselves before the Peloponnesians at 
Olympia, to be satisfied that such a proceeding, when looked 
at from the Athenian point of view, would be supposed to 
justify, and even to require, the very highest pitch of indigna­
tion. The Mitylenrcans admit not only that they have no 
ground of complaint against Athens, but that they have been 
well and honourably treated by her, with special privilege. 
But they fear that she may oppress them in future: they hate 
the very principle of her empire, and eagerly instigate, as well 
as aid, her enemies to subdue her : they select the precise 
moment in which she has been worn down by a fearful pesti­
lence, invasion, and cost of war. Nothing more than this 
would be required to kindle the most intense wrath in the 
bosom of an Athenian patriot. But there was yet another 
point which weighed as much as the rest, if not more. The 
revolters had been the first to invite a Peloponnesian fleet 
across the Ægean, and the first to proclaim, both to Athens 
and her allies, the precarious tenure of her empire.2 The 
violent Kleon would on this occasion find in the assembly an 
audience hardly less violent than himself, and would easily be 
able to satisfy them that anything like mercy to the Mitylqnseans 
was treason to Athens. He proposed to apply to the captive 
city the penalties tolerated by the custom of war, in their 
harshest and fullest measure: to k i l l the whole Mitylenaean 

1 Aristophan. Equit. 750. 
2 Thucyd. iii. 36.  
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male population of military age, probably about 6000 persons 
—and to sell as slaves all the women and children.1 The 
proposition, though strongly opposed by Diodotus and others, 
was sanctioned and passed by the assembly, and a trireme 
was forthwith despatched to Mitylene, enjoining Paches to put 
it in execution.2 

Such a sentence was, in principle, nothing more than a very 
rigorous application of the received laws of war. Not merely 
the reconquered rebel, but even the prisoner of war (apart from 
any special convention) was at the mercy of his conqueror to 
be slain, sold, or admitted to ransom. We shall find the 
Lacedaemonians carrying out the maxim without the smallest 
abatement towards the Platæan prisoners in the course of a 
very short time. A n d doubtless the Athenian people—so long 
as they remained in assembly, under that absorbing temporary 
intensification of the common and predominant sentimtat which 
springs from the mere fact of multitude—and so long as they 
were discussing the principle of the case,—What had Mitylene 
deserved?—thought only of this view. Less than the most 
rigorous measure of war (they would conceive) would be 
inadequate to the wrong done by the Mitylenreans. 

But when the assembly broke up—when the citizen, no 
longer wound up by sympathising companions and animated 
speakers in the Pnyx, subsided into the comparative quiescence 
of individual life—when the talk came to be, not about the 
propriety of passing such a resolution, but about the details 
of executing i t—a sensible change, and marked repentance 
became presently visible. We must also recollect—and it is a 
principle of no small moment in human affairs, especially among 
a democratical people like the Athenians, who stand charged 
with so many resolutions passed and afterwards unexecuted 
—that the sentiment of wrath against the Mitylenaians had been 
really in part discharged by the mere passing of the sentence, 
quite apart from its execution; just as a furious man relieves 
himself from overboiling anger by imprecations against others, 
which he would himself shrink from afterwards realising. The 
Athenians, on the whole the most humane people in Greece 
(though humanity, according to our ideas, cannot be predicated 
of any Greeks), became sensible that they had sanctioned a 

1 I infer this total number from the fact that the number sent to Athens 
by Paches, as foremost instigators, was rather more than 1000 (Thucyd. i i i . 
50). The total of or males of military age must have been (I imagine) 
six times this number. 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 36. 
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cruel and frightful decree. Even the captain and seamen l 

to whom it was given to carry, set forth on their voyage with 
mournful repugnance. The Mitylenaean envoys present in 
Athens (who had probably been allowed to speak in the 
assembly and plead their own cause), together with those 
Athenians who had been proxeni and friends of Mitylene, and 
the minority generally of the previous assembly—soon discerned, 
and did their best to foster, this repentance ; which became 
during the course of the same evening so powerful as well as 
so wide-spread, that the Strategi acceded to the prayer of the 
envoys, and convoked a fresh assembly for the morrow to 
reconsider the proceeding. By so doing, they committed an 
illegality, and exposed themselves to the chance of impeach­
ment. But the change of feeling among the people was so 
manifest as to overbear any such scruples.2 

Though Thucydides has given us only a short summary with­
out any speeches, of what passed in the first assembly—yet as 
to this second assembly, he gives us at length the speeches 
both of Kleon and Diodotus—the two principal orators of the 
first also. We may be sure that this second assembly was in 
all points one of the most interesting and anxious of the whole 
war; and though we cannot certainly determine what were the 
circumstances which determined Thucydides in his selection 
of speeches, yet this cause, as well as the signal defeat of Kleon 
whom he disliked, may probably be presumed to have influenced 
him here. 

That orator, coming forward to defend his proposition passed 
on the preceding day, denounced in terms of indignation the 
unwise tenderness and scruples of the people, who could not 
bear to treat their subject-allies, according to the plain reality, 
as men held only by naked fear. He dwelt upon the mischief 
and folly of reversing on one day what had been decided on 
the day preceding; also upon the guilty ambition of orators, 
who sacrificed the most valuable interests of the commonwealth, 
either to pecuniary gains, or to the personal credit of speaking 
with effect, triumphing over rivals, and setting up their own 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 36. As to the illegality, see Thucyd. v i . 14—which I 
think is good evidence to prove that there was illegality. I agree with 
•Schomann on this point, in spite of the doubts of Dr. Arnold. 
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fancies in place of fact and reality. He deprecated the mistaken 
encouragement given to such delusions by a public "wise 
beyond what was written," who came to the assembly, not to 
apply their good sense in judging of public matters, but merely 
for the delight of hearing speeches.1 He restated the heinous 
and unprovoked wrong committed by the Mitylenæans—and 
the grounds for inflicting upon them that maximum of punish­
ment which " jus t ice" enjoined. He called for " jus t ice" 
against them, nothing less, but nothing more; warning the 
assembly that the imperial necessities of Athens essentially 
required the constant maintenance of a sentiment of fear in 
the minds of unwilling subjects, and that they must prepare to 
see their empire pass away if they suffered themselves to be 
guided either by compassion for those who, if victors, would 
have no compassion on them 2—or by unseasonable moderation 
towards those who would neither feel nor requite it—or by the 
mere impression of seductive discourses. Justice against the 
Mitylenaeans, not less than the strong political interests of 
Athens, required the infliction of the sentence decreed on the 
day preceding.8 

The harangue of Klcon is in many respects remarkable. 
If we are surprised to find a man, whose whole importance 
resided in his tongue, denouncing so severely the licence and 
the undue influence of speech in the public assembly, we 
must recollect that Kleon had the advantage of addressing 
himself to the intense prevalent sentiment of the moment: 
that he could therefore pass off the dictates of this sentiment 
as plain, downright, honest, sense and patriotism—while the 
opponents, speaking against the reigning sentiment and there­
fore driven to collateral argument, circumlocution, and more 
or less of manoeuvre, might be represented as mere clever 
sophists, showing their talents in making the worse appear the 
better reason—if not actually bribed, at least unprincipled and 
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without any sincere moral conviction. As this is a mode of 
dealing with questions, both of public concern and of private 
morality, not less common at present than it was in the time 
of the Peloponnesian war—to seize upon some strong and 
tolerably wide-spread sentiment among the public, to treat the 
dictates of that sentiment as plain common sense and obvious 
right, and then to shut out all rational estimate of coming 
good and evil as if it were unholy or immoral, or at best mere 
uncandid subtlety—we may well notice a case in which Kleon 
employs it to support a proposition now justly regarded as 
barbarous. 

Applying our modern views to this proposition, indeed, the 
prevalent sentiment would not only not be in favour of Kleon, 
but would be irresistibly in favour of his opponents. To put 
to death in cold blood some six thousand persons, would so 
revolt modern feelings, as to overbalance all considerations of 
past misconduct in the persons to be condemned. Neverthe­
less the speech of Diodotus, who followed and opposed Kleon, 
not only contains no appeal to any such merciful predis­
positions, but even positively disclaims appealing to them: 
the orator deprecates, not less than Kleon, the influence of 
compassionate sentiment, or of a spirit of mere compromise 
and moderation.1 He further discards considerations of 
justice or the analogies of criminal judicature2—and rests his 

" i n e lormer is a leeung, me lauer, a naDii: pity or compassion, 
may occasionally touch those who are generally very far from being 
—mild or gentle. relates to all persons—i , to particular 
individuals." The distinction here taken is certainly in itself just, and 

sometimes has the meaning ascribed to it by Dr. Arnold : but in 
this passage I believe it has a different meaning. The contrast between 

and (as Dr. Arnold explains them) would be too feeble, and 
too little marked, to serve the purpose of Kleon and Diodotus. 
here rather means the disposition to stop short of your full rights ; a spirit 
of fairness and adjustment; an abatement on your part likely to be requited 
by abatement on the part of your adversary : compare Thucyd. i. 76 ; iv. 
19 ; v. 86 ; v i i i . 93. 
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opposition altogether upon reasons of public prudence, bearing 
upon the future welfare and security of Athens. 

He begins by v ind ica t ing 1 the necessity of reconsidering 
the resolution just passed, and insists on the mischief of 
deciding so important a question in haste or under strong 
passion. He enters a protest against the unwarrantable in­
sinuations of corruption or self-conceit by which Kleon had 
sought to silence or discredit his opponents;2 and then, taking 
up the question on the ground of public wisdom and prudence, 
he proceeds to show that the rigorous sentence decreed on the 
preceding day was not to be defended. That sentence would 
not prevent any other among the subject-allies from revolting, 
if they saw, or fancied that they saw, a fair chance of success : 
but it might perhaps drive them,3 if once embarked in revolt, 
to persist even to desperation, and bury themselves under the 
ruins of their city. While every means ought to be employed 
to prevent them from revolting, by precautions beforehand— 
it was a mistaken reckoning to try to deter them by enormity 
of punishment, inflicted afterwards upon such as were recon­
quered. In developing this argument, the speaker gives some 
remarkable views on the theory of punishment generally, and 
on the small addition obtained in the way of preventive effect, 
even by the greatest aggravation of the suffering inflicted upon 
the condemned criminal—views which might have passed as 
rare and profound even down to the last century.4 A n d he 

acts of the refractory colonies as criminal, " The thing seems a great deal 
too big for my ideas of jurisprudence. It should seem, to my way of 
conceiving such matters, that there is a wide difference in reason and 
policy, between the mode of proceeding on the irregular conduct of scattered 
individuals, or even of bands of men who disturb order within the state— 
and the civil dissensions which may from time to time agitate the several 
communities which compose a great empire. It looks to me to be narrow 
and pedantic, to apply the ordinary ideas of criminal justice to this great 
public contest. I do not know the method of drawing up an indictment 
against a whole people," & c . — " My consideration is narrow, confined, and 
wholly limited to the policy of the question." 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 42. 2 Thucyd. i i i . 43. 
3 Thucyd. i i i . 45, 46. 
4 Compare this speech of Diodotus with the views of punishment implied 

by Xenophon in his Anabasis, where he is describing the government of 
Cyrus the younger— 

"Nor can any man contend, that Cyrus suffered criminals and wrong­
doers to laugh at him : he punished them with the most unmeasured severity 

And you might often see along the 
frequented roads men deprived of their eyes, their hands, and their feet: so 
that in his government, either Greek or barbarian, if he had no criminal 
purpose, might go fearlessly through and carry whatever he found 
convenient." (Anabasis, i. 9, 13.) 
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further supports his argument by emphatically setting forth the 
impolicy of confounding the Mitylenaian Demos in the same 
punishment with their oligarchy: the revolt had been the act 
exclusively of the latter, and the former had not only taken no 
part in it , but as soon as they obtained possession of arms, 
had surrendered the city spontaneously. In all the allied 
cities, it was the commons who were well-affected to Athens, 
and upon whom her hold chiefly depended against the 
doubtful fidelity of the oligarchies :x but this feeling could not 
possibly continue, if it were now seen that all the Mitylenieans 
indiscriminately were confounded in one common destruction. 
Diodotus concludes by recommending that those Mitylenacans 
whom Paches had sent to Athens as chiefs of the revolt, 
should be put upon their trial separately; but that the 
remaining population should be spared.2 

This speech is that of a man who feels that he has the 
reigning and avowed sentiment of the audience against h im, 
and that he must therefore win his way by appeals to their 
reason. The same appeals however might have been made, 
and perhaps had been made, during the preceding discussion, 
without success. But Diodotus knew that the reigning senti­
ment, though still ostensibly predominant, had been silently 
undermined during the last few hours, and that the reaction 
towards pity and moderation, which had been growing up 
under it, would work in favour of his arguments, though he 
might disclaim all intention of invoking its aid. After several 
other discourses, both for and against,—the assembly came to 
a vote, and the proposition of Diodotus was adopted; but 
adopted by so small a majority, that the decision seemed at 
first doubtful.3 

The trireme carrying the first vote had started the day 
before, and was already twenty-four hours on its way to 
Mitylene. A second trireme was immediately put to sea 
bearing the new decree; yet nothing short of superhuman 
exertions could enable it to reach the condemned city, before 

The severity of the punishment is in Xenophon's mind the measure both 
of its effects in deterring criminals, and of the character of the ruler 
inflicting it . 
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the terrific sentence now on its way might be actually in course 
of execution. The Mitylensean envoys stored the vessel well 
with provisions, promising large rewards to the crew if they 
arrived in time. An intensity of effort was manifested, without 
parallel in the history of Athenian seamanship. The oar was 
never once relaxed between Athens and Mitylene—the rowers 
merely taking turns for short intervals of rest, wi th refresh­
ment, of barley-meal steeped in wine and oi l , swallowed on 
their seats. Luckily there was no unfavourable wind to retard 
them: but the object would have been defeated, if it had not 
happened that the crew of the first trireme were as slow and 
averse in the transmission of their rigorous mandate, as those 
of the second were eager for the delivery of the reprieve in 
time. And after all, it came only just in time. The first 
trireme had arrived, the order for execution was actually in the 
hands of Paches, and his measures were already preparing. 
So near was the Mitylenasan population to this wholesale 
destruction :x so near was Athens to the actual perpetration 
of an enormity which would have raised against her through­
out Greece a sentiment of exasperation more deadly than that 
which she afterwards incurred even from the proceedings at 
Melos, Skione and elsewhere. Had the execution been 
realised, the person who would have suffered most by it, and 
most deservedly, would have been the proposer Kleon. For 
if the reaction in Athenian sentiment was so immediate and 
sensible after the mere passing of the sentence, far more 
violent would it have been when they learnt that the deed had 
been irrevocably done, and when all its painful details were 
presented to their imaginations : and Kleon would have been 
held responsible as the author of that which had so disgraced 
them in their own eyes. As the case turned out, he was 
fortunate enough to escape this danger; and his proposition, 
to put to death those Mitylenseans whom Paches had sent 
home as the active revolting party, was afterwards adopted 
and executed. It doubtless appeared so moderate, after the 
previous decree passed but rescinded, as to be adopted with 
little resistance, and to provoke no after-repentance: yet the 
men so slain were rather more than one thousand in number.2 

Besides this sentence of execution, the Athenians razed the 
fortifications ofMitylene, and took possession of all her ships of 
war. In lieu of tribute, they further established a new perma­
nent distribution of the land of the island; all except Methymna, 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 49. 
2 Thucyd. i i i . 50.  
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which had remained faithful to them. They distributed it into 
3000 lots, of which 300 were reserved for consecration to the 
gods, and the remainder assigned to Athenian kleruchs, or 
proprietary settlers, chosen by lot among the citizens; the 
Lesbian proprietors still remaining on the land as cultivating 
tenants, and paying to the Athenian kleruch an annual rent of 
two minae (about seven pounds sixteen shillings sterling) for 
each lot. We should have been glad to learn more about this 
new land-settlement than the few words of the historian suffice 
to explain. It would seem that 2700 Athenian citizens with their 
families must have gone to reside, for the time at least, in 
Lesbos—as kleruchs ; that is, without abnegating their rights 
as Athenian citizens, and without being exonerated either from 
Athenian taxation, or from personal military service. But it 
seems certain that these men did not continue long to reside in 
Lesbos. We may even suspect that the kleruchic allotment of 
the island must have been subsequently abrogated. There was 
a strip on the opposite mainland of Asia, which had hitherto 
belonged to Mitylene; this was now separated from that town, 
and henceforward enrolled among the tributary subjects of 
Athens.1 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 50; iv. 52. About the Lesbian kleruchs, see Boeckh, 
Public Econ. of Athens, b. i i i . c. 18; Wachsmuth, Hel l . A l t . i, 2, p. 36. 
These kleruchs must originally have gone thither as a garrison, as M. 
Boeckh remarks ; and may probably have come back, either all or a part, 
when needed for military service at home, and when it was ascertained that 
the island might be kept without them. Still however there is much 
which is puzzling in this arrangement. It seems remarkable that the 
Athenians, at a time when their accumulated treasure had been exhausted 
and when they were beginning to pay direct contributions from their 
private property, should sacrifice 5400 minæ (90 talents) annual revenue 
capable of being appropriated by the state, unless that sum were required 
to maintain the kleruchs as resident garrison for the maintenance of 
Lesbos. And as it turned out afierwards that their residence was not 
necessary, we may doubt whether the state did not convert the kleruchic 
grants into a public tribute, wholly or partially. 

We may further remark, that if the kleruch be supposed a citizen resident 
at Athens, but receiving rent from his lot of land in some other territory— 
the analogy between him and the Roman colonist fails. The Roman 
colonists, though retaining their privileges as citizens, were sent out to 
reside on their grants of land, and to constitute a sort of resident garrison 
over the prior inhabitants, who had been despoiled of a portion of territory 
to make room for them. 

See—on this subject and analogy—the excellent Dissertation of Madwig 
—De jure et conditione coloniarum Populi Romani quscstio historica— 
Madwig, Opuscul. Copenhag. 1834. Diss. v i i i . p. 246. 

M. Boeckh and Dr. Arnold contend justly that at the time of the expedi­
tion of Athens against Syracuse and afterwards (Thucyd. vi i . 57 ; v i i i . 23), 
there could have been but few, if any, Athenian kleruchs resident in Lesbos. 
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To the misfortunes of Mitylene belongs, as a suitable appen­

dix, the fate of Paches the Athenian commander, whose perfidy 
at Notium has been recently recounted. It appears that hav­
ing contracted a passion for two beautiful free women at Mity­
lene, Hellanis and Lamaxis, he slew their husbands, and got 
possession of them by force. Possibly they may have had 
private friends at Athens, which must of course have been the 
case with many Mitylenrcan families. At all events they re­
paired thither, bent on obtaining redress for this outrage, and 
brought their complaint against Paches before the Athenian 
dikastery, in that trial of accountability to which every officer 
was liable at the close of his command. So profound was the 
sentiment which their case excited, in this open and numerous 
assembly of Athenian citizens, that the guilty commander, not 
waiting for sentence, slew himself with his sword jn open 
court.1 

We might even push this argument further, and apply the same inference 
to an earlier period, the eighth year of the war (Thucyd. iv. 75), when the 
Mitylenrcan exiles were so active in their aggressions upon Antandrus and 
the other towns, originally Mitylenrcan possessions, on the opposite main­
land. There was no force near at hand on the part of Athens to deal with 
these exiles except the Kut had there been kleruchs at 
Mitylene, they would probably have been able to defeat the exiles in their 
first attempts, and would certainly have been among the most important 
forces to put them down afterwards—whereas Thucydides makes no 
allusion to them. 

Further, the oration of Antipho (De Caxle Herod, c. 13) makes no allu 
sion to Athenian kleruchs, either as resident in the island, or even as 
absentees receiving the annual rent mentioned by Thucydides. The 
Mitylenæan citizen, father of the speaker of that oration, had been one of 
those implicated (as he says, unwillingly) in the past revolt of the city 
against Athens: since the deplorable termination of that revolt, he had 
continued possessor of his Lesbian properly, and continued also to discharge 
his obligations as well (choregic obligations— towards Mitylene 
as (his obligations of pecuniary payment— towards Athens. If the 
arrangement mentioned by Thucydides had been persisted in, this Mity-
lenaean proprietor would have paid nothing towards the city of Athens, but 
merely a rent of two minx to some Athenian kleruch or citizen ; which can 
hardly be reconciled with the words of the speaker as we find them in 
Antipho. 

1 See the Epigram of Agathias, 57, p. 377, Agathias ed. Bonn. 
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The surrender of Plataea to the Lacedaemonians took place 

not long after that of Mitylene to the Athenians—somewhat 
later in the same summer. Though the escape of one-half of 
the garrison had made the provisions last longer for the rest, 
still their whole stock had now come to be exhausted, so that 
the remaining defenders were enfeebled and on the point of 
perishing by starvation. The Lacedaemonian commander of 
the blockading force, knowing their defenceless condition, could 
easily have taken the town by storm, had he not been forbid­
den by express orders from Sparta. For the Spartan govern­
ment, calculating that peace might one day be concluded with 
Athens on terms of mutual cession of places acquired by war, 
wished to acquire Platæa, not by force but by capitulation and 
voluntary surrender, which would serve as an excuse for not 
giving it up : though such a distinction, between capture by 
force and by capitulation, not admissible in modern diplomacy, 
was afterwards found to tell against the Lacedaemonians quite 
as much as in their favour.1 Acting upon these orders, the 
Lacedaemonian commander sent in a herald, summoning the 
Plataeans to surrender voluntarily, and submit themselves to 
the Lacedemonians as judges—with a stipulation " that the 

Plutarch (Nikias, 6 : compare Plutarch, Aristeides, c. 26) states the fact 
of Paches having slain himself before the dikastery on occasion of his trial 

The statement in Plutarch, and that in the Epigram hang together so 
perfectly well, that each lends authority to the other, and I think there is 
good reason for crediting the Epigram. The suicide of Paches, and that 
too Ixifore the dikasts, implies circumstances very different from those 
usually brought in accusation against a general on trial. It implies an 
intensity of anger in the numerous dikasts greater than that which acts 
of peculation would be likely to raise, and such as to strike a guilty man 
with insupportable remorse and humiliation. The story of Lamaxis and 
Ilellanis would be just of a nature to produce this vehement emotion 
among the Athenian dikasts. Moreover the words of the Epigram—  

—are precisely applicable to a self-inflicted 
death. It would seem by the Epigram, moreover, that even in the time of 
Agathias ( A . D . 550—the reign of Justinian) there must have been pre­
served at Mitylene a sepulchral monument commemorating this incident. 

Schneider (ad Aristotel. Politic, v. 3, 2) erroneously identifies this 
story with that of Doxander and the two whom he wished to 
obtain in marriage for his two sons. 

1 Thucyd. v. 17. 



280 History of Greece 
wrong-doers1 should be punished, but that none should be 
punished unjustly." To the besieged, in their state of hopeless 
starvation, all terms were nearly alike, and they accordingly 
surrendered the city. After a few days' interval, during which 
they received nourishment from the blockading army, five per­
sons arrived from Sparta to sit in judgement upon their fate— 
one Aristomenidas, a Herakleid of the regal family.2 

The five Spartans having taken their seat as judges, doubtless 
in full presence of the blockading army, and especially with 
the Thebans, the great enemies of Platæa, by their side—the 
prisoners taken, 200 Plataeans and twenty-five Athenians, were 
brought up for trial or sentence. No accusation was preferred 
against them by any one : but the simple question was put to 
them by the judges—" Have you during the present war ren­
dered any service to the Lacedaemonians or to their allies ?" 
The Plataeans were confounded at a question alike unexpected 
and preposterous. It admitted but of one answer—but before 
returning any categorical answer at all , they entreated permis­
sion to plead their cause at length. In spite of the opposition 
of the Thebans,3 their request was granted. Astymachus and 
Lakon (the latter, proxenus of Sparta at Platrea) were appointed 
to speak on behalf of the body. Possibly both these delegates 
may have spoken: if so, Thucydides has blended the two 
speeches into one. 

A more desperate position cannot be imagined. The inter­
rogatory was expressly so framed as to exclude allusion to any 
facts preceding the Peloponnesian war. But the speakers, 
though fully conscious how slight was their chance of success, 
disregarded the limits of the question itself, and while uphold­
ing with unshaken courage the dignity of their little city, neg­
lected no topic which could touch the sympathies of their 
judges. After remonstrating against the mere mockery of trial 
and judgement to which they were submitted, they appealed to 
the Hellenic sympathies, and lofty reputation for commanding 
virtue, of the Lacedaemonians. They adverted to the first 
alliance of Platnea with Athens, concluded at the recommenda­
tion of the Lacediemonians themselves, who had then declined, 
though formally solicited, to undertake the protection of the 
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town against Theban oppression. They next turned to the 
Persian war, wherein Plataean patriotism towards Greece was 
not less conspicuous than Theban treason1—to the victory 
gained over the Persians on their soil, whereby it had become 
hallowed under the promises of Pausanias and by solemn 
appeals to the local gods. From the Persian war they passed 
on to the flagitious attack made by the Thebans on Plataea, in 
the midst of the truce. They did not omit to remind the 
judges of an obligation personal to Sparta—the aid which they 
had rendered, along with the Athenians, to Sparta, when 
pressed by the revolt of the Helots at Ithome. This speech is 
as touching as any which we find in Thucydides; the skill 
of it consisting in the frequency with which the hearers are 
brought back, time after time and by well-managed transitions, 
to these same topics.- And such was the impression which it 
seemed to make on the five Lacedaemonian judges, that the 
Thebans near at hand found themselves under the necessity 
of making a reply to i t : although we see plainly that the 
whole scheme of proceeding—the formal and insulting ques­
tion, as well as the sentence destined to follow upon answer 
given—had been settled beforehand between them and the 
Lacedaemonians. 

The Theban speakers contended that the Platoeans had 
deserved, and brought upon themselves by their own fault, 
the enmity of Thebes—that they had stood forward earnestly 
against the Persians, only because Athens had done so too— 
and that all the merit, whatever it might be, which they had 
thereby acquired, was counterbalanced and cancelled by their 
having allied themselves with Athens afterwards for the oppres­
sion and enslavement of the Æginetans, and of other Greeks 

1 See this point emphatically set forth in Orat. xiv. called 
of Isokratcs, p. 30S, sect. 62.  

The whole of that oration is interesting to be read in illustration of the 
renewed sufferings of the Platæans near fifty years after this capture. 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 54-59. Dionysius of Halikarnassus bestows especial 
commendation on the speech of the Platsean orator (De Thucyd. Hist. 
Judic. p. 921). Concurring with him as to its merits, I do not concur in the 
opinion which he expresses, that it is less artistically put together than 
those other harangues which he considers inferior. 

Mr. Mitford doubts whether these two orations are to be taken as 
approximating to anything really delivered on the occasion. But it seems 
to me that the means possessed by Thucydides for informing himself of 
what was actually said at this scene before the captured Platæa, must have 
been considerable and satisfactory: I therefore place full confidence in 
them, as I do in most of the other harangues in his work, so far as the 
substance goes. 
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equally conspicuous for zeal against Xerxes, and equally en­
tit led to protection under the promises of Pausanias. The 
Thebans went on to vindicate their nocturnal surprise of 
Plataea, by maintaining that they had been invited by the most 
respectable citizens of the town,1 who were anxious only to 
bring back Platrea from its alliance with a stranger to its 
natural Boeotian home—and that they had abstained from 
anything like injurious treatment of the inhabitants, unti l con­
strained to use force in their own defence. They then 
reproached the Platæans, in their turn, with that breach of 
faith whereby ultimately the Theban prisoners in the town had 
been put to death. A n d while they excused their alliance with 
Xerxes, at the time of the Persian invasion, by affirming that 
Thebes was then under a dishonest party-oligarchy, who took 
this side for their own factious purposes, and carried the 
people with them by force—they at the same time charged the 
Platæans with permanent treason against the Boeotian customs 
and brotherhood.2 A l l this was further enforced by setting 
forth the claims of Thebes to the gratitude of Lacedaemon, 
both for having brought Bœotia into the Lacedaemonian 
alliance at the time of the battle of Koroneia, and for having 
furnished so large a portion of the common force in the war 
then going on.3 

The discourse of the Thebans, inspired by bitter and as yet 
unsatisfied hatred against Platæa, proved effectual: or rather 
it was superfluous—the minds of the Lacedaemonians having 
before been made up. After the proposition twice made by 
Archidamus to the Platseans, inviting them to remain neutral 
and even offering to guarantee their neutrality—after the 
solemn apologetic protest tendered by him upon their refusal, 
to the gods, before he began the siege—the Lacedaemonians 
conceived themselves exonerated from all obligation to respect 
the sanctity of the place;4 looking upon the inhabitants as 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 65. 

3 Thucyd. i i i . 61-68. It is probable that the slaughter of the Theban 
prisoners taken in the town of Platæa was committed by the Platceans in 
breach of a convention concluded with the Thebans : and on this point 
therefore the Thebans had really ground to complain. Respecting this 
convention, however, there were two conflicting stories, between which 
Thucydides does not decide : see Thucyd. i i . 3, 4, and this History, above, 
chap, xlvii i . 

4 Thucyd. i i i . 68; i i . 74. To construe the former of these passages 
( i i i . 68) as it now stands, is very difficult, if not impossible: we can only 
pretend to give what seems to be its substantial meaning. 
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having voluntarily renounced their inviolability and sealed 
their own ruin. Hence the importance attached to that pro­
test, and the emphatic detail with which it is set forth in 
Thucydides. The five judges, as their only reply to the two 
harangues, again called the Platæans before them, and repeated 
to every one of them individually the same question which had 
before been put. Each of them, as he successively replied in 
the negative,1 was taken away and killed, together with the 
twenty-five Athenian prisoners. The women captured were 
sold as slaves: and the town and territory of Platam were 
handed over to the Thebans, who at first established in them a 
few oligarchical Platæan exiles, together with some Megarian 
exiles—but after a few months, recalled this step, and blotted 
out Platæa,2 as a separate town and territory, from the muster-
rol l of Hellas. Having pulled down all the private buildings, 
they employed the materials to build a vast barrack all round 
the Heraeum or temple of Here, 200 feet in every direction, 
with apartments of two stories above and below; partly as 
accommodation for visitors to the temple, partly as an abode 
for the tenant-farmers or graziers who were to occupy the land. 
A new temple, of 100 feet in length, was also built in honour 
of Here, and ornamented with couches prepared from the 
brass and iron furniture found in the private houses of the 
Plataeans.3 The Plataian territory was let out for ten years, as 
public property belonging to Thebes, and was hired by private 
Theban cultivators. 

Such was the melancholy fate of Platæa, after sustaining a 
blockade of about two years.4 Its identity and local traditions 

1 Diodorus (xii. 56) in his meagre abridgement of the siege and fate of 
Pl.itica, somewhat amplifies the brevity and simplicity of the question 
as given by Thucydides. 

3 Thucyd. i i i . 69. 
4 Demosthenes (or the Pseudo-Demosthenes), in the oration against 

Neaera (p. 1380, c. 25), says that the blockade of Platæa was continued for 
ten years before it surrendered—  

That the real duration of the blockade was only two 
years, is most certain: accordingly several eminent critics —Palmerius, 
wasse, Duker, Taylor, Auger, & c , all with one accord confidently enjoin 
us to correct the text of Demosthenes from " Repone fidenter 

'—says Duker. 
I have before protested against corrections of the text of ancient authors 

grounded upon the reason which all these critics think so obvious and so 
convincing ; and I must again renew the protest here. It shows how l i t t le 
the principles of historical evidence have been reflected upon, when critics 
can thus concur in forcing dissentient witnesses into harmony, and in 
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were extinguished, and the sacrifices, in honour of the deceased 
victors who had fought under Pausanias, suspended—which 
the Platæan speakers had urged upon the Lacedaemonians as 
an impiety not to be tolerated,1 and which perhaps the latter 
would hardly have consented to under any other circumstances, 
except from an anxious desire of conciliating the Thebans in 
their prominent antipathy. It is in this way that Thucydides 
explains the conduct of Sparta, which he pronounces to have 
been rigorous in the extreme.2 A n d in truth it was more 
rigorous, considering only the principle of the case and apart 
from the number of victims, than even the first unexecuted 
sentence of Athens against the Mitylenceans. For neither 
Sparta, nor even Thebes, had any fair pretence for considering 
Platæa as a revolted town, whereas Mitylene was a city which 
had revolted under circumstances peculiarly offensive to 
Athens. Moreover Sparta promised trial and justice- to the 
Platæans on their surrender : Paches promised nothing to the 
Mitylenæans except that their fate should be reserved for the 
decision of the Athenian people. This litt le city—interesting 
from its Hellenic patriotism, its grateful and tenacious attach­
ments, and its unmerited suffering—now existed only in the 
persons of its citizens harboured at Athens. We shall find it 
hereafter restored, destroyed again, and finally again restored: 
so chequered was the fate of a little Grecian state swept away 
by the contending politics of greater neighbours. The slaughter 
of the twenty-five Athenian prisoners, like that of Sakethus by 
the Athenians, was not beyond the rigour admitted and toler­
ated, though not always practised, on both sides—towards 
prisoners of war. 

We have now gone through the circumstances, painfully 
illustrating the manners of the age, which followed on the 
surrender of Mitylene and Platæa. We next pass to the west 
of Greece—the island of Korkyra—where we shall find scenes 
not less bloody, and even more revolting. 

substituting a true statement of their own in place of an erroneous statement 
which one of these witnesses gives them. And in the present instance, the 
principle adopted by these critics is the less defensible, because the Pseudo-
Demosthenes introduces a great many other errors and inaccuracies respect­
ing Platæa, besides his mistake about the duration of the siege. The ten 
years' siege of Troy was constantly present to the imagination of these 
literary Greeks. 

1 Thucyd. iii. 59. 
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It has been already mentioned,1 that in the naval combats 

between the Corinthians and Korkyræans during the year 
before the Peloponnesian war, the former had captured 250 
Korkyraean prisoners, men of the first rank and consequence 
in the island. Instead of following the impulse of bl ind hatred 
in slaughtering their prisoners, the Corinthians displayed, if 
not greater humanity, at least a more long-sighted calculation. 
They had treated the prisoners well, and made every effort to 
gain them over, with a view of employing them on the first 
opportunity to effect a revolution in the island—to bring it 
into alliance with Corinth,2 and disconnect it from Athens. 
Such an opportunity appears first to have occurred during the 
winter or spring of the present year, while both Mitylene and 
Plataea were under blockade; probably about the time when 
Alkidas departed for Ionia, and when it was hoped that not 
only Mitylene would be relieved, but the neighbouring depend­
encies of Athens excited to revolt, and her whole attention 
thus occupied in that quarter. Accordingly the Korkyraean 
prisoners were then sent home from Corinth, nominally under 
a heavy ransom of 800 talents, for which those Korkyraean 
citizens who acted as proxeni to Corinth made themselves 
responsible.3 The proxeni, lending themselves thus to the 
deception, were doubtless participant in the entire design. 

But it was soon seen in what form the ransom was really to 
be paid. The new-comers, probably at first heartily welcomed 
after so long a detention, employed all their influence, com­
bined with the most active personal capvass, to bring about a 
complete rupture of alliance with Athens. Intimation being 
sent to Athens of what was going on, an Athenian trireme 
arrived with envoys to try and defeat these manoeuvres; while 
a Corinthian trireme also brought envoys from Corinth to aid 
the views of the opposite party. The mere presence of 
Corinthian envoys indicated a change in the political feeling 
of the island. But still more conspicuous d id this change 
become, when a formal public assembly, after hearing both 
envoys, decided—that Korkyra would maintain her alliance 
with Athens according to the limited terms of simple mutual 
defence originally stipulated ;4 but would at the same time be 
in relations of friendship with the Peloponnesians, as she had 
been before the Epidamnian quarrel. Since that event, how­
ever, the alliance between Athens and Korkyra had become 
practically more intimate, and the Korkyraean fleet had aided 

1 See above, chap, xlvii. 2 Thucyd. i. 5$. 
3 Thucyd. iii. 70 : compare Diodor. xii. 57. 4 Thucyd. i. 44. 
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the Athenians in the invasion of Peloponnesus.1 Accordingly, 
the resolution now adopted abandoned the present to go back 
to the past—and to a past which could not be restored. 

Looking to the war then raging between Athens and the 
Peloponnesians, such a declaration was self-contradictory. It 
was intended by the oligarchical party only as a step to a more 
complete revolution, both foreign and domestic. They followed 
it up by a political prosecution against Peithias, the citizen of 
greatest persona! influence among the people, who acted by his 
own choice as proxenus to the Athenians. They accused him 
of practising to bring Korkyra into slavery to Athens. What 
were the judicial institutions of the island, under which he was 
tried, we do not know: but he was acquitted of the charge. 
He then revenged himself by accusing in his turn five of the 
richest among his oligarchical prosecutors, of the c i m e of 
sacrilege—of having violated the sanctity of the sacred grove of 
Zeus and Alkinous, by causing stakes, for their vine-props, to 
be cut in i t . 2 This was an act distinctly forbidden by law, 
under a penalty of a stater or four drachms for every stake so 
cut. But it is no uncommon phenomenon, even in societies 
politically better organised than Korkyra, to find laws existing 
and unrepealed, yet habitually violated, sometimes even by 
every one, but still oftener by men of wealth and power, whom 
most people would be afraid to prosecute. Moreover in this 
case, no individual was injured by the act, so that any one who 
came forward to prosecute would incur the odium of an 
informer—which probably Peithias might not have chosen to 
brave under ordinary circumstances, though he thought himself 
justified in adopting this mode of retaliation against those who 
had prosecuted him. The language of Thucydides implies 

1 Thucyd. ii. 215. 

The present tense seems to indicate that they were going on 
habitually making use of the trees in the grove for this purpose. Probably 
it is this cutting and fixing of stakes to support the vines, which is meant 
by the word _ . i n Pherek rates Pers. ap. Athenaeum, vi. p. 269. 

The Oration of Lysias (Or. vii.) against Nikomachus, 
„ , , will illustrate this charge made by Peithias at Korkyra. There 
were certain ancient olive trees near Athens, consecrated and protected by 
law, so that the proprietors of the ground on which they stood were for­
bidden to grub them up, or to dig so near as to injure the roots. The 
speaker in that oration defends himself against a charge of having grubbed 
up one of these and sold the wood. It appears that there were public 
visitors whose duty it was to watch over these old trees: see the note of 
Mark land on that oration, p. 270. 
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that the fact was not denied: nor is there any difficulty in 
conceiving that these rich men may have habitually resorted to 
the sacred property for vine-stakes. On being found guilty and 
condemned, they cast themselves as suppliants at the temples, 
and entreated the indulgence of being allowed to pay the fine 
by instalments. But Peithias, then a member of the (annual) 
senate, to whom the petition was referred, opposed it , and 
caused its rejection, leaving the law to take its course. It was 
moreover understood that he was about to avail himself of his 
character of senator—and of his increased favour, probably 
arising from the recent judicial acquittal—to propose in the 
public assembly a reversal of the resolution recently passed: 
together with a new resolution, to recognise only the same 
friends and the same enemies as Athens. 

Pressed by the ruinous fine upon the five persons condemned, 
as well as by the fear that Peithias might cany his point and 
thus completely defeat their project of Corinthian alliance, the 
oligarchical party resolved to carry their point by violence and 
murder. They collected a party armed with daggers, burst 
suddenly into the senate-house during full sitting, and there 
slew Peithias with sixty other persons, partly senators, partly 
private individuals. Some others of his friends escaped the 
same fate by getting aboard the Attic trireme which had brought 
the envoys, and which was still in the harbour, but now departed 
forthwith to Athens. These assassins, under the fresh terror 
arising from their recent act, convoked an assembly, affirmed 
that what they had done was unavoidable to guard Korkyra 
against being made the slave of Athens, and proposed a resolu­
tion of full neutrality both towards Athens and towards the 
Peloponnesians—permitting no visit from either of the belli­
gerents, except of a pacific character and with one single ship 
at a time. A n d this resolution the assembly was constrained 
to pass—it probably was not very numerous, and the oligarchi­
cal partisans were at hand in arms.1 At the same time they 
sent envoys to Athens, to communicate the recent events with 
such colouring as suited their views, and to dissuade the 
fugitive partisans of Peithias from provoking any armed 
Athenian intervention, such as might occasion a counter­
revolution in the island.2 W i t h some of the fugitives, repre­
sentations of this sort, or perhaps the fear of compromising 
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the Athenians in the invasion of Peloponnesus.1 Accordingly, 
the resolution now adopted abandoned the present to go back 
to the past—and to a past which could not be restored. 

Looking to the war then raging between Athens and the 
Peloponnesians, such a declaration was self-contradictory. It 
was intended by the oligarchical party only as a step to a more 
complete revolution, both foreign and domestic. They followed 
it up by a political prosecution against Peithias, the citizen of 
greatest personal influence among the people, who acted by his 
own choice as proxenus to the Athenians. They accused him 
of practising to bring Korkyra into slavery to Athens. What 
were the judicial institutions of the island, under which he was 
tried, we do not know: but he was acquitted of the charge. 
He then revenged himself by accusing in his turn five of the 
richest among his oligarchical prosecutors, of the crime of 
sacrilege—of having violated the sanctity of the sacred grove of 
Zeus and Alkinous, by causing stakes, for their vine-props, to 
be cut in i t . 2 This was an act distinctly forbidden by law, 
under a penalty of a stater or four drachms for every stake so 
cut. But it is no uncommon phenomenon, even in societies 
politically better organised than Korkyra, to find laws existing 
and unrepealed, yet habitually violated, sometimes even by 
every one, but still oftener by men of wealth and power, whom 
most people would be afraid to prosecute. Moreover in this 
case, no individual was injured by the act, so that any one who 
came forward to prosecute would incur the odium of an 
informer—which probably Peithias might not have chosen to 
brave under ordinary circumstances, though he thought himself 
justified in adopting this mode of retaliation against those who 
had prosecuted him. The language of Thucydides implies 

1 Thucyd. i i . 25. 

habitually making use of the trees in the grove for this purpose. Probably 
it is this cutting and fixing of stakes to support the vines, which is meant 
by the word ' in Pherekrates Pers. ap. Athenaeum, vi. p. 269. 

The Oration of Lysias (Or. vii.) against Nikomachus,  
will illustrate this charge made by Peithias at Korkyra. There 

were certain ancient olive trees near Athens, consecrated and protected by 
law, so that the proprietors of the ground on which they stood were for­
bidden to grub them up, or to dig so near as to injure the roots. The 
speaker in that oration defends himself against a charge of having grubbed 
up one of these and sold the wood. It appears that there were public 
visitors whose duty it was to watch over these old trees: see the note of 
Markland on that oration, p. 270. 
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that the fact was not denied: nor is there any difficulty in 
conceiving that these rich men may have habitually resorted to 
the sacred property for vine-stakes. On being found guilty and 
condemned, they cast themselves as suppliants at the temples, 
and entreated the indulgence of being allowed to pay the fine 
by instalments. But Peithias, then a member of the (annual) 
senate, to whom the petition was referred, opposed it , and 
caused its rejection, leaving the law to take its course. It was 
moreover understood that he was about to avail himself of his 
character of senator—and of his increased favour, probably 
arising from the recent judicial acquittal—to propose in the 
public assembly a reversal of the resolution recently passed : 
together with a new resolution, to recognise only the same 
friends and the same enemies as Athens. 

Pressed by the ruinous fine upon the five persons condemned, 
as well as by the fear that Peithias might carry his point and 
thus completely defeat their project of Corinthian alliance, the 
oligarchical party resolved to carry their point by violence and 
murder. They collected a party armed with doggers, burst 
suddenly into the senate-house during full sitting, and there 
slew Peithias with sixty other persons, partly senators, partly 
private individuals. Some others of his friends escaped the 
same fate by getting aboard the Att ic trireme which had brought: 
the envoys, and which was still in the harbour, but now departed 
forthwith to Athens. These assassins, under the fresh terror 
arising from their recent act, convoked an assembly, affirmed 
that what they had done was unavoidable to guard Korkyra 
against being made the slave of Athens, and proposed a resolu­
tion of full neutrality both towards Athens and towards the 
Peloponnesians—permitting no visit from either of the belli­
gerents, except of a pacific character and with one single ship 
at a time. A n d this resolution the assembly was constrained 
to pass—it probably was not very numerous, and the oligarchi­
cal partisans were at hand in arms.1 At the same time they 
sent envoys to Athens, to communicate the recent events with 
such colouring as suited their views, and to dissuade the 
fugitive partisans of Peithias from provoking any armed 
Athenian intervention, such as might occasion a counter­
revolution in the island.- W i t h some of the fugitives, repre­
sentations of this sort, or perhaps the fear of compromising 
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their own families left behind, prevailed. But most of them, 
and the Athenians along with them, appreciated better both 
what had been done and what was likely to follow. The 
oligarchical envoys, together with such of the fugitives as had 
been induced to adopt their views, were seized by the Athenians 
as conspirators, and placed in detention at Ægina,; while a 
fleet of sixty Athenian triremes under Eurymedon was immedi­
ately fitted out to sail for Korkyra—for which there was the 
greater necessity, as the Lacedaemonian fleet under Alkidas, 
lately mustered at Kyllene after its return from Ionia, was 
understood to be on the point of sailing thither.1 

But the oligarchical leaders at Korkyra having li t t le faith in 
the chances of this mission to Athens, proceeded in the execu­
tion of their conspiracy with that rapidity which was best 
calculated to ensure its success. On the arrival of a Corinthian 
trireme—which brought ambassadors from Sparta, and probably 
also brought news that the fleet of Alkidas would shortly 
appear—they organised their force, and attacked the people 
and the democratical authorities. The Korkyraean Demos 
were at first vanquished and dispersed. But during the night 
they collected together and fortified themselves in the upper 
parts of the town near the acropolis, and from thence down to 
the Hyllaic harbour—one of the two harbours which the town 
possessed; while the other harbour and the chief arsenal, 
facing the mainland of Epirus, was held by the oligarchical 
party, together with the market-place near to it, in and around 
which the wealthier Korkyraeans chiefly resided. In this 
divided state the town remained throughout the ensuing day, 
during which the Demos sent emissaries round the territory 
soliciting aid from the working slaves, and promising to them 
emancipation as a reward; while the oligarchy also hired and 
procured 800 Epirotic mercenaries from the mainland. Rein­
forced by the slaves, who flocked in at the call received, the 
Demos renewed the struggle on the morrow more furiously 
than before. Both in position and numbers they had the 
advantage over the oligarchy, and the intense resolution with 
which they fought communicated itself even to the women, 
who, braving danger and tumult, took active part in the 
combat, especially by flinging tiles from the housetops. 
Towards the afternoon the people became decidedly victorious, 
and were even on the point of carrying by assault the lower 
town, together with the neighbouring arsenal. The oligarchy 
had no other chance of safety except the desperate resource of 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 80. 
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setting fire to that part of the town, with the market-place, 
houses, and buildings all around it, their own among the rest. 
This proceeding drove back the assailants, but destroyed much 
property belonging to merchants in the warehouses, together 
with a large part of the town: indeed had the wind been 
favourable, the entire town would have been consumed. The 
people being thus victorious, the Corinthian trireme, together 
with most of the Epirotic mercenaries, thought it safer to leave 
the island; while the victors were still further strengthened on 
the ensuing morning by the arrival of the Athenian admiral 
Nikostratus, with twelve triremes from Naupaktus,1 and 500 
Messenian hoplites. 

Nikostratus did his best to allay the furious excitement pre­
vailing, and to persuade the people to use their victory with 
moderation. Under his auspices a convention of amnesty and 
peace was concluded between the contending parties, save only 
ten proclaimed individuals, the most violent oligarchs, who were 
to be tried as ringleaders. These men of course soon dis­
appeared, so that there would have been no trial at all, which 
seems to have been what Nikostratus desired. At the same 
time an alliance offensive and defensive was established between 
Korkyra and Athens, and the Athenian admiral was then on the 
point of departing, when the Korkyraean leaders entreated him 
to leave with them, for greater safety, five ships out of his little 
fleet of twelve—offering him five of their own triremes instead. 
Notwithstanding the peril of this proposition to himself, Niko­
stratus acceded to i t ; and the Korkyrseans, preparing the five 
ships to be sent along with him, began to enroll among the 
crews the names of their principal enemies. To the latter this 
presented the appearance of sending them to Athens, which 
they accounted a sentence of death. Under such impression 
they took refuge as suppliants in the temple of the Dioskuri, 
where Nikostratus went to visit them, and tried to reassure them 
by the promise that nothing was intended against their personal 
safety. But he found it impossible to satisfy them, and as they 
persisted in refusing to serve, the Korkyraean Demos began to 
suspect treachery. They took arms again, searched the houses 
of the recusants for arms, and were bent on putting some of 
them to death, if Nikostratus had not taken them under his 
protection. The principal men of the defeated party, to the 
number of about 400, now took sanctuary in the temple and 
sacred ground of Here; upon which the leadersof the people, 
afraid that in this inviolable position they might still cause 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 74, 75. 
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29O r insurrection in the city, opened a negotiation and pre-
"urtlW u P o n t n e m t o D e ferr ied across to the little island 

•|eJidiately opposite to the Herasum; where they were kept 
i m m r r watchwith provisions regularly transmitted across to them immer. 
underour days.1 

for at the end of these four days, while the uneasiness of the 
opular leaders still continued, and Nikostratus still adjourned 

us departure, a new phase opened in this melancholy drama. 
The Peloponnesian fleet under Alkidas arrived at the road of 
Sybota on the opposite mainland—fifty-three triremes in number, 
since the forty triremes brought back from Ionia had been 
reinforced by thirteen more from Leukas and Ambrakia. 
Moreover the Lacedæmonians had sent down Brasidas as 
advising companion—himself worth more than the new thir­
teen triremes, if he had been sent to supersede Alkidas, instead 
of bringing nothing but authority to advise.2 Despising the 
small squadron of Nikostratus, then at Naupaktus, the Spartans 
were only anxious to deal with Korkyra before reinforcements 
should arrive from Athens ; but the repairs necessary for the 
ships of Alkidas, after their disastrous voyage home, occasioned 
an unfortunate delay. When the Peloponnesian fleet was seen 
approaching from Sybota at break of day, the confusion in 
Korkyra was unspeakable. The Demos and the newly eman­
cipated slaves were agitated alike by the late terrible combat 
and by fear of the invaders—the oligarchical party, though 
defeated, was still present, forming a considerable minority— 
and the town was half-burnt. Amidst such elements of trouble, 
there was little authority to command, and still less confidence 
or willingness to obey. Plenty of triremes were indeed at 
hand, and orders were given to man sixty of them forthwith— 
while Nikostratus, the only man who preserved the cool courage 
necessary for effective resistance, entreated tne Korkyroean 
leaders to proceed with regularity, and to wait t i l l all were 
manned, so as to sail forth from the harbour in a body. He 
offered himself with his twelve Athenian triremes to go forth 
first alone, and occupy the Peloponnesian fleet, until the Korky-
rasan sixty triremes could all come out in full array to support 
him. He accordingly went forth with his squadron, but the 
Korkyrasans, instead of following his advice, sent their ships 
out one by one and without any selection of crews. Two of 
them deserted forthwith to the enemy, while others presented 
the spectacle of crews fighting among themselves: even those 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 75, 76. 2 Thucyd. i i i . 69-76. 
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which actually joined battle came up by single ships, without 
the least order or concert. 

The Peloponnesians soon seeing that they had little to fear 
from such enemies, thought it sufficient to set twenty of their 
ships against the Korkyrceans, while with the remaining thirty-
three they moved forward to contend with the twelve Athenians. 
Nikostratus, having plenty of sea-room, was not afraid of this 
numerical superiority ; the more so as two of his twelve triremes 
were the picked vessels of the Athenian navy—the Salaminia 
and the Paralus.1 He took care to avoid entangling himself 
with the centre of the enemy, and to keep rowing about their 
flanks ; and as he presently contrived to disable one of their 
ships, by a fortunate blow with the beak of one of his vessels, 
the Peloponnesians, instead of attacking him with their superior 
numbers, formed themselves into a circle and stood on the 
defensive, as they had dor in the first combat with Phormio 
in the middle of the Gulf a chium. Nikostratus (like Phormio) 
rowed round this circle, trying to cause confusion by feigned 
approach, and waiting to see some of the ships lose their places 
or run foul of each other, so as to afford him an opening for 
attack. A n d he might perhaps have succeeded, if the remaining 
twenty Peloponnesian ships, seeing the proceeding and recollect­
ing with dismay the success of a similar manoeuvre in the 
former battle, had not quitted the Korkyraian ships, whose 
disorderly condition they despised, and hastened to jo in their 
comrades. The whole fleet of fifty-three triremes now again 
took the aggressive, and advanced to attack Nikostratus, who 
retreated before them, but backing astern and keeping the head 
of his ships towards the enemy. In this manner he succeeded 
in drawing them away from the town, so as to leave to most 
of the Korkyraian ships opportunity for getting back to the 
harbour; while such was the superior manoeuvring of the 
Athenian triremes, that the Peloponnesians were never able 
to come up with him or force him to action. They returned 
back in the evening to Sybota, with no greater triumph than 
their success against the Korkyrseans, thirteen of whose triremes 
they carried away as prizes.2 

It was the expectation in Korkyra, that they would on the 
morrow make a direct attack (which could hardly have failed 

1 These two triremes had been with Paches at Lesbos (Thucyd. i i i . 33) ; 
immediately on returning from thence, they must have been sent round to 
join Nikostratus at Naupaktus. We see in what constant service they 
were kept. 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 77, 78, 79. 
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of success) on the town and harbour. We may easily believe 
(what report afterwards stated), that Brasidas advised Alkidas 
to this decisive proceeding. The Korkyrsean leaders, more 
terrified than ever, first removed their prisoners from the little 
island to the Heraeum, and then tried to come to a compromise 
with the oligarchical party generally, for the purpose of organising 
some effective and united defence. Thir ty triremes were made 
ready and manned, wherein some even of the oligarchical 
Korkyraeans were persuaded to form part of the crews. 

But the slackness of Alkidas proved their best defence. I n ­
stead of coming straight to the town, he contented himself with 
landing in the island at some distance from it, on the promon­
tory of Leukimne: after ravaging the neighbouring lands for 
some hours, he returned to his station at Sybota. He had lost 
an opportunity which never again returned : for on the very 
same night the fire signals of Leukas telegraphed to him the 
approach of the fleet under Eurymedon from Athens—sixty 
triremes. His only thought was now for the escape of the 
Peloponnesian fleet, which was in fact saved by this telegraphic 
notice. Advantage was taken of the darkness to retire close 
along the land as far as the isthmus which separates Leukas 
from the mainland—across which isthmus the ships were 
dragged by hand or machinery, so that they might not fall 
in with, or be descried by, the Athenian fleet in sailing round 
the Leukadian promontory. From hence Alkidas made the 
best of his way home to Peloponnesus, leaving the Korkyrsean 
oligarchs to their fate.1 

That fate was deplorable in the extreme. The arrival of 
Eurymedon opens a third unexpected transition in this 
chequered narrative—the Korkyrrean Demos passing, abruptly 
and unexpectedly, from intense alarm and helplessness to 
elate and irresistible mastery. In the bosom of Greeks, and 
in a population seemingly amongst the least refined of all 
Greeks—including too a great many slaves just emancipated 
against the wil l of their masters, and of course the fiercest 
and most discontented of all the slaves in the island—such a 
change was but too sure to kindle a thirst for revenge almost 
ungovernable, as the only compensation for foregone terror 
and suffering. 

As soon as the Peloponnesian fleet was known to have fled 
and that of Eurymedon was seen approaching, the Korkyrsean 
leaders brought into the town the 500 Messenian hoplites 
who had hitherto been encamped without ; thus providing a 

1 Thucyd. i i i . So. 
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resource against any last effort of despair on the part of their 
interior enemies. Next, the thirty ships recently manned—and 
held ready in the harbour facing the continent, to go out 
against the Peloponnesian fleet, but now no longer needed— 
were ordered to sail round to the other or Hyllaic harbour. 
Even while they were thus sailing round, some obnoxious men 
of the defeated party, being seen in public, were slain. But 
when the ships arrived at the Hyllaic harbour, and the crews 
were disembarked, a more wholesale massacre was per­
petrated, by putting to death those individuals of the oligar­
chical faction who had been persuaded on the day before to 
go aboard as part of the crews.1 Then came the fate of those 
suppliants, about 400 in number, who had been brought back 
from the islet opposite, and were still under sanctuary, in the 
sacred precinct of the Herneum. It was proposed to them to 
quit sanctuary and stand their trial. Fifty of them accepted 
the proposition, were put on their trial—all condemned, and 
all executed. Their execution took place, as it seems, im­
mediately on the spot, and within actual view of the unhappy 
men still remaining in the sacred g round ; 2 who, seeing that 
their lot was desperate, preferred dying by their own hands to 
starvation or the sword of their enemies. Some hung them­
selves on branches of the trees surrounding the temple, others 
helped their friends in the work of suicide, and in one way or 
another the entire band thus perished. It was probably a 
consolation to them to believe, that this desecration of the 
precinct would bring down the anger of the gods upon their 
surviving enemies. 

Eurymedon remained with his fleet for seven days, during 
all which time the victorious Korkyroeans carried on a 
sanguinary persecution against the party who had been con­
cerned in the late oligarchical revolution. Five hundred of 
this party contrived to escape by flight to the mainland; while 

1 Thucyd. iii. 80, 81.  
It is certain that the reading here must 

be wrong : no satisfactory sense can be made out of it. The word substi­
tuted b y Dr. Arnold i s —that preferred b y Goller i s — 
others recommend —Hermann adopts —-and Diony-
sius in his copy reads I follow the meaning of the words pro­
posed by Dr. Arnold and Goller, which appear to be both equivalent to 

This meaning is at least plausible and consistent; though I do 
not feel certain that we have the true sense of the passage. 

meagre abridgement of Diodorus (xii. 57), in reference to these events in 
Korkyra, is hardly worth notice. 
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those who did not, or could not, flee, were slain wherever they 
could be found. Some received their death-wounds even on 
the altar itself—others shared the same fate, after having been 
dragged away from it by violence. In one case a party of 
murderers having pursued their victims to the temple of 
Dionysus, refrained from shedding their blood, but built up 
the doorway and left them to starve; as the Lacedaemonians 
had done on a former occasion respecting Pausanias. Such 
was the ferocity of the time, that in one case a father slew his 
own son. It was not merely the oligarchical party who thus 
suffered : the flood-gates of private feud were also opened, and 
various individuals, under false charges of having been con­
cerned in the oligarchical movements, were slain by personal 
enemies or debtors. This deplorable suspension of legal, as 
well as moral restraints, continued during the week of Eury-
medon's stay—a period long enough to satiate the fierce 
sentiment out of which it arose;1 yet without any apparent 
effort on his part to soften the victors or protect the vanquished. 
We shall see further reason hereafter to appreciate the baseness 
and want of humanity in his character. Had Nikostratus 
remained in command, we may fairly presume, judging by 
what he had done in the earlier part of the sedition with very 
inferior force, that he would have set much earlier limits to 
the Korkyæan butchery; unfortunately, Thucydides tells us 
nothing at all about Nikostratus, alter the naval battle of the 
preceding day.2 

2 In reading the account of the conduct of Nikostratus, as well as that 
of Phormio in the naval battles of the preceding summer, we contract a 
personal interest respecting both of them. Thucydides does not seem to 
have anticipated that his account would raise such a feeling in the minds 
of his readers, otherwise he probably would have mentioned something to 
gratify it. Respecting Phormio, his omission is the more remarkable; 
since we are left to infer, from the request made by the Akarnanians to have 
his son sent as commander, that he must have died or become disabled : 
yet the historian does not distinctly say so ( i i i . 7). 

The Scholiast on Aristophanes (Pac. 347) has a story that Phormio was 
asked by the Akarnanians, but that he could not serve in consequence of 
being at that moment under sentence for a heavy fine, which he was 
unable to pay : accordingly the Athenians contrived a means of evading the 
fine, in order that he might be enabled to serve. It is difficult to see how 
this can be reconciled with the story of Thucydides, who says that the son 
of Phormio went instead of his father. 

Compare Meincke, Histor. Critic. Comicc. Graec. vol. i. p. 144, and 
Fragment. Eupolid. vol. i i . p. 527. Phormio was introduced as a chief 
character in the . . . . of Eupolis ; as a brave, rough, straightforward 
soldier, something like Lamachus in the Acharneis of Aristophanes. 
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We should have been glad to hear something about the 

steps taken in the way of restoration or healing, after this burst 
of murderous fury, in which doubtless the newly emancipated 
slaves were not the most backward—and after the departure 
of Eurymedon. But here again Thucydides disappoints our 
curiosity. We only hear from him, that the oligarchical exiles 
who had escaped to the mainland were strong enough to get 
possession of the forts and most part of the territory there 
belonging to Korkyra ; just as the exiles from Samos and 
Mitylene became more or less completely masters of the 
Peræa or mainland possessions belonging to those islands. 
They even sent envoys to Corinth and Sparta, in hopes of 
procuring aid to accomplish their restoration by force ; but 
their request found no favour, and they were reduced to their 
own resources. After harassing for some time the Korkyneans 
in the island by predatory incursions, so as to produce con­
siderable dearth and distress, they at length collected a band 
of Epirotic mercenaries, passed over to the island, and there 
established a fortified position on the mountain called Ist6ne, 
not far from the city. Having burnt their vessels in order to 
cut off all hopes of retreat, they maintained themselves for 
near two years by a system of ravage and plunder which 
inflicted great misery on the island.1 This was a frequent way 
whereby, of old, invaders wore out and mastered a city, the 
walls of which they found impregnable. The ultimate fate of 
these occupants of I stone, which belongs to a future chapter, 
wi l l be found to constitute a close suitable to the bloody drama 
yet unfinished in Korkyra. 

Such a drama could not be acted, in an important city 
belonging to the Greek name, without producing a deep and 
extensive impression throughout all the other cities. A n d 
Thucydides has taken advantage of it to give a sort of general 
sketch of Grecian politics during the Peloponnesian war; 
violence of civil discord in each city, aggravated by foreign 
war, and by the contending efforts of Athens and Sparta,- -
the former espousing the democratical party everywhere; the 
latter, the oligarchical. The Korkyrrean sedition was the first 
case in which these two causes of political antipathy and 
exasperation were seen acting with full united force, and where 
the malignity of sentiment and demoralisation flowing from 
such a union was seen without disguise. The picture drawn 
by Thucydides of moral and political feeling under these 
influences, wil l ever remain memorable as the work of an 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 85. 
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analyst and a philosopher. He has conceived and described 
the perverting causes with a spirit of generalisation which 
renders these two chapters hardly less applicable to other 
political societies far distant both in time and place (especially, 
under many points of view, to France between 1789 and 1799) 
than to Greece in the fifth century before the Christian aera. 
The deadly bitterness infused into intestine party contests by 
the accompanying dangers of foreign war and intervention of 
foreign enemies—the mutual fears between political rivals, 
where each thinks that the other wil l forestall h im in striking 
a mortal blow, and where constitutional maxims have ceased 
to carry authority either as restraint or as protection—the 
superior popularity of the man who is most forward with the 
sword, or who runs down his enemies in the most unmeasured 
language, coupled with the disposition to treat both prudence 
in action and candour in speech as if it were nothing but 
treachery or cowardice—the exclusive regard to party ends, 
with the reckless adoption, and even admiring preference, of 
fraud or violence as the most effectual means—the loss of 
respect for legal authority as well as of confidence in private 
agreement, and the surrender even of blood and friendship 
to the overruling ascendency of party-ties—the perversion of 
ordinary morality, bringing with it altered signification of all 
the common words importing blame or approbation—the un­
natural predominance of the ambitious and contentious passions, 
overpowering in men's minds all real public objects, and 
equalising for the time the better and the worse cause, by 
taking hold of democracy on one side, and aristocracy on the 
other, as mere pretences to sanctify personal tr iumph—all 
these gloomy social phenomena, here indicated by the historian, 
have their causes deeply seated in the human mind, and are 
likely, unless the bases of constitutional morality shall come 
to be laid more surely and firmly than they have hitherto been, 
to recur from time to time, under diverse modifications, "so 
long as human nature shall be the same as it is now," to use 
the language of Thucydides himself.1 He has described, with 
fidelity not inferior to his sketch of the pestilence at Athens, 
the symptoms of a certain morbid political condition, wherein 

The many obscurities and perplexities of construction which pervade 
these memorable chapters, are familiar to all readers of Thucydides, ever 
since Dionysius of Halikarnassus, whose remarks upon them are sufficiently 
severe (Judic. de Thucyd. p. S83). 
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the vehemence of intestine conflict, instead of being kept 
within such limits as consists with the maintenance of one 
society among the contending parties, becomes for the time 
inflamed and poisoned with all the unscrupulous hostility of 
foreign war, chiefly from actual alliance between parties within 
the state and foreigners without. In following the impressive 
description of the historian, we have to keep in mind the 
general state of manners in his time, especially the cruelties 
tolerated by the laws of war, as compared with that greater 
humanity and respect for life which has grown up during the 
last two centuries in modern Europe. A n d we have further to 
recollect that if he had been describing the effects of political 
fury among Carthaginians and Jews, instead of among his con­
temporary Greeks, he would have added, to his list of horrors, 
mutilation, crucifixion, and other refinements on simple 
murder. 

The language of Thucydides is to be taken rather as a 
generalisation and concentration of phenomena which he had 
observed among different communities, than as belonging alto­
gether to any one of them. I do not believe—what a super­
ficial reading of his opening words might at first suggest—that 
the bloodshed in Korkyra was only the earliest, but by no 
means the worst, of a series of similar horrors spread over the 
Grecian world. The facts stated in his own history suffice 
to show that though the same causes, which worked upon this 
unfortunate island, became disseminated and produced analo­
gous mischiefs throughout many other communities—yet the 
case of Korkyra, as it was the first, so it was also the worst and 
most aggravated in point of intensity. Fortunately the account 
of Thucydides enables us to understand it from beginning to 
end, and to appreciate the degree of guilt of the various parties 
implicated, which we can seldom do with certainty; because 
when once the interchange of violence has begun, the feelings 
arising out of the contest itself presently overpower in the 
minds of both parties the original cause of dispute, as well as 
all scruples as to fitness of means. Unjustifiable acts in 
abundance are committed by both, and in comparing the two, 
we are often obliged to employ the emphatic language which 
Tacitus uses respecting Otho and Vitellius—"deteriorem fore, 
quisquis vicisset " — o f two bad men all that the Roman world 
could foresee was, that the victor, whichsoever he was, would 
prove the worst. 

But in regard to the Korkyrsean revolution, we can arrive at 
a more discriminating criticism. We see that it is from the 
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beginning the work of a selfish oligarchical party, playing the 
game of a foreign enemy, and the worst and most ancient 
enemy, of the island,—aiming to subvert the existing demo­
cracy and acquire power for themselves—and ready to employ 
any measure of fraud or violence for the attainment of these 
objects. While the democracy which they attack is purely de­
fensive and conservative, the oligarchical movers, having tried 
fair means in vain, are the first to employ foul means, which 
latter they find retorted with greater effect against themselves. 
They set the example of judicial prosecution against Peithias, 
for the destruction of a political antagonist ; in the use of this 
same weapon, he proves more than a match for them, and 
employs it to their ruin. Next, they pass to the use of the 
dagger in the senate-house against him and his immediate 
fellow-leaders, and to the wholesale application of the sword 
against the democracy generally. The Korkyræan Demos are 
thus thrown upon the defensive. Instead of the affections of 
ordinary life, all the most intense anti-social sentiments—fear, 
pugnacity, hatred, vengeance,—obtained unqualified possession 
of their bosoms ; exaggerated too through the fluctuations of 
victory and defeat, successively brought by Nikostratus, A l k i -
das, and Kurymedon. Their conduct as victors is such as we 
should expect under such maddening circumstances, from 
coarse men mingled with liberated slaves. It is vindictive and 
murderous in the extreme, not without faithless breach of 
assurances given. But we must remember that they are driven 
to stand upon their defence, and that all their energies are 
indispensable to make that defence successful. They are pro­
voked by an aggression no less guilty in the end than in the 
means—an aggression, too, the more gratuitous, because, if we 
look at the state of the island at the time when the oligarchical 
captives were restored from Corinth, there was no pretence for 
affirming that it had suffered, or was suffering, any loss, hard­
ship, or disgrace, from its alliance with Athens. These oligar­
chical insurgents find the island in a state of security and 
tranquillity—since the war imposed upon it l i t t le necessity for 
effort. They plunge it into a sea of blood, with enormities as 
well as suffering on both sides, which end at length in their 
own complete extermination. Our compassion for their final 
misery must not hinder us from appreciating the behaviour 
whereby it was earned. 

In the course of a few years from this time, we shall have 
occasion to recount two political movements in Athens similar 
in principle and general result to this Korkyrsean revolut ion; 
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exhibiting oligarchical conspirators against an existing and 
conservative democracy—with this conspiracy at first success­
ful, but afterwards put down, and the Demos again restored. 
The contrast between Athens and Korkyra under such circum­
stances wil l be found highly instructive, especially in regard to 
the Demos both in the hours of defeat and in those of victory. 
I t wi l l then be seen how much the habit of active participation 
in political and judicial affairs,—of open, conflicting discussion, 
discharging the malignant passions by way of speech, and fol­
lowed by appeal to the vote—of having constantly present, to 
the mind of every citizen in his character of Dikast or Ekkle-
siast, the conditions of a pacific society, and the paramount 
authority of a constitutional majority—how much all these cir­
cumstances, brought home as they were at Athens more than 
in any other democracy to the feelings of individuals, contri­
buted to soften the instincts of intestine violence and revenge, 
even under very great provocation. 

But the case of Korkyra, as well as that of Athens, different 
in so many respects, conspire to illustrate another truth, of 
much importance in Grecian history. Both of them show how 
false and impudent were the pretensions set up by the rich and 
great men of the various Grecian cities, to superior morality, 
superior intelligence, and greater fitness for using honourably 
and beneficially the powers of government, as compared with 
the mass of the citizens. Though the Grecian oligarchies, 
exercising powerful sway over fashion, and more especially over 
the meaning of words, bestowed upon themselves the appella­
t ion of " the best men, the honourable and good, the elegant, 
the superior," & c , and attached to those without their own 
circle epithets of a contrary tenor, implying low moral attri­
butes—no such difference wil l be found borne out by the facts 
of Grecian history.1 Abundance of infirmity, with occasional 
bad passions, was doubtless liable to work upon the people 
generally, often corrupting and misguiding even the Athenian 
democracy, the best apparently of all the democracies in 
Greece. But after all, the rich and great men were only a 
part of the people, and taking them as a class (apart from 
honourable individual exceptions) by no means the best part. 
If exempted by their position from some of the vices which 
beset smaller and poorer men, they imbibed from that same 
position an unmeasured self importance—and an excess of 
personal ambition as well as of personal appetite—peculiar to 

1 See the valuable preliminary discourse, prefixed to Welcker's edition 
of Theognis, page xxi. sect. 9 seq. 
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themselves, not less anti-social in tendency, and operating 
upon a much grander scale. To the prejudices and super­
stitions belonging to the age, they were noway superior, con­
sidering them as a class; while their animosities among one 
another, virulent and unscrupulous, were among the foremost 
causes of misfortune in Grecian commonwealths. Indeed 
many of the most exceptionable acts committed by the de­
mocracies, consisted in their allowing themselves to be made 
the tools of one aristocrat for the ruin of another. Of the 
intense party-selfishness which characterised them as a body, 
sometimes exaggerated into the strongest anti-popular anti­
pathy, as we see in the famous oligarchical oath cited by 
Aristotle,1—we shall find many illustrations as we advance in 
the history, but none more striking than orkyraan 
revolution. 

C H A P T E R L I 

FROM THE TROUBLES IN KORKYRA, IN THE FIFTH YEAR OF 
THE l'ELOPONNESIAN WAR, DOWN TO THE END OF THE 
SIXTH YEAR 

A B O U T the same time as the troubles of Korkyra occurred, 
Nikias the Athenian general conducted an armament against 
the rocky island of Minoa, which lay at the mouth of the 
harbour of Megara, and was occupied by a Megarian fort and 
garrison. The narrow channel, which separated it from the 
Megarian port of Niscea and formed the entrance of the 
harbour, was defended by two towers projecting out from 
Nisaea, which Nikias attacked and destroyed by means of 
battering machines from his ships. He thus cut off Minoa 
from communication on that side with the Megarians, and 
fortified it on the other side, where it communicated with the 
main land by a lagoon bridged over with a causeway. Minoa, 
thus becoming thoroughly insulated, was more completely 
fortified and made an Athenian possession ; since it was 
eminently convenient to keep up an effective blockade against 
the Megarian harbour, which the Athenians had hitherto done 
only from the opposite shore of Salamis.2 

2 Thucyd. i i i . 51. See the note of Dr. Arnold, and the plan embodied 
in his work, for the topography of Minoa, which has now ceased to be an 
island, and is a hi l l on the mainland near the shore. 
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Though Nikias, son of Nikeratus, had been for some time 

conspicuous in public life, and is said to have been more than 
once Strategus along with Perikles, this is the first occasion 
on which Thucvdides introduces him to our notice. He was 
now one of the Strategi or generals of the commonwealth, and 
appears to have enjoyed, on the whole, a greater and more 
constant personal esteem than any citizen of Athens, from the 
present time down to his death. In wealth and in family, 
he ranked among the first class of Athenians: in political 
character, Aristotle placed him, together with Thucydides 
son of Melesias and Theramenes, above all other names in 
Athenian history—seemingly even above Perikles.1 

Such a criticism, from Aristotle, deserves respectful atten­
tion, though the facts before us completely belie so lofty an 
estimate. It marks, however, the position occupied by Nikias 
in Athenian politics, as the principal person of what may 
be called the oligarchical party, succeeding K i m o n and 
Thucydides, and preceding Theramenes. In looking to the 
conditions under which this party continued to subsist, we 
shall see that during the interval between Thucydides (son of 
Melesias) and Nikias, the democratical forms had acquired 
such confirmed ascendency, that it would not have suited 
the purpose of any politician to betray evidence of positive 
hostility to them, prior to the Sicilian expedition and the great 
embarrassment in the foreign relations of Athens which arose 
out of that disaster. After that change, the Athenian oligarchs 
became emboldened and aggressive, so that we shall find 
Theramenes among the chief conspirators in the revolution 
of the Four Hundred. But Nikias represents the oligarchical 
party in its previous state of quiescence and torpidity, accom­
modating itself to a sovereign democracy, and existing in the 
form of common sentiment rather than of common purposes. 
A n d it is a remarkable illustration of the real temper of the 
Athenian people, that a man of this character, known as an 
oligarch but not feared as such, and doing his duty sincerely 
to the democracy, should have remained unt i l his death the 
most esteemed and influential man in the city. 

Nikias was a man of even mediocrity, in intellect, in 
education, and in oratory: forward in his military duties, and 
not only personally courageous in the field, but hitherto 
found competent as a general under ordinary circumstances :2 

1 Plutarch, Nikias, c. 2, 3. 
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assiduous, too, in the discharge of all political duties at home, 
especially in the post of Strategus or one of the ten generals 
of the state, to which he was frequently chosen and rechosen. 
Of the many valuable qualities combined in his predecessor 
Perikles, the recollection of whom was yet fresh in the 
Athenian mind, Nikias possessed two, on which, most of all , 
his influence rested,—though, properly speaking, that influence 
belongs to the sum total of his character, and not to any 
special attributes in i t : First, he was thoroughly incorruptible 
as to pecuniary gains—a quality so rare in Grecian public men 
of all the cities, that when a man once became notorious for 
possessing it, he acquired a greater degree of trust than any 
superiority of intellect could have bestowed upon h i m : next, 
he adopted the Periklean view as to the necessity of a con­
servative or stationary foreign policy for Athens, avoiding new 
acquisitions at a distance, adventurous risks, or provocation to 
fresh enemies. With this important point of analogy there 
were at the same time material differences between them 
even in regard to foreign policy. Perikles was a conservative, 
resolute against submitting to loss or abstraction of empire, but 
at the same time refraining from aggrandisement: Nikias was 
in policy faint-hearted, averse to energetic effort for any purpose 
whatever, and disposed not only to maintain peace, but even 
to purchase it by considerable sacrifices. Nevertheless, he 
was the leading champion of the conservative party of his day, 
always powerful at Athens: and as he was constantly familiar 
with the details and actual course of public affairs, capable of 
giving full effect to the cautious and prudential point of view, 
and enjoying unqualified credit for honest purposes—his value 
as a permanent counsellor was steadily recognised, even 
though in particular cases his counsel might not be followed. 

Besides these two main points, which Nikias had in common 
with Perikles, he was perfect in the use of minor and collateral 
modes of standing well with the people, which that great man 
had taken but little pains to practise. While Perikles attached 
himself to Aspasia, whose splendid qualities did not redeem 
in the eyes of the public either her foreign origin or her 
unchastity, the domestic habits of Nikias appear to have 
been strictly conformable to the rules of Athenian decorum. 
Perikles was surrounded by philosophers, Nikias by prophets 

The whole conduct of Nikias before Syracuse, under the most trying 
circumstances, more than bears out this boast 
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—whose advice was necessary both as a consolation to his 
temperament and as a guide to his intelligence under difficulties. 
One of them was constantly in his service and confidence, and 
his conduct appears to have been sensibly affected by the 
difference of character between one prophet and another,1 just 
as the government of Louis X I V . and other Catholic princes 
has been modified by the change of confessors. To a life 
thus rigidly decorous and ultra-religious—both eminently 
acceptable to the Athenians—Nikias added the judicious 
employment of a large fortune with a view to popularity. 
Those liturgies (or expensive public duties undertaken by rich 
men, each in his turn, throughout other cities of Greece as well 
as in Athens) which fell to his lot, were performed with such 
splendour, munificence, and good taste, as to procure for him 
universal encomiums; and so much above his predecessors as 
to be long remembered and extolled. Most of these liturgies 
were connected with the religious service of the state, so that 
Nikias, by his manner of performing them, displayed his zeal 
for the honour of the gods at the same time that he laid up 
for himself a store of popularity. Moreover, the remarkable 
caution and t imidity—not before an enemy, but in reference 
to his own fellow-citizens—which marked his character, 
rendered him pre-eminently scrupulous as to giving offence 
or making personal enemies. While his demeanour towards 
the poorer citizens generally was equal and conciliating, the 
presents which he made were numerous, both to gain friends 
and to silence assailants. We are not surprised to hear, that 
various bullies, whom the comic writers turn to scorn, made 
their profit out of this susceptibility. But most assuredly 
Nikias as a public man, though he might occasionally be 
cheated out of money, profited greatly by the reputation thus 
acquired. 

The expenses unavoidable in such a career, combined with 
strict personal honesty, could not have been defrayed except 
by another quality, which ought not to count as discreditable 
to Nikias, though in this too he stood distinguished from 
Perikles. He was a careful and diligent money-getter; a 
speculator in the silver-mines of Laurium, and proprietor of 
one thousand slaves whom he let out for work in them, 
receiving a fixed sum per head for each. The superintending 

snggesUd by Plutarch as an excuse for mistakes on the part of Nikias. 
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slaves who managed the details of this business were men of 
great ability and high pecuniary value.1 Most of the wealth 
of Nikias was held in this form, and not in landed property. 
Judging by what remains to us of the comic authors, this must 
have been considered as a perfectly gentlemanlike way of 
making money: for while they abound with derision of the 
leather-dresser Kleon, the lamp-maker Hyperbolus, and the 
vegetable-selling mother to whom Euripides owes his birth, 
we hear nothing from them in disparagement of the slave-letter 
Nikias. 

The degree to which the latter was thus occupied with the 
care of his private fortune, together with the general moderation 
of his temper, made him often wish to abstract himself from 
public duty. But such unambitious reluctance, rare among 
the public men of the day, rather made the Athenians more 
anxious to put him forward and retain his services. In the 
eyes of the Pentakosiomedimni and the Hippeis, the two 
richest classes in Athens, he was one of themselves—and on 
the whole the best man, as being so little open to reproach or 
calumny, whom they could oppose to the leather-dressers 
and lamp-makers, who often out-talked them in the public 
assembly. The hoplites, who despised Kleon—and did not 
much regard even the brave, hardy, and soldierlike Lamachus, 
because he happened to be poor2—respected in Nikias the 
union of wealth and family with honesty, courage, and care­
fulness in command. The maritime and trading multitude 
esteemed him as a decorous, honest, religious gentleman, 
who gave splendid choregies, treated the poorest men with 
consideration, and never turned the public service into 
a job for his own profit—who moreover, if he possessed no 
commanding qualities, so as to give to his advice imperative 
and irresistible authority, was yet always worthy of being 
consulted, and a steady safeguard against public mischief. 
Before the fatal Sicilian expedition, he had never commanded 
on any very serious or difficult enterprise; but what he had 
done had been accomplished successfully; so that he enjoyed 
the reputation of a fortunate as well as a prudent commander.3 

1 Xenophon, Memorab. i i . 5, 2 ; Xenophon, De Yectigalibus, iv. 14. 
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He appears to have acted as proxenus to the Lacedaemonians 
at Athens; probably by his own choice, and among several 
others. 

The first half of the political life of Nikias,—after the time when 
he rose to enjoy full consideration in Athens, being already of 
mature age—was spent in opposition to K l e o n ; the last half, 
in opposition to Alkibiades. To employ terms which are not 
fully suitable to the Athenian democracy, but which yet bring 
to view the difference intended to be noted better than any 
others, Nikias was a minister or ministerial man, often actually 
exercising, and always likely to exercise, official functions— 
Kleon was a man of the opposition, whose province it was to 
supervise and censure official men for their public conduct. 
We must divest these words of that accompaniment which they 
are understood to carry in English political life—a standing 
parliamentary majority in favour of one party: Kleon would 
often carry in the public assembly resolutions, which his oppo­
nents Nikias and others of like rank and position—who served 
in the posts of Strategus, ambassador, and other important 
offices designated by the general vote—were obliged against 
their wil l to execute. 

In attaining such offices they were assisted by the political 
clubs, or established conspiracies (to translate the original 
literally) among the leading Athenians to stand by each other 
both for acquisition of office and for mutual insurance under 
judicial trial. These clubs, or Hetaeries, must have played an 
important part in the practical working of Athenian politics, 
and it is much to be regretted that we are possessed of no 
details respecting them. We know that in Athens they were 
thoroughly oligarchical in disposition1—while equality, or 

After having thus organised the IIeta?ries, and brought them into co­
operation for his revolutionary objects against the democracy, Peisander 
departed from Athens to Samos: on his return he finds that these 
Hetseries have been very actively employed, and had made great progress 
towards the subversion of the democracy: they had assassinated the 

The political iraipcia to which Alkibiades hclongcl is mentioned in 

these krcipusa and to their well-known political and judicial purposes 
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something near to it , in rank and position, must have been 
essential to the social harmony of the members. In some 
towns, it appears that such political associations existed under 
the form of gymnasia1 for the mutual exercise of the members, 
or of syssitia for joint banquets. At Athens they were numerous, 
and doubtless not habitually in friendship with each other ; 
since the antipathies among different oligarchical men were ex­
ceedingly strong, and the union brought about between them at 
the time of the Four Hundred, arising only out of common desire 
to put down the democracy, lasted but a little while. But the 
designation of persons to serve in the capacity of Strategus and 
other principal offices greatly depended upon them—as well as 
the facility of passing through that trial of accountability to 
which every man was liable after his year of office. Nikias, and 
men generally of his rank and fortune, helped byUhese clubs 
and lending help in their turn, composed what may be called the 
ministers, or executive individual functionaries of Athens: the 
men who acted, gave orders as to specific acts, and saw to the 
execution of that which the senate and the public assembly 
resolved. Especially in regard to the military and naval force 
of the city, so large and so actively employed at this time, the 
powers of detail possessed by the Strategi must have been very 
great, and essential to the safety of the state. 

While Nikias was thus in what may be called ministerial func­
tion, Kleon was not of sufficient importance to attain the same, 
but was confined to the inferior function of opposition. We 
shall see in the coming chapter how he became as it were pro­
moted, partly by his own superior penetration, partly by the 
dishonest artifice and misjudgement of Nikias and other oppo­
nents, in the affair of Sphakteria. But his vocation was now 
to find fault, to censure, to denounce; his theatre of action 

(unfortunately they are only allusions) are found in Plato, Theætct. c. 79, 
p. 173. &c. : also Plato, Legg. ix. c. 3, 
p. S50 ; Plato, Republic, i i . c. 8, p. 365, where they are mentioned in 
conjunct ion with  

—also in Pseudo-AmloUkles cont. Alktbiad. c. 2, p. 112. 
Compare the general remarks of Thucydides iii - 82, and Demosthenes 
cont. Stephen, i i . p. 1157-

Two Dissertations, by Messrs. Vischer and Ptittner, collect the scanty 
indications respecting these Hetæries, together with some attempts to 
enlarge and speculate upon them, which are more ingenious than trust­
worthy (Die Oligarchische Partei und die Hetairien in Athen, von W. 
Vischer, Pnsel, 1836; Geschichte der politischen Iletairien zu Athen, von 
Hermann Buttner, Leipsic, 1840). 

1 About the political workings of the Syssitia and Gymnasia, see Plato, 
Legg. i. p. 636; Polybius, xx. 6. 
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was the senate, the public assembly, the dikasteries; his prin­
cipal talent was that of speech, in which he must unquestionably 
have surpassed all his contemporaries. The two gifts which 
had been united in Perikles—superior capacity for speech, as 
well as for action—were now severed, and had fallen, though 
both in greatly inferior degree, the one to Nikias, the other to 
Kleon. As an opposition-man, fierce and violent in temper, 
Kleon was extremely formidable to all acting functionaries ; and 
from his influence in the public assembly, he was doubtless the 
author of many important positive measures, thus going beyond 
the functions belonging to what is called opposition. But 
though the most effective speaker in the public assembly, 
he was not for that reason the most influential person in the 
democracy. His powers of speech in fact stood out the more 
prominently, because they were found apart from that station 
and those qualities which were considered, even at Athens, all 
but essential to make a man a leader in political life. 

To understand the political condition of Athens at this time, 
it has been necessary to take this comparison between Nikias 
and Kleon, and to remark, that though the latter might be a 
more victorious speaker, the former was the more guiding and 
influential leader. The points gained by Kleon were all noisy 
and palpable, sometimes however, without doubt, of consider­
able moment—but the course of affairs was much more under 
the direction of Nikias. 

It was during the summer of this year (the fifth of the war- -
B.c. 427) that the Athenians began operations on a small 
scale in Sici ly; probably contrary to the advice both of 
Nikias and Kleon, neither of them seemingly favourable to 
these distant undertakings. I reserve however the series of 
Athenian measures in Sicily—which afterwards became the 
turning-point of the fortunes of the state—for a department by 
themselves. I shall take them up separately, and bring them 
down to the Athenian expedition against Syracuse, when I 
reach the date of that important event. 

During the autumn of the same year, the epidemic disorder, 
after having intermitted for some time, resumed its ravages at 
Athens, and continued for one whole year longer, to the sad 
ruin both of the strength and the comfort of the city. A n d it 
seems that this autumn, as well as the ensuing summer, were 
distinguished by violent atmospheric and terrestrial disturbance. 
Numerous earthquakes were experienced at Athens, in Eubœa, 
in Bœotia, especially near Orchomenus. Sudden waves of the 
sea and unexampled tides were also felt on the coast of Eubœa 
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and Lokris, and the islands of Atalante' and Peparethus; the 
Athenian fort and one of the two guard-ships at Atalante were 
partially destroyed. The earthquakes produced one effect 
favourable to Athens. They deterred the Lacedaemonians from 
invading Attica. Agis king of Sparta had already reached the 
isthmus for that purpose; but repeated earthquakes were 
looked upon as an unfavourable portent, and the scheme was 
abandoned.1 

These earthquakes however were not considered sufficient to 
deter the Lacedaemonians from the foundation of Herakleia, a 
new colony near the strait of Thermopylae. On this occasion, 
we hear of a branch of the Greek population not before men­
tioned during the war. The coast north-west of the strait of 
Thermopylae was occupied by the three subdivisions of the 
Malians—Paralii, Hieres, and Trachinians. TlVese latter, 
immediately adjoining Mount (Eta on its north side—as well 
as the Dorians (the little tribe properly so called, which was 
accounted the primitive hearth of the Dorians generally) who 
joined the same mountain range on the south—were both of 
them harassed and plundered by the predatory mountaineers, 
probably Ætolians, on the high lands between them. At first 
the Trachinians were disposed to throw themselves on the 
protection of Athens. But not feeling sufficiently assured as to 
the way in which she would deal with them, they joined with 
the Dorians in claiming aid from Sparta: in fact, it does not 
appear that Athens, possessing naval superiority only and being 
inferior on land, could have given them effective aid. 

The Lacedaemonians, eagerly embracing the opportunity, 
determined to plant a strong colony in this tempting situation. 
There was wood in the neighbouring regions for ship-building,2 

so that they might hope to acquire a naval position for attack­
ing the neighbouring island of Eubœa, while the passage of 
troops against the subject-allies of Athens in Thrace, would 
also be facilitated; the impracticability of such passage had 
forced them, three years before, to leave Potidæa to its fate. 
A considerable body of colonists, Spartans and Lacedaemonian 
Periœki, was assembled under the conduct of three Spartan 
Œkists—Leon, Damagon, and Alkidas; the latter (we are to 
presume, though Thucydides does not say so) the same 
admiral who had met with such little success in Ionia and at 
Korkyra. Proclamation was further made to invite the junction 

1 Thucyd. iii. 87, 89, 90. 
2 Respecting this abundance of wood, as well as the site of Herakleia 

generally, consult Livy, xxxvi. 22. 
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of all other Greeks as colonists, excepting by name Ionians, 
Achæans, and some other tribes not here specified. Probably 
the distinct exclusion of the Achæans must have been rather 
the continuance of ancient sentiment than dictated by any 
present reasons; since the Achæans were not now pronounced 
enemies of Sparta. A number of colonists, stated as not less 
than 10,000, flocked to the place, having confidence in the 
stability of the colony under the powerful protection of Sparta. 
The new town, of large circuit, was built and fortified under 
the name of Herakleia; 1 not far from the site of Trachis, 
about two miles and a quarter from the nearest point of the 
Maliac Gulf, and about double that distance from the strait of 
Thermopylae. Near to the latter, and for the purpose of keeping 
effective possession of it , a port with dock and accommodation 
for shipping was constructed. 

A populous city, established under Lacedaemonian protection 
in this important post, alarmed the Athenians, and created 
much expectation in every part of Greece. But the Lacedæ­
monian CEkists were harsh and unskilful in their management; 
while the Thessalians, to whom the Trachinian territory was 
tributary, considered the colony as an encroachment upon 
their soil. Anxious to prevent its increase, they harassed it 
with hostilities from the first moment. The Œtaean assailants 
were also active enemies ; so that Herakleia, thus pressed from 
without and misgoverned within, dwindled down from its 
original numbers and promise, barely maintaining its existence.2 

We shall find it in later times, however, revived, and becoming 
a place of considerable importance. 

The main Athenian armament of this summer, consisting of 
sixty triremes under Nikias, undertook an expedition against 
the island of Melos. Melos and Thera, both inhabited by 
ancient colonists from Lacedæmon, had never been from the 
beginning, and still refused to be, members of the Athenian 
alliance or subjects of the Athenian empire. They thus stood 
out as exceptions to all the other islands in the Ægean, and 
the Athenians thought themselves authorised to resort to 
constraint and conquest; believing themselves entitled to 
command over all the islands. They might indeed urge, and 
with considerable plausibility, that the Melians now enjoyed 

1 Diodor. xii. 59. Not merely was Herakles the mythical progenitor 
of the Spartan kings, but the whole region near (Eta and Trachis was 
adorned by legends and heroic incidents connected with him : see the 
drama of the Trachinise by Sophokles. 

2 Thucyd. iii. 92, 93; Diodor. xi. 49; xii. 59. 
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their share of the protection of the Ægean from piracy, without 
contributing to the cost of i t : but considering the obstinate 
reluctance and strong philo-Laconian prepossessions of the 
Melians, who had taken no part in the war and given no ground 
of offence to Athens, the attempt to conquer them by force 
could hardly be justified even as a calculation of gain and loss, 
and was a mere gratification to the pride of power in carrying 
out what, in modern days, we should call the principle of 
maritime empire. Melos and Thcra formed awkward corners, 
which defaced the symmetry of a great proprietor's field ; l1and 
the former ultimately entailed upon Athens the heaviest of all 
losses—a deed of blood which deeply dishonoured her annals. 
On this occasion, Nikias visited the island with his fleet, and 
after vainly summoning the inhabitants, ravaged the lands, 
but retired without undertaking a siege. He then bailed away, 
and came to Oropus, on the north-east frontier of Attica 
bordering on Bœotia. The hoplites on board his ships, land­
ing in the night, marched into the interior of Bœotia to the 
vicinity of Tanagra. They were here met, according to signal 
raised, by a military force from Athens which marched thither 
by land ; and the joint Athenian army ravaged the Tanagræan 
territory, gaining an insignificant advantage over its defenders. 
On retiring, Nikias re-assembled his armament, sailed north­
ward along the coast of Lokris with the usual ravages, and 
returned home without effecting anything further.2 

About the same time that he started, thirty other Athenian 
triremes, under Demosthenes and Prokles, had been sent round 
Peloponnesus to act upon the coast of Akarnania. In con­
junction with the whole Akarnanian force, except the men of 
(Eniadiu—with fifteen triremes from Korkyra and some troops 
from Kephallenia and Zakynthus—they ravaged the whole 
territory of Leukas, both within and without the isthmus, and 
confined the inhabitants to their town, which was too strong 
to be taken by anything but a wall of circumvallation and a 
tedious blockade. A n d the Akarnanians, to whom the city 
was especially hostile, were urgent with Demosthenes to under­
take this measure forthwith, since the opportunity might not 
again recur, and success was nearly certain. 

But this enterprising officer committed the great imprudence 
of offending them on a matter of great importance, in order 

1 Horat. Sat. ii. 6. S— 
O ! si angulus iste 

Proximus accedat, qui nunc denormat agellum! 2 Thucyd. i i i . 91. 
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to attack a country of all others the most impracticable— 
the interior of Ætolia. The Messenians of Naupaktus, who 
suffered from the depredations of the neighbouring Ætolian 
tribes, inflamed his imagination by suggesting to h im a grand 
scheme of operations,1 more worthy of the large force which he 
commanded than the mere reduction of Leukas. The various 
tribes of Ætolians—rude, brave, active, predatory, and unri­
valled in the use of the javelin, which they rarely laid out of 
their hands—stretched across the country from between Par­
nassus and (Eta to the eastern bank of the Achel6us. The 
scheme suggested by the Messenians was that Demosthenes 
should attack the great central Ætolian tribes—the Apodoti, 
Ophioneis, and Eurytanes : — i f they were conquered, all the 
remaining continental tribes between the Ambrakian Gulf and 
Mount Parnassus might be invited or forced into the alliance 
of Athens—the Akarnanians being already included in i t . 
Having thus got the command of a large continental forced-
Demosthenes contemplated the ulterior scheme of marching at 
the head of it on the west of Parnassus through the territory of 
the Ozolian Lokrians—inhabiting the north of the Corinthian 
Gulf, friendly to Athens, and enemies to the Ætolians, whom 
they resembled both in their habits and in their fighting—until 
he arrived at Ki tyn ium in Doris, in the upper portion of the 
valley of the river Kephisus. He would then easily descend 
that valley into the territory of the Phokians, who were likely 
to join the Athenians if a favourable opportunity occurred, but 
who might at any rate be constrained to do so. From Phokis, 
the scheme was to invade from the northward the conterminous 
territory of Boeotia, the great enemy of Athens; which might 
thus perhaps be completely subdued, if assailed at the same 
time from Attica. Any Athenian general, who could have 
executed this comprehensive scheme would have acquired at 
home a high and well-merited celebrity. But Demosthenes 
had been ill-informed both as to the invincible barbarians, and 
the pathless country, comprehended under the name of yEtolia. 
Some of the tribes spoke a language scarcely intelligible to 

properly called Epirots, would be comprised in this expression : the name 
is here a general name (not a proper name), as Poppo and Dr. 

Arnold remark. Demosthenes would calculate on getting under his orders 
the Akarnanians and Ætolians, and some other tribes besides; but what 
other tribes, it is not easy to specify : perhaps the Agraui, east of Amphilo-
chia, among them. 
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Greeks, and even ate their meat raw; while the country has 
even down to the present time remained not only unconquered, 
but untraversed by an enemy in arms. 

Demosthenes accordingly retired from Leukas, in spite of 
the remonstrance of the Akarnanians, who not only could not 
be induced to accompany him, but went home invisible disgust. 
He then sailed with his other forces—Messenians, Kephal-
lenians, and Zakynthians—to Œneon in the territory of the 
Ozolian Lokrians, a maritime township on the Corinthian Gulf, 
not far eastward of Naupaktus—where his army was disem­
barked, together with 300 epibatæ (or marines) from the 
triremes—including on this occasion, what was not commonly 
the case on shipboard,1 some of the choice hoplites, selected 
all from young men of the same age, on the Athenian muster-
roll. Having passed the night in the sacred precinct of Zeus 
Nemeus at Œneon, memorable as the spot where the poet 
Hesiod was said to have been slain, he marched early in the 
morning, under the guidance of the Messenian Chromon, into 
Ætolia. On the first day he took Potidania, on the second 
Krokyleium, on the third Teichium—all of them villages 
unfortified and undefended, for the inhabitants abandoned 
them and fled to the mountains above. He was here inclined 
to halt and await the junction of the Ozolian Lokrians, who 
had engaged to invade ^Etolia at the same time, and were 
almost indispensable to his success, from their familiarity with 
Ætolian warfare, and their similarity of weapons. But the 

1 Thucyd. iii. 98. The Epibatae, or soldiers serving on shipboard 
(marines), were more usually taken from the Thetes, or the poorest class 
of citizens, furnished by the state with a panoply for the occasion—not 
from the regular hoplites on the muster-roll. Maritime soldiery is there­
fore usually spoken of as something inferior: the present triremes of 
Demosthenes are noticed in the light of an exception  

Thucyd. vi. 21). 
So among the Romans, service in the legions was accounted higher and 

more honourable than that of the classiarii milites (Tacit. Histor. i. 87). 
The Athenian Epibatæ, though not forming a corps permanently distinct, 

correspond in function to the English marines, who seem to have been 
first distinguished permanently from other foot-soldiers about the year 
1684. " It having been found necessary on many occasions to embark a 
number of soldiers on board our ships of war, and mere landsmen being at 
first extremely unhealthy—and at first, until they had been accustomed 
to the sea, in a great measure unserviceable—it was at length judged 
expedient to appoint certain regiments for that service, who were trained 
to the different modes of sea-fighting and also made useful in some of 
those manoeuvres of a ship where a great many hands were required. 
These from the nature of their duty were distinguished by the appellation 
of maritime soldiers or marines."—Grose's Military Antiquities of the 
English Army, vol. i. p. 186. (London, 17S6.) 
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Messenians again persuaded him to advance without delay 
into the interior, in order that the villages might be separately 
attacked and taken before any collective force could be gathered 
together: and Demosthenes was so encouraged by having as 
yet encountered no resistance, that he advanced to Ægitium, 
which he also found deserted, and captured without opposition. 

Here however was the term of his good fortune. The moun­
tains round Ægitium were occupied not only by the inhabitants 
of that village, but also by the entire force of Ætolia, collected 
even from the distant tribes Bomies and Kallies, who bordered 
on the Maliac Gulf. The invasion of Demosthenes had 
become known beforehand to the zEtolians, who not only fore­
warned all their own tribes of the approaching enemy, but also 
sent ambassadors to Sparta and Corinth to ask for aid.1 How­
ever they showed themselves fully capable of defending their 
own territory without foreign aid. Demosthenes found himself 
assailed in his position at Ægitium, on all sides at once by 
these active highlanders armed with javelins, pouring down 
from the neighbouring hills. Not engaging in any close com­
bat, they retreated when the Athenians advanced forward to 
charge them—resuming their aggression the moment that the 
pursuers, who could never advance far in consequence of the 
ruggedness of the ground, began to return to the main body. 
The small number of bowmen along with Demosthenes for 
some time kept their unshielded assailants at bay. But the 
officer commanding the bowmen was presently slain ; the stock 
of arrows became nearly exhausted; and what was still worse, 
Chromon the Messenian, the only man who knew the country 
and could serve as guide, was slain also. The bowmen became 
thus either ineffective or dispersed ; while thehoplites exhausted 
themselves in vain attempts to pursue and beat off an active 
enemy, who always returned upon them and in every successive 
onset thinned and distressed them more and more. At length 

It is not here meant, I think (as Goller and Dr. Arnold suppose), that 
the Ætolians sent envoys to Lncedæmon before there was any talk or 
thought of the invasion of Ætolia., simply in prosecution of the standing 
antipathy which they bore to Naupaktus ; but that they had sent envoys 
immediately when they heard of the preparations for invading Ætolia.—yet 
before the invasion actually took place. The words  

show that this is the meaning. 
The word is rightly construed by Haack, against the Scholiast 

—"because the Naupaktians were bringing in the Athenians to invade 
Ætolia." 
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the force of Demosthenes was completely broken and compelled 
to take flight; without beaten roads, without guides, and in a 
country not only strange to them, but impervious, from con­
tinual mountain, rock, and forest. Many of them were slain in 
the flight by pursuers, superior not less in rapidity of movement 
than in knowledge of the country : some even lost themselves 
in the forest, and perished miserably in flames kindled around 
them by the Ætolians. The fugitives were at length reassem­
bled at Œneon near the sea, with the loss of Prokles the 
colleague of Demosthenes in command, as well as of 120 hop-
lites, among the best armed and most vigorous in the Athenian 
muster-roll.1 The remaining force was soon transported back 
from Naupaktus to Athens, but Demosthenes remained behind, 
being too much afraid of the displeasure of his countrymen to 
return at such a moment. It is certain that his Conduct was 
such as justly to incur their displeasure; and that the expedi­
tion against Ætolia, alienating an established ally and provok­
ing a new enemy, had been conceived with a degree of rashness 
which nothing but the unexpected favour of fortune could have 
counterbalanced. 

The force of the new enemy, whom his unsuccessful attack 
had raised into activity, soon made itself felt. The Ætolian 
envoys, who had been despatched to Sparta and Corinth, found 
it easy to obtain the promise of a considerable force to join 
them in an expedition against Naupaktus. About the month 
of September, a body of 3000 Peloponnesian hoplites, including 
500 from the newly-founded colony of Herakleia, was assembled 
at Delphi, under the command of Eurylochus, Makarius, and 
Menedemus. Their road of march to Naupaktus lay through 
the territory of the Ozolian Lokrians, whom they proposed 
either to gain over or to subdue. With Amphissa, the largest 
Lokrian township and in the immediate neighbourhood of 
Delphi, they had little difficulty—for the Amphissians were in 
a state of feud with their neighbours on the other side of Par­
nassus, and were afraid that the new armament might become 
the instrument of Phokian antipathy against them. On the 
first application they joined the Spartan alliance, and gave 
hostages for their fidelity to i t : moreover they persuaded many 
other Lokrian petty villages—among others the Myoneis, who 
were masters of the most difficult pass on the road—to do the 
same. Eurylochus received from these various townships rein­
forcements for his army, as well as hostages for their fidelity, 
whom he deposited at Kyt in ium in Doris : and he was thus 

1 Thncyd. i i i . 98. 
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enabled to march through all the territory of the Ozolian 
Lokrians without resistance; except from CEneon and Eupalion, 
both which places he took by force. Having arrived in the 
territory of Naupaktus, he was there joined by the full force of 
the .Ætolians. Their joint efforts, after laying waste all the 
neighbourhood, captured the Corinthian colony of Molykreion, 
which had become subject to the Athenian empire.1 

Naupaktus, with a large circuit of wall and thinly defended, 
was in the greatest danger, and would certainly have been 
taken, had it not been saved by the efforts of the Athenian 
Demosthenes, who had remained there ever since the unfor­
tunate .Ætolian expedition. Apprised of the coming march of 
Eurylochus, he went personally to the Akarnanians, and per­
suaded them to send a force to aid in the defence of Naupaktus. 
For a long time they turned a deaf ear to his solicitations in 
consequence of the refusal to blockade Leukas—but they were 
at length induced to consent. At the head of 1ooo Akarnanian 
hoplites, Demosthenes threw himself into Naupaktus, and 
Eurylochus, seeing that the town had been thus placed out of 
the reach of attack, abandoned all his designs upon it—march­
ing farther westward to the neighbouring territories of Ætolia— 
Kalydon, Pleuron and Proschium, near the Achelous and the 
borders of Akarnania. 

The Ætolians, who had come down to jo in him for the com­
mon purpose of attacking Naupaktus, here abandoned him and 
retired to their respective homes. But the Ambiakiots, rejoiced 
to find so considerable a Peloponnesian force in their neigh­
bourhood, prevailed upon him to assist them in attacking the 
Amphilochian Argos as well as Akarnania; assuring him that 
there was now a fair prospect of bringing the whole of the 
population of the mainland, between the Ambrakian and 
Corinthian Gulfs, under the supremacy of Lacedsemon. Hav­
ing persuaded Eurylochus thus to keep his forces together and 
ready, they themselves with 3000 Ambrakiot hoplites invaded 
the territory of the Amphilochian Argos, and captured the 
fortified h i l l of Olpae immediately bordering on the Ambrakian 
Gulf, about three miles from Argos itself; a h i l l employed 
in former days by the Akarnanians as a place for public judicial 
congress of the whole nation.2 

This enterprise, communicated forthwith to Eurylochus, was 
the signal for movement on both sides. The Akarnanians, 
marching with their whole force to the protection of Argos, 

1 Thucyd. iii. 101, 102. 
2 Thucyd. iii. 102-105. 
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occupied a post called Krenae in the Amphilochian territory, to 
prevent Eurylochus from effecting his junction with the Ambra-
kiots at Olpae. They at the same time sent urgent messages 
to Demosthenes at Naupaktus, and to the Athenian guard-
squadron of twenty triremes under Aristoteles and Hierophon, 
entreating their aid in the present need, and inviting Demo­
sthenes to act as their commander. They had forgotten their 
displeasure against him arising out of his recent refusal to 
blockade at Leukas—for which they probably thought that he 
had been sufficiently punished by his disgrace at ^Etolia; while 
they knew and esteemed his military capacity. In fact, the 
accident whereby he had been detained at Naupaktus now 
worked fortunately for them as well as for him. It secured to 
them a commander whom all of them respected, obviating the 
jealousies among their own numerous petty towruhips—it pro­
cured for him the means of retrieving his own reputation at 
Athens. Demosthenes, not backward in seizing this golden 
opportunity, came speedily into the Ambrakian Gulf with the 
twenty triremes, conducting 200 Messenian hoplites and sixty 
Athenian bowmen. Finding the whole Akarnanian force con­
centrated at the Amphilochian Argos, he was named general, 
•nominally along with the Akarnanian generals, but in reality 
enjoying the whole direction of operations. 

He found also the whole of the enemy's force, both the 3000 
Ambrakiot hoplites and the Peloponnesian division under 
Eurylochus, already united and in position at Olpoe, about three 
miles off. For Eurylochus, as soon as he was apprised that the 
Ambrakiots had reached Olpse, broke up forthwith his camp at 
Proschium in Ætolia, knowing that his best chance of travers­
ing the hostile territory of Akarnania consisted in celerity : the 
whole Akarnanian force however had already gone to Argos, 
so that his march was unopposed through that country. He 
crossed the Achelous, marched westward of Stratus, through 
the Akarnanian townships of Phytia, Medeon, and Limnsea, 
then quitting both Akarnania and the direct road from Akar­
nania to Argos, he struck rather eastward into the mountainous 
district of Thyamus in the territory of the Agræans, who were 
enemies of the Akarnanians. From hence he descended at 
night into the territory of Argos, and passed unobserved, under 
cover of the darkness, between Argos itself and the Akarnanian 
force at Krenre, so as to jo in in safety the 3000 Ambrakiots at 
Olpæ, to their great joy. They had feared that the enemy 
at Argos and Krenae would have arrested his passage; and 
believing their force inadequate to contend alone, they had sent 
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pressing messages home to demand large reinforcements for 
themselves and their own protection.1 

Demosthenes, thus finding a united and formidable enemy, 
superior in number to himself, at Olpse, conducted his troops 
from Argos and Krence to attack them. The ground was rugged 
and mountainous, and between the two armies lay a steep 
ravine, which neither l iked to be the first to pass; so that they 
lay for five days inactive. If Herodotus had been our historian, 
he would probably have ascribed this delay to unfavourable 
sacrifices (which may indeed have been the case), and would 
have given us interesting anecdotes respecting the prophets on 
both sides; but the more positive and practical genius of 
Thucydides merely acquaints us, that on the sixth day both 
armies put themselves in order of battle—both probably tired 
of waiting. The ground being favourable for ambuscade, 
Demosthenes hid in a bushy dell 400 hoplites and light-armed, 
so that they might spring up suddenly in the midst of the 
action upon the Peloponnesian left, which outflanked his right. 
He was himself on the right with the Messenians and some 
Athenians, opposed to Eurylochus on the left of the enemy: 
the Akarnanians with the Amphilochian akontists or darters 
occupied his left, opposed to the Ambrakiot hoplites: Ambra-
kiots and Peloponnesians were however intermixed in the line 
of Eurylochus, and it was only the Mantineans who maintained 
a separate station of their own towards the left centre. The 
battle accordingly began, and Eurylochus with his superior 
numbers was proceeding to surround Demosthenes, when on a 
sudden the men in ambush rose up and set upon his rear. A 
panic seized his men, who made no resistance worthy of their 
Peloponnesian reputation: they broke and fled, while Eury­
lochus, doubtless exposing himself with peculiar bravery in 
order to restore the battle, was early slain. Demosthenes, 
having near him his best troops, pressed them vigorously, and 
their panic communicated itself to the troops in the centre, so 
that all were put to flight and pursued to Olpae. On the right 
of the line of Eurylochus, the Ambrakiots, the most warlike 
Greeks in the Epirotic regions, completely defeated the Akar­
nanians opposed to them, and carried their pursuit even as far 
as Argos. So complete however was the victory gained by 
Demosthenes over the remaining troops, that these Ambrakiots 
had great difficulty in fighting their way back to Olpæ, which 
was not accomplished without severe loss, and late in the 
evening. Among all the beaten troops, the Mantineans were 

1 Thucyd. iii. 105, 106, 107. 
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those who best maintained their retreating order.1 The loss in 
the army of Demosthenes was about 300 ; that of the opponents 
much greater, but the number is not specified. 

Of the three Spartan commanders, two, Eurylochus and 
Makarius, had been slain: the third, Menedceus, found himself 
beleaguered both by sea and land—the Athenian squadron 
being on guard along the coast. It would seem indeed that he 
might have fought his way to Ambrakia, especially as he would 
have met the Ambrakiot reinforcement coming from the city. 
But whether this were possible or net, the commander, too 
much dispirited to attempt it, took advantage of the customary 
truce granted for burying the dead, to open negotiations with 
Demosthenes and the Akarnanian generals, for the purpose of 
obtaining an unmolested retreat. This was peremptorily re­
fused : but Demosthenes (with the consent of the Akarnanian 
leaders) secretly intimated to the Spartan commander and those 
immediately around him, together with the Mantineans and 
other Peloponnesian troops—that if they chose to make a 
separate and surreptitious retreat, abandoning their comrades, 
no opposition would be offered. He designed by this means 
not merely to isolate the Ambrakiots, the great enemies of Argos 
and Akamania, along with the body of miscellaneous mercen­
aries who had come under Eurylochus—but also to obtain the 
more permanent advantage of disgracing the Spartans and 
Peloponnesians in the eyes of the Epirotic Greeks, as cowards 
and traitors to military fellowship. The very reason which 
prompted Demosthenes to grant a separate facility of escape, 
ought to have been imperative with Menedus and the Pelopon­
nesians around him, to make them spurn it with indignation. 
Yet such was their anxiety for personal safety, that this dis­
graceful convention was accepted, ratified, and carried into 
effect forthwith. It stands alone in Grecian history, as an 
example of separate treason in officers to purchase safety for 
themselves and their immediate comrades, by abandoning the 
general body under their command. Had the officers been 
Athenian, it would have been doubtless quoted as evidence of 
the pretended faithlessness of democracy. But as it was the 
act of a Spartan commander in conjunction with many leading 
Peloponnesians, we will only venture to remark upon it as a 
further manifestation of that intra-Peloponnesian selfishness, and 
carelessness of obligation towards extra-Peloponnesian Greeks, 
which we found so lamentably prevalent during the invasion of 
Xerxes; in this case indeed heightened by the fact, that the 

1 Thucyd. iii. 107, 108: compare Polyænus, iii. I. 
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men deserted were fellow-Dorians and fellow-soldiers who had 
just fought in the same ranks. 

As soon as the ceremony of burying the dead had been com­
pleted, Menedaius, and the Peloponnesians who were protected 
by this secret convention, stole away slily and in small bands 
under pretence of collecting wood and vegetables. On getting 
to a little distance, they quickened their pace and made off— 
much to the dismay of the Ambrakiots, who ran after them 
trying to overtake them. The Akarnanians pursued, and their 
leaders had much difficulty in explaining to them the secret 
convention just concluded. It was not without some suspicions 
of treachery, and even personal hazard from their own troops, 
that they at length caused the fugitive Peloponnesians to be 
respected ; while the Ambrakiots, the most obnoxious of the 
two to Akarnanian feeling, were pursued without any reserve, 
and 200 of them were slain before they could escape into the 
friendly territory of the Agrajans.1 To distinguish Ambrakiots 
from Peloponnesians, similar in race and dialect, was however 
no easy task. Much dispute arose in individual cases. 

Unfairly as this loss fell upon Ambrakia, a far more severe 
calamity was yet in store for her. The large reinforcement from 
the city, which had been urgently invoked by the detachment 
at 01 pa;, started in due course as soon as they could be got 
ready, and entered the territory of Amphilochia about the time 
when the battle of Olpx was fought; but ignorant of that mis­
fortune, and hoping to arrive soon enough to stand by their 
friends. Their march was made known to Demosthenes, on 
the day after the battle, by the Amphilochians ; who at the 
same time indicated to him the best way of surprising them in 
the rugged and mountainous road along which they had to 
march, at the two conspicuous peaks called Idomene, imme­
diately above a narrow pass leading farther on to Olpse. It was 
known beforehand, by the line of march of the Ambrakiots, 
that they would rest for the night at the lower of these two 
peaks, ready to march through the pass on the next morning. 
On that same night a detachment of Amphilochians, undei 
direction from Demosthenes, seized the higher of the two peaks ; 
while that commander himself, dividing his forces into two divi­
sions, started from his position at Olpæ in the evening after 
supper. One of these divisions, having the advantage of 
Amphilochian guides in their own country, marched by an 
unfrequented mountain road to Idomene ; the other, under 
Demosthenes himself, went directly through the pass leading 

1 Thucyd. i i i . III. 
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from Idomene to Olpae. After marching all night, they reached 
the camp of the Ambrakiots a l i t t le before daybreak—Demo­
sthenes himself with his Messenians in the van. The surprise 
was complete. The Ambrakiots were found still lying down 
and asleep, while even the sentinels, uninformed of the recent 
battle—hearing themselves accosted in the Doric dialect by the 
Messenians, whom Demosthenes had placed in front for that 
express purpose—and not seeing very clearly in the morning 
twilight—mistook them for some of their own fellow-citizens 
corning back from the other camp. The Akarnanians and Mes­
senians thus fell among the Ambrakiots sleeping and unarmed, 
and without any possibility of resistance. Large numbers of 
them were destroyed on the spot, and the remainder fled in all 
directions among the neighbouring mountains, none knowing 
the roads and the country. It was the country of the Amphi-
lochians—subjects of Ambrakia, but subjects averse to their 
condition, and now making use of their perfect local knowledge 
and light-armed equipment, to inflict a terrible revenge on their 
masters. Some of the Ambrakiots became entangled in ravines 
—others fell into ambuscades laid by the Amphilochians. 
Others again, dreading most of all to fall into the hands of 
the Amphilochians—barbaric in race as well as intensely 
hostile in feeling—and seeing no other possibility of escaping 
them—swam off to the Athenian ships cruising along the shore. 
There were but a small proportion of them who survived to 
return to Ambrakia.1 

The complete victory of Idomene, admirably prepared by 
Demosthenes, was achieved with scarce any loss. The 
Akarnanians, after erecting their trophy and despoiling the 
enemy's dead, prepared to carry off the arms thus taken to 
Argos. 

On the morrow, however, before this was done, they were 
visited by a herald, coming from those Ambrakiots who had 
fled into the Agnean territory, after the battle of Olpæ and the 
subsequent pursuit. He came with the customary request 
from defeated soldiers, for permission to bury their dead who 
had fallen in that pursuit. Neither he, nor those from whom 
he came, knew anything of the destruction of their brethren at 
Idomene—just as these latter had been ignorant of the defeat 
at Olpæ; while, on the other hand, the Akarnanians in the 
camp, whose minds were full of the more recent and capital 
advantage at Idomene, supposed that the message referred to 
the men slain in that engagement. The numerous panoplies 

1 Thucyd. iii. 112. 
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just acquired at Idomene' lay piled up in the camp, and the 
herald, on seeing them, was struck with amazement at the size 
of the heap, so much exceeding the number of those who were 
missing in his own detachment. An Akarnanian present asked 
the reason of his surprise, and inquired how many of his 
comrades had been slain—meaning to refer to the slain at 
Idomene. "About two hundred," the herald replied.—"Yet 
these arms here show, not that number, but more than a 
thousand men"—"Then they are not the arms of those who 
fought with us."—" Nay—but they are—if ye were the persons 
who fought yesterday at Idomene."—" We fought with no one 
yesterday: it was the day before yesterday, in the retreat."— 
" O, then—ye have to learn, that we were engaged yesterday 
with these others, who were on their march as reinforcement 
from the city of Ambrakia." 

The unfortunate herald now learnt for the first time that the 
large reinforcement from his city had been cut to pieces. So 
acute was his feeling of mingled anguish and surprise, that he 
raised a loud cry of woe, and hurried away at once, without 
saying another word; not even prosecuting his request about 
the burial of the dead bodies—which appears on this fatal 
occasion to have been neglected.1 

His grief was justified by the prodigious magnitude of the 
calamity, which Thucydides considers to have been the greatest 
that afflicted any Grecian city during the whole war prior to the 
peace of Nikias ; so incredibly great, indeed, that though he 
had learnt the number slain, he declines to set it down, from 
fear of not being believed—a scruple which we his readers 
have much reason to regret. It appears that nearly the whole 
adult military population of Ambrakia was destroyed, and 
Demosthenes was urgent with the Akarnanians to march 
thither at once. Had they consented, Thucydides tells us 
positively that the city would have surrendered without a 
blow.2 But they refused to undertake the enterprise, fearing 

1 Thucyd. i i i . 113. 

occurs in the first, second, third, or first half of the fourth Book of Thucy­
dides—seems to allude to the first ten years of the Peloponnesian war, 
which ended with the peace of Nikias. 

In a careful dissertation, by Franz Wolfgang Ullr ich, analysing the 
VOL. V I . M 
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(according to the historian) that the Athenians at Ambrakia 
would be more troublesome neighbours to them than the 
Ambrakiots. That this reason was operative we need not 
doubt : but it can hardly have been either the single, or even 
the chief reason; for had it been so, they would have been 
equally afraid of Athenian co-operation in the blockade of 
Leukas, which they had strenuously solicited from Demosthenes, 
and had quarrelled with h im for refusing. Ambrakia was less 
near to them than Leukas—and in its present exhausted state, 
inspired less fear : but the displeasure arising from the former 
refusal of Demosthenes had probably never been altogether 
appeased, nor were they sorry to find an opportunity of 
mortifying him in a similar manner. 

In the distribution of the spoil, three hundred panoplies 
were first set apart as the perquisite of Demosthenes : the 
remainder were then distributed, one-third for the Athenians, 
the other two-thirds among the Akarnanian townships. The 
immense reserve personally appropriated to Demosthenes 
enables us to make some vague conjecture as to the total loss 
of Ambrakiots. The fraction of one-third, assigned to the 
Athenian people, must have been, we may imagine, six times 
as great, and perhaps even in larger proportion, than the 
reserve of the general. For the latter was at that time under 
the displeasure of the people, and anxious above all things to 
regain their favour—an object which would be frustrated rather 
than promoted, if his personal share of the arms were not 
greatly disproportionate to the collective claim of the city. 
Reasoning upon this supposition, the panoplies assigned to 
Athens would be 1800, and the total of Ambrakiot slain whose 
arms became public property would be 5400. To which 
must be added some Ambrakiots kil led in their flight from 

structure of the history of Thucydides, it is made to appear that the first, 
second, and third Books, with the first half of the fourth—were composed 
during the interval between the peace of Nikias and the beginning of 
the last nine years of the war, called the Dekeleian war ; allowing for 
two passages in these early books which must have been subsequently 
introduced. 

The later books seem to have been taken up by Thucydides as a separate 
work, continuing the former. And a sort of separate preface is given for 
them (v. 26),  
It is in this later portion that he first takes up the view peculiar to him, of 
reckoning the whole twenty-seven years as one continued war only 
nominally interrupted (Ullrich, Beitrage zur Erklarung des Thukydides, pp. 
85, 125, 138, &c. Hamburg, 1846). 

Compare (iii. 98), which in like manner means the 
war nrior to the peace of Nikias. 
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Idomene by the Amphilochians, in dells, ravines, and by-
places : probably those Amphilochians, who slew them, would 
appropriate the arms privately, without bringing them into the 
general stock. Upon this calculation, the total number of 
Ambrakiot slain in both battles and both pursuits, would be 
about 6000; a number suitable to the grave expressions of 
Thucydides, as well as to his statements, that the first detach­
ment which marched to Olpæ was 3000 strong—and that the 
message sent home invoked as reinforcement the total force of 
the city. How totally helpless Ambrakia had become, is still 
more conclusively proved by the fact that the Corinthians were 
obliged shortly afterwards to send by land a detachment of 300 
hoplites for its defence.1 

The Athenian triremes soon returned to their station at 
Naupaktus, after which a convention was concluded between 
the Akarnanians and Amphilochians, on the one side, and the 
Ambrakiots and Peloponnesians (who had fled after the battle 
of Olpæ into the territory of Salynthius and the Agræi) on the 
other—ensuring a safe and unmolested egress to both of the 
latter.2 Wi th the Ambrakiots a more permanent pacification 
was effected: the Akarnanians and Amphilochians concluded 
with them a peace and alliance for 100 years, on condition that 
they should surrender all the Amphilochian territory and 
hostages in their possession, and should bind themselves to 
furnish no aid to Anaktorium, then in hostility to the Akar­
nanians. Each party however maintained its separate alliance 
—the Ambrakiots with the Peloponnesian confederacy, the 
Akarnanians with Athens. It was stipulated that the Akar­
nanians should not be required to assist the Ambrakiots against 

1 Thucyd. iii. 114. Diodorus (xii. 60) abridges the narrative of 
Thucydides. 

This is a very difficult passage. Hermann has conjectured, and Poppo, 
Goller, and Dr. Arnold, all approve, the reading instead of 
the two last words of the sentence. The passage might certainly be con­
strued with this emendation, though there would still be an awkwardness 
in the position of the relative with regard to its antecedent, and in 
the position of the particle Kal, which ought then properly to come after 

and not before it. The sentence would then mean, that 
"the Ambrakiots and Peloponnesians, who had originally taken refuge 
with Salynthius, had moved away from his territory to Œniada? " from 
which place they were now to enjoy safe departure. 
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Athens, nor the Ambrakiots to assist the Akarnanians against 
the Peloponnesian league; but against all other enemies, each 
engaged to lend aid to the other.1 

To Demosthenes personally, the events on the coast of the 
Ambrakian Gulf proved a signal good fortune, well-earned 
indeed by the skill which he had displayed. He was enabled 
to atone for his imprudence in the Ætolism expedition, and to 
re-establish himself in the favour of the Athenian people. He 
sailed home in triumph to Athens, during the course of the 
winter, with his reserved present of 300 panoplies, which 
acquired additional value from the accident, that the larger 
number of panoplies, reserved out of the spoil for the Athenian 
people, were captured at sea, and never reached Athens. 
Accordingly, those brought by Demosthenes were the only 
trophy of the victory, and as such were deposited in the 
Athenian temples, where Thucydides mentions them as still 
existing at the time when he wrote.2 

It was in this same autumn that the Athenians were induced 
by an oracle to undertake the more complete purification of 
the sacred island of Delos. This step was probably taken to 
propitiate Apollo, since they were under the persuasion that 
the terrible visitation of the epidemic was owing to his wrath. 
And as it was about this period that the second attack of the 
epidemic, after having lasted a year, disappeared—many of 
them probab^' ascribed this relief to the effect of their pious 
cares at Delos. All the tombs in the island were opened; the 
dead bodies were then exhumed and re-interred in the neigh­
bouring island of Rheneia; and orders were given that for the 
future neither deaths nor births should take place in the sacred 
island. Moreover the ancient Delian festival—once the com­
mon point of meeting and solemnity for the whole Ionic race, 
and celebrated for its musical contests, before the Lydian and 
Persian conquests had subverted the freedom and prosperity 
of Ionia—was now renewed. The Athenians celebrated the 
festival with its accompanying matches, even the chariot-race, 
in a manner more splendid than had ever been known in 
former times. They appointed a similar festival to be cele­
brated every fourth year. At this period they were excluded 

1 Thucyd. iii. 114. 
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both from the Olympic and the Pythian games, which probably 
made the revival of the Delian festival more gratifying to them. 
The religious zeal and munificence of Nikias were strikingly 
displayed at Delos.1 

C H A P T E R L U 

SEVENTH YEAR OF THE WAR—CAPTURE OF SPHAKTERIA 

T H E invasion of Attica by the Lacedaemonians had now 
become an ordinary enterprise, undertaken in every year of the 
war except the third and sixth, and then omitted only from acci­
dental causes: though the same hopes were no longer enter­
tained from it as at the commencement of the war. During 
the present spring, Agis king of Sparta conducted the Pelopon-
nesian army into the territory, seemingly about the end of 
Apr i l , and repeated the usual ravages. 

It seemed however as if Korkyra were about to become the 
principal scene of the year's military operations. For the 
exiles of the oligarchical party, having come back to the island 
and fortified themselves on Mount I stone, carried on war with 
so much activity against the Korkyraeans in the city, that dis­
tress and even famine reigned there. Sixty Peloponnesian 
triremes were sent thither to assist the aggressors. As soon 
as it became known at Athens how hardly the Korkyraeans in 
the city were pressed, orders were given to an Athenian fleet 
of forty triremes, about to sail for Sicily under Eurymedon and 
Sophokles, to halt in their voyage at Korkyra, and to lend 
whatever aid might be needed.2 But during the course of this 
voyage, an incident occurred elsewhere, neither foreseen nor 
imagined by any one, which gave a new character and promise 
to the whole war—illustrating forcibly the observations of 
Perikles and Archidamus before its commencement, on the 
impossibility of calculating what turn events might take.8 

So high did Demosthenes stand in the favour of his country­
men after his brilliant successes in the Ambrakian Gulf, that 
they granted him permission at his own request to go aboard 
and to employ the fleet in any descent which he might think 
expedient on the coast of Peloponnesus. The attachment of 

1 Thucyd. iii. 104; Plutarch, Nikias, c. 3, 4; Diodor. xii. 58. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 2, 3. 3Thucyd. i. 140; ii. 11. 
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this active officer to the Messenians at Naupaktus inspired him 
with the idea of planting a detachment of them on some well-
chosen maritime post in the ancient Messenian territory, from 
whence they would be able permanently to harass the Lacedae­
monians and provoke revolt among the Helots—the more so 
from their analogy of race and dialect. The Messenians, active 
in privateering, and doubtless well acquainted with the points 
of this coast, all of which had formerly belonged to their 
ancestors, had probably indicated to him Pylus on the south­
western shore. 

That ancient and Homeric name was applied specially and 
properly to denote the promontory which forms the northern 
termination of the modern bay of Navarino opposite to the 
island of Sphagia or Sphakteria; though in vague language the 
whole neighbouring district seems also to have been called 
Pylus. Accordingly, in circumnavigating Laconia, Demosthenes 
requested that the fleet might be detained at this spot long 
enough to enable him to fortify i t , engaging himself to stay 
afterwards and maintain it with a garrison. It was an unin­
habited promontory—about forty-five miles from Sparta, that 
is, as far distant as any portion of her territory—presenting 
rugged cliffs, and easy of defence both by sea and land. But 
its great additional recommendation, with reference to the 
maritime power of Athens, consisted in its overhanging the 
spacious and;,secure basin now called the bay of Navarino. 
That basin was fronted and protected by the islet called Sphak­
teria or Sphagia, untrodden, untenanted and full of wood: 
which stretched along the coast for about a mile and three 
quarters, leaving only two narrow entrances; one at its northern 
end, opposite to the position fixed on by Demosthenes, so 
confined as to admit only two triremes abreast—the other at 
the southern end about four times as broad; while the inner 
water approached by these two channels was both roomy and 
protected. It was on the coast of Peloponnesus, a litt le within 
the northern or narrowest of the two channels, that Demo­
sthenes proposed to plant his little fort—the ground being itself 
eminently favourable, with a spring of fresh water1 in the centre 
of the promontory.2 

1 Thucyd. iv. 26. 
2 Topography of Sphakteria and Pylus. The description given by 

Thucydides, of the memorable incidents in or near Pylus and Sphakteria, is 
perfectly clear, intelligible, and consistent with itself, as to topography. 
But when we consult the topography of the scene as it stands now, we find 
various circumstances which cannot possibly be reconciled with Thucydides. 
Both Colonel Leake (Travels in the Morea, vol. i. p. 402-415) and Dr. 
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But Eurymedon and Sophokles decidedly rejected all propo­

sition of delay; and with much reason, since they had been 

Arnold (Appendix to the second and third volume of his Thucydides, p. 
444) have given plans of the coast, accompanied with valuable remarks. 

The main discrepancy, between the statement of Thucydides and the 
present state of the coast, is to be found in the breadth of the two channels 
between Sphakteria and the mainland. The southern entrance into the 
bay of Navarino is now between 1300 and 1400 yards, with a depth of 
water varying from 5, 7, 28, 33 fathoms; whereas Thucydides states it as 
having only a breadth adequate to admit eight or nine triremes abreast. 
The northern entrance is about 150 yards in width, with a shoal or bar of 
sand lying across it on which there are not more than eighteen inches of 
water: Thucydides tells us that it afforded room for no more than two 
triremes, and his narrative implies a much greater depth of water, so as to 
make the entrance for triremes perfectly unobstructed. 

Colonel Leake supposes that Thucydides was misinformed as to the 
breadth of the southern passage ; but Dr. Arnold has on this point given a 
satisfactory reply—that the narrowness is not merely affirmed in the 
numbers of Thucydides, but is indirectly implied in his narrative, where he 
tells us that the Lacedaemonians intended to choke up both of them by 
triremes closely packed. Obviously this expedient could not be dreamt of, 
except for a very narrow mouth. The same reply suffices against the 
doubts which Bloomfield and Poppo (Comment, p. 10) raise about the 
genuineness of the numerals " ' ' i n Thucydides ; a doubt which 
merely transfers the supposed error from Thucydides to the writer of 
the MS. 

Dr. Arnold has himself raised a still graver doubt; whether the island 
now called Sphagia be really the same as Sphakteria, and whether the bay 
of Navarino be the real harbour of Pylus. He suspects that the Pale-
Navarino, which has been generally understood to be Pylus, was in reality 
the ancient Sphakteria, separated from the mainland in ancient times by a 
channel at the north as well as by another at the south-east—though now it 
is not an island at all. He further suspects that the lake or lagoon called 
Lake of Osmyn Aga, north of the harbour of Navarino, and immediately 
under that which he supposes to have been Sphakteria—was the ancient 
harbour of Pylus, in which the sea-fight between the Athenians and 
Lacedaemonians took place. He does not indeed assert this as a positive 
opinion, but leans to it as the most probable—admitting that there are 
difficulties either way. 

Dr. Arnold has stated some of the difficulties which beset this hypothesis 
(p. 447), but there is one which he has not stated, which appears to me the 
most formidable of all, and quite fatal to the admissibility of his opinion. 
If the Paleokastro of Navarino was the real ancient Sphakteria, it must have 
been a second island situated to the northward of Sphagia. There must 
therefore have been two islands close together off the coast and near the 
scene. Now if the reader will follow the account of Thucydides, he will 
see that there certainly was no more than one island—Sphakteria, without 
any other near or adjoining to i t : see especially c. 13 : the Athenian fleet 
under Eurymedon, on first arriving, was obliged to go back some distance 
to the island of Pr6te, because the island of Sphakteria was full of Lacedae­
monian hoplites: if Dr. Arnold's hypothesis were admitted, there would 
have been nothing to hinder them from landing on Sphagia itself—the 
same inference may be deduced from c. 8. The statement of Pliny ( H . N. 
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informed (though seemingly without truth) that the Pelopon-
nesian fleet had actually reached Korkyra. They might well 
have remembered the mischief which had ensued three years 
before, from the delay of the reinforcement sent to Phormio in 
some desultory operations on the coast of Krete. The fleet 
accordingly passed by Pylus without stopping : but a terrible 
storm drove them back and forced them to seek shelter in the 
very harbour which Demosthenes had fixed upon—the only 
harbour anywhere near. That officer took advantage of this 
accident to renew his proposition, which however appeared to 
the commanders chimerical. There were plenty of desert capes 
round Peloponnesus (they said), if he chose to waste the 
resources of the city in occupying them.1 They remained 
unmoved by his reasons in reply. Finding himself thus unsuc­
cessful, Demosthenes presumed upon the undefined permission 
granted to him by the Athenian people, to address himself first 
to the soldiers, last of all to the taxiarchs or inferior officers— 
and to persuade them to second his project, even against the 
wil l of the commanders. Much inconvenience might well have 
arisen from such clashing of authority: but it happened that 
both the soldiers and the taxiarchs took the same view of the 
case as their commanders, and refused compliance. Nor can 
we be surprised at such reluctance, when we reflect upon the 
seeming improbability of being able to maintain such a post 
against the great real, and still greater supposed, superiority of 
Lacedaemonian land-force. It happened however that the fleet 
was detained there for some days by stormy weather; so that 
the soldiers, having nothing to do, were seized with the spon­
taneous impulse of occupying themselves with the fortification, 
and crowded around to execute it with all the emulation of 
eager volunteers. Having contemplated nothing of the kind 

iv. 12) that there were tres Spagia off Pylus, unless we suppose with 
Hardouin that two of them were mere rocks, appears to me inconsistent 
with the account of Thucydid£s. 

I think that there is no alternative except to suppose that a great 
alteration has taken place in the two passages which separate Sphagia from 
the mainland, during the interval of 2400 years which separates us from 
Thucydides. The mainland to the south of Navarino must have been much 
nearer than it is now to the southern portion of Sphagia, while the northern 
passage also must have been then both narrower and clearer. To suppose 
a change in the configuration of the coast to this extent, seems noway 
extravagant: any other hypothesis which may be started will be found 
involved in much greater difficulty. 

1 Thucyd. iv. 3. The account, alike meagre and inaccurate, given by 
Diodorus of these interesting events in Pylus and Sphakteria, will be found 
in Diodor. xii. 61-64. 
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on starting from Athens, they had neither tools for cutting 
stone, nor hods for carrying mortar.1 Accordingly they were 
compelled to build their wall by collecting such pieces of rock 
or stones as they found, and putting them together as each 
happened to fit in : whenever mortar was needed, they brought 
it up on their bended backs, with hands joined behind them 
to prevent it from slipping away. Such deficiencies were made 
up, however, partly by the unbounded ardour of the soldiers, 
partly by the natural difficulties of the ground, which hardly 
required fortification except at particular points ; the work was 
completed in a rough way in six days, and Demosthenes was 
left in garrison with five ships, while Eurymedon with the main 
fleet sailed away to Korkyra. The crews of the five ships (two 
of which, however, were sent away to warn Eurymedon after­
wards) would amount to about iooo men in all. But there 
presently arrived two armed Messenian privateers, from which 
Demosthenes obtained a reinforcement of forty Messenian hop-
lites, together with a supply of wicker shields, though more fit 
for show than for use, wherewith to arm his rowers. Altogether, 
it appears that he must have had about 200 hoplites, besides 
the half-armed seamen.2 

Intelligence of this attempt to plant, even upon the Lacedae­
monian territory, the annoyance and insult of a hostile post, 
was soon transmitted to Sparta. Yet no immediate measures 
were taken to march to the spot; as well from the natural 
slowness of the Spartan character, strengthened by a festival 
which happened to be then going on, as from the confidence 
entertained that, whenever attacked, the expulsion of the enemy 
was certain. A stronger impression however was made by the 
news upon the Lacedaemonian army invading Attica, who were 
at the same time suffering from want of provisions (corn not 
being yet ripe), and from an unusually cold spring: accordingly 
Agis marched them back to Sparta, and the fortification of 
Pylus thus produced the effect of abridging the invasion to the 
unusually short period of fifteen days. It operated in like 
manner to the protection of Korkyra: for the Peloponnesian 
fleet, recently arrived thither or still on its way, received orders 
immediately to return for the attack of Pylus. Having avoided 
the Athenian fleet by transporting the ships across the isthmus 

1 Thucyd. iv. 4. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 9. Demosthenes placed the greater number , 

of his hoplites round the walls of his post, and selected sixty of them to 
march down to the shore. This implies a total which can hardly be less 
than 200. 

M 2 
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at Leukas, it reached Pylus about the same time as the Lace­
daemonian land-force from Sparta, composed of the Spartans 
themselves and the neighbouring Periœki. For the more distant 
Perioeki, as well as the Peloponnesian allies, being just returned 
from Attica, though summoned to come as soon as they could, 
d id not accompany this first march.1 

At the last moment before the Peloponnesian fleet came in 
and occupied the harbour, Demosthenes detached two out of 
his five triremes to warn Eurymedon and the main fleet, and 
to entreat immediate succour: the remaining ships he hauled 
ashore under the fortification, protecting them by palisades 
planted in front, and prepared to defend himself in the best 
manner he could. Having posted the larger portion of his 
force—some of them mere seamen without arms, and many 
only half-armed—round the assailable points of the fortifica­
tion, to resist attacks from the land-force, he himself, with sixty 
chosen hoplites and a few bowmen, marched out of the fortifi­
cation down to the sea-shore. It was on that side that the 
wall was weakest, for the Athenians, confident in their naval 
superiority, had given themselves little trouble to provide 
against an assailant fleet. Accordingly, Demosthenes foresaw 
that the great stress of the attack would lie on the sea-side. 
His only safety consisted in preventing the enemy from land­
i n g ; a purpose, seconded by the rocky and perilous shore, 
which left no possibility of approach for ships except on a 
narrow space immediately unde: the fortification. It was here 
that he took post, on the water's edge, addressing a few words 
of encouragement to his men, and warning them that it was 
useless now to display acuteness in summing up perils which 
were but too obvious—and that the only chance of escape lay 
in boldly encountering the enemy before they could set foot 
ashore; the difficulty of effecting a landing from ships in the 
face of resistance being better known to Athenian mariners 
than to any one else.2 

With a fleet of forty-three triremes under Thrasymelidas, and 
a powerful land-force, simultaneously attacking, the Lacedae­
monians had good hopes of storming at once a rock so hastily 
converted into a military post. But as they foresaw that the 
first attack might possibly fail, and that the fleet of Eurymedon 
would probably return, they resolved to occupy forthwith the 
island of Sphakteria, the natural place where the Athenian fleet 
would take station for the purpose of assisting the garrison 

1 Thucyd. iv. 8. 2 Thucyd. iv. 10. 
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ashore. The neighbouring coast on the mainland of Pelopon­
nesus was both harbourless and hostile, so that there was 
no other spot near, where they could take station. A n d the 
Lacedaemonian commanders reckoned upon being able to stop 
up, as it were mechanically, both the two entrances into the 
harbour, by triremes lashed together from the island to the 
mainland, wi th their prows pointing outwards : so that they 
would be able at any rate, occupying the island as well as the 
two channels, to keep off the Athenian fleet, and to hold 
Demosthenes closely blocked up x on the rock of Pylus, where 
his provisions would quickly fail him. Wi th these views they 
drafted off by lot some hoplites from each of the Spartan lochi, 
accompanied as usual by Helots, and sent them across to 
Sphakteria; while their land-force and their fleet approached 
at once to attack the fortifications. 

Of the assault on the land-side we hear little. The Lacedae­
monians were proverbially unskilful in the attack of anything 
like a fortified place, and they appear now to have made little 
impression. But the chief stress and vigour of the attack came 
on the sea-side, as Demosthenes had foreseen. The landing-
place, even where practicable, was still rocky and difficult—and 
so narrow in dimensions, that the Lacedaemonian ships could 
only approach by small squadrons at a t ime; while the 
Athenians maintained their ground firmly to prevent a single 
man from setting foot on land. The assailing triremes rowed 
up with loud shouts and exhortations to each other, striving to 
get so placed as that the hoplites in the bow could effect a 
landing: but such were the difficulties arising partly from the 
rocks and partly from the defence, that squadron after squadron 
tried this in vain. Nor did even the gallant example of 
Brasidas procure for them any better success. That officer, 
commanding a trireme, and observing that some of the pilots 
near h im were cautious in driving their ships close in shore for 
fear of staving them against the rocks, indignantly called to 
them not to spare the planks of their vessels when the enemy 
had insulted them by erecting a fort in the country : Lacedae­
monians (he exclaimed) ought to carry the landing by force, 
even though their ships should be dashed to pieces: the 
Peloponnesian allies ought to be forward in sacrificing their 
ships for Sparta, in return for the many services which she had 
rendered to them.2 Foremost in performance as well as in 

2 Thucyd. iv. 11, 12; Diodor. xii. Consult an excellent note of Dr. 
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exhortation, Brasidas constrained his own pilot to drive his 
ship close in, and advanced in person even on to the landing-
steps, for the purpose of leaping first ashore. But here he 
stood exposed to all the weapons of the Athenian defenders, 
who beat him back and pierced him with so many wounds, 
that he fainted away and fell back into the bows (or foremost 
part of the trireme, beyond the rowers); while his shield, 
slipping away from the arm, dropped down and rolled over­
board into the sea. His ship was obliged to retire, like the 
rest, without having effected any landing. A l l these successive 
attacks from the sea, repeated for one whole day and a part of 
the next, were repulsed by Demosthenes and his little band 
with victorious bravery. To both sides it seemed a strange 
reversal of ordinary relations,1 that the Athenians, essentially 
maritime, should be fighting on land—and that too Lacedae­
monian land—against the Lacedaemonians, the select land-
warriors of Greece, now on ship-board, and striving in vain 
to compass a landing on their own shore. The Athenians, 
in honour of their success, erected a trophy, the chief orna­
ment of which was the shield of Brasidas, cast ashore by the 
waves. 

On the third day, the Lacedæmonians did not repeat their 
attack, but sent some of their vessels round to Asine in the 
Messenian Gulf for timber to construct battering machines; 
which they intended to employ against the wall of Demosthenes 
on the side towards the harbour, where it was higher, and 
could not be assailed without machines, but where at the same 
time there was great facility in landing—for their previous 
attack had been made on the side fronting the sea, where the 
wall was lower, but the difficulties of landing insuperable.2 

But before these ships came back, the face of affairs was 
seriously changed by the unwelcome return of the Athenian 
fleet from Zakynthus under Eurymedon, reinforced by four 
Chian ships and some of the guard-ships at Naupaktus, so as 
now to muster fifty sail. The Athenian admiral, finding the 
enemy's fleet in possession of the harbour, and seeing both the 
island of Sphakteria occupied, and the opposite shore covered 

Arnold on this passage, in which he contrasts the looseness and exaggeration 
of Diodorus with the modest distinctness of Thucydides. 
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with Lacedaemonian hoplites1—for the allies from all parts of 
Peloponnesus had now arrived—looked around in vain for a 
place to land. He could find no other night-station except the 
uninhabited island of Pr6te, not very far distant. From hence 
he sailed forth in the morning to Pylus, prepared for a naval 
engagement—hoping that perhaps the Lacedaemonians might 
come out to fight him in the open sea, but resolved, if this d id 
not happen, to force his way in and attack the fleet in the 
harbour; the breadth of sea between Sphakteria and the 
mainland being sufficient to admit of nautical manoeuvre.2 

The Lacedaemonian admirals, seemingly confounded by the 
speed of the Athenian fleet in coming back, never thought 
of sailing out of the harbour to fight, nor did they even realise 
their scheme of blocking up the two entrances of the harbour 
with triremes closely lashed together. Leaving both entrances 
open, they determined to defend themselves within : but even 
here, so defective were their precautions, that several of their 
triremes were yet moored, and the rowers not fully aboard, 
when the Athenian admirals sailed in by both entrances at 
once, to attack them. Most of the Lacedaemonian triremes, 
afloat and in fighting t r im, resisted the attack for a certain time, 
but were at length vanquished and driven back to the shore, 
many of them with serious injury.3 Five of them were captured 
and towed off, one with all her crew aboard. The Athenians, 
vigorously pursuing their success, drove against such as took 
refuge on the shore, as well as those which were not manned 

1 Thucyd. iv. 14. 

The expression "the harbour which was not small," to designate the 
spacious bay of Navarino, has excited much remark from Mr. Bloomfield 
and Dr. Arnold, and was indeed one of the reasons which induced the 
latter to suspect that the harbour meant by Thucydides was not the bay of 
Navarino, but the neighbouring lake of Osmyn Aga. 

I have already discussed that supposition in a former note: but in 
reference to the expression we may observe, first, that the use of 
negative expressions to convey a positive idea would be in the ordinary 
manner of Thucydides. 

But further—I have stated in a previous note that it is indispensable, in 
my judgement, to suppose the island of Sphakteria to have touched the 
mainland much more closely in the time of Thucydides than it does now. 
At that time therefore, very probably, the basin of Navarino was not so 
large as we now find it. 

Thucyd. iv. 14. We cannot 
in English speak of wounding a trireme—though the Greek word is both 
lively and accurate, to represent the blow inflicted by the impinging beak 
of an enemy's ship. 
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at the moment when the attack began, and had not been able 
to get afloat or into action. Some of the vanquished triremes 
being deserted by their crews, who jumped out upon the land, 
the Athenians were proceeding to tow them off, when the 
Lacedaemonian hoplites on the shore opposed a new and 
strenuous resistance. Excited to the utmost pitch by witnessing 
the disgraceful defeat of their fleet, and aware of the cruel 
consequences which turned upon it—they marched all armed 
into the water, seized the ships to prevent them from being 
dragged off, and engaged in a desperate conflict to baffle the 
assailants. We have already seen a similar act of bravery, two 
years before, on the part of the Messenian hoplites accompany­
ing the fleet of Phormio near Naupaktus.1 Extraordinary 
daring and valour was here displayed on both sides, in the 
attack as well as in the defence, and such was the clamour and 
confusion, that neither the land-skill of the Lacedaemonians, 
nor the sea-skill of the Athenians, were of much avail : the 
contest was one of personal valour, and considerable suffering, 
on both sides. At length the Lacedaemonians carried their 
point, and saved all the ships ashore; none being carried away 
except those at first captured. Both parties thus separated: 
the Athenians retired to the fortress at Pylus, where they were 
doubtless hailed with overflowing joy by their comrades, and 
where they erected a trophy for their victory—giving up the 
enemy's dead for burial, and picking up the floating wrecks 
and pieces.2 

Put the great prize of the Victory was neither in the five ships 
captured, nor in the relief afforded to the besieged at Pylus. 
It lay in the hoplites occupying the island of Sphakteria, who 
were now cut off from the mainland, as well as from all supplies. 
The Athenians, sailing round it in triumph, already looked upon 
them as their prisoners; while the Lacedæmonians on the 
opposite mainland, deeply distressed but not knowing what to 
do, sent to Sparta for advice. So grave was the emergency, 
that the Ephors came in person to the spot forthwith. Since 
they could still muster sixty triremes, a greater number than 
the Athenians—besides a large force on land, and the whole 
command of the resources of the country,—while the Athen­
ians had no footing on shore except the contracted promontory 
of Pylus, we might have imagined that a strenuous effort to 
carry off the imprisoned detachment across the narrow strait to 
the mainland would have had a fair chance of success. And 
probably, if either Demosthenes or Brasidas had been in 

1 See above in this History, chap. xlix. 2 Thucyd. iv. 13, 14. 
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command, such an effort would have been made. But Lace­
daemonian courage was rather steadfast and unyielding than 
adventurous. Moreover the Athenian superiority at sea exer­
cised a sort of fascination over men's minds analogous to that 
of the Spartans themselves on l and ; so that the Ephors, on 
reaching Pylus, took a desponding view of their position, and 
sent a herald to the Athenian generals to propose an armistice, 
in order to allow time for envoys to go to Athens and treat for 
peace. 

To this Eurymedon and Demosthenes assented, and an 
armistice was concluded on the following terms. The Lace­
daemonians agreed to surrender not only all their triremes now 
in the harbour, but also all the rest in their ports, altogether to 
the number of sixty; also to abstain from ail attack upon the 
fortress at Pylus either by land or sea, for such time as should 
be necessary for the mission of envoys to Athens as well as for 
their return, both to be effected in an Athenian trireme provided 
for the purpose. The Athenians on their side engaged to 
desist from all hostilities during the like interval; but it was 
agreed that they should keep strict and unremitting watch over 
the island, yet without landing upon it . For the subsistence 
of the detachment in the island, the Lacedaemonians were 
permitted to send over every day two chcenikes of barley-meal 
in cakes ready baked, two kotylae of wine,1 and some meat, for 
each hoplite—together with half that quantity for each of the 
attendant Helots ; but this was all to be done under the super­
vision of the Athenians, with peremptory obligations to send no 
secret additional supplies. It was moreover expressly stipulated 
that if any one provision of the armistice, small or great, were 
violated, the whole should be considered as null and void. 
Lastly, the Athenians engaged, on the return of the envoys 
from Athens, to restore the triremes in the same condition as 
they received them. 

Such terms sufficiently attest the humiliation and anxiety of 
the Lacedaemonians; while the surrender of their entire naval 
force, to the number of sixty triremes, which was forthwith 

1 Thucyd. iv. 16. The Choenix was equivalent to about two pints, 
English dry measure : it was considered as the usual daily sustenance for a 
slave. Each Lacedaemonian soldier had therefore double of this daily 
allowance, besides meat, in weight and quantity not specified : the fact 
that the quantity of meat is not specified seems to show that they did not 
fear abuse in this item. 

The Kotyla contained about half a pint, English wine measure: each 
Lacedaemonian soldier had therefore a pint of wine daily. It was always 
the practice in Greece to drink the wine with a large admixture of water. 
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carried into effect, demonstrates at the same time that they 
sincerely believed in the possibility of obtaining peace. Well 
aware that they were themselves the original beginners of the 
war, at a time when the Athenians desired peace—and that the 
latter had besides made fruitless overtures while under the 
pressure of the epidemic—they presumed that the same dis­
position still prevailed at Athens, and that their present pacific 
wishes would be so gladly welcomed as to procure without 
difficulty the relinquishment of the prisoners in Sphakteria.1 

The Lacedaemonian envoys, conveyed to Athens in an 
Athenian trireme, appeared before the public assembly to set 
forth their mission, according to custom, prefacing their address 
with some apologies for that brevity of speech which belonged 
to their country. Their proposition was in substance a very 
simple one—" Give up to us the men in the island, and accept, 
in exchange for this favour, peace, with the alliance of Sparta." 
They enforced their cause by appeals, well-turned and con­
ciliatory, partly indeed to the generosity, but still more to the 
prudential calculation of Athens; explicitly admitting the high 
and glorious vantage-ground on which she was now placed, as 
well as their own humbled dignity and inferior position.2 They, 
the Lacedaemonians, the first and greatest power in Greece, 
were smitten by adverse fortune of war—and that too without 
misconduct of their own, so that they were for the first time 
obliged to solicit an enemy for peace; which Athens had the 
precious opportunity of granting, not merely with honour to 
herself, but also in such maimer as to create in their minds an 
ineffaceable friendship. And it became Athens to make use 
of her present good fortune while she had it,—not to rely upon 
its permanence nor to abuse it by extravagant demands. Her 
own imperial prudence, as well as the present circumstances of 
the Spartans, might teach her how unexpectedly the most 
disastrous casualties occurred. By granting what was now 
asked, she might make a peace which would be far more 
durable than if it were founded on the extorted compliances of 
a weakened enemy, because it would rest on Spartan honour 
and gratitude; the greater the previous enmity, the stronger 
would be such reactionary sentiment.3 But if Athens should 
now refuse, and if, in the further prosecution of the war, the 
men in Sphakteria should perish—a new and inexpiable ground 

1 Thucyd. iv. 21 : compare vii. 18. 
2Thucyd. iv. 18.  

, &c. 
3 Thucyd. iv. 19. 
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of quarrel,1 peculiar to Sparta herself, would be added to those 
already subsisting, which rather concerned Sparta as the chief 
of the Peloponnesian confederacy. Nor was it only the good­
will and gratitude of the Spartans which Athens would earn by 
accepting the proposition tendered to her; she would further 
acquire the grace and glory of conferring peace on Greece, 
which all the Greeks would recognise as her act. A n d when 
once the two pre-eminent powers, Athens and Sparta, were 
established in cordial amity, the remaining Grecian states would 
be too weak to resist what they two might prescribe.2 

Such was the language held by the Lacedaemonians in the 
assembly at Athens. It was discreetly calculated for their 
purpose, though when we turn back to the commencement of 
the war, and read the lofty declarations of the Spartan Ephors 
and assembly respecting the wrongs of their allies and the 
necessity of extorting full indemnity for them from Athens—the 
contrast is indeed striking. On this occasion, the Lacedæ­
monians acted entirely for themselves and from consideration 
of their own necessities; severing themselves from their allies, 
and soliciting a special peace for themselves, with as little 
scruple as the Spartan general Meneda2us during the preced­
ing year, when he abandoned his Ambrakiot confederates after 
the battle of Olpæ, to conclude a separate capitulation with 
Demosthenes. 

the Scholiast, from whom Dr. Arnold, as well as Poppo and Goller, depart, 
in my judgement, erroneously. The whole war had been begun in conse­
quence of the complaints of the Peloponnesian allies, and of wrongs alleged 
to have been done to them by Athens: Sparta herself had no ground of 
complaint—nothing of which she desired redress. 

Dr. Arnold translates it—"we shall hate you not only nationally, for 
the wound you will have inflicted on Sparla ; but also individually, because 
so many of us will have lost our near relations from your inflexibility." 
" The Spartan aristocracy (he adds) would feel it a personal wound to lose 
at once so many of its members, connected by blood or marriage with its 
principal families: compare Thucycl. v. 15." 

We must recollect however that the Athenians could not possibly know 
at this time that the hoplites inclosed in Sphakteria belonged in great 
proportion to the first families in Sparta. And the Spartan envoys would 
surely have the diplomatic prudence to abstain from any facts or arguments 
which would reveal, or even suggest, to them so important a secret 
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The course proper to be adopted by Athens in reference to 

the proposition, however, was by no means obvious. In all 
probability, the trireme which brought the Lacedaemonian 
envoys also brought the first news of that unforeseen and 
instantaneous turn of events, which had rendered the Spartans 
in Sphakteria certain prisoners, (so it was then conceived) and 
placed the whole Lacedaemonian fleet in their power; thus 
giving a totally new character to the war. The sudden arrival 
of such prodigious intelligence—the astounding presence of 
Lacedaemonian envoys, bearing the olive-branch and in an 
attitude of humiliation—must have produced in the susceptible 
public of Athens emotions of the utmost intensity; an elation 
and confidence such as had probably never been felt since the 
reconquest of Samos. It was difficult at first to measure the 
full bearings of the new situation, and even Perikles himself 
might have hesitated what to recommend. But the immediate 
and dominant impression with the general public was, that 
Athens might now ask her own terms, as consideration for the 
prisoners in the island.1 

Of this reigning tendency Kleon 2 made himself the emphatic 
organ, as he had done three years before in the sentence 
passed on the Mitylenasans ; a man who—like leading journals 
in modern times—often appeared to guide the public because 
he gave vehement utterance to that which they were already 
feeling, and carried it out in its collateral bearings and conse­
quences. On the present occasion, he doubtless spoke with 
the most genuine conviction; for he was full of the sentiment of 
Athenian force and Athenian imperial dignity, as well as dis­
posed to a sanguine view of future chances. Moreover, in a 
discussion like that now opened, where there was much room 
for doubt, he came forward with a proposition at once plain 
and decisive. Reminding the Athenians of the dishonourable 
truce of Thir ty years to which they had been compelled by the 
misfortunes of the time to accede, fourteen years before the 
Peloponnesian war—Kleon insisted that now was the time for 

1 Thucyd. iv. 21. 

This sentence reads like a first introduction of Kleon to the notice of the 
reader. It would appear that Thucydides had forgotten that he had before 
introduced Kleon on occasion of the Mitylensean surrender, and that too in 
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Athens to recover what she had then lost—Nisæa, Pegæ, 
Trœzen, and Achaia. He proposed that Sparta should be 
required to restore these to Athens, in exchange for the 
soldiers now blocked up in Sphakteria; after which a truce 
might be concluded for as long a time as might be deemed 
expedient. 

This decree, adopted by the assembly, was communicated 
as the answer of Athens to the Lacedaemonian envoys, who 
had probably retired after their first address, and were now 
sent for again into the assembly to hear it . On being informed 
of the resolution, they made no comment on its substance, 
but invited the Athenians to name commissioners, who might 
discuss with them freely and deliberately suitable terms for a 
pacification. Here however Kleon burst upon them with an 
indignant rebuke. He had thought from the first (he said) 
that they came with dishonest purposes, but now the thing 
was clear—nothing else could be meant by this desire to treat 
with some few men apart from the general public. If they had 
really any fair proposition to make, he called upon them to 
proclaim it openly to all. But this the envoys could not bring 
themselves to do. They had probably come with authority to 
make certain concessions ; but to announce these concessions 
forthwith, would have rendered negotiation impossible, besides 
dishonouring them in the face of their allies. Such dis­
honour would be incurred, too, without any advantage, if the 
Athenians should after all reject the terms, which the temper 
of the assembly before them rendered but too probable. 
Moreover they were totally unpractised in the talents for deal­
ing with a public assembly, such discussions being so rare as 
to be practically unknown in the Lacedæmonian system. To 
reply to the denunciation of a vehement speaker like Kleon, 
required readiness of elocution, dexterity, and self-command, 
which they had had no opportunity of acquiring. They 
remained silent—abashed by the speaker and intimidated by 
the temper of the assembly. Their mission was thus termin­
ated, and they were re-conveyed in the trireme to Pylus.1 

It is probable that if these envoys had been able to make an 
effective reply to Kleon and to defend their proposition against 
his charge of fraudulent purpose, they would have been sus­
tained by Nikias and a certain number of leading Athenians, 
so that the assembly might have been brought at least to try 
the issue of a private discussion between diplomatic agents on 
both sides. But the case was one in which it was absolutely 

1 Thucyd. iv. 22. 
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necessary that the envoys should stand forward with some 
defence for themselves; which Nikias might effectively second, 
but could not originate: and as they were incompetent to this 
task, the whole affair broke down. We shall hereafter find 
other examples, in which the incapacity of Lacedaemonian 
envoys, to meet the open debate of Athenian political life, is 
productive of mischievous results. In this case, the proposition 
of the envoys to enter into treaty with select commissioners, 
was not only quite reasonable, but afforded the only possibility 
(though doubtless not a certainty) of some ultimate pacifica­
tion : and the manoeuvre whereby Kleon discredited it was a 
grave abuse of publicity—not unknown in modern, though 
more frequent in ancient, political life. Kleon probably 
thought that if commissioners were named, Nikias, Laches, 
and other politicians of the same rank and colour, would be 
the persons selected; persons whose anxiety for peace and 
alliance with Sparta would make them over-indulgent and 
careless in securing the interests of Athens. I t wil l be seen, 
when we come to describe the conduct of Nikias four years 
afterwards, that this suspicion was not ill-grounded. 

Unfortunately Thucydides, in describing the proceedings of 
this assembly, so important in its consequences because it in­
tercepted a promising opening for peace, is brief as usual— 
telling us only what was said by Kleon and what was decided 
by the assembly. But though nothing is positively stated 
respecting Nikias and his partisans, we learn from other 
sources, and we may infer from what afterwards occurred, that 
they vehemently opposed Kleon, and that they looked coldly 
on the subsequent enterprise against Sphakteria as upon his 
peculiar measure.1 

It has been common to treat the dismissal of the Lace­
dæmonian envoys on this occasion as a peculiar specimen of 
democratical folly. Yet over-estimation of the prospective 
chances arising out of success, to a degree more extravagant 
than that of which Athens was now guilty, is by no means 
peculiar to democracy. Other governments, opposed to 
democracy not less in temper than in form—an able despot 
like the Emperor Napoleon, and a powerful aristocracy like 
that of England 2—have found success to the full as misleading. 

1 Plutarch, Nikias, c. 7; Philochorus, Fragm. 105, ed. Didot. 
2 Let us read some remarks of Mr. Burke on the temper of England 

luring the American war. 
" You remember that in the beginning of this American war, you were 

jreatly divided; and a very strong body, if not the strongest, opposed itself 
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That Athens should desire to profit by this unexpected 
piece of good fortune, was perfectly reasonable: that she 
should make use of it to regain advantages which former mis­
fortunes had compelled herself to surrender, was a feeling not 
unnatural. A n d whether the demand was excessive, or by 
how much—is a question always among the most embarrass­
ing for any government—kingly, oligarchical, or democratical— 
to determine. 

We may however remark that Kleon gave an impolitic turn 
to Athenian feeling, by directing it towards the entire and 
literal reacquisition of what had been lost twenty years before. 
Unless we are to consider his quadruple demand as a flourish, 
to be modified by subsequent negotiation, it seems to present 
some plausibility, but little of long-sighted wisdom. For while 
on the one hand, it called upon Sparta to give up much which 
was not in her possession, and must have been extorted by 
force from allies—on the other hand, the situation of Athens 
was not the same as it had been when she concluded the 
Thir ty years' t ruce; nor does it seem that the restoration of 
Achaia and Trœzcn would have been of any material value to 
her. Nisaea and Pegse—which would have been tantamount 
to the entire Megarid, inasmuch as Megara itself could hardly 
have been held with both its ports in the possession of an 
enemy—would indeed have been highly valuable, since she 
could then have protected her territory against invasion from 
Peloponnesus, besides possessing a port in the Corinthian 
Gulf. And it would seem that if able commissioners had now 
been named for private discussion with the Lacedemonian 

to the madness which every art and every power were employed to render 
popular, in order that the errors of the rulers might be lost in the general 
blindness of the nation. This opposition continued until after our great, 
but most unfortunate victory at Long Island. Then all the mounds and 
banks of our constancy were borne down at once ; and the phrenzy of the 
American war broke in upon us like a deluge. This victory, which seemed 
to put an immediate end to all difficulties, perfected in us that spirit of 
domination which our unparalleled prosperity had but too long nurtured. 
We had been so very powerful, and so very prosperous, that even the 
humblest of us were degraded into the vices and follies of kings. We lost 
all measure between means and ends; and our headlong desires became 
our politics and our morals. All men who wished for peace, or retained 
any sentiments of moderation, were overborne or silenced; and this city 
(Bristol) was led by every artifice (and probably with the more management, 
because /was one of your members) to distinguish itself by its zeal for that 
fatal cause." Burke, Speech to the Electors of Bristol previous to the 
election (Works, vol. iii. p. 365). 

Compare Mr. Burke's Letter to the Sheriffs of Bristol, p. 174 of the 
same volume. 



342 History of Greece 
envoys, under the present urgent desire of Sparta coupled with 
her disposition to abandon her allies—this important point 
might possibly have been pressed and carried, in exchange for 
Sphakteria. Nay, even if such acquisition had been found 
impracticable, st i l l the Athenians would have been able to 
effect some arrangement which would have widened the 
breach, and destroyed the confidence, between Sparta and her 
allies; a point of great moment for them to accomplish. There 
was therefore every reason for trying what could be done by 
negotiation, under the present temper of Sparta; and the step, 
by which Kleon abruptly broke off such hopes, was decidedly 
mischievous. 

On the return of the envoys without success to Pylus,1 

twenty days after their departure from that place, the armistice 
immediately terminated ; and the Lacedaemonians redemanded 
the triremes which they had surrendered. But Eurymedon 
refused compliance with this demand, alleging that the Lace­
daemonians had during the truce made a fraudulent attempt to 
surprise the rock of Pylus, and had violated the stipulations in 
other ways besides; while it stood expressly stipulated in the 
truce, that the violation by either side even of the least among 
its conditions should cancel all obligation on both sides. 
Thucydid&s, without distinctly giving his opinion, seems 
rather to imply, that there was no just ground for the refusal: 
though if any accidental want of vigilance had presented to 
the Lacedaemonians an opportunity for surprising Pylus, they 
would be likely enough to avail themselves of i t , seeing that 
they would thereby drive off the Athenian fleet from its only 
landing-place, and render the continued blockade of Sphakteria 
impracticable. However the truth may be, Eurymedon per­
sisted in his refusal, in spite of loud protests of the Lace­
daemonians against his perfidy. Hostilities were energetically 
resumed: the Lacedaemonian army on land began again to 
attack the fortifications of Pylus, while the Athenian fleet 
became doubly watchful in the blockade of Sphakteria, in 
which they were reinforced by twenty fresh ships from Athens, 
making a fleet of seventy triremes in all. Two ships were 
perpetually rowing round the island, in opposite directions, 
throughout the whole day ; while at night the whole fleet were 
kept on watch, except on the sea-side of the island in stormy 
weather.2 

The blockade, however, was soon found to be more full of 
privation in reference to the besiegers themselves, and more 

1 Thucyd. iv. 39. 2 Thucyd. iv. 23. 
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difficult of enforcement in respect to the island and its occu­
pants, than had been originally contemplated. The Athenians 
were much distressed for want of water. They had only one 
really good spring in the fortification of Pylus itself, quite insuf­
ficient for the supply of a large fleet: many of them were 
obliged to scrape the shingle and drink such brackish water as 
they could find ; while ships as well as men were perpetually 
afloat, since they could take rest and refreshment only by 
relays successively landing on the rock of Pylus, or even on the 
edge of Sphakteria itself, with all the chance of being inter­
rupted by the enemy—there being no other landing-place,1 and 
the ancient trireme affording no accommodation either for 
eating or sleeping. 

At first, all this was patiently borne, in the hopes that Sphak­
teria would speedily be starved out, and the Spartans forced to 
renew the request for capitulation. But no such request came, 
and the Athenians in the fleet gradually became sick in body 
as well as impatient and angry in mind. In spite of all their 
vigilance, clandestine supplies of provisions continually reached 
the island, under the temptation of large rewards offered by the 
Spartan government. Able swimmers contrived to cross the 
strait, dragging after them by ropes skins full of linseed and 
poppy-seed mixed with honey ; while merchant-vessels, chiefly 
manned by Helots, started from various parts of the Laconian 
coast, selecting by preference the stormy nights, and encounter­
ing every risk in order to run their vessel with its cargo ashore 
on the sea-side of the island, at a time when the Athenian 
guardships could not be on the look-out.2 They cared little 
about damage to their vessel in landing, provided they could get 
the cargo on shore; for ample compensation was ensured to 
them, together with emancipation to every Helot who suc­
ceeded in reaching the island with a supply. Though the 
Athenians redoubled their vigilance, and intercepted many of 
these daring smugglers, still there were others who eluded 
them. Moreover the rations supplied to the island by stipula­
t ion during the absence of the envoys in their journey to Athens 
had been so ample, that Epitadas the commander had been 
able to economise, and thus to make the stock hold out longer. 
Week after week passed without any symptoms of surrender. 

1 Thucyd. iv. 26. This does not mean (as 
some of the commentators seem to suppose, see Poppo's note) that the 
Athenians had not plenty of sea-room in the harbour : it means that they 
had no station ashore, except the narrow space of Pylus itself. 

2 Thucyd. iv. 26. 
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The Athenians not only felt the present sufferings of their own 
position, but also became apprehensive for their own supplies, 
all brought by sea round Peloponnesus to this distant and 
naked shore. They began even to mistrust the possibility of 
thus indefinitely continuing the blockade, against the contin­
gencies of such violent weather as would probably ensue at the 
close of summer. In this state of weariness and uncertainty, 
the active Demosthenes began to organise a descent upon the 
island, with the view of carrying it by force. He not only sent 
for forces from the neighbouring allies, Zakynthus and Nau-
paktus, but also transmitted an urgent request to Athens that 
reinforcements might be furnished to him for the purpose— 
making known explicitly both the uncomfortable condition 
of the armament and the unpromising chances of simple 
blockade.1 

The arrival of these envoys caused infinite mortification to 
the Athenians at home. Having expected to hear long before 
that Sphakteria had surrendered, they were now taught to con­
sider even the ultimate conquest as a matter of doubt. They 

1 Thucyd. iv. 27, 29, 30. 

That these persons —were envoys sent 
from Demosthenes and the other Athenian generals at Pylus, to report to 
the Athenian assembly—I assume with perfect confidence. The Athenian 
people were not left to hear from casual comers the condition of their 
armament and the progress of this important enterprise. That Demosthenes 
had asked for a reinforcement, is here expressly stated ; and if it were not 
expressly stated, we might presume it with tolerable confidence, from the 
attack which he was meditating upon Sphakteria, and from the efforts 
which he was making in his own neighbourhood and among the allies. 
Besides, when it is said (c. 27) that the Athenians, on hearing the reports 
of the envoys, had already become inclined of themselves to send forces 
there —and when Kleon 
says to the people—"If you think the reports of the envoys true, send 
forces at once against Sphakteria "—  

—this is plain evidence to me, that the 
report as to matters of fact had been presented by the envoys as a ground 
for requesting reinforcements. 
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were surprised that the Lacedaemonians sent no fresh envoys 
to solicit peace, and began to suspect that such silence was 
founded upon well-grounded hopes of being able to hold out. 
But the person most of all discomposed was Kleon, who ob­
served that the people now regretted their insulting repudiation 
of the Lacedaemonian message, and were displeased with him 
as the author of i t ; while on the contrary, his numerous politi­
cal enemies were rejoiced at the turn which events had taken, 
as it opened a means of effecting his ruin. At first, Kleon con­
tended that the envoys had misrepresented the state of facts. 
To which the latter replied by entreating, that if their accuracy 
were mistrusted, commissioners of inspection might be sent to 
verify i t ; and Kleon himself, along with Theogenes, was forth­
with named for this function. 

But it did not suit Kleon's purpose to go as commissioner to 
Pylus. His mistrust of the statement was a mere general sus­
picion, not resting on any positive evidence. Moreover he saw 
that the dispositions of the assembly tended to comply with 
the request of Demosthenes, and to despatch a reinforcing 
armament. He accordingly altered his tone at once : " If ye 
really believe the story (he said), do not waste time in sending 
commissioners, but sail at once to capture the men. It would 
be easy with a proper force, if our generals were men (here he 
pointed reproachfully to his enemy Nikias, then Strategus 1 l t o 
sail and take the solders in the island. That is what I at least 
would do if Iwere general." His words instantly provoked a 
hostile murmur from a portion of the assembly : " Why do you 
not sail then at once, if you think the matter so easy ?" 
Nikias, taking up this murmur, and delighted to have caught 
his political enemy in a trap, stood forward in person and 
pressed him to set about the enterprise without delay; intimat­
ing the willingness of himself and his colleagues to grant him 
any portion of the military force of the city which he chose to 
ask for. 

Kleon at first closed with this proposition, believing it to be 
a mere stratagem of debate and not seriously intended. But 
so soon as he saw that what was said was really meant, he tried 
to back out, and observed to Nikias—•' it is your place to sai l : 
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you are general, not I . " l Nikias only replied by repeating his 
exhortation, renouncing formally the command against Sphak-
teria, and calling upon the Athenians to recollect what Kleon 
had said, as well as to hold him to his engagement. The more 
Kleon tried to evade the duty, the louder and more unanimous 
d id the cry of the assembly become that Nikias should sur­
render it to him, and that he should undertake it . At last, see­
ing that there was no possibility of receding, Kleon reluctantly 
accepted the charge, and came forward to announce his inten­
tion in a resolute address—"I am not at all afraid of the 
Lacedaemonians (he said): I shall sail without even taking 
with me any of the hoplites from the regular Athenian muster-
roll , but only the Lemnian and Imbrian hoplites who are now 
here (that is, Athenian kleruchs or out-citizens who had proper­
ties in Lemnos and Imbros, and habitually resided there), 
together with some peltasts brought from Ænos in Thrace, and 
400 bowmen. Wi th this force, added to what is already at 
Pylus, I engage in the space of twenty days either to bring the 
Lacedæmonians in Sphakteria hither as prisoners, or to k i l l 
them in the island." The Athenians (observes Thucydides) 
laughed somewhat at Kleon's looseness of tongue; but prudent 
men had pleasure in reflecting that one or other of the two 
advantages was now certain: either they would get r id of 
Kleon, which they anticipated as the issue at once most prob­
able and most desirable—or if mistaken on this point, the 
Lacedaemonians in the island would be killed or taken.2 The 
vote was accordingly passed for the immediate departure of 
Kleon, who caused Demosthenes to be named as his colleague 
in command, and sent intelligence to Pylus at once that he 
was about to start with the reinforcement solicited. 

This curious scene, interesting as laying open the interior 
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feeling of the Athenian assembly, suggests, when properly 
considered, reflections very different from those which have 
been usually connected with it. It seems to be conceived by 
most historians as a mere piece of levity or folly in the Athenian 
people, who are supposed to have enjoyed the excellent joke of 
putting an incompetent man against his own wil l at the head of 
this enterprise, in order that they might amuse themselves with 
his blunders: Kleon is thus contemptible, and the Athenian 
people ridiculous. Certainly, if that people had been disposed 
to conduct their public business upon such childish fancies as 
are here implied, they would have made a very different figure 
from that which history actually presents to us. The truth is, 
that in regard to Kleon's alleged looseness of tongue, which 
excited more or less of laughter among the persons present, 
there was no one really ridiculous except the laughers them­
selves. For the announcement which he made was so far from 
being extravagant, that it was realised to the letter—and 
realised too, let us add, without any peculiar aid from unfore­
seen favourable accident. To illustrate further what is here said, 
we have only to contrast the jesters before the fact with the 
jesters after i t . While the former deride Kleon as a promiser 
of extravagant and impossible results, we find Aristophanes (in 
his comedy of the Knights about six months afterwards1) 
laughing at him as having achieved nothing at all—as having 
cunningly put himself into the shoes of Demosthenes, and 
stolen away from that general the glory of taking Sphakteria, 
after all the difficulties of the enterprise had been already got 
over, and " the cake ready baked "—to use the phrase of the 
comic poet. Both of the jests are exaggerations in opposite 
directions; but the last in order of time, if it be good at all 
against Kleon, is a galling sarcasm against those who derided 
Kleon as an extravagant boaster. 

1 Aristophanes, Equit. 54— 

It is Demosthenes who speaks in reference to Kleon—termed in that 
comedy the Paphlagonian slave of Demos. 

Compare v. 391— 

and 740-1197.  
So far from cunningly thrusting himself into the post of general, Kleon 

did everything he possibly could to avoid the post, and was only forced into 
it by the artifices of his enemies. It is important to notice how little the 
jests of Aristophanes can be taken as any evidence of historical reality. 
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If we intend fairly to compare the behaviour of Kleon with 

that of his political adversaries, we must distinguish between 
the two occasions: first, that in which he had frustrated the 
pacific mission of the Lacedaemonian envoys; next, the 
subsequent delay and dilemma which has been recently 
described. On the first occasion, his advice appears to have 
been mistaken in policy, as well as offensive in manner: his 
opponents, proposing a discussion by special commissioners as 
a fair chance for honourable terms of peace, took a juster view 
of the public interests. But the case was entirely altered when 
the mission for peace (wisely or unwisely) had been broken up, 
and when the fate of Sphakteria had been committed to the 
chances of war. There were then imperative reasons for 
prosecuting the war vigorously, and for employing all the force 
requisite to ensure the capture of that island. And looking to 
this end, we shall find that there was nothing in the conduct 
of Kleon either to blame or to deride; while his political 
adversaries (Nikias among them) are deplorably timid, ignorant, 
and reckless of the public interest; seeking only to turn the 
existing disappointment and dilemma into a party-opportunity 
for ruining him. 

To grant the reinforcement asked for by Demosthenes was 
obviously the proper measure, and Kleon saw that the people 
would go along with him in proposing it. But he had at the 
same time good grounds for reproaching Nikias and the other 
Strategi, whose duty it was to originate that proposition, with 
their backwardness in remaining silent, and in leaving the 
matter to go by defau, as if it were Kleon's affair and not 
theirs. His taunt—"This is what / would have done, if I 
were general "—was a mere phrase of the heat of debate, such 
as must have been very often used without any idea on the part 
of the hearers of construing it as a pledge which the speaker 
was bound to realise. It was no disgrace to Kleon to decline 
a charge which he had never sought, and to confess his 
incompetence to command. The reason why he was forced 
into the post, in spite of his own unaffected reluctance, was 
not (as some historians would have us believe) because the 
Athenian people loved a joke, but from two feelings, both 
perfectly serious, which divided the assembly—feelings opposite 
in their nature, but coinciding on this occasion to the same 
result. His enemies loudly urged him forward, anticipating 
that the enterprise under him would miscarry and that he would 
thus be ruined : his friends, perceiving this manoeuvre, but not 
sharing in such anticipations, and ascribing his reluctance to 
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modesty, pronounced themselves so much the more vehemently 
on behalf of their leader, and repaid the scornful cheer by 
cheers of sincere encouragement. " Why do not you try your 
hand at this enterprise, Kleon, if you think it so easy ? you 
wi l l soon find that it is too much for you "—was the cry of his 
enemies : to which his friends would reply—" Yes, to be sure, 
try, K l e o n : by all means, t r y : do not be backward; we 
warrant that you wi l l come honourably out of it, and we wi l l 
stand by you." Such cheer and counter-cheer is precisely in 
the temper of an animated multitude (as Thucydides1 states i t ) 
divided in feeling. Friends as well as enemies, thus concurred 
to impose upon Kleon a compulsion not to be eluded. Of all 
the parties here concerned, those whose conduct is the most 
unpardonably disgraceful are, Nikias and his oligarchical 
supporters; who force a political enemy into the supreme 
command against his own strenuous protest, persuaded that he 
wi l l fail so as to compromise the lives of many soldiers and the 
destinies of the state on an important emergency—but satisfy­
ing themselves with the idea that they shall bring him to 
disgrace and ruin. 

It is to be remarked that Nikias and his fellow Strategi were 
backward on this occasion, partly because they were really 
afraid of the duty. They anticipated a resistance to the death 
at Sphakteria such as that at Thermopylae: in which case, 
though victory might perhaps be won by a superior assailant 
force, it would not be won without much bloodshed and peril, 
besides an inexpiable quarrel with Sparta. If Kleon took a 
more correct measure of the chances, he ought to have credit 
for it as one " bene ausus vana contemnere." A n d it seems 
probable, that if he had not been thus forward in supporting 
the request of Demosthenes for reinforcement—or rather, if he 
had not been so placed that he was compelled to be forward— 
Nikias and his friends would have laid aside the enterprise, and 
reopened negotiations for peace under circumstances neither 
honourable nor advantageous to Athens. Kleon was in this 
matter one main author of the most important success which 
Athens obtained throughout the whole war. 

On joining Demosthenes with his reinforcement, Kleon 
found every preparation for attack made by that general, 
and the soldiers at Pylus eager to commence such aggres­
sive measures as would relieve them from the tedium of a 
blockade. Sphakteria had become recently more open to 
assault in consequence of an accidental conflagration of the 

1 Thucyd. iv. 28.  
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wood, arising from a fire k ind led by the Athenian sear 
while landing at the skirt of the island and cooking their f 
Under the influence of a strong wind , most of the wood in 
island had thus caught fire and been destroyed. To Dt 
sthenes this was an accident especially welcome : for the pai 
experience of his defeat in the forest-covered hills of Æ 
had taught h i m how difficult it was for assailants to cope 
an enemy whom they could not see, and who knew al l 
good points of defence in the country.1 T h e island being 
stripped of its wood, he was enabled to survey the garrison 
count their number, and to lay his plan of attack on cer 
data. He now, too, for the first t ime discovered that he 
underrated their real number, having before suspected that 
Lacedaemonians had sent in rations for a greater total than 
actually there. The island was occupied altogether by 
Lacedaemonian hoplites, out of whom more than 120 
native Spartans, belonging to the first families in the city, 
commander Epitadas, wi th the main body, occupied the ce 
of the island, near the only spring of water which it afforde 
an advanced guard of th i r ty hoplites was posted not far f 
the sea-shore in the end of the island farthest from Py! 
while the end immediately fronting Pylus, peculiarly steep 
rugged, and containing even a rude circuit of stones, 
unknown origin, which served as a sort of defence—was 1 
as a post of reserve.3 

Such was the prey which K leon and Demosthenes v 
anxious to grasp. On the very day of the arrival of the forr 
they sent a herald to the Lacedaemonian generals on 
mainland, invi t ing the surrender of the hoplites on the isi 
on condi t ion of being simply detained under guard wi thout 
hardship, un t i l a final pacification should take place, 
course the summons was refused; after which, leaving c 
one day for repose, the two generals took advantage of 
night to put a l l their hoplites aboard a few triremes, mal 
show as if they were merely commencing the ordinary noctu: 
circumnavigation, so as to excite no suspicion in the occupj 
of the island. T h e entire body of Athenian hoplites, 80c 
number, were thus disembarked in two divisions, one on e 
side of the island, a l i t t le before daybreak : the outposts, 
sisting of th i r ty Lacedæmonians, completely unprepared, v 

1 Thucyd. iv. 30. 
2 Colonel Leake gives an interesting illustration of these particula 

the topography of the island, which may even now be verified (Travel 
Morea, vol. i . p. 408). 3 Thucyd, iv . 31 . 
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surprised even in their sleep, and all slain.1 At the point of 
day, the entire remaining force from the seventy-two triremes 
was also disembarked, leaving on board none but the thalamii 
or lowest tier of rowers, and reserving only a sufficient number 
to man the walls of Pylus. Altogether there could not have 
been less than 10,000 troops employed in the attack of the 
island—men of all arms : 800 hoplites, 800 peltasts, 800 bow­
men ; the rest armed with javelins, slings, and stones. Demo­
sthenes kept his hoplites in one compact body, but distributed 
the light-armed into separate companies of about 200 men 
each, with orders to occupy the rising grounds all round, and 
harass the flanks and rear of the Lacedaemonians.2 

To resist this large force, the Lacedaemonian commander 
Epitadas had only 360 hoplites around him ; for his outlying 
company of thirty men had been slain, and as many more must 
have been held in reserve to guard the rocky station in his 
rear. Of the Helots who were with him, Thucydides says 
nothing during the whole course of the action. As soon as he 
saw the numbers and disposition of his enemies, Epitadas 
placed his men in battle array, and advanced to encounter the 
main body of hoplites whom he saw before him. But the 
Spartan march was habitually s low: 3 moreover the ground 
was rough and uneven, obstructed with stumps, and overlaid 
with dust and ashes, from the recently burnt wood, so that a 
march at once rapid and orderly was hardly possible. He had 
to traverse the whole intermediate space, since the Athenian 
hoplites remained immoveable in their position. No sooner 
had his march commenced, than he found himself assailed 
both in rear and flanks, especially in the right or unshielded 
flank, by the numerous companies of light-armed.4 Notwith­
standing their extraordinary superiority of number, these men 
were at first awe-stricken at finding themselves in actual contest 
with Lacedaemonian hoplites.5 Still they began the fight, 
poured in their missile weapons, and so annoyed the march 
that the hoplites were obliged to halt, while Epitadas ordered 
the most active among them to spring out of their ranks and 
repel the assailants. But pursuers with spear and shield had 
little chance of overtaking men lightly clad and armed, who 
always retired, in whatever direction the pursuit was commenced 
—had the advantage of difficult ground—redoubled their 

1 Thucyd. iv. 31. 2 Thucyd. iv. 32. 
3 Thucyd. v. 71. 4 Thucyd. iv. 33. 
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annoyance against the rear of the pursuers, as soon as the latter 
retreated to resume their place in the ranks—and always took 
care to get ground to the rear of the hoplites. 

After some experience of the inefficacy of Lacedaemonian 
pursuit, the light-armed, becoming far bolder than at first, 
closed upon them nearer and more universally, with arrows, 
javelins, and stones,—raising shouts and clamour that rent the 
air, rendering the word of command inaudible by the Lace­
daemonian soldiers—who at the same time were almost blinded 
by the thick clouds of dust, kicked up from the recently spread 
wood-ashes.1 Such method of fighting was one for which the 
Lykurgean drill made no provision. The longer it continued, 
the more painful did the embarrassment of the exposed hoplites 
become. Their repeated efforts, to destroy or even to reach 
nimble and ever-returning enemies, all proved abortive, whilst 
their own numbers were incessantly diminishing by wounds 
which they could not return. Their only offensive arms con­
sisted of the long spear and short sword usual to the Grecian 
hoplite, without any missile weapons whatever; nor could they 
even pick up and throw back the javelins of their enemies, 
since the points of these javelins commonly broke off and stuck 
in the shields, or sometimes even in the body which they had 
wounded. Moreover, the bows of the archers, doubtless care­
fully selected before starting from Athens, were powerfully 
drawn, so that their arrows may sometimes have pierced and 
inflicted wounds even through the shield or the helmet—but 
at any rate, the stuffed doublet, which formed the only defence 
of the hoplite on his unshielded side, was a very inadequate 
protection against them.2 Under this trying distress did the 

1 Thucyd. iv. 34: compare with this the narrative of the destruction of 
the Lacedæmonian mora near Lechaeum, by Iphikrates and the Peltastse 
(Xenophon, Hellen. iv. 5, 11). 

There has been doubt and difficulty in this passage, even from the time 
of the Scholiasts. Some commentators have translated caps or hats, 
—others, padded cuirasses of wool or felt, round the breast and back : see 
the notes of Duker, Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and Goller. That the word 
is sometimes used for the helmet or head-piece, is unquestionable—some­
times even (with or without for a brazen helmet (see Aristophan. 
Lysistr. 562 ; Antiphanes ap. Athenæ. xi. p. 503): but I cannot think that 
on this occasion Thucydide's would specially indicate the head of the 
Lacedaemonian hoplite as his chief vulnerable part. Dr. Arnold indeed 
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Lacedaemonians continue for a long time, poorly provided for 
defence, and in this particular case altogether helpless for 
aggression—without being able to approach at all nearer to 
the Athenian hoplites. At length the Lacedaemonian com­
mander, seeing that his position grew worse and worse, gave 
orders to close the ranks and retreat to the last redoubt in the 
rear. But this movement was not accomplished without diffi­
culty, for the light-armed assailants became so clamorous and 
forward, that many wounded men, unable to move, or at least 
to keep in rank, were overtaken and slain.1 

A diminished remnant, however, reached the last post in 
safety. Here they were in comparative protection, since the 
ground was so rocky and impracticable that their enemies 
could attack them neither in flank nor rear; though the position 
at any rate could not have been long tenable separately, inas­
much as the only spring of water in the island was in the 
centre, which they had just been compelled to abandon. The 
light-armed being now less available, Demosthenes and Kleon 
brought up their 800 Athenian hoplites, who had not before 
been engaged. But the Lacedaemonians were here at home2 

with their weapons, and enabled to display their well-known 
superiority against opposing hoplites, especially as they had 
the vantage-ground against enemies charging from beneath. 
Although the Athenians were double in numbers, and withal 
yet unexhausted, they were repulsed in many successive attacks. 
The besieged maintained their ground in spite of all previous 
fatigue and suffering, harder to be borne from the scanty diet 
on which they had recently subsisted. The struggle lasted so 
long that heat and thirst began to tell even upon the assailants, 
when the commander of the Messenians came to Kleon and 
Demosthenes, and intimated that they were now labouring in 
vain; promising at the same time that if they would confide to 
him a detachment of light troops and bowmen, he would find 
his way round to the higher cliffs in the rear of the assailants.8 

offers a reason to prove that he might naturally do so; but in my judgement 
the reason is insufficient. 

means stuffed clothing of wool or felt, whether employed to protect 
head, body, or feet: and I conceive, with Poppo and others, that it here 
indicates the body-clothing of the Lacedaemonian hoplite ; his body being 
the part most open to be wounded, on the side undefended by the shield, 
as well as in the rear. That the word will bear this sense may be 
seen in Pollux, vii. 171; Plato, Timæus, p. 74; and Symposion, p. 220, 
c. 35 : respecting tripos as applied to the foot-covering—Bekker, Charikles, 
vol. ii. p . 3 7 6 . 1 Thucyd. iv. 35. 

2 Thucyd. iv. 33. 
3Thucyd. iv. 36.  

VOL. V I . N 
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He accordingly stole away unobserved from the rear, scrambling 
round over pathless crags, and by an almost impracticable foot­
ing on the brink of the sea, through approaches which the 
Lacedemonians had left unguarded, never imagining that they 
could be molested in that direction. He suddenly appeared 
with his detachment on the higher peak above them, so that 
their position was thus commanded, and they found themselves, 
as at Thermopylae, between two fires, without any hope of 
escape. Their enemies in front, encouraged by the success of 
the Messenians, pressed forward with increased ardour, unti l 
at length the courage of the Lacedaemonians gave way, and 
the position was carried.1 

A few moments more, and they would have been all over­
powered and slain,—when Kleon and Demosthenes, anxious 
to carry them as prisoners to Athens, constrained their men to 
halt, and proclaimed by herald an invitation to surrender, on 
condition of delivering up their arms, and being held at the 
disposal of the Athenians. Most of them, incapable of further 
effort, closed with the proposition forthwith, signifying compli­
ance by dropping their shields and waving their hands above 
their heads. The battle being thus ended, Styphon the com­
mander—originally only third in command, but now chief; 
since Epitadas had been slain, and the second in command, 
Hippagretes, was lying disabled by wounds on the field— 
entered into conference with Kleon and Demosthenes, and 
entreated permission to send across for orders to the Lace­
daemonians on the mainland. The Athenian commanders, 
though refusing this request, sent a messenger of their own, 
inviting Lacedaemonian herafds over from the mainland, through 
whom communications were exchanged twice or three times 
between Styphon and the chief Lacedaemonian authorities. 
At length the final message came—"The Lacedaemonians 
direct you to take counsel for yourselves, but to do nothing 
disgraceful."2 Their counsel was speedily taken; they sur­
rendered themselves and delivered up their arms; 292 in 
number, the survivors of the original total of 420. A n d out 
of these no less than 120 were native Spartans, some of them 
belonging to the first families in the city.8 They were kept 
under guard during that night, and distributed on the morrow 
among the Athenian trierarchs to be conveyed as prisoners to 

1 Thucyd. iv. 37. 

3 Thucyd. iv. 3$; v. 15. 
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Athens; while a truce was granted to the Lacedaemonians on 
sore, in order that they might carry across the dead bodies 
or burial. So careful had Epitadas been in husbanding the 
provisions, that some food was yet found in the island; though 
he garrison had subsisted for fifty-two days upon casual sup­
plies, aided by such economies as had been laid by during the 
wenty days of the armistice, when food of a stipulated quantity 
vas regularly furnished. Seventy-two days had thus elapsed, 
rom the first imprisonment in the island to the hour of their 
surrender.1 

• The best troops in modern times would neither incur reproach, 
lor occasion surprise, by surrendering, under circumstances in 
i l l respects similar to this gallant remnant in Sphakteria. Yet 
n Greece the astonishment was prodigious and universal, when 
t was learnt that the Lacedaemonians had consented to become 
prisoners.2 For the terror inspired by their name, and the deep-
;truck impression of Thermopylae had. created a belief that they 
vould endure any extremity of famine, and perish in the midst 
)f any superiority of hostile force, rather than dream of giving 
lp their arms and surviving as captives. The events of Sphak-
eria, shocking as they d id this preconceived idea, discredited 
he military prowess of Sparta in the eyes of all Greece, and 
^specially in those of her own allies. Even in Sparta itself, too, 
he same feeling prevailed—partially revealed in the answer 
ransmitted to Styphon from the generals on shore, who did 
lot venture to forbid surrender, yet discountenanced it by 
mplication. It is certain that the Spartans would have lost 
ess by their death than by their surrender. But we read with 
lisgust the spiteful taunt of one of the allies of Athens (not an 

Ahenian) engaged in the affair, addressed in the form of a 
question to one of the prisoners—" Have your best men then 
been all slain ?" The reply conveyed an intimation of the 
standing contempt entertained by the Lacedaemonians for the 
ow and its chance-strokes in the l ine—" That would be a 

capital arrow which could single out the best man." The 
anguage which Herodotus puts into the mouth of Demaratus, 
composed in the early years of the Peloponnesian war, attests 
his same belief in Spartan va lour—"The Lacedaemonians die, 
but never surrender." 3 Such impression was from henceforward, 

1 Thucvd. iv. 70. 

3 To adopt a phrase, the counterpart of that which has been ascribed to 
he Vieille Garde of the Emperor Napoleon's army: compare Herodot. vii. 
[04. 
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not indeed effaced, but sensibly enfeebled, nor was it ever again 
restored to its full former pitch. 

But the general judgement of the Greeks respecting the 
capture of Sphakteria, remarkable as it is to commemorate, 
is far less surprising than that pronounced by Thucydides 
himself. Kleon and Demosthenes returning with a part of the 
squadron and carrying all the prisoners, started from Sphakteria 
on the next day but one after the action, and reached Athens 
within twenty days after Kleon had left it. Thus " the promise 
of Kleon, insane as it was, came true "—observes the historian.1 

Mr. Mitford, in recounting these incidents, after having said respecting 
Kleon—" In a very extraordinary train of circumstances which followed, 
his impudence and his fortune (if in the want of another, we may use that 
term) wonderfully favoured him "—goes on to observe two pages farther— 

" It however soon appeared, that though for a man like Cleon, unversed 
in military command, the undertaking was rash and the bragging promise 
abundantly ridiculous, yet the business was not so desperate as it was in the 
moment generally imagined : and in fact the folly of the Athenian people, 
in committing such a trust to such a man, far exceeded that of the man 
himself, whose impudence seldom carried him beyond the control of his 
cunning. He had received intelligence that Demosthenes had already 
formed the plan and was preparing for the attempt, with the forces upon 
the spot and in the neighbourhood. Hence his apparent moderation in the 
demand for troops ; which he judiciously accommodated to the gratification 
of the Athenian people, by avoiding to require any Athenians. He further 
showed his judgment, when the decree was to be passed which was finally 
to direct the expedition, by a request which was readily granted, that 
Demosthenes might be joined with him in the command." (Mitford, Hist, 
of Greece, vol. iii. ch. xv. sect. vii. p. 250-253.) 

It appears as if no historian couId write down the name of Kleon without 
attaching to it some disparaging verb or adjective. We are here told in the 
same sentence that Kleon was an impudent braggart for promising the 
execution of the enterprise—and yet that the enterprise itself was perfectly 
feasible. We are told in one sentence that he was rash and ridiculous for 
promising this, unversed as he was in military command: a few words 
farther, we are informed that he expressly requested that the most competent 
man to be found, Demosthenes, might be named his colleague. We are 
told of the cunning of Kleon, and that Kleon had received intelligence from 
Demosthenfc—as if this were some private communication to himself. But 
Demosthenes had sent no news to Kleon, nor did Kleon know anything, 
which was not equally known to every man in the assembly. The folly of 
the people in committing the trust to Kleon is denounced—as if Kleon had 
sought it himself, or as if his friends had been the first to propose it for him. 
If the folly of the people was thus great, what are we to say of the knavery 
of the oligarchical party, with Nikias at their head, who impelled the 
people into this folly, for the purpose of ruining a political antagonist, and 
who forced Kleon into the post against his own most unaffected reluctance ? 
Against this manoeuvre of the oligarchical party, neither Mr. Mitford nor 
any other historian says a word. When Kleon judges circumstances 
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Men with arms in their hands have always the option between 

d e a t h and imprisonment, and Grecian opinion was only mistaken 
in assuming as a certainty that the Lacedaemonians would 
choose the former. But Kleon had never promised to bring 
them home as prisoners: his promise was disjunctive—that 
they should be either so brought home, or slain, within twenty 
days. No sentence throughout the whole of Thucydides 
astonishes me so much as that in which he stigmatises such 
an expectation as "insane." Here are 420 Lacedaemonian 
hoplites, without any other description of troops to aid them— 
without the possibility of being reinforced—without any regular 
fortification—without any narrow pass such as that of Thermopylae 
—without either a sufficient or a certain supply of food—cooped 
up in a small open island less than two miles in length. Against 
them are brought 10,000 troops of divers arms, including 800 
fresh hoplites from Athens, and marshalled by Demosthenes, 
a man alike enterprising and experienced. For the talents as 
well as the presence and preparations of Demosthenes are a 
part of the data of the case, and the personal competence of 
Kleon to command alone is foreign to the calculation. Now 
if, under such circumstances, Kleon engaged that this forlorn 
company of brave men should be either slain or taken prisoners, 
how could he be looked upon, I wi l l not say as indulging in an 
insane boast, but even as overstepping a cautious and mistrust­
ful estimate of probability? Even to doubt of this result, 
much more to pronounce such an opinion as that of Thucy-
dides, implies an idea not only of superhuman power in the 
Lacedaemonian hoplites, but a disgraceful incapacity on the 
part of Demosthenes and the assailants. The interval of 
twenty days, named by Kleon, was not extravagantly narrow, 
considering the distance of Athens from Pylus. For the attack 
of this petty island could not possibly occupy more than one 
or two days at the utmost, though the blockade of it might 
by various accidents have been prolonged, or might even, by 

rightly, as Mr. Mitford allows that he did in this case, he has credit for 
nothing better than cunning. 

The truth is, that the people committed no folly in appointing Kleon— 
for he justified the best expectations of his friends. But Nikias and his 
friends committed great knavery in proposing it , since they fully believed 
that he would fail. And even upon Mr. Mitford's statement of the case, 
the opinion of Thucydides which stands at the beginning of this note is 
thoroughly unjustifiable; not less unjustifiable than the language of the 
modern historian about the " extraordinary circumstances," and the way in 
which Kleon was " favoured by fortune. Not a single incident can be 
specified in the narrative to bear out these invidious assertions. 
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some terrible storm, be altogether broken off. If then we 
carefully consider this promise, made by Kleon in the assembly, 
we shall find that so far from deserving the sentence pronounced 
upon it by Thucydides, of being a mad boast which came true 
by accident—it was a reasonable and even a modest anticipation 
of the future : l reserving the only really doubtful point in the 
case—whether the garrison of the island would be ultimately 
slain or made prisoners. Demosthenes, had he been present 
at Athens instead of being at Pylus, would willingly have set 
his seal to the engagement taken by Kleon. 

I repeat with reluctance, though not without relief, the state­
ment made by one of the biographers of Thucydides2—that 
Kleon was the cause of the banishment of the latter as a 
general, and has therefore received from him harder measure 
than was due in his capacity of historian. But though this 
sentiment is not probably without influence in dictating the 
unaccountable judgement which I have just been criticising— 
as well as other opinions relative to Kleon, on which I shall say 
more in a future chapter—I nevertheless look upon that judge­
ment not as peculiar to Thucydides, but as common to him 
with Nikias and those whom we must call, for want of a better 
name, the oligarchical party of the time at Athens. And it 
gives us some measure of the prejudice and narrowness of 
vision which prevailed among that party at the present memor­
able crisis ; so pointedly contrasting with the clear-sighted and 
resolute calculations, and the judicious conduct in action, of 
Kleon, who when forced against his wil l into the post of general, 
did the very best which could be done in his situation—he 
selected Demosthenes as colleague and heartily seconded his 
operations. Though the military attack of Sphakteria, one of 
the ablest specimens of generalship in the whole war, and dis­
tinguished r o t less by the dexterous employment of different 

1 The jest of an unknown comic writer (probably Eupolis or Aristo­
phanes, in one of the many lost dramas) against Kleon—"that he showed 
great powers of prophecy after the fact "—  

Lucian, Prometheus, c. 2) may probably have reference to his 
proceedings about Sphakteria : if so, it is certainly undeserved. 

In the letter which he sent to announce the capture of Sphakteria and 
the prisoners to the Athenians, it is affirmed that he began with the words 

This was derided by 
Eupolis, and is even considered as a piece of insolence. We must therefore 
presume that the form was unusual in addressing the people: though it 
certainly seems neither insolent, nor in the least unsuitable, after so 
important a success (Schol. ad Aristophan. Plut. 322 ; Bergk, De Reliquiis 
Comcedice Antiquje, p. 362). 

2 Vi t . Thucydidis, p. xv. ed. Bekker. 
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descriptions of troops than by care to spare the lives of the 
assailants—belongs altogether to Demosthenes; yet if Kleon 
had not been competent to stand up in the Athenian assembly 
and defy those gloomy predictions which we see attested in 
Thucydides, Demosthenes would never have been reinforced 
nor placed in condition to land on the island. The glory of 
the enterprise therefore belongs jointly to both. Kleon, far 
from stealing away the laurels of Demosthenes (as Aristophanes 
represents in his comedy of the Knights), was really the means 
of placing them on his head, though he at the same time 
deservedly shared them. It has hitherto been the practice 
to look at Kleon only from the point of view of his opponents, 
through whose testimony we know him. But the real fact is 
that this history of the events of Sphakteria, when properly 
surveyed, is a standing disgrace to those opponents, and no 
inconsiderable honour to him ; exhibiting them as alike desti­
tute of political foresight and of straightforward patriotism—as 
sacrificing the opportunities of war, along with the lives of their 
fellow-citizens and soldiers, for the purpose of ruining a political 
enemy. It was the duty of Nikias, as Strategus, to propose, 
and undertake in person if necessary, the reduction of Sphak­
teria. If he thought the enterprise dangerous, that was a good 
reason for assigning to it a larger military force, as we shall find 
him afterwards reasoning about the Sicilian expedition—but not 
for letting it slip or throwing it off upon others.1 

The return of Kleon and Demosthenes to Athens, within the 
twenty days promised, bringing with them near 300 Lacedaemo­
nian prisoners, must have been by far the most triumphant and 
exhilarating event which had occurred to the Athenians through­
out the whole war. It at once changed the prospects, position, 
and feelings, of both the contending parties. Such a number 
of Lacedaemonian prisoners, especially 120 Spartans, was a 
source of almost stupefaction to the general body of Greeks, 
and a prize of inestimable value to the captors. The return 
of Demosthenes in the preceding year from the Ambrakian 
Gulf, when he brought with him 300 Ambrakian panoplies, 
had probably been sufficiently triumphant. But the entry 
into Peirreus on this occasion from Sphakteria, with 300 
Lacedaemonian prisoners, must doubtless have occasioned 
emotions transcending all former experience. It is much to 
be regretted that no description is preserved to us of the scene, 
as well as of the elate manifestations of the people when the 
prisoners were marched up from Peiræus to Athens. We 

1 Plutarch, Nikias, c. 8; Thucyd. v. 7. 
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should be curious also to read some account of the first Athe­
nian assembly held after this event—the overwhelming cheers 
heaped upon Kleon by his joyful partisans, who had helped to 
invest him with the duties of general, in confidence that he 
would discharge them well—contrasted with the silence or 
retractation of Nikias and the other humiliated political enemies. 
But all such details are unfortunately denied to us—though 
they constitute the blood and animation of Grecian history, 
now lying before us only in its skeleton. 

The first impulse of the Athenians was to regard the prisoners 
as a guarantee to their territory against invasion.1 They re­
solved to keep them securely guarded until the peace; but 
if at any time before that event the Lacedaemonian army should 
enter Attica, then to bring forth the prisoners, and put them 
to death in sight of the invaders. They were at the same time 
full of spirits in regard to the prosecution of the war, and 
became further confirmed in the hope, not merely of preserving 
their power undiminished, but even of recovering much of what 
they had lost before the Thirty years* truce. Pylus was placed 
in an improved state of defence, with the adjoining island of 
Sphakteria doubtless as a subsidiary occupation. The Mes-
senians, transferred thither from Naupaktus, and overjoyed 
to find themselves once more masters even of an outlying rock 
of their ancestorial territory, began with alacrity to overrun and 
ravage Laconia: while the Helots, shaken by the recent events, 
manifested inclination to desert to them. The Lacedaemonian 
authorities, experiencing' evils before unfelt and unknown, 
became sensibly alarmed lest such desertions should spread 
through the country. Reluctant as they were to afford obvious 
evidence of their embarrassments, they nevertheless brought 
themselves (probably under the pressure of the friends and 
relatives of the Sphakterian captives) to send to Athens several 
missions for peace ; but all proved abortive.2 We are not told 
what they offered, but it did not come up to the expectations 
which the Athenians thought themselves entitled to indulge. 

We, who now review these facts with a knowledge of the 
subsequent history, see that the Athenians could have con­
cluded a better bargain with the Lacedaemonians during the 
six or eight months succeeding the capture of Sphakteria, than 
it was ever open to them to make afterwards: and they had 
reason to repent letting slip the opportunity. Perhaps indeed 
Perikles, had he been still alive, might have taken a more 

1 Thucyd. iv. 41. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 41 ; compare Aristophan. Equit. 648, with Schol. 
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prudent measure of the future, and might have had ascend­
ency enough over his countrymen to be able to arrest the 
tide of success at its highest point, before it began to ebb 
again. 

But if we put ourselves back into the situation of Athens 
during the autumn which succeeded the return of Kleon and 
Demosthenes from Sphakteria, we shall easily enter into the 
feelings under which the war was continued. The actual 
possession of the captives now placed Athens in a far better 
position than she had occupied when they were only blocked 
up in Sphakteria, and when the Lacedaemonian envoys first 
arrived to ask for peace. She was now certain of being able to 
command peace with Sparta on terms at least tolerable, when­
ever she chose to invite it—she had also a fair certainty of 
escaping the hardship of invasion. Next—and this was perhaps 
the most important feature of the case—the apprehension of 
Lacedaemonian prowess was now greatly lowered, and the 
prospects of success to Athens considered as prodigiously 
improved,1 even in the estimation of impartial Greeks; much 
more in the eyes of the Athenians themselves. Moreover the 
idea of a tide of good fortune—of the favour of the gods now 
begun and likely to continue—of future success as a corollary 
from past—was one which powerfully affected Grecian calcula­
tions generally. Why not push the present good fortune and 
try to regain the most important points lost before and by the 
Thir ty years' truce, especially in Megara and Bœotia—points 
which Sparta could not concede by negotiation, since they 
were not in her possession ? Though these speculations failed 
(as we shall see in the coming chapter), yet there was nothing 
unreasonable in acting upon them. Probably the almost universal 
sentiment of Athens was at this moment warlike. Even Nikias, 
humiliated as he must have been by the success in Sphakteria, 
would forget his usual caution in the desire of retrieving his 
own personal credit by some military exploit. That Demo­
sthenes, now in full measure of esteem, would be eager to 
prosecute the war, with which his prospects of personal glory 
were essentially associated (just as Thucydides 2 observes about 
Brasidas on the Lacedaemonian side), can admit of no doubt. 
The comedy of Aristophanes called the Acharnians was acted 
about six months before the affair of Sphakteria, when no one 
could possibly look forward to such an event—the comedy of 
the Knights about six months after i t . 3 Now there is this 

1 Thucyd. iv. 79. 2 Thucyd. v. 16. 
3 The Acharneis was performed at the festival of the Lcnsea at Athens— 

N 2 
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remarkable difference between the two—that while the former 
breathes the greatest sickness of war, and presses in every 
possible way the importance of making peace, although at that 
time Athens had no opportunity of coming even to a decent 
accommodation—the latter, running down the general character 
of Kleon with unmeasured scorn and ridicule, talks in one or 
two places only of the hardships of war, and drops altogether 
that emphasis and repetition with which peace had been dwelt 
upon in the Acharnians—although coming out at a moment 
when peace was within the reach of the Athenians. 

To understand properly the history of this period, therefore, 
we must distinguish various occasions which are often con­
founded. At the moment when Sphakteria was first blockaded, 
and when the Lacedæmonians first sent to solicit peace, there 
was a considerable party at Athens disposed to entertain the 
offer. The ascendency of Kleon was one of the main causes 
why it was rejected. But after the captives were brought home 
from Sphakteria, the influence of Kleon, though positively 
greater than it had been before, was no longer required to 
procure the dismissal of Lacedæmonian pacific offers and the 
continuance of the war. The general temper of Athens was 
then warlike, and there were very few to contend strenuously 
for an opposite policy. During the ensuing year, however, the 
chances of war turned out mostly unfavourable to Athens, so 
that by the end of that year she had become much more 
disposed to peace.1 The truce for one year was then con­
cluded. But even after that truce was expired, Kleon still 
continued eager (and on good grounds, as wil l be shown here­
after) for renewing the war in Thrace, at a time when a large 
proportion of the Athenian public had grown weary of it . He 
was one of the main causes of that resumption of warlike 
operations, which ended in the battle of Amphipolis, fatal both 
to himself and to Brasidas. There were thus two distinct 
occasions on which the personal influence and sanguine 
character of Kleon seems to have been of sensible moment 
in determining the Athenian public to war instead of peace. 
But at the moment which we have now reached—that is, the 
year immediately following the capture of Sphakteria—the 
Athenians were sufficiently warlike without h i m ; probably 
Nikias himself as well as the rest. 
January, 425 B.c. ; the Knights at the same festival in the ensuing year, 
424 K.c:. 

The capture of Sphakteria took place about July, B.C. 425 ; between the 
two dates above. See Mr. Clinton's Fasti Hellenici, ad ann. 

1 Thucyd. iv. 117; v. 14. 
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It was one of the earliest proceedings of Nikias, immediately 

after the inglorious exhibition which he had made in reference 
to Sphakteria, to conduct an expedition, in conjunction with 
two colleagues, against the Corinthian territory. He took with 
him 80 triremes, 2000 Athenian hoplites, 200 horsemen aboard 
of some horse transports, and some additional hoplites from 
Miletus, Andros, and Karystus.1 Starting from Peirasus in the 
evening, he arrived a little before day-break on a beach at the 
foot of the hi l l and village of Solygeia,'2 about seven miles from 
Corinth, and two or three miles south of the Isthmus. The 
Corinthian troops, from all the territory of Corinth within the 
Isthmus, were already assembled at the Isthmus itself to repel 
h i m ; for intelligence of the intended expedition had reached 
Corinth some time before from Argos, with which latter place 
the scheme of the expedition may have been in some way 
connected. The Athenians having touched the coast during 
the darkness, the Corinthians were only apprised of the fact by 
fire-signals from Solygeia. Not being able to hinder the landing, 
they despatched forthwith half their forces, under Battus and 
Lykophron, to repel the invader, while the remaining half were 
left at the harbour of Kenchreae, on the northern side of Mount 
Oneion, to guard the port of Krommyon (outside of the Isthmus) 
in case it should be attacked by sea. Battus with one lochus 
of hoplites threw himself into the village of Solygeia, which was 
unfortified, while Lykophron conducted the remaining troops 
to attack the Athenians. The battle was first engaged on the 
Athenian right, almost immediately after its landing, on the 
point called Chersonesus. Here the Athenian hoplites, together 
with their Karystian allies, repelled the Corinthian attack, after 
a stout and warmly disputed hand-combat of spear and shield. 
Nevertheless the Corinthians, retreating up to a higher point of 
ground, returned to the charge, and with the aid of a fresh 
lochus, drove the Athenians back to the shore and to their 
ships : from hence the latter again turned, and again recovered 
a partial advantage.3 The battle was no less severe on the left 
wing of the Athenians. But here, after a contest of some 
length, the latter gained a more decided victory, greatly by the 
aid of their cavalry—pursuing the Corinthians, who fled in 
some disorder to a neighbouring h i l l and there took up a 

1 Thucyd. iv. 42.  
2 See the geographical illustrations of this descent in Dr. Arnold's plan 

and note appended to the second volume of his Thucydides—and in Colonel 
Leake—Travels in Morea, ch. xxviii. p. 235 ; xxix. p. 309. 

3 Thucyd. iv. 43. 
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position.1 The Athenians were thus victorious throughout the 
whole line, with the loss of about forty-seven men, while the 
Corinthians had lost 212, together with the general Lykophron. 
The victors erected their trophy, stripped the dead bodies and 
buried their own dead. The Corinthian detachment left at 
Kenchrese could not see the battle, in consequence of the 
interposing ridge of Mount Oneion: but it was at last made 
known to them by the dust of the fugitives, and they forthwith 
hastened to afford help. Reinforcements also came both from 
Corinth and from Kenchreae, and as it seems too, from the 
neighbouring Peloponnesian cities—so that Nikias thought it 
prudent to retire on board of his ships, and halt upon some 
neighbouring islands. It was here first discovered that two of 
the Athenians slain had not been picked up for burial; upon 
which he immediately sent a herald to solicit a truce, in order 
to procure these two missing bodies. We have here a remark­
able proof of the sanctity attached to that duty; for the 
mere sending of the herald was tantamount to confession of 
defeat.2 

From hence Nikias sailed to Krommyon, where after ravaging 
the neighbourhood for a few hours he rested for the night. On 
the next day he re-embarked, sailed along the coast of Epidaurus, 
upon which he inflicted some damage in passing, and stopped 
at last on the peninsula of Methana, between Epidaurus and 
Trcezen.8 On this peninsula he established a permanent 
garrison, drawing a fortification across the narrow neck of land 
which joined it to the Epidaurian peninsula. This was his last 
exploit. He then sailed home: but the post at Methana long 
remained as a centre for pillaging the neighbouring regions of 
Epidaurus, Trcezen, and Halieis. 

While Nikias was engaged in this expedition, Eurymedon 
and Sophokles had sailed forward from Pylus with a consider­
able portion of that fleet which had been engaged in the capture 
of Sphakteria, to the island of Korkyra. It has been already 
stated that the democratical government at Korkyra had been 
suffering severe pressure and privation from the oligarchical 
fugitives, who had come back into the island with a body of 
barbaric auxiliaries, and established themselves upon Mount 

1 Thucyd. iv. 44. —an expression which Dr. Arnold ex­
plains, here as elsewhere, to mean " piling the arms : " I do not think such 
an explanation is correct, even here ; much less in several other places to 
which he alludes. See a note on the surprise of Piataea by the Thebans, 
immediately before the Peloponnesian war. 

2 Plutarch, Nikias, c. 6. 3 Thucyd. iv. 45. 
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Istone not far from the city.1 Eurymedon and the Athenians, 
joining the Korkyraeans in the city, attacked and stormed the 
post on Mount Istdne'; while the vanquished, retiring first to 
a lofty and inaccessible peak, were forced to surrender them­
selves on terms to the Athenians. Abandoning altogether 
their mercenary auxiliaries, they only stipulated that they should 
themselves be sent to Athens, and left to the discretion of the 
Athenian people. Eurymedon, assenting to these terms, de­
posited the disarmed prisoners in the neighbouring islet of 
Ptychia, under the distinct condition, that if a single man tried 
to escape, the whole capitulation should be null and void.2 

Unfortunately for these men, the orders given to Eurymedon 
carried him onward straight to Sicily. It was irksome therefore 
to him to send away a detachment of his squadron to convey 
prisoners to Athens; where the honours of delivering them 
would be reaped, not by himself, but by the officer to whom 
they might be confided. And the Korkyræans in the city, on 
their part, were equally anxious that the men should not be 
sent to Athens. Their animosity against them being bitter in 
the extreme, they were afraid that the Athenians might spare 
their lives, so that their hostility against the island might be 
again resumed. And thus a mean jealousy on the part of 
Eurymedon, combined with revenge and insecurity on the part 
of the victorious Korkyraeans, brought about a cruel catastrophe, 
paralleled nowhere else in Greece, though too well in keeping 
with the previous acts of the bloody drama enacted in this 
island. 

The Korkyraean leaders, seemingly not without the privity of 
Eurymedon, sent across to Ptychia fraudulent emissaries under 
the guise of friends to the prisoners. These emissaries,— 
assuring the prisoners that the Athenian commanders, in spite 
of the convention signed, were about to hand them over to the 
Korkyraean people for destruction, —induced some of them to 
attempt escape in a boat prepared for the purpose. By concert, 
the boat was seized in the act of escaping, so that the terms of 
the capitulation were really violated: upon which Eurymedon 
handed over the prisoners to their enemies in the island, who 
imprisoned them all together in one vast building, under guard 
of hoplites. From this building they were drawn out in com­
panies of twenty men each, chained together in couples, and 
compelled to march between two lines of hoplites marshalled 
on each side of the road. Those who loitered in the march 
were hurried on by whips from behind: as they advanced, their 

1 Thucyd. iv. 2-45. 2 Thucyd. iv. 46. 
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private enemies on both sides singled them out, striking and 
piercing them unt i l at length they miserably perished. Three 
successive companies were thus destroyed—ere the remaining 
prisoners in the interior, who thought merely that their place of 
detention was about to be changed, suspected what was passing. 
As soon as they found it out, one and all refused either to quit 
the building or to permit any one else to enter. They at the 
same time piteously implored the intervention of the Athenians, 
i f i t were only to k i l l them and thus preserve them from the 
cruelties of their merciless countrymen. The latter, abstaining 
from attempts to force the door of the building, made an 
aperture in the roof, from whence they shot down arrows, and 
poured showers of tiles upon the prisoners within ; who sought 
at first to protect themselves, but at length abandoned them­
selves to despair, and assisted with their own hands in the work 
of destruction. Some of them pierced their throats with the 
arrows shot down from the roof: others hung themselves, 
either with cords from some bedding which happened to be in 
the building, or with strips torn and twisted from their own 
garments. Night came on, but the work of destruction, both 
from above and within, was continued without intermission, so 
that before morning, all these wretched men had perished, 
either by the hands of their enemies or by their own. At 
daybreak the Korkyræans entered the building, piled up the 
dead bodies on carts, and transported them out of the c i ty : 
the exact number we are not told, but seemingly it cannot have 
been less than 300. The women who had been taken at Istone 
along with these prisoners, were all sold as slaves.1 

Thus finished the bloody dissensions in this ill-fated island: 
for the oligarchical party were completely annihilated, the 
democracy was victorious, and there were no further violences 
throughout the whole war.2 I t wi l l be recollected that these 
deadly feuds began with the return of the oligarchical prisoners 
from Corinth, bringing along with them projects both of treason 
and of revolution. They ended with the annihilation of that 
party, in the manner above described ; the interval being filled 
by mutual atrocities and retaliation, wherein of course the 
victors had most opportunity of gratifying their vindictive 
passions. Eurymedon, after the termination of these events, 
proceeded onward with the Athenian squadron to Sicily. What 
he d id there wil l be described in a future chapter devoted to 
Sicilian affairs exclusively. 

The complete prostration of Ambrakia during the campaign 
1 Thucyd. iv. 47, 48, 2 Thucyd. iv. 48. 
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of the preceding year had left Anaktorium without any defence 
against the Akarnanians and Athenian squadron from Nau-
paktus. They besieged and took it during the course of the 
present summer ;1 expelling the Corinthian proprietors, and 
re-peopling the town and its territory with Akarnanian settlers 
from all the townships in the country. 

Throughout the maritime empire of Athens matters continued 
perfectly tranquil, except that the inhabitants of Chios, during 
the course of the autumn, incurred the suspicion of the 
Athenians from having recently built a new wall to their city, 
as if it were done with the intention of taking the first oppor­
tunity to revolt.- They solemnly protested their innocence of 
any such designs, but the Athenians were not satisfied without 
exacting the destruction of the obnoxious wall. The presence 
on the opposite continent of an active band of Mitylenæan 
exiles, who captured both Rhceteium and Antandrus during the 
ensuing spring, probably made the Athenians more anxious and 
vigilant on the subject of Chios.3 

The Athenian regular tribute-gathering squadron, circulating 
among the maritime subjects, captured, during the course of 
the present autumn, a prisoner of some importance and singu­
larity. It was a Persian ambassador, Artaphernes, seized at 
Eion on the Strymon, in his way to Sparta with despatches 
from the Great King . He was brought to Athens, where his 
despatches, which were at some length and written in the 
Assyrian character, were translated and made public. The 
Great King told the Lacedaemonians, in substance, that he 
could not comprehend what they meant; for that among the 
numerous envoys whom they had sent, no two told the same 
story. Accordingly he desired them, if they wished to make 
themselves understood, to send some envoys with fresh and 
plain instructions to accompany Artaphernes.4 Such was the 
substance of the despatch, conveying a remarkable testimony 
as to the march of the Lacedaemonian government in its foreign 
policy. H a d any similar testimony existed respecting Athens, 
demonstrating that her foreign policy was conducted with half 
as much unsteadiness and stupidity, ample inferences would 
have been drawn from it to the discredit of democracy. But 
there has been no motive generally to discredit Lacedaemonian 

1 Thucyd. iv. 49. 2 Thucyd. iv. 51. 3 Thucyd. iv. 52. 
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institutions, which included kingship in double measure—two 
parallel lines of hereditary kings; together with an entire 
exemption from everything like popular discussion. The 
extreme defects in the foreign management of Sparta, revealed 
by the despatch of Artaphernes, seem traceable partly to an 
habitual faithlessness often noted in the Lacedaemonian char­
acter—partly to the annual change of Ephors, so frequently 
bringing into power men who strove to undo what had been 
done by their predecessors—and still more to the absence of 
everything like discussion or canvass of public measures among 
the citizens. We shall find more than one example, in the 
history about to follow, of this disposition on the part of 
Ephors not merely to change the policy of their predecessors, 
but even to subvert treaties sworn and concluded by them. 
Such was the habitual secrecy of Spartan public business, that 
in doing this they had neither criticism nor discussion to fear. 
Brasidas, when he started from Sparta on the expedition which 
wi l l be described in the coming chapter, could not trust the 
assurances of the Lacedaemonian executive without binding 
them by the most solemn oaths.1 

The Athenians sent back Artaphernes in a trireme to 
Ephesus, and availed themselves of this opportunity for pro­
curing access to the Great King. They sent envoys along with 
him, with the intention that they should accompany h im up to 
Susa: but on reaching Asia, the news met them that K i n g 
Artaxerxes had recently died. Under such circumstances, it 
was not judged expedient Co prosecute the mission, and the 
Athenians dropped their design.2 

Respecting the great monarchy of Persia, during this long 
interval of fifty-four years since the repulse of Xerxes from 
Greece, we have little information before us except the names 
of the successive kings. In the year 465 B.C., Xerxes was 
assassinated by Artabanus and Mithridates, through one of those 
plots of great household officers, so frequent in Oriental 
palaces. He left two sons, or at least two sons present and 
conspicuous among a greater number, Darius and Artaxerxes. 
But Artabanus persuaded Artaxerxes that Darius had been the 
murderer of Xerxes, and thus prevailed upon him to revenge 

2Thucyd. iv. 50; Diodor. xii. 64. The Athenians do not appear to 
have ever before sent envoys or courted alliance with the Great King ; 
though the idea of doing so must have been noway strange to them, as 
we may see by the humorous scene of Pseudartabas in the Acharneis of 
Aristophanes, acted in the year before this event. 
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his father's death by becoming an accomplice in killing his 
brother Darius: he next tried to assassinate Artaxerxes himself, 
and to appropriate the crown. Artaxerxes however, being 
apprised beforehand of the scheme, either slew Artabanus 
with his own hand or procured him to be slain, and then 
reigned (known under the name of Artaxerxes Longimanus) for 
forty years, down to the period at which we are now arrived.1 

Mention has already been made of the revolt of Egypt from 
the dominion of Artaxerxes, under the Libyan prince Inarus, 
actively aided by the Athenians. After a few years of success, 
this revolt was crushed and Egypt again subjugated, by the 
energy of the Persian general Megabyzus—with severe loss to 
the Athenian forces engaged. After the peace of Kallias, 
erroneously called the Kimonian peace, between the Athenians 
and the king of Persia, war had not been since resumed. We 
read in Ktesias, amidst various anecdotes seemingly collected 
at the court of Susa, romantic adventures ascribed to Megaby­
zus, his wife Amytis, his mother Amestris, and a Greek physi­
cian of Kos, named Apollonides. Zopyrus son of Megabyzus, 
after the death of his father, deserted from Persia and came as 
an exile to Athens.2 

At the death of Artaxerxes Longimanus, the family violences 
incident to a Persian succession were again exhibited. His son 
Xerxes succeeded him, but was assassinated, after a reign of 
a few weeks or months. Another son, Sogdianus, followed, 
who perished in like manner after a short interval.8 Lastly, 
a third son, Ochus (known under the name of Darius Nothus), 
either abler or more fortunate, kept his crown and life between 
nineteen and twenty years. By his queen, the savage Parvsatis, 
he was father to Artaxerxes Mnemon and Cyrus the younger, 
both names of interest in reference to Grecian history, to whom 
we shall hereafter recur. 

1 Diodor. xi. 65; Aristotel. Polit. v. 8 ,3 ; Justin, iii. 1; Ktesias, Persica, 
c 29, 30. It is evident that there were contradictory stories current 
respecting the plot to which Xerxes fell a victim: but we have no means 
of determining what the details were. 

2 Ktesias, Persica, c. 38-43 ; Herodot. iii. 80. 
3 Diodor. xii. 64-71; Ktesias, Persica, c. 44-46. 
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CHAPTER LIII 

EIGHTH YEAR OF THE WAR 

T H E eighth year of the war, on which we now touch, presents 
events of a more important and decisive character than any of 
the preceding. In reviewing the preceding years we observe 
that though there is much fighting, with hardship and privation 
inflicted on both sides, yet the operations are mostly of a 
desultory character, not calculated to determine the event of 
the war. But the capture of Sphakteria and its prisoners, 
coupled with the surrender of the whole Lacedæmonian fleet, 
was an event full of consequences and imposing in the eyes of 
all Greece. It stimulated the Athenians to a series of opera­
tions, larger and more ambitious than anything which they had 
yet conceived—directed, not merely against Sparta in her own 
country, but also to the reconquest of that ascendency in 
Megara and Bujotia which they had lost on or before the 
Thir ty years' truce. On the other hand, it intimidated so 
much both the Lacedaemonians, the revolted Chalkidic allies 
of Athens in Thrace, and Perdikkas king of Macedonia—that 
between them the expedition of Brasidas, which struck so 
serious a blow at the Athenian empire, was concerted. This 
year is thus the turning-point of the war. If the operations of 
Athens had succeeded, she would have regained nearly as 
great a power as she enjoyed before the Thir ty years' truce. 
But it happened that Sparta, or rather the Spartan Brasidas, 
proved successful, gaining enough to neutralise all the advantages 
derived by Athens from the capture of Sphakteria. 

The first enterprise undertaken by the Athenians in the 
course of the spring was against the island of Kythera, on the 
southern coast of Laconia. It was inhabited by Lacedaemonian 
Periceki, and administered by a governor, and garrison of hop-
lites, annually sent thither. It was the usual point of landing 
for merchantmen from Libya and Egypt ; and as it lay very 
near to Cape Malea, immediately over against the Gulf of 
Gythium—the only accessible portion of the generally inhos­
pitable coast of Laconia—the chance that it might fall into the 
hands of an enemy was considered as so menacing to Sparta, 
that some politicians are said to have wished the island at the 
bottom of the sea.1 Nikias, in conjunction with Nikostratus 

1 Thucyd. iv. 53 ; Herodot. vii. 235. The manner in which Herodotus 
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nd Autokles, conducted thither a fleet of sixty triremes, with 
000 Athenian hoplites, some few horsemen, and a body of 
Hies mainly Milesians. 

There were in the island two towns—Kythera, and Skandeia ; 
he former having a lower town close to the sea, fronting Cape 
Malea, and an upper town on the hill above; the latter seem-
ngly on the south or west coast. Both were attacked at the 
ame time by order of Nikias: ten triremes and a body of 
Milesian1 hoplites disembarked and captured Skandeia; while 
he Athenians landed at Kythera, and drove the inhabitants 
ut of the lower town into the upper, where they speedily 
apitulated. A certain party among them had indeed secretly 
nvited the coming of Nikias, through which intrigue easy terms 
rere obtained for the inhabitants. Some few men, indicated 
y the Kytherians in intelligence with Nikias, were carried 
way as prisoners to Athens; but the remainder were left 
indisturbed and enrolled among the tributary allies under 

lludes to the dangers which would arise to Sparta from the occupation of 
kythera by an enemy, furnishes one additional probability tending to show 
bat his history was composed before the actual occupation of the island by 
Nikias, in the eighth year of the I'eloponnesian war. Had he been 
ognisant of this latter event, he would naturally have made some allusion 

it. 
The words of Thucydides in respect to the island of Kythera are—the 

I do not understand this passage, with Dr. Arnold and Goller, to mean, 
hat Laconia was unassailable by land, but very assailable by sea. It rather 
leans that the only portion of the coast of Laconia where a maritime in-
ader could do much damage, was in the interior of the Laconic Gulf, near 
Ielos, Gythium, &c.—which is in fact the only plain portion of the coast 
f Laconia. The two projecting promontories, which end, the one in Cape 
lalea, the other in Cape Tsenarus, are high, rocky, harbourless, and afford 
ery little temptation to a disembarking enemy. "The whole Laconian 
oast is high projecting cliffwhere it fronts the Sicilian and Kretan seas" 
- " The island of Kythera was particularly favourable for 
icilitating descents on the territory near Helos and Gythium. The 
Kifx(v6rns of Laconia is noticed in Xenophon, Ilellen. iv. 8, 7—where he 
escribes the occupation of the island by Konon and Pharnabazus. 
See Colonel Leake's description of this coast, and the high cliffs between 

!ape Matapan (Tsenarus) and Kalamata, which front the Sicilian sea—as 
'ell as those eastward of Cape St. Angelo or Malea, which front the 
Lretan sea (Travels in Morea, vol. i. ch. vii. p. 261—" tempestuous, rocky, 
nsheltered coast of Mesamani "—ch. viii. p. 320; ch. vi. p. 205 ; Strabo,, 
iii. p. 368; Pausan. iii. c. xxvi. 2). 

1 Thucyd. iv. 54. It seems impossible 
) believe that there could have been so many as 2000 Milesian hoplites: 
ut we cannot tell where the mistake lies. 
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obligation to pay four talents per annum; an Athenian garrison 
being placed at Kythera for the protection of the island. From 
hence Nikias employed seven days in descents and inroads 
upon the coast, near Helos, Asine, Aphrodisia, Kotyrta, and 
elsewhere. The Lacedaemonian force was disseminated in 
petty garrisons, which remained each for the defence of its 
own separate post, without uniting to repel the Athenians, so 
that there was only one action, and that of little importance, 
which the Athenians deemed worthy of a trophy. 

In returning home from Kythera, Nikias first ravaged the 
small strip of cultivated land near Epidaurus Limera, on the 
rocky eastern coast of Laconia, and then attacked the Æginetan 
settlement at Thyrea, the frontier strip between Laconia and 
Argolis. This town and district had been made over by Sparta 
to the Æginetans, at the time when they were expelled from 
their own island by Athens in the first year of the war. The 
new inhabitants, finding the town too distant from the sea1 for 
their maritime habits, were now employed in constructing a 
fortification close on the shore; in which work a Lacedaemonian 
detachment under Tantalus, on guard in that neighbourhood, 
was assisting them. When the Athenians landed, both JEgme-
tans and Lacedaemonians at once abandoned the new fortifica­
tion. The Æginetans, with the commanding officer Tantalus, 
occupied the upper town of Thyrea; but the Lacedaemonian 
troops, not thinking it tenable, refused to take part in the 
defence, and retired to the neighbouring mountains, in spite of 
urgent entreaty from the ^ginetans. Immediately after land­
ing, the Athenians marched up o the town of Thyrea, and 
carried it by storm, burning or destroying everything within it. 
All the yftginetans were either killed or made prisoners, and 
even Tantalus, disabled by his wounds, became prisoner also. 
From hence the armament returned to Athens, where a vote 
was taken as to the disposal of the prisoners. The Kytherians 
brought home were distributed for safe custody among the 
dependent islands: Tantalus was retained along with the 
prisoners from Sphakteria; but a harder fate was reserved for 
the ^ginetans. They were all put to death, victims to the 
long-standing antipathy between Athens and Æginsu This 

1 Thucyd. iv. 56. He states that Thyrea was ten stadia, or about a mile 
and one-fifth, distant from the sea. But Colonel Leake (Travels in the 
Morea, vol. i i . ch. xxii . p. 492), who has discovered quite sufficient ruins 
to identify the spot, affirms " that it is at least three times that distance from 
the sea." 

This explains to us the more clearly why the iEginetans thought it 
necessary to build their new fort. 
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cruel act was nothing more than a strict application of admitted 
customs of war in those days. Had the Lacedaemonians been 
the victors, there can be little doubt that they would have 
acted with equal rigour.1 

The occupation of Kythera, in addition to Pylus, by an 
Athenian garrison, following so closely upon the capital disaster 
in Sphakteria, produced in the minds of the Spartans feelings 
of alarm and depression such as they had never before experi­
enced. Within the course of a few short months their position 
had completely changed, from superiority and aggression 
abroad, to insult and insecurity at home. They anticipated 
nothing less than incessant foreign attacks on all their weak 
points, with every probability of internal defection, from the 
standing discontent of the Helots. It was not unknown to 
them probably that even Kythera itself had been lost partly 
through betrayal. The capture of Sphakteria had caused 
peculiar emotion among the Helots, to whom the Lacedæ­
monians had addressed both appeals and promises of emanci­
pation, in order to procure succour for their hoplites while 
blockaded in the island. If the ultimate surrender of these 
hoplites had abated the terrors of Lacedaemonian prowess 
throughout all Greece, such effect had been produced to a 
still greater degree among the oppressed Helots. A refuge at 
Pylus, and a nucleus which presented some possibility of 
expanding into regenerated Messenia, were now before their 
eyes; while the establishment of an Athenian garrison at 
K y t M r a opened a new channel of communication with the 
enemies of Sparta, so as to tempt all the Helots of daring 
temper to stand forward as liberators of their enslaved race.2 

The Lacedaemonians, habitually cautious at all times, felt now 
as if the tide of fortune had turned decidedly against them, and 
acted with confirmed mistrust and dismay—confining them­
selves to measures strictly defensive, but organising a force 
of 400 cavalry, together with a body of bowmen, beyond their 
ordinary establishment. 

The precautions which they thought it necessary to take in 
regard to the Helots afford the best measure of their apprehen­
sions at the moment, and exhibit moreover a refinement of 
fraud and cruelty rarely equalled in history. Wishing to single 
out from the general body such as were most high-couraged 
and valiant, the Ephors made proclamation, that those Helots, 
who conceived themselves to have earned their liberty by 
distinguished services in war, might stand forward to claim i t . 

1 Thucyd. iv. 58 ; Diodor. xii. 65. 2 Thucyd. iv. 41, 55, 56. 
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A considerable number obeyed the call—probably many who 
had undergone imminent hazards during the preceding summer 
in order to convey provisions to the blockaded soldiers in 
Sphakteria.1 After being examined by the government, 2000 
of them were selected as fully worthy of emancipation; which 
was forthwith bestowed upon them in public ceremonial—with 
garlands, visits to the temples, and the full measure of religious 
solemnity. The government had now made the selection which 
it desired ; presently every man among these newly-enfranchised 
Helots was made away with—no one knew how.2 A stratagem 
at once so perfidious in the contrivance, so murderous in the 
purpose, and so complete in the execution, stands without 
parallel in Grecian history—we might almost say, without a 
parallel in any history. It implies a depravity far greater than 
the rigorous execution of a barbarous customary law against 
prisoners of war or rebels, even in large numbers. The Ephors 
must have employed numerous instruments, apart from each 
other, for the performance of this bloody deed. Yet it appears 
that no certain knowledge could be obtained of the details—a 
striking proof of the mysterious efficiency of this Council of 

1 Thucyd. iv. 80. 

xii. 67. 
Dr. Thirl wall (History of Greece, vol. iii. ch. xxiii. p. 244, 2nd edit. 

note) thinks that this assassination of Helots by the Spartans took place at 
some other time unascertained, and not at the time here indicated. I can­
not concur in this opinion. It appears to me that there is the strongest 
probable reason for referring the incident to the time immediately following 
the disaster in Sphakteria, which Thucydides so especially marks (iv. 41) 

and began their incursions over Laconia, with such temptations as they 
could offer to the Helots to desert. And it was naturally just then that the 
fear, entertained by the Spartans of their Helots, became exaggerated to 
the maximum—leading to the perpetration of the act mentioned in the text. 
Dr. Thirlwall observes '* that the Spartan government would not order the 
massacre of the Helots at a time when it could employ them on foreign 
service." But to this it may be replied that the capture of Sphakteria took 
place in July or August, while the expedition under Brasidas was not 
organised until the following winter or spring. There was therefore an 
interval of some months, during which the government had not yet formed 
the idea of employing the Helots on foreign service. And this interval is 
quite sufficient to give a full and distinct meaning to the expression KQX 

(Thucyd. iv. 80) on which Dr. Thirlwall insists ; without the necessity 
of going back to any more remote point of antecedent time. 
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Five, surpassing even that of the Council of Ten at Venice— 
as well as of the utter absence of public inquiry or discussion. 

It was while the Lacedaemonians were in this state of uneasi­
ness at home that envoys reached them from Perdikkas of 
Macedonia and the Chalkidians of Thrace, entreating aid 
against Athens ; who was considered likely, in her present 
tide of success, to resume aggressive measures against them. 
There were moreover other parties, in the neighbouring cities l 

subject to Athens, who secretly favoured the application, en­
gaging to stand forward in open revolt as soon as any auxiliary 
force should arrive to warrant their incurring the hazard. Per­
dikkas (who had on his hands a dispute with his kinsman 
Arrhibneus, prince of the Lynkestaj-Macedonians, which he 
was anxious to be enabled to close successfully) and the 
Chalkidians offered at the same time to provide the pay and 
maintenance, as well as to facilitate the transit, of the troops 
who might be sent to them. And—what was of still greater 
importance to the success of the enterprise—they specially re­
quested that Brasidas might be invested with the command.2 

He had now recovered from his wounds received at Pylus, and 
his reputation for adventurous valour, great as it was from 
positive desert, stood out still more conspicuously, because not 
a single other Spartan had as yet distinguished himself. His 
other great qualities, apart from personal valour, had not yet 
been shown, for he had never been in any supreme command. 
But he burned with impatience to undertake the operation 
destined for him by the envoys ; although at this time it must 
have appeared so replete with difficulty and danger, that prob­
ably no other Spartan except himself would have entered upon 
it with hopes of success. To raise up embarrassments for 
Athens in Thrace was an object of great consequence to 
Sparta, while she also obtained on opportunity of sending away 
another large detachment of dangerous Helots. Seven hundred 
of these latter were armed as hoplites and placed under the 
orders of Brasidas, but the Lacedaemonians would not assign 
to him any of their own proper forces. Wi th the sanction of 
the Spartan name—with 700 Helot hoplites, and with such 
other hoplites as he could raise in Peloponnesus by means of 
the funds furnished from the Chalkidians—Brasidas prepared 
to undertake this expedition, alike adventurous and important. 

Had the Athenians entertained any suspicion of his design, 
1 Thucyd. iv. 79. 
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they could easily have prevented him from ever reaching 
Thrace. But they knew nothing of it until he had actually 
joined Perdikkas, nor did they anticipate any serious attack 
from Sparta, in this moment of her depression—much less, an 
enterprise far bolder than any which she had ever been known 
to undertake. They were now elate with hopes of conquests 
to come on their own part—their affairs being so prosperous 
and promising, that parties favourable to their interests began 
to revive, both in Megara and in Bœotia; while Hippokrates 
and Demosthenes, the two chief Strategi for the year, were men 
of energy, well-qualified both to project and execute military 
achievements. 

The first opportunity presented itself in regard to Megara. 
The inhabitants of that city had been greater sufferers by the 
war than any other persons in Greece. They had been the 
chief cause of bringing down the war upon Athens, and the 
Athenians revenged upon them all the hardships which they 
themselves endured from the Lacedaemonian invasion. Twice 
in every year they laid waste the Megarid, which bordered 
upon their own territory; and that too with such destructive 
efficacy throughout its limited extent, that they intercepted all 
subsistence from the lands near the town—at the same time 
keeping the harbour of Nisæa closely blocked up. Under such 
hard conditions the Megarians found much difficulty in sup­
plying even the primary wants of life.1 But their case had 
now, within the last few months, become still more intolerable 
by an intestine commotion in the city, ending in the expulsion 
of a powerful body of exiles, who seized and held possession 
of Pegæ, the Megarian port in the Gulf of Corinth. Probably 
imports from Pegæ had been their chief previous resource 
against the destruction which came on them from the side of 
Athens; so that it became scarcely possible to sustain them­
selves, when the exiles in Pegæ not only deprived them of this 
resource, but took positive part in harassing them. These 
exiles were oligarchical, and the government in Megara had 
now become more or less democratical. But the privations in 
the city presently reached such a height, that several citizens 
began to labour for a compromise, whereby the exiles in PSgae 
might be readmitted. It was evident to the leaders in Megara 
that the bulk of the citizens could not long sustain the pressure 
of enemies from both sides—but it was also their feeling, that 
the exiles in Pegae, their bitter political rivals, were worse 

1 The picture drawn by Aristophanes (Acharn. 760) is a caricature, but 
of suffering probably but too real 
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enemies than the Athenians, and that the return of these exiles 
would be a sentence of death to themselves. To prevent this 
counter-revolution, they opened a secret correspondence with 
Hippokrates and Demosthenes, engaging to betray both Megara 
and Nisæa to the Athenians; though Nisæa, the harbour of 
Megara, about one mile from the city, was a separate fortress, 
occupied by a Peloponnesian garrison, and by them exclusively, 
as well as the Long Walls—for the purpose of holding Megara 
fast to the Lacedaemonian confederacy.1 

The scheme for surprise was concerted, and what is more 
remarkable—in the extreme publicity of all Athenian affairs, 
and in a matter to which many persons must have been privy 
—was kept secret until the instant of execution. A large 
Athenian force, 4000 hoplites and 600 cavalry, was appointed 
to march at night by the high road through Eleusis to Megara: 
but Hippokrates and Demosthenes themselves went on ship­
board from Peirasus to the island of Minoa, which was close 
against Nisæa, and had been for some time under occupation 
by an Athenian garrison. Here Hippokrates concealed him­
self with 600 hoplites, in a hollow out of which brick earth had 
been dug, on the mainland opposite to Minoa, and not far 
from the gate in the Long Wall which opened near the junction 
of that wall with the ditch and wall surrounding Nisaea; while 
Demosthenes, with some light-armed Plataeans and a detach­
ment of active young Athenians (called Peripoli, and serving 
as the moveable guard of Attica) in their first or second year of 
military service, placed himself in ambush in the sacred 
precincts of Ares, still closer to the same gate. 

To procure that the gate should be opened, was the task 
of the conspirators within. Amidst the shifts to which the 
Megarians had been reduced in order to obtain supplies 
(especially since the blockading force had been placed at 
Minoa), predatory sally by night was not omitted. Some of 
these conspirators had been in the habit, before the intrigue 
with Athens was projected, of carrying out a small sculler-boat 
by night upon a cart, through this gate, by permission of the 
Peloponnesian commander of Nisaea and the Long Walls. The 
boat, when thus brought out, was first carried down to the shore 
along the hollow of the dry ditch which surrounded the wall 
of Nisaea—then put to sea for some nightly enterprise—and 

1 Thucyd. iv. 66. Strabo (ix. p. 391) gives eighteen stadia as the dis­
tance between Megara and Nisaea; Thucydidds only eight. There appears 
sufficient reason to prefer the latter: see Reinganum, Das al te Megaris, 
p. 121-180. 
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lastly, brought back again along the ditch before daylight in 
the morning; the gate being opened, by permission, to let it i n . 
This was the only way by which any Megarian vessel could get 
to sea, since the Athenians at Minoa were complete masters of 
the harbour. 

On the night fixed for the surprise, this boat was carried out 
and brought back at the usual hour. But the moment that the 
gate in the Long Wall was opened to readmit it, Demosthenes 
with his comrades sprang forward to force their way i n ; the 
Megarians along with the boat at the same time setting upon 
and kill ing the guards, in order to facilitate his entrance. This 
active and determined band were successful in mastering the 
gate, and keeping it open, unti l the 600 hoplites under Hippo-
krates came up, and got in to the interior space between the 
Long Walls. They immediately mounted the walls on each 
side, every man as he came in, with little thought of order, to 
drive off or destroy the Peloponnesian guards; who, taken by 
surprise, and fancying that the Megarians generally were in 
concert with the enemy against them—confirmed too in such 
belief by hearing the Athenian herald proclaim aloud that every 
Megarian who chose might take his post in the line of Athenian 
hoplites1—made at first some resistance, but were soon dis­
couraged and fled into Niscea. By a little after daybreak, the 
Athenians found themselves masters of all the line of the Long 
Walls, and under the very gates of Megara—as well as rein­
forced by the larger force, which having marched by land 
through Eleusis, arrived at the concerted moment. 

Meanwhile the Megarians witj i in the city were in the greatest 
tumult and consternation. But the conspirators, prepared with 
their plan, had resolved to propose that the gates should be 
thrown open and that the whole force of the city should be 
marched out to fight the Athenians. When once the gates 
should be open, they themselves intended to take part with the 
Athenians and facilitate their entrance—and they had rubbed 
their bodies over with oi l in order to be visibly distinguished 
in the eyes of the latter. The plan was only frustrated the 
moment before it was about to be put in execution, by the 
divulgation of one of their own comrades. Their opponents in 

Dr. Arnold's explanation of it would be eminently unsuitable. * There 
could be no thought of piling arms at a critical moment of actual fighting, 
with result as yet doubtful. 
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the city, apprised of what was in contemplation, hastened to 
the gate, and intercepted the men rubbed with o i l as they 
were about to open it . Without betraying any knowledge of the 
momentous secret which they had just learned, these opponents 
loudly protested against opening the gate and going out to fight 
an enemy for whom they had never conceived themselves, even 
in moments of greater strength, to be a match in the open 
field. While insisting only on the public mischiefs of the 
measure, they at the same time planted themselves in arms 
against the gate, and declared that they would perish before 
they would allow it to be opened. For such obstinate resist­
ance the conspirators were not prepared, so that they were 
forced to abandon their design and leave the gate closed. 

The Athenian generals, who were waiting in expectation that 
it would be opened, soon perceived by the delay that their 
friends wi thin had been baffled, and immediately resolved to 
make sure of Nisaea which lay behind them; an acquisition 
important not less in itself, than as a probable means for 
the mastery of Megara. They set about the work with the 
characteristic rapidity of Athenians. Masons and tools in 
abundance being forthwith sent for from Athens, the army dis­
tributed among themselves the wall of circumvallation round 
Nisaea in distinct parts. First, the interior space between the 
Long Walls themselves was built across, so as to cut off the 
communication with Megara; next, walls were carried out from 
the outside of both the Long Walls down to the sea, so as 
completely to enclose Nisæa with its fortifications and ditch. 
The scattered houses, which formed a sort of ornamented 
suburb to Nisæa, furnished bricks for this enclosing circle, or 
were sometimes even made to form a part of it as they stood, 
with the parapets on their roofs; while the trees were cut down 
to supply material wherever palisades were suitable. In a day 
and a half the work of circumvallation was almost completed, 
so that the Peloponnesians in Nisæa saw before them nothing but 
a hopeless state of blockade. Deprived of all communication, 
they not only fancied that the whole city of Megara had joined 
the Athenians, but they were moreover without any supply of 
provisions, which had been always furnished to them in daily 
rations from the city. Despairing of speedy relief from Pelo­
ponnesus, they accepted easy terms of capitulation offered to 
them by the Athenian generals.1 After delivering up their 
arms, each man among them was to be ransomed for a stipu­
lated pr ice; we are not told how much, but doubtless a 

1 Thucyd. iv. 69. 
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moderate sum. The Lacedaemonian commander, and such 
other Lacedaemonians as might be in Nisæa, were however 
required to surrender themselves as prisoners to the Athenians, 
to be held at their disposal. On these terms Nisaea was sur­
rendered to the Athenians, who cut off its communication with 
Megara, by keeping the intermediate space between the Long 
Walls effectively blocked up—walls, of which they had them­
selves, in former days, been the original authors.1 

Such interruption of communication by the Long Walls in­
dicated in the minds of the Athenian generals a conviction 
that Megara was now out of their reach. But the town in its 
present distracted state would certainly have fallen into their 
hands 2 had it not been snatched from them by the accidental 
neighbourhood and energetic intervention of Brasidas. That 
officer, occupied in the levy of troops for his Thracian expedi­
tion, was near Corinth and Sikyon when he first learnt the 
surprise and capture of the Long Walls. Partly from the 
alarm which the news excited among these Peloponnesian 
towns, partly from his own personal influence, he got together 
a body of 2700 Corinthian hoplites, 600 Sikyonian, and 400 
Phliasian, besides his own small army, and marched with this 
united force to Tripodiskus in the Megarid, half-way between 
Megara and Pegce, on the road over Mount Geraneia; having 
first despatched a pressing summons to the Boeotians, to 
request that they would meet him at that point with reinforce­
ments. He trusted by a speedy movement to preserve Megara, 
and perhaps even Nisæa; but on reaching Tripodiskus in the 
night, he learnt that the latteivnlace had already surrendered. 
Alarmed for the safety of Megara, he proceeded thither by a 
night-march without delay. Taking with him only a chosen 
band of 300 men, he presented himself, without being expected, 
at the gates of the c i ty ; entreating to be admitted, and offering 
to lend his immediate aid for the recovery of Nisoea. One of 
the two parties in Megara would have been glad to comply; 
but the other, knowing well that in that case the exiles from 
Pegæ would be brought back upon them, was prepared for 
a strenuous resistance, in which case the Athenian force, still 
only one mile off, would have been introduced as auxiliaries. 
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Under these circumstances the two parties came to a com­
promise and mutually agreed to refuse admittance to Brasidas. 
They expected that a battle would take place between him and 
the Athenians, and each calculated that Megara would follow 
the fortunes of the victor.1 

Returning back without success to Tripodiskus, Brasidas was 
joined there early in the morning.by 2000 Boeotian hoplites 
and 600 cavalry; for the Boeotians had been put in motion by 
the same news as himself, and had even commenced their 
march before his messenger arrived, with such celerity as to 
have already reached Platsea.2 The total force under Brasidas 
was thus increased to 6000 hoplites and 600 cavalry, with 
whom he marched straight to the neighbourhood of Megara. 
The Athenian light troops, dispersed over the plain, were sur­
prised and driven in by the Boeotian cavalry; but the Athenian 
cavalry, coming to their aid, maintained a sharp action with 
the assailants, wherein, after some loss on both sides, a slight 
advantage remained on the side of the Athenians. They 
granted a truce for the burial of the Boeotian officer of cavalry, 
who was slain with some others. After this indecisive cavalry 
skirmish, Brasidas advanced with his main force into the plain 
between Megara and the sea, taking up a position near to the 
Athenian hoplites, who were drawn up in battle array hard by 
Nisæa and the Long Walls. He thus offered them battle if 
they chose i t ; but each party expected that the other would 
attack; and each was unwilling to begin the attack on his own 
side. Brasidas was well aware that if the Athenians refused to 
fight, Megara would be preserved from falling into their hands 
—which loss it was his main object to prevent, and which had 
in fact been prevented only by his arrival. If he attacked and 
was beaten, he would forfeit this advantage—while if victorious, 
he could hardly hope to gain much more. The Athenian 
generals on their side reflected, that they had already secured 
a material acquisition in Nisæa, which cut off Megara from 
their sea; that the army opposed to them was not only 
superior in number of hoplites, but composed of contingents 
from many different cities, so that no one city hazarded much 
in the action; while their own force was all Athenian and 
composed of the best hoplites in Athens, which would render 
a defeat severely ruinous to the city. They did not think it 
worth while to encounter this risk, even for the purpose of 
gaining possession of Megara. With such views in the leaders 
on both sides, the two armies remained for some time in 

1 Thucyd. iv. 71. 2 Thucyd. iv. 72. 
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position, each waiting for the other to attack. At length the 
Athenians, seeing that no aggressive movement was contem­
plated by their opponents, were the first to retire into Nissea. 
Thus left master of the field, Brasidas retired in tr iumph to 
Megara, the gates of which were now opened without reserve 
to admit him.1 

The army of Brasidas, having gained the chief point for 
which it was collected, speedily dispersed—he himself resuming 
his preparations for Thrace ; while the Athenians on their side 
also returned home, leaving an adequate garrison for the occu­
pation both of Nisæa and of the Long Walls. But the interior 
of Megara underwent a complete and violent revolution. 
While the leaders friendly to Athens, not thinking it safe to 
remain, fled forthwith and sought shelter with the Athenians -
—the opposite party opened communication with the exiles at 
Pegæ and readmitted them into the c i ty ; binding them however 
by the most solemn pledges to observe absolute amnesty of the 
past, and to study nothing but the welfare of the common city. 
The new-comers only kept their pledge during the interval 
which elapsed unti l they acquired power to violate it with 
effect. They soon got themselves placed in the chief com­
mands of state, and found means to turn the military force to 
their own purposes. A review, and examination of arms, of 
the hoplites in the city, having been ordered, the Megarian 
lochi were so marshalled and tutored as to enable the leaders 
to single out such victims as they thought expedient. They 
seized many of their most obnoxious enemies—some of them 
suspected as accomplices in the,recent conspiracy with Athens. 
The men thus seized were subjected to the forms of a public 
trial, before that which was called a public assembly; wherein 
each voter, acting under military terror, was constrained to 
give his suffrage openly. A l l were condemned to death and 
executed, to the number of 1oo.3 The constitution of Megara 
was then shaped into an oligarchy of the closest possible kind, 
a few of the most violent men taking complete possession of 

1 Thucyd. iv. 73. 
2 We find some of them afterwards in the service of Athens, employed as 

light-armed troops in the Sicilian expedition (Thucyd. vi. 43). 
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the government. But they must probably have conducted 
it with vigour and prudence for their own purposes, since 
Thucydides remarks that it was rare to see a revolution accom­
plished by so small a party, and yet so durable. How long 
it lasted, he does not mention. A few months after these 
incidents, the Megarians regained possession of their Long 
Walls, by capture from the Athenians1 (to whom indeed they 
could have been of no material service), and levelled the whole 
line of them to the ground : but the Athenians still retained 
Nisæa. We may remark, as explaining in part the durability of 
this new government, that the truce concluded at the beginning 
of the ensuing year must have greatly lightened the difficulties 
of any government, whether oligarchical or democratical, in 
Megara. 

The scheme for surprising Megara had been both laid and 
executed with skill, and only miscarried through an accident to 
which such schemes are always liable, as well as by the unex­
pected celerity of Brasidas. It had moreover succeeded so far 
as to enable the Athenians to carry Nisrca—one of the posts 
which they had surrendered by the Thir ty years' truce, and of 
considerable positive value to them : so that it counted on the 
whole as a victory, leaving the generals with increased encour­
agement to turn their activity elsewhere. Accordingly, very 
soon after the troops had been brought back from the Megarid,2 

Hippokrates and Demosthenes concerted a still more extensive 
plan for the invasion of Bœotia, in conjunction with some mal­
contents in the Boeotian towns, who desired to break down 
and democratise the oligarchical governments—and especially 
through the agency of a Theban exile named Ptœodorus. 
Demosthenes, with forty triremes, was sent round Peloponnesus 
to Naupaktus, with instructions to collect an Akarnanian force— 
to sail into the inmost recess of the Corinthian or Krissaean 
Gulf—and to occupy Siphce, a maritime town belonging to the 
Boeotian Thespioe, where intelligences had been already estab­
lished. On the same day, determined beforehand, Hippokrates 
engaged to enter Bœotia, with the main force of Athens, at the 
south-eastern corner of the territory near Tanagra, and to 
fortify Delium, the temple of Apollo on the coast of the Eubœan 
strait; while at the same time it was concerted that some 
Boeotian and Phokian malcontents should make themselves 
masters of Chaeroneia on the borders of Phokis. Bœotia would 
thus be assailed on three sides at the same moment, so that the 

1 Thucyd. iv. 109. 
2 Thucyd. iv. 76.  
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forces of the country would be distracted and unable to co­
operate. Internal movements were further expected to take 
place in some of the cities, such as perhaps to establish 
democratical governments and place them at once in alliance 
with the Athenians. 

Accordingly, about the month of August, Demosthenes 
sallied from Athens to Naupaktus, where he collected his 
Akarnanian allies—now stronger and more united than ever, 
since the refractory inhabitants of Œniadae had been at length 
compelled to join their Akarnanian brethren: moreover the 
neighbouring Agraeans with their prince Salynthius were also 
brought into the Athenian alliance. On the appointed day, 
seemingly about the beginning of October, he sailed with a 
strong force of these allies up to Siphæ, in full expectation 
that it would be betrayed to him.1 But the execution of this 
enterprise was less happy than that against Megara. In the 
first place, there was a mistake as to the day understood 
between Hippokrates and Demosthenes: in the next place, the 
entire plot was discovered and betrayed by a Phokian of 
Phanoteus (bordering on Chaeroneia) named Nikomachus— 
communicated first to the Lacedaemonians, and through them 
to the bceotarchs. Siphae and Chaeroneia were immediately 
placed in so good a state of defence, that Demosthenes, on 
arriving at the former place, found not only no party within 
it favourable to him, but a formidable Boeotian force which 
rendered attack unavailing. Moreover Hippokrates had not 
yet begun his march, so that the defenders had nothing to 
distract their a Mention from Siphæ.2 Under these circumstances, 
while Demosthenes was obliged to withdraw without striking a 
blow, and to content himself with an unsuccessful descent upon 
the territory of Sikyon8—all the expected internal movements 
in Bœotia were prevented from breaking out. 

It was not till after the Boeotian troops, having repelled the 
attack by sea, had retired from Siphæ, that Hippokrates com­
menced his march from Athens to invade the Boeotian territory 
near Tanagra. He was probably encouraged by false promises 
from the Boeotian exiles, otherwise it seems remarkable that he 
should have persisted in executing his part of the scheme alone, 
after the known failure of the other part. It was however 
executed in a manner which implies unusual alacrity and con­
fidence. The whole military population of Athens was marched 
into Bceotia, to the neighbourhood of Delium, the eastern 
coast-extremity of the territory belonging to the Boeotian town 

1 Thucyd. iv. 77. 2 Thucyd. iv. 89. 3 Thucyd. iv. 101. 
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of Tanagra; the expedition comprising all classes, not merely 
citizens, but also metics or resident non-freemen, and even non­
resident strangers then by accident at Athens. Of course this 
statement must be understood with the reserve of ample guards 
being left behind for the city : but besides the really effective 
force of 7000 hoplites, and several hundred horsemen, there 
appear to have been not less than 25,000 light-armed, half-
armed, or unarmed, attendants accompanying the march.1 The 
number of hoplites is here prodigiously great; brought together 
by general and indiscriminate proclamation, not selected by a 
special choice of the Strategi out of the names on the muster-
roll, as was usually the case for any distant expedition.2 As to 
light-armed, there was at this time no trained force of that 
description at Athens, except a small body of archers. No 
pains had been taken to organise either darters or slingers: the 
hoplites, the horsemen, and the seamen, constituted the whole 
effective force of the city. Indeed it appears that the Boeotians 
also were hardly less destitute than the Athenians of native 
darters and slingers, since those which they employed in the 
subsequent siege of Delium were in great part hired from the 
Malian Gulf.3 To employ at one and the same time heavy-
armed and light-armed was not natural to any Grecian com­
munity, but was a practice which grew up with experience and 
necessity. The Athenian feeling, as manifested in the Persæ 
of Æschylus a few years after the repulse of Xerxes, proclaims 
exclusive pride in the spear and shield, with contempt for the 
bow. It was only during this very year, when alarmed by the 

101). 
The hoplites, as well as the horsemen, had their baggage and provision 

carried for them by attendants : see Thucyd. iii. 17 ; vii. 75. 

hortation to the Athenian army near Syracuse, immediately antecedent to 
the first battle with the Syracusans—levy en masse, as opposed to hoplites 

When a special selection took place, the names of the hoplites chosen by 
the generals to take part in any particular service, were written on boards, 
according to their tribes : each of these boards was affixed publicly against 
the statue of the Heros Eponymus of the tribe to which it referred: Ari­
stophanes, Equites, 1369 ; Pac. 1184, with Scholiast; Wachsmuth, Hellen. 
Alterthumsk. ii. p. 312. 

3 Thucyd. iv. 100. 
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Athenian occupation of Pylus and Kythera, that the Lacedae­
monians, contrary to their previous custom, had begun to 
organise a regiment of archers.1 The effective manner in which 
Demosthenes had employed the light-armed in Sphakteria 
against the Lacedaemonian hoplites, was well calculated to 
teach an instructive lesson as to the value of the former 
description of troops. 

The Boeotian Delium,2 which Hippokrates now intended to 
occupy and fortify, was a temple of Apollo, strongly situated, 
overhanging the sea about five miles from Tanagra, and some­
what more than a mile from the border territory of Oropus— 
a territory originally Boeotian, but at this time dependent on 
Athens, and even partly incorporated in the political com­
munity of Athens, under the name of the Deme of Græa.3 

Oropus itself was about a day's march from Athens—by the 
road which led through Dekeleia and Sphendale, between the 
mountains Fames and Phelleus : so that as the distance to be 
traversed was so inconsiderable, and the general feeling of the 
time was that of confidence, it is probable that men of all ages, 
arms, and dispositions, crowded to join the march—in part 
from mere curiosity and excitement. Hippokrates reached 
Delium on the day after he had started from Athens. On the 
succeeding day he began his work of fortification, which was 
completed—all hands aiding, and tools as well as workmen 
having been brought along with the army from Athens—in two 
days and a half. Having dug a ditch all round the sacred 
ground, he threw up the earth in a bank alongside of the ditch, 
planting stakes, throwing in fascines, and adding layers of stone 
and br i c , to keep the work together and make it into a ram­
part of tolerable height and firmness. The vines4 round the 

1 Thucyd. iv. 55. 2 Thucyd. iv. 90; Livy, xxxv. 51. 
3 Dikccarch. Fragm. ed. Fuhr. p. 142-230; Pausan. i. 34, 

2 ; Aristotle ap. Stephan. Byz. v. See also Col. Leake, Athens 
and the Demi of Atlica, vol. i i . sect. iv. p. 123; Mr. Finlay, Oropus and 
the Diakria, p. 38 ; Ross, Die Demen von Attica, p. 6, where the Deme 
of Græa is verified by an Inscription, and explained for the first time. 

The road taken by the army of Hippocrates in the march to Delium, was 
the same as that by which the Lacedæmonian army in their first invasion of 
Attica had retired from Attica into Bœotia (Thucyd. i i . 23). 

4 Dikœarchus {Bios p. 142, ed. Fuhr.) is full of encomiums 
on the excellence of the wine drunk at Tanagra, and of the abundant olive-
plantations on the road between Oropus and Tanagra. 

Since tools and masons were brought from Athens to fortify Nisæa— 
about three months before (Thucyd. iv. 69)—we may be pretty sure that 
similar apparatus was carried to Delium—though Thucydides does not 
state i t 
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temple, together with the stakes which served as supports to 
them, were cut to obtain wood; the houses adjoining furnished 
bricks and stone: the outer temple-buildings themselves also, 
on some of the sides, served as they stood to facilitate and 
strengthen the defence. But there was one side on which the 
annexed building, once a portico, had fallen down: and here 
the Athenians constructed some wooden towers as a help to 
the defenders. By the middle of the fifth day after leaving 
Athens, the work was so nearly completed, that the army 
quitted Delium, and began its march homeward out of Bœotia; 
halting, after it had proceeded about a mile and a quarter, 
within the Athenian territory of Ordpus. It was here that the 
hoplites awaited the coming of Hippokrat§s, who still remained 
at Delium stationing the garrison, and giving his final orders 
about future defence; while the greater number of the light-
armed and unarmed, separating from the hoplites, and seemingly 
without any anticipation of the coming danger, continued their 
return march to Athens.1 The position of the hoplites was 
probably, about the western extremity of the plain of Ordpus, 
on the verge of the low heights between that plain and Delium.2 

During these five days, however, the forces from all parts of 
Bceotia had time to muster at Tanagra, Their number was 
just completed as the Athenians were beginning their march 
homeward from Delium. The contingents had arrived, not 
only from Thebes and its dependent townships around, but also 
from Haliartus, Koroneia, Orchomenus, Kopse, and Thespiae: 
that of Tanagra joined on the spot. The government of the 
Boeotian confederacy at this time was vested in eleven bceotarchs 
—two chosen from Thebes, the rest in unknown proportion by 
the other cities, immediate members of the confederacy—and 
in four senates or councils, the constitution of which is not 
known. 

Though all the bœotarchs, now assembled at Tanagra, formed 
a sort of council of war, yet the supreme command was vested 

1 Thucyd. iv. 90. That the vines round the temple had supporting-
stakes, which furnished the used by the Athenians, we may 
reasonably presume: the same as those _ which are spoken of in 
Korkyra, i i i . 70; compare Pollux, i . 162. 

2 " The plain of Oropus (observes Colonel Leake) expands from its upper 
angle at OropS towards the mouth of the Asopus, and stretches about five 
miles along the shore, from the foot of the hills of Mark6pulo on the east, 
to the village of Khalkuki on the west, where begin some heights extending 
westward towards Dhilisi, the ancient Del ium."—" The plain of Oropus is 
separated from the more inland plain of Tanagra by rocky gorges, through 
which the Asopus flows." (Leake, Athens and the Demi of Attica, vol. i i . 
sect. iv. p. 112.) 

VOL . V I . 
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in Pagondas and Arianthides, the bceotarchs from Thebes— 
either in Pagondas, as the senior of the two, or perhaps in both, 
alternating with each other day by day.1 As the Athenians 
were evidently in full retreat, and had already passed the border, 
all the other boeotarchs, except Pagondas, unwilling to hazard 
a battle 2 on soil not Boeotian, were disposed to let them return 
home without obstruction. Such reluctance is not surprising, 
when we reflect that the chances of defeat were considerable, 
and that probably some of these boeotarchs were afraid of the 
increased power which a victory would lend to the oppressive 
tendencies of Thebes. But Pagondas strenuously opposed this 
proposition, and carried the soldiers of the various cities along 
with him, even in opposition to the sentiments of their separate 
leaders, in favour of immediately fighting. He called them 
apart and addressed them by separate divisions, in order that 
all might not quit their arms at one and the same moment.8 

1 Thucyd. iv. 93 ; v. 38. Akraephiae may probably be considered as 
either a dependency of Thebes, or included in the general expression of 
Thucydides, after the word . . . . Anthgdon and 
Lebadeia, which are recognised as separate autonomous townships in 
various Boeotian inscriptions, are not here named in Thucydides. But 
there is no certain evidence respecting the number of immediate members 
of the Boeotian confederacy : compare the various conjectures in Boeckh, 
ad Corp. Inscript. t. i. p. 727 ; O. Muller, Orchomenus, p. 402 ; Kruse, 
Hellas, t. ii. p. 548. 

The use of the present tense eitriv marks the number eleven as that of all 
the bceotarchs ; at this time—according to Boeckh's opinion, ad Corp. I n ­
script. I. vol. i. p. 729. The number however appears to have been variable. 

Here Dr. Arnold observes, " This confirms and illustrates what has been 
said in the note on ii. 2, 5, as to the practice of the Greek soldiers piling 
their arms the moment they halted in a particular part of the camp, and 
always attending the speeches of their general without them." 

In the case here before us, it appears that the Boeotians did come by 
separate lochi, pursuant to command, to hear the words of Pagondas,—and 
also that each lochus left its arms to do so : though even here it is not ab­
solutely certain that does not mean the military station, as Duker 
interprets it. But Dr. Arnold generalises too hastily from hence to a 
customary practice as between soldiers and their general. The proceeding 
of the Athenian general Hippokrates, on this very occasion, near Delium 
(to be noticed a page or two forward), exhibits an arrangement totally 
different. Moreover, the note on ii. 2, 5, to which Dr. Arnold refers, has 
no sort of analogy to the passage here before us, which does not include the 
words —whereas these words are the main matters in 
chapter ii. 2, 5. Whoever attentively compares the two, will see that Dr. 
Arnold (followed by Poppo and Goller) has stretched an explanation which 
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He characterised the sentiment of the other bœotarchs as an 
unworthy manifestation of weakness, which, when properly 
considered, had not even the recommendation of superior 
prudence. For the Athenians, having just invaded the country, 
and built a fort for the purpose of continuous devastation, were 
not less enemies on one side of the border than the other. 
Moreover they were the most restless and encroaching of all 
enemies; so that the Boeotians who had the misfortune to be 
their neighbours, could only be secure against them by the most 
resolute promptitude in defending themselves as well as in 
returning the blows first given. If they wished to protect their 
autonomy and their property against the condition of slavery 
under which their neighbours in Eubœa had long suffered, as 
well as so many other portions of Greece, their only chance 
was to march onward and beat these invaders, following the 
glorious example of their fathers and predecessors in the field 
of Koroneia. The sacrifices were favourable to an advancing 
movement; while Apollo, whose temple the Athenians had 
desecrated by converting it into a fortified place, would lend 
his cordial aid to the Boeotian defence.1 

Finding his exhortations favourably received, Pagondas con­
ducted the army by a rapid march to a position close to the 
Athenians. He was anxious to fight them before they should 
have retreated farther ; moreover the day was nearly spent—it 
was already late in the afternoon. 

Having reached a spot where he was only separated from 
the Athenians by a hill, which prevented either army from seeing 
the other, he marshalled his troops in the array proper for 
fighting. The Theban hoplites, with their dependent allies, 
ranged in a depth of not less than twenty-five shields, occupied 
the right wing: the hoplites of Haliartus, Koroneia, Kopae, 
and its neighbourhood, were in the centre: those of Thespiae, 
Tanagra, and Orchomenus, on the left; for Orchomenus, being 
the second city in Bœotia next to Thebes, obtained the second 
post of honour at the opposite extremity of the line. Each 
contingent adopted its own mode of marshalling the hoplites, 
and its own depth of files: on this point there was no uni­
formity—a remarkable proof of the prevalence of dissentient 
custom in Greece, and how much each town, even among con­
federates, stood apart as a separate unit.2 Thucydides specifies 

suits the passage here before us, to other passages where it is noway 
applicable. Thucyd. iv. Q2. 
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only the prodigious depth of the Theban hoplites; respecting 
the rest, he merely intimates that no common rule was followed. 
There is another point also which he does not specify—but 
which, though we learn it only on the inferior authority of 
Diodorus, appears both true and important. The front ranks 
of the Theban heavy-armed were filled by 300 select warriors, 
of distinguished bodily strength, valour and discipline,—who 
were accustomed to fight in pairs, each man being attached to 
his neighbour by a peculiar tie of intimate friendship. These 
pairs were termed the Heniochi and Parabatae—charioteers and 
companions ; a denomination probably handed down from the 
Homeric times, when the foremost heroes really combated in 
chariots in front of the common soldiers—but now preserved 
after it had outlived its appropriate meaning.1 This band, 
composed of the finest men in the various palaestrae of Thebes, 
was in after-days placed under peculiar training (for the defence 
of the Kadmeia or citadel), detached from the front ranks of 
the phalanx, and organised into a separate regiment under the 
name of the Sacred Lochus or Band: we shall see how much 
it contributed to the shortlived military ascendency of Thebes. 
On both flanks of this mass of Boeotian hoplites, about 7000 
in total number, were distributed 1000 cavalry, 500 peltasts, 
and 10,000 light-armed or unarmed. The language of the 
historian seems to imply that the light-armed on the Bœotian 
side were something more effective than the mere multitude 
who followed the Athenians. 

Such was the order in which Pagondas marched his army 
over the hill, halting them for a moment in front and sight of 
the Athenians, to see that the Yanks were even, before he gave 
the word for actual charge.2 Hippokrates, on his side, apprised 

What is still more remarkable—in the battle of Mantineia in 418 B.c.— 
between the Lacedaemonians on the one side and the Athenians, Argeians, 
Mantineians, &c. on the other—the different lochi or divisions of the Lace­
daemonian army were not all marshalled in the same depth of files. Each 
lochage, or commander of the lochus, directed the depth of his own division 
(Thucyd. v. 68). 

I transcribe this passage for the purpose of showing how impossible it is 
to admit the explanation which Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and Goller give of 
these words (see Notes ad Thucyd. i i . 2). They explain 
the words to mean that the soldiers ''piled their arms into a heap "—dis­
armed themselves for the time. But the Boeotians, in the situation here 
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while still at Delium that the Boeotians had moved from Tanagra, 
first sent orders to his army to place themselves in battle array, 
and presently arrived himself to command them; leaving 300 
cavalry at Delium, partly as garrison, partly for the purpose of 
acting on the rear of the Boeotians during the battle. The 
Athenian hoplites were ranged eight deep along the whole line 
—with the cavalry, and such of the light-armed as yet remained, 
placed on each flank. Hippokrates, after arriving on the spot 
and surveying the ground occupied, marched along the front of 
the line briefly encouraging his soldiers ; who, as the battle was 
just on the Oropian border, might fancy that they were not in 
their own country, and that they were therefore exposed with­
out necessity. He too, in a strain similar to that adopted by 
Pagondas, reminded the Athenians, that on either side of the 
border they were alike fighting for the defence of Attica, to 
keep the Boeotians out of i t ; since the Peloponnesians would 
never dare to enter the country without the aid of the Boeotian 
horse.1 He further called to their recollection the great 
name of Athens, and the memorable victory of Myronides at 
Œnophyta, whereby their fathers had acquired possession of all 
Boeotia. But he had scarcely half finished his progress along 
the line, when he was forced to desist by the sound of the 
Boeotian paean. Pagondas, after a few additional sentences of 
encouragement, had given the word : the Boeotian hoplites were 
seen charging down the hi l l ; and the Athenian hoplites, not 
less eager, advanced to meet them at a running step.2 

described, cannot possibly have parted with their arms,—they were just on 
the point of charging the enemy—immediately afterwards, Pagondas gives 
the word, the paean for charging is sung, and the rush commences. Pagon­
das had doubtless good reason for directing a momentary halt, to see that 
his ranks were in perfectly good condition before the charge began. Kut 
to command his troops to "pile their arms" would be the last thing that 
he would think of. 

In the interpretation of I agree with the 
Scholiast, who understands (compare 
Thucyd. v. 66),—dissenting from Dr. Arnold and Goller, who would under­
stand ; which, as it seems to me, makes a very awkward meaning, 
and is not sustained by the passage produced as parallel (viii. 51). 

The infinitive verb, understood after need not necessarily be a 
verb actually occurring before : it may be a verb suggested by the general 
scope of the sentence : see iv. 123. 

1 Thucyd. iv. 95. 



392 History of Greece 
At the extremity of the line on each side, the interposition of 

ravines prevented the actual meeting of the two armies: but 
throughout all the rest of the line, the clash was formidable and 
the conduct of both sides resolute. Both armies, maintaining 
their ranks compact and unbroken, came to the closest quarters; 
to the contact and pushing of shields against each other.1 On 
the left half of the Boeotian line, consisting of hoplites from 
Thespiae, Tanagra, and Orchomenus, the Athenians were vic­
torious. The Thespians, who resisted longest, even after their 
comrades had given way, were surrounded and sustained the 
most severe loss from the Athenians; who in the ardour of 
success, while wheeling round to encircle the enemy, became 
disordered and came into conflict even with their own citizens, 
not recognising them at the moment: some loss of life was the 
consequence. 

While the left of the Boeotian line was thus worsted and 
driven to seek protection from the right, the Thebans on that 
side gained decided advantage. Though the resolution and 
discipline of the Athenians was noway inferior, yet as soon as 
the action came to close quarters and to propulsion with shield 
and spear, the prodigious depth of the Theban column 
(more than triple of the depth of the Athenians, twenty-five 
against eight) enabled them to bear down their enemies by 
mere superiority of weight and mass. Moreover the Thebans 
appear to have been superior to the Athenians in gymnastic 
training and acquired bodily force, as they were inferior both 
in speech and in intelligence. The chosen Theban warriors 
in the front rank were especially superior : but apart from such 
superiority, If we assume simple equality of individual strength 
and resolution on both sides,2 it is plain that when the two 
opposing columns came into conflict, shield against shield— 

This passage contradicts what is affirmed by Dr. Arnold, Poppo, and 
Goller, to have been a generalpractice, that the soldiers "piled their arms 
and akvays attended the speeches of their generals without them." (See 
his note ad Thucyd. iv. 91.) 

1 1 hucyd. iv. 96. 
Compare Xenophon, Cyropaed. vii. 1, 32. 

2 The proverbial expression of -"the Boeotian sow"—was 
ancient even in the time of Pindar (Olymp. vi. 90, with the Scholia and 
Boeckh's note): compare also Ephoros, Fragment 67, ed. Marx: Dikae-
archus, Bios p. 143, ed. Fuhr; Plato, Legg. i. p. 636 ; and Sym-
posion, p. 182—"pingues Thebani et valentes," Cicero de Fato, iv. 7. 

Xenophon (Memorab. iii. 5, 2, 15; iii. 12, 5: compare Xenoph. de 
Athen. Republ. i. 13) maintains the natural bodily capacity of Athenians 
to be equal to that of Boeotians, but deplores the want of ffotfiuuricla or 
bodily training. 
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the comparative force of forward pressure would decide the 
victory. This motive is sufficient to explain the extraordinary 
depth of the Theban column—which was increased by Epami-
nondas, half a century afterwards, at the battle of Leuktra, from 
a depth of twenty-five men to the still more astonishing depth 
of fifty. We need not suspect the correctness of the text, with 
some critics—or suppose with others, that the great depth of 
the Theban files arose from the circumstance that the rear 
ranks were too poor to provide themselves with armour.1 Even 
in a depth of eight, which was that of the Athenian column 
in the present engagement,2 and seemingly the usual depth 
in a battle—the spears of the four rear ranks could hardly have 
protruded sufficiently beyond the first line to do any mischief. 
The great use of all the ranks behind the first four, was partly 
to take the place of such of the foremost lines as might be 
slain—partly, to push forward the lines before them from be­
hind. The greater the depth of the files, the more irresistible 
did this propelling force become. Hence the Thebans, at 
Delium as well as at Leuktra, found their account in deepen­
ing the column to so remarkable a degree,—a movement to 
which we may fairly presume that their hoplites were trained 
beforehand. 

The Thebans on the right thus pushed back 3 the troops on 
the left of the Athenian line, who retired at first slowly and for 
a short space, maintaining their order unbroken—so that the 
victory of the Athenians on their own right would have restored 
the battle, had not Pagondas detached from the rear two 
squadrons of cavalry; who, wheeling unseen round the h i l l 
behind, suddenly appeared to the relief of the Boeotian left, 
and produced upon the Athenians on that side, already deranged 
in their ranks by the ardour of pursuit, the intimidating effect 
of a fresh army arriving to reinforce the Boeotians. A n d thus, 
even on the right, the victorious portion of their line, the 
Athenians lost courage and gave way ; while on the left, where 
they were worsted from the beginning, they found themselves 
pressed harder and harder by the pursuing Thebans: so that 
in the end, the whole Athenian army was broken and put to 
flight. The garrison of Delium, reinforced by 300 cavalry 

1 See the notes of Dr. Arnold and Poppo, ad Thucyd. iv. 96. 
2 Compare Thucyd. v. 68 ; vi. 67. 

pushing of the mass of hoplites wiuTshield and spear 
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whom Hippokrates had left there to assail the rear of the 
Boeotians during the action, either made no vigorous move­
ment, or were repelled by a Boeotian reserve stationed to 
watch them. 

Flight having become general among the Athenians, the 
different parts of their army took different directions. The 
right sought refuge at Delium, the centre fled to Oropus, and 
the left took a direction towards the high lands of Panic's. 
The pursuit of the Boeotians was vigorous and destructive. 
They had an efficient cavalry, strengthened by some Lokrian 
horse who had arrived even during the action: their peltasts 
also, and their light-armed would render valuable service 
against retreating hoplites.1 Fortunately for the vanquished, 
the battle had begun very late in the afternoon, leaving no 
long period of daylight. This important circumstance saved 
the Athenian army from almost total destruction.2 As it was, 
however, the general Hippokrates, together with nearly iooo 
hoplites, and a considerable number of light-armed and attend­
ants, were slain ; while the loss of the Boeotians, chiefly on 
their defeated left wing, was rather under 500 hoplites. Some 
prisoners3 seem to have been made, but we hear little about 
them. Those who had fled to Delium and Ordpus were 
conveyed back by sea to Athens. 

The victors retired to Tanagra, after erecting their trophy, 
burying their own dead, and despoiling those of their enemies. 
An abundant booty of arms from the stript warriors long 
remained to decorate the temples of Thebes, while the spoil 
in other ways is said to have been considerable. Pagondas 
also resolved to lay siege to the newly-established fortress at 
Delium. 'iut before commencing operations—which might 
perhaps prove tedious, since the Athenians could always rein­
force the garrison by sea—he tried another means of attaining 
the same object. He despatched to the Athenians a herald 
—who, happening in his way to meet the Athenian herald 
coming to ask the ordinary permission for burial of the slain, 
warned him that no such request would be entertained until 
the message of the Boeotian general had first been com­
municated, and thus induced him to come back to the Athenian 

1 Thucyd. iv. 96 ; Athenaeus, v. p. 215. Diodorus (xii. 70) represents 
that the battle began with a combat of cavalry, in which the Athenians had 
the advantage. This is quite inconsistent with the narrative of ThucydidSs. 

2Diodorus (xii. 70) dwells upon this circumstance. 
3 Pyrilampe's is spoken of as having been wounded and taken prisoner in 

the retreat by the Thebans (Plutarch, de Genio Socratis, c. 11, p. 581). 
See also Thucyd. v. 35—where allusion is made to some prisoners. 
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commanders. The Boeotian herald was instructed to remon­
strate against the violation of holy custom committed by the 
Athenians in seizing and fortifying the temple of Delium; 
wherein their garrison was now dwelling, performing numerous 
functions which religion forbade to be done in a sacred 
place, and using as their common drink the water especially 
consecrated to sacrificial purposes. The Boeotians there­
fore solemnly summoned them in the name of Apollo and 
the gods inmates along with them, to evacuate the place, 
carrying away all that belonged to them. Finally, the herald 
gave it to be understood, that unless this summons were 
complied with, no permission would be granted to bury their 
dead. 

Answer was returned by the Athenian herald, who now went 
to the Boeotian commanders, to the following effect:—The 
Athenians did not admit that they had hitherto been guilty 
of any wrong in reference to the temple, and protested that 
they would persist in respecting it for the future as much 
as possible. Their object in taking possession of it had been 
no evil sentiment towards the holy place, but the necessity of 
avenging the repeated invasions of Attica by the Boeotians. 
Possession of the territory, according to the received maxims 
of Greece, always carried along with it possession of temples 
therein situated, under obligation to fulfil all customary 
observances to the resident god, as far as circumstances per­
mitted. It was upon this maxim that the Boeotians had them­
selves acted when they took possession of their present territory, 
expelling the prior occupants and appropriating the temples: 
it was upon the same maxim that the Athenians would act in 
retaining so much of Bœotia as they had now conquered, and 
in conquering more of it, if they could. Necessity compelled 
them to use the consecrated water—a necessity not originating 
in the ambition of Athens, but in prior Boeotian aggressions 
upon Attica—a necessity which they trusted that the gods 
would pardon, since their altars were allowed as a protection 
to the involuntary offender, and none but he who sinned with­
out constraint experienced their displeasure. The Boeotians 
were guilty of far greater impiety—in refusing to give back the 
dead, except upon certain conditions connected with the holy 
ground—than the Athenians, who merely refused to turn the 
duty of sepulture into an unseemly bargain. " Tell us uncon­
ditionally (concluded the Athenian herald) that we may bury 
our dead under truce, pursuant to the maxims of our forefathers. 
Do not tell us that we may do so, on condition of going out of 
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Bceotia—for we are no longer in Bœotia—we are in our own 
territory, won by the sword" 

The Boeotian generals dismissed the herald with a reply 
short and decisive:—" If you are in Bceotia, you may take 
away all that belongs to you, but only on condition of going 
out of i t . If, on the other hand, you are in your own territory, 
you can take your own resolution without asking us."1 

In this debate, curious as an illustration of Grecian manners 
and feelings, there seems to have been special pleading and 
evasion on both sides. The final sentence of the Boeotians 
was good as a reply to the incidental argument raised by the 
Athenian herald, who had rested the defence of Athens in 
regard to the temple of Delium on the allegation that the 
territory was Athenian, not Boeotian—Athenian by conquest 
and by the right of the strongest—and had concluded by 
affirming the same thing about Oropia, the district to which 
the battle-field belonged. It was only this same argument, 
of actual superior force, which the Boeotians retorted, when 
they s a i d — " I f the territory to which your application refers 
is yours by right of conquest (i.e. if you are de facto masters 
of it and are strongest within i t)—you can of course do what 
you think best in i t : you need not ask any truce at our 
hands; you can bury your dead without a truce."2 The 
Boeotians knew that at this moment the field of battle was 
under guard by a detachment of their army,8 and that the 
Athenians could not obtain the dead bodies without permis­
sion. But since the Athenian herald had asserted the reverse 
as a matter of fact, we can hardly wonder that they resented 
the production of such an argument; meeting it by a reply 
sufficiently pertinent in mere diplomatic fencing. 

But if the Athenian herald, instead of raising the incidental 
point of territorial property, combined with an incautious 
definition of that which constituted territorial property, as a 

1 See the two difficult chapters, iv. 98, 99, in Thucydides. 
2 See the notes of Poppo, Goller, Dr. Arnold, and other commentators, 

on these chapters. 
Neither these notes, nor the Scholiast, seem to me in all parts satisfactory, 

nor do they seize the spirit of the argument between the Athenian herald 
and the Boeotian officers, which will be found perfectly consistent as a piece 
of diplomatic interchange. 

In particular, they do not take notice that it is the Athenian herald who 
first raises the question, what is Athenian territory and what is Boeotian ; 
and that he defines Athenian territory to be that in which the force of Athens 
is superior. The retort of the Boeotians refers to that definition ; not to the 
question of rightful claim to any territory, apart from actual superiority of 
force. • Thucyd. iv. 97. 
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defence against the alleged desecration of the temple of Delium, 
—had confined himself to the main issue—he would have put 
the Boeotians completely in the wrong. According to principles 
universally respected in Greece, the victor, if solicited, was held 
bound to grant to the vanquished a truce for burying his dead; 
to grant and permit it absolutely, without annexing any con­
ditions. On this, the main point in debate, the Boeotians 
sinned against the sacred international law of Greece, when 
they exacted the evacuation of the temple at Delium as a 
condition for consenting to permit the burial of the Athenian 
dead.1 Ultimately, after they had taken Delium, we shall 
find that they did grant it unconditionally. We may doubt 
whether they would have ever persisted in refusing it, if the 
Athenian herald had pressed this one important principle 
separately and exclusively—and if he had not, by an unskilful 
plea in vindication of the right to occupy and live at Delium, 
both exasperated their feelings, and furnished them with a 
collateral issue as a means of evading the main demand.2 

To judge this curious debate with perfect impartiality, i e 
ought to add, in reference to the conduct of the Athenians in 
occupying Delium,—that for an enemy to make special choice 
of a temple, as a post to be fortified and occupied, was a 
proceeding certainly rare, perhaps hardly admissible, in Grecian 
warfare. Nor does the vindication offered by the Athenian 
herald meet the real charge preferred. It is one thing for an 
enemy of superior force to overrun a country, and to appro­
priate everything within it, sacred as well as profane: it is 
another thing for a border enemy, not yet in sufficient force 
for conquering the whole, to convert a temple of convenient 
site into a regular garrisoned fortress, and make it a base 
of operations against the neighbouring population. On this 

1 When we recollect, in connexion with this incident, and another in 
Xen. Helien. iii. 5, 24, the legendary stories about the Thebans refusing 
burial to the bodies of slain enemies, in the cases of Polyneikes and the 
other Six Chiefs against Thebes—we may almost suspect that in reality the 
Thebans were more disposed than other Greeks to override this obligation. 

2 Thucydides, in describing the state of mind of the Boeotians, does not 
seem to imply that they thought this a good and valid ground, upon which 
they could directly take their stand ; but merely that they considered it a 
fair diplomatic way of meeting the alternative raised by the Athenian 
herald ; for tvirptvfs means nothing more than this. 

The adverb also marks the reference to the special question, as laid 
out by the Athenian herald. 
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ground, the Boeotians might reasonably complain of the seizure 
of Delium: though I apprehend that no impartial interpreter 
of Grecian international custom would have thought them 
warranted in requiring the restoration of the place, as a 
peremptory condition to their granting the burial-truce when 
solicited. 

All negotiations being thus broken off, the Boeotian generals 
prepared to lay siege to Delium, aided by 2000 Corinthian 
hoplites, together with some Megarians and the late Pelopon-
nesian garrison of Nisæa—who joined after the news of the 
battle. Though they sent for darters and slingers, probably 
Œtaeans and Ætolians, from the Maliac Gulf, yet their direct 
attacks were at first all repelled by the garrison, aided by an 
Athenian squadron off the coast, in spite of the hasty and 
awkward defences by which alone the fort was protected. At 
length they contrived a singular piece of fire-mechanism, 
which enabled them to master the place. They first sawed in 
twain a thick beam, pierced a channel through it long-ways 
from end to end, sheathed most part of the channel with iron, 
and then joined the two halves accurately together. From the 
farther end of this hollowed beam they suspended by chains 
a large metal pot, full of pitch, brimstone, and burning char­
coal ; lastly, an iron tube, projected from the end of the 
interior channel of the beam, so as to come near to the pot 
Such was the machine, which, constructed at some distance, 
was brought on carts and placed close to the wall, near the 
palisading and the wooden towers. The Boeotians then 
applied great bellows to their own end of the beam, blowing 
violently a current of air through the interior channel, so as to 
raise an intense fire in the cauldron at the other end. The 
wooden ,ortions of the wall, soon catching fire, became 
untenable for the defenders—who escaped in the best way 
they could, without attempting further resistance. Two hun­
dred of them were made prisoners, and a few slain; but the 
greater number got safely on shipboard. This recapture of 
Delium took place on the seventeenth day after the battle, 
during all which interval the Athenians slain had remained on 
the field unburied. Presently however arrived the Athenian 
herald to make fresh application for the burial-truce; which 
was now forthwith granted, and granted unconditionally.1 

Such was the memorable expedition and battle of Delium— 
a fatal discouragement to the feeling of confidence and hope 
which had previously reigned at Athens, besides the painful 

1 Thucyd. iv. 1oo, 101. 
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immediate loss which it inflicted on the city. Among the 
hoplites who took part in the vigorous charge and pushing of 
shields, the philosopher Sokrates is to be numbered. His 
bravery, both in the battle and the retreat, was much extolled 
by his friends, and doubtless with good reason. He had 
before served with credit in the ranks of the hoplites at 
Potidæa, and he served also at Amphipolis; his patience 
under hardship, and endurance of heat and cold, being not 
less remarkable than his personal courage. He and his friend 
Laches were among those hoplites who in the retreat from 
Delium, instead of flinging away their arms and taking to 
flight, kept their ranks, their arms, and their firmness of 
countenance; insomuch that the pursuing cavalry found it 
dangerous to meddle with them, and turned to an easier prey 
in the disarmed fugitives. Alkibiades also served at Delium 
in the cavalry, and stood by Sokrates in the retreat. The 
latter was thus exposing his life at Delium nearly at the same 
time when Aristophanes was exposing him to derision in the 
comedy of the Clouds, as a dreamer alike morally worthless 
and physically incapable.1 

Severe as the blow was which the Athenians suffered at 
Delium, their disasters in Thrace about the same time, or 
towards the close of the same summer and autumn, were yet 
more calamitous. I have already mentioned the circumstances 
which led to the preparation of a Lacedaemonian force in­
tended to act against the Athenians in Thrace, under Brasidas, 
in concert with the Chalkidians, revolted subjects of Athens, 
and with Perdikkas of Macedon. Having frustrated the 
Athenian designs against Megara (as described above),2 

Brasidas completed the levy of his division—1700 hoplites, 
partly Helots, partly Dorian Peloponnesians—and conducted 
them, towards the close of the summer, to the Lacedaemonian 
colony of Herakleia, in the Trachinian territory near the 
Maiiac Gulf. 

1 See Plato (Symposion, c. 36, p. 221; Laches, p. 181; Charmides, p. 
153 ; Apolog. Sokratis, p. 28), Strabo, ix. p. 403. 

Plutarch, Alkibiades, c. 7. We find it mentioned among the stories told 
about Sokrates in the retreat from Delium, that his life was preserved by 
the inspiration of his familiar dæmon or genius, which instructed him on 
one doubtful occasion which of two roads was the safe one to take (Cicero, 
de Divinat. i. 54; Plutarch, de Genio Sokratis, c. Il, p. 581). 

The scepticism of Athenæus (v. p. 215) about the military service of 
Sokrates is not to be defended—but it may probably be explained by the 
exaggerations and falsehoods which he had read, ascribing to the philosopher 
superhuman gallantry. 

• See above, page 383. 
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To reach Macedonia and Thrace, it was necessary for him 

to pass through Thessaly, which was no easy task; for the 
war had now lasted so long that every state in Greece had 
become mistrustful of the transit of armed foreigners. More­
over, the mass of the Thessalian population were decidedly 
friendly to Athens, and Brasidas had no sufficient means to 
force a passage; while, should he wait to apply for formal 
permission, there was much doubt whether it would be granted 
—and perfect certainty of such delay and publicity as would 
put the Athenians on their guard. But though such was the 
temper of the Thessalian people, yet the Thessalian govern­
ments, all oligarchical, sympathised with Lacedsemon. The 
federal authority or power of the tagus, which bound together 
the separate cities, was generally very weak. What was of still 
greater importance, the Macedonian Perdikkas, as well as the 
Chalkidians, had in every city powerful guests and partisans, 
whom they prevailed upon to exert themselves actively in 
forwarding the passage of the army.1 

To these men Brasidas sent a message at Pharsalus, as soon 
as he reached Herakleia. Nikonidas of Larissa with other 
Thessalian friends of Perdikkas, assembling at Melitaea in 
Achaia Phthiotis, undertook to escort him through Thessaly. 
By their countenance and support, combined with his own 
boldness, dexterity, and rapid movements, he was enabled to 
accomplish the seemingly impossible enterprise of running 
through the country, not only without the consent, but against 
the feelings of its inhabitants—simply by such celerity as to 
forestall opposition. After traversing Achaia Phthiotis, a terri­
tory dependent on the Thessalians, Brasidas began his march 
from Melitæa through Thessaly itself, along with his powerful 
native guides. Notwithstanding all possible secrecy and 
celerity, his march became so far divulged, that a body of 
volunteers from the neighbourhood, offended at the proceeding 
and unfriendly to Nikonidas, assembled to oppose his progress 
down the valley of the river Enipeus. Reproaching him with 
wrongful violation of an independent territory, by the intro­
duction of armed forces without permission from the general 
government, they forbade him to proceed farther. His only 
chance of making progress lay in disarming their opposition by 
fair words. His guides excused themselves by saying that the 
suddenness of his arrival had imposed upon them as his guests 
*he obligation of conducting him through, without waiting 

ask for formal permission: to offend their countrymen, 
1 Thucyd. iv. 78. 
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however, was the furthest thing from their thoughts —and they 
would renounce the enterprise if the persons now assembled 
persisted in their requisition. The same conciliatory tone was 
adopted by Brasidas himself. " He protested his strong feel­
ing of respect and friendship for Thessaly and its inhabitants: 
his arms were directed against the Athenians, not against 
them : nor was he aware of any unfriendly relation subsisting 
between the Thessalians and Lacedaemonians, such as to 
exclude either of them from the territory of the other. Against 
the prohibition of the parties now before them, he could not 
possibly march forward, nor would he think of attempting i t ; 
but he put it to their good feeling whether they ought to 
prohibit him." Such conciliatory language was successful in 
softening the opponents and inducing them to disperse. But 
so afraid were his guides of renewed opposition in other parts, 
that they hurried him forward still more rapidly,1 and he 
" passed through the country at a running pace without halt­
ing." Leaving Melitæa in the morning he reached Pharsalus 
on the same night, encamping on the river Apidanus: thence 
he proceeded on the next day to Phakium, and on the day 
afterwards into Perrhæbia2—a territory adjoining to and 
dependent on Thessaly, under the mountain range of Olympus. 
Here he was in safety, so that his Thessalian guides left 
h im; while the Perrhaebians conducted him over the pass 
of Olympus (the same over which the army of Xerxes had 
marched), to Dium in Macedonia, in the territory of Perdikkas, 
on the northern edge of the mountain.3 

The Athenians were soon apprised of this stolen passage, so 
ably and rapidly executed, in a manner which few other Greeks, 
certainly no other Lacedaemonian, would have conceived to be 

2 The geography of Thessaly is not sufficiently known to enable us to 
verify these positions with exactness. That which Thucydides calls the 
Apidanus, is the river formed by the junction of the Apidanus and Enipeus. 
See Kiepert's map of ancient Thessaly—Colonel Leake, Travels in Northern 
Greece, ch. xlii. vol. iv. p. 470; and Dr. Arnold's note on this chapter of 
Thucydides. 

We must suppose that Brasidas was detained a considerable time in par­
leying with the opposing band of Thessalians. Otherwise, it would seem 
that the space between Melitæa and Pharsalus would not be a great distance 
to get over in an entire day's march—considering that the pace was as 
rapid as the troops could sustain. The much greater distance, between 
Larissa and Melitaea, was traversed in one night by Philip king of Macedon 
(the son of Demetrius), with an army carrying ladders and other aids for 
attacking a town, &c. (Polyb. v. 97). 3 Thucyd. iv. 78, 



402 History of Greece 
possible. Aware of the new enemy thus brought within reach 
of their possessions in Thrace, they transmitted orders thither 
for greater vigilance, and at the same time declared open war 
against Perdikkas;1 but unfortunately without sending any 
efficient force, at a moment when timely defensive intervention 
was imperiously required. 

Perdikkas immediately invited Brasidas to join him in the 
attack of Arrhibaeus, prince of the Macedonians called Lynkestae, 
or of Lynkus; a summons which the Spartan could not decline, 
since Perdikkas provided half of the pay and maintenance of 
the army—but which he obeyed with reluctance, anxious as 
he was to commence operations against the allies of Athens. 
Such reluctance was still further strengthened by envoys from 
the Chalkidians of Thrace—who, as zealous enemies of Athens, 
joined him forthwith, but discouraged any vigorous efforts to 
relieve Perdikkas from embarrassing enemies in the interior, in 
order that the latter might be under more pressing motives to 
conciliate and assist them. Accordingly Brasidas, though he 
joined Perdikkas and marched along with the Macedonian army 
towards the territory of the Lynkestae, was not only averse to 
active military operations, but even entertained with favour 
propositions from Arrhibaeus—wherein the latter expressed his 
wish to become the ally of Lacedaemon, and offered to refer all 
his differences with Perdikkas to the arbitration of the Spartan 
general himself. Communicating these propositions to Per­
dikkas, Brasidas invited him to listen to an equitable compro­
mise, admitting Arrhibaeus into the alliance of Lacedaemon. 
But Perdikkas indignantly refused: "he had not called in 
Brasidas as a judge to decide disputes between him and his 
enemies, but as an auxiliary to put them down wherever he 
might point them out; and he protested against the iniquity 
of Brasidas in entering into terms with Arrhibaeus, while the 
Lacedaemonian army was half paid and maintained by him" 
(Perdikkas).2 Notwithstanding such remonstance, and even a 
hostile protest, Brasidas persisted in his intended conference 
with Arrhibaeus, and was so far satisfied with the propositions 
made, that he withdrew his troops without marching over the 
pass into Lynkus. Too feeble to act alone, Perdikkas loudly 
complained. He even contracted his allowance for the future, 
so as to provide for only one-third of the army of Brasidas 
instead of one-half. 

To this inconvenience, however, Brasidas submitted, in haste 
begin his march into Chalkidike, and his operations jointly 

1 Thucyd. iv. 82. 2 Thucyd. iv. 83. 
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with the Chalkidians, for seducing or subduing the subject-
allies of Athens. His first operation was against Akanthus, on 
the isthmus of the peninsula of Athos, the territory of which he 
invaded a little before the vintage—probably about the middle 
of September; when the grapes were ripe, but still out, and the 
whole crop of course exposed to ruin at the hands of an enemy 
superior in force. So important was it to Brasidas to have 
escaped the necessity of wasting another month in conquering 
the Lynkestae. There was within the town of Akanthus a 
party in concert with the Chalkidians, anxious to admit him 
and to revolt openly from Athens. But the mass of the 
citizens were averse to this step. It was only by dwelling 
on the terrible loss from exposure of the crop without, that the 
anti-Athenian party could persuade them even to grant the 
request of Brasidas to be admitted singly1—so as to explain 
his purposes formally before the public assembly, which would 
take its own decision afterwards. " For a Lacedaemonian 
(says Thucydides) he was no mean speaker." If he is to have 
credit for that which we find written in Thucydides, such an 
epithet would be less than his desert. Doubtless however the 
substance of the speech is genuine : and it is one of the most 
interesting in Grecian history—partly as a manifesto of professed 
Lacedaemonian policy—partly because it had a great practical 
effect in determining, on an occasion of paramount importance, 
a multitude which, though unfavourably inclined to him, was 
not beyond the reach of argument. I give the chief points of 
the speech, without binding myself to the words. 

" Myself and my soldiers have been sent, Akanthians, to 
realise the purpose which we proclaimed on beginning the war 
—that we took arms to liberate Greece from the Athenians. 
Let no man blame us for having been long in coming, or for 
the mistake which we made at the outset in supposing that we 
should quickly put down the Athenians by operations against 
Attica, without exposing you to any risk. Enough, that we are 
now here on the first opportunity, resolved to put them down 
if you wil l lend us your aid. To find myself shut out of your 
town—nay, to find that I am not heartily welcomed—astonishes 
me. We Lacedaemonians undertook this long and perilous 
march, in the belief that we were coming to friends eagerly 
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expecting us. It would indeed be monstrous if you should 
now disappoint us, and stand out against your own freedom 
as well as against that of other Greeks. Your example, 
standing high as you do both for prudence and power, will 
fatally keep back other Greeks. It will make them suspect 
that I am wanting either in power to protect them against 
Athens, or in honest purpose. Now, in regard to power, my 
own present army was one which the Athenians, though 
superior in number, were afraid to fight near Nisæa; nor are 
they at all likely to send an equal force hither against me by 
sea. And in regard to my purpose, it is not one of mischief, 
but of liberation—the Lacedaemonian authorities having pledged 
themselves to me by the most solemn oaths, that every city 
which joins me shall retain its autonomy. You have therefore 
the best assurance both as to my purposes and as to my power: 
you need not apprehend that I am come with factious designs, 
to serve the views of any particular men among you, and to 
remodel your established constitution to the disadvantage 
either of the Many or of the Few. That would be worse 
than foreign subjugation; and by such dealing we Lacedae­
monians should be taking trouble to earn hatred instead of 
gratitude. We should play the part of unworthy traitors, worse 
even than that high-handed oppression of which we accuse the 
Athenians : we should at once violate our oaths, and sin against 
our strongest political interests. Perhaps you may say, that 
though you wish me well, you desire for your parts to be let 
alone, and to stand aloof from a dangerous struggle. You will 
tell me to carry my propositions elsewhere, to those who can 
safely embrace them, but not to thrust my alliance upon any 
peopl, against their own with. If this should be your language, 
I shall first call your local gods and heroes to witness that I 
have come to you with a mission of good, and have employed 
persuasion in vain ; I shall then proceed to ravage your territory 
and extort your consent, thinking myself justly entitled to do 
so, on two grounds. First, that the Lacedaemonians may not 
sustain actual damage from these good wishes which you 
profess towards me without actually joining—damage in the 
shape of that tribute which you annually send to Athens. 
Next, that the Greeks generally may not be prevented by you 
from becoming free. It is only on the ground of common 
good that we Lacedaemonians can justify ourselves for liberating 

y city against its own will. But as we are conscious of 
v ing only extinction of the empire of others, not acquisition 

lire for ourselves,—we should fail in our duty if we suffered 
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you to obstruct that liberation which we are now carrying to 
all . Consider well my words, then: take to yourselves the 
glory of beginning the æra of emancipation for Greece—save 
your own properties from damage—and attach an ever-honour­
able name to the community of Akan thus."1 

Nothing could be more plausible or judicious than this 
language of Brasidas to the Akanthians—nor had they any 
means of detecting the falsity of the assertion (which he after­
wards repeated in other places besides2) that he had braved 
the forces of Athens at Nissea with the same army as that now 
on the outside of the walls. Perhaps the simplicity of his 
speech and manner may even have lent strength to his assur­
ances. As soon as he had retired, the subject was largely 
discussed in the assembly, with much difference of opinion 
among the speakers, and perfect freedom on both sides: and 
the decision, not called for until after a long debate, was 
determined partly by the fair promises of Brasidas, partly by 
the certain loss which the ruin of the vine-crop would entail. 
The votes of the citizens present being taken secretly, a 
majority resolved to accede to the propositions of Brasidas 
and revolt from Athens.8 Exacting the renewal of his pledge 
and that of the Lacedaemonian authorities, for the preservation 
of full autonomy to every city which should join him, they 
received his army into the town. The neighbouring city of 
Stageirus (a colony of Andros, as Akanthus also was) soon 
followed the example.4 

There are few acts in history wherein Grecian political 
reason and morality appear to greater advantage than in this 
proceeding of the Akanthians. The habit of fair, free, and 
pacific discussion—the established respect to the vote of the 
majority—the care to protect individual independence of 
judgement by secret suffrage—the deliberate estimate of rea­
sons on both sides by each individual citizen—all these main 
laws and conditions of healthy political action appear as a part 
of the confirmed character of the Akanthians. We shall not 
find Brasidas entering other towns in a way so creditable or so 
harmonious. 

But there is another inference which the scene just described 
irresistibly suggests. It affords the clearest proof that the 

1 Thucyd. iv. 85, 86, 87. 2 Thucyd. iv. 108. 

* Thucyd. iv. 88; Diodor. xii. 67. 
VOL. V I . P 



406 History of Greece 
Akanthians had little to complain of as subject-allies of Athens, 
and that they would have continued in that capacity, if left to 
their own choice without the fear of having their crop de­
stroyed. Such is the pronounced feeling of the mass of the 
citizens: the party who desire otherwise are in a decided 
minority. It is only the combined effect, of severe impending 
loss and of tempting assurances held out by the worthiest 
representative whom Sparta ever sent out, which induces them 
to revolt from Athens. Nor even then is the resolution 
taken without long opposition, and a large dissentient minority, 
in a case where secret suffrage ensured free and genuine 
expression of preference from every individual. Now it is 
impossible that the scene in Akanthus at this critical moment 
could have been of such a character, had the empire of Athens 
been practically odious and burdensome to the subject-allies, 
as it is commonly depicted. Had such been the fact—had the 
Akanthians felt that the imperial ascendency of Athens op­
pressed them with hardship or humiliation from which their 
neighbours, the revolted Chalkidians in Olynthus and else­
where, were exempt—they would have hailed the advent of 
Brasidas with that cordiality which he himself expected, and 
was surprised not to find. The sense of present grievance, 
always acute and often excessive, would have stood out as their 
prominent impulse. They would have needed neither intimi­
dation nor cajolery to induce them to throw open their gates to 
the liberator—who, in his speech within the town, finds no 
actual suffering to appeal to, but is obliged to gain over 
an audience, evidently unwilling, by alternate threats and 
promises. 

As in Akanthus, so in most of the other Thracian subjects 
of Athens—the bulk of the citizens, though strongly solicited 
by the Chalkidians, manifest no spontaneous disposition to 
revolt from Athens. We shall find the party who introduce 
Brasidas to be a conspiring minority, who not only do not 
consult the majority beforehand, but act in such a manner as 
to leave no free option to the majority afterwards, whether they 
'ill ratify or reject; bringing in a foreign force to overawe 
em and compromise them without their own consent in 
Utility against Athens. Now that which makes the events of 

inthus so important as an evidence, is, that the majority is 
thus entrapped and compressed, but pronounces its judge-

freely after ample discussion. The grounds of that 
. lent are clearly set forth to us, so as to show, that hatred 

ns, if even it exists at all, is in no way a strong or 
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determining feeling. Had there existed any such strong feel­
ing among the subject-allies of Athens in the Chalkidic penin­
sula, there was no Athenian force now present to hinder them 
all from opening their gates to the liberator Brasidas by spon­
taneous majorities ; as he himself, encouraged by the sanguine 
promises of the Chalkidians, evidently expected that they 
would do. But nothing of this kind happened. 

That which I before remarked in recounting the revolt of 
Mitylene, a privileged ally of Athens—is now confirmed in the 
revolt of Akanthus, a tributary, and subject-ally. The circum­
stances of both prove that imperial Athens neither inspired 
hatred nor occasioned painful grievance, to the population of 
her subject-cities generally. The movements against her arose 
from party-minorities, of the same character as that Plataean 
party which introduced the Theban assailants into Platæa at 
the commencement of the Peloponnesian war. There are of 
course differences of sentiment between one town and another; 
but the conduct of the towns generally demonstrates that the 
Athenian empire was not felt by them to be such a scheme of 
plunder and oppression as Mr. Mitford and others would have 
us believe. It is indeed true that Athens managed her em­
pire with reference to her own feelings and interests, and that 
her hold was rather upon the prudence than upon the affection 
of her allies ; except in so far as those among them who were 
democratically governed, sympathised with her democracy. It 
is also true that restrictions in any form on the autonomy of 
each separate city were offensive to the political instincts of the 
Greeks: moreover Athens took less and less pains to disguise 
or soften the real character of her empire, as one resting simply 
on established fact and superior force. But this is a different 
thing from the endurance of practical hardship and oppression 
which, had it been real, would have inspired strong positn 
hatred among the subject-allies—such as Brasidas expected to 
find universal in Thrace, but did not really find, in spite of the 
easy opening which his presence afforded. 

The acquisition of Akanthus and Stageirus enabled Brasidas 
in no very long time to extend his conquests ; to enter Argilus 
—and from thence to make the capital acquisition of 
Amphipolis. 

Argilus was situated between Stageirus and the river Stry-
mon, along the western bank of which river its territory ex­
tended. Along the eastern bank of the same river,—south 
the lake which it forms under the name of Kerkinitis,  
north of the town of Eion at its mouth,—was situated the 
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and territory of Amphipolis, communicating with the lands of 
Argilus by the important bridge there situated. The Argilians 
were colonists from Andros, like Akanthus and Stageirus. The 
adhesion of those two cities to Brasidas gave him oppor­
tunity to cultivate intelligences in Argilus, wherein there had 
existed a standing discontent against Athens, ever since the 
foundation of the neighbouring city of Amphipolis.1 The 
latter city had been established by the Athenian Agnon, at the 
head of a numerous body of colonists, on a spot belonging to 
the Edonian Thracians called Ennea Hodoi, or Nine Ways, 
about five years prior to the commencement of the war (B.C. 
437); after two previous attempts to colonise it,—one by 
Histiaeus and Aristagoras at the period of the Ionic revolt, and 
a second by the Athenians about 465 B.C.—both of which 
lamentably failed. So valuable however was the site, from its 
vicinity to the gold and silver mines near Mount Pangæus and 
to large forests of ship-timber, as well as for command of the 
Strymon, and for commerce with the interior of Thrace and 
Macedonia—that the Athenians had sent a second expedition 
under Agnon, who founded the city and gave it the name of 
Amphipolis. The resident settlers there, however, were only 
in small proportion Athenian citizens ; the rest of mixed origin, 
some of them Argilian—a considerable number Chalkidians. 
The Athenian general Eukl£s'was governor in the town, though 
seemingly with no paid force under his command. His col­
league Thucydides the historian was in command of a small 
fleet on the coast. 

Among these mixed inhabitants a conspiracy was organised 
to betray the town to Brasidas. The inhabitants of Argilus as 
well as he Chalkidians each tampered with those of the same 
race who resided in Amphipolis; while the influence of Per-
dikkas, not inconsiderable in consequence of the commerce of 
the place with Macedonia, was also employed to increase the 
number of partisans. Of all the instigators, however, the most 
strenuous as well as the most useful were the inhabitants of 
Argilus. Amphipolis, together with the Athenians as its 
founders, had been odious to them from its commencement. 
Its foundation had doubtless abridged their commerce and 
importance as masters of the lower course of the Strymon. 
They had been long laying snares against the city, and the 
arrival of Brasidas now presented to them an unexpected 

(Amphipolis). 
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chance of success. It was they who encouraged him to 
attempt the surprise, deferring proclamation of their own 
defection from Athens unti l they could make it subservient to 
his conquest of Amphipolis. 

Starting with his army from Arne in the Chalkidic peninsula, 
Brasidas arrived in the afternoon at Aulon and Bromiskus, near 
the channel whereby the lake Bolbe is connected with the sea. 
From hence, after his men had supped, he began his night-
march to Amphipolis, on a cold and snowy night of November 
or the beginning of December. He reached Argilus in the 
middle of the night, where the leaders at once admitted him, 
proclaiming their revolt from Athens. Wi th their aid and 
guidance, he then hastened forward without delay to the bridge 
across the Strymon, which he reached before break of day.1 

It was guarded only by a feeble piquet—the town of Amphi­
polis itself being situated on the hi l l at some little distance 
higher up the r i v e r ; 2 so that Brasidas, preceded by the 
Argilian conspirators, surprised and overpowered the guard 
without difficulty. Thus master of this important communica­
tion, he crossed with his army forthwith into the territory of 
Amphipolis, where his arrival spread the utmost dismay and 
terror. The governor Eukles, the magistrates, and the citizens, 
were all found wholly unprepared : the lands belonging to the 
city were occupied by residents with their families and property 
around them, calculating upon undisturbed security, as if there 
had been no enemy within reach. Such of these as were close 

1 Thucyd. iv. 103.  

Bekker's reading of appears to me preferable to The 
latter word really adds nothing to the meaning; whereas the fact that 
Brasidas got over the river before daylight is one both new and material: 
it is not necessarily implied in the previous words  

Dr. Arnold, with Dobree, Poppo, and most of the commentators, trans­
late these words—"the town (of Amphipolis) is farther off (from Argilus) 
than the passage of the river." But this must be of course true, and 
conveys no new information, seeing that Brasidas had to cross the river to 
reach the town. Smith and Bloomfield are right, I think, in considering 

as governed by and not by ' —"the city is at 
some distance from the crossing : " and the objection which Poppo makes 
against them, that must necessarily imply a comparison with some­
thing, cannot be sustained : for Thucydides often uses (iv. 103 ; 
viii. 88) as precisely identical with (i. 6$ ; iv. 67 ; v. 69); also 

In the following chapter (vol. vii.), on occasion of the battle of 
Amphipolis, some further remarks will be found on the locality, with a 
plan at the end of that volume. 

VOL. V I . P 2 
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to the city succeeded in running thither with their families, 
though leaving their property exposed—but the more distant 
became in person as well as in property at the mercy of the 
invader. Even within the town, filled with the friends and 
relatives of these victims without, indescribable confusion 
reigned, of which the conspirators within tried to avail them­
selves in order to get the gates thrown open. And so com­
plete was the disorganisation, that if Brasidas had marched up 
without delay to the gates and assaulted the town, many per­
sons supposed that he would have carried it at once. Such a 
risk however was too great even for his boldness—the rather as 
repulse would have been probably his ruin. Moreover, con­
fiding in the assurances of the conspirators that the gates 
would be thrown open, he thought it safer to seize as many 
persons as he could from the out-citizens, as a means of work­
ing upon the sentiments of those within the walls. Lastly, this 
process of seizure and plunder, being probably more to the 
taste of his own soldiers, could not well be hindered. 

But he waited in vain for the opening of the gates. The 
conspirators in the city, in spite of the complete success of 
their surprise and the universal dismay around them, found 
themselves unable to carry the majority along with them. As 
in Akanthus, so in Amphipolis, those who really hated Athens 
and wished to revolt were only a party-minority. The greater 
number of citizens, at this critical moment, stood by Eukles 
and the few native Athenians around him in resolving upon 
defence, and in sending off an express to Thucydides at 
Thasos (the historian), the colleague of Eukles, as general in 
the region of Thrace, for immediate aid. This step, of course 
immediately communicated to Brasidas from within, deter­
mined him to make every effort for enticing the Amphipolitans 
to surrender before the reinforcement should arrive; the rather 
as he was apprised that Thucydides, being a large proprietor 
and worker of gold mines in the neighbouring region, possessed 
extensive personal influence among the Thracian tribes, and 
would be able to bring them together for the relief of the 
place, in conjunction with his own Athenian squadron. He 
therefore sent in propositions for surrender on the most 
favourable terms—guaranteeing to every citizen who chose to 
remain, Amphipolitan or even Athenian, continued residence 
with undisturbed property and equal political rights—and 
granting to every one who chose to depart, five days for the 
purpose of carrying away his effects. 

Such easy conditions, when made known in the city, 
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produced presently a sensible change of opinion among the 
citizens—proving acceptable both to Athenians and Amphi-
politans, though on different grounds.1 The properties of the 
citizens without, as well as many of their relatives, were all in 
the hands of Brasidas. No one counted upon the speedy 
arrival of reinforcement—and even if it did arrive, the city 
might be preserved, but the citizens without would still be 
either slain or made captive: a murderous battle would ensue, 
and perhaps after all, Brasidas, assisted by the party within, 
might prove victorious. The Athenian citizens in Amphipolis, 
knowing themselves to be exposed to peculiar danger, were 
perfectly well-pleased with his offer, as extricating them from 
a critical position and procuring for them the means of escape, 
with comparatively little loss; while the non-Athenian citizens, 
partakers in the same relief from peril, felt little reluctance in 
accepting a capitulation which preserved both their rights and 
their properties inviolate, and merely severed them from 
Athens—towards which city they felt, not hatred, but in­
difference. Above all, the friends and relatives of the citizens 
exposed in the out-region were strenuous in urging on the 
capitulation, so that the conspirators soon became bold enough 
to proclaim themselves openly—insisting upon the moderation 
of Brasidas and the prudence of admitting him. Eukles found 
that the tone of opinion, even among his own Athenians, was 
gradually turned against him. He could not prevent the 
acceptance of the terms, and the admission of the enemy into 
the city, on that same day. 

No such resolution would have been adopted, had the 
citizens been aware how near at hand Thucydides and his 
forces were. The message despatched early in the morning 
from Amphipolis found him at Thasos with seven triremes; 
with which he instantly put to sea, so as to reach Eion at the 
mouth of the Strymon, within three miles of Amphipolis, on 
the same evening. He hoped to be in time for saving Amphi­
polis : but the place had surrendered a few hours before. He 
arrived indeed only just in time to preserve Eion ; for parties 
in that town were already beginning to concert the admission 
of Brasidas, who would probably have entered it at day­
break the next morning. Thucydides, putting the place in a 

pared with what had been before, and new divergence introduced among 
themselves. S 
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condition of defence, successfully repelled an attack which 
Brasidas, made both by land and by boats on the river. He 
at the same time received and provided for the Athenian 
citizens who were retiring from Amphipolis.1 

The capture of this city, perhaps the most important of all 
the foreign possessions of Athens—and the opening of the 
bridge over the Strymon, by which even all her eastern allies 
became approachable by land—occasioned prodigious emotion 
throughout all the Grecian world. The dismay felt at Athens 2 

was greater than had been ever before experienced. Hope 
and joy prevailed among her enemies, while excitement and 
new aspirations became widely spread among her subject-allies. 
The bloody defeat at Delium, and the unexpected conquests 
of Brasidas, now again lowered the prestige of Athenian success, 
sixteen months after it had been so powerfully exalted by the 
capture of Sphakteria. The loss of reputation, which Sparta 
had then incurred, was now compensated by a reaction against 
the unfounded terrors since conceived about the probable 
career of her enemy. It was not merely the loss of Amphipolis, 
serious as that was, which distressed the Athenians; but also 
their insecurity respecting the maintenance of their whole 
empire. They knew not which of their subject-allies might 
next revolt, in contemplation of aid from Brasidas, facilitated 
by the newly-acquired Strymonian bridge. A n d as the pro­
ceedings of that general counted in part to the credit of his 
country, it was believed that Sparta, now for the first time 
shaking off her languor,8 had taken to herself the rapidity and 
enterprise once regarded as the exclusive characteristic of 
Atheis . o 

Bu besides all these chances of evil to the Athenians, there 
was another yet more threatening—the personal ascendency 
and position of Brasidas himself. It was not merely the bold­
ness, the fertility of aggressive resource, the quick movements, 

1 Thucyd. iv. 105, 106 ; Diodor. xii. 68. 

The prodigious importance of the site of Amphipolis, with its adjoining 
bridge forming the communication between the regions east and west of 
Strymon—was felt not only by Philip of Macedon (as will hereafter appear), 
but also by the Romans after their conquest of Macedonia. Of the four 
regions into which the Romans distributed Macedonia, " pars prima (says 
Livy, xlv. 30) habet opportunitatem Amphipoleos; quae objecta claudit 
omnes ab oriente sole in Macedoniam aditus." 
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the power of stimulating the minds of soldiers—which lent 
efficiency to that general; but also his incorruptible probity, 
his good faith, his moderation, his abstinence from party-
cruelty or corruption, and from all intermeddling with the 
internal constitutions of the different cities—in strict adherence 
to that manifesto whereby Sparta had proclaimed herself the 
liberator of Greece. Such talents and such official worth had 
never before been seen combined. Set off as they were by 
the full brilliancy of successes, such as were deemed incredible 
before they actually occurred, they inspired a degree of con­
fidence, and turned a tide of opinion, towards this eminent 
man, which rendered him personally one of the first powers in 
Greece. Numerous solicitations were transmitted to him at 
Amphipolis from parties among the subject-allies of Athens, in 
their present temper of large hopes from him and diminished 
fear of the Athenians. The anti-Athenian party in each was 
impatient to revolt, the rest of the population less restrained 
by fear.1 

Of those who indulged in these sanguine calculations, many 
had. yet to learn by painful experience that Athens was still but 
little abated in power. Still her inaction during this important 
autumn had been such as may well explain their mistake. It 
might have been anticipated that on hearing the alarming news 
of the junction of Brasidas with the Chalkidians and Perdikkas 
so close upon their dependent allies, they would forthwith have 
sent a competent force to Thrace—which, if despatched at 
that time, would probably have obviated all the subsequent 
disasters. So they would have acted at any other time—and 
perhaps even then, if Perikles had been alive. But the news 
arrived just at the period when Athens was engaged in the 
expedition against Bœotia, which ended very shortly in the 
ruinous defeat of Delium. Under the discouragement arising 
from the death of the Strategus Hippokrates and 1ooo citizens, 
the idea of a fresh expedition to Thrace would probably have 
been intolerable to Athenian hoplites. The hardships of a 
winter service in Thrace, as experienced a few years before in 
the blockade of Potidaea, would probably also aggravate their 
reluctance. In Grecian history, we must steadfastly keep in 
mind that we are reading about citizen soldiers, not about 
professional soldiers; and that the temper of the time, whether 
of confidence or dismay, modifies to an unspeakable degree all 
the calculations of military and political prudence. Even after 
the rapid successes of Brasidas, not merely at Akan thus and 

1 Thucyd. iv. 108. s 
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Stageirus, but even at Amphipolis, they sent only a few 
inadequate guards1 to the points most threatened—thus leaving 
to their enterprising enemy the whole remaining winter for 
his operations, without hindrance. Without depreciating the 
merits of Brasidas, we may see that his extraordinary success 
was in great part owing to the no less extraordinary depression 
which at that time pervaded the Athenian public: a feeling 
encouraged by Nikias and other leading men of the same 
party, who were building upon it their hopes of getting the 
Lacedaemonian proposals for peace accepted. 

But while we thus notice the short-comings of Athens in 
not sending timely forces against Brasidas, we must at the 
same time admit, that the most serious and irreparable loss 
which she sustained—that of Amphipolis—was the fault of 
her officers more than her own. Eukles and the historian 
Thucydides, the two joint Athenian commanders in Thrace, 
to whom was confided the defence of that important town, had 
means amply sufficient to place it beyond all risk of capture, 
had they employed the most ordinary vigilance and precaution 
beforehand. That Thucydides became an exile immediately 
after this event, and remained so for twenty years, is certain 
from his own statement. And we hear, upon what in this case 
is quite sufficient authority, that the Athenians condemned 
him (probably Eukles also) to banishment, on the proposition 
of Kleon.2 

In considering this sentence, historians3 commonly treat 

2 T. ucyd. v. 26. See the biography of Thucydides by Marcellinus, 
prefixes to all the editions, p. 19, ed. Arnold. 

3 I transcribe the main features from the account of Dr. Thirl wall, whose 
judgement coincides on this occasion with what is generally given (Hist, of 
Greece, ch. xxiii. vol. iii. p. 26S). 

" On the evening of the same day, Thucydides, with seven galleys which 
he happened to have with him at Thasos, when he received the despatch 
from Eucles, sailed into the mouth of the Strymon, and learning the fall of 
Amphipolis proceeded to put Eion in a state of defence. His timely arrival 
saved the place, which Brasidas attacked the next morning, both from the 
river and the land, without effect: and the refugees, who retired by virtue 
of the treaty from Amphipolis, found shelter at Eion, and contributed to its 
security. The historian rendered an important service to his country : and 
it does not appear that human prudence and activity could have accomplished 
anything more under the same circumstances. Yet his unavoidable failure 
proved the occasion of a sentence, under which he spent twenty years of his 
life in exile : and he was only restored to his country in the season of her 
deepest humiliation by the public calamities. So much only can be gathered 
with certainty from his language : for he has not condescended to mention 



Eighth Year of the War 415 
Thucydides as an innocent man, and find nothing to condemn 
except the calumnies of the demagogue, followed by the 
injustice of the people. But this view of the case cannot be 
sustained, when we bring together all the facts even as indicated 
by Thucydides himself. 

At the moment when Brasidas surprised Amphipolis, Thucy­
dides was at Thasos; and the event is always discussed as if 
he was there by necessity or duty—as if Thasos was his special 
mission. Now we know from his own statement that his com­
mand was not special or confined to Thasos. He was sent as 
joint commander along with Eukles generally to Thrace, and 
especially to Amphipolis.1 Both of them were jointly and 
severally responsible for the proper defence of Amphipolis, 
with the Athenian empire and interests in that quarter. Such 
nomination of two or more officers, co-ordinate and jointly 
responsible, was the usual habit of Athens, wherever the scale 
or the area of military operations was considerable—instead of 
one supreme responsible commander, with subordinate officers 

either the charge which was brought against him, or the nature of the 
sentence, which he may either have suffered, or avoided by a voluntary 
exile. A statement, very probable in itself, though resting on slight 
authority, attributes his banishment to Kleon's calumnies: that the irrita­
tion produced by the loss of Amphipolis should have been so directed against 
an innocent object', would perfectly accord with the character of the people and 
of the demagogue. Posterity has gained by the injustice of his contempo­
raries," &c. 

Here Thucydides describes himself as " the other general along with 
Eukle's, of the region of or towards Thrace." There cannot be a clearer 
designation of the extensive range of his functions and duties. The same 
words , are used respecting the two joint commanders 
Hippokrates and Demosthenes (Thucyd. iv. 67 and iv. 43). 

I adopt here the reading (the genitive case of the well-
known Thucydidean phrase in preference to  
which would mean in substance the same thing, though not so precisely, 
nor so suitably to the usual manner of the historian. Bloomfield, Bekker, 
and Goller have all introduced into the text, on the authority of various 
MSS. ; Poppo and Dr. Arnold also both express a preference for it, though 
they still leave r6v in the text. 

Moreover the words of Thucydides himself in the passage where he 
mentions his own long exile, plainly prove that he was sent out as general, 
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acting under him and responsible to him. If, then, Thucy­
dides "was stationed at Thasos" (to use the phrase of Dr. 
Thirl wall) this was because he chose to station himself there, 
in the exercise of his own discretion. 

Accordingly, the question which we have to put is, not 
whether Thucydides did all that could be done, after he 
received the alarming express at Thasos (which is the part of 
the case that he sets prominently before us), but whether he 
and Eukles jointly took the best general measures for the 
security of the Athenian empire in Thrace—especially for 
Amphipolis, the first jewel of her empire. 

They suffer Athens to be robbed of that jewel,—and how? 
Had they a difficult position to defend? Were they over­
whelmed by a superior force ? Were they distracted by simul­
taneous revolts in different places, or assailed by enemies 
unknown or unforeseen ? Not one of these grounds for acquittal 
can be pleaded. First, their position was of all others the 
most defensible. They had only to keep the bridge over the 
Strymon adequately watched and guarded—or to retain the 
Athenian squadron at Eion—and Amphipolis was safe. Either 
one or the other of these precautions would have sufficed : 
both together would have sufficed so amply, as probably to 
prevent the scheme of attack from being formed. Next, the 
force under Brasidas was in no way superior—not even adequate 
to the capture of the inferior place Eion, when properly guarded 
—much less to that of Amphipolis. Lastly, there were no 
simultaneous revolts to distract attention, nor unknown enemies 
to confound a well-laid scheme of defence. There was but one 
enemy, in one quarter, having one road by which to approach ; 
an enemy of surpassing merit indeed, and eminently dangerous 
to Athens—but without any chance of success, except from 
the short-comings of the Athenian officers. 

Now Thucydides and Eukles both knew that Brasidas had 
prevailed upon Akanthus and Stageirus to revolt, and that too 
in such a way as to extend his own personal influence mate­
rially. They knew that the population of Argilus was of 
Andrian origin,1 like that of Akanthus and Stageirus, and 
therefore peculiarly likely to be tempted by the example of 
those two towns. Lastly, they knew (and Thucydides him­
self tells us2) that this Argilian population—whose territory 

1 Compare Thucyd. iv. 84, 88, 103. 
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bordered on the Strymon and the western foot of the 
bridge, and who had many connexions in Amphipolis—had 
been long disaffected to Athens, and especially to the Athenian 
possession of that city. Yet having such foreknowledge, ample 
warning for the necessity of a vigilant defence, ThucydidSs and 
Eukles withdraw, or omit, both the two precautions upon which 
the security of Amphipolis rested—precautions both of them 
obvious, either of them sufficient. The one leaves the bridge 
under a feeble guard,1 and is caught so unprepared every way, 
that one might suppose Athens to be in profound peace; the 
other is found with his squadron, not at Eion, but at Thasos— 
an island out of all possible danger, either from Brasidas (who 
had no ships) or any other enemy. The arrival of Brasidas 
comes on both of them like a clap of thunder. Nothing more 
is required than this plain fact, under the circumstances, to prove 
their improvidence as commanders. 

The presence of Thucydides on the station of Thrace was 
important to Athens, partly because he possessed valuable 
family-connexions, mining-property, and commanding influence 
among the continental population round Amphipolis.2 This 
was one main reason why he was named. The Athenian people 
confide much in his private influence, over and above the 
public force under his command—looking to him even more 
than to his colleague Eukles for the continued security of the 
town: instead of which they find that not even their own 
squadron under him is at hand near the vulnerable point at 
the moment when the enemy comes. Of the two, perhaps, the 
conduct of Eukles admits of conceivable explanation more 
easily than that of Thucydides. For it seems that Eukles 
had no paid force in Amphipolis; no other force than the 
citizen hoplites, partly Athenian, partly of other lineage. 
Doubtless these men found it irksome to keep guard through 
the winter on the Strymonian bridge. Eukles might fancy, 

Rotscher, in his Life of Thucydides (Leben des Thukydides, Gottingen, 
1842, sect. 4, p. 97-99), admits it to be the probable truth, that Thucydides 
was selected for this command expressly in consequence of his private 
influence in the region around. Yet this biographer still repeats the view 
generally taken, that Thucydides did everything which an able commande 
could do, and was most unjustly condemned. s 
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that by enforcing a large perpetual guard, he ran the risk 
of making Athens unpopular. Moreover, strict constancy of 
watch, night after night, when no actual danger comes, with an 
unpaid citizen force—is not easy to maintain. This is an 
insufficient excuse, but it is better than anything which can be 
offered on behalf of Thucydides; who had with him a paid 
Athenian force, and might just as well have kept it at Eion as 
at Thasos.1 We may be sure that the absence of Thucydides 
with his fleet, at Thasos, was one essential condition in the 
plot laid by Brasidas with the Argilians. 

To say, with Dr. Thirlwall, that " human prudence and 
activity could not have accomplished more than Thucydides 
did under the same circumstances "—is true as matter of fact, and 
creditable as far as it goes. But it is wholly inadmissible as a 
justification, and meets only one part of the case. An officer 
in command is responsible not only for doing most " under the 
circumstances," but also for the circumstances themselves, in so 
far as they are under his control. Now nothing is more under 
his control than the position which he chooses to occupy. If 
the Emperor Napoleon, or the Duke of Wellington, had lost by 
surprise of an enemy not very numerous, a post of supreme 
importance which they thought adequately protected, would 
they be satisfied to hear from the responsible officer in com­
mand—" Having no idea that the enemy would attempt any 
surprise, I thought that I might keep my force half a day's 
journey off from the post exposed, at another post which it was 
physically impossible for the enemy to reach. But the moment 
I was informed that the surprise had occurred, I hastened to 
the scene, did all that human prudence and activity could do 
to repel the enemy; and through I found that he had already 
mastered the capital post of all, yet I beat him back from a 
second post which he was on the point of mastering also" ? 
Does any one imagine that these illustrious chiefs, smarting 
under the loss of an inestimable position which alters the whole 
prospects of a campaign, would be satisfied with such a report, 
and would dismiss the officer with praises for his vigour and 
bravery "under the circumstances"? They would assuredly 
reply that he had done right in coming back—that his conduct 
after coming back had been that of a brave man—and that 
there was no impeachment on his courage. But they would at 

1 That the recognised station of the Athenian fleet was at Eion—and that 
the maintenance of the passage of the Strymon was inestimable to the 
Athenians (even apart from Amphipolis), as guarantee for the inaccessi1 .ility 
of her eastern empire—we see by Thucyd. iv. 108. 



Eighth Year of the War 419 
the same time add, that his want of judgement and foresight, in 
omitting to place the valuable position really exposed under 
sufficient guard beforehand, and leaving it thus open to the 
enemy, while he himself was absent in another place which 
was out of danger—and his easy faith that there would be no 
dangerous surprise, at a time when the character of the enemy's 
officer, as well as the disaffection of the neighbours (Argilus), 
plainly indicated that there would be, if the least opening were 
afforded—that these were defects meriting serious reproof, and 
disqualifying him from any future command of trust and respon­
sibility. Nor can we doubt that the whole feeling of the 
respective armies, who would have to pay with their best blood 
the unhappy miscalculation of this officer, would go along with 
such a sentence; without at all suspecting themselves to be 
guilty of injustice, or of " directing the irritation produced by 
the loss against an innocent object." 

The vehement leather-seller in the Pnyx at Athens, when 
he brought forward what are called " his calumnies " against 
Thucydidcs and Eukles, as having caused through culpable 
omission a fatal and irreparable loss to their country, might 
perhaps state his case with greater loudness and acrimony. 
But it may be doubted whether he would say anything more 
really galling, than would be contained in the dignified rebuke 
of an esteemed modern general, to a subordinate officer under 
similar circumstances. In my judgement, not only the accu­
sation against these two officers (I assume Eukles to have been 
included) was called for on the fairest presumptive grounds— 
which would be sufficient as a justification of the leather-seller 
Kleon—but the positive verdict of guilty against them was 
fully merited. Whether the banishment inflicted was a greater 
penalty than the case warranted, I wil l not take upon me to 
pronounce. Every age has its own standard of feeling for 
measuring what is a proper intensity of punishment: penalties 
which our grandfathers thought right and meet, would in the 
present day appear intolerably rigorous. But when I consider 
the immense value of Amphipolis to Athens, combined with 
the conduct whereby it was lost, I cannot think that there was 
a single Athenian, or a single Greek, who would deem the 
penalty of banishment too severe. 

It is painful to find such strong grounds of official censure 
against a man who as an historian has earned the lasting 
admiration of posterity—my own, among the first and warm 
est. But in criticising the conduct of Thucydides the office; 
we are bound in justice to forget Thucydides the histories 
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He was not known in the latter character, at the time when 
this sentence was passed. Perhaps he never would have been 
so known (like the Neapolitan historian Colletta), if exile had 
not thrown him out of the active duties and hopes of a 
citizen. 

It may be doubted whether he ever went home from Eion 
to encounter the grief, wrath, and alarm, so strongly felt at 
Athens, after the loss of Amphipolis. Condemned, either 
with or without appearance, he remained in banishment for 
twenty years;1 not returning to Athens unti l after the con­
clusion of the Peloponnesian war. Of this long exile much is 
said to have been spent on his property in Thrace; yet he also 
visited most parts of Greece—enemies of Athens as well as 
neutral states. However much we may deplore such a mis­
fortune on his account, mankind in general has, and ever will 
have, the strongest reason to rejoice at i t . To this compulsory 
leisure we owe the completion, or rather the near approach to 
completion, of his history. A n d the opportunities which an 
exile enjoyed of personally consulting neutrals and enemies, 
contributed much to form that impartial, comprehensive, Pan-
Hellenic spirit, which reigns generally throughout his immortal 
work. 

Meanwhile Brasidas, installed in Amphipolis about the 
beginning of December 424 B.C., employed his increased 
power only the more vigorously against Athens. His first 
care was to reconstitute Amphipolis—a task wherein the 
Macedonian Perdikkas, whose intrigues had contributed to 
the capture, came and personally assisted. That city went 
through a partial secession and renovation of inhabitants; 
being now moreover cut off from the port of Eion and the 
mouth of the river, which remained in the hands of the Athe­
nians. Many new arrangements must have been required, as 
well for its internal polity as for its external defence. Brasidas 
took measures for building ships of war, in the lake above the 
city, in order to force the lower part of the river: - but his 
most important step was to construct a palisade work,8 con­
necting the walls of the city with the bridge. He thus made 
himself permanently master of the crossing of the Strymon, 
so as to shut the door by which he himself had entered, and 

1 Thucyd. v . 2 6 . 2 Thucyd. iv. 104-108. 
3 This is the mentioned (v. 10) as existing a year and a half 

afterwards, at the time of the battle of Amphipolis. I shall say more 
respecting the topography of Amphipolis, when I come to describe that 
battle. 
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at the same time to keep an easy communication with Argilus 
and the western bank of the Strymon. He also made some 
acquisitions on the eastern side of the river. Pittakus, prince 
of the neighbouring Edonian-Thracian township of Myrkinus, 
had been recently assassinated by his wife Brauro and by some 
personal enemies. He had probably been the ally of Athens, 
and his assassins now sought to strengthen themselves by 
courting the alliance of the new conqueror of Amphipolis. 
The Thasian continental colonies of Galepsus and ŒsymS 
also declared their adhesion to him. 

While he sent to Lacedasmon, communicating his excellent 
position as well as his large hopes, he at the same time, without 
waiting for the answer, began acting for himself, with all the 
allies whom he could get together. He marched first against 
the peninsula called Akte—the narrow tongue of land which 
stretches out from the neighbourhood of Akanthus to the 
mighty headland called Mount Athos—near thirty miles long, 
and between four and five miles for the most part in breadth.1 

The long, rugged, woody ridge—covering this peninsula so as 
to leave but narrow spaces for dwelling, or cultivation, or feed­
ing of cattle—was at this time occupied by many distinct petty 
communities, some of them divided in race and language. 
Sane, a colony from Andros, was situated in the interior gulf 
(called the Singitic Gulf) between Athos and the Sithonian 
peninsula, near the Xerxeian canal. The rest of the Akte was 
distributed among Bisaltians, Krest6nians and Edonians, all 
fractions of the Thracian name—Pelasgians or Tyrrhenians, 
of the race which had once occupied Lemnos and Imbros— 
and some Chalkidians. Some of these little communities 
spoke habitually two languages. Thyssus, Kleone, Olophyxus, 
and others, all submitted on the arrival of Brasidas; but Sane 
and Dion held out, nor could he bring them to terms even by 
ravaging their territory. 

He next marched into the Sithonian peninsula, to attack 
Torone, situated near the southern extremity of that peninsula 
—opposite to Cape Kanastraeum, the extreme headland of the 
peninsula of Pallene.2 

Torone was inhabited by a Chalkidic population, but had 
not partaken in the revolt of the neighbouring Chalkidians 
against Athens. A small Athenian garrison had been sent 
there, probably since the recent dangers, and were now defend­
ing it as well as repairing the town-wall in various parts wher 

1 See Grisebach, Reise durch Rumelien und Brusa, vol. i. ch. viil p. 27 
2 Thucyd. iv. 109. is 
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it had been so neglected as to crumble down. They occupied 
as a sort of distinct citadel the outlying cape called Lekythus, 
joining by a narrow isthmus the hi l l on which the city stood, 
and forming a port wherein lay two Athenian triremes as 
guardships. A small party in Torone, without p r i v i t y 1 o r even 
suspicion of the rest, entered into correspondence with Brasi-
das, and engaged to provide for him the means of entering and 
mastering the town. Accordingly he advanced by a night-
march to the temple of the Dioskuri (Kastor and Pollux) 
within about a quarter of a mile of the town-gates, which he 
reached a little before daybreak; sending forward 1oo peltasts 
to be still nearer, and to rush upon the gate at the instant 
when signal was made from within. His Toronaean partisans, 
some of whom were already concealed on the spot awaiting 
his arrival, made their final arrangements with him, and then 
returned into the town—conducting with them seven deter­
mined men from his army, armed only with daggers, and 
having Lysistratus of Olynthus as their chief. Twenty men 
had been originally named for this service, but the danger 
appeared so extreme, that only seven of them were bold 
enough to go. This forlorn hope, enabled to creep in, through 
a small aperture in the wall towards the sea, were conducted 
silently up to the topmost watch-tower on the city h i l l , where 
they surprised and slew the guards, and set open a neighbour­
ing postern gate, looking towards Cape Kanastraeum, as well as 
the great gate leading towards the agora. They then brought 
in the peltasts from without, who, impatient with the delay, 
had gradually stolen close under the walls. Some of these 
peltasts kept possession of the great gate, others were led 
round to the postern at the'top, while the fire-signal was forth­
with lighted to invite Brasidas himself. He and his men 
hastened forward towards the city at their utmost speed and 
with loud shouts—a terror-striking notice of his presence to 
the unprepared citizens. Admission was easy through the 
open gates, but some also clambered up by means of beams 
or a sort of scaffolding, which was lying close to the wall as a 
help to the workmen repairing it. And while the assailants 
were thus active in every direction, Brasidas himself conducted 
a portion of them to assure himself of the high and com­
manding parts of the city. 

So completely were the Toronaeans surprised and thunder-
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struck, that hardly any attempt was made to resist. Even the 
fifty Athenian hoplites who occupied the agora, being found 
still asleep, were partly slain, and partly compelled to seek 
refuge in the separately-garrisoned cape of Lekythus, whither 
they were followed by a portion of the Toronaean population; 
some from attachment to Athens, others from sheer terror. 
To these fugitives Brasidas addressed a proclamation inviting 
them to return, and promising them perfect security for person, 
property, and political rights; while at the same time he sent 
a herald with a formal summons to the Athenians in L£kythus, 
requiring them to quit the place as belonging to the Chal-
kidians, but permitting them to carry away their property. 
They refused to evacuate the place, but solicited a truce of 
one day for the purpose of burying their slain. Brasidas 
granted them two days, which were employed both by them 
and by him, in preparations for the defence and attack of 
Lekythus; each party fortifying the houses on or near the 
connecting isthmus. 

In the meantime he convened a general assembly of the 
Tordnaean population, whom he addressed in the same con­
ciliating and equitable language as he had employed elsewhere. 
" H e had not come to harm either the city or any individual 
citizen. Those who had let him in, ought not to be regarded 
as bad men or traitors—for they had acted with a view to the 
benefit and the liberation of their city, not in order to enslave 
it, or to acquire profit for themselves. On the other hand, 
he did not think the worse of those who had gone over to 
Lekythus, for their liking towards Athens : he wished them to 
come back freely, and he was sure that the more they knew 
the Lacedaemonians, the better they would esteem them. He 
was prepared to forgive and forget previous hostility; but 
while he invited all of them to live for the future as cordial 
friends and fellow-citizens—he should also for the future hold 
each man responsible for his conduct, either as friend or as 
enemy." 

On the expiration of the Two days' truce, Brasidas attacked 
the Athenian garrison in Lekythus, promising a recompense 
of thirty minæ to the soldier who should first force his way 
into it. Notwithstanding very poor means of defence—partly 
a wooden palisade, partly houses with battlements on the roof 
—this garrison repelled him for one whole day. On the next 

loming he brought up a machine, for the same purpose as 
that which the Boeotians had employed at Delium, to set fire 
to the woodwork. The Athenians on their side, seeing this 
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fire-machine approaching, put up, on a building in front of 
their position, a wooden platform, upon which many of them 
mounted, with casks of water and large stones to break it or to 
extinguish the flames. At last, the weight accumulated be­
coming greater than the supports could bear, it broke down 
with a prodigious noise; so that all the persons and things 
upon it rolled down in confusion. Some of these men were 
hurt, yet the injury was not in reality serious,—had not the 
noise, the cries, and the strangeness of the incident, alarmed 
those behind, who could not see precisely what had occurred, 
to such a degree, that they believed the enemy to have already 
forced the defences. Many of them accordingly took to flight, 
while those who remained were insufficient to prolong the 
resistance successfully; so that Brasidas, perceiving the dis­
order and diminished number of the defenders, relinquished 
his fire-machine and again renewed his attempt to carry the 
place by assault, which now fully succeeded. A considerable 
proportion of the Athenians and others in the fort escaped 
across the narrow Gulf to the peninsula of Pallene, by means 
of the two triremes and some merchant-vessels at hand: but 
every man found in it was put to death. Brasidas, thus master 
of the fort, and considering that he owed his success to the 
sudden rupture of the Athenian scaffolding, regarded this 
incident as a divine interposition, and presented the thirty 
minæ (which he had promised as a reward to the first man 
who broke in) to the goddess Athene for her temple at Leky-
thus. He moreover consecrated to her the entire cape of 
Lekythus; not only demolishing the defences, but also dis­
mantling the private residences which it contained,1 so that 
nothing remained except she temple, with its ministers and 
appurtenances. 

What proportion of the Toronaeans who had taken refuge at 
Lekythus, had been induced to return by the proclamation of 
Brasidas, alike generous and politic—we are not informed. 
His language and conduct were admirably calculated to set 
this little community again in harmonious movement, and to 
obliterate the memory of past feuds. And above all, it 
inspired a strong sentiment of attachment and gratitude to­
wards himself personally—a sentiment which gained strength 
with every successive incident in which he was engaged, and 
which enabled him to exercise a greater ascendency than could 
ever be acquired by Sparta, and in some respects greater than 



Eighth Year of the War 425 
had ever been possessed by Athens. It is this remarkable 
development of commanding individuality, animated through­
out by straightforward public purposes, and binding together 
so many little communities who had few other feelings in 
common—which lends to the short career of this eminent 
man, a romantic, and even an heroic, interest. 

During the remainder of the winter Brasidas employed 
himself in setting in order the acquisitions already made, and 
in laying plans for further conquests in the spring.1 But 
the beginning of spring—or the close of the eighth year, 
and beginning of the ninth year, of the war, as Thucydides 
reckons—brought with it a new train of events, which will 
be recounted in the following chapter 

1 Thucyd. iv. 116. 
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