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APPENDIX 1

THE SCYTHS OF HERODOTUS

§ 1. Four stories in Herodotus on the origin of the Scyths. § 2. The Aabitat of the
folk. §3. Theory of a Mongolian descent. § 4. Theory of an Aryan descent.
§ 5. The four proofs (i. Physique, ii Language, iii. Religion, iv. Affinity)
discussed. § 6. Exaggerated value ascribed to the testimony of Herodotus and
of Hippokrates. § 7. Evidence in Herodotus as to the original home of the
Scyths. § 8. The supposed invasion of Media by the European Scyths. § 9.
Disappearance of the Scyths in history ; its bearing on the Herodotean problem.

§ 1. THE traditions touching the origin of the Scyths, preserved by
Herodotus, comprise two obviously mythical stories, the ¢ Scythian,’
Bk. 4, cc. 5-7, and the Hellenic, cc. 8-10, which agree.in representing
the Scyths as indigenous; and two quasi-historical, that of Aristeas,
c. 13, and a ‘ Graeco-barbarian,’ c. 11, which agree in representing the
Scyths as immigrants, the former bringing them from the north-east,
the latter from the east or the south-east. The Herodotean evidences
are further complicated by the story of the Scythian invasion of Asia,
Bk. 4, c. 1, and reff. ad [, though not to an extent seriously to interfere
with a reasonable conclusion regarding the general question of the
origin and nationality of the Scyths, as described in the fourth Book
of Herodotus—a question which resolves itself presently into the
problem concerning the value and authority of the Herodotean record.

§ 2. It is evident, in the first place, that the Scyths in the fourth
Book of Herodotus are a tribe, or group of tribes, inhabiting the north
shore of the Euxine, and the steppe inland, a region denominated
Scythia, 9 ZxvOucij, by the Greek geographers. These ‘Scyths’ were
apparently distinguished from other inhabitants of the region, not
merely Hellenic colonists, but a ‘barbarian’ population, including
Kimmerian, Tauric, and perhaps other elements, within Scythia, to
say nothing of non-Scythic tribes, clearly located beyond the frontiers
of Scythia proper. In the time of Herodotus, however, a marked
distinction apparently obtained between western and eastern Scythia,
the former, or perhaps more strictly speaking the river valleys of the
former, having been advanced to a condition of agriculture, while in
eastern Scythia the population was still nomadic.

VOL. II B






8 2-4 THE SCYTHS OF HERODOTUS 3

of record. The reporter who could ascribe to Dareios the substitute
for a calendar only appropriate to a savage, in the stage of culture of
Prince Le Boo’s father,! is hardly to be trusted to have discriminated,
carefully and critically, between customs of the Scythians and customs
of tribes or strata of population inhabiting ¢Scythic’ territory. If
customs are reported of the Scyths, which seem to belong to somewhat
different stages of culture, as the modern anthropologist conceives
them, this result may be due to a progress, or differentiation of
culture among the Scyths, or it may be due to a critical imperfection
in the observations. A similar remark applies to the argument from
Language. Taken by itself (as Rawlinson takes it) that argument
cannot support the conclusion, at least in this case. Not merely is
language itself of all customs the most changeable and easily trans-
ferred, but also, in this case, the evidence is far from copious, and
the witness is not highly qualified. It should be remembered that
the advocates of the ‘Mongolian’ hypothesis undertook to find
Mongolian analogies for Scythian words,?2 and even Rawlinson himself
admits that the argument from proper names is a weak one.® It is
more germane to the methods followed in this volume to observe,
first, that we have very little guarantee for Herodotus’ competence
as a linguist, or philological witness:*¢ secondly, that granting the
truth and accuracy of the forms, and words, as reported by him, it is
still a further question, whether the words so established are all
genuine Scythic. To take one particular class, the river-names: it
is a bold assumption that these are evidences of Scythic speech: if
the Scyths were immigrants, it is more likely that the river-names
were prae-Scythic:® to do Herodotus justice, it cannot be said that
he commits himself in regard to this class of words.

§ 4. The view maintained by Rawlinson, against Grote and
Niebuhr, is the view now generally prevalent, in regard to the ethnic
affinities of the Scyths. It has found recently its broadest expression
from the late Professor A. von Gutschmid, and the arguments on its
behalf are easily accessible to English readers in his article on the sub-
ject in the Encyclopaedia Britannica,® and in somewhat fuller measure in
an essay, now printed in the posthumous edition of his collected works.”

1 Cp. Note to 4. 98.

2 Cp. Neumann, op. cit. pp. 174 f.
Miillenhoff, Deutsche Alterthumskunde, iii.
101 n. is severe upon Neumann’s attempt.

3 Op. cit. p. 198.

¢ Cp. Introduction, p. lxxix.

$ Perhaps ‘Kimmerian,” perhaps even
older. If South Russia were, indeed, the
cradle of the ¢ Indo-Europeans,’ the river-
names might very well be ‘ Aryan,’ with-
out being ‘Scythic.” I venture to hint,
as an obiter dictum, that etymologists are
apt to diminish the true perspective : the
oldest ascertainable forms of language have
still, probably, a long history before them.

¢ Vol. xxi.? pp. 575-8 (1886).

7 Kleine Schriften, iii. 421-445 (1892).
The argument was inaugurated by Zeuss,
Die Deutschen und thre Nachbarstdmme
275 ff. (1837), and culminated in Miillen-
hoff’s Herkunft und Sprache der pont.
Skythen und Sarmaten, Berl. Ak. 1866,
549 ff., printed with corrections and ad-
ditions in his Deutsche Alerthumskunde,
fii. pp. 101 ff. (1892). Lesser lights, who
see, with Fressl, in the Germans, or with
Cuno, in the Slavs, the posterity of the
Scyths, of course agree, on the previouns

question, of the Aryan origin of the Scyths,
with Zeuss, Miillenhoff and Gutschmid.
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population, The physiological argument, even in its most advanced
stage, has hardly more than a negative force: but if it helps to
discredit the ‘Mongolian’ theory, in the paucity of alternatives, it
may amount to a constructive proof of the Aryan origin and type
of the Scyths.

ii. The argument from language, as stated by Rawlinson,! requires,
apparently, both addition and revision, in order to bring it up to date.
Additional evidence is now producible from epigraphic materials, in
the shape of native proper names of undoubted Iranian stamp.? The
explications and etymologies of several of the Scythian words do not
appear to have been indisputably established. Rawlinson takes
Ari  exactly at Herodotus’ valuation, to mean *one-eyed men ” :
Miillenhoff argues that it, * without doubt,” means ¢ having obedient
horses.”# Rawlinson had no difficulty in Aryanising the Herodotean
etymology for Oidprara,* Miillenhoff finds the true reading in the
form Oipérara, and the true meaning not in “man slaying” but in
“man ruling.”® Rawlinson’s etymology of the Plinian Temerinda is
doubly objectionable, the better form being Temarunda, and the first
two syllables possibly identical with the word Mater (Metar).®
Miillenhoff concludes that of some sixty Scythic names and words,
recoverable from Herodotus, one quarter? are demonstrably ¢ Iranian,’
and another quarter® arguably Iranian. The etymologising of
Herodotus himself counts virtually for very little in this connexion,
and the last authoritative word on the subject can scarcely be con-
sidered very conclusive evidence, in and by itself, that the Skoloti were
the Aryan folk of ¢‘Scythia.’ Even if thirty words, taken at random,
and, therefore, without prejudice, may be held to prove that an Aryan
tongue prevailed in Scythia in the time of Herodotus, this conclusion
would not in itself exclude a non-Aryan, or mixed, origin for the
speakers : nor, considering the admitted incompetence of Herodotus as
a linguist, could we be quite sure that these words, even if used in
‘Scythia,’ were all genuinely Scythian, in the narrowest sense of the
word. While, if it be held that S. Russia is the original habifat of the
¢ Aryans,’ and that the ‘Scyths’ were immigrants, additional doubt
must attach to the linguistic argument.

iii. The argument from religion has been anticipated by the
argument from language, so far as the names of the Scythian deities

1 iii.? 190 fr. (1875). ¢ Miillenhoff, p. 107.

2 Inscriptions of Olbia, C. 1. G. 2060 L

ff., dating, however, from the first and
second centuries of our era, and containing
some names by no means ‘Iranian.’ Cp.
Miillenhofl, op. cit. p. 107.

3 Op. cit. p. 106, from Zd. airayma,
‘ folgsam,’ agpa ‘ross.’

¢ 1bid. pp. 191-2..

8 ward a nom. pl. of pati, Zd. paiti,
‘lord,’ op. cit. p. 106.

ApaxelOns, &piua, 'Evdpees, Oappa-
oddas, Kohdtals, olép olpo-, ‘'Oxrauacddys,
Ilawaios, ward, Ilapardra:s, Zxapyarweldys,
owot, TaBurl, Tdtaxes, Tidparros.

8 *Avdxapots, 'Apywuwaio, 'Apwbiais,
’Apriuwaca, 'Efauwaios, Auwo - Niréais,
Olrbaupos, 'Oxoly, ZavAws, Zavpoudrat,
(ZxoNéror, ZxONns, Zxibns,) Zxdwaos,
Tapylraos, ' Txdxups, "Traris.
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head of religion. Whatever the religion of the ‘Scyths,’ if there was
Aryan religion, there were, probably, Aryan inhabitants in Scythia.
iv. The proof from known affinity is in itself largely a product
of the separate classes of evidence already noticed, but admits of being
stated as a distinct argument. With Zeuss it took the form of a
direct affinity between the Scyths and the ‘Medo-Persians’: with
Miillenhoff and Gutschmid the affinity is mediated to a greater extent
through the Sauromatae. The Sauromatae, in this argument, are
treated as the better known quantity; their Aryan, or Iranian,
character on the one hand, is regarded as above suspicion,! while their
affinity with the Scyths on the other hand is considered as proved,
partly by the statement of Hippokrates, that they were a Scythian
folk,2 partly by the story of their origin, narrated by Herodotus.® The
fact that this story is a pragmatic and aetiological legend certainly
does not detract from its evidential value, rightly understood. The
story is evidence of the existence of facts, which it was invented to
explain. The principal facts are two in number: 1. a general
resemblance between Scythians and Sauromatae, in spite of a marked
difference in the position and practices of women. 2. A close
resemblance between the speech of the two nations in spite of the
occurrence of solecisms in the Sarmatian dialect. It is a matter of
very nice judgment to decide, in the absence of further evidence, the
nett result of this argument, or to assign the respective values to
the difference in domestic institutions on the one hand, and the
resemblance in language on the other. But once the argument from
institutions has been abandoned, the first point is of little evidential
force, one way or other. The stress lies on the second. If, indeed,
Scythian and Sarmatian were but two dialects of one and the same
speech the case might be considered established. The evidence, how-
ever, rests not upon the production of particular instances, but simply
upon the authority of the general statement in Herodotus. That
statement, however, may rank as good evidence, being evidently due
not to any linguistic observations and inferences on Herodotus’ own
part, but to a state of things more or less notorious on the Pontine
coasts.* If the speech of Sauromatae and of Scyths was about the
same, and that same an Aryan language, the agreement must count as
immensely strengthening the theory of the Aryan descent and character
of both peoples. It is still, however, worth while to observe that the
two peoples stand in a different order in the evidences and argument.
In the modern argument the Aryanism of the Sauromatae is treated
as the better known quantity, and the Aryanism of the Scyths is an

1 Miillenhoff admits (op. ci¢. p. 103) names places the close relationship of the
that the belief in a Median origin for the two stocks beyond question. The affinity
Sarmatians (Diodor. 2. 43, Pliny, 6. 19) argument is ultimately a linguistic one.
was probably based in the first instance on 2 De aer. § 89.
mere externals of dress; but adds that 3 4.110-117.
the comparison of Sarmatian and Iranian ¢ 8o Miillenhoff, op. cit. p. 104,
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were certainly not Aryan. The supposed gain apparently lies in the
recognition that Herodotus and Hippokrates, by isolating the Scyths,
may be taken to supply evidence of special care and knowledge in
dealing with the case. Such isolation might well be to a consider-
able extent artificial. As a matter of fact it is not so complete as
Gutschmid seems to imply. Thus, with Hippokrates the Scyths are
partly representative of the inhabitants of all that region, and the impli-
cation of the argument is, that in similar climates and conditions a
similar racial character obtains. The difference between rich and
poor Scythians is perhaps as great, with Hippokrates, as the difference
between Scyths and their neighbours. With Herodotus there is
something more of a constant contrast, expressed or implied, between
the Scyths and their barbarian neighbours. Yet this contrast is
partially evanescent.! Anyway, without unduly depreciating the fifth-
century texts it may safely be said that their evidence might be more -
satisfactory. It is a case where those much interested in Aryan,
Iranian, or Indo-European antiquities are fain to make the best of
the evidences such as they are. But the critical student of Herodotus
may be forgiven if he rather insists upon the imperfection of the
record, which forms the basis of the arguments.

§ 7. In dealing with the original home of the Scyths, evidences,
or indications, of three possible theories, may be found in Herodotus,
but the point has little bearing on the ethnological problem. The
‘Scythian’ theory represented the nation at once as indigenous,
and as of recent origin (cc. 5-7). The same points practically
emerge in the legend of the ‘Pontic Hellenes’ upon the subject (cc.
8-10). The two points should be mutually exclusive. In the light of
modern science the indigenous claim of the Scyths could only have
an historical significance upon the suppositions that the Scyths were
Aryans, and that ‘Scythia’ was the original home of the Aryans.
On the other hand, the belief in the recent origin of the nation tn sifu
cuts off all connexion with the primaeval population and makes it an
inconsequence to attempt to rationalise these traditions into agreement
with the modern hypothesis, which has placed the cradle of the Aryan
peoples in South Russia. Moreover, if the autochthonous claim on
behalf of the Scyths is merely ¢ pragmatic,” to ascribe any genuine
historical memory to the legends in which it is expressed is wholly
gratuitous. Further, the modern theory, which sees in South Russia
the original home of the Aryans, carries the perspective back to a
point long before the question of the immediate origin of the Scyths

1 The Argippaei c. 28, Issedones and
¢ Arimaspi’ c. 26, Tauri cc. 99, 108,

‘like the Scythian,” the Melanchlaeni too
follow ‘Scythian customs.” There are

Budini c¢. 108, and border tribes cc. 104-
107, are contrasted with the Scyths:
nevertheless the Argippaei wear ‘Scythian
dress,” the Neuri follow ‘Scythian
customs,” the Androphagi wear clothes

here, probably, some distinctions without
much difference : see Notes ad . In the
Helleno- pontic legend (cc. 8-10), it is
implied that the Scythians are related to
the Agathyrsi and to the Geloni.






878 THE SCYTHS OF HERODOTUS 11

and is thus an invaluable test of his historiography. The European
Scyths are represented as invading Media, and occupying a great part
of Upper Asia, where they exercise a dominion or overlordship lasting
twenty-eight years. The Herodotean account of these proceedings is
in itself unintelligible, and even self - contradictory: and the con-
clusive argument against it lies in the simplicity of its explanation.
Why the Scyths should have pursued the Kimmerii into Asia,
Herodotus does not explain: still less why, if they had themselves
just come out of ‘Asia,’ they should return thither: nor are we at
liberty to recombine the Herodotean combinations and suppose that
the Scyths came from the north-east into Scythia (Kimmeria) and
pursued the Kimmerii toward the south-east into Asia again. The
explanation of the error in Herodotus is not far to seek. He himself
supplies elsewhere the clue, and it is fully confirmed by the best
evidence. There were Scyths and Scyths. The Scythian hordes
which swept over Upper Asia, helped to overthrow Assyria, passed
through Palestine, and only stayed their course on the borders of Egypt,
were nomads of Central Asia from the steppes east of the Caspian, not
the Scyths of European Scythia. They bear, equally with the European
nomads, the name of Saka among the Persians: and among the
Greeks they became Scyths.! The historical fact of the inroad of
these Asiatic nomads over Assyria and Palestine is well attested :2
the statement that they exercised an empire is patent exaggeration,
and misconception ; the precise duration assigned to their dominion
is likewise artificial.® The opinion, or assumption, in Herodotus that
they were the European Scyths rests upon the confusion of Saka and
Saka, and it involves him in the inconsequent and improbable opinion
that the Kimmerii entered Asia by the Caucasus. The Kimmerii
certainly entered Asia ;¢ but all probability is in favour of the view that
they entered Asia Minor, far west of the Caucasus.® The case is valu-
able as showing that precision and exactness of statement are not final
guarantees, in the pages of Herodotus, for historic truth and credibility ;
though it may not always be possible to explain the pragmatic com-
binations at the base of a plausible story so easily as in this case.

1 ol y3p Ilépoas wdvras rods Zxifas
xaléovar Zdxas, 7. 64, is somewhat of an
Hysteron - proteron, and ht, perhaps,
have run as well: ol ydp “EX\yrves ToUs
Zdxas xaNéovae Zxvfas. In the following
reff. the Zdxa: are plainly to be sought
between the Kaspian and Bactria, 1. 153,
3. 98, 7. 64, 9. 113. In other passages
they are inferentially identical: 6. 113,
7. 9,184, 9. 81, 71. The Saka of the
Behistun Inscr. col. 1. § 6, 11. 2, are
gla.inly the people usually so described.

know no sufficient reason for regarding
‘‘Sakuka the Sacan,” in the supple-
men column, as a European Scyth.
SBee Records of the Past, ix. p. 69,

But cp. Ed. Meyer, Gesch. d. Alterth.
i. § 424.

3 Jeremiah, 6. 22 f. et al.; cp. Gut-
schmid, op. c.

3 ¢‘Herodotus’ twenty-eight years are
simply the period between the accession
of Cyaxares and the taking of Nineveh "
(Gutschmid).

¢ Contemporary evidence of Assyrian
monuments confirms an event which has
left considerable traces in Greek tradition.
Cp. Ed. Meyer, Gesch. d. Alterth. i. § 463
ff. Among the Greek authorities Kallinos
was contemporary with the event. Cp.
Bergk, Poet. Lyr. ii.* p. b.

8 Cp. note to 4. 11.
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‘true Scyths’ (Skoloti, Paralatae) being, perhaps, but a very small
number of houses, or families, exercising lordship, or power over a
population made up of many different elements, Aryan and an-Aryan.!
This suggestion is supported by the following points:

i. Scythia, even with Herodotus, extends far beyond the territory
to which he confines the Scythians proper. This area is contained
between the Gerrhos, or at farthest, the Pantikapes, on the west,
the Melanchlaeni on the north, the Maeotis and Tanais on the east,
and the sea on the south.?

ii. Within this region there is a large number of nations subject
to the Scythians, which are admittedly not ‘true Scyths’ To them
may fairly be reckoned the remnant of the Kimmerii, the slaves?
the Kallipidae, Alazones, Aroteres, and Georgi. The Tauri, though
not strictly subject, also illustrate the presence of the non-Scythic
element in the population of Scythia.

iii. The native legend as reported by Herodotus gives an obscure
classification of the Scythians. It might appear that the Scyths com-
prised four great sub-divisions, Auchatae, Katiari, Traspies, Paralatae,
and that these four all called themselves Skoloti: or it might be
maintained that the only true Scyths were the Paralatae, descendants
ex hypothesi of Kolaxais, and divided into three kingships or chieftain-
ships, a point which is exactly reproduced in the story of the campaign
of Dareios, and is probably authentic. @~ No use is made elsewhere
of the terminology or ethnography suggested by this native legend,
and the story itself is mainly dynastic, i.e, it explains the origin of
the government, not of the people.

iv. The number of genuine Scyths is expressly stated to be
disputable.* The question here is not as to the population of Scythia,
or even as to the nomads who wandered over the steppe. The
question is whether there was a great and numerous Aryan nation,
differentiated off from the rest of the population, and from its
neighbours, which had entered Scythia comparatively recently in the
days of Herodotus,® and effected a conquest, and has since disappeared,
leaving not a wrack or remnant behind: or whether this theory be
not an abstract ideal, based upon evidences which only can prove
that there were Aryan elements in the population of Scythia, and
that in the time of Herodotus certain nomad tribes, or families, were
predominant in the land, and their ancestors regarded as the ancestors
of nearly the whole population. The one really strong argument is
that Herodotus seems to distinguish sharply between the ¢Scythian’
and the ‘non-Scythian’ elements in the population; but the sharp-
ness of this contrast has been, as above shown (§ 6), decidedly

1 Cp. note to Bk. 4, c. 8, and Baehr’s note 3 1Ow é0véwr TOw Bpxovo 4. T1.
to 4. 24. 4 4, 81,

2 4,19, 20, 54-57. With Hippokrates 8 The date of the Scythian invasion is
Scythia extends to ‘“‘the Rhipaean moun- fixed approximately by the flight of the
tains " | Kimmerians. Cp. note 4, p. 11 supra.
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exaggerated. The contrast is itself artificial, and abstract. Taken as
the basis of a modern ethnological theory, it has naturally led to an
equally sharp and perhaps ideal result. The artificiality of this result
is suggested by the difficulty of accounting for the rapid degeneracy,
the total extinction of the ‘Scythians,’ after the time of Herodotus :
a difficulty which of course his theory or statements did not encounter.
The growing indefiniteness of the use of the term ‘Scythian’ by post-
Herodotean authorities may be explained by the gradual disappearance
of the Scythian nation ; but it may also be explained by the difficulty
of maintaining a classification and exception which had all along been
artificial and ideal. In fine, the Scyths of Herodotus, as a nation, may
be an artificial product, evolved out of the nomads of the steppe,!
endowed with some Aryan and some an-Aryan institutions, for which
there was local evidence, but not really deserving a unique ethno-
logical title, in contradistinction to the other peoples within Scythia,
and in its neighbourhood.

1 The etymology of the word may be ap. Strabon. 800 (Gutschmid). The
called in to support this point: cp. note Hippemolgi and Glaktophagi of Homer
to 4. 6. ‘Archers’ can hardly be an and Hesiod were sometimes in antiquity
ethnological titlee The name Scyth was regarded as tribes or nations. Cp. Ukert,
(perhaps) used by Hesiod : vid. Eratosth. Geogr. d. Gr. w. Rom. iii. 2. pp. 412 1.



APPENDIX II

GEOGRAPHY OF SCYTHIA

§ 1. Dificulty of reconstructing a map of Scythia according to Herodotus. § 2.
Composite character of the Scythm, or Scythian Logi. § 3. Composite character
of the specifically l&hxcsl elomont. § 4. The deocnftton of Scythis, in
Bk. 4, cc. 99-101. geography of Scythia, as implied in the na.mtxve
pam'm. § 6. The wcount of Scythis, in Bk. 4, cc. 16-20 § 7. The rivers of
Scythia, Bk. 4, cc. 47-57. § 8. General results of the analysis of these various
passages. § 9. Agreement and disagreement with the actual map of S. Russia.

§ 1. THE attempt to reconstruct the Herodotean map of Scythia is
foredoomed to failure, unless it start with a clear understanding of the
nature of the materials, and the limits of the problem. If Herodotus
is committed to inconsequent or inconsistent utterances on the
subject ; if his statements are drawn from different sources; if
conceptions expressed or implied in one part of his text, conflict with
expressions or implications of other parts; if he has no single, clear
and consistent projection in his mind; then it is impossible to
exhibit upon one map, as previous editors and commentators have
attempted to do,! self-contradictory and discrepant data. There are
required, if only there were sufficient material in each case, as many
maps as there are schemes, or sources, in Herodotus. Moreover,
every effort in this direction must suffer shipwreck, which is based
upon the full and true projection of the modern cartographer. To say
nothing of the mathematical antecedents, Herodotus does not supply
empirical data for continuous outlines or figures: he merely suggests
features and points. All his remarks on these points and features are
not self-consistent; they cannot all be reconciled, so as to give a
gingle result, nor can they be understood or explained, without
reference to the disparate matter contained in his Scythica, and the
different sources from which the various elements combined in his text
have been derived.

1 For such maps, see Rennel, Geo- Geogr. i. 68 (which erroneously represents

iphical System of Herodotus, i? 45 water to the N. of Europe) ; Stein,
(1830) ; Rawlinson, Herodotus, iii.} ad Herodotos, Buch iv. and far the best,
mil. (1875), Forbiger, Handbuch d. alt. Bunbury, Anc. Geog. i. 172, 206.
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native authority ; but the names occur there once for all, and are not
related to the tribal aggregates, which are subsequently implied in the
narrative, or enumerated in the geography. Again, a geographical
description of Scythia is undertaken cc. 17 ff. Another geographical
description of Scythia is introduced cc. 99-101. These two descrip-
tions are irreconcilable upon certain important points. The most
simple solution of the difficulty is to suppose that the two descriptions
belong to different sources, perhaps even to different periods, and
places, in the composition of the work as we have it. It is certainly
not necessary to suppose one or other passage from a different -hand ;
the constancy of such observations, throughout the work of Herodotus,
forbids such an apology. Nor are discrepancies which occur between
express, or implicit, geographical statements in Herodotus and the
modern, i.e. true, map of Scythia, or of the adjacent districts, to be
explained away by the supposition of changes in the physical character
of that region effected since his day. If his conceptions of the course
of the Danube, the size of the sea of Azof, the shape of the Crimea, are
not in accordance with present day facts, it need not be supposed that
the facts have greatly altered ; it is more reasonable to suppose that
his knowledge was imperfect and inaccurate. The alternative
hypothesis involves an exaggerated estimate of the sources at his
command, and of his own critical and philosophic standard ; to say
nothing of objections against such an appeal to the Deus ex machina
arising from the absence of any natural evidence of changes on the
scale required to save the credit of our author.!

§ 4. In some ways the clearest and most scientific looking
geographical description of Scythia is the passage cc. 99-101, which is
generally taken as the point of departure for the reconstruction of
Herodotus’ geography, and may conveniently be first considered here.
According to the data of this passage Scythm (n zxvom,) is an
equxlabera.l rectangular figure (‘re‘rpaywvov . . . wavry loov, ¢. 101), t.e.
a square, each side being twenty days’ journey, or 4000 stades (i.e.
about 500 Roman miles) in length. Two of its sides are washed by
the sea, to wit, the south and the east. The eastern side is marked
by a line formed of Tauriké, the Kimmerian Bosporos, the Palus
Maeotis or ‘eastern sea’ (dAacoa 3 7joiy, ¢. 100), and the Tanais, or
the mouth of the Tanais. The southern side is bounded by the
Pontos, in a line extending from the mouth of the Istros to the city of
Karkinitis : from Karkinitis the line extends overland eastwards to
the Palus Maeotis, across the base of a projecting corner of the land,
the Tauriké, inhabited not by Scythians, but by the Tauri, and com-
parable to Sunion, or to Iapygia. Half-way between Istros and the

1 A considerable silting up of Azof, and times (pp. 564, 568), on present-day lines,
other similar changes, are not here denied.  can hardly be correct : but even recourse to
Maps such as those in Geikie’'s Prekistoric  pre-historic geography will not really save
Europe (1881), which represent 8. Russia  the credit of Herodotus. Cp. notes to 4. 40,
in the Ice Age, or in early post-glacial 47, 49, 64, 55, etc., and Bunbury, i. 178.
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It is a further consequence that the Don (Tanais) which might, per-
haps with the Donetz, have afforded a natural eastern frontier for
Scythia, is not so utilised in this passage. This is an omission which
also, as will presently appear, is elsewhere rectified. In this passage
the eastern side, like the southern, is bounded by the sea, and the
Crimea is located at the south-east corner. A physical frontier is also
implied for the western side, as already observed, in the Istros
(Danube). The modern map shows that a real frontier in nature
might have been found in the Pruth; and it is not unreasonable to
suppose that some confusion between the Danube and its tributary
may underlie the obscure assumption in the text. In regard to the
northern frontier, no physical boundary is indicated: the line is
determined simply by political, or ethnical, facts, so far as appears
from this passage. Elsewhere this defect also is, as will appear
presently, to be corrected. In respect of the mensuration, upon which
special stress is laid in this passage, it is obvious that the square is
erected, so to speak, upon its southern base, which extends from the
mouth of the Danube to the shore of the sea of Azof. Borysthenes,
the city not the river, is described as half-way between these two
points, and the base-measurement may be founded upon some
empirical knowledge. The measurement of the whole square gives as
& result 16,000,000 square stadia, or 250,000 square miles (Roman).
The bearing of these measurements upon what follows is im-
portant: for it is obvious that the ideal measurements of Scythia,
as given in c. 101, accord sufficiently well with the plans and
achievements of Dareios, as displayed in the narrative portion of the
Book : and this accordance is heightened by the absence, in this
passage, of any notice of physical obstacles, in particular the rivers.
The Istros is mentioned, but its passage has been recorded (cc. 97,
98); the Tanais is mentioned, but its passage is to be recorded (c
122): the other rivers of Scythia disappear in this description almost
as completely as from the narrative of the king’s adventures. It may
fairly be argued that Bopuo@évys in c. 101, refers to the town of that
name. In any case the geography of Scythia in this passage offers no
explicit obstacles to the march of Dareios. The measurement accords
with his directions to the Ionians to await him sixty days and no
longer ; Scythia is but twenty days’ march from end to end. This

e occurs in the midst of the narrative of the campaign, and is
presumably related to it. It is followed by the anthropology of the
tribes which figure in the narrative (Agathyrsi, Neuri, Androphagi,
Melanchlaeni cc. 104-107, Tauri ¢. 103, Budini, Geloni cc. 108, 109,
Sauromatae cc. 110-117). It looks, in short, like an ideal scheme of
Scythian geography intended to serve as a complement to the historical
narrative. As such, it might have been part of the original draft of
the Scythian Logi, assuming that the work of Herodotus received a
large addition, or revision. (Cp. Introduction, § 21. vol. 1) It is, to all
appearance, an effort on Herodotus’ own part, as may be inferred from
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to east. On the other hand, in one important respect the im-
plication of the narrative differs from the geographical description.
In the narrative the Tanais forms the eastern boundary of Scythia
(oi Ilépoac édiwxov wpds 7w te xai 0V Tavdbos ¢. 122), and Scythia
is left behind when the Tanais is crossed. It may be said that
the Tanais is only conceived as just forming the northern ex-
tremity of the east side of Scythia; but this cannot be admitted, if
it appears that the Palus Maeotis in the narrative, as in real nature,
forms part of the south boundary of Scythia. The words i#d Tavdidos
worapov wape Ty Maujrw Aipvmy tropevyovres, ¢. 120, suit this sup-
position, and suit likewise the natural facts, though it can hardly be
said that they are incompatible with the other alternative. How the
Scythian waggons, women and children are to drive due north (c. 121)
without running into the territories over which Idanthyrsos and his
division are proposing to draw the Persians (c. 120), is not obvious. It
might be that the conception underlying the narrative was as follows :
the north side of Scythia might be marked by a desert, intervening
between Scythia proper and the territories of the Agathyrsi etc. ; into,
or towards, this desert the women and children are to retire. Mean-
while to the south the division under Skopasis is to make due east,
along the coast of the Palus, while the division under Idanthyrsos
draws the Persians northward, and then turning east moves parallel to
the other division, through the territories of the Agathyrsi, etc. The
plan of campaign laid down in c. 120 is not, however, followed ; and
it is perhaps, as a more or less abstract scheme, not reconcilable with
the other indications in the narrative, or with the geography of cc.
99-101. Ome point is observable in the narrative, that the Scyths
are all treated as nomads, and no account is taken of the geography of
cc. 16-20, any more than of the river-system, cc. 47-57. No city or
village in Scythia is named, but the burial-place of the kings is referred
to, c. 127. The narrative rationalised leads us to place the Agathyrsi
west of Scythia, and north of the Danube. (Cp. Appendix IIL)

All the more remarkable, in view of the vagueness of this
geography, is the fact that more local colour and definition seem
given, in the narrative, to the district east of Tanais, than to Scythia
proper. After passing the Tanais the Persians go through the territory
of the Sauromatae, reach that of the Budini, destroy there a wooden
town, and traversing the territory reach a desert, c. 123. This
desert extends for 1400 stadia (seven days’ journey). Beyond it
dwell the Thyssagetae, from whose territory four great rivers flow
through the Maeotians into the Maeotis. The names of the four
rivers are Lykos, Oaros, Tanais, Syrgis (c. 123). On the Oaros Dareios
halted, and partly builded eight forts, 600 stades (three days’ journey)
apart, t.e. covering a line of at least twenty-one days’ march (4200
stadia). This passage contains almost more of geography than of
narrative: the geography in it seems to belong to a stratum, i.e. a
source different from the strata represented in the narrative, or in
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some 8ix Scythic tribes, three vertically to east and three horizontally
to west of the Borysthenes, are not fully indicated in this passage. Ta
wrapabfaldooia, ¢. 17, may perhaps be taken as confined to the south
side, or side on the Pontos. Its western extremity is not marked,
but may be presumably placed at the Istros: and Tauriké, or the
Palus, may be taken to mark its eastern limit. The eastern side
appears constructively to be marked by a line drawn from Taurike,
or the Taphros, along the Palus through Kremni to the Tanais (c. 20),
though according to the opening words of c. 21, the Tanais appears
as the eastern, or as part of the eastern boundary of Scythia.! (So
the Tanais and the Kimmerian Bosporos are made by some geographers
the boundary between Asia and Europe, c. 45, but this they
might be consistently with the true orientation of the shores
of the Palus.) The northern boundary of Scythia as defined in
this passage might be regarded as an improvement upon the
description in cc. 99-101, or in the narrative of the campaign.
The tribal frontier is to some extent helped out by physical
features. The Agathyrsi, indeed, disappear, or do not yet appear,
in this description—an omission which is agreeable to the vague-
ness of the geography of western Scythia in the passage, and is
only partially redressed by a subsequent note, in ¢. 49. The Neuri,
Androphagi, Melanchlaeni appear, however, and in the established
order from west to east, their exact positions being more nicely defined
in relation to the Scythians, and the divisions of Scythia. Thus the
Neuri are located west of the Borysthenes, and immediately north of
the Ploughing Scythians: no natural frontier is specified between the
Scyths and the Neuri in this passage, though elsewhere (c. 51) a lake
intervenes between Scythia and Neuris: north of the Neuri is a
desert. To the east of the Borysthenes and north of the Agricultural
Scythians comes a desert, north of the desert dwell the Androphagi,
north of them comes a ‘real’ desert. The nomad Scyths are left
without an expressly defined northern neighbour or boundary. (The
distinction between the nomad Scyths and the ‘most numerous and
lordly Scyths’ is perhaps as illusory as the distinction between the
Aroteres and the Georgi: the measurements at least bear out this
remark : see next section.) North of the ruling Scyths are the Melan-
chlaeni—*a non-Scythic tribe’—north of the Melanchlaeni, lakes and
desert. Thus, the north boundary of Scythia agrees with that indi-
cated in the narrative, and in the geographical excursus, cc. 99-101,
but with four differences: (1) the omission of the Agathyrsi; (2) the
interposition of a desert between the Georgi and the Androphagi ; (3)
the specification of a desert, inferentially continuous, north of the
Neuri, Androphagi, Melanchlaeni; (4) the mention of lakes, in the
last connexion. These lakes, with others, are destined to reappear
subsequently. It is, perhaps, significant that, while no desert inter-

1 Cp. pp. 24, 25 infra, and the alternative maps ad finem.
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of Scythia. The reduction of this to stadia gives 8000 stadia as the
measurement, or 1000 Roman miles. Such an estimate of course
disregards obstacles, sinuosities, and so on: but so has the estimate
in cc. 99-101 neglected such elements. In any case, the base of
Scythia, as resulting from this passage, is twice the length of the
base, as estimated in the former passage, and if a square were erected
upon the said base, it would be four times the size of the square as
estimated in c. 101.

There is, however, no call to convert Scythia, as described in this
passage, into a square. The only indication of distance inland in this
context is the statement (c. 18), that the Scythic Georgt extend eleven
days northwards up the Borysthenes: after them comes a desert.
(This distance in ¢ 53 appears as a ten days’ voyage: the suggestion
that in the latter case the voyage is down stream scarcely affords an
harmony. The ¢forty days,’ just above, carry the traveller far beyond
Scythia. These figures occur in the excursus on the rivers: cp. § 7
infra.) A voyage, specially by river, as a basis for calculations of
distance, would be even more fallacious than a voyage by sea, or a
journey by land. There are no materials for estimating the extent
of Scythia northwards, in this passage. If an idea of symmetry were
imported into the passage, if the ten, or eleven, days’ voyage were
taken as a base for estimate, and it were supposed that a dim outline
floated before Herodotus’ mind, in this passage, it might be argued that
Scythia was to be conceived as a parallelogram, or as an irregular figure,
measuring roughly forty days’ journey from east to west, and ten days
from north to south—a statement which would give an area equal to
the area of Scythia as measured in cc. 99-101. But it will be safer to
recognise simply the negative conclusion that in this passage the ideal
symmetry of Scythia, as described cc. 99-101, is destroyed, and its
lateral extent vastly increased. It is further obvious that the
ethnography and physiography are more fully developed, and the
considerations that the tribal sub-divisions may be unreal (Aroteres,
Georgi: nomads, dpwrot), that the rivers cannot all be identified (Panti-
kapes, Gerrhos), that the deserts and lakes are rather fictions than
facts, do not prevent our recognising, in this passage, evidence of
better knowledge than in the pure schematism of cc. 99-101. And it
may here be pointed out that for this passage (cc. 17-31) special
sources of information are implied (c. 16), and special care and
research guaranteed. If Herodotus visited Olbia, and made inquiries
upon the spot, or even if he had inquired carefully of persons who
had visited Olbia, and other emporia in Scythia, might not such
inquiries (ioropiac) have resulted in a geographical description very like
that which is furnished in this passage

§ 7. A passage which contributes additional features, and addi-
tional perplexities to the Herodotean map or maps of Scythia, and
demands separate treatment, is the enumeration and description of the
rivers of Scythia, cc. 47-57. Of the eight main rivers of Scythia
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The description of the site of Olbia opposite the temple of the
Mother, upon the tongue of land named the Point of Hippolaos,
has the stamp of actuality upon it. On the other hand, the omission
to notice the Rapids of the Dniepr (c. 53) is a serious cruz, and in general
the geography of the rivers, specially in view of the geographical data
previously considered, creates more difficulties than it solves. The
Tanais (c. 57) rises in a lake and flows into a larger lake, the Palus
Maeotis: not the river but the Palus is here expressly made the
boundary between Scythia and Sauromatis: the Tanais has a tributary
the Hyrgis, a stream which has previously appeared as the Syrgis (c.
123 ad fin.). It is nearly as probable that the difference in the name
is due to differences in the author’s sources, as to indifference in a
subsequent scribe’s operations. The Gerrhos reappears here (¢c. 56) as
the boundary between the nomad and the royal Scyths (as in cc. 19,
20), but it is reduced to a canal joining the Borysthenes and the
Hypakyris. The Hypakyris appears as a new feature in the district
of the nomads, rising in a lake, debouching by the city of Karkinitis
(c. 99), to the left of the Hylaea and Dromos Achilleos. The
Pantikapes reappears (c. 54) as the eastern boundary of the Georqs
(c. 18), but three new features are added to its geography : the lake-
source, the passage through the Bush (Hylaea), the junction with the
Borysthenes. Thus it is obvious that the excursus on the rivers adds
both detail and confusion to the Herodotean map of Scythia, and
multiplies difficulties for the narrative of the Persian campaign. Five
tributaries are added to the Istros, within the confines of Scythia ; the
only one of these which can be identified (the Pruth) is wrongly
orientated. Two rivers of Scythia make their appearance for the first
time (Tyras, Hypakyris); four lakes are added to the map, two
certainly within Scythia, the source of the Tyras between the
Scythians and the Neuri (c. 51), and the ‘Mother of the Hypanis’
only nine days’ voyage down to the sea (c. 52): to them might be
problematically added the lake-sources of the Pantikapes (c. 54) and
the Hypakyris (c. 35), though not, of course, of the Tanais (c. 57)
which must lie far beyond the confines of Scythia. Thus Scythia is
furnished with a chain of lakes on its north side, below the tribes,
which elsewhere determine its frontier, and below the desert, or deserts,
which might serve as well. For forty days’ journey the upward course
of the Borysthenes is known: whether the desert through which it
flows lies south or north of that point is not clear; from that point
the Gerrhos starts (c. 56) to form the boundary between the nomads
and the royal Scyths; but it does not follow that the Gerrhos is
forty days’ distant from the sea, or from the Hypakyris: its course
may be more direct than the course of the Borysthenes, though no
clear suggestion in regard to the winding of these streams is given, as
in the case of the Hypanis and Tyras (c. 52). Finally, this chapter
on the rivers is followed by the great passage on the anthropology, or
culture, of the Scythians (cc. 59-756), which is full of traces, if not of
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good empirical authorities. It implies a scheme differing from the
scheme in cc. 99-101 : it completely refutes the main substance of the
narrative. We have, in short, three geographical elements to deal with :
an element which came to Herodotus involved in stories, which he
hardly stayed to criticise; an element which he introduced and
applied, apparently, as the material for a map of the campaign; an
element which was prefixed mainly on its own merits, and is due not
improbably to his own travels, and inquiries on the spot. A great deal
in the way of fact and fiction might no doubt have been ascertained
by Herodotus without visiting Scythia at all, as well from inquiry as
from written sources. Hekataios and his geographical theories are
certainly present in the context ; but too little remains of the geography
of Scythia (Miiller, F. H. G. i., Hecataei Frag. 1563-160) to enable us
to judge how much of his geography Herodotus borrowed here of this
predecessor. Such material might have been utilised by him as well
for his measurement and scheme of Scythia (cc. 99-101) as for the
outlying geography and ethnography (cc. 103-109). The internal
evidence in this passage certainly points to commercial sources for the
geography, especially for the eastern portion of it, and might have
been compiled almost as well out of Scythia as therein: the An-
drophagi and Melanchlaeni reappear (cc. 106, 107 cpd. with ¢. 20)
and the prominence of Kremni (c. 110) suggests the possibility that
the legend of the Sauromatae came from that quarter, and that an
identical or cognate source underlies the geography of eastern Scythia,
and the country beyond (cc. 20, 21-23, 24-28) : which is certainly not
derived simply from Greeks who trade with Olbia (cp. c. 24). It
would, however, be an exaggeration to suppose that the several
geographical passages can be exactly allocated to various sources: for
example, the military geography contained in the narrative, to the
sources of that narrative, which may have come to Herodotus more
or less ready-made : the geography of Scythia and the surrounding
peoples to inquiries instituted by Herodotus, or to itineraries and
Peripli already in existence : the scheme of Scythia in ce. 99-101 to .
Herodotus’ own afterthought or speculation, working upon the narrative
and other casual materials : the details found in the passage on the
rivers to increased knowledge, acquired by the author in a visit to
Olbia, subsequent it may be to the first composition of his work, or
this portion of it. In the present or final constitution of the text the
contagmination of various elements has been achieved, not indeed with
skill sufficient to obliterate all traces of their diverse provenance, date,
order and merit, but with skill sufficient to disguise the simple history
of their genesis. Here, as elsewhere, Herodotus was not writing his
own biography, nor the history of his literary work: the objective
interest is supreme : the various sections of the text have been revised
in the light of his latest thought: the result defies, not material
analysis, but a chronological, or quasi-chronological, recapitulation.
Fact and error lie side by side in every section: no single clear
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day : but Karkinitis, not Olbia, would have been the approximate half-
way station on such a journey. This conception of the base of Scythia
disregards those passages where the Palus is made the east, or part of
the east, boundary of Scythia, and accords with those passages where
the Tanais is made the eastern boundary, and where movement along
the Palus is recognised as eastward movement. The error in regard
to the Palus might be explained by reference to the east side of the
Krimea, and may have been confirmed by authorities from Kremni.
The great fact of the projection of the Krimea southward into the
Pontos is known, though the isthmus is ignored. The existence of
the straits (Kertch, Yenekale) is known to Herodotus, and also
apparently the eastward projection of the peninsula of Kertch
(the Trachea Chersonese, c. 99), though he does not mention
the Greek town (Pantikapaion) upon it.! The Tanais, or the
Tanais and the Palus, the general inclination of which is S.W. to
N.E, may be taken as the genuine frontier between Scythia and
Sarmatia in Herodotus’ day. The river is far from making a right
angle with the Palus, but in its higher course, where it is approached
by the Volga, it runs decidedly from the north. It is possible to
see the Volga in the Oaros of Herodotus, and even the Donetz in
the Hyrgis or Syrgis: but such bald identifications have little value.
The northern boundary of the Scythia of Herodotus cannot be defined
by existing physical facts. A consciousness of this defect is, perhaps,
indicated in the purely tribal frontier furnished in the narrative, and
in the historian’s own ideal scheme: the afterthoughts, by which
lakes and deserts are called in to provide a natural frontier on the
north, though not devoid of all basis in actual fact, are too artificial to
justify identification. The tribal frontier in Herodotus is evanescent.
The ¢Black coats,’ & non-Scythian tribe (c. 20), with Scythian customs
(c. 107), may be dismissed as Scyths in disguise, or rather in their
native dress. The Androphagi are concealed by an epithet, which has
perhaps strayed hither from the Issedones (c. 26). The Neuri remain,
perhaps a genuine folk, though the lake between them and Scythia
does not help to locate them. The width of Scythia from north to
south fluctuates from nine to ten days’ journey. The Agathyrsi must
be placed rather north of the Danube than north of Scythia. The
western frontier of Scythia may be distinguished from the frontier in
the west. The Danube in part supplies the latter, but the actual
course of the Danube is grossly misconceived. It seems more than

1 Hdt. does not say whether the Trachea
has any inhabitants or not, c. 99, and it
might be argued that the Greek colonists

Scyths and the Tauri. As a matter of
fact the analogies in c. 99 suit the Trachea
better than they suit Tauriké. The

are understood : but in c. 20 the Taphros
is part of the east frontier of Scythia
(though in c. 28 there are Scyths ¢rrés
rd¢pov), and one might be tempted to
make it the frontier not between the
Tauri and the Greeks, but between the

ethnography would have been complete, if
Herodotus had said that the Hellenes in
the Trachea stood in relation to the Tauri
a8 the Tauri to the Scyths. On the
Taphros cp. notes to &. c.












APPENDIX III

THE DATE, MOTIVES, AND COURSE OF THE EXPEDITION OF
DAREIOS IN EUROPE

§ 1. The chronological problem. § 2. Vagueness of the date given by Herodotus.
§ 8. The suggestion of Grote : later confirmation. § 4. Materials for determin-
ing the actual date. § 5. The two revolts of Babylon. § 6. Proposed epoch
for the Scythian expedition: 512 B.c. § 7. The motive of the expedition,
according to Herodotus. § 8. Modern theories on the subject : Niebuhr, Baehr,
Sa.gce. § 9. Supposed commercial policy: Niebuhr, E. Curtius. § 10. The
substantial truth of the story assumed. § 11. Characteristics of the story.
§ 12. Summary of criticisms. § 18. Error of separating the scenes on the
Danube from the rest of the story. § 14. Thirlwall’s suggestion as to the story
of Miltiades. § 15. Duncker’s sugﬁﬁon as to the story of the campaign in
Scythia. § 16. Did not Dareios fully accomplish his real purpose! § 17.
Suggestions explanatory of the fictitious story. § 18, Detaileg analysis of the
text of Herodotus.

§ 1. HErRoDOTUS expressly dates the expedition against the Scyths
“after the capture of Babylon”; uerda 8¢ mjv BaBvAdvos alpeoiv éyévero
éwl Zxvfas avrov Aapeiov élaots, 4. 1 ad intf. The Scyths in question
are undoubtedly the Scyths of Europe (S. Russia), but unfortunately
Herodotus does not specify how many days, months, or even years
after the capture of Babylon Dareios moved against the European
Scyths, nor is the historian, aware that there was more than one
capture of Babylon after the a¢cession of Dareios. There are in fact
two problems here involved, the one touching the date of the expedi-
tion as conceived by Herodotus, or as implied in his narrative: the
other touching the true date of the event, so far as it is ascertainable
in view of the whole evidences, which now transcend not merely the
indications preserved by Herodotus, but the data open to the modern
commentators and historians, even as recent as Grote, Thirlwall
Baehr, Niebuhr, and Larcher.

§ 2. The dates for the accession and the death of Dareios have long
been ascertained, and fixed to the years 521 B.c. and 485 B.C., and
the year 490 B.C. may be accepted as the date of the battle of
Marathon. Unfortunately Herodotus, though he gives the duration
of the reign of Dareios, does not chronologise events by reference
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next after, the capture of Babylon, and he represents the revolt of
Babylon as synchronous with the expedition against Samos,! and
the attack on Samos as the first aggressive achievement of the new
reign.? If such indications are to weigh, irrespective of other
evidences, they point to the conclusion that Herodotus dates, or
would have dated, the Scythian expedition early in the reign of
Dareios. The same conclusion is likewise suggested by the conversa-
tion between Dareios and Atossa reported by Herodotus.2? But these
indications are obviously devoid of scientific value. They may point
to a date which Herodotus more or less unconsciously tends to
determine : but the proper inference from them is not to a precise
chronological figure but to the casual and anachronistic nature of the
record.

§ 3. The real chronology, so far as attainable, is to be reconstructed
by the light of the monumental evidences, in conjunction, of course,
with the facts or traditions, as presented by the Greek historians.
But as Grote’s date and argument represent the best results reached
without the monumental evidence, and as the latter cannot be taken
wholly to supersede the former, it will be convenient to set Grote’s
position on the matter in full relief.

Grote * dates the expedition “about 516-515 B.C.” and the argu-
ment by which he supports that date is twofold. On the one hand
he shows the difficulty of dating the expedition less than five years
after the accession of Dareios, which stands fixed to 521 B.C. On
the other hand he argues that the expedition falls before 5614 B.C.
It must fall as late as 516 B.C. because less than five years would be
too little time to allow for the suppression of the revolted satraps
and provinces ;5 it was before 514 B.C. because in that year Hippias
of Athens gave his daughter in marriage to Aiantides, son of
Hippoklos, despot of Lampsakos, perceiving that Hippoklos and his
son had great influence with Dareios (Thuc. 6. 59). That influence
must have been gained, Grote argues, during the Scythian expedition,
on which Hippoklos served.® Grote’s argument has received a partial
confirmation from a Greek inscription,” which places the passage of
the Bosporos in the year of the murder of Hipparchos, that is 514
B.0.2 While Hippoklos of Lampsakos is winning the king’s favour
on the Danube, Hipparchos has been assassinated and Hippias led
to contemplate a Persian, or philo-Persian alliance. The inscription,
thus putting two facts together which Grote had independently

1 8. 150. by Duncker, vi. 271 note, and Busolt,
2 3. 139. Gr. G. {i. 12, note ‘.

38 1331 7 C. I @. iv. 6856, cp. Busolt, Gr. G.
¢ jii. 478. ii. 12 note.

8 Grote specifies only the rebellions 8 Cp. note to 6. 566. The calendarial
of “Oroetes, the Medes, Babylonians, year would be 514-513 B.C. and the cross.
etc.” Much virtue in this ‘“etc.” See ing would fall in the spring of 518 B.c.,
below. but the campaigning year might be reckoned

6 Hdt. 4. 188. This point is endorsed from the spring of 514 B.cC.






&35 THE EXPEDITION OF DAREIOS IN EUROPE 37

which may have preceded the appendix at Behistun, and have
justified certain items in the other lists.!

§ 5. But although the Behistun inscription was cut, in respect to
its major part, before the expedition of the king in person against the
Scyths, it records two revolts and reductions of Babylon. It becomes
a matter of obvious importance to determine the dates of these events,
in view of the language of Herodotus, and to determine, if possible,
to which of the captures of Babylon the statement of Herodotus may
be referred. The first of the two sieges and captures of Babylon was
consequent upon two great battles, one on the Tigris, the other on the
Euphrates ; it was conducted by Dareios in person; it lasted a very
considerable time, and its successful termination probably secured for
Dareios the throne of Asia. It was altogether an event of primary and
catholic significance, urbi et orbi. The second siege and capture of
Babylon was a smaller event, not merely in the king’s mind and record,
but in itself. The recovery of Babylon was effected by a lieutenant-
general. Who can doubt that the capture of Babylon, the fame of
which had reached Herodotus, or his authorities, was the first conquest
of Babylon, recorded on the rocks of Behistun? In regard to the
work of Intaphres the Mede—still sufficiently memorable to be there
recorded—no information had reached Herodotus. But, for the
determination of the real date of the Scythian expedition, it is the
date of the second capture of Babylon which is important, inasmuch
as it appears from the monument that the expedition against the
Europeans must have succeeded the second reduction of Babylon, and
that by a considerable interval. Thus, while there can be little doubt
that the capture of Babylon, to which Herodotus refers as the
immediate, or at least the most notable antecedent of the king's
expedition against the Scyths, is the first capture mentioned on the
monument, there is as little doubt that Dareios must be taken to date
his conquests in Europe after the second capture of Babylonm, and
sundry other achievements likewise.

As to the date of the capture of Babylon by Dareios in person
there is approximate agreement, but the event is itself insufficient
for the exact chronology of the Scythian expedition : it must in any
case be set soon after the king’s accession.? But the second capture of
Babylon is practically the last event of importance recorded in the

1 The * Qaka Tigrakhaudi,” of Naksh-i-
Rustam, now generally interpreted “8cyths
with pointed caps” may be represented by
Skunkha (Saku'ka) in the Behistun ap-
pendix, but these Scyths were probably
Asiatic. pert in his last version
(Records, ix. p. 68) finds not merely
the Haumavargi and the Tigrakhaudsi,
but also the Transmarine Scyths in the
Behistun appendix, and the ‘‘Scyths
beyond the sea’” apparently without

doubt appear at Naksh-i-Rustam. The
geographical scheme of the inscription
favours the location of these ‘Scyths’ in
Europe.

2 Feb. 520 B.C.,, Ed. Meyer, G. d.
Alterth, i. § 512. Autumn of 519 B.C,
Duncker, Hist. of Antsg. vi. 249 (E.T.).
J. Oppert, Le peuple et la langue des
Medes (1879), dates the first reduction of
Babylon, June 519 B.c., but he keeps
Dareios at least a year longer in the city.
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points to a similar conclusion, if with Duncker we replace that mission
in its natural context, after the return of Dareios from Scythia, and
maintain the connexion between the Persian mission and the fortunes
of Demokedes. The Krotoniate on his return to his native city marries
the daughter of Milo, an event which may be taken to imply that the
Pythagorean aristocracy was still in power. The aristocratic régime
was, however, overthrown about the same time as the expulsion of
Hippias from Athens. Thus the mission of the spies would fall, at
latest, into the year 511-10 B.c. This result would accord well enough
with the date 512 B.C. for the Scythian expedition.!

These material sequences, and problematic synchronisms, are but
unsatisfactory grounds upon which to erect an exact chronology, and if
the year 512 B.C. is here adopted as the date of the Scythian expedition,
it i8 so adopted merely for regulative purposes. The foregoing dis-
cussion may in any case be serviceable as exhibiting the state of
evidence and opinion upon the subject.

§ 7. With regard to the aim, object, or motive of the expedition
there has hardly been more agreement than in regard to the date. To
Herodotus the Scythian expedition affords an illustration of a favourite
theory, an instance of the lex falionis, mediated in this case by the
intervention of human passion: erefiunoe 6 Aapeios Ticacbar Zxibas,
dr¢ exetvo. wpdtepor éxfaldvres & Ty Mndukyy kal vikioavres paxp
ToVs dvriovpévovs vmnpfav ddikins (4. 1). But this express motivation
involves Herodotus in a double inconsequence. In the first place, if
the expedition was thus morally justified, it should not have resulted
in a fiasco; the Scyths should, as the guilty aggressors, have received
their due reward. The sequel, however, turns the tables upon Dareios,
and it is the Scyths who become the divinely-ordained instruments for
his chastisement.? In the second place Herodotus elsewhere assigns a
somewhat different motive for the expedition, which, if not inconsistent
with the statement of the causa belli in Bk. 4. 1, yet plainly belongs
to another order of ideas, a different cycle of tradition. There the
action of Dareios is determined by two motives, the one personal,
the other political. The former urges him to show the Persians
that they have a man set over them (surely a work of supererogation
on the part of one who had just laboriously reconquered the empire of
Kyros !)—the latter, a political device, common to despotisms, dictated
an aggressive foreign policy in order to distract the minds of his
subjects from home affairs (a motive in marked contrast to the policy
of internal organisation, which helped to win for the king the nickname
of ‘cheap-jack’3). A further and all sufficient objection to the

! Duncker, vi. 270 f. note, places the Hdt. 4. 1, cp. Hist. of Greece, iii. 478, and
Scythian expedition in 513 B.0., and the therefore naturally enough describes the
mission of Demokedes in 512 or 611 B.c.  expedition as *“insane.”

Cp. Introduction, vol. I. p. xxxv. 8. 134. Cp. Introduction, vol. I. p. cvi.

2 Cp. Introduction, vol. L. p. cxvi. Grote On the nickname of xd.rnxos, & éxawi
apparently wcepted the motivation in  Aeve wdvra 7& wpihyuara, 3. 89.
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steppes of S. Russia, nor did the Persian army sweep that region
unless the story of the campaign as told by Herodotus is after all a
vera historia. The impression left on the Scythian mind by the
expedition of Dareios, if we may judge from the stories preserved by
Herodotus, was one not of terror but of amusement and contempt ;
Greeks took a similar view: only the craven loyalty of the Ionian
despots to the foreign sovran had saved him from utter annihilation.
The impression made on the Greek and even on the Persian mind is
more obvious than any impression made on the Scythian. If the
Scyths play little part in the subsequent history, it can hardly be
because they had been overawed by the disgraceful flight of the
Persian king, 80,000 of whose soldiers were reported, even perhaps
in official records,! lost beyond the Danube, but rather because the
existence of flourishing Greek colonies on the Pontos, and the rise of
the great Thracian monarchy of the Odrysae made much deeper impres-
sions upon Scythic minds and manners! Moreover, an attack upon the
nomad Scythians from the west would have been well calculated to
drive them round the Pontos into Asia. If the steppes of S. Russia
were swept by Dareios, as a preventive measure, to safeguard his
empire’s frontier, surely never was a campaign not merely a more dis-
graceful fiasco, but so utterly unnecessary and foolish an undertaking.
Kyros against the Massagetae, Kambyses in Aethiopia, were “ mellow
music matched with ” Dareios in Scythia.

§ 9. A more plausible reason, or intention, for the Scythian
expedition of Dareios, and one consonant with the traditional lines of
his policy, has been freely assigned by those who see in the attack
upon south Russia and the Pontos an attempt to open up fresh
markets and sources of wealth. So Niebuhr: “there can be no doubt
that the Persians were attracted by the wealth resulting from the
commerce with the Scythians . . . that commerce was extremely
important, not only on account of the gold, which came from these
quarters in great abundance, but also on account of the corn trade
. . . the Black Sea was the indispensable condition of that trade.”
Niebuhr even formulates the policy of Dareios in this expedition as
having for its object “to change the Euxine into a lake in the interior
of Persia.”2 This note is struck again, perhaps more cautiously, by
Curtius: “the undertakings of Dareios all bear a perfectly unique
character. Made wise by the experiences of his predecessors, he
endeavoured to avoid large territorial acquisitions as well as under-
takings in the interior. The point of view from which he acted was,
as it were, to round off the empire, and by the discovery of new
routes by sea to continue to increase its share in the general com-
mercial intercourse of nations . . . above all, he was attracted by the
reports as to the gold of the Scythians, and as to the great navigable
rivers of their country . . . there he hoped to be able to open up new

1 Ktesias, Pers. § 17. 2 Lect. on Anc. Hist. i. 140.
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ambiguity in the intervening scenes on the river. Niebuhr and
Grote long ago pointed out in general terms the main objections to
the story of the Scythian campaign as told by Herodotus, who, in
the words of Grote, “ conducts the immense host of Darius as it were
through fairy land—heedless of distance, large intervening rivers, want
of all cultivation and supplies, destruction of the country (in so far
as it could be destroyed) by the retreating Scythians, etc.”! The
critique of Grote has been endorsed and developed by Duncker in a
thorough manner, and (with one exception) there is not very much to
add to his masterly treatment of the matter.? It will, however, be
proper to recapitulate the chief points in the narrative, which are open
to criticism, the case being a crucial one for our estimate of Greek
historiography. Considering the date, notoriety and sources of
information available in the case, if fiction, exaggeration and miscon-
ception have here obscured and distorted the true policy and conduct
of events, is it to be wondered at, if the story of the Ionian revolt,
or even the story of the Marathonian campaign should leave still
much to be desired from the point of view of scientific history? We
cannot expect to pass, as by a wave of some magic wand, from myth
and legend to history, from poetry to fact. The writer who can offer
the story of the Scythian campaign as a sober or veridical history can
hardly be a final authority upon the five campaigns in the Ionian
revolt, or on the tactics of Miltiades at Marathon.

§ 12. Briefly stated the critique of the Herodotean story goes to
show that the account of the Scythian campaign consists of a mixture
of physical impossibilities,® of inconsistencies or inconsequences,* and
of absurdities® attributed to Dareios and to the Scythians, which
render the whole affair doubtful in the highest degree. Moreover,
in two notable respects the narrative contradicts the geographical
context, for it completely ignores the river-system of Scythia, and it
assumes that the nomads ranged freely from the Danube to the Don.
What standard of historic probability is exhibited by an author who
commits himself to such a performance, in which satire and fun seem
to run riot§ Could a Thucydides have been capable of such reckless
and unreasoned story-telling? Can we even see in it “that large

1 {ii. 476.

% vi. 265 1. (E. T.).

3 Without bridges, ships, or food,
Dareios carries an army of 700,000 men
over several huge rivers, hundreds of miles
forwards and backwards over Scythia, in
something over two months: a feat im-
possible in itself, and still more impossible
in the time indicated.

¢ The Scyths (according to Hdt.) have
no infantry, yet they offer battle with
infantry and cavalry: they desire to
deprive the Persians of all supplies, and

yet allow part of their flocks to be
captured : they challenge Dareios to seek
out their fathers’ graves at Gerrhos—a
district the king has just passed through,
or near: Dareios returning from the
Agathyrsi comes by the same road as he
had traversed in moving eastwards.

5 The story of the congress of barbarous
chiefs ; the plan of leading the king to
the territories of the distant tribes who
have joined the Scyths; the forts of
Dareios on the Oaros ; the battle array, and
the episode of the bare, etc., etc.
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expedition, needing quick-witted Greeks not merely to build him his
bridges, but to criticise his campaigns. As a matter of fact the
Persians were old hands at such warfare as Dareios might have in
view beyond the Danube, and among the king’s forces were tribes
specially well fitted to beat the Scythians at their own game. As
Grote credits the story of the advice of Koes at the Danube, so
not unnaturally he credits the dramatic warnings of the sage
Artabanos,! which, if heeded, would have rendered that advice
unnecessary. A more serious flaw in Grote’s critique is his attempted
rationalisation of the conduct of the Scythians on the river. Grote
believed in the appearance of “a body of Scythians” at the river—
this “body” is Grote’s rationalised representative of the moiety
of the Scythian forces under Skopasis,? thus diminished the better,
perhaps, to explain the mildness of their suggestions to the Ionians.
Grote, however, implies that this body of Scythians, had they not
missed the track, might have prevented the “host of Persians” from
reaching the Danube. The sixty days appointed were over before
the king returned. This figure is generally accepted as historical, but
why the king should have fixed just sixty days as the limit for the
Ionian watch on the Danube remains obscure. In fine, Grote, and
others, have been too easily content in this whole matter. There is
not the hard and fast line, proposed by them, between what
happens, according to Herodotus, in Scythia and what happens on the
Danube. The historical and the unhistorical are not separated, in our
sources, from each other in the manner approved by Grote. There is
more history in the fiction and more fiction in the history than Grote’s
rather inelastic analysis recognised. As in the case of Greek myths
and legends generally, so in the present instance, a more sympathetic
and tentative criticism than Grote’s may give a better result. To
accept the Greek traditions of the behaviour of the Ionians on the
Danube, and their dealings with the Scythians, as simple history is as
unnecessary and uncritical as to despair of recovering any historical
items or indications in regard to the conduct of Dareios and the
‘Scythians’ beyond the Danube. The story of what took place on
the Danube cannot be admitted as simply representative of fact in
respect of the action of Dareios, of the Scythians, or of the Greeks.
In regard to Dareios it is implied that he left his whole force to guard
the bridge: that he intended to go round the Pontos and yet left
his fleet behind, or left his fleet behind and yet cut himself off
voluntarily from his base, that he gave the Greeks leave to abandon
him to his fate after two months, and that for the purpose of counting
the days he and they had recourse to a method of primitive barbarism,
or savagery. All this is absurd in itself, and inconsistent with what
is known of the character and conduct of Dareios: it is therefore,

14, 83, cp. 7. 10. Tepor pév wapd Thy Maisire NMurny ¢pov-
2 ) Zxvléwr pla poipa B Taxleloa wpb-  péev, 4. 188.
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duty at the first trial of Miltiades, and how much the story may have
been improved, on later occasions, in the light of later events, in
connexion with other more or less highly pragmatised stories, it were
indeed a bold attempt to determine precisely : the story has not lost
colour, we may be sure, in its transit through the work-room of
Herodotus.

§ 15. If Thirlwall long ago performed a service, somewhat unduly
ignored, in regard to the story of events on the Danube, and specially
the conduct attributed to Miltiades, Duncker has subsequently done
more than any other scholar to rescue the story of events beyond the
Danube from total and indiscriminate condemnation. The items indeed
in Herodotus are not all equally improbable, and when sifted in the light
of traditions, or of accounts preserved by other Greek writers, they
yield an historical deposit. It must, of course, be granted that the
possible or the plausible record, recovered from Strabo and other
sources, based perhaps upon Ephoros, may be in part or in whole a
product of reflection and criticism, rather than a survival of living
memory and tradition: but, on the other hand, it should be remem-
bered that we are here dealing with historic persons and situations,
and moreover that the plausible theory gains some confirmation from
the actual monuments of Dareios. If Dareios crossed the Danube at
all,! if the passage of the river be anything more than an exaggerated
replica of the passage of the Bosporos, if the king penetrated the
country north of the Danube, why should no memory or tradition
have survived of events, comparatively recent, beyond the river ? The
traditions in Herodotus mark the territory of the Agathyrsi as the
furthest point in the N.W. reached by Dareios, and as the point from
which his retreat begins: Ktesias makes fifteen days the extent of his
march : fifteen days would not have carried such a host very far from
the river. Dareios retreated, according to Ktesias, because he found,
after exchanging bows with the Scythian king, the Scythian bow the
stronger. Ktesias professed to follow Persian sources; his phrase
might be a metaphorical Persian way of saying that the Scythian
archers were too mighty, or too many, for the Persian.? Strabo marks
the desert of the Getae, who in his time were to be found beyond the
Danube, as the scene of the king’s adventure.® We may surely take
it for certain that, if Dareios had intended to go eastwards, across the
rivers and round the sea, he would have taken engineers with him,
and the fleet, or a good part of it, would have accompanied the army.
We may take it for more than probable that Dareios neither crossed,
nor intended to cross, a single great river north or east of the Danube.

! Dareios records the digging and de- transit of the Danube, the greatest river in
struction of his canal in Egypt (Records of the world as conceived by Hdt. 4. 48.
the Past, ix. 80, cp. Hdt. 4. 39), and he 1 Ktesias, Persica, § 17 (ed. Gilmore, p.
specifies, apparently, an expedition across 151).
the sea against Scyths ( Records, ix. 68 f.), 3 Strabo, 305 (ed. Meineke-Teubner, ii.
but he nowhere, apparently, records the 419).
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Scythian commerce had been his object he would have aimed at
attacking the Greek towns on the north shores of the Euxine, in which
case the fleet would not have been left in the Danube. If Dareios
ever crossed the Danube at all, it was a demonstration against possible
inroads, not of the empire generally, but of the new provinces added,
or just about to be added, thereto.

§ 17. The genesis of the transfigured legend on the subject is not
difficult to motivate. Kyros had (so one legend, perhaps falsely,
alleged) lost his life in warring with a savage queen: Kambyses had
made a mad expedition into Aithiopia: Xerxes had fled in ludicrous
terror from the soil of Hellas. Was Dareios to be the only great
king of all the enemies of Greece to whose name no personal discredit
and disaster should attach? Had he alone of barbarous potentates
never a moment of insolent pride followed by a speedy and certain
nemesis ? Greek theories and memories of the {yrannis reinforced the
main motive of the pragmatic logo-poets. The utter hatefulness of
Despotism, how should it better be proved than by exhibiting the
connexion between the foreign and the domestic foes of Hellenic
liberties? Nor was that all. There were persons, families, even
states, interested in the stories told by Herodotus: there were circles
and centres, in which the reputation of the Ionians for courage and
love of liberty did not stand high, when Herodotus was collecting his
materials, some half century, or more, after the event: hinc illae
fabulae.!

§ 18. It is still worth while to follow somewhat more minutely the
actual structure of the story as told by Herodotus. The narrative
is contained wholly within the first part of Bk. 4, but is interrupted
by excursus and by digressions as shown in the Analysis (Intro-
duction, § 13, vol. I. p. xxxi). Restored to continuity the record
runs through the following passages: cc. 1, 83-98, 102, 118-144, in
which references, however, allowance must be made for some minor
digressions (cc. 85, 86 on the Pontos : cc. 94-96 on Salmoxis). It is
obvious that the narrative is given in two main portions, cc. 83-98,
and cc. 118-144. The first of these portions carries Dareios from
Susa to the Danube (Istros), and is mainly concerned with his march
and operations in Thrace: it is introductory to the narrative of the
campaign proper (announced in c. 1), which is evidently of chief
interest to the Greek historian. The Danube is, not a hard and fast
line, but still a dividing line in the narrative, as in the campaign
itself. The story of the adventures beyond the Danube (cc. 118-142) is
abeolutely continuous, homogeneous and highly artificial ; the matter
in ¢. 102 must be reckoned to it, and forms a curiously exact balance
or counterpart to the matter in ¢. 1. The differences in place, scenc,
character and composition of the two main portions of the narrative
(cc. 83-98, 118-142) may correspond to some essential difference in the

U With this section, cp. Introduction, vo!. 1. § 17.
VOL. II E
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two great passages cc. 83-98 and cc. 118-142 (144). Yet the sub-
divisions in question may seem to correspond fairly (a) to the literary
structure of the historian’s narrative, (b) to the material course of
the hypothetical campaign (res gestae).

I. In the first part (act) cc. 118-123, the Scyths attempt to form a
league with their neighbours (cc. 102, 118, 119), and concert with the
tribes joining them a plan of action, which is put into operation
(ce. 120, 121). According to this plan the Scyths and their allies
divide so as to form two armies, one of which under Skopasis
comprises a third, or tribe, of Scyths together with the Sauromatae,
while the other contains the two remaining Scythic tribes, under their
respective chiefs Idanthyrsos and Taxakis, together with the Geloni
and Budini. The movements of these two armies are clearly
distinguished ; when united Idanthyrsos appears as supreme king, or
commander, over against the Persian monarch. The women and
children are sent northwards (c. 121), a vague indication which may
keep them within or take them beyond the sphere of operations
marked out for Idanthyrsos. The Persians first sight the army under
Skopasis, and are drawn, according to the Scythian plan, by his
retreat all across Scythia, and far beyond the Tanais, to Gelonos, and
the ‘desert of the Oaros,’ where Dareios stays to erect, but not to
complete, a remarkable series of forts (c. 123). Meanwhile the forces
under Skopasis have fetched a compass, returned to Scythia, and
effected a junction with the army under Idanthyrsos.

II. In the second subdivision of the narrative (cc. 124, 125), the
two armies of Scyths are reunited, and pursued by Dareios (from E.
to W.) through the territories of the Melanchlaeni, Androphagi and
Neuri (cp. cc. 102 f.) to the borders of the Agathyrsi. The last named
people, notwithstanding their effeminate manners (c. 104), resist the
Scythian advance, and the Scyths retire (southwards) within their own
territory.

III. Here apparently Dareios comes up with the united Scythian
forces under Idanthyrsos. The scene of the third stage, or sub-
division, of the story is laid in Scythia, but the story is doubled and
complicated by two series of synchronous events, the scene of the one
series being laid (mainly) on the Danube, the scene of the other many
days’ march inland. (a) The one series comprises the following epi-
sodes : i. messages between Dareios and Idanthyrsos (cc. 126, 127);
ii. skirmishes between Scyths and Persian (cc. 129, 130); iii
the gifts of Idanthyrsos to Dareios and their interpretation (cc. 131,
132); iv. preparations for a pitched battle : the hare episode (c. 134).
(B) The other series of events is given in two intermediate passages :
i. Skopasis and his forces are despatched to the Danube to deal with
the Ionians (c. 128); ii. the first appeal and offer of the Scyths
(under Skopasis) to the Ionians at the Istrian bridge (c. 133).

IV. In the fourth subdivision (cc. 135-142), i. Dareios (like the
hare) takes to flight (c. 135). ii. It appears that the two armies of






§18 THE EXPEDITION OF DAREIOS IN EUROPE 53

able : i the passage of the Bosporos cc. 85-88 (omitting the
geographical note upon the Pontos); ii. the march through Thrace
cc. 90-93 (omitting the note on Salmoxis and Thracian immortality
cc. 94-96) ; 1iii. Dareios on the Danube cc. 97, 98.

i. Of these subdivisions the first betrays very plainly two sources
from which the story is derived, of a kind which guarantees the bare
facts, leaving little doubt of the reality of the building of the bridge,
and the passage of Dareios and his army into Thrace. The one is
the painting which Mandrokles offered to the Samian Hera, and which
Herodotus, in all probability, had seen in the Heraion at Samos (c.
88), the other the bilingual ! monuments at Byzantion, which Herodotus
probably had seen, perhaps years after he visited Samos. The
geographical note on the Pontos (cc. 85, 86) is in no way essential to
the narrative, and may here be dismissed with the remark, that it
may date from the author’s visit to those parts,2 and not be due to his
original authorities, though it is of course far from proving that
Herodotus had ever personally explored the Pontos.

ii.. The second subdivision (cc. 90-93) is the passage most essentially
‘Thracian’ in the whole context: (a) the verdict of the perioeci upon
the water of the Tearos, and the itinerary from Perinthos and from
Apollonia (c. 90), do not supply any evidence that either Dareios or
Herodotus visited the fountain-head : the stele and inscription of Dareios
stated to have been there erected (c. 91) stand on a very different
basis to that of the stele at Byzantion (c. 87). But it cannot be proved
that Dareios did not visit and commend the Tearos. (b) The lightness
of touch with which the fate or conduct of the Odrysae is passed over
(e. 92) is doubly significant when considered in connexion with the
record of Sitalkes in ¢. 80, and the great importance of the ¢ Thracian’
question at Athens in the last Periklean decade (439-429 B.C., cp. 7.137).
The ‘heaps of stones’ in c. 92 are not much more or less evidential
than the ‘ruined forts’in c. 124. (¢) The case of the Getae is very
different (cc. 93-96). The passage on the athanasia of the Getae,
ce. 94, 95, is indeed not essential to the narrative, and might be an
addition to his materials for the story, from the author’s own hand,
dating after his visit to the Hellespont (7vv@dvopar 1@v Tdv "EAAsjomovrov
oikedvrwy ‘EAXjvwv ¢. 95). It may be that tradition or writing pre-
served some memory of a stout resistance offered by the Getae to
the Persians, while the Odrysae and other Thracian tribes had made
easier terms. The name of the Getae would probably be almost as
familiar in Athens, through imported slaves, as that of any other
Thracian tribe.

iii. The third passage (cc. 97, 98) places Dareios on the Danube.
The action is essential to the story of the Scythian campaign, and

1 It may here be suggested that these  ments the cuneiform letters may have ex-
inscriptions were rather bi-literal than  pressed more than one tongue.
bilingual. Asin other Achaemenid monu- 2 Cp. Introduction, vol. 1. p. xcv.
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the narrative seems to belong to the same group or fountain of tradi-
tions as the passages later on (cc. 128, 133, 136-139) recording the
behaviour of the Ionians on the river: in other words, it has an
Athenian or quasi-Attic source. The introduction of the knotted
cord rather detracts from the verisimilitude of the story (see notes
ad 1) : but the sixty days, or two months, may be a genuine remi-
niscence of the time during which, and more, Dareios was absent
in ¢Scythia.’

From this point the Scythian Adyo. are taken up: for although
the strictly narrative portion hardly begins before c. 118, yet as
has already been shown the geographical passage cc. 99-101, the
ethnographical passage cc. 102-117 (omitting perhaps ce. 110-117)
are essential constituents of the original Scythian story (tdv xar’ dpxas
e Aéfwv Adyov c. 82). Thus, there is not any hard line between the
adventures of Dareios, the scene of which is laid in Thrace, and the
adventures beyond the Danube, according to the conception, or in the
composition, of Herodotus.



APPENDIX 1V

THE PERSIANS IN THRACE (512-489 B.C.)

§ 1. Delimitation of the subject. § 2. Persian o ra.tlons in Thrace previous to the
coming of Dareios. § 3. The advance of t from the Bosporos. § 4.
The retum of the king to the Hellespont § 5 omposite character of the

§ 6. Anthropological elements. § 7. Literary stories and
anoedote& % o ratilc);ls, during the residence of Darerxyos at Sardes.
§9. Loss md recovery and Macedon between 600-490 B.c.

§ 1. THE continuous narrative of the Persian advance in Bks. 4, 5, 6,
interrupted by the Libyan Logi, is carried on, or back, by the opening
of Bk. 5, into Thrace and Macedon ; the stories of the con-
quest of Thrace (cc. 1, 2, 12-15), the accession of Macedon (cc. 17-21),
the recovery of the Propontine states and addition of Lesbos and
Imbros (cc. 26, 27), carry events onwards to the eve of the Ionian
revolt. The march of Dareios in the previous year forms a prelude
to the operations of the Persians under Megabazos and under Otanes
in Thrace (511, 510 B.0.%): and the passages in Bk. 4, the scene of
which is laid in Thrace, must briefly here again be taken into account,
together with the passages in Bks. 5, 6, which form the natural sequel
to the story.

§ 2. Throughout the Scythian Logi the king’s march through
Thraee, and at least the partial subjugation of the inhabitants
en roule, are treated as merely ancillary to the invasion of Scythia.
Thrace, as is incidentally shown in the narrative, contained two
very different orders of inhabitants, native tribes and Hellenic
colonists. It may be inferred (for it is not expressly recorded) that
some of the Greek cities on the European side of the Hellespont, in
the wider sense, had submitted to Dareios before the bridge was
thrown across the Bosporos, although they are not specified among
the tributaries in Bk 3 nor yet in the Behistun inscription. In
the episode laid at the Bosporos (4. 85-89) there is nothing to suggest
a very recent conquest: Ariston, tyrant of Byzantion, and Miltiades,
tyrant of the Chersonese, are the only tyrants on the European side
mentioned in the story, but their presence guarantees to the king
control of the two ends of the all-important water-way between the
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confirmed by independent tradition, explain the king’s choice.
Perinthos, Byzantion, Kalchedon, were in revolt. If they had not
revolted Megabazos (5. 1) and Otanes (5. 26 f.) would have had no
need to reconquer them. Ktesias, Pers. 17 (Baehr, p. 68, Gilmore,
p.- 161) goes further than Herodotus, and Polyainos (7. 11, 5) gives
a story of the siege and capture of Kalchedon by Dareios, which may
with some plausibility be referred to the reduction by Otanes. There
is little reason to doubt the loyalty of Miltiades at this moment:
indeed, the subsequent fate of his eldest son (6. 41) points to a debt
of gratitude owned by the great king, and perhaps incurred on this
occasion. Even the very ship in which Dareios crossed from Sestos
(to Abydos 1), may have belonged to Miltiades. But Perinthos and
other Greek towns had thrown off their yoke, and the Hebros had
marked the extreme limit of the king’s acquisitions in the west : it is,
therefore, plain enough why Megabazos was left in Europe, with
80,000 men, more or less (4. 143). Some of the Greek colonies had
to be recovered, and the Persian hold upon the non-Hellenic peoples
maintained, and extended.

§ 5. The records of the Persian operations in Thrace between the
return of Dareios to Asia and the outbreak of the Ionian revolt
extend, with some interruptions, over the first twenty-seven chapters
of the fifth book (5. 1-27). There are at least three very
different elements in the composition of this passage, which came to
Herodotus perhaps at different times, and from different sources, and
which he has combined, as usual, with such skill as almost to defy
detection. The passage now in question contains first, more or less
disconnectedly, the history of certain military operations and under-
takings in Thrace, associated with the names of Megabazos (father of
Bubares) and Otanes (son of Sisamnes), directed partly against the
native, partly against the Hellenic residents in the country, conducted
apparently so soon after the return of Dareios from Scythia that they
were completed, or almost completed, before his departure for Susa,
and apparently so far successful that at least the nominal over-lordship
of the king was established in the great region between the Danube,
the Aegean, the Pontos and the Strymon, and perhaps even over a
larger area: secondly, there are materials for the ethnography and
anthropology of the tribes and people inhabiting this region: and
thirdly, there are certain stories of a more obviously literary turn,
notably the stories of the Paionian girl, cc. 12, 13, and of the young
men in women’s clothes, cc. 18-21, not to speak of similar but shorter
anecdotes, or articles, such as the duel between the Paeonians and
Perinthians (c. 1); the verdict of the Hellenodikae (c. 22); the Seat
of Judgment (c. 25)—which are not even ex hypothesi direct contribu-
tions to the chronological sequence of the main story. It is almost
impossible to avoid the appearance, and perhaps to some extent the
reality, of arbitrary methods in the criticism of such composite
passages. The final appeal must, to some extent, be left to a sort of
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the story of the Perinthian Paian (5. 1), the anecdote of the Judgment-
seat of Otanes (5. 25), and so on. That there is no historical founda-
tion for such stories it would in general be too much to assert: but it
is safe to affirm that the more obvious the motive, or moral, the more
suspicious is the form, in which the history is concealed. - On such
principles none of these passages comes out so badly as the story of
the deliverance of Macedon, or the young men in women’s apparel
The story is in itself obviously incomplete, and inconsequent; it is
inconsistent with admittedly historic events and situations elsewhere
recorded by Herodotus himself; it has a transparent and obvious
motive, or tendency, and it utilises, or incorporates, details and actions,
which were already data in Greek literature and in Greek religion.!
The story which does duty as an explanation of the conquest of
Paionia is not so transparently fictitious: but it is hardly more
acceptable as it stands. Dareios did not require the living picture of a
Paionian girl to motivate his orders for the conquest of Paionia, and
the leading element in the situation had already done duty in a more
plausible connexion.?!. The implication that Paionian chiefs, or adven-
turers, co-operated in the overthrow of their country, is too much in
accordance with the usual course of things to be either very probable
or very improbable in the context. The story of the Perinthian Paian
(5. 1) looks like an attempt to explain or qualify an historic disaster,
to the making of which Herodotus has contributed little or nothing.
The anecdote of the Judgment-seat of Otanes (5. 25) belongs to a class
of oriental illustrations, of which there were, perhaps, collections in
existence even before the days of Herodotus. The truth of such
anecdotes it is hard to determine. On a different level to any of
these literary and artistic gems stands the memory of Alexander’s
appearance at Olympia (5. 22), though there is nothing in Herodotus’
mode of recording the event to betray clearly the source from which
he derived it.2

§ 8. With all these categories of events, or statements, stands con-
trasted the thread, or threads, of history relating to the events
immediately subsequent to the return of Dareios from Europe, and
contemporary with his residence at Sardes, and in part connected
with it. In the record as given by Herodotus the operations of
Otanes (cc. 26, 27) are placed very distinctly after those of Mega-
bazos, and at least in part after the departure of Dareios from Sardes,

1 See notes ad I.

% See notes to 5. 12, 13. Ed. Meyer
(Forschungen, i. 168) apparently suggests
that Nic. Damasc. got the story from
Herodotus, and that Constant. Porphyr.
misquoted Nic. Damasc. as telling the
anecdote of Alyattes. I do not recognise
the verbal agreement between the Fragment
of Niocolas and the text of Hdt. on which
Meyer bases this suggestion : on the con-

trary, it might be argued that the story
in Hdt. has all the appearance of an im-
proved version of an anecdote, which he
may have got from the original source of
the story in Nicolas. But however that
may be, the story in Hdt. remains self-
condemned as a fanciful account of the
Persian attack on Paionia.

3 On all these items see further notes
ad ll.c.
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tradition which there seems no reason to reject, though its provenance
is not obvious. The second year of the revolt witnessed the accession
of Byzantion and all the other cities of the Hellespont to the cause
(5. 103), a statement which covers Sestos and the Chersonese.! As
a matter of course, Thrace west of the Hellespont was quit of the
Persian yoke for the time being, and a year or two later Aristagoras
gsought a city of refuge there, beyond the reach of the king’s arm
(5. 126). Later on Histiaios had his bucaneering headquarters at
Byzantion (6. 5, 6), and it was not until the year 493 B.C. (6. 31-33)
that the European side of the Hellespont was recovered for the king
by the action of the Phoenicians. It was then that Miltiades finally
evacuated the Chersonese (6. 41), and returned to Athens: a course
which seems to imply that he had forfeited the king’s favour, presum-
ably by his action, or inaction, during the Ionian revolt. It was perhaps
during that revolt that Miltiades had acquired Lemnos for ¢ Athens’
(6. 137 ff.).2 The expedition of Mardonios in 492 BR.C. (6. 43-45)
plainly recovered western Thrace and Macedonia for the king, and in
the same, or the following year (cc. 44, 46), the Persian position was
further secured by the reduction of Thasos.3

The events thus briefly summarised belong to the history of the
fifth century, and in great part to the annals of the years immediately
preceding the invasion of Datis and Artaphrenes, and the pragmatic
tendency of the narrative, notably in the case of the record of
Mardonios, does not succeed in obliterating the course of events, or
disguising the fundamental fact that by the year 491 B.c. the Persian
authority was firmly established in Thrace, at least upon the
Hellespontine and Aegean coasts, and for some distance inland : while
Macedon was for the time being a loyal vassal. The battle of
Marathon did little or nothing apparently to shake the Persian
authority in those regions. Lemnos must have passed out of
Athenian hands—small wonder that its acquisition stood Miltiades in
little stead on his second trial—he, who had gone, not to Thrace and
Thasos, the land of Gold, but only to Paros, and there failed.* Though
civilised Egypt revolted, perhaps on the news of Marathon, Thrace
and Macedon remained apparently in their obedience, and Xerxes
issued his commands to the cities and nations of those parts, and made
an unbroken progress through the region in 480 B.c. For some
thirty years, save for the five years of the Ionian revolt, the Persian
was lord of the cities and nations to the north of the Aegean.

1 Could it have been at this time, after 2 But cp. notes ad /. c.
all, that Miltiandes first evacuated the 3 Cp. Appendix VL £§ 3, 4 infra.
Chersonese before the advancing Scyths, 4 Cp. Appendix XI.
t.c. Thracians? Cp. 6. 40, and notes.
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‘the sixth year’ from which the reduction of Miletos took place?
II. How is the ‘sixth year’ computed by Herodotus? III. How
are the campaigns, battles, and other events, which are comprised in
the story, or stories, of the Ionian revolt, chronologically distributed
over the interval, between the ‘apostasy of Aristagoras’ and the
capture of Miletos? And, in so far as that distribution is unsatis-
factory, how is it to be amended ?

§ 3. I. What event or act marks (or is to be identified with) the
apostasis of Aristagoras? The terminology of Herodotus leaves little
room for doubt as to the answer to this problem. The circumstances
of the event in question are recorded in Bk. 5, cc. 36-38, and comprise
in especial the seizure of the medising tyrants at Myus, where the
fleet, which had operated against Naxos, was still to be found, and
the general expulsion of tyrants in the city-states (Tvpdwwv kardravos),
which immediately ensued: oirw &) éx Tob éupavéos 6 'Apwrraydpns
drerrikee (5. 37). In view of the marked coincidence of language
there can be no doubt that the rvpdvvwv kardravois is dated by
Herodotus to the sixth year before the capture of Miletos in 494 B.C.
and is practically identical with the dwéorac:s *Apwrraydpew.

§ 4. II. How is the sixth year computed by Herodotus? It
might seem self-evident that when two events are named together,
one of which is stated to have occurred ‘in the sixth year after’ the
other, the years so indicated are determined by the terminal events
themselves. Thus, if the capture of Miletos occurred in the autumn
or early winter of the year 494 B.C., the ‘apostasy of Aristagoras’
would, on this principle, fall into the sixth autumn previously, that
is, reckoning inclusively, the autumn of the year 499 B.C. Asa
matter of fact that is the date to be adopted in the case: but it is
doubtful whether the years were so reckoned and determined. Had
they been so determined, we should presumably have found the inter-
vening events dated with reference to the two fermini: but through-
out the story of the Ionian revolt no use is made of the two terminal
events for chronological purposes. Moreover, the extreme difficulty
of filling in the interval, or spreading the record over five or six
years, seems to show that the period between the two fermini was
not fixed by a full, accurate or precise chronicle of the interval. The
intervening years are not precisely marked, either by reference to the
terminal events, or by reference to any other standard, such for
example as five or six well-remembered successive campaigns: other-
wise our third problem could hardly exist. It follows that the precise
date given by Herodotus must have been arrived at by some external
standard, and not derived from the inner record of the war itself.

§ 5. Such external standard can have been supplied only by a
civil calendar, and if one calendar more than another is likely to have
been the basis of the computation, the presumption is in favour of
the Attic calendar (cp. 1. 32), in view as well of the subject and
probable sources of the story, as of the date of its redaction by
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The ‘year’ (eviavrds) of Cypriote freedom (5. 116) is not clearly
attached to any epoch, and the vague chronological reference at the
beginning of c. 108 seems to serve rather a literary than a scientific
purpose. A similar touch in ¢. 117 would be more useful, if we could
know for certain how long after the event the news from Karia
reached Daurises on the Hellespont. A sequence, and a chronological
order, obtain among the stories of the revolt, and at some points, as
in the account of the end of Histiaios, the indications of time allow
us to determine a chronology with considerable assurance: but for
the most part, the operations are grouped in geographical rather than
in chronological order, and while the scenes are well defined, Ionia,
Hellespont, Kypros, and so on, the sequences and the synchronisms
are largely matters of conjecture. The literary analysis of the story,
as told by Herodotus, might even suggest that the whole body of
military operations, comprised in the Ionian revolt, occupied three
campaigning seasons and no more: 1. Into the first would fall the
expedition to Sardes, and the battle of Ephesos (5. 99-102). 2. In
the second might be placed the campaign in Kypros (5. 108-115), and
the campaign in Karia etc. (5. 116-123). 3. Into the third should
be placed the battle of Lade, and the capture of Miletos (6. 6-18).
But this scheme is wrecked, so far as its chronological hull is con-
cerned, on the rock of the one irresistible date given by Herodotus for
the Ionian revolt, viz. the ‘sixth year,” 6. 18, which necessitates five
years between the revolt of Aristagoras and the capture of Miletos, in
494 B.c. Are we to suppose that two campaigning seasons have simply
dropped out of the record, without leaving a trace? Or are we to
suppose that there were actually two seasons, during which military
operations were absolutely suspended? Either hypothesis is so un-
likely that we must acquiesce in the remaining alternative and seek
some redistribution or temporal extension of the events, which shall
leave no natural year between the two terminal events wholly un-
nted in the narrative.!

§ 7. The first campaign is so clearly marked to the first year of
the war (Sardes, Ephesos), the war in Kypros is so clearly fixed at a
year’s, or a season’s, duration, and the last season’s operations (Lade,
Miletos) are so obviously contained within a single year of our
reckoning B.C., that there are only two passages, or groups of events,
left where a chronological extension can be given to the scheme above

1 It is, of course, more than possible 498 B.C. (cp. Plutarch, I ¢.) which ushered

that Herodotus has failed to record all the
fighting. Grote (iii. 500) accepts the
tradition (Plutarch, Mor. 861) that Miletos
was invested before the coming of the
Athenians, and that the march to Sardes
raised the siege. Still more probable must
it seem that the operations of the Ionian
fleet are not fully recorded. There was,
perhaps, a victory off Pamphylia in the year

VOL. II

in the Kypriote year of freedom. The
fleet is accounted for below in the first,
second, and fifth campaigns, but the third
and fourth are practically a blank. The
intrigues and adventures of Histiaios might
help to explain, as they certainly exhibit
and imply some remissness of the Ionian
fleet after the victory off Kypros. 8ee
further, note ad fin.
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Baohéos), after the return of Aristagoras from Athens to Miletos, but
before the arrival of the Athenian and Eretrian ships: it therefore
occurred in the early spring of 498 B.c. The march to Sardes, and the
events following, including the defeat of the Ionians at Ephesos, are
the events of the first campaign. The attitude and intentions of the
Ionians were no secret, for preparations had been made to anticipate
them (wporvvbavipevo: Tavra oi Ilépoar xTA. 5. 102), but the Persian
garrison barely saved the Sardian acropolis, and the blow inflicted on
the Ionians at Ephesos cannot have been a very severe one: perhaps it
fell mainly on the men from Athens and Eretria: anyway, it did not
check the spread of the revolt, which quickly reached from Byzantion
to Kypros—the two constant fermini of such movements in later days
likewise. Karia joins the revolt after the burning of Sardes has
shown that the Ionians ‘mean business’ (c. 103); how long after,
unfortunately Herodotus does not specify, and it may here be fairly
questioned whether the accession of Karia should be dated before
the succeeding spring, 497 B.c. The Karians who joined the movement
do not appear to have included (3ooc ‘EAMjvwy Tatrygy v xdpnv
oixéovot) the Hellenes, t.e. the Dorians, settled in Karia, 1. 174, nor
is anything much more remarkable in the whole story of the revolt
than the fact that not a word is said of the Dorians, and their attitude
to the movement. The date at which Kypros revolted was presum-
ably before the taking of Sardes, or before the news reached Kypros:
for the seizure of Salamis by Onesilos is dated ds xai Tovs “lwvas
éxvlero dreordvar 5. 104, and may be placed in the summer of the
first campaigning season : the same point is reached by reckoning back
from the death of Onesilos, and the Persian reconquest of Kypros.
The scene laid at Susa (5. 105-107) would presumably be in the winter
after the burning of Sardes, i.c. after the first campaign, though ra
wrepl 7O Téfov, the vow of Dareios, is probably an Athenian anecdote.
The synchronism attempted by Herodotus between the items recorded
in this passage and the campaign in Kypros (5. 108 ff.) can only be
admitted to a limited extent. Onesilos may have been besieging
Amathus while the news of the burning of Sardes was on its way to
Susa, though we need not allow three months (5. 50) for the courier-
service (cp. 8. 98). The mission of Histiaios and his journey down
to Sardes are apparently placed in the summer of the second eam-
paigning season, and thus synchronise with the warfare in Kypros:
but of that, anon. The advent of Artybios, the despatch of the Ionian
fleet must surely belong to the spring and summer of the second
season, 497 B.C. The year (éviavrds) of Kyprian freedom must, on
this showing, be dated from about the time of the capture of Sardes
to the death of Onesilos. Soli was besieged four months more and
taken (réumre punvi) c. 115. Whether these four months are included
in the year or not makes no difference to the general scheme:
probably they are not.

The land operations of Daurises on the Hellespont seem to be






$ 8,9 THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE IONIAN REVOLT 69

little impression upon tradition except in the memory of the Protean
rdle played by Histiaios about this time (6. 1-5). The fifth campaign-
ing season is fully covered by the naval operations, which centre at
Lade and culminate at Miletos (6. 6 ff.), while Histiaios is clearly
placed at Byzantion during this summer and autumn (6. 26). The
annals of the next season open clearly in c. 31, but the death of
Histiaios, though narrated previously and independently (cc. 28-30),
evidently occurred after the advance of the Persian fleet from Miletos
in the spring of 493 B.c, for it is subsequent to his blockade of
Thasos, which he raises in consequence of the news ds oi Poivikes
dvawrAéovot éx s Mdjrov ért Ty dAAyy lwviny, c. 28.

§ 9. The following scheme exhibits the chronology as reconstructed
upon the lines above indicated. The determining datum is the state-
ment that Miletos was captured in the ‘sixth year’ from the revolt
of Aristagoras (6. 18, 5. 37). The years thus indicated are assumed
to be the years of the Attic calendar, in connexion with which it
was remembered, or recorded, that six Archons marked the interval
between the alliance with Aristagoras, or the commission of Melanthios
(6. 97) and the ‘capture of Miletos’ (8. 18, 21). The campaigning
years do not coincide with the Calendarian years, but five campaigns,
or campaigning seasons, intervene between the two terminal events,
which again would place the latter in the sixth year after the former,
although the interval cannot, for reasons above given, be clearly inferred
from the story of warfare, or even clearly verified in it; and therefore
cannot be supposed to have been inferred or constructed from it.

4 499 B.C.
Summer Failure at Naxos.

OlL 70,2. Autumn  rvpdrrwy xardwavous® dxéoracis 'Apworaybpew
Archon 1I. Winter Aristagoras in Sparta, and in Athens.
P R
\Spring Despatch of Athenian fleet. [Victory off Pamphylia.]
(Summer Burning of Sardes, Battle of Ephesoe.
OL 70. 8 Autumn  Spread of the revolt from Kypros to Byzantion.
o4 . (] 4
Archon II. Winter Refusal of Athens to send further aid (5. 108).
P SO ToaA N OO
Spring Daurises on the Hellespont.
(Summer  Revolt in Karia. Campaign in Kypros.
OL 70, 4. | Autumn Battle of the Marsyas.
Archon 1. | Winter Flight of Aristagoras.!

496 B.C.
\Spring End of the revolt in Kypros: capture of Soli (?).

1 The dates given for the failure of flight of Aristagoras from Miletos, cp.
i at Ennea Hodoi by Thucyd. 4.  Clinton, Fasti, ad ann. 497, 465, 437, and

102 confirm the date above given for the his Appendices v. ix.






APPENDIX VI

ANNAILS OF THE TRIENNIUM 4938-491 B.C.

§ 1. Delimitation of the connected narrative of the Persian operations. § 2. Annals
of the year 493 B.C. (i. the recovery of the Hellespont ; ii. the ordinances of
Artaphrenes). § 3. Annals of Xe year 492 B.c. (i. the expedition of

onios ; ii. the omitted story of Macedon). § 4. Annals of the year 491
B.C. (i. the treatment of Thasos ; ii. the mission of the Heralds). § 5. Was
Herodotus the original author of this chronicle

§ 1. THE annals of these years, a full ¢riennium, are given in accord-
ance with the natural periods for naval or military operations, and may
be conceived as extending from spring to spring (cp. 6. 31, 43, and
Appendix V. § 6 supra). The connected chronicle is, however, much
interrupted over this portion of the text by digressions and insets.
The references for the continuous story are as follows :—

Bk. 6. 31-33, 41, 42 events of 493 B.C.
6. 43-45 ’ 492 B.C.
6. 46, 48-51, 61, 64-66, 73 = ’ 491 B.C.

The present Appendix deals with the continuous chronicle : the more
important digressions demand separate treatment.

§ 2. 493 B.c. Into the spring and summer of this year fall the
reduction of the islands Chios, Lesbos, Tenedos (c. 31), and of the
European side of the Hellespont (c. 33) effected by the Phoenicians ;
the death of Histiaios (cc. 28-30), the escape of Miltiades (c. 41, cp. ¥
c. 104), and capture of his first-born Metiochos; the flight of the
Byzantines and Kalchedonians, and their settlement in Mesambria
(c. 33), with other incidents of the recovery of the coasts from the
Hellespont to the Bosporos. In the meanwhile, or in the winter, may
be dated the ordinances of Artaphrenes, recorded in c. 42.

The temporary liberation of the Hellespont, as of Thrace and
Macedon (cp. Appendix IV. § 9 supra), was fruit of the Ionian revolt,
and almost pure gain to the cause of Hellas. The reappearance of the
Phoenician fleet in these waters, for generations past dominated by
Hellenic settlements, revives a forgotten terror in the hearts of the
Greek. Among the unrecorded causes which prepared the Ionic revolt,
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A fragment in Diodoros! ascribes to Hekataios of Miletos a prominent
and successful mission to Artaphrenes, in connexion with the re-
organisation of Ionia, and apparently transfers to Artaphrenes the
restoration of autonomy to the city-states, which Herodotus has
ascribed to Mardonios (6. 43). It is possible that the passage of
Diodoros may be based upon the authority of Hekataios himself,
directly or indirectly: in any case there is nothing suspicious or
historically unacceptable in it. On the contrary, it is easier to explain
the disappearance, or disarrangement, of the episode in the Herodotean
record, than to account for its introduction, if unauthentic, by Diodoros.
It is to be feared that Herodotus was not zealous to promote the fame
of Hekataios: and irrespective of any personal feeling, a passage
recalling the Persian amnesty, and the good-will of the Ionians in
return, would not be in harmony with the strong Atticism of the annals
of this period, as preserved by Herodotus. Qur historian prefers to
remind his readers that Artaphrenes destroyed the local autonomies
of Ionia, and reassessed the tributes, reserving for Mardonios, with
great improbability, the privilege of establishing democracies in Ionia,
and dropping all mention of Hekataios and his services in the matter.

§ 3. The annals of the year 492 B.C. are given by Herodotus 6.
43-45, that is to say, the acts and events recorded in this passage
must, in accordance with the chronological scheme underlying this
part of his narrative, be assigned to the year 492 B.c. The record
simply comprises the work and the failure of Mardonios, who here
appears for the first time on the stage of Greek history. The name
of Mardonios was well, and for good cause, remembered in Athenian
tradition. On the political achievement ascribed to him, the establish-
ment of ¢ Democracies’ in Ionia, and its bearing on the later situation
created by Athenian primacy, as well as upon the relation of the
passage to Bk. 3. 80 ff., and other points, enough is said in the Notes ad l.
The short story of his military expedition (cc. 43-45) is transparently
lendenzios, pragmatic. It is admitted, indeed, that Mardonios, as supreme
commander of fleet and army, recovered the European main, Thrace
and Macedon, to which the Ionian revolt would seem to have restored
liberty for a while, and that he added the island of Thasos to the
Persian dominions. Yet the net result of the expedition is represented
as failure and disgrace, and partly by what is said, partly by what is
suppressed, the balance-sheet of the account proves Mardonios bank-
rupt. But the auditors have still some remarks to make.

(1) The partial wreck of the fleet off Athos is not in itself improb-

1 10. 25, 2 ‘Exaraios 6 Md\fowos wpeo-
drecraluévos Uxd Tiv "Tdwur Npw-

walely dpa &b wouvjoe Tds wébheis Ilépoass
evooloas. dwodefduevos 3¢ T8 bty o

Toe &' W alriay dxrworel alrois 6 'Apra-

Toi 3¢ elwbvros, uh wore Imép
o xararoheunlévres xaxis Exalov purnoi-
xachowow, Odxolr, Epmoer, el 1O wewor-
Oévar xaxds Thy dwworiay wepiwoel, T

'Apragpéprns dwédwxe Tods wouovs Tals
wbheot xal TakTols Pdpovs xard SUvauw
éwérater. Without guaranteeing the ip-
sissima verba of the reported dialogue, one
might still accept the fact of the embassy.
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B.C. Mardonios had easy work with Macedon. Whether Alexander
was already linked with the Athenians on the one hand (cp. 8.:136,
5. 94) and with the Persians on the other (cp. 8. 136, 5. 21), whether
his Hellenic descent had been already recognised (5. 22) are matters
of conjecture. 'When Herodotus came to record the annals of 492 B.C.
there was probably no tradition of any resistance to the Persian on the
part of the Macedonian king. The Hellenic ruler may be here im-
plicitly contrasted with his Macedonian subjects, yet it cannot be said
that the phraseology (8ovAovs mpocexmijoarro) is philo-Macedonian, and
to suppose that Herodotus is deliberately suppressing a record of the

onian compact with Persia is superfluous in the light of his
admissions elsewhere. It has been argued from the phrase ra évrds
Maxedovwr éfvea that Herodotus derives his information in this passage
from an Asiatic source. The argument is over-subtle. The phrase is
natural from the intrinsic standpoint of the narrative, which carries
Mardonios from Kilikia to Ionia, from Ionia to the Hellespont, from
the Hellespont to Athos: to say nothing of the native standpoint of
the historian himself. The record of Mardonios’ work in the year 492
B.C. is saturated with Athenian self-interest and self-importance. The
establishment of democracies in Ionia, the goal of Mardonios’ long
journey, the enslavement of the nations, including the Brygi, and
possibly other touches in the narrative betray an Athenian source:
and the interests of Athens and the Athenian settlements in the
northern Aegean render it not improbable that even traditions pre-
served in loco would be infected with an Attic tinge.

§ 4. In the annals of the year 491 B.C. there is less to perplex the
modern reader, although both what is recorded, and what is here, in
Bk. 6, omitted, alike present some difficult problems, as well in regard
to the objective order of events, as in regard to the composition of the
historian’s record. The notice of the surrender of Thasos (6. 46)
reads strangely after the notice of its submission to Mardonios in the
previous year. It might perhaps be argued that the subsequent
disasters to Mardonios had inspired the Thasians with a hope of
recovering their liberty: but those disasters are, as shown above,
exaggerated in the story, and the continued loyalty of the neighbouring
states (dorvyeirdvwr), the ready submission of the Thasians to the king’s
anonymous messenger (dyyelov) conveying the king’s verbal command
(Baoirée xeledoravry) seem to show how little danger was to be appre-
hended from Thasos. The development of Thasian power noticed in
c. 46 can hardly be immediately subsequent to the surrender to Mar-
donios in 492 B.C. (c. 44), and is indeed expressly referred back to the
blockade by Histiaios in the spring of 493 B.C. (cp. 6. 28). The record
in c. 46 seems to refer more properly to a date long before the advance
of Mardonios,! unless it be a duplication of the surrender to Mardonios

1 The mention of Histiaios in c. 46, the Thasians to develop their powers offen-
though apparently referring to the blockade  sive and defensive went back to the date of
of 4938 B.0., might suggest that the effortsof  the occupation of Myrkinos, 5.11 (511 B.c.).
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internment in Athens explains, what would otherwise be well-nigh
inconceivable, how the Athenians, a year or two later, could pass by

i and attack Paros, without exposing themselves to Aiginetan
attack (see further, Appendices following).

§ 5. The general character of the chronicles, thus delimited and
envisaged, challenges some further observations. Nowhere, perhaps,
is the composite or conglomerate nature of the work of Herodotus,
and in particular of the portion of it which serves to connect the first
and the last volumes, and rises to its highest pitch of intensity in the
portion of the text comprised in the sixth Book of the conventional
division, more apparent than in the string of passages here under
review. From the record of these years has been segregated, for
separate treatment, all that does not directly bear upon the recovery,
or advance, of the Persian power. Those omitted elements involve
apparently some anachronism, and in any case are obviously derived
from sources very different to the traditions of the Persian campaigns.
The remainder has a curiously explicit chronology, anticipating, even
more obviously than the story of the Ionian revolt, the chronological
method of Thucydides, and suggesting that Herodotus may have had
a chronicle, of some kind or other, to furnish the framework of his
record. But if any such chronicle existed and was used by Herodotus,
its outlines have been not merely broken by personal researches, as
in Thasos, by personal theories, as perhaps in regard to the Ionian
democracies, by express digressions, as on the Attic occupation of
the Chersonese, but also obscured by the intrusion of an account
of the hostilities between Athens and Aigina, which almost certainly
belongs to quite another source. KEven the curiously compact story
of the operations of Mardonios in Europe seems hardly to belong to
the same stratum of tradition as that which has preserved the con-
clusion of the story of the Ionian revolt (cc. 31-42). It might possibly
be that the annalistic system had been to some extent employed in &
chronicle of the Ionian revolt and that Herodotus has attempted to
carry it onwards to the battle of Marathon, more explicitly in regard
to the years where his authority forsook him than in regard to the
years of the Ionian revolt, where he might have more closely followed
his chronological authority, with better results.! If any written
chronicle of the Ionian revolt existed, it may have been from the pen
of the Milesian statesman, whose services in connexion with the
matter Herodotus, as just above shown, has apparently passed over,
or, as elsewhere shown, has recorded only where they reflected little
credit upon his great predecessor.? Unfortunately we know of no
work ascribed to Hekataios on the history of his own times, and it
would be straining a point to suppose that Hekataios had introduced
largely into his Periegesis of Asia, for example, an explicit record of

! But cp. Appendix V.
% Cp. Introduction, vol. I. pp. Ixxxiv. f., and notes to passages there quoted.
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the Ionian revolt, though he might very well have mentioned the
reforms of Artaphrenes, and even his own services in connexion there-
with. On the whole, in this case too, it seems hardly possible to
determine, with any assurance, the exact provenance of the various
elements and parts of the Herodotean conglomerate : nor can we deny
that the annalistic appearance presented by this portion of the work
may be a result of an original essay in chronology on the part of
Herodotus himself. But, in any case, the well-marked peculiarities of
the record of these years contribute to justify the views advanced in
the Introduction, in regard to the composite character and transitional
urpose of these Books, and especially the sixth, in the general
economy of the work.

Nore.—The Archons’ names for the years
in' question, viz. OL 71. 4, 72. 1, 2, are re-
corded as Themistokles, Diognetos, Hybril-
ides : cp. Clinton, Fasti ii 26 ad ann.
If the first name stand for the best-known
Themistokles, the occurrence of the name
may be related to a systematic but un-
acceptable chronology of his life (cp.

J. A. R. Munro in The Classical Review,
Oct. 1892). The Herodotean chronicle
may have been based, to a greater or less
extent, on the Attic Anagraphs for the
Triennium, as for the years of the Ionian
Revolt. Cp. Appendix V. § 6 supre, and
I1X. infra, note ad fin.



APPENDIX VII

SPARTAN HISTORY

§ 1. Materials in Bks. 4, 5, 6 for the early history of Sparta. § 2. Materials in
Bks. 4, 5, 6 for the history of Sparta c. 519-489 B.c. § 3. Chronology of the
reign of Kleomenes. § 4. The story of Dorieus. § 5. The stories of Demaratos.
§ 6. The story of the end of Kleomenes. § 7. The anecdote of the Scythian
em . § 8. The application of Aristagoras. § 9. The wars with Athens.
§ 10. The war with Argos. § 11. The alliance with Athens against Persia.

§ 1. THERE is a large amount of materials in these Books (4, 5, 6)
bearing upon the institutions and history of Sparta from early times
down to the author’s own day : materials of very different orders, and
drawn from very different sources. The present Appendix is con-
cerned mainly with those passages which exhibit the domestic condition
and the foreign relations of Sparta during the period, 519-489 B.C,,
proper to these Books. Certain passages, as not falling within this
scheme, may be somewhat summarily dismissed. Apart from the con-
siderable excursus, setting forth the official or conventional view of the
privileges of the kings,! two passages are easily detachable, which carry
back the perspective to a point long before the period proper to the
chronological narrative in these Books: i. the story of the origin of the
dual royalty 6. 52-59 ; ii. the story of the Minyan rebellion 4. 145-149.
These two stories are plainly little more than aetiological legends, or
transfigurations of the facts, in the light of afterthought. The story
of the royal twins has all but destroyed every hope of recovering the
true explanation of the most remarkable of Spartan institutions, the
double kingship. Of this story it is here enough to say that it is
professedly from a Spartan source, it involves a non sequitur, and cannot
be accepted as history.2 The separation of history and fiction in the
legend of the Minyae is, perhaps, a somewhat less desperate under-
taking. As in the former case so in this it is obvious that the record
attempts to explain existing arrangements in Laconia by a story which
inverts the historical relations of the two sfrafa in the population,
Dorian and prae-Dorian, the conquerors and the conquered, so as to

1 6. 56-59, for criticism of details see notes ad U. 2 See further, notes ad !.
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Spartan sources : as a rule, they are implicated in the main course of
the narrative, or in the excursus on Athenian affairs; it is only in
regard to the Argive war that a Spartan story emerges into obvious
individuality (6. 76-82). Characteristic of the incidental nature of
these records is the fact that the important notice of the part played
by Kleomenes and the Spartans in relation to the alliance between
Athens and Plataia occurs, not in its natural context side by side with
the other notices of the hostilities between Athens and Sparta,! much
less as an item in a survey of Spartan action or policy as a whole, but
casually in a note on the battle of Marathon (6. 108). In regard to
the main subject of these Books, the advance of the Persian power
between 519 B.C. and 489 B.C., there are but three points or passages
where Sparta seems to play a direct part in the action: i. the story
of the Scythian embassy to Sparta, connected with the Scythian

ition of Dareios 6. 84, which is, however, a purely casual record
in Herodotus. 1ii. The story of the application of Aristagoras, con-
nected with the Ionian revolt, 5. 49. iii. A more numerous and
complicated series of passages, offering several points of contact with
the main narrative, yet substantially connected with one another, and
focussed on a single problem, to wit, the relations of Sparta to Athens
in the Marathonian campaign. In particular, these passages comprise
two items : 1. the story of the Aiginetan hostages (6. 49, 50, 61, 73),
which leads directly into the domestic scandal of Sparta ; 2. the mission
of Philippides, and the expedition of the two thousand (6. 106, 120),
which is primarily a chapter in the main story, and obviously from an
Athenian source. It will be convenient to consider this third batch
of notices in this Appendix simply under the title of the Atheno-
Spartan alliance against Persia. The isolation or discrimination of all
the various elements for the history of Sparta during the thirty years
represented by these three Books is, of course, not to be taken to mean
that the facts recorded, or implied, were without causal relations or
bearings, one to another. On the contrary, it is obvious that the
inner condition of the Spartan state and its foreign policy were closely
related to one another at every stage, and that the various transactions
of Sparta with states, in and outside the Peloponnesos, reacted largely
on each other, and on the domestic condition of Lakedaimon. Of the
mutual bearings of the Persian, the Athenian, the Argive, and other
questions on each other, on the relations of Sparta to her own allies,
on the inner conduct of affairs in Sparta itself, there is very little con-
sciousness displayed by Herodotus: but this naivet¢ indirectly redounds
to the credibility of the records, and renders them more responsive to
criticism. The particular consideration of the several stories which
serve for Spartan history during the period under review, will show
that, to a very great extent, the facts, as recorded by Herodotus,
supply an intelligible and consistent rationale of the conduct of Sparta,

1 Cp. Introduction, vol. I. p. xxxix.
VOL. 11 G
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Kleomenes before the battle of Marathon, we have done all that is
possible in the matter : room must be found thereafter for his return
and his death.! The supposition that he was in exile at the time of
the battle of Marathon might help to explain some of the features in
the story of the Spartan action, or inaction, at that crisis: the delay,
the small force tardily despatched, the anonymity of the commander.
That passage is probably from an Athenian source: had a Spartan
king, had Kleomenes been in command, Athenian tradition would
probably have preserved his name. Yet, as will subsequently appear,
the story of Marathon does not absolutely preclude the hypothesis
that Kleomenes was on the throne at the time. A couple of days
later, and Kleomenes at the head of a larger force might have been in
Attica, to take part in the fray. However that may be, it is plain
that the reign of Kleomenes was by no means a short one : it extended
very nearly over the period covered by the main narrative in these
Books, and the express assertion to the contrary 2 is one of the most
unintelligent and unintelligible mis-statements for which Herodotus
is responsible. It is hardly worth while to suppose that the root
of the error is to be found in the brief tenure of power by the king
after his exile and restoration, for that would be to explain one error
by creating another. The blunder seems rather to show how, in
telling a particular story, Herodotus will' sacrifice consistency and
probabxhty for the sake of a point, especially a moral point. The
historian’s own text proves that the reign of Kleomenes was not only
a long but a stirring one, and that the king played an exceptionally
important rdle throughout, both in domestic and in foreign affairs,
The further details in this chronology depend on the discussion of the
particular events recorded for the period, and will emerge naturally in
the course of the paragraphs following, in which the several stories, or
passages, illustrative of Spartan history are to be discussed.

§ 4. The first passage which calls for consideration here, is the
story of Dorieus, 5. 39-48. Taken in connexion with the introductory
passage, the story goes to show that Kleomenes, son of Anaxandridas,
king of Sparta, had three half-brothers, Dorieus, Leonidas, and
Kleombrotos. So uncertain, however, were the family reminiscences
that there were those (in Sparta) who asserted that Leonidas and
Kleombrotos were twins ; but as Leonidas actually succeeded his half-
brother Kleomenes, and as it was not disputed that Dorieus was the
eldest of the second family of Anaxandridas, there was no doubt that
had Dorieus remained in Sparta (and survived Kleomenes), he would
in due course have been king in his stead. Dorieus, however, left
Sparta in consequence of his eldest brother’s accession, and after one
failure to effect a settlement in Libya, passed away to the west, where

1 The death, or, perhaps, rather the 2 o0 ydp Twa woA\d» xpbvor Fpte &
exile, of Kleomenes might be dated to  KAeouérns 5. 48. Cp. note ad I, and

488/7 B.c. Cp. Appendix VIII. § 5. § 4 snfra.
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The process of damning the character and memory of Kleomenes
is seen already operating in the story of Dorieus. Kleomenes
succeeds to the kingdom simply in virtue of his superior age, and in
spite of his being ov ¢periipys dxpoparis e, ‘not merely disordered
but stark mad.” Dorieus on the other hand was a very prince among
his peers, and, if the succession had been determined by merit, must
have been king. Yet the sequel of the story ill accords with this
panegyric. That peerless prince is too impatient and too proud to
play a part in Sparta second to his elder brother. He is too impious
or too hasty to consult the divine wisdom in his first colonial adven-
ture, or to betake him straight to the divinely-ordered bourne in his
second ; no wonder, the one ended in disaster, the other in death.
The story does not fulfill the promise of its beginning; the sermon
refutes the text. For how much of this inconsequence Herodotus
himself is responsible, who can say exactly? At least he is guilty of
overlooking the fallacy. But the story is not therefore insignificant.
Introduced by Herodotus ostensibly to explain the succession of
Kleomenes (an object accomplished by cc. 39-41), it ends by being an
explanation of the failure and fate of Dorieus. In the story Dorieus
is, after all, the transgressor. Ambitious, impatient, proud, almost
impious, never was a man who more richly, or more obviously, deserved
his fate. The desire to blacken Kleomenes has led to a non sequitur .
the person who comes worst out of this story is Dorieus.!

That the story deals in the main with historical persons and
historical events cannot be doubted ; they shine through the texture
of the pragmatic and inconsequent composition. It is the moral,
the afterthought, the motivation, the causality, which are questionable
and refutable. Other points of significance may lie in the story.
Polygamy is a practice which breeds quarrels in the household. Was
there in the case of Kleomenes and Dorieus a question of succession ?
Was Kleomenes, indeed, in some way less acceptable to the Dorian
Spartiatae than his half-brother Dorieus? Did Delphi perhaps direct
a decision in favour of the elder brother? Such questions may fairly
be asked, for they stand in an intelligible relation to the story—but
the traditions fail to decide them : xai wdpeore oxorépowri ris welberar
QUTOV TOUTOW L T POT Y WPEELV.

§ 5. The story of the deposition of Demaratos (Anuapirov 7 xard-
zavois s Pacidnins 6. 67) involves further the stories of his birth
(6. 61-64, 68, 69), and of his exile (6. 67, 70); and the three may
here be treated in one connexion. The accession of Demaratos cannot
be pushed back much before 510 B.c. (cp. Clinton, Fasti, ii.% p. 259),
and need not be pushed quite so far back; for Clinton relies on a
statement in Pausanias, 3. 7, 7, that Demaratos was associated with
Kleomenes in the Liberation of Athens, a statement worth next to
nothing. If, indeed, Kleomenes succeeded about 520/19 B.C., and

! For a similar fallacy, cp. notes on the speech of Sokles, 5. 92.
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necessary antecedent of which is the substitution of Leotychides for
Demaratos as colleague of Kleomenes. The process by which the
deposition was effected is comparatively clear. Leotychides, suborned
or encouraged by Kleomenes (éx s KAeopéveos mpoBuuins), makes
an affidavit against the legitimacy of the Prokleid king (xardupvvra,
xarwupocin) : & trial takes place, the court being in all probability con-
stituted by the Gerusia, Ephors, and Kleomenes, with Leotychides as
prosecutor ! (édiwxe) : witnesses were produced, certain Spartans, surely
now well stricken in years, who averred that they had, as Ephors,
been present—perhaps at a meeting of the Gerusia—when news was
brought to Ariston of the birth of Demaratos whom he had straightway
disowned, as no son of his. It is tolerably obvious that no suspicion had
attached itself to the birth of Demaratos until Leotychides made his
affidavit, and the story, which figures now as a part of the narrative in
Herodotus (6. 63), was produced and attested at the trial. The next
step in the process is not quite so plain. It looks as though the matter
had been discussed in the Apella (c. 66), and the ultimate decision re-
ferred to Delphi It may fairly be conjectured that the court of first
instance decided in favour of Leotychides, and that the discussion in the
Apella was raised by Demaratos and his friends, with good prospect of
success, until the motion was carried for an appeal to the Pythia—the
result of which was already determined by Kleomenes. A Delphic
decision had such weight in Sparta as to shake, if we may believe the
story of the interview between Demaratos and his mother (6. 68), even
the deposed king’s own faith in his legitimacy. A venal decision is
not ipso facto a false one ; men have been bribed to speak the truth:
and it is difficult to infer what the Spartans would have done, on
discovering the corrupt practices of Kleomenes (6. 74), if the previous
medism of Demaratos had not relieved them of a difficulty. Could
Leotychides have been displaced, and Demaratos restored ¢ The alter-
native, suggested by Herodotus, that Demaratos was the son of Ariston
or of Astrobakos, and the whole tendency of the reported interview be-
tween Demaratos and his mother, go to justify the practical result, even
while glorifying the true descent of the deposed king. To rationalise
any further the memoir of the wonders connected with that anonymous
lady (cc. 61, 69), is hardly necessary for strictly historical purposes.
The story of the actual flight and medism of Demaratos is com-
paratively simple and straightforward; the only questions it need
excite are a doubt as to the exact chronology of the affair, and a
doubt whether the whole truth concerning the medism of the deposed
Spartan king has been told. In regard to the chronology: the
Gymnopaidia, at which Demaratos was insulted by Leotychides, cannot be
dated earlier than midsummer 2 491 B.c., and can hardly be the festival

! Cp. Pausanias, 3. B, 2; G. Gilbert, which fell as a rule in the Athenian month
Handbuch, i.3 p. 60, n. 2 (1893); note Hekatombaion, see Manso, Sparta, I. ii.
to 6. 82. p- 213, and note to 8. 87. For xopowoids

2 On the date of the Gymnopaidia, cp. Xen. Ages. 2. 17.
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his brethren the lion-hearted Leonidas, the ill-starred Kleombrotos,
what his daughter, the precocious and shrewd Gorgo, were about
all this while! Long ere Herodotus gathered his materials for
the biography of Kleomenes, ill fame and misfortune had accumulated
upon the Agid house. Pausanias the Regent was no more, his pride
and his dishonour had eclipsed even the memory of Kleomenes ;!
the feeble Pleistoanax had succeeded the short-lived Pleistarchos, and
must have been in exile, when these Books were being written ;2
the Prokleid kings were for the time at least de facto in the ascendant
(cp. 6. 71). Was any one in Sparta, or Hellas, concerned just then
to rehabilitate the greatest of the Agid kings, or even to look for
any reasonable plan, or purpose, in his remembered acts 1

The memories of the Persian war rose to obscure the career of the
strong man, who had taken no part in that contest, or whose part in
it had been eclipsed by the greater glories, and the greater crimes of
the heroes of Thermopylae, of Plataia, of Mykale. Even the medizing
Demaratos was to Herodotus a more familiar and acceptable personage 8
than Kleomenes, and Herodotus could deliberately explain the ghastly
doom of the phrenzied old king as a divine judgment upon him
for his intrigue against Demaratos.* To be sure Demaratos in exile
was to do duty, if in the order of Herodotus’ composition he had not
already done duty, as wise-man in the suite of the invading Xerxes.
Is it strange that through the mists of oblivion, rivalry, prejudice and
afterthought the figure of Kleomenes looms as an enigma in Spartan
history rather than as an intelligible and manageable agent ¥ And yet,
without going beyond the acts of Sparta during the reign of Kleomenes
recorded by Herodotus himself, it may be made plain that the state
pursued an energetic, though not wholly successful, foreign policy, for
which the king is made largely responsible. But to obtain a proper
view of these recorded acts, they must be detached from the anecdotal
or accidental contexts in which they are embedded by the Herodotean
method, and must be envisaged in their natural relations, to the main
current of events, during the period, and to each other. How far the
success and failure of Sparta were due to the genius or the madness of
the king; how far his successes abroad were thwarted or foiled by
opposition at home, it is not easy, at this distance of time, and with
these materials, to decide: one result appears plain, that the Spartans,

? For the chronology, see Clinton, Fasts,
iL.® 262.
3 One strong phrasecan be quoted against

charge of Aim in London . . . he delighted
n drinking Rard, at all events since his
deposition. Celewayo’s restoration proved

a fadure ; but i was a reasonable experi-
ment, and might have succeeded, but for the
deadly hostility with which he was regarded
in Natal by most Europeans, including,
we fear, a great many officials. From
The , Feb. 1884.

15, 82

Demaratos from Herodotus: oix Alywy-
réwr obrw xndbuevos ws Plbry xal &vyp
xpewuevos 6. 61. This remark Hdt. may
have taken over from his source, though it
would, perhaps, have pleased him, as help-
ing to explain the king's misfortunes.

4 6. 84. 8 7. 8, 101-104, 209 etc.
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year 499 B.C.,, cp. Appendix V. § 4) as told by Herodotus, 5. 49,
stands on a very different footing to the anecdote just discussed. It
is an integral part of the main narrative; it occurs in its natural
order; and the critique of the story renders the central fact, that
Aristagoras went to Sparta in order to obtain support for the
Ionians, altogether probable, although it divests that fact of the
pragmatic colours with which it has been decorated by Herodotus, or
his authorities, and sets the suit of Aristagoras and its rejection at
Sparta, in a new light and in new relations. Grote?! long ago pointed
out that this story was, at least in part, from a Spartan source, and
condemned it as involving an anachronism. The anachronism lies
in the proposal, that the Spartans should march to Susa, and there
attack the king: such an idea belongs to a period long after
500 B.c. Moreover, the proposition is altogether inconsequent in
the actual circumstances; Aristagoras may have asked the Spartans
to march to Sardes, but in his wildest moments can hardly have
projected the invasion of Upper Asia. But Grote condoned the
assumption and virtual assertion, throughout the story, that the whole
negotiation is conducted simply and solely as a transaction between
Aristagoras and Kleomenes.? To suppose, or admit, on the strength
of this passage, that in the year 499 B.C. either (or both) of the
kings could, solely upon the hypothetical prerogative, wéAemov éxpéperv
er W dv Boddwvrar xdpnv xrA. (6. 56), take a Spartan army to Susa,
or even to Sardes, without going to Gerusia, or Apella, for consent,
betrays an inadequate appreciation, as of the spirit and nature of
Spartan institutions, so of the qualities and character of Herodotus’
histories. A custom, which may have prevailed at one time in regard
to the warfare of Sparta in the Peloponnese (wpds re Meooyriovs xai
"Apkd8as Te xai 'Apyelovs 5. 49), could never have sanctioned an
expedition to Asia. The cases on record are themselves open to
criticism : the records are imperfect and pragmaticc. = The Samian
oligarchs before 521 B.C. apply to Sparta for aid against Polykrates,
3. 46. They are introduced, or produced, éxi rovs apyovras, a first
and a second time. The two Laconisms recorded are worthy of the
wit of Kleomenes ; the first of them is actually ascribed to him by
Plutarch (4pophth. Lac. Mor. 223) ; the second is, in the circumstances,
entirely inappropriate, and cannot be correctly placed by Herodotus,
who has apparently confused a repartee, addressed to some famine-
stricken Chians, with an answer given to the oligarchs of Samos.’
There is nothing anyway in the story to commit Herodotus, or us, to
the view that the king or kings, by the royal prerogative, despatched
the expedition to Samos; the co-operation of the Corinthians makes

! jii. 498 (Pt. 11. ¢. xxxv). and direction of foreign affairs—subject,
2 Grote, iil. 498 n., from accepting the however, to trial and punishment by the
record too easily has inferred that ‘“the Ephors in case of misbehaviour.”
Spartan king had the active management 3 Cp. Stein’s note, ad l.c.
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did no one then suspect it, after the previous fiaschi? Or what possible
destination could such a force have had at the time, if not Athens?
(8) The Boeotians and Chalkidians were moving on Attica at the same
time, dxd ovvbhjparos. The circumstances are indeed suspiciously like
the sitnation just before the Thirty Years’ truce (Thuc. 1. 113, 114),
but even if the earlier record has here been coloured by the later
situation, it will not altogether lose credit; and if the Boeotians and
Chalkidians were moving at the same time as Kleomenes, and by
agreement with him, they probably knew the destination of his forces :
what was no secret to them can hardly have been a secret to the
Corinthians, to the Sparta.ns themselves, to Demaratos, who was
associated with Kleomenes in command of the Spartan forces (cuvef-
ayaydv Te ™y orpara)y éx Aaxedaipovos 5. 76). Whether Demaratos
and Kleomenes had always been on good terms until the quarrel at
Eleusis, and whether it was on and immediately after this occasion that
the law was passed which is recorded in 5. 75 (awxd 8¢ ravrys s
Sixooracins éréln vépos év Zwdpry pi) éfeivar émeobar dudorépovs Tovs
Bacidéas éfwovans orparujs) are questions which have been discussed
in another connexion (cp. § 5 supra). If the conclusion there
reached be correct, it confirms the suspicion of inadequacy and
pragmatism raised against the account of the third expedition of
Kleomenes. The break-up at Eleusis is followed by the project for
restoring Hippias, which is likewise wrecked, according to the story (5.
90-93) by the opposition of the Symmachy led by Corinth. The date
of the congress at Sparta might be a year or two after the affair at
Eleusis, for Amyntas of Macedon is still alive (c. 94). The king,
the kings, disappear from this passage, except for the remark that
the oracles brought by Kleomenes from Athens had something to say
to the new departure (c. 90). It is the ‘Lakedaimonians’ who are
moved to send for Hippias, it is the ‘Spartiatae’ who summon
representa.txves from the allies (cuupdyxwv dyyélovs) and address them
in & speech, which its author cannot have conceived as uttered by
Kleomenes (juéas pév kal 7dv Bacidéa ppéwv wepvPpioas e&ﬁakc)
The speech of Sokles, which follows, proves that we are not in the
presence of an accurate record, for such a story-telling would have
been utterly out of place under the given circumstances: but the case
so far as reported, and the preceding cases, when examined critically,
lend no support to the view that a Spartan king could sponfe sua take
a Spartan army, or an allied army, into central Greece, much less across
the sea. It is thus a great waste of ingenuity to attempt to fix a
point between 500 and 480 B.C. as the date at which such power
from the king, even though Aristagoras is reported to have
interviewed Kleomenes, and Kleomenes alone, and the Athenians in
479 B.C. address themselves to the Ephors (9. 7). The latest case
does not prove that the Ephors were competent to despatch a Spartan
army hither or thither at any time of their own will: nor does the
earliest case prove any such competency of the king. If Aristagoras
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Later scholars, notably Duncker,! have somewhat advanced on
Grote’s argument, which was mainly negative. The origin of the
story in Herodotus has with some plausibility been referred to an
apologetic afterthought. Grote had pointed out the anachronism
involved in the proposal that the Spartans should march in 498 B.c.
to Susa. The idea belongs to a period subsequent to the Persian
wars, the Greek victories. Ascribed to Aristagoras, before the Ionian
revolt, it convicts the Milesian stranger of absurd folly, and acquits the
Spartan king and Commons of all responsibility and discredit. After
the ‘wars of Liberation,’ everybody in Greece could see that the
Spartans were to blame for not supporting the Ionian revolt in
499 B.C. (cp. the criticism put into the mouth of the Corinthians,
Thucyd. 1. 69). This criticism, indeed, is partially anticipated by the
Herodotean Aristagoras (Iovwv waidas x7A 5. 49, 1. 7 ff. vol. 1. p. 189).
But the apology of the Spartiate was two-fold : Aristagoras had made
an absurd proposal, and he had applied to the wrong quarter: he had
asked Kleomenes to go to Susa, not the Spartiates to go to Sardes.

But how if this story be, indeed, a mere pragmatic apology 3
How if Aristagoras merely asked the Spartiates to do what he after-
wards persuaded the Athenians to do? The problem is shifted from
the ‘subjective’ to the ‘objective’ order: the fact to be explained is
not the Spartan ‘apologia,’ and afterthought as found in Herodotus,
but the actual refusal of Sparta in 499 B.Cc. to go to Ionia. The
solution of this problem is fully though unwittingly contained in
the facts recorded by Herodotus. That he himself does not realise
the bearing of these facts upon that problem, is a further guarantee
of the authenticity of the facts. The sufficient reasons for the refusal
of Sparta to help Ionia against Persia in 499 B.C. are to be found not
in the folly of Aristagoras, nor in the incorruptibility of Kleomenes, but
in the circumstances and position of Sparta at the moment, and the
events of Spartan history during the preceding decade. These facts
and circumstances comprise at least two sets of events and consider-
ations: the relations of Sparta with Athens, and the relations of
Sparta with Argos. The two are more or less intimately connected,
and also suggest further factors in the case, as for example the
relations of Sparta, during the period indicated, or during the reign of
Kleomenes, to her allies in Peloponnese, to Delphi, Boeotia, and the
northern states, as well as the inner conditions of the Spartan state
itself : but these considerable factors of Spartan action and policy in
499 B.C. are not presented by Herodotus in what now plainly appears
their mutual bearings: the relations to Athens have to be recovered
from the excursus on Athenian affairs, derived from Athenian
gources ; the relations to Argos are presented simply as a biographical

unlimited royal power (‘‘ eine fast unum-  But the proof disappears when the stories,
schrinkte Konigsherrschaft,” Dum, Entsle- on which it reposes, are criticall'y examined.
Aung . Entw. d. Sp. Ephorats, p. 78). 1 Gesch. d. Alterthums, vii.® 41 (1882).
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implied by the oracular juxtaposition of the two events, is the one
clear indication of the approximate date of the former; but the
material sequence is all in favour of dating that war after the visit of
Aristagoras to Sparta. No great stress need be laid on the invitation
of Aristagoras to postpone the wars with Argives, Arkadians, and
Messenians : but, if we admit that the Spartans had just all but
annihilated Argos, one of the chief reasons for the refusal to support
the Ionian revolt disappears. The supposition that the Argive war
took place early in the reign of Kleomenes is met by the plea of the
Argives in 481 B.C,! and the story of the war, as recovered from
Plutarch, accords very well with the stages in the quarrel between
Kleomenes and Demaratos, above indicated, and supplies an immediate
motive for the opposition of Demaratos to Kleomenes in Aigina in
491 B.C. On almost every ground, then, the later date for the Argive
war, suggested by Herodotus, is preferable to the earlier date
extracted from Pausanias. To fix the event to a precise year is not
possible, for a literal synchronism is not required by the oracle. A
date rather before than after the fall of Miletos is, however, desirable,
as better allowing for the development of friendly relations between
Sparta and Athens, subsequent to the double event. In regard to the
actual story of the war it is unnecessary to add anything more to what
is said above, and in the notes on the text, except to emphasise again
the importance of the passage as significant of the real determinants of
Spartan policy during this period, and as illustrative of the character of
the sources available to Herodotus, and of his own methods of employing
them. He has surrendered to an ex parfe Spartan version of the affair,
and he has preserved the story simply as the account which the Argives
might offer as explanatory of the awful doom of king Kleomenes,

§ 11. A great change appears to have come over the policy of
Sparta before the end of the decade 500-491 B.Cc., as compared
with the policy pursued in the preceding decade. Though Sparta
was supported by some of her allies against Argos in 496 B.C,
the latter city had enjoyed no assistance from Athens. The sup-
pression of the Ionian revolt, the reappearance of the Phoenicians,
the recovery of Thrace and Macedon by Mardonios, may have
contributed to convince Sparta, with some of her allies, perhaps
Corinth, who had interests in the north, that the Persian advance
was a serious menace to southern Hellas. Yet the good under-
standing effected between Athens and Sparta, in or before the year
491 B.C., is still something of a mystery. The story of the Aiginetan
hostages 6. 49, 50, 61, 73, the story of the mission of Philippides
6. 106, and the despatch of the two thousand hoplites to Attica
6. 125, appear to establish at least the bare fact of an agreement
and alliance between Sparta and Athens against the Persian. The

! 7. 148 ; but how little reliance can be  in the note to 6. 40. On the date of the
placed on an Herodotean rewsr(, appears  Argive war cp. note to 6. 76.
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art of the story-teller: and what of verisimilitude is gained by the
notorious pit at Athens is lost in the nameless well at Sparta.
The anecdote has the air of a preconcerted arrangement between the
Coryphaean states to pass a sorry jest upon the king’s messengers : this
characteristic makes the double performance none the more probable.
If such an episode must be given up for Athens in 491 B.C,, it is not
very easy to save it for Athens at some other date. The most ap-
propriate moment for the mission of heralds to Hellas from the
king is about 515-511 B.C., in connexion with the king’s invasion of
Europe ; and such a mission might be dated during one of the king’s
visits to Sardes, and most probably after his return from Scythia
(cp- Appendix IV.§ 8). If Persian heralds had reached Athens during
the régime of Hippias they would not have been cast into the
Barathron. If Hippias had medised before his expulsion, would the
fact have been forgotten in Attica? The tradition in Thucydides
6. 59 of the intrigue of Hippias to procure the king’s favour, after
the death of Hipparchos (cp. Appendix III. § 3), leaves no room
for this story of the treatment of the Persian heralds at Athens.
Misplaced, omitted, or forgotten in its right place, a complement of
the Spartan action, improbable in itself, and inconsistent with the
record and the recorded facts, how can the story of the Athenian out-
rage on the Persian heralds stand for truth? In the case of Sparta!

can judgment go differently? The fate of Nikolaos and Aneristos in
430 B.C. is beyond question, but it was not exacted by the Persian,
nor is any reference to the crime of Sparta and Athens ever made,
until it is raked up to explain, upon ethical principles, the fate of
Nikolaos and his colleague. Can it be certain that the ‘devotion’ of
Bulis and Sperthias in 481 B.C. is strictly historical, or that it was
undertaken as an act of reparation for the outrage of 491 B.c.? Why
should the Spartans in that year have outraged the heralds even of a
non-Hellenic power? They were not ignorant of the state of things
in Asia, they had no special reason to provoke the great king to
anger. Doubtless in, or before, that year Sparta decided to do for
Athens what she had refused to undertake for Miletos a few years
previously. Much had happened meanwhile : the revolt and reduction
of Ionia, war between Athens and Aigina, war between Sparta and
Argos, the surrender of Thrace and Macedon to the Persian. But
that Sparta treated the Persian embassy after an impious fashion, the
memory of which disappears for fifty or sixty years, to be revived in
connexion with an episode of the second year of the Peloponnesian war,
is improbable. The account of that episode given by Thucydides
2. 67 lends no colour to the historical pretensions of the Hero-
dotean anecdote for 491 B.C., but rather the reverse; in particular,

1 Wecklein, U. d. Tradition d. Perser- Sparta to make the Spartan conscience
Rriege, p. 42, observes that pit and well uneasy. Busolt, Die Lakedaimonier, i.
supply earth and water. He believes, 3847, finds the Spartans guilty.
however, that something had happened in
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existing agreement between the two states for mutual assistance : it is,
however, natural to assume that there was already existing a ocvppayia,
or at least an éryuayia, éri T¢ M+, between Sparta and Athens, and
that the mission of Philippides had for its object to apprise the
Spartans that the case for support had become urgent. His interview
at Sparta is with the dpyorres. Who or what may be concealed under
this phrase is not self-evident, but it probably covers the Ephors (cp.
9. 7), whose function it may have been ¢povpiv ¢paiveww.! The zeal of
Sparta on this occasion on behalf of Athens does not seem urgent, and
if Demaratos had just fled to Asia, and Kleomenes was intriguing in
Arkadia, Sparta’s lukewarmness might be all the more easily defended.
Yet the rapidity with which the support moved, when once in motion,
looks like ¢ business’; and the celebrated criticism uncritically directed
against the malice of Herodotus, as evidenced in his remarks on the
cause of the Spartan delay, might really point to bad faith on the
part of the Spartans, but that the only month in question was probably
the Karnean, in relation to which the Spartan excuse may have been
sincere. (Cp. Plutarch, de malign. Herodoti, 26, notes to 6. 106, and
Appendix X. §27.) It is, however, possible to maintain that Kleomenes
was still in Sparta, and that the reaction after Marathon helped to
his downfall. (Cp. § 3 supra.) Anyway it is obvious that there was
a great change of feeling and policy in Sparta, after the Athenian
victory, which may better be considered in connexion with the
attempted recovery of the Aiginetan hostages (Appendix VIII. § 5).
The proceedings connected with the expulsion, restoration and death
of Kleomenes might help to explain why the intervention of Sparta on
behalf of Aigina in 488 B.C. was confined to a purely moral argument,

as may be inferred from the speech put into the mouth of Leotychides,
6. 86.

1 Cp. § 8, pp. 93, 94 supra.
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490 and 481 B.C.? In the latter year, according to Herodotus, the
fend (éx0pn) between the two states was composed at the Isthmian
congress, and the greatest war of the time (6 péywros méAepos) termin-
ated.! There was, then, some fighting during the decade between
Marathon and Salamis, and to that period may surely be assigned the
project of Themistokles for the enlargement of the fleet, which is
closely associated with the Aiginetan struggle.? Yet, unless some of
the events, recorded by Herodotus in Bks. 5 and 6, belong to the
decade between Marathon and Salamis, the fighting of that period has
entirely disappeared from his Histories. An attempt will be made in
this Appendix to cover some of this loss by transferring materials, dated
apparently by Herodotus before Marathon, to the succeeding decade.
This attempt cannot be described as unjustifiable, and is to be
defended by a consideration of the general character of the stories
and by particular indications, including the anachronisms, contained
in them. We are certainly not dealing with a single coherent
and well chronologised narrative. It appears far more likely that
Herodotus has been guilty of one more anachronism, even a very
congiderable one, than that his Histories contain no memory of the
warfare between Athens and Aigina after Marathon. The exact
amount of material to be transferred is a nice question, upon which
it is less easy to make up one’s mind, or to expect agreement from
others. But, in any case, a good deal will be gained, as well for the
objective history of the Atheno-Aiginetan war, as for our critique of
the Herodotean logography, by a detailed examination of the traditions
on the subject preserved by Herodotus, which contain, together with
the usual literary transfigurations, indubitable evidence respecting the
actual course of affairs.

Not less remarkable than the major omission or anachronism
above indicated is a secondary omission in the Herodotean record,
which redounds in a way to its historical credit. Accustomed as we
rightly are to discover, in the work of Herodotus, an appreciable
influence of later and, so to speak, contemporary politics and interests
upon the record of earlier actions or events,> we may be surprised to
search the stories of the Atheno-Aiginetan feud for indications of such
influences almost in vain. The story of the pollution (dyos) proves,
indeed, that the moral of a remote episode in the struggle was drawn,
as late as 431 B.C, from an event of that year:* but we are not
obliged to infer that the whole context is of equally recent origin with
the notice of the final and divine judgment upon the Aiginetans, nor
has the last event seriously distorted the antecedent record. In a
passage in the fifth Book we may perhaps detect a reference, apparently
unconscious on the historian’s own part, to the great war of 458 B.C.,
which resulted in the complete victory of Athens and the incorporation

1 7. 145. 3 Cp. Introduction, vol. I. pp. lxv ff.
% Hdt. 7.144, Thuc. 1. 14,'Ad. woA. c. 22. 4 6. 91.
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6. 49, 50, 73; IV. a set of stories, or records, presenting the sub-
sequent relations of Athens and Aigina so far as the record ex hypothesi
goes, 6. 85-93, of so complex and disputable a character that it is
hardly possible to mark their quality or contents by a single title.
It will be convenient to consider each of these four sections in turn,
with special reference to the chronology, the sources, and the historical
character, or significance, of the given passage. It will then be
possible to summarise the general results, and even to present, in
tabular form, the more probable perspective of the historic eventas.
It must throughout be remembered that we are primarily concerned
with the period from 519 B.C. to 489 B.C, but that owing, on the
one hand, to the nature of the case, and, on the other hand, to the
nature of the record we are compelled somewhat to disregard these
limits. The first passage will naturally carry back before the limit.
Owing to circumstances there is practically little or nothing to record
of the first decade (519-510 B.C.) of our period. The hither end is
reached not in 489 B.C. but only in 481 B.c. The period actually or
mainly in view comprises three decades: the decade before the Ionian
revolt, from the expulsion of Hippias to the advent of Aristagoras ;
the decade from the outbreak of the Ionian revolt to the battle of
Marathon, or the Parian expedition; the decade from Marathon to
Salamis, or from the failure at Paros (489 B.C.) to the congress at
the Isthmus (481 B.C.). These are natural periods for the subject,
and the final problem is to distribute the materials, contained in these
Books, in an acceptable sequence over those thirty years.

§ 2. 1. The first chapter in the story, as a whole, is the account
of the origin of the feud between Athens and Aigina, Bk. 5. cc. 82-88.
This passage forms a distinct excursus or digression in the course of
the main narrative,! but it is itself in turn compacted of several stages,
or strata. It will suffice here to observe that the story of the dealings
between Athens and Aigina only begins in chapter 84 with the
words mpds Tavra of 'Afnvaio: é& Alywav wéuyavres xTA.: what lies
before that puts Athens into relation with Epidauros, and Epidauros
into relation with Aigina, and is virtually another story, though a
story consequential, or antecedent, as the case may be, to the story
of the actual outbreak of -the feud between Aigina and Athens. It
is not necessary in this place to recite the story, or stories, in detail :
taking them as read, we may at once proceed to examine the chrono-
logical data, to discuss the probable source, or sources of the story or
stories, and to determine, so far as may be, the truth, or at least
the significance, of the events narrated.

a. Chronological. Distinguishing the story of the origin of the
quarrel into its two natural stages, and dealing first with the latter
portion, the initial problem is to determine the date of the Athenian
demand and attack on Aigina (cc. 84 ad fin.,, 85). The mention of

1 Cp. Introduction, vol. I. pp. xxxviii {.
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What the date of the story itself may be, is a further question. To
us it is in its present form no older than Herodotus, but it came to him,
in the course of his researches probably after 458 B.C.,! in some form
or other as ancient history. The story of the statues, i.e. of the first
attack of the Athenians upon Aigina, appears in the context to be
traced back to the epoch, some few years before 500 B.c., of the
Aigineto-Theban alliance against Athens.2 But it would scarcely be
safe to argue from one passage that the story was not older or younger
than the implicit epoch. Unless the story be a pure fiction, it must
in some form be as old as the events themselves: unless it be true
in every detail, it owes a debt, probably cumulative, to a series of
raconieurs terminating in Herodotus himself.

b. Sources. The passage just quoted might seem to refer the
story to an Aiginetan source: but the body of the story itself
(especially cc. 85, 86), proves that various and rival authorities are
represented in the text of Herodotus. It can hardly, however, be
doubted that the conflicting authorities are introduced as variants upon
& more or less continuous story, extending from c. 82 to c. 88
inclusively. The prominence of the oracle in c¢. 82 is no adequate
reason for ascribing what may be called the nucleus, or the main
thread, to Delphic memories. The passage with which the story
concludes (c. 88 ad fin.), suggests a more probable and hardly less
august source. The story of the statues of Damia and Auxesia—
what is it primarily but a legend told in the Aiginetan temple of those
divinities? It explains many facts: to wit, why the statues were of
olive-wood, why they were kneeling statues, why the women offered
such extraordinarily large brooch-pins in that temple, why none but
enchorial pottery was used in the sanctuary. The Attic complements,
or correctives, of the story are easily recognisable. The statement that
there was a monopoly of olive-trees in Athens, the truth of which
Herodotus himself does not guarantee (Aéyera: 8¢ xrA. c. 82), may
be from an Athenian authority. A phrase applied to the Aiginetans
(ayvwpooivy xpnoduevor c. 83) is hardly what Aiginetans themselves
would have used, but it might of course be a happy thought of
Herodotus’ own.® Athenian authority is expressly cited (in cc. 85, 86),
as contradicting the Aiginetan version of the story, and (in c. 87) as
contradicting an ‘Argive’ statement, while in the same passage an
admission and a complement to the joint Argivo-Aiginetan story are
expressly given from Athenian sources.t Whether the passage on the
change of dress at Athens is from an Attic source, or is a result of the
historian’s reflection (yvdun), may be considered a disputable point.
The remark that the so-called Ionian style was really Karian comes
with special but suspicious force from a born ¢ Karian’; how much of

1 Cp. 5. 89. 3 Cp. Introduction, vol. I. p. cvi.

2 5. 89 rére 8¢ OnBalwy éwixaleouévwy, ¢ But cp. Introduction, vol. I. pp. lxxvii
wpoltuws 7Oy wepl Té dyd \uara yevoué- f. on the citation of authorities nomsina-
ruy drvapuprnoxduero ol Alywirac xrA. tim.
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without passing beyond it. But it must be admitted that this con-
clusion is very far from indisputable. The clearest chronological
indications in the context are given in c. 89, but they suggest that
Herodotus has here again, perhaps, committed himself to a fresh ana-
chronism. According to the story, the Athenians (before the projected
restoration of Hippias) are preparing to attack Aigina, when an oracle
comes to warn them to postpone the attack “thirty years.” The
oracle, however, foretells likewise, in any case, the ultimate reduction
of the island (rélos pévror xaraorpefecfar). It is only reasonable to
see in this oracle a reference to the reduction of Aigina in 458/7 B.C.
It is hardly less reasonable to carry the period of ¢ thirty years” back
from that epoch in order to gain a date for the Athenian undertaking
against Aigina, which was ex hypothesi the occasion of the oracle.
This argument leads to a date about 488/7 B.C. or a little later, as the
date at which the Athenians prepared to move against Aigina, and
perhaps founded the réuevos to Aiakos, which in Herodotus’ own
days was in the Agora.! But this date lands us in the decade after
Marathon, not in the decade before the Ionian revolt. War between
Athens and Aigina there certainly was during the interval between
Marathon and Salamis, though Herodotus has nowhere explicitly
described it : and if to that war the reported oracle refers, it is by an
anachronism that the Athenian project against Aigina is transferred,
in this passage, to a date before the close of the sixth century, or at least
it is an error that the Pythian response is brought into connexion with
the eircumstances of that time. It manifestly squares far better with
the general data and traditions to conclude that Athens did not
undertake or project any conquest of Aigina until after Marathon,
than to suppose that Athens was at war with Aigina just before the
Ionian revolt. Some hostility and irregular warfare may of course
date back to that period, but hardly the deliberate project of Athens,
or the promise of Delphi, for the conquest of Aigina. Some items of
tradition belonging to a date after Marathon, perhaps even after
the battle of the Eurymedon, seem to have been thrown back in
this passage into the last decade of the sixth century. That being
the case, the question must arise whether any of the events recorded
in this passage (5. 79-81, 89) belong to the sixth century? The
question above stated recurs: How much time is covered by the
narrative of cc. 79-81 % How long after their defeat at the Euripos
(c. 77) did the Thebans effect an alliance with the Aiginetans? How
much time is to be allowed for the renewed attack on Athens by the
Thebans in alliance with the Aiakids (c. 81) and their remewed
disasters, and when precisely is this fresh Theban movement to be
dated? How much time elapses, after the failure of the Heroes to

1 vd viv éxl THs dyopfys WBpvrar 5. 89. was ‘restored.” Cp. Introduction, vol. I.
How it escaped the Persians in 480/79 pp. Ix {., and note ad Le.
B.c. Hdt. does not indicate : perhaps it .
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come to Herodotus from the close (réuevos) of Aiakos in the Athenian
Agora, the founding of which was ascribed to Delphic direction, and
formed an excellent antidote, surely, to the alliance of the Aiakids,
granted to Thebes. The superiority of Aiakos to his sons was,
indeed, proved by the sequel, and is a further guarantee of the Attic
tone of the whole story ; the description of the Aiginetan warfare as
dxijpvxros is hardly from a friendly source. The substance of ¢. 89
would in general be admitted to betray its Attic origin, and a com-
paratively recent origin: for the ‘now’ (viv) must be later, and a
good while later, than the ‘end’ (rélos) of the long struggle between
Aigina and Athens (457 B.c.). But sources and authorities rarely
limit the free play of the historian’s judgment and art, and it passes
the power of mere analysis to say where, in this case, the contagmina-
tion of the evidences begins and ends.

¢. The significance of the story has been to some extent discounted,
in the consideration of its chronology. The political and historical
significance, the relation to the general history of Hellas, or the special
interests of Athens, must obviously depend largely upon the date
assigned to each event recorded. Our estimate must vary considerably
acco a8 we suppose the whole story to fall before the Ionian
revolt, or before the battle of Marathon, or even partly before and
partly after that battle; still more, if we suppose that at least three
episodes, or stages, have here been ‘telescoped’ by the historian, one of
which belongs to the last decade of the sixth century,! another to the
first decade of the fifth century,® and a third to the period just after
Marathon.® In any case the movements and combination of Thebes
and Aigina are testimony to the growing power and importance of
Attica, and help to explain the policy of Athens towards Persia,
towards Ionia, during these decades. The intervention of Delphi is
also significant. The Theban response (c. 79) looks much less like a vati-
cinium post evenfum than the later advice to Athens (c. 89). In or about
458 B.C. Athenian interests may have been in the ascendant at Delphi,*
and to this period the oracle may well belong, which virtually reminds
the Athenians that for thirty years they have endured the hostility
of Aigina, and that it is now time to make an end of the business.
Whether the earlier behest was hostile or friendly to Athens is not so
clear: it might pass as simply ambiguous, and therefore genuine.

1 The alliance of the Aiakids % ouu-
paxln Ty Alaxibéwr b. 81.

2 wéhepos dxfipuxros 5. 81.

3 The movement of the Athenians about
487 B.C., implied in the oracle 5. 98, the
true motivation of which must be songht
in the later passages, 6. 85-93.

¢ Thuc. 1. 108. The battle of Oeno-
phyta made Athens supreme in central
Greece : the same chapter records the re-
duction of Aigina, Cp. C. I. A. iv. 22,

Duncker, Gesch. d. Alt. viii. 837, Busolt,
Gy. Gesch. ii. 494 f. It is difficult to
believe that Delphi (generally on the
winning side) was anti-Athenian at this
moment. But at any rate some years
later, Athens was for a short time in
favour (Thuc. 1. 112). This was not long
before the Thirty Years’ truce, a moment
which has left some impression upon the
Herodotean Histories. Cp. notes to b. 77,
and Appendix VII. § 8, p. 93 supra.
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directly or indirectly, with the Medic question. On the contrary, the
point of view changes, and after an extraordinary bit of story-telling,
which for the most part has nothing to say to the matter in hand,! a
fresh chapter or series of chapters in the history of the Atheno-
Aiginetan wars is introduced, so to speak, upon its own merits.?
Viewed as a single excursus upon the relations of Athens and
Aigina this passage breaks up into four stages: i. The appeal of
Aigina to Sparta, and the refusal of Athens to liberate the hostages cc.
85,86. ii. The seizure of the Athenian Theoris by the Aiginetans [and
the exchange of captives 1] ¢. 87. 1iil. The conspiracy of Nikodromos,
and its failure cc. 88-91. iv. The renewal of hostilities, and the account
of three great engagements cc. 92, 93. It will be sufficient here to
have distinguished these stages in the story, the details as presented
in the text being taken for granted, before proceeding to elucidate
the chronological and other problems involved in the passage, as a whole.

a. Chronological. ~Herodotus supplies an express and valuable
chronological date in placing the appeal of the Aiginetans to Sparta
for the recovery of the hostages ‘“after the death of Kleomenes,” c.
85 ad init. From that point the narrative proceeds in chronological
sequence, though without any clear indications of the duration of
actions, or of intervals, down to the establishment of Nikodromos and
the Aiginetan exiles on Sunion at some date not exactly specified
(c. 90), nay, down apparently to the victories and the defeat of the
Athenians in cc. 92,93. The intervening account of the origin of the
Aiginetan dyos (c. 91), which was only expiated in 431 B.C. as there
explained, contains indeed a valuable date, but not one which is of use
in determining the chronology of the events previously or just thereafter
narrated. The primary problems must be to determine the dates, at
least approximately, of (i) the appeal of Aigina to Sparta in c¢. 85, (ii)
the seizure of the Theoris c. 87, (iii) the conspiracy of Nikodromos in
cc. 88-90, and (iv) the hard fighting in cc. 92, 93. Incidentally the
date of the Corinthian loan of twenty ships (c. 89) must be considered.

The point of departure is given in the death of Kleomenes, but
unfortunately the date of this event is not exactly indicated, or as-
certainable. To bring the matter to a broad but definite issue: was
Kleomenes alive at the time of the battle of Marathon? An unpre-
judiced perusal of the sixth Book of Herodotus leads to the conclusion
that Herodotus, so far as he clearly conceived the matter at all,
thought of Kleomenes as dead at that time; and the acute and in-
dustrious Clinton adopted that view, and makes Leonidas succeed his
brother “a little before the battle of Marathon.”® Clinton might be
right in regard to the accession of Leonidas, without being right in
regard to the death of Kleomenes, which it is not so easy to ‘“fix
within a year” as he assumes. If the death of Kleomenes preceded

1 8. 86, story of Glaukos. the excursus on the subject in Bk. 5, cc.
% 6. 87-93. In the structure of the 82-88, and in Bk. 6, cc. 85-98.
volume there is a sort of parallel between 3 Fast. Hell. ii.3 p. 260.
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after Paros, the Aiginetans obtained a change of policy at Sparta: a
mission was despatched to Athens to demand the surrender of the host-
ages, but proved abortive (cc. 86, 87). That the death of Kleomenes
took place after Marathon, not before Marathon, cannot be directly
proved : it can only be advocated as agreeable to the general course of
events. Against it stands not the explicit but only the constructive
testimony of Herodotus. The following hypothetical chronology of
the events, as presented by Herodotus, has simply in its favour the
consideration that it renders intelligible what is otherwise a chaos in
his text, and in the reputed course of events. It has been argued above
(§ 3) that some if not all the fighting recorded by Herodotus in Bk. 5

and placed, inferentially, by him before the Ionian revolt belongs to a
later period. So here again in this case it is almost certain that some,
if not all the fighting, placed by him before the battle of Marathon,
belongs to a period after the battle of Marathon, after the Parian
expedition, after the death of Kleomenes. The possession of the
hostages was a guarantee for the good behaviour of Aigina, and
probably set Athens free to make her attack on Paros, which, if
successful, would have furnished another point of vantage against
After Marathon a change in the attitude of Sparta towards

Athens is intelligible enough, and the Aiginetans might easily have
persuaded their Dorian kinsfolk to demand the return of the sureties
deposited in Athens. But, on the failure of Leotychides, the Aiginetans
were left to help themselves. They succeeded in capturing the sacred
ship of the state en route for Sunion full of Athenian princes. The
fate of these Athenian captives Herodotus omits to specify : what, if
they were exchanged for the Aiginetan hostages whom Herodotus,
to all appearance, leaves to death, or oblivion in Attica ? Before the
Athenians proceeded to ‘move heaven and earth’ against the Aiginetans
(rav pyxavijocaca. éxr Alywirpod), they would surely have dlsposed
in some way of these hostages. The exchange of captives is an
omitted passage, that would come in well between c. 87 and c. 88.
It left the Athenians at a disadvantage, compared at least with their
previous situation, and there was now obviously no use in an appeal to
Sparta. If the story of the intrigue with Nikodromos is to be placed
here, it takes rank as the first instance of the fatal policy, in pursuance
of which the Athenian democracy sought to establish its own supremacy
upon the good will of local partisans, supported by Athenian arms.
Under what circumstances Nikodromos had been previously expelled
the island, and at what date, Herodotus unfortunately omits to
mention. It might amuse an historical fancy to suppose that this
reputable man had been one of the hostages in Athens, and had there
made friends with some leading statesman, peradventure a Themis-
tokles, and been persuaded of the merits of Attikismos. The intrigue
miscarried, the Athenians arriving a day too late. But this miscarriage
cannot have been due to a delay caused by the necessity of borrowing
ships from the Corinthians in order to raise the Attic fleet to seventy
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objectionable—might seem to leave us completely in the dark as to
the relations between Athens and Aigina during the decade preceding
Marathon, until the appeal of Athens to Sparta against Aigina comes
as ‘a bolt out of the blue’ But the case is not so. We have
already transferred the harrying of the Attic seaboard, the dxjpuxros
woAepos of Bk. 5. 81, to the period subsequent to the outbreak of the
Ionian revolt: that warfare is enough to account for the Corinthian
loan, and, surplussed with the medism of Aigina, is more than enough
to explain the Athenian appeal. The warfare recorded in cc. 92, 93
is, therefore, from this point of view superfluous in the decade before
Marathon, and almost inconceivable immediately before Marathon.
It is difficult to believe that after the Persian capture of Miletos, after the
Persian recovery of Thrace and Macedon, Athens and Aigina were en-
gaging on the scale indicated by the passage in question. A subsidiary
indication confirms the conclusion. The Aiginetans apply, according
to the story, for assistance to Argos: they actually obtain the assistance
of 1000 Argive volunteers. The immediate context proves that the
situation is subsequent to the Argive war with Kleomenes. How
soon after the loss of 6000 hoplites was Argos in a position or a mood
to furnish 1000 volunteers to a state, against which, by the way, she
had a special grievance If the Argive war has been rightly dated!
crea 495/4 B.C. this indication suits a date for the Argive assistance
to Aigina subsequent to Marathon much better than a date previous,
just previous, to Marathon. Even if the Argive war be dated some
years earlier the same remark applies, though with diminishing force.
Other indications support the conclusion. The removal of the fighting
recorded in cc. 92, 93 to the decade after Marathon gives additional
ground for the psephism of Themistokles, and for the description of
the warfare composed in 481 B.C. as “the greatest war ” 2—otherwise
a doubtful designation for the affairs of the period.  But, though
Herodotus wrongly placed the battles recorded cc. 92, 93 before Mara-
thon, yet he may be right in having placed them after the death of
Kleomenes, after the seizure of the Theoris, after the conmspiracy of
Nikodromos: but these events, as already shown, must be referred to
a date after Marathon. How much time is to be demanded for the
action in these passages is not clearly indicated. The application of
Aigina to Sparta, and of Sparta to Athens, may have preceded by
some months the capture of the Athenian Theoris (c. 87). The ex-
change of captives, the coup d’état of Nikodromos, and the fighting in
cc. 92, 93, may cover events of two or three years. The oracle in 5.
89 may be taken to fix 488/7 B.C. as the point of departure, while the
peephism of Themistokles suggests 483 B.C. and the congress at the
Isthmus 481 B.C. as the ferminus ad quem.®

1 Cp. Appendix VII. § 10. Marathon, yet to maintain that cc. 92,
3 7. 145. 93 must be referred to a date before
3 If it should still occur to any one to  Marathon, he must prefix this passage
admit that cc. 85-90 refer to events after also to the story of the extradition of the
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and Aiginetans. The Attic provenience of this latter section, cc. 92,
93, is almost unmistakable, the items referring to Sikyon and to Argos
included. Sikyon was a place in which the Athenians were
not a little interested, nor would the heavy fines inflicted by Argos
upon her symmachi be unwelcome precedents at Athens, where, more-
over, it might be remembered with advantage that the Argives, who
had fought against Athens in Aigina, were there without sanction of
the Argive Commons. The fate of Eurybates is one of the ¢ labours’ of
Sophanes, a genuine Attic hero, about whom various tales were told,!
all doubtless of Attic origin. The observation that the Athenians
were off their guard when attacked and defeated by the Aiginetans
suggests the Attic apologist.2 From first to last there is nothing in
this passage, or series of passages, to suggest any but an Athenian
source, reinforced by the author’s own reflections, and apart from the
inserted notice of the dyos® nothing to carry the activity of that source
below the epoch of the Thirty Years’ truce.

¢. In order to mark the significance, and historic quality of the
traditions in Bk. 6 concerning the quarrel between Athens and Aigina,
little remains to be done save to draw into one focus observations made
incidentally above. In regard to the story as a whole what is most
remarkable is, perhaps, the comparatively clear consciousness of the
difference between now and then evinced by the historian, and the
distinct record of relations between Athens and Aigina,® Athens and
Sparta,® Athens and Corinth,” sharply contrasted with the relations
subsisting at the time, or times, of the author’s composition. This
consciousness does not, however, clear Herodotus from serious anachron-
isms,® much less cure him of telling good stories at the expense of
probability,? or save him from presenting a whole obviously incomplete 1?
and incoherent.!! To say that the Greeks of the fifth century B.C.
argued and acted as they are represented by Herodotus to have done ;
that Leotychides, for example, might fairly have expected to take in
the Athenians (so easy to cajole! 5. 97) with the story of Glaukos, is

1 Cp. 9. 78, 75.

3 8. 93 éoios drdxToiot. 3 6. 91.

4 The formula which introduces the
passage cc. 87-91 ol 3¢ Alywiras wply TGOV
wpbrepor 48ixnudrwy Sovvac Slxas 7OV
és "Abyralovs 08picar, though certainly
Herodotean (cp. Introduction, vol. I. p.
cxiv.), might have been taken over in this
case from the Attic version. The 08pts in
question stands in no direct comnexion
with the final judgment on the Aiginetans
(c. 91), the latter is connected solely
with the sacrilege. It need not therefore
be argued that the whole cc. 87-
91 was inserted after 431 B.c., the insertion
may fairly be restricted to c. 91 dwd
Toorov 8¢ xal dyos x7A\. The reference to
the Corinthians, c. 89, would be entirely

in point any time after the naval develop-
ment of Athens.

8 6. 89 o0 yap Ervxor doloac vées o
dtbpaxoe o Alyumréwy ovuBakely, et

m.
6 6. 49 goiréorres . . és Ty Zwxdpryp

xaryydpeov 7Oy Alyonréwr.

7 6. 89.

8 ¢.9. the pro-chronism of cc. 85-98.

® e.g. story of Glaukos, c. 85.

10 ¢.g. omission to specify the fate of the
hostages.

11 The unmotivated change of policy at
Sparta is, perhaps, the most conspicuous
instance, but the political intrigue with
Nikodromos is inadequately motivated,
and even the conduct of actual hostilities
(cc. 90, 92, 93) is somewhat confused.






APPENDIX IX

INNER ATHENIAN HISTORY : HERODOTUS AND THE
AGOHNAIGN IIOAITEIA

§ 1. Athenian history in Hdt. Bks. 4, 5, 6. § 2. Relation between the 'Aénralwr
wolirela and Herodotus. § 8. The death of Hipparchos. § 4. The expulsion of
Hippias. § 5. The struggle between Isagoras and Kleisthenes. § 6. The New
Constitution : Hdt.’s express account. § 7. Herodotus’ implicit description.
§8. Authority of the’Afnvalwr wolirela on the constitutional question. §9. The
institutions of Kleisthenes as described in the treatise. § 10. Antecedents of the
Trittys. §11. Theabolition of the Naukraria. §12. Motives of the legislator.
8 l%l The consequential measures, § 14. Ostrakism. § 15. The chronological
problem.

§ 1. CONSIDERING the extent to which the materials contained in
these Books are derived from Athenian sources, and coloured by
Athenian interests,! it may be held surprising that the domestic and
constitutional history of Athens should seem to have fared, relatively
speaking, rather badly in the hands of Herodotus. The first Book had
left Athens under the tyranny of Peisistratos, just after his final
restoration.? When the account of the internal history of Athens is
resumed in the fifth Book, Peisistratos has been dead some fourteen
years,® and yet there is practically nothing to show for that interval.*

1 With a partial exception of the Libyan  VII.). Even the story of Kyrene betrays

Logi, there is hardly any considerable
section of these Books which does not
betray some degree of Atlicism. The
main divisions of the connected narrative,
the Thraco - Scythian expeditions, the
Ionian revolt, the T¥ienntum, the Mara-
thonian campaign are all largely based on
Attic and philo-Attic materials : see Notes
passim, and Appendices IIL-VI, X
That the same observation should hold
good of such topics as the wars of Athens
and Aigina (Appendix VIIL.), or the story
of the expedition to Paros (Appendix XI.),
is only to be expected. It is more sur-
prising that for an account of the foreign
affairs of Sparta we should have to go, in
the main, to Athenian sources (Appendix

the presence of Attic salt (Appendix X.
§ 10). The ethnological and anthropologi-
cal excursus, especially those concerned
with Thrace and Scythia, one vast Attic
Hinterland in the days of Herodotus, may
be traced, in part, to the same interest.
Even his western sources are indirectly a
tribute, if not a debt, to the ubiquity of
Athenian influences. Cp. Introduction,
vol’. I. 8 17, 20, 21, and pp. lx., lxi.
1. 64.

3 5. 55. The death of Peisistratos is
mentioned, incidentally, 6. 108.

4 The assassination of Kimon, 6. 108,
the despatch of Miltiades Kimonsts to the
Chersonese, 6. 39.
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discharged such an obligation: how far materials existed for this
particular achievement. Such materials as were available for the
eventful history of Athens, existed to a large extent in the form of
conflicting family traditions preserved by the rival houses, which had
struggled together generation after generation for supremacy in
Athens. Herodotus apparently in great measure made up his text by
a contagmination of Philaid stories and Alkmaionid stories, some
of them preserved in connexion with monuments! and buildings,®
some of them already enshrined in poetry,® some of them, perhaps,
flitting still from lip to lip.* Prosewrights had already been busy
upon the earlier stages of the story:® and may have committed the
later stages to writing.® Their works have perished ; Herodotus has
survived. Such as the Herodotean record is, it is nearly all that
is available for our purposes, and it rapidly acquired considerable
authority in antiquity. Thucydides thought it worth contradicting
and correcting:7 the authors of the fourth century treated it as
authoritative. From among these the Athenian Constitution® ascribed
to Aristotle, as a representative document, belonging to a period when
the domestic history and antiquities of Attica had become a subject of
special investigation and treatment, invites a minute comparison with
the text of Herodotus, in respect at least of the matters common to the
two works, for the period (619-489 B.C.) here immediately in view.
The comparison will exhibit at once the strength and the weakness
of both authorities respectively.

§ 2. In estimating the value of the contribution to Athenian
history here in question, and in particular the bearing of that
contribution upon the work of Herodotus, it is to be remembered that
Herodotus must certainly be reckoned among the sources of the
Aristotelian treatise.® This consideration enhances the force of
agreement between the earlier and the later text, for it implies that
the later writer, with other sources at his command, preferred to
follow Herodotus. The differences between the two, however, become
all the more important from the observation that the later authority is
deliberately dissenting from the earlier, and not merely preserving, by
accident, a variant tradition. On the other hand differences cannot
all be decided offhand in favour of the later authority. The con-

1 Cp. 6. 108, and Appendix X.
1 5. 62

3 Cp. 6. 126.
4 Cp. 5. B7 &s avrol ANéyovo:, of the
Ge})hyraians.
6. 137.
¢ Cp. Dionys. Halic. ad Pomp. 3. 7

(369), ed. Usener, p. 52.

7 The debt of Thucydides to Herodotus
has not yet, perhaps, been fully appreciated.
It is not clear how far Thucydides had
Herodotus in view, when writing 6. b54-

58, but that A pologia for the tyrants is very
different, in spirit, from the popular tradi-
tions of the day preserved by Herodotus.

8 ’Afpralwy wokirela, ed! F. G.
Kenyon, 1891, ed.? 1892, ed. Sandys,
1898. For further bibliography, see
Sandys, op. ¢, and add U, von Wila-
mowitz-Moellendorfl, Aristoteles u. Athen,
2 vols., Berlin, 1893, G. Kaibel, St u.
Text d. AO. IIOA. b. eod. ann.

® Expressly nominated in c. 14, and
visible passim : cp. infra.
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cedents, and its sequel. Either he did not know, or he did not wish
to relate, the story which we read in Thucydides,! and with some
variations and amplifications, in the 4thenian Constitution.® Herodotus
omits to specify any motive, whether personal or political, for the
assassination. He omits the antecedent relations of Hipparchos,®
or of Thessalos* to the murderers: he omits the whole story of
the subsequent fates of Harmodios and Aristogeiton.’ He alone
and characteristically records the marvellous dream which warned
Hipparchos of his impending fate. It is apparently but an accident
that he indicates the Panathenaia as the occasion of the tyrannicide.
The bald notice of the episode is followed by a curious digression on
the origin of the family of Gephyraei, of which the assassins, according
to him, were both members.® The contrast in the treatment of this
episode is complete. It cannot arise simply from the .thenian
Constitution having taken Thucydides instead of Herodotus as authority,
for the Aristotelian text corrects and amplifies the story as told by

125

Thucydides.”

It is obvious that the affair was described with many

1 8. 54-58. 2 c 18.

3 Thuc. 6. 54, 1-2. The emphatic con-
tradiction of the tradition which made
Hipparchos ‘tyrant’ cannot be aimed at
the existing text of Herodotus: but see
note to 5. 55.

4 The ’Afnr. woA. makes Thessalos, not
Hipparchos, the aggressor, and though in-
consequential this inconsequence should not
be hocussed away. As with Thucydides,
an affair which arises out of an insult by
one brother developes into a conspiracy for
the murder of the other, or of all three.

8 Narrated, withsome differences, by both
Thucydides and the Athenian Constitution.

65 57-61, a passage specially im-
portant for the light it throws on Hero-
dotus’ biography, theories and sources ;
see notes ad !.

7 The differences are instructive, and
worth formulating. A. Before the Pan-
athenaia : 1. Thessalos, not Hipparchos, is
the original offender. See note 4 above,
This brings all the brothers but Iophon
(not mentioned by Thuc.) into the business,
2. The ’A6. wo\. says that the con-
spirators were numerous (uerexdrrwy wol-
Ad»), Thucydides that they were few (foav
3¢ o0 woN\ol ol fvwouwuoxdres). B. At
the Panathenaia: 1. Thucydides places
Hippias outside in the Kerameikos, the
’A6. wo\. places him on the Akropolis.
2. Thucydides represents Hippias as con-
triving to disarm the Hoplites, who were
waiting to start in procession. The A#6.
woA. expressly contradicts that account
(0 ANeyduewos Ndyos ovk  d\nfs
éorwv). The two differences are closely

connected. It may be that the reason
given for contradicting Thucydides is in-
adequate, or unfortunate: it is in fact
discounted in anticipation by Thucydides
himself : wepiéuevor 3¢ Ilavabhrawa rd
ueyda, év '5‘ pévov nuépg odx Uwomwrow
éylyvero év dwhos Tov woliTdv Tods ThHy
wouwryy wéuyovras dfpdovs yevésbar. But
this passage confirms the story of the
éfowrhisla effected by Peisistratos, "Ad.
wol. c. 15, and makes the éfomrhisla said
to have been eflected by Hippias look
rather like an echo. The Kerameikos is
not a likely scene for an éfoxr\ioia, nor are
the circumstances as reported by Thucy-
dides plausible, or even clear : where were
the Hoplites at the time of the murder,
or when Hippias appeared on the scene?
If the story told of Peisistratos in 'A#.
wol. c. 15 should have been told of Hippias
on this occasion, it would still confirm the
view that he was on the Akropolis.
That view of the situation better explains
his escape. The view that Hipparchos was
in the inner Kerameikos conducting the
procession agrees with Herodotus : &weuwe
Thv wouwhy v 1 &) Tehevrg b. 56 ad fin.
The view that Hippias was on the Akro-
polis to receive it, is no doubt strictly in
accordance with the ritual : whether it is
an inference, or a real tradition, it is hard
to say ; in either case it affTords a sufficient
ground for denying the story of the é¢-
orhwia, which in any case would have
been a comparatively small affair. Ed.
Meyer's view that this éfmr)\wla was the
only one (Gesch. d. Alterth. ii. p. 775), an
Hoplite army of citizens being apparently
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§ 3-5

memory of the failure at Leipsydrion.! It corrects the error in our
Herodotean text respectmg the locality of Leipsydrion,? it presents
the variant "Ayy{uolov® and the better form Iledapywxév.t The later
writer has plainly local knowledge, and local authority, for these
variants and additions, and serves partly to correct and partly to
amplify the Herodotean record under this head: but the account of
the actual fighting, and other details, are more fully given by
Herodotus. It is also characteristic that the religious motive for the
Spartan interference, so innocently recorded by Herodotus, disappears ;
also, with less reason, the recorded corruption of the Pythia; and
that in the fourth-century tract the Athenians to a man join in the
expulsion of the tyrants.

§ 5. The struggle belween Isagoras and Kleisthenes is given by the
Constitution much more concisely than by Herodotus, with some
important discrepancies, and the comparison of the corresponding

sages in the two texts is rendered the more difficult by the com-
plication of the Herodotean record. From this record must be
segregated the excursus on Kleisthenes of Sikyon,® and on the origin
of the Alkmaionid pollution (dyos).® The first of these is excused by
the theory that the reforms of the Athenian Kleisthenes were dictated
by antl-Ionmn feeling. The author of the Constitution, even if he could
in any sense have endorsed that view,” might have felt the excursus in
this place irrelevant. The second digression had been anticipated in
an earlier passage of the constitutional treatise, not yet recovered.®
In one particular, judgment can hardly be given in favour of
Herodotus. He apparently places the reforms of Kleisthenes at this
point, before his retirement, and restoration:® the Constitution post-
dates them, and may be preferred.’® A consequential difference arises
in the representation of the action of Kleomenes in Athens, which can
hardly be regarded as a separate discrepancy.!! For the rest, the
account in Herodotus appears not merely the fuller but the better
record. The description of Isagoras as “a friend of the tyrants,”1%
is suspiciously like an unhappy afterthought, the introduction of the
political clubs 13 not less like an anachronism. The total omission of
the projected invasion of Attica, which broke up at Eleusis,* may be
excused on the ground that the episode had no bearing on the con-
stitutional or inner history of Athens, and the same plea justifies the

1 alal Aeytdpior wpodwoéraipov KT\ 5 6. 67 f. ¢ 5. 71,

Cp. Bergk, Poet. Lyr. iii.4 647.

2 Cp. note to 5. 62.

s Omitting, however, his patronymic.

¢ xaraxApoas TOv ‘Ixwiav els 70 xalot-
pevor Ileapyixdv reixos. Herodotus has
év 7@ Ilehaoyixp Telxei in accordance with
the theory preserved 6. 137. The true
Attic form is guaranteed by the Eleusinian
inscription (temp Hdti.), Dlttenberger,
Sylloge, 13=C. 1. A. 27 b (vol. iv. pp.
59-62).

Cp $ 14 infra.
8 Cp. 'A0. wo\. adinit. Thucydides 1.

126, a.nd Plutarch, Solon 12, suggest the
probable lines followed in the lost sketch.

? 5. 66, 69 fl.

10 Cp, § 15 snfra.

11 Cp. notes to 5. 72.

13 ¢, 20 pros O TGOV TUpdyrwr.

13 Cp. note to 5. 66. Herodotus has
érawpnly in c. 71.

M5 741






AOHNAION TIOAITEIA 129

§5,6

or phylo-demotic constitution is described y, and in such a way
as to suggest either that the text of Herodotus in loco is corrupt, or
that the author had an imperfect grasp of the institutions which he
was by way of describing. The three passages taken together may
be held to show that, in the opinion of Herodotus, (1) Kleisthenes was
the founder of the democracy, as it existed in his own day: for no
substantive difference is re in this between the
author’s day and the time of Kleisthenes: (2) the establishment of the
democracy () xardoracis Tis Snymoxparias) consisted fundamentally in
certain changes, to wit, in numbers and in names, effected in the
tribal, or phylic, system of the Athenians. Further, (3) the words of
Herodotus may fairly be taken to imply that the new Phylasc were, in
some way or other, local not genetic,for he mentions the application of the
Demes to the system, or of the system to the Demes, and the Demes were
notoriously local divisions. Unfortunately his account of this funda-
mental change is incomplete and obscure, and he takes little pains to
describe the consequential changes. His one remark upon the subject is
demonstrably incorrect,! and though he emphasises the increase in the
number of the Phylae he says nothing about the increase in the number of
the Phyletae, or citizens.2 It may further be claimed for Herodotus that
(4) he marks the new arrangements as democratic in a double reference :
as against the tyranny, represented by the Peisistratids, or by Isagoras ;3
as against the oligarchy, represented by the party of the Plain, who-
ever was its head. Finally, (56) Herodotus emphasises the anti-Ionian
gpirit of the legislator, but in such a way as rather to discredit his
own argument.* It appears that, in delivering judgment, Herodotus
had in view rather the relations of the Athenians to the Ionians in his
own day ® than the relation of Kleisthenes and his contemporaries to
the Ionian institutions, or elements, in Athens. It is, indeed, remark-
able to how small an extent Herodotus takes cognisance of the institu-
tions, or laws, of Solon.® To ‘the father of history’ Solon is the sage and
moralist rather than the legislator and statesman.” It is just possible
that the political work of Solon was under-estimated in the Athenian
sources from which Herodotus mainly drew® He lays no direct stress
on the aspects of the Kleisthenic legislation as an abrogation of
Solonian institutions ; but, in the exclusive recognition of the right of

lation is mentioned 1. 29, his reform of
the calendar adumbrated 1. 32, but neither
his polity nor his policy is anywhere

1 5. 69 3éxa . . ¢puNdpxovs drrl Tecoé-
pwr éxwolnoge. Cp. note ad l. and further

Rfra.

2 5. 97, he gives 80,000 as the number,
ex hypothesi, for 498 B.c., but see note
ad l. (The figure, by the way, might give
1000 to each Tvittys.)

3 5. 74.

4 5. 69, with note ad .

5 Cp. Introduction, vol. L. pp. Ixv ff.

¢ The only law, or institution, expressly
mentioned is the »éuos dpylas, 2. 177.

7 1. 29-88. The fact of Solon’s legis-

VOL. 1I

sketched, or even indicated : though Hero-
dotus was apparently acquainted with his
poems : 5. 118.

8 The fact that the only reference to
Solon’s poetry is to specify his panegyric
on a tyrant (Philokypros, ré» ZéAwr o
"AOnraios dwixbuevos ds Kiwpor év Exeot
alvese Tvpdrywry ud\iora, l.c.), may be an
accident, but has an unfortunate appear-
ance. Cp. p. 122 supra.

K
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Phylarchs is enough in itself to excite general distrust. His report on the
position of Miltiades is probably affected by the constitutional practice
of his own day. External evidences and considerations suggest that
his account of earlier judicial proceedings are given in language which
has been coloured by the great judicial reforms of Ephialtes circa 462
B.C. Historians no longer have the right to quote such incidents as
related by Herodotus for illustrations of the actual practice of the
Athenian constitution before the Medic wars, until they have removed
the strong suspicion that the record is saturated in such unconscious
anachronism.!

§ 8. It is under this same rubric, naturally enough, that the author
of the Athenian Constitution compares, to the greatest advantage, with
Herodotus. The account of the Kleisthenic legislation given by
Herodotus, as above shown, is confused and unsatisfactory. The
account given in the Athenian Constitution, though certainly not com-
plete, is much clearer and more consistent.? In one respect, as the
new text serves to convince us, Herodotus may be said to have had
‘the root of the matter’in him : he perceived that the main stress in
the reforms of Kleisthenes rested on the new phylo-demotic system.
The system itself he understood imperfectly : but in associating it with
the name of Kleisthenes, and leaving nearly all the other reforms,
independent or consequential, to be inferred, he emphasised the
Kleisthenic basis of the democracy of his own day. Previous to
the discovery of the Athenian Constitution modern knowledge or
ideas on the subject of the particular reforms of Kleisthenes, apart
from the one clear indication in Herodotus2 were extracted by ‘the
method of residues.’” Something was known of the institutions of
Solon : something was known of direct reforms and enactments after
the Persian war : Kleisthenes was recognised as author of the inter-
vening residuum. The Athenian Constitulion has gone some way
towards amplifying and clarifying the direct evidence previously
available in regard to the acts of Kleisthenes. Its results under this
head were drawn from good sources, including the careful researches
of some of the earlier Atthidographers.* At the same time it must
be observed that the author, probably following their example, allowed
himself some licence of conjecture and inference, that clear distinction

him the first sufferer !) ; so too Herakleides

1 Cp. Introduction, vol. I. pp. lxv f.

3 Only three institutions are explicitly
ascribed to Kleisthenes, viz. the new Phylo-
demotic organisation, a reform of the Bule,
and Ostrakism. They were all, ex Aypothest,

ent, and operative in the writer's
own day, which may explain their treat-
ment. But see further infra.

3 The addenda from other sources were
practically trifling : Aristot. Pol. 3. 2, 3,
1275Y, 7. 4, 18 f., 1819P threw some hght
on the Phylae. Aeln.n Var. Hist. 13. 24,
ascribed the Ostrskinn to him (and made

Pont. cp. Diels, 4. d. Berliner Fragm. p.30.

4 Cp. ’A6. rok. ed. Sandys, Inéroduction,
§ 8. How far it may be possible to
determine the exact stratification of the
sources, as von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff,
op. cit. note 8, p. 128 supra, has attempted
to do, is a problem which cannot here
be discussed. The argument in the text
remains virtually unaffected, whether the
writer of the Athentan Comstitution used
Hdt. directly, or indirectly, or both.

Cp. p. 128 supra.
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only reasonable to explain the passage as meaning that Kleisthenes
organised, or reorganised and developed, the existing Demes, natural
and historical units in the Attic landscape, and used them in place of
the Naukraries, which he abolished. How far the Deme really
corresponded to the Naukrary, how far the organisation of the Demes
was carried on this occasion, might be disputable points.! Some
development is to be allowed in the century and a half dividing
Aristotle, or his amanuensis, from Kleisthenes, and we should hardly
be justified in pushing wholesale the details of Attic municipal life in

the fourth century? back to the end of the sixth century ; but the

institution of the Demarchs and the recognition of the Deme as a
pohtwal institution may be conceded to Kleisthenes without mis-
giving. The Klelst.hemc Trittys subsumed a number of Demes, and
effected their union with one another, and with the Demes of two
other Trittyes, located in two other different districts of Attica, in one
of the ten Phylae, which were thus localised, yet not each, nor any one,
locally concentrated. While the Demes in each Trittys were con-
tiguous, no two Trittyes of one Phyle were in juxtaposition. KEvery
Phyle was thus represented in each of the three natural divisions of
Attica,® and every region of Attica was represented in each Phyle, by
a constant number of Trittyes, and a varying number of Demes.* The
denominations of the Demes were in the majority of cases already
forthcoming : where new Demes were organised, or delimited, names
were provided on good analogy.® The Trittys was titularly a mere

numerical unit: we happen to know from the very best evidence
For

that the Trittyes took names from the principal Deme in each.®

the new Phylae new names were provided, by a method which
combined human proposition with divine disposition, and gave
august sanction to the new polity and the new patriotism.”

as ancient as any civilised institution in

understood ,(see further below); and it
Attica. Cp. Aristot. Poctm, 3. 1448s

was known by many examples that con-

atrol (Dorians) ;dv Ydp xwuas Tds wepiot-
xi3as xakely ¢pacly, 'Abyraio 8¢ Shuovs.

1 Cp. §11 infra.

2 For which see B. Houssoullier, La vie
municipale en Attique (Paris, 1884).

3 New ‘natural’ divisions suddenly
make their appearance at this point, an
inconsequence : cp. note 2, p. 140 infra.

¢ The demotic map of Attica has been
long a-making. The modern advance
leads from Leake, Topography of Athens,
vol. ii. (1841), through Ross, Dic Demen
von Attika (1846), to Milchhoefer, Unter-
suchungen Wber die Demenordnung des
Kleisthenes (Berlin, 1892). Inscriptions
have, of course, thrown a great deal of
light upon the problem. Even before the
discovery of the Afy». wol. the existence
of the Trittys was proved for the fifth
century, though its significance was not

tiguous Demes belonged sometimes to
different Phylae and sometimes to one and
the same Phyle.
8°A0. woA. c. 21 "&cwe 3¢ Tov

Bﬂmv TOUS p.év dwd TGOV wy, ToUs 3¢
dxd 7O» xTwodrrwy, xT\. Cp. Sandys note
ad !.

¢ The T'ritlys occurs on inscriptions be.
fore Eukleides, see G. Gilbert, Handbuch,
i. 198 ., 1.2 232. The follo names
are known : Kepaufs, Aaxiddas, Elevol-
Mok, IIupams, Ilawariets, Muppiwrotoio,
Opdoior, 'Exaxpiets. In each case the
Trittys takes its name from a Deme—
doubtless from the principal Deme included
in it,

7’A6. wo\. c. 21 ad f. Tals 8¢ ¢uvhals
éxolnoer éwwrinovs éx Ty wpoxplbérrwy
éxardr 4 » obs dvether % Ilvlla
3éxa. Cp. Hdt, 6. 66 ad fin. Neither
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Trittyes stand to the twelve City-states? Were the Poleis the Trittyes,
alias the Phratries, under another name? If so, how did the four
Ionian Phylae relate themselves to the twelve City-states? Could
one Phratry make a City-state? Could a Polis have consisted wholly
of Eupatrids, or of Geomori, or of Demiurgi, until Theseus broke them
up? Or, did the Thesean Thirds, Trittyes too, of the old Ionian
Phylae, supersede pre-existing Phratry-thirds, and so redistribute the
members of each Phyle into new Trittyes, based not upon descent, or
upon the genetic Trittys, now localised into a separate union, hostile
to the eleven other genetic Trittyes, similarly localised ; but upon
some new principle, according to which political rights and duties
followed occupation and employment? This series of speculative
questions, starting from the Kleisthenic Trittys and its supposed
equivalence, mufatis mufandis, to an older Trittys, and perhaps a still
older Trittys, admits of being converted into a series of pseudo-
historical propositions ; and the extent to which this conversion was
effected will be apparent from the following citations, read in the
given order: (1) Athen. Const. c. 21 8id Tovro 8¢ ovk eis 8wdexa Pulds
ovvétafey Smws avry ) ovpfaivy pepllev xard Tds wpovrapyoloras
TpurTUS floav yop éx terrdpwy Pvddv Suwdexa Tpirries. (2) Cp. ib. c. 8
dvAal & Joav rérrapes xaldmep wpdrepov (before Solon) xal pvroBaciris
rerrapes. eml 8& Tis Ppulijs éxdorns foav veveunpuévas (N.B. tense) rpir-
Tées pdv Tpeis. (3) Pollux, Onomast. 7. 111 (Bekker, p. 348) dre pévroe
rérrapes foav al Puvdal eis Tpla pépn éxdorn Spyro xal TO pépos TovTo
éxaleito TpirTVs kal é0vos xai ¢parpia. éxdorov 88 évovs yéry TpudxovTa
e dv8piv TodolTwy & éxaleiro Tpimkddes. . . Tpla 8 v Td vy mwdAa
eurarpidat, yewpdpor, Snpmovpyol This is, perhaps, in part taken from
the portion of the 'Afnv. woA. ad init. not yet recovered, as also
doubtless the next passage (4) Plutarch, Theseus 25 wporos dwo-
xpivas xwpls Evrarpidas xai Tewpdpovs xal Anuiovpyols, Evrarpidais 8¢
ywdokev T¢ Oeia kal mwapéxew dpxovras dmodovs kxai véuwy Sidacxdlovs
elva. xal ociwv kai iepov eynrds, Tois GAAots wolitais darep eis iTov
xaréorrnoe, 86fy pév Evrarpldov, xpeig 8 Tewpdpwy, wAile 8¢ Anuiovpyav
Ymepéxerv Soxovvrwv. (5) Philochoros apud Strabon. 397 Kéxpora
wpoTov eis dddexa wéAes ovvokicar 17O wAnbos, v ovépara Kexporia,
Terpdmolss, 'Emaxpia, Aexéreia, 'Elevals, "Apdva (Aéyovos 8 xal wAn-
Gvvricds "Apidvas), Odpwcos, Bpavpiv, Kibnpos, Z¢nrrés, Kndwia
< Palnpds > wdAww 8 dorepov eis plav wéAw cuvayayelv Aéyerar v
viv ras 8wdexa Onoels. (6) Cicero apparently identified the wdAes
and the ¢parpias, but the reading is doubtful: De legidbus, 2. 2 ita,
quum ortu Tusculanus esset, civitate Romanus, habuit alteram loci
patriam, alteram iuris; ut vestri Attici, priusquam Theseus eos

1 One MS. Meineke, ii. 562, leaves a  organised unit ranking with the 'Ewaxpieis

blank. The names, except Tetrapolis, are and Mesdyewr. Cp. Gilbert, Handbuch
all demotic, and some trittyastic, cp. note i3 285 (=1 201).
6 p. 183 supra. The Tetrapolis was an
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Kleisthenic organisation is essentially based upon locality : not race
but place, not community of blood but community of settlement, not
the genetic but the demotic tie form the key-stone of the system.!
Contiguous Demes were built into Trittyes; the extent of territory
embraced by the scheme, the increased number of citizens brought in
by wholesale enfranchisement, determined the large number of
enchorial Phylae.2 A new phylo-demotic system took the place of the
old phylo-phratric system. The author asserts that Kleisthenes left
the Phratries and Gentes as he found them. Phratries, indeed, existed
in Athens after Kleisthenes in name and substance: this is but a
fresh reason to doubt that Trittyes existed before Kleisthenes in name
as well as in substance: for, if the old Phratries had been known
officially as Trittyes, and if the old Phratries continued to exist, it is
doubly difficult to understand how the new Trittyes managed com-
pletely to usurp the name. Nor is it easy to understand how the old
Phylae could have been abolished, if the old Phratries had been left
kard Ta wdrpwa, nach wie vor. In the fifth and fourth centuries every
Athenian citizen was of necessity a member of a Phratria, just as he
was a member of a Deme and of a Phyle: it is not, perhaps, equally
clear whether every citizen was member of a Gens. The post-Kleisthenic
Phratries do not appear as subdivisions of the ten Phylae, but as an
independent or cross division: it is, however, difficult to believe that
they are the Ionian Phratries, subdivisions of the old Ionian Phylae.
Three possibilities present themselves. Kleisthenes left the old Phra-
tries alone, but made new Phratries in addition to them, in which
new citizens were enrolled,® and the citizens in these new Phratries
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so-called matriarchate, or mother-right :
that the tribe, phratry, and gens, or their
analogues, are visible in the societies based
on mother-right as in the societies based
on father-right : that in primitive Greece,
and not least of all in Attica, female kin-
ship ruled the social organisation: that
settlement on the soil, and the develop-
ment of civilisation, in war and in
both by its polemical and by its political
virtues, tended to invite and to enforce the
substitution of the father's blood for the
mother’s blood as the social bond: that
the further development of political or
civil life tended to invite and to enforce the
substitution of more democratic principles
for the ideal and aristocratic principle of
citizenship in agnatic kind, with other
collateral developments. In accepting
the broad results of anthropology, no one
is committed to particular theories of
exogamy or endogamy, polyandry or poly-
gyny and so on : still less to a particular
scheme for the evolution of Greek society.
1 This statement is not to be contro-
verted by remarking (1) that Kleisthenes
gave his Phylae the fictitious basis of de-

scent from the heroic ancestor, and (2) that
to be an Athenian citizen later in the fifth
century one had to be ¢¢ dugorépwr yeyorws
doTir,

? Why Kleisthenes fixed on ten as the
number of his Phylae is not obvious. For
some purposes twelve proved a more con-
venient number : e.g. as corresponding to
the months. The 'Af. wo)\. gives & reason
for avoiding twelve: 8xws alrg uh ovu-
Balvp upepliery xard Tds wpovwrapyoloas
rpirrhs.  This reason is remarkable in
that it co-ordinates the Kleisthenic Phyle
not with the former Phyle, but with the
former Trittys: with what then should
the Kleisthenic Trittys be co-ordinated ?
See § 11 infra. Suidas, sud v. yerrfiras,
brings the Phratries and Trittyes into
relation with the twelve months, but then
he thinks that the number of Phylae was
determined by the seasons, the number
of Gentiles by the days of the year. Can
unhistorical rationalism beat that {

3 The new citizen could choose his Phra-
try and his Deme, a liberty almost incon-
ceivable, if membership of a Phratry carried
with it, of necessity, membership of a Gens,
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divided into forty-eight Naukraries, each Naukrary must as a matter
of fact have included several Demes, just as the Kleisthenic Trittys
did. The numbers of Demes and Naukraries make the equivalence
of the two suspicious. To replace forty-eight Naukraries by 150-170
Demes, and to expect the Deme to discharge the functions, or be taken
as the equivalent of the Naukrary, would have been somewhat inconse-
quent. The thirty Kleisthenic Trittyes offer a nearer analogy to the
forty-eight prae-Kleisthenic Naukraries, and it is reasonable to suggest
that it was not the Deme but the Trittys which superseded the old
Naukrary. The true equivalence may have been obscured by the
real, or supposed, existence of Trittyes before Kleisthenes. If a Trittys
existed, or was supposed to have existed, in the days of Solon, in
the days of Theseus, or for that matter in the days of Kekrops,
what more natural than to represent the Kleisthenic Trittys as taking
the place of the prae-Kleisthenic Trittys, the Kleisthenic Phyle the
place of the prae-Kleisthenic Phyle? It would follow that the Deme
was taken or created by Kleisthenes as an equivalent for the
Naukrary. If functions had counted for more than names, the ten
Kleisthenic Phylae might have been co-ordinated with the twelve old
Trittyes-Phratries, and the thirty Kleisthenic Trittyes with the old
Naukraries : it would then have been perceived that the Kleisthenic
Phyle was the really new institution which its demotic composition
made it to be. Whether the local Naukrary was, indeed, a sub-
division of the Phratry, and so of the Phyle, is another question. If
8o, then a method by which the Ionian Phylae and Phratries might have
been localised in Attica is not far to seek. The Phratry was not
directly localised, still less the Phyle : each Phratry has, ex hypothesi,
four territorial subdivisions, each Phyle no less than twelve, whereby
it might have been attached to the soil. A further question would,
indeed, arise: whether the Naukraries of each Phratry and of each
Phyle were continuous, or disposed in different parts of the land? By
the latter arrangement, the Kleisthenic dvduefis, intermixture, would
have been anticipated. But the relation of the Naukrary to the
Phratry is itself in doubt. It is at least conceivable that the intro-
duction of the Naukrary into the old Ionian Phratry and Phyle is a
product of theory, like the numerical systematisation of the whole
gentile system, and that it starts from the supposed identity or
equivalence of Trittys and Phratria, Deme and Naukrary. The
number of Naukraries (forty-eight) lends itself to the hypothesis that
in each Phratry there were four Naukraries, but it conflicts with
another figure in the gentile system. Each Phratry was composed of

rol vavkpapixod dpyvplov. Pollux, ravipaplia 3¢ éxdory 300 ixwéas wapelxe

Onomast. 8. 108 (Bekker, p. 847), has
improved on this: »avkpapla &’ #v réws
Pulis SwdéxaTor uépos xal valvxpapoc Hoar
Sddexa Térrapes kard TprTdy éxdaTy, Tds
8’ elopopds Tds xard Sfuouvs (sic) Siexetpo-
révour obrot xal T& é alrdv dvawuara:

xal vadr wplay, d¢ #s lows dvéuaoro.
Harpokration, sub v. ravkpapixd, attempted
to harmonise ‘Aristotle,” Thucydides and
Herodotus on the subject. Cp. note to 5.
71 supra.






$§11-13 AOHNAIQN IIOAITEIA 141

reaction, favoured by the Philaid clan,! against the claims of the
Alkmaionid statesman to have united Attica, and thereby established
the Democracy upon its native soil.

§ 13. The measures consequential upon the new phylo-demotic
polity are but meagrely indicated in the Athenian Constitution® Fore-
most among them must surely have been the organisation of the
Ekklesia. This reform may be taken as implied in the bare notice of
the Bule,® and in the ascription to Kleisthenes of the institution of
Ostrakism, of which more anon. The new polity involved a reorganisa-
tion of the militia, at a date when every citizen was still a soldier ;
but we search the second part of the treatise in vain for any account
of the Athenian forces in the author's own day,* and are the less
surprised that he ignores the tactics of the fifth century. Of new
magistrates or officials, or of new powers conferred upon old ones, we
read nothing except the note upon the Demarchs:® an omission the
more surprising as the author subsequently notices a change in the
method of appointing the Strafegi, and the Kleisthenic reform of the
army must have involved provisions for general and subordinate

command. From a later passage it seems to follow that Kleisthenes

left the Polemarch as commander-in-chief.%

He probably provided

for the appointment of ten Strategi, one to command each Phyle,

! It was Kimon who brought back the
bones of Theseus, Plutarch, Kim. 8,
Theseus 86, cp. Thucyd. 2. 15.

2 Thus nothing is said respecting the
bearing of the Kleisthenic legislation upon
the Classes (ruhuara) which the author
pushes back before Solon, to whom the
general voice of antiquity assigned it, and
with whose general policy and legislation
the system accords (though it does not
accord with the thirteenth chapter of the
treatise in question). The Dikasteries are
distinctly ascribed to 8olon, quite in
accordance with fourth-century methods,
and must be assumed, in the author’s
conception, to have been left untouched
by Kleisthenes : but that the treatise has
nothing to say respecting the attitude of
Kleisthenes towards the Areiopagos is
doubly surprising, as well from the
attention devoted in earlier and later
sections to the history of that august
council, as also because it seems probable
that the Areiopagos was at this time packed
with Peisistratid partizans, and might
therefore have given the Alkmaionid legis-
lator some trouble. Cp. Thucyd. 6. 54, 6,
Ath. Con. c. 16. The institution of Ostra-
kism invaded the nomophylactic function
of the Areiopagos, cp. note 2, p. 148 infra.
According to the Athen. Const. c. 26,
the thirty rural Dikasts were ‘re-in-
stituted’ in the year 453 B.c. Kleis-

thenes, then, must have abolished them,
for, according to the same authority,
c. 16, Peisistratos had instituted them.
The figure 80 is probably right for the
fifth century B.C.; in the author’s own
day the number ho.d been raised to forty
(c. 53), and the number was probably
connected with the thirty Kleisthenic
Trittyes. On this and other grounds
one might conjecture that they were of
Kleisthenic institution. The omission to
notice the organisation of the Hoplites
is a signal inconsequence, as the author
has laid stress upon the disarmament of
the citizens under the ¢yrannis.

3 c. 21 Thy BovAh» wervraxoclovs drri

xooclwy xaréornoer, wevrixovrra ¢
éxﬁ-m ¢ulfis. The treatise as a whole
suggests that the importance of the Bule has
not yet been fully appreciated : but the
statement in regard to the buleutic oath in
c. 22 is highly questionable. Cp. note 5,
p- 146 snfra.

4 The Ephebi c. 42, the Eptmeleia c.
46, the Dokimasias c. 49, the Cheirotonias
c. 61, are hardly qualifications of this
statement. The orparela é» Tols éﬂ.m?-
pots c. B3, éx xaraldryov c. 26, whets one’s
ap?etite for more, which is not forthcoming.

¢. 21 xaréornoe 8¢ xal Bﬂ;&dpxovs,
Thy adrhy Exorras éxuéhear Tols wpdrepor
ravxpdpocs.

8 c. 22 7ijs 3¢ dwdoms orparias
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that Kleisthenes instituted Ostrakism, and that it was first employed
in 487/6 B.C.,, and that the first victim was Hipparchos: but if so,
can we believe that Kleisthenes had Hipparchos in view in establishing
the institution? Could any statement be more derogatory to the
great legislator? It is, however, possible that the institution of
Ostrakism may be wrongly ascribed to Kleisthenes, and that the date
of the first recorded ostrakism may be immediately consequent upon
the date of the original institution, which would thus fall out after the
battle of Marathon, and after the disgrace of Miltiades, and have been
not unconnected with that double event. Anyway, the immediate
juxtaposition of a notice of the first Ostrakophoria with the record of
a reform in the Archontate is, perhaps, of more significance than has
been perceived by the author of the ’Afnyvalwy woAirela himself. So
long as the Archons were appointed by election (aipéce), the office
must have remained a special object of ambition: so long as the
Polemarch was commander-inchief his office might have seemed, at
least potentially, a menace to the constitution, an invitation to a
coup d'étal. The secret of Caesarism lay in the union of the leadership
of the people, or popular party, with supreme military power.! The
revival and increase of the citizen militia might indirectly render a
popular Polemarch only more formidable than he could have been under
the old system. Hence Ostrakism may have been instituted distinctly
with the purpose of making a way of escape, in case the prospect arose
of the election, as Polemarch, if Kleisthenes was its author, or as
leading Strategos, if the institution was post-Kleisthenic, of a man
who was already leading Demagogue, or wposrdrys Tot &jpov.2 The
introduction of the lot, for either stage in the appointment of Archons,

the 'A6. wo\. lends no support to the
notion that he was “hoist with his own
petard,” Aelian, V. H. 18. 24, As Klei-
sthenes was the offspring of a marriage
contracted circa 570 B.C. (see note to 6.
131) he was no chicken in 508 B.C.

1 ¢. 22 87 Hewlorparos Snuaywyds xal
orparyyds &v Tlpavvos xaréory. Cp.
Aristot. Pol. 8. 5, 6-7, 130568 éxi 8¢ 7o»
dpxalwy, 8re yévoairo & ailrds Snuaywyds
xal orpa s, els Tuppavida peréBalior
x7A. It was an error in Grote to re-
present the chief Demagogue for the time
being in democratic Athens as ‘‘the
Leader of the Opposition,”” and the
Strategi as a sort of Cabinet government :
the De e, if any one, was prime
minister (cp. Aristophanes, Knights) ; but
if the leading Demagogue was also
Strategos year by year, not to say
commander - in - chief (Perikles), his in-
fluence would doubtless be all the greater.
Swoboda has elucidated the position of the
Strategi in a valuable paper, Rhein. Mus.
45, pp. 288 ff. (1890). To the texts prov-

ing the power of the Bule over the Strategi
might be added Plutarch, Kimon 17. It
had been a function of the Areiopagoe to
guard against a coup d'état, 'A6.wo). c. 8.

2 The connexion of the Ostrakophoria
with the strategic Archairesia was
suggested by Koehler, Monatsber. d.
Berlin. Akad. 1866, 347 (cp. G. Gilbert,
Beitrdge 3. i. Gesch. Athens, p. 281).
The 'Afyy. woX. has in part oonﬂrmed,
and in part corrected, the very ingenious
combinations which Gilbert, op. cit. pp.
228 ff., adopted and applied to the case
of Hyperboloa It is now clear that
annually there was a Procheirofonia on
the question, el doxet woiety (Thy dorpaxo-
¢oplav) § u#h, in the sixth Prytany 'Aé.
wol. c. 43 : the actual voting took place
subsequently—a neceesity, indeed, seeing
that the vote was taken under special
arrangements and in a different place:
Philochoros, l.c. The probuleuma for the
Archairesias was moved in the Ekklesia
in the seventh prytany, and acted on,
provided there was nothing against it.
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be associated with his opposition to the psephism of Themistokles
creating the fleet.! Neither Aristotle in the Politics® nor the writer
of the Athenian Constitution® has fully apprehended the practical
working of Ostrakism. They may be right in the view that the
institution was originated in order to safeguard the Republic from
monarchy, ¢ to prevent the reunion of military and popular power in
one pair of hands®: but, in some cases at least, the institution was
used with exactly the opposite result, and removed a rival and com-
petitor from the path of the Demagogue-strategos.® The Athenian
Constitution dimly apprehends that there were two classes of cases at
least : Xanthippos was the first man ostrakised unconnected with the
question of the Peisistratid restoration.” His opposition to tyranny
went, perhaps, beyond the point suggested : he may have objected to
some new arrangement, which was to render the reunion of the
Demagogia and the Siralegia possible, and to earn in time for his own
son and his friends the nickname of *the new Peisistratids.”® Xan-
thippos, like Aristeides, must afterwards have recognised the practical
justification of the restoration of the office of commander-in-chief
(orparyyds yepdv), and have accepted the enlarged powers of the
Ekklesia and Dikasteries, or the vigilance of the Areiopagos, as ade-
quate guarantees against the overthrow of the Kleisthenic Democracy.?

§ 15. The date of the legislation of Kleisthenes is marked in the
Athenian Constitution precisely to the Archontate of Isagoras, the year
508/7 B.C., two or three years later than the date given by Herodotus,
and after, not before, the retirement and recall of the Alkmaionid
statesman. There is not, however, any indication that the sweeping
and fundamental reform of the constitution occupied more than one

1 80 clearly Af. woA. c. 22. It is 8 °A0. wo\. l.c. supra, cp. Arist. Pol. 8.

natural to suppose that the need for a
single supreme command was patent to
Themistokles, and he may have been the
author of the institution, or the custom,
which invested one of the Strategi with the
lead. The yeuorla within the college of
Strategi must not be confounded with the
grant of adroxparia, by the Ekklesia, for
a particular commission : but the #Hyeuwr
would be the most obvious recipient of
alroxparia upon occasion. Cp. Xenoph.
Hell. 1. 4, 20. Moreover, command in
field, or fleet, may have been distinguished
from lead in the city : cp. note 9 infra.

1 8. 18, 15-25, 1284sb, 3 ¢ 22,

4 80 Aristotle, l.c. Tods Soxoivras Owep-
éxewr Surduer S1& wholrov 9 wolvg\lar 4
Tiva ANy wolirichy loxdy @orpdaior.
But this would have involved wholesale
ostrakism, which was never practised.
The remark cracwacricds éxpdrro Tols
dorpaxwuots is justified by the story of
the ostrakism of Hyperbolos, Plutarch,
Arist, 7, Nikias 11, Alkibiades 13.

VOL. II

b, 8 1., 1305+,

¢ 8o clearly in the cases of Aristeides,
Kimon, Thukydides, son of Meleaias, cp.
Plutarch, Perikles 15, 16.

7 wparos worpaxiofn Tdv Awwlev Tis
rTvparvldos, c. 22,

8 Plutarch, Perikles 16 ad init.

9 If there were times in which the chief
command circulated day by day among the
Strategi, one such time might coincide with
the period between the abolition of the Pole-
marchia as supreme military command in
487 B.0. and the revival of chief command
by the Hegemonia of one Strategos within
the college. That period would cover the
occasion whereon the Athenian forces,
according to the story, came one day late
to Aigina, 6. 89. Another such time may
have succeeded the Hegemonia of Alkibiades
(Xenoph. Hell. 1. 4, 20), and would cover
the cases of Arginusae and Aigospotami
(Diodor. 19. 87 and 106) : but Konon was
perhape #ryeuww at that time (cp. Diod. 18.
74). Cp. further Appendix X. § 5.

L
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Isagoras,

as archon, is older than the learned but conjectural reconstructions of

the fourth century.

That the year assigned to Isagoras corresponds

to the figures 508/7 B.C. in our notation there is no reason to doubt,

although that admission does not

carry with it the conclusion that

the whole work of Kleisthenes was begun, continued, and ended
between the two midsummers indicated.?

1 Von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aris-
toteles u. Athen, i. pp. 4 fI. (1898), dis-
cusses the chronology of the Athenian Con-
stitution. He observes that the writer
(¢ Aristoteles’) used the list of Attic
Archons as the chronological framework
for the history of the Athenian constitution:
an observation previously made, J. H. S.
xii. 29 (1891). To the list so used,
at least from Solon onward, he ascribes
the highest authority: so viel ist fest
zu halten dass alle daten nach attischen
archonten auf das vorurtheil sowol des
hoheren alters wie der gans besonderen
zuverldssigkeit anspruch Aabem, p. b.
But he does not attempt to settle when
the first list of Archons was drawn up for
historical purposes. It can hardly have
been before Hellanikos: we have Thucy-
dides’ opinion (1. 97) adverse to his chron-
ology, in a part of Athenian history for
which the Archons were easily ascertain-
able. It is not, moreover, sufficient to have
an Eponym for every year of the fifth and
sixth centuries : that was a very simple
business for the Aithidographers of the
fourth century to arrange; two other
results had also to be ascertained : first,
the correctness and authenticity of the list
had and have to be guaranteed. This is,
indeed, a comparatively trifling matter.
If there was a complete list of names, one
hundred to the cemtury, it would not
matter in the first instance whether the
names were authentic : any list of Eponyms
would do, provided it were constant. It
looks as if during the fourth century such
a list was attained : the 'Afypralwy woli-
rela (828 B.C.) implies it : the marmor
Parium (epoch 264/3 B.c) exhibits it.
But, secondly, for historical purposes it is
necessary that the innumerable acts and
events which go to make up the history
of Athens, should each and every one be
attached, or attachable, to one particular

nym. Is it not obvious that this
result could only have been attained after
a large amount of inference, combination,
conjecture, and dogmatism ? Certain great
events and acts in the sixth and fifth
centuries may have had authentic Eponyms

associated with them, in document or
inscription ; and intervals, distances may
have been remembered in some cases : but
in how many was the chronology artificial !
It would be very rash to assume that in
most cases which have come down to us,
the date and chronology of events were
inferred from the Archons’ names: the
reverse is more and more likely, the farther
back we go: the Archons’ names were
supplied, from the abstract list, in accor-
dance with the inferred intervals. The
Archontate of Isagoras=0l. 68, 508/7 B.c.

cp. Clinton, Fasti, ii.? 20. Dionysios of
Halikarnassos, to whom this identification
is due, makes Themistokles Archon in 498/2
B.C. Taken in connexion with Thuc. 1.
98, that would involve the conclusion that
the fortification of the Peiraieus was begun
two or three years before Marathon, though
it was not completed until after Salamis.
From 480 B.c. to 803 B.C. or even to 292
B.C. there is an unbroken and probably
authentic list of Archons (Clinton, op. c. p.
xiv) but can we treat the fragmentary list
from Kalliades to S8olon as equally binding ?
The immediate context in the Atkenian
Constitution, c. 22, exhibits a chronological
breakdown, and it is difficult to believe
that where the history is certainly con-
fused, as in c. 18, the chronology is either
clear or accurate. The two drapxlai—-
what are they but afterthoughts, on the
analogy of 404/3 B.c.! The ‘telescop-
ing’ of three lustres —is it not due to
metachronism and undue compression in
the history of Solon’s legislation? The
Athenians in the fourth century were not
at one in r to the date of Solon’s
legislation, and it is almost inconceivable
that Herodotus 1. 29 should have placed
it as early as 594 B.C., or even 491 B.C.
He but once uses an Archon’s name as
a date, 8. b1, though the Attic Eponyms
may have helped him, directly or in-
directly, to his chronology for short
and recent periods: cp. Appendix V. § 5
supra. For the period here chiefly in view
(519-489 B.C.) the first ten years were a
blank, until the 'Af. woA. supplied the
name of Harpaktides for the year of the
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tyrannifuge. The next ten years were
represented by three names, Isagoras=O0l.
68, 508/7 B.c., Akestorides=0l. 89, 504/3
B.C., Myros=0l. 70, 500/499 B.c. It looks
in these cases as if the Olympiad had saved
the Archon! The 'A6. wo\. confirms Iso-
krates, but dates 504/8 B.c. by the name
of Hermokreon. The editors, indeed,
change five into eight because the year was
already appropriated to Akestorides 7o
deUrepov, and because the battle of Mara-
thon occurred twelve years werd Taira :
but a second Archontate is flat anarchy,
and the ratra may refer to something else.
(See note 2 p. 146 supra.) The 'Abyr. wol.
may be right and Dionys. Halik. wrong.
For the next ten years 499-490 B.c. the
"A6. wol\. adds no fresh name. Phainippos
=490 B.0. was already known as the im-
mediate predecessor of Aristeides. The’A#.
woA. mentions neither the Archontate of
Aristeides nor that of Themistokles, but
could not have dated the latter to 481/0
B.C. for it has a new name for that year,
Hypsichides : its chronology of the decade
between Marathon and Salamis is, however,
far from lucid : to what year e.g. is the
ostrakism of Aristeides dated by the words
év ToUTois Tois katpois ' The events of the
generation that witnessed the Ionian revolt
and the Persian wars might have been

HERODOTUS

APP.IX § 15

recovered by memory, in Hdt.’s time :
there were old men in the Athens of
Perikles who could remember to have
seen Peisistratos : but about the Archons’
names there may have been a difficulty, and
the Medic occupation of 480/79 B.C. must
have wrought almost as great confusion in
Athens as the Gaulish occupation of 390
B.C. wrought in Rome. The Athenians
had two advantages over the Romans :
they had nearly a century more of un-
destroyed material to work upon, and they
were several centuries ahead of the Romans
in science and history! For the fifth
century the Archontic lists are practically
authentic, though the date of particular
events may remain to be established
(e.g. ostrakism of Hyperbolos). For the
first half of the sixth century they must
have been compiled from fragmentary
evidences and from tradition. Probably
every Athenian could recite in order the
names of from forty to fifty Archons with-
out error (cp.’A6. wo\. c. 53), and perhaps
i were soon recovered, or revived,
after the Persian war: but it was another
matter to distribute the res gestae year
by year correctly. Beyond ‘the age of
Peisistratos ' —it was a far cry to the
Archontate of Solon, the laws of Drakon,
the coup d’état of Kylon, and so on.



APPENDIX X

MARATHON

§ 1. Subject and plan of this appendix. § 2. Brief analysis of the Herodotean
account. § 8. Bix major cruces: (i) The supernormalism. § 4. (ii) The
exaggeration. § 6. (ii1)) The anachronism. § 6. (iv) The inconsequence.
§ 7. (v) The omission. § 8. (vi) The shield-episode. § 9. Six minor eruces.
§ 10. The Herodotean story of Marathon tried by Herodotean standards. § 11.
The use of secondary suthorities. § 12. Pindar. § 18. Athenian speakers apud
Herodotum. § 14. Aischylos. § 15. Simonides. § 16. Aristophanes and the
Comedians. § 17. Thucydides and the Periklean reaction. § 18. The revival
in the fourth century B.c. § 19. Plato. § 20. The Orators (Lykurgos,
Aischines, Demosthenes). § 21. Isokrates. § 22. The Epitaphios of the pseudo-
Lysias. § 28. Aristotle. § 24. Summary of the evidences: transition to the
Roman Period. § 256. Cicero and Pompeius Trogus. § 26. Corneltus Nepos and
Diodoros. § 27. Plutarch. § 28. Pausanias (and C. Plinius Secundus).
§ 20. Suidas (et scholia). § 80. Ktesias (apud Photium). § 81. Present state
of the problem : four canons for its determination. § 82. T?ognpby of the
battle-field. § 88. Strategic situation on the Athenian and Persian sides.
§ 34. The motive for the Athenian attack. § 85. The actual engagement.
§ 36. Question resipeeh.q the Persian camp. § 87. Partsof the general and the
soldiers respectively in the battle. § 38, ﬁeaults, immediate and remote, of the
Athenian victory.

§ 1. THE legend of Marathon has entered too long and too deeply
into the literature and acts of Europe ever to be displaced, or seriously
diminished. Whatever may have been the effect and magnitude of
the action at the time, however judicial may be the verdict of the
philosophic historian, or critic, to-day, an halo of renown for ever
hovers over the scene at Marathon, an undying interest belongs to
the traditions associated with the name. Among the literary sources
of our knowledge, the first place belongs to the record, all too brief,
preserved by Herodotus. There is now, strictly speaking, nothing
older or more primary for the purpose of reconstructing the story of
Marathon, unless it be the material theatre of the very action itself.
To revive a vision of the event to-day the modern historian’s
necromancy must, indeed, lay every source of information under
contribution, even though the results be inconsistent, fugitive, pro-
blematic. No critical effort can establish an harmony between all
the varying traditions, and afterthoughts in the form of traditions,
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v. After some days’ delay, Miltiades put his forces in battle array,
Kallimachos the polemarch leading the right, then the Phylae in order
towards the left, where the Plataians were posted: but, from the fact
that the Athenian line was extended so as to equal the Persian front,
the depth of the Greek centre had to be reduced, that of the wings being
maintained. vi. A distance of eight stades divided the two armies
(c. 112). Over this intervening space the Athenians advanced at a
rapid pace, without breaking rank. The battle thus joined lasted a
considerable time (c. 113). In the centre, where the Persians proper
and the Sakae were posted, the Barbarians gat the upper hand, brake
through the Athenian line, and pursued inland. On the right wing
the Athenians, on the left the Plataians, routed the Barbarians.
Leaving the routed Barbarians to fly unmolested for the moment, the
Greek wings turned upon the victorious Persians and Sakae, engaged
them, and were again victorious. The Persians fled, the Greeks
pursued, cutting them down, and coming to the sea, entered it,
and were laying hold of the ships. Seven ships the Athenians
succeeded in capturing; all the rest put off (c. 113). vii. A shield
was seen, raised as a signal (c. 114). viii. The Persian fleet stayed to
take up the prisoners from Aigleia, and then was making round Sunion
(cc. 115, 116). ix. The Athenian army returned rapidly from Mara-
thon, and arrived in good time at the city, where they camped in a
temenos of Herakles in Kynosargos (c. 116). The armada seemed for
a while to be intending a descent upon Phaleron, at that time still
the port and arsenal of Athens: but after a pause the Persians
vanished in the direction of the Asiatic main (c. 116). x. On the
field at Marathon 6400 Barbarians, 192 Athenians had been left
dead (c. 117). xi. 2000 Lakedaimonians appeared upon the scene,
too late to take any part in the action; they went to Marathon to see
the corpses of the Medes, and before going home lauded the Athenians
for what they had done (c. 120). xii. Meanwhile the Barbarians
were making back to Asia. They touched at Mykonos, they revisited
Delos, they reached Asia, and sent their prisoners up to Susa; and
these Eretrians were located by the king at Arderikka, a village in
Kissia, 210 sfades distant from Susa, hard by a petroleum well. There
they remained in the writer’s time, still speaking their mother tongue
(cc. 118, 119). ¢

§ 3. Such is the bare narrative of Herodotus, reduced to some-
thing like consistency with itself, and freed from features or short-
comings which have been inevitably challenged by modern criticism,
or are obviously problematic in themselves. From a critical point of
view it is self-evident that the narrative comes short by reason
of omissions. A modern historian would give the exact day and
hour, the exact forces engaged, the exact orientation of the positions,
and a host of further particulars before he considered a description
of a battle satisfactory. Some further particulars beyond those
taken up in the analysis above, Herodotus does give : but they are
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case, perhaps, arises from anxiety to establish rather than from a wish
to invalidate the story, and on the whole it will be safe to conclude that
Herodotus believed both the wonder and the story which explained
it, and is not to be charged with undue credulity in this particular.
The authentic occurrence of one such episode would make other items
in the. traditions about Marathon the more comprehensible ; while in
the occurrence itself there is really nothing which transgresses our
canons of credibility.

The vision of Philippides (c. 105) is a degree less possible. As in
the former case, the story is referred by Herodotus to Athenian
tradition ; the authority of the visionary himself (ds adrds Te éAeye
Pl idns xal 'Abyvaiowr: dmijyyellde), and the exact location of the
vision (wept 7 Ilapléviov Gpos td imép Teyéns) add verisimilitude to
the story. Moreover, the establishment of a shrine of Pan under the
Akropolis, and the institution of the annual festival in honour of Pan,
celebrated in the writer's day (iAdoxovra:), are associated with the
vision of Philippides, and may be taken to confirm it. On the other
hand, the date of this institution is but vaguely indicated in the words
xaTaordvrey od: € 40y Tav wpyypdTwy: probably they should be taken
to imply a date not merely subsequent to Marathon, but subsequent
to the destruction of Athens by Xerxes (cp. 7. 132). It would be at
least some 12-15 years after the battle that the grotto of Pan was con-
secrated : meanwhile many events had occurred which pious or politic
Athenians might have put down to the intervention of Pan. The
association of Pan with the memories of Marathon looks suspiciously
like a reflection of the days of Kimon’s power and popularity. It
seems unlikely that the Pelasgian deity had enjoyed no honour in
Attica till such comparatively recent times: and there was a hill and
grotto of Pan above Marathon, which may have been as old as the
cult on the Akropolis itself (cp. Pausan. 1. 36, 6, Duncker, vii®
p. 127). Still, the vision of Philippides would be as good for a
‘restoration’ as for an original institution, and cannot be pronounced
impossible. Doubtless it was in connexion with the grotto, perhaps
in the grotto iteelf, that Herodotus heard the story, in the very
presence of the statue of Pan erected in the name of Miltiades, and
inscribed by Simonides in honour of Marathon. Its association with
a shrine and a festival, its pragmatic bearing on the ‘ Marathonian
memories, including the service of Miltiades, its relation to the policy
and works of Kimon, tend somewhat to discredit this vision-episode.
If Pan was already at home in Attica, at Marathon, on the Akropolis,
the story told of Philippides breaks down in its most important
particular.! " That Philippides himself had told the story might be no
more than a natural inference on the part of one who believed the

! Curtius, Stadtgeschichte v. Athen, p. p. 48 he recognises rural Pan with the
134, represents the institution of the cult Nymphs among the oldest inhabitants of
of Peloponnesian Pan as belonging to the the north side of the Akropolis, away
circle of Marathonian memories: yet on from the old Ionian or Thesean city.
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to Herodotus’ visit to Delos (cp. 6. 98 and note, Introduction, vol. L p. ci),
and no doubt years before he ever set foot in Boeotia (5. 59). There
was time and occasion for the afterthought, which might have inferred
a dream as the motive for the real or reported action of the Mede,
without violation of the canon that a hypothesis should contain a vera
causa. 'This incident, it should be observed, is no part of the Athenian
story of Marathon, and one fatal objection to the story, as it stands in
Herodotus, lies in the fact that Datis was past dreaming, when this
dream visits him in the pages of Herodotus:—at least, if we can
believe that his body was lying a corpse on the plain of Marathon.
The death and the dream of Datis are alternatives: it is by no means
clear that Herodotus is seised of the right one.!

§ 4. ii. The story of Marathon, as told by Herodotus, contains an
ezaggeration, which has often been pointed out, and seldom, if ever,
defended. The particulars lie in the words : wparoc uév yap ‘EAjvwv
wrdvrov Tov Nuels Ouev Spdup é moleulovs éxpioavro (sc. “Abnvaior),
wpwror 8¢ dvéryovro eobiyrd Te Mnduv opéovres kai Tols avdpas Tavryv
Nobnuévovs® Téws & v Toioe "EAAnot kal 10 otvopa T8 MpSwv $dfos
dxovoay, ¢. 112. There are three distinct statements in this passage :
1. The Athenians of all Hellenes were the first who charged an enemy
at a run. 2. The Athenians were the first who sustained the sight
of the Median dress and the men clad therewith. 3. Down to that
date even the name ‘ Medes’ was a terror to Hellenic ears. In regard
to the first statement: if the Athenian hoplites at Marathon ran
against the enemy, it was perhaps not merely the first but the only
occasion of such a performance: the implication that they ran all but
a mile is hardly credible. If they advanced a mile, they advanced
probably seven-eighths of the distance at little more than the normal
pace : otherwise in what condition would an army have arrived at the
end of such a mile-race? If they charged at something like full
speed, it would only be when they were within bow-shot of the enemy.
The context suggests the remark that Herodotus, or his source, did
not realise the purpose and significance of the charge at the double :
the Persians are represented as astonished to see a few men, without
cavalry or archers, charging at speed: the smallness of the force, the
absence of cavalry and archery on the Athenian side, the presence at
least of archers in the Persian ranks, were reasons for the dash. In
Herodotus’ view it is apparently a mere act of unreasoned heroism :
to the Persians an act of suicidal madness. His authority for
reporting the Persian conjectures on the occasion Herodotus does not
indicate : the report is probably itself conjectural. That the Athenians
advanced some eight stades rapidly, and actually charged at the double
(to avoid the arrows), is probably a genuine memory of Marathon :
the rest is distortion, exaggeration, inconsequence, glorification.?

1 Cp. § 30 infra.
3 For a poasible source of the misunderstanding see note to 6. 112, and p. 224 infra.
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gisting between the Polemarch and the Strategi, and between one
Strategos and his colleagues, in the year 490 B.Cc. Until the discovery
of the ’A@nvaiwv moAirela there was no text which could be regarded
as authoritative upon these points; but, from the time of Grote onward,
there have not been wanting critics who preferred to credit Hero-
dotus with a venial anachronism rather than to disfigure the Athenian
constitution with a mortal anomaly. The arguments were briefly
as follows: (1) that so long as the Polemarch exercised the important
functions which Kallimachos exercised at Marathon, it is unlikely
that he was appointed by lot; (2) that the introduction of the
lot was universally regarded as a mark of extreme democracy
(cp. Hdt. 3. 80), but the Kleisthenic democracy was moderate;
(3) that the occurrence of eminent names in the list of Archons
after 490 B.C. makes it probable that they were elected not ap-
pointed by lot; (4) that an appropriate place could be found for the
introduction of the lot after the Persian wars in the extension of the
democracy under Aristeides (Plutarch, Arist. 22), and the diminution
of the powers of the Areiopagos. It is needless to discuss here at
length the ingenious arguments by which it was sought to save the
credibility of Herodotus in this particular: as for example, that the
duties of a military officer were so simple that any Athenian citizen
in 490 B.C. was good enough to discharge the duties of Polemarch
(Schomann) ; that the lot was only called in to decide the distribution
of functions among the nine Archons who were elected (Oncken).
Still less is it worth while here to revive the preposterous theory of
Miiller-Striibing, which represented the lot as an aristocratic device to
stem the tide of democratic progress, though this theory unfortunately
overcame the too reconstructive Duncker;! or to defend the precise
association of the lot with the reforms of Ephialtes, as suggested by
Grote.2 It is more important for the present purpose to observe that
Herodotus, in the passage in question, is not 8o much concerned with
the sortition of the Polemarchia as with the co-ordination of the Pole-
march and the Strategi. What he is obviously emphasising is not
that the Polemarchia was an ‘allotted ’ office, but that in the time
of the battle of Marathon the Polemarch ‘voted with the Strategi as
one of themselves’ (6udyndos Toige orpariyyoict). Herodotus may be
off guard against one anachronism, while carefully avoiding another.
A second observation is even more important. The representation of
the Polemarchy as ‘allotted,’ though the most obvious is the least mis-
chievous of the errors in the context. The representation of Miltiades
as commander-in-chief is a still graver anachronism. This representa-
tion is not effected without some confusion between various stages,
actual or potential, in Athenian constitutional history. On the one
hand, the supreme command is assumed to circulate day by day

! Gesch. d. Alterth. N. F. i. 114 (1884).
2 On the question of the lot cp. note to 6. 109, and Appendix IX. § 18 supra.
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97) being apparently a special commission.
110 would conflict with that hypothesis, even if the Polemarch were
out of the way. Whether the statement in question describes an
arrangement that ever obtained or not, may be open to discussion. It
might be a mere bit of rationalism, to make the position of Miltiades
intelligible; yet its introduction would be more plausible, if the command-
in-chief ever circulated among the Strategi, or circulated failing the
special appointment of one of the number as ;jyeudv. Yet on the other
hand, assuming that the ten Strategi at Marathon each commanded
his own phyletae, while the Polemarch was in command supreme,
it is posesible that a misunderstanding and confusion underlie the
statement in c¢. 110, the elucidation of which would go far to dis-
perse the next difficulty to be noticed in the Herodotean story of the
battle.!

§ 6.iv. The narrative given by Herodotus presents another difficulty
in the inconsequence ascribed to Miltiades. The fact that this difficulty
is eliminated by one or other of the rival versions of the story serves
to accentuate its prominence in the Herodotean version; the modern
apologist may modify or explain it away, but in so doing he em-
phasises the defect and oversight. The rock of offence may be
marked as follows: Miltiades, convinced that the interests of Athens
demand instant battle, mpiv 7t xal cafpdv 'AbGyvaivy uereferipow
éyyéverba. (c. 109), obtains early opportunity of delivering the attack,
and yet delays for some days, determined not to order an advance
untll he himself was Prylanis for the day (wpiv ye &) avrov TpuTarnyin

éyévero, ¢. 110). It might, perhape, be argued that this criticism bears
hardly upon Herodotus in two partlcula.rs (a) Miltiades advocates
not 8o much a battle thep and there, as a battle sooner or later,
instead of a purely defensive plan of action, the exact day being left to
circumstances or other considerations. (b) It might be argued that
Herodotus intentionally supplies the cause which determined the day
of battle in the ‘prytany of Miltiades,’ ¢. 110. But, without going
beyond the text, and considerations arising legitimately out of it,3 the
doubt revives whether the casus pugnae is adequately reported by
Herodotus. Assuming that the decision rested with Miltiades, did he
determine a question of such high moment on a point of official
punctilio? Even if the ‘prytany’ means at once more and less than
the command-in-chief,® if it imply that the Strategos with his phyletae

159
But the statement in c.

1 With this section cp. § 28 infra, and
Appendix IX. §§ 18, 14 supra. In the
army of Alexander the Great there was,
apparently, a daily change in the dryeuoria
of the divisions, as well of cavalry as of
infantry, without its in any way affecting
the chief command. B8ee Arrian, Anabasis,
1. 14, 6 H &) xal értryxare Tiv iryeuoviar
rob lwwrwol warrds Exovaa éxelvy T Huépg.
1. 28, 8 s éxdoras TAv orparyydy 9

Wryepovia Tijs rdéews év Ty Tébre Yuépg Hr.
Cp. 5. 18, 4 éxop.lvow 8¢ Tolrwy ToOUS
d\\ovs mctmdc, ws éxdaros al dye-
povias év T Tére fvviéBaivor.

2 The previous decision, not to stand a
siege, may be taken as involved in the
(erroneous) Persian anticipation radrd
rovs 'Afwyralovs wofoey T& xal Tols
"Eperpuas éxolnoar, c. 102,

3 Cp. note to 6. 110,
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is it to be argued that the expected advent of the Spartans did weigh
with the Athenians in favour of postponing the battle, than that the
Athenians were determined to gather the laurels of Marathon without
the Spartan aid, which they had a few days earlier invoked (c. 105).
Thus everything here considered points to some circumstance or con-
sideration beyond the ranks of the Athenian army, over and above
the state of the Athenian city, beside the arrival of the Plataians,
without the aid of the Spartans, which led the Athenian commander
to the decision to engage the Persians forthwith. What was that
circumstance? The text of Herodotus contains no positive indication
of any such fresh fact in the situation; but the consideration of the
next cruz or aporia in his narrative may help to supply the omission.

§ 7. v. The least critical reader can hardly fail to observe one con-
spicuous cruz in the Herodotean account of the battle, to wit, the fotal
absence of amy reference to the Persian cavalry. This omission is all the
more frappant, because the presence of cavalry on the Persian side
has been somewhat carefully notified earlier in the narrative (cc. 95,
101), and because the supreme suitability of Marathon for cavalry
mancuvres has been alleged as a reason why Hippias selected Marathon
as the landing-place for the Persians (v yap 6 Mapafiv éxirndedrarov
xwpiov Tijs 'Arricis évirmeboas, ¢. 102). From the point of landing
onwards the Persian cavalry disappears from the narrative: what part
it took, or whether it took any part at all, in the action, is not specified.
It has been argued that the cavalry disappears from the narrative of
Herodotus because it took no part in the actual battle. But this
explanation, if it does not duplicate the difficulty, merely removes it
one step backward, and the problem recurs in the form of the question :
Why did the Persian cavalry take no part in the actual battle of
Marathon? Moreover, the apology recoils to the further discredit of
the historian, who, on the supposition that the cavalry was absent,
should surely have notified the fact expressly, and given some explana-
tion thereof. But it is far from evident that Herodotus conceived the
action as fought without cavalry. He makes, or follows a source
which makes, the Persians observe the absence of cavalry upon the
Athenian side (c. 112), but this very observation implies an assumption
that the Persians were well off for cavalry, or at any rate shows that
the historian had no idea of any similar disadvantage on the Persian
gide. Still, it is remarkable that nothing is recorded of the cavalry
in the action: this omission remains an omission, and amounts to
an inconsequence, however it be explained. One point is obvious:
Herodotus overlooked the problem. So far as his silence goes it
suggests that the Persian cavalry was present and taking part in the
action. Apparently he did not give the matter a conscious thought. But
can it be maintained that, if the Persian cavalry had been present and
active upon the occasion, there would have been nothing reported of
them, especially seeing that the Greek centre was ex hypothesi routed 4
Among the moderns various views have prevailed, and various hypo-

VOL. II M
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or development of plan on the Athenian side. Thus Leake supposed
that the Persian cavalry was placed in some neighbouring plain, and
on the day of action was not even within sight of the battle. But
this hypothesis leaves it to be explained why the Persians did not
summon the cavalry, assumes that the Persians had lost touch of an
important arm of their forces, and ignores the question of what became
of the cavalry afterwards, or how it was got off. Blakesley’s hypo-
thesis is, like much in his criticism, extremely ingenious, but its
ingenuity will not save it. The cavalry, he supposes, was not landed
in Attika at all. “They had been debarked at Eretria (6. 101) little
more than a week before, and there they still remained.” The
words in ¢. 102 xail dyxordrw Tis Eperpins lend some colour to this
hypothesis, until it is pointed out that Eretria is 35-40 miles distant
from Marathon (Rawlinson). Moreover the Persians had effected the
landing at Marathon with special view to cavalry action, and had
several days during which to bring the cavalry across. Again, it is
an objection to Blakesley’s view that Herodotus in c¢. 115 makes the
Persians after leaving Marathon call at ‘the island’ (i.e. Aigleia, c.
107) for their prisoners from Eretria, but gives no hint of their re-
embarking their horses and men from Euboea. But the strongest
objection to Blakesley’s view is to be found in the consideration that
it supplies no explanation of the change from inaction to action on the
Athenian side. If the Persian cavalry was not brought to Marathon,
the sooner the Athenians attacked the Persians the better: but why
they attacked them at all, after waiting so long, or why they did not
wait a little longer, for the coming of the Spartans, there is nothing
in this hypothesis of Blakesley’s to indicate. Rawlinson in suggesting
that the absence, i.c. despatch and withdrawal of the cavalry, was the
motive for the Athenian attack seems to have lighted on a vera causa .
but he spoils the theory by an inadequate explanation for the disappear-
ance of the cavalry. The Persian cavalry, he supposes, had been dis-
embarked, but had been despatched from the field, * either procuring
forage or employed on some special service” and so took no part
in the action, for which indeed the withdrawal of the cavalry
was the sufficient reason. But would the whole force have been
away procuring forage, or on that nameless special service, may-
hap consulting oracles, or robbing temples (cp. c. 118)? Anyway
Rawlinson’s rationalism is here wrecked upon the same shoal as
Leake’s, as Grote’s, as Creasy’s: what became of the cavalry after-
wards? Why do we hear nothing of their re-embarkation ?
What room is there in the story for that lengthy and elaborate opera-
tion, after the battle? How were they got off ¥ Curtius’ suggestion
lets in some light on this dark place. ~The cavalry was brought as
might be supposed to Marathon, and there put on shore. The cavalry
was re-embarked; and its re-embarkation was the reason for the
Athenian attack. This suggestion does not leave the cavalry to be
accounted for after the battle, as do all the other suggestions previously
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Marathon 1 Blakesley has indeed proposed to omit the whole passage
cc. 121-124, as work of a later hand, but he goes in this proposal much
too far. Against Blakesley it may be urged (1) that the omission of
c. 122 Kalliew . . avdpi by ABC (vide notes ad l.) makes for the
authenticity of the remainder. (2) That the passage following (cc.
125-131) is indubitably Herodotean, but would have no raison d’éfre
without the introduction supplied by cc. 121, 123, 124. (3) The
argument which Blakesley derived from the silence of Pausanias is not
worth much, for it involves the assumption that Pausanias, writing
about another topic, should of necessity have remembered this passage,
and have referred to it. But the difficulty is in the main independent
of the authenticity of the questioned passage, cc. 121-124. This
passage, if genuine, or if in good part genuine,! is especially interesting
as evidence that this problem exercised the mind of Herodotus, and
that the suspicion attaching to the Alkmaionidae was inveterate, and
still required refutation in his day: but in any case the difficulty
remains, as an unresolved aporia in his account of the battle, and as
an element to be reckoned with in any attempt to reconstruct the real
course of events; for this difficulty is provided in the words (on
ﬁap,Bapot) 1r¢pmrl.¢ov Eovwov, ,Bow\d vor Ppfyjvar Tols Aqumovs' ams-
xo;uvoc és 70 doTv. airipy e «rxc év "Abnvalowr: & A/\x;uww&wv
pnxavis avrols Tavra arwquqvac TOUTOVS ydp ovvBeuévovs Toioe Ilepopat
dvadefa. dowida éovos 8y év Tpoe vypuol, ¢. 115. In this passage
the shield-episode is contained, and the suspicion attached to the
Alkmaionidae guaranteed.? Any attempt at a rational reconstruction
of the story of Marathon must reckon with this episode, involving a
great many particular items. Thus it is to be observed that (1) the
spot on which the signal shield was displayed is not specified, but (2)
the time is approximately marked. (3) The purpose for which the
signal was raised is suggested, and the return of the Athenians to the
city is directly connected with the signal, but (4) the exact information
conveyed by the signal is not reported. (5) The persons who were
held responsible for the treacherous signal are explicitly named : but
though the Alkmaionidae are acquitted, no alternative name is
suggested, either here or elsewhere, the conclusion of the argument in
cc. 121-124 being purely negative. Each of these five points requires
further elucidation. It may be premised that no objection can lie to
a shield having been used for the purpose of signalling. The arts of
war were sufficiently developed in the fifth century for such devices
to be in practice. The signal presumably was effected not by a dull
but by a bright shield, and signs made perhaps in a fashion anticipating

1 ¢. 122 is spurious, but has no bearing so that if the Alkmaionids did not raise
on the question ; c. 124 is suspiciousonin- the shield, no shield was raised at all.
ternal grounds, but superfluous for thecase. = The writer of c. 124 carefully distinguishes

2 It might be argued that the statement the two points ; and in so doing probably

-in the text is a single statement, every gives the full and fair interpretation of the
article of which stands and falls together, text in c. 115.
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aboard, all suggest the hypothesis that not merely were the Persians
aboard before the signal shield was seen, but that the shield was
shown or ever the battle was fought.

(3) The extremely explicit statement, that the Persians were already
on board when the shield was raised, is of a kind not to be easily can-
celled or denied, and virtually makes it idle to argue that the signal
betokened merely that the moment had come fo embark. The purpose of
the signal was assuredly that the time was come to sai (or row) round
Sunion, for Phaleron and Athens. If the cavalry, still more if a good
part of the infantry to boot, were already on board when the signal
was given, there would be enough hard fact to account for the datum
of Athenian tradition, preserved by Herodotus, that the Persians were
already aboard when the signal was given. As to the implication that,
in consequence of the signal, the Athenians returned to the city, it may
be remarked that, even if the signal was so obviously belated as not to
have been raised until after the battle and there was not a live
Barbarian left on the strand to hold the Athenians to their post at
Marathon, the immediate return of the Athenians to the city is unin-
telligible. They would, indeed, have needed to be very sure they had
just inflicted a crushing blow upon the King’s armament, and won a
decisive victory, to turn their backs on Marathon, in confidence that
no Persian would set foot upon that strand again! Could the
Athenians all have departed from Marathon while a single Persian
craft remained in the offing? Whatever the moment at which the
shield was raised, the Athenians cannot have returned from Marathon
until the Persians were, not merely aboard, but plainly making away.
If the shield was only shown when the Persians were all aboard, the
signal may have been very soon followed by the rapid return of the
Athenian forces from Marathon to Athens. If the shield was showing
when a great part of the army was (ex Aypothesi) already afloat, and if
the signal was followed by the movement of the advanced portions of
the fleet southward as for Athens; a sufficient portion of the Bar-
barians might still have remained on land to hold the Athenian hoplites
to their post, and to make a good fight. Hence the need for instant
decision, and action: hence the need after the victory for a rapid
return to the city.

(4) A closely related question inevitably suggests itself, as to the
exact situation, or fact, which the signal signified, or was intended to
gignify. To argue with Wecklein ! that the shield was raised to mark
the departure of the Athenian forces from Athens for Marathon in the
first instance does, indeed, supply an adequate occasion, and fit in with
a rationalised scheme for the conception of events in question : but it
involves a very wide departure from the traditions,?® and it creates

1 Ueber die Tradition der Perserkriege, 2 Including the time-index, just above
p. 88. Waecklein’s hypothesis was made  discussed ; and still more essentially, the
on the assumption that Athens might have long delay at Marathon.
stood a siege.
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this juncture. It cannot be shown that they played an honourable

at the time; they were never celebrated among the heroes of
Marathon.! The successes and prominence of Miltiades and the
Philaids in the story of Marathon is a mark of the eclipse or
depression of the Alkmaionidae, as the excursus on Alkmaionid
glories, which follows the story of Marathon in the pages of Herodotus,
is plainly a more or less conscious attempt to redress the balance
between the maternal ancestors of Perikles and the paternal ancestors
of Kimon. The point against ‘the Alkmaionidae’ at Marathon might
of course be simply due to the Philaid tradition, and be the retort and
revenge for the two prosecutions of Miltiades (6. 104, 136). But
enemies do not always swear falsely of each other; and the very
rivalries and feuds, which help to explain the evil report, likewise
help to render it more probable. On the whole, there is no adequate
ground to dissent from the conclusion of Blakesley in this matter,
except, indeed, so far as he argues that miso-tyrannism was a later
and genuine trait of the Alkmaionids, and that the whole passage (cc.
121-124) is a later interpolation. The Thucydidean Alkibiades suggests
a commentary on the first point (6. 89); while the Herodotean author-
ship of cc. 121, 123, 124, or at least of 121, 123, must stand with the
authenticity of cc. 125 ff.

§ 9. Beside the six great cruces, or aporiae, which suggest them-
selves on a critical perusal of the Herodotean story of Marathon, there
are as many lacunae, or faults of omission, in his record of the battle,
judged by a modern standard. In regard to (1) the exact date, (2)
the exact numbers engaged, (3) the names of the commanders, and
their behaviour, on the one side as on the other, (4) the topography of
the battle-field, (5) the circumstances, to speak generally, of the battle,
and even (6) how or why the battle was fought at Marathon, or fought
at all, Herodotus supplies either no data, or data so slight and un-
satisfactory as to leave endless room for speculation, or for blank
scepticism. On two of these points, viz. (6), (6), something has
already been said in discussing the more positive cruces which his
narrative suggests: for the cruces arise in part from the omissions.
In regard to (1) it is expecting, perhaps, too much of ‘the Father
of History’ to demand calendarial dates; and Herodotus does supply
material for inferring the date of the battle approximately, the
examination of which will be more conveniently taken in connexion
with later and more precise evidence. Suffice it to say that he implies
a date about full moon, of a late summer month, and even possibly to
his Greek contemporaries the Spartan month Karneios.? In regard to
(4), the poverty of even the incidental implications in the Herodotean
account are enough to raise a doubt whether he ever visited, or
viewed, the scene of the battle; (a) he thinks it was nearer than any
other place in Attika to Eretria (c. 102). This is a hard saying, but

! Cp. Pindar : § 12 snfra. 3 Cp. § 27 infra.
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or motives, local and topographical details, circumstances or events,
the story of the second Persian war is relatively full. Directly, or
indirectly, Herodotus supplies fairly copious materials under these
heads for the story of the invasion of Xerxes. To carry the comparison
one step farther: the accounts of the battles of Thermopylae, Salamis,
Plataia, not to speak of Artemision and Mykale, are far fuller, more
coherent and intelligible than the story of Marathon. Beyond this
point it is not necessary, or desirable, to push the comparison at this
stage. The traditions of the second Persian war bristle with anomalies
and apories of their own : this is not the place to discuss or even to
indicate them, since the broad conclusion above formulated can
scarcely be challenged, and it will generally be admitted, at least
provisionally, that as a story the account of Marathon compares with
them to its disadvantage. Still less is it necessary to enlarge upon
the contrast between the story of Marathon and war-stories in the
first three Books of Herodotus. The comparative completeness and
coherence of some of the records concerned with persons and events
remoter in time, place, and circumstance from the author, such as the
stories of the wars of Kyros and of Kambyses, or the account of the
siege of Babylon by Dareios, are not strong arguments for the truth and
authenticity of those narratives. But for obvious reasons, concerned
with the necessary differences in the Sources, and in conditions of time,
place, and persons, a minute comparison between the story of
Marathon and stories in the first three Books, even those concerned
with purely Hellenic battles, would be less profitable than a comparison
with stories which belong professedly to the same period, and go to
make up the same catena of events, the same group of Books: the
story of the Scythic campaign, the story of the Ionian Revolt.! These
two stories, or sets of stories, deal with events which are historically
and naturally related to the events of the Marathonian campaign. It
is obvious that the traditions of Marathon compare favourably with
the story of the Scythic expedition. Each set of traditions may show,
especially in the elements traceable to a common source, the tendencies
of the Philaid family traditions, of which Miltiades was the hero, to
magnify his services, and belittle or damnify the memory of his rivals:
but the story of Marathon steers clear of the palpable fictions, ex-
aggerations, absurdities, and inconsequence, which prove the story of
the Scythian campaign, for all its circumstantiality, a fable. On the
other hand, the story of Marathon does not in all respects compare
favourably with the traditions of the Ionian Revolt. When it is
remembered that the Ionian Revolt not merely extended to several
campaigns, by sea and land, in several successive years, and was all
over before the invasion of European Hellas; while in the other case
the historian was concerned with a more recent campaign, of far

1 An exception might be made in favour contact, not wholly fortuitous, with the
of the story of an earlier Marathonian story in Bk. 6, but the suggestion may
campaign, 1. 62, which offers points of here suffice.






§10 MARATHON 173

two Hellenic cities chiefly involved, and as is the fate of Barka such is
the fate of Eretria, the analogy extending even to the subsequent
fates of the captives (4. 202 cpd. w. 6. 119). The escape of Kyrene,
the deliverance of Athens are at first sight less conspicuously parallel,
yet the substantial ratio remains: as the deliverance of Athens to the
destruction of Eretria so the escape of Kyrene to the doom of Barke.
The intervention of Arkadian Pan, of Zeus Lykaios, remains a point not
so much of comparison as of identity in the rationale of the two stories.
If, neglecting smaller points of agreement and of difference, other than
those involved in the obvious conditions of time, place, and circum-
stance, the critic’ask how far the coincidences are independent and
accidental, how far designed or at least pragmatic, the answer may be
less obvious than the facts of the parallelism. If the story in the fourth
Book were in itself coherent or probable, if it were not saturated by
obvious signs of afterthought (see Appendix XII), it might be argued
with some plausibility that the essential similarities in the attitude
and policy of the Persian power to this and to that Hellenic com-
munity, or group of states, would of necessity have entailed somewhat
similar action, and have tended to make history, mufatis mutandis, repeat
itself. But such essential facts would also make it easy to repeat
‘motives’ or transfer elements from one story to another.! The con-
spicuous pragmatism of the Kyrenean traditions in this particular case
render them doubly suspicious. It is obviously more likely that the
Kyrenean story has been retouched in the light of facts and fancies
from Marathon, than that the Marathonian legend is to any appreciable
extent a plagiarism from the historiography of Kyreme. The sug-
gestion that Herodotus is largely responsible for either the one story
or the other, or for the latent analogies between them, is to be
strenuously avoided. In this case at least the synchronism, real or
supposed, between the expedition in Scythia and the expedition in
Libya has determined his view ; and the attack on Barke is inconti-
nently e into an undertaking for the conquest of all Libya 2 by
a special hypothesis of the historian’s own devising (4. 167), in patent
conflict with facts and points in the story itself (4. 203), in order to

1 Other stories in these Books offer
fruitful points for comparison with the
story of Marathon, to wit: the story of
the expedition of Mardonios, 6. 43-45
(cp. Appendix VI. § 8), the story of
the Spartan war with Argos, (cp. Appendix
VII. § 10), the stories of the Atheno-
Aiginetan wars (cp. Appendix VIII).
Without pursuing the subject farther here
in detail it may safely be said that the
Herodotean account of the Marathonian
campaign compares to advantage with each
and all these other stories. It is less
pragmatic than the first, it is less one-
sided than the second, it is less ex parte
than the third. It has points of agree-

ment with the various stories s

and those are the main grounds of objec-
tion to it. While we cannot doubt that
a much better account of the battle of
Marathon might have been obtainable in
Herodotus’ day than the account he gives
us, it is very obvious that, judged by the
varying and composite standards of the
histories, even in immediate juxtaposition,
if the story of Marathon might have been
somewhat better, it might also have been
very much worse, than it is.

2 Thecommissionissued to Datisand Arta-
phrenes, 6. 94, is more limited than that
ascribed to Mardonios 6. 44. The difference
of route may have something to say to this.
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follows that never an item of genuine tradition and evidence has come
down in the ancillary sources. = Modern scholars, who treat the
traditions preserved in Herodotus as the full, or even as the final,
canon of Greek history for the period covered by his work, or by any
portion of it, are uncritical twice over. In the first place they ignore
the fictitious element in the Herodotean record : in the second place
they ignore the historical quality of other evidences and tradition.
These hard and fast lines and classifications have been the curse of
Greek history. The dualism between legend and history, legendary
and historic Greece, one set of legends and another set of legends, one
historian and another, are all misleading, when taken as canonical.
One historian is doubtless a better authority, just as he may be a
better artist, than another; but no single authority is beyond criticism
or appeal, and the modern lover, or recreator, of antiquity cannot
afford to dispense with any shred of tradition, or evidence, merely
because it conflicts with the higher authority. Every particular case
must be tried and judged on its own merits. In general, the earlier
tradition is to be preferred to the later ; but the earlier tradition may
sometimes be found in the later book. In general, the natural canons
of probability must govern a reconstruction; but an entirely consistent
witness, or story, may be suspected of being a product of criticism or
reflection. In general, the later authority, at least in a literary age,
may be considered to have used the earlier authority; agreement
cannot be cited as independent witness, but disagreement is not neces-
sarily refutation : it may proceed from carelessness, or from bad faith.
In general, the isolated fact or statement, which serves no visible
interest, but happens to survive, a fossil in an alien stratum, is the
most unsuspicious and serviceable of all our building materials.

§ 12. Pindar. Among those authors contemporary with the
Persian wars, who might have been expected to bear witness to the
facts and feelings of the age, Pindar, the most Hellenic of Hellenic
poets, holds a place second to none. The considerations which
explain the almost complete lack of reference in the extant works
of Pindar to the most glorious victories of his time, are obvious and
generally recognised: the Boeotian parentage, the fragmentary state
of the record, the kinds of composition in which Pindar excelled, and
so forth. Not but what Pindar was prepared to celebrate the victories
over the barbarian, occasione data, and with due regard to local sus-
ceptibilities : dpéopas | wdp uétv Zalapives 'Abavalwy xdpw | pwbév, év
Swdprg & épéw wpd Kibaipdvos pdxav, | raioe M#Seor xdpov dyxvAérofor
(Pyth. 1. 75 ff.). But this reference exhausts the express mention of
the Medes and Persians in our actual extant heritage from Pindar.
It is not, however, even as it stands devoid of significance. The
first Pythian is dated Pyth. 29=0L 76. 3 (474 B.c.). The more
recent and significant splendours of Salamis and Plataia still eclipse the
action of Marathon ; or, conversely, the memory of Marathon has not
revived and grown at Athens to rival the realities of the current
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Marathon would have come in for a fair share of praise. That
gsecond ode is unfortunately a mere hypothesis. @ Meanwhile the
strong tradition of Alkmaionid treachery stares us in the face, and
fully explains the whole problem.

§ 13. Herodotus himself stands next on the list of witnesses to
the sources and character of the Marathonian memories, not because
no others precede him chronologically, but because, accepting the
express indications in his work, he records evidence upon this point
earlier than the group of contemporary witnesses which have come
down to us (Aischylos, Simonides, and so forth). There are two
passages in the work of Herodotus which discover the legend of
Marathon at an earlier stage than the author’s own narrative.

(1) The ‘many memorials’ of the battle at Marathon, of which his
‘friends’ made use in their defence of Miltiades, what time he was
brought to trial by Xanthippos son of Ariphron, and others, on a charge
of high treason 6. 136. The date is probably within one or two years
of the battle: the scene is apparently laid in the Athenian Ekklesta : the
bed-ridden Miltiades is present but voiceless, his friends urge every
plea available on his behalf. One fiction has already done good
service upon such an occasion (see Appendix III. § 14), and its place
is taken by two other stories, in which the services of Miltiades to
- Athens are enshrined : the story of the capture of Lemnos, the story
of the victory of Marathon. It cannot reasonably be doubted that
Miltiades had indeed performed some notable service to Athens; and
the victory was, perhaps, as much his doing as any man’s: but as
little can it be doubted that the story of his services lost nothing in
the telling, as his apologists sought to make good their pleading with
the Athenian people on this great occasion. In the speeches then
delivered Miltiades was, we may feel tolerably certain, put forward as
the protagonist of the Marathonian campaign, and assumed the réle,
doubtless ever after preserved to him in the Philaid tradition, whence
it passed, to a greater or less extent, into the general current of
Athenian memories, and thence into the pages of Herodotus. But
the At.hema.ns, to whom Marathon was a thing of yesterday, were
apparently in a position to discount the exaggerations of Miltiades
his partizans; were perhaps a little incensed at the pretensions
advanced on his behalf; felt that everything had not been done at
Marathon, and that for what had been done there were many to share
the credit. Had the Ekklesiasts, or Dikasts, been slow to distinguish
the elements of truth and ‘ poetry,” which were being palmed off upon
them as the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth about
Marathon, much of it till then perhaps a secret, there were the
‘ pursuers,’ able and ready to put another colour on the story. Any-
way, the verdict proved that the Athenians at the time appraised the
services of Miltiades neither so meanly as his enemies, nor so highly
as his friends. Much of the talk of popular ingratitude is thus a
fallacy ; albeit weight has been given to it by the prevalence of the
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delivered ; and the Athenian speech would certainly have contained
some reference to Marathon, even if the orator would scarcely have
disowned the Plataian assistance, made no reference to the Spartan
alliance, and estimated the army defeated at Marathon in terms which
might have laid the Athenians open to an invitation to settle the business
with Mardonios by themselves. We can therefore hardly accept the
exact terms of the reference to Marathon, placed in the mouth of the
Athenian speaker in 479 B.C, as accurately dated. It more probably
represents an Athenian source, the tendency of which was to exalt the
day of Marathon at the expense of the day of Plataia, and even of
Salamis itself : but it was an old story in the time of Herodotus.

§ 14. Aischylos. (a) The Persac contains some references to
Marathon, as full perhaps as could be expected considering the hypo-
thetical situation. The play itself was produced within eight years
of the battle of Salamis, within eighteen of the battle of Marathon,
but the action is ex hypothesi synchronous with the defeat of Xerxes,
and the drama is a celebration of the naval victory. The refer-
ences to Marathon cannot be pronounced immodest, and if Aischylos
was himself a MapaBuwvoudyys, like his brother (cp. Hdt. 6. 114), their
modesty is the more remarkable. It was not perhaps in the hearing
of the very men who had defeated Xerxes in the straits below, that
the older deed of their fathers, at the other end of Attica, was likely
to obtain full appreciation. Anyway, the three passages in which the
battle of Marathon is introduced, are not calculated to dim the glories
of Salamis: (1) in the scene between the Choros and Atossa, im-
mediately preceding the entrance of the Messenger who brings to
Susa the dire news of Salamis, a reference to Marathon serves to
suggest the possibility of further disaster, and thus performs a dramatic
function irrespective of any political or historical purpose which might
be served by exciting that reminiscence in the theatre. That Atossa
(Persae, 231-245) should ask for information as to the site of Athens,
the number of its inhabitants, the nature of its political constitution,
may seem somewhat a stage trick: but the allusions to Marathon
introduced in reply are dramatically forcible and sombre enough ;
while the reference to the Athenian weapons of victory (éyxn oradaia
xal cepdomibes odyar) were doubtless especially acceptable to the
Hoplites in the auditorium. (2) The second passage (286-289) may
be taken to cover the case of Marathon, but scarcely with an explicit
reference, and only in subordination to Salamis. (3) The third pass-
age is more remarkable (472-476) as implying that the invasion of
Xerxes was to exact vengeance for the defeat of Marathon, and as
showing, by the use of the word BdpBapo, that the poet has lapsed a
moment from dramatic propriety, and is speaking pure Attic.

(0) Tradition has it that Aischylos composed a prize Elegy on the
Marathonian dead, and was defeated by Simonides (rita Aeschyl. cp.
Bergk, Poet. Lyr. ii.* p. 240), and the citation (apud Plutarchum, cp.
§ 28 below) seems to suggest that the elegy might have furnished some
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all reckoned, and the évvéa might be a rationalistic reduction from the
eixooe. But the larger the total the more the proportions of the Athenian
victory, as estimated by the Herodotean figure, are reduced ; the more
reduced the proportions, the more difficult it becomes to understand
the retreat of the Persians after the engagement.

(3) Another distich, prima facie another epigram, is ascribed to
Simonides, though its authenticity is doubtful (Bergk, iii.* p. 479):

Tdv Tpaydmovy éué Ilava, Tdv "Apkdda, Tdv xard Mqjdwy,
Tdv per’ “Abyvalowv oricaro MidTidds.

This is no doubt the inscription, or part of the inscription, upon the
base of a statue of Pan. The first line may seem to take for granted
and confirms the story of the epiphany of Pan to Philippides as told
by Herodotus : the second ascribes the offering to Miltiades. Such a
statue was erected apparently in the Grotto on the Akropolis, and the
inscription may have been by Simonides: but neither the offering nor
the inscription can be taken to confirm the story told by Herodotus,
until it is shown that they did not help to originate it. As it stands
the epigram shows only that Miltiades, or some one on his behalf,
ascribed the defeat of the Mede to the influence of Pan. We cannot
even argue that Miltiades held Pan as from Arkady: that item
might be all due to the poet. But, if Arkadian Pan came to Marathon,
on the poet’s showing, a nucleus or start was therein supplied for the
story of the epiphany of Pan to Philippides as he sped through Arkadia
on his memorable mission. If Philippides had erected the statue it
would have formed a stronger confirmation of the Herodotean story.
But was it even Miltiades who erected the statue, upon the base of
which this inscription was cut? It is difficult to believe that Xerxes
left such a memorial of his father’s shame standing in 480 B.c. It is
difficult to believe that Mardonios and his troops, some of them per-
haps veterans from the former war (9. 15), made no effort in 479 B.C.
to destroy the evidences which might exist in Athens, or on the spot
of the Persian defeat ten years before. At best the statue of Pan,
with its inscription, was surely a restoration at a much later date (cp.
5. 77), probably under the prostasy of Kimon.! But what security
have we that the ‘restoration’ was not the first ‘institution’ of the
Pan-cult, by the Demagogue who ¢ brought back’ the bones of Theseus
from Skyros to Athens, piously associating his father’s name with the
anathema, as he had once paid the penalty for the Parian disaster in
his father’s behalf? These lines attributed to Simonides lend little
weight to the story of the vision in Arkady. Neither is the argument
affected by the conjecture of Bergk (op. ¢. p. 449) that the inscription
was & quatrain, which may be restored by combining and emending
the two couplets here cited as (1) and (3) ; nor by his other sugges-
tion (p. 480) that Sozomenus and Nicephorus are wrong in asserting

1 Cp. Curtius, Stg. p. 134, of the Pan-cult on the Akropolis: and p. 163 supra.
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condition of Athens than any ¢higher criticism,’ due to sophists or
rhetors : albeit it anticipates the dominant chord in the reactionary
and pragmatic writings of the fourth century. In the extant remains
of Aristophanes there are some ten express references to Marathon
and its associations; who will say how many have perished with the
bulk of his works, or survive, if at all, unacknowledged and probably
‘translated ’ in the after authorities? (1) No wonder the men of
Acharnae are against peace with Sparta, ‘old fellows who had
fought at Marathon, hard as nuts, and tough as oak, or maple.’! Is
this satire from the poet, who was in favour of ! By no means!
Who were with him in favour of if not the elder generation,
the country folk, the Acharnians among the rest? If the heroes of
Marathon are won over for peace (cp. 11. 971 ff.) who could impeach the
poet’s courage? (2) A second reference in the same play to what
was due towards the veterans of Marathon, is even clearer evidence
of the poet’s feeling, and of the ‘reaction’ in favour of the soil against
the sea? How many of the men that had pursued the Mede at
Marathon were alive, when that play was played sixty-five years later,
to tell the tale, or grumble at the change of times? The Laudator
temporis acti i8 the poet himself, and he praises a time long before his
own boyhood, a time there were few in Athens that could recall. But
the plea stands, doubtless, for a revival, a development, especially
among the modern democrats. (3) A third 8 proves how com-
pletely, how skilfully, the poet identifies the glory of Marathon with
the Demos as a whole, and would thus recall Demos to—its better
self. It would here again be a radical mistake to argue, from éyyAwr-
rorvreiv for example, that the poet is writing satirically on the
‘ Marathonian memories’; comedy is comedy, fun is free; but if
there is any satire in the passage, it is aimed, surely, at the vavrixds
oxAos and its v év Zalapive In three other passages, (4) one from
the Knights,* (5) one from the Wasps® and (6) a fragment of the
Holkades® we hear for the first time of the trophy at Marathon (73
Mapafove rpomaiov), a memorial which, we may be sure, if erected
before the invasion of Xerxes, would have required restoration, and
the ‘restoration’ of which must plausibly be dated synchronously with
the other similar restorations of Kimonian Athens. In none of these
passages is any tone of persiflage to be detected, any more than in

1 ’Axaprixol oriwrol yéporres wplvvor

drepduoves Mapalwrondyar opevddu-
wwoi. Ach. 180 f.

viv & 61 dr8ply wornpir apbdpa Siwb-
ueba, xgra wpds doxbueba.
3 Knights 781 fI.:—

3 Acharnians 692 ff. .—

rabra xds elréra yéporr’ dwoléoar wohdy
d»8pa wepl x\eyidpar

woA\d &) tvurorfoarra kal Oepudy dxrouop-
¢duevar drdpicdr 18pdra 8% xal wold»

dr8p’ dyaldvy Svrra Mapalive wepl Tip
o\ ;

elra Mapafdv. udv 8r’ Huer ¢Siwxouer:

aé¢ ydp Oc M#8oas Sietiplow wepl This xwpas
Mapafor,
xal mxhoas Huly peyd\ws éyyAwrrorvrely
wapéSwxds xTA.
¢ Knights 1838 f. On the reference in
L 660 cp p- 224 ixfra.
asps 711.
‘ Athon iti. 111,
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profitable, or significant, than a comparison of the utterances, upon the
battle of Marathon, of the prince of Attic historiography with those of
the Father of History itself. Even treating the question as open,
whether Thucydides was, or was not, acquainted with the work of his
great predecessor, the remarks of the first Athenian historian upon the
famous Athenian victory must rank as allimportant. There are at
most some half-dozen in the work of Thucydides referring
to the battle of Marathon.! Whichever among the various possible
views of the date, or dates, for the composition and publication of the
work of Thucydides may be taken, matters little or nothing to the use
of these particular references. On any tenable theory they would all,
with one possible exception, be subsequent, in publication, and even
in composition, to the bulk of the citations, if not all the citations,
just made from the Comedians. Four of the references in Thucydides
are to be found in the first Book, and in passages which belong, almost
certainly, to the first draft of that Book. A reference occurs in the sixth
Book, and another in an excursus, or digression, in the sixth Book :
but whatever may be the true secret in regard to the original composi-
tion and intention of the dramatic story in Books VI, viI, and its in-
corporation in the annals of the ¢ Peloponnesian’ war, this was
written, or incorporated in the author's main work, at a comparatively
late period in his life, and may rightly be considered to represent
opinion, so far as it represents any common opinion, at a later stage
than the majority of the Comic references above given. The one
case in which Thucydides might be taken to be reporting Athenian
views at an earlier stage than Aristophanes, is in the allusion to
Marathon made by the Athenian orator speaking at Sparta, ez
hypothesi in the year 432 B.C.2 If the speeches in the pages of
Thucydides could be regarded as authentic reports of actual speeches
ever actually delivered by word of mouth, we {should have in this
passage an illustration, nay a record, of Athenian pride and glorification
in the memories of Marathon, that might take rank with other illustra-
tions already given and to come. But of all the speeches assigned by
Thucydides to various speakers there is hardly any other so obviously
unauthentic as the one here in question. It might, indeed, merely
pass as illustrating what Thucydides, undoubtedly on this point a
first-rate authority, surmised at some time or other, and inserted in
his work, as said, or likely to have been said, by an Athenian orator
at the given time and place. Yet a little farther than this conclusion

1764 Mnduxd, 6 M. wéheuos, 70 M.
&pyov et sim. as a rule refer primarily, not
to say exclusively, to ‘the great Armada’
(480/79 B.0.). So, on the lips of Perikles,
1. 142, 144. For complete refl. see von
Easen, Index Thucydideus, p. 254V.

11. 73, 4 ¢audr vap Mapalirl Te
udvoe  wpoxwwduveboa: T PBapBdpy KTA.
This is one of the very few passages in

which 7& Mndixd as used by Thucydides
must be taken to include the expedition
of 490 B.C., and the speakers are made to
apologise for boring their audience with
this toujours perdriz: el xal 8’ 8xlov
udlior €orac del wpoSallouévous. But
even Thucydides little knew what was

coming : cp. §8 21, 22 infra.
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granted that he was himself related to the house of Kimon and
Miltiades, and was buried, as to his mortal elements, in their family
tomb.! But the political sympathies of Thucydides were almost as
little with Kimon and his own namesake, the son of Melesias, as with
Kleon and the bourgeois demagogues of the decadence. He had, it
geems, caught something of an enthusiasm for Perikles, and the Peri-
klean principatus,® for the aristocratic demagogue, and the democracy
of the best men3; and he judged the men and actions of the past in
the light of the Periklean policy and régime. The work of Thucydides
from beginning to end}is a superb apology for Perikles,* both in what
it records, and in what it omits: and wherever the Thucydidean
standpoint is adopted, Perikles at least needs no advocates.

§ 18. It is thus inferentially the Periklean view of the Persian wars
which is dominant in the work of Thucydides: a view proper enough
to the statesman who practically abandoned the ¢ eastern question’ in
order to develop Athens at the expense of Hellas : the abortive ‘ peace
of Kallias,’ passed over by Thucydides in discreet silence, being the
chief contribution of Perikles to the solution of that question, which
at any rate he succeeded in shelving.® From this standpoint the war
which was to decide the question of primacy, hegemony, prostasy in
Hellas, was far the most important war which ever had been, or well
could be: and that is exactly the view taken by Thucydides of the
war which he deliberately chose as the subject for an everlasting
memorial. But, when the bitterness of that deadly struggle was over,
when the ‘tyrant city’ had been overthrown, and Sparta, unable to
maintain the prize which she had wrested from Athens, had called in
the Barbarian to dictate terms of peace and autonomy to Hellas:
above all, when Thebes had dethroned Sparta, without maintaining a
usurper’s right, and the possible rivals for hegemony, roughly speaking,
had their liberty secured by their mutual exhaustion; then the
interests of the past re-asserted themselves in new proportions, and the
second thoughts of the fourth century revised the balance of fame in
favour of the more glorious memories of the fifth. If the separate
Republics of Hellas were too weak, or too weary, to continue the
internecine struggle which had ruined, one after another, the possible
candidates for empire, or hegemdny, during the century between the
battle of the Eurymedon and the battle of Mantineia (465-362 B.C.),
the impotence and the vulnerability of Persia had also been more
and more fully revealed. It was an age of reflection, of afterthought.
At Athens, in especial, philosophy, oratory, prose literature flourished

1 Vita Anonym. § 10. the proof in Bk. 1 that the war was not
3 dpxh Uwd Tob wpdrov dvdpés, 2. 65, 9,  of Perikles' making but inevitable ; cp.
3 9 87 Plutarch, Perikies c. 81: Thuc. 8. 97, 2
¢ 0b. need not be quoted against all that.
¢ The clearest passage is 2. 65 written 8 Cp. Duncker, Ueber den sogenannten
obviously after the war, but the work from  Kimonischen Frieden. Abhandlungen, pp.
first to last is in much the same vein, ¢.g. 87 f1.
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more especially the first war, and therein the battle of Marathon. It
is reasonable to affirm, both on general and on internal grounds, that
the author has the Herodotean story before him ; but he takes con-
siderable liberties therewith, albeit in this case, where the later
departs from the earlier authority, it is with very little appearance of
real evidence, or even of reasonable inference. Thus, as with Hero-
dotus, the immediate objective of the expedition includes Eretria as
well as Athens, and the immediate casus belli is the ‘plot’ against
Sardes. But the figures given for the forces (500,000 men, 300 ships
of war, beside transports) ; the report that Dareios threatened to have
Datis’ head off, if he failed to bring the men of Eretria and Athens
into his presence ; the statements that Datis reduced Eretria in three
days and applied the Sagene to the territory; the assertion that no
other Greeks came to the help of the Athenians save the Lakedai-
monians, who arrived ‘the day after the battle,’ are all highly sus-
picious improvements upon the Herodotean record, and to be
fully accounted for, without supposing that the author had any inde-
pendent source. From another point of view the passage is more
reputable. The moral significance of the deed at Marathop is set in
striking relief, by reference to its antecedents. The demand that the
hearer should bethink himself the time whenas all Asia served the
third Persian Sovran, Dareios, who had made the Danube his frontier,
the sea and the isles his dominion, the minds of all men bowing down
before the greatness of the king, is a thoroughly critical demand made
in language somewhat uncritical. Nor can it be fairly said that the
after-effects of Marathon are grossly exaggerated when the speaker,
as reported, maintains that Marathon taught the Hellenes at large
the Persians’ weakness by land, and Salamis afterwards the same lesson
by sea. Admitting this observation, it is hard to exclude the further
position that the Athenians at Marathon were not merely fighting
their own battle but serving the Greeks one and all, yea, that the
victors of Marathon were the parents of European liberties !

The authenticity of the Aenezenos has been called in question :
and again, its Platonic authorship has been supposed to consort better
with a satirical intention, of which the rhetorical methods and topics
of the day may have been the object. But the same theme is
handled in the Laws in two passages, the first of which substantially
repeats, with trifling variations, the facts as stated in the -Menezenos,
though it adds appropriately a new and very significant moral. As to
the facts: Datis is sent expressly, ‘under pain of death,’ to fetch the
men of Athens and Eretria ; the three days spent in reducing the latter
city become ¢ a short time’; the exact figures of the forces are dis-
solved into a vague multitude, but the Sagene is retained ; a threatening
message from Datis to the Athenians is added, after receiving which
they sent hither and thither for allies, without any result, though the
Lakedaimonians again arrive ‘ the day after’ the battle. ‘A Messenian
war, or something else’ is suggested (perhaps satirically) as reason for
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main issue in Athenian policy, glorify and moralise the victories over
Persia, with a view to a Panhellenic crusade against the Great King.
The interest of the later group (Aischines, Demosthenes) is absorbed
by the Macedonian power and its advances : and these orators, taking
the traditions of the Persian wars as they find them, use them to
point, or to poison, the weapons of their personal antagonism over
the Macedonian question. An exception must be made in favour
of Lykurgos, one of whose extant speeches, a ‘private’ oration, has
already augmented the older Sources ;! while the argument based on
the terms of the epigram illustrates, and to some extent justifies, the
oratorical amplifications by the contemporary authority of the fifth
century. On the lips of Lykurgos the claim of those Athenians, who
fought and died at Marathon, to be the proto-martyrs of Pan-hellenism
is fully established ; all that followed Marathon was a legitimate result
of that day’s work, and every result was foreseen and intended by
the heroes of that day.? This double fallacy rules to a greater or less
extent the historiography of the fourth century B.C. as it has subse-
quently ruled historiography in other ages, and in other interests : nor
is it, perhaps, a form of fallacy wholly unknown to advocates or
apologists in the present day. Owing to the difference above indicated
it will be convenient here to dismiss shortly the testimony of the
later pair of Attic orators, in order to clear the way for a review of
the more important contributions made by their predecessors to the
matter in hand. Aischines, who had to pose upon the occasion as a
man of peace, still admits in the speech de f. Legatione (344 B.C.) that
the battle of Marathon was a thing to imitate ;2 this admission would
be a reply to the heroics of Demosthenes, in which appeal had been
made to the memories of Marathon and Salamis.¢ Fourteen years later
(330 B.C.) when it is the turn of Aischines to attack, and of Demo-
sthenes to defend, Aischines knows well enough how to exploit the
great legend to his rival’s disadvantage. It is proposed to crown
Demosthenes: no such honour was conferred on the victor of Marathon.®
Miltiades, indeed, had not asked for a crown, though Ae did ask to have
his name inscribed on the picture in the painted Porch. Even that request
the people refused, only allowing the Strategos to be painted in front
of the battle, cheering on the hoplites to victory. And shall Demo-
sthenes have a crown? A man not to be named on the same day with
Miltiades.® The references to the Porch, the painting, the position of
Miltiades in the picture are valuable, and might seem to carry us back,
at a single bound, to the authentic and monumental evidences of the fifth

1 See § 16 supra. oav, Tois IBlos xwwdiwois xowrdy &dear
2 ¢, Leocrat. § 104 ofrws Eoxor wpds  dwact Tols "EN\no: xrduevor kT,
dperhy Gore ob ubvor Uwép TiHs alTdy 3 op. c. § 76
warplos d\\d xal wdoms rijs "EXNddos ws ‘ de. ' 811. 812
xowrfis fi0ehov dwolvioxewr. ol yoly é» s J. L‘y - §§ 811, 312.
Mapafir waparatduevoc Tots BapSdpos ¢. Clesiph. §181.
Tor & dwdons Tis 'Acglas orélov épr‘):r 8 ¢ Ctesiph. §§ 181-186.
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leader at Marathon, nor would any one describe the battle of Salamis
a8 the work of Themistokles, or the victory of Marathon as the work
of Miltiades: for the whole state was concerned in those doings, and
every citizen claimed a share in the honour.!

There is, indeed, one reference in Demosthenes obscure in itself,
but if interpreted in the light of later authorities, suggesting an
historical fact, worth, for the present purpose, bushels of rhetoric. It
is the incidental record of the psephism of Miltiades, evidently cited as a
proof of heroic patriotism, and explained by the scholiast to have
embodied the proposal to go forthwith to meet the Persians.2 So much
is evident, assuming the record to be correct, that this psephism must
have been proposed in the Ekklesia, and in Athens: and it may be
assumed that the psephism was carried, and was the act which decided
the march to Marathon. A notice of this psephism might have been
inserted by Herodotus in 6. 103. His silence is, however, no valid
argument against accepting the evidence of the orator and the scholiast,
for the record of Herodotus is presented, as shown above ® and below ¢
in language borrowed from later constitutional practice, and assigns to
Miltiades the position of leading Strategos, not in virtue of his moral
ascendency or even of his motion in the Ekklesia, but in virtue of his
‘autocracy ’ or at least his ‘hegemony’ in the strategic college. The
suggestion lies very near the surface, that the anachronistic rdle
assigned to Miltiades in the Herodotean record is a spontaneous
equivalent, in terms ‘understanded of the people’ at the time, for the
more elaborate explanations which had to be undertaken, if it was to
be made plain that Miltiades was really the author and hero of the
battle, that it was par exzcellence ‘his victory,” because it was his
psephism, his act, that carried the citizen army to Marathon.®

§ 21. Demosthenes, however, though he recurs in the spirit of
his age to the glories of the Persian wars, does so for the purpose of
justifying his war-cries or his acts against the man of Macedon, not
with a view to moving the Athenians to undertake fresh conquests in
Asia. For this more consequential yet premature appeal we return to
the predecessors or elder contemporaries of Demosthenes, and find in
them, or at least in the greatest of them, Isokrates, authentic evidence

sthenes refers to appeals to Athenian
patriotic memories made by Aischines in
former days. The Scholiast (Baiter and

1 ¢. Aristocrat. §8 196 f. The passage
is imitated in the spurious oration wepl
ovrrdf. 21, 22, The expression Oewioro-

xNéa Ty Thy év Zalauive vavuayxlar
orparyyovrra xal MTwddny Tév dyyod-
pevor Mapadore is noticeable. § 206
contains some matter not calculated to
exalt our opinion of Demosthenes as
a historical authority, but the reading
Ilaplwy is doubtful.

S def Leg. § 303 ris 6 Tods paxpods
xal xalods Abéyous éxelvous Snunyopaw, xal
70 M\riddov xal Oewiaroxhéovs Yriguoua
drayeyrdoxwy xal Tov év T@ Tis 'AyAavpov
Ty éPhHBwy Gprov ; olx obros ; Demo-

VOL. II

Orelli, Orat. Att. ii. p. 95) has: ol 800
Eypayar, dAN éxdrepos alrdw wporpewd-
pevos tods 'Abnvalovs wpds dperhy «xal
\evleplav. & pév yap Mi\Tiddns, 67e éx-
7\Gor ol Ilépoai, Eypayer, Gore e€0OVs
dwavriicar 7ois woleulois® Oeuorox)s
3¢ xaralurelv épfuny Thy wé\wy xal els
Tds Tpifipeis perafifactiivar, Sre rd &
Zalauive xal éx’' 'Apreuciy.

3 p. 157 supra.

i p. 199 nfra.

5 Cp. p. 200 snfra.
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battle of Marathon, a point which it is important to bear in mind.
Other references by Isokrates are less full or significant. In the
‘“ pamphlet ” ! On the Peace (355 B.C.), Isokrates contrasts the example of
the men of Marathon and other heroes of the Persian wars, who fought
for Hellas against Asia, with the conduct of their degenerate sons, who
refused to make peace between Hellene and Hellene.2 In the Philippos
(346 B.C.) it is remarked that the whole world sings the praise of
Athens, but not for her acts of violence towards the Greeks; the
battle of Marathon, the sea-fight at Salamis, and above all the sacrifice
of home and land made for the common cause, are the occasions
of that encomium.? Some years before (353 B.C.) in the oration mepi
dvrddorews (16), Isokrates, writing in praise of the good education
and habits of old Athens, instances without expressly naming some
of the great men produced under the ancien régime—Kleisthenes,*
Miltiades,® and perhaps greatest of all Themistokles.® And it is
hardly to be doubted that Isokrates was moved to his glorification
of the generation that fought at Marathon and at Plataia not merely
by his desire to see Hellas once more united against the barbarian,
but by his admiration for the moderate constitution, the warpia
Snuoxparia, the laws of Solon and Kleisthenes, which had been the
political school in which the victors were educated. That he does
not, with the author of the Menexenos, wholly discard the glories of
Salamis, and the work of Themistokles, may be better understood
when the Panhellenic and anti-Persian articles in his programme are
taken into account.

§ 22. That the Epitaphios preserved among the remains of Lysias is
of doubtful authenticity, nay, certainly spurious, hardly detracts so
much from its importance or application to the matter in hand as
the uncertainty of its date.” Internal evidence would place it within
a century of the battle of Marathon : external evidence® at least
makes it probable that it was in existence before Aristotle wrote
the Rhetoric, even if neither Plato (in the Menexenos) nor Isokrates
(in the Panegyrikos) can be proved to have known it. The inclusion
of the work in the MS. of Lysias might count for something in

the immediate context: indeed, there is
hardly any room for the,n after the absurd
exaggeration about Marsthon: but they
have been already dealt with in §§ 49-
52. It may be here worth while to
remark that the composition of the Pan-
athenaikos was intermittent, cp. Jebb,
Att, Or. ii. p. 114, Blass, d. Att. Bered-
samkeit, ii.3 p. 819.

1 Jebb, ii. 188.

2§88

3 88 146, 147.

¢ § 806 6 Tods Tupdwrous éxfaldr xal

v Sfipor xarayayar xal Thy dnuoxpariay
xaracrioas.

8 Ibid. & Tods BapBdpouvs Mapaddw: Ty
pudxp vichoas xal Thr 3éfar Thy éx Tadrys
yeyernuévrny 19 wéhet xTnaduevos.

§ 3086 & uer éxeivor Tods “EX\pras
é\evlepwoas kT,

7 See Jebb, Attic Orators, i. 207, 210.
Professor Jebb himself apparently can-
not vindicate an earlier origin for the

pseudepigraphon than a date soon after

150 B.o. (‘‘In any case, considering the
general character of the Greek, it can
scarcely be put much below the first half
of the second century B.C.”)

8 Aristot. Rhetor. 3. 10, 14118, Blass,
Att. Bereds. i.? 488, accepts the reference
as genuine.
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of Eretria by Athens, for which an explanation, of a sort, is offered
in the story preserved by Herodotus.! (3) utterly ignores the express
reasons given by Herodotus for the selection of Marathon: it is also
obvious that by omitting the previous attack upon Eretria, Marathon
is converted from an obvious into an unlikely landing-place. (4) runs
contrary not merely to the express testimony of Herodotus, and
others, but is in itself ludicrous and absurd: doubly so, considering
the scale upon which the Persian e ition is presented. (5) denies
the statement in the Herodotean account of the delay of days before
the battle; denies also the story of the mission of Philippides.
(6) removes the Plataians fro( the field of battle, and gives the
Athenians credit for a P enic intention, where at best there
ensued a Panhellenic advantage. It may also be observed that this
patriotic Panhellenism would have conflicted with the somewhat
local patriotism, with which the Athenians are credited, in wishing
to reap all the glory of the first victory over the barbarians alone
and for themselves. Such an inconsequence in such a case is, indeed,
a triviality, but it serves to accentuate the reckless disregard of
tradition and of probabilities with which the whole passage is
stamped.

§ 23. Aristotle. It may well be regretted that within the scope
of one or other of Aristotle’s works did not more directly fall an
exhaustive report upon the Persian wars, and their effects in politics,
literature and life; for the Macedonian philosopher in Athens, not
being like your Englishman in Ireland Hibernis ipsis Hibernior, is in the
main free from the exaggerations of the Attic rhetoricians. Not that
Aristotle was wholly quit of Hellenic prejudice and historic fallacy.
His account of the ‘natural’ relations of Greek and barbarian may
serve as evidence of the one; his pseudo-history of the origin’ of the
city-state as illustration of the other.2 But even in such matters the
difference between Aristotle and his contemporaries, especially his
Attic contemporaries and predecessors, was considerable, and mostly in
his favour. Aristotle had indubitably a greater respect for facts and
for common-sense opinions than Plato, to say nothing of the typical
rhetoricians of the century. Aristotle’s own conception of the best
practical or working model for a city-state is based, not upon Sparta,
but upon Athens, the Athens of yore, before the later democratic
developments : an old Athens, be it understood, reinformed and sub-
limated by the entrance of philosophy, and the more systematic provision
for a liberal education. 1In this respect Aristotle endorses, with a differ-
ence, the ideal of Isokrates; and differs, but not wholly, from the ideal

1 Cp. notes to 6. 100.

2 Pol. 1. 2 11,1252 11,
both articles it is in
superiority of the methods and results of
Thucydides (1. 2-12), though the great
Attic historian is committed to the

In respect to
to observe the

fallacious pragmatism of the legend of
the Thesean synoikism (2, 15) : a fallacy,
to which his admiration for the Peisis-
tratids, new and old, may have con-
tributed. Cp. § 17 supra.
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§23

Strategi at Marathon each commanded one Phyle, viz. that to which
he himself belonged, and had hardly more constitutional or military
importance than the taxiarchs in later days, officers whose institution,
together with that of the phylarchs, may be associated with the establish-
ment of the cavalry force, and the abolition of the Polemarchy as a real
military office, acts possibly consequential on the events and experiences
of the Marathonian campaign.! At the same time it is necessary to
consider the authority and character of the statement here first en-
countered in an ancient text. It being quite certain that the author
of the Athenian Conststution was acquainted with the work of Herodotus,?
how can the conclusion be here avoided that he is expressly and
purpoeely correcting, or harmonising, the somewhat conflicting state-
ments in Herodotus’ account of the battle of Marathon, so far as
they concern the constitutional positions of Polemarch and Strategi %3
There need be no tittle or shadow of doubt that in this matter the
fourth-century author is right and the fifth-century author is con-
fused or wrong. But it is still a proper and right question to put:
how the later author has come by this better knowledge, which is so
much to his credit ¢ Had he any real evidence for it  Or is it the result
of an inference, of afterthought and combinations of his own? That he
had any positive evidence for saying the Polemarch commanded at Mara-
thon, Miltiades and his nine colleagues being merely in command, each of
his own Phyle,appears improbablefor the following reasons: (1) No other
ancient author anterior, contemporary, or subsequent has represented the
gituation in this way : if there had been any positive evidence (whether

éx rwwr) or distributively (rués éx
rwwr)? Herodotus had said distinctly
that Miltiades was elected Uwd 70U Sjuov
6. 104 ; hence, perhaps, the ppolrro I c.
supra. See, further, on the subject,
Appendix IX. § 13 supra. The latter
part of the phrase above quoted has been
generally interpreted to mean that the
Polemarch was commander - in - chief, cp.
§ 6 supra, Kenyon, 'Aéypr. wol.? p. 75.
How far does this phrase go beyond the
expression of Herodotus ? (6. 111). Hdt.
confines the Polemarch’s lead to the right
wing: 7ol ud» Jdefiol xépeos dyyéero o
woléuapxos xT\. The man that *led’ the
right wing might be said to lead the whole
army, rijs 3¢ dxdons arpards Yyeudrv v 6
woNéuapyxos. But, then, what did Hdt.
mean by the expression that the Polemarch
‘had’ or ‘held’ the right wing, 7o» woAéu-
apxor Exetr xépas 76 detd»? Could one
man hold the right wing against all Plataia
on the left, &orres 70 eVdwuuor xépas
II\araiées. As sometimes happens with
Hdt. in obscure constitutional points, his
language becomes ambiguous. Cp. note
to 6. b7 ad fin. The obscurity covers the
intervening sentence, in which the Pole-

march leads, and the Phylae (not tAe
other Phylae, cp. note ad l.) follow (i.e.
each other from right to left, and the
Polemarch forwards ! ). The author of the
’AGn». wo\. has worked out the position
more lucidly. He is speaking not of the
line of battle, but of the Strategi, and the
Strategic office. He evidently means that
the Strategi were elected, one from each
Phyle, to lead each his own Phyletas,
whilst the whole army was led by the
Polemarch. ‘Lead’is here equivalent to
‘command.’ It might be imagined that
the right wing was occupied by the Phyle
whose Strategos was Prytanis for the day
(cp. note to 6. 110), and that the Polemarch
took the place of the Strategos of the Phyle,
‘leading’ a different Phylaes each day!
But why multiply speculative hypotheses
defamatory of Athenian tactics and
strategics, when the simple assumption
that Hdt.’s language is obscure and incon-
sequent because his knowledge is imperfect
and confused explains everything !

1 Cp. notes on 6. 69, 6. 112, and Ap-
pendix IX. §§ 18, 14.

3 Cp. Appendix IX. 8§ 4, 5.

3885, 6 supra.
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The is not satirical, neither is it important, except as giving
apparently the philosopher’s sanction to the practice of the rhetors,
which so greatly corrupted history. (2) A second passage in the
Rhetoric! preserves a reference made by Kephisodotos 2 to the psephism
of Miltiades. This reference would not of necessity be earlier than
the one above cited from Demosthenes.? These references exhaust the
direct contribution of Aristotle to the matter in hand ; for a curious
passage in the History of Animals* though referring to Marathon and
Salamis, and the tomb of Themistokles withal, refers to them only
to remark that in such shady and marshy spots, after a glorious day,
when the ground is well warmed, a sort of froth is produced, which
breeds—mackerel-midges! Verily, a parable from nature, to discomfit
the rhetors! an unintentional commentary on the Birds of Aristo-
phanes !5

§ 24. The empire of Alexander, the kingdoms into which his
successors divided the spoil: the Roman conquest, the unification of
the Mediterranean world under the Caesar, made the memories and
traditions of free Hellas ancient history to the decadent Greeks
themselves, much more to their Roman and Christian successors.
Thus the breach between the literature and sources of the fourth
century B.C. and those of the succeeding periods, Hellenistic, Roman,
Christian, though augmented and exaggerated by facts which may
be called accidental, is causally related to ecumenical changes in
the external order of human history. It is, therefore, worth while
here to pause, in order briefly to summarise the state of the evidence
and traditions in regard to the battle of Marathon, so far reviewed,
before advancing- across the chasm of nearly three centuries, upon
the further side of which the sources of Greek history again break
up the ground, albeit, like the fabled Arethusa and Alpheios, in
another land, and under alien skies.

All the additional matter which the extant sources, from Pindar
to Aristotle, supply to complete or to correct the account given by
Herodotus of the battle of Marathon, is, broadly speaking, of two
different kinds: (1) There are statements which make real and solid
additions to knowledge, or which are connected with genuine and
early evidences, or, at least, are based on arguments which may be
regarded as conclusive. Such elements include the p#ephism of
Miltiades, mentioned by Demosthenes and Aristotle: the constitu-
tional authority of the Polemarch at the time, assérted in the

MARATHON

Exowper Thy év Zalauive vavuaxlav # Ty
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3 Cp. Smith, Dict. Biog. i. 669.

3 p. 198 supra.
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5 1 cit. supr. p. 184.
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of the Marathonian campaign, without falling back into Thucydidean
depreciation. It was, indeed, an age of afterthoughts, but the after-
thought was exercised by some schools in a scientific or historical
interest mainly. Two classes of writers have perished in their
original forms, the specialists, or writers of Attic monographs, such
as Kleidemos, Androtion, Philochoros, and the writers of universal
history, of whom Ephoros and Theopompos! were the principals.
Both classes have been largely employed by the later writers, as
well literary as lexicographical, of Roman and Christian times. It is,
perhaps, not too much to say that, so far as a systematic alternative
to, or even a rationalised version of, the earlier historical tradition
can be detected in the later sources, it may be ascribed, with
some confidence, to Ephoros. His work probably exhibited the
systematic application to the history of Greece of the principles and
practices which are implied in the fine rhetoric of Isokrates, and the
rationalised synthesis of early traditions and evidences in regard to
the beginnings of Greek societies, of which the Aristotelian Consfitu-
tion of Athens furnishes an example. There was not, indeed, any
actual breach between the historiography of the fourth and that of
the subsequent centuries, any more than between the work of the
fifth century and that of the fourth. The rhetorical tendencies, the
monographic methods and scientific interests, even the universalist
point of view are anticipated in the fifth century : and again, in the
afterglow of the Hellenistic decadence or revival, authors were de-
pendent upon the old sources, and inevitably accepted the rhetoric
and the prejudices of the sources as authentic history. Yet still,
historical research was to a larger and larger extent delivered from
immediate political interests, from party or local feeling: and was
conducted in a literary and ethical spirit, as by Plutarch, in a more
purely antiquarian interest, as by Pausanias, or even in a strictly
academic and scholastic spirit, as by the lexicographers from Pollux
to Suidas. The effects of the ecumenical changes above indicated
are reflected in the treatment of the story of Marathon—a story
almost as thoroughly antiquated then as now.

§ 25. Cicero, first of Roman witnesses, with the later Greek
authorities in hand, though presumably quoting from memory, con-
tributes two statements of fact which, if true, would be interesting
without involving any modification in the general view of the battle.

1 The battle of Marathon did not fall dealt very unkindly with the current

within the proper scope of the Chian’s
original work ; but ‘‘ the most illustrious
of the disciples of Isokrates ” apparently
wrote An Epi of the Work of Hero-
dotws (Suidas), in which the battle of
Marathon probably dwindled to very
small proportions, for in his own most
voluminous work, the PAiippica (in 58
books), he appears incidentally to have

Athenian apotheosis of that achievement.
Cp. Milller, Frag. Hist. Gr. i. p. 8086.
F. 167 & 8 «xal . Th»y év Mapafin
udxmy odbx Bua wdrres Uuvolor ~yeyern-
vy, xal 8ca &\\a, ¢noly, 3 'Abpralwy
wdM\is dhaforeterar xal wapaxpoberar Tods
“EN\nras. (Ref. due to Wecklein, U. d.
Tradition, p. 85.)
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(11) The Persians lost 200,000 men in the battle itself, or by a ship-
wreck. (12) Hippias was slain in the action.

Of the statements of Trogus as numbered above, (1) and (12) have
been already discussed. They are worth something against the silence
of the orators: worth less, beside Herodotus and Thucydides. The
appearance of Hippias in sole command is as suspicious as his total
cassation by the orators. (2) is doubtless due to a respect for Hero-
dotus: (3) to a desire not to give up the rhetors: the quadriduum is
presumably a mere calculation, perhaps an inference from Herodotus
(tperaioe 6. 120). (4) again combines the psephism of Miltiades (in
Demosthenes ¢ al.) with the position of commander-in-chief given him
by Herodotus and the general tradition : but simply ignoree the state-
ment of the 'Afyvaiwv wolirela. (5) also combines the rhetorical state-
ment in the Epitaphios with the assertion by Herodotus in respect to
the charge. The words anfe jactum sagittarum seem to supply a motive
for the rapid onset at the end; but they are, perhaps, only based
on the words of Herodotus (ueraixmwv . . rofevpdrwv). (6) The
figure for the barbarians is extracted from the orators. The figure
for the Greeks is supplied here for the first time: but doubtless
was found by Trogus in his authorities. (7) is a commonplace
rhetorical touch.! (8) omits details as given by Herodotus, in
favour of the vague declamation of the orators: the account of
the loss of ships is obviously exaggerated, and partly, perhaps,
suggested from incidents in the second war. (9) The statement
respecting Themistokles is vague, and might have been an out-
come or application of the anecdote above cited ; but Trogus may
have found it to hand in a Greek authority. (10) The germ
of the anecdote is in Herodotus, and it has been spoilt by the frigid
declamation of a rhetorician. (11) The Persian loss is a patent
exaggeration.—The most curious observation to be made upon the
recital of Trogus is that it adds so very little to the data as given by
Herodotus and the extant orators. Except the numbers on the Greek
side, the mention of Themistokles, the death of Hippias, there is
nothing that even simulates the appearance of a genuine or independent
tradition. Surely Ephoros might have led to something better than
this! The position assigned to Hippias, the complete silence in regard
to Datis (and Artaphrenes) suggest the possibility that only a part of the
armada actually went to Marathon: an hypothesis which might lead far
towards explaining the victory, while complicating the strategic problem.
But, though Hippias is put prominently forward in Herodotus, the
supposition that Hippias was in sole command of a relatively small force
at Marathon, conflicts with too many other traditions to be made the
governing canon for a rational reconstruction of the battle-piece.

hand was cut off, he grasped the vessel (ad postremum morsu navemn detinuit) |
with his left : on losing the left hand like- 1 Unless it were borrowed from the

wise, he held the ship awhile in his teeth ckimerical sacrifice, p. 224 n/ra.
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advantages were artificially enhanced. Trunks of trees were strewn
freely, to impede the operations of the enemy’s cavalry, and the
Athenian army was protected by the mountain. (16) Datis perceived
the disadvantage of the position, but trusted to his superior numbers,
and was anxious to engage before the arrival of the Lacedaemonians.
(17) He drew up in battle-line 100,000 foot, 10,000 horse. (18) The
Athenians completely defeated ten times their own number. (19) The
Persians fled, not to their camp, but to their ships. (20) Nothing
nobler than this battle is on record: never before or sinc