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PREFACE

HIS volume takes us into the very middle of the current of

Greek history as its limits were generally conceived fifty or
sixty years ago. From the beginning of the sixth century B.c.
onwards we have a more or less continuous story of the principal
states in Greece, and a more or less accurate knowledge of the
maritime conditions and political relations which existed both in
the eastern and in the western portions of the Mediterranean
world, when the hour came for the supreme struggle between the
Persian Empire and the West, the main theme of the present
volume. How the Greek world had come to be what it was when
this struggle began has already been partly shown in the previous
volume, in the preface to which it was explained that volumes
11 and 1v were projected and written simultaneously.

We have then, first, formally to introduce the Persian Empire,
explaining its origin and character. The chapters (1 and v,
sections 1-vI) on this theme were entrusted to the late Dr G.
Buchanan Gray of Mansfield College, Oxford, and were almost
finished, but in manuscript and unrevised, at the time of his
death. In chapter vit Dr Gray has given a description of the
organization of the Empire under Darius and of Persian culture
and religion. The account of the Scythian Expedition and of the
Ionian Revolt, with which the chapter closes, is from the pen of
Dr M. Cary, who shows how the attention of the Great King was,
perforce, turned to the West.

Now that the history of the Greek States has become more
continuous and comparatively fuller, we can see much more
precisely than hitherto the political talent of the Greeks at work
in the city-states. This 1s especially true of Athens, the growth of
whose Constitution can be followed from the beginning of the
sixth century, that is, from the time of Solon, onwards. The early
structure of the Attic State was described in volume 111 (ch. xx111),
and in this volume Professor Adcock traces Athenian history
from the second half of the seventh century down to the fall of
the Peisistratid Tyranny. In chapter 11 he shows the nature and
the significance of the economic and political reforms of Solon,
and in chapter 11 he follows the fortunes of the city under
Peisistratus and his sons. The further development of the Athenian
Constitution is taken up by Mr E. M. Walker in chapter vi,
who examines the reform of Cleisthenes. so that in chapters 11



vi ERBEACHE

and vi we have a history of the first steps in the development of
the Athenian Republic towards the democracy of the fifth century,
a development of which the instructiveness and interest have
always been recognized, exhibiting as they do the exceptional
political gifts of the Greeks.

A survey of the leading cities of Hellas, east, south, north and
west, excepting those of Greece Proper and of Sicily, which are
treated later, will show us how the stage was set for the imminent
struggle, and contribute to the picture of what Greece meant at
this time. This survey has been entrusted to Professor Ure who,
in chapter 1v, guides us to all parts of what we call the ‘outer
Greek world.” In the seventh and sixth centuries the use of
coined money became common to all Greek States, and an account
of the origin and spread of coinage up to the beginning of the
fifth century follows from the pen of Dr G. F. Hill, the Keeper of
Coins and Medals in the British Museum.

At this stage of politics and culture the Greeks came into
conflict with the Persian Empire. In chapters vi, 1x and x,
Mr J. A. R. Munro recounts the campaign of Marathon and the
repulse of the Generals of Darius, with its sequel in the struggle
against the forces of Xerxes. No wars in history have provoked
more debate among scholars, and this fact, together with the
importance of the issue for the future of European civilization,
justifies the fullness of Mr Munro’s criticism and re-interpreta-
tion of the ancient evidence. In chapter viir he advances strong
reasons for adopting the view that, contrary to the received
opinion, which has always assigned the Battle of Marathon to the
year 490 B.C., it was really fought a year earlier, in 491 B.c. In
sections vi—x of chapter virr, Mr E. M. Walker! describes the
unsuccessful expedition of Miltiades to Paros and the important
events of Athenian political life and Greek inter-state relations
which were happening between Marathon and the Great Persian
Invasion, especially the outbreak of war between Athens and
Aegina.

We then pass to the parallel struggle which was being carried
on in Sicily, and was decided at much the same time, between the
Greeks and Carthaginians. In chapter x1 Mr Hackforth describes
the rise of Carthage in competition with the Hellenic settlers in

1 Mr Walker adheres to the accepted view that Marathon was fought
in 490 B.C., and adopts the corresponding dates for the events of the years
which immediately precede and follow it. Cross-references and footnotes
in the chapters and the chronological table at the end of the volume make
clear the implications of this difference of view.
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the West, which culminated in the deliverance of the island from
the Carthaginian menace at the Battle of Himera.

From Sicily we turn to Italy. Professor Conway explains and
discusses our knowledge of the people who lived there during the
period after the Bronze Age, the centuries in which the Etruscans
were the most influential and powerful folk in the peninsula.
Chapter x11 is devoted to the character and culture of the Etruscans
themselves, and to the question of their origin and the notorious
enigma of their language. In chapter xmr Professor Conway goes
on to survey the different Indo-European communities which
inhabited Italy at or before the beginning of recorded history.
Any conclusions suggested at present in this field must mainly
depend upon the linguistic materials, and the exposition is, of
necessity, very largely concerned with the evidence of language.
Readers who are not deterred by the formidable appearance of
some of this evidence will find in it, on the one hand, the means
of at least estimating our knowledge of the Etruscans and, on the
other hand, of distinguishing the different degrees of kinship
which linked together the other Italic peoples, so far as such
links can be measured by language. The final section of chapter
x11, that on Etruscan art, is from the pen of Mr S. Casson, who
describes the extant remains of that art with its ill-paid debt to
the inspiration of Greek artistic ideas.

Rome is not included in this survey of early Italy. The origin
of the city and the traditions of early Roman History are post-
poned to a later vclume, where they will be treated in more
immediate connection with the period when Rome is making her
entry upon the stage of the world’s history.

Greeks and Greek States have been leading actors in the events
recorded in the present volume, and Greece will be the main
subject in volume v. It is therefore opportune to review what they
had achieved in thought and in artistic creation by the beginning
of the fifth century B.c., when they were about to enter on their
most brilliant age. Accordingly, in chapter x1v, Professor Bury
gives a survey of their Literature from the period immediately
succeeding Homer down to the end of the Persian Wars. The
early development of Attic Drama, which it is more convenient
to consider in immediate connection with the account of the
maturity of Athenian Tragedy and Comedy, is reserved for treat-
ment in the next volume. What the Greeks did for religious
speculation, especially in the Eleusinian and Orphic mysteries,
is explained in chapter xv by Mr F. M. Cornford, who also passes
under review the early philosophical systems of the sixth and fifth
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centuries. In chapter xv1 the history of Greek art of the Geometric
and Archaic periods is traced by Professor Beazley from the
beginning of the first millennium B.c. down to the year 520 B.c.,
the end of the period of black-figured Attic pottery. The rise and
principal monuments of early Greek architecture have been
treated of by Mr D. S. Robertson, who carries his account down
to the Persian Wars.

In the spelling of Greek names the practice adopted by the
Fournal of Hellenic Studies has in general been followed, but here
and there consistency has been yet further abandoned in order
to present to the reader familiar names in their familiar forms.
On occasion convenience has been the guide. For example, what
seems to have been the earlier and more correct Greek form
Artaphrenes is used for the brother of Darius, while the later,
more familiar, Artaphernes is retained for his son, the defeated
Commander at Marathon.

Throughout the volume asterisks have been employed to
indicate objects which are to be illustrated in the Volume of
Plates to volumes 1—1v which Mr Seltman is preparing for publi-
cation in the autumn.

Mr Munro wishes to thank Mr Jerome Farrell of Jesus
College, Cambridge, for the information acknowledged in the
note to p. 29§; and Messrs N. Whatley, Headmaster of Clifton
College, and B. Ashmole, Director of the British School at Rome,
both of Hertford College, Oxford, for the use of photographs
and explanations of the neighbourhood of Eleutherochori.
Mr Robertson desires to express his indebtedness to Mr A. S. F.
Gow for criticisms and suggestions. Professor Conway wishes to
acknowledge the valuable assistance which he has received from
Professor J. Whatmough on all that concerns the dialects of the
early peoples of north-west Italy (Ligures, Lepontii and Raeti)
and the antiquities and place-names of the Sicels. Professor
Whatmough’s direct contributions he has indicated by the
initials J. Wh. in footnotes. He also wishes to thank Professor
G. E. K. Braunholtz for help in the section on the Gauls and
Mrs Elizabeth Johnson (#ée Jackson) for placing at his disposal
the manuscriptof her partof ¢ The Prae-Italic Dialects.” Mr Casson
would acknowledge the assistance of Dr G. Schnyder of Utrecht
University; Professor Adcock has to thank Mr A. B. Cook
and Mr D. S. Robertson for criticism and help in matters
archaeological.
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The editors would express their thanks to the contributors for
their cordial and ready co-operation and to them and to other
scholars for their courteous help and advice. They are under
particular obligations to Mr H. M. Last of St John’s College,
Oxford, Mr Sidney Smith of the British Museum and Mr C. T.
Seltman. Acknowledgments are due for Map 1 to the Austrian
Kartographisches Institut, for Map 3 to the Delegates of the
Oxford University Press, for Map § to Messrs Philip and Son,
for Maps 6, 7, and 9 to Messrs Macmillan and Mr Munro,
for Map 8, which is based on Karte § in J. Kromayer’s Ansike
Schlachifelder, vol. 11, to the publishers, Messrs Weidmann, for
Map 10 to Messrs Leroux, to the Royal Geographical Society
and for both 8 and 10 to Mr Munro. The editors are indebted to
Professor Conway for Map 11 and for the Table of Alphabets
facing p. 402. The table facing p. 470 is derived from that
published in volume 111 facing p. 432 and the editors would
repeat their thanks to Mr S. G. Campbell. The sheet containing
plans of temples at the end of chapter xv1 has been arranged by
Mr D. S. Robertson and acknowledgments are due to Messrs
Macmillan for Nos. 1 and 2, to Messrs J. B. Gebhardt for No. 3,
to the Greek Government for No. 4, to the authorities of the
British Museum for No. 5, and for No. 6 to the Archiologisches
Institut des Deutschen Reiches. The general index and index
of passages have been made by Mr W. E. C. Browne, M.A,,
formerly scholar of Emmanuel College. Finally due acknowledg-
ment must be made of the skill and care of the staff of the
University Press, for which the editors have every reason to be
grateful.

The design on the cover is the figure of Darius from the
Darius Vase, now at Naples.

U —
Fﬂ>bd

. B.
. C.
. A

February 1926
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CHAPTER I

THE FOUNDATION AND EXTENSION
OF THE PERSIAN EMPIRE

FTER the fall of the Assyrian empire, related in the last
volume, the next most momentous event in the chronicle
of ancient history is the rise of Persia, which succeeded Assyria
as the great power of western Asia, and during the period covered
in this volume the might of the Persian state is the central fact.
In this chapter its origins will be discussed, and it will be shown
how the foundations of its empire were laid by the conquests of
Cyrus and how it was expanded by Cambyses. These conquests
meant the disappearance, sooner or later, of four great states—
of the two, Media and Babylonia, which had joined forces to
pull down Assyria, and of Egypt and Lydia, which had counted
for much in the Assyrian period. After these rapid initial suc-
cesses, which in the lifetime of a generation established her
dominion to the shores of the Mediterranean and brought under
her yoke the Asiatic Greeks and the Phoenicians, the further ex-
pansion of Persia westward was arrested by the Greeks of the
motherland. Having turned back to follow the political and com-
mercial development of the Greek states throughout the sixth
century, we shall resume the thread of Persian history in the reign
of Darius and see how the clash came between this immense
monarchy, so much larger in extent than any of its predecessors,
and the cities of free Greece. In the perennial debate between
East and West this clash is the first of which the story is known
in detail, and perhaps it is the most dramatic; it is certainly one
of the most important, for it frustrated the probable prospect of
Persia controlling the Aegean and becoming the sovran power in
south-eastern Europe.

While Persia is casting her shadow over the lands and waters
of the eastern Mediterranean, the western Mediterranean is be-
ginning to come within the radius of ‘recorded history,” and we
can discern the rivalries of the three powers which are striving for
supremacy in the western seas, the Etruscan, the Carthaginian,
and the Greek. The foundations of the Greek cities in Sicily and
Italy have already been described, but we shall have to go back to
examine the rise of Carthage and the origins and growth of the
Etruscan state which in this period reaches the summit of its power.



2 THE PERSIAN EMPIRE [cHaP.

The Persian wars define an epoch in the history of Greece.
After her victory in this conflict she will enter on her great age,
the age in which the achievements of her sons as thinkers and
artists are the facts that matter most in the history of the world.
This volume will close with a review of what her genius had
already accomplished in literature, philosophy and art.

I. THE RISE OF CYRUS: PERSIA

The Persian is vastly more than a mere successor to the Median
empire: with the Medes the Aryans first took a conspicuous place
in world-history; but it is their kinsmen the Persians who first
became a world-power!. The Persian empire was created within
the space of a single generation by a series of conquests that
followed one another with a rapidity scarcely equalled except by
Alexander, and by the Arabs in the first generation after the death
of Mohammed. The defeat of Astyages the Mede in 549 B.c. and
of Croesus the Lydian in §46, the capture of Babylon in 5§38 and
the conquest of Egypt in 5§25, gave to the Persian empire within
thirty years an extent exceeding that ever obtained by the greatest
of the monarchs of Mesopotamia or the Nile valley, and conse-
quently greater than that of any earlier empire west of China.
Confirmed and rounded off by Darius, this empire was maintained
by the same family that created it, for two centuries undivided
and unbroken, whereas Alexander’s dominions were separated
from his family and divided immediately after his death, and
within the first century and a half of Islam great dynastic changes
occurred and the unity of Arabian rule was broken. It was the
house of Achaemenes, which down to 549 B.c. had enjoyed the
simple style and exercised the restricted dominion of kings of
Anshan, that created and maintained the empire; it was the people
from whom they sprang, the Persians, who were their mainstay,
first in conquest and, subsequently, in peaceful administration.

The Persians are all but unknown till with Cyrus, Cambyses and
Darius they suddenly became the centre of world-history. If, and
this is none too certain, the Persians are twice alluded to by Ezekiel

1 Whatever the origin of the Medes (cf. vol. 11, pp. 13, 15), they appear
among the enemies of Shalmaneser III and his successors (vol. 11, pp. 26, 34,
51). Their later history (which is only slightly known), in particular, the
rise of Phraortes and Cyaxares, has been noticed in connection with the
history of Urartu, etc. (see vol. 111, pp. 127 s¢g., 188 s¢., 220). For the late
notions of a Median empire in Babylon and a Median Darius prior to
Cyrus, see the commentaries on the Book of Daniel.
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(xxvii, 10, xxxvill, §), they contributed soldiers to Tyre at the be-
ginning of the sixth century, and were expected by the prophet to
form part of the army of Gog. If, and this again 1s doubtful, they
gave their name to a region known as Parsua by the Assyrians
in the ninth century, who mention its inhabitants along with the
Madai (Medes), they moved, within a century or so before Cyrus,
south from some region south-west of the Caspian to the country to
which they permanently gave their name, and whence thé family
of Achaemenes sprang. Into these or other earlier wanderings of
the Persians in particular it is unnecessary to enter further here,
but the country named after them may be briefly described?.

In modern western usage the term Persia is applied to the whole
Iranian plateau stretching from the Caspian in the west to the
Hindu Kush in the east, and from the Persian Gulf in the south
to the steppes of Turkestan, the region of the Oxus and the
Yaxartes in the north. But the name for this vaster district is in
modern Persian usage Iran or Eran, while Fars, perpetuating the
ancient name Persia, is the name of the south-western corner only.
Persia, according to the older usage of the term, or Fars, consists
of a long and little-broken coastline with a narrow belt of flat
country generally some 14 to 30 miles in width, from the land-
ward edge of which mountains rise abruptly to some 6000 feet,
and then an extensive high plateau cut in places by valleys or
interrupted by mountain ranges. The coast of Fars, the ancient
Persia, is the western end of that long coastline which stretches
some 1200 miles from just south-east of the mouth of the Shatt el-
Arab (Tigris-Euphrates) to the mouths of the Indus. This entire
coast is poor in harbours, and approach is also rendered difficult
by shallows and rocks. The maritime plain, moreover, with its
stifling heat and soil unfertilised by the mountain torrents, too
full and turbulent in the rainy season and then for a longer part
of the year dry, was always, as it still is, ill-suited to maintain any
strong or considerable population. For these reasons their coast-
line never induced the Persians to become a sea-faring people, nor
rendered their country easily accessible on this side to others. And
as the sea cut them off on the south-west, so did the great deserts
of Gedrosia, Carmania and the Sagartii, broken only by infre-
quent and inconsiderable oases, on the north and east.

In contrast with these inhospitable surroundings, the moun-
tainous interior of Persia, though naturally not thickly populated,
was able, in virtue of its many fertile valleys and high plains

1 On the movements of the Aryans, see vol. 11, ch. 1, and the Camb. Hist.
of India, vol. 1, chap. 1.
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between the mountain ranges, to sustain a vigorous and healthy
race. It was yet in the words of Darius ‘beautiful, possessing good
horses, possessing good men.” It is part of that vast mountain
mass that stretches south-westwards from Armenia to India; and
the main communications of Persia, hindered by the sea on the
south and the deserts in the east and north, were north-westwards
by mountain roads, of which the chief led to Susa and Babylon
along the westerly, and to Ecbatana along the easterly chains!.
With these none too easy lines of communication even north-
westwards, Persia was necessarily retired and relatively inacces-
sible, capable of producing a race equal to great conquests, but,
like Arabia later, unequal to offering a suitable administrative
centre for the empire their conquests won. On the other hand, in
this high country, and on the bank of a river, the modern Pulwar,
the Persian monarchs were well content to build their greatest
buildings, though neither ‘ Persepolis’ nor Pasargadae as cities ever
rivalled the capitals of earlier empires like Babylon and Nineveh.

So little does the ancient land of Persia offer a site for the
capital of a great empire, that, before the conquests of Cyrus began,
the centre even of the small kingdom which he had received from
his ancestors seems to have lain outside Persia. Cyrus was the
fourth at least of his family to enjoy the title of king of Anshan;
none of them so far as we know was called king of Persia, and
Cyrus only received this style after his career of conquest began,
and because, as may be surmised, he was the first to bring all the
Persian tribes under a single sceptre. If Anshan lay outside
Persia, it would be possible to explain these facts by the suppo-
sition that Cyrus and his ancestors who were kings of Anshan
before him, were not Persians, Cyrus first becoming king of
Persia, as later of Babylon, by conquest. But this simple suppo-
sition requires a complete disregard of other evidence: not only
to the Greeks, but to Darius, Cyrus was Persian; for Darius, who
lays great stress on his own Persian origin, claims ‘Cambyses, the
son of Cyrus’ as ‘of our family.’

For the history of the Persians and the Persian royal house
before the time of Cyrus, the monumental evidence has substi-
tuted a few certain facts for the vague legends of the Greek
writers. But the new evidence raises fresh questions, and leaves
various details in uncertainty. We know the names of the Achae-
menids in two lines of descent for several generations: we know
the title enjoyed by one of these lines, though the significance of

1 The very difficult roads over the south Iranian mountains from Bunder-

Abbas or Bushire to Shiraz and thence to Isfahan and Teheran are the chief
line of communication of the empire from south to north.
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it has been much disputed; but we are ignorant of the title, if any,
borne by members of the other line before Darius. The facts,
monumentally attested, may be conveniently presented in a genea-
logical table in which everythmg—the names, the titles and the
filiations—is directly attested by the monuments, except the
identity of Teispes the ancestor of Cyrus and Teispes the ancestor
of Darius: this identity, which, though not unchallenged, is gene-
rally admitted, is established if some old Persian inscriptions at
Pasargadae (Mashad -i-Murghab, ¢. 30 miles north-east of Perse-
polis): ‘I (am) Cyrus the king, the Achaemenian’ are records of
a Cyrus that was king, and not, as an alternative theory proposes,
of Cyrus the younger, a descendant of Darius I, and son of
Darius 11, who never was king.

Achaemenes

|
Teispes, the Great King, King of Anshan (=) Teispes

Cyrus, the Great King, King of Anshan
Ariaramnes

Cambyses, the Great King, King of Anshan

Cyrus, 1. the Great King, King of Anshan Arsames
2. King of Persia (¢. 550 B.C.)
3. King of the All, King of Babylon
| &ec. (539 B.c.) Hystaspes
Cambyses, King of Babylon, King of the Lands

Darius, K. in Persia,
K. of the Lands,
K. of Babylon

Whether or not the ancestors of Cyrus, without using the title,
were in fact kings of Persia, they were kings of Anshan, the title
being both used by Cyrus of himself and his ancestors, and applied
to Cyrus by his contemporary Nabonidus, the last native king of
Babylon. Anshan(or Anzan), which appears both as the name of a
city and as that of a country or district, is an ancient term which
may in the course of centuries have undergone some modification
in its exact application. At all periods, however, in which it can
be traced Anshan is closely associated with (though at times clearly
distinguished from) Elam, and at times it is more particularly
connected with Susa. Gudea in the third millennium refers to ‘the
city of Anshan in (or of) Nimki,’ 7.e. Elam; the native rulers of
Elam towards the end of the twelfth century style themselves king
of Susian Anzan (or of Anzan and Susa); and Sennacherib a little
more than a century before Cyrus mentions Anzan as one of the
lands summoned by the Elamite king to oppose him. To these
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particulars, which leave in some uncertainty the exact limits of
the Anshan which gave to Cyrus his earliest title, the monuments
of his own age add nothing. We may dismiss the theory which
would identify the Anshan of Cyrus with Media; to identify it
with a part of Persia would no doubt offer an easy explanation of
the order in which the three different titles used by or of Cyrus—
king of Anshan, king of Persia, king of Babylon—appear; but this
seems to depart too widely from the other known usages of the
term. It remains,therefore,toidentify Anshan with southern Elam
and especially perhaps the district around and including Susa.

Cyrus was already king of Anshan in the sixth, if not in the
third, year of Nabonidus king of Babylon, i.e. in 550 or 553 B.C.
His reign began as early as 558 B.c. if we may accept, on the
authority of Herodotus (1, 214), twenty-nine years as the total
length of his kingship. His great-grandfather, Teispes, is the first
of his family known to have been, and probably the first who
actually was, king of Anshan. Of the date or manner of the
capture of Anshan from the Elamites there is no direct record; but
it is possible that the Israelite prophetical writings contain in-
direct evidence of it: in §88 Ezekiel (xxxi1, 24 s¢.) looks back on
a destruction of Elam which was perhaps still anticipated by
Jeremiah (xlix, 34 s¢¢.) In §97.

Whether before this Teispes had been king of Persia, or rather
of that small part of it that belonged to the Pasargadae, ‘the most
noble tribe of the Persians’ (Hdt. 1, 125), and lay in the valley of
the Medus (modern Pulwar) in the western part of Persia ad-
jacent to Elam, and if so, whether at his death, while bequeathing
the new kingdom which, from its ancient capital of Susa, was in
direct connection with the great cities of the ancient world to his
eldest son Cyrus, he left the older, smaller and remoter kingdom
to his younger son Ariaramnes, is uncertain; though considera-
tions already referred to make some such arrangement not im-
probable. No advance in dominion is marked by the reigns of
the son and grandson of Teispes; on the other hand it is to be
inferred that, while they certainly kept the style and title of king
of Anshan, they did so as vassals of Cyaxares and Astyages, the
rulers of the Median empire; and to this vassalage, as well as to
the kingly title of his father Cambyses, Cyrus succeeded; and
indeed, according to one interpretation of an ambiguous pronoun,
Nabonidus, in his earliest reference to Cyrus, describes him both
as king of Anshan and ‘petty vassal’ of the Umman-manda, the
people from whom Astyages took the title king of the Umman-
manda under which he appears in the inscriptions of Nabonidus.
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II. CONQUEST OF MEDIA AND LYDIA

Born heir to the small kingdom of Anshan, Cyrus was destined
for far greater things: as he himself, after his main achievements
had been accomphshcd states the case, Marduk, god of Babylon,
looking about for a righteous prince found such an one in the
king of Anshan, whom he accordingly called to lordship over the
entire world. His first step in the fulfilment of his destiny was to
unite under his sway the Iranian peoples, from Persia in the south
to Media in the north, with all others whom the kings of Media
or the Umman-manda, and principally Cyaxares and Astyages,
had already subjected to themselves. Whether or not there is
any substance in the stories perpetuated by Greek writers of the
close connection by marriage between Cyrus and Astyages—ac-
cording to one he was son of Mandane, the daughter of Astyages,
according to another he married (though only after the defeat of
Astyages) Amytis, the daughter of Astyages—neither family-ties
nor his position as vassal hindered Cyrus from overthrowing
Astyages.

In this first step he was assisted, while his own troops were
relatively few, by dissatisfaction among the subjects and treachery
in the army of Astyages, facts which underlie the elaborate legends
in Herodotus, and are briefly recorded in the contemporary
Babylonian Chronicle. Astyages, who appears to have been at-
tacked by Cyrus as much as three years previously, now antici-
pated Cyrus’ designs, and took the initiative in the final campaign
(550—49 B.c.) which ended so disastrously for him: ‘he assembled
his troops,” as the mutilated text of the Chronicle appears to say,
‘and marched against Cyrus, king of Anshan, to conquer him; and
Astyages’ troops mutinied, and he was captured, and they gave
him over to Cyrus.” Cyrus brought him a prisoner to his country
(Anshan), but spared his life, as Herodotus directly asserts, and
as the silence of the Babylonian Chronicle allows us to believe.
Where the battles, if any, were fought is not stated in these
sources; a picturesque legend preserved by Ctesias asserts that
the last conflict took place at Pasargadae.

Having captured Astyages, Cyrus proceeded to the Median
capital Ecbatana, entered it apparently without serious opposition,
and transferred its treasures to Anshan;otherwise Ecbatanadoes not
appear to have suffered, except md1rect1y from the fact that Susa,
which had been the cap1ta1 of the kings of Anshan from Teispes
to Cyrus, continued to be the capital of the rulers of the Persian
empire, who however maintained Ecbatana as a summer residence.
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A change in the centre of government, a change in the ruling
house, a certain increase in the number of southern Iranian
oﬁ‘icers, but not to the exclusion of the Medes, in the army and
the state—these are the principal changes, so far as the Iranian
peoples were concerned, occasioned by the fall of Astyages. For
the house of Astyages was substituted the house of Cyrus, but
the Medes became thereby a conquered people scarcely more
than the English, when the house of Orange was substituted for
the house of Stuart. The new state, the nucleus of the greater
empire which Cyrus was yet to create and Darius to solidify,
consisted of the Medes and Persians; the greater empire itself,
in the words of Darius, of ‘Persia and Media and the other
lands.” Whether under Cyrus the Persians obtained even so much
ascendancy as later under Darius is not clear, and is scarcely to
be inferred from the fact that, soon after his overthrow of Astyages,
Cyrus appears in the Babylonian Chronicle no longer as king of
Anshan but in a single passage as ‘King of Persia’ (548 B.c)), a
title which he was soon to exchange for others of greater antiquity
and wider significance.

In what precise circumstances and for what precise reasons
Cyrus assumed—if, from the fact that it is once used of him, we
may infer that he did—the title King of Persia, and whether he
ever also—as Xerxes for a few years did later—employed the
style King of Persia and Media, and whether his assumption of
the title meant depriving of it, or of some other less wide royal
title, the younger branch of the family of Teispes, are unknown
or matters of uncertain speculation. Herodotus (1, 125) seems
to say that Cyrus at the time of his conflict with Astyages could
influence only three of the many Persian tribes—the Maraphians
and the Maspians in addition to his own tribe of the Pasargadae.
The extension of his influence and the establishment of his
dominion over the remaining Persian tribes, agricultural and
nomadic, may in this case have formed part of his task in estab-
lishing and enlarging the position which the defeat of Astyages
had won for him.

Between his conquest of Media and his attack on Lydia two
years later (547 B.c.) the movements and activities of Cyrus cannot
be followed in any detail. In spite of the assistance he had received
from some of the Medes and part of the Median army, many
districts which had been subject to Astyages may have refused
allegiance to the new ruler and required military operations on
his part. In 547 according to the Babwloman Chronicle he was
engaged in northern Mesopotamia: ‘in Nisan (April) Cyrus, King
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of Persia, levied his troops and crossed (?) the Tigris below
Arbela.” In the following month he opened hostilities against a
country whose name is mutilated on the cylinder, and whose king
he finally captured and put to death. Though complete certainty
cannot be attained, there is very strong probability that the country
concerned was Lydia and that Croesus was the unhappy king.

The peril to themselves involved in the rise of Cyrus had
already been perceived in the neighbouring states, particularly by
Croesus. He had no confidence that Cyrus would respect the
boundary of the Halys which, since §85, had divided Asia Minor
among the Lydians to the west of it and the Medes to the east
of it, or that the peaceful relations which had been cemented by
marriage between the royal houses of the Lydians and the Medes
could be maintained with the new ruler. Accordingly, in the year
547 he secured alliances with Egypt, Babylonia and the Spartans.
In the spring of the next year, persuaded by the ambiguous replies
of the oracles that he would be victorious, he crossed the Halys
into Cappadocia, and besieged and captured Pteria(vol. 111, p. §23).
Cyrus, according to Herodotus, first attempted to parry this in-
vasion of his territory by soliciting the Ionians to revolt from
Lydia. Failing in this, he himself began the campaign to which
the Babylonian Chronicle refers, and fought a severe but inde-
cisive action near Pteria. Cyrus showed no sign of immediately
renewing the attack, and, as it was late in the year, Croesus, ex-
pecting to be left alone till the spring, retired to Sardes and dis-
banded his mercenaries; but immediately despatched envoys to
his allies, bidding them prepare for united action in the spring.
Cyrus, however instead of waiting for the spring, quickly ad-
vanced to Sardes and in the plain outside the city defeated
Croesus, who opposed him stubbornly with his Lydian cavalry.
After a short siege he succeeded in capturing the city, before the
Egyptians and Babylonians, to whom Croesus renewed his
appeals and this time for immediate assistance, had had time to
respond, or the Spartans, to whom he also sent, had despatched
their ships. Thus the kingdom of Lydia passed out of history and,
if we may believe the contemporary Babylonian evidence against
the tales later current among the Greeks, with it went Croesus
its king (see vol. 111, p. §24).

With the overthrow of the kingdom of Lydia (546 B.c.) the
dominion of Cyrus was extended over nearly the whole of the
interior of Asia Minor. Within the next year or two the hold on
what Croesus had directly ruled or influenced was strengthened,
and the remainder—i.e. principally the coasts—of Asia Minor

3 C.AH.IV
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actually incorporated in the Persian empire or, as in the case of
Miletus, which had agreed with Cyrus that the same relations
as had existed between Miletus and the Lydians should be
maintained between Miletus and Cyrus, brought within the sphere
of its commanding influence. Cyrus left this work of completion
in Asia Minor to his representatives and generals. The city of
Sardes he left at first in the hands of Tabalus a Persian and
Pactyas a Lydian—giving to the latter, according to Herodotus,
charge of the finances. Pactyas used his position to lead a revolt
of the Lydians: this was put down by a Median general, Mazares,
and the population was entirely disarmed. Mazares also com-
menced the subjection of the lonian cities; and after his death
Harpagus, formerly the leader of the revolting Medes who helped
Cyrus to secure his victory over Astyages, completed the sub-
jection of the Ionian cities of the mainland and received the
submission of the lonian islands. He then turned to the subjec-
tion of the southern coast of Asia Minor, actually raising for this
purpose troops from among the Ionians.

Whereas Cyrus, in obtaining the empire of the Medes, had
extended his dominion over a state of which the nucleus consisted
of peoples kindred to his own, of similar customs, culture and
religion, his conquest of Lydia, which had become intimately
connected with Greece, and deeply affected by Greek ideas and
culture, and of the Greek cities of Asia Minor, brought him into
relation with a totally different civilization and religion, and with
other conceptions of life and government. Some aspects of the
action and reaction of Persia on Greece and Greece on Persia
may be left to be referred to in the sequel; but among the points
on which Herodotus touches in narrating the conquest of Lydia
and Jonia are the contempt of Cyrus for the commercial habits
of the Greeks, and his rejection of the proposal of the Spartans
when, unwilling to give more material help for the Ionian cities,
they put forward a kind of Monroe doctrine in behalf of Greek
city life. His accommodation to Greek religious institutions—
anticipating his policy in Babylon—can be seen in the use made
by him of the Greek oracles, as may be inferred from the way in
which, after Cyrus had so remarkably revealed his power by the
defeat of Croesus, the oracular replies were in favour of Persia.

III. CONQUEST OF BABYLON

Though neither Babylon nor Egypt actually assisted Croesus
in his distress, the alliance between the three must have been well
known; and this must have sharpened the intention of Cyrus to
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deal with the remaining members of it. The expectation of an
Iranian attack on Babylon, probably before Cyrus defeated
Astyages, can be traced in the poem of a Jewish exile in Babylon,
who anticipates the complete destruction of the city by the Medes
(Is. xiii, 17 s¢.). Certainly, at any time after 546 Babylon had
good cause for anxiety in the Perso-Median empire under its
new and successful ruler. Egypt, till Babylon had fallen, or Cyrus
could threaten the command of the Mediterranean, may have felt
more secure.

Yet the attack on Babylon was not made for a few years after
the fall of Lydia. Of the reasons for this delay, and of Cyrus’
activities during the interval, we are ignorant; he may have had
to direct his energies to the far east: Herodotus speaks of the
Bactrians and Sacae in addition to Babylon and Egypt dividing
his attention. But when he acted he acted decisively, and the
conquest of Babylon, begun only in 5§40, was completed by the
late summer of §39. The army he now led was large; and, as
formerly in Media, so now in Babylon, Cyrus was 21351sted by
divisions within the empire he was attacking. Nabonidus, the
last king of Babylon, himself, unlike the kings of the Chaldean
house of Nebuchadrezzar, a native of Babylonia, had been raised
to the throne as the result of a conspiracy, and, in contrast to the
short reigns—three in six years—of Nebuchadrezzar’s immediate
successors, maintained it for 18 years. But he failed to maintain
internal union and content; possibly by his personal indifference to
national security—for a good part of his reign military affairs seem
to have been handed over to his son Belshazzar—and clearly to
some extent by his religious policy as well, he provoked much
discontent, of which Cyrus availed himself in his rapid conquest
and occupation of the country (see p. 13 n.). The course of this
conquest can be traced in considerable detail. It was probably in
the year §40 B.c. that Cyrus opened his Babylonian campaign.
Whether he approached from the east, descending through the
Zagros gates, or (as seems more probable in view of the presence
of the governor of Gutium) from the north, which also had long
been his, along the Tigris, is not stated, but the first notable
success to which the operations led was the capture, after hard
fighting, of Opis, which lay on the Tigris to the north of Babylon,
This secured northern Babylonia for Cyrus, who seems now to
have divided his forces. He himself at the head of one army
within a fortnight captured Sippar, near the Euphrates and 50
miles nearer the capital, without having to strike a blow. T'wo days
later the second army, under Ugbaru (Gobryas) the governor of

3-2



12 THE PERSIAN EMPIRE [cHaP.

Gutium, marched unresisted into Babylon, and took Nabonidus
prisoner before he had time to escape. Gutium was a district north
of Opis, enclosed between the Tigris, the Diyala, the lower Zab
and the mountains to the east; but about Gobryas, its governor,
there is some doubt. Though it is clear that he 1s not the same as
the conspirator of that name who helped Darius seventeen years
later to overthrow the Magian pretender, complete certainty
cannot be claimed for the attractive conjecture which would
identify him with an important officer of the Babylonian army who
held high positions even before the death of Nebuchadrezzar?®.

If the two are identical, we must conclude that Cyrus had
secured the allegiance of Ugbaru before moving south, and that
the rapidity of his conquest was greatly accelerated by the amount
of sympathy which the revolting Babylonian general commanded
within the Babylonian empire. Ugbaru forced his way into
Babylon on the 16th day of the month Tishri (October); on the
third of the following month, Markheshwan, Cyrus himself
entered the city; and eight days later (if a somewhat mutilated
passage 1s so to be understood), Ugbaru overcame the last
remnant of opposition by killing the king’s son. The month
Markheshwan marks the transition in Babylon from the reign of
Nabonidus to that of Cyrus2.

Making all allowance for the natural bias in Cyrus’s own in-
scriptions, and for the Nabonidus-Cyrus Chronicle written and
completed after his success was achieved and he had become king
of Babylon, it is clear that Cyrus obtained the throne and empire
of Babylon with the acquiescence, not to say on the invitation, of
a large part of the population. He came to free them from a ruler
who had forfeited their adhesion: he accepted the throne as the
gift of their own god Marduk: ‘Nabonidus, the king who did
not fear him (Marduk), he delivered into his (Cyrus’) hand. All
the people of Babylon, Sumer and Akkad, princes and governors,
fell down before him and kissed his feet. They rejoiced in his
sovereignty, their faces shone.” Bel and Nebo loved the rule, re-
joiced in the sovereignty of Cyrus. He was the founder of a new

1 Inaletter (Revue d’ Assyr. 1914, pp. 165 sgg.) written late in the reign
of Nebuchadrezzar a man named Gubaru holds office in southern Babylonia.

2 Among the numerous dated business documents of the time one is
dated the 24th of Markheshwin in the beginning of the reign of Cyrus:
whether down to the 10th of this month Nabonidus was still held to be
king, as has sometimes been inferred from another of these documents, is
doubtful, and the last certain date in the documents of Nabonidus’ 17th
vear is the 28th of Elul, the month next but one before to Markheshwin.
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dynasty over a willing people, not a foreign conqueror indifferent
to them and their interests. Such at least was the light in which
Cyrus put himself forward, and he made it his first concern to
secure peace and freedom from hostlle attack, and to care for the
needs of ‘Babylon and all its cities.’

Cyrus immediately reversed the religious policy of Nabonidus,
which had provoked great resentment, and in other respects in
his attitude to the Babylonian gods he put himself right with the
people. Whereas Nabonidus, especially apparently under threat
of invasion, had gathered into the capital the images of the gods
from various outlying temples—with the exception of Borsippa,
Cuthah and Sippar—to the annoyance not only of the gods thus
removed, but of Marduk also whose city they overcrowded, Cyrus
sent back the gods and human beings, also, who had been exiled,
to their own cities and re-established them therel. Among the
districts to which he sent back the gods was western Elam from
which they could hardly have been removed by Nabonidus, but by
some predecessor of his®.. Hedoesnotmentionany citiesor districts
of the west which Nebuchadrezzar had incorporated in the Baby-
lonian empire, but the Jewish tradition, that Cyrus fulfilled the
expectations of the prophet of the Exile (Is. xI sg¢.) that he would
rebuild the cities of Judah and re-erect the Temple of Yahweh at
Jerusalem, only ascribes to him what his general policy might
well have led him to do. This restoration of the gods was begun
in the month (Kisléw) after Cyrus entered Babylon, and continued
till the month of Adar (March) following. The care now shown
by Cyrus for the national religion had already been anticipated
by Ugbaru, while Cyrus tarried at Sippar; the Chronicle relates
that ‘to the end of the month (viz. in which Ugbaru entered
Babylon) the shield-bearers of the country of Gutium guarded the
gates of E-sagil (7.e. the temple of Marduk at Babylon): no one’s
spear approached E-sagil or came within the sanctuaries, nor was
any due rite transgressed.” In another inscription Cyrus describes

! It would appear from a recently-published verse account of Nabonidus,
evidently emanating from a Persian source hostile to the Babylonian king,
that he had been an energetic worshipper of the moon-god Sin of Harran,
and had made a number of changes at the various cult-centres which, though
claimed by him (and perhaps rightly) to be a restoration of ancient rites,
were detested by the priests, or certain of them, ‘who willingly lent them-
selves to the vilification of his memory in accordance with the political
aims of Cvrus, and represented him as a kind of heretic, which he certainly
was not’ (Sidney Smith, Bab. Hist. Texts, pp. 62 sqq.).

2 See the translation of the Cylinder Inscription (£.Bi. col. g82; White-
house, Isaiah, 11, 343).
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himself, presumably in reference to some work of reparation or
extension such as Nabonidus had carried on freely in other cities
near Babylon, as ‘builder of E-sagil and E-zida’ (the temple of
Nebo in Borsippa).

Cyrus adopted the palace of the Babylonian kings as his own,
and Babylon became one of the capitals of his now vast empire.
Certainly he did not degrade Susa, nor abandon Ecbatana: but
in Babylon, whose dominion since the time of Nebuchadrezzar had
extended westward to the Mediterranean, he received the tribute
and the homage of ‘all the kings dwelling in palaces of all the
quarters of the earth, from the Upper to the Lower Sea—all the
kings of the West-land dwelling in tents.” Yet he appointed
Ugbaru governor of Babylon, and Ugbaru appointed sub-
governors under himself. And further, perhaps in view of the
necessity for his own absence from Babylon, after the first few
montbhs, in the first month of the first full year of his reign, he for
a time made his son Cambyses king of Babylon, keeping for him-
self the more comprehensive title of King of the Lands; but before
the close of his first year he had, for reasons unknown, resumed
for himself the double title ‘King of Babylon, King of the Lands,’
which is henceforward attested for every year down to the ninth
and last, though occasionally during this period one or other of
the two titles 1s used alone.

The capture of Babylon gave Cyrus a claim to the countries of
the west—to Phoenicia and Syria down to the borders of Egypt.
As his first conquest of Media threatened Babylon, so his last
threatened Egypt; but as the threat hung for ten years and more
in suspense over Babylon, so now Egypt, though exposed to
attack and the object of military preparations entrusted by Cyrus
to Cambyses, remained untouched by Cyrus during the last ten
years of his life; and the last great conquest of the Persians was
left for his son Cambyses. Even so, Cyrus, by uniting under his
single sway what had been the dominions of the Medes, the
Lydians, and the Babylonians, became master of the whole of
western Asia, sovereign in Asia Minor which none of the greatest
conquerors of Assyria or Babylon had brought under their sway,
and at the same time sovereign in the east far beyond the farthest
limits to which these conquerors had penetrated.

Between the years of active conquest and between 538 and his
death in 529, Cyrus must have had enough and more than enough
to occupy his attention in organizing and securing his rapidly
increasing empire. In this, as in the actual acquisition of it, he
must have been assisted by the readiness of large parts of the
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populations to receive him, and, also, by his tolerance. Even if
religion was one of the vital factors in the rapid rise of Persia,
Cyrus, unlike Mohammed and his successors, made no -attempt
to impose his own religion on his new subjects; on the other hand
in his newly-won countries, at least in Babylon, he publicly
appears as the devotee and servant of the religion of the country.
He made no attempt to continue the Assyrian and Babylonian
methods of transporting conquered populations to distant parts
of his empire, largely perhaps because the earlier Assyrian and,
Babylonian treatment had broken the national spirit of the peoples
of whom he had become the ruler, and because, in any case, in
these countries the resistance offered was less general and less
obstinate than that offered to the earlier conquerors: on the other
hand he in certain cases at least reversed that policy and restored
exiles to their countries. The administration of the empire through
satraps, and much more belonging to the form or spirit of the
government, was the work of Cyrus, but it will be more con-
venient to describe this policy later.

In spite of the extent of conquest already achieved by Cyrus
ten years before his death, and the thoroughness with which he
had established his authority in great kingdoms or empires which
he had overcome, Cyrus died fighting. In details and even in
naming the people with whom he was fighting the various stories,
of which that given by Herodotus was but one of several known
to him, differ widely; but that the last war of Cyrus was on the
far eastern confines of his empire they are agreed. His opponents
were the Massagetae, a savage race who occupied the great plain
to the east of the Caspian, according to Herodotus; the Derbices
assisted by the Indians, according to Ctesias; and the Dahae, a
term meaning ‘robbers’ applied by the Persians to the wild desert
tribes, according to Berosus. It is significant of the importance
attached to securing the eastern frontier and subduing the wild
peoplesaboutit that Cyrusundertook thiscampaign himself, leaving
Cambyses to carry forward the preparations for the attack on Egypt.

IV. THE CONQUEST OF EGYPT BY CAMBYSES

The opening years (§29—526 B.c.) of thereign of Cambyses, like
the closing years of Cyrus, are involved in considerable obscurity;
the one conspicuous achievement of his reign is the conquest of
Egypt(525). Of this Cambyses himself left no record that has yet
been discovered, and, apart from an inscription, written in the
reign of Darius, of an Egyptian, Uzahor-resenet, who received

9 1311
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Cambyses on his visit to Sais, the history of this king and of his
conquest of Egyptin particular must be constructed almost entirely
from Greek sources, especially Herodotus, who drew mainly on a
Persian and an Egyptian source, both alike hostile to the king.

Merely as successors to the Assyrian and Babylonian empires,
the Persians, apart from any special provocation, would probably
have sought to add Egypt to their empire; and certainly, as a
matter of fact, in establishing their authority in that country for
over a century (with one or two brief interruptions) they far sur-
passed the achievements of the Assyrians who, under Esarhaddon
and Ashurbanipal, conquered and for a few years held it, andeven
more that of Nebuchadrezzar who, barely forty years before the
accession of Cambyses, attacked Egypt, but proceeded to no
permanent occupation of it.

Egypt had, immediately before the Persian conquest, passed
through a perlod of considerable activity and prosperity, which
concealed, however, the seeds of its decay. This was during the
long relgn of Ama51s, to which native records and Herodotus
agree in assigning a length of 44 years. Since Amasis died just
before the Persian invasion, his accession, which he owed to a
revolt of the native Egyptlan troops against Apries, is to be placed
in §69—8 B.c. Amasis, who was not of low birth (Hdt. 11, 172),
but born of parents highly placed at the court of Apries (Breasted,
1v, 1000), found himself obliged, in the opening years of his
reign, to secure the country from the mercenaries who had sup-
ported Apries, and also to withstand the Babylonian attack. This,
as a contemporary Babylonian inscription records, took place in
the thlrty—seventh year of Nebuchadrezzar (c. §68—7 B.c.).Whether
Nebuchadrezzar’s attack was merely a revenge for the help which
Egypt had given in the past to the tottering Assyrian empire
against its Babylonian enemlcs, or Whether, coinciding with the
recent change of dynasty in Egypt, it was intended to utilize the
distractions and weakness of the country to establish a permanent
occupation such as the Assyrians had attempted in the previous
century, it proved as a matter of fact but a passing menace, and
for the remainder of the reign of Amasis Egypt remained, on the
one hand, free from attack and even, till the menace of WEeieia
became obv1ous from fear of attack, and, on the other, abstained
from any attempt at annexation, except in the case of Cyprus which
was conquered and made trlbutary (On the history viewed from
the Egyptian side, see vol. 111, pp. 305 s¢9.)

From the circumstances, already referred to and related in
detail elsewhere (see vol. 111, p. 302 s¢.), in which Amasis became
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king, it might have been anticipated that his policy would have
led him to react against the reliance of recent kings on foreign
and particularly Greek mercenaries, and to rely more upon the
native troops. But whether because Amasis perceived the inade-
quacy of the latter, or for other reasons, his reign is marked by
no such reaction, but rather by more intimate relatlons with the
Greeks. He was pre-eminently Philhellene: in addition to con-
necting himself with the dynasty he had overthrown by marrying
the daughter of Psammetichus II, he married also Ladice, a
Greek lady of Cyrene. He made rich presents to various Greek
shrines: after the destruction of the temple at Delphi (548 B.c.)
he contributed a thousand talents weight of alum for its rebuild-
ing; he presented a gold-covered image of Athene to Cyrene,
and made gifts also to the temples at Lindus and Samos. With
Polycrates of Samos in particular he established close and friendly
relations.

In one respect, indeed, Amasis may have given satisfaction to
Egyptian anti-foreign feeling by appearing to restrict the freedom
of Greek merchants, and actually limiting the points of contact
between Greeks and Egyptians: he made Naucratis the sole Greek
emporium in the Delta, even compelling cargoes driven by
weather to any other point on the coast to be transported thither.
But the restriction proved no serious hindrance to Greek trade,
and the new city, situated on the Canopic arm of the Nile and not
very far from Amasis’ capital, Sais, continued to flourish as an
almost exclusively Greek city, in close touch with and engaging
the interest of the whole Greek world, which contributed to the
building of its Greek temples.

But while the prosperity of this important Greek city on
Egyptian soil is one of the distinctive features of the reign of
Amasis, the king may have appealed to Egyptian feelings by his
numerous activities in the building or restoration of Egyptian
temples, notably at Sais and Memphis; and the Serapeum stele
states that he buried the Apis which was born in the fifth and
died in the twenty-third year of his reign with pomp unsurpassed
beforel. By nature, if he may be judged by the impressions re-
ceived by Herodotus from the stories current in the next century,
he would have done all that was possible to secure the attachment
both of the native and the foreign elements in his country; for in
these stories he appears as a man of resource and versatility and
industry, as one who had largely broken away from the court
conventions that had greatly restricted the Egyptian kings, and

1 See Breasted, Ancient Records, 1v, p. 513 5.
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who yet had the wit and good humour to turn aside as far as
possible the offence which his liberalism tended to occasion.

But in the course of his reign, and as we may believe under the
pressure of events in the east, Amasis was compelled to lean
heavily on his mercenaries: Herodotus significantly records that
he removed the Ionians and the Carians whom Psammetichus had
settled in encampments below Bubastis and ‘established them at
Memphis, making them into a guard for himself against the
Egyptians.” In spite of the prosperity of the country the cost of
these mercenaries proved burdensome, and Amasis appears to
have drawn for their support on the revenues of the temples.
Thus when from about §50 B.c. onward the danger lurking in
the rising power of Persia became clear, and to meet it Amasis
was seeking or acquiescing in alliances with Croesus of Lydia,
Polycrates of Samos, and Nabonidus of Babylon, he had two
causes of weakness or insecurity at home: (2) there was always the
possibility that the mercenaries, bound to him by no patriotic ties
but on whom he relied for the effectiveness of his army and his
fleet, would fail him at the crucial moment, and (%) the discontent
among the Egyptiansoccasioned by his reliance on these foreigners
and the means he was compelled to use in order to support them.

Though the rapidity of Cyrus’s movements in §46 prevented
Amasis from actually supporting his ally Croesus, his opposition
to Persia, as implied by the alliance, would be sufficient occasion
for Persia to mark down Egypt for conquest in due time. Babylon,
however, naturally came first, and Babylon was not occupied by
the Persians till §39; and with the inclusion of this ancient €mpire
in his already vast domains and with warfare on the troublesome
far eastern frontier the last ten years of Cyrus were sufficiently
engaged. With Babylon, the Babylonian provinces in Syria,
which however had not remained entirely quiescent under Nabo-
nidus (vol. 111, p. 218 s¢.), fell to Persia. In this way the Phoenicians
would come under Persian control—according to Herodotus, ‘the
Phoenicians had delivered themselves over to the Persians of their
own accord’—and Persia gained possession of an important means
tothe subjugation of Egypt—the Phoenician fleet. Thevalueof this
can be easily guessed from the factthat Cambyses was tempting the
Cyprians to throw off the yoke of Egypt and constitute a con-
tingent in his forces, and was persuading Polycrates of Samos to
abandon his understanding with Egypt and to place his fleet at
the disposal of the Persian king. (See vol. 111, p. 305 s5¢.)

It was not till four years after his accession that Cambyses found
himself ready to attack Egypt. His first task must have been, if
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not to pursue the offensive in prosecuting which Cyrus had died,

at least to make secure the conquests of Cyrusin Asia. He may also
have been called upon to defend the sovereignty over the dominions
which passed from Cyrus to himself. Cyrus, indeed, had indicated
Cambyses, his eldest son by Cassandanel, the daughter of Phar-
naspis, an Achaemenid, as his successor; and had thus so far as
possible freed the empire from the dangers of a disputed suc-
cession. But there are some uncertain indications of conflicts
within the realm, and even of the connection of these with dis-
sension between Cambyses and his brother Smerdis (Bardiya).
Herodotus speaks incidentally of Cyrus, and again afterwards
of Cambyses, ‘having subdued’ Asia; and, in spite of its romantic
character, the Cyropaedeia of Xenophon may preserve a good his-
torical tradition when its author says that after the death of Cyrus
‘immediately his sons quarrelled and immediately cities and
nations revolted, and everything took a turn for the worse.” Darius
in the Behistun Inscription directly asserts that before proceeding
to Egypt Cambyses had his brother murdered, keeping the death
concealed from the people. It is reasonable to find a cause for the
murder, not in the fable of Herodotus which assumes that Smerdis
had accompanied Cambyses to Egypt, but in suspicions of
Cambyses of the loyalty of his brother and a desire to have him
out of the way before undertaking the conquest of Egypt.

As Cyrus in his conquest first of Media and then of Babylon,
so Cambyses in his conquest of Egypt found his task lightened
by treachery within the country he was attacking. How far this
may have been the result of definite overtures on his part cannot
be said; but Polycrates at the crucial moment transferred his
support from Egypt to Persia, and Phanes who had held an im-
portant posxtlon among the mercenaries of Amasis on the eve of
war fled from Egypt and placed his skill and knowledge of
Egyptian conditions at the service of Cambyses. Of treachery on
the part of the priests there is no direct record, but the inscription
of Uzahor-resenet gives some ground for suspicion of disaffection,
and has even given rise to the suspicion that he had used his
position as Admiral to keep the Egyptian fleet out of action.
Amasis died before the Persian attack developed, and his son
Psamatik or Psammetichus III, a man at that time in middle life,
succeeded him.

One important detail in the preparations for the invasion of
Egypt was, according to the picturesque narrative of Herodotus,

! And not by Nitetis the daughter of Apries (Hdt. 111, 2, 3,) nor by Amytis
the daughter of Astyages (Ctesias, 2g). See Xenophon, Cyr. viir, 8, 2.
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worked out on the suggestion of Phanes. Whether on this point
Cambyses actually needed the advice of the Greek renegade from
Egypt, or was otherwise acquainted, as Esarhaddon and Ashur-
banipal before him had been, with the essentials to a successful
passage of the desert lying between Palestine and Egypt, he
secured the water-supply for his army by establishing good rela-
tions with the Arabs. Of the action of the fleet, which supported the
land army, no details are known  its base was at Acrel.

Cambyses led his army by the coast road from Gaza to the
confines of Egypt where, at the city of Pelusium, he found the
Egyptian army, including the Ionian and Carian mercenaries,
awaiting him. Here he decisively defeated them, the garrison in
Pelusium itself for some time offered a stubborn resistance before
capitulating; but the defeated troops retired in disorder to
Memphis, and there endured a siege of some duration. With the
capture of that city and, together with it, of the Egyptian king
Psammetichus III, who had reigned but six months, Cambyses
found Egyptian resistance at an end, Heliopolis alone of the
other cities offering any opposition2. By the end of May 525 B.C.
he was recognized as king of Egypt. Cf. vol. 1, p. 310.

V THE WORK OF CAMBYSES AND DARIUS
IN EGYPT

But the plans of Cambyses had not been limited to the conquest
of Egypt alone: he aimed at an African empire as extensive as his
Asian dominion. Libya and Cyrene avoided attack by making
their submission. In three directions he planned to extend his
conquest so as to bring within his empire Carthage, Ethiopia
and the oasis of Ammon. But for the conquest of Carthage a fleet
was required, and the Phoenicians who formed the main naval
strength of Cambyses proved so reluctant to operate against their
kinsmen that this plan had to be abandoned. Cambyses undertook
the conduct of the Ethiopian campaign himself, detaching at
Thebes a force of 50,000 men (according to Herodotus\ for the
expedition to the west. These troops reached the seven—days
distant city of Oasis (el-Khargah), which, perhaps as the result of
the initial success of this expedition, was tributary to Cambyses’
successor Darius, but in their further march west towards the
oasis of Jupiter Ammon they were overtaken by disaster, being,
according to the story, buried under a sand-storm (Hdt. 111, 26).

1 As a passing reference in Strabo xvi, p. 758 implies.
2 lamblichus, Vita Pyth. 4.
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The Ethiopian campaign undertaken to the south from Thebes,
probably closely following the Nile, also failed to achieve all that
was intended. But it is probable that it was far from being the
complete failure that Herodotus represents it to have been, nor
was the measure of ill-success that attended it due to the fact that
the capacity for organization displayed by Cambyses in the in-
vasion of Egypt itself had given place to the folly of a madman
allowing his troops to undertake the difficult marches through the
southern deserts unprovided with supplies. On the other hand,
unless the name of a place near the third cataract recorded by
Strabo and others is merely due to Greek confusion with some
similarly sounding Egyptian name, the storehouse of Cambyses
(KapBioov rapietov) is evidence of the Persian king’s commissariat
department at four-fifths of the distance from Thebes to Napata,
the sacred city of the Ethiopians which had served as their capital,
and two-thirds of the distance to distant Meroe to which the
capital had been transferred?.

Complete subjugation of Ethiopia would have involved the
capture of Meroe, and this Cambyses failed to achieve, in spite of
statements of some late Greek writers which might seem to imply
that he did. Circumstances still unknown to us compelled
Cambyses to retire, his troops now suffering from lack of supplies,
though scarcely to the extent implied in the highly coloured
Egyptian story preserved by Herodotus. The measure of success
achieved by Cambyses south of Thebes, whence this campaign
was undertaken, is to be seen in the securing of the southern
boundary of Egypt—Elephantine continued for more than a
century to be held by a strong Persian garrison—and the estab-
lishing of some degree of Persian authority extending from
Elephantine over northern Ethiopia, i.e. the country immediately
to the south of Elephantine, the southern gate of Egypt. It is
significant that Herodotus, while in his narrative of the Ethiopian
campaign he speaks of unqualified failure, elsewhere not only
mentions Ethiopians as the subjects of Persia in the time of

! In an inscription, the Ethiopian king Nastesenen speaks of defeating,
at some place north of Meroe, K-m-b-s-u-d-n, who had led against him
a well-planned expedition by land and water. The attempt to identify this
K-m-b-s-u-d-n with Cambyses (B. Schifer, Lehmann-Haupt in P.//")) has
been strongly criticized by Reisner who on the basis of his discoveries in
Nubia constructs a sequence of Ethiopian kings in which Nastesenen is
21st from Taharka (+ 663). His earliest possible date would therefore be
¢. 482—472, and his more probable date ¢. 307-287 B.Cc. (Harvard African
Studies, vol. 11). See, on the other hand, the view of Hall, vol. 111, p. 312,
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Darius (vi1, 9), but actually refers to ‘the Ethiopians who border
upon Egypt whom Cambyses subdued as he marched against the
long-lived Ethiopians,” and who, he further asserts, were still
tributary to Persia under Darius: he also speaks of ‘Ethiopians
who dwell above Egypt’ forming a part of Xerxes’ army against
Greece under Arsames the son of Darius. The result of Cambyses’
campaign, then, was that, though it failed to reach Meroe and to
enable the Persian king to overthrow the Ethiopian as he had
overthrown the Egyptian monarchy, it carried the Persian arms
and finally established Persian authority much farther south than
any previous Asiatic conqueror had come: the success of Cambyses
far exceeded in this direction that of the Assyrians in the previous
century.

In another important respect Egyptian contemporary sources
have corrected the one-sided Egyptian stories concerning the
activity of Cambyses current a century later and preserved by
Herodotus. According to these he from the first outraged
Egyptian sensibilities by desecration and sacrilege: immediately
after the fall of Memphis he proceeded to Sais, and there violated
the corpse of Amasis; after his return to Memphis from Ethiopia
he slew Apis the sacred calf and openly mocked at the religious
customs of Egypt, treated the priests with violence and contumely,
desecrated temples, destroyed images and freely interfered with
the observance of religious festivals. This policy or conduct, con-
trasting so strikingly with that of Cyrus towards the Babylonian
gods and religious customs, cannot be altogether the invention
of a conquered people: the destruction of Egyptian temples, for
example, is not only attributed to Cambyses in hostile Egyptian
tradition, but is neutrally attested by the tradition current a century
later among the Jews of Elephantine, according to which ‘when
Cambyses came into Egypt. . .the temples of the gods of the
Egyptians were all of them overthrown,” while the Jewish temple
at Elephantine was left unharmed?.

The violation of the corpse of Amasis may be doubted, and, in
any case, Cambyses at first adopted a very different policy towards
the Egyptian religion, and indeed a policy precisely similar to that
of Cyrus in Babylon. Immediately after he had obtained effective
possession of the country he came to Sais, the seat of the dynasty
which he had just overthrown, and there, according to the state-
ment of Uzahor, who received him in the temple of Neith, he
sought by acquiescence in Egyptian religious custom and rites to
give to the crown he had won by conquest the sanction of the

1 Cowley, Aramaic Papyri, 30, 1. 13 sq.
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native religion. As king of Egypt he received the name Re-mesuti,
born of Re; he worshipped and made offering to Neith and all
the great gods in Sais, as all good Egyptian kings had done before
him. In particular he granted to Uzahor authority to eject the
foreigners, presumably foreign mercenaries, from the precincts of
the temple, and to restore the temple revenues.

Later in the inscription—it was not written till the reign of
Darius—Uzahor refers to ‘the heavy misfortune which had be-
fallen the whole land, such as this country had never experienced
before,” in which he is perhaps alluding with a discreet vagueness
to a change of policy on the part of Cambyses, of which a severe
treatment of the priesthood and a less tolerant attitude to the
Egyptian religion were characteristic. Apart from the violation of
the corpse of Amasis, even in Herodotus the charges of sacrilege
all relate to what was done by Cambyses after his return from
Ethiopia. Herodotusattributes this later conduct to a mental break-
down of Cambyses, and some, accepting this, have traced the
madness to the hardships and ill-success of the Ethiopian cam-
paign. Possibly it was due to political plots in which priests
and officials of the temples were conspicuously involved.

Be this as it may, before he died—by his own hand, on his way
to Persia, whither he was recalled, in the spring of §22—Cam-
byses appears to have been able to establish Persian rule in
Egypt with the same thoroughness with which he had achieved
the initial conquest of the country. The Egyptians took no part
in the revolts against the Achaemenidae which broke out at the
end of his reign and took Darius many months to quell (see on
these, pp. 173 sgg.). Babylon at this time produced more than one
brief occupant of the throne of Babylon, but no Egyptian dis-
puted with Cambyses or—till the very end of his reign—with
Darius the throne of Egypt. The Persian Aryandes, whom
Cambyses had appointed governor of Egypt unchallenged by
the native population, maintained his position till Darius himself
deprived him of his office and life on the ground or suspicion of
arrogating to himself royal prerogatives. It was not till 485 B.c.,
more than thirty years after the death of Cambyses, that an
Egyptian revolt led to the enthronement of a native chief, a
break, brief even then, in the rule of Persian monarchs of Egypt.
Thus for a generation the Persian dominion over Egypt estab-
lished by Cambyses remained unchallenged.

So far, then, as Egypt was concerned the main task of Darius
was to maintain what Cambyses had won. In one direction,
indeed, viz. westwards, the African dominions of Persia were
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enlarged under Darius, while they suffered contraction in none.
Aryandes the governor of Egypt utilized dissensions in Cyrene
and Barca to extend Persian control as far west as Eulesperides,
west of Barca. Pheretime of Cyrene having appealed to Aryandes
against Barca, Aryandes despatched the Persian army under
Amasis (or Arsames) the Maraphian, and the Persian fleet under
Badres the Pasargadan to attack Barca. The expedition was com-
pletely successful and a large part of the population was deported
to the other end of the Persian empire, to Bactria. It is possible
that the independence of Aryandes’ action in this matter may
have been one of the counts against him with Darius—another
was that he had struck a peculiarly pure silver coinage; but in
any case the ultimate result was an enlargement of Darius’
dominions: included in the satrapy of Egypt were ‘the Libyans
bordering on Egypt’ and Cyrene and Barca.

The country won by conquest had to be maintained by force,
though Darius tempered the force it was necessary to employ by
resuming and perhaps enlarging the conciliatory policy of Cam-
byses’ early months in Egypt. The army commanded by a Persian
general and the fleet commanded by a Persian admiral at the
disposal of the government in Egypt have just been mentioned.
Strong garrisons were established in the central city of Mempbhis,
at Daphnae at the eastern extremity and (in all probability) Marea
at the western extremity of the Delta, and at Elephantine the
frontier town between Egypt and Ethiopia. The support of the
troops was maintained by contributions in kind from the Egyptians.
The troops largely consisted of Persians, but far from exclusively:
Herodotus speaks also of others (émikovpor) at Memphis; and at
Elephantine Jews and other Semites formed part of the garrison,
and indeed (at leastin 411 B.c.) Egyptians!. Egyptians also served
in Xerxes’ fleet against Greece. Nor were the officers entirely
drawn from the Persians, though it is noticeable that, at any rate
somewhat later than the reign of Darius, native Egyptians occupy
no offices in the Persian army in Egypt. Military considerations,
the need for facilitating at all times the movements to and fro of
Persian troops, may have had much to do with the systematic
provisioning with water of the desert road from Palestine to
Egypt: this was secured by a service organized at Memphis.

Darius was not concerned to conceal the fact that he held Egypt
as a conquered country: in an inscription erected by the side of
the canal which he re-opened he describes himself as Persian and
relates that ‘from Persia I seized Egypt.” Yet by his attitude

Y Cowley, Aramaic Papyri, 30, 1. 8.
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towards the Egyptian religion and by his care for the economic
prosperity of the country, he must have done much to soften the
hardness of alien rule and to correct the ill-feeling engendered by
the later policy of Cambyses. Like Cambyses, Darius adopted
as king of Egypt a name, Stitu-Re, that proclaimed his devotion
to the god Re. He repaired the temple of Ptah at Mempbhis, and
built the great temple in the oasis of Khargah. He made offerings
to the god and gifts to the priests. Uzahor in his inscription at
Sais describes how Darius commanded him to re-establish the
Temple-school there, and concludes eulogistically ‘all this the
king did because he knew that such was the best means of awaken-
ing to new life all that was falling into ruin, in order to uphold the
name of all the gods, their temples, their revenues, and the ordin-
ances of their feasts forever.” Later in his reign, in the thirtieth
year, the architect Khnum-ab-Re who carried out much work for
Darius speaks of him as ‘the friend of all the gods.’

Among the measures known to have been taken by Darius for
the economic welfare of the country the chief was the completion
of the canal connecting the Nile (a little above Bubastis) with the
Red Sea (near Suez) which Necho nearly a century before had
attempted and abandoned. The careful measures for keeping in
repair the great dam at Memphis, attested by Herodotus for his
own days as one of the activities of the Persian government, may
also go back to the time of Darius.

The tribute exacted from the entire satrapy of Egypt was
700 talents (rather under a quarter of a million sterling) and the
yield of the fish taken from Lake Moeris, which was estimated
at a talent a day for six months in the year and 20 minae for the
other six months. The country had also to supply corn for the
troops. Next to Babylon with Assyria, which paid 1000 talents
yearly, Egypt yielded the largest tribute of the Persian satrapies,
but in proportion to the population and prosperity of the country
it can scarcely have weighed very heavily on the taxpayers, even
though the large priestly element was exempt from payment.

4 C.AH.IV



CHAPTER 1I
THE REFORM OF THE ATHENIAN STATE

I. CYLON

URING the first half of the seventh century B.c. Attica was

an obscure corner of Greece. It had achieved one thing—
unity; the farmer of Eleusis, Marathon or Sunium felt himself an
Athenian. There was one central government and when its word
went out to levy men for war or cattle for sacrifice, it was obeyed.
This government was aristocratic and the Attic peasant left high
affairs of state to his betters, while he busied himself in farming
or learning to plant olives. As yet there was little overseas trade.
Athenians went down to the sea in ships, for the paths of the sea
are easier than the roads of Greece, and many scholars see in the
naucraries evidence for a navy on a small scale, while Attic vases
of the Dipylon style often display what may be Athenian galleys
guarding against pirates (vol. 111, pp. 5§95, §96.) Athens her-
self belonged to the Amphictyony of Calauria, a religious league
of the cities which lay around the Saronic gulf but across her
way farther afield lay Aegina the jealous island of merchants,
while nearer home, within sight of the city, was Salamis, now in
the hands of the Megarians, who had their neighbourly feuds with
the city of Pallas. As yet, indeed, there was little enough to export
and little power to win markets. Other states had made the venture
of colonization and they had their reward. The one Attic industry
of note was pottery but the day of its dominance was yet to come
and Corinthian, Sicyonian and Chalcidian ware held the field as
pottery de /uxe. The greater part of Attica was poor land from
which the peasantry could hardly earn a living. The good land
lay chiefly in the plain behind the city and most of this belonged
to nobles, whose clans gave their names to many places in this
area. Enriched by this fertile land the nobles were learning to live
in some kind of splendour which may still be seen depicted on
Attic vases of the time. They spent their substance like gentlemen
in competing at the athletic festivals of Greece and so the name of
Athens was sometimes heard at Olympia. In neighbouringstates,
Corinth, Megara and Sicyon, there were brilliant tyrannies, and
the Athenian gentry learned at these courts ambitions and desires
alien to the home-keeping peasantry of Attica.
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It is thus not surprising that the first event we know of in the
political history of united Attica is the attempt of a noble to copy
his friends abroad and set up a tyranny. A young aristocrat Cylon
had brought glory to Athens and himself by winning a victory in
the footrace at Olympia (640 B.c.l) and had added to his athletic
distinction the social triumph of marriage with the daughter of
Theagenes the tyrant of Megara. The marriage implies that
there was peace between Athens and Megara at the time, but the
relations of the two states were not friendly and Theagenes himself
might well feel more secure if Athens was ruled by a tyrant and
a kinsman. Sure of Megaiizn support, Cylon found nobles of his
own age ready to help in the overthrow of the governing aristo-
cracy. The attempt was made in the year of an Olympian festival
when Cylon’s chief claim to distinction might be remembered.
[t is likely that his marriage and his coup d’état were not very long
removed in time from his victory in the footrace, and that the
conspiracy was a young man’s adventure. The plot was at first
successful and Cylon and his friends helped by Theagenes’ hop-
lites seized the Acropolis. But thearchon of that year was Megacles
the Alcmaeonid, the first of a long line of determined, tenacious
aristocrats. He sent out word through the naucraries—the local
districts of Attica—and the levies poured into the city under their
headmen, the prytaneis. Tyranny found its best soil in com-
mercialized states, and the Athenian peasantry and farmers were
still loyal to their aristocracy. The Acropolis was blockaded and
its defenders were starved into surrender, though Cylon himself
and some of his followers escaped into exile. The remainder
trusted for their lives to the terms of the surrender and the pro-
tection of the gods. But Megacles and his followers, possibly
already at feud with the nobles who followed Cylon, massacred
their opponents, some even, it was said, at the altar of the
Eumenides near the Areopagus.

The state was saved, but this massacre stirred the conscience
of the Athenian peasantry which had more superstition or a
deeper moral sense of guilt than the more sophisticated aristocrats.
Possibly, too, other nobles resented the high-handed action of
Megacles. The result was dissension in Attica aggravated by the
feeling that the land was polluted by this bloodshedding. An
inevitable consequence of Theagenes’ support of Cylon was that
Megara and Athens came to open war in which the Megarians
held at least their own. The Alcmaeonidae, though the taint of
bloodguiltiness clung to them, maintained themselves for a time

1 For the date of Cylon see Chronological Note 1.

4-2
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but were at last forced to submit to judgment. They were tried
before a court of nobles, the living were banished, the bones of
the dead cast outside the Attic border. Their accuser was Myron
of Phlya; the fact that his name is preserved suggests that he was
a man of note, perhaps the head of a rival noble house. There
was a tradition that Epimenides, a Cretan seer, was brought in to
conduct the formal purification of the city. Later writers however
give contradictory accounts of the date of Epimenides and it is
likely enough that he really lived a century later. But a formal
purification must have taken place. There is another tradition that
it was Solon who persuaded the Alcmaeonidae to submit to trial.
But it is not likely that the trial was so long after the massacre
that Solon would have become eminent enough to intervene. Nor
is there anything in the history of the Alcmaeonid family to suggest
that they would yield to the moral suasion of any statesman how-
ever respected. By the banishment of the guilty the land had peace
but the moral ascendancy of the nobles was shaken.

II. DRACO

In consequence of all this the Athenians realized the need for
a lawgiver to put an end to this lawlessness and fix and make
accessible in a code the practice of the judges, the Thesmothetae
(see vol. 111, p. §93). The nobles were to be bound by their best
judgments. Accordingly in the closing decades of the seventh
century—the traditional date is 621 B.c.—Draco was given powers
to make a code of laws!. There was a belief that the penalties in
his code were unduly harsh according to the notions of later times,
so that ‘Draconian’ became a synonym for ‘severe.” Otherwise
hardly a trace remains of most of Draco’s work. For his laws were
superseded by the code of Solon and we have no means of dis-
engaging from Solon’s laws any part which he may have inherited
from his predecessor. There is one exception. Draco’s lawgiving
about homicide was important and permanent. The troubles
of the state had been largely caused by blood feuds and the
new code sought to set definite bounds to this evil. The con-
science of the Athenians had been roused by their domestic
troubles and no less by their growing enlightenment, and Draco’s
laws about homicide are significant of the moral atmosphere of

his day.

1 If the intervention of Solon is not historical the banishment of those
responsible for the Cylonian massacre may be set before the legislation of
Draco as above, but the evidence does not admit of certainty.
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The blood feud was deeply rooted in Attic sentiment. It arose
from the belief that the spirit of a man killed cries to his kin for
vengeance and cannot be appeased until blood has had blood.
If the injured spirit is not thus set at rest, it remains hostile and
has for its allies the powers of the earth, which refuse fertility to
a land tainted with guilt. The son inherits the feud as he inherits
his father’s goods and has no choice but to seek revenge. This
was the belief which clung to the soil of Greece proper, where
the close bond of the family was strongest. In the society of the
Homeric poems, a society uprooted from its mother country,
these ideas appear shadowy. There killing is an injury which
gives the kin of the deceased the right to vengeance or to com-
pensation. Killing 1s hardly murder; the dead man is little more
than a chattel with a sentimental value; it is not discreditable to
take goods in place of the son lost by murder. The state has no
direct interest in the matter which is a diplomatic incident be-
tween families.

But in Greece proper the old belief continued and was strength-
ened by the teaching of the Delphian Shrine, which, probably
from the eighth century onwards, had declared that killing in-
volved the defilement of the killer and of his city until vengeance
had been taken and rites of purification performed. The moral
quality of the act did not at first challenge inquiry. The spirit of
a man killed by accident was no less angry, his kin no less injured
than if the killing was wanton and deliberate. The duty of ven-
geance, the pollution of the act was just as great. Where the killer
was unknown so that the next of kin could not pursue the feud,
the state was obliged to step in. Thus at Athens the Basileus and
the four Tribal Kings, the representatives of the state in its earliest
form, meet outside the Prytaneum and solemnly pronounce their
ban on the unknown homicide and thus the land is cleared of
guilt. So in the Oedipus Tyrannus of Sophocles, the King standing
at the doors of his palace in Thebes bans the unknown slayer of
Laius:

That man, whoe’er he be, from all the land
Whose government and sway is mine, I make
An outlaw. None shall speak to him, no roof
Shall shelter. In your sacrifice and prayer
Give him no place, nor in drink-offerings,
But drive him out of doors. . .for it is he
Poltutes us, as the oracle Pythian

Of Phoebus hath to-day revealed to mel,

1 ]l. 236-243, trans. J. T. Sheppard.
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But the state must do more. If the family vengeance falls on
the innocent and the guilty goes free, the dead man is still hostile,
the land is still cursed. And so the Areopagus was made a sanc-
tuary whither a man might flee before the feud and declare his
innocence of the act. Standing at the rock of Offence facing the
pursuer of blood on the stone of Implacability he swears to his
innocence and the Council of the State judges if his plea is true,
and if it acquits, the avenger of blood must turn elsewhere. The
homicide may, if he will, abandon his plea and, if he can, escape
into exile. The state protects itself and also the next of kin, who
must run down the actual killer and no one else. But presently
reason began to struggle against the doctrine that the moral quality
of the action was indifferent. It was realized that when a man
wantonly attacks another’s life or goods or honour and in doing so
meets his death, he is himself the true cause of his killing and
his spirit has no claim to be avenged. In the old Greek formula
‘his death is without blood-price.” From the idea that the guilt of
the killed implies the innocence of the killer may have arisen the
conception of justifiable homicide, and this conception, no doubt
already put into practice, was made law by Draco. It is laid down
that where a man has killed in defence of himself, his goods, or
his honour, he may flee to the sanctuary of Apollo Delphinios and
there a court of Ephetae decides if his story is true and, if it is
judged to be so, he is admitted to purification and protected!.

A further advance was made by the setting up of a legal dis-
tinction between premeditated and unintended homicide. This
is a greater break with the old ideas and, as Draco expressly makes
it retrospective, it may not have been the regular practice until
his code was published. Where a homicide could plead that he
had not intended to kill his neighbour, he might take refuge at the
sanctuary of Pallas outside the city. There the court of Ephetae
judged his story and, if they judged it true, the kinsmen of the
dead man must allow him to go into exile to remain there until
the kinsmen, or, failing them, representatives of the dead man’s
phratry granted him pardon (atSects). This is a compromise
between the anger of the dead man, the guilt of blood and the
moral ideas of a more enlightened time. Further, so as to restrict
the area of the vendetta, Draco gave the protection of the law to
the homicide in exile so long as he avoided the frontier markets
of Attica and the general meeting-places of the Greeks. If the
exiled homicide returns to Attica still unpardoned he may be

1 Accidental killing at the games or in battle was apparently viewed as a
variant of justifiable homicide and tried at the same sanctuary.
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killed or haled to judgment, but not mutilated or held to ransom.
Thus private vengeance is restricted to the duties of religion, and
neither is cruelty allowed on the one hand nor cynical blackmail
on the other.

The exclusive right of the family to prosecute for murder is
expressly stated and, in the absence of relatives, the right falls to
the phratry of the dead man. In the fragmentary inscription which
contains a part of the law of Draco about homicide the Ephetae
are found elaborately described as ‘the Fifty-one, the Ephetae,’
which suggests that a regular court of Fifty-one members had
been instituted by Draco to supersede other bodies which bore
the same name. The word probably meant those who ‘admitted’
to trial or to purification and the earliest Ephetae may have been
priests at the several sanctuaries, for whom the Athenians, ever
jealous of priestly authority, now substituted civil officials, who
went in circuit to these asy/a to judge the cause of suppliants. The
Ephetae were presided over by the Basileus, the old tribal kings
probably sitting as assessors with him. There was yet another
court, at Phreattys near the harbour of Zea, where men in exile
for unpremeditated homicide might defend themselves against a
subsequent charge of deliberate murder. They pleaded their cause
from a boat so as not to forfeit the protection of the law by setting
foot on Attic soil. But as this court seems to imply some ex-
perience of the operation of Draco’s other laws, it may have been
set up later, possibly by Solon.

These laws of Draco are a skilful compromise between the
claims of the family and of older religious ideas on the one hand
and a more enlightened morality and more active intervention by
the state on the other. They became a permanent part of Athenian
jurisprudence and when Plato wrote his Laws he accepted for his
model state the statutes which Draco had laid down for Athens?.

III. FROM DRACO TO SOLON

Towards the end of the century Athens appears to have pursued
a vigorous foreign policy. Her nearest enemy was Megara, and
the possession of Salamis by the Megarians was a constant menace
to Athens and a check on Attic sea-going trade. Unfortunately
the ancient traditions about the wars over Salamis are vitiated
by the absence of any clear chronology and by the disturbing

! The constitutional order ascribed to Draco in Aristotle’s Constitution
of Athens, c. 1v, is almost universally regarded as unhistorical, and throughout
this chapter it 1s not used as evidence.
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attraction of the personality of Solon. For in periods without fixed
chronology events gravitate towards the leading personality of
the time. It may be taken as likely, though no more, that not long
before the year 600 B.c. the Athenians had gained possession of
Salamis and so made more possible a certain naval activity. This
activity was directed towards the mouth of the Dardanelles, to
wrest from the people of Lesbos the town of Sigeum in the Troad.
Tradition records the name of the Athenian commander, one
Phrynon, who had won a victory at Olympia in 636 B.c. The
war may be set in the last decade of the seventh century. After
a prolonged struggle which speaks well for the tenacity of the
Athenians, the war ended in the arbitration of the Corinthian
tyrant Periander about the year 600 B.c. In accordance with his
award the Athenians remained in possession of Sigeum but the
Lesbians took advantage of Athenian weakness later to retake the
city (see vol. 111, p. §16 and below, p. 69). The motive of this
Sigeumadventure can hardly have been to securea market for export
trade. At least there is no evidence that Athenian products found a
sale in these regions at this time. It had been suggested with some
probability that Athens had already begun to import Black Sea
corn to supplement her own scanty crops and that this war was
an attempt to secure the free and unchallenged passage of these
supplies. Whatever the motive, the city could hardly have com-
mitted herself to so distant and arduous an enterprise unless her
own borders were secure, so we may suppose that she had suc-
cessfully asserted herself against Megara, where the tyranny of
Theagenes had collapsed. Thus at the beginning of the sixth
century Athens was beginning to make herself felt in Greek
affairs and was pursuing a spirited foreign policy. Athenian mer-
chants were learning to engage in overseas trade and to travel
abroad even as far as Cyprus and Egypt.

But at this very time the internal condition of Athens had
become steadily worse and there was impending an economic
crisis which the strain of these enterprises helped to hasten. The
Athenian small farmers, though ready to fight their neighbours
in times of need, may have resented being taken from their farms
to distant wars—especially if these only resulted in easier impor-
tation of foreign and competing corn.

In the days of Hesiod in Boeotia the small peasant led a hard
and anxious life, but on his own plot of land, excluded from
political power, but his own master (see below, p. 478). Between
the days of Hesiod and the days of Solon lies a great change due
to the invention and spread of coined money. The old days of
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barter were now coming to an end and the peasant must more
and more exchange his produce for coin, while the prices are fixed
by powers beyond his understanding and control. If he lacks the
new medium of exchange he must buy it or borrow it. The great
noble and the merchant who buys his way into the nobility has
at his command the luxuries of the world, fine cups and vases
from Corinth, handsome cloaks from Miletus, purple from
Laconia, metalwork from Chalcis the city of bronze. But the
peasant discovers new needs without the means of satisfying
them, and upon him falls the chief stress of the new epoch. In
any case Attica was bound to find the strain greater than most
Greek states, for the balance of trade was against her. The country
had not yet reached its full production of oil, wine or pottery;
it grew no more corn than was needed at home; the silver mines
of Laurium were as yet hardly touched. The needs of Attica grew
with a growing population in a country where the good land was
limited. Had all the Athenians been content to remain primitive
and simple, it might have been a second Arcadia, happy and un-
distinguished. But the nobles were not content. Wealth seemed
so worth while at any cost. This is the significance of the thought
that recurs in poems of the seventh and sixth centuries B.c., that
‘money makes the man,’” that if a man attains wealth he attains
everything, that men will do anything, even go far out to sea, to
win wealth and avoid poverty.

If the Athenian nobles were to keep abreast of their neighbours,
they must put away the idea of modest contentment, forget the
Delphic lesson of moderation and wring out of Attica the last
drops of wealth. They must find ever more things to sell abroad
for money, even the corn the Athenians needed to eat, even, if
need be, Athenians themselves. Draco’s code had stereotyped
harsh laws protecting property and had failed to meet a grievance
still not clearly formulated. While 1t marked an advance in re-
stricting the blood feud, in other ways the codification of law had
stood in the way of progress. The nobles were the judges and
without wrenching the law they might make it their tool.

The law of debt, above all, framed to protect the creditor in a
less advanced society, was turned into a great instrument of op-
pression. In ancient societies where the rich were rather hoarders
than capitalists men must be given the maximum of security
before they were willing to lend. The state, controlled by the rich,
used such power as it had to support the extreme rights of the
creditor against the debtor. On the other hand, especially in rather
primitive agricultural countries such as was Attica in the last half
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of the seventh century, the peasant who was forced to borrow, first
cattle or seed-corn and later money, had little security to offer
except himself, his family and his land. A friend might stand
surety, but the bitter experience of the Greeks was distilled in
the sage maxim ‘Be surety and destruction is near.” There may
have been a time when even the peasant’s land was not his to
pledge, as it was really the common property of his clan. This
stage had passed in Attica; private property had taken its place
and now the peasant’s land might be surety for him.

Land thus pledged was marked by boundary pillars (3pot), and
Solon speaks of their removal as the freeing of the land in a
passage which deals with the relief of debtors. These boundary
pillars are commonly called ‘mortgage stones’ and such have been
found in Attica, but none earlier than the fourth century. This
last fact has aroused doubt whether Solon’s ‘boundary pillars’
really recorded mortgages in his day, but there is no reason to
assume that the pillars were of stone indelibly inscribed, or that,
once private property in land was established, anything would
prevent a peasant, under stress, from pledging his farm before
he pledged himself. That the rich had accumulated much land
before Solon is certain. It is hard to evade the conclusion that the
poor had lost some. Sentiment may have been strong, but the
stress of need is stronger and law was on the side of the rich who
wished to add field to field. The word ‘mortgage’ may be in-
exactl. The form of pledge is more likely to have been something
more familiar to the needy which the Greeks called mpaos émt
Moe ‘sale with a provision for redemption.” The land passed
into the legal possession of the creditor at once, subject to the
debtor’s right to redeem it by the repayment of the loan, so the
boundary pillars marked an effective, though possibly temporary,
extension of the creditor’s estate. How long the right of re-
demption was to last would be a matter for bargaining. But the
same stress which drove a peasant to borrow might prevent him
from repaying, and thus by the sixth century there was a steady
expropriation of the poor, and these boundary pillars were the
silent witnesses to many hard bargains.

1 See Lipsius, At2. Rechty p. 692 sg. For the arguments in favour of
mortgage (Umobijxn) see Sir P. Vinogradoff, The Qutlines of Historical Furis-
prudence, vol. 11, pp. 252—4. The view that until Solon the land of Attica
was distributed in inalienable family holdings appears to the present writer
hard to reconcile with the historical evidence. No deduction either way
can fairly be drawn from Aristotle, Politics, 11, 7. 1266 b 16. See on this
passage Glotz, La Sdlidarité de la famille etc..., p. 329 sq.
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A second form of security was for the peasant to pledge his
labour or the produce of his labour. From being a peasant pro-
prietor working for himself he might become a serf working for
his creditor. Such a condition is reflected in the name Hekzemoroi
which came down in Attic tradition from the times of Solon. The
word means ‘Sixth-parters’ and was explained in the fourth
century as meaning those who worked on other men’s land, paying
to the owner one-sixth of the produce and keeping the remainder
for their own use. Such a condition and its origin may be well
illustrated from the Book of Genesis. ‘Then Joseph said unto
the people, Behold, I have bought you this day and your land for
Pharaoh: lo, here is seed for you, and ye shall sow the land. And it
shall come to pass at the ingatherings, that ye shall give a fifth unto
Pharaoh, and four parts shall be your own, for seed of the field, and
for your food, and for them of your households, and for food for
your little ones. And they said, Thou hast saved our lives’ (xlvii,
23 s¢¢.). The condition of the Hektemoroi was, however, something
more grievous than that of mérayers or of tenants paying a bearable
rent. The name suggests some kind of state-recognized institution
in that the quota was not subject to the processes of bargaining
or to variation in different parts of Attica. It may be, then, that
in these Hekremoroi is to be seen an incipient serfdom like that
of the Helots in Lacedaemon or the Penestae in Thessaly, except
that in Attica there was no difference of race or right of conquest
to plead in its favour. That such a serfdom might arise from
debt may be seen from the Laws of Gortyn where there are found
debt-serfs who are in a position between complete freedom and
absolute slavery, and are distinguished from those who have been
adjudged the slaves of their creditors.

In Crete the rights of the former were defined by the law, and
when the debt was paid off they resumed the full rights of citizens.
It is possible that the institution began in that way in Athens but
was unfairly exploited by the rich who may have usurped rights
to labour which hindered repayment, and may have then gone
further and seized the Hekzemoroi as slaves if ever they failed to
pay their quota at the right time. For besides this institution of
the Hektemoroi there was a yet more drastic weapon in the hands
of the creditor. He might impose the condition that if a debt was
not repaid, the debtor with wife and children became his slaves.
The poor peasant might be forced to accept such a bond if his
land was already pledged, and such an arrangement suited better
nobles hastening to be rich. Thus Athenians were not only losing
their land and becoming bound to make over part of the produce
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of their labour but were being made slaves and even sold abroad,
‘some unjustly’ says Solon, as though the noble judges did not
enquire too closely into the claims of the rich and the rights of
the poor.

So harsh a law harshly administered in times of economic stress
is in itself enough to explain the discontent of the mass of the
Athenians who had suffered or feared to suffer from it. The loss
of land, the loss of independence, the loss of freedom, in an age
in which the divine right of the nobles was challenged and money
seemed at once the root of evil and the root of power, set abroad
ideas of revolution.

For there was no easy road to redress. The constitution gave
no power to the poor and very little to the lower middle class.
In the words of Aristotle ‘The cruellest and bitterest grievance
of the many against the existing order was their slavery. But they
were, too, discontented with all else. For at this time they had a
share in almost nothmg The aristocracy, by absorblng those
who had succeeded in the race for wealth, was becoming more
and more aloof from the mass of the people. A generation before,
the peasantry had flocked into Athens to defend the existing order
against Cylon; now it seemed as if a revolution or a tyrant would
be the result, if not the remedy, of the economic ills which were
so keenly felt. What the moment demanded was one who would
face boldly the problem of debt, make just and fair laws for all,
and discover means of relieving Attica of the economic inferiority
which was the deep-seated cause of the social crisis. Fortunately
for Athens and for the generations who have gained by the great-
ness of Athens, such a man was found in Solon the son of
Execestides.

IV. SOLON AS ECONOMIC REFORMER

Solon is the first Athenian whose personality we can grasp.
The evidence for his character lies in his poems, of which rather
less than 300 lines have come down to us. He was not an inspired
poet, he was a statesman with a philosophy of life who wrote in
verse because as yet one did not write in prose. A travelled man
of some wealth and position, he possessed, together with a genuine
sympathy for the oppressed, a cool detachment from the partizan-
ships of Attic politics; he was lacking in personal ambition though
not unconsc1ous of his own deserts as a statesman and reformer.
The motive of his policy was a strong ethical desire to see fair
dealing between the strong and the weak. To achieve this end
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he was bold and resolute, otherwise he was no idealist and not
at all a doctrinaire. He was as bold in resisting the undue claims
of the poor as in assailing the injustice of the rich. In politics he
did not aim at democracy but at making a contented people and
a stable government.

To secure this was needed a radical reform of the law of debt
and a drastic handling of the grievances to which the old law had
given rise. Accordingly Solon, appointed Archon and ‘reconciler’
in 5§94 B.c.!, made these his first task. It was the practice for the
Archon on entering office to declare that he would maintain
existing rights of property during his rule. Instead of that, Solon
made a new proclamation, his programme for healing the evils
of the state. First he declared void existing pledges in land. In
his own words

Best witness with me at the bar of Time

Were the great mother of the Olympian gods
Black Earth herself: for I pluck’d up the host
Of boundary marks that pierced her everywhere,
After long years of bondage, she is free.

(fr. 24. Diehl Il. 3—7.)

Further, he granted freedom to all men enslaved for debt and,
it is reasonable to assume, cancelled all debts which involved any
form of personal servitude. For the future he declared it illegal
to accept the person of a debtor as security for a loan. Thus all
debt slaves or debt serfs within Attica gained complete freedom.
It is no wonder that these measures were called the Seisachtheia,
the ‘Shaking off of burdens.” For the new order meant freedom,
and to many, what the Greeks prized almost as much as freedom,
return to their country:

Many I brought back to their fatherland

To god-built Athens, who unlawfully

Or by strict right were sold, or under stress
Of debt had fled the land and wandering far
Had unlearnt Attic speech: while others here
Suffered a slave’s despite and cower’d beneath
Their masters’ humours—these I have set free.

(ibid. 1I. 8-13.)

For those who had fled or were still in Attica the proclamation
of freedom was enough. There remained the Athenians who had
been sold abroad as slaves. These could not be liberated by the

1 On the date, see the discussion in De Sanctis, #7this3, pp. 203—4. A
possible alternative is 591 B.C
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bare fiaz of the Athenian state. We may assume that they
were ransomed by the Athenian treasury, by private benevolence,
or by compulsion applied to the creditors who had sold them.

The grievances which Solon had to meet were agrarian or due
to personal bondage for debt. That he went beyond the grievance
and cancelled also commercial debts and contracts in which
personal servitude was not involved is most unlikely. Solon was
himself too well versed in the ways of trade to destroy such rudi-
mentary credit as there was, from a desire for formal consistency.
The action he did take was in itself bold and drastic enough but
plainly necessary, as is shown by the fact that it was carried through
without recourse to violence and without entirely destroying the
power of the creditor aristocracy.

Many of the rich nobles must have lost much land which they
had counted theirs, for such land as was recorded as gained by
pledge was freed and restored to its former possessors. But the
great estates with long-established titles were beyond the scope
of Solon’s enactment and the old Athenian aristocracy remained
great landowners. This fact gave rise later to scandalous reports
that Solon had deliberately played into the hands of his friends
among the nobles. The land taken from the rich could not be
enough to re-establish as independent farmers all those who had
been set free. There accordingly arose a cry for a ‘redistribution
of land.” The Greeks readily invented for themselves an ideal
past in which every citizen had an equal share in the land of his
city state. But Solon would yield neither to the ideal past nor to
the over-exigent present. Neither to win favour nor power was
he willing ‘to give to base and noble alike an equal share in the
rich soil of their fatherland.” And his resolution prevailed. The
result was that there remained in Attica many landless men who
must gain a livelihood by handicrafts or by working as labourers
on the land in place of the debt slaves or serfs who had tilled the
estates of the rich. Among those who had gained freedom but not
economic independence a leader who made great promises might
easily find a following. And there were nobles, too, who had
suffered most severely from the incidence of Solon’s measures
and were ready for any desperate venture to repair their fortunes.
Thus the economic reform of Solon, great and permanent as were
the benefits it brought to Attica, did not produce at once a millen-
nium of contentment, but left behind the raw material of future
discontents. It was reserved for the next generation to complete
the creation of the small peasantry which made the agrarian
prosperity of Attica.
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Solon had achieved his first and immediate purpose but much
remained to be done. The economic inferiority of Attica must be
removed. To this end he sought to facilitate the growth of
Athenian trade both westwards and eastwards. The carrying trade
to the west was mainly in the hands of Corinth, to the east it was
divided between Euboea and Aegina. Before Solon’s time Athens
had moved in the orbit of Aeginetan trade, no doubt with growing
reluctance. Her commercial dependence on Aegina was mani-
fested and in part maintained by the fact that such currency as
circulated in Attica was on the Aeginetan monetary standard.
What Athens needed was a coinage of her own struck on whatever
standard was most convenient for the development of her over-
seas trade (see below, p. 129). This standard was that used by
Corinth and later by Euboea when the cities of that island struck
coins for their own use. It was believed in the fourth century
that it was Solon who changed the standard of currency at Athens
from the Aeginetan standard to what was called the Euboic. The
effect of this would be to substitute a lighter for a heavier standard,
as the Euboic didrachms contained little more than two-thirds as
much silver as the Aeginetan. The democratic politician and anti-
quary Androtion was naive enough to suppose that Solon’s object
was to enable the debtor who had borrowed the heavier silver
drachmae to clear himself by paying an equal number of the new
lighter drachmae, as if a man borrowed ten half-crowns and paid
back ten florins. This theory was hardly advanced when it was
refuted by Aristotle who pointed out that the Seisachtheia with
its cancelling of debts preceded the reform of the currency. And
indeed the financial juggle assumed by Androtion did not meet
the grievance of the moment. The main grievance was that
Athenians had been enslaved, and a slave could no more procure
light drachmae than heavy ones, and Androtion’s scheme of re-
payment without tears would only mock him.

It is not necessary here to discuss the discrepancy between the
details of Solon’s monetary reform as given by the two ancient
accounts which we possess, the one in Aristotle, the other derived
from Androtion (see below, p. 134). For, as regards the main fact,
we may appeal to the numismatic evidence. Itis most likely that
one or both of the two ancient authorities reached their statistics by
comparing Aeginetan coins with the Athenian coins bearing the
owl and the head of Athena which were current in their own day.
But numismatists are generally agreed that Athenian coins of this
type were not struck as early as the archonship of Solon but first
in the times of Peisistratus. On the other hand there remains the
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ancient tradition that Solon was concerned with a new currency
standard, and laws which certainly seem Solonian imply the
existence of one fixed standard of coinage recognized if not issued
by the state. We must therefore assume as probable an Attic
currency set up not later than the times of Solon. Such a currency
is to be found in the so-called ‘heraldic’ coins, most of which have
been attributed, for no very good reason, to Euboea. The coins
form a continuous series: at least the combined evidence of punch-
marks and of types implies that they were issued by the same mintl,
These coins, which bear no letters, are stamped with heraldic
badges, some of which, such as the owl and the amphora, may
well be town-badges of Athens; others may be the badges of noble
families®. They are silver didrachms of what is called Euboic
weight (approximately 8-4 gms.). There is also a small series of
didrachms of Aeginetan weight (approximately 12-3 gms.) which
also bear an amphora, and these are in all probability a short-lived
pre-Solonian coinage which was superseded by the lighter am-
phora coins when Solon made a change from the heavier to the
lighter standard. As there is no tradition that coins of Aeginetan
weight were ever struck in Euboea, we may suppose that both
series of amphora coins were minted in Attica and, if so, the whole
continuous series of heraldic coins. See further, pp. 134, 63 s9.
The Athenians had already begun to work the silver mines at
Laurium in the south of Attica though it was not till the end of
the century that the rich vein at Maroneia yielded its treasures,
for it has been shown that that vein would not be reached until
after a good deal of mining had taken place. It is at least possible
that at this time the cities of Euboea availed themselves of this
series of coins produced by the Athenian mint. Perhaps of more
importance was the fact that the Corinthian stater was on the
same standard as these heraldic coins. It is interesting to observe
that the Corinthian stater was divided into three drachmae each
equivalent to a quarter of the Aeginetan stater. This looks like
an ingenious device to make the best of both worlds, and in that
case the Athenian break with the Aeginetan standard is more
marked, in as much as Athens did not adopt this compromise
but divided the stater into two drachmae. The practical result
was to make easier Athenian trade both with Corinth and with
Euboea and with the outer world with which those states traded
both as producers and middlemen. The days of Attic mercantile
subordination to Aegina were over.
L C.T. Seltman, Athens, its history and coinage, p. xviii, and below, p. 129,
¢ See Volume of Plates i, 304.
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Solon was also regarded as the founder of the Attic system of
weights and measures. There is a fifth-century decree ‘to use the
laws and weights and measures of Solon.” The commercial weights
introduced by Solon were the coin weights with the addition of
one-twentieth!, that is a mina of produce weighed rather more
than a mina of coins. There are very few extant Attic weights
which can be assigned to the sixth century. As far as they go,
they bear out this statement, but it is certain that Athens also
used other weights including some of the Aeginetan standard.
It has been suggested? that the overweight given to the com-
mercial mina as against the coins was borrowed, with a difference,
from the overweight which kings and temples claimed in western
Asia Minor and Babylon. The difference was that while in Asia
the poor must give the overweight, in Attica when the peasant
buys his salt or figs it is he who gets the extra fraction, thanks to
the good Solon.

Of greater importance in a country which mainly produced
corn, o1l and wine were the measures of capacity. It was believed
in the fourth century and it is probable enough, that Attica had
hitherto used the ‘Pheidonian’ measures which obtained in the
Peloponnese. Solon now set up measures which were larger than
the Pheidonian. Here our knowledge ends, for it is not possible
to establish beyond doubt the size of the Pheidonian measures.
But at all events another step was taken away from the Pelopon-
nesian system of trade. The increase in the measures, besides its
superficial suggestion of Jack Cade’s promise that ‘the three-
hooped pot shall have ten hoops,” had a political effect. For it
was in these measures that the limits of the Athenian property
classes were to be reckoned (see below, p. 47).

V. THE SOLONIAN CODE

Like Tyrtaeus Solon had sung the praises of Eunomia, the
Reign of Law. On good laws faithfully observed rested the
happiness of states and people. So to make good laws was the
duty of one who would serve his city, as respect for law was the
higher loyalty of the city state. But besides this impulse, Solon
recognized the need to modernize the Athenian laws.

He, even more than Draco, belongs to the class of lawgivers
who definitely made an advance in Greek ideas of right. Such
lawgivers had arisen in the vigorous and progressive colonies of

1 Aristotie, Const. of Athens, x, 2. See G. F. Hill cited in Sandys (2nd
edit.) ad loc. = ? Lehmann-Haupt, Solon of Atkens, pp. 28 s¢q. and n. 24.

5 C.AH.1V
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the west, at Locri in Italy and at Catana (see pp. 116, 355 s7.). The
langvmg of Solon is a symptom that Athens was rousing herself
to become a modern state. For so far as we can judge of his laws
they were instinct with a sense of the future. And, just as Solon
had sought to reconcile rich and poor with his economic reforms,
so it was his pride to set up laws before which rich and poor should
stand equal. The Athenian code, for which he did more than any
other man, was destined to become as widely current as the
Athenian drachma. The completeness, simplicity and flexibility
which it attained were to make it the model for the codes of
Alexander’s successors! and a rival of Roman Law under the
Roman Empire. It bore, in fact, the imprint of the Greek mind
just as Roman Law embodied the spirit of Rome.

It is not possible to say exactly how far Attic Law as we know
it in the fourth century B.c. is the work of Solon and how far
that of the generations which followed him. Attic pleaders did
not hesitate to attribute to him any law which suited their case,
and later writers had no criterion by which to distinguish earlier
from later laws. Nor can any complete and authentic collection
of his statutes have survived for ancient scholars to consult. But the
evidence of such laws alone as are undoubtedly old is enough to
establish Solon’s claim to be by far the greatest Athenian legislator.

The law of Draco concerning homicide was taken over by the
new lawgiver without alteration except that, possibly, he set up
the court and jurisdiction at Phreattys (see p. 31). The rights of
the family and the ideas of the past had been reconciled suffi-
ciently with the claims of the state and the needs of the present.
But the law of Solon governing bequest marked an advance. The
Greeks had long outlived the stage, if it ever existed, when pro-
perty was held in common by the clan and private ownership
was unknown. But down to the seventh century property, espe-
cially in land, was generally considered as belonging to a family
in the narrower sense rather than to an individual. The possessor
at any time might be said to have a life interest in it. Then came
inevitable modifications of this idea. There was no privilege of
primogeniture to surround the heir with impoverished younger
brothers. Without violating the idea that the family estate must
stay in the family a man might divide his possessions among his
sons. But the dowering of a daughter meant the alienation of
property to another family, so that early lawgivers were inclined
to limit the amount of a dowry. Besides, when a man died leaving

1 A law of Solon’s was borrowed verbatim by the municipality of Alex-
andria; of. the third-century Papyrus published in Dikaiomata, pp. 64 sgq.
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no sons but a daughter, if the daughter inherited the estate, it
might presently pass into another family, for a daughter is a
potential alien. Hence came the rule which obtained at Athens
that a daughter left heiress must marry within her own family,
and thus keep the property together. A further problem would
arise where a man had no children at all. In the earliest times his
blood-relatives! or, failing them, his phratry would then become
entitled to his property. But as the differentiation of property
advanced, it seemed unreasonable that the phratry should thus be
the heir of the individual member. During the seventh century
there grew up the practice of adoption, which was a compromise
between the possessor’s right of disposal and the idea that property
must remain in the family. By the adoption of a son the continuity
of possession in the family was maintained. This had become the
practice at Athens in the time before Solon.

Solon’s laws first laid down that where there were legitimate
sons they had an indefeasible right to their father’s property, to-
gether with the obligation to provide a dowry if they had a sister.
If there were no legitimate sons a man had the right to bequeath
his property to whomsoever he would. Very often this took the
form of adoption by testament, and, where property was left un-
divided, a will may be regarded as a form of posthumous adoption.
That adoption was still viewed as a form of keeping property
within the family may be seen from the fact that Solon excluded
from the right of free bequest those who had been adopted before
his archonship. For those persons were adopted in order to keep
property in a particular family and so might be regarded as having
only a life interest in it. At Thebes the legislator Philolaus seems
to have made adoption compulsory where there were no legitimate
sons. In Crete the laws of Gortyn as codified in the fifth century
allowed adoption inter vivos even where there are legitimate sons?,
but recognized no adoption as a form of bequest.

Solon’s law is a compromise. While it is more conservative
than the law of Gortyn in maintaining the rights of sons, it is
bolder in allowing the free disposal of property in the absence of
sons. Thus the law of inheritance was laid down once and for all
in a clear and reasonable form taking account both of the claims
of the family and the rights of the individual.

1 See Swoboda, Beitrdgs zur griechischen Rechtsgeschichte, Zeitschrift der
Savigny-Stiftung, Bd. xxvi (Roman. Abt.), p. 244.

2 x, 34 ff. In such cases the adopted son receives a daughter’s share, see
Kohler and Ziebarth, Das Stadtrecht von Gortyn, p. 71 sq. "The form of the
fifth-century codificationimplies thatsome form of adoption had existed before.

5-2
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There is also attributed to Solon a group of laws regulating
agriculture and pasturage such as might well be enacted at a time
of agrarian changes. The small farmer was protected from en-
croachments on his boundaries or his water supply, this last so
precious to the Attic peasant. According to Demetrius of Pha-
lerum, a careful student of Attic law, Solon bound the state to
pay a reward of five drachmae for the killing of a full-grown wolf,
one drachma for a wolf-cub, that is, the value of an ox or the
value of a sheep. More doubtful is the statement that a reward
of 100 drachmae was appointed for a victor at the Isthmian games,
of soo for a victor at Olympia, and proportionate sums for
victories at other festivals!. The precedence first of Olympia and
then of the Isthmian games may suggest that this law is early;
but on the other hand, for an age when a drachma might buy a
sheep, the rewards seem unreasonably high, especially in Greek
states which were lavish in compliments and frugal in gifts.

That such matters should be thus regulated in a code of laws
is not in itself surprising, for the Greeks believed that a lawgiver
might care even de minimis. But it is hard for the historian to tell
where the lawgiver has obeyed this theory and where the theory
has excited the imagination of later writers. And when a lawgiver
was also a sage, if he uttered a maxim, the maxim presently re-
appears as a legal enactment. Thus Solon is said to have made
one law forbidding evil speaking against the dead, and another
against personal abuse in temples, public buildings, courts of law
or at festivals. The former may represent the maxim de mortuis,
the latter was to the Athenians a counsel of perfection. The legend
is very likely based on some wise moral saw. So too, it was widely
believed in antiquity that Solon made a law punishing those who,
in time of civil strife, failed to take up arms on one side or the
other. Such a law could hardly be enforced or would only be an
instrument of injustice in the hands of victorious partizans. More
probable, because more demanded by the crisis of the time, was
an elaborate regulation of expense and display at funerals. Ex-
travagant spending had helped to cause the discontents which
Solon had faced, and it is certainly true that the funerals depicted
on the Attic white /Jecythi after Solon are far simpler than the lavish
pomps of the earlier Dipylon vases. According to Plutarch, Solon
also laid down laws strictly regulating the behaviour of women
on the rare occasions when they appeared in public2

! Plutarch, Solon, 23; Diogenes Laertius, 1, 55.

2 See Cicero, de legibus, 11, §§ 59—66, and compare the laws of Ceos (In-
scriptions juridiques grecques, 1, p. 10) and of Delphi (Michel, Recueil, 995).
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Of even more importance was a law granting citizenship to
aliens on condition that they settled permanently in Attica to
pursue some skilled craft (see p. 145). This law, to Greek notions so
liberal, was to prove of great value to the industrial development
of Attical. For instance, master-potters from Corinth presently
transferred their skill to help the artistic advance of Athenian
pottery. Consistent with this is the alleged enactment that a parent
who failed to teach his son a handicraft had no claim to support
in his old age. But Greek sentiment both about handicrafts and
the claim of old age makes highly unlikely a law so sweeping.

A more probable tradition ascribed to Solon penalties against
those who followed no trade or occupation, though both Draco
and Peisistratus are credited with a similar enactment. If the law
was made, and made by Solon, his motive may have been not so
much the moral reprobation of sloth as a desire to limit the idle
and dangerous retainers of the nobles. Solon realized that the
chief danger to the constitution lay in the feuds and ambitions of
the Athenian aristocracy, and he made any attempt to set up a
tyranny involve the outlawry of the author, and excluded from a
general amnesty those who had been condemned for attempted
tyranny or for massacre (opayai). The first exception was pre-
sumably aimed at the followers of Cylon and their descendants,
the second at the house of Alcmaeon and its followers who had
slaughtered the main body of Cylon’s adherents. But this last
exception failed of its object, for a member of that family is found
in office at Athens soon after Solon’s archonship (see below, p. §9).

Fragments of laws and phrases preserved by the caprice of
orators or grammarians show that Solon laid down penalties for
crimes of passion and of violence and protected even slaves from
the wantonness of their masters. Daylight theft, so easy in Greek
villages where the men go out into the fields all day, was visited
with fines and in some cases with imprisonment in the stocks.
The right to search the house of a suspect for stolen goods was
legally established as it was in early Rome, and the householder
was held guiltless if he killed a nocturnal housebreaker. And while
it is not possible to determine with certainty those parts of fourth-
century criminal law which are Solonian in origin, it may fairly
be assumed that his code was at least the foundation on which
succeeding generations built. What is characteristic of this as of

1 A like liberality is evinced in a law quoted as Solonian by Gaius (Dig.
xLvi, 22—4) which accepts the validity of rules laid down by associations
whether social or mercantile so far as they do not conflict with the laws of

the city.
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other codes of the time is that fixed penalties or penalties assessed
according to the loss or hurt inflicted are prescribed by the laws.
Thus the power of judges and juries is limited by the considered
moral values of the lawgiver. The laws of a Greek city were its
great possession and not lightly abandoned, and even when time
brought inevitable changes these were made with all solemn de-
liberation and formality. The laws were not to be the arcanum of
a favoured class but the common familiar heritage of all Athenians.
For this good reason Solon not only inscribed his code on the
famous axones which were preserved in the Prytaneum, the official
centre of the state, but had copies made on pillars called kyrbeis
which were placed where all citizens could see and study them.

VI. THE CONSTITUTION. THE CLASSES

Solon was above all an economic and legal reformer. He swept
away the main abuse of the past and equipped Athens for the
commercial and social progress of the future. Besides this, he
made constitutional changes which were to prove more significant
than he can well have expected or intended. Many Athenians
of the fourth century saw in him the authentic founder of the
democracy under which they lived, while others attributed to him
‘the democracy of their fathers,’ that is, the democracy less what
appeared to be manifest evils due to empire and demagogues.
A third opinion was that Solon aimed rather at the stability of a
contented state than at making the commons supreme. A variant
of this is the view that his work consisted in the adroit tempering
together of aristocratic, oligarchic, and democratic institutions.
These discordant judgments betray the fact that the ancients had
no means of determining with decisive certainty the exact char-
acter of Solon’s constitutional achievement. Modern scholars, in
turn, are and must remain at variance, as they have not only to
deal with conflicting statements but are often reduced to con-
jecture as to the evidence, if any, on which these statements rest.
Fortunately fragments of Solon’s poems, which reveal his in-
tentions, here and there afford a criterion of the ancient evidence.
And it is to be remembered that Attica was not so cut off from
the rest of Greece as to remain unaffected by the constitutional
ideas which were abroad at the time. Solon himself was a travelled
man who may well have seen the new democracy at Chios and
the timocracies in Colophon and Aeolian Cyme or, nearer home,
in Chalcis and Eretria. And a third criterion is the fact that he
must have been most influenced by the crisis which he was chosen
to face, the reconciliation of a people, in Aristotle’s phrase ‘en-
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slaved and hostile,” with an aristocracy prepared to abandon a
dangerous exercise of oppressive power. But, evenafter theancient
evidence has been sifted with every care, any account of Solon’s
constitutional reforms must contain judgments which are sub-
jective and deductions which are hazardous, and no synthesis can
claim with confidence to be true in every part.

The new economic order demanded a partial restatement of
social distinctions. Before Solon’s time the Athenians had been
roughly divided into classes. Of these the highest as in other
Greek states were the Hippés (Knights) who could afford tokeep
horses and serve as cavalry or mounted infantry, the second were
the Zeugitai, that is, according to the most probable explanation,
those who could equip themselves to fight in the ranks of the
hoplite phalanx. After these came the T'étes, the labourers. This
old division was rather military and social (see above, vol. 1,
p- 5§94) than based on any exact census. Solon took these classes
and fixed definitely the property qualification of each. It is signi-
ficant that he takes into account only property in land. Land is
measured by its annual production in units which may be either
a medimnus (about 14 bushels) of grain or a metrézes (slightly over
81 gallons) of wine or oil. Land producing 200 units qualifies the
owner as a Zeugite, 300 as a Knight. Those whose land produces
less than 200 units are classed as Thetes.

We may further attribute to Solon the introduction of a division
of the first class of Knights. He separated off those whose land
produced 500 units or over and made of them the class called
pentacosiomedimni, ‘the five hundred bushel men.” The word has
the air of a popular name like ‘millionaire’ and may have been
current before Solon made it a legal definition of status. The
name too suggests that the chief product of Attica was still grain,
which was measured by the medimnus. No doubt economic pro-
gress had begun to increase the number of those who counted as
Knights and 1t would suit Solon’s idea of fair dealing to separate
off the richest of these for the heaviest burdens of the state. For
we may assume that some at least of the liturgies or public services
performed by the richest men are as old as Solon and that the
limit of the census classes would be used to make a rough grading
of any taxes levied on the community. From such taxes as from
military services as hoplites, the lowest class, the Thetes, would
be exempt. There is however no evidence or probability to support
the view that Solon went further and introduced a method of
taxing according to a sliding scale. If the exact fixing of the
limits was the work of Solon and not of his predecessors, it could
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be made after taking into account the increase of the measures
which Solon had carried through. Otherwise we must suppose
either that Solon rectified the existing limits and of this there is
no hint in the tradition, or that, if existing limits were maintained,
the increase of the measures had the effect of raising the standard
of the property-classes. Such a result would be regarded as a
grievance and certainly seems reactionary and out of harmony
with the general tenor of Solonian legislation. This consideration,
taken for what it is worth, supports the tradition followed above
that Solon was responsible for the limits of these property-classes.

At a later time the qualification in produce was changed into
a qualification in terms of money and as the value of money fell
no man even moderately well to do remained in the lowest class.
In Solon’s day, however, the social prestige of land still stood high,
and the effect of his economic legislation would be to throw on to
the market a good deal of land which though freed from obliga-
tions due to debt could not be farmed for lack of capital to provide
the equipment which in the fifth century made the Athenian farms
the best appointed in Greece. Thus the rich merchant might
easily achieve his ambition to become a landowner. The equation
of the medimnus of grain with the merrétes of oil or wine is signi-
ficant. In the fifth and fourth centuries a merréres of olive oil was
worth up to four times as much as a medimnus of barley, the grain
most grown in Attica. Solon’s equation suggests that grain was
comparatively scarce and oil comparatlvel} plentiful in Attic
markets. The growth of import trade in grain and of export trade
in oil accounts largely for the later change in value. Thus Solon’s
law prohibiting the export of natural commodities except oil
resulted in the destruction of his parity.

This definition of the property-classes was followed by im-
portant political consequences. The first of these affected the high
offices of state. Before Solon’s archonship the Athenian magis-
trates had been appointed from those distinguished by good birth
as well as wealth—and it may be assumed that office had been
monopolized by the old aristocracy. Now the qualification to hold
office was fixed in terms of the property-classes in which the only
definition was in terms of landed wealth. Athens thus ceased to
be in form an aristocracy and became a timocracy, a change which,
in itself, had little practical importance at the moment but was
destined to lead to the most far-reaching consequences in the
future (see below, p. 57).

Of far greater immediate importance was the political enfran-
chisement of the Thetes, who received the right to vote in the
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Assembly of the Athenian people. This Assembly, which came
to be called the Ecclesia, was no new invention of Solon. Such
a body, the gathering of freemen, was an integral part of the oldest
Greek institutions. But in what may be called the aristocratic
period popular Assemblies had in many cities ceased to be popular
and those outside a privileged class had lost all voice in affairs of
state (see vol. 111, p. 700). So at Athens aristocratic government
and the economic depression of the poor had combined to exclude
the mass of Athenians from such political powers as the Assembly
might claim, until, in the words of Aristotle, they ‘had no share
in anything.” This grievance had been keenly felt and as ‘recon-
ciler’ Solon met it by this measure of enfranchisement. To many
such a course must haveappeared revolutionary, and Solon defends
himself against that reproach in verses of which fragments have
survived. ‘I have given to the people just so much privilege as
is enough for them, neither diminishing their rights nor seeking
to extend them.” ‘The commons will follow their rulers best if
they are neither left too free nor are too much crushed.” These
are not the words of a statesman who aimed at making the
commons supreme or at laying the foundations of a democracy.
And having made the concession which the crisis demanded he
set himself to devise safeguards to protect the stable order which
was what he prized.

As members of the Assembly the Thetes might help to elect
magistrates and might vote on measures proposed to them. But
under Solon’s constitution their choice was limited by the property
qualification for office and no measures were voted upon until
they had first been considered by a body specially appointed for
that purpose (see below, pp. §3 s¢¢.). Thus, in normal times, the
gain of the Thetes was rather in self-respect than in active political
power, but their admission to these rights removed the sense of
grievance which had helped to produce the danger of a revolution.

VII. THE CONSTITUTION. THE MAGISTRATES

It is now necessary to consider in detail the magistrates whom
the Assembly might elect. The duties of the archons and lesser
officials were left unchanged. The chief archon continued to be
the leading executive officer in the state, the Basileus or King
performed the few civil and sacred functions which were all that
time and change had left him, and the Polemarch led the Athenian
army in war. The other officials whom Aristotle mentions as
existing at this time are the Stewards or Treasurers of the Goddess,
the Polétae, the Eleven and the Colacretae. The Stewards, whose
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existence is attested by an inscription which may well belong to
the first half of the sixth century, were officials of dignity rather
than of importance. The treasures of Athena included the reseives
of the state, as well as the offerings of the devout, but at this time
these reserves cannot have been great. The ordinary revenues and
expenditure were leit in the hands of the Colacretae, who, with
the local Naucrari, administered the taxes levied from the forty-
eight naucraries of Attica, which like the four Ionic tribes re-
mained unchanged (see vol. 11, pp. 5§83, §95). Associated with
these officials were the Poletae, the “sellers,” whose primary duties
would be to turn into money confiscated goods and let out con-
tracts such as for the exploitation of the siiver mines at Laurium
which were already being worked. The Eleven, the keepers of
the public prison, who became also a rudimentary police and a
court of summary jurisdiction, may be as old as Solon though we
cannot say with confidence how far their powers extended in his
day. How these lesser magistrates were chosen we are not told,
except that Aristotle quotes a law of Solon prescribing that the
Stewards should be chosen by lot from the Pentacosiomedimni.
There is no reason to doubt this statement, as the office was, in
a way, sacred, did not demand any special qualifications, and was
not a very proper object of competition. The other minor magis-
trates were presumably chosen by direct election.

It is almost certain that direct election was employed also in
the choice of the nine archons, though here the ancient evidence
is conflicting. Before Solon the archons were either elected by
the Assembly, that is by those who were then full citizens, or
were appointed by the Council of the Areopagus. That the former
method was employed was the orthodox Attic tradition which
Aristotle seems to have followed except in one passage. In the
Constitution of Athens (vim, 2) he says that in ancient times, that is,
before Solon, the Areopagus after summoning and choosing (or
judging) them according to its discretion appointed suitable
persons for the year to the several offices. In its context this
passage seems to describe the whole process of election, and
Aristotle may be here correcting a tradition which elsewhere he
accepts. But the words may mean no more than that the Areo-
pagus tested the qualifications of candidates whom the Assembly
had elected, and assigned to each that one of the archonships or
other offices for which he was suited. What evidence Aristotle
possessed except a firm belief that the Areopagus had been
dominant in the state we cannot say. Solon’s own appointment as
‘reconciler and archon’ is described as an election made jointly
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by the nobles and the commons, but the phrasing may be inexact
or based on no clear evidence.

Whatever was the procedure before Solon, the accepted view
of the Athenian antiquarians and of Aristotle himself in the
Politics and in some passages of the Constitution of Athens was that
after Solon the people chose the archons by direct election. In
one passage however (Constitution of Athens, viii, 1) Aristotle states
definitely that Solon introduced a method of election by lot from
previously selected candidates (kN jpwais éx wpokpitwr). This may
be no more than a deduction from the law about the Stewards
of the Goddess mentioned above which Aristotle quotes in this
connection. If so, the deduction is hardly worthy of its author,
and it is most unlikely that the Athenians allowed the lot to decide
who should lead them in war or superintend the administration
at home. And the history of the following decades is unintelligible
unless the chief archonship was to be gained by influence and
not by the caprice of chance even operating among a limited
number of candidates. It seems then necessary to believe that
until 487 B.c., when the archonship lost its practical importance
(see below, p. 156), appointment to this office was by direct
election.

As has been said the qualification to be a candidate for this and
the lesser offices of state was defined in terms of the property-
classes. The Stewards of the Goddess might only be taken from
the highest class and the same may possibly be true of the
archons!. We have no means of discovering what was the quali-
fication needed for the other magistrates, but it is certain that
Thetes were excluded from all offices.

VIII. THE CONSTITUTION. THE AREOPAGUS AND
THE FOUR HUNDRED

The power of the executive had been limited by the authority,
if not the direct control, of the Council of the Areopagus which
had been perhaps the most effective organ of government in pre-
Solonian Athens (see vol. 111, pp. §87 s¢¢.). It is true that in the
time of Aristotle it was widely believed that this Council was

1 This would follow from a strict interpretation of Aristotle, Const. of
Athens, vi1, 3, in which the archons are mentioned before the Stewards of
the Goddess in what appears to be a descending order of dignity. But if
Knights were eligible before Solon (p. 47) it may be that they remained
eligible after him. And it is doubtful if the Pentacosiomedimni were so
numerous as to supply enough archons in view of the fact that there was
not the practice of re-election to these offices, which were annual.
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created by Solon. The powers of the Areopagus had been the
subject of acute political controversy in the fifth century, and it
is easy to see how those who wished to challenge its title to political
power would be tempted to maintain that while Athena may have
made it a court, it was only Solon who made it a Council. And a
like conclusion would be reached by antiquarians who wished to
attribute to Solon as lawgiver par excellence as many institutions
as possible. But the evidence for this tradition was not as strong
as the will to believe it. Aristotle, whose study of Greek con-
stitutions had led him to expect an aristocratic council in an
aristocratic state, declared the Council of the Areopagus to be
pre-Solonian, and the evidence of Solon’s amnesty law is decisive
in his favour (see vol. 111, p. §89).

After Solon, as before, the Areopagus was recruited from those
Athenians who had held the high offices of state, the archonships.
Thus, like the Roman Senate, it embodied the administrative
experience of its time and, as membership was for life, it might
pursue a continuous policy. Now that the archons were elected
by the free choice of all the Athenians, the Areopagus might
claim to represent the will of the people, once removed. But it
need not be supposed that it would leap to interpret the people’s
will. Its effect in the state would be rather conservative and
oligarchical, as befitted the social position of its members, and it
would look back and not forward. Its influence must have been
great in a community possessed of little political education. To
this body, permanent in personnel and paramount in influence,
Solon gave the high duty of guarding his laws and assigned to it
independent rights to ensure their application.

For more than a century after Solon the Areopagus was the
public prosecutor and might step in when the machinery of the
public courts was not set in motion by a private citizen. Such a
power of selective intervention in the name of justice might well
become an abuse, and, with a state police which did not exist to
detect but only to execute criminals, might often be ineffective.
Yet when these powers of the Areopagus were swept away by
Ephialtes, the democratic alternatives of the Cleisthénean Council
and professional accuser were hardly an improvement. Ifit would,
the Areopagus might defend the freedom of Athens by im-
peaching a would-be tyrant when no private citizen dared to
assume the dangerous duty. To secure the permanent validity and
even-handed application of his code was to Solon all-important,
and he therefore devoted to this purpose the most august and
eminent body in the state. And to this end it must, like himself.
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stand above the partizanships and political emotions of the day.
[t was withdrawn therefore from its old position as the real centre
of administration, the source of political power, and in guarding
the laws ceased to maintain the stability of the constitution and
to direct the policy of the state.

With the Areopagus thus removed from an active share in
current politics there was need of a body to control the delibera-
tions of the enlarged Assembly. Such a body is to be found in
the Council of the Four Hundred, an institution which Athenian
tradition attributed to Solon, regarding it as the predecessor of
the Five Hundred established by Cleisthenes to prepare business
for the Assembly. This tradition was most likely accepted as early
as the fifth century, for in the Oligarchical Revolution of 411 B.C.
a Council of Four Hundred was set up as a return to ancestral
practice. Herodotus, too, in his account of the events of the year
508 B.C., speaks of a Council which cannot in fact have been either
the Cleisthenean Council or the Areopagus, but his evidence 1s
weakened by the suspicion that he wrongly assumed the Cleis-
thenean constitution to be in existence at that time, and so mis-
conceived the Constitutional position (see p. 140). The last de-
cipherable letter of the famous Attic decree about Salamis is most
likely the first letter of Boule, but the inscription itself (I1.G.21, 1).
need not be earlier than the Cleisthenean democracy.

There is no mention of this Council in our very scanty records
of the political struggles in the period between Solon’s archonship
and the tyranny of Peisistratus. All that is recorded of the method
of its appointment is, first, that a hundred councillors were drawn
from each of the four tribes, and second, that when Solon insti-
tuted it, he selected its members. This second statement appears
only in Plutarch’s Life of Solon (19) and the phrasing may be
inexact, though at this point in the biography Plutarch’s ultimate
source was the accepted fourth-century tradition. Scholars gene-
rally assume that the whole Council changed every year like the
holders of the executive oﬁices, but this deduction is insecure
because it is not rare to find in Greek states an annual executive
and a permanent deliberative Council. And a primitive state
could not easily contrive or practise the repeated election orsorti-
tion of so many as a hundred members from each tribe. Cleis-
thenes overcame these difficulties by a species of devolution which
was his invention, and so could make his Council annual, partly
in order to educate the Athenians in government, partly to prevent
it from being a clog on the immediate will of the people (see
Pp. 149 5gg.). It therefore seems safest to follow the tradition in
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Plutarch that Solon chose its members in the first instance and
to assume that only vacancies which occurred by the death of
members were filled by clection from time to time. Election would
be a more likely method of choice than sortition, as being more
consistent with the method of the Council’s first appointment.
It may fairly be assumed that membership was not open to the
Thetes who are definitely said to have received no rights except
to belong to the Assembly and sit as judges in the Heliaea (see
below).

Solon’s purpose in constituting this Council is described by
Plutarch as to set a check on the unruly motions of the popular
Assembly, emboldened as it was by the remission of debts. The
Council was to deliberate before the Assembly and allow no
measure to reach that body before the Council had discussed it.
To the Areopagus Solon had given general oversight and the
protection of the laws, and these two Councils were to be like
two anchors holding the city and keeping the commons from
becoming restless. It has been well suggested that the vivid pro-
verbial phrase of the two anchors may reflect Solon’s expressed
intention. In that case his intention was rather constitutional
stability than progress, and this agrees with the attitude of mind
reflected in his poems.

Scholars have urged with force that the business of the Assembly
cannot have been so great that Solon need have instituted a special
Council to prepare it. This objection, which incidentally assumes
the elaborate machinery of an annual election, is weakened if the
view is taken that some such body was needed to prevent hasty
decisions in times of excitement. We need not attribute to Solon,
what no ancient writer attributes to him, the establishment of the
Four Hundred as a stepping stone to democracy, and scholars
who rightly refuse to believe that Solon created a democracy need
not therefore deny the existence of this Council?.

1 Other and further duties have been attributed to this Council. A new
‘council of the commons’ at Chios, a small body of fifty members, included
among its duties the hearing of appeals from magistrates’ decisions at law.
But there is no evidence that the Four Hundred possessed such powers,
which were among those of the Heliaea (see p. 56), and, had the Four
Hundred possessed them, we should expect to hear of their disappearance
when the Cleisthenic Council was set up. An undivided Council of Four
Hundred seems too large to be designed for administration. Some scholars
have seen in it the survival of an older Council of the Four Tribes, but of
that there is no trace unless it is assumed to be the organ of the forty-cight
naucraries or local districts. Even so the distribution of 400 seats over
48 naucraries presents arithmetical difficulties,
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vain when nobles turned demagogues, a phenomenon not rare in
Greek states at this time, so this safeguard of the second Council,
perhaps from lack of established prestige and inherited wisdom,
1s shown by the subsequent history of Attica to have been in-
effective. The Areopagus maintained the prestige of the Solonian
code, but the second anchor was not firm enough to hold. But
Solon may well be forgiven the belief that he had given stability
to the state. The effect of his limitations on the Assembly was to
keep administration and the initiative in policy in the hands of
the well-to-do or middle classes. It was true that years of aristo-
cratic government had left the commons politically uneducated,
the easy dupes of ambitious leaders, and Solon’s poems show him
well aware of the dangers of their uninstructed hopes. But the
alternative, to deny to the commons all political power, was a
greater evil and a greater danger, and Solon might hope that the
new economic order would keep the poorer Athenians too busy
or too contented to lend themselves to faction. Given that little
power which was enough, the people might not be misled into
grasping at more. And both policy and justice demanded that if
they did not really govern they should be protected from mis-
government and injustice. The code of Draco had been an instru-
ment of injustice in the hands of noble judges: the new code was
to be administered before the eyes and with the assent of all
Athenian freemen.

IX. THE HELIAEA

With this end in view Solon established the right of the people
to sit in judgment. There is no good reason to attribute to him
any anticipation of the elaborately organised democratic courts of
the fifth and fourth centuries. The Athenian population was still
too much occupied on its farms to devote much of its time to
deciding legal cases. The Thesmothetae continued to judge be-
tween citizens and administered the new laws under the super-
vision of the Areopagus. But Solon gave the right to every citizen
to claim justice for himself or others and the right to be judged
by a meeting of the citizens. This meeting of the citizens was
called the Heliaea. The word means ‘Gathering’ and elsewhere,
as in Argos and Epidamnus, is the name of a political assembly.
It is at least likely that it is the old name for the political Assembly
of the Athenian people who now became judges as well as voters,
and the phrase ‘the Heliaea of the Thesmothetae’ may reflect the
function of the Assembly as a Court.
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Aristotle says that Solon established the right of appeal to the
Heliaea, and it is tempting to compare this with the Roman ius
provocationis or the Macedonian right of appeal to the army. On
either analogy this right of appeal would be rarely exercised and
only in serious cases. But there exists a fragment of a law clearly
old in form and attributed to Solon which prescribes that in cases
of theft the offender may be sentenced not only to restitution and
a fine of double the value of the theft, but also to a season in the
stocks ‘if the Heliaea add that penalty.” This implies that the
Heliaea might be concerned with a trial of so unimportant a
character which was rather civil than criminal in form. We may
then suppose that the magistrates judged cases regularly with the
help of a meeting of citizens. Possibly the judges sat on market
days and their courts were attended by such citizens as had the
leisure. Thus the administration of justice was popular and the
sense of grievance aroused by the absolute judgment of the nobles
was removed. The gradual organisation of the floating body of
jurymen into panels would be a natural development. Solon’s aim
was not so much the triumph of democracy as of Dike, Justice:
his ideal was fair dealing. He would have men equal before the
goddess of Justice though not in the counsels of the state.

By a kind of extension of this right the commons gained a
retrospective control over their magistrates. It was the regular
practice in Greek states for magistrates on retiring from a term
of office to submit to judgment on their actions. Such a judgment
(evBuvar) was in some states conducted by special commissions
or by a permanent Council. At Athens before Solon we may
assume that it was conducted by the Areopagus, in the case of the
archons as a preliminary to entering the dignified security of that
body. This regular judgment was now transferred to the Heliaea,
though the elaborate machinery found in fourth-century Athens
was still far in the future, But the prospect of facing a popular
court in which any aggrleved Athenian might be a prosecutor
was enough to deter magistrates from flagrant oppression or
misuse of power.

The verdict on the new order which Aristotle repeats is signi-
ficant for his day. ‘There are three points in Solon’s constitution
which appear to be its most democratic features; first and most
important, the prohibition of loans on the securlty of the debtor’s
body; second the right of any person who wishes to claim redress
on behalf of those who are wronged; third, and this, they say,
has most given power to the masses, the appeal to the jury court,
for when the commons is master of the j juryman’s ballot, it is
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naster of the state’ (Constitution of Athens, 1%, 1). Those words
vere written after generations of political trials before jealous
lemocratic juries, and the last phrase represents the ultimate
ffect rather than the intention of Solon’s constitution.

Solon would have disclaimed the praises which democrats
ieaped on him in later times. To those who declared that he
urposely made his laws obscure to ensure constant reference to
he popular courts, he would have found a vigorous answer. The
xecutive stayed in the hands of the landed rich, and the commons
vere rather protected from misgovernment than allowed to govern.
Jut the timocracy which he set up, with the limits and rights of
he property-classes clearly defined, was at the mercy of economic
orces. As long as the census remained in terms of natural
yroduce from land, it tended to maintain the interests of the well-
o-do farmers. But as Athenian industry and trade increased,
hese values were presently translated into terms of money. This,
ogether with a fall in the value of the drachma, had the result that
he lower limits of the classes became so low that they were no
ar to democracy, and a hundred years after Solon there were
omparatively few Athenians legally excluded from any office by
yoverty. Thus, for reasons which Solon can hardly have foreseen,
11s ordering of the state, which for the time had an oligarchical air,
roved in fact a stage on the road to democracy.

When all is said the greatest positive immediate achievements
f Solon were a solution of the economic problem of Attica in
s day, the equipment of Athens for commercial progress, and
he establishment of an up-to-date and even-handed justice. These
otable results were attained without violence and were permanent
nd of growing value. But there was a danger to Athenian peace
nd prosperity against which Solon made no sufficient defence,
ind that was the ambition of the Athenian nobles. One remedy,
vhich lay near to hand, was for the lawgiver to set himself over
wobles and commons alike as tyrant.

Solon had held for a time the most absolute control of the state.
Jis position may best be compared with that which Pittacus held
bout the same time at Mitylene (p. 98). Pittacus was Aesym-
1etes, an extraordinary magistrate with power to order the affairs
f the state, such a position as Sulla held as Dictator at Rome.
Alcaeus the political opponent of Pittacus declared that in setting
1im up the Mityleneans were choosing themselves a tyrant, and
L Greek popular song spoke of Pittacus as king in great Mitylene.
T'he possession of such power was to the Greek of the time the
supreme temptation, and as at Mitylene so at Athens many men

6 C.AH.1V
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thought that Solon’s character would not stand the strain.
A popular programme would have made him tyrant though very
likely not for long. Solon himself speaks the language of his
tempters who declared him witless and timid because he would
not take the prize which the gods had placed in his reach. ‘The
fish was in the net, he let it escape.” But the moderation of
character which had won him power was proof against the tempta-
tion to retain it. Assailed by the hopes and the reproaches, the
grievances and ingratitudes, of his friends and enemies, he stood
at bay ‘like a wolf surrounded by a pack of hounds.” At last with
a final gesture of renunciation he bound the Athenians by an oath
to maintain his laws and left Athens to go into a voluntary exile
for ten years.

This, almost the greatest sacrifice a Greek could make, crowns
the moral dignity of his career. But it may well be doubted if it
was not really the ‘great refusal,” an act which did not serve the
best interests of Athens. In his own words Solon had stretched
his stout shield over both parties in the state; now the arm which
held the shield was withdrawn. His economic and legal reforms
persisted by their inherent merit: his constitutional work was too
tentative to do more than make men able to be contented, if they
were willing. Neither the executive nor the popular voice had
power enough to defend the constitution against a resolute am-
bition. It was Athens’ fate to try both means: to see a tyrant make
a strong executive, and a democrat, if a newly converted one, make
Athens in practice a democracy. It was to take two generations
and Peisistratus and Cleisthenes to complete Solon’s political work,
and in those two generations there was much loss as well as much
gain. That the gain outweighed the loss was due to the personality
of Peisistratus. Athens was fortunate: it may have lain in Solon’s
power to make her need no such good fortune. But Solon’s great
services are certain, his failure hypothetical. His claim to fame
rests on his bold economic settlement and his code which gave
the Athenians that respect for law which steadied them even in
the days of their extreme democracy. Athens’ neighbour, Megara,
faced by such an economic crisis, failed to find a Solon, and the
result was first a red terror and then a generation of civil strife.
If anyone would criticize Solon, let him read Theognis on Megara.



CHAPTER III
ATHENS UNDER THE TYRANTS

I. FROM SOLON TO PEISISTRATUS

OLON left the Athenian state for the moment vigorous and
D) united, able to resume the spirited foreign policy of the last
lecade, and an opportunity of playing a part in Greek affairs soon
ffered itself. Shortly before §9o B.c. Thessaly, then at the height
f its military power, intervened in Central Greece (vol. 1,
). 604). At Anthela near Thermopylae was the meeting-place of
he Amphictyonyor Sacred Leagueof Northernand Central Greece.
This body, which was overshadowed and controlled by the power
f Thessaly, now sought to gain influence farther south. The
>eople of Delphi, the servants of the oracle of Apollo, appealed
o be freed from the power of Crisa the leading town of Phocis
vhich shut them off from the sea. It wasalleged that the Crisaeans
xacted tolls from the pilgrims who came to enquire of the god,
ind this violated the common rights of Greeks of which the
Amphictyony was champion. Accordingly a sacred war was de-
lared against Crisal and an army led by the Thessalian Eury-
ochus besieged the city. The Amphictyones found a powerful ally
n Cleisthenes the tyrant of Sicyon who sought to gain a sanction
or his rule and possibly to crush a commercial rival. The
Athenians, too, took the opportunity of flying to the help of the
trong cause and sent a contingent under Alcmaeon the son of
Mlegacles who had effected his return to Athens (p. 45). Itis
bossible that Athenian policy was influenced by the Sicyonian
yrant who may have afforded shelter to the exiled Alcmaeonidae.
At least Alcmaeon’s son Megacles was destined to marry Agariste
he tyrant’s daughter, winning her from suitors who came from
]l over Greece. Crisa was presently forced to surrender and the
ity was destroyed; its territory was dedicated to the Delphian
yod, and Delphi became the second seat of the Sacred League.
Athens was rewarded for her help by gaining the monopoly of
one of the two votes assigned to the Tonians in the congresses of

! Aeschines, 111, 108 and Aristotle, quoted in Plutarch, So/on, 11, attribute
o Solon’s influence the Amphictyonic decree against Crisa. See however
De Sanctis, A#this®, pp. 261—-3. The date of the fall of Crisa is probably
591/o B.c. See F. Jacoby, Marmor Parium, p. 165 sq.
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the Amphictyony. Thus the Athenians won recognition and influ-
encein Central Greeceand among their own kin (seevol. 111, p. 605%).

But this energy was short-lived, for the internal peace of Athens
was soon broken. In the lists of Athenian Archons twice—against
the years §90/89 and §85/4 B.c.—stood the significant word
‘anarchia.’ This must mean that in those years there was no
generally recognised head of the state. The rivalries of the nobles
and the divergence of interests in Athens were too strong for the
constitution or the peace which Solon had hoped to establish. The
natural result of such strife was the rise of a tyrant. In §82/1 B.C.
Damasias, a nobleman of old family, was made Archon and stayed
in office for two years and two months. It became clear that he was
aiming at tyranny and at the end of that time he was overthrown.

On his fall the government of Athens was entrusted to ten
archons, five from the Eupatridae or nobles; three from the
agroikoi or small farmers and two from the demiourgoi or craftsmen.
The most natural assumption is that these ten archons were
chosen to govern in turn during the ten months which remained
of Damasias’ last year of office. The fact that they were drawn
from different grades of society points to a coalition of all classes
to overthrow the would-be tyrant. It must be assumed that, under
stress, the Solonian property qualification for the archonship was
set aside. At least it is hard to imagine that either ‘agroikoi’ or
‘demiourgoi’ can have normally been eligible for high office at this
time. This constitutional experiment of the counter-revolution was
short-lived and temporary union was succeeded by lasting division.

Ancient tradition speaks of three factions in Athenian politics
in the period between Solon’s archonship and the tyranny of
Peisistratus, those of the Plain (pediakoi), of the Coast (paralioi),
and of the Hill-country (diakrioi). But the last of these three is
credibly associated with the personality of Peisistratus who can
hardly have formed his party as early as the time of Damasias, so
for the next decade we may assume the active existence of only
the first two of these factions.

The men of the Plain were the nobles and well-to-do farmers
who held the best land in Attica and looked back with regret to
the days when the power of birth and land was still unimpaired
by reform. This was no doubt the party which had made a tem-
porary concession to the small farmers and craftsmen in order to
overthrow Damasias. Their leader was Lycurgus the son of
Aristolaides, possibly a member of the ancient noble house of
the Eteobutadae. Opposed to this party were the men of the Coast,
the fishermen and sailors and craftsmen of the city. Their interest
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lay in the commercial development of Attica, in the recognition
of other wealth than land. They were led by Megacles the son of
Alcmaeon. The Alcmaeonidae were aristocrats as proud as any,
but their ambition made them ill-content to take an equal place
with other nobles and the taint of blood-guiltiness still rested on
them. Their return to Athens and the recovery of their estates
can have been no easy matter, and it is possible that they owed it
to the support of men of the coast and had so adopted a policy
of championing the more modern elements in the Solonian settle-
ments. In this century as in the next the ambition of their house
was to be the handmaid of Athenian democracy. These were the
two parties which strove for mastery and their strife weakened
the state, so that when Solon returned to Athens about §80 B.c.
it was to find Athens far other than he had hoped.

A result and a sign of Athenian weakness was that the Me-
garians had regained their hold on Salamis. Solon who knew
what the island meant to Attica came forward and poured scorn
on the inertia of the Athenians in indignant verses, calling on
his countrymen ‘to go out and fight for the lovely island and be
clear of the cruel shame.” These lines which are full of youthful
fire voiced the patriotism of the younger Athenians who found
a general in Peisistratus, a nobleman from Brauron in the south
of the Hill-country. Megara itself was by now torn by the dis-
sensions between nobles and commons which find an echo in the
poems of Theognis, and Athens seized her opportunity. The
traditional details of the war can hardly be trusted. The one fact
that seems fairly certain is that Peisistratus succeeded in taking
Nisaea the port of Megara. With this pledge in their hands the
Athenians admitted the arbitration of the Spartans who assigned
Salamis to Athens while Megara regained Nisaea. According
to an ancient tradition the Athenians supported their claim to the
sland by quoting as Homeric a line (J/iad, 11, §§8) in which Ajax
the Hero of Salamis is posted with the Athenians, and the credit for
this diplomatic master-stroke was given to the wise Solonor the wily
Peisistratus. This time the annexation was permanent and in the
course of the century theisland wasoccupied by settlers from Attica.

1I. THE RISE AND EXILES OF PEISISTRATUS

The winning of Salamis may be set shortly before the year
570 B.C., and the next decade saw the rise of Peisistratus to a
lominant position in the state. There had been, as has been said,
two factions, the Plain and the Coast; there remained a part of
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Attica which waited for a leader. The Hill-country (the Diacria)
could share neither in the agricultural prosperity of the Plain nor in
the commercial progress of the Coast. Here, in a tangle of glens,
lived shepherds and herdsmen and crofters, many, no doubt,
men to whom Solon had given freedom but not land. In Peisis-
tratus they found a leader who would urge their claims and could
win their affection so that they stood firmly by him even in failure
and exile. And Peisistratus, though he made the men of the Hills
the instruments of his personal ambition, was to prove able and
willing to fulfil the promises by which he had won their support.
With this backing and with the prestige gained by his exploits
in war he now took his place among the party leaders of Attica.

He might have been well content, like Megacles and Lycurgus,
with a share of power, for an adroit politician might hold the
balance between the other two parties. But personal ambition
and the claims of his followers forbade such a course; to satisfy
the men of the Diacria he must control the state. Accordingly he
prepared quietly to make himself tyrant. The Athenians did not
go unwarned. Solon’s shrewdness was not deceived, but his
wisdom went unheeded. There are lines of Solon’s which may
be referred to this time and contain more than half the truth
about the Athenian people!:

With fox-like gait each several one of you

Walks slily, but, collected, all your cunning

Turns folly: while you watch the subtle play

Of a man’s speech, you fail to see the deed

That is afoot the while, (fr. 8. Diehl, 1I. 5-8.)

The Assembly granted to Peisistratus on the proposal of Aristion,
one of his followers, a bodyguard of men armed with staves.
There is a fine funeral stele set up not long after this time which
bears the name Aristion? This stele was found north of Brauron
and it is very possible that Aristion was a neighbour who was
used by Peisistratus. The bodyguard with their staves seemed
harmless compared with the mercenary spearmen who were to
the Greeks the outward sign of tyranny?.

But there must have been some excuse for such a guard and
Herodotus describes how Peisistratus drove into the market-place

1 Tt is of course also possible that these lines refer to Damasias and belong
to the years immediately following Solon’s return to Athens if that is placed
just before 580 B.c. 2 See Volume of Plates i, 284.

3 Potsibly, however, ‘stavebearers’ is an old nickname, here as elsewhere,

for rustics (see P.JV. s.v. xopuvneopo:) and really meant a troop of Peisis-
tratus’ Hill-men.
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with wounds on himself and his mules and told how his enemies
had sought to kill him by the way. There is no reason to doubt
the story, for, if it was a comedy, Peisistratus was quite clever
enough to have staged it. The number of the guard might be
quickly increased and in the archonship of Comeas (§61/0 B.C.)
there was a coup d’état, the Acropolis was seized and Peisistratus
was master of Athens. Solon’s warning had come true, and Solon
ived just long enough to see a tyrant at Athens.

But this new Damasias was soon faced by a coalition. Before
his tyranny had taken root, the leaders of the Plain and Coast
composed their differences and joined to drive the tyrant from
he city. Whether he was forced to leave Attica or merely retired
0 the Hill-country is not certain. At least he clearly remained
1ear at hand and with a following worth the consideration of his
ivals: the coalition soon broke down and Megacles intrigued
with Peisistratus and secured his return to Athens (§60/59 B.c.)t.

Herodotus tells a charming story how Megacles brought back
he tyrant in peace by dressing up as Athena a fine upstanding
ady who rode to Athens in a chariot with Peisistratus at her side
while the story was spread through the villages that the goddess
was bringing him home. Heralds went before to the city saying
‘Men of Athens, welcome Peisistratus whom Athena herself,
honouring above all men, brings back to her own Acropolis.” And
those in the city believed the lady to be the goddess herself and
worshipped the mortal woman and received Peisistratus. This
incident Herodotus finds ‘by far the most naive of devices,” but
he does not disbelieve it. The story may only reflect the fact that
Peisistratus believed himself to enjoy the especial patronage of
the goddess. It was he who set the head of Athena on the currency
of the city together with the owl, the city badge. Before this
he coins of Athens, the so-called ‘heraldic’ coins, which were
lidrachms, had borne either badges of the city as the owl or the
imphora or of noble houses as the trisceles or the galloping horse
which was perhaps the badge of Peisistratus’ own family. Now
he tyrant, tyrant by grace of the goddess, set on the new tetra-
drachms of the city the head of his patroness2.

The political alliance between the parties of the Coast and the
Hills was confirmed by the marriage of Peisistratus and the
laughter of Megacles. But the ambitions of the two leaders soon
nade shipwreck of both political and matrimonial alliance.

! The view taken here of the dates and historicity of both exiles is
lefended in C.Q. xvi1, 174 sg9. For variant views see the Bibliography.
% See above, p. 39, Vol. of Plates i, 304 and Seltman, Athens, pp. 19-38.
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Megacles had perhaps hoped that the successor of Peisistratus
would be a son by this new marriage, but the tyrant had no such
intentions. He had already sons of his own and had no desire
to sacrifice their claims to a grandson of Megacles. Nor was the
new dynasty to be tainted with the guilt which rested on the
Alcmaeonidae. So it presently became clear that there would be
no children by this marriage of policy. In anger at this Megacles
turned once more to the party of the Plain, and Peisistratus with
his family was driven from Attica (¢. 556 B.C.).

On the northern coasts of the Aegean there was still room for
a determined adventurer, and Peisistratus settled at Rhaecelus in
the north-west of the Chalcidic peninsula. There he united the
people of the countryside into a city and won the friendship of
the king of Macedon, so that when his dynasty was finally over-
thrown the shelter of Macedon was offered to his son Hippias.
From Rhaecelus he presently established his power in the region
of Mount Pangaeus near the mouth of the Strymon. Here there
were rich mines, and gradually he gathered a store of money and
raised a small mercenary army. He was equally diligent in making
friends among the enemies of Athens and the Athenian govern-
ment and intriguing with the Thebans and with the Argives, who
no doubt were hostile to Megacles the son-in-law of their old
enemy Cleisthenes tyrant of Sicyon. And it may be that Peisis-
tratus was helped at Argos by his marriage with an Argive lady,
Timonassa. These states supplied him with the sinews of war,
and he was further strengthened by the assistance of Lygdamis
a rich adventurer like himself, who aimed at becoming tyrant
of Naxos.

Meanwhile his victorious enemies at Athens had returned to
their old ways and heraldic badges appear once more on the
Athenian coins®. All the written record of their doings which the
irony of time has left us is to be found in two broken inscriptions,
one for a victory which Alcmaeonides won in the pentathlon?, the
other the dedication of a statue of Apollo in which the same
Alcmaconides son of Alcmaeon commemorates his swift steeds
and the skill of his Boeotian jockey ‘when Pallas’ high festival
gathered at Athens3.’ As the statue was dedicated at the Ptoion
in Boeotia, it would seem that Alcmaeonides won his victory
during Peisistratus’ exile, only to celebrate it during his own.

1 Seltman, op. cit. pp. 47 5qq.

2 See Hiller v. Girtringen, Hermes, Lvi1, 478 sgq.

3 See Bizard, B.C.H. 1920 and the further restorations by Wilamowitz,
Pindaros, p. 155.
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At the end of ten years Peisistratus felt strong enough to
attempt the recovery of his power at Athens. A base near Attica
was needed and this he found in the city of Eretria where, for
whatever reason, the oligarchic government favoured his enter-
prise. Here he gathered his forces, including a thousand men
from Argos, and opened up communications with the Hill-
country of Attica where his old followers were still looking for
their leader’s return. At last about 546 B.c. the time was ripe
and he landed near Marathon. The government of Athens, which
had underrated their enemy, were only just in time to occupy
with their levies the gap between Pentelicus and Hymettus, and
the two armies faced each other near the temple of Athena at
Pallene. The citizen levies were careless and very likely half-
hearted, and they were soon surprised and scattered to their homes
where they were very ready to remain. The way to Athens was
clear, and Peisistratus’ enemies fled into exile. The sons of those
whom Peisistratus did no more than suspect were taken as
hostages and interned in the island of Naxos where Peisistratus
helped his friend Lygdamis to become tyrant.

III. THE FINAL TYRANNY OF PEISISTRATUS

Peisistratus was now lord of Athens by right of conquest. His
power was maintained by troops of mercenaries, not only Greek
but barbarian; and Scythian archers, who were the police of the
tyrant, make their first appearance on Attic vasest. His possessions
on the Strymon afforded him revenues besides those which he was
able to draw from Attica. By shrewd diplomacy he maintained
good relations with his neighbours, and he knew how to attach
to himself the goodwill of a great part of the Athenian people.
His rule was mild and he avoided the proverbial faults of a tyrant,
so that for the rest of his lifetime no one was found able and willing
to essay the dangerous adventure of attacking his power.

The domestic policy of Peisistratus, though possibly its chief
motive was to secure support for his power, was of great benefit
to Attica. What was needed to complete the work of Solon was
to provide with farms those to whom Solon had given freedom
but nothing more. After Solon the great bulk of the best land in
Attica had remained in the hands of the wealthiest nobles, while
many Athenians were forced to work as labourers or make a poor
living on the bad land of Attica. These it was who had been the
followers of Peisistratus, and now the tyrant was able to fulfil the
promises of his early days and settle a great number of Athenians
on small farms. For the rich nobles who held the great part of

1 See Volume of Plates i, 282.
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the land were his defeated enemies; many of them were dead or
in exile and Peisistratus could reward his friends by dividing the
estates of his enemies. He imposed on the land of Attica a tax of
one-tenth or one-twentieth of the produce, a tax which brought
in a steady revenue and can have seemed no great burden at least
to those who before had been landless. He used his wealth to
advance money to the new smallholders, and their intensive culti-
vation did much for Attic agriculture. Judges were appointed to
go round Attica and judge suits in the villages to meet the con-
venience of the local peasantry. The security of a settled govern-
ment no doubt went far to reconcile to the tyranny those who
gained nothing else from the tyrant’s return. A sign and a result
of this security was the spread of olive growing. For an olive
plantation, so slowly grown and so speedily destroyed, was the
product of peaceful times, and now at last Attica had peace at
home and abroad.

A secondary though most important result of this was the in-
creased production of pottery for the growing export of oil and
wine. During the reigns of the tyrant and his sons, the Attic
black-figure style reached its climax and was succeeded by a new
style full of life—that of the red-figured vases. Before the fall of
the dynasty the pottery of Corinth had forfeited its predominance
to the new Attic ware and the workshops of Boeotia and Eretria
had become no more than provincial offshoots of Attic decorative
art. Nor was this the only sphere in which the Athenians showed
a newer, more modern spirit. Attic sculpture began to have a life
of its own and to free itself from the stiff almost grotesque manner
of the early sixth century. The new era of peace at home and
enterprise abroad, the increasing intercourse with other Greek
states especially those of Ionia, and the patronage of the tyrant
dynasty which attracted artists from abroad, all combined to
quicken the artistic life of Athens.

New buildings arose which attested the greatness and helped
to ensure the popularity of the new régime. The fountain of the
Nine streams, the Enneakrounos, showed the care of the tyrant for
his people. And the care of Athena for her favourite did not go
unrewarded. Besides the precincts of Pandrosos and probably of
Erechtheus and Athena Polias, there stood on the Acropolis
a temple of the goddess!. This the tyrant or his sons glorified
by surrounding it with a colonnade and adorning it with marble
sculptures. As if in reply, the democracy, when the dynasty

1 See L. B. Holland, Erechtheum Papers,1-1v. A.F.4.xxvi1 (1924), esp.
PP- 402 59¢.
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ell, planned to build a temple to the same goddess where the
>arthenon now stands, and its marble columns were rising when
he great Persian invasion broke upon Athensl. The ascent to the
\cropolis was adorned, as well as fortified, with a columned
yateway, the predecessor of the splendid Propvlaea of Pericles.
{pollo did not go short of honour, for Peisistratus laid out a
srecinct of the Pythian god, in Which his grandson and namesake
yuilt an altar to commemorate the year of his archonship. Finally
he new dynasty began a vast temple of Olympian Zeus, though
t was reserved for two ahens, Antiochus Epiphanes and the
<mperor Hadrian, to continue and to complete the work.

Even more significant was the establishment at Athens of a
tate cult of Dionysus, a god not so much of the old aristocracy
s of the common folk who had worshipped him with rude re-
oicings in their villages. Now the cult which had belonged to
“lcutherae was transferred to Athens and the tyrant set up the
yreat city Dionysia, the festival which made the city the patron
f dramatic art. At this festival in 534 B.c. Thespis the reputed
ounder of Greek Tragedy was victor in the first of the long line
f Athenian dramatic contests. The new state worship of Dionysus
vas no doubt a solvent of family and tribal cults and so, here as
Isewhere, politically convenient to a tyrant. But Peisistratus was
10t merely a shrewd politician; he was ‘a lover of the city’ and
selieved that the greatness of his house was reflected in the
lignity of Athens. He may have instituted, and certainly he raised
o splendour, the Great Panathenaic Festival which was held every
our years. The original motive of the festival in its simpler form
vas to celebrate the union of Attica; it now showed to the Greek
vorld the greatness of the city and of the ruler whom Athena
yuarded. It was the climax of civic life, the moment caught and
nade immortal by the frieze of the Parthenon. At this festival
‘hapsodes from all over Greece recited the poems of Homer, the
~ommon heritage of the Greeks, and Peisistratus laid down rules
or these recitations. That he did more or that there was more to
lo for Homer at this time cannot or should not be stated with
issurance®. The multitudes which flocked to Athens for the great
estival saw a city growing in prosperity and claiming to stand
vith Delphi and Olympia as a centre of Greek national life (see
ol. 11, pp. 640 s7.).

The new coinage of Athens bearing the head of Athena and
he owl, the city badge, steadily won the affectionate respect of

1 See B. H. Hill, 4.%.4. (N.S.), xv1, pp. 535—556.
2 See T. W, Allcn, Homer, Tke Orlgms and Transmission, pp. 225 sqq.
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Greek traders. During his exile Peisistratus had controlled the
silver mines at Mount Pangaeus and had continued there to strike
his coins, though the workmanship shows a touch of barbarism.
Now on his return he could add to the silver of Thrace the silver
of Laurium, and his Attic currency and again that of his son
Hippias! shows a tendency towards a regular fullness or increase
of weight which helped the commercial prestige of Athens and
soon forced the Corinthians to raise slightly the standard of their
coins. The tetradrachms of Athens, which no political change
affected for long, were the most lasting and the most manifest
memorial of Peisistratus and his house. More than a century later,
when the enemies of Athens hired rowers to man their fleets
against her, they reckoned their pay in good Attic currency.

The foreign policy of Peisistratus was an adroit mixture of
imperialism at a distance and peaceableness near home. His own
experience had shown how dangerous it was to a government to
have unfriendly neighbours. His recent return had been made
possible because Eretria had allowed him to use that city as his
base against Attica and because the Thebans and Argives had
lent him help in men or money. Triumphant and powerful as he
was, his exiled enemies were not to be despised. Megacles and
his son Cleisthenes had all the tenacity and resolution of their
house and ceaselessly intrigued to secure their return. Thus one
chief preoccupation of Peisistratus was to prevent these exiles
from finding support and a refuge near Attica. This was only
possible if Athens could maintain and extend the friendships
which he had formed in exile, so that Attica should be sur-
rounded by a protective circle of goodwill. It was no easy task.
The rivalries of the Greek states made it hard for Athens to be
the friend of all the world, but for nearly a generation Peisistratus
and his sons were successful. With Thessaly, still the most famous
military state in Greece, Peisistratus maintained a close friendship;
a hint of this isthe fact that one of his sons bore the name Thessalus.
He avoided arousing the jealousy of the Euboean cities, main-
tained peace with Aegina and Corinth and the states which
bordered on Attica. With Sparta his house had old ties of friend-
ship. It is true that it was impossible for Athens the friend of
Argos to be for ever not the enemy of Sparta, and it was hard to
avoid friction with the growing and grasping power of Thebes.
But the statecraft of Peisistratus was equal to the task.

1 Some scholars attribute to Hippias a doubling of the nominal value of

the Attic coins so that what had been called a didrachm was now called a
tetradrachm, see below, p. 134.
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Thus he secured for Attica peace and for himself security.
Farther afield his policy was more ambitious. The enterprises in
the northern Aegean which had occupied his long exile were not
allowed to drop, for here in case of need was a second home and
a second source of power. Accordingly he recaptured Sigeum,
which the Athenians had lost to the Mityleneans, and settled there
as governor his illegitimate son Hegesistratus. This was to prove
in the end the last refuge of his house. The holding of Sigeum
meant no doubt acknowledging the suzerainty of the Persians
who were now overlords of the coast of Asia Minor. But that as
yet could arouse no scruple in a Greek tyrant. Besides this dynastic
consideration Peisistratus realized how vital it was to Athenian
interests to control the trade route to the Pontus. The population
of Attica was increasing and its production of corn very possibly
declining as olive-growing proved itself more profitable. Thus the
harvests of the Pontus were becoming more and more necessary
to Athens. Sigeum guarded the southern side of the passage
through the Dardanelles; on the north lay the Thracian Cher-
sonese.

This was already in Athenian hands. Miltiades, son of Cypselus
of the Philaid house, had made himself lord of the Chersonese
during the early days of Peisistratus’ tyranny. The story how he
embarked on this adventure was no doubt preserved in the tradi-
tions of his family and is related by Herodotus. The Thracian
Dolonci lived in the Chersonese and were harassed by their neigh-
bours the Apsinthii. They hoped to find protection in the settle-
ment of a Greek colony, and so an embassy of Thracians set out
to Delphi to enquire of the god. The god bade them ask the first
man who invited them into his house to lead a colony of Greeks to
the Chersonese. They accordingly retraced their steps along the
Sacred Way and neither in Phocis nor in Boeotia did anyone
invite them in. They pursued their journey into Attica and passed
by the house of Miltiades son of Cypselus, and he, seeing their
strange garb and spears, asked them to be his guests, whereupon
they invited him to obey the god and lead a colony to the Cher-
sonese. And he, finding the rule of Peisistratus irksome and
wishing to leave Attica, did as they requested. He led a body of
Athenians to the Chersonese and the Dolonci made him tyrant.
That there was collusion between the Dolonci, Apollo and
Miltiades is more than likely. Peisistratus, too, may have been
willing enough to see the departure of a possible rival and the
extension of Athenian influence in the north-east Aegean. Mil-
tiades protected the peninsula by building a wall across the
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isthmus which joins it to the mainland. This Athenian inter-
vention brought on a war with Lampsacus, probably during the
long exile of Peisistratus when he could not help Miltiades.
Miltiades was taken prisoner but released on the interven-
tion of Croesus the king of Lydia. After this he maintained
himself against his Greek and barbarian neighbours until the death
of Peisistratus (see below, p. 76 sg.).

In the central Aegean the tyrant extended the influence if not
the dominion of Athens. He had rewarded Lygdamis for his
support by setting him up by force of arms as tyrant in Naxos.
Lygdamis in turn helped the notorious Polycrates (pp. 75, 90 s¢¢.)
to make himself tyrant of Samos, no doubt with the countenance
of Peisistratus. There was an old religious bond between Attica,
especially Marathon and Oenoe in the Hill-country, and the
Ionian sanctuary at Delos. This was now strengthened and
Peisistratus carried out a purification of Delos to win the favour
of Apollo. The Athenians became more ready to assert their
kinship with the Ionians. A hint of this may be seen in the fact
that the figure of Theseus, the symbol of Athenian race-con-
sciousness, appears more and more often on Attic vases. Thus
was laid the foundation of sentiment on which in the next century
the Confederacy of Delos was to be built.

At Athens itself the tyrant found that the Solonian constitution
could be made a good servant. Archons were elected as before,
except that they happened always to be those whom the tyrant
could trust. The Council of the Areopagus still met; indeed it
became more and more a convenient instrument. For it had been
purged of Peisistratus’ chief opponents and it was recruited from
those trusty men who had held the archonship, and so, as time
went on, was bound to become pro-Peisistratean. The tyrant him-
self even appeared before it to answer a charge of murder, an act
which enabled the tyrant to show his respect for the law and
might have enabled the Areopagus to show its respect for the
tyrant had not the accuser failed to appear. The code of Solon
remained in force—not even the law against tyranny was re-
pealed—and justice was made more accessible by the creation
of the local judges for the country districts, though their
appointment may have been inconsistent with the idea of the
Solonian popular courts. The remaining organs of the Solonian
government continued to exist and to be active so far as they
did not inconvenience the tyrant. Peisistratus was no constitu-
tional reformer; he was content to be the first man in an obedient
state.
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Some scholars, it is true, have attributed to him the institution
of the ten tribes with their subdivisions which Herodotus and
Aristotle, following the Athenian tradition, describe as the work
of Cleisthenes (see below, pp. 142 sgg.). It is possible to in-
erpret the grouping of the tribal divisions as they appeared in
he fifth century as a kind of ‘electoral geometry’! which was to
ncrease the importance of the Hill-country from which Peisis-
ratus had drawn his supporters. But there are two things which
ve do not know for certain: the exact boundaries of the Hill-
ountry and whether that area remained the home of a political
action during the established rule of the tyrant. What is more
certain is that, when the tyranny fell, its victorious opponents
vould not have allowed to survive any arrangement of Athenian
ribes which might give a political advantage to the tyrant’s
ollowers. And, as is shown 1n a later chapter, the organization
of the tribes and their subdivisions can be convincingly explained
oy the conditions with which Cleisthenes had to deal (see below,
Op. 146 $94.).

At last, in the year §27 B.c., after a long period of peace to which
he Athenians looked back as a golden age, Peisistratus died in
1is bed and his power passed without challenge to his sons. It
s hard to gather from the scanty records of the time what manner
of man he was. The lines of Solon already quoted (p. 62) suggest
hat he had the eloquence which an Athenian politician needed.
Jis career shows him tenacious and supple, no doubt a patient
nemy and a faithful friend. Under his easy and enlightened
lespotism Attica recruited the strength which made possible the
orilliant career of the democracy which succeeded his dynasty.

IV. THE PELOPONNESIAN LEAGUE

The reign of Peisistratus witnessed the appearance of the most
ermanent organization in Greek politics, what is called the
Yeloponnesian League. Before this time Greek states had joined
n Amphictyonies with their centre at a temple, held together by
. bond like that which bound together members of a clan, or
hey had made short-lived alliances for definite purposes2. Now,

! Beloch, Griech. Gesch. 12, 2 § 124. The same scholar, ibid. § 123,
ttributes to Peisistratus the organization of the naucraries as the foundation
fan Athenian navy, a view which is shared by DeSanctis, £¢¢his2, pp. 305 s¢q.
Cheir view implies a later date for the conspiracy of Cylon (see p. 27)
han that which is here adopted (see Chronological Note 1).

? Boeotia and Thessaly, where is found a kind of league, may be
egarded as racial units. See above, vol. 111, pp. 608 sg¢., 601 s¢g.
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by a striking innovation, there arose a lasting combination of
separate states which rested on the political power of a single
state. As a league it was secular, as an alliance it was permanent.
The term ‘league’ is strictly a misnomer, for the members were
not bound to each other but only each to Sparta. Subject to the
claims of this alliance with Sparta the several states were left
entirely free to manage each its own foreign policy; they might
even make war on each other. The official title of the lecague was
‘The Lacedaemonians and their alliesl.’

The underlying assumptions of the league, as can be recon-
structed from its later history, were two—the military hegemony
of Sparta and the autonomy and territorial integrity of the several
members of the confederation. Until the middle of the sixth
century Sparta had constantly sought to acquire territory at the
expense of her neighbours. She was now satisfied, or at least her
need for new land was no longer commensurate with the sacrifices
required to obtain it. That had been made clear by her struggle
with Tegea (see vol. 111, pp. §65 sg9.). Sparta now offered security
to her neighbours in return for security for herself. There were
two quarters from which danger might come: from Argos and
from the helots who were becoming over-numerous compared
with their masters and cherished the unfading memory of their
old freedom. The power of Argos was declining; the offensive
had passed to Sparta and after a crushing victory in §46 B.c.
Sparta had little to fear from her enemy if her enemy was 1solated.
But a century before Argos had been the head of a group of
states and might be so again. The alliances which bound her
neighbours to Sparta were a means to forestall such a combination.
The treaty, for instance, with Sicyon or Corinth was for ever, and
it precluded any other engagement which might conflict with it,
and bring these states into the field as allies of Argos against
Sparta. Equally, a rising of the helots lost half its terrors if the
helots were shut in by states which were pledged to help Sparta
to defend herself and were pledged to help no one to attack
Sparta2, By limiting herself strictly to these principles and being
careful to avoid any infringement of the domestic rights of her
allies, Spartan policy, ever guided rather by fear than hope,
achieved a solid if not brilliant success. She succeeded in capital-

1 See Kahrstedt, Griechisches Staatsrecht, 1 Sparta und seine Sym-
machie, especially pp. 81-118, and 286-294. )

2 It is possible that these treaties, like that of Sparta with Athens in
421 B.c. (Thucydides, v, 23), expressly pledged her allies to help Sparta
in case of a helot-rising.
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zing her military prestige. The policy was the reflection of a
vider movement, for in social life Sparta had deliberately cut
1erself off from progress: she shut her frontiers to art and to
he new phase of commerce, and so avoided the crisis which
hrough strife and suffering issued in the larger life of Athens.
While the Athenian state was growing up from youth to man-
100d, the Spartans set before themselves the ideal of a well-pre-
erved middle age.

The growth of the confederacy is not easy to trace, but it was
ufficiently rapid to show that most of the Peloponnesian states
velcomed the security which the new system seemed to offer.
['he states which lay under the shadow of Argos had not forgotten
he days when that city had been dominant and were well content
o lean on Sparta. Corinth, far enough removed to have no im-
nediate fear of Spartan arms, might derive moral and, if need be,
naterial support for the sober aristocratic government which had,
. generation before, replaced the brilliant and ambitious tyranny
f the house of Cypselus. The Arcadians followed the example
f Tegea which made a treaty with Sparta (see vol. 111, pp. 6§ 5¢9.). .
2lis, the second largest state in the Peloponnese, was an old ally.
At some time in the closing decades of the century Megara, after
stablishing an oligarchy, became a member of the Spartan league
nd so opened the road which led to central Greece. It is signi-
icant that Sparta did not secure the adhesion of Achaea, that
iappy land without a history. The reason may be that Achaea,
iemmed in by allies of Sparta, could neither help Argos nor the
iclots and so might be left to herself. It was not until Athens
ecame active in the Gulf of Corinth during the next century
hat it became necessary to bring Achaea into the league. By the
nd of the sixth century the league included the whole of the
>cloponnese except Argos and Achaea, also the island of Aegina
vhich was Dorian, oligarchic, and connected with the Peloponnese
y the strongest ties of commercial interest. In the main the
eague was a Dorian league, but there is no sign that Lacedae-
nonian policy was narrowly racial. The removal of the bones of
Drestes to Sparta was a claim to an ancient primacy which pre-
eded and transcended the limits of what was Dorian (see vol. 1,
. §66). This claim pressed by an ambitious king like Cleomenes
see p. 137 §¢.) might and sometimes did break through the
radition of defensive caution which was inherited from ephorate
o ephorate. But in the main, even when fear of Argos was faint,
he ever-present danger of a helot-rising armed with an invincible
rgument the party which opposed a policy of aggression. And,

7 CA.H.1V,
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besides, the ephors who were in general the prophets of tradi-
tional policy were able to rely on the eternal rivalry of the two
Laconian royal houses.

There is an apparent exception to the general defensive attitude
of Sparta. At the very earliest stage of the league she was credited
with carrying out a mission to put down tyrants. According to
a papyrus fragment, ‘Chilon the Lacedaemonian, having become
ephor and general, and Anaxandridas put down the tyrannies
among the Greeksl.’

They are said to have driven the Cypselids from Corinth and
Ambracia, Lygdamis from Naxos, the sons of Peisistratus from
Athens, Aeschines from Sicyon, Symmachus from Thasos, Aules
from Phocis and Aristogenes from Miletus. The list is impressive
but it does not mean that in every case Sparta herself intervened
in arms. Nor is it probable that when the Spartans saw a tyrant
their native egotistical caution was lost in righteous indignation.
We may suppose that they waited as in the case of Athens until
a tyranny had outlived its welcome and then gave or inspired the
final blow to secure the good will of the government which suc-
ceeded it. To the several states concerned such intervention did
not seem an infringement of their autonomy if autonomy meant the
enjoyment of rights which the tyranny had set in abeyance. Spartan
policy which aimed at a permanent distribution of power, no
doubt, preferred to deal with a more settled government than a
tyranny. As the Spartans desired to be surrounded by powers
with which they could make firm and lasting arrangements, they
viewed tyrants with the same uncomfortable dislike with which
the Holy Alliance after Waterloo would view a usurper or a
republic. Besides, some tyrants had liberated serfs (vol. 111, p. §54).

In the settlements which followed the age of the tyrants in
Greece proper the influence of Sparta was on the side of oligarchy
or aristocracy, which seemed to her not without reason most
permanent and most orderly. Here may be found the chief bond
between Lacedaemon and the governments of Megara and Aegina
which had to fear a democratic opposition.

When the allies of Sparta or a majority of them agreed that a
casus foederis had arisen, Sparta could place herself at the head
of a very formidable league army comprising two-thirds of the
active fighting strength of her allies, and had no rival in Greece
except Thessaly. Thucydides puts into the mouth of Pericles an

1 Rylands Papyri 18, and, for lists of the tyrants overthrown by Sparta,

Plutarch, de ma/t(rmtate Heradotz, 21, and Schol. ad Aeschinem, 11, 77.
The traditional date of Chilon’ s ephorateis 556 B.c. See vol. 11, p. 568, n. 1.
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unflattering comparison of the Peloponnesian League with the
centralized energetic empire of Athens. But the league had the
qualities of its defects and, despite a clumsy and often disloyal
leadership, it showed great vitality even after the Peace of Nicias.

Lacedaemonian prestige, already recognized as far afield as Lydia
and Egypt (vol. 111, pp. 304 s¢., §65), grew with the growth of the
league and soon the Spartans found themselves involved in the
affairs of the Aegean seafaring states. Polycrates tyrant of Samos,
a buccaneer with a taste for art and letters, had made himself
intolerable!. He had been the ally of Egypt but had evaded the
hostility of Cambyses the Great King by an adroit volte-face at
the right moment. Samians had plotted against him in vain and
exiles from Samos now appealed to Sparta. Their appeal was
strongly supported by the Corinthians who had plenty of grie-
vances old and new against the island, and a Lacedaemonian force
was sent to join an expedition to suppress the tyrant (c. §24 B.C.).
After forty days the siege of Samos was abandoned and the
Spartans returned. Herodotus relates a story, which he does not
believe, that the Lacedaemonians were bribed by Polycrates.
Where Herodotus is sceptical, we need not be credulous. The
failure of the expedition was not of very great moment, for soon
after Polycrates fell a victim to the treacherous cunning of the
Persian satrap at Sardes and ‘was miserably put to death in a
manner unworthy both of himself and of his high ambitions.” It
1s, however, likely enough that the incident strengthened the
Spartan dislike for adventures overseas.

V. THE SONS OF PEISISTRATUS

On the death of Peisistratus his power passed to his sons. As
in mediaeval Italy, so in Greece it was not rare for a tyrant to leave
his rule to be held jointly by his sons though in practice the eldest
or ablest would take the lead. The eldest son of Peisistratus was
Hippias, who appears to have inherited much of his father’s
ability and all his father’s tenacity of purpose. The ancient au-
thorities are not in agreement as to the other sons of Peisistratus.
Aristotle says his legitimate sons were Hippias and Hipparchus
and that there were two others by his Argive wife Timonassa,
who in Attic law did not count as legitimate, namely Iophon and
Hegesistratus who was also called Thessalus. Iophon is not known
otherwise and may have died young. At least he does not come

1 For a slightly more sympathetic account of Polycrates see below,
PP. 90 s¢9.
7-2
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into the history of the period. Hegesistratus according to Hero-
dotus was ruler at Sigeum and presumably took no part in
Athenian affairs. It is doubtful if he should be identified with
Thessalus, as Thucydides! appears to count Thessalus among
Peisistratus’ legitimate sons and the traditions about him imply
that he lived at Athens during the rule of Hippias. Plutarch?
it is true, mentions Thessalus as a son of Timonassa as does
Aristotle, but he is probably using the same source and so his
testimony has no independent value.

The two sons who play a part in history after the death of
Peisistratus are Hippias and Hipparchus, and it must be regarded
as certain that of these two Hippias was the effective head of the
government. He had in later times the reputation of being a
prudent and competent ruler, and for more than ten years he
maintained his power unassailed. His brother Hipparchus, who
lacked his solid and respectable character, was a patron of arts
and letters. He delighted to gather round him poets like Anacreon
and Simonides of Ceos (see pp. §00, 50§ s¢.). Anacreon, who was
born to live in tyrants’ palaces, had for some years adorned the
court of Polycrates, and, now that fate had overtaken that tyrant,
he accepted the honorific invitation of Hipparchus to remove to
Athens. Simonides, a greater poet, was younger and it may have
been Hipparchus who first recognized his talents which were at
the disposal of tyranny and liberty alike. Lasus of Hermione, an
innovator in music, who founded the Athenian school of Dlthyr-
ambic poets, was as welcome as Pratinas of Phlius the champion
of the older tradition, who did much to advance the dramatic
performances which were to be the pride of Athens. And among
these poets and musicians appeared the strange personality of
Onomacritus who was learned in the lore of the Orphics® and
dealt largely in oracles (p. §32). He was doubly welcome, for
while Hipparchus loved a mystic, Hippias was a great connoisseur
of oracles, ‘having the most accurate knowledge’ of them. Indeed
the Peisistratidae had collected on the Acropolis a great store of
such which were later seized by the Spartan king Cleomenes,
possibly to the satisfaction of the priests at Delphi. Onomacritus
sought to increase the collection by adding sundry forgeries but
was discovered in the act by Lasus and dismissed by his indignant
patron.

Meanwhile in the Chersonese, that outpost of Athenian in-
fluence, the first Miltiades had died and left his realm to Stesa-

11, 20. 2; vI, 55. 1. 2 Cato Major, 24.

8 Orphism and its influence at this time are described below in chapter xv.
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goras the son of his half-brother Cimon (p. 70). Stesagoras fell
in the intermittent wars with the neighbouring city of Lampsacus
and there must have been a moment when the Athenian hold on
the Chersonese was in danger. The government at Athens could
not remain indifferent, and had to find someone to take over the
power with all its dangers. Cimon himself, thefather of Stesagoras,
had been driven from Athens by Peisistratus but had returned
trusting to a reconciliation with the tyrant, only to be assassinated
by the agents of the tyrant’s sons as soon as he showed signs of
asserting himself. There remained his son Miltiades, who was at
Athens, and the Peisistratidae were glad enough to send out to
the Chersonese an able young man who might, if he stayed at
home, prove a formidable enemy. The young Miltiades, by
treachery, mercenaries and a marriage of policy, established
himself and presently conquered the island of Lemnos which was
gradually settled by emigrants from Athens.

In Greece proper Hippias for a time pursued the peaceful
policy of his father, with its careful neutrality, but such a policy
was increasingly difficult to maintain. The relations of the Peisis-
tratid house with Thessaly were of the closest, and this friendship
Hippias continued to enjoy. But the power of Thessaly was de-
clining. It had reached its zenith early in the century, after the
Sacred War, when the Thessalians had invaded central Greece
and were for a moment overlords of Phocis. They even marched
through Boeotia as far as the territory of Thespiae but were there
defeated near the stronghold of Ceressus. After this defeat, which
may be set before §70 B.c., their influence in central Greece waned
before the rising power of Thebes. The Thebans had helped
Peisistratus to regain his power but that may have been as much
from enmity to Athens as from friendship to the tyrant, and as
Athens grew in prosperity and power they became more and more
jealous and hostile. A strong Athens was bound to exercise an
attraction on the southern Boeotian states, which could thus hope
to find support against the increasing claims of Thebes to dominate
the whole of Boeotia. And the Peisistratidae had to reckon with
the patient and skilful intrigues of the Alcmaconidae who never
abandoned hope of return. Argos, the remaining support of Peisis-
tratus and his house, had been isolated in the Peloponnese by the
arms and diplomacy of Sparta, and its friendship had become a
liability rather than an asset.

The growth of the Peloponnesian League had not only brought
Sparta into contact with Boeotia and Attica but had allied her
with two mercantile states, Corinth and Aegina, which looked
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askance at a tyranny that did so much to encourage the growth
of Athenian commerce. Megara, a new ally of Sparta, had defeats
to remember and to avenge. Against the influence of these states
the Peisistratidae could only set their old personal friendships at
Sparta which were outweighed by their connections with Argos
the enemy of Sparta, and Thessaly her possible rival in the politics
of central Greece.

Thus Sparta gradually became hostile but was, as ever, slow
to move. In §19 B.Cc.! arose a dangerous crisis. Plataea, the city
which lay at the Boeotian side of the western passes from Attica
to Boeotia, was hard pressed by the Thebans who claimed the
hegemony of Boeotia, and the Platacans appealed to king Cleo-
menes and the Lacedaemonians for protection. The Spartans acted
with their usual caution and even more than their usual cunning.
The opportunity of spreading Spartan power north of the Isthmus
was tempting and they had an army near the Isthmus. But, we
may assume, the able young king Cleomenes realised that to help
Plataea might drive Thebes to seck an alliance with Thessaly and
Athens. For the Thebans would make any sacrifice to further
their ambition to dominate Boeotia. A triple alliance of Thessaly,
Athens and Thebes would be an effective answer to the Pelopon-
nesian League. So Sparta chose a more excellent way and urged
the Platacans to seek help from Athens their neighbour. The
Plataeans did so and Hippias accepted them as allies with the
result that the Thebans marched against Plataea while the
Athenian army advanced to meet them. The Corinthians offered
their mediation which was for the moment accepted. Their ruling
that the Thebans should not coerce states which did not wish to
join the Boeotian League was naturally unacceptable to Thebes.
The Boeotian army attacked but was defeated and the Athenians,
pressing their advantage, annexed the northern slopes of Mt
Cithaeron. Thus for the moment Athens had won a brilliant
success. The annexation no doubt gratified old ambitions and the
alliance with Plataea strengthened the western defences of Attica
against Boeotia. But the price was the lasting hostility of the
Thebans on which the enemies of Athens could always count.
The immediate result was that Boeotia though forced to make
peace allowed the Alcmaeonidae to use its territory as a base
against Attica. The protective circle of friendly states was
broken, while Spartan ill-will to Athens was not lessened by
the momentary success which they had placed in the tyrant’s
way.

1 See Wells, Studies in Heredotus, pp. 81 sgq.
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About the same time as this the influence of the Peisistratidae
in the Aegean was shaken by the overthrow of Lygdamis the
tyrant of Naxos, an event which removed a good friend and meant
the release of the hostages whom the tyrant was guarding. It was
said that Sparta had a hand in his downfall, and this alone was
sufficiently ominous. The power of Persia became more of a
reality in the regions of the Hellespont and the campaigns which
followed the Scythian expedition ended any Athenian ambitions
in that quarter (p. 214). Possibly with a shrewd foreboding
Hippias sought Persian friendship; at least he chose out Aeantides,
son of the tyrant of Lampsacus who stood high in favour with the
Great King, as husband for his daughter Archedice. The lady thus
became the daughter, wife, sister and mother of tyrants and yet, if
we may trust her epitaph, ‘was not uplifted to presumptuousness.’
But not all the Peisistratid family were so virtuous, and a lapse into
the faults of a tyrant weakened the dynasty at Athens itself.

In 514 B.C. arose a conspiracy aimed at Hippias and hisbrother
Hipparchus. Its leaders were Harmodius and Aristogeiton, two
members of the Gephyrean clan which had migrated to Athens
from Tanagra. The ancient tradition agrees that the conspiracy
was not inspired by political principle but due entirely to a private
wrong inflicted by Hipparchus or, as some said, his younger
brother Thessalus. About the whole story the democratic tradition
was active; the truest account is probably that of Thucydides!.
According to him few shared in the plot, which was directed
primarily against Hipparchus but also against Hippias, as their
private revenge could only be securely gained if the tyranny was
overthrown. The chosen time was the Great Panathenaic Festival
when the Athenians gathered in arms for the procession up to
the Acropolis. Only on such an occasion could the conspirators
hope for immediate support against the mercenaries of the tyrant.
When the day came they armed themselves with daggers and
first turned their attention to Hippias who with his guards was
in the outer Ceramicus. But, as they saw one of their number
talking with him, they believed that the plot was being betrayed
and rushed off to the Leocoreum, where Hipparchus was ordering
the procession. They struck him down, but there their success
ended. Hippias acted with resolution—the conspirators were
killed or taken, the Athenians did not rise in revolt, and suffered
themselves to be tricked into surrendering their arms. Harmodius
was killed on the spot, Aristogeiton taken soon afterwards and
put to death.

V1, 20; vi, 54-50.
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The democracy glorified them as martyrs of liberty, and they
were celebrated by a statue and by the singing of their praises in
a famous song. There was an epigram attributed to Simonides
which told how liberty dawned at Athens when Aristogeiton and
Harmodius struck down Hipparchus. The same false perspective
which caused these two to be scen as heroes and martyrs of
freedom caused Hipparchus to be viewed as the tyrant. Popular
tradition made him the tyrant in order to turn murder into
tyrannicide. Thucydides is severe in correcting this popular
misconception, though indeed while Hipparchus was not the
head of the government he was just as much a tyrant as his
elder brother Hippias.

The one result of the murder which really undermined tyranny
at Athens was its effect on the character of Hippias. He became
embittered and suspicious. By disarming the Athenians he de-
prived himself of his chief security against a foreign intervention
and was reduced to rely on his mercenaries and on his Thessalian
allies. His enemies the exiled Alcmaeonidae, now led by Cleis-
thenes the son of Megacles, saw their opportunity. They raised
a force and invaded Attica, apparently from Boeotia. As Plataca
blocked the western passes, they took the longer route by
Mount Parnes. But little support came from Athens and
the enterprise ended in the occupation of Leipsydrium which
overlooks Paeonidae. After fighting which served to show that
the émigrés were worthy of their fathers, the raid ended in utter
failure.

It was now clear that only foreign intervention could restore
the Alcmaeonidae and overthrow the tyrant, and to secure that
intervention they turned to Sparta. They had on their side the
powerful influence of Delphi. In 548 B.c. the temple of Apollo
at Delphi was burnt down. The Amphictyons decided to rebuild
it with magnificence worthy of the god, and collected funds
amounting to 300 talents throughout Greece and even from
Lydia and Egypt. The Alcmaeonidae had received the contract
for the rebuilding. According to Herodotus, who no doubt
follows the tradition of that family, they carried out the work
with yet greater splendour than the contract required, using
Parian marble instead of tufa for the front of the temple. Their
munificence was rewarded by the goodwill of the god and of
his servants®.

Aristotle follows a malignant and cynical tradition, which found
acceptance at Athens in the fourth century, that the Alcmaeonidae,
recetving the money to rebuild the temple, used part of it to bribe

1 Sce Volume of Plates i, 288.
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the Pythian priestess, and made their restoration at Athens a first
charge on the remainder. The magnificence of the temple marked
their gratitude for the success of their speculation with Apollo’s
funds. Neither version is dictated by a pure love of truth: the
second is slightly more probable, as the Alcmaeonidae must have
needed money for their earlier enterprisel. And it is hard to see
from what other source they could get sufficient funds.

It is however doubtful if it was so necessary to bribe the Pythian
priestess. Her message to all Spartans whenever they consulted
the oracle was ‘first free Athens.” But the influence of Sparta was
powerful at Delphi and the oracle pointed her along the path she
was inclined to go. Hippias was the old friend of Argos and the
new friend of Persia, and that was enough. Besides, an Athenian
government which owed its establishment to the help of Sparta
might be a useful instrument of her policy, and her policy was for
the moment dominated by the able and restless king Cleomenes.
The exiles would be ready enough to make any promises. The
Spartans accordingly prepared to put down tyranny at Athens as
they had done in other Greek states. Possibly deceived as to the
resistance they would meet, they first sent by sea a small force
under Anchimolius which landed in the Bay of Phalerum (511 8.¢.).
The expedition was no doubt convoyed by the fleets of Aegina
or Corinth so that the small naval force of Athens could make no
opposition. But Hippias was not taken unawares. Besides his
mercenaries he had the help of 1000 Thessalian horse and in the
country between Phalerum and Athens, which had been cleared
so as to suit cavalry, this force defeated the Lacedaemonians and
killed their commander.

But Hippiaswas not deceived by his success, and busied himself
fortifying the hill of Munychia at the Piraeus as a last refuge on
Attic soil. For Spartan prestige was now deeply engaged, and this
reverse only made it more necessary to vindicate the valour of
Spartan hoplites as against Thessalian cavalry. So in the next
year (510 B.c.) Cleomenes himself took the field at the head of
a large army which marched through the Megarian passes and
thence on Athens. Hippias advanced to meet it, but the Thessalian
horsemen proved ineffective and rode homeaftera skirmish—a poor
display which was to be followed a few years later by a disastrous
attempt to invade Phocis. The military prestige of Thessaly was
finally eclipsed by that of Sparta, and Hippias, thus deserted, was
driven into Athens and besieged on the Acropolis where the old

1 This may explain an issue of heraldic silver and electrum coins at Delphi
and in Phocis; see Seltman, ¢p. cit. pp. 8c-84. See Vol. of Platesi, 304, 7, 9, p.
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fortifications had been strengthened and a good store of provisions
had been collected. Herodotus says that the Spartans had no mind
to maintain a longdrawn siege and would soon have retired but for
a fortunate accident. The tyrant’s children fell into their hands
as they were being smuggled out of the country, and to save them
he agreed to capitulate and leave Attica within five days. So
Hippias and his kinsmen retired to Sigeum and the rule of the
house of Peisistratus was ended.



CHAPTER IV

THE OUTER GREEK WORLD
IN THE SIXTH CENTURY

I. INTRODUCTION. SOURCES
A\[‘ the beginning of the sixth century s.c. the period of

colonial expansion was practically at an end. From then
nward till the time of Alexander the Great the limits of the
sreek world remained practically unchanged. Where changes
ccurred they were mainly adverse to the Greeks. Massilia was
ounded by the Phocaeans about 600 .c., Miletus was captured
y the Persians in 494, and these two events may be taken as
ypical. Both in the far east and the far west the Greek city
tates flourished during the sixth century in a way that they never
lid in any succeeding age.

The early history of the Greek cities of the far west, in Italy,
saul and Spain, has an importance that has not always been
ully recognized. It is only from recent researches and discoveries
hat historians have learned how very much of a half truth is the
tatement of Horace that captive Greece took captive her wild
onquerors. Italy was first taken captive by Greek culture when
he Greeks in Italy were still their own masters and the Roman
ower was still in its infancy. This fact is vital for a proper under-
tanding of ancient Rome as well as of ancient Greece, and it will
e developed and documented later in this chapter. But before
lealing with the youthful west it will be well to consider the
astern Greek world, the region where in the sixth century s.c.
ife was probably fuller and civilization more developed than even
n Greece proper.

Here in the east the centre of interest is different, and needs
- word of explanation. The source of all Greek achievement is
encrally admitted to have been the city-state (see above, vol. 111,
. 687). The ideal of all the best and most typical Greek thinkers
vas a Greece consisting of as many such states as possible, none
f them overgrown, each of them independent, and all of them
o-operating harmoniously. The practice was of course different.
‘rom the early part of the fifth century onwards the Greek cities
vere invariably under the hegemony of some centralizing power.
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But in the sixth century the Asiatic Greeks were under no such
central authority. What they suffered as a result is notorious. Their
lack of cohesion led to enslavement by the great power farther
east. But their intellectual activity and independence of thought
were extraordinary. It is true that they eventually sacrificed first
political and then (as a result) intellectual freedom to this perhaps
impossible ideal of absolute autonomy. But the fact that their
losses came after their gains does not prove that they outweighed
them. The balancing of the account can only be accomplished by
examining in detail the history of the period.

Unfortunately the sixth century comes before, though only
just before, the fully documented epoch of Greek history. Hence
it becomes doubly necessary to review briefly the sources on which
our knowledge of it is based.

The principal source of our information is the history of
Herodotus, written in the third quarter of the century succeeding.
Of the nine Books into which his work is divided the first five
are devoted to the earlier history of the conflict between East and
West, and deal in special detail with the exploits of Croesus of
Lydia, Cyrus, Cambyses, and Darius. These five prefatory Books,
leading up to the invasions of Greece by Darius and Xerxes which
are narrated in the last four, contain many minor digressions into
the history of Greece itself during the sixth century. A writer so
invariably entertaining is plainly not exhaustive in his treatment
of any subject. His accuracy too may be a matter of opinion. But
recent research tends to show that his statements are not untrust-
worthy where he was in a position to ascertain the facts, and this
he unquestionably was in the case of many of his statements
about sixth-century events. For those with which this chapter is
concerned his testimony is especially valuable. He was a native
of south-west Asia Minor, spent some time as a refugee in Samos,
and finally settled in south Italy when the Athenians re-colonized
the site of Sybaris.

Still more valuable where available are the writings of sixth-
century poets and philosophers, the more so since the philosophers
tended to be also statesmen and the poets were apt to write about
their own immediate surroundings. Unfortunately these writers
are preserved only in scanty fragments, known partly from papyri,
partly from the accident of their bemg quoted by learned writers
of later ages. Where they are quotations the context in which they
are quoted often becomes a valuable commentary.

There are of course also numerous incidental references to this
period in many later writers both Greek and Latin, such as
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Aristotle, Plutarch, Livy. The value of these later sources varies
very greatly, but it should not be forgotten that not only these
ancient writers but also their earliest readers had access to a large
literature that has since perished.

Finally an important mass of material is supplied by archaeo-
logy. Remains of the architecture and sculpture of the period
exist in some numbers, coins and inscriptions are fairly abundant,
while vases, many of them elaborately painted, have been un-
earthed in thousands. An ever-increasing number of these finds
come from sites that have been excavated under more or less
expert control. There are already many known types of statues,
coins, and vases that can be assigned with some certainty not
merely to sixth-century Greece, but to a closely defined period
within the century and to some precise locality. Finds like these
are of particular value for a pCI‘lOd such as the sixth century B.c.,
where the literary evidence is sufficiently abundant to add im-
mensely to their significance, but at the same time so incomplete
that archacology serves not merely to illustrate the written docu-
ments but also to fill gaps in our knowledge.

II. THE EASTERN POWERS

We may now turn to the first and main division of this chapter,
that namely which deals with the history of the eastern Greeks.
For the reasons already given the basis of study must be the
individual city-state. But before dealing with these separate units
a word must first be said about the great eastern powers that so
decisively influenced the course of events in western Asia Minor
throughout this period. See chaps. 1 and vi1, and vol. 111, chaps.
XIV, XXI

During the first great phase of Ionian civilization, which coin-
cides roughly with the seventh century B.c., the Asiatic Greeks
had had as their immediate neighbour to the east the newly
consolidated kingdom of Lydia, which had become the foremost
power in Anatolia at just about the time when civilization began
to make rapid strides in Ionia and Aeolis. The seventh-century
kings of Lydia were not always on the best of terms with their
Greek neighbours, but the Greek question seems not to have
been that with which their foreign policy was most concerned.
To the east they had the great power of Assyria, and within their
own borders they had the Cimmerian invaders. The main object
of their foreign policy had been to drive out the Cimmerians
without becoming permanent vassals of the Assyrians. But at the
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end of the seventh century the situation changed. The Cimmerian
peril passed away; Assyria was overthrown by the united efforts
of the Babylonians and the Medes, and the Assyrian empire
divided between the two conquerors (vol. 1, pPp. 126 s99.).
Lydia’s new neighbours, the Medes, held only about half the
dominions of the Assyrian empire, and king Alyattes tried long
and hard to extend his power eastwards at the Medes’ expense.
It was not till more than twenty-five years after the fall of Nineveh
that the two parties gave up the struggle by mutual agreement
and sealed the peace by a marriage between the king of Lydia’s
daughter and the heir to the throne of the Medes (see above,
vol. 111, p. §12 s¢.). This peace with the Medes (585 B.c.) allowed
Alyattes to turn his attention to the west. Previous kings of Lydia
had made occasional wars against individual Greek cities, but
Alyattes seems to have initiated a policy of periodic invasions.
His chief success was the capture and destruction of Smyrna,
that most suffering of Greek cities. His campaigns against
Miletus were less successful and ended in a negotiated peace (vol.
1, p. §13). Alyattes was succeeded about g60 B.c. by Croesus,
who completed the subjugation of the Greek cities of the western
coast, conquering and annexing not only the Aeolic cities of the
north and the Ionians of the centre, but also the Dorians of the
south. When about 546 B.c. Croesus was overthrown by Cyrus
and Lydia became a Persian satrapy, the Greeks of the coast were
also incorporated in the Persian empire. The Persians do not
appear to have been particularly cruel conquerors. The various
cities continued to be treated as separate political units. But the
government in each city was put into the hands of a tyrant, a
pro-Persian Greek who depended for his position on Persian
support, and even the able administration of Darius, who em-
ployed Greeks in positions of high responsibility, failed to re-
concile the Greek cities to the rule of the Great King. Hence
perhaps arose the Persian policy of favouring Phoenician shipping
as against Jonian, which may in turn explain why the opening of
the fifth century witnessed the great Ionian revolt. The rebels,
aided by the Athenians, who had themselves so recently expelled
their tyrants and established a democracy, set up democracies in
their various cities, proclaimed their independence of Persia, and
actually succeeded in burning Sardes. The revolt was soon
crushed, but it proved to be only the prelude to the great Persian
wars. Its effects therefore go beyond the limits of the present
chapter (see below, pp. 214 59¢.).

One other great foreign power exercised such an influence on
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ixth-century lonia that a brief notice of it is here necessary. Egypt
ad witnessed a revival of its ancient civilization just at the time
vhen the lonian and Aeolic renaissance was in its first great
vhase. This Egyptian revival was the work of the Saite dynasty,
f which the real founder, Psammetichus I, had made himself
vharaoh about the year 663 B.c. (vol. 11, pp. 286 599 299 599).
1is ascendancy over the numerous petty chiefs who had pre-
iously divided up the country was established by the aid of
onian and Carian mercenaries, and for the next century and a
1alf Tonian mercenaries continued to be the basis of the pharaohs’
yower., When Necho, the successor of Psammetichus, had de-
eated at Megiddo Josiah the pro-Babylonian king of Judah, he
ent a thank-offering to the temple of Apollo at Miletus. When
’>sammetichus I sent an expedition against the Ethiopians, Greek
roops took part in the advance to the far south. Some of these
sreek soldiers scratched their names on an ancient monument at
Abu-Simbel, and a kind chance has preserved these vandalisms for
ncorporation in modern handbooks of Greek epigraphy. Apries
the Biblical Hophra), who reigned from §88 to 5§66 B.c., rested
\is power on 30,000 of these mercenaries, and though their
npopularity with the Egyptians brought about his downfall, his
uccessor was soon forced to adopt the policy which he had been
ut on the throne to abolish. Some forty years later, just after his
leath, the Greek mercenaries are still found playing a prominent
art in the struggle between Psammetichus 111 and Cambyses of
>ersia. Cambyses however proved the victor. Egypt became, like
_ydia, a Persian province, and the event was disastrous not only
o the Greek military establishment in the country, but also to
he prosperous trading scttlement of Naucratis (see p. 218).

III. MILETUS, SAMOS AND EPHESUS

This eastern background must be constantly before the eye
vhen we turn, as we may now do, to the individual histories of
he various Greek cities.

Of these the most important was Miletus, which is described
y Herodotus as having been at this time the pride of Ionia. He
ells us that during a period which must coincide roughly with
he sixth century .c. Miletus enjoyed two phases of great pros-
erity separated by two genecrations of disastrous civil strife.
“here can be little doubt that these phases of prosperity and
clipse are to be correlated with the changes just recorded in the
olicy of Lydia and Persia. The earlier period of prosperity must
oincide with the tyranny of Thrasybulus, a ruler who is dated
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by his dealings with the Corinthian tyrant Periander (see above,
vol. 1, p. §§3).

Of the subsequent period of dissension practically nothing is
known. Its origin is perhaps to be sought in the tyrant’s perse-
cution of the aristocracy, which he sought to teach his friend
Periander to imitate by the acted parable of the cutting off of
all the tallest ears of corn. The decline of the city must have been
hastened by the wars it had to wage against Croesus and Cyrus.
The second period of prosperity embraced the reign of a new
tyrant, Histiaeus, who was a personal friend of the Persian king
Darius. He had won the favour of Darius by help rendered during
the Persian campaigns in Scythia and Thrace (p. 213). He ulti-
mately fell because he had sought to extend his own personal
power in that same direction. ‘\fter the Persian annexations in
Thrace he begged Darius to make him a present of Myrcinus,
a site on the Strymon rich both in timber and mines, and with
a population, both native and settlers, ready to be employed in
exploiting these riches. The request brought upon him the sus-
picions of the Great King, who sent for him and kept him in Persia
in a sort of honourable confinement. Ultimately he is found again
in Jonia involved in the great revolt that broke out there in
499 B.c. The part assigned to him by Herodotus is picturesque
but incomprehensible (see below, p. 217); but at this stage in his
career the personal adventures of the tyrant cease to have much
historical significance. The great and tragic fact was that the
Greek cities of the west coast of Asia Minor had revolted and
been crushed. The capture of Miletus in 494 B.c. ends its history
as a free city-state (p. 227).

It is interesting to notice how little these political occurrences
appear to have reacted on the great movement in philosophy and
natural science that was the chief glory of sixth-century Miletus.
Thales may have begun his work during the first period of
prosperity and Anaximenes have finished his after the opening
of the second, but much of their scientific activity and most of
that of Anaximander must have fallen within the two generations
of civil strife (see below, pp. §39 s¢¢.).

The material prosperity of Miletus was due in the first place
to her shipping, which also can have suffered only relatively from
her internal dissensions. Except perhaps during the brief period
of the Samian thalassocracy (see below, p. 91), Milesian mer-
chantmen and the trades and industries that supplied both ships
and cargoes must have been ceaselessly active. The colonization
of the Black Sea coasts went on far into the century, and the
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lack Sea trade presumably right till the end. At Naucratis, the
sreek emporium in Egypt, the Milesians held a position apart
nd presumably one of privilege, down to the Persian conquest
f Egypt in 52§ B.c. The trade with Sybaris, the greatest and
ichest Greek city in south Italy, flourished till the Sybarites were
verthrown in §10 B.C. by their neighbours and rivals the Cro-
onians. When Sybaris fell the Milesians were the chief mourners,
for these two cities more than any others that we know of had
een closely united from of old.” The bond was a commercial one.
Che Sybarites were the middlemen of the trade between Miletus
nd the Etruscans, and further supplied Miletus with raw wool
rom which she manufactured her famous textiles.

Another industry of the seventh and earlier part of the sixth
entury that probably had its centre in Miletus is known from
he numerous specimens to be found in modern museums. This
s the pottery characteristic of sites (so far excavated) that fell at
his time within the Milesian sphere of influence. It is a white-
round ware decorated with friezes of animals whose heads are
lrawn in outline but the bodies in silhouette. The best and most
wumerous examples of this pottery come from Rhodes?, but that
nay be because Rhodes has been more fully excavated than most
\natolian sites. It is the characteristic pottery of Miletus itself
o far as the site has been explored, and it is equally characteristic
f the Milesian colonies. Milesian sculpture of the sixth century
s best known from the series of draped seated figures that once
dorned the approaches to the temple of Branchidae but are now
or the most part housed in the British Museum. One of them
ears an inscription which declares that it represents Chares of
Ueichiussa. These statues are easily distinguished from contem-
orary products of Greece proper by a certain massiveness and
leshiness that is a common feature in sixth-century lonic art. It
vill be found reappearing in works found at Ephesus and Samos
nd in the Parian colony of Thasos.

Next to Miletus in importance, and even before it during the
veriod of Milesian civil strife, was the island state of Samos. Till
vell into the sixth century it appears indeed to have been largely
n the power of a landed class called geomoroi, but side by side
vith these landowners there was a strong and enterprising mer-
antile community. Well before the end of the seventh century
L Samian named Colaeus made a voyage to Tartessus and became
amous from the cargo that he brought back from the region of
he Spanish mines. About 600 B.c. the city founded the colony
f Perinthus on the north coast of the sea of Marmora. Some-

1 See Volume of Plates i, 348, 4, e.

8 C.A.H,IV
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where towards the middle of the sixth century a certain Aeaces?!
had a statue erected in his honour. The statue with its inscription
was unearthed in 1906. The meaning of the inscription is un-
certain, but a very plausible interpretation regards Aeaces as a
priestly official engaged in collecting tithes for the state temple
from the merchant-adventurers of the city. However that may
have been, it is probable that this Aeaces is to be identificd with
Aeaces the father of Polycrates, the most outstanding figure in
Samian political history.

Something like a biography may be constructed for Polycrates,
though at the best it is a meagre one and some of the incidents
are only weakly documented. If the father had a statue erected
to him the son must have moved early in prominent circles.
Hence it is not surprising that mention is made of his doings
before he became the chief man in his state. The story, which 1s
unfortunately not from the best extant authority, tells how in those
carly days of his career he used to lend out coverlets and drinking
vessels to people who were holding great receptions or celebrating
weddings. His next step was to make himself tyrant, at first in
conjunction with two of his brothers, but subsequently as sole
ruler. Herodotus mentions the bowmen who formed his body-
guard. These bowmen were needed, for the tyrant had disaffected
subjects. On one occasion he tried to get rid of them ex masse by
sending them to help in the Persian invasion of Egypt. The plan
failed. The disaffected contingent came back regardless of in-
structions and turned their arms against the tyrant, being helped
in this undertaking by a force from Sparta. Polycrates however
overcame the rebels, and the Spartans returned ingloriously home
(see p. 75). The report of this incident in Herodotus was de-
rived by him from the grandson of one of the Spartans who took
part in it.

Polycrates acquired his power just about the time when Miletus
submitted to the Persians. The coincidence was no accident.
Samos and Miletus had been rivals from the days of the Lelantine
war? (see vol. 111, p. 622).

When Miletus became subject to a foreign conqueror the
Samians saw their opportunity. They took the place of Miletus
not only as the chief trading port in the east Aegean but also as
the chief opponents of expansion any farther westward on the

1 See Volume of Plates, 1, 368, 4.

2 Their alliance against Pricne in the days of Bias is probably to be dated
about the time of Cyrus’ conquests and to be explained as an attempt to
make common cause against the Persian invader when Priene was already
in Pcrsian hands, see V\«’ilamowicz, Berl. § B 1900, p. 44.
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part of the great eastern power. There is mention in late writers
of a war waged by Polycrates against Cyrus himself. The account
is obscure but not in its main outline improbable. The chief object
of Polycrates’ foreign policy was to keep Samos independent of
Persia. The chief means to this end were a strong navy and
alliances with actual or potential enemies of the Persians, notably
with Amasis the Egyptian pharaoh. The tyrant established some-
thing of a thalassocracy in the Aegean, where numerous islands
were brought under his sway. One of them was Rheneia, the
larger neighbour of Delos. As he dedicated this island to Apollo
and celebrated the Delian games, there can be little doubt that he
aimed at being recognized as having some sort of suzerainty over
the whole archxpc]ago With a considerable naval power he main-
tained what was practically a blockade of Persia, during which
neutral and even friendly ships were systematically searched. The
blockade was of course described as piracy by those whom it in-
convenienced. Polycrates himself justified it by declaring that
friends whose ships he captured and released were more grateful
to him than they would have been if he had never interfered with
them. The success however of this struggle with Persia depended
on the Great King being much pre-occupied in the east. When
Cambyses began to concentrate his policy on the conquest of
Egypt and the raising of a powerful fleet in his western dominions,
Polycrates abandoned the struggle, broke off his alliance with
Egypt, and sent a force to take part in the Persian invasion
(525 B.c.). The picturesque narrative in Herodotus casts only the
thinnest of disguises over these hard and disagreeable facts. But
it shows also how reluctantly the Samian tyrant bowed to circum-
stances. The force he sent to help Cambyses consisted of the
disaffected contingent whose subsequent proceedings have been
already described, and he himself took the first possible oppor-
tunity to turn again against the Persian king. He was led to be-
lieve that the Persian satrap at Sardes had quarrelled with his royal
master and needed Samian help. The treacherous satrap promised
him that if he gave it he should receive such sums of money as
would make him rich enough to become tyrant of all Greece.
Polycrates was induced to cross to the mainland for an interview,
and was there taken prisoner and put to death with barbarous
cruelty.

When Polycrates set out on his disastrous visit to the mainland
he left in charge of the island a Samian of low birth named
Maeandrius, who had a sad experience. ‘He sought,” so Herodotus

tells us, ‘to show himself the justest of men, but found it im-
8-2
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possible.” What he proposed was to hand over all the tyrant’s
power and wealth (except a priesthood of Zeus the Liberator and
a sum of six talents) and establish freedom and equality in the
island. But he quickly discovered that the proposal was too
dangerous for himself personally to be carried into execution, so
he changed his mind and established himself in Polycrates’ place.
The murdered tyrant however had left surviving one of the two
brothers who had originally shared his tyranny. This brother,
Syloson by name, had some years before become a personal friend
of the Persian prince Darius. Syloson now persuaded Darius to
restore him to his native island. Maeandrius fled to Sparta where
he sought in vain to purchase the support of king Cleomenes with
the Samian drinking vessels that he had brought with him, and
Syloson was left tyrant of Samos but only after it had become
almost depopulated by massacres and reprisals. The saying ‘thanks
to Syloson there’s lots of room’ was long remembered in Samos,
and though the citizen roll was to some extent made good by the
admission to it of manumitted slaves, the island ceased altogether
to be what it had been under Polycrates, ‘foremost among all
cities, Greek and barbarian.’

Herodotus dilates the more over Samos because, as he explains,
they have executed three works that are among the greatest in all Greece.
The first is a tunnel through a mountain one hundred and fifty fathoms
in height, that starts from below and runs right through. The length of
the tunnel is seven stades, the height and breadth eight feet each. The whole
length of this is traversed by another channel twenty cubits deep and three
feet broad, through which the water conveyed in pipes reaches the city
from a great spring. The architect of this tunnel was Eupalinus son of
Naustrophus, a Megarian. This is one of the three works. The second is
a mole round the harbour, twenty fathoms deep and more than two stades
long. Their third work is a temple, the greatest of all temples that I know.
Its first architect was Rhoecus son of Philes, a native of the island. This is
why I have dilated the more over the Samians (111, 60).

So writes Herodotus with the superficial irrelevance and in-
consequence that help to make him so attractive. There is little
doubt that these three works were all begun or completed during
the reign of Polycrates. Rhoecus is associated with Theodorus
who is known to have worked for the tyrant. The mole is naturally
connected with the thalassocracy. All three, and especially the
waterworks, are typical of the tyrannies of this period. The
temple, mole and tunnel at Samos may therefore be identified
fairly safely with the ‘public works of Polycrates,” which Aristotle
says that that tyrant executed to ensure that his subjects were
kept fully employed and inadequately paid.
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All three works are still partially extant. Of the temple there
-emains one headless column and of the foundations enough to
confirm Herodotus’ dimensions. The line of the mole may still
be traced in the waters of the harbour. The tunnel, rediscovered
forty years ago, shows that the engineers had sufficient skill and
confidence to begin simultaneously at both ends. When the two
cangs met, the errors to be rectified amounted to under six yards in
direction and about half that amount in height.

One other work that was erected in Samos at this time is
definitely ascribed to Polycrates himself. It was called a Jaura
and is said to have been put up as a rival to the ‘Sweet Corner’
at Sardes. Whether this laura was a bazaar or something less
reputable 1s doubtful, but austerity was certainly not the pre-
dominant feature of life under Polycrates. Poets of love and wine
such as Ibycus and Anacreon found a congenial home at his court.
Pythagoras the philosopher migrated to south Italy.

Sculpture and the minor arts flourished in the island throughout
the century. The artists Rhoecus and Theodorus are said to have
invented the casting of statues in bronze, and though such legends
oenerally sacrifice accuracy for simplicity and use the word
'invented’ in a very loose way, they still bear witness to the
fame of the artists they refer to and indicate the character of their
achievements. Various works by both these artists are mentioned
by ancient writers—more particularly the ring that Theodorus
made for Polycrates which the tyrant cast into the sea when he was
1dvised by his friend Amasis to try and avoid the consequences
of his excessive prosperity by casting away his most precious
possession. Another famous Samian gem-cutter of this period was
Mnesarchus the father of the philosopher Pythagoras.

The extant material for forming an idea of the works of these
artists 1s meagre. The statue of Aeaces has marked affinities with
the Milesian figures from Branchidae. A draped standing male
figure similar in style to the Aeaces statue has features that
recall a figure carved in relief on one of the sculptured columns
from the temple of Artemis at Ephesus which were dedicated by
king Croesus.

On the Ionian mainland the one city that rivalled Miletus in
importance was Ephesus. About 600 B.c. the aristocratic govern-
ment of the Basilidae was overthrown by a certain Pythagoras
who established himself as tyrant. This ruler is said by a plainly
unfriendly authority, a certain Baton of Sinope who wrote a
history of the tyrants of Ephesus, to have been cruel and avari-
cious and to have confiscated the property of those who enjoyed
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reputation or power, ‘But with the people and the multitude he
both was and appeared to be well liked, sometimes making them
hopeful by his promises, sometimes secretly distributing small
gratuities.” At the command of the Pythian oracle he built a
temple, possibly the first great temple of Artemis!. Four other
tyrants are found ruling Ephesus in the course of the sixth
century. Of these the earliest was probably Melas who became
son-in-law of the Lydian king Alyattes. Melas was succeeded by
his son Pindarus, who however failed to maintain his father’s good
relations with Lydia, where Croesus had now succeeded to the
throne. But even the story of this failure suggests the great wealth
and importance of Ephesus at this time, when Miletus was no
longer under Thrasybulus and Samos not yet under Polycrates.
When Alyattes died there was a struggle for the Lydian throne
between Croesus and his half-Greek half-brother Pantaleon.
Croesus secured financial support from Ephesus, but it came from
Pamphaes the son of Theocharides, not from any member of the
house of Melas which may plausibly be supposed to have been
backing the half-Greek candidate. The result of this mistake was
that Croesus, when established on the throne, marched against
Ephesus. Pindarus realized that the attack was directed more
against him than against his city, advised the Ephesians to put
themselves under the protection of Artemis, which they did by
tying the city with a rope to the temple of the goddess, and himself
retired to the Peloponnese. Ephesus must have become in fact
if not in name a Lydian protectorate, but continued to enjoy
internal freedom. The Ephesians were able to invite from Athens
a certain Aristarchus who, under the title of Aesymnetes, held for
five years a position not unlike that held in Athens by Solon
(p. §7), and established in Ephesus a limited democracy.

Under this new régime the city recovered the friendship of
Lydia. Croesus was one of the chief contributors to the rebuilding
of the Artemisium, and the Ephesians refused to side against
him when attacked by Cyrus of Persia. To the time just after
the Persian conquest should probably be assigned the rule of the
obscure tyrants Comas and Athenagoras, of whom little is known
except that they expelled from the city the somewhat provocative
satiric poet Hipponax. The banishment of Hipponax must be
roughly contemporary with the birth of the philosopher
Heracleitus, whose whole life was spent in his native city (pp.
486 59, 553). , .

The material remains of sixth-century Ephesus are limited to
the finds made in excavating the great temple of Artemis. From

1 See Volume of Plates i, 388, 4.
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hese it appears that the earliest temple of any size dates from
wbout the beginning of the sixth century. The enormous temple
‘hat made the city famous was in course of construction in the
ime of Croesus, though it appears to have been completed and
ledicated more than a century later. The building was about
360 ft. long by some 180 ft. broad, with a double row of columns
-unning all the way round. The lower parts of these columns
were sculptured in relief with human figures of which one or two
ire preserved fairly complete. The work is of the highest excellence.
One of the columns as restored in the British Museum (from
ragments that may have not all belonged originally to the same
“olumn) has a mutilated inscription that can however be inter-
preted with certainty as saying that it was dedicated by king
Croesus. The epigraphical evidence thus bears out the statement
of Herodotus about the contributions made by Croesus to the
remple. Theodorus of Samos, who is credited also with other work
for Croesus, is said to have had a share in the building (p. 607).

IV. THE NORTHERN IONIAN CITILS

Chios, the more northerly of the two great Ionian islands, never
played a leading part in the sixth century. About 600 B.c. the
government was some sort of democracy with a demarch who
seems to take precedence of the king and a public council con-
taining §0 members from each tribe (p/yle) and meeting at least
once a month to transact general public business and to act as a
aw court with the right of revising judgments and inflicting
penalties. Unfortunately this early Chian constitution, which
shows affinities with that of Solon, is known only from a single
mutilated inscription and a possible reference in the Politics of
Aristotle. The island became early a slave-owning state, and the
land was largely given over to the cultivation of the vine. The
wine-jar and vine-branch that appear on early coins of Chios!?
suggest that by the second half of the sixth century wine
making was one of the great industries of the island. The slaves
and vineyards may account for the fact that the island seems to
have been in constant need of food-supplying lands on the main-
land opposite. Hence perhaps the constancy with which the same
types are repeated on the Chian coins, the object of which may
have been to preserve the credit of the Chian currency outside
the island. Hence too perhaps the war with Erythrae of about
600 B.c. (in which the Chians were supported by Miletus) and
the sacrilegious surrender to Cyrus of the Lydian refugee

1 See Volume of Plates i, 302, 7.
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Pactyas in return for which the islanders received the rich corn-
lands of Atarneus on the mainland. Under the Persians the island
prospered. It had not been too well treated by the Lydians and
may at first have welcomed the new masters of Ionia. A tyrant
named Strattis is found attending Darius on his campaign of
516 B.C.; but in the lonian revolt it came out strongly on the
Greek side. At the battle of Lade in 494 B.c. it supplied 100 ships
as against the 8o of Miletus, 70 of Lesbos and 60 of Samos,
numbers which show how prosperous the island had been growing
during the period of Persian suzerainty.

The elegant refinement of Chian civilization in the latter part
of the sixth century is reflected in Chian art. A famous family of
sculptors worked in the island, notably Archermus, who was
reputed to have ‘invented’ the winged type of victory, and his
sons Bupalus and Athenis who excelled in the rendering of
draped female figures. The signature of Archermus hasbeen found
both at Delos and at Athens, and with the help of epigraphy and
literary tradition one group of the great find of archaic female
statues from the Athenian acropolis has been recognized as Chian?.
Clothes, coiffure, and facial expression are all elaborately delicate
and graceful, while in technique these statues are beyond dispute
superior to contemporary Attic work. Chian influence appears to
have ceased with the fall of the Athenian tyranny in 510 B.c. The
Chian statues were of Parian marble and probably imported into
Athens ready made. The favourite pottery was the delicate fabric
known generally as Naucratite (p. §86).

On the mainland Ionia extended northward to a point about
level with the northern extremity of Chios and included the
hammer-headed peninsula that faces the island. In this region
the chief cities were Colophon, Teos, Clazomenae, Smyrna, and
Phocaea. Three of the five soon fell on evil days. Smyrna, where
at the opening of the sixth century Mimnermus may have been
still composing his despondent elegies (p. 487), was destroyed by
Alyattes, and centuries elapsed before it was restored. Teos had
been proposed by Thales as a federal capital of Ionia when he
was trying to unite the lonians in a federation to resist the
Persians; but the scheme failed, Cyrus reached the Aegean, and
the Teians, rather than submit to him, sailed away and founded
Abdera on the Thracian coast. Phocaea at the same time lost a
great part of its population. Its earlier importance is shown by
the tradition of a Phocaean thalassocracy and by archaic electrum
coins? with the type parlant of a seal (phoca) and struck on a stan-
dard that became widely known as the Phocaic. About 600 s.c. it

! See Volume of Plates ii, 18, 4. 2 [b. 302, b.



[V, 1v] COLOPHON, CLAZOMENAE, SMYRNA, PHOCAEA g7

ounded Massilia (Marseilles) and a generation later Alalia in
Corsica. When the army of Cyrus threatened the city a large con-
ingent of the Phocaeans fled to their Corsican colony.
Colophon had in the seventh century become the mother-city
of Smyrna and reached an importance which was lost only tem-
sorarily, if at all, when for a while it fell into the hands of the
[ydian Gyges. In the first part of the sixth century it waged with
Alyattes a war in which the cavalry was prominent (vol. 111, p. §14).
But its chief claim to fame is that it produced the philosopher
Xenophanes. The works however of that remarkable critic of re-
ceived opinions belong to the period after he had been driven
‘rom his native city(about §308.c.) and begunhis long wanderings
n south Italy(see p. §59). More may beknownaboutthecityif ever
sircumstances allow the archaeologists of the American school at
Athens to resume the excavations that they began while the Greeks
were administering western Asia Minor in the spring of 1922.
Of Clazomenae ancient historians have still less to say; but
this lack of literary evidence is to some extent made good by
archaeology. The city is now best known for its seventh- and sixth-
century sarcophagi of painted terracotta. Some seventy of these
were known to the French archaeclogists who studied them in
1913. Systematic excavations were begun there by the Greek
archaeologist Oikonomos in 1921 and were being successfully
prosecuted in 1922 when the city once more passed out of Greek
hands and the work and most of the finds had to be abandoned.
The subjects depicted include scenes of war (Greeks fighting
Cimmerians), of legend (the Doloneia), games (chariot races with
Ionic pillars for turning-posts), and hunting. The style is dis-
tinctive but has a close kinship with that of the vases usually
ascribed to Miletus. There is the same use of a combination of
outline and silhouette, and the ornamental motives are also very
similar. Vases decorated in the same style as these coffins have
been found in lonia, Aeolis, Rhodes, Athens, Egypt, the Black
Sea, and Italy. The human figures on this pottery show a dis-
tinctive type of face that is presumably Jonic. The women with
their receding foreheads, almond-shaped eyes, tiny mouths, and
ears ornamented with pendant earrings are attractive in a naively
sophisticated way. A few of the sarcophagi are decorated partly
in the technique just described, partly in what is practically the
red-figure style! that was used from about §30 B.c. onwards by
the great vase painters who worked in Athens. It may have been
refugees from lonia, perhaps from Clazomenae itself, who intro-
duced the new style into Attica (see further below, p. §99 5¢.).

1 See Volume of Plates 1, 292, «.
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V. AEOLIANS, DORIANS AND THE CYCLADES

North of Ionia the land was occupied by another branch of the
Greek race, the Acolian, whose greatest achievements belong to
an earlier epoch. These mainland Aeolian cities never became
great naval powers. The best known of them is Cyme, the near
neighbour of Phocaea. The attitude of the people of Cyme to-
wards their harbour (Strabo xi11, p. 622) is enough to show that
it long remained a dominantly agricultural state.

Cn the other hand, the great city of Mitylene on the island of
Lesbos was in the year 600 B.c. in some ways the most advanced
community in the whole Greek world. Sappho, Alcaeus and
Pittacus were all Mityleneans, and all three were very probably
flourishing at that date. In the preceding period the hereditary
aristocracy had been displaced by a series of tyrants, the last of
whom had been overthrown by a movement in which Pittacus
and Alcaeus were leaders. The two however soon quarrelled. The
poet Alcaeus, himself an aristocrat, wished for a return to the old
régime, while Pittacus aimed at 2 moderate democracy. The party
of Pittacus triumphed: he was given a position much like that of
Solon at Athens, and he used it with similar good sense and
moderation. Like Solon he revised the laws of his city. One of
his statutes imposed a specially severe penalty on any offence if
committed under the influence of drink, another put a limit to
the expenditure on funeral ceremonials. This position of consti-
tutional dictator or Aesymnetes was held by Pittacus for ten years
during which Alcaeus and perhaps Sappho were exiled from
Mitylene. A brother of Alcacus who was also banished took
service as a soldier under the king of Babylon. At the end of the
ten years Pittacus gave up his position voluntarily and Alcaeus
returned from exile (see vol. 111, p. §16).

The time of these internal struggles in Mitylene was seized
by Miletus to strengthen her control over the Hellespont, which
was constantly threatened by a powerful and unfriendly Lesbos.
It may have been with Milesian help that during the time of the
Mitylencan tyranny Athens, the mother-city of Miletus, seized
Sigeum in the Troad, just outside the entrance into the straits.
Pittacus renewed the struggle and himself killed in single combat
the Athenian commander. In the negotiations which ended the
war Periander the tyrant of Corinth acted as arbitrator. Sigeum
reverted to Mitylene, but only for a while. It was again seized for
Athens by the tyrant Peisistratus who appointed one of his own
sons to be ruler of the city.
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The moderation and practical wisdom of Pittacus won him a
blace among the seven sages of archaic Greece, but in fame and
mportance he is easily eclipsed by the two great Lesbian poets,
Alcacus and Sappho (pp. 494 597.). In one respect Sappho gives
Mitylene a unique position. Not only her own achievements in
hoetry but also her band of women disciples show that in the
Mitylene of her day women, at least of the most prosperous class,
>njoyed a freedom found elsewhere only in Sparta and an oppor-
unity for self-development without parallel in Greek history.

Of specifically Aeolic works of art very little is certainly known.
There 1s a rare and curious form of the volute capital which is
‘ound among the temple remains at Mitylene and a few mainland
Aeolic sites1. The style of these capitals recalls Egypt, and they
ave often been regarded as belonging to the type from which
was developed the mature Ionic. A connection between Mitylene
ind Egypt is attested at least from the time of Sappho, whose
srother exported Greek wine to Naucratis,

A third group of Greek settlements, Dorian by race, lay to the
south of onia in the south-west corner of Asia Minor. Of the
six chief cities of this group two, Cnidus and Halicarnassus, were
on the mainland; three, Ialysus, Camirus, and Lindus, on the
arge island of Rhodes; the sixth being Cos, the second largest
sland of the Dodecanese. These six cities held periodically a
common festival from which however Halicarnassus was early
expelled, perhaps as not being of pure Doric stock (see however
Herodotus 1, 144). Within this group the three Rhodian cities
showed a remarkable tendency to act as a unity. Rhodes for
nstance, not any particular Rhodian city, is mentioned by Hero-
lotus as one of the four Dorian cities that had part in the
Naucratite Hellenium. (The other three were Halicarnassus,
Cnidus, and Phaselis.) In §80 B.c. Rhodians, presumably from
the whole island, combined with the Cnidians in an expedition
which first attempted to seize Lilybaeum in west Sicily and ulti-
mately founded a Greek state in the Lipari islands (see below,
p. 354). This Lilybaeum expedition formed partof a wider colonial
scheme, which, if successful, would have excluded the Phoenicians
from Sicily and profoundly affected the history of the middle
Mediterranean. About the same time Gela in south-east Sicily,
itself a Rhodian foundation of about a century earlier, was estab-
lishing the great city of Acragas (Girgenti) about half-way along
the south coast of the island. The two enterprises cannot have
been quite independent of one another. It looks as though the
Dorian hexapolis was aiming at the subjugation of the whole of

1 See Volume of Plates i, 390, &.
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west Sicily, perhaps in conjunction with the Dorian Selinus, the
most westerly of Greek cities in Sicily. Any such projects were
however dealt a fatal blow by the advance of Cyrus to the Aegean.
The Dorians seem to have offered the Persians singularly little
resistance. The only effort was made by the Cnidians and even
that did not get as far as fighting. The Cnidians consulted the
Delphic oracle on an engineering project for digging a canal to
turn into an island the long peninsula on which their city was
built, but the oracle discouraged them and they took its advice.
Some of them may have migrated and taken service under Amasis
of Egypt. At the battle of Pelusium in 52§ B.C., where the
Egyptians were defeated and their country left at the mercy of the
Persians, the Caro-Greek contingent which fought on the Egyptian
side dlstmgulshed itself by the treachery of its Dorian com-
mander, by the way it began the battle by sacrificing the deserter’s
Children and drinking their blood mingled with wine, and by the
heroism with which it then proceeded to fight against the Persians.
Cnidus was sufficiently important about the middle of the sixth
century to erect a treasury of its own at Delphi, but the remains
are too scanty to give any idea of Cnidian art at the time.

The archaic pottery of Greek Asia Minor is best known from
finds made in Rhodes?, notably by Biliotti, the British consul on
the island some seventy years ago, and more recently from the
carefully conducted and admirably published excavations at
Vroulia of the Danish scholar Kinch. Whether the typical pottery
of the seventh and sixth centuries that has been found in such
abundance on the island is a local fabric, as Kinch held, or
Milesian, as is held by many archaeologists, it bears witness to
the commercial importance of Rhodes at this period.

The Cyclades, in splte of their central situation, never held a
dominant political position in Greece. No single island was big
enough to play for long the leading part, and as a group they
were too much separated by the sea for any effective synoecismus
or federation. The largest and most important was Naxos. Its
early prosperity and the main source of its riches are alike indi-
cated by the coins? which it began to strike about 600 B.c. with
a large wine cup (cantharus) as type. About the same time or only
a little later the Naxians began to quarry their beautiful coarse-
grained marble and to develop a school of sculpture of which
remains attested by inscriptions are to be seen at Delos and at
Delphi3, while on Naxos itself there are several statues that from
their unfinished condition as well as from their material are plainly
local products. Some too of the earliest archaic statues found on

1 See Volume of Plates 1, 348, ¢, . 2wz 25Y. 3 [b. 294, a.
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the Athenian Acropolis are of Naxian marble and are held on
high authority to be of Naxian workmanship!. About the middle
of the sixth century the island fell under a tyrant named Lygdamis,
who had led a popular movement against the governing aristo-
cracy. This Lygdamis was a close ally of the Athenian tyrant
Peisistratus. Each helped the other with men or money to secure
the tyranny of his native city. Polycrates too is said to have re-
ceived support from Lygdamis when he seized the tyranny at
Samos. The Naxian tyranny, which was overthrown by the
Spartans, perhaps in connection with their expedition to Samos,
was followed by a reversion to an oligarchy which in its turn was
overthrown and replaced by a democratic government that was
still in power in §oo B.c. when the Persians were persuaded to
make an expedition against the island with the alleged intention
of restoring the exiled aristocrats (see p. 216). This expedition
and the success of the Naxians in repelling it, show how pros-
perous and powerful the island must have been at the time. It
appears for a while even to have succeeded Samos as the chief
independent Greek naval power in the Aegean.

The people of Paros supplied the arbitrators who ended the
period of discord at Miletus by giving the government to those
of the citizens whose lands they found best cultivated. This de-
cision in favour of the landed class may mean that the landed
interest was dominant in Paros itself, a state of things which
would explain why so little is heard at this time about this pros-
perous island, the second largest of the Cyclades.

The little island of Siphnos owed its importance to the gold
and silver mines which were already yielding richly by about the
middle of the sixth century. The islanders distributed the output
periodically among themselves. When the Samian exiles and their
Spartan supporters had failed in their attack on Polycrates and
Samos, the Samian exiles descended on Siphnos and extracted
from the Siphnians the large sum of a hundred talents. Before
this incident the Siphnians had already decorated their market
place and town hall with Parian marble. Some idea of their
prosperity at this period may still be gleaned from the remains
of the treasury which they built at Delphi with the tithe of their
income from the mines. It is of marble and decorated with finely
carved reliefs? and sculptured female figures in place of columns.
The work is Tonic but is generally held not to be by Siphnian
artists.

Delos itself during the sixth century played an important but

1 Guy Dickins, Catalogue of the Acropolis Museum, vol. 1, p. 151.
2 See Volume of Plates 1, 292, a, &.
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somewhat passive part. The Athenian tyrant Peisistratus estab-
lished a sort of protectorate over the island and purified it by
removing all the graves within sight of the sacred precinct. We
saw how Polycrates of Samos celebrated Delian games and pre-
sented Delos with the larger neighbouring island of Rheneia,
which he joined to it by a chain stretched across the narrow
intervening strait. By these particular attentions to the religious
capital of the Aegean the tyrants of Athens and Samos sought
successively to gain some sort of presidency among the island
cities such as republican Athens secured in the succeeding century
as president of the Delian confederacy (see p. 70). Actual re-
mains of this period are comparatively scanty on the island, but
the series of sixth-century female figures from the temple of
Artemis excavated by the French in the seventies of the last
century was the most striking of its kind known till the Athenian
Acropolis revealed its treasures. They have been attributed to the
younger school of Chian sculptors.

One other island of the Aegean that claims a brief notice is
Thasos, close to the coast of west Thrace. Though so far from the
Cyclades it had a close connection with them, having been
colonized from Paros early in the seventh century. Like Siphnos
the island became wealthy and important from its mines. About
§50 B.c. it began issuing a coinage! the type of which, a satyr
carrying off a maenad, is executed in the full and fleshy style that
is typical of Tonic workmanship. The same style is seen in sculp-
tures of the period found on the island, as for example a relief
representing a kneeling Heracles now in the museum of Con-
stantinople. These coins and sculptures are enough to show that
the importance of Thasos began some time before the Persian
wars when, in recorded history, it first appears as a wealthy city®

V1. THE BLACK SEA AND ITS APPROACHES

This concludes the survey of the chief Greek cities on the
islands and the east coast of the Aegean. It remains to consider
the principal outlets which the Greeks, starting from this centre,
had found for themselves in the eighth and seventh centuries and
continued to develop during the sixth.

Of these the most important, at least for the eastern Greeks,
was probably the Black Sea and its approaches. By the year
600 B.c. both sides of the Hellespont were fringed with Greek
cities. On the European side in the Thracian Chersonese (Penin-
sula of Gallipoli) Lesbos had founded Madytus, Alopeconesos

1 See Volume of Plates i, 308, A.

2 For Crete see above, vol. 111, p. 563 sq.; for Cyprus, 1bzd. pp. 643 s¢q.
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and Sestos, the Milesians and Clazomenians had planted Limnae
and Cardia, the Teians Elaets. These cities must at first have
been much in the nature of factories, since the native Dolonci
still occupied the peninsula. Hence perhaps the fact that in the
cemetery of Llaetis, revealed by Turkish shells in 1915 and
excavated by French troops during the campaign and in 1921-2,
the finds appear to date only from towards the end of the sixth
century. On the Asiatic side the two chief cities were the Milesian
Abydos, near the modern Chanak, and the Phocaean Lampsacus
nearer the Marmora end of the straits. The rivalries that must
have inspired these various settlements during the days of Pittacus
and Thrasybulus have left no record; but for the period from
560 B.c. onward we have a consecutive narrative in Herodotus
(v1, 34 s9). The Chersonese was being threatened by barbarian
neighbours and the Dolonci sought help at Athens, where Peisis-
tratus had recently established himself as tyrant. With the consent
of Peisistratus a rival of his named Miltiades, a rich man who
kept a chariot and four and had won a victory at the Olympian
games, accompanied the Dolonci home, built a wall across the
neck of the isthmus, and made himself tyrant of the whole Cher-
sonese (see above, p. 69). He became a friend of the Lydian
king Croesus, and when, in an attempt to secure a footing on the
Asiatic side of the strait, he was captured by the Lampsacenes,
Croesus forced them to release him. This Miltiades was suc-
ceeded by Stesagoras, the son of his half-brother, and he again
by his brother, a second Miltiades. This latter was sent to succeed
Stesagoras from Athens by Hippias, the son and successor of
Peisistratus, who later in his reign married his own daughter
Archedice to Aeantides the son of Hippoclus, the ruling tyrant
of Lampsacus, at thattimehigh in favour at the Persian court. This
wedding of policy may have secured for Athens, atleast for a time,
what wars had failed to achieve, the control of both sides of the
Dardanelles (see above, p. 32 and p. 79). Within the Chersonese
Miltiades followed his patron’s policy and strengthened his
position with his Thracian neighbours by himself marrying
the daughter of their king Olorus. When Darius made his
expedition to the Danube ¢. 516 B.c. Miltiades accompanied
him (see below, pp. 212 s¢gg.). In later times, after the Ionic revolt,
when he had fled to Athens, he claimed to have conspired against
Darius during this early campaign. The statement is beyond
proof or refutation, but the whole history of the Miltiades family
and the Chersonese is of unique interest both for the facts and
the suggestions that it offers as to the interplay in these outlying
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Creek regions of the somewhat miscellaneous Greek settlements
with one another, the surrounding natives, and the great powers
of the period, both barbarian and Greek.

In the Sea of Marmora the foremost Greek city was Cyzicus,
a Milesian foundation on the lofty peninsula that runs out from
the south coast. Its early importance is shown by its coins?, heavy
electrum pieces which soon circulated all over Greece. Their type,
a tunny fish, probably indicates the early source of Cyzicene
prosperity. Thecitybegan earlyto erect imposing public buildings,
as is shown frem fragments of archaic sculptured reliefs and Ionic
capitals now preserved in the Constantinople Museum. Its fame
among the uncivilized tribes who dwelt beyond the Marmora and
the Black Sea is perhaps reflected in the story of the Scythian
Anacharsis and his visit to the city, from which he is said to have
introduced the worship of the great mother-goddess into his
native country. After the Persian conquest a Cyzicene named
Pytharchus tried to make himself tyrant of his native city. He
had previously been presented by Cyrus with seven obscure
towns and advanced on Cyzicus with an army, but was beaten
back by the Cyzicenes. The incident illustrates the considerable
amount of freedom enjoyed by the city-states within the Persian
dominion. In §16 however Cyzicus was under a tyrant Arista-
goras who accompanied Darius on his expedition to Scythia.

A Black Sea trade such as existed from at least 600 B.c. pre-
supposes an important station on the Bosphorus, and Byzantium,
founded by Megara about 660 B.c., must soon have attained to
this position. Megara was consistently friendly with Miletus and
so too presumably was its daughter-city. Hence perhaps the fact
that so little is heard about it till the time when Darius crossed
the Bosporus and Ariston, tyrant of the city, is found along with
Aristagoras of Cyzicus and other Greek tyrants of the Marmora
and Hellespont districts, attending Darius on his expedition to
the Danube. Byzantium appears not to have been enthusiastic
in the Persian cause, for it passed under a Persian governor,
Megabazus. It is to him Herodotus attributes the saying that
Chalcedon, the earlier settlement just opposite Byzantium on the
Asiatic coast, must have been founded by men who were blind.
Two monuments of the Persian passage of the Bosphorus survived
at least till the time of Herodotus, one, a pair of pillars inscribed
respectively in Greek and ‘Assyrian’ (i.e. Persian cuneiform,
see p. 201) set up by Darius, the other, a set of paintings of
the crossing that had been executed for the Samian Mandrocles,
builder of the bridge.

1 See Volume of Plates i, 302, ¢, d.
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In the Black Sea itself the opening of the sixth century pro-
bably saw the coasts already fringed with Greek settlements,
mostly Milesian, along the west and north to beyond the Crimea,
and along the south and cast as far as the Caucasus. Sinope facing
the Crimea, Trapezus (Trebizond) nearly 300 miles farther along
the southern coast, and Phasis and Dioscorias on the eastern coast
in the land of Colchls supplied Miletus with raw materials such
as flax, timber, and iron, and could maintain Greek trade with
the far east behind the back of an unfriendly power in western
Asia Minor. Our knowledge however of the Black Sea cities
during the archaic period is derived mainly from excavations
and is limited mainly to the Russian sites which alone have been
systematically explored. At Panticapaeum (Kertch), Theodosia,
and other Crimean sites, Attic vases of the latter part of the sixth
century have been found in some numbers. At Taman on the
Asiatic side of the Cimmerian Bosporus (the strait that connects
the Sea of Azov with the Black Sea), similar Attic pottery has
been found and also various lonic fabrics of the same period.
These finds establish a latest possible date at which the settle-
ments grew to importance. It may be that the Greeks feeling
their way gradually forward past Apollonia (Burghas), Odessus
(Varna), Callatis, Tomi, Istrus (Costanza) and the mouths of the
Danube and Dniester did not firmly establish themselves so far
away till about this period, but they had reached the north-west
corner of the Black Sea considerably earlier. Olbia in a sheltered
position on the estuary of the Hypanis (Bug) and facing that
river’s junction with the Borysthenes (Dnieper) was already a
flourishing Greek city before 600 B.c. Here and at the neigh-
bouring site of Berezan (Borysthenes?) careful excavations have
produced, besides some fine examples of early Ionian jewellery
and other archaic objects, many examples of all the best known
Greek potteries of the archaic period: Corinthian, Sicyonian (?),
the Jonic fabrics provisionally assigned to Miletus, Samos, and
Clazomenae, and specimens of the Greek ware of Naucratis in
Egypt. About the middle of the sixth century these wares began
to give way to the black-figure pottery of Athens, which again
is succeeded by the red-figure pottery which Athens began putting
on the market about 30 B.c. Trade connections were various as
well as extensive. One fact brought out by the Olbia excavations
is particularly significant. Of the graves those of the sixth century
are the farthest from the city; later ages buried nearer in. This
can only mean that the city was shrinking and that the sixth
century was its period of greatest prosperity. Before the end of

9 C.A.H.1V
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the century and probably some time before it the people of Olbia
were issuing coins. They are of two kinds, the one being large
round copper pieces, the other curious pieces cast in the shape of
fish, particularly dolphins. Some of these fish coins have been
found in the hands of the dead where they are taken to represent,
like the diobol that the Athenians put into the mouth of the
departed, the passage-money for the journey to the other world.
The numerous graffiti on the potsherds show that writing was a
common accomplishment and that the dialect spoken till near the
end of the sixth century was pure Ionic. Ionic influence was re-
placed by Attic, but in some ways these remote Greek cities must
from the first have been curiously conservative. At Panticapaeum
fifth- and fourth-century graves have been held to show Mycenaean
features both in construction and furniture. Centuries later the
Olbiopolitans still regarded Homer as the last word in literature.
Early Greek products penetrated far inland. Archaic Ionian vases
have been found in the middle Dnieper district and in Podolia
near Nemirov on the upper Bug. In exchange for these articles
the Greeks must have received the raw products that they are
known in later ages to have exported to the mother-country,
namely slaves, Cattle, honey, wax, dried and pickled fish, hides,
salt, timber, amber, drugs. Most important of all, perhaps even
from this early period, was the trade in corn. The corn of the
‘ Agricultural Scythians,” who according to Herodotus grew corn
‘not for consumption but for sale,” may explain why Thrasybulus
of Miletus was able so successfully to withstand the invasion of
his territories by the Lydians in spite of their systematic destruc-
tion of the Milesian crops.

Detailed facts about these Pontic cities are wanting. The
settlers must have been men who had found life hard or un-
congenial in their old homes, or in some cases refugees from
foreign invasion like the founders of Phanagoria on the Asiatic
side of the Cimmerian Bosporus, who are said to have been men of
Teos fleeing from the violence of the Persians. The sites of their
settlements they seem generally to have rented from the previous
occupants. Certainly the natives cannot have been very unfriendly,
otherwise the colonies, depending as they did on their inland trade,
could hardly have survived. The story told in Herodotus of the
fiftth-century Scythian chief who made periodic and prolonged visits
to Olbia and aped Greek dress and manners is probably typical of
the state of things from the time of the first settlers onwards. The
chiefs derived both profitand pleasure from the neighbourhood of
a superior civilization. The lower classes were less appreciative.
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VII. THE GREEKS IN EGYPT AND CYRENE

In Egypt when the founder of the Saite dynasty died (609 B.c.)
there were two main Greek settlements—‘ The Camps’ at Daphnae
on the east side of the Delta and Naucratis on one of its western
arms. Both had grown out of the Milesians’ Fort, the original
head-quarters of both the Greek mercenaries and the Greek mer-
chants within the pharaoh’s dominions. Both continued to flourish
till the anti-Greek outbreak that put Amasis on the throne
(566 B.c.) and led to the concentration of all the Greeks in
Naucratis. The Daphnae Camps were two in number; one was
occupied by Carian mercenaries the other by Ionians, and the
Nile flowed between them. It was from this camp that the Greeks
marched out under Necho on the expedition which overthrew
Josiah (cf. Jeremiah ii, 16), and it was here that Jeremiahand many
of his fellow-countrymen sought refuge from Nebuchadrezzar
(Jeremiah xliii, § sg¢.) and found it till that monarch fell upon
Egypt and led them away captive to Babylon. Daphnae was thus
the scene of the first intercourse in Egypt between the Jews and
the Greeks, an intercourse that was to have such notable develop-
ments four centuries later at Alexandria. The sojourn of dis-
tinguished Jewish refugees at Daphnae appears to have left its
mark on the place to this day. The camp buildings, of which
remains still exist, are known as Kasr Bint el-Yehudi, ‘the castle
of the Jew’s daughter.’

A generation later the Greeks were forced to leave the site.
The troops were transferred to Memphis, ostensibly to be more
under the pharaoh’s eye but soon to be his trusted body-guard.
The merchants were removed to Naucratis. In the days of
Herodotus their old homes at Daphnae and the slips for their
ships there were already in ruins. The site has been excavated
and the remains of Greek pottery confirm the tradition of the
abandonment about 560 B.c. (see vol. 111, pp. 291 s¢., 303).

Amasis began his reign by prohibiting Greek traders from
carrying on business anywhere in Egypt but at Naucratis.

And for those Greeks who did not wish to reside but merely made voyages
there he gave sites to set up altars and precincts to the gods: the greatest
of these and the most famous and the most used is called the Hellenium;
these are the cities which united to establish it: of the Ionians Chios, Teos,
Phocaea, Clazomenae, of the Dorians Rhodes, Cnidus, Halicarnassus and
Phaselis, of the Aeolians only Mitylene:. . .and these are the cities which
supply superintendents of the mart. ... Apart from these the Aeginetans

established on their own a precinct of Zeus, the Samians another of Hera,
and the Milesians one of Apollo. (Ierodotus 11, 178.)

9-2
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Amasis was thus in a sense a founder of Naucratis, but he was
only a second founder. Excavations have shown that the city
flourished from about the middle of the seventh century. The
unmistakable pottery of Greek Naucratis found its way to Aegina
well before the reign of Amasis. Naucratis itself was being flooded
with Greek pottery of several distinctive styles, mostly of
uncertain East-Greek origin, but including some Corinthian.
Charaxus, brother of Sappho, was bringing Lesbian wine to the
city and falling victim there to the charms of a Greek hetaera.
The various precincts contained temples of the protecting deity.
Column fragments of an Apollo temple have been preserved which
must belong to a building erected about the middle of the sixth
century B.C. in a variety of the Ionian style details of which find
parallels at Samos and in south Italian Locri. The ruins of the
Apollo precinct measure 80 m. by 43 m.; those of Hera are
considerably larger, those of the Hellenium larger still with traces
of numerous internal buildings. South of the precinct lay the
quarter of the Greek residents, a labyrinth of winding streets,
and south again of that, a native quarter. The area excavated
measured 800 m. by 400 m.; the total area occupied must have
been larger still.

From the point of view of Greek history Naucratis and Daphnae
are mainly interesting as the centres from which Egyptian in-
fluence reached Greece. Their existence meant that Egypt was
known at first hand not merely to occasional enterprising travellers
but to a large body of Greeks from a variety of cities; at all events
during the long reign of Amasis many of these Greeks were
constantly passing to and fro between Naucratis and their native
cities. The effect of this intercourse must have been considerable.
It may be illustrated from the figures of two scribes dressed in
what is obviously a Greek imitation of Egyptian garb found
among the pre-Persian remains on the Athenian Acropolisl.
Cases like this of direct Egyptian influence are few, perhaps
surprisingly so; but it would be rash on that account to put a
low estimate on the debt of Greece at this time to Egypt. The
wise men of Greece like Pythagoras and Solon visited the land
and tradition connected these visits with their search for wisdom.
One service Egypt certainly rendered to Greek science. The pages
of Herodotus and the fragments of his predecessor Hecataeus
(born at Miletus ¢. 550 B.c.) show how much the Greeks were
impressed when they discovered the extreme antiquity of Egyptian

Y Guy Dickins, Catalogue of the Acropolis Museum, vol. 1, p. 167 on
Nos. 144, 146; cf. also No. 629. See Volume of Plates i, 296, &.
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civilization. It seems indeed to have first inspired them with a
real spirit for historical research. A particularly precious gift that
the Greeks received from Egypt probably by way- of Naucratis
was the papyrus, the plant which provided them with a light and
comparatively cheap material for book making.

The high plateau west of Lower Egypt that looks north across
the sea to Greece received its first Greek settlers a little later than
Egypt. About 630 B.c. Greeks from Thera and Crete established
themselves on the island of Platea (Bomba) whence they moved
a few years later to Cyrene on the mainland some 1§ miles farther
west. They brought no women with them and married Libyan
wives. Some §0 years later the Cyrenaeans invited the Greeks at
large to come and share in a distribution of land. The invitation
was backed by Delphi and resulted in a large influx from the
Peloponnese, Crete and other islands (570 B.c.). The new-comers
were naturally unpopular with the natives whom they dispossessed,
but the estrangement was temporary and partial. Quarrels among
the Greeks themselves soon led to the foundation of Barca, which
in turn became the mother of Euhesperides (Benghazi) and
Taucheira (Tokrah) still farther west near the mouth of the gulf
of Sydra (Syrtis Major). The natives sided with Barca, and the
Libyan strain was soon stronger there than in Cyrene itself. At
Cyrene the women would eat no cow’s flesh. At Barca they
abstained from pork as well. Libyan names occur in both cities
in the most exalted families (Battus, Alazir).

The leader of the original expedition became king of Cyrene,
assuming the name of Battus, a Libyan word for king which
became a personal name in the family. Battus founded a dynasty
that was still ruling in the days of Pindar; the kings bore alter-
nately the names of Battus and Arcesilas. The great immigration
took place under Battus II (the Prosperous). The movement that
led to the foundation of Barca began with a quarrel between
Arcesilas II (the Cruel) and his brothers. When shortly after-
wards Arcesilas II was murdered the throne would have passed
to a usurper but for the vigorous action of his widow Eryxo, who
secured the succession for her son Battus III (the Lame), under
whom the Cyrenaeans enjoyed the blessings of a very limited
monarchy: instructed by the Delphic oracle they called in as
‘reformer’ Demonax of Mantinea, who left Battus a titular king-
ship but organized the city on democratic lines. We have few
details as to his reforms, but the fact that he created or recognized
three ‘tribes,” the original citizens from Thera and the perioikoi,
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the Peloponnesians and Cretans, and the islanders, shows that
the problem was largely racial. Arcesilas III set about over-
throwing this constitution, and though at first driven into exile
he ultimately with the help of Polycrates of Samos established
himself as despot. The two cities, so Herodotus tells us, had been
close friends from the days of the settlement on Platea. Arcesilas
was on good terms with his cousin Alazir (Aladdeir), king of
Barca, whose daughter he married and with whom he was staying
for fear of his own subjects when both he and Alazir were mur-
dered (about 510 B.c.). Cyrene meanwhile had been governed by
his mother Pheretime. It is noteworthy how active a part in
Cyrenaic politics was played by the women of the royal house.
Battus IV owed his throne to Pheretime and the army she
secured from the Persian satrap of Egypt. Barca was reduced,
the leading men and women mutilated and murdered by the
queen-mother, the remnant transplanted to Bactria by the Great
King and Battus became the vassal ruler of the whole Cyrenaic
pentapolis.

The prosperity of Cyrene was due to its sheep (much adver-
tised by the Delphic oracle) and still more to its crops. The soil
is rich, and rain so abundant that the natives called it the place
where there is a hole in the sky. The great plateau rises from the
sea to a height of 2000 ft. in terraces which allowed of three
successive harvests at four-month intervals. Its most valuable
product was silphium, a medicinal plant which grew only in
Cyrenaica. When some Libyans wished to make a dedication at
Delphi they set up a column that represented a highly conven-
tionalized silphium plant. Silphium appeared regularly on the
coins of Cyrene! from about 600 B.c. and also on those of Barca.
It was a royal monopoly, and a vase that may well be of local
make depicts Arcesilas, probably the second of the name, super-
intending the weighing of packets of the precious plant on a
ship’s deck while other consignments, already weighed and ready
for export, are being placed in the hold2. We are told by Ephorus
that Battus I was a good ruler ‘but his successors governed more
and more tyrannically, appropriating the public revenues and
neglecting the observances of religion.” This change may
perhaps be equated with the institution of the royal monopoly in
silphium (see vol. 11, p. 666 s¢.).

Inspiteof thedistances that separated Cyrene and her daughter-
cities from their civilized neighbours, they maintained relations
with them that illustrate the unity of Mediterranean civilization
at this period. The earliest settlements do not indeed seem to

1 See Volume of Plates i, 306, a, &. 2 Ib. 378, b.



1V, vi] CYRENE ITI

have attracted much notice either in Sais or in Carthage, but the
influx of §70 B.c. had immediate repercussions. The tribes of the
interior appealed to the pharaoh Apries who sent to their help a
large expedition the failure of which directly contributed to his
overthrow by Amasis, who made friends with the Cyrenaeans,
sent them a portrait of himself and a statue of Athena (Neith)
and is even said to have taken a Cyrenaean wife. When Arcesilas 11
was murdered, Battus 111 went in person to Egypt with hismother
and grandmother to secure recognition from Amasis. The con-
quest of Egypt by Cambyses led both Cyrene and Barca to
acknowledge his supremacy and send gifts. Darius incorporated
Cyrenaica 1n the nome of Egypt and it was as his vassal that
Pheretime made her appeal for Persian help. This constant inter-
course with Egypt explains the worship of Amon at Cyrene, de-
rived probably from the famous oasis, and that of Isis by the
Cyrenaean women. The magnificent rock tombs of Cyrene? recall
Egyptian tombs and imply Egyptian models. The Telegonia of
Eugammon, who wrote at Cyrene (see vol. 11, p. so1), introduced
an episode which may have been influenced and possibly inspired
by the Egyptian story of Rhampsinitus.

With Greece Cyrene maintained constant communication. Two
archaic female statues recently found in the city at once recall
the finds made in Delos and on the Athenian Acropolis. A Lindian
temple chronicle bears witness to early intercourse with Rhodes.
The city had a treasury at Olympia. It is probable that as early
as the sixth century Cyrenaic horses were often seen at the
Olympian games? Of close ties with Sparta the most interesting
evidence is furnished by recent finds of pottery: the Arcesilas
vase described above belongs to a very distinctive fabric that was
formerly regarded as exclusively Cyrenaic. Recently, however, the
British excavations at Sparta have shown that this was the normal
kind of decorated pottery used in sixth-century Sparta®, and the
fabric shows a continuous development there from times before
Cyrene was founded. Still more recently some fine specimens
have been found in the Spartan colony of Tarentum. There is
thus a strong probability that the pottery of this kind found at
Sparta is a local product. But for the later phases at all events there
is no need to assume that Sparta was the only seat of the industry.
Besides the Arcesilas vase there are others painted with subjects
that have been plausibly associated with Cyrene. When American

! E. A. Smith and R. M. Porcher, Discoveries at Cyrene, Pll. 13-27.
See Volume of Plates i, 290.

2 According to Herodotus (1v, 189) the Libyans taught the Greeks the
use of four-horse chariots. 8 See Volume of Plates i, 378, a.
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archaeologists began digging at Cyrene in 1910 their rather
meagre pottery finds included ‘one or two fragments that showed
the characteristics of the so-called Cyrenaic ware.” Whatever the
place or places of origin of this pottery, its distribution is signi-
ficant. It is not an all-pervading fabric like Corinthian and Attic.
The places where it is best attested are Sparta, Tarentum and
Cyrene. Examples have also been found at Phigalea in Arcadia,
at Naucratis, Samos, Sardes and Massilia. The finds thus illus-
trate the written records which bring sixth-century Cyrene into
special connection with Egypt, Samos and the Peloponnese (see
above vol. 111, pp. 304, 668). The Egyptxan Amon was wor-
shipped in Samos and Sparta as well as in Cyrene; Sparta and
Egypt as well as Cyrene figure prominently in the history of
Polycrates. The Spartan expedition to Samos was directed against
the tyrant, but it dates from the time when he was deserting his
Greek and Egyptian friends and going over to the Persians and
Phoenicians. The Dorian thrust into Cyrenaica had barred the
passage from Phoenicia to Carthage, and the Cyrenaeans and their
friends must have been in constant fear of a combination between
their Phoenician rivals to east and west. Samos, Egypt and Cyrene
fell before Persia, and it was probably as a result of this that about
§13 B.C. Dorieus of Sparta, half-brother of king Cleomenes,
sailed to Libya and tried to settle Cinyps, the most fertile region
in north Africa, roughly midway between Cyrene and Carthage.
After two years he was driven out by the Carthaginians and
Libyans, returned to Sparta, and set out on a still more un-
successful expedition to wrest territory from the Punic settlers
in west Sicily (see p. 359). His career suggests that the
Peloponnesians were trying to prevent the Carthaginians from
turning east and joining hands with the eastern Phoenicians.
A Spartan Cinyps would have secured this object and held
out the hope of liberating Cyrene from its Greek tyrants and
Persian overlord!. Persia and Carthage recognized the danger,
and sought to prevent a repetition of the attempt by claiming
between them all the intervening coast of Libya and fixing a
common frontier.

1 It is not impossible that the Spartan designs on Carthage and
Libya were even more aggressive: cf. the oracles (Hdt 1v, 179) that a
descendant of an Argonaut should found 100 cities round lake Tritonis
and that the Spartans should colonize the island of Phla in the lake
(¢bid. 178). Tt is worthy of note that these oracles are not attributed
to Delphi and that Delphi did not encourage Dorieus. It was already
medizing.
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VIII. MAGNA GRAECIA AND THE WESTERN
MEDITERRANEAN?

In south Italy for the greater part of the sixth century the most
prominent Greek cities were Croton and Sybaris. Sybaris is said
to have had a circuit of over eight miles and a population that is
variously given as 100,000 (Scymnus) and even 300,000 (Dio-
dorus x11, 9. 2), estimates which are sufficiently impressive even
allowing "for exaggeration and the possible inclusion of de-
pendents living in the country round. Croton was much the same
size. In situation the northern city had two great advantages.
Ships from the east at this period always crossed from Greece to
Italy where the sea is narrowest and then coasted down, so that
Sybaris was the nearer city, and, secondly, the land-passage across
to the western sea is shorter and brought the trader out nearer
to the markets of central and northern I[taly. The result was that
in the sixth century B.c. Sybaris became one of the greatest com-
mercial cities in the Greek world. It had specially close con-
nections with both Miletus and Etruria, which means that it was
the chief centre from which Ionian products found their way over
[taly. There is reason to believe that it had a practical monopoly
of the Etruscan trade, the extent of which is attested by the
abundant finds of Greek pottery. ‘The Sybarites wore cloaks
made of Milesian wool, and this was the origin of their friendship,
as Timaeus states. For of the peoples of Italy they most loved the
Etruscans, of those outside Italy, the Ionians.”?> The territory
controlled by the city was considerable. It reached at least to Siris
which lay half-way to Tarentum, while along the west coast it
extended from Laus to Paestum. The close connection between
the two coasts 1s illustrated by the coins of Siris, which have the
Sybarite type of the bull® and are inscribed on the one side with
the name of Siris and on the other with that of Pyxus (Buxentum)
on the west coast. The wealth and luxury of the Sybarites became
proverbial all over the Greek world. It is said that cooks were
encouraged to invent new dishes by the grant of a sort of patent
on their inventions, and that producers, importers, and purveyors
of certain luxuries such as eels and purple dye were exempted
from taxation. These stories plainly have their origin in satire,
but they may none the less throw light both on staple industries
and the fiscal policy of the people satirized. Something has been

! For the history of the Greek cities in Sicily see below, chap. xr.

2 Athenaeus x11, p. 519 B. See How and Wells, Commentary on Herodotus,
vol. 11, p. 71 s54. 8 See Volume of Plates 1, 300, ¢, f.
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said already on the commercial aspects of the great Greek games.
Those of Sybaris were on the same lines as those of Olympia and
were deliberately held at the same timel.

Croton, in a bracing situation? had a more distinguished history.
Medicine and physical culture were both carried to a high pitch
in the city. A Crotonian named Democedes, son of a priest of
Aesculapius who had migrated there from Cnidus, attained such
fame as a physician that he was employed as a public practitioner
at Aegina and Athens, then as court physician first to Polycrates
of Samos and later to Darius of Persia. The city was famous for
its athletes: on one occasion at the Olympic games the first seven
places in the foot-race all fell to competitors from Croton; Milo,
the Crotonian statesman and soldier of the latter part of the sixth
century, was one of the most famous of ancient athletes. But
Croton’s chief claim to a prominent place in history comes from
its connection with Pythagoras. His doctrines are dealt with in
another chapter (see pp. §44 s¢¢.), but his personal career and
the way of life that he introduced first into Croton and then into
other cities of south Italy is one of the outstanding facts in the
history of Greater Greece. After migrating from Samos in the days
of Polycrates he settled in Croton and gathered bands of devoted
disciples, taught them his way of life with its doctrine of purifi-
cation and inward harmony, and organized them in a sort of
religious brotherhood. His appeal found in Croton a special
response. Milo became one of his disciples.

The Italian Greek communities were even more quarrelsome
than their parent cities. About 530 B.c. Croton, Sybaris and
Metapontum combined to suppress the flourishing city of Siris
(a Colophonian foundation), and in spite of assistance sent from
Locri the city was annihilated. We hear of a plague that resulted
from this campaign. When this had spent itself the Crotonians
turned against Locri, but though the aggressor’s forces are said
to have been immensely superior in numbers the Locrians won
the day. It was after this chastening experience that Pythagoras
is said to have come to Croton. In the next war the opponents
are Sybaris and Croton. The casus be/li as given in the tradition
was that Croton on the advice of Pythagoras received some
refugees who had been expelled from vaarls by the tyrant Telys,
but we may suspect that Croton, checked in her attempt to expand
southward, had claimed some compensation in the Sybaris direc-

! Another version attributed the great Italian games to Croton. Their

significance is the same in either case.
2 Cf. the proverb ‘healthier than Croton,’ Strabo vi, p. 262.
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tion. In the fighting the Sybarites were completely defeated and
their city utterly destroyed (§10 B.c.). Herodotus gives a lively
description of the dismay of the Milesians: ‘they all from youth
upward shaved their heads and put on great mourning’ when
they heard the news. This destructive rivalry is enough in itself
to explain why these great cities did not make themselves more
felt in later Italian history.

Tarentum stands apart as the one great Dorian foundation in
Magna Graecia, a fact illustrated by the finds of pottery that have
been made in the city (see above, p. 111). Its splendid harbour,
now one of the chief bases of the Italian navy, and its position as
the first important Greek city to be reached after crossing from
Greece made it unique. When the isthmus route from Brindisi to
Tarentum firstcame into useis uncertain, but tradition says that the
founder of Tarentum died at Brindisi. The considerable collection
of Greek pottery in Brindisi museum said to come from local finds
dates from about sooB.c. A still shorter passageacross the Adriatic
may have been secured by crossing to Hydrus (Hydruntum,
Otranto) and then proceeding byland to Callipolis on the east coast
of the Tarentine bay, a settlement that 1s known to have been a
naval station of the Tarentines (Dionysius of Halicarnassus x1x, 3).
The wealth of Tarentum was derived partly from agriculture and
fishing, partly from industries, notably the making of fabrics and
dies. To the purple dye works are due the ancient heaps of mussel
shells still to be seen both at Callipolis and at Tarentum itself.

The other cities of the east coast are of less importance. Meta-
pontum lay too far from the western sea to offer a convenient
isthmus route. Its wealth depended on its agriculture, whence
both the ear of corn that from about §50o B.c. appears on its coins!
and the golden corn ear that the city offered to Delphi?. Caulonia
seems to have followed obediently the policy of its mother-city.
The chief evidence for its importance in the sixth century is its
coinage3. Locri had outposts on the western sea which show that
it must have taken advantage of its situation, which offered the
nearest alternative route to the sea passage through the straits of
Messinaj but its early activities have left little record, the most
notable remains being a fine series of terracotta reliefs that begin
at the end of the sixth century. No early coins of the city are
known, and the fact has been associated with the fame of its
ancient lawgiver Zaleucus, who, like the Spartan Lycurgus, im-
posed laws that remained in force till a late period and may
similarly have forbidden the use of coined money.

! See Volume of Plates i, 306, A. 2 Strabo vr, p. 264.
% See Volume of Plates i, 36, g.
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The Locrian lawgiver is a figure about whom we would gladly
have fuller and more trustworthy information. He is represented
variously as contemporary with the semi-mythical Lycurgus, as
living early in the seventh century, and as a pupil of Pythagoras,
while Timaeus maintains that he never lived at all. Timaeus is
hardly to be taken seriously as against Plato and Aristotle, and
an ecarly date is rendered probable by the tradition that the laws
of Zaleucus were the first Greek laws to be committed to writing,
as also by the curious statement that they were put to music, and
by the character of the laws themselves, which became pro-
verbial for their severity. As with other early codes the main
point gained was the simple fact of their being written, which
meant that justice was administered in accordance with a fixed
public code instead of the arbitrary discretion of the judge. For
the first time the citizen knew definitely what the law regarded
as a crime. Zaleucus is represented by Aristotle as a slave, by
Diodorus as a nobleman. Both versions may have an element of
truth. The lawgiver acted as a mediator between the privileged
and unprivileged classes. If he did not, like Solon, belong to the
middle class, he probably had connections with both extremes.
Zaleucus is always associated with Charondas who a little later
drew up for Catana a code which was adopted also at Rhegium.
In the comparatively new communities of Magna Graecia and
Sicily established usage was doubtless less sacrosanct than in the
motherland, a fact that would explain the prominence that these
regions play in the epoch-making change involved in the publi-
cation of a written code.

On the west coast the most southerly city, Rhegium, has its
history closely bound up with that of Messana on the Sicilian
side of the strait. North of the straits there lay a series of cities
that acted as western ports for the cities of the east coast and were
important for the part they played in forwarding Greek goods to
central Italy and Etruria. Medma and Hipponium performed
this service for Locri, Temesa and Terina for Croton, Laus and
Scidrus for Sybaris. About 600 B.c. the Sybarites had planted
still farther north the colony of Posidonia (Paestum), whose walls
and temples are now the chief material witness to the ancient
greatness of greater Greece. The walls are three miles in circum-
ference. Of the temples the oldest (the so-called basilica) is dated
by some modern writers a little before §50 B.c.: it is an unusual
building some 178 by 8o ft. with nine columns at either end,

18 along either side, and a third row dividing the building longl-
tudinally into two equal halves; a second and smaller building?,

1 See Volume of Plates i, 384, &.
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108 by 47 ft., known as the temple of Demeter, is dated by the same
authorities only a decade or two later. The coinage! begins about
550 B.c. with curious pieces that show the same type (Poseidon
with trident) on both sides, in relief on the one, repoxssé on the other.
This peculiar technique is used also for the contemporary coins of
other south Italian Greek cities, namely Laus, Caulonia, Croton,
Sybaris, Metapontum and Tarentum? (but not Cumae).

Paestum represents the utmost limit of this group, which em-
braced neither Cumae to the north of it nor Velia (Elea) to the
south. Elea was founded about ¢3¢ B.c. by Phocaeans who had
been ousted from Corsica by the Carthaginians and Etruscans
(p. 358). It owes itsfame to Xenophanes and theother philosophers
who lived there and came to be known as the Eleatic school (see
below, pp. §59 s9¢.).

Cumae, the home of the sibyl who taught the central Italians
the art of letters, was the most ancient Greek settlement in Italy,
but still in full vigour throughout the sixth century. About 600 B.c.
she founded on the magnificent bay a little farther south a settle-
ment that was called the New City (Nea Polis), and which now,
with twenty-seven centuries of history and over half a million
inhabitants, still bears the same name. Detailed history begins at
Cumae some seventy or eighty years later, when Etruscans and
other barbarian inhabitants of Campania, attracted by the city’s
great wealth, made a united attack upon it. The Cumaeans suc-
cessfully repelled the invaders, thanks especially to the exploits
of a certain Aristodemus, who subsequently established himself
as tyrant (vol. 111, p. 671). He is said to have owed his tyranny to a
popularity which he had acquired partly by his military prowess,
partly by his eloquence, and partly by the distributions of money
that he made to the poor. As tyrant he is accused of having forced
the citizens to engage in manual work and wearied them with
toils and labours. When the Tarquins were banished from Rome
they sought refuge at his court.

In the far west Massilia (Marseilles) had been founded pro-
bably a little before 600 B.c. Greek pottery of various kinds dating
from the seventh century has been found in the city. Its position
was strengthened when, some forty years later, a fresh army of
Phocaean emigrants founded Alalia and again when the Corsican
settlement was reinforced by the refugees who left Phocaea to
avoid the Persian domination. Ideas of settlement in these regions
were much in the air. Bias, the ‘wise man’ of Priene, proposed
that the Greeks should abandon Ionia to the Persians and found
a new home in Sardinia. Meanwhile traders and probably settlers

1 See Volume of Plates i, 300, 4 2 1b.306,g,4,f, h,c.
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were extending Phocaean influence to the west side of the gulf
of Lyons and down the coast of Spain. Agathe (Agde) between
Massilia and the Pyrenees and Rhode and Emporiae (Rosas,
Ampurias) on the Catalonian coast just south of the Pyrenees
were founded by Massilia probably about the middle of the sixth
century: at Emporiae excavation has revealed a considerable
amount of sixth-century Greek pottery, some as early as §50 B.C.,
and including a fair proportion of vases from the Greek east.
Both here and at Massilia Attic pottery begins to prevail in the
second half of the century. The Phocaean foundations of Hemero-
scopium (Cape Nao) and Maenaca (east of Malaga) were probably
due directly to the trade with Tartessus (Tarshish) at the mouth
of the Baetis (Guadalquivir), an ancient town with something of
a native civilization which from the seventh century was exploited
by the Phocaeans for its silver. It seemed for a while as if the
Phocaeans were destined to control the whole of this part of the
Mediterranean; but Etruscans and Carthaginians combined
against them and inflicted on them a great defeat about 535 B.c.
Alalia was lost and with it all prospects of Greek political domina-
tion in the far western sea (see below, p. 358). But despite this
loss of power the Phocaeans long continued to diffuse a certain
amount of Greek culture, or at least its products, among the in-
habitants of south Gaul and east Spain. In the latter country the
natives had welcomed the arrival of the Greeks and the consequent
competition between them and the Phoenicians who had been
earlier in the field. At Massilia too the Greeks appear to have
been on good terms with the natives, and continued so without
losing anything of their own hellenism. The city maintained re-
lations with the mother-country and had a treasury! at Delphi

founded in 535 B.C.
IX. CONCLUSION

It remains to attempt a brief general survey of the achievements
of the Greek world outside the Balkan peninsula during the sixth
century, and of the conditions to which they may be attributed.

In every quarter there was a remarkable outburst of creative
activity alike in architecture, sculpture and the minor arts and
crafts, in poetry and thought, and in the sphere of social and
political experiment.

In architecture Paestum is exceptional only in the state of
preservation of its great buildings. Those of cities like Samos and
Ephesus are shown both by ancient records and existing remains
to have been both larger and more magnificent.

1 Sce Volume of Plates i, 390, a.
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Hand in hand with architecture went sculpture. The schools
of Chios and Samos are known from literary records as well as
from actual remains, while the finds made at sites such as Miletus,
Ephesus, Naxos, Paros, Thasos and Delos are enough to show
that sculptors were busily employed throughout Ionia and the
Aegean. If similar finds have been less frequent in south Italy
it is probably the result of chance. A fine but isolated example is
the seated goddess? said to come from Locri, acquired in 1914 by
the Museum of Berlin.

The best known art however in this as in all periods of Greek
history is that of the potter and vase-painter. Here again sixth-
century work is distinguished by the number and variety of the
local schools into which it can be divided. The Ionians in par-
ticular were producing large quantities of several distinct fabrics.
One of them (Phineus vase style) must be attributed to one of
the islands, though it is uncertain at present to which; another
(Caeretan)? shows African affinities, another is probab]y Clazo-
menian. All these fabrics have in common the free use of the
human figure in descriptive scenes as the main motive of the
painting, as contrasted with the fabrics of the seventh century,
which are mainly decorated with ornamental designs of animals
and flowers. It is in great part to these humble vase-painters that
we owe our ideas of the progress achieved during this period by
the more ambitious artists who painted frescoes on the walls of
public buildings. Neither painters nor sculptors had acquired
complete technical mastery of their art, even at the end of the
century; but both had reached the ripe archaic stage which,
ancient as in mediaeval art, is for many people more attractlve
than subsequent periods of complete mastery. See further, chap. xvi.

To complete the picture of the arts and crafts it is necessary
to imagine in each city whole bands of craftsmen applying the
new skill and inspiration to all manner of industries, both useful
and ornamental, involving all manner of materials. A glance at
the illustrations of any properly published excavation of an archaic
Greek site is enough to show how varied these activities were and
to suggest also how large are the gaps in our knowledge.

At the opening of the sixth century the invention of coinage
was onlyabout a century old (see below, p. 126). Ionia here had led
the way for Greece. It is interesting to note that throughout this
century of rapid artistic development the lonians went on striking
coins of the most primitive sort. Their conservatism shows how
quickly the various types won recognition, and how unwilling the
various mints were to unsettle their customers by any innovation.

1 Sce Volume of Plates i, 295, a. 2 1b. 382.
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Trade both by land and still more by sea flourished exceedingly.
Any city of any importance had special connections over a great
part of the Mediterranean. Milesian vessels were constantly
visiting Olbia in south Russia, Naucratis in Egypt, Athens and
Sybaris. Phocaea was in constant communication with Massilia
and Tartessus, and secured from a native Spanish prince the means
of improving its fortifications. The Samian seamen were familiar
with the straits of Gibraltar, the Cyrenaica, the Dardanelles.

Of the cargoes that they carried we know little in detail but
can form a fairly good general idea. Samos was famous for its
metal work and woollen goods, and it must have been these and
the like that she bartered at Tartessus for the raw metal of the
Spanish mines: the Samian wool industry was doubtless interested
in the Samian connection with Cyrene and sheep-bearing Libya.

The pursuit of these mercantile adventures was intensely stimu-
lating. The spirit of adventure permeated thought and literature;
familiarity with the cities and minds of many men produced a
versatility of outlook and a freedom from provincialism that has
seldom been paralleled.

The poetry and the science of the period could have flourished
as they did only in societies where intellectual interests were par-
ticularly acute and fairly widely disseminated. Careers suchas those
of Alcaeus and Sappho (pp. 494 s¢¢.) and their seventh-century
predecessor Archilochus (p. 483) imply an aristocratic society
where thought was singularly free and direct and the passion for
self-expression almost unprecedented. But by the beginning of
the sixth century aristocracy had in many cities had its day. The
typical government was the tyranny. The tyrant became the centre
of all the main activities of his city. Polycrates with his court poets
Anacreon (p. 499 s¢.) and Ibycus (p. 504 s¢.), his skilled artists
and physicians such as Theodorus and Democedes, his army of
engineers and craftsmen erecting harbours and waterworks and
temples, and his navy of warships and merchantmen scouring the
Mediterranean sea, is only the latest of a whole series of similar
rulers. Their government was anti-aristocratic, and the status of
the middle classes was probably far higher than it had been before.
Socially as well as politically the tyranny marked a transition stage
between aristocracy and democracy. In the aristocratic period
culture as well as power was the exclusive possession of a small
class. The people consisted mainly of farmers and farm labourers
whose condition in the Greek world at large was probably as
pitiable as it is known to have been in Attica and Boeotia. The
great development of trade and industry in the seventh century
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meant a sudden demand for a large new supply of skilled labour
of many diverse kinds—ship-builders, sailors, miners, metal
workers, masons, sculptors, and the like. In the fifth century and
afterwards this demand was met by developing the slave-trade.
It was the plentiful supply of slave labour that allowed the citizens
of Periclean Athens to become a community of politicians and
critics of art, the drama, and philosophy. But in the sixth century
the citizens themselves still met the new demand. The new outlet
for free labour worked in two directions. It weakened the hold
of the landed classes over the landless, and it created a new class
of citizen which must obviously have contained some of the most
discontented and some of the most enterprising elements in the
free population. This new urban industrial class was the basis of
the power of the tyrants. The great constructive works that dis-
tinguished the period—the aqueducts, harbour works, temples,
and other public buildings—were executed by free workers in
the employment of the tyrants. When tyranny was overthrown
from within, one contributory cause may have been the failure to
maintain the army of employees that these undertakings involved.
A considerable amount of evidence has been adduced to show
that tyrants not infrequently rose to power by securing some sort of
economic control over this same element of the populationl.

The features just outlined seem to have been common to all
the regions where Greek communities most flourished. But there
were local variations. Ionian civilization in particular had a char-
acter determined by its constant contact with the great powers
of Asia and Egypt. These powers were unquestionably civilized.
The nearest of them was overwhelmingly superior from the
military point of view. The result of this contact was a compara-
tive freedom from the narrow provincialism of the European
Greeks, a freedom which explains alike the failure of the Asiatic
Greeks to maintain their own independence and their success in
planting colonies. It explains likewise their literature and science.
Athenian literature centres round the city-state. The lonian was
generally concerned either with the whole universe or with his
own individual soul.

In south Italy the intellectual movement took yet other forms
which are best represented by the philosophers Pythagoras and
Xenophanes. The fact that these remarkable men both came
from [onia shows that the movements which they sct on foot

1 On the tyrants in the Outer Greek World, sce further, P. N. Ure, The
Origin of Tyranny, chs. 111-v, 1x; on tyranny in Lydia, vol. 111, pp. 514 s¢q.;
in Greece Proper, ibid. ch. xx1; in Sicily, below, pp. 355 s¢q.

2D C.A M, 1V
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must have been largely conditioned by their new environments.
But the Greeks of the far west did not merely react to their en-
vironment. They affected it widely. Greek art and artists, Greek
wares and Greek traders permeated the whole Italian peninsula.
Greek terracotta revetments! of a highly ornate character were
used to adorn and protect the temples of the native gods in many
‘barbarian’ cities of Campania, Latium, Etruria, and still farther
north. The finds show that the same mould was sometimes used
in all three provinces, and make it probable that Greek artists
who had worked in such cities as Caulonia, Locri, Paestum and
Cumae established themselves at Veii and other places in Etruria
and there founded prosperous schools?. Greek pottery of this
period has been found in large quantities in non-Greek cities all
over the peninsula, even as far north as Bologna, a fact which
hardly surprises us when we remember that Spina near the mouth
of the Po had a treasury at Delphi. The ancient accounts which tell
how Demaratus the Corinthian fled from the tyranny of Cypselus
and established himself with a band of Greek workmen at Tar-
quinii (Corneto) in Etruria conform entirely with all the archaeo-
logical evidence. Caere (Agylla) possessed a treasury at Delphi
and consulted the Delphic oracle as early as 540 B.c. Its Greek
character is borne out by the abundant finds of Greek vases and
architectural terracottas made on the site. One particularly dis-
tinctive type of sixth-century lonian vase with African affinities
has been named Caeretan3 and is known only from a fine series of
specimens found at Caere. Archaic Greek finds from north Italy
are not exclusively of pottery Perugia for instance has yielded
some fine archaic bronzes. A fairly representative series of Greek
vases? and architectural terracottas and other objects of the sixth
century has been found in Rome itself. Most important of all,
the art of writing made its way from Magna Graecia over a great
part of Italy: the lettering of the earliest inscriptions in Latin and
Etruscan shows that this happened in the sixth century, and points
to the two languages having learned their letters independently
direct from the Greeks®. Modern discoveries have in fact revolu-
tionized our attitude towards the statements of ancient writers
about early relations between Rome and the Greek world. The
evidence shows that there is a historical basis for the stories of
Rome being visited by Phocaeans and of intercourse between
Rome and Ephesus in the time of Servius Tullius, as also for the
obviously Greek traits in the history of the Tarquins as recorded

1 See Volume of Plates i, 332, .
2 Douglas Van Buren, Terra Cotta Revetments in Latium and Etruria,
. 3 34 3 See Volume of Plates 1, 382.
PP .
4 b, 298, b. 5 See chap. x11, pp. 395 s¢g.
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in our earliest cxtant authorities. Not only was Rome moulded
by Greek influences from its earliest days, but so too were the
states that were its earliest neighbours and first conquests. Witness
the terracotta statues, Ionian in style, of about the end of the
sixth century, recently found at Veiil and now in the Villa Giulia
Museum at Rome (F.H.S. xi1, pp. 213-215, figs. 6, 7 and
Pl. IX). These splendid figures at once recall Plutarch’s de-
scription of a terracotta group at Rome which he says was made
by Veientine workmen for the Tarquins.

Nor did even west and north Italy mark the limit of Greek
influence at this momentous and most plastic period. Finds like
those from Elche? in Spain make it probable that in the Iberian
peninsula also the influence of Greece spread well beyond the
pale of the Greek settlements. Marseilles had a considerable effect
upon southern Gaul. The Rhone, Saéne, and Loire may already
have formed a route from the Phocaean city to the outer Ocean,
where a succession of coasting ships may have linked up Tar-
tessus with the British Isles.

! See Volume of Plates i, 334, a4, b. 2 1b. 294, b.



CHAPTER V

COINAGE FROM ITS ORIGIN TO THE
PERSIAN WARS

I. ANTICIPATIONS OF COINAGE

ETALLIC coinage—consisting of pieces of precious metal,

refined, shaped and stamped with some mark of authority
guaranteeing quality and weight—is preceded in the development
of commerce, logically if not always chronologically, by three
stages. The first 1s that of simple barter, when any commodity is
exchanged against any other; the second that of trade with a
recognized medium, such as stock-fish or oxen or utensils; the
third that in which use is made of metallic ingots of various
weights, stamped with a mark guaranteeing quality, but not
divided according to a standard. The fully developed coin differs
from the last only in being of standard weight, so that, by those
who accept the authority issuing it, no use of scales is required.
But slight as the advance on the precedmg stage may seem to be,
it is no less momentous in its own sphere than, in another, was
the advance made by the printing-press on manuscript.

All these stages are represented in the ancient world. It is un-
necessary here to dwell on the earliest stage, or on the use of
amorphous pieces of metal, more or less broken up for con-
venience of division by the scales into quantities required at any
time. Hoards of such broken metal, merely amorphous, or cast
in the form of bricks, bars, plates and the like, are forthcoming
from all kinds of places, from Assyria to Ireland, and at all periods
from the ninth century before to the fifth century after Christ.
In central Italy such rude metal (aes rude) was in use from about
1000 B.C. to the third century B.c. A later development is shown
when the metal is cast in the form of more or less regular ingots
or bars, sometimes ornamented. Such bar-money, which could be
broken into smaller pieces and weighed, is found at all periods
down to the Middle Ages; it was the most convenient method of
keeping bullion, whether intended for conversion into coin or not.

Our literary records show that many utensils were used in the
ancient Mediterranean world as units of value. With the excep-
tion of the roasting-spit, however, it cannot be said that any
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specimens of them have survived in circumstances which show
that they were used as money in the Mediterranean world. The
so-called bronze axes from Sardinia, Cyprus, Crete, Euboea,
Mycenael are merely ingots with incurving sides convenient for
lashing (whereas the edge of an axe must curve outwards), and
cannot be identified with the Homeric ‘axes’ and ‘half-axes.” If
they were modelled on anything, it was ox-hides. (They doubtless
served as currency, though whether they were the equivalent of
gold talents or not, has not yet been definitely made out.) Pre-
historic sites in central Europe, on the other hand, have furnished
actual bronze double-axes, pierced with holes too small for a
practicable handle, but intended for stringing them together; and
from Gaul come hoards of small bronze celts which seem also to
have been used for currency. In Crete, as late as the sixth century
B.C., fines were reckoned in tripods and cauldrons. There is as
yet no evidence of finds of such objects conforming to a weight-
standard, in the way in which the early British and Indian ‘water-
clocks’ conform.

The use of iron and bronze spits (obe/iskoi) as money—whence
the names obol for a small coin, and drachm for a ‘handful’ of
six pieces—is thoroughly well attested. Spits of which six went
to a handful must have been quite serviceable for cooking, unless,
as one author states, they were deliberately blunted. Pheidon’s
dedication of obeliskoi in the Heraeum at Argos® and the offering
by the courtesan Rhodopis at Delphi are definite examples of
such spit-money. The latter evidently consisted of current pieces.
As to Pheidon’s dedication, it is in dispute whether it repre-
sented currency which had been demonetised, in consequence of
his reforms; or standards of currency which he was inaugurating
or regularising, deposited for reference; or merely specimens
dedicated without any such reference; the last view seems the
most plausible. The well-known bundle of spits actually found in
the Heraeum is reasonably to be identified as the dedication
attributed by tradition to Pheidon, whether he made it or not
(see vol. 11, p. §42). Striking parallels to the Greek use of spits
come from Etruria, where from the eighth to the sixth centuries
B.c. first bronze and, later, iron spits were hung together on
ornamental handles in sets of six.

Another form in which metal was employed for currency was
the ring®. This was especially frequent in Egypt, and there are
many examples of what may be ring-money forthcoming from
prehistoric sites in Central Europe. For its use in the prehistoric
Acgean and allied civilizations the hoards of rings from Troy,

1 See Volume of Plates i, 300, a. 2 [b. 302, a. 3 1b. 300, b.
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Mycenae, Aegina and Cyprus are evidence; but the attempt to
base metrological systems on the weights of the actual ringsis a
failure. The later wheel-money of the Gauls is probably analogous
to the ring-money.

Apart from such objects bearing no formal relation to the de-
veloped coin, there are a few of coin-like form, of very early date.
Such are the gold dumps? (hardly later than the ninth century)
from Mycenaean Salamis in Cyprus, and a silver piece of similar
form found in a late Minoan deposit at Cnossus; these seem to
be on standards which were in use in the early Aegean. They are
cast, not struck, but otherwise very like the earliest coins.

II. THE EARLIEST COINS

Such anticipations of metallic coinage are however isolated in
the period of transition between the Aegean and the lonian
cultures. As early as the seventh century, perhaps earlier, the in-
habitants of Lydia and the Ionian coast-towns which were in touch
with that kingdom began to use the stamped electrum pieces?
which are the earliest examples in the western world of a true
metallic coinage. The metal which was used was the native ‘white
gold,” a mixture of gold and silver in varying quantities, which
was found in the sands of the river Pactolus and elsewhere. When
the foundations of the earliest basis in the temple of Artemis at
Ephesus were laid, this electrum coinage was already well de-
veloped, with various types, such as the lion3, the gryphon’s head,
the seal. If the date of the basis is rightly placed shortly before
200 B.C., the introduction of such currency, specimens of which
were buried beneath it, is thrown back well into the eighth century.
And since (whether this early coinage was issued by civic au-
thorities or by private persons) such a type as the seal can hardly
have originated far from the sea, it seems to follow that not merely
Lydia, but the Ionian coast-towns also, knew the use of coins at
this early date. Of our literary authorities, Xenophanes, in the
sixth century, ascribed the origin of coinage to the Lydians.
Herodotus, in the fifth, says that the Lydians were the first men
to strike and use coins of gold and silver, by which he must mean
what he says: coins of gold and coins of silver, not coins of
electrum, which is a mixture of the two metals. He was doubtless
thinking of the later coins attributed to Croesus which are the
earliest coins of pure gold and pure silver4; his statement is so far
specifically accurate, and is quite consistent with his other remark
about the Lydians, that they were the first small dealers—for such

1 7). 200, ¢. 2 1b. 200, e, f. 2. 3 1b. 200, d. 4 1) 202, f, g.
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people need coins more than the great merchants(vol. 111, p. §19 5¢.).
The solution of the Iono-Lydian controversy may be that the
coast-towns must have been full of Lydian shop-keepers who
may have privately inaugurated a coinage for their own purposes;
or the Lydian kings may themselves have caused such coins to
be struck in the towns under their influence. The extraordinarily
irregular and unsystematic character of the earliest electrum
coinage lends some colour to the theory that it was originated
rather by private persons—such as bankers—for their own con-
venience than by state-authorities. The types which were im-
pressed on them were, in any case, the signets of the private
persons or public authorities who issued them, tokens, as Aristotle
says, that they contained the full quantity of metal, guaranteed
by the issuer. Whatever the character of a coin-type may be,
religious or commercial or other, the reason for its appearance on
the coin is that it is the sign by which the guarantor may be
recognized. There are exceptions, but only apparent: thus at
Cyzicus !, which issued vast numbers of electrum staters, the main
type varies according to the issue; but the city badge (the tunny-
fish) is never absent, though placed in a subordinate position.The
importance given to the main type was intended to make the
coinage attractive, and win it acceptance as an international
medium—an intention which was most successfully fulfilled.
The early electrum coins of Asia Minor and certain others,
which there is good reason to suppose were produced in the
neighbourhood of Mt Pangaeus? (although most of the gold of
that district was exported before being turned into coin), are
undoubtedly the most primitive in make that have come down
to us. On the west of the Aegean, south of Macedon, there is an
entire absence of that irregularity in fabric, style and quality of
metal, which is characteristic of the districts we have been dis-
cussing. The metal is uniformly silver, not electrum or gold. For
the most part, all the early coins can be attributed to definite
places. Of these coinages of old Greece, that of Aegina is the
most primitive in appearance; and this fact has been connected
with various statements to the effect that coinage was invented
by Pheidon, king of Argos(see vol. 111, pp. §40, 542 5¢.). Although
Herodotus says that Pheidon gave Peloponnesus a system of
measures, and although his famous obe/iskoi represent a currency
of iron spits, there is no evidence earlier than Ephorus, in the
fourth century, connectmg him with a developed metallic coinage
like the silver ‘tortoises’ of Aegina3. There appears to be no other
witness to Pheidon having ruled over that island. The tradition

v 1b. 302,¢,d. 2 1b. 302, e. 5 1b. 302, #, [, m.
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is however favoured by the facts that the Aeginetan coins conform
to what was known as the Pheidonian standard, and that the most
primitive of them may reasonably be assigned to the first half of
the seventh century. On the other hand the former fact, coupled
with the primitive appearance of the coins, would have sufhced
to suggest to the Greeks the connection with Pheidon which
Ephorus has preserved. The tradition must be admitted as reason-
able, but insusceptible of proof. See vol. 11, p. 540.

ITII. THE SPREAD OF COINAGE

The spread of the invention down to the time of the Persian
Wars may best be followed by taking our stand at successive fixed
periods. Whatever the date at which coinage was invented, by
the middle of the sixth century it was firmly established in widely
spread areas. In Asia Minor, not only in Lydia, but in the great
trading cities of the coast from Cyzicus in the north down to
Cnidus in the south, there circulated a large variety of coins,
mainly of electrum, but also occasionally of silver. Towards the
middle of the century a Lydian ruler, probably Croesus!, inaugu-
rated, as we have seen, a coinage of pure gold and of pure silver:
a great advance beyond the haphazard electrum currency, which
was thereby largely superseded. The islands near the coast, such
as Samos? and Cos, followed close on the heels of the mainland
cities; and there was evidently a considerable coinage among the
otherislands which formed the bridge to Greece. As we move farther
from Asia Minor electrum becomes rarer; indeed (although some
small pieces have been plausibly attributed to the Alcmaeonidae
in Delphi3, p. 81 n.) there is very little satisfactory evidence of
the use of electrum coins in Greece itself south of Macedon. There
silver 1s the standard metal when true coinage is introduced, and
the primitive bronze or iron ingots, spit-money and other early
forms superseded. Of the earliest currencies in silver, the first
pegasi of Corinth? seem to be not much less primitive than the
first Aeginetan ‘tortoises.” The view that their introduction may
have been due to Periander is attractive and reasonable, in so far
as the Corinthian tyrant must have felt it necessary to support
his power by an active commercial policy. The money of Corcyra®
probably dates from the era of its independence, about 585 B.c.
The coinage of certain members of the Boeotian League, such as
Thebes® and Tanagra, began before the middle of the century.
When Athens began to issue coins is uncertain; her well-known
‘owls’ are reasonably assigned to the time of Peisistratus?, and
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there is little doubt that before his time the Athenians issued
the rare two-drachm pieces! with ‘heraldic’ types which are found
especially in Attlca, Euboea and Boeotia (see above, p. 40).
The term heraldic is a misnomer, since all early coin-types are
equally heraldic in origin, but no better name has been sug-
gested. These, in spite of their varying types, are so uniform in
fabric that they must be the product of a single mint; and the
presumption 1s that they represent the Solonian system. Before
Solon’s time the Attic currency was on the Pheidonian standard,
and may have consisted of the amphora coins2 of which the attri-
bution has so long been matter of conjecture. The middle of the
sixth century saw a great expansion in Attic trade, well illustrated
by the way in which Attic pottery began to dominate the market,
and not unconnected with the rivalry between Athens and Aegina.
One of the most effective means of capturing the Aeginetan trade
must have been the introduction of an attractive coinage (p. 395¢.).

It 1s surprising that the great trading cities of Euboea, notably
Chalcis and Eretria, should be so meagrely represented in the
field of early coinage. Even if the ‘heraldic’ pieces just mentioned
were taken from Athens and assigned to Euboea, the amount of
coinage would far from correspond to the commercial importance
of the cities. Apart from such issues, there remain only certain
small electrum coins, of which the attribution is extremely
doubtful, and a few early silver coins bearing chariot and horse-
man types which used to be generally given to Olynthus in
Macedon. It is possible that the Euboeans were content, until
late in the sixth century, when the first coins certainly attributable
to Chalcis and Eretria were struck, to use the coinage of Corinth,
with which they were in such close relations.

Outside the districts mentioned and Sicily (of which later), the
only place employing coinage before the middle of the sixth
century was the important colony of Cyrene?. It is curious that
Crete and Cyprus remained outside the movement. As to Persia,
it is not certain that, on the fall of the Lydian empire, the Great
King immediately maugurated a Persian coinage on the lines of
the Croesean. Persia had managed without a coinage so long that
we need not be surprised that another generation should elapse
before Darius, son of Hystaspes, struck the first darics and sig/oi*.
On the other hand, there is much to be said for the suggestion
that the light gold staters of ‘Croesean’ types as distinguished
from the heavier gold staters of ‘Babylonian’ weight, may have
been 1ssued for circulation in Asia Minor not by Croesus himself,
but by the Persian governors who followed him at Sardes.

1 1b. 304, h,4,7. 2 1b 304,g. 2 Ih.306,a,b ¢ Ib 304,s, ¢
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Phoemc1a, Egypt and Mesopotamla, in spite of their vast com-
mercial activities, never had a coinage until they were penetrated
by Greek mﬂuence—p0551b1y out of mere conservatism, aided by
the fact that, where commerce is carried on mainly by great river
or sea-routes, and bulky objects for barter can be transported by
water with greater ease than by land, the necessity of coinage
may not be so keenly felt.

By the time of the Persian Wars most of the important places
in the Greek world were accustomed to a coinage of their own.
Corinthian and Corcyraean trade carried the invention to southern
Italy; to Sicily it came, shortly before the middle of the sixth
century, probably from the mother-cities in Peloponnesus and the
Aegean, although, as soon as Athenian exports and coinage began
to play a large part in commerce—as they did about the middle of
the century—the Athenian ‘owls’ began to circulate in the island
in competition with foreign rivals. In Asia Minor coinage continued
to spread round the coast of the peninsula, especially in the south,
including in its influence the great city of Salamis in Cyprusl.

About the middle of the sixth century the Cyzicene electrum
coinage began to develop as a kind of international trade-currency
on a great scale. Crete still remains little affected, although some
of its cities may have been using coins2?as early as 500 B.c. North of
the Aegean there are, at the end of our period, plentiful issuesin the
rich metalliferous districts of Thrace and Macedon, both among the
barbarous tribes—who nevertheless inscribed their coins in Greek
and must have used Greek workmen—and in Greek towns. The
activity of these mints may have been stimulated by the Persian
invasion; except in Thasos? there is very little coinage in these parts
carlier than 500 B.c. Most remarkable is the alleged appearance
in south Russia, at Olbia%, of a comage of large cast bronze coins
towards the end of the sucth or early in the fifth, century.

The end of our period saw the appearance of ‘the first coins to
partake, so far as we know, of the character of medals. The
Demareteia® of Syracuse undoubtedly, whatever be the exact facts
concerning their origin, commemorate the victory of Himera. The

Athenians celebrated Marathon by placing olive-leaves on the
helmet of Athena8.

IV. COIN STANDARDS

If there is much that is vague and uncertain in the account that
has been given above of the origin and spread of coinage, it is
clearness itself compared with any possible description of the

v Ibh. 308, ;. 2 1b. 308, 1. 5 (b 308, A. ¢ [b. 310, a.
 Ib. 308, g. 6 1b. 304, ¢, r



V,1iv] STANDARDS: ELECTRUM AND GOLD 131

metrological problems with which the historian of the period is
confronted. While one school seeks to establish connection be-
tween the various standards in use, and to assume that they were
originated on mathematical principles, involving minutely accu-
rate calculations, another, diametrically opposed, maintains that
political jealousy caused each state to keep to its own old weight-
system, which had only local currency; that the standards of
antiquity did not spread from Babylonia and Egypt ‘like the
cholera or the Black Death’; and that each of these early local
weight-systems must be investigated by itself. In attempting to
steer a middle course between these extremes we are still con-
fronted by the difficulty of ascertaining the normal weights.
Usually our only evidence is provided by the coins themselves,
which may be unequal in preservation and in alloy, so that nothing
but an approximation to the normal can be reached. It cannot be
too strongly insisted, therefore, that the figures used in the fol-
lowing description are merely adopted for working purposes as
the best obtainable by modern methods.

It should be premised that in weighing the precious metals the
scales used were a mixture of the sexagesimal and the decimal
systems. The talent was divided into 60 minae, but the mina into
100 drachms. This curious combination was borrowed, like many
of the Greek weight-systems themselves, from Babylonia. The
word statér was used by the Greeks, as was shekel by the Orientals,
for the standard or unit-coin in any system; circumstances must de-
cide what number of drachms—varying from 4 to 2—it contained.
For the sake of simplicity we shall ignore the small denominations.

The subject of trade-weights, as distinct from coin-standards,
is too obscure to be considered in this place. And the whole
violently controversial question of the relation of Greek weights
to those of Mesopotamia and of the prehistoric Aegean must also
be touched upon but lightly.

The early electrum coins of western Asia Minor provide us
with staters of five kinds. They are the so-called Phoenician,
Graeco-Asiatic or Milesian group, with staters of about 14-10
gms. (with a maximum of 14-23 gms.); a very small group known
as the Phocaic, of 16-4§8 to 16-22 gms.; a very large group, con-
sisting almost entirely of Cyzicene staters, of rather more than
16-00 gms., and distinct from, though sometimes confused with,
the Phocaic group; the Lampsacene group of about 15-25 gms.;
and a group, chiefly connected with Samos, of staters from 1743
to 17-32 gms. The standards used for pure gold coins in early
times in Asia Minor were three: that of the heavy ‘Croesus’
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staters, of which but twelve are known, weighing from 10+76 to
10-64 gms. with an average of 10-71 gms.; that of the light
‘Croesus’ staters, weighing from 8-10 to 7-97 gms.; and the
Persian daric standard, estimated at from 8-4 to 8:34 gms.

Of these, the daric standard appears to coincide with the shekel
of the Babylonian Royal gold standard, theoretically estimated
at 8-4 gms.

The early silver of the Ionian cities was much less important
than the electrum of the same period. The silver coins before the
fifth century were for the most part small denominations, not
higher than a drachm; but there are a few early staters which
approximate to what is "known as the Aeginetic standard. The
attributions of these pieces are in the highest degree uncertain;
they have been assigned to Chios, Teos, Phocaea, Cyme in Aeolis,
Cnidus, Cos and Camirus. So far as these coins are really Asiatic,
they must be regarded as outliers of the great Aeginetic system
which dominated the Aegean basin. The thcories invented to
account for the origin of the various electrum and gold standards
of Asia Minor and to explain their relation to silver have always
ignored these Asiatic coins of Aeginetic weight, and considered
only other silver standards which were hardly if at all in use for
coinage at the period concerned: a fact which throws grave doubt
on the value of such speculations. Whatever may be true of Asia
Minor, however, we have in the coins of Aegina itself a vast mass
of currency of which the stater-standard is probably, judging from
recent investigations, about 123 gms. There is no good ground
for supposing that the earliest coins of Aegina, before about
550 B.C., are on a lighter standard than their successors. The
origin of this weight has been much discussed without any result;
but its identification with the Pheidonian standard—whether
Pheidon invented that, or merely stabilized an older standard—
appears to be reasonable. After the earliest period of the coinage,
that is the beginning of the seventh century, the standard spread
slowly to widely separated districts of the Mediterranean world.
From the west coast of Asia Minor it went eastwards as far as
Cilicia, where coins on this standard were issued, perhaps by
Aphrodisias on the peninsula of Zephyrium, for about a century
from the last quarter of the sixth century. But these coins stand
alone in this part of the world, for the supposed ‘reduccd
Aeginetic’ coins of Cyprus were on a local standard intended not
to compete with those of normal Aeginetic weight, but to out-
weigh coins of the Persian standard. The same is true of the
early coins of Sinope in the north.
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It is on the mainland of Greece proper that we find the empire
of the Aeginetic standard most old-established and enduring.
Aegina, indeed, is in this respect no island; and Crete is, in the
same respect, as in so many others, but a process of Peloponnese
We know from Aristotle that Pheidonian measures were in use
in Attica itself down to the time of Solon; and we know that the
‘emporic mina,’ as late as the end of the second century B.c., was
on the old Aeginetic standard. The whole of the mainland from
Thessaly southwards would have used the Aeginetic standard for
centuries from the earliest days of coinage, had it not been for
the influence of the trade-route from east to west across the
Isthmus of Corinth, which is responsible for the fact that Athens
and Corinth fell out of line, and divided the Aeginetic domain
into a northern and a southern portion. At one or two poiats, as
in Corcyra, it is possible that Corinthian influence caused a slight
modification of the Aeginetic standard. The Corcyraean stater,
too light to be regarded as purely Aeginetic (for its maximum is
11-64 gms.), seems to be the equivalent of four Corinthian
drachms or eight Euboic obols. Cephallenia and Zacynthus were
similarly affected, reducing the Aeginetic norm to suit their
Adriatic trade. The supposed early Aeginetic coins of the Chal-
cidian colonies of Zancle, Naxos, Himera! and Rhegium are
probably of the Corcyraean standard.

The early Corinthian, Attic and Euboic standards may be con-
sidered as one group, forming the great rival of the Aeginetic.
Within this group, however, we distinguish a lighter standard,
with a drachm of about 4-2 gms. and a heavier one with a drachm
of about 4-3 gms. The lighter standard is that of the so-called
heraldic coins; of the earliest Corinthian coins, before the intro-
duction of the armed goddess on the reverse; of certain early
coins of which the attribution as between Chalcis and Olynthus
is disputed, and of some others of which the Macedonian origin
is assured. The heavier standard is represented by the coins of
Cyrene, the earliest of which, with incuse reverses, date from not
later than the middle of the sixth century; by the earliest Athenian
coins with the head of Athena and the owl; by the Corinthian
double-type coins; by the early issues of certain Euboean origin;
by many coinages of Macedon, and so on: in fact it is what is
generally known as the Euboic-Attic standard. The standard
adopted by the majority of the colonies in south Italy seems to
have been derived from Corinth before the raising of the standard.
The introduction of the higher weight in Greece itself was pro-
bably the work of Peisistratus (p. 68). It has been suggested

1 See Volume of Plates i, 308, ¢, 4.
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that he was inspired by the example of Cyrene. But it is not
certain that the carliest Cyrenaic coins precede in date the earliest
Attic ‘owls.” There is also no evidence for connecting the weight
in question with that of the Samian electrum, which is definitely
higher, or with the weight of the Egyptian kez.

If the heavier Attic standard dates from the first tyranny of
Peisistratus, what, we may ask, is the application of Androtion’s
and Aristotle’s accounts of the Solonian reform to the pre-
Peisistratean coinage of Athens!? It seems clear that any such
coinage must have been on the lighter standard: drachm of
4-2 gms. and mina of 420 gms. This cannot by any decent mani-
pulation of text or figures be brought into harmony with Aristotle’s
story. He implies that there was a general increase of the weights
al] round; that a new mina was made of which the drachm (or
1% part) was equivalent to ;X5 of the Pheidonian mina pre-
viously in use. Now the old mina of 100 Pheidonian drachms
(or 5o Aeginetic staters of 12-3 gms.) weighed about 613 gms.;
and ; of this is 8-8 gms. So that the new Solonian ‘drachm’
was of the weight of what we should regard as a rather heavy
didrachm of the later Attic weight. Aristotle himself remarks
that ‘the stamped coin in old times was called a didrachm,’ instead
of a tetradrachm; and the use of the term drachm for what later
was called a didrachm is confirmed by extant archaic weights.
It has been suggested that the doubling of the nominal value of
the coins took place in the time of Hlppns a memory of some
trick of his is preserved in Pseudo-Aristotle (Oecon. 11, 4).
Aristotle appears to know nothing of the lighter standard, the
existence of which has been proved by recent research. He seems
to have assumed that the weight introduced by Solon was the
same as that familiar to him from the ‘owls.” It is an assumption
which has also been made by all numismatists down to the last
few years. Androtion, however, whose work was used by Aristotle,
understood that Solon made the mina which had previously con-
tained 73 drachms consist of 100, so that the weight of the
drachm was reduced, and creditors who were paid old debts in
the new coinage lost heavily (see above, p. 39). We may dismiss
the implication that a pre-existing mina dlvmble into 73 Aeginetic
drachms was newly divided up into 100 reduced drachms, and
what follows from it. But his figure 73 looks exact, and if
we use it as we used Aristotle’s 70, we find that the Solonian

‘drachm’ weighed not 8-8 gms. but 8-4 gms. This is much
nearer to the evidence provided by the metrologists on the
1 See Aristotle, Const. of Athens, x; Plutarch, So/on, I5.
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basis of the Corinthian and Euboic or Attic coinage of pre-
Solonian days.

Of the other silver standards with which we meet in the early
days of Greek coinage, the three which are sufficiently important
to be mentioned here are chiefly represented by Asiatic issues.
The so-called Phoenician, Graeco-Asiatic or Milesian standard of
about 1410 gms. was, as we have seen, used in quite early days
for electrum. The denominations of early silver on this standard
in Asia Minor are usually drachms or smaller. The so-called
Babylonic standard, already mentioned in connection with the
heavier gold issues of Croesus, also determined his silver coins
(staters of about 10-7 gms., with their halves) and those of a
number of mints on the coasts of Asia Minor. Both the standards
mentioned are found also in the extremely important currency of
the mining districts of Macedon in the second half of the sixth
century. When the Persian imperial coinage was inaugurated the
silver was issued on a standard slightly higher than thatof Croesus.
The weight of the Persian silver siglos is normally §-6 gms. This
weight (so far as we can ascertain the normals) stands to the
weight of the Persian gold daric in nearly the same proportion
as the weight of the Croesean silver stater to the Croesean light
gold stater. That is to say, when the Persians raised the weight
of the standard gold coin they raised that of the silver in pro-
portion. We know that the daric was tariffed at 20 sigloi; similarly
the Croesean light gold stater must have been equivalent to 20
Croesean silver drachms, or ten of his staters. This decimal rela-
tion was curiously combined, as elsewhere, with a duodecimal
division of the denominations.

The relation in value between gold and silver revealed by the
weights of the Persian coinsis 131 : 1, Which is not far from the
figure, given by Herodotus, of 13 : 1. That figure has been
corrected accordingly by nearly all recent writers on metrology.
It 1s not possible to discuss here how far this relation is correct
for earlier periods, and how far, combined with a conventional
relation of gold to electrum as 4 : 3, it explains the origin of the
various standards. But it provides a good working hypothesis of
the origin of the ‘Babylonic’ standard. Thus, at the rate of
13% : 1, one gold shekel of 8-4 gms. would be worth 111-72 gms.
of silver, which could be divided up into ten pieces of 11-17 gms.
or 20 of §-6 gms.—which is the so-called ‘Babylonian’ standard
for silver. Similarly a double-shekel of gold would be worth fifteen
pieces of 14-89 gms. This has been supposed to be the origin of
the ‘Phoenician’ standard; but the actual weights of extant coins



136 EARLY COINAGE [crar. V, 1v

are far too low to support any such theory, even if it be modified
by taking the Croesean gold standard as the base. That there
were constant attempts to attain a recognized system of inter-
changeable values in the different metals, and that ‘a Babylonian
gold unit is the root-norm which, at the ratio of 13} : 1, accounts
for some of them,” is as much as can be admitted. The scales
doubtless continued even in historic times to play a much greater
part in financial transactions than is generally supposed.



CHAPTER VI
ATHENS: THE REFORM OF CLEISTHENES

I. CLEOMENES AND ATHENS
DURING the twenty years that followed the expulsion of the

tyrants from Athens there is no one who plays a more
important part on the stage of Greck history than Cleomenes,
king of Sparta. In Herodotus, who is our main authority for the
career of Cleomenes, the Spartan king appears in a most un-
favourable light. He succeeded to the throne by the mere accident
of birth, for had the succession been determined by merit rather
than by birth, his half-brother Dorieus would have been king; he
was half crazy from the first, and he degenerated into adrunkard;
his reign was brief, and he died by his own hands—such is the
view of Herodotus. Yet most modern historians are agreed that
Cleomenes was both a statesman and a general of exceptional
merit, and that, directly and indirectly, he did much to determine
the issue of the Persitan wars. It must be remembered that
Herodotus’ account of him is derived from various sources, and
that almost all of them are tainted. Athenian tradition, the source
that flows most freely, could hardly fail to see in him the would-be
destroyer of the liberties of Athens. The other sources from which
it may be presumed that Herodotus derived his information were
the Spartan ephors, the descendants of the first wife of King
Anaxandridas, the sons or grandsons of the exiled Demaratus,
and Argive and Aeginetan tradition. Were authorities such as
these likely to do justice to the memory of the Spartan king?
If the alliance between Plataeca and Athens is correctly dated to
519 B.C. (see p. 78), the reign of Cleomenes must have begun
not later than 520 B.c., and it lasted at least until 489 B.c. Thus
a reign which Herodotus describes as brief extended over more
than thirty years. His career was as important in the internal
history of Sparta itself, as in the relations of that state to the rest
of the Greek world. It is clear that he was the last Spartan king
who governed as well as reigned, if we may venture to borrow
from Talleyrand’s definition of a constitutional monarch; but it
is not so clear whether his reign was a period of reaction, or merely
of arrested development. If weare to accept as satisfactory evidence

1T C.A.H. 1V
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the statements to be found in Herodotus as to the powers exercised
by the ephors in the reigns of his predecessors, we cannot but see
in his reign a pCI‘lOd of reaction. He must have succeeded, in
familiar phrase, in putting back the hands of the clock. On the
other hand, it is possible that some of the details in Herodotus’
narrative of earlier Spartan history are anachronisms such as are
not uncommon in popular tradition. However this may be, the
mere fact that the history of Sparta during this momentous period
is for the most part narrated in connection with the name of
Cleomenes himself indicates sufficiently that Spartan policy was
both determined and carried out by the king, rather than by the
ephors. Indeed, from the verdict of Herodotus we may appeal
with confidence to the verdict of the king’s own contemporaries.
To what other Spartan king do we find Such a series of appeals
addressed as those recorded by Herodotus himself—the Plataeans,
Maeandrius, Isagoras, Aristagoras, and, the most significant of all,
the Scythians!?

Three parties may be distinguished in the political life of
Athens after the expulsion of Hippias. In the first place, there
were the adherents of the exiled tyrant. An impartial survey of
the evidence renders the inference inevitable that down to the
battle of Marathon the Peisistratid faction could still count on
a large body of supporters in the Assembly. If we would under-
stand Athenian history down to Marathon, we must allow for the
influence of this party throughout the period. Although the Greek
tyrant, unlike the English monarch of the seventeenth century, was
surrounded by no halo of legitimacy, and although his claims were
not buttressed up by any theory of Divine Right, yvet the existence
of a party whose object was the restoration of Hippias as tyrant
1s a factor in the political history of Athens from the fall of the
tyranny to the Battle of Marathon which can as little be disre-
garded as the influence of the Jacobites in the politics of our
country during the half century that followed the flight of
James 11. The second party was the old aristocratic faction, which
included the great bulk of the gexé or clans. The leader of this
party was Isagoras. Lastly there were the Alcmaeonidae, probably
the most important of all the clans. To the old influence of this
clan was now added the popularity resulting from the part which

L Although Herodotus does not connect the appeal of the Athenians in
401, in regard to the medism of Aegina, with the name of Cleomenes, it is
evident from the subsequent course of events that it must have been to him,
rather than to the ephors, that the Athienian envoys addressed themselves (sce
below, p. 259).
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it had played in the overthrow of the tyranny. Its leader was
Cleisthenes, whose mother was Agariste, the daughter of the
famous tyrant of Sicyon (see vol. 111, pp. §5§4 599.).

It was natural that King Cleomenes should anticipate that what
had happened in other states in which Sparta had helped to over-
throw a tyranny would happen also at Athens. In the Pelopon-
nesian states generally, the fall of a tyranny had been followed by
the establishment in power of an oligarchy subservient to Spartan
interests, and amenable to Spartan influence. Doubtless, Cleo-
menes imagined that the fall of Hippias would be followed at
Athens by the ascendancy of the aristocratic party led by Isagoras.
For the moment the serious danger to the ascendancy of Isagoras
lay in the popularity of the Alcmaeonidae and their leader Cleis-
thenes. For more than three years, however, after the expulsion
of Hippias, the anticipations of Cleomenes were fulfilled. In the
party struggle between Isagoras and Cleisthenes the latter was
worsted,and in the spring of §o8 B.c. Isagoras was elected to the
archonship, which was still the supreme executive office in the
Athenian political system. It was then that the unexpected hap-
pened. On the fall of the tyrants a revision of the lists of the
citizens had been demanded, with the result that a large number
of those who owed their position in the citizen body to the
patronage of Peisistratus and Hippias were deprived of their
rights. It is difficult to determine whether Cleisthenes was a
supporter of this measure of disfranchisement; the result,
however, of “uch a measure can only have been favourable
to the party of his rival Isagoras. It is not surprising, there-
fore, that Cleisthenes, when worsted in the struggle, should
have made a direct bid for the support of those so recently
disfranchised. -

At this point it becomes a matter of some difficulty to determine
the precise order of events. If we are to follow the narrative of
Herodotus (v, 66, 69—70), we must put Cleisthenes’ reform of
the constitution before Isagoras’ appeal to Cleomenes. On the
other hand, the account in Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens (xx sq.)
distinguishes between Cleisthenes’ bid for popular support and
the enactment of his reforms, and suggests that it was the mere
bid for popular support that prompted Isagoras’ appeal to Sparta,
but that the actual enactment of the reforms was subsequent to
the failure of Cleomenes’ intervention. In view of the precise
chronology of Aristotle’s version, in contrast to the vague indi-
cations afforded by Herodotus, it is difficult not to prefer Aristotle’s
order of events. If this viewis correct, it would follow thatIsagoras,

T1-2
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in order to defeat the schemes of Cleisthenes, resolved on an appeal
to Cleomenes. He suggested to the Spartan king that he should
demand from the Athenian people the expulsion of the Alcmae-
onidae, on the ground of the curse (dyos) which the clan had in-
curred at the time of the suppression of the conspiracy of Cylon
(see above, p. 27). Cleomenes fell in with this suggestion, and
demanded the expulsion of the ‘Accursed.” Cleisthenes did not
venture to resist,and withdrew from Athens. The first success
had been scored by Isagoras. Thereupon Cleomenes appeared in
person, and proceeded to exile from Athens no less than 700
tamilies who formed the chief support of Cleisthenes and his
cause. Cleomenes, whose watchword seems to have been the same
as Strafford’s, did not stop here. If Cleisthenes intended to convert
the constitution into a full blown democracy, Sparta must secure
its control of Athens by converting the constitution into a narrow
oligarchy. In place of the existing Council a new council, con-
sisting of the adherents of Isagoras, must be established. The
attempt to dissolve the Council was frustrated by the courageous
resistance of that body, whereupon Cleomenes and Isagoras took
possession of the Acropolis. Here they were besieged by the
Athenians,and as the military force which Cleomenes had brought
from Sparta was small, capitulation was inevitable. After a siege
of only two days Cleomenes consented to withdraw, on condition
of a safe conduct for himself and his Spartan force. The sup-
porters of Isagoras who had taken part in the seizure of the
Acropolis were put to death by the Athenians, although it
would appear that Isagoras himself effected his escape with
Cleomenes.

We are here confronted with a serious problem. What council
was it that Cleomenes attempted to dissolve ? If Herodotus’ order
of events is correct, it is clearly the new Council of Five Hundred,
which owed its existence to the reforms of Cleisthenes. If, how-
ever, Aristotle’s order is correct, it can only be the old Council
of Four Hundred, the institution of which was ascribed by
Athenian tradition to Solonl.

The withdrawal of Cleomenes from Athens was followed by
the immediate recall of Cleisthenes and the exiles, and Cleis-
thenes lost no time in securing the enactment of his compre-
hensive measures of reform.

1 Unless we fall back on the hypothesis that the council in question was
none other than the Areopagus.
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II. THE CONSTITUTIONAL REFORM
OF CLEISTHENES

Nowhere is our debt to Aristotle more apparent than in the
discussion of the measures of constitutional reform which are to
be attributed to Cleisthenes. It would be too much to say that our
present knowledge of these reforms as compared with what was
surmised on the subject before the recovery of Aristotle’s Con-
stitution of Athens in 1891 is as light to darkness!, but it is no
exaggeration to say that it is as noon-day compared with twilight.
Hitherto our main authority had been Herodotus, and Herodotus
in his account (v, 66, 69) of the Reform of Cleisthenes is not seen
at his best. Here, as in his other rererences to Athenian constitu-
tional history, he is superficial and inaccurate. The change in the
tribal system is to him chiefly a question of the number of the
tribes, and the motive ascribed for the change is puerile. All that
he has to say is that Cleisthenes altered the number of the tribes
from four to ten, and that he also altered their names. Instead of
their being called after the four sons of Ion, they were henceforth
called after ten heroes, all of whom, with one exception, were
native to the soil of Attica. In thus changing the names of the
tribes, he was but imitating the action of his maternal grandfather,
Cleisthenes, tyrant of Sicyon (see vol. 111, p. 555). The latter, in
order to show his contempt for the Dorian race, altered the names
of the Dorian tribes at Sicyon to names derived from some of the
less honourable of the domestic animals; his grandson, in order
to show his contempt for the Ionian race, invented new tribes,
and new names for them, in order that the Athenians might no
longer have the same tribes as the Ionians. No one who reads this
passage can fail to see that, whatever merits Herodotus may have
had as an historian, an insight into things constitutional was not
among them. There were in addition a couple of references to
Cleisthenes in the Politics® of Aristotle, one of them extremely
obscure in its terminology, and that was almost all that we had
to go upon. That Grote should have come so near to the truth
in what is most essential in the legislation is a singular proof of
his genius as a constitutional historian.

Not the least part of our debt to the Constitution of Athens is
that it enables us to rule out much that had been attributed to
the Athenian reformer by one writer or another. Cleisthenes did
not institute the popular courts of law; the Heliaea was the

! See Aristotle, Const. of Athens, xx1sq.
% Aristotle, Pol. 1, ii, 3 (1275 b ad fin.); vi1, iv, 18 (1319 b 20).
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creation of Solon. Nor did Cleisthenes substitute sortition for
election in the appointment of the archons; the change came more
than twenty years later. He did not even reorganize the army
on the basis of his new tribes, nor did he institute the-Strategia,
although both these reforms may fairly be called consequential
on the change in the tribal system. The only reforms that we have
any warrant for attributing to him are (1) the institution of ten
tribes, based on the deme as their unit, in place of the old four
Ionic tribes, whose unit was the clan (yévos), and the substitution
of the deme for the naucrary as the unit of local administration;
(2) the reconstitution of the council on the basis of the new
tribes; and (3) the invention of the curious constitutional device
known as Ostracism. Of these three changes the one that was at
once the most fundamental in its character and the most far-
reaching in its consequences was the change in the tribal system.

1. THE TRIBES AND DEMES

There was much in the structure of the Athenian state that
Solon left as he found it. While he altered the qualification for
office, he left the qualification for citizenship unchanged. Down
to the time of Cleisthenes membership in the citizen body in-
volved membership in the phratries and clans. Cleisthenes did not
indeed abolish the phratries and clans when he abolished the four
Ionic tribes. He allowed them to continue as religious and social
institutions; what he did was to dissociate them entirely from the
political system. The unit of the new tribes was to be the deme,
and not the clan.

All our evidence goes to prove that the Demes were ancient
divisions of Attica. They may be compared to the English parish,
if it is remembered that the comparison with the parish is merely
by way of illustration, and that it is not an analogy that can be
pressed. Herodotus himself assumes the existence of the demes in
the age of Peisistratus, and Plato in that of the Peisistratidae.
From one passage in Herodotus (1x, 73) it is clear that Athenian
tradition carried them back to the Heroic Age. But while there
is no good ground for crediting Cleisthenes with the invention
of the deme, there is some reason for supposing that the demes
in the city of Athens itself were created by him for the purposes
of his system. The evidence for this view is to be found in a passage
in Herodotus (1, 62) relating to the return of Peisistratus from
exile, in which the inhabitants of the demes are contrasted with
those of the city. If the city demes were artificial in origin, they
would be analogous to the artificial boroughs, such as Marylebone,
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Finsbury, or the Tower Hamlets, which were the creation of the
First Reform Bill of 1832. What then was the relation of the
new tribes to the demes? It is, unfortunately, not quite certain
what was the view of Herodotus. The reading of the MSS makes
him say that Cleisthenes assigned 1o demes to each tribe, which
would imply that there were 100 demes in all the tribes. An
emendation of the text which has won wide acceptance makes
him say, however, that the demes were arranged ‘in ten groups’
instead of ‘in groups of ten,” which is the reading of the MSSL
At all events, his silence suggests that between the tribes and the
demes there was no connecting link. The evidence at our com-
mand—evidence which is partly derived from the Constitution of
Athens, and was partly known before its recovery—proves con-
clusively that Herodotus is in error. The number of demes in the
third century B.c. was 1742 and there is no sufficient reason for
supposing that it was ever materially less; the number of demes
in each tribe was not uniform, and between the tribe and the deme
there was an intermediate link, the Trittys. Each tribe consisted
of three trittyes, but the trittys might consist of a single deme,
or it might include several. Nor were the demes in a trittys, if
more than one was included, necessarily contiguous.

A system more artificial than the tribes and trittyes of
Cleisthenes it might well pass the wit of man to devise. In the new
tribal system the demes were arranged in three groups corre-
sponding to their geographical position. The first group consisted
of the demes in Athens itself and its suburbs; the second, of the
demes on the coast of Attica; and the third, of those in the interior
of the country. Each tribe included one or more demes in each
of the three groups. The deme or demes from each group in each
tribe made up a trittys, so that in all there were thirty trittyes,
ten in the city and its suburbs, ten in the Paralia, or coast district,
and ten in the interior or midland region. The trittys was thus
purely artificial in character, a fact which helps to explain how
it came about that down to the recovery of the Constitution of
Athens hardly a single reference to it was to be found in Greek
literature. Had the trittys always been a single deme, or had it
always consisted of contiguous demes, it would have been different.
As it was, it served no further purpose than that of constituting
a mere link between the tribe and the deme. Unlike the latter,
it had no separate functions of its own to discharge. While the

! Lolling’s conjecture of 8éraya for &éxa is supported by Hicks and
Hill, Gr. Hist. Inscr. 81, 1. 35.

¢ Polemo quoted by Strabo, 1x, p. 396.
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tribe and the deme were corporations with officers, assemblies
and property of their own, the trittys had no corporate existence.

When we come to ask the question, what was the object of
Cleisthenes in this reform of the tribal system? it is clear that two
questions, rather than one, are involved. The first, and much the
more important, question is, what was the object of Cleisthenes
in substituting the deme for the clan as the basis of the organiza-
tion of the citizen body? The second, and less important, question
is, what was his motive in introducing the highly artificial system
of trittyes? It is unfortunate that these two entirely different
questions have been too often confused.

The substitution of the deme for the clan meant in effect the
transition from the principle of kinship to that of locality, or
residence. The clan was based on kinship, actual or supposed;
the deme was a local division of Attica. A similar transition from
the one principle to the other is to be traced in Roman History
also. There was a time when at Rome the legislative body was
the Comitia Curiata; 7.e. a time when the citizen body was
organized on the basis of the gens, a unit which implied real or
presumed kinship. In the historical period the Comitia Tributa
has taken the place of the Comitia Curiata;i.e. the citizen body
is organized on the basis of the tribe, a unit which was originally
local in character. It is significant of the difference between the
history of Greece and that of Rome—between the genius of the
Greeks and that of the Romans—that a change which at Rome
was effected in the course of generations by a process of slow
development was effected at Athens in a moment, in the twinkling
of an eye; we can put our finger on the moment and the man. To
those who are familiar with the history of our own country no
principle can appear more obvious than that of locality. To the
Greek mind it was otherwise. Not only had Solon left the principle
of kinship untouched, but even Cleisthenes, when he substi-
tuted the deme for the clan, applied the principle of locality in a
modified or restricted form. Membership in a deme in the time
of Cleisthenes depended on residence within its borders, and so
far the deme was purely local in character. But strange as it must
seem to the modern mind, the privilege of membership in any
given deme was made hereditary, so that in any subsequent
generation an Athenian was a démotes of a given deme, not because
he was resident in it, but because his ancestor had been resident
in it at the time of the Reform of Cleisthenes. Even the cleruch
in a distant colony retained his membership in his deme. Thus in
all the demes of Attica there were two classes of residents in the
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deme; the démotai, who were both members of the deme and
resident within it, and the enkektémenoi, who although resident
in the deme were members of some other deme.

Grote, with much less evidence before him than is now avail-
able, had divined the motive of Cleisthenes in substituting locality
for kinship as the principle of the organization of the citizen
body. It was, as Grote puts it, in order to secure the admission
to citizenship of a body of free residents in Attica who were not
of pure Athenian descent, and who consequently could not be
admitted to citizenship without a shock to the religious sentiment
of the Athenians, so long as citizenship involved membership in
the clan, which was an association largely religious in character.
In the words of a modern jurist!: ‘The Greek City State was not
conceived as an aggregate of individuals, but consisted of clusters
of kinsmen, strongly bound together by common interests and
common religion. The earlier ages may be characterized as epochs
of federation—the federation of kindreds (yérn).” Athens after
the Reform of Cleisthenes was no longer to be a federation of
kindreds.

The new evidence afforded by Aristotle enables us to trace the
history, and estimate the importance, of this class of free residents
in Attica of impure Athenian descent, whose existence was
postulated by Grote. To understand the origin of this class we
must go back to Solon. Plutarch, in the Life of Solon (24), tells
us that Solon, in order to stimulate the industrial development of
Athens, granted the privilege of citizenship to those resident
aliens (uérowol) who satisfied two conditions; they must be skilled
workmen, who came to Athens for the practice of their art or
craft, and they must bring wife and children with them. Itis
generally agreed that there are traces in Athenian art of the sixth
century B.c., especially in vase painting, of the growth of lonic
and other foreign influences (see pp. 66, §95).

It is probable that under Peisistratus and his sons the class of
resident aliens had increased rapidly in numbers. The growing
importance of this class would explain the statement of Aristotle, in
the Constitution of Athens (x111, §), that this class, those who were ‘not
of pure descent,” formed one of the chief supports of the tyranny.
But the position of this class in the citizen body must have re-
mained precarious, so long as citizenship was connected with the
clan and the phratry, admission to either of which was so jealously
safeguarded. Their motive in supporting the tyrants was clearly,
as indeed Aristotle asserts, the fear of losing their privileges if

1 Sir P. Vinogradofl, Outlines of Historical Furisprudence, vol. 11, p. 85.
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the protection of the tyrants were withdrawn. Their fears proved
only too well founded, for (as has been described above) on the
expulsion of Hippias the register of citizens was revised, and a
large number of those citizens who could not prove pure Athenian
descent were struck off the list. What happened at Athens on
the fall of the Peisistratid dynasty was to be repeated in a similar
form a generation later on the fall of the tyranny at Syracuse.
There too those who owed their place in the citizen body to the
tyrants were deprived of their rights by the restored democracy.
The object, then, of Cleisthenes in dissociating citizenship from
the clan, and connecting it with the deme, was to facilitate the
admission to citizenship of those who could not prove pure
Athenian descent, and to render their position unassailable for
the future. There were no associations of kinship with the deme,
and there were no religious sentiments to be shocked by the
admission to the ranks of the demotae of those whose origin was
wholly or partially foreign. In order to secure still further the
position of this class of citizens, it was enacted that henceforward
the official designation of a citizen should be by his deme, and
not, as hitherto, by his patronymic. The patronymic might reveal
the secret of a foreign origin; the name of the deme could convey
no such information. For half a century or more Athens remained
faithful to the liberal policy of her great reformer, and her
citizenship was open to those who had no claim to pure Athenian
blood. It was left to the most famous democratic statesman of
the ancient world—Pericles himself—to reverse the enlightened
policy of his predecessor, and once more to impose the test of
pure Athenian descent on both sides.

To the second question, What was the object of Clcisthenes in
constituting the new tribes in so artificial a manner? the answer
commonly given is that this artificial constitution of the tribes
was directed against the danger of a recrudescence of the old
feuds between the parties of the Plain, the Coast, and the Hill-
country—the Pedion, the Paralia, and the Diacria (pp 60s99.). As
each tribe consisted of three trittyes, each from a different region
of Attica, it was clearly impossible, so it is argued, for any one
of these factions to exercise 2 dominating influence in any one of
the tribes. This explanation of the motive of Cleisthenes is clearly
based on two assumptions, for neither of which there is adequate
evidence. It assumes in the first place that the rivalry of the three
factions still persisted as late as the time of Cleisthenes, and it
also assumes that the three regions of the Cleisthenean system
correspond to the threefold division of Attica into the Pedion,
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the Paralia, and the Diacria, of the period which preceded the

tyranny of Peisistratus. That the feuds which prevailed during

the generation which separated the legislation of Solon from the

first tyranny of Peisistratus, and were largely accountable for the

success of the tyrant, were local in character, does not admit of
doubt. What may well be doubted—what certainly cannot be

proved—is that the three parties with which we have to deal at

the time of the Reform of Cleisthenes—the party of Cleisthenes

himself, that of Isagoras, and that of the Peisistratidac—are

identical with the old local factions. It may fairly be argued that

it was the firm rule of Peisistratus and his sons that had effaced

the local lines of cleavage, and given to the whole country a sense

of unity that it had not possessed half a century earlier. Since the
middle of the sixth century new questions had come to the front,

and political parties were now grouped according to new prin-

ciples.

Still less ground is there for the assumption that the three
regions of the Cleisthenean system are identical with the Pedion,
the Paralia, and the Diacria. The town area, the city and its
suburbs, could have formed but a small part of the Pedion, most
of which would fall within the peodyetos, or ‘midland,’ region.
It is usually supposed that the demes in the neighbourhood of
Marathon were included in the Diacria; but in the Cleisthenean
system these were divided between the midland and the coast
districts. Finally, if the old view! is correct, that the Paralia in
the popular sense meant the southern part of Attica, the triangle
which is bounded on two sides by the sea, and the apex of which
is Sunium, then there is little correspondence between the Paralia
of Cleisthenes—the demes situated on the coast—and the Paralia
in the popular sense.

But if this explanation of the object of Cleisthenes in consti-
tuting the tribes on the basis of the trittys is to be ruled out,
what motive can be suggested for a scheme so peculiar? Much
the most probable motive is the desire to weaken the influence
of the old Eupatrid families, an influence which was mainly local,
and found its centre in the clan. In the new tribe, composed of
three trittyes taken from three different regions of Attica, no
family, however great its local influence might be, could hope to
control more than a third of the voters in any one tribe. There
was, however, a further result of the system of trittyes which was
to prove of such importance in the development of the Athenian
democracy that we are compelled to surmise that it must have

? Cf. Thucydides 11, 55.
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been one of his principal objects in his reform of the tribes. One
trlttys in each tribe consisted of a single deme situate either in
the city of Athens or in its suburbs. It was in the city and its
immediate nelghbourhood that the new citizens, ‘those not of
pure descent,” were congregated. Some of this class were doubtless
resident in the Paralian demes, but none can have been found in
rural Attica. Cleisthenes thus secured that in each of the ten tribes
there should be a compact body “of voters who were his own
special adherents, and who owed their position in the body politic
to his reforms. The influence of this class would be out of all
proportion to their numbers, for the simple reason that, being on
the spot, they would be in a position to exercise their right of
voting far more frequently than those members of the tribes
whose homes were in the more distant parts of Attica, whether
in the coast or the midland region.

It has often been pointed out that one consequence of the new
tribal system was that there could be no further danger of any
conscious opposition of the interests of Athens to those of Attica,
since there were no tribes that were purely Athenian in this
narrow sense, and none that were purely Attican. So far the
working of the system was beneficial to the interests of the state
as a whole. But there was another consequence, to which attention
is not so commonly called, which was far from beneficial. It was
inevitable that, when the interests of rural Attica confiicted with
those of the city, the interests of the former should be sacrificed
to those of the latter.

Down to the Reform of Cleisthenes the unit of local adminis-
tration was the naucrary. The precise nature both of the naucrary
itself and of its functions is obscure, but we can gather that it
was a subdivision, local in character, of the old Ionic tribes, that
it was presided over by a president called naucraros (p. 50),
and that it raised and administered funds. For the naucraria
Cleisthenes substituted the deme, a subdivision of his new tribes,
and, as has been explained above, also local in character. Its
premdent was the Demarch, and the deme, like the naucrary, had
funds to administer. The deme varied almost as much in size as
the English parish. There must have been not a few demes with
less than 100 demotae, while the largest demes must have counted
some thousands of members. Thucydides! speaks of the deme
of Acharnae as furnishing 3000 hoplites to the army, a statement
which would imply 4000 demotae at the least.

LSIT5120.
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2. THE REFORM OF THE COUNCIL

Our authorities, Aristotle as well as Plutarch, agree in attri-
buting the institution of a Council, side by side with the primitive
Council of the Areopacus, to Solon Aristotle has nothing to tell
us as to the prerogatives and duties of this Solonian Council,
although Plutarch attributes to Solon the provision that no
measure could be brought before the Assembly except in the
form of a probouleuma, or proposal of the Council'. However that
may be, the ancient writers are unanimous in representing it as
composed of 400 members, 100 from each of the four Jonic tribes.
Cleisthenes based the organization of his reformed Council on
the tribe, in its new form, and the deme. The new Council con-
sisted of §00 members, §o from each of the ten tribes. The
5o members of each tribe were apportioned to the demes included
in that tribe roughly according to the size of the several demes,
and the method of selection was by drawing lots. No citizen could
hold office as a member of the Council more than twice in a
lifetime. One of the most peculiar features in the new Council
was the system of Prytaneis. The year was divided into ten periods
of 35 or 36 days each called by the name Pryrany, and the 5o
Councillors of each tribe held office, under the title of Pryraneis,
or Presidents, for one of these periods. During their term of
office they acted as a committee of the Council. Nowhere else in
the Athenian constitution do we see the democratic principle
applied with such rigorous logic as in the Cleisthenean Council.
It was of the very essence of the system that the conception of
special fitness or capacity was entirely set aside. Anybody who had
the ambition had his chance of entering the Council, and, even
if the number of citizens is computed at more than the thirty
thousand suggested by a passage in Herodotus?, something like a
third of them must have served on the Council at some period of
their lives. Yet the duties which the Councillors had to discharge
were as multifarious as could well be imagined, and if most of them
were of a routine nature, some were at once important and difficult.

A detailed account of the functions of the Council must be
reserved for the chapters which treat of the Periclean age, nor is
it casy to determine which of the duties that it performed in
the fully developed democracy had been assigned to it by Cleis-
thenes. It is clear, however, that from the start it must have been
the mamsprmg of the machmery of government. An assembly
which any citizen was entitled to attend, which was convened only

! Plutarch, Life of Solon, 19; see above, p. 54. 2v,97.
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once in ten days, and might be attended by many or by few, was
eminently unfitted for the business of administration. For that a
much smaller and more permanent body was required, and such a
body was found in the Council. It is unfortunate that Grote should
have lent the great authority of his name to the employment of
the word Senate as the equivalent for Boulé, the Greek name
for the Council. Unless we are to misconceive completely the
nature of the Athenian Council, we must get rid of all our associa-
tions with the Roman Senate, the Senate of the United States
of America, or the Second Chamber of other modern states. The
Athenian Council was in no sense of the term a Second Chamber.
It was simply a committee of the Assembly, but it was a com-
mittee for all purposes, and its work was in the main adminis-
trative in character. It was a probouleutic body, to use the technical
Greek term; that is to say, its principal task was to prepare the
business for the meetings of the Assembly. Hence, as has been
explained above, no measure could be brought before the Assembly
except in the form of a probouleuma, or proposal submitted by the
Council. Such a proposal when ratified by the Assembly was
styled a psephisma. The probouleuma may be compared to the
report of a Standing Committee of one of our Town or County
Councils, which is presented to the Council for its approval; only
it must be remembered that at Athens there was but one standing
committee, the Council itself. These probouleumata were chiefly
concerned with the work of administration, and many of them
were what Austin calls ‘occasional’ or ‘particular commands,’
e.g. a direction to certain officials to pay certain sums to certain
individuals. It is true that all legislative proposals must originate
with the Council, but it is not less true that the normal duty of
the Assembly, and therefore of its committee, the Council, was
to carry on the business of the state, rather than to make laws.
As it was the task of the Council to prepare business for the con-
sideration of the Assembly, it fell to the Council to draw up the
Programma, or agenda,for each meeting of the Assembly. But in
addition to its probouleutic duties, the Council was charged with
the transaction of any business of state that might turn up and
that could not wait, and, either solely, or jointly with the various
boards of magistrates, it had the superintendence of the different
departments of state.

It would be difficult to exaggerate the importance of the part
played by the Council in the political education of the Athenian
citizen. If it is asked, How could the affairs of a great empire be
conducted with success by an Assembly of the whole citizen
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body? the answer is that it was in his year of office in the Council
that the citizen received his training for politics. It is probable
that a large proportion of those who attended the meetings of the
Assembly with any degree of regularity had been at some time
or other members of the Council. During their term of office
they had been brought into touch with every department of state,
and with every branch of business. It is hardly necessary to point
out that the political experience thus gained must have been of
peculiar value to the inhabitants of the more remote demes.

3. OSTRACISM

By far the most peculiar of the measures of constitutional reform
which are to be ascribed to Cleisthenes is the institution known
as Ostracism. It is found later elsewhere in the Greek world, at
Syracuse, Argos, Megara, and Miletus; but of these four states,
the two last had been part of the Athenian empire, while Argos
was more than once an ally of Athens, and there are other traces
of the influence of Athens on the development of its democracy.
At Syracuse, where it was called Petalism, we are definitely told
by Diodorus (x1, 87) that it was introduced in imitation of Athens,
and what we are told of Syracuse almost certainly holds good
of the other states in which ostracism is found. Hence the full
merit of its invention may be claimed for Cleisthenes. In the
Greek world, especmlly in the sphere of constitutional reform,
conscious imitation played a large part.

There is certainly no device of ancient statesmanship that will
strike the modern reader as more curious than that of ostracism.
Once a year, if the Assembly had so decided, but only once, an
Ostracophoria was held, but unless at least six thousand citizens
took part in the voting the proceedings were null and void. At the
ostracophoria the voter might write on a piece of broken pottery
the name of any citizen whom he wished to be exiled. The words
ostracophoria and ostracism are derived from oszraka, the Greek
name for these potsherds, which formed the wastepaper of the
ancient world, just as the Syracusan term petalism is derived from
the Greek word for leaf, the names at Syracuse being inscribed
on olive leaves, instead of potsherds. The citizen against whom
most votes were cast was exiled for a period of ten years, at the
end of which he returned to full possession of all his rights, His
exile did not carry with it the confiscation of his property.

There can be no doubt that the object of Cleisthenes in de-
vising this strange constitutional contrivance was to prov1de a
safeguard for the infant democracy against the risk of a restoration
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of the tyranny just overthrown. As we have seen, the adherents
of the exiled Hippias still formed a large and well-organized body
of voters in the Assembly; a struggle between the rival factions
in the state might easily afford an opportunity for the restoration
of the tyrant. Ostracism would furnish the means of getting rid
of any prominent supporter of the tyrant’s cause before his in-
fluence had become too great and before his plans were matured.
And it might well appear to Cleisthenes that, even if the Peisis-
tratid cause were discredited for good and all, the ambition of
individual statesmen might constitute a standing danger to the
democracy.

Aristotle, in the Constitution of Athens (xx11, 4), asserts not only
that the object of the institution was to avert the danger of a
restoration of tyranny, but that the immediate motive of Cleis-
thenes was the desire to get rid of the leader of the Peisistratid
party, Hipparchus, the son of Charmus, a cousin of Hippias.
This latter statement involves a serious difficulty, inasmuch as
we learn from the Constitution itself that Hipparchus was not
ostracized until the year 487, some twenty years after the date
of the legislation of Cleisthenes. In the passage in the Constitution
in which the date of the ostracism of Hipparchus is given he is
stated to have been the first person who was ostracized under the
provisions of the new law, and his name appears at the head of
a list of those who were sent into exile between the First and the
Second Persian Invasions. It may be suggested as a solution of
the problem that the list given was derived from the psephisma,
or decree, which provided for the recall of those who were in
exile at the time of the Invasion of Xerxes. As the period of exile
was limited to ten years, the name of no one who had been ostra-
cized before the Battle of Marathon (490 B.c.) could occur in
the list. As no record had been preserved of any earlier ostracism,
it might have been inferred from the psepiisma that Hipparchus
was, not only the first who was ostracized after Marathon, but the
first who was ostracized under the new law. It does not, however,
follow that the law may not have been brought into operation at
an earlier date, or that it may not have been directed against some
other leader of the exiled tyrant’s party.

But while there is little reason to doubt that ostracism was
introduced as a safeguard against the tyrannis, it is evident that
it soon ceased to be employed with this object in view. After
Marathon the cause of the tyrants was discredited for ever, and
their adherents must have formed a weak and timid faction. At
any rate, after Salamis and Plataea the danger of the restoration
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of any member of the Peisistratid house had passed away. The last
to be ostracized on suspicion of being an adherent of the tyrant’s
cause was Megacles, the head of the great Alcmaeonid house,
and the date of his ostracism was the year 486 B.c. Irom this
time onwards ostracism came to be recognized as a regular
weapon of party warfare, to be used by a popular leader against
a dangerous rival. In the interval between the two Persian in-
vasions Xanthippus, the father of Pericles, who had married
Agariste, the daughter of Cleisthenes himself, was ostracized in
484, and two years later Aristides followed him into exile. In
the period after the Second Persian Invasion Themistocles, Cimon,
and Thucydides, son of Melesias, the rival of Pericles, were all
in turn ostracized. It was the long ascendancy of Pericles himself
that led to the disuse of the institution. When it was revived in
417 B.C. to decide between the claims of Nicias and Alcibiades
it was felt that this involved a return to an obsolete stage of
political development. The weapon was never again employed,
although the law appears to have remained unrepealed down to
the time of Aristotle!.

Critics of the democratic principle have not failed to adduce
ostracism as a proof of the inherent injustice of popular govern-
ment, and one of the most memorable passages in Grote’s History
of Greece (vol. 111, pp. 368 s¢¢.) is that in which he attempts the
defence of the mstltutlon Grote argues that, in the first place,
under the conditions of Athenian political life in the age of
Cleisthenes, some such safeguard was indispensable; that secondly,
precautions were provided against its abuse; and that thirdly, it
did not involve the confiscation of property or the loss of civic
rights. Such considerations could at best constitute a defence of
the institution at a time when the restoration of the tyranny was
a question of practical politics. They can constitute no sort of a
defence of the institution as it was worked after 486 B.c. It was, in
fact, as injurious to the interests of the state as it was unjust to the
individual. To the individual it meant the loss of all that was
best worth having during the best years of his life; to the state
it meant a fatal impediment to the proper working of the party
system. A party unfairly deprived of its leader at some great
crisis—and in the Greek democracies the leader counted for much
more than he does in our modern popular governments—is not
unlikely to have recourse to unconstitutional methods. The answer
to the ostracism of Cimon in 461 B.c. was the assassination of
Ephialtes.

Y Const. of Athens, XL, 4.

12 C.A H.1V
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III. CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES BETWEEN
CLEISTHENES AND THE INVASION OF XERXES

It will be convenient to describe two further changes which,
although they form no part of the Reform of Cleisthenes, may
fairly be regarded as consequential on them. These changes are,
firstly, the reorganization of the army on the basis of the ten new
tribes, which in its turn involved the institution of the ten Generals
(stratégoi); secondly, the substitution of sortition for election in
the appointment of the archons. The first of these measures
belongs to the year gor B.c. and the second to 487 B.c., but it
will be seen that the two are closely connected together.

It is probable that the Greek mind would have regarded it as
almost 1nevitable that a change in the political system should
involve a corresponding change in the military organization. In
Boeotia, for example, the same unit served to determine the
political representation and the military quota of each member of
the League. We are almost completely in the dark as to the
military organization of the Athenian state in the sixth century s.c.
We know that the levies were raised by the naucraries, and we
also know that the Polemarch, one of the nine archons, was
commander-in-chief of the army. But this is about all that we do
know. It would appear from Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens
xx11, 2 (though the passage is somewhat obscurely worded),that
it was in the year §01—500 B.c. that the re-organization of the army
on the basis of the ten tribes was effected. Corresponding to each
tribe there was to be a taxis, or regiment, of hoplites, and a
squadron of cavalry. The taxis was thus the tribe in its military
aspect. It was commanded by a strazéges, or general, who was
elected by the corresponding tribe. The institution of the office of
strategos was to prove one of the most important changes that
were ever effected in the Athenian constitution. From the first
the strategi were General Officers, as well as commanders of the
regiments, though the supreme command was still exercised by the
Polemarch. But three changes in their duties and position were
to follow before long. New officers called taxiarchs were appointed,
to whom were transferred their duties as commanders of the
regiments; the Polemarch was deprived of all his military func-
tions, which were transferred to the board of strategi; and finally
a strategos autocrator, or commander-in-chief, was instituted.

Although it is impossible to assign a date to each of these
changes, it may be regarded as certain that all three were effected
in the course of the twenty years that followed the re-organization
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of thearmy. As late as the Battle of Marathon the Polemarch is still
titular commander-in-chief, and he still presides at the council of
war (see below, p. 240). If Plutarch! can be trusted, the strategi
are at this date (490 B.c.) still commanders of their regiments. But
the introduction of the lot in the appointment of the archons in
487 B.c. indicates that the Polemarch was at that date deprived of
his military duties, and it may be surmised that the institution of
the taxiarchs belongs to the same period. Finally, it is clear that
the office of strategos autocrator was instituted at least as early as
480 B.c., since Themistocles was elected to that office in that year.

It was the formation of the Delian League, the assumption
by Athens of the direction of the operations against Persia, and
the gradual transformation of the League, that led to the develop-
ment of the powers of the strategi. In the Periclean age the
strategi acquire prerogatives other than purely military ones, and
they are prerogatives of great importance. It is the szrazégia that
gives to the Athenian democracy in the latter half of the fifth
century B.C. its peculiar character. The institution of the strategia
is sometimes regarded as marking a stage in the development of
the democracy. If by this it is meant that it marks a stage in the
development of the democratic principle in the constitution,
nothing could be further from the truth. The strategia was the
non-democratic element in the constitution, and it was the sub-
stitution of the strategia for the archonship as the chief executive
office that strengthened the aristocratic and conservative in-
fluences in the state. It meant the substitution of an office that was
military in character for one that was civil, and from this two
consequences followed. Firstly, an office that is military cannot
be filled by sortition, but only by election, and according to Greek
ideas sortition is a democratic device, while election is aristocratic
in its working. Secondly, while a civil office could be held only
once in a lifetime, the holder of an office that is military must
be capable of re-election. The institution of the strategia and the
growth of its powers gave to the old families a fresh lease of
influence, since the strategi were almost invariably chosen from
their ranks. What is of still more moment is that it was the
strategia that gave the opportunity for one-man power in the
democratic constitution. Had the chief executive office still been
at once civil in character and annual in tenure, and had there
been no such office as that of swrasegos autocrator, Thucydides
could not have described the constitution in the days of Pericles
as still in name a democracy, although in fact it was government

1 Aristides, s.
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by her greatest citizen. It is hardly too much to say that, if Athens
created, organized, and held, a great empire, it was in virtue of
the undemocratic principle contained in the democratic consti-
tution. If we would trace the results of undiluted democracy, we
must turn to the Athens of the fourth century—to the age of
Demosthenes, not to the age of Pericles.

The last constitutional change that is to be ascribed to this
period is the application of the lot to the appointment of the
archons in the year 487 B.c. in place of election. It is probable
that sortition had been employed from the first in the selection
of the members of the new Council of Five Hundred, and it was
not long before the principle of sortition was applied to all civil
offices without exception. Its application to that which had
hitherto been the chief office in the state marks a very definite
stage in the growth of the democracy. All our ancient authorities
are agreed in regarding sortition as a democratic device for
equalizing the chances of rich and poor. Before the true date of
the employment of sortition in the appointment of the archons
was known, it had sometimes been maintained that the real object
of the reform was not to equalize chances, but to avoid faction.
In view of the new evidence afforded by Aristotle’s Conustitution
of Athens, it may be regarded as certain that the ancient view is
correct. The full effects of the change were not felt until the
further step was taken of introducing payment for office. The
application of the lot to the archonship in 487 B.c. affords con-
clusive evidence that by wnat time the ofhice had lost its importance.
As Grote long ago argued, the Athenians would never have en-
trusted to the hazard of the lot any but purely routine duties;
least of all would they have entrusted to it the command of the
army. Hence the Polemarch must have been stripped of the last
remnants of his military prerogatives at the time the change from
election to sortition was made.

The lot 1s another of the features in the Athenian system that
critics of democracy, ancient and modern, have selected for attack.
In fairness to democracy, and to Athens, it should be borne in
mind that the duties of the offices to which sortition was applied
were for the most part such as any person of ordinary intelligence
and probity could discharge. It should also be pointed out that
it was safeguarded in its operation by a process of preliminary
selection, known as procrisis. In the appointment for the archon-
ship, for instance, no less than oo names were selected by the
demes and it was out of these §oo candidates that the nine
archons were chosen by drawing lots.
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IV ATHENS UNDER CLEISTHENES

Cleisthenes was for the moment supreme at Athens. With the
aid of his newly enfranchised citizens he could command a de-
cisive majority in the Assembly. He had, however, still to reckon
with Cleomenes. It was one thing to have compelled a Spartan
king, in command of a small body of troops, to capitulate; it was
another and a very different one to offer resistance to the whole
military resources of the Peloponnesian League. Only three or
four years before, Hippias had little difficulty in defeating the
small force under the command of Anchimolius, but when
Cleomenes had appeared in person at the head of a more con-
siderable army, Hippias had been compelled to go into exile
(p.81s¢.). If anything was certain, itwas that Cleomenes would not
tamely submit to his discomfiture. Cleisthenes had every reason
to anticipate a Peloponnesian invasion of Attica in the immediate
future. It would appear that, in presence of this threatened danger.
he resolved to appeal to Persia. The passage in Herodotus is so
remarkable that it must be transcribed in full.

The Athenians directly afterwards recalled Cleisthenes, and the seven
hundred families which Cleomenes had driven out; and, further, they sent
envoys to Sardes, to make an alliance with the Persians, for they knew that
war would follow with Cleomenes and the Lacedaemonians. When the
ambassadors reached Sardes and delivered their message, Artaphrenes, son
of Hystaspes, who was at that time governor of the place, inquired of them
who they were, and in what part of the world they dwelt, that they wanted
to become allies of the Persians. The messengers told them, upon which
he answered them shortly that if the Athenians chose to give earth and
water to King Darius, he would conclude an alliance with them; but if not,
they might go home again. The envoys, ‘on their own responsibility” (émri
opéwv avTov Bakopevor), anxious to form the alliance, accepted the terms;
but on their return to Athens, they fell into deep disgrace (alrias peyaras
eiyov) on account of their compliance. (v, 73.)

It has been generally recognized that this is one of those passages
in which the influence of Alcmaeonid tradition can be detected.
It is an obvious inference from the phrasing that the embassy
was sent soon after the recall of Cleisthenes; that is, it was sent
at a moment when his influence was at its height; at a moment
when his position in the state may be compared to that of Miltiades
on the morrow of Marathon. It follows that the policy of sending
the embassy to Sardes must have been the policy of Cleisthenes
himself. That Cleisthenes, whose family had had intimate rela-
tions with Sardes in the days of the Lydian kings! and who was

! Herodotus vi, 125.
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possibly better acquainted with the circumstances of the Persian
empire than most people at Athens, should have imagined that
Persian aid could be obtained on any other condition than that
of giving earth and water, the symbols of homage to the Great
King, is incredible. He must have known that the only relation
which could subsist between an empire like the Persian and a
petty Greek state like Athens was that of suzerain to vassal. It
1s not less incredible that he should have sent the envoys without
instructions on the question of earth and water. What is most
incredible of all is that the envoys should have ventured to give
earth and water without these instructions.

It is difficult not to find in the narrative of Herodotus a de-
liberate attempt to shift the responsibility for the act of homage
from Cleisthenes to the envoys. Indeed it is more than probable
that the attempt may have been made by Cleisthenes himself.
The subsequent history of Athens affords not a few examples of
the agent being made to suffer in place of the principal. No doubt
Cleisthenes was careful not to explain to the Assembly the con-
ditions on which the alliance of Persia was to be obtained. It is
one of the chief dangers to which popular government is exposed
that, when an end is eminently desirable, awkward questions as
to the means by which that end is to be obtained are not allowed
to be asked. The relations of Athens to Macedon in the age of
the orator Demosthenes suggest some parallels!. It may be sur-
mised that Cleisthenes calculated that when the Assembly, on
the return of the envoys from Sardes, was called upon to choose
between homage to Persia and capitulation to Cleomenes, it would
prefer to secure the cause of democracy even at the price of
submission to Persia. The first chapter of the long and squalid
history of medism had been written. In after times, when the
glories of Marathon and Salamis had obscured so much of the
earlier history, it was easy for Athenian orators and historians to
charge Aegina or Thebes with having set the example of seeking
support from the Persian king. For all that, the fact remains,
and it is a fact that should never be forgotten, that the first Greek
statesman to invoke the intervention of Persia in the politics of
Greece itself was none other than the founder of the Athenian
democracy.

Cleisthenes had calculated that, when the envoys returned from
their mission with the good news that the support of Persia had
been secured, a Peloponnesian army under Cleomenes would be
on the frontiers of Attica. As it proved, however, the danger had

1 E.g. the negotiations preceding the Peace of Philocrates.
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passed away when the envoys returned, and it was easy to de-
nounce their act of betrayal, when the force which had advanced
under the two Spartan kings, Cleomenes and Demaratus, as far
as Eleusis had retired into the Peloponnese without striking a
blow. But if the expedition had failed, it was not the fault of the
military dispositions of Cleomenes. His strategy was masterly.
Attica was to be invaded from three sides: from the Peloponnese,
from Boeotia, and from Euboea. While the Peloponnesian army
advanced from the Isthmus, the Boeotians were to invade Attica
from the north, and the Chalcidians were to cross the Euripus
and deliver their attack from that direction. For the hostility of
Chalcis an explanation may perhaps be found in the perennial
rivalry of that state with its neighbour Eretria, the ancient ally
of Athens. The hostility of Boeotia is easier to account for. Some-
thing like a dozen years earlier, in 519 B.C., the town of Plataea,
which stood on a spur of Cithaeron not far from the Athenian
border, had seceded from the Boeotian League,and had sought
an alliance with Sparta.The Spartans advised the Platacans to
place themselves under the protection of Athens rather than that
of Sparta, with the result that Athens incurred the lasting enmity
of Thebes (p. 78).

In the presence of an invasion from three sides at once, the
Athenians could not hesitate as to the front on which the defence
must be made first. Herodotus’ statement (v, 74) that they ad-
vanced against the Peloponnesian force which had already reached
Eleusis may reasonably be interpreted as meaning that the
Athenian army took up a defensive position on the ridge of
Mt Aegaleos, which separated the Pedion or Plain of Athens
from the Thriasian Plain in which Eleusis lay. Meanwhile dis-
sensions had broken out in the Peloponnesian army, and Cleo-
menes found that he had a two-fold opposition to deal with, that
of the Corinthians, who refused to take any further part in the
invasion of Attica and drew off with their whole force, and that
of his colleague Demaratus, who supported the action of the
Corinthians. The rest of the Peloponnesian army, encouraged by
the quarrel of the two Spartan kings, were not slow in followmg
the example of the Corinthians. The invasion ended in a fiasco.

What was the motive of the Corinthians? The answer that is
commonly given is based on the support given by Corinth to
Athens in the Aeginetan Warl, It is assumed that the motive
of Corinth was purely commercial, and it is argued that, as Aegina
was at the time a more serious rival to Corinthian trade than

1 Herodotus vi, 89.
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Athens, Corinth was unwilling to see the power of Athens
weakened. It may well be doubted whether this reasoning is
sound. The policy of Corinth was not always determined by
commercial motives, and it is hazardous to conclude that either
Corinth was hostile to Aegina, or Aegina hostile to Athens,in
507 B.C., because something like twenty years later (the true date
of the Aeginetan War), Aegina was the rival of Corinth and the
enemy of Athens. Still more hazardous is it to argue that the
decision of the Corinthians in favour of Plataea in §19 B.c.! must
have been prompted by the same desire to strengthen Athens
against Aegina. A passage in Xenophon? which refers to the
action of the Corinthians in refusing to support Lysander in his
attempt to restore the oligarchy at Athens in 403 B.c., suggests
a different explanation. Corinth was ready to support Sparta, so
long as Spartan hegemony was confined to the Peloponnese, but
Corinth had no wish to see Sparta supreme on both sides of the
Isthmus. The mere geographical position of Corinth might seem
to have marked her out as the exponent of the doctrine of a
Balance of Power.

There still remained the Boeotian and Chalcidian armies to
be dealt with. The former had occupied Hysiae, which although
it lay outside Attica proper, was in the territory of Plataea and
therefore in alliance with Athens, and had advanced as far as
Oenoe, an important position well to the south of Mt Cithaeron.
The Athenians, instead of attacking the Boeotian force, which
was the nearer of the two, marched against the Chalcidians, in
the direction of the Euripus. The movement had the result that
was doubtless intended; it compelled the Boeotians to evacuate
Attica and hasten with all speed to the support of the Chalcidians.
No sooner did the Athenians get news of the retirement of the
Boeotians than they turned and attacked them on their line of
march, before they had effected a junction with their allies on the
Euripus. It is probable that the Boeotians were taken by surprise;
at any rate the victory of the Athenians was decisive, and no less
than 700 prisoners were taken. The action must have been fought
not far from the Euripus, for on the same day the Athenians
crossed into Euboea, and there won a second and even more

1 Herodotus v, 1083 see above, p. 78.
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decisive victory, over the Chalcidians. That two such victories
should have been won on the same day argues a eommander of
some military skill on the Athenian side; yet Herodotus cannot
tell us his name. He must have held the office of Polemarch, but
that his name should be unknown is a signal example of the
fragmentary character of our knowledge, even of Athenian history
at this peuod It 1s clear from the narrative that the number of
Chalcidian prisoners taken in the engagement was considerable,
and they as well as those captured from the Boeotians were kept
in prison at Athens until they were ransomed. The chains in
which the prisoners had been fettered were preserved on the
Acropolis,where they were seen by Herodotus, and from a tithe
of the ransom the Athenians dedicated to the goddess Athena a
bronze chariot. The victory was commemorated in an inscription
which speaks of the gloomy iron chains in which the Athenians
quenched the insolence of their foes,and of the bitter bondage
in which they were kept fettered!.

As we are told that their captivity lasted a long while, peace
cannot have been concluded either with Chalcis or Thebes im-
mediately after the double victory. It is probable that Chalcis
was the first to make peace with Athens. The terms dictated to
her were sufficiently harsh, as she had to cede to Athens the
most fertile part of her territory, hitherto occupied by the Hippo-
botae, the aristocracy of Chalcis. On this territory what was
probably? the first cleruchy in Athenian history was planted; if
Herodotus is to be believed, the cleruchs numbered four thousand.
More will be said in a later volume to point out that the cleruchy
was a colony of a peculiar kind, resembling the Roman colonia
rather than the ordinary Greek apoikia; that the colonists, or
cleruchsas they werecalled, retained their Athenian citizenship,and
even their membership of tribe and deme; and that the cleruchy
served a double purpose——the economic purpose of providing land
for the poorer citizens, and the military purpose of establishing a
garrison in a position of strategic importance. The cleruchy at
Chalcis was to be the first of a long series of such settlements.

It would be difficult to over-estimate the consequences of these
successes of the Athenians against so formidable a combination.

The policy of Cleomenes had suffered shipwreck, and Athenian

1 A fragment of this inscription was discovered on the Acropolis more
than 30 years ago. Hicks and Hill, op. cit. 12.

2 It is doubtful whether the early inscription relating to Salamis (Hicks
and Hiil; op. az. 4) is really concerned with an Athenian cleruchy on the
island, although this view has been widely held.
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troops had proved their superiority in the field over two neigh-
bouring states, Boeotia and Chalcis. It was these successes that
inspired the new-born democracy with self-confidence,and it was
their glamour which, as much as any other one factor, helps to
explain the century of democratic government which Athens was
to enjoyl. It must be admitted that the defeat of the Boeotians
is not easy to explain. The history of the next two centuries was
to prove the quality of the Boeotian infantry. We can only suppose
that at this epoch Thebes received half-hearted support from the
other towns of Boeotia. Boeotia was not so ready as Chalcis to
make peace with Athens, and Thebes was naturally anxious to
avenge her defeat. As no further help could be expected from
Sparta, it was to Aegina, at that time the first naval power in
Greece, that Thebes turned for help. An invasion from the north
combined with an attack by sea from Aegina on the south might
prove fatal to the new government at Athens. The means adopted
by Thebes to secure this end were characteristic of the age. An
oracle, couched in terms of appropriate obscurity, was obtained
from Delphi. The Thebans were told ‘to seek the aid of those
nearest them?2.’ It needed little ingenuity to interpret ‘those
nearest them’ in the light of the legend which made the nymphs
Thebe and Aegina sisters,and to base the appeal of Aegina on
the mythological kinship of the two states. The answer of Aegina
to this appeal is not less characteristic. Aegina had reasons of her
own for not wishing to precipitate a conflict with Athens. Her
answer to the appeal of Thebes was to send them the Aeacidae,
or sons of Aeacus, that is, the images of the tutelary deities of
the island. That this meant a refusal of the alliance can scarcely
be doubted. The diplomatic fictions of the modern world are
borrowed from Law; those of the sixth century B.c. were borrowed
from Religion. The grounds of the appeal were mythological;
the assistance sent belonged to the same order of ideas. It need
not surprise us that the Thebans sent back the Aeacidae with
the explanation that what they had asked was aid of a more
material nature®. A formal peace must have been concluded
between Athens and Boeotia not long after this, although it is
impossible to assign the precise date. It has been suggested that
the district of Oropus, which is subsequently found in the pos-

1 The effects of the military successes of the French Revolutionary armies
afford an obvious parallel.

2 Herodotus v, 79.

3 Herodotus v, 80, 81. For a fuller discussion of the Aeginetan War
see below, chap. viir.
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session of Athens, although it never formed a part of Attica
proper!, may have been acquired by the terms of this peace.

A year or two later?, Cleomenes made one more attempt to
crush the Athenian democracy and to undo the work of Cleis-
thenes. This time he summoned a congress of the Peloponnesian
League at Sparta, and laid before it the proposal to restore Hippias
as tyrant of Athens. This meeting of the congress at Sparta was
regarded by Grote as marking an epoch in the history of the
Peloponnesian League. Itisundoubtedly the first recorded meeting
of the League, but we have no warrant for the assumption that
it was the first meeting to be held. The action of Cleomenes
implied a complete reversal of his previous policy in regard to
Athens. It was Cleomenes who had expelled Hippias and who
had lent his whole support to Isagoras, the leader of the aristo-
cratic party. It is true that Herodotus attributes to Cleomenes on
the occasion of his last invasion of Attica the design of setting up
Isagoras as tyrant, but the word ‘tyrant’ need not be pressed;
it may perhaps be used in a loose and rhetorical sense. Hippias,
however, was to be restored as ‘tyrant’ in the strict and proper
sense of the term, and no change of policy could well be more
startling. The ultimate object of the proposed restoration of
Hippias was, of course, identical with the ultimate object of the
attempt to restore Isagoras It was the aim of Cleomenes on the
one occasion and on the other to establish at Athens a government
subservient to Sparta. Once more the opposition was led by
Corinth, and once more it was successful. Herodotus’ statement
that it was Sosicles (or Socles) who was the Corinthian spokesman
may be accepted as true, but the long speech which he puts into
his mouth is clearly the outcome of the historian’s imagination.
The proposal was rejected. In any case, it could have found little
favour with the representatives of the philo-Laconian oligarchies
which were in power in the great majority of the states included
in the League. It looked as if the failure of Cleomenes’ policy
was now irretrievable. The Athenian democracy could at length
breathe freely.

V. THE ARGIVE WAR

Cleomenes laid the lesson of his failure to heart. It was idle
for him to attempt to extend the hegemony of Sparta to Greece
north of the Isthmus so long as Sparta was not mistress in her

1 Oropus was not one of the Athenian demes, nor included in any deme.

2 Probably about 504B.c.;but a precise chronology of the period between
the Reform of Cleisthenes and the Ionic Revolt cannot be attempted.
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own house; so long, that is, as there was a rival claimant for the
hegemony of the Peloponnese itself. Sparta had wrested from
Argos the border district of Cynuria half a century before this
(vol. 11, p. 569), but Argos still cherished the memory of her
1nc1ent supremacy and she was still a possible head of an anti-
Laconian confederacy. In view of the open threat of Corinthian
secession to Argos at the Congress of 432 B.c. on the eve of the
Peloponnesian War, and of the intrigues of Corinth to form an
anti-Laconian alliance after the Peace of Nicias, it is tempting
to explain the success of her opposition to the policy of Cleomenes,
in the field at Eleusis as well as in the Council Chamber at Sparta,
by the presence in the Peloponnese of a rival claimant to the
hegemony. To Cleomenes it was evident that the destruction of
the power of Argos was the indispensable condition of the recog-
nition of Spartan supremacy in Greece as a whole. But it was not
enough that Argos should be crushed; she must be crushed by
a purely Spartan army. Sparta must prove to her Peloponnesian
allies that she could achieve her object without their aid.

Itis here assumed that the date of Cleomenes’ invasion of Argos
is ¢. 494 B.c. As happens so frequently in the history of Greece,
and that not merely in centuries earlier than the fifth, our whole
view of the meaning of an event turns on the determination of
its date. T'wo dates have been suggested for the Argive War—
¢. §20 and ¢. 494 B.c.}, but fortunately there can be little doubt
as to which 1s to be preferred 2. The only argument for the earlier
date that carries any weight is the statement of Pausanias that
Cleomenes’ invasion of Argos was at the beginning of his reign3.
Against this statement of Pausanias are to be set two arguments,
each in its way conclusive. The first of these is based on Hero-
dotus’ statement (vi, 19, 77) that the oracle given from Delphi
to the Argives when the war with Sparta was impending was
given at the same time and on the same occasion as an oracle to
Miletus which, on grounds of internal evidence, can only be

1 To Grote belongs the credit of establishing the true date of the Argive
War.

2 Our two principal authorities for the Argive War are Herodotus vi,
76-82 and Pausanias 11, xx, 8—10 and 11, iv, 1. The arguments for either
date are summarized in How and Wells, Commentary on Herodotus, App.
xvil, 3. In questions of this nature, however, the arguments should be
weighed rather than counted.

3" His statement, however, would have more authority had it occurred
in the passage in book 1 (the Corinthiaca) which is mamly derived from an
Argive source. T'he passage in Book 111 in which it is found is a mere précis
of Herodotus narrative,
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dated to the interval between the Battle of Lade and the Fall of
Miletus (¢. 494 B.c.). Herodotus’ statement has been called in
question, but an oracle given on the same occasion to different
states (émixowov xpnomjpwov) is unique in the records of the
Delphic Oracle, and inventors are prone to invent not the unique
but the commonplace. The second argument is derived from the
excuse pleaded by the Argives for their neutrality at the time of
the invasion of Xerxes, that their defeat by Cleomenes had been
recentl, While 494 B.c. may fairly be called recent from the point
of view of 481 B.c., it is incredible that the Argives could have
alleged as an excuse the loss of life incurred in a defeat which had
occurred forty years before.

It was evident that the whole effort of Sparta must be concen-
trated on the conflict with Argos, which was to determine the
position of Sparta in the Greek world. Hence the appeal (498
B.c.) of Aristagoras met with no response. In view of the previous
assertion of Spartan claims in Ionia, it might have been expected
that Sparta would have given some support to the cause of the
Eastern Greeks; but to have sent Spartan troops across the seas
when the issue at home was so soon to be decided would have
been little short of suicidal. See p. 219 s9.

Almost all would admit that Herodotus is not seen at his best
as a military historian. Of the art of war and of the principles of
strategy he has little understanding. Nowhere is this seen more
clearly than in his account of Cleomenes’ invasion of the Argive
territory and of the victory of Sepeia. Yet the data recorded by
Herodotus enable us to arrive at some tolerably certain con-
clusions. The army which Clcomenes commanded was a purely
Lacedaemonian force; it 1s clear that no contingents from the
other Peloponnesian states were engaged?. The direct route to
Argos ran up the valley of the Oenus to Sellasia; from this point
it led across the mountainous district of Cynuria, and reached the
sea at Thyrea, whence 1t followed the coast of the Argolic Gulf
to Argos itself. It was by this route that Cleomenes advanced as
far as the river Erasinus,about three miles from the city of Argos.
On the pretext that the omens were unfavourable for the passage
of the stream, he led his troops back again to Thyrea, whence he
shipped them across the Gulf to Nauplia. Having landed them
here, he advanced on Argos as far asTiryns,about four or five miles
from Argos. The fact that he had collected a fleet composed of

! Herodotus Vii, 148, veEwTTI.

2 Herodotus v, 76, ad init. (Smwapruiras dywv) compared with vi, 81,
ad init. (19w pev TNéw oToaTIY amike amiévar €s ZwapTny).
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Aeginetan and Sicyonian vessels which lay in readiness at Thyrea
for the transport of his troops across the Gulf to Nauplial proves
conclusively that we are dealing with a carefully thought out plan
of campaign, and that the advance to the Erasinus was a mere
feint, designed to mislead the Argives as to the direction from
which his real attack would be delivered.

The battle between the two armies was fought at a place called
Sepeia in the neighbourhood of Tiryns. The victory won by
Cleomenes was one of the most decisive recorded in the history
of Greece, and one of the most momentous in its consequences.
The total loss of the Argives is put by Herodotus (v, 148) at
6000; an extraordinarily high number according to Greek
standards. Argos itself escaped capture, and Cleomenes on his
return home was brought to trial by the ephors for his failure to
take the city. It may be that he distrusted the skill of the Spartans
in siege operations; it is more probable that it was part of his
policy to spare the city. It may be conjectured that his policy
differed from that of the ephors. Their policy was inspired by
blind insensate hate; it aimed at the destruction of the city and
the incorporation of its territory in that of Sparta. Cleomenes
realised that Sparta stood to gain more by having as its neighbour
an enfeebled Argos, governed by a philo-Laconian oligarchy,
than by the capture and destruction of the city?. It is certain that
the destruction of Argos would have been fatal to the moral
ascendancy of Sparta in the Greek world3. Sepeia is in one respect
unique in Greek warfare down to the Persian Wars. We have
been taught in the modern world to regard victory in the field
as a means to an end, that end being the destruction of the
enemy’s force. To the Greeks a battle was in the nature of a duel;
it was an agon, in which honour was satisfied, and the pursuit
ceased, when the enemy acknowledged defeat by asking for a
truce for the burial of his dead. At Sepeia the Argive army was
annihilated, and Argos, as a military power, put out of action for
a generation. Upon the position of Sparta, bothin the Peloponnese
and in the rest of Greece, the effects of the victory were immediate.
All opposition to Sparta within the Peloponnesian League died
down, and three or four years later Athens in her appeal against
Aegina virtually conceded to Sparta a supremacy in the Greek
political system as great as any that Sparta had ever claimed

1 Herodotus vi, 92.

2 Cf. the parallel case of Agisin 418 B.c.

2 The destruction of Thebes was the greatest political blunder of which
Alexander was guilty.



VI, vi] THE EMBASSIES TO SARDES 167

for herself (p. 259). The acquittal of Cleomenes when brought
to trial by the ephors proved that his policy had” commended
itself to the public opinion of Sparta. It was Cleomenes—not the
ephors—who governed now.

VI. POLITICAL PARTIES AT ATHENS FROM THE
REFORM OF CLEISTHENES TO THE YEAR 491 B.C.

To write a history of political parties at Athens, and of the
relations of the party leaders to one another, is a task of some
difficulty. Our available data are scanty, and Herodotus, our
primary authority for these years, shows little insight into the
political situation of each successive phase, and it may be sur-
mised that the traditions which he follows were far from im-
partial. In any attempt to solve the problems which are presented
to us, there are certain considerations which must be kept in
view. In the first place we must be on our guard against anachron-
isms. On the one hand, we have no right to assume that the local
factions of the Coast, the Plain, and the Hill-country, which were
the determining factor in Athenian politics in the middle of the
sixth century B.c. had the same importance at the beginning of
the next century; on the other, it must be remembered that the
rivalry of the Clans (yévy) is a factor of far more importance than
was the case fifty years later. Secondly, it is impossible to under-
stand the internal politics of Athens apart from the foreign
relations of the state. Throughout this period we must keep our
eyes fixed on the far side of the Aegean. When the vital question
of the hour is a question of foreign policy, when the very existence
of a nation is at stake, political combinations may be effected
which would be inconceivable at other times and in other circum-
stances.

It has been argued above that Cleisthenes must bear the full
responsibility for the embassy to Sardes, and for the instructions
given to the envoys (see above, p. 157). The version of the story
which we have in Herodotus lays stress on the disgrace of the
envoys. His language is vague. We should like to know what lies
behind the phrase ‘ They fell into deep disgrace.” Were they fined,
or exiled, or put to death? Still more should we like to know what
were the consequences for Cleisthenes himself. He is said to have
been the first victim of his law of ostracism?, but the authority

L Aelian, Var. Hist. x111, 24.
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for this is late and poor; yet the passage in Herodotus looks like
a deliberate attempt to conceal the disgrace of the leader of the
Alcmaeonid party, and few things in Athenian history are more
inexplicable than the sudden disappearance of Cleisthenes from
the scene. T'wo or three years later a second embassy was sent to
Sardes!, after the failure of Cleomenes to induce the Congress
of the Peloponnesian League to restore the tyranny at Athens.
Hippias had retired to Sigeum, on the Asiatic side of the entrance
to the Hellespont, and was sparing no effort to secure the support
of Artaphrenes, the satrap at Sardes. The menace to Athens was
grave, and the answer that the envoys received was in the form
of an ultimatum; Hippias must be restored. The story as told by
Herodotus presents great difficulties. A couple of years before,
the Athenian Assembly had repudiated the action of the envoys
in giving earth and water to Darius. It is hard to conceive of a
more deliberate affront to the majesty of the Great King. How
could the Athenian people imagine that, under these circum-
stances, its efforts to detach Persia from the cause of Hippias would
be successful 7 Or how could the envoys have obtained an audience
of the satrap, unless they were empowered to offer earth and
water? The return of the embassy with the Persian ultimatum
marks a stage in the history of political parties at Athens. Up to
this point, the Alcmaeonidae might be called the medizing party,
in the sense that they were prepared to accept the intervention
of Persia, if the democracy could thereby be secured. Hence-
forward there could be but one party at Athens which in the
strict and proper sense of the term deserved to be called ‘the
Medizers’—the party of Hippias. For the Alcmaeonidae to have
accepted Persian intervention on Persian terms would have been
to commit political suicide, for the Persian terms now meant the
restoration of the tyranny. The curtain falls, and for the next
half dozen years we are not vouchsafed so much as a glimpse of
the internal history of Athens.

It is not until the embassy of Aristagoras in 498 B.c. that the
curtain is once more raised (p. 220). There are three facts to be
taken into account in this connection. A fleet is sent to the aid
of the Ionians; it consists of only 20 vessels; and it is recalled
on the first reverse to the cause of the insurgents. Evidently,
parties in the Assembly are so nicely balanced that while the one
side has a majority for sending help, the other side succeeds in
cutting down the number of vessels, while the retreat from Sardes
and the defeat at Ephesus are sufficient to secure the triumph of

1 Herodotus v, g6.
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the anti-Ionian party. The fundamentum divisionis is the Ionian
question ; the two alternatives presented to the Assembly were the
sending, or refusing, aid to Aristagoras. But which of the parties
that have been distinguished above voted for this alternative or
that? There can be no question as to the attitude of the Peisistratid
faction; it must have voted against, and not for the sending of
help to the Ionians. But yet it cannot have constituted so large a
proportion of the citizen body that, without the aid of any other
party, it could procure both the reduction in the number of the
vessels and the recall of the fleet. Clearly there was a coalition,
and the only party with whom common action on this question
of foreign policy can be assumed is that of the Alcmaeonidae.
Nothing is more probable than that the party which had originally
invited the intervention of Persia, and which was in such close
touch with Sardes,should deprecate action which could only tend
to exasperate the Persian Court. On the other side must have been
found the party once led by Isagoras, the party of the aristocrats—
the old allies of Sparta and the bitter enemies alike of the Peisis-
tratidae and the Alcmaeonidae.

‘Two years later, in the spring of 496 B.c., the anti-Ionian party
is strong enough to carry its candidate, Hipparchus the son of
Charmus, a cousin of Hippias, in the clection to the archonship,
which is still the chief executive office in the state. The evidence
of a coalition is here irresistible. Can it seriously be maintained
that the supporters of the exiled tyrant, fourteen years after the
fall of the dynasty, could have carried their candidate by the mere
votes of their own party? Once more the Alcmaeonidae must
have felt themselves constrained to fall into line with their old
rivals. But the coalition in itself hardly explains a success so sur-
prising. In order to understand it, the fortunes of the Ionic Revolt
must be taken into account. By the beginning of 496 B.c. the
insurrection in Cyprus had been crushed; Persian columns were
advancing down the river valleys to the shores of the Propontis
and Aecgean; the Hellespontine region was being reduced, and
two of the cities on the western coast, Cyme and Clazomenae, had
been recovered. Aristagoras had fallen in Thrace, and the ultimate
issue of the revolt was no longer doubtful (p. 223 s¢.). To many
at Athens who were attached neither to the Peisistratid nor to the
Alcmaeonid faction it may well have seemed that the sending of
the twenty ships to the aid of the Ionians had been a gigantic
blunder, and that the only course open to Athens was to make
the best terms that she could with Persia. Within the next two
years two events had happened, the defeat of the Ionian fleet at

13 C.AH.IV
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Lade and the reduction of Miletus, the last stronghold of the
insurgents, which combined to produce a profound revulsion of
feeling at Athens, and a complete change of policy. Grote has
aptly compared the sentiment excited throughout the Greek world
by the fate of Miletus to the thrill of horror which ran through
Protestant Europe on the news of the Sack of Magdeburg by
Tilly in the Thirty Years’ War. Nowhere can this sentiment have
been more intense than at Athens.

At this crisis a new party emerges into view in Athenian politics,
and a new party leader is introduced to us. It is the first appear-
ance on the scene of Themistocles, one of the two most famous
statesmen in Athenian history. Themistocles was a novus homo;
it was even said that he was of foreign origin on his mother’s side.
The interests for which he worked were those of the town rather
than of the country—of the trading and industrial classes, of those
above all who ‘occupied their business in great waters.” The
future of Athens to which he looked was its future as a com-
mercial and maritime power. The party which he had gathered
round him must have been largely drawn from the very class to
which Cleisthenes appealed. Themistocles must have succeeded
in detaching from the party of the Alcmaeonidae a large section
of the newly enfranchised citizens by the aid of whose votes
Cleisthenes had carried his reforms. It may well have been the
medizing policy of Cleisthenes that cost his party the support of
this interest. If the party was in existence at the time of the
embassy of Aristagoras, it cannot be doubted that Themistocles
would have been one of the strongest supporters of the Ionian
cause. In the year 493 B.c. he was elected archon!, and during his
term of office, from midsummer 493 B.c. to midsummer 492 B.C.,
he planned, and partly carried out, the creation of a new naval
harbour at the Piraeus, which was to take the place of the open
roadstead at Phalerum,which had hitherto sufficed for the needs
of the Athenian fleet.

To the same year 493 B.c. are almost certainly to be assigned
two other events of first-rate importance in their bearing on the
party politics of Athens at this period—the first trial of Miltiades

1 That there were two archons of this name, an unknown Themistocles
in 493 B.c. and the famous one in 482 B.c., and that the little Themistocles
should have held the office when it was all-important and the great Themis-
tocles when it was unimportant, is a hypothesis for which there is little to
be said. What is now certain is that the addition of the 200 (or 100) vessels
to the Athenian navy belongs, not to the archonship of Themistocles, but to
that of Nicomedes (Arist. Const. of Athens, xx11, 7).
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and the prosecution of the poet Phrynichus for the production
of his tragedy, the Sack of Miletus. It was apparently in this year
that Miltiades arrived in Athens on his flight from the Thracian
Chersonese, and immediately on his return he was brought to
trial ‘by his enemies’ before a Heliastic Court, on the charge of
having been a tyrant in the Chersonese. It may be presumed that
‘his enemies’ were identical with his prosecutors in his second
trial after the Parian expedition; that is, that they were the
Alcmaeonidae, the great rivals of the Clan of the Philaidae of
which Miltiades was the head. During his absence in the Cher-
sonese the Philaidae must have counted for little at Athens. But
their influence was likely to revive with the return of their leader,
and the Alcmaeonidae were resolved to achieve his political ruin
before he became dangerous. The charge on which he was
brought to trial implies that there was an Athenian colonyand
Athenian citizens somewhere in the Chersonese, presumably at
Sestos. It cannot have been an offence known to the Athenianlaw
for an individual Athenian to exercise despotic authority over
barbarians; there must have been Athenian citizens in the Cher-
sonese whose rights had been impaired by the rule of Miltiades.

The charge was almost certainly well-founded, for the nar-
rative in Herodotus?!, while it insists on the enmity between
the house of Miltiades and that of Peisistratus, discloses the fact
that Miltiades himself was sent out to the Chersonese by the
Peisistratidae in a vessel of war. He must, therefore, in the first
instance, have ruled there as the deputy of the tyrants. He was
now a fugitive from the power of Persia, and his impeachment
must have been supported by the partisans of Hippias, by whom
he would be viewed as a renegade. Yet he was acquitted, and
acquitted at the very moment when the influence of Themistocles
was at its height. Can it be doubted that, if Themistocles had
used his influence against Miltiades, the latter would have been
condemned? Is it not then a certain inference that in the presence
of the Persian menace Themistocles, although the leader of the
popular party, made common cause with Miltiades, the leader of
the aristocratic party2 in much the same way as in the presence
of the Irish menace, Mr Chamberlain, the author of the ‘un-
authorized programme,’ made common cause with Lord Salisbury,
the Tory chief, or as in the presence of the German menace in
1914, the leader of the Belgian Socialists made common cause
with the leader of the Catholics? Themistocles can hardly have

1 vi, 35, 36, 39, 103, 104; VI, 39 Is the important passage.
2 Cf. Aristotle, Const. of Athens, xxvur, 2.
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failed to see in Miltiades a heaven-sent general against the
Persians?.

It is almost certain, too, that in the production of Phrynichus’
drama we may trace the hand of Themistocles. Who so likely as
he, ‘who was of all men the best able to extemporize the right
thing to be done?’ to hit upon the idea of employing the tragic
stage for the purposes of political propaganda? The object of
the play can only have been to bring home to an Athenian
audience the guilt of those who were responsible for the with-
drawal of the Athenian ships and the abandonment of the Ionian
cause. The fact recorded by Plutarch (Themistocles, §) that The-
mistocles in the year 476—g B.c. dedicated a tablet to com-
memorate his having acted as Chorégus to Phrynichus, when the
latter was awarded the prize in the tragic contest, affords more
than a presumption of some connection between the statesman
and the dramatist. The prosecution must have proceeded from
the leaders of the anti-Ionian parties. Possibly the charge was
one of impiety, on the ground that a contemporary event had
been chosen as the subject of the play in place of one taken from
myth or legend, as was prescribed by immemorial usage. If this
conjecture 1s correct, we have in the prosecution of Phrynichus
an anticipation of the attacks upon Pheidias and Anaxagoras
which were designed to undermine the ascendancy of Pericles.
The prosecution was so far successful that Phrynichus was fined
1000 drachmae,and the representation of the play upon the stage
was forbidden for the future; it failed, however, to affect the
popularity of Themistocles. That he should have carried his
proposal for the new naval base at the Piraeus, and that he should
have been able to make some progress with the scheme, prove
that his influence remained undiminished until he laid down office
in the middle of the year 492 B.c.

! For a different interpretation of these proceedings see below p. 231 sg.
2 Thucydides 1, 138.



CHAPTER VII
THE REIGN OF DARIUS

I. THE MAGIAN PRETENDER

E have now to go back and follow the steps by which

Darius had made himself king (p.23s¢.). Cambyses had
left Egypt three years after he entered it, not having returned to
Persia in the interval. In his long absence disaffection developed
and gathered around the name of the very brother whom he had had
slain secretly before leaving home. A Magian, Gaumata by name,
personating Bardes (Bardiya, Smerdis), the king’s brother, became
king within the life-time of Cambyses. Darius on the Behistun
inscription merely records the main facts:

When Cambyses slew Bardiya it was not known to the people that
Bardiya was slain: afterwards Cambyses went to Egypt: when Cambyses
had departed into Egypt the people became hostile. . .afterwards there was
a certain man, a Magian, Gaumata by name. . .he lied to the people (saying)
‘I am Bardiya the son of Cyrus, brother of Cambyses’: afterwards all the
peoples rose in revolt, and from Cambyses they went over to him, both
Persia and Media, and the other provinces: he seized on the kingdom...
afterwards Cambyses died. (See Chronological Note 2.)

Where Cambyses died Darius does not record, nor precisely
when, but only that the revolt broke out while Cambyses was in
Egypt, and that Bardiya became king before Cambyses’ death.
According to Herodotus, Cambyses died at Ecbatana in Syria
some weeks after the heralds of Bardiya, on their way to Egypt
to demand of the army its allegiance to Bardiya, had met him
there, returning with his army. Other Greek accounts agree that
Cambyses died on his way back from Egypt to Persia, but differ
as to the place, one naming Babylon, another Damascus. Nor is
it clear how much, if anything, Cambyses knew of the develop-
ment of disaffection at home before he left Egypt, nor certain
that, on learning how far the revolt had gone, he committed
suicide: the phrase used by Darius permits but scarcely requires
this interpretation, and the story of Herodotus ascribes his death
to accident.

Cambyses died early in the eighth year of his reign, i.e. in the
spring of §22 B.C., seven years and five months (according to
Herodotus) after his accession in the autumn of §29 B.c. It is
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probable that the latest tablet of Cambyses’ reign is that dated
the 23rd day of the first month (March-April) of his eighth year,
and therefore that he died, or at least ceased to be regarded in
Babylon as king, in the spring of that year.

Darius names as the place where the pretender raised the revolt
Paishiyauvada, which cannot with any certainty be identified.
Whether or not it lay in the very country from which the Achae-
menidae sprang—it has even been identified by some with Pasar-
gadae—it is certain that Persia no less than Media and the other
provinces fell away from Cambyses; but in doing so the Persians
did not intend to withdraw their support from the house of Cyrus.
In accepting the claims of Bardiya they believed that they were
transferring their allegiance from Cambyses, who had forfeited
his claim to the affection with which they had regarded his father
by his despotic government, to another son of Cyrus. And their
belief has been shared by some modern scholars who have argued
that the story of the murder of Bardiya by Cambyses rests only
on the word of Darius, who is himself rather to be regarded as
a pretender, and who to make good his claim constructed for
himself a fictitious genealogy, tracing back his descent to Teispes,
an ancestor of Cyrus as well as supposititiously of himself (cf.
p. § above). Yet it is hardly probable that, if this was really the
case, no suggestion of the truth should have maintained itself
in circulation long enough to have found a place in the Greek
stories about Darius; and it may be inferred that the Persians
themselves gave up the belief that the man whom Darius calls
Gaumata was the son of Cyrus, for not long after his death their
credulity fastened on another person, and they accepted a Persian
of the name of Vahyazdata as Bardiya, the son of Cyrus.

But while the Persians accepted this first pretender as a Persian,
it does not follow that he actually was so; indeed Darius and the
stories told by the Greek writers agree that he was a Magian,
and therefore a Mede. Since he can scarcely have given himself
out in Persia as a Persian, and in Media as a Mede, his claim
to the throne cannot have been supported, as it would otherwise
have been natural to suspect, by any wide Median national
reaction against a Persian ruling family. At the same time, it is
probable enough that Gaumata relied on a certain number of
Median nobles, or perhaps rather of Median priests and Magi,
who were privy to his secret, and sought by his means to recover
the former supremacy of their nation or caste. Yet, at all events,
within the space of his brief reign, Gaumata was probably unable
to carry through any great substitution of Median for Persian
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holders of high office: it is known at least that, for example,
Hystaspes, the kinsman of Cyrus and father of Darius, remained
under him satrap of Parthia and Hyrcania.

Two measures of Gaumata, one recorded by Herodotus, the
other by Darius on the Behistun inscription, indicate a wider and
not merely a sectional policy. According to Herodotus (111, 67),
he signalized his accession to the throne by proclaiming to all
peoples within his realm freedom for three years from military
service and from tribute. The intention of this is sufficiently
obvious: the pretender secks to secure support by easing the
burdens which the policy of conquest pursued by Cambyses had
imposed. More difficult to elucidate fully is the religious policy
of Gaumata. Darius asserts that Gaumata destroyed the sanc-
tuaries or temples (dyadand, Bab. bitati sha ilini, houses of the
gods), and that Darius restored them. The one thing that is clear
1s that Gaumata and Darius pursued two contrary religious
policies: what precisely the temples destroyed by the one and
restored by the other were is uncertain, and consequently whether
Gaumata or Darius was the greater innovator. Gaumata is so far
an innovator that he destroys existing temples, but if these were
the temples of a new faith, or the temples of peoples subject to
the Persian empire restored by Darius out of regard to a new
principle of toleration not native to the Persian mind, the de-
stroyer rather than the restorer may have appealed more directly
to deep-lying conservative feelingl.

Gaumata deceived the Persians no less than other peoples of
the empire; and he obtained from them the recognition of his
right to rule, making in return certain concessions to Persian
feeling. Yet, if a statement of Herodotus is to be accepted, ‘when
he died’ (in Sikayauvatish, in the Median province of Nisiya, as
Darius records), for the great benefits which he had done to all
his subjects, ‘he was lamented by all in Asia except the Persians
themselves.” Moreover, Darius himself acknowledges the extent
of Gaumata’s hold on the people, though he ascribes it naturally
to other reasons: ‘there was no man, Persian, or Median, or one
of our family, who could deprive Gaumata of the kingdom: the
people feared him for his tyranny. . . no one dared to say anything
against Gaumata until I came.” Certain it is that it was on the
Persians, especially the Persian nobility, that Darius had to rely
in making good his claim to the throne to which Cambyses, dying
childless, had left no direct heir. Persians one and all, as Darius
expressly 