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I. Introduction�

Professor� Donald� Kagan� explains� why� people� should� study� the� ancient�
Greeks.� He� argues� that� the� Greeks� are� worthy� of� our� study� not� only�
because� of� their� vast� achievements� and� contributions� to� Western�
civilization� (such� as� in� the� fields� of� science,� law,� and� politics)� but� also�
because�they�offer�a�unique�perspective�on�humanity.�To�the�Greeks,�man�
was� both� simultaneously� capable� of� the� greatest� achievements� and� the�
worst� crimes;� he� was� both� great� and� important,� but� also� mortal� and�
fallible.�He�was�a�tragic�figure,�powerful�but�limited.�Therefore,�by�studying�
the� Greeks,� one� gains� insight� into� a� tension� that� has� gripped� and� shaped�
the�West�and�the�rest�of�the�world�through�its�influence.�In�short,�to�study�
the�Greeks�is�to�study�the�nature�of�human�experience.�

Now, I'm going to ask you this question. Why are you here? That is to say, 
why should you, we, all of us, want to study these ancient Greeks? I think 
it's reasonable for people who are considering the study of a particular 
subject in a college course to ask why they should. What is it about? What is 
it about the Greeks between the years that I mentioned to you that deserves 
the attention of people in the twenty-first century? I think the answer is to be 
found, or at least one answer--the truth is there are many answers--in that 
they are just terribly interesting, but that's very much of a--what's the word I 
want, the opposite of objective--subjective observation by me. So I would 
say, a less subjective one is that I believe that it comes from their position, 
that is to say, the position of the Greeks are at the most significant starting 
point of Western Civilization, which is the culture that most powerfully 
shapes not only the West but most of the world today. It seems to me to be 
evident that whatever its other characteristics, the West has created 
institutions of government and law that provide unprecedented freedom for 
its people. It has also invented a body of natural scientific knowledge and 
technological achievement that together make possible a level of health and 
material prosperity undreamed of in earlier times, and unknown outside the 
West and those places that have been influenced by the West. I think the 
Nobel Prize laureate, V.S. Naipaul, a man born in Trinidad, of Indian 
parents, was right, when he spoke of the modern world as our universal 
civilization shaped chiefly by the West.

Most people around the world who know of them want to benefit 
from the achievements of Western science and technology. Many of them 
also want to participate in its political freedom. Moreover, experience 
suggests that a society cannot achieve the full benefits of Western science 
and technology without a commitment to reason and objectivity as essential 
to knowledge and to the political freedom that sustains it and helps it to 
move forward. The primacy of reason and the pursuit of objectivity, 
therefore, both characteristic of the Western experience seem to me to be 
essential for the achievement of the desired goals almost anywhere in the 
world.

The civilization of the West, however, was not the result of some 
inevitable process through which other cultures will automatically pass. It 
emerged from a unique history in which chance and accident often played a 
vital part. The institutions and the ideas therefore, that provide for freedom 
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and improvement in the material conditions of life, cannot take root and 
flourish without an understanding of how they came about and what 
challenges they have had to surmount. Non-Western peoples who wish to 
share in the things that characterize modernity will need to study the ideas 
and history of Western civilization to achieve what they want and 
Westerners, I would argue, who wish to preserve these things must do the 
same.  

The many civilizations adopted by the human race have shared basic 
characteristics. Most have tended toward cultural uniformity and stability. 
Reason, although it was employed for all sorts of practical and intellectual 
purposes in some of these cultures, it still lacked independence from 
religion and it lacked the high status to challenge the most basic received 
ideas. Standard form of government has been monarchy. Outside the West, 
republics have been unknown. Rulers have been thought to be divine or 
appointed spokesmen for divinity. Religious and political institutions and 
beliefs have been thoroughly intertwined as a mutually supportive unified 
structure. Government has not been subject to secular reasoned analysis. It 
has rested on religious authority, tradition, and power. The concept of 
individual freedom has had no importance in these great majorities of 
cultures in human history.  
The first and the sharpest break with this common human experience came 
in ancient Greece. The Greek city states called poleis were republics. The 
differences in wealth among their citizens were relatively small. There were 
no kings with the wealth to hire mercenary soldiers. So the citizens had to 
do their own fighting and to decide when to fight. As independent defenders 
of the common safety and the common interest, they demanded a role in the 
most important political decisions. In this way, for the first time, political 
life really was invented. Observe that the word "political" derives from the 
Greek word polis. Before that no word was needed because there was no 
such thing. This political life came to be shared by a relatively large portion 
of the people and participation of political life was highly valued by the 
Greeks. Such states, of course, did not need a bureaucracy for there were no 
vast royal or state holdings that needed management and not much 
economic surplus to support a bureaucratic class. There was no separate 
caste of priests and there was very little concern, I don't mean any concern, 
but very little concern with life after death which was universally important 
in other civilizations.

In this varied, dynamic, secular, and remarkably free context, there 
arose for the first time a speculative natural philosophy based on 
observation and reason, the root of modern natural science and philosophy, 
free to investigate or to ignore divinity. What most sets the Greeks apart is 
their view of the world. Where other peoples have seen sameness and 
continuity, the Greeks and the heirs of their way of thinking, have tended to 
notice disjunctions and to make distinctions. The Greek way of looking at 
things requires a change from the characteristic way of knowing things 
before the Greeks, that is to say, the use of faith, poetry, and intuition. 
Instead, increasingly, the Greeks focused on a reliance on reason. Reason 
permits a continuing rational inquiry into the nature of reality. Unlike 
mystical insights, scientific theories cannot be arrived at by meditation alone 
but require accurate observation of the world and reasoning of a kind that 
other human beings can criticize, analyze, modify, and correct.  
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The adoption of this way of thinking was the beginning of the 
liberation and enthronement of reason to whose searching examination, the 
Greeks thereafter, exposed everything they perceived natural, human, and 
divine. From the time they formed their republics until they were conquered 
by alien empires, the Greeks also rejected monarchy of any kind. They 
thought that a human being functioning in his full capacity must live as a 
free man in an autonomous polis ruled by laws that were the product of the 
political community and not of an arbitrary fiat from some man or god. 
These are ideas about laws and justice that have simply not flourished 
outside the Western tradition until places that were outside the Western 
tradition were influenced by the West. The Greeks, however, combined a 
unique sense of mankind's high place in the natural order. The Greeks had 
the most arrogant view of their relationship to the divinity, as I will tell you 
about later in the course, of any people I know. So on the one hand, they had 
this very high picture of this place of man, but they combined it--excuse me, 
and what possibilities these human beings had before that--with a painful 
understanding of the limitations of the greatness and the possibilities before 
man.  
This combination of elevating the greatness in reality and in possibility of 
human beings with the limitations of it, the greatest limitation being 
mortality; that together, composes the tragic vision of the human condition 
that characterized classical Greek civilization. To cope with it, they urged 
human beings to restrain their overarching ambitions. Inscribed at Apollo's 
temple at Delphi, which became–well, the Greeks came to call it the navel 
of the universe, but it certainly became the center of the Greek world--and 
which was also seen as a central place of importance by non-Greeks who 
were on the borders of the Greek world. That temple at Delphi had written 
above the Temple these words, "Know Thyself," and another statement, 
"Nothing in Excess." I think those together really mean this: know your own 
limitations as a fallible mortal and then exercise moderation because you are 
not divine, you are mortal.  
Beyond these exhortations, they relied on a good political regime to enable 
human beings to fulfill the capacities that were part of their nature, to train 
them in virtue, and to restrain them from vice. Aristotle, and his politics, 
made the point neatly, and I quote him, "As a man," - I'm sorry, "As man is 
the best of the animals when perfected, so he is the worst when separated 
from law and justice. For injustice is most dangerous when it is armed and 
man armed by nature with good sense and virtue may use them for entirely 
opposite ends. Therefore, when he is without virtue, man is the most 
unscrupulous and savage of the animals." Aristotle went on to say that the 
justice needed to control this dark side of human nature can be found only in 
a well ordered society of free people who govern themselves, and the only 
one that he knew was the polis of the Greeks.  

Now, the second great strand in the history of the West is the Judeo 
Christian tradition, a very different tradition from the one I have just 
described. Christianity's main roots were in Judaism, a religion that 
worshipped a single, all powerful deity, who is sharply separated from 
human beings, makes great moral demands upon them, and judges them all, 
even kings and emperors. Christianity began as a persecuted religion that 
ultimately captured the Roman Empire only after centuries of hostility 
towards the Empire, towards Rome, towards the secular state in general. It 
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never lost entirely its original character as an insurgent movement, 
independent of the state and hostile to it, making claims that challenge the 
secular authority. This, too, is unique to the West, just like the Greek 
experience is unique. This kind of religious organization is to be found 
nowhere else in human society.  
So the union of a universalist religion, with a monarch such as the Roman 
Empire, who ruled a vast empire, could nonetheless have put an end to any 
prospect of freedom as in other civilizations. But Christianity's inheritance 
of the rational disputatious Greek philosophy led to powerfully divisive 
quarrels about the nature of God and other theological questions, which was 
perfectly in the tradition and uniquely in the tradition of Greek philosophical 
debate. What I am doing is making a claim that even the Judeo-Christian 
tradition, which is such a different one from the Greeks, and in so many 
ways seems to be at odds with it, even they were dependent upon one aspect 
of the Greek culture, which is inherent in Christianity and important in 
Christianity. That too, was ultimately, a Greek source.  

Well, the people who the Romans called barbarians destroyed the 
Western empire and it also the destroyed the power of the emperors and 
their efforts to impose religious and political conformity under imperial 
control. The emperor in the east was able to do that because they were not 
conquered by the barbarians, but in the West, you have this situation where 
nobody is fully in charge. Here we have arrived at a second sharp break with 
the general experience of mankind. The West of the Germanic tribes that 
had toppled the Roman Empire was weak and it was divided. The barriers to 
unity presented by European geography and very limited technology made it 
hard for a would-be conqueror to create a vast empire, eliminating 
competitors and imposing his will over vast areas. These conditions 
permitted a development of institutions and habits needed for freedom, even 
as they also made Europe vulnerable to conquests and to extinction, and 
Europe was almost extinguished practically before there was a Europe; very 
early in its history.

The Christian Church might have stepped into the breach and 
imposed obedience and uniformity, because before terribly long, all of the 
West had been Christianized. But the Church, in fact, never gained enough 
power to control the state. Strong enough to interfere with the ambitions of 
emperors and kings, it never was able to impose its own domination, though 
some of the Popes surely tried. Nobody sought or planned for freedom, but 
in the spaces that were left by the endless conflicts among secular rulers and 
between them and the Church, there was room for freedom to grow. 
Freedom was a kind of an accident that came about because the usual ways 
of doing things were not possible. Into some of that space, towns and cities 
reappeared and with them new supports for freedom. Taking advantage of 
the rivalries I've mentioned, they obtained charters from the local powers 
establishing their rights to conduct their own affairs and to govern 
themselves.  

In Italy, some of these cities were able to gain control of the 
surrounding country and to become city states, resembling those of the 
ancient Greeks. Their autonomy was assisted by the continuing struggle 
between Popes and Emperors, between church and state, again, a thoroughly 
unique Western experience. In these states, the modern world began to take 
form. Although the people were mainly Christians, their life and outlook 
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became increasingly secular. Here, and not only in Italy but in other cities 
north of the Alps, arose a worldview that celebrated the greatness and 
dignity of mankind, which was a very sharp turning away from the medieval 
Western tradition that put God and life in the hereafter at the center of 
everything.

This new vision is revealed with flamboyant confidence by Pico 
della Mirándola, a Florentine thinker, who said--wrote the following: "God 
told man that we, meaning God, have made the neither of Heaven nor of 
Earth, neither mortal nor immortal, so that with freedom of choice and with 
honor, as though the maker and molder of thyself, thou mayest fashion 
thyself in whatever shape thou shalt prefer. Oh supreme generosity of God 
the Father, oh highest and the most great felicity of man, to Him it is granted 
to have whatever He chooses to be whatever He wills." Now, this is a 
remarkable leap, even beyond the humanism of the Greeks, something brand 
new in the world. According to this view, man is not merely the measure of 
all things as the Greek Sophist Protagoras had radically proclaimed in the 
fifth century. He is, in fact says Pico, more than mortal. He is unlimited by 
nature. He is entirely free to shape himself and to acquire whatever he 
wants. Please observe too that it is not his reason that will determine human 
actions but his will alone, free of the moderating control of reason.  

Another Florentine, Machiavelli, moved further in the same 
direction. For him, and I quote him, "Fortune is a woman and it is necessary 
to hold her down and beat her, and fight with her." A notion that the Greeks 
would have regarded as dangerously arrogant and certain to produce 
disaster. They would have seen this as an example of the word that they 
used, and we'll talk about a lot in this course, hubris, a kind of violent 
arrogance which comes upon men when they see themselves as more than 
human and behave as though they were divine. Francis Bacon, influenced 
by Machiavelli, urged human beings to employ their reason to force nature 
to give up its secrets, to treat nature like a woman, to master nature in order 
to improve man's material well being. He assumed that such a course would 
lead to progress and the general improvement of the human condition, and it 
was that sort of thinking that lay at the heart of the scientific revolution and 
remains the faith on which modern science and technology rest.  

A couple of other English political philosophers, Hobbs and Locke, 
applied a similar novelty and modernity to the sphere of politics. Basing 
their understanding on the common passions of man for a comfortable self-
preservation and discovering something the Greeks had never thought of, 
something they called natural rights that belonged to a man either as part of 
nature, or as the gift of a benevolent and a reasonable god. Man was seen as 
a solitary creature, not inherently a part of society. That is totally un-Greek. 
And his basic rights were seen to be absolute, for nothing must interfere 
with the right of each individual to defend his life, liberty, and property. 
Freedom was threatened in early modern times by the emergence of 
monarchies that might have been able to crush it. But the cause of individual 
freedom was enhanced by the Protestant Reformation. Another upheaval 
within Christianity arising from its focus on individual salvation, its 
inheritance of a tradition of penetrating reason, applied even to matters of 
faith and to the continuing struggle between church and state.
The English Revolution came about, in large part, because of King Charles' 
attempt to impose an alien religious conformity, as well as tighter political 
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control on his kingdom. But in England, the tradition of freedom and 
government bound by law was already strong enough to produce effective 
resistance. From the ensuing rebellion came limited constitutional 
representative government and ultimately our modern form of democracy. 
The example, and the ideas it produced, encouraged and informed the 
French and the American Revolutions, and the entire modern constitutional 
tradition. These ideas and institutions are the basis for modern liberal 
thinking about politics, the individual and society. Just as the confident view 
of science and technology has progressive forces improving the lot of 
humanity and increasing man's capacity to understand and control the 
universe, has been the most powerful form taken by the Western elevation 
of reason.

In the last two centuries, both these most characteristic elements of 
Western civilization have in fact become increasingly under heavy attack. 
At different times, science and technology have been blamed for the 
destruction of human community and the alienation of people from nature 
and from one another - for intensifying the gulf between rich and poor, for 
threatening the very existence of humanity, either by producing weapons of 
total destruction or by destroying the environment. At the same time, the 
foundations of freedom have also come into question. Jefferson and his 
colleagues could confidently proclaim their political rights as being self 
evident and the gift of a creator. By now, in our time, however, the power of 
religion has faded, and for many, the basis of modern political and moral 
order has been demolished.  

Nietzsche announced the death of God and Dostoyevsky's Grand 
Inquisitor asserted that when God is dead all things are permitted. Nihilism 
rejects any objective basis for society and its morality. It rejects the very 
concept of objectivity. It even rejects the possibility of communication 
itself, and a vulgar form of Nihilism, I claim, has a remarkable influence in 
our educational system today, a system rotting from the head down, so 
chiefly in universities, but all the way down to elementary schools. The 
consequences of the victory of such ideas, I believe, would be enormous. If 
both religion and reason are removed, all that remains is will and power, 
where the only law is the law of tooth and claw.
There is no protection for the freedom of weaker individuals, or those who 
question the authority of the most powerful. There is no basis for individual 
rights, or for a critique of existing ideas and institutions, if there is no base 
either in religion or in reason. That such attacks on the greatest 
achievements of the West should be made by Western intellectuals is 
perfectly in keeping with the Western tradition. The first crowd to do stuff 
like that, you will find, in the fifth century B.C. in Greece is a movement 
called The Sophistic Movement. These Sophists raised most of the questions 
that my colleagues are now spending all their time with. Yet, to me, it seems 
ironic that they have gained so much currency in a time, more or less, in 
which the achievements of Western reason in the form of science and at a 
moment when its concept of political freedom seemed to be more popular 
and more desirable to people in and out of Western civilization than ever.  

Now, I've been saying kind things about Western civilization, but I 
would not want to deny that there is a dark side to the Western experience 
and its way of life. To put untrammeled reasons and individual freedom at 
the center of a civilization is to live with the conflict, the turmoil, the 
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instability, and the uncertainty that these things create. Freedom was born 
and has survived in the space created by divisions, and conflict within and 
between nations and religions. We must wonder whether the power of 
modern weapons will allow it and the world to survive at such a price. 
Individual freedom, although it has greatly elevated the condition of the 
people who have lived in free societies, inevitably permits inequalities 
which are the more galling, because each person is plainly free to try to 
improve his situation and largely responsible for the outcome. Freedom does 
permit isolation from society and an alienation of the individual at a high 
cost, both to the individual and society.
These are not the only problems posed by the Western tradition in its 
modern form, which is what we live in. Whether it takes the shape of the 
unbridled claims of Pico della Mirandola or the Nietzschean assertion of the 
power of the superior individual to transform and shape his own nature, or 
of the modern totalitarian effort to change the nature of humanity by utopian 
social engineering, the temptation to arrogance offered by the ideas and 
worldly success of the modern West threatens its own great traditions and 
achievements. Because of Western civilization's emergence as the 
exemplary civilization, it also presents problems to the whole world. The 
challenges presented by freedom and the predominance of reason cannot be 
ignored, nor can they be met by recourse to the experience of other cultures 
where these characteristics have not been prominent. In other words, to 
understand and cope with the problems that we all face, we all need to know 
and to grapple with the Western experience.  
In my view, we need especially to examine the older traditions of the West 
that came before the modern era, and to take seriously the possibility that 
useful wisdom can be found there, especially among the Greeks who began 
it all. They understood the potentiality of human beings, their limitations 
and the predicament in which they live. Man is potent and important, yet he 
is fallible and mortal, capable of the greatest achievements and the worst 
crimes. He is then a tragic figure, powerful but limited, with freedom to 
choose and act, but bound by his own nature, knowing that he will never 
achieve perfect knowledge and understanding, justice and happiness, but 
determined to continue the search no matter what.  

To me that seems an accurate description of the human condition 
that is meaningful, not only for the Greeks and their heirs in the West, but 
for all human beings. It is an understanding that cannot be achieved without 
a serious examination of the Western experience. The abandonment of such 
a study or its adulteration for current political purposes would be a terrible 
loss for all of humanity, and at the base, at the root of that civilization stood 
the Greeks. These are the reasons why I examined their experience and I 
trust why you are thinking about learning about it. Thank you. I'll see you 
guys, some of you, next Tuesday. 
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II. The�Dark�Ages�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Donald� Kagan� explores� the� earliest� history� of�
Greek� civilization.� He� demonstrates� how� small� agricultural� enclaves�
eventually�turned�into�great�cities�of�power�and�wealth�in�the�Bronze�Age,�
taking�as�his�examples�first�Minoan�Crete�and�then�Mycenaean�Greece.�He�
also� argues� that� these� civilizations� were� closely� related� to� the� great�
monarchies� of� the� ancient� Near� East.� He� points� out� that� the� Mycenaean�
age� eventually� came� to� an� abrupt� end� probably� through� a� process� of�
warfare� and� migration.� Reconstructing� the� Mycenaean� age� is� possible�
through�archaeological�evidence�and�through�epic�poetry�(Homer).�Finally,�
he� provides� an� account� of� the� collapse� of� the� Mycenaean� world,� and�
explains� how� in� its� aftermath,� the� Greeks� were� poised� to� start� their�
civilization�over�on�a�new�slate.�

I'm going to talk to you today about the beginnings of the Greek experience 
as far as we know it, and I should warn you at once that the further back in 
history you go the less secure is your knowledge, especially at the beginning 
of our talk today when you are in a truly prehistoric period. That is before 
there is any written evidence from the period in which you are interested. So 
what we think we know derives chiefly from archaeological evidence, 
which is before writing--mute evidence that has to be interpreted and is very 
complicated, and is far from secure. Even a question such as a date which is 
so critical for historians, is really quite approximate, and subject to 
controversy, as is just about every single thing I will tell you for the next 
few days. These will be even more than usual subject to controversy even 
the most fundamental things. So what you'll be hearing are approximations 
as best we can make them of what's going on.  

Well, we begin our story with the emergence of the Bronze Age in 
the Aegean Sea area. That appears to have taken place about 3000 B.C. I 
think these days they date it down about another century to about 2900. 
Precision is impossible; don't worry about that. And what we find, the first 
example of a Bronze Age--and I use the word civilization now for the first 
time, because before the Bronze Age--there is nothing that we would define 
as civilization. Civilization involves the establishment of permanent 
dwelling areas that we call cities, as opposed to villages. Agricultural 
villages will have existed all over the place in the late Stone Age, in the 
Neolithic Period, as it is known. But there is a difference and the critical 
difference is that a city contains a number of people who do not provide for 
their own support. That is to say, they don't produce food. They need to 
acquire it from somebody else. Instead, they do various things like govern 
and are priests, and are bureaucrats, and are engaged in other non-
productive activities that depend upon others to feed them. That's the 
narrowest definition of cities. 

Of course, with cities we typically find a whole association of 
cultural characteristics, which we deem civilization. Well, that's what we see 
for the first time in the Aegean area on the island of Crete. That civilization 
was uncovered by the archaeologists right at the beginning of the twentieth 
century. Sir Arthur Evans, an Englishman, was responsible for the major 
work that has revealed that civilization. He was captivated by it, he--at one 
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point I think he convinced himself that he was a descendant of the kings of 
that civilization. But in any case, he named it. He named it after the 
legendary King of Crete who appears in Greek mythology by the name of 
Minos. So he referred to that civilization as the Minoan civilization. When 
we use the word Minoan we mean the civilization whose home is Crete. It 
spread out beyond Crete because the Minoans established what we might 
want to call an empire in various parts of the Mediterranean, and it starts 
with Crete. It is a Bronze Age culture, and it is the first civilization we know 
in the area.  

What we find in the Minoan civilization--I mean the main place we 
can learn about this civilization was the city of Knossos, located on the 
northern shore of Crete where a great palace complex was discovered and is 
available. By the way it's an absolutely beautiful site, a great tourist site; you 
can see quite a lot there. Anyway, when you examine that site and draw the 
conclusions that are inevitable from examining it, and, also I should have 
said, all of the Minoan settlements, you realize that they look and seem very 
much like older civilizations that have grown up in the Ancient Near East. 
The real sort of typical home of the kinds of things were talking about is 
Mesopotamia, modern Iraq, the Tigress, Euphrates Valley, which spread out 
beyond Iraq and went up into Syria and neighboring places. It, too, was very 
similar to the civilization, but apparently a little bit newer in the Nile Valley 
in Egypt, about which we know a great deal more than we know about the 
Minoans because, as you know, in the nineteenth century, scholars 
discovered how to read the languages that were written in Egypt and in 
Mesopotamia. So, they were able to develop something approaching history 
for the period we're talking about.  

That is not true for Crete because, although they had a script--and we 
have available to us tablets with those writings on them--to this day no one 
has deciphered the language written by the Minoans. Therefore, we don't 
have that kind of knowledge. So barring that, nonetheless, what we see 
reminds us very much of these ancient Bronze Age early civilizations. So, 
this will be significant as we talk about how the Greeks differed from them, 
which gets us to the Greeks. The Minoans are not Greeks. Strictly speaking, 
what do we mean when we say somebody is Greek? We mean that his 
native language, not one that he's acquired subsequently, but the one that he 
learned as a child, was Greek, some version of the Greek language. These 
are linguistic terms. But of course, the people who spoke them, especially in 
the early years, tended to be part of a relatively narrow collection of people, 
who intermarried with each other chiefly, and therefore developed common 
cultural characteristics. So of course, the language is only a clue. When you 
speak about Greeks you will be speaking about something more than merely 
the fact that they spoke a certain language.

In the nineteenth century, there was a lot of talk about races. There 
were people who spoke about the Greek race, or similar races, for quite a 
long time in the science of anthropology and subjects like that. It's been 
determined that those terms are inappropriate. They suggest there is 
something in the genes that explains the characteristics of particular people; 
that is certainly not true. So let's understand each other. We're talking about 
a culture when we're talking about the Greeks, which is most strikingly 
signified by the language that is spoken.



12�
�

Well, the way we can reason things out from the evidence we have 
suggests that Greek-speaking peoples came down into the area around the 
Aegean Sea, perhaps around 2000 B.C., about a thousand years later than 
the emergence of the Minoan civilization at Crete. And again, I think these 
days they tend to down date it by another century or so, so it might be 
around 1900 B.C. We really don't know very much about these early Greek 
settlers. We begin to know more about three or four hundred years down the 
road, when there appear buildings and settlements in the world later 
inhabited by the Greeks, as we know, to which we give the name 
Mycenaean.

Now, that derives from one site in the northeastern Peloponnesus 
called Mycenae, and the name is given because in the poems of Homer, the 
Iliad and the Odyssey, the leading Greek king, the man who is the leader of 
the expedition to Troy, is Agamemnon, who was king of the Argolid region 
and his palace and his home are at Mycenae, and that's why we call the 
entire culture, the Bronze Age culture, running from about 1600 to perhaps 
as late as 1100, but perhaps not so late. That's what we mean when we speak 
about the Mycenaeans and the Mycenaean Period. And please keep in mind 
that they are Greek speakers; and we know this with confidence, something 
we didn't know at the beginning of the twentieth century, because written 
evidence is available on a bunch of clay tablets that were accidentally baked 
in some conflagration in these places.  
The same thing is true of Knossos in Crete, and perhaps a few other sites in 
Crete. Not at the same time, but the reason we have any written evidence at 
all is that there was some kind of conflagration that produced a fire that 
baked clay into pottery. In the normal course of events, clay dissolves and 
disappears, and any message on it is erased. In other words, this was not 
meant to be a record to be left for the future. It was an accident. These 
things that we discovered were meant for a practical usage in ways that I 
will tell you about in a little while. So, anyway, that writing--let me back up 
a step. When Evans found writing at Knossos, he found two--well, he 
actually found seven, but only two that turned out to be significant--two 
kinds of script. I shouldn't even say script; that sounds like he's writing a 
nice cursive line. There were two kinds of writing. Because he couldn't 
figure out what they were, he called one Linear A and the other Linear B, 
because he could tell by careful analysis that they were different, and he 
could tell which pieces belonged to which.  

Linear A is earlier and it is associated with and it is clearly the 
language used by the Minoan kings at Knossos and other places. Linear B 
resembles Linear A, but it is clearly different and later, and one reason we 
know that comes mostly from stratigraphy, but we can also tell because it's a 
much simpler script, but by no means simple. These are not alphabets; these 
are syllabaries, every symbol represents a syllable; in other words, typically 
two letters rather than one. That's a nice step over having loads, and loads, 
and loads of symbols representing lots of things which is true more of 
Linear A than Linear B, but it's still--we're talking about something 
approaching sixty symbols in a syllabary and when you think about how 
hard it is to learn to read when you're only using twenty-six symbols, and 
how few Americans do learn to read, which I keep reading in the paper--it's 
not an easy thing. It's not a simple matter. Imagine what it would be like if 
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you had to learn about sixty such things? Well, of course, what follows from 
all of that is that ordinary people did not.

What we learn ultimately from our decipherment of Linear B--which 
I've just skipped over, which was done in the 1950's by a brilliant young 
architect, who loved solving problems of this kind, he was able to discover 
that this was an early form of Greek and that he could essentially make out 
what it said. At first there was doubt and controversy, which has completely 
gone away, as more and more examples of this writing have become 
available and scholars are now able, by and large, to be confident that they 
know what these things say. So, the fact that this was a Greek script that was 
available in the Mycenaean Period tells us very confidently that the 
Mycenaeans were Greeks. But of course, a lot was known about these 
Mycenaeans well before the syllabary was deciphered.  

It's worth saying a word about that, because I want to undermine any 
great confidence that you may have and what you can believe that scholars 
tell you, because we keep finding out how wrong we are about all kinds of 
things. I would say, if you walked into the leading universities in the world, 
there would probably be Germans in the 1850's and you went to the classics 
people, and you said, "well, you know Homer wrote about these places, 
Mycenae and other places, can you tell me where that was?" They would 
say, "You silly fellow, that's just stories, that's mythology, that's poetry. 
There never was an Agamemnon, there never was a Mycenae, there isn't any 
such thing." Then in 1870, a German businessman by the name of Heinrich 
Schliemann, who had not had the benefit of a university education and didn't 
know what a fool and how ignorant he was, believed Homer, and he said he 
wanted to look for Troy. So, he went to where people thought Troy might be 
and he began digging there, and before you know it, he discovered a mound 
filled with cities, which he believed was Troy. And after the usual amount 
of scholarly debate, there seems to be no doubt that it was the City of Troy. 
So having succeeded with that, he thought well, now that I've seen Troy, 
how about Mycenae? Off he went to the northeast Peloponnesus to the site 
where he thought it might be, Mycenae, from Homer's account--I wouldn't 
be telling you this story, and you know the outcome. He found it and it was 
the excavation of the site of Mycenae which was soon followed by the 
excavation of other sites from the same period that made it possible for 
people to talk about this culture, even before they could read the script.

The culture is marked by some of the following features. Let's take 
Mycenae, which is maybe the best example of the whole culture. Certainly, 
it's a perfect model for what we're talking about. What you have to begin 
with is a town or a city, or a settlement of some kind built on top of a hill, 
and it's usually intended to be a formidable hill, one not easily accessible to 
anybody who comes walking along, a place, in other words, that would 
make a very nice fort, a citadel. That's, indeed, what we find at Mycenae. 
On that citadel, on that strongly, rocky fort or citadel, they built what we 
now identify as the royal palace, the palace of the king. That was, I should 
point out, maybe about ten miles from the sea. Now, not all Mycenaean sites 
are so far from the sea; some of them are closer, but what it's important to 
say is that none of them are right on the sea. They're always back some few 
miles. The reason for that I think is that the early times in which these 
civilizations arose saw all kinds of dangers coming, and the most--the 
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swiftest, the least suspected, the one that could come upon you overnight 
came from the sea.  

People who came by land you would be hearing rumblings about 
down the road from villages that were spread out, but if somebody comes in 
from the sea on a ship, you may find them there in the morning and you 
don't know what's what. So the idea for security and safety, they built their 
estates far from the sea, but not far because as we shall see the Mycenaean 
civilization was a commercial one that relied for its wealth upon trade and 
that meant trade by sea, more than by land. The citadel is always surrounded 
by farmland, and, of course, you cannot live in ancient society if you are not 
surrounded by farmland, because the food that comes from the soil is 
essential for life, and you can't count on trade to provide it to you with any 
security. Later on when times are more secure, there's trade for grain as well 
for everything else, but when you're settling a place in the first place, you 
can't rely on somebody bringing it to you. You're going to have your own 
people working it, and bringing it up to you themselves. So, the citadel and 
the farmland surrounding it, make up fundamentally the unit which is the 
Mycenaean kingdom.  

Well, the first thing that Schliemann found when he dug at Mycenae 
was this remarkable circle of graves, which were shafts dug straight down 
into the soil, and they are referred to, to this day, technically as shaft graves, 
and then in other places not very far from that main hill, they found even 
more remarkable burials, what we call beehive tombs. Just imagine a huge 
beehive, in which let's say, the center of the inside of that might be as much 
as fifty feet high or more, and these were built of extraordinarily huge, 
heavy stones and very well worked too. Here's the marvelous thing. The 
reason he had to uncover it was that beehive tombs, like everything else, 
were buried. This wasn't just the results of centuries of neglect, it is clear 
that they were built in order to be buried. That is to say, it was some kind of 
a big religious thing going on here, where the king--it was obviously a royal 
thing because the cost of it was so enormous; nobody else could afford a 
tomb of that kind. So, here was a royal tomb closed forever and yet built at a 
fantastic expense and enormous kind of labor.  

The same is true in a general way of what we find in the royal palace 
up on top of the hill at Mycenae, and so what is perfectly clear is the people 
who ruled these places were enormously powerful, at least locally, and 
wealthy. Even if you imagine that slaves did the work, you would need a 
hell of a lot of them, over a long period of time, and you had to feed them, if 
nothing else. So, we are talking about a wealthy group, and of course, the 
thing that struck Schliemann almost amazingly was that in the circle of 
graves that we've been talking about, he found all kinds of precious things 
buried. The most striking of which were death masks made of pure gold on 
the remains of the body, but also jewels, and implements, and weapons of 
very high expense. That's what, of course, makes it clear they were royal; by 
the way, there are only a few of these graves over a large period of time. So, 
you must imagine these are successive kings who are being buried in this, 
what must have been, sacred soil. So, that makes it clear we're talking about 
a wealthy civilization, at least in which the rulers are wealthy, and in which 
the rulers, of course, are very powerful.  

Now, what we learn, both from archaeology and from references in 
the Linear B tablets is that they engaged--these cultures engaged in trade to 
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a significant degree. You find Mycenaean elements, tools, other things, 
pottery particularly of a certain kind, all over the Mediterranean Sea. You 
find it in datable places and that's why we can give this some kind of date, 
such as in Egypt. The Mycenaeans had regular trade with Egypt. We find 
Egyptian things in Mycenae and vice versa, and also presumably, much of it 
must have gone into Mesopotamia; some of it went all the way to the 
Western Mediterranean. This was a civilization that was not shut in on 
itself, but was in touch with the entire Mediterranean region. The major 
thing they seem to be selling were aromatic oils in little vials. Think of them 
as some combination of oil and perfume. I better say something about oil in 
the ancient world, so that you get a grip on what's going on here.  

The ancient Greeks had no soap. Think about that for a moment. 
That's a problem, isn't it? Yet, they wanted to get clean and so what device 
they used was to take oil, typically olive oil, spread it on themselves, then 
get a scrapper, a metal scrapper, and scrap off the oil with it what was 
underneath the oil. And then finally, they would take their bath and out they 
would come and be clean. Now, oil is a wonderful thing; olive oil is a great 
thing. In certain forms you eat it. The olive itself, you use it to cook with as 
oil; some people just put oil on their salad. I, myself, can't stand it but--the 
point is-- but that's not all. If you get oil, crush the oil from the olives that 
come down from the trees, that's a nasty smell that it has. So if you're going 
to use it for this purpose, it's not going to be good by itself. You've got to 
put some nice perfume onto it, in order for it to be useable, just as your soap 
would be pretty horrible without any perfume on it. So it looks as though 
what the Mycenaeans did--Greece is filled with wonderful olive trees and so 
they obviously took the oil from those olives. I'm sure they sold it in various 
forms, but one of the most popular was for this purpose.  

Everybody in the Mediterranean wanted it for the same reasons, and 
obviously these Mycenaean sites had access to what they needed. It looks 
like, by the way, that they got much of the perfume from areas outside of 
Greece. Some of the best of it came from northeast Africa, as a matter of 
fact. You remember the Queen of Sheba from the Bible? I say that, but I 
shutter to think how many of you have read the Bible, but anyway, she was 
so rich as to attract the interest of King Solomon, because that's where those 
wonderful, fine smelling things, frankincense and myrrh, and stuff like that 
was available--useful for this purpose. So they had to import that to make 
their goods as saleable as they wanted and so on. So you have trade with the 
Mediterranean and most especially the eastern Mediterranean, because that's 
where the older, more sophisticated, more civilized cultures were and that's 
where wealth was too, compared to what was out in the west. So, that's also 
the pattern of trade.  

What you see is a kind of cultural unity, first of all, within the 
Mycenaean world itself. It is evident that these different Mycenaean towns, 
all throughout the Greek world, on both sides of the Aegean Sea, were in 
touch with each other. One of the things that's interesting about that is you 
can see pottery styles that you can hardly tell whether they came from one 
end of the Mediterranean or another, if they're of the Mycenaean variety, 
because it was a single culture. I don't mean there were no local variations, 
but there was this general unity. I'm going to contrast that with the situation 
in Greece after the fall of the Mycenaean world, and I was going to say not 
just in the Mycenaean towns themselves, but over the entire Aegean Sea and 
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indeed across the Mediterranean. In the years of the Mycenaean Period, 
roughly from 1600 to 1100 or so B.C., you are dealing with a largely unified 
culture. What is it? What do we talk about the world like these days? What's 
the cliché? Globalized world; it was a globalized world, except it was a little 
piece of the globe. But they didn't really know or care about very much 
outside of the Mediterranean area.

Now, in the respects that I have spelled out, and I mean chiefly the 
fact that they were engaged in commerce and industry to some degree and 
that they were a trading people and that they were in touch with one another 
and so on, they were already similar to the civilizations that came before 
them in the ancient Mediterranean Near East. In those places, in Egypt, the 
Pharaoh, and in Mesopotamia at first individual city states were ruled in the 
same way as everybody else I'm going to be talking about now, by 
somebody who is a king, a monarch, a one-man ruler who is the warlord, 
commander of the armies, who has the control of the power in the state, but 
more than that, all the economic activity that we find--and our best example 
of what I'm about to say is in Mesopotamia--in the cities of Tigress-
Euphrates Valley. The ruler there, from his palace, assisted by vast groups 
of bureaucrats directed the economy of his land entirely and fully. 
Agriculture was overwhelmingly the activity, the most important activity of 
the people of that area, of any area.  

So, we have evidence that the king doled out seed for planting, 
instructed people just exactly when to plant, where to plant, what to plant 
there, when to fertilize it if they did. In Mesopotamia they usually didn't 
need to because the richness of the soil and so on. In other words, you have 
a degree of centralized control of true, monarchical power, of a wealthy 
monarchical power. Already the model is there in Asia. Again, I want to say 
it's the same but in a special way in Egypt, because in Egypt the whole Nile 
Valley--because I think of the nature of the Nile Valley--became totally 
centralized, under the rule of one man, the Pharaoh, and he commanded the 
whole thing. It took longer for anything like that to happen in Mesopotamia, 
although it ultimately did. When we get, for instance, down to about 1750 
B.C. in Mesopotamia, Babylonia, which is at that point the dominant 
kingdom of the area, King Hammurabi has just about the same power as a 
Pharaoh would in Egypt.

It's also worth pointing out that these rulers had full religious 
authority for their rule. In the case of the Pharaohs of Egypt, the Pharaoh 
was himself a god, and insisted on being worshipped in that way. In 
Babylonia, for instance, and this I think was typical, Hammurabi was not a 
god, but as we know, thank God, by the great steely that he left, which is 
now in the Louvre. The law code of Hammurabi is available to us and 
there's a preface to it in which he basically explains why you should obey 
the rules that he now is laying down for you. And his answer is because the 
top god of our world, Marduk, appointed me in that place and I'm doing 
what he wants me to do, and if you cross me you cross him, and that's bad 
news. That's a rough translation. So, this is very important. You have a full 
monarchy in the sense that both--we in America talk about the separation of 
church and state, that is a very rare and unusual thing in the history of the 
world. The normal situation in cultures pre-civilized and civilized as well is 
for there to be a unity between religious things and non-religious things, and 
all of that to be ruled by a single individual who is the monarch of that 
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territory with religious sanction as well as through his power, and through 
the legitimacy of his descent. That's the normal human way of living.  

You should always be aware, I think, about how peculiar we are. We 
are the oddballs in the history of the human race, and anybody who follows 
our pattern, and it's important to realize that because there's nothing 
inevitable about the development that has come about to be characteristic of 
the world. When we find people challenging it, I think they have the bulk of 
time and human experience on their side when they say you guys got it 
wrong.

So, let me say something about the nature of the society and 
economy that we find in the Mycenaean world revealed both by the 
archaeology and by what we learn in the records provided by Linear B. The 
remains and records of these strongholds make it clear that the political 
organization was an imitation of oriental monarchy. The sovereignty--the 
sovereign at Mycenae rather, and at Pylos, another important site for the 
period, and at Thebes, which was another one, was somebody that the 
tablets refer to as the Wanax, and that is the same as a later Greek word 
which drops the "W" at the beginning, anax. As we shall see that word in 
later times means some powerful individual, but it doesn't mean what it 
means here, the boss, the single monarchical controller of everything. He 
held a royal domain that belonged directly to him, which was very 
significant in size and wealth. He appointed bureaucratic officials; he 
commanded royal servants and he recorded royal goods, which by the way, 
most of the tablets are inventories, lists of things that exist in the palace that 
belonged to the king. There are other things that have to do with instructions 
that the king is sending out to people from the palace.  
There is no reference, in any of the tablets--I don't know how much we can 
make of that because the tablets limit themselves to such limited kinds of 
things that maybe it doesn't prove anything, but in this case, I think it does. 
There is no reference to law. There is no reference to some objective or 
anything other than the king himself in the administration of justice. One 
scholar says, "It is natural to infer that the king, all powerful controller of 
the all seeing bureaucracy, possessed supreme authority also in the region of 
lawmaking and law enforcement. An omnipresent bureaucracy with its 
detailed and all encompassing records gives the clearest picture of the power 
exercised by the centralized monarchs of the Mycenaean Age." The records 
discovered at Pylos here are particularly interesting. They cover only one 
part of a year and yet they carry details of thousands of transactions in 
hundreds of places. These files, as we might call them, are both sweepingly 
inclusive and penetratingly minute.  

For instance, bronze is allocated to different places for the 
manufacture of arrowheads or swords, with a note telling how many smiths 
in each place are active and how many are not. Cretan sheep are enumerated 
to the amount of 20,000. I'm sorry, that's not right. I don't want to get this 
wrong, 25,051, and we learn that in a Cretan village, two nurses, one girl, 
and one boy are employed. We are told how much linen is expected from a 
place called Rion. What is the acreage of the estate of a man called 
Alektruon? What a guy name Dounias owes the palace? The answer is 2200 
liters of barley, 526 of olives, 468 of wine--I hope you remember all this; 
fifteen rams, one fat hog, one cow, and two bulls. We even learned the 
names of two oxen owned by Terzarro: Glossy and Blackie. The records 
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make it perfectly clear that the kingdoms of Pylos and Knossos were 
bureaucratic monarchies of a type unexpected in Greece, but in many ways 
similar to some contemporary and earlier kingdoms in the eastern 
Mediterranean. It is very unlike anything we associate with the Greeks, or 
anything that ever again existed in the Greek world, and that's really the 
point I want to make. Although these people are Greeks, they are ruling a 
culture which is thoroughly different from the one we will be studying for 
the bulk of the semester. So like the eastern states, you have a powerful ruler 
who is a warlord. There is a palace economy, there is a script, there is a 
bureaucracy, and there is collectivized agriculture under the central control 
of the economy. That economy and that society go forward and flourish for, 
as I say, about 400 years maybe--perhaps about 400 years.  

Then a bunch of terrible things obviously begin to happen that shake 
the security of this society, and ultimately bring it down. Roughly speaking, 
about 1200 B.C., we hear of general attacks that are going on around the 
Mediterranean against the various civilizations of which we know. Egypt 
experiences a number of attacks from the outside world. Chiefly what we 
hear about is in the area of the Nile Delta, right there on the Mediterranean 
Sea. Among those attackers, there are others besides--there are attackers 
from Libya, we hear, but there are also attackers that are simply called from 
the sea; the sea people attack. At roughly the same time the dominant 
empire in Asia Minor, Anatolia, is run by a people who are called the 
Hittites, who have been there for hundreds of years in security and are now 
suffering assault. We know that because they also have a writing which we 
can read, and it speaks of it as well as the archeological remains that show 
destruction.

Similarly, attacks are going on against the kingdoms of Syria and of 
Palestine, which--it's always hard to know what that piece of land should be 
called at any particular moment, but I call it Palestine because one of the sea 
peoples that attacked the Nile around 1200 in Egypt are called the Pelest,
and most scholars suggest that is the same name as came to be the name for 
this region when they ruled it, called Palestine. And you will remember that 
when the Bible talks about this, it refers to a people called the Philistines. 
These are thought to be all the same people. So since they ruled it until--
what's his name, Samson took them out with the jawbone of an ass. I think 
it's proper to call it Palestine at that moment. Cyprus, likewise, suffers from 
these attacks, and so far west as Italy and Sicily are under attack. Something 
is going on. The question, of course, is what scholars have disagreed about 
and continue to disagree about, because the evidence simply will not permit 
any confident answer, but I ought to just mention a few of the theories that 
have been tossed around, a few among many, many, many.  

One that seems to be in fashion these days, although you never know 
how long the fashion lasts, is: internal uprisings that somehow these 
monarchical areas, when life got tough, the people must have risen up 
against them. I think this reflects hopeful Marxist wish fulfillment rather 
than any reality, but that is not what poor people have done in history. If you 
look at revolutions, revolutions come typically when things are getting 
better and the people don't like the fact that they don't have more than they 
already have. But, in any case, that's one theory. Earlier theories--it's 
wonderful to have scientific theories that you can use to handle these 
problems, which you cannot demonstrate any fact for whatsoever. I'm being 
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a bit strong, but not too much. The one theory made some investigations of 
earth spores, hoping to find--what do you call that stuff that floats around 
and makes you sneeze? Pollen. So as a result, they said there were droughts 
in these areas throughout that period and that caused tremendous 
unhappiness and discontent.

Other people have suggested climatic shift. I keep waiting for 
somebody--I think the time is right for somebody to come up with a theory 
and explain it by global warming. Also we know that the island in the 
middle of the Aegean Sea, called Thera, blew up in a most enormous kind 
of an explosion at some point back there in prehistoric days, and one theory 
is it was the explosion on Thera that caused so climatic trouble, that it can 
explain what went on here. The trouble is, you just don't know when that 
explosion took place, and since there are several periods in this general area 
that we're talking about now, in which something big happened, some great 
change takes place, it turns out different people want to have their explosion 
at different times. It's like a moveable feast; you put your explosion where 
you need it at any particular moment. I am making light of it and I think it's 
somewhat justified, because the evidence is just so scanty. It's just that I 
think it's fun to play the game these guys do, but we shouldn't take it too 
seriously.

Now, let's go back to a theory which has at least got the virtue of 
being very old, although hardly anybody believes it anymore. That is, the 
theory that what happened in the Mycenaean world, let's forget what was 
happening elsewhere, was the result of a movement of tribes, of ethnic 
groups who were outside the Mediterranean region, say at the beginning of 
this period and say in 1600, but who pressed into it. Usually, the picture is 
that they are coming from the north or the northeast and pressing down into 
it. I have to believe that whoever came up with that theory for the first time 
was aided in coming to it by thinking about the end of the Roman Empire, 
when something precisely like that did happen. These Germanic and other 
tribes, who were largely located north and northeast of Europe, came down-
-I should say not Europe, but the Roman Empire--came down and ultimately 
destroyed it by invasion. And of course, there are more theories about the 
fall of the Roman Empire than there are about the fall of the Mycenaean 
world.

Anyway, connected to all of this was a very interesting Greek myth, 
which speaks about the return of the Heraclides. They are the sons of the 
mythical hero Hercules, who was a Peloponnesian figure, and the story goes 
that the sons of Hercules were expelled from the Peloponnesus and then 
promised that they would come back a hundred years later and conquer it. 
And so they did come back hundred years later and conquered it, and since--
this is the link that explains the old story in historical Greek times, let us say 
the fifth century B.C., the people who inhabited the Peloponnesus were 
mainly speakers of the Greek dialect called Doric. It was thought that 
Hercules' sons and Hercules being Peloponnesians no doubt spoke Doric 
too, and so this was referred to as by scholars in the nineteenth century, not 
by the ancient Greeks, as a Dorian invasion. In other words, another kind of 
Greek. The Greeks who lived in the area before the fall of the Mycenaean 
world, what were they called? Well, Homer gives us several names for 
them, but three stick out for me. The most common and the most widely 
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used was Achaeans, another one is Danaans, and a third one is Argives. 
Argives comes from the fact that they rule over the land Argos in Greece.

Now, the one that has some clout historically is Achaeans, because 
in the records of the Hittite kings, there are references to people--I'm trying 
to think, I think they're called, I want to get this right, but I don't remember 
whether this is the Egyptian or, something like akhaiwashaa, unless that's 
the Egyptian form. Anyway they are called by names that sound something 
like that; one among the Hittites, one among the Egyptians and it's so easy. 
Given the fact that the letter "w" dropped out of the Greek language 
between the Mycenaean Period and the Classical Period, you could easily 
imagine that these people were referred--referred to themselves as achaiwoi, 
and when the "w" drops out they are achaioi, which is what Homer calls 
them. So, the idea here is that the original Greeks who came in, were what 
we call Achaeans and that when these disturbances came and if the Dorian 
theory is true, Dorians either killed them all or dominated them, possibly 
intermarried with them, but dominated them and washed away, wiped out 
the use of the Achaean language and imposed their own Dorian language 
upon it.

And supporting such an idea, among other things, is that if you go to 
the mountains in the center of the Peloponnesus where it's awfully hard to 
get to, there is a region called, well, actually beyond those mountains, on the 
northern shore, is a place called Achaea, where the people are Achaeans. So, 
the theory might well be that they were driven away from their old homes in 
the southern Peloponnesus, and went up to the northern Peloponnesus. Then 
there are the people in the mountains of Arcadia who also don't speak the 
Doric language, and maybe they were driven up there to escape. So those 
are the things that helped people decide that the Dorians may really have 
been the sons of Hercules, who actually invaded and that what we find after 
the fall of the Mycenaean world in Greece are some of the following things-
-things that were not typically found in the Mycenaean world.

First of all, iron weapons, not bronze ones. A kind of a pin used to 
hold your cloak together, called a fibula, unknown in the previous period. 
The building of buildings in the shape of what the Greeks called a megaron,
a rectangular center, which has a hearth in it, a front porch, and a back porch 
which will be the style in which Greek temples are built in the historical 
period. That appears for the first time after the fall of the Mycenaeans. We 
know that the Mycenaeans buried their dead by inhumation, those great 
tombs, those great graves, and even the common people outside them are 
buried in graves; whereas, in the historical period, these people were 
cremated rather than buried in the world of Homer. That's what we see. So, 
the idea that was put forward in the nineteenth century was that the Dorians 
who were a less civilized, tougher, meaner, harder fighting people assisted 
by the use of iron and in their weapons which were superior allegedly to the 
bronze, came down, defeated the Achaeans, imposed themselves on them 
where they could and drove them away where they couldn't, and that 
explains how things went.

That has been attacked and is largely not believed these days for a 
whole lot of technical reasons that I don't want to trouble you with right 
now. I do not think we can believe that simple story as it stands. It is too 
simple and there are too many things that it doesn't account for and there are 
too many things would suggest that it's not correct. However, I am not sure 
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there is nothing in that story, and here I really am influenced most strongly 
by my colleague, professor Jerome Pollitt, now retired, who was our History 
of Art and Archaeology guy. He has a notion that is very nuanced and 
sophisticated and it appeals to me quite a lot. He suggests that there were, 
indeed, Greek tribes from the north who spoke Dorian dialects, who came 
down during this period attempting to come into the richer and better settled 
world of the Mycenaeans. They didn't come down and then go away for 
hundred years and then come back, but rather they came down in waves of 
tribes and families, and so on, exerting gradual pressure, pushing in when 
they could, retreating when they couldn't, and so on. For this I think there's a 
very good--whether or not you accept the Dorian idea--I think we should 
find attractive the idea that if there was an external invasion, it came in this 
way over a period of time, a century or two with success and then retreat, 
not having success, flight, all that kind of stuff going on. 

Because the Mycenaean centers all reveal for that stretch of time that 
they're scared. The proof of it comes from strengthening their already quite 
strong walls in almost all the sites that we see, and also--this is a very 
important fact. If you're expecting to be attacked and besieged, as all these 
citadels would be by an invader, you would want more than anything else a 
water supply, but they didn't necessarily have good water supplies in such 
circumstances. So, we see the building of water holders in these places; 
there's a very striking one. The next time you go to Mycenae don't miss the 
cistern that was dug in the mountains, on the hillside, within the walls at that 
period. It's deep and you better take a flashlight because it's as black as it 
can possibly be. But they spent a lot of time, energy, and money on being 
sure that they would have a supply of water to hold them for a long siege. I 
think that that indicates that something of the kind is going on. 

Then we see that when this culture comes to an end, it is 
accompanied by people fleeing, getting away from the Mycenaean world. 
Some of them only go so far as Athens, which had the good fortune 
somehow of not being destroyed, one of the few important Mycenaean 
places that is not destroyed. So, for some reason it was safe in Athens and 
some fled to Athens. Others had to keep going and settled on the islands of 
the Aegean Sea. For others, it was necessary to go further and to settle the 
west coast of Asia Minor, which, indeed, this is a great period of Greek 
settlement on the west coast of Asia Minor. Then it looks like there came a 
moment where there was a final blow, where whatever was attempting to 
overthrow these cities and this civilization succeeded, but it was not the 
same in every place. The fall of Pylos is generally thought to be around 
1200 B.C.; Mycenae itself may be fifty years later, and other places later 
than that. I think it's very important to notice that some of these places that 
were big in the Mycenaean world were entirely abandoned and not settled 
again by the Greeks. Buried, lost, people didn't even know where they were, 
that's extraordinary. That only happens when something very, very large 
drives people away from an inhabited site. So, here is where Jerry Pollitt's 
analogy to the fall of Rome seems so very appealing. That is, more or less, 
what did happen in the Roman world and I don't see anything that's 
suggested it couldn't happen in the Greek world at the time we're talking 
about.

I'm trying to figure out; we quit when, ten until 1:00, right? Right, 
yeah, okay. Now, I suppose the most important aspect of all of this for our 
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purposes are the results of all of this, and they were tremendous. You have 
the destruction completely of the Mycenaean Bronze Age culture. Greece 
never sees anything like it again. This is not the way it was in the ancient 
Near East. This is not the way it was in Egypt. There you see continuity for 
a very, very long time. The Greek world has this tremendous discontinuity. 
It's like the door slams and you got to go into a new room. Among the things 
that are lost for a long time, there is writing. There is no writing in Greece 
from let us say1100 or so on until the middle of the eighth century B.C., 
rough date 750 and then the writing that they do have is completely 
unrelated to the writing that was lost. They get it from a different place. The 
letters, the design of the writing comes, in fact, from Asia, probably from--
almost certainly from Phoenicia, the land that is now called Lebanon and the 
language that was for that script was Semitic language.  

Hebrew is close to what's going on there, but they don't take the 
language. They borrow the characters from what had been already 
something quite close to an alphabet and had only a relatively small number. 
I forget the exact number of the ones in the Semitic alphabet, but we're 
talking about roughly twenty-five. I mean, you're into the ballgame for an 
alphabet such as ours. The Greeks borrow that with typical Greek 
innovation. They do the big step of inventing vowels so that now you don't 
have to remember anything. You can read every sound that is made, and 
they produced their alphabet. But their alphabet has got nothing to do with 
Mycenae; this is a new thing altogether. The Greeks are totally illiterate 
from around 1100 to 750. Another characteristic of these years, which 
scholars refer to as the Dark Ages, just as they do the years after the fall of 
the Roman Empire--dark for two reasons. Dark, in the most obvious way, 
because we don't have any writing, no record of them. We can't see. It's 
dark. The other, dark, in the sense of gloomy, not good, bad; this is a hard 
time, a poor time, a wretched time, a miserable time. These are dark times. 
So, that's what is meant by the term, Dark Ages, and that's what does follow 
the fall of the Mycenaean world.  

Part of the story is that that old connection that the Mycenaean world 
had with the Mediterranean in general, most particularly, with the East 
stops, we don't find in the excavations we make of Greek towns in the Dark 
Ages--we don't find implements, jewels, goodies, anything from Egypt or 
Mesopotamia or anything like that. Nor by the way, do you find Greek 
things in those places. The Greeks are isolated during this period. Of course, 
everything I'm saying is somewhat exaggerated. I'm sure there must have 
been individual exceptions to everything, but we're talking about the 
overwhelming reality.  

And not only are the Greeks as a whole cut off from the rest of the 
world, but Greece itself, which used to be an area of easy exchange, where 
people could go from one place to the other and did, localism now comes 
into the picture. The unity is broken. It's again like--I hope you know 
something about the early middle ages where places were simply cut off one 
from the other and there were no roads kept or made, and just going from 
one village to another was a strange and dangerous thing, because nobody 
was in charge. Things were completely out of control. That's the way things 
clearly were in the Greek world. For instance, you can see pottery, which 
used to have this, remember this largely unitary quality. You can tell if 
you're at all experienced with it very easily, if you go--let's say to the year 
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900 B.C. You can tell if a pot comes from Athens or it comes from Pylos, 
or--not Pylos it was probably out of business--Thebes or someplace else 
because they have their local characteristics which are perfectly obvious. 
This suggests that they're not seeing each other's goods; they're not trading 
them. They're simply working within their own very narrow ambit. That's 
the kind of a world that is being created.

Something less easy to say confidently, but probably clear, I think, is 
the whole legacy of Mycenaean culture is really lost, not fully though. There 
is always something that we call folk memory that has a recollection of the 
distant past which may have truth to it, but may not, or it may have only an 
element of truth to it, and it's always very hard. What comes back in this 
form is usually what we call legend, and anybody, who rejects legend across 
the board as simply being invention, is just dead wrong. Anybody who tries 
to use it as an accurate account of what really happened is no less wrong. 
Some place in the middle is where the truth is, and it's hard to find. But in 
any case, what we find are a number of units in the Greek world. Call them 
towns for the sake of argument, sounds too urban, but call them that. Small, 
that means to say small in extent, few people, because the population surely 
went down, since the capacity to grow food, to distribute it, that whole 
system that depended on the existence of a central palace and a strong king 
running everything, running production, running distribution, it's gone. You 
know that doesn't come back. When that's destroyed, you're in terrible 
shape.  

So, the population surely dropped, and all the evidence we have 
supports that. So, what you have are small, poor, weak units, and that's a 
miserable situation. Now, they have no choice, they cannot rely as human 
beings typically do on just doing what your parents did, just inheriting a 
tradition that functions, that works, that keeps you going. They couldn't do 
it. The survivors had to figure out a new way to do things and they didn't do 
anything new in a hurry. This all came hard and at the cost, I'm sure, of a lot 
of human life and a lot of misery. But what comes out of it is something 
different.

Now, I jumped though. We do know that certain memories lasted. 
The Greeks always thought there was an earlier age. The Greeks of the 
classical period always thought there was an earlier age that was much 
better than the age in which they lived, an age in which men were heroes. 
They were bigger, they were stronger, they were tougher, they were faster, 
they were more beautiful, they lived longer. Those were the great old days 
and then there's us, we, poor miserable wretches. That's the picture that the 
Greeks carried with them. The legends, just stories from generation to 
generation, changed, and molded, but nonetheless, retaining certain 
elements of the earlier tradition. Then, finally, we have to believe, there's no 
escaping, I think, that there was another thing that provided for memory, 
something we call the epic tradition.  

When we get to Homer we will find a highly developed epic poetry 
and once we come to grips with the fact that it was orally composed and 
recollected poetry, then you will get some idea of the length of time that 
must have been involved in the creating of it--we'll turn to this when we get 
to the Homeric issues. Once you realize that there are clearly accurate 
depictions of aspects of the Mycenaean world that show up in those poems, 
which appear to have been written down for the first time, perhaps around 
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750 B.C. or so, then you must realize there had to be an epic tradition, a 
poetic tradition of the same kind that goes back all the way to the 
Mycenaean Period. I think we must remember that there were people 
creating and repeating, and working out, and changing a poetic tradition that 
started in the Mycenaean world and lasted for the rest of Greek history.

Now, the legacy from the Mycenaeans to Greek civilization later is 
very limited. But what there is, is very important and no part of it is more 
important than the Homeric poems themselves. But if we look at the society 
that emerges, this Dark Age society that emerges from the ancient world of 
Mycenae, what you have is a rare human experience. The creation almost of 
a clean slate, even more so I would argue than the disruption that it came 
after the fall of Rome, because there's one big difference. The fall of Rome 
did not destroy one of the most important tenacious and significant aspects 
of the old culture, the Roman Catholic Church, which remained and became 
the central fact for the new culture. There's nothing like that in the 
Mycenaean world. We are really talking about something that's almost 
entirely fresh. The Greeks had no choice but to try to find their own way, 
uninfluenced as Mycenae was influenced by Mesopotamia and Egypt; 
uninfluenced by anything-starting from the lowest possible place and having 
to make a living, and to go forward, and to shape a world which was their 
own because there wasn't anything else to guide them. Next time we'll take a 
look at the Dark Ages and the world of Homer. 
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III. �The�Dark�Ages�(cont.)�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� addresses� what� scholars� call� the� Homeric�
question.� He� asks:� what� society� do� Homer's� poems� describe?� He� argues�
that� in� view� of� the� long� oral� transmission� of� the� poems,� the� poems� of�
Homer� probably� reflect� various� ages� from� the� Mycenaean� world� to� the�
Dark� Ages.� More� importantly,� close� scrutiny� of� the� poems� will� yield�
historical� information� for� the� historian.� In� this� way,� one� is� able� to�
reconstruct� through� the� poems,� to� a� certain� extent,� the� post�Mycenaean�
world.�Finally,�Professor�Kagan�says�a�few�words�on�the�heroic�ethic�of�the�
Greek�world.�

Our topic today is the Dark Ages and the world of Homer, and of course, 
you have as one of your reading assignments a problem that deals precisely 
with that question that asks the subordinate question: was there a real world 
that Homer's poems refer to? If so, what world was it? Was it the world of 
the Mycenaean Bronze Age? Was it the world that succeeded that Bronze 
Age that we call the Dark Ages? Was it the world in which tradition says 
Homer himself lived, the transition first to the Archaic and then to the 
Classical Period, the period in which we think about the dawn of the polis?
That really is the question we are wrestling with and, of course, behind it all 
is this idea: can we seek any historical information from Homer's poems at 
all? It would be a terrible blow to me and everybody else in the field if the 
answer was "no," because just about everything we have to say about this 
period between the Bronze Age and the emergence of the polis--most of it 
involves inferences from our understanding of what the Homeric poems tell 
us.

But I think we need to take a hard look at what we can do, and I 
thought it would be worthwhile reading a sentence from each of the 
introductory paragraphs that we provide for you in the problem packet to 
show you the range of opinion that is pretty representative of what scholars 
think or have thought on the subject. Moses Finley says, "If, then, the world 
of Odysseus is to be placed in time as everything we know from the 
comparative study of heroic poetry says it must, the most likely centuries 
seem to be the tenth and the ninth, that is to say what we call the Dark 
Ages." Anthony Andrews says, "It may be that the epic tradition had at 
some stage used as a model for the army before Troy, an idealized version 
of some of those bands of colonists who settled the coast of Asia Minor in 
post-Mycenaean times." And if you look at the whole story that he tells, that 
really means quite soon after the fall of the Mycenaean world, probably 
maybe a century earlier than what Finley suggests.  

And then A.M. Snodgrass says, "I offer this as a further argument 
against the existence of a historical, Homeric society." There isn't anything 
to be found is what Snodgrass says. Ian Morris writes, "The balance of 
probability seems to be in favor of a consistent basis to the society of the 
poems derived from Greece in the eight century B.C.," which would be at 
the end of the period we've been talking about, the transition to the world of 
the polis--Homer's own time when he lived and wrote. And finally, Barry 
Strauss says, "Ironically, the more Homer exaggerates, the more authentic 
he is as a representative of the Bronze Age." So, what do we do? Well, all of 
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these are learned and clever men, but I don't think that they're all equally 
right. But what I should also report to you is that I think there is a 
widespread consensus among most people that study the subject. That 
doesn't mean that consensus is correct. Not all of these opinions are shared 
by the same number, by no means, of scholars. Some of them are far out. I 
would say the one that says you can't learn anything from this is an outlier. 
The notion that this is about the Mycenaean world is an outlier, and then I 
would say the largest consensus is something like Finley's consensus, but 
people verging in both directions from that.

What you'll hear from me is essentially that consensus point of view. 
It strikes me as being better supported than the others, but we really have to 
keep an open mind because in this prehistoric period, you have to be very 
modest about what you think you know about it. Almost everything is 
inference and judgment, and very little is anything that you want to call 
proof. With those warnings, let me tell you sort of what I think most people 
think about this. First of all, if we want to know about the Dark Ages, what 
sources do we have available to us? And of course, I've already mentioned 
the poems of Homer turn out to be a very large source for what most people 
look to. Secondly, there are legends that the Greeks told about their early 
history, which come down to us in later sources and they are available to us 
to use as sources. A great question is, should we use them at all, and if we 
do how carefully should we use them and so on?  

This is a good time for me to make a confession, so that you'll know 
how to judge what I say all through the course. Well, prior to the late 
eighteenth century when German scholars began to look at the Homeric 
poems specifically, very, very carefully, and then really very, very 
skeptically, they made all sorts of suggestions that the poems we have are 
really not to be thought of as the work of a single poet, Homer, who had--
wrote them both out together. But who began to divide them up into early 
and late elements, which I thought drove the field of classics insane for 
about 100 years, while folks argued about the unity of Homer, the unity or 
not the unity of one of the poems and so on. But it began a critical study of 
the poems for the first time and critical methods were applied to history for 
the first time ever, really, in the early nineteenth century and thereafter. And 
it became common to reject any ancient story that wasn't really nailed down 
very, very firmly by some device.  

To take a skeptical view--and a very interesting example of how 
things changed, if you look at people, say an Englishman writing about 
Ancient Greece in the late eighteenth century, they tell the story of the early 
days based upon the legends as though the legends were reliable information 
to some degree. When you get to say the middle of the nineteenth century 
and the work of the great English historian of Ancient Greece, George 
Grote, he begins his story in 776 with the Olympic Games. He does tell you 
all about the legends first, but he puts them aside and says they're just 
legends--now let's talk history, and he doesn't begin that until the eight 
century B.C. And so there is this critical school that says, "I won't believe 
anything unless it is proven to me." At the other extreme, there's me, the 
most gullible historian imaginable. My principle is this. I believe anything 
written in ancient Latin or Greek unless I can't. Now, things that prevent me 
from believing what I read are that they are internally contradictory, or what 
they say is impossible, or different ones contradict each other and they can't 



27�
�
�

both be right. So, in those cases I abandon the ancient evidence. Otherwise, 
you've got to convince me that they're not true.  

Now, you might think of this as, indeed, gullible. A former colleague 
of mine put the thing very, very well. He spoke about, and I like to claim 
this approach, the position of scholarship to which we call the higher 
naiveté. The way this works is, you start out, you don't know anything, and 
you're naïve. You believe everything. Next, you get a college education and 
you don't believe anything, and then you reach the level of wisdom, the 
higher naiveté, and you know what to believe even though you can't prove 
it. Okay, be warned; I'm a practitioner of the higher naiveté. So, I think the 
way to deal with legends is to regard them as different from essentially 
sophisticated historical statements, but as possibly deriving from facts, 
which have obviously been distorted and misunderstood, misused and so on. 
But it would be reckless, it seems to me, to just put them aside and not ask 
yourself the question, "Can there be something believable at the roof of 
this?"  

And just to give you some small defense of that approach, I always 
like to ask students, "Suppose we didn't have a single historical record, no 
newspaper, no diaries. You know nothing totally reliable for what happened 
in the latter part of the eighteenth century in America." Would we know 
anything about what happened? Of course, we would. We would know that 
there was a revolution; it was against Great Britain. I'm sure we would know 
that the French assisted in that. I am certain we would know that George 
Washington was the commander of our forces in our battle. Those are easy. 
There's no getting around reading those things, and then it gets to be more 
interesting as we speculate. We would know as a fact that George 
Washington threw a silver dollar across the Rappahannock River, except 
that it's impossible. So, we would dismiss that one. We would be told that he 
was very honest and told his father he chopped down a cherry tree, which 
would be baloney, but we would be told that too. But I think we would be 
told also very many true things, which came down to us. So, the hard job 
would be to select among these legendary things, to see what fact can be 
found, and it will never be easy or deadly certain. But that's what I'm talking 
about here.

Finally, there is the source that people who are skeptical most like to 
believe because it's tangible. I'm talking about archaeology, which is the 
discovery, examination, and evaluation of material evidence, which is not in 
writing, the actual remains of places where they lived, the implements that 
they used and so on, and so on. And the beautiful thing about that is you 
actually have it. It's objective. It's an object. It's not something that 
somebody imagined, but you shouldn't derive as much confidence from it as 
a lot of archaeologists like to, because it's only a thing until you say what it 
means, until you put a date on it, until you try to understand what it really is, 
what its function was, who brought it there, who left it there. All those 
things have to be reasoned out from all the evidence, all the information you 
can get. So there's an astonishing amount of speculation involved in 
establishing this apparently rigorous objective technique. We certainly need 
to use it and we need to use it as carefully, that's my point, as we use 
everything else. But it is indeed very valuable in studying a world before 
our time, always.  
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Now, we mentioned how important the poems are. So, we need to 
take a look at the question of what they are, and how we know about them, 
and so on. I mentioned to you that the Iliad and the Odyssey were known in 
the Western world continuously from the time that they were made 
available. So they were known and they were very important in the minds of 
those people who knew about it, but I also mentioned last time the impact of 
Schliemann's excavations, which turned everything around. The hyper-
skeptical point of view taken by scholars in Europe in the nineteenth century 
was eroded very sharply by the discovery of places that really convinced 
pretty much everybody that there was a Troy, and that there was a Mycenae. 
And so the stories couldn't have been simple inventions, and that began a 
new phase in the story. And, again, to repeat what I said last time, there 
were certain stunning physical resemblances between what Homer said and 
what we could see. The palaces were like the palaces that he described. The 
world that they lived in was a world in which bronze was used for 
implements, and weapons, and such, not iron, and that squared with what 
was found in Mycenae, what was found in the Mycenaean world, namely 
bronze implements and fundamentally not iron ones.  

Sometimes there were interesting little problems that emerged and 
one of those has to do with the use of chariots in warfare. Well, Homer has 
his heroes using chariots and we know that chariots were used in warfare in 
the Bronze Age around the Mediterranean Sea. We have hard evidence of 
that in Egypt, in Asia Minor, and in the Tigris Euphrates Valley. So, you 
would say, well, that's another place where Homer got it right, except for the 
fact that we also know how chariots are used in warfare and the closest 
analogy, I think, is to think of chariots as tanks. You know, one famous 
tactic is--if you have an infantry force coming forward, you send tanks in it 
to break up the line of the infantry, so that you can defeat the infantry in that 
way. And apparently that is the way you use chariots in ancient Bronze Age 
warfare. You would send the chariot racing toward the line of infantrymen 
and the usual outcome was the infantrymen would panic in the face of being 
charged by these things, and you would break their line and give the other 
side an opportunity to wreak havoc with their army. Well, what do the 
Homeric heroes do with their chariots? They use them as taxicabs. Achilles 
or Patroclus, or whoever is on his chariot, is driving. He is riding from the 
ships or wherever he is from the camp to the battlefield. He might pick up a 
missile of some kind, a spear typically, and fire it at somebody as he goes 
by. This would be a drive by killing, but then when he really gets to where 
the action is he hops off--now we're going to have some fighting.  

And so, the implication I think is that the memory of chariot warfare 
back in the Mycenaean days lingered; it was captured in the poetry that goes 
back--the bits of the poetry that goes back to the Mycenaean period. But 
how they were used was forgotten, and so the poets in the subsequent years 
then thought, "How would I use a chariot?"--never having seen a chariot 
fight in a battle, and that's the outcome. Finley, particularly, makes a lot of 
this as being rather indicative of how he pictures the poems to work. There 
are sort of legitimate memories, some of them going way back to the 
Mycenaean period, but which may be misremembered in some significant 
detail. And then, of course, there's lots of stuff that doesn't have anything to 
do with the Mycenaean period. His view is much, if not most, of what we 
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are told about the Homeric world comes, as he says, in the tenth and in the 
ninth centuries.

One other thing that he doesn't mention but I think is worth 
mentioning. Many a scholar are very reluctant to admit that there's any 
Mycenaean stuff here, although they cannot fail to concede that some of the 
physical implements that are found at Mycenaean sites are precisely like 
what Homer says. But I think you can go a little bit beyond that. Some 
scholars have pointed out that in Book II of the Iliad in the section that we 
call, "The Catalog of Ships," the poet lays out just exactly how many 
warships came to Troy from Greece, and just exactly how many came from 
each town. And the names of the towns that are listed in that catalog of 
ships, first of all, are all legitimate in the sense every one of them we know 
did exist in the Mycenaean Period. And perhaps no less significant is that 
there are also towns listed there that are Mycenaean towns, which 
disappeared after the Mycenaean Period. In other words, they couldn't just 
have named towns that used to be Mycenaean, but were still around, so 
that's why they knew them. No, some towns had disappeared, but the names 
of those towns show up in the catalog of ships. There's just no way to 
explain that except to say that catalog of ships goes back to the Mycenaean 
Period.

Now, the differences between what we find in the Homeric poems 
are also very illuminating, differences between that and what we know 
happened after the fall of the Mycenaean world. For instance, one of the 
most striking things that you find in cultures, anthropologists and 
archaeologists live off this, is what they do with dead bodies. Now, in 
Mycenae, it's obvious; they bury them in the ground as most of us do. The 
graves in the circle, the shaft graves, and then the beehive tombs for the big 
shots, and even outside in the countryside, we find graves which have bones 
of people in them. But we know that the Greeks in Homer don't do that. The 
Greeks in Homer incinerate the bodies of the dead. You remember the Iliad
ends with the actual cremation of the bodies of the relevant people. So, that's 
a very significant difference. That memory had simply died out and it helps 
us to remember too that the tombs that we have seen now, they didn't see. 
Whoever was writing the poems of Homer, whichever poets were 
contributing to that over the ages after the Mycenaean Period, they hadn't 
seen those Mycenaean sites. They were buried.  

There are also differences, sometimes, in the shape of weapons that 
we find in the Greek World after the Mycenaean Period compared to what 
are described in Homer's poems. I'm sorry. Homer describes certain of these 
weapons, which don't fit what we find in the ground. And here's another 
critical element in the story. We know that the Mycenaeans, or at least some 
small number of them could write, because we have the Linear B script, 
which we can read. There is no clue that there is such a thing as writing in 
the Homeric poems. There's one very abstruse clue where somebody seems 
to know something about it, but fundamentally it's an illiterate society and 
that is a major difference between the world of Homer and the Mycenaean 
world. Some other differences: Homer's kings, if you just see how they live, 
what they do, what their wives do, how they are treated by their fellow 
noblemen, they are, in a relative sense, very weak, very short on power and 
really quite poor compared to these Mycenaean kings, the results of whose 
work and lives we see at places like Mycenae.  
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Remember, I tried to emphasize how rich you would have to be to 
undertake the building of the temple, to undertake the construction of one of 
those beehive tombs. You had to be very confident because it was going to 
take a long time, a fantastic amount of labor, a tremendous amount of 
money to do that. There is no evidence in Homer that anybody had that kind 
of wealth or that kind of power. What do the queens in Homer do in their 
spare time? Or maybe it's not their spare time, maybe it's their regular time. 
Well, one of the things that they do when the Homeric heroes refer to their 
wives--there are really only two places that they seem to be associated with. 
One is the bedroom and the other is the loom. What these ladies are doing is 
weaving cloth. Now, that's not what queens do. I'm sure the Mycenaean 
queens didn't do that, but it's very, very interesting that that is what the 
Homeric queens do. Well, how are we to explain the discrepancies that are 
so great between these worlds? And the answer that almost everybody now 
accepts without argument is that these poems were created orally, and 
passed on orally. That they were not written down, so that what we have in 
the poems of Homer reflects centuries of bards passing on bits of the poem, 
or the poem in various versions, being always creative. I mean, any bard, if 
by analogy we know about bards in the modern world, we have some 
evidence on that.

Millman Parry, a Harvard scholar back in the twenties, went to 
Yugoslavia to live in the mountains and the backwoods, and he lived with 
people who still had these bards around who created sort of epic narratives 
of considerable length, but nothing resembling Homeric length, I must say. 
Nothing that long, but long enough in which they would tell the same stories 
in verse and music, and you could recognize the story as you went from 
bard to bard. But every bard added and subtracted things to suit his own 
talents. That's the idea of the game, and then Parry demonstrated by careful 
scholarship of the Homeric poems, that that is the way the Homeric poems 
were. I want to use the word stitched together, because in the Ancient Greek 
world the people who sang, recited, created the poems of the Homeric epics 
were called rhapsodes, and that means stitchers of songs. So, what you have 
to imagine is sometime back, I would argue, in the Mycenaean Period, 
somebody began making up one of these songs, telling the story of Greeks 
going to attack the city of Troy. And that for centuries thereafter, different 
rhapsodes repeated it but elucidated it, illuminated it, extended it, changed 
it, tried to improve it, sometimes they added stuff. They were alive in the 
tenth century. Some of them were alive in the ninth and certainly some of 
them were alive in the time of Homer in the eighth. So that what we have 
before us, is that kind of product and that will explain both the similarities 
and the differences, and that is what underlies our interpretation of how the 
poems got to be what they were.  

So, what is this world like that emerges from the world of Homer? 
We don't have to make up our minds in advance whether it was a real world 
or a completely fantastic one, but at least let's see if we can describe what 
world it looks like. And I'm going to focus my attention on what you might 
call the political side of that society as it reveals itself in the poems. We hear 
about key individuals, and the last time I mentioned to you two words, I 
think I did, but I'll mention them again this time. The head of the expedition 
to Troy, Agamemnon, the sort of generalissimo of that expedition is called 
wanax. When you drop the "w" as later Greek dialects did, it becomes anax.
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He, so far as I know, and I think I'm not forgetting, he is the only human 
being referred to in the poems in that way. There are, however, many an 
individual in the poem who is referred to as a basileus, the plural is basileis,
which is normally and regularly translated as king, and that's right. For 
instance, in historical times when the Greeks referred to the great King of 
Persia, who was a real king and a powerful figure, a king in every sense, the 
word they used for him was basileus. But we quickly see that the people 
referred to as basileus in Homer are not like the great King of Persia. They 
are much lesser figures. I'll come back to that in just a moment.  

The Mycenaean kings we know, thanks to the Linear B tablets, were 
referred to, the singular once again is wanax, and the plural is wanaktes. But 
in Homer the term is reserved for Agamemnon or for gods, but not for any 
other human being. And that raises the question, why is Agamemnon 
wanax? And that, I think, we have to understand as being because of his 
function in the situation, namely there is a multi-city invasion of Troy being 
carried on by these Mycenaean Greeks. Agamemnon has been chosen as the 
generalissimo and that is what gives him, temporarily, the title of wanax. I 
would imagine and I'm very confident that after the war of Troy, if 
Agamemnon had been allowed by his wife to live for more than a few 
minutes after he set foot at home, he would no longer be called wanax, but 
would be called basileus like the other rulers of their local towns. You 
remember I suggested that in the Linear B tablets when there was a 
reference to a basileus, he's clearly well below the wanax and some scholars 
suggest, in a persuasive way, I think, that these basileus may have been 
village chieftains but that's as high as they got. But it's very interesting that 
when you get to historical Greece, as we shall see, there are no wanaktes but 
there are, at least according to tradition, basileis. But no basileus has 
anything like the clout that the Mycenaean kings did, and of course we don't 
hear of any of them who have even the temporary special power that 
Agamemnon has. No human being is referred to as wanax in the period of 
historical Greece.  
And of course, the kings when we see them in Homer do not have a 
bureaucracy, do not have scribes. How could there be scribes? They didn't 
know how to write. There are no inventories. These are not rich guys with 
fantastic quantities of stuff that has to be cataloged and inventoried. The 
kings, by our standards for kings, are really very poor. What do they do in 
their spare time or in their time in general? They, themselves, engage in 
agriculture. I don't mean they dig in the ground, but they supervise it; they 
think about it. They are like people who are in charge of a plantation, their 
own plantation, I mean. So, that's one of their activities. You cannot imagine 
the great kings of Mycenae doing that. They would've had all kinds of 
subordinate officials taking care of that. Another thing that these kings are 
seen to do, which is in a way even at a lower level, is to be herdsmen. 
Again, not themselves out there with the goats and the sheep, but they are 
referred to as having these herds and having to cope with them.

Another very popular, I would say the most popular activity among 
the kings, was piracy. That's what they brag about. Achilles, my God, what 
a king he is! He sacked 24 cities. Why do you sack a city? To steal what 
they have and, well, there are all kinds of wonderful examples of people in 
the Iliad and the Odyssey. Some stranger comes, this is in the Odyssey, and 
they ask him, "Sir, are you a pirate?" And he says, "No, no, I'm not a pirate," 
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just like they asked, I mean, "Do you come from Chicago?" He wasn't 
insulted. "No, I'm not a pirate, but I could've been, of course. We understand 
that." And then later on in the story that Homer tells in the Odyssey,
Odysseus himself is such a newcomer. He's taken to the beautiful city on the 
island of Scheria, Phaiacia, and is treated with great respect as you're 
supposed to in the Mycenaean world. But after dinner, they do what they do 
to amuse themselves. They have athletic contests and they ask Odysseus to 
participate. And he says, "No, no, I'm too miserable and wretched," and the 
guy says, "Oh, you must be some kind of a merchant." And Odysseus says 
that that was a black remark. Those are fighting words. You can't call--we 
know Odysseus himself is a basileus--him a merchant. Pirate, sure, but 
merchant, no.  

Another thing that is interesting is that when you look at the burials 
of Greeks in the post-Mycenaean period, in the Dark Ages, there's nothing 
resembling those grand tombs and the wealth that's buried in them for the 
dead. You find that the tombs of noblemen are very much the same one as 
the other. You're struck by the equality from the standpoint of riches of the 
dead nobility. No great distinction and no great riches either. You're dealing 
with a poorer world and a world that doesn't have this kind of outstanding 
monarchy. So, one of the things I think we learn is that the Homeric world 
of the kings, the role of the kings, the wealth of the kings, the power of the 
kings, the place of the kings is not taken from the Mycenaean period. If it's 
describing anything that's real, it's describing very clearly a post-Mycenaean 
world in those Dark Ages that we have been talking about.

But another thing that crops up is that in the Iliad and the Odyssey,
you get a very clear picture, really of what is the political structure of each 
society. And by the way, you must keep in mind a very important difference 
between the Iliad and the Odyssey; the Iliad takes place at Troy. None of 
these noblemen, none of these kings, none of these heroes is back home in 
his own town ruling it. He is at war and he is serving under a commander, 
and so the behavior of these people towards one another is not precisely like 
what it would be. And here you see in the Odyssey is what it would likely 
be, and the place where you see it is back in Ithaca when Odysseus is there 
or when we're taken to see what's going on. I think that's a very important 
distinction to make, but even when they're at Troy and in this sort of non-
typical situation, we still see the same institutions working, the same 
relationships being present as would be present at home, although you have 
to watch out for the difference. What do I mean? How are decisions made? 
Does the king simply say, "Do it," and it gets done? Nothing like that. The 
king has got important powers. Agamemnon as the chief out there in the 
Iliad, he can call a meeting of the assembly, I should say of the council, but 
he's not the only one who can. Any nobleman who wants to can say, "We 
ought to have a council," and then that council will come together and do 
whatever business they wish to do.

The council, however, is limited to noblemen, to these basileis.
Ordinary soldiers do not attend, and that's one of the things I think we must 
grasp immediately. The key line in the society of the Dark Ages appears to 
be certainly not between monarchy and everybody else, but between 
nobility and commoners. That's the really important, serious line--certainly 
politically and in other ways as well. There is, however, in Homer, an 
assembly that consists of the men, in the case of Troy of course the fighting 
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men who are there, but who are not basileus. But also in the home, at home, 
the men of fighting age and condition. They are the only ones who matter. 
Of course, as in all of the rest of Greek history, women are excluded from 
the political realm, and of course, well, I'll just leave it at that. But so, too, 
there's obviously an age limit. You have to be of an age to be a fighting 
man. It's not necessarily defined for us. It depends, could have been 18, 
could have been 20. In Athens, in classical times it was 20.  

Well, let me just remind you of some events that show you how 
these things work. Remember, the Iliad starts because of a quarrel and the 
quarrel emerges from the fact that the Greeks are busily being killed by a 
terrible plague that has struck them. They say, "We got to find out what's 
happening?" They always assume that if something like that happened, it 
was some god or gods who was angry with them. So, they get a seer who 
goes and is persuaded to try to find out what's happening. And he finally 
does ascertain that Apollo is angry with the Greeks because Agamemnon 
took a maiden from her father, and that father was a priest of Apollo. And so 
when this is ascertained, Achilles, the biggest, bravest, strongest, fastest 
hero on the Greek side, intervenes and says, "Well, look, why don't you give 
back the girl and then Apollo will stop killing us and everything will be 
okay?" Agamemnon gets furious with Achilles and he says, "No, I'm not 
giving back my girl. I'm the boss here," as Edward G. Robinson used to say. 
How many of you ever heard of Edward G. Robinson? Just raise your hand, 
please. Good, put me in my place. It gets worse every year for me.  

And Achilles then speaks up and really lets him have it, chews him 
out, tells him what a bozo he is, and, you know, the very important thing is 
this. How can you do that if this is a king? And the answer is: you can do 
that because you're both kings. There is nothing out of line in the sense of 
violating some kind of a real rule of the society, but it's not typical, and 
especially since Agamemnon has this position as the boss, the most kingly 
of the kings. That's a word that Homer uses of him, basileutatos, the most 
kingly, and that's because of his position. So, Achilles is not doing anything 
sort of illegal or unconstitutional, but he's doing something that's really out 
of line from a normal point of view. And finally Agamemnon says, "No, I'm 
not going to give back my girl, but I'll tell you what, I will give back my girl 
if I am given the girl you took from a different Trojan, and that'll be fine. I'll 
have your girl and you won't have any." So now, Achilles really blows his 
top and from the quarrel, and finally when he says, "Okay, if that's what 
you're going to do to me, I'm taking my armor and I'm going home." And 
off he goes, and he sulks in his tent for the next nine books, and this turns 
out to be a serious problem for them.  

But, what you learn from that is that the way decisions are made, 
important decisions are made, even in this army, is by discussion among the 
basileis, among the noblemen, and you will try to reach a consensus about 
these things, and in an extreme odd situation like this, it would have to be 
that they would have to do what the commander says. And probably back 
home there would be the implication that if you can't work things out among 
them with consensus, probably the king has some weight. But what we have 
to remember is he can't give orders to anybody typically, although 
Agamemnon can get away with it on this expedition. Well, that's one story.  

Another story that we're told is that soon afterwards also in that same 
place in the Iliad, a dream comes to Agamemnon, because, you know, this is 
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their tenth year. They've been trying to take this city for nine years. It's 
almost as bad as Iraq and the soldiers are tired of all of this. If we can't take 
the city, we ought to go home and there's a lot of spirit that says we ought to 
go home. And so a dream comes to Agamemnon. The god says to him, 
"Here's what you need to do. You need to try the spirit of your men, and in 
that way to inspirit them to carry on until victory. So, what you should do is 
to get up and speak to your soldiers, and say that you're never going to take 
Troy. You might as well pack up and go home, and then they'll say, 'No, 
king, no, we receive to do that. We insist on staying. We're going to re-up 
and do another term, and we're going to take the city.'" So, Agamemnon 
says, "Great, I'll do that," and he calls the troops together to battle, and he 
makes his little speech. I wish I could reproduce the Homer. I didn't take it 
along with me, but the essence of it is a great roar and rumble emerged as 
the troops turned and began racing back to the ships to get the hell out of 
there.  

Just to carry on some of the highlights, that tells us a lot about the 
society. So, as they're roaring back, suddenly Odysseus, the slyest, the 
cleverest, the smartest of all of the Greeks, he goes racing among the troops 
who are heading back and he grabs one, and Homer says when he came to a 
gentleman, a basileus, he would say, "Sir, you are making a mistake. You 
don't understand the game that Agamemnon is playing," and he explains it 
to him, and the guy says, "Oh, okay." When he comes to one of the common 
sort, he says, "You bloody imbecile, get the hell back to where you belong." 
That's a rough translation and everybody finally grabs enough of them and 
the thing turns around, everybody goes back and sits down. And up steps 
one man. Homer describes him as the ugliest man in the entire army. So you 
get a clue as to what we're supposed to think about him, and he makes a 
speech which denounces all of the basileus, Agamemnon ahead of any of 
them. He says, "We ordinary soldiers have had enough and we would like to 
go home." And up steps Odysseus and blasts him with his scepter, smashes 
him across the back, leaving a welt that could be seen by the entire army, 
and tears came to the eyes of this guy.  

Are we supposed to feel sorry for him? Well, the next lines in Homer 
say that one soldier popped up and said, "Of all the great things Odysseus 
has done for us here, that was the greatest, to shut up a big mouth idiot like 
Thersites." Well, what Thersites had done that was wrong, of course the 
poet and Odysseus didn't like his policy suggestion, but he had no right to 
speak at all. The only people who could speak in the council or in an 
assembly were the noblemen, the basileis. So, he had crossed the line as an 
ordinary soldier. To rise and to say anything was a violation of the culture, 
and that's one of the places where you see where this sharp line exists. They 
just take orders, but the gentlemen don't just take orders. They can argue and 
sometimes they can win the argument. So, what you see in this very brief 
and inadequate account that I've given you is that we really, in spite of the 
fact that we have basileis, and even in this case an anax, we really don't 
have a proper monarchical tradition.  
When we think of monarchs, single rulers, we think of Hammurabi and we 
think of the kings of Persia, and we think of Louis XIV. We do not think of 
what we have here, which is a bunch of noblemen who are essentially equal, 
and the differences between them don't come from birth or rank as between 
them, but from wealth and power that they happen to possess. It is, rather, 
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not a royal society but an aristocratic society. I think that's the main message 
and it is the matrix of all future political ideas and arguments in the Greek 
world that comes after this time. I think you need to understand that what 
the Greeks in the historical period--once we start having written records by 
the Greeks themselves, the thing that is the standard position--what is this 
thing on the computer when you fall back to a position? What do you call 
that position? What is it? Default, that's right. Good, the default position in 
Greek political theory is aristocracy; that is the normal thing. A very good 
example of that is what I've been telling you; that's really what happens.  

And here's another thing, if you go to the end of the Greek story, 
when you think about political theory, there's Plato, and when he lays out 
the ideal society in his view, in the Republic, we find there are multiple 
rulers. And these, of course, turn out to be the winners of the Jeopardy 
contest playoffs. But it doesn't matter. There's never one king. It's always a 
group of people that is the best government, and they will be the best. In this 
case defined chiefly by their intelligence, but other things too. Well, anyway 
in this case, in Greek political thinking the aristocracy of birth is the default 
position. Anybody who wants to argue for a different kind of political 
arrangement will have to make the case uphill against all tradition. I hope 
that you'll have that in the back of your head when we get to the story of 
Athens and the invention of democracy, because it was off the wall from the 
perspective of Greek tradition.
And of course, anybody from time to time, there are individuals who 
thought that monarchy might be a fine thing. They ran against something 
that was regarded with much more hostility by the Greeks. When they're 
through and had reached their peak, their notion of monarchy is something 
fit for barbarians, but not for Greeks. A free man may not live under a 
monarchy, and the roots of that, I think, are visible in Homer. In passing, I 
just want to say that Homer, of course, is the basic text, the basic document 
for all Greek thinking in every area that you can imagine throughout the rest 
of Greek history. Over time, it becomes not the only one, but it never ceases 
to be the best known, the most influential, and the most powerful. If it were 
a religious document primarily we would speak of it as the Greek Bible, but 
it isn't. Well, some examples, later on in history there's a quarrel between 
Athens and Megara as to who controls the island of Salamis. They decide to 
call in an arbitrator. So, they call in the Spartans, and the Spartans say, 
"Okay, we'll decide," and they decide that it belongs to Athens. Why? Well, 
if you look at the catalog of ships in Homer's Iliad, the island of Salamis had 
its ships lined up next to the island of Athens. Ballgame. You have to realize 
how potent this is.

Well, let me turn to another aspect of the story of Homer and how 
the poems play into Greek society. I want to talk to you about the ethics and 
values that emerge from the reading of the Iliad and the Odyssey. I 
mentioned religion and so we should take a look first at the gods. We are 
talking, first of all, and remember about a multi-deity society. Polytheism is 
what we're talking about. That is true of all of human societies that we know 
anything about down to the earliest possible exception, I suppose; well, it 
depends what you think is earliest. You could say the Hebrews are the 
earliest, pure and simple, but depending on how you date biblical things, 
there's an outside chance that an Egyptian pharaoh in the sixteenth century 
B.C., I think, might have claim to have some such state. But otherwise, there 
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is no such thing. So, this is a polytheistic society with heroic characteristics. 
That is, this kind of aristocratic outfit, aristocracy of birth, which is 
legitimized by heroic behavior on the battlefield.

Now, one of the things the Greeks believed, as we discover from a 
poem written by one of their major poets, is something so far as I know 
unique to the Greeks. They claimed that they were of the same race as the 
gods, and I really don't know of anybody else who made that claim. And so 
you will hear Homeric characters referred to by epithets, Homer, part of the 
technique of passing on oral poetry is by having epithets attached to the 
rulers to help with the meter. Some hero will be called dios, meaning godly, 
god-like, diotrephes, reared as a god, isothesos, equal unto a god, and there 
are others as well. Now, mind you, notice these are not people referred to as 
god-fearing or lovers of god, no. They are just about equal to the gods 
according to these terms. Now, that on the one hand is this extraordinary 
claim that the Greeks make. They did make amazingly powerful claims for 
human beings as opposed to divinity, compared to any society that I know 
anything about. This is part of the arrogance that is characteristic of the 
Ancient Greeks, but at the same time, and right away at the beginning we're 
getting to such a very Greek thing, a Greek characteristic. At the same time 
that he is this great thing almost like a god, he is also not a god in the most 
crucial way possible. Gods do not die. Men die.

The mortality of the human being is a reality and it's of the greatest 
significance and importance, and of course men are not as strong and as 
powerful as the gods. And indeed, as we shall see, well, the tragic view of 
life, which the Greeks invent and which characterizes their culture, is there 
right at the beginning in the Iliad and the Odyssey. It says that at the same 
time as man is a remarkable, marvelous creature capable of all sorts of 
amazing things, even unto being almost like the gods, he is nonetheless 
mortal and dies, and he doesn't have the power that the gods do.  

And what do you do about that? Well, it's interesting, I think, to 
compare the Greek way of dealing with this human problem that we all 
have, the problem of death. How do we deal with the fact that we will die? 
Well, there's what I like to call the Eastern solution that you find in many an 
Eastern religion and philosophy that says that man is, in fact, nothing. He is 
dust. He is dung depending on which story you listen to. So, of course 
you're going to die. Who cares? Why should you care? You were nothing to 
begin with; you'll be nothing when you're finished. Relax. Then there is 
what I would characterize as the Christian solution. You're worried about 
dying? You need not die. If you are a good Christian and you do all the 
things that you need to do to be a good Christian, you will not die. You will 
have personal immortality. So that's how you get around that problem. No 
need to worry if you're doing things right. Well, somehow Christians 
continued to worry and we have a millennium of them killing each other 
about how you're supposed to worry about these things. But if you can 
accept the purity of the statement I just made, it is at the root of the thing 
you have a solution.
But the Greek tragic view does not take either of these routes, which I 
regard as a relatively easy escape from the problem compared to the way the 
Greeks got stuck. Man is great and they keep saying so. He is important. He 
is capable of great things. He is of the same race as the gods, and at the 
same time his life is short and death is final, and death is bad. I ought to say 
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a word about death, in order to comprehend what the Greeks thought. You 
know, different peoples have had different ideas about them. Sometimes the 
notion is that it is just terrible for everybody with actual pain and suffering, 
and others have a notion of a wonderful kind of a heaven in which 
marvelous things happen to you, sometimes spiritual, sometimes physical 
depending on the religion. But for the Greeks, as I think for quite a few 
other people in the ancient world, death was nothing in the worst sense of 
the word. You just went somewhere and there was nothing. There was 
darkness. There was nothing at all.

Some few people who had sinned terribly and earned the wrath of 
the gods would, indeed, be tortured in some special and typically Greek, 
interesting way. You remember Tantalus. He had done a terrible thing and 
there he stood forever with his feet in the water below, and above him a tree 
with grapes hanging down, and dying of thirst. And every time he went 
down to try to sip some of the water, the water receded, and anytime he 
reached up for the grapes, the grapes were pulled back. That is a Greek idea 
of hell, where you got to keep trying and you always lose. So, that's the 
picture and you have to realize that death is a bad thing. In the Odyssey,
Odysseus has reason to go down to Hades, and while he's down there he 
comes upon Achilles who has died. And he says, "Well, it's good to see you, 
Achilles. Say, you look fine. You must really be doing okay down here. I 
know that you are a judge down here and much respected. So, looks like 
you've beaten the rap." And Achilles says, "Odysseus, don't say a word to 
me about the virtues of death. Better to be a serf, the lowest serf on the 
earth, than to be a king in Hades." Now, that's as bad as it can possibly be. 
The great Achilles, respected still in the afterworld would immediately turn 
it in to be a complete nobody on earth. So, it's very important. They faced 
without any real retreat the reality and the negative character of death, even 
as they refused to reject the significance of life or of mankind. That is what I 
mean when I speak of the tragic view, and it's very important.  

Now, it seems to me we can eliminate that a little bit by comparing it 
with various modern approaches to the same sorts of problems. We haven't 
gotten rid of those problems yet, in spite of modern medicine. We live, still, 
I think in what might be called the Age of the Enlightenment. That is the 
dominant sort of paradigm of what life is all about, at least in the Western 
world and a good deal more of it where the West has had an influence. At 
the core of it is a belief in progress, something that was essentially not 
present among the Greeks. Progress in the eyes of the philosophers of the 
eighteenth century, though they would have been very angry to hear me say 
this, was something like the equivalent of the Christian hope for 
immortality. The hope of the Voltaires of this world was that they could 
make the world better constantly by their efforts, and this would be 
rewarded in a kind of a way, because progress in the future after they were 
gone would redound to their credit for having brought it about. And that in 
some sense they would live on in this society which they had improved and 
made a better thing.  

Another aspect that is very important in this sort of enlightenment 
approach is individualism, that the core of everything is the single 
individual person. As we shall see, this is very different from the Greeks. 
Now, the Greeks were very much concerned individuals and this is 
especially true of the democrats in Athens. But even their most potent 
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spokesman and leader placed the goals, and achievements, and everything 
else of an individual behind something that they thought was more 
important, which was the community at large, which, in historical times was 
the polis. Well, that's not the way it is with the modern world and that's not 
the way it comes out of the enlightenment, the individual is the ultimate. 
The enlightenment, if you go back to its routes in the seventeenth century 
with the likes of Hobbes and Locke--what is the ultimate place you go to? It 
is the rights of individuals. You may not stamp out the rights of individuals. 
They are inherent in everything. Either you believe, as our founding father 
said that we were endowed with them by our creator. They didn't say God 
because, of course, the Enlightenment thinkers were not so sure they 
believed in God, but they still seemed to believe in something they wanted 
to call a creator. Or if you didn't believe in God, this was just a natural right. 
Nature gave each individual the right to life, liberty, property, and nobody 
could take these away legitimately.  

Well, the Greeks had no concept of natural rights, or of rights that 
human beings were given by the gods. That is a very important difference 
that was, you had to act in such a way as to make life possible and decent, 
and for the Greeks that always meant being part of a decent community, the 
polis. But the modern world, to get back to that, to this Enlightenment 
world, individualism and a key aspect to that is hedonism. That is to say, it 
is legitimate and proper to search for pleasure, for each individual to attempt 
to please himself however he can. And it turns out that if you could take it to 
our own day, there are no limits pretty much to what he can do to gain 
pleasure. I would argue that there is a direct line from the Enlightenment 
philosophy to nihilism, that is to say a philosophy that says there are no 
limits to what human beings may do. What turns out to be the practical fact 
is that he who has the power and the will to do what he wants will be able to 
do so, and he who has not will be forced to suffer whatever the powerful 
impose on him. And this is seen by the original nihilists as a good thing. 
What's his name, Nietzsche, of course, said, "Some of us are better than 
others. Some of us are supermen, and it is quite wrong and wicked for us to 
be treated as though we were ordinary fellows, and therefore do not tie us 
down with these ridiculous codes of ethics, and morals, and other things 
which are simply the weapons by which the weak hold down the strong." 
This was an interesting idea, but it wasn't new. There's a Greek in the fifth 
century who says the same thing.  

There is no definition of goodness for this modern approach, no 
definition of happiness. Each individual decides for himself what is good, 
what is happy. What it really does is to evade the question that I'm talking 
about. Is this all okay? If we're all going to die then does it really mean that 
we should just do the best we can at anybody's expense while we're alive? Is 
that a satisfactory outcome? Will we indeed be happier, better off while 
we're alive? If we do that, the Greeks would have said, "That is stupid and 
absurd to think for ten seconds you'll realize that's no good."  

Now, the Greeks on the other hand had a powerful belief in the 
dominance of chance. They accepted, again, what is a very modern idea 
now, that in fact there is no divine force or divine forces who oversee what 
happens to mankind on earth. But, rather, things happen simply in a random 
way according to no particular rule and that's the way it is. It is not virtue or 
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merit that determine the quality of your life. It is chance, and there are 
several places in the Iliad and the Odyssey that emphasize that point.

Well, that leaves the Greeks with something like this question. In the 
light of human mortality, the disinterest of the gods, the chanciness of life, 
what can man do to achieve happiness and immortality? Because he still 
doesn't feel happy about his mortality. Though he accepts that this is a 
problem, it's something that he still hankers after. It's inevitable that people 
should, and part of the answer is very Homeric. It is the heroic ethic. At a 
certain place, I think a couple of places in the Iliad, Achilles answers the 
question, "Why did you come here to fight at Troy?" We know the legend 
says that Achilles was told before he came that if he did not go to Troy and 
fight in that war, because his mother was a goddess, he had partial divinity 
in him, he would be immortal. He would never die. But, on the other hand, 
he would not be great and famous. His memory would not be carried 
forward into the future. If he went to Troy, he would die, but his memory as 
the greatest of the Achaeans would be immortal forever. Well, you know the 
choice he took and you know that it turned out to be right. We still know 
about Achilles, don't we? And when we're all gone, people will know about 
Achilles. So, we should take the Greeks very seriously on that score.  

Well, anyway, sometimes he's asked, "What made you come here in 
spite of that?" and his answer was, "Well, when my father sent me here, he 
told me a number of things that I'm supposed to do, but the most important 
of these was the Greek words, aien aristeioi, always be the Best. The best 
doesn't mean morally the best in anything like our sense. It means the 
greatest, the strongest, the ablest, the most admired. That is what you want 
to be. Well, you can only do that if you are in a contest. You can only be the 
best if somebody is not as good, and the Greek word for that kind of a 
contest is agon, and so it's fair to think about the Greeks, I think it's very 
necessary to think about the Greeks as having a particular agonal society, a 
society filled with competition, in which if not everybody, lots and lots of 
people are constantly striving to be the very best, whatever the definition of 
best is in the context that's relevant. Now, I guess I'm out of time. So, I'll 
pick up the story next time with the story about this heroic ethic and the 
impact that it has on Greek society.  
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IV. Rise�of�the�Polis�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Donald�Kagan�offers�a�sketch�of�the�Greek�heroic�
code�of�ethics.�He�shows�that�in�this�community,�arête�(manly�virtue)�and�
honor� are� extremely� important� and� even� worth� dying� for,� as� the� case� of�
Achilles�makes�clear.� In�addition,�Professor�Kagan�shows� how�this� society�
eventually� produced� a� new� phenomenon,� the� rise� of� the� polis.� The�
discussion�ends�with�a�strong�emphasis�on� the� importance�of� the�polis� in�
Greek�history.�

Last time I was talking to you about the world of Homer from the side of, 
you might say, the life of the mind rather than the practical matters of 
society by talking about values and ethics in the world of Homer. I also 
spoke to you about the heroic ethic, which is the dominant element in this 
system of theirs. Another way of looking at it is that it is an aristocratic way 
of thinking and feeling. At the core of it, is the concept of arête. Now, that's 
a word that causes us some problems because it comes to mean even in 
antiquity something quite different, and especially if you're talking about 
Christianity which adopts the word as well, where it comes to mean 
goodness, goodness in a kind of a Christian sense. Well, erase all of those 
ideas from your head when you think about the world of Homer, and I 
would say, the world of Greece in the period we're studying. Arête derives 
from the Greek word anar, which means man; man as opposed to woman. 
These are the masculine qualities as the Greeks saw them and primarily 
among them was the idea of courage: physical courage, moral courage, 
mental courage, manly courage in battle is the most core aspect of this word, 
an idea which comes to spread and to be much more encompassing than 
that. I guess the most neutral way to translate the word is excellence, 
prowess, the ability to do something or to be something, which is admired in 
the fullest way possible.

Some of the desired quality, some of the examples of arête are 
courage as I've said, but also beauty, strength, the ability to perform athletics 
very well, but also to speak very well. And it is an extraordinary thing I 
think for modern people to see that there are two central heroes in the poems 
of Homer-Achilles the great central figure of the Iliad who represents 
physical courage, strength, power, beauty, speed, all of those things, and 
Odysseus, the hero of the Odyssey, but present and very important in both 
poems. He has also got all of these things, but the thing that sets him apart, 
that makes him the special kind of hero he is, is his skill in speech which 
doesn't mean only that he pronounces words very well, or that he selects 
them very well for beautifully or something. But rather that he is 
enormously clever, that he can use speech to achieve practical ends just as 
he uses strength and power, and all those other things. The Greeks, in 
Homer's world, seem to regard one just about as well as they do the other. 
Odysseus is the man, the wily Odysseus as Homer calls him, the man of 
many devices, all of those things are great and they are equally honored 
along with the physical courage that is so characteristic of these guys.

The recognition of those qualities, the recognition of the arête that 
these heroes have is what their lives are all about. First of all, they have to 
have these qualities, but it's not enough. They must be recognized by the 



41�
�
�

people among whom they lived, by the communities in which they live. The 
highest rewards the individual can have is the recognition of their fellow 
men for their very, very high qualities. We are talking about a society, 
therefore, the anthropologists have come up with, which I think is a useful 
distinction. Societies, based on shame, as opposed to those that practice 
guilt; guilt is something very internal and personal. Shame is something 
very external and public. How you are treated and greeted is what makes 
your worth. So, it is from the beginning a society in which the community is 
a critical element, maybe the critical element, an individual who didn't live 
in a society could not achieve the kinds of glory and fame, and recognition 
that you expect from a hero.  

All of these heroes are aristocrats in the traditional sense of the 
word; they arrive at their high standing in their community by virtue of 
birth. You are born to be one of these people because your father was such a 
person belonging to the right families and so on. The noble families of 
Greece, and we see it already in Homer, typically claim descent from some 
god or other and ordinary people do not have that ability. The family and the 
individual are the critical elements. A larger community, meaning your 
entire village, your entire city, your entire region, that is barely mentioned. 
That is not talked about. Again, think about Achilles, when he refuses to do 
what he's supposed -- to fight with the Greeks because he's had a fight with 
Agamemnon, nobody says, "Wait a minute that's treason, you can't do that. 
You've been signed up by your city or by this expedition to fight and you've 
got to fight." Nobody says that. What they say is, "Oh please, we need you 
Achilles, you must not do this." But nobody says, "Arrest that man, he has 
broken his debt; he's not performing his debt to the community." Everybody 
knows that all those heroes are there because they want to be and they want 
to be there, so that they can earn both the wealth that can be taken from a 
defeated city, but even more important, the kind of fame and glory that 
comes with such deeds. I've already told you the story about Achilles having 
the choice of living forever without fame or dying with fame, and he makes 
the choice for death and fame. That, I think, is very critical.
That attitude, that point of view, even after the world of Homer is gone, 
remains a very powerful influence on the Greeks throughout the rest of their 
history, so that you have built into that society an inherent conflict. After all, 
even these heroes need communities in which to live for all the various 
purposes that human beings do. So, you would think they have some 
allegiance to them. They do, but they also have an allegiance to their 
families and to themselves, which, in Homer, tend to predominate, and yet 
there is a sense in which the conflict is very real. If you look at the problem 
in Homer, Achilles when he withdraws and refuses to fight for the army, 
nobody can tell him to do otherwise. He has a right to do that but that means 
that something is wrong and it's very clear that he has been overcome by 
rage and he is not behaving in the sensible way--that even a Greek hero is 
supposed to and he has not brought back to normal, to a position in which 
people can say, yes, well, you're a great hero and you're not out of your 
mind. Even Achilles gives up his rage, and he allows--you remember he 
allows Priam to bury his son Hector, something he would have refused to do 
in his rage. So, even Achilles has got to come to terms with the community 
norms, in order to be living in a proper life, and this conflict between his 
family and private desires and needs, and those of the community will be 
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characteristic very strongly of the Greek way of life for the rest of its 
history, not always in precisely the same form but it will be there.  

Competition, again, is rearing its head. It's another form of 
competition, the competition between these two sources of values, the 
community at large versus the individual and the family. This kind of 
tension doesn't make things clear; the rules are not absolute, and not 
everybody fits into a pigeon hole. It is not easy to say, what is the right 
thing, or what is the wrong thing. All of that creates confusion, problems, 
but also, conflict, tension, competition, all those things create a degree of 
freedom which doesn't permit the typical despotic kind of culture which 
characterizes almost all of the human experiences that we know in the early 
history of the human race.  

So, I want to turn now to the way in which this way of thinking had 
an impact on the future, and of course I'm speaking about the future of 
Western civilization which was the heir to this tradition. I mentioned to you 
already, last time, that in a way the poems are a kind of a bible. It is the 
source of all knowledge and wisdom that anybody who knows anything 
knows, and how they were used for practical purposes as when the Spartans 
made a decision about who owned Salamis based on what it said in the 
Iliad, but it's also important to realize how those poems inspired the 
imagination of Greeks for the rest of their history. Another fact is that we 
are told that when Alexander the Great went out to conquer the Persian 
Empire, and as far as he was concerned, to conquer everything he could 
reach, he carried with him a copy of the Iliad which it is alleged he put 
under his pillow. This is a problem when you consider that books in the 
days were not likely to be codices as they are today, but scrolls that took up 
quite a lot of space. I don't know quite how Alex managed it but that's what 
they say, but the principle is established. It was clear, he was another 
Achilles in his own eyes, and it was for him to achieve the great deeds that I 
have been mentioning.

Now, if you look at the story of Western civilization, it provides a 
very interesting contrast within it and the, I'm sorry, the Greek experience 
that I'm talking about now based upon what you see in Homer, provides a 
contrast within a competition to the other great tradition of Western 
civilization, which is the Judeo-Christian tradition. I just want to make a few 
small points that indicate how that works. The Iliad begins--the first word in 
the Iliad is the accusative noun, m�nin, wrath, anger. I am singing about the 
wrath, the anger Achilles which brought so many men to their doom, is what 
Homer says. The first thing is the emotion of an individual man. The 
Odyssey begins even more strikingly with the word andra, the accusative of 
an�r, the accusative case of a man, and he says, sing to me goddess about 
that man, that man of many devices, that clever man Odysseus.  

The Aeneid of Virgil based, of course, on the Iliad and the Odyssey,
begins arma virumque cano, I sing of arms and the man, the man Aeneas. 
What are the Greeks talking about? I'm talking about individual men, 
extraordinary men and the events that emerge from them and the life they 
lead. Well, look at our Bible. It begins--this will be news to most of you; in 
the beginning God created the heavens and the Earth and it. The book goes 
right on to talk about God, what he does, sometimes why he does it, what is 
the effect of what he does, but the center of our book is God, not man. It's 
not just an accident that this reveals the characteristic of each one of these 
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cultures. The Greeks had a humanistic outlook on life. They believed in the 
gods, they were religious people, but the core of their lives was shaped by 
human things in a way different from what was true of the Hebrews and the 
Christians later on, that is a Divine view. The secular approach is very, very 
Greek versus a religious approach.

The Greek view, moreover, presupposes that man lives in society. 
He is not a creature off by himself. By definition, he necessarily lives in 
society. He is conceivable to the Greeks only in a society. The Iliad, which 
is about a war, immediately is a kind of an artificial society put together for 
the purpose of defeating the Trojans and taking their city. As I've suggested 
to you, the values that are the most important are community values. That is 
to say, the reward of good behavior is the admiration and the honor that a 
hero gets, and the most serious punishment he can suffer is to be shamed in 
front of that community. Aristotle, writing late in the Greek tradition, but 
still powerfully influenced by these kinds of ideas, speaks about man as a--
the Greek words are a politicon zoon, and I think the best way to understand 
it is to think of it as meaning, man is a creature who lives in a polis, in a city 
state, in a Greek kind of a city state. In the same general passage he says, a 
man who is by nature without a polis is either more or less than a man. What 
he means by that is, if a man is superior to the polis doesn't need a polis, he 
is a god because men need a polis. If he is beneath the polis it means he's 
beneath what it is to a human being, and that tells you just how potent is this 
concept of a community for the Greeks and it emerges in its own way from 
the Iliad in the Odyssey.

Odysseus also was offered an opportunity to live forever. When he 
was shipwrecked on the island in which the goddess Calypso ruled, she fell 
in love with Odysseus, just as the fate of great heroes--they are heroic and 
handsome, and fast and women love them. She says, just stay with me and I-
-you will live forever and all will be well and he says, well, you're a very 
beautiful girl and I enjoy you a lot, but I got to go back to Ithaca. Now, why 
does he have to go back to Ithaca? Well, he has a wife whom he loves, 
Penelope, and he has a son whom he has barely seen because he had to go 
off to Troy almost 20 years ago to fight that battle and he hasn't been home 
since. Those are very powerful pulls that we easily do understand, but it's 
also true that he is the king in Ithaca, and when he returns to Ithaca he 
immediately moves into a position of honor and respect, which is a critical 
part of his own sense of himself, of what he needs to be what he wants to be.

We don't have in American society an Iliad, an Odyssey, we don't 
have our own bible, but I think Mark Twain's Huck Finn is really very, very 
revealing to see what is so different about us in the modern times from the 
Homeric world. When things don't go right for Huck, what does he do? He 
lights out and wants to get away from society, he wants to go wandering and 
exploring, as an individual rejecting society, fleeing for his individualism, 
and that tradition, as you all know--how many examples can we think of 
works that really project the greatness of being all by yourself and away 
from people, and away from society. That's where good things are. The 
Greeks would have thought you were out of your mind, or that you were 
some kind of barbarian, but that's okay. People who have never known of 
civil society; people who have never known of a world with polis, well, of 
course, they would do something stupid like that. I think that's an interesting 
contrast.
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Now, let me carry on with this by talking about the views of society 
which are characteristic of the two traditions in Western civilization. What 
do we see in the Bible? When God decides to invent man, he places him in 
the Garden of Eden. The Garden of Eden contains, first of all, just Adam 
and then when God decides, for his own reasons, that he needs a 
companion, he invents one other companion, Eve. Where they live is 
paradise. One man, one woman, that's all you need, it's great. Nothing could 
ever be so good. Well, what happens? They transgress. Eve persuaded by 
the serpent, persuades Adam to do what was forbidden by God. What is 
forbidden by God? It is to eat the fruit of the tree of knowledge because if 
human beings obtain knowledge, they will be like the gods, and that is 
unacceptable. So when you do that, you have to be punished. What is 
punishment? To be thrown out of Eden, to be thrown out of this isolated 
condition of perfection. What is perfection? You don't have to work, you 
can eat without doing anything about it, you don't seem to do much of 
anything, which is fine. Everything is quiet, peaceful, no problems, no 
action, that's paradise.  

A Greek would go crazy at the thought. It is a pre-social, a pre-
political life. Life in society what Adam and Eve have to encounter now. 
They now have to form villages, cities, start living among each other, and so 
on. That is the punishment for the sin of seeking knowledge of good and 
evil and therefore of straining for divinity. Man, the message I think is, must 
know his place, which is humble and not close to divine. His hope rests 
simply with God not with himself. When he tries to take the things into his 
own hands, and in the process, to contravene the will of God, only terrible 
things can happen to him. It's very interesting, I think, that in the eighteenth 
century, Rousseau, who himself seems to me to have been a kind of like a 
poisoned apple in the history of the human race oddly, revives that biblical 
view, if you think about it. His view is man was happy and good before the 
invention of society, which society corrupts man and takes away from him 
his happiness. What we need to do is undue the evils that organized society 
have done, and if only we remove all of the bad things created by society, 
man would return to his naturally perfect virtuous self, which is of course, a 
major source of individualism which is this great Western force, and the 
nihilism that I think inevitably emerges from it.  

I think people have, in different ways, found in Russo, the root both 
of a Nietzschean nihilism and of Marx, and I think there is powerful reason 
to do so, because you can go in either one of those directions once you start 
making this kind of assumption. For the Greeks, on the other hand as I've 
said, political society was essential for living any kind of a good life. In the 
Odyssey, you remember Odysseus finds himself on the island of the 
Cyclops, those one-eyed monsters, and what is it about them that make them 
so monstrous, so inhuman from the perspective of the Homeric heroes? 
Here's the line that Homer writes, they live without--the Greek word is 
nomoi, which we would translate as laws, but before they become laws they 
are the customary norms of society, in other words, civilization. They live 
without nomoi and they wreck not of one another, that is to say, each family 
lives by itself. They have nothing to do with each other, they do not have a 
community, and they do not have a society. So, they are, of course, sort of 
prehistoric monsters as far as the Greeks are concerned.  
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Now, the Judeo-Christian story, as I think of it--by the way, the word 
"story" is a translation or it means the same thing the Greek word muthos,
our word, myth. A myth, in this sense, according to the Greeks, is just a tale. 
It can true, it can be false, and so on. Anyway, the Judeo-Christian story 
says, in the beginning, men were innocent. Innocent was the same as 
ignorant because knowledge gets in the way of their innocence and they 
have solitude, living in paradise. What destroys their happy, permanent 
condition is the sin of pride and the consequence of that sin is society, 
corruption, pain, and death because they knew neither pain nor death while 
they were in Eden. Salvation is available, and with it immortality, but it 
comes from God and it doesn't come in the world in which we live, but in 
some other world to be achieved in the future. That, I think, is a very 
thumbnail sketch of the Judeo-Christian story.  

The Greek story is quite different. War is right at the center of it, and 
war itself requires political and social organization. There can be fighting 
without war but there can be no war without an organization that makes it 
something more than just plain fighting. It requires political and social 
organization. The search for honor and glory are at the root of why men 
fight and why they do many, many other things in their lives, according to 
this view. The Greeks did have a notion that in a way resembles some of the 
things I've said about the Judeo-Christian story. They had a concept called 
hybris, to be translated as something among these terms, excess, arrogance, 
violence. I think the fullest grasp of it, I think, might be rendered best by 
violent arrogance. Some notion of being above yourself and thinking 
yourself more than a man with the implication that you are approaching 
some kind of divinity by being more than a man, and acting accordingly, 
which usually requires that you use violence to achieve what you want. The 
sort of the standard picture in Greek ethics runs this way. A man is granted 
too much, he is too well off, he is too rich, he is too strong, he is too 
beautiful, so much so that he becomes too arrogant and is ready to step 
beyond his human condition.  

At that point, the gods don't like it because like the Judeo-Christian 
god, they want to have some boundary between the two, but for them it's 
very important, because the boundary is far from clear. So what happens to 
the man who has too much? He is afflicted with hybris, which leads him to 
take the violent action. Onto the scene then comes the goddess Ate, which 
might be translated moral blindness. In other words, he no longer can think 
straight and so he will do something dangerous, harmful, and very 
ultimately bad for himself, and when he does whatever it is, he is struck by 
Nemesis, the goddess of retribution.

Well, of course, the most famous Greek case, I think of these things, 
is in Sophocles' play Oedipus the King, which illustrates it perfectly well. 
Oedipus is a brilliant man; he achieves the kingship of his city because of 
his extraordinary intelligence, and he's a very good man. He is king, don't 
imagine that he's a despot, anything but; the people love him. He saved the 
city thanks to his brilliance and his goodwill. However, after a while, he 
comes to be too satisfied, too comfortable with his own brilliance and when 
another threat comes to the city, he is confident that he can solve the 
problem again for his people. He is warned by the gods through seers, and 
by men of wisdom saying, don't investigate this question too far; you might 
be making a mistake. He won't listen; he bowls ahead, and he discovers in 



46�
�

the process the terrible, terrible truth, which is that by accident, by 
coincidence, not by intent that as a young man he killed his father and 
subsequently married his mother. And this most horrible combination of 
facts drives him--and he's already suffered from the hybris and the at�, and 
his retribution is terrible in his. In his madness, when he discovered these 
things, he tears his own eyes, blinds himself. And, of course, now for the 
rest of his life, he must just go about as a kind of a beggar, having been this 
former tremendously great king.  

So these are examples of what happens in Greek ethics later on, if 
you are guilty of this characteristic. On the other hand, when he, even 
Oedipus himself, when he understands and he relents, and in a sense he 
apologizes for what he's done, but more importantly, he ceases, of course, to 
be powerful and to act in that way, wisdom comes to him. He understands 
that, he has acted immoderately. That is the critical concept. Moderation is 
this wonderfully great important thing for the Greeks. You must act in 
moderation. They don't ask you to just be humble and throw yourself on the 
ground and consider yourself as nothing compared to the god, or the gods. 
Be a man, be proud of what you should be proud of, but don't go beyond 
limit of what is human, because if you do terrible things will come. Seek 
fame, we all want that, and I'll say more about that, but you can't push it too 
far, there has to be some kind of a reasonable human limit to what you do.  

So, here is this problem. A typically Greek problem is where there is 
a contradiction that you've got to live with; you can't resolve. If you want to 
seek the fullness of a human experience, you have to try to be the best 
possible man, the greatest possible man to compete successfully against 
others and to achieve fame, glory, and recognition. But if you push it too far 
you will anger the gods and something terrible will happen to you. So, it 
seems to me, that Western civilization, ever since, has been a composite of 
these two traditions. But there is no way to put them together, and so 
Western civilization is an ambiguous society with a war always ragging 
within the soul of Western civilization and it's never perfectly clear which of 
the two approaches to life is the better one.

I don't know whether any of you have ever thought about this, and 
anything like this way. But if you contemplate your own way of thinking 
about what you're supposed to be doing with your life. I think you will find 
some combination, if you're sort of typical, but that combination doesn't 
ever have to be fifty-fifty, and I'm sure it very rarely is. More typically, one 
aspect of the culture dominates rather than the other. But the shifts in place 
and time, and in many I would say, throughout most human beings, there is 
a consciousness of both. They both have some attraction and one has to 
grapple with that. So, a part of you wants to become the greatest whatever it 
is that you want to become and you wouldn't be here if you weren't very 
competitive and very eager to come out first, devoted to arête and your own 
version of that kind of thing. Yet, it's very easy to say to you that's not a 
good thing to do. What you should try to do is to be humble. You should be 
like what Jesus suggests in the Sermon on the Mount. Your soul is in deep 
danger if you indeed continue to lead the life that you have mainly been 
leading up to now, and those two things are in conflict. I don't care if you 
ever go to church, that is no longer confined to a religious organization. It 
floats around in Western civilization all the time. They're aspects of demand 
for performance at the highest level, and at the time there is a great deal of 
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blaming people for pursuing such things instead of humility. That's Western 
civilization, friends, and the Greeks are at the root of the whole thing.

So now, let me turn to my next topic, which is to leave the world of 
Homer behind us and to begin to tell the story of how it was that the 
characteristic unit of Greek civilization, the polis came into being out of the 
Dark Ages about which we've said a little bit. Let me say a little bit, first of 
all, about the way scholars have categorized the history of Greece. 
Typically, we speak of the Bronze Age, the Mycenaean Period and so on, 
followed by the Dark Ages, but after that, you started having refined terms 
which derive actually from the world of the history of art. That is because in 
the Dark Ages we don't have any writing. So, if you want to designate 
anything it has to be by tangible things like pottery, particularly painted 
pottery, because it's easier to categorize. It's from that most of our terms 
show up. So, for instance, you will see references to words like proto-
geometric. They'll be sort of post-Mycenaean then proto-geometric. These 
would be the very earliest kinds of pots that have geometric designs on 
them, then comes the geometric period and the orientalizing period; all of 
these refer to pottery styles.

Then next we come to a larger period, which is referred to as the 
Archaic Period, the Archaic vis-à-vis the Classical Period, which is the 
central subject of people's interest in the Greeks to begin with and later on 
they studied its surrounding periods. This Archaic Period is roughly 
speaking about 750 B.C. to 500 B.C. Why this period as a unit? What makes 
it a unit? Well, it's around 750, a great number of the changes that moved 
the Greeks away from the Dark Age kind of society to the full scale polis
begin. And 500 but if you were being a little more precise, you would say 
something like--well, no even 500 isn't really bad, because if you think 
about the Persian wars as being the breaking point, before the Persian Wars, 
you're in the Archaic Period, after the Persian Wars, you're in the classical 
period. Well, the Persian Wars begin in 499 B.C. when Miletus starts the 
Ionian rebellion. So, that's really, I think, the reason for the dating.

During this Archaic Period, some of the things that happened are 
these. The isolation of the Greek towns in the Dark Age gives way 
increasingly to contact with the east and the south, and when I say the south 
I really mean Egypt and all around the eastern Aegean Sea. The rise of the 
polis is based upon critical, economic, military, social, and political 
changes, all of which produce a world that's really strikingly different from 
the one that was just before it. I suppose the first apparently historical event 
that we know something about is the first Olympic Games, which according 
to Greek tradition were held in 776 B.C. The precision of that, of course, is 
not to be taken seriously, but it gives you a general idea of when we are 
talking about. What's interesting about that is the Olympic games, like all of 
the Pan-Hellenic Games, was that it was not a local event just for one polis
and maybe for a couple. It was one to which all the people who thought of 
themselves as Hellenes, which we would call Greeks, took part in. So, that 
meant the concept that there is something that all of us are--have in 
common, that make us all Hellenes now exists. It's not there in Homer. So 
that's one thing. 
Then literacy returns to the Greek world. It is as I told you before, not a 
development of the Mycenaean script which we saw, but rather a new 
writing system, a true alphabet. Most of the symbols were borrowed from a 
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kind of a Semitic language and a Semitic alphabet that came from 
Phoenicia, I would have guessed, or someplace near it. I think I mentioned 
to you that the Greeks improved upon it and made it a true alphabet by 
taking some signs that they didn't need for their own language by turning 
them into vowel sounds. If you read a--well, a good example of that kind of 
Semitic script is Hebrew. If you read biblical Hebrew, you have to supply 
the vowels yourself. You have to know where the vowels are supposed to 
go, and that makes it harder to learn how to read, but when you have the 
vowel sounds it's easier and the Greeks made that contribution.  

In one of Plato's lesser known dialogues he makes a statement--the 
following statement, which I think shows both the typical arrogance of the 
Greeks and also says something true. He says that the Greeks never invented 
anything, but everything they borrowed they improved upon. I think they 
probably also invented a few things, but it was very, very characteristic of 
the Greeks to borrow from the cultures they encountered and to adapt them, 
to make them more useful for their own purposes and nothing could be 
clearer than the alphabet as an example of that. Henceforth, we will see 
writing in Greece, but now very, very little of it. Of course, what we have is 
confined to things that are not perishable. These would have been 
inscriptions either on pottery, which the earliest ones are, or on stone, but 
otherwise I'm sure there was writing on perishable material-wooden 
plaques, probably not yet paper, but these would have been destroyed. So 
what we have is on the pottery.

We know that the first colony that the Greeks established was in the 
Bay of Naples on the island of Ischia. They established a colony somewhere 
in the 750's, and soon afterwards, there is a colony established on the east 
coast of Sicily at what we call Syracuse now, and a rash of others. So, the 
Greeks are in the 750's engaged in spreading themselves from the mainland 
of Greece and from the Aegean in general, even so far out west as Italy and 
Sicily, and soon we know they are in touch with just about every place in 
the Mediterranean Sea. In the same period, there is clear-cut, unmistakable, 
oriental influence on Greek pottery and other things that they make. What 
oriental? That means mainly the Tigris and Euphrates, Mesopotamia, Syria, 
all those older civilizations and much more advanced civilizations than the 
Greek. The Greeks are in touch with them again and they borrow styles, 
copy styles, maybe in the early day they used some of the craftsmen from 
out there or maybe their own craftsmen picked it up. However that may be, 
no question about it, there was contact, interaction, and influence. Most of 
the influence, I suspect, was going one way in those days-from the more 
advanced civilization of the east to the Greeks. The Greeks are doing a lot of 
learning, borrowing, and adopting. Of course, this is the period in which the 
Homeric epics are finally written down now that there is writing and that 
gives them, I think, even greater impact on the Greek world in the future. 
All of these things are happening about the same time as there is a major 
fundamental change in farming, commerce, and warfare, which will have 
very significant political consequences as well, but I want to postpone that 
story for a little while.

Let me then just turn to this phenomenon that is the polis. The word 
polis appears in Homer, but it means something different from what it 
means throughout most of Greek history. It just means a physical place, and 
what it appears to be is the citadel, the fortress that was the center of the 
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towns that grew up after the Bronze Age, after the collapse of the 
Mycenaean world. So, that's how it is in Homer. Later definitions, however, 
will be expansive and broad and as you go further and deeper into Greek 
history, the claims become greater and greater. Aristotle, in his Politics of 
course, tells us the most on this subject and often he is our source of 
information. But one thing is clear and pretty early. The polis is not merely 
a city state in the same way as, let us say, the Mesopotamian city states of 
the third millennium B.C. were. Places like Ur, or Kish, towns that we know 
back there. Those places were simply the place where the king or the 
emperor ruled, the place where the main god's palace was, the place where 
the bureaucrats were to do their business, that's what it was, no more than 
that. But immediately, very early, you start hearing the Greeks talk about the 
polis in terms that are more in your mind than in touch.  

Sixth-century Greek poet, Alcaeus wrote, "not houses finally roofed, 
or the stone of walls well built, no not canals or dock yards make the polis,
but men able to use their opportunity." If you get into the fifth century, late 
in the fifth century, Thucydides in his history has one of his generals speak 
to his men and say, "men are the polis." So, we need to straighten out for 
ourselves what that means? Does that mean that the place where these 
people live is not the polis? Is it only men? Well, we'll come back to that. 
Let me read you something, as we move to the fullest claims that will be 
made for the role of the polis. Aristotle in his Politics says this: "as man is 
the best of the animals when perfected, so he is the worst of all when he is 
divided away from the law and justice." But he tells us, human justice can 
be found only in the polis, because he says, man is by nature a politicon 
zoon, an animal of the polis, and as I told you, a man who is without a polis
by nature is above or below the category of man.  

It's because man alone has the faculty of speech and the ability to 
distinguish good from bad, and right from wrong. In addition, since he is 
born with weapons for the use of wisdom and virtue, he may use them for 
the opposite ends. Therefore, when he is without virtue, man is the most 
savage of animals. Justice on the other hand, is an element of the polis. The 
administration of justice, which means deciding what is just, is the 
regulation of the partnership which is the polis. Man can't live without the 
polis, justice exists only in the polis, the polis is something more than a 
place, it's more than the walls, it's more than the ships, it is some kind of a 
thing that is spiritual it seems to me.  

But about the size of this thing--let me back up. There's something 
else I wanted to say to indicate this notion of men being the polis as opposed 
to anything tangible. When the Persians conquered the Greek cities of Asia 
Minor, when they came to the coastal city of Phocaea, the Phocians had a 
choice of either giving bread and water to the great king and becoming 
subjects of the Persians--all they would have had to do was pay taxes and do 
military service for the king, since he didn't go about killing people he 
conquered. The Phocaeans chose instead to take their city, which is to say, 
all the people in the city, put them on ships, sailed to the far west, and 
organized a new city out there. In fact, they landed on the Riviera in France 
and did pretty well for themselves afterwards. But that's a beautiful 
example; they thought they had taken their polis with them, because they 
have had moved the entire city there.  
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During the Persian Wars, when the Themistocles is trying to 
convince his fellow Greeks to stay and fight at Salamis, but they are 
reluctant to do, he says okay if you won't stay and fight at Salamis, while all 
our men are already located on our ships, we will take these ships, sail them 
away to Italy, and settle an Athens in Italy. Well, the Spartans take them 
very seriously and they say, okay we'll stay and fight at Salamis. So, such a 
concept was a possibility. It's not the whole story though. Let me turn to the 
question of the physical picture that you ought to have of a polis. Remember 
there is that citadel standing on a high hill; the acropolis as it is called, the 
polis up high. There is surrounding farmland going as far, typically, as there 
is either a natural or an artificial frontier. Typically, a mountain range will 
be the boundary between the area of two poleis or a stretch of water, 
because Greece has the sea winding through it everywhere.  

But when that's not true, then there is a typical sort of modern 
frontier, a land bridge which there a line is-a theoretical line is drawn 
through it, and on one side is one city, and the other side is another city. 
There is a wonderful archaeological discovery of a boundary stone near 
Athens on which it is written on one side, this is Athens, it is not Megara. 
On the other side it says, this is Megara, it is not Athens. So, there is that 
kind of a boundary as well, and that is a place where trouble is likely to 
emerge. Once the poleis are in place, they will spend a great deal of time 
fighting each other. A normal reason for fighting is a dispute about a piece 
of land that is more or less on the boundary between them, and so that's one 
aspect of their world.

What about how big are these things? An answer from twentieth-
century America, very small. I think the word tiny might be justified. We 
start with the most abnormal of them in this respect. The largest polis, of 
which we know, is Athens. Unlike many poleis, Athens had been successful 
in gaining control of the whole region which it dominated, the region of 
Attica. So, anybody by the time history dawns, who lives in the peninsula 
that is Attica, is Athenian, even if he lives in a village or a good size town 
sixty miles away; he is still an Athenian. He can be a citizen of his 
community, he can be a Marathonian, but he is also and more primarily, he 
is an Athenian. Now Attica is, in fact, approximately 1,000 square miles, 
which I am told is about the size of Rhode Island, and that's the biggest polis
of which we know. There are well over a thousand poleis. Some people 
want to push the number at its height up to maybe 1,500, but it doesn't 
matter. You're talking about lots and lots of them.  
What is the typical size of them? What is the typical population of them? 
Well, Aristotle and Plato, both sort of theoreticians of the polis each had an 
idea what's the right size for the perfect polis. Aristotle said the right size is 
a place where all of the citizens, by which he meant the male adult citizens, 
could come to a central place and hear a speaker and that number comes out 
to be about 5,000 male adults. Plato, being a mathematician, as Aristotle 
was not, decided that the perfect polis would have 5,040 citizens. Why 
5,040, you may ask; do we have any mathematicians among us who will 
give me a quick answer to that? Tell me does it mean the same thing as it 
has the greatest number of numbers that go into it equally? That's the answer 
I heard. Is that all right? Okay, enough of this mathematical falderal. As you 
can see I don't understand it. But look, here's the point. We're talking about 
5,000 adult males. That's the ideal polis as far as these guys are concerned.
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Athens was not the ideal polis; it was big. How many men did it 
have in its fullest bloom? Somewhere between 40,000 and 50,000. It's 
impossible to have a better guess than that. Then, if you want to say, how 
many human beings lived in Attica at it greatest, we are speaking about 
something between a 125,000 and 300,000. But you have to understand just 
from what I've already told you, this is extraordinarily large, and I think you 
must realize that most poleis, if you're thinking about 1,000 or more poleis
would have been well under 5,000 adult male citizens. So, I just wanted to 
give you an idea of just how small most of these places are as well as 
indicating sharp departures.

Okay, now the polis from the beginning, and it never stopped being 
what I'm about to say, chiefly agricultural communities. Most of the people, 
and I think it's reasonable to guess that a very high majority of the people 
would be living on farms, engaged in farming, feeding themselves, and the 
rest of the community. Unlike the ancient near eastern cities, these towns do 
not grow up around a temple or a marketplace, confluence of rivers as they 
do in medieval Europe. No, they grow up like the Athenian does, right 
smack in the middle of a plain, which is a good place for farming, with a 
great high acropolis available. Even the characteristic thing in a polis, the 
agora, the marketplace, which also becomes the civic center of these towns, 
even these grew up later than the polis. They show up a century or more 
typically after we know that there is a polis there, and the agora comes 
about in a gradual way. I think you should never imagine in these real old 
poleis that got the thing started, that somebody said let's have a polis. Things 
just happened; they just grew up.

One nice way to think about it--here Athens is helpful. How many of 
you ever been to Athens? Raise your hand. And the rest of you, when you 
go--on the north shore--north slope of the acropolis, beyond the agora, there 
is the area of Athens known as the Plaka. It's the oldest inhabited area in 
Athens, and there you will find that unlike the more modern Athens, in 
which streets laid out at ninety-degree angles perfectly, it's a mess. The 
streets wind around and that's because the original streets followed the way 
the cattle did their wandering, looking for food. These became the roads. So, 
I want to stress the sense of natural development, not some kind of a central 
authority making a decision about anything. It is also pretty clear that for 
some after the foundation of the polis, there were no city walls. These were 
not defended. Your farmland was not defended. If you had a house outside 
the acropolis as you would, it was not defended. What happened if the town 
was attacked, invaded? Everybody who could ran up to the acropolis to 
defend themselves. So, that's how things were in the elementary phase.  

Now, there are Greek traditions that are taken seriously by the 
Greeks that suggest that kings ruled these cities from the beginning and they 
have lists of kings with their names, and sometimes with stories attached to 
them. I think myself, that there were people who had the title basileus and 
they were noblemen and that they had some kind of a position of influence 
and authority in the state, but as I think we have seen already, they were not 
kings in the oriental sense and once we have a polis, it looks as though we 
don't have kings any longer in any shape, manner, or form. What the kind of 
regime that emerges along side the polis, is an aristocratic republic in which 
the noblemen have influence and power within the community by tradition 
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and they are plural. There is not one real king. There is typically a council of 
aristocrats; that is the outfit that counts.  

Hesiod, whom I have not mentioned to you before, a poet who we 
think to have lived around 700 B.C., very early in the history of the polis,
wrote one of his poems called, Works and Days. This poem offers advice to 
farmers on how to live, but it also contains a story in which Hesiod talks 
about himself and the quarrel he has with his brother over who inherits what 
from the father, and he claims he's been cheated out of his inheritance 
because his brother bribed the judges. Well, who are these judges? He calls 
them basileis, kings. These would have been these aristocratic figures who 
we know in the earliest days of the polis. They were the judicial authority 
basing that on their claim to divine descent on their, certainly, noble 
descent, and on the fact that the nobility had a monopoly of knowledge 
about what the traditions of the community are. So, Hesiod complains about 
them and calls them bribe swallowing basileis, crooked ones, plural; kings 
as in Homer.  

It's also interesting that Athens has a very clear tradition of thinking 
they had kings, and what I think is very telling is the story they give us 
about how kingship came to an end in Athens. Let me start by contrasting it 
with what I think is fairly typical. The Romans also had kings, I think they 
had probably real kings just before the emergence of their republic and 
kingship came to an end according to the Roman story, and the republic 
succeeded it when one of the kings, the last one Tarquinius Superbus 
(Superbus in Latin means arrogant) misbehaved, most seriously, by raping 
the daughter of a nobleman, Lucretia. That caused a rebellion and they 
overthrew the kings, and thereafter, the word king was a dirty word in 
Roman history. The best example is when Julius Caesar has made himself 
master of Rome, but he's still behaving as though the republic exists. People 
either who want to embarrass him--well yes, I think people who want to 
embarrass him send around the story Caesar wants to make himself king. 
The word for king in Latin is rex. And so, he tried to diffuse that with a pun 
by saying, Non sum rex sed Caesar. I'm not rex, I'm not king, I'm not rex,
my name is Caesar.  

Well, in fact, he pretty well was ready to turn himself into a king, but 
he wouldn't use that word, because it had such a terrible smell. Kings were 
despots, dictators, rapists. You didn't want to be one. Well, look at the story 
the Athenians tell. There was this king of Athens. Codros was his name. The 
Athenians were invaded by an army from the outside, and Codros led his 
forces out against them. He fought brilliantly and bravely, and drove the 
enemy from the field, but in the course of the battle he himself was killed. 
The Athenians loved and respected him so much that they gave him the 
almost unheard honor of burying him right on the spot where he fell in the 
field, and thereafter, his name was always followed with glory, admiration 
and devotion. Well, what kind of story is that? Why do you get rid of a 
kingdom? Why would you get rid a king? Oh, I forgot to tell you. Why did 
they get rid of the king? Because they thought they could never have 
another so good; so, why try? Give me a break. No, I think somebody had to 
make up a story, but the memory of kings was not of a Tarquinius. It was 
not of a brutal despotic ruler, because they didn't have any such thing.  
We don't know how the change came about or if--some people question if 
they ever really did have kings, but the picture I want you to have is that's 
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not the tradition. The tradition is aristocracy; that's what we connect with the 
polis, and of course, it was natural, because it also fit into the world of the 
Iliad and the Odyssey, which they were accustomed to think about. I think 
that's a good place to stop. Next time, I will take up the story of the 
expansion of the world of the polis, which takes the form of colonization.  
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V. Rise�of�the�Polis�(cont.)�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Donald�Kagan�tells�the�story�of�the�emergence�of�
the� polis� from� the� Dark� Ages.� He� shows� that� by� the� time� of� the� poet�
Hesiod,�there�is�already�a�polis�in�place.�He�describes�the�importance�of�the�
polis� in�the�Greek�world�and�explains�that� it�was�much�more�than�a�mere�
place� of� habitation;� it� was� a� place� where� there� was� justice,� law,�
community,�and�a�set�of�cultural�values�that�held�Greeks�together.�Finally,�
Professor�Kagan�argues,�following�the�lead�of�Victor�David�Hanson,�that�the�
polis�came�to�be�chiefly�through�the�emergence�of�a�new�man:�the�hoplite�
farmer.�

Okay, we were discussing the rise of the polis and I was into the subject of 
the way the Greeks thought about the significance and the function of the 
polis, which is really critical in distinguishing between the polis example of 
a city state and other city states in history. It's the notion of what the 
function of that state is, I think, that is most striking. I was about to tell you 
last time about the poet Hesiod, who lived in a little town in Boeotia to the 
north of Attica. He describes himself as a farmer and in the Works and 
Days, he talks about the quarrel that he had with his brother and how he was 
mistreated, in his opinion, when his brother bribed the barrens, the basileus,
in his area, and cheated him of his birth right. He quotes a kind of a fable. 
He says that he is a fool; I'm sorry, he tells this fable of the hawk and the 
nightingale, which illustrates really the doctrine of might over right. The 
hawk says he is a fool who tries to match his strength with the stronger. He 
will lose the battle and with the shame will be hurt also. So, don't try to fight 
against stronger people is what he said.

Hesiod says that this is the wrong doctrine. It is better, he says, to go 
by the path leading to justice. For when justice is outraged, and by the way 
justice here is personified in the form of the goddess called Dike. She 
follows before us weeping to the polis and the gatherings of people. She 
puts a dark mist upon her and brings a curse upon all those who drive her 
out, who deal in her and twist her in dealing. He speaks about the word polis
more than once in the same general context. He draws a contrast between 
the men who give just decisions to strangers and to natives, and who do not 
depart from what is just, and those who practice violence and cruel deeds. In 
the case of the former, the polis flourishes and its people prosper. Peace 
reigns over their land and Zeus keeps them free of wars. They don't suffer 
famines or disasters. Their flocks have thick wool. Their wives bear them 
children. So fruitful is their land that they are spared the evil necessity of 
traveling on ships and there you have an interesting point about the Greeks. 
Hesiod is not alone in saying, for God's sake try not to take a voyage at sea 
because your chances of coming back are really bad, which was a reality to 
a degree. That's a very strange thing because the Greeks turn out to be an 
enormously active seafaring people with tremendous fear of the seas. I think 
that those things are connected.  
What about those who don't follow the path of righteousness, of justice, of 
Dike? Zeus orders severe punishments for them. Often, even a whole polis,
is paid punishment for one bad man. His people are troubled by disaster, 
plagues, famines, the men die, the women are barren. At another time, Zeus 
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destroys the wide camped army of people or wrecks their city with its walls, 
or their ships on the open water. Well, one thing that emerges from these 
lines of Hesiod is that the polis is already there. There is no way to talk 
about what he's talking about in the kinds of settlements that existed before 
the invention of the polis, and that I think is worth mentioning. If our date 
for him, which is very problematical, is right roughly, then by certainly 700 
B.C. there are people who know what poleis are, poleis exist.  

But beyond that, there is the fact that for the Greeks that early and 
always--by the way it remained so, the notion of justice is directly 
connected with a polis. The only place where justice exists or can exist is in 
a polis. The only way you can lead a good life is if you live in a polis, and 
when you do live in a polis of course, you will have to behave justly 
because--and this is tremendously important, your behavior doesn't affect 
just you and your family, it involves the entire community. Remember, even 
one bad man can ruin a polis. That is a very strong statement about the 
priority of community and it's very different from the values that we saw in 
the Iliad and the Odyssey. You cannot imagine, it seems to me, in the world 
that Hesiod describes, Achilles or anybody else saying, "Well, you insulted 
me and so I'm not going to fight anymore for my polis." That would have 
been inconceivable in this world.
Now, given this information, we are onto the problem that will be a problem 
for the Greek polis for the rest of its history and it's really a problem to this 
very day for all people who live in some sort of a civilized community. How 
do you reconcile the interests and desires, and well being of the individual 
and his immediate family with those of the community at large? They may 
seem, and probably might even be said to be, different and antagonistic at 
some point, and when they are what should you do? For the Greeks the 
answer was pretty clear hereafter. One ought to be interested and to take 
action on behalf of the polis. We'll be seeing this kind of argument and 
people presenting positions about it going on into the future. But nobody is 
going to be very comfortable, if comfortable at all. It would be a very 
oddball position to take for the rest of Greek history. No, the right thing to 
do is to take care of yourself and the hell with the polis. That's not what 
you're going to hear. What you're going to hear is to the contrary. Little bit 
later, when we get to talking about Sparta, you'll see a beautiful example of 
that in the form of the poems of Tyrtaeus, who is a poet in Sparta, and 
whose poetry became so central to their way of thinking and living that they 
were used as marching songs for the Spartan army as they walked, and they 
make the same point, but I'll come back to that.  

Now, here's another document that you want to be aware of that 
gives you some idea of what the Greeks fairly early thought the polis was 
for and about, and what the relationship between individual and polis was. 
In this case I'm talking about Herodotus, who very early in his history tells 
the story really of his visit to Lydia, to the land of the great Tyrant Croesus, 
who is also the richest man in the world. It's not clear that this event ever 
really took place, but it's really not very important, because what Herodotus 
is doing is telling how he, I think, and how the Greeks in general viewed the 
questions at issue. So on goes the visit to Croesus. Croesus asked Solon to 
tell him who is the happiest, the most fortunate--both of those things 
contained in the words he uses--that he had ever seen. Solon was now a man 
of full years, he was a man greatly respected, and he turns out to be one of 
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the seven sages that the ancient Greeks selected for the wisest men who ever 
were. So, it would be interesting to know what he thought about that.

Of course, Croesus had shown his great wealth already to Solon. In 
my view, he put the question this way. Solon, as he looked around at his 
fabulous wealth and great good fortune, who do you think is the happiest, 
fortunate man you ever knew? You know what the answer was that he 
expected. Solon answered, Tellus of Athens. I'll bet you never heard of 
Tellus of Athens, neither had Croesus, neither had anybody else outside of 
Athens. Croesus was astonished and he asked Solon why did he select 
Tellus? Here's what Herodotus says: First, because his city was flourishing, 
that is his polis, and he himself had sons both beautiful and good. The words 
in Greek are kalos kagathos for the singular, kaloi kagathoi for plural and 
it's a kind of a formula. It means a gentleman; it means the best kind of 
person. If a person kalos kagathos, it means he is good to look at and his 
soul is excellent -- all that you could expect of a person. So, he had sons, 
beautiful and good, and he lived to see children born to each of them, and 
these children all grew up, and further. After a life spent in what our people 
look upon as comfort, his end was surpassingly glorious.

In a battle between the Athenians and their neighbors near Eleusis he 
came to the assistance of his countrymen, routed the foe and died upon the 
field most gallantly. The Athenians gave him a public funeral on the spot 
where he fell and paid him the highest honors. So, to summarize, the 
happiest, the most fortunate man that Solon ever knew was a dead Athenian 
that nobody ever heard of. Why? What does this say? Right, we see in this 
passage something that reveals so much about what the Greek values were 
and you'll see how closely they were tied up with the polis and the primacy 
of the polis in their lives. Well, why are things good? Well, his city, his 
polis was going well. A man who is living in a polis not doing well, how 
can he be happy? There's just no way. Secondly, he had sons. Now, this has 
to do with the Greek idea about immortality and mortality. Since, the 
Greeks really didn't believe in personal immortality, how do you find what 
everybody wants? Immortality. One way is through your family and its sons 
who carry forward the family name, so to speak. So if you have sons and 
they are healthy, and they do well, and they have children, that means your 
name will be carried into the future, your memory will persist and that is 
one form of immortality.  

Then, of course, the greatest form of immorality--and think of it 
when you compare it with what was the form of immortality available to 
Achilles and his fellow heroes. You fought for your polis and when you 
died fighting nobly for your polis, you will be - and were then - honored 
extraordinarily by that polis and what everybody knew was that your 
memory would last thereafter so long as your polis lasted, and the proof of it 
is that Herodotus knows that story and is telling it, as will other story tellers, 
and in fact, it worked. Here we are talking about Tellus all these many years 
later thanks to Herodotus. But the point is that this form of immortality is 
available to Tellus because of his place in the polis, because of the deeds he 
does for the polis, and that is the greatest possible payoff. 

I've been making the case that a polis is a different thing from any 
other city state. I'm not aware that any other culture that had city states had 
ideas of this kind that helped explain why one was associated with it and 
cared about it. The final document I want to use to make the point here 
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comes from precisely the poems of Solon. As we shall see later, Solon will 
be a very important political figure in Athens, and at a critical moment in 
Athenian history, the Athenians will give him the honor and the 
responsibility of being the sole public official and to draw up a new 
constitutional laws for Athens, an enormously important job. And in the 
course of doing that, and in the course of defending himself against the 
attacks after he had done it, he wrote what really amount to political 
pamphlets to defend his actions and to set forth the ideas that lay under the 
actual laws that he had put forward. 

But as you may know, in writing, the earliest kinds of writing among 
the Greeks anyway, but I think this is not atypical, come not in the form of 
prose but in the form of poetry and that's because people are used to, before 
they used writing, remember things through verse. I don't know if that's true 
of you, but it certainly is true of people of my generation. The things that 
they taught us in school, when they required us to remember poetry, no 
matter how we try, we can't forget it, and the stuff that we had to remember 
that was in prose, no matter how we try we can't remember it. It's the 
rhythm. I'll bet even all of you can remember songs that you have known all 
your life, but not other things. So it's a great mnemonic device. But in any 
case, that's why Solon's pamphlets are written in poetry and apparently in 
really good poetry. So, we have his very words.

Here is a fragment from one of his poems: "So the public ruin 
invades the house of each citizen, and the courtyard doors no longer have 
strength to keep it away, but it overleaps the lofty wall and though a man 
runs in and tries to hide it in his chamber or closet, it ferrets him out. So, my 
spirit dictates to me. I must tell the Athenians how many evils a city suffers 
from bad government." The Greek word for that is dysnomia and how good 
government eunomia displays all neatness and order, and many times she 
must be shackles on the breakers of laws. Now, get this eunomia levels 
rough places, stops glut and greed, takes the force from violence, she dries 
up the growing flowers of despair as they grow, she straightens out crooked 
judgments, remember those crooked judgments that Hesiod complained 
about. Well, the polis straightens out crooked judgments, gentles the 
swollen ambitions and puts an end to acts of divisional strife. She stills the 
gall of wearisome hate and under her influence all life among mankind is 
harmonious and does well. Wonderful, where do all these good things come 
from? From God? No, they come from the polis when its laws are good and 
therefore when what the government provides is eunomia rather than the 
opposite.

He is making a claim here which is a very strong, powerful one, but 
which was characteristic of the Greeks and I want you to take note of it here. 
He is giving the law and the polis that gives law. It's not merely a negative 
thing the way I think modern ideas about law, as for instance, represented in 
the American Constitution are, which is to say, its function is to prevent 
wrong doing, to punish wrong doing. It doesn't really--well, let me just say 
what the polis claims to do here in Homer. It claims actually to shape the 
character of mankind. The polis makes, a good polis, following good laws, 
makes its citizens better. It not only defeats wrong, but it creates right and it 
creates citizens who behave rightly. This is tremendously important because 
every Greek state that we know about made the claim that that's what it did. 
No matter what its constitution was, no matter how these differed from one 
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another, the idea was that the state has to make good men and that for a city 
to be good, the men must be good.  

This is very different. If you think about the American idea as an 
example of the modern way of thinking about these things, the notion is we 
can't do anything. The laws can't do anything about making people better or 
worse, it takes them as they are and then it deals with them accordingly. But 
for the ancient Greeks that was not enough. If you even think about the 
founding fathers Madison, Federalist ten, based upon the principle that you 
can expect that men will do wrong things, and that a good constitution has 
the role of balancing the wrongs off against each other, so as to produce the 
closest approximation possible to justice. You can only do that by balancing 
competitive desires that can be thought of as evil; faction was what they 
were talking about and everybody thought faction was bad, but it was 
inevitable. You couldn't get rid of faction by saying to men, it's not good to 
be factious, you should think of the whole community at all times. That's not 
what the American constitution is about, but it was what the Greek 
constitutions were about. A polis ought to make men like that, and in fact, 
there's a great revolution in the political theory presented by the American 
constitution in that it's not the first thing to do it, but it was the first one that 
was really applied, in turning away, rejecting the possibility that a 
constitution could make men better. It accepted the premise that men were 
what they were and that the state had to control that by various devices.

So, it's very important to see how different from that the Greek idea 
was and what an enormous responsibility the polis was supposed to have, 
and of course with that, there had to be an enormous amount of support for 
the state by the citizens. That's another thing I want to emphasize before I 
leave this subject -- the word, citizen. We should not take that for granted. 
By the way, in Greek the word citizen is politas, derives from polis. He's 
somebody who lives in a polis; he's a citizen. Well, there never was a citizen 
in the world before the polis. There are only subjects, people who are 
subject either to a god, or to the king, or to a representative of the god, or to 
a chieftain or whoever, but somebody in a sense owns them all, but nobody 
owns a citizen. This is something brand new in the world and we shall see 
how it crops up in different forms and how it shapes the course of Greek 
history.

Well, this whole business presents the problem I mentioned a 
moment ago. All of us have this natural selfishness when we are born. We 
all seek our own interests and soon we join up with a family, we want the 
family's interest up to a point, but how is this fit together with the needs of 
the community at large? A problem the Greeks always wrestled with, but 
when you get down to the fifth century, and indeed the latter part of the fifth 
century, there is a marvelous document that you will be reading in 
Thucydides, the famous funeral oration of Pericles delivered in the winter of 
431 - 430 B.C., where one of the, in my judgment, great things about 
Pericles was that he had given a great deal of thought to this problem and 
presented the best argument he could think of for solving that problem, 
which was to claim that the individual's highest needs and greatest personal 
and family goals could be met only through the polis, that his well being 
was tied up inextricably with the well being of the polis.
Now, you don't have to buy that and individuals undoubtedly found the 
strain too much from time to time, but what's interesting, is rather the ideal, 
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the claim, the theory. You cannot truly achieve what you want and need as a 
human being without being an active and loyal citizen of this great 
community which you need to achieve what you want in life. It is a claim 
already, and as you've seen in Aristotle, towards the end of the history of the 
free polis, it is something necessary for mankind. It is the center of his life 
and it explains the Greeks devotion to the independence, to the autonomy of 
the polis, and their desire to beautify and make it as great as it could 
possibly be. All of that sounds very nice and it certainly had very nice 
aspects to it, but there was of course a down side to it as well, which is 
every polis wanted to be great, and being Greeks they wanted to be greater 
than their neighbors and sometimes that involved conflict, and it often 
among the Greeks did involve war.  

Now, the Greeks were not unique in history in constantly being at 
war. That is, if you just examine the history of the human race, so soon as 
they were sufficiently organized to wage war they began doing it all the 
time, but it is true that the life of the Greek world was much more filled with 
war throughout the history of the polis than other civilizations, because 
other civilizations after a time, had one great power that was able to 
dominate the entire region. Egypt being the best example, so that no longer 
was war possible, but the flip side of that is, there was also another thing 
that was impossible; freedom. In Greece you have a lot of war and you have 
a lot of freedom, and all of that is tied up, I think very much, with the 
development of this very special thing called the polis.

Now, let's take a look at other aspects of the polis; not ideas, but 
rather how it functioned, how its function developed and how that helped to 
shape the characteristics that it showed in its full blown period, that is to 
say, the Classical Period. I want to talk about--there were really three things 
that come together. One of them is how the Greeks in the late Dark Ages 
and in the period in which the polis emerges, made their living. The second 
has to do with how they fought. The third is, and these are not necessarily in 
any particular order, how they were governed or rather how they governed 
themselves. All of these three things, in my judgment, are necessary to 
understand how the polis came into being, how it came to be what it was, 
and how it came to fulfill and believe in these ideas that I have just been 
telling you about.

I should say it once, that this is now a very controversial subject. Let 
me just back up a second. Along the way I'm attempting to also to answer 
the question that people always ask me when they understand I'm a historian 
about Greece and if they have any interest in the subject. They say, "yeah, 
yeah the Greeks were terrific, they achieved wonderful things, they were a 
miracle, the golden age, and all that. But tell me how did that happen? Why 
did they do that? Why them and not somebody else?" Until I came upon a 
brilliant solution that another scholar presents to us, all I could do was tell 
jokes.

I remember, way before you guys were born, there was a TV show 
run by Sid Caesar, and one of the characters that repeatedly showed up on 
this thing was a kind of a comic German/Austrian professor of seemingly 
everything, and then Carl Reiner would interview him on the topic that was 
allegedly the topic of the day, and the one I remember best was he was a 
great aeronautical expert and here he was landing briefly. He was being 
interviewed by Carl Reiner, and he would ask him questions, and in his 
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comic German accent he would give silly answers. But finally, Reiner says, 
well, thank you for visiting us, it's all very wonderful, but you know our 
audience would really like to know; it seems like a simple question but it's 
awfully hard to understand, but how can a great, big, enormous, heavy thing 
like this airplane get off the ground? He says, oh it's a very simple question; 
it's not difficult to answer. I mean, you know the wings go, and the air runs, 
and then the motor on the engine and it's a miracle how it gets up there and 
that is the way I used to explain the Greeks, because I had no better idea. I 
could bumble around about geography and this and that, but nothing.

Then there came a great voice from the west, Victor Davis Hanson, 
who was a professor at Fresno State, California and he thought about this 
and he brought to it, in addition to extraordinary intelligence and 
remarkably good knowledge of Greek and the Greeks, a magical additional 
element, and that was the fact that he was a farmer and he was, I think, in 
the fifth generation that had farmed the same piece of farmland in 
California, in the Central Valley of California ever since the nineteenth 
century. And that climate by the way and that whole scene is very similar to 
the Mediterranean kind of climate that the Greek farmers were engaged in, 
and so it had potentially, Hanson thought, and I think he was right, proper 
analogous possibilities and he came to the conclusion that much could be 
learned about the development of the polis if one looked at the business of 
how one farms in these kinds of environments. And I think that turns out to 
be a great key to understanding what's happening, and everything you hear 
from me on this subject I learned from Hanson.

It is, needless to say, being a bright, brilliant idea that one guy 
thought of, it has been assaulted on all sides and there is plenty of 
controversy about it. You start with the Dark Ages and there is general 
agreement, I think, that the population of Greece had become much smaller 
than it had been in the Mycenaean Period, and that from the standpoint of 
the population it could sustain, it was under populated. If you start with a 
look at what was the way in which the land was worked for the purposes of 
feeding the population, it would be okay to take a look at the Homeric 
poems as some kind of evidence to help us out, and Hanson focused on this, 
what was really obviously the units that mattered in the world of Homer, 
call it the family--the Greek word is oikos, and it really means household. 
But it comes to mean the land that the family works, the family itself, and 
what does it look like?  
Well, in the Odyssey, there is a very fine example of such a place in the 
form of the oikos of King Laertes, the father of Odysseus, who somehow is 
still alive when Odysseus is king, but he is in retirement and there he is. We 
see him, a nobleman that he is, former king that he is, working the soil and 
how he does this is very illuminating, because he is clearly, according to 
Hanson, involved in the period after the transition away from an earlier 
style. The earlier style pictures rather large estates by Greek standards, with 
raiding warrior groups going out to steal what they can. They are engaged in 
raising livestock, which in Greece is more likely to be sheep and goats than 
cattle, but also breeding horses, which is very important for the aristocracy 
for carrying on warfare. 

Let's flip back a step beyond that to Mycenaean civilization for the 
purpose of noting the great contrast, the great change. Remember the 
ancient near eastern kingdoms and their collectivized agriculture, control 
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from the center, the individuals who carry out the farming or the grazing. 
They are not permitted individual initiative; they are controlled. This 
civilization, like these other ancient Mediterranean kingdoms, was rather 
advanced. They knew how to cultivate the grape to make excellent wine; 
they knew how to cultivate olives to be able to make superb olive oil and 
how to process them to produce the result. They were engaged in arbor 
culture; they had fruit trees that produced very well. It was a civilization that 
was rather advanced in terms of its agricultural skill. They knew the 
techniques for grafting and improving, and domesticating species of grapes 
and olives particularly. You can't go out there and just plant these things. 
What comes out is inedible, unusable until you finally--what's the word that 
I want? What do you get when you mix two agricultural things? You have 
to--what do you get? You need hybrids, in order to improve the category of 
what you're doing. Well, they could do all that and that's the knowledge that 
was in the palace that allowed the kings and his people to send out 
messages, orders to everybody to do what they did. Now, when the palace 
civilization collapses, the whole system collapses. That explains, in large 
part, why there was such a decline in population, why the Dark Ages were 
so dark, lots of poverty, lots of starvation, but also, as I suggested when I 
spoke of this earlier, also the freedom if you could make it, to learn and also 
to grow stronger.

Now, in some time in that period of the Dark Ages, and Hanson 
would suggest, I think, probably around the eighth century is the greatest 
transition. Somehow the oikos obtains a chunk of land that is understood to 
belong to it. The Greek word for that is a kleros, and what happens is now 
the family knows that it has this land, it has it now, it will have it next year, 
the family will be able to pass it on from father to son, so that he can inherit 
it, and that changes everything. That kind of stability gives promise and is a 
basis for making every kind of necessary investment in the soil that you are 
working in order to make it better and more profitable for you, and it's worth 
it because you'll be, you and your children, there to collect it. As Hanson 
says, thus arose the kleros, or the idea of a privately held plot attached not to 
any one person, but rather in perpetuity to a single farm family or oikos.

As Hanson points out, look at the difference between this and 
previous ways of working the soil. People either rented the land from a large 
landowner or they were hired help who got nothing except a salary or a 
piece of what they did. Serfs who are compelled to work the land, or in 
some places even slaves, well, they have no incentive, put aside the question 
even of capacity, to invest capital for the purpose of improving the size and 
quality of the their crops, their trees, their vines. They would not be willing 
to take the risk without clear title to the land. That is the critical thing. Once 
they have it, and they plant permanent crops, that changes the whole basis of 
society and the values, and the attitudes that go with it. In short, according 
to Hanson, it is the invention of the family farm that is the critical moment 
in this very, very important moment in the history of the human race and 
there certainly is no example of it that I know of, apart from Greece, when it 
happens right about this period. You can imagine that this can only happen 
gradually; none of this happens overnight.

But if you think of the time span about 900 to 700 B.C., that is, when 
these changes are taking place. I would have guessed at an increasing pace 
as you go further down the road. Then what happens is the population 
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grows, and for this the archaeological evidence is very strong. There are 
getting to be more and more people living on the land of Greece. What do 
they do? One of the problems that it produces is the more people you have, 
up to a point that's good. There are more people who can work to increase 
the production, but beyond that point there are more people to feed than the 
production can produce, and that leads to a desire for expansion of the land 
available for cultivation. 

Now, there are a couple of ways that can go; one that was certainly 
important and again it's for something that Hanson emphasizes, is what he 
calls internal colonization. The way these things work, when you are 
engaged in agriculture, it's natural to go first to that soil, to that patch of land 
which is known to be likely to produce the best land, the most fertile, the 
best product, the most fertile land there is. So, that is where they start. But 
now, when you need more, you can't just say I only want the best bottom 
land there is. You move out to someplace that nobody bothered to farm 
before, because it wasn't profitable enough, because you need more land. 
So, marginal land is brought into play with hard work and ingenuity, and 
this is one of the things that Hanson emphasizes that is so helpful. You got 
to be a farmer to understand these things--not everything that you try works. 
I think the picture he paints of farming reminds us of the picture that Homer 
pays of human condition as explained in the pot--the two jars of Zeus. Most 
of the luck is bad; it's hard to succeed, and with some combination of luck, 
skill, determination and hard work all of that will decide which of these 
farmers will be successful and which will not. And that's an important thing 
to remember.  
There will be success and there will be failure. Hanson says and I'm quoting 
him, "the real beginning in the West of individual property holding on a 
large scale is what he is describing." Hanson himself has a farm that 
specializes in grapes for the purpose of producing raisins. I guess all the 
raisins in the world are produced near Fresno, isn't that right Curtis? He 
points out that the knowledge of how to do this, of how to grow the kind of 
grapes you want, viticulture, and also arboriculture, both of these, are 
learned from Asia. The Asians were ahead and the end of the isolation of 
Greece made possible communication, and it allowed this kind of learning 
and so you got this picture of some people learning how to do these things 
very, very well.  

Everything is farmed in a new way and let me just give you a picture 
of what this new farm that Hanson describes is like. There is intensive 
farming. It's not extensive in the sense that you just have to scatter your stuff 
over wide fields; that's not what it is. Every piece of that soil is necessary. A 
lot of it can't produce the crop you would most like to grow. So, you find 
another crop that will grow there that can be useful; that's the picture. So, 
you have varied crops, among them. These are the ones that are typical of a 
Mediterranean climate. Everybody needs grain; bread is the stuff of life as 
you have been rightly told. So you try, if you can grow grain on your land or 
you grow it where you can, if not, you have to get it elsewhere. Olives, for 
the purposes that I mentioned to you the other day that is a very important 
one. Vegetables can be grown many times in places where you could never 
grow wheat or grain. Fruits from the trees--what have I left out Curtis, 
anything? Have we left out any other crops? That's about it. Those are the 
things that you do.
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Now, observe several things about them. They together will make up 
everything you need to live. All the food groups are represented there. I 
have left out meat and fish, of course, neither of them very common in this 
part of the world, but meat was common enough, because there were sheep 
and there were goats, even when beef would have been very hard to get. But 
what you need to understand about the Greeks is that they don't eat a lot of 
meat. Now, you might say, how come no fish? I mean, they're surrounded 
by water everywhere you look. Well, guess what, it turns out fish don't live 
everywhere in the water and they don't live very much around Greece as it 
turns out. I don't mean no fish, but no sort of major schools of fish. This is 
not the banks of Newfoundland and the Greeks do eat fish, but not a lot. So, 
their diet is a little bit of that--some of their protein from that, then bread, 
olive oil, fruit, vegetables, cheese, milk, those kinds of things they can do. 

Well, now one of the things farmers in history discovered is that it's 
very hard to do well as a farmer if all you do is grow the crops, because 
people normally don't use what you grow in the form in which you grow it. 
I'm thinking again of grapes and olives; they made mostly olive oil and 
wine. So, what do you do? Well, if you're a poor farmer, you don't know 
what else to do. So, you send it off to a middleman who does the turning of 
the grapes and the olives into the liquids that are necessary, and he takes a 
good bit of the profit. But these farmers didn't do that. They acquired the 
equipment necessary; grape and olive presses which allowed them to purify 
and to produce the final product, and that made them more successful than 
they otherwise would have been, and also another great thing that you have 
to be able to do, if you're going to succeed as a farmer, if you have to have 
places to store what you produce, so that you will have it for next year when 
you need it. And also if you have a surplus, and that's a desirable thing to 
do, you can sell it. Probably in the early days, this was largely a question of 
barter. You could trade it in for those things that you didn't make yourself 
and needed. But in any case, it is a profit, but it's no good if it's going to 
spoil. So it's important to realize the role of ceramics; they need to make 
storage jars that could be sealed very well and preserve the stuff for a very 
long time, and indeed, they did that.  

Another thing that you need to understand about these farms, if 
you're going to grasp their significance for the society that will come, is that 
they are small, really small. Maybe a typical farm, you might imagine, is 
maybe ten acres; that is a very small farm. Some of them, of course, were 
bigger. There was no regulation about it, but we are talking not about the 
emergence of an agricultural aristocracy, but we are talking about the 
emergence of an agricultural community of small family farms. One of the 
things that come with the development of this kind of agriculture as the 
polis is coming into being is slavery. Now, of course, slavery is as old 
almost as the human race, and it certainly was already present in the world 
of Homer, but it looks like in the Dark Ages there were very few slaves 
around just because owning slaves requires wealth. You can't have slaves 
without wealth, because you got to feed them at the very least, and no matter 
how wicked a master you are, dead slaves are no good to you. Chances are 
you had to pay something for them; they are like a machine. If a slave dies 
you got to buy a new machine, and while he's alive you got to feed him. So, 
when you're talking about a very poor society, you're not going to see much 
slavery, but it is true, that as the family farm I've been describing comes into 
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being, a way is found to use slaves in a productive, positive way, positive 
from the standpoint of profits.  

The reason for that is, if you are just engaged in a single crop 
farming, well you plant it, you take care of it, and then when the times 
comes you reap it. What do you do in between? Well, there's not much to 
do. So, you have to feed the slave all year round to work only a small part of 
the time, that's not very profitable. But Hanson's farm, as I like to think of it, 
there's work to do all year round, because these different crops need 
attention at different times, and they need different kinds of attention, and 
some of them need all kinds of very hard work to keep them going, so that 
there's plenty of work to be done that is useful and profitable. Therefore, 
you will produce enough profit to make it possible, so that these small 
farms, you should imagine had one or two slaves playing a part in this 
experience.  

I mean, you should not imagine when I say slaves--just take out of 
your mind the plantations of the old South, because when you only have one 
or two slaves, the master is working right alongside them, doing exactly the 
same work that they are doing, and also instructing them and telling them 
what's what. If you want to really understand this in a practical sense, it's 
more as though these guys are hired hands. I mean, they live in the house, 
they get fed, probably with everybody else, they work with the master; the 
difference being that they are slaves rather than free men. One of the funny 
things is that the emergence of this family farm gives rise to the polis'
character as a land in which there is a citizenry, which is to say free men 
who rule themselves. So, the polis will see the invention of freedom in this 
way, and oddly enough, it is accompanied by the growth of slavery at the 
same time. Both slavery and freedom come along at the same time in the 
Greek world.

One of the interesting documents we have is a fragmentary 
inscription from the Island of Chios. I think it's in the eighth century that 
Hanson points out is relevant here. On it there is little language and it's 
obvious it's talking about some kind of a town council. This is the first time 
we have such a reference. The Greek words are, boule he demosia; the best 
translation I can come up with is the council for the people. It doesn't mean 
the council of the people necessarily, that would suggest something 
democratic. It's probably more oligarchic or aristocratic, but the point is this 
is something we haven't heard of ever before. There is clearly some kind of 
an official group that has some sort of political role to play, which is popular 
in its character. It's the word demos that's at the root of demosia and demos
means the people, all the people. That's one of its meanings and I think it's 
the meaning that's relevant here. As Hanson points out, only in early Greece 
did independent agrarians have free title to their land, own slaves, and 
ultimately out of this council that I told you about, ultimately, came to have 
control of their own communities. Although the political development came 
late in the process, it did come.  

As Hanson says, the new farmer is not just a different kind of farmer, 
but a different kind of person. He is a citizen in his political role, he is a 
soldier but he is a soldier not in the pay or the hire of a king, or of an 
aristocracy; he is a citizen soldier who has participated in the decision that 
says it is time to go to war and who will play an active role in making 
decisions about his state's policy and behavior. He is independent in a way 
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that nobody who was not a king or an aristocrat in the past has ever been--a 
new kind of man, the backbone of the polis as it emerges. I don't want to 
overstate this. There is still an aristocracy made up of the old guys and they 
don't just disappear and there will be a long stretch in which there will be 
some degree of conflict between these new independent farmers and the old 
established aristocracy, and never does that aristocracy go away, that's old. 
I'm simply emphasizing what's new in the situation and it's very new indeed.  

I might just say a little bit more. Hanson has a marvelous situation in 
which he's the scholar telling us about these developments in the world of 
ancient agriculture and farming, but he's also an active farmer and reacting 
to what happens to farmers today, and he's written a book, a wonderful book 
called, Fields Without Dreams, which is the story of modern farming in 
America. But this is also true of all of Western Europe, which has to do 
pretty much with the abolition of farmers and I just don't think it's right for 
me to pass without mentioning the significance. Nobody knows anything 
about it. What percentage of Americans do you think worked on farms at the 
end of the nineteenth century? Twenty, thirty percent? You better believe 
it's sixty to seventy percent, and the further back you go in American history 
the closer it is to ninety and ninety-five percent. That's the history of the 
world; the whole human race has spent the bulk of its time farming.  

What percentages of Americans are engaged in farming today? Well, 
the figure I saw last was a number too small to be mentioned; I mean, to say 
you just can't really say how much it is, but all right, two percent. Does 
anybody know a farmer? How, how come? Just by accident; still farming? 
God bless him. Is his son farming? No kidding, where is this? Fantastic, 
that's a marvelous thing; please give him my greetings. But it's kind of a 
miracle; I don't know any farmers. Oh yeah, I know Hanson, but if I didn't 
know him, I wouldn't know any farmers. So, now I don't want to go too 
deeply into this, but if you're interested in this subject get a hold of his book. 
What is inescapable is farmers are a sociological category of people, 
different from non-farmers in all kinds of critical ways, and it is just an 
example of how this whole business has disappeared. Nobody even thinks 
about it anymore. If you were to say to me, what do you think is the most 
important thing, however you define thing, that has changed the character of 
life in the United States in the twentieth century, I would say the 
disappearance of farmers. There are so many ways in which that has 
changed the world, but I can't do justice to it but Hanson does, so if you 
want to read, Fields Without Dreams, you can ponder the significance of 
this great change.

Now, I've talked to you essentially about the economic aspect of this 
phenomenon and I'd like to turn next--give me a second here I just want to 
find out where I am in this. These are all my proofs to support all the things 
that I've already told you, but I'm not going to bother proving it, it would 
take too long. Well, I guess the next thing I might mention is in the area of 
politics. If you look at the world of Mycenae once again, we've already seen 
this, you have a despotism of some kind. You have some kind of a lord, I 
mean a king, for lack of a better name, a monarch who fundamentally rules 
and everybody is subject to him. He has an aristocracy around him, he has a 
lot of helpers, but he's the boss and that's what you see in the world 
everywhere else. After that, if you examine as best we can the cities of the 
Dark Ages and ask what kind of government, if you want to use that word, 
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would these communities have had, you probably wouldn't do badly if you 
looked at the Odyssey for the best clues you could find. Of course, they 
won't be perfect, there's a mixed character of the world of Homer, but still, if 
you look at the world of Odysseus, his home, what's going on in Ithaca, 
there are some valuable clues.  

There is somebody in that world called a basileus, who is a single 
individual who is understood to be superior in some way to everybody else. 
However, he's not very superior to everybody else. He has all of these 
noblemen around him, all of whom claim to be basileis, as you recall, and a 
fairer way to put this would be that this is largely an aristocratic society, that 
was our conclusion after we looked at the poems of Homer, and I think 
that's what continues, even after the world of Mycenae. People who had 
power by virtue of their wealth, by virtue of their personal physical strength 
maybe, by virtue of their descent because people always have theories about 
individuals in their society, I mean early societies, who were born to the 
purple so to speak, but whatever the criteria were, and birth always was a 
critical criterion in the days of the aristocracies, you would have 
aristocracies who would have the practical, the de facto control of things.

Well, by definition, an aristocracy is plural not singular, so how do 
you make decisions in an aristocracy? The answer, typically, is a council. I 
use the word council, the Greek word is boul�, and not assembly, which in 
Greek comes to be called ecclesia, because an ecclesia is understood to be a 
gathering of the entire adult male population, and a boul� is understood to 
be not a gathering of the whole, but rather a smaller group who has some 
degree of authority, and I would have suggested that in the earliest days they 
had all the authority that mattered. However, it's interesting that these Greek 
communities from a very early time seem to have been different from the 
Mycenaean kinds of things by virtue of the fact that the men who fought in 
the army always seemed to have had to be consulted when it came to a 
question of fighting, and so you always had an assembly, even in an 
aristocratic state, but decisions in general were made by aristocrats. 
Moreover, the law was interpreted, spoken, and to the degree it had to be 
enforced by the aristocrats working through a council in their community, 
and these councils might have been elective from within the aristocracy or 
they could have been simply the whole aristocracy, depending really on the 
size of the community, because you can't have a council functioning to any 
useful purpose if it gets to be too big; it just becomes something else.  

That's where you start; that's the Dark Ages. Now, what we shall see 
as the polis grows and develops, and as these changes in the economic 
situation that I've described are happening, is that these successful farmers, 
as I will be telling you next time, who also will be the fighting men who 
fight for their polis as infantrymen when the infantry becomes the critically 
important part of the army. These men, the combination of their 
independence, their wealth--when I say wealth I don't mean great wealth--
but the fact that they do have wealth, that they amount to something, and 
their role as soldiers makes them demand a larger voice in the government 
of the state, in the decisions that affect them so closely. So, there will be a 
whole--I'm looking ahead now, projecting into some topics that we'll 
explore more closely later. They will be finding different ways to insist on 
their inclusion and the results will be different in every state.
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Sometimes the old aristocracy will be able to hold on for a very long 
time and to suppress any attempt to change things. Other times, and this will 
be widespread in certain places and will be very significant, the dissatisfied 
people in the society, mainly these farmers I'm talking about, will get 
together and perhaps fix on some discontented aristocratic individuals, and 
most particularly pick some aristocrat who has distinguished himself 
typically as a soldier, as a leader of troops, and engage really in what 
amounts to a kind of a revolution or at least a coup, and bring about a 
different kind of a monarchy which the Greeks called a tyranny. When these 
tyrannies take place, they last for different periods of time, but when the 
tyrant is removed, what follows after that is, there is never again in that 
town a one-man rule of any kind. Either what is established after the tyranny 
is an oligarchy, but notice I didn't say an aristocracy. An oligarchy just 
means rule of the few, but as we shall see what changes is, is it is no longer 
the rule of those few who are born in the right place, it will be based upon 
the wealth of those people and that means that the newly wealthy, or the 
newly well, that is, the reasonably well-off will participate in their 
government and the form of government which is oligarchy will be 
throughout the classical period the most characteristic form of government 
in Greek city states.

When democracy is invented it will have its moment and it will 
spread, and there will be numerous democracies but they will never be the 
majority of the poleis. Your typical polis will be a kind of a Hanson farmer 
outfit, where people from that class and up, will participate in politics, will 
be the governing bodies in their state, they will be the ones who continue to 
fight in that infantry that is decisive for the state, and they will be the ones 
who make decisions, and the people poorer than them will be excluded. So, 
it's very important to realize that these family farmers, who are successful, 
do not necessarily lead to democracy. Indeed, I want to emphasize again, it 
is an unusual outcome when they end up with democracy. So now we've 
said something about the economic change and something about the 
political change, and next hour, I'll start with the story of the military change 
that has so many significant consequences. Okay. 
� �
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VI. The�Greek�"Renaissance"���Colonization�and�Tyranny�

In�this� lecture,�Professor�Donald�Kagan�discusses�the�emergence�of�a�new�
style� of� warfare� among� the� Greeks,� the� hoplite�phalanx.� After� discussing�
the� panoply� of� the� hoplite� solider� and� the� method� of� fighting,� he� argues�
that� this� style� of� fighting� came� about� early� in� the� life� of� the� polis.� In�
addition,�he�shows�that�the�phalanx�was�almost�invincible�on�the�field.�At�
the�lecture's�conclusion,�he�answers�several�questions�from�students�about�
hoplite�warfare�in�the�Greek�world.�

We were discussing, in the broadest sense, the emergence and the 
development of the polis and specifically I had been telling you about 
Hanson's theory about the development of the family farm and the 
individuals who worked the family farm as a critical element in that story. 
Now, that same individual who produced the economic wherewithal that 
would support independent individuals, who are not nobleman, and who 
could conduct their lives in an autonomous way and who fought ultimately--
fought their way onto governmental bodies which allowed them to 
participate in the key decisions, political decisions, and all other decisions in 
the state that served the element of their character and of their place in the 
world. That is the one that I want to turn to today. Their role as soldiers, 
fighting for the common cause--and that common cause now being not an 
individual goal, not a family goal, but the goal of the entire civic 
community, which was coming into being and I suppose would have had to 
come into being, in order to have this role, fighting for one's polis.

The style of warfare that emerges in this period, apparently for the 
first time, is what we call the hoplite phalanx and each half of that needs to 
be explained. Hoplite comes from the Greek word hoplites and hoplites is 
built around the word hoplon which is the name of a kind of shield that the 
infantrymen, and we are talking about an infantry formation here, carried. 
You want to get out of your head the notion of a shield that's a little thing 
that you can move around with one hand, like that, real easy; that's not what 
it was. It was a great round shield about three feet across and it had--let me 
step out here so that I can show you. Can you hear me back there? Is that all 
right? Imagine a round shield of the size I've talked about and one of the 
things that's important is that at the end of the shield, the right end from my 
perspective has a grip on it, but in the middle of the shield, there is also a 
kind of a loose piece of leather thong that you can put your arm through, so 
that the shield is resting in part on that grip and on the grip that you hold at 
this end. You need to do that to be able to control the shield that's as big as 
that and as heavy as that, because it is made fundamentally of a heavy wood, 
typically covered by leather, sometimes with some bronze, a bronze sheet 
across the front of it as well. That is a very heavy thing and it will weigh 
you down after a while. It's going to be really hard for you to maintain that 
grip on that thing all through the course of a whole battle, but that shield is 
the key, this hoplon which gives the name to the word hoplite, or hoplites,
which is hoplite.  

Phalanx means that these men, each man carrying his hoplon, are 
lined up first of all in a line, but that line is reproduced going back, so that 
you end with about--typically, a phalanx would have been eight men deep, 
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eight rows deep, and that block of soldiers, however long it is, or is made 
up--is called the phalanx, which means something like roller. It's because 
the phalanx would have looked, if you were up on a hill somewhere 
watching it go by, as though something was rolling across the plain as the 
men went forward and looking pretty formidable, so that anything in its way 
would be mowed down in the normal course of events. So that is what we 
mean by the hoplite phalanx. It's a core of heavily armed infantrymen in a 
solid block.

Okay, when did this come into effect? I'm going to start out today's 
talk by giving you what has been the standard and orthodox interpretation of 
how the hoplite phalanx worked, which, I think, again Hanson has given us 
the clearest and most useful account. But as you know already, from what 
you've read, this has come into great dispute in recent years and I'll just say 
a little bit about the dispute before we get through today. But what I'm 
giving you is the old fashioned traditional interpretation. By that view, the 
phalanx would have come into being somewhere between about 700 and 
650 B.C., which is to say after the earliest poleis are in business, and 
according to this interpretation, you really have them growing up together. 
Nobody could be exactly sure about how this process worked. One of the 
big arguments that is part of this story is when did this development of new 
way of fighting come about; rather quickly, over a matter of a few years, or 
did it stretch out over quite a long time. The most extreme critics of the 
traditional point of view would say over centuries, that you don't get the 
full-blown hoplite phalanx that I will be describing to you, even until you 
get the fifth century B.C. But again, let's take it in the traditional way.  

So, if you imagine this is growing up as the polis comes into being, 
let me describe what a hoplite was like and then try to describe what the 
phalanx was like and how they operated and what are some of the 
consequences of their coming into being. The hoplite himself is marked by, 
first of all, the shield and second of all, as we continue to think about his 
defensive capacities, he has a certain amount of armor to protect his body. 
He has on top of his head a helmet made of bronze, perhaps weighing about 
five pounds, these are approximate; they would have differed from person to 
person to some degree. A very important element, he would have had a 
breast plate made of bronze, perhaps as much as 40 pounds. He would have 
snapped across his shins, greaves, sort of like the shin guards that a catcher 
in baseball wears, also made of bronze. The shield itself, as I've told you is 
made of a heavy wood, covered by a leather or bronze sheet about three feet 
across, something in the neighborhood of 16 to 20 pounds worth of shield 
and gripped as I told you before.

So you want to think about his hoplite, when he has everything on 
and when the shield is in place, again let me sort of try to demonstrate this, 
he ought to be covered by some kind of defense from head to toe. The top is 
this helmet that comes up over his face and covers it pretty totally. It's made 
of strong metal, it's got very thin slits to be able to see straight ahead, 
covered up; everything else is covered up, a good one will cover your neck 
as well. It's very hard to see very much and you can't anywhere pretty much 
but straight ahead. You shouldn't be able to hear very much either, and it 
mustn't have been too delightful to breathe out of the thing, although your 
nose is free, but it's covered by a nose piece. So there's this guy with this 
helmet, it must weigh--I'm trying to think. I always want to--modern 
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football helmets which are monstrous--I'm so old we used to play with 
leather ones without a face mask. What do they weigh? Got any football 
players here? I think they weigh a lot. I think they're very heavy, indeed, but 
I don't know how much they weigh. Anyway, if you imagine sort of putting 
on a modern football helmet, with that mask in front of you, you would 
begin to get an idea, only begin to get an idea of what it was like to have 
that bronze helmet on your head.  

So there you are with that. Then you remember that you got shin 
guards down to your feet; you have this breastplate. Now, between your 
waist and your shin guard there's some very delicate territory, and there's no 
armor. That's what your shield is for. Your shield should cover that territory. 
You want that shield up so that it pretty well meets your helmet, so it's 
going to be at a certain distance but it will also go down to where it needs to 
go down here. If everything goes right your enemy won't be able to 
penetrate you, but you should be aware that there are two places where you 
are relatively vulnerable for openers, and that is, if somebody can come in 
above your shield, your throat is going to be available to him, and if 
somebody can come in under your shield then your vulnerable area will be 
vulnerable indeed. So, those are places where you see people get wounded 
and killed, if that can be done.  

One other very important thing to understand about this defensive 
problem and this is one of the debatable issues between the old guard and 
the traditional interpretation; I'm still giving you the traditional view. If you 
imagine that your hoplite is standing with his left foot slightly extended in 
front of his right, and we'll see in a moment it pretty well has to be in order 
to deal with the spear that he's grasping, and if he's holding his shield as he 
must this far, then he's got a half a shield sticking out in this direction so that 
he's pretty well protected on the left side, but he's got nothing protecting his 
right side. If somebody can come at him from this side, he is very 
vulnerable from there. Now, that's a very important point, because why in 
the world would you give a shield of the kind I am describing, for a man to 
defend himself, if you imagine him standing by himself anywhere, if you 
imagine him any distance from the rest of the guys fighting alongside of 
him. This has been one of the major reasons for explaining the function of 
the phalanx as I will explain it to you. 

What are you going to do about the vulnerability on this side? Well, 
the answer is, in the traditional view, is that he was never meant to stand by 
himself. A hoplite only makes sense in a phalanx. A phalanx understood in 
this way only makes sense if you imagine very close order. Basically, 
ideally, the right side of my shield is being met by the left side of the shield 
of the guy to my right so that we make a solid block of soldiers able to 
defend ourselves imperfectly, but really essentially quite well. Obviously, 
some of us are going to get killed, some of us are going to go down and 
we'll cope with that in just a few minutes, but if you think of us as a unit we 
have a way of maintaining our security, our safety, so long as we remain in 
the proper formation that I have been describing.  

Let me talk about the offensive aspect of it. The idea of going into 
battle is not merely to avoid being killed; the purpose is to kill the other 
fellow. How do you do it? The hoplite has two weapons of which the most 
important by far is a pike, I guess, is what we would call it. It's a spear that 
you don't throw. It's a spear that you thrust and it's got a bronze point, which 
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is the business end of the weapon. Its length might be anywhere from six to 
eight feet in length. I said bronze, but actually the tip was usually iron, but it 
could be bronze as well. In addition, it had a butt made also of bronze, 
which could be a lethal weapon. If I strike you in a vulnerable place with a 
stick that has a bronze butt on it, it could well kill you. It would happen 
because the spear itself was made of wood and that meant you can count on 
it often breaking in the midst of battle, in which case, if you have one end of 
it or the other you can still have a point that you can use to help yourself in 
this scrum that it is a hoplite phalanx battle.

Although I don't quite understand--I should say, there's many things 
about how the fighting went on which we can only attempt to imagine 
because we just don't have films of ancient hoplite battles, I'm sorry to say. 
We have people inventing them, but even the ones that are invented aren't 
very helpful, because it's awfully hard to know how they did what they did. 
But I think we can imagine some part of it more easily than the other. What 
I was going to say is that you could, at least theoretically, strike with your 
spear in a overhand manner or you could strike with it in an underhand 
manner, the only thing is I don't know how you do that underhand when 
you're in the middle of a phalanx. So, I will be talking about the overhand 
stroke, which I find it easier to grasp. So, let's see if I can, again, give you 
some sense of what this is like. Here's a hoplite standing like this, and when 
he comes into contact with the opposing army, he will presumably strike 
down in this way. There are other things that he can do.

His shield, in addition to being a defensive thing, is also potentially 
an offensive weapon. He can belt you with that shield, and if he's stronger 
than you are, or better prepared or more balanced than you are, he could 
knock your shield out of your hand. He could knock you back and open up a 
space, he could knock you down, and so you should imagine that there's at 
least one chance to give a guy shot with the shield, and after that you could 
just be using it as something to press the other fellow back and you would 
meanwhile be whacking away with this in the most simple picture that you 
can have of how the hoplite would have conducted himself. The other 
weapon was a short sword that he kept at his side, which presumably he 
would not use so long as he had a spear, which was a better weapon. But if 
that broke, if that wasn't available to him, he could turn to his short sword, 
which was a thrusting sword, not like the Roman short sword which was 
double edged and slashing. You had to stick somebody with this hoplite 
phalanx sword.

Now, that gives you the picture of the individual; I hope you can get 
some sense of what the phalanx might be like, but as I try to describe how 
the fighting really went, I always find it necessary to ask for some audience 
participation, so that you can get some idea of what it might have looked 
like in a very, very limited way. So, I would like to ask for some volunteer 
hoplites. The Greeks, as far as I know, did not allow anybody to be left 
handed in a phalanx; think about the problem. But we don't care; you can be 
a lefty. Of course, the Greeks only allowed men to fight in the phalanx, but 
we are much more elevated than that. So, I could ask any of you who have 
the courage to come forward and fight in my phalanx? Nobody? Just come 
forward. I think we got more room here. Okay, why don't I have the shorter 
people comes toward me and the taller people go into the back. I think this 
will make it a little easier for us, just line up next to each other. Right 
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behind him in perfect order; the biggest guys in the back, go ahead. Make it 
a third row; there's enough for a third row. Are we all set? Back up. Make 
sure you're behind somebody, directly behind somebody. How many we got 
up front? Four? Have we got four? So we'll have three in the back that'll be 
all right. Get right behind that guy; you got to be--boy you got to be lined 
up. Now, get into your hoplite stance, left foot forward.

Okay, now when you're fighting, if you're fortunate enough, and the 
Greeks were sometimes fortunate enough to fight people who were not 
hoplites, like when the Persians came at them they fought hoplites against 
non-hoplites. Boy, that's a nice day for a hoplite. The Persian infantry did 
not have heavy armor, they did not have that kind of a shield, they had 
wicker shields; fortunately, we have vase paintings that show us Persians. 
For one thing they're not dressed like civilized people in a dress, they're 
wearing pants. But their shields are made of wicker and they don't have that 
kind of metal body armor and all that stuff. So, you could blow through that 
infantry like butter. Probably never that easy but really, you're just not going 
to lose, and the truth of the matter is that hoplites beat non-hoplites in all 
battles that are fought on flat land in battles that the Greeks fight in.

I just want to tell you about--in Herodotus, he tells the tale about 
how the fighting went versus the Persians, and here's the line he says, "Once 
the Greeks go to war they choose the best and smoothest place to go down 
and have their battle on that." That wasn't just because they sort of had an 
aesthetic pleasure in nice flat fields. That's what you need for a phalanx,
because to maintain the integrity of the hoplite line, you can't have bumps 
and grooves, and trees and rivers in the way; it will break things up. So, they 
do, in fact, seek such a field. So if you're fighting a non-hoplite infantry 
crowd, you're in great shape. But what the Greeks spent most of their time 
doing was fighting each other, one hoplite phalanx against another hoplite 
phalanx.

So, you have to imagine that this thing started with these guys back 
in their camp and the other army back in its camp, and they both have to 
agree that they want to have a battle, for a battle to take place, and they will 
have picked a place that is flat where they can do what they're doing. 
Usually, the battle took place over some land that was being contested on a 
frontier and they would go down to that area and pick a spot and there they 
would go and fight with one another. So now, the two armies are lined up. 
Here's an interesting question: how wide is the line going to be? Well, that's 
not an answer that is entirely at the disposal of the general, because he's got 
two considerations that he has to worry about. One is, he can't afford to have 
his hoplite line outflanked, because if I can come around and take care of 
this guy from this side, he is engaged with a guy who's right opposite him, I 
can just kill him no problem at all. So, he has got to at least try to be equal 
with the guy who's furthest on this side, and same with the guy on the other 
side. So, that means he's got to make his line unless he comes up with some 
clever trick, the same size as the other guy.  

Well, typically the two armies aren't identical in size. So, if you're 
going to try to be the same breadth across the field that's going to affect how 
deep you can be, and depth as we shall see once we get started fighting is 
relevant in ways that we need to work out, but if one phalanx is eight deep 
and the other phalanx is 12 deep, the 12 deep phalanx has an advantage. So, 
numbers count, but it's not an easy one-to-one question, various issues will 
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determine who comes out ahead. Okay, now let's make this first battle I'm 
going to describe for you to be as clear cut as we can make it, and it 
probably never was like that. Let's imagine my army is the same size as 
theirs precisely, so that the line is the same size on both sides; therefore, 
also the same depth. So, we'll just do this imaginary perfect battle. As the 
two armies approach each other, I should make it clear, they start out 
walking at a certain clip. By the way, it's critical that they should stay in 
formation; nobody should get ahead of anybody else. How do you do that? 
With rhythm and in subsequent armies later in history, they used drums to 
maintain that technique. The Greeks did it by the playing of a flute like or 
oboe like instrument that played a military tune that had you marching 
forward at the right pace. That was very, very important.

So you're marching forward at that pace, but now as you get closer 
and closer to each other, various items begin to affect your behavior. One is, 
I would think, fear. In fact, I know--fear. So, what do you do, supposing, if 
you feel like running? Can you boys in the first row run anywhere? You got 
seven guys behind you; that's not even an option and that's a very important 
aspect of the phalanx. That's not even an issue. So, if you're afraid, what are 
you afraid of? Well, the other guy has got people--I should have mentioned 
on the sidelines, one way or another, shooting arrows at you, throwing 
javelins at you, things like that. You want to get through that as fast as you 
can, and engage with the enemy. But there's another reason why you want to 
get there fast is because, well by now, I should have pointed out that we 
know that before you started out the battle that your general gave you a meal 
and he also gave you plenty of wine, so that by the time you're in this 
position, you've had a few and there's--I mean, there's a science to that too 
as perhaps some of you know. No you don't. College students do not have a 
science of this at all, they just pour the stuff down their throats with the goal 
of becoming drunk as fast as they can. That's barbaric in the technical sense.

I mean, the Greeks didn't--Plato's Symposium, all of these guys are 
sitting around having a drinking party. That's all they do all night, but they 
also are talking and they're talking very well as a matter of fact, and the goal 
of this conversation is, or of this party rather, symposium means by the way 
drinking together. So they're drinking and they're talking, and both of these 
are supposed to go on at the same time. And here's the thing; the idea is to 
drink as much as you can without passing out and at the end of Plato's 
Symposium everybody is out, except for Socrates who looks around and 
says, "oh well no more conversation everybody's asleep." Off he goes, and 
we know who won that one. Why could they do that?  

Well, they weren't ignorant undergraduates, but beyond that they 
drank wine, not those barbarian liquids that you drink, and also they mixed 
that wine with water, so that it shouldn't get them drunk too fast. Think 
about how the world has decayed, since those days. So anyway, it still has 
its alcoholic consequences, and I like to think that the trick for these guys 
was to get to that level of inebriation before it affects your nerves and your 
physical ability to act. But it's worked on your brain to the point where you 
get to that sort of what I like to think of that bar room militancy, whereby if 
a guy says, "would you pass the peanuts," you say, "oh yeah!" I'd like to 
think that's the ideal hoplite mode. So, I think that's working on them, they 
want to get at those SOBs on the other side, and they want to kill them; 
that's their mood. Well, all of that is working on both sides. And so that 
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when they come together, they come together in a trot. You have to imagine 
they're moving along quicker than you would by walking, so that they will 
go bang and we can see what happens.

However, there's one other variable that you want to be aware of and 
that is, he knows he ought to be going straight ahead like that, but he also 
knows that his right flank is open. Well, he would love to be fighting at the 
edge of the Grand Canyon, so that he doesn't have to worry about his right 
flank, but he's out there in the middle of a field. Now, he knows that first 
step ought to be like this, but he's only human, so the first step is like this, 
and so is the guy on the other end on that side. So, in fact, as Thucydides 
tells us beautifully in Book V, when the two armies actually hit each other 
they have already made a slight turn to the right. Everybody moves to the 
right, these guys move to the right, those guys move to the right and they're 
smacking each other at something like that angle.  

Okay so much for that. Now, here we go. I'm coming at this guy and 
what I want to do, if I can, I want to kill him. If I can't, I want to knock him 
back, because what I really need to do is to get him out of the way. Let me 
imagine that I've been lucky enough to get you out of the way--you're 
fighting him you can't even look at me, but I can do that. But let's face it. In 
order to kill you, I'd have to earn the privilege by knocking him back. Now, 
let's imagine I've been very lucky and gotten to you--just get down on your 
knee. Imagine she's very badly wounded or dead, but she's out of it. Now, 
here's where the ballgame can really be determined. First of all, let's 
consider the man behind you. Is that you? Now, if you are standing there 
with your--by the way the first three rows have a chance of hitting each 
other. So, he's banging away over somebody's head at the guy on the other 
side, but you see this guy in front of you has just been knocked down. The 
blood is spurting out of her neck or her side or whatever and she's groaning 
down there on the thing. What is your instinct? What's your instinct? Tell 
me. Get out of here! They just killed this guy in front of me and they're 
coming after me.  

I always think of that wonderful scene in--how many of you ever 
saw the Longest Day? It is about D-Day; there's a wonderful scene where 
this German officer comes down; he's in charge of the defensive 
arrangements there at Normandy; he's in a bunker, and he's reporting back to 
headquarters and it's dark, and suddenly there's enough light that he sees 
suddenly on the horizon is 5,000 ships, the whole damn fleet. As he calls 
back and he says, "they're coming, they're coming." They say, "how many?" 
He says, "thousands of them." They say, "in what direction?" He says, "auf 
mich zu direct." That's the way it looks to him. So that's what his tendency 
is, but if he does that, it's very bad news for his city.

What he has been trained to do, what he knows he needs to do is to 
fight forward and somehow step over her, step on her, do whatever he has to 
do to fill this hole. He's got to come forward and take the danger and take 
the blows and close the line. Because if not--now, I am in the situation 
where the guy next to me has beaten you up, but I can now get her and I can 
step in here, and the guy behind me can do the same, and so we can create a 
wedge in which we are doing the killing and they are doing the falling. If 
enough of that happens, after awhile some sense of what's happening up 
front quickly works its way to the back, and there can be a moment, and 
there always is a moment in a hoplite battle, where the guys in the back say, 
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"uh-oh we have lost this battle." So, the guys in the back turn and run, which 
is the only thing you can possibly do once you feel our phalanx is broken. 
We can't stand against them anymore and when you start running, the only 
thing the guys who are left up front can do is run.

Now, think of what it's like to run with this in your hand. Can you 
make much speed that way? No, and speed is what you want. And so the big 
issue is--this is what you must never do, but this is what you got to do if 
your phalanx is broken. You got to drop your shield and run. Then I'm on 
the winning side, and what I want to do is kill as many of these guys as I 
can. However, there's this great question of how far do the Greeks pursue in 
a hoplite battle? Thucydides has an interesting passage in there, in which he 
says that the Spartans win the Battle of Mantinea and Thucydides says that 
the Spartans did not pursue the hoplite. The Spartans never pursue their 
enemies very far. It's as though he's explaining, giving an answer to a 
question that somebody asked, "why didn't the Spartans do better in that 
battle?" To which there could many answers at the Battle of Mantinea, but it 
seems there's a much easier answer. Basically, the Greeks couldn't pursue 
very hotly with infantry. They don't want to throw their shields away, they 
want to keep their shields, so guys with shields are chasing guys without 
shields. So, they're not going to chase them very far.  

Now, another issue that emerges in discussion of these kinds of 
battles is the casualties. For a long, long time the general wisdom was there 
were not heavy casualties in hoplite battles--people calculating on what I 
was just talking about. But then an old Yalie who took this course when he 
was very young, and later became an ancient Greek historian, took the 
wonderfully outlandish device of answering this question. He simply took 
all the battles in Greek history that we have a record of, and which we know 
what the casualties were like, and counted and he concluded--anybody can 
check because there they are--that casualties could run as high as 15% at a 
hoplite battle. That's a high casualty rate and many a military unit will break 
if they have that many casualties. Actually, what he finds is the winning side 
would lose about 5% and the losing side would lose maybe as much 15%, 
and so you get some idea. But don't imagine that these were anything like 
bloodless or easy. They were bloody, although the actual amount would 
vary with the circumstances.  

Now, you know the battle is over in a variety of ways. One, the 
enemy ran away; that's pretty good. But for the Greeks it was very important 
that things should be really official. There were, and there's a lot of debate 
about what I'm going to say next, there were protocols of fighting that were 
followed. Some people want to have these to be many and for them to be 
very binding, others want them to be very few and not very binding, and 
that's an argument one can get into. But some things seem to be 
indisputable, for instance, if I say we won the battle I can prove that to you 
most of the time. Why? Because I now occupy the land that we fought on. 
Therefore, I can do what they did. Take a stick, bang it into the ground, 
hang on that stick a captured helmet, or a captured corselet, something that 
represents the military equipment that the losers had that were left on the 
field. We hang it up; that is called a trophy. The word trophy comes from 
the word that means to turn, trepho, and it means that this is the place where 
the enemy turned and ran. We own that property now, we own their 
equipment, and therefore we won the battle.  
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Another tangible way of understanding who won the battle and who 
didn't, is we winners, because we own the field, we can pick up the 
casualties, take care of those who can be saved, bury the ones who have 
been killed; we don't have to ask anybody's permission. Burial is very 
critical. If you remember from reading the Iliad and Odyssey, it is absolutely 
critical in the Greek religion that people be properly buried, because if 
they're not, then their shade goes on forever in misery and pain. They cannot 
rest quietly in Hades unless their body has been properly buried; so you got 
to do it. The losing side must come to the winning side and they must ask 
permission to pick up their dead and bury them. Typically, that is granted 
and they can then do it, but they are of course humbling themselves by 
making the request and coming down under the orders of the winners and 
taking their dead away and being buried. So it's very, very clear who won 
and who lost and that's--I think it's a very important point because Greek 
hoplite warfare, which is the characteristic warfare of the Greeks from the 
eighth century on into the fourth, never loses its character as a kind of a 
game, in which there are winners and losers, and the winners are given the 
prize and the losers don't get the prize.  

It's a contest just like everything else in Greek society and there's a 
tremendous amount of pride that goes into victory and a tremendous amount 
of shame that goes into defeat. But we said the same thing about the 
Homeric heroes, didn't we? Here's the difference; they're not fighting for 
themselves, they're not fighting for their families, and only to limited extent 
are they fighting for their personal glory, their kleios; they are fighting for 
their city, and they will be honored by their city in victory or even in defeat, 
if they perform very heroically, and of course, what about if they were very 
shameful? What about if they run away? I think I want to save the 
illustration of that one until we talk about Sparta. What Tyrtaeus tells us 
very, very specifically how bad that is; it's bad. So, you have this 
tremendous continuity between the sort of the honor code that was so 
dominant in the Homeric world, which has now been shifted to the larger 
unit, which is the polis.

If you can see it, all adult males fought. I should back up; that's not 
quite true. There's an important point I didn't make. Not everybody gets to 
fight in the hoplite phalanx. The town, the city, the polis does not provide 
the fighters with their defensive armor. They might sometime give them 
their weapons, but not their defensive armor. You can't fight as a hoplite, in 
other words, unless you can afford to pay for your equipment and that 
excludes a goodly number of citizens who are too poor to fight in the 
phalanx. This becomes a very, very large issue because the notion that there 
should be a real connection between citizenship in the full sense and 
military performance is totally a Greek idea--I mean, the Greeks just totally 
accept that idea. Actually, later on at the end of the fourth century when 
Aristotle is writing his Politics, he makes really a very clear connection as 
to the style of fighting and the kind of constitution that you have.  

He said very clearly, if you use cavalry as your major arm, your state 
will be an aristocracy. If you use hoplites, your state will be, what he calls a 
politea, a moderate regime. If you use a navy, your state will be a 
democracy in which the lower classes are dominant. So, there's this real 
connection and that's the way they really thought about it. So, what we will 
see as the polis is invented, moving away from aristocratic rule in the pre-
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polis days or in the early polis days--you will see a middling group of 
citizens who are, according to this interpretation, Hanson's farmers who are 
also going to gain the political capacity to participate in the town councils, 
and who are the hoplites but it will exclude the poor, who will not have 
political rights. Most Greek states, just as they never moved beyond the 
hoplite style of fighting, never go beyond the oligarchical style of 
constitution which gives only hoplites political rights in the state. Okay, stay 
there because who knows, there are 20 million other things I might have 
said, but instead let me give you the opportunity to ask questions that you 
would like to raise, particularly if you want to ask about how they fought, as 
long as we have a phalanx here we might as well use it if we need too. Are 
there any questions? Yeah? 

Student: How would they practice because weren't they prominently 
farmers? 

Professor Donald Kagan: The answer is they damn near didn't. 
That is, you've got a very key point; there was very little military training. 
On the other hand, you don't need very much. Think about it, what are the 
skills? What are the technicalities? If I'm the general and so I say--what do I 
say? Charge! Now we're engaging each other, what do I say? Fight harder 
men! Now we're in trouble and I say, don't run away! There are no 
techniques, there are no maneuvers, there are no--you can't do anything and 
so they didn't practice very much, except one stunning exception, the 
Spartans. They were not farmers as we shall see, and therefore, they spent 
their lives practicing warfare. It paid off; they usually won. So, the answer is 
basically that the ordinary Greeks did not engage in very much practice. 

Student: If they're all fighting in this hoplite style, how do all of 
these great Greek military personas develop, who are famed for being such 
wonderful, individual soldiers, if there's no real hand-to-hand, one-on-one? 

Professor Donald Kagan: Well, there is nobody out there that you 
could see. Typically, we don't have guys like that. The guys who are famous 
are the generals who get credit for putting together a nice formation when 
it's not the simple one I've just given you. Just to be a little bit more plain 
about that. In the famous battle of Marathon, which I will tell you about 
when we get there, one of its features is that because the Greeks were 
numerically badly inferior to the Persians, they had this problem of covering 
the line. So, they could have thinned out their entire phalanx, but that would 
have given the Persians a chance to break through anywhere and 
everywhere, and so what Miltiades did was to make his wings heavier, 
deeper and very dangerously thin in the middle. It was a gamble. The 
gamble was our wings will crush their wings and turn in on them from 
behind and from the side, and set them a running before they break through 
our middle. As Wellington said at Waterloo, it was a damn near thing. The 
Persians broke through the middle but just before that, the Athenian wings 
crushed the Persian wings and set them running for their ships. So, 
everybody says what a genius Miltiades was. Similarly, in naval battles 
Themistocles at Salamis comes up with a clever device. So, you see what 
I'm driving at; we know those guys. You never really hear of Joe Blow who 
killed thirty-four guys in the phalanx. There must have been some guys like 
that but you just don't hear about those fellows. Any other questions? Yeah. 

Student: When do they just pull out their swords and start hacking? 
Professor Donald Kagan: When they had no spear. 
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Student: So, the spears broke? 
Professor Donald Kagan: Yeah, they would--these spears must 

have broken like mad. And so the thing to do, unless you have something 
else, you would go for your sword. 
Student: It's not like you go out and you start fighting people with just your 
body shield and you're happy there. 

Professor Donald Kagan: Always, oh yes always. You never, 
according to my understanding of this, you never, never want to be without 
your shield. That means, you never want to be away from your phalanx.
This is disputed. This is exactly--these are the grounds on which this new 
school--one of the ways in which they argue otherwise. I'll say a little bit 
about that, when I get through with phalanx. I just want to--yeah. 

Student: What about projectiles?  
Professor Donald Kagan: These guys don't have any projectiles. 

However, there are light arm troops made up of those two poor to be in the 
phalanx, who do use projectiles and the projectiles are arrows, javelins, or 
stones thrown by slings. The trouble with them is none of them has any 
range. Think about that for a moment. Get out of your mind Henry V, forget 
the Battle of Agincourt. They don't have--those men in Lincoln green with 
the enormous long bows, made out of good English composite whatever, 
who can fire the thing thousands of yards and penetrate and kill the French 
nobility. How many of you have seen Henry V in the Laurence Olivier 
version 1945? They got this miserable modern one with the sort of Vietnam 
like conditions that they have out there; it's raining all through the God-
damned battle of Agincourt. Great battle, it's got to have sunshine, blue 
skies, terrific--well, never mind. They had very poor bows and arrows. They 
didn't have the composite bow, didn't have power. It would have had a hard 
time getting through the shields and it didn't have any distance. But they 
were worth something because they did this. Actually, those guys would be 
useful, not so much, hardly at all during the scrum of the phalanx, but 
should one side be retreating. That's where they do it harm. Once you throw 
your shield away and you're running, anybody who's got a weapon can take 
you out, and that's what would have happened. Yeah? 

Student: So, is it unlikely that someone like the fellow that was 
named begin with M. that we read about from the selection. 

Professor Donald Kagan: Do you mean, Miltiades? 
Student: No, the archer in the Iliad.
Professor Donald Kagan: Oh, in the Iliad.
Student: Is it unlikely that people would actually have been able to 

do anything like that? 
Professor Donald Kagan: Yes, of course, the Iliad has various 

people who are very good archers, who could kill the other guy. I'm sure 
there were bows and arrows at that time, but they did not yet have the kind 
of armor that they would have in this time. So, they would have been more 
vulnerable and you wouldn't have to have such a powerful bow. Of course 
Paris, isn't he the one who kills Achilles, right? But Achilles, of course, he 
got him in the heel where he didn't have any armor. Anything else? Yeah? 

Student: I mean, isn't it somewhat inefficient to load it really deep, 
because I assume if a spear is only six feet long, what are people in the back 
going to be doing? 
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Professor Donald Kagan: Very good yes, and that's a big argument 
that nobody has a good answer for. The traditional answer is that these guys 
actually did press up against the rows in front of them and that this provided 
a momentum that gave the front line an advantage in beating the enemy 
facing them. You can see all kinds of troubles. Why didn't the guys in the 
middle get crushed? I don't have any very good answers for that and yet it is 
one part of the traditional explanation is this, and it's a very important one 
and much debated, that at a critical time in the battle one technique would 
be one side would give one great big shove. The word in Greek is othismos,
and if that was successful as it might be, it could knock down the lines of 
the front guys and get the other side running. There's ancient evidence, 
there's an ancient source for that, that says that's what happened and that's 
one of the things that we have to deal with. The critics of this point of view 
would say that's impossible and inconceivable.  
Another possible explanation of the significance of depth is, remember, our 
poor victim here. If you multiply her, then you want to have as much depth 
to fill in behind to close that hole as you can, so that that would make your 
phalanx more sturdy, because you could take more casualties without 
breaking, that seems reasonable to me. But again, I can't imagine how these 
guys fought in these circumstances. I really can't see it. I mean, it's a pity we 
can't kill people in experiments deliberately anymore, because we need to 
see how this works, but I can't do it. But I do think that that makes a 
reasonable amount of sense. Anything else on the mechanics of our 
phalanx? Yes? 

Student: How did they determine when two armies would charge 
each other? 

Professor Donald Kagan: To charge each other, is that what you're 
saying? Well, what happens is one army is invading the land of the other. 
So, it's--In a way, it decided when the fighting is going to take place up to a 
point. Namely, it's going to happen this summer, because we're coming and 
it's going to happen this week; it's going to happen tomorrow, if you don't 
run away. So, now, the defenders have to do it, in a perfect situation, I am 
marching towards their corn crop, grain crop, at the time just before the 
grain is going to be harvested. If we cut down that grain you don't eat this 
winter. You get in front of the grain, when we say. So, that would be the 
classic way of determining how it works. It's never--it probably wasn't quite 
that easy but the invading side goes for something that the other side will 
have to defend and that determines when the fighting takes place. Yes sir? 

Student: How long would most of these battles last? 
Professor Donald Kagan: Hard to say. Hard to imagine anybody 

doing this for more than a couple of hours. So that would be my guess, but 
nobody knows for sure. But I think if you can imagine, up to a couple of 
hours would be about right. That's worth mentioning, how long is a war? A 
couple of hours, because typically there's just one battle; one side beats the 
other and that's the war for now. Until we get, of course, this is early days, 
until we get to the Peloponnesian War when things change radically in 
fighting in general, but this is your standard. Yes sir? 

Student: You had mentioned that the losing side casualty numbers 
were approximately about 15%? 

Professor Donald Kagan: Yeah, it could be that bad. 
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Student: If you're fighting for an hour or two hours, it just seems 
like that would be such a low number. 

Professor Donald Kagan: Well, you got to realize that much of the 
time, until the phalanx breaks, there's not a lot of killing that can go on. You 
can only kill just a few people while they're still defending themselves in 
this manner. I have to believe that the bulk of the killing took place on the 
flight and so that's why that works out.  

Student: What do you do the rest of the time? Just push? 
Professor Donald Kagan: If you're not hitting, you're pushing, 

that's the theory. 
Student: An hour? 
Professor Donald Kagan: Or two. Yes? 
Student: How do they decide who went in front and who went in the 

back? 
Professor Donald Kagan: No, that's right. They would have 

decided on the basis of what was most effective and you would not want old 
guys. By the way, how old are the people out there is a good question. 
Typically, the youngest guys are twenty, and typically the oldest guys are 
45, but everybody was liable to military service in these states until they 
were about 60. So, you can imagine in certain circumstances there would be 
guys that old back there, but fundamentally it's between 20 and 45. Okay, I 
would have thought that the front row would exclude the older people. You 
want tough guys up front; you don't want your front line being broken. So, 
the guys up front are going--the younger you are, chances are you're going 
to be more physically strong than older guys. Probably, though, you 
wouldn't want to have the very youngest guys up front, because another 
thing you want is experience. People who have seen this before, done it 
before, lived through it, and now you can count on them not to run away, 
better than you can on a fresh recruit who's never done this before. So, I 
would have thought--so you see I'm speculating to a certain degree, but I 
would have thought you would have guys 25 to 35 in the front couple or 
three lines, and then behind them younger men and then maybe the older 
men at the very back, or maybe because you wanted to be sure that that last 
row didn't turn and run away too fast, you might have some who were not 
quite so old at the very back, but it's all a question of what's effective and 
why; that would be my thinking about that. Yes? 

Student: [Inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: In what? Normally. I say that a typical 

phalanx is eight; however, by the time you get down to the fourth century 
and people are doing all kinds of new and innovative things, we hear that 
the left wing of the Boeotian army at Leuktra was fifty men deep. Now, 
what are you going to do with that? But it's clearly a fact. There were 
previous examples of people trying to have a deep wing that would do 
things, but if you take me back to my primitive phalanx here about 600-650 
they're not doing that stuff yet. But I think that depth would have been 
determined by how many soldiers you had available. You would have made 
your phalanx as deep as you could, and once you had the width established. 
Yeah?

Student: Would the winner of the war slaughter the enemy that 
would fall behind or would they give them back? 
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Professor Donald Kagan: The question is would the defeated army-
-would the winning army kill all the defeated guys who were still on the 
battlefield at the time? It would vary. They could capture them. There's a 
reason to capture them. You could demand ransom for them. So, there 
would be some inclination to capture men rather than to kill them. On the 
other hand, guys who were engaged in a fight of the kind we must imagine 
get very angry; these guys killed a buddy next to you. So, there would have 
been a certain amount of just furious killing going on, but I don't think that 
would have been the way you planned the game. You kill enough guys to 
achieve your goal and if you're still rational you take the rest prisoner. I 
think would be the way to go. Yes? 

Student: What would stop an opposing army from flanking you? 
Professor Donald Kagan: What would stop it would be--why didn't 

they flank each other? Boy, if they could, they would. But the difficulty is, 
if you take your left flank and move it out here so you can flank this guy, 
one of two things has to happen to your army. Either you open a nice hole 
between yourself and the rest of your army, in which case somebody's going 
to get very badly killed and you're going to be on the run very soon, or you 
have to somehow communicate to the rest of the army, "everybody come 
over this way," which will still leave that flank open to being flanked by the 
other side. That's what prevents that from happening, we just don't see that 
going on. Yeah? 

Student: Was it just the Greek sense of honor and propriety that 
kept them from doing more creative sneak attack? 

Professor Donald Kagan: It used to be thought before people were 
very careful--we know that they do every terrible thing in the world in the 
Peloponnesian War. Whatever the rules were before, they're off when we 
get into the Peloponnesian War. There's just no dirty trick that anybody fails 
to do if it can. But they surely must have done it before too. When you're 
serious, any way to win will do, but mostly you could make a virtue of a 
necessity. The kind of battle I've been describing to you, a nice flat field, 
two armies coming at each other, there's not much you can do in the way of 
trickery, and so you can take a high tone and say, anybody who fights any 
other way is a no good coward. In fact, we have some claim, and a Roman 
writer later on, that there was a treaty back in the eighth century B.C. 
between a couple of states in Euboea, that said they would never use 
missiles of any kind, because that was cowardly. The only legitimate 
fighting is man against man, shield against shield, chest against chest, 
everybody else is a pussy. So, I think that became--and whatever the reality 
was, that story was always being told, that's the way for a man to fight; 
anything other than that is open to suspicion. Okay, thank you very much 
hoplites. A little hand for the hoplites. 
Just a few more little details. The situation begins at--remember, the two 
sides are opposite each other in the field, probably in the morning. Each side 
conducts sacrifices in which they ask the gods for assistance in the battle, 
sometimes they hope that there will be a favorable omen suggesting they're 
going to win. They have breakfast, they drink, and they advance typically to 
a battle song called the paeon which we have, what they sang. I don't have 
the tune but I have the words. Does that sound like a good thing to march 
into battle? Sounds good to me, I like that. Then would come the battle. I 
talked to you about the pursuit, the aftermath. There's just one more thing 
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you need to know about this phalanx mode of fighting. When the phalanx
fought against any other infantry formation the phalanx wins; from the time 
we first hear of Greeks fighting non-Greeks, when the Greeks have the 
phalanx, I think I'm right in saying they never lose a battle.

Finally they do in the, I think it's the second century B.C., when 
King Phillip of Macedon has his phalanx fighting against the Roman legion 
and the legion wins, but believe me, it was no easy thing for the legion to 
win even in that battle. There was nothing automatic about that. So great 
was the military success of the phalanx that the King of Persia who was 
always getting into wars and hiring troops--whenever the kings could they 
hired Greek hoplites to fight for them. When prince Cyrus seeks to 
overthrow his brother right after the Peloponnesian War he signs up 10,000 
veterans of the Peloponnesian War from the Peloponnesus, because with 
10,000 Greek hoplites, he believes that he can conquer the Persian Empire 
and make himself king, even though the numbers are fabulous. And those 
Greeks marched 1,500 miles into the center of the Persian Empire, down 
into Babylonia, fight the army of the Persian king, defeat the army of the 
Persian king, but unfortunately the prince who led them down there is killed 
in the battle, making the victory rather pointless, because the whole idea was 
to make him king. So then you have Xenophon writing his Anabasis, The 
March Back, telling the story of how those 1,500--those 10,000 Greeks 
rather got back home.  
Just a word for the other side of the argument, I want to read you a quotation 
from Hans Van Wees, who is the leading critic of the traditional orthodox 
explanation I just gave you. Here's one, "It is clear that the emergence of the 
hoplite was only the beginning of a lengthy process which certainly lasted 
more than a century, and may have lasted more than two centuries, leading 
to the creation of a close ordered hoplites only phalanx. The classical 
hoplite formation then was not the long lived military institution of 
scholarly tradition, but merely one phase in a history of almost four 
centuries of slow change towards ever denser and more cohesive heavy 
infantry formations." I'll read you one more of his statements, "Those who 
favor an early date for the emergence of the hoplite phalanx rely on one 
argument above all, the new type of shield adopted in the late eighth 
century, unlike its predecessors, could be used effectively only in an 
extremely close and rigid formation. Double grip shields thus presupposed 
or imposed an extremely dense formation. The tacit assumption is that 
hoplites stood frontally opposed to their enemies like wrestlers, rather than 
sideways on, like fencers, holding their shields parallel to their bodies, but 
artistic representations show that this is not how hoplites fought."

I would say that the crux, the kernel of the critique, a lot of things 
you can argue about--The kernel of the critique lies in this assertion which 
derives its force from an interpretation of pictures on pottery. You can see 
I'm not too friendly to that interpretation, but it is being taken very, very 
seriously. So seriously, you fortunate Yalies, that they will be here on April 
9 and 10 of 2008, an international conference on the subject of the hoplite 
phalanx and the emergence of the city state. It will be a classic Greek agonal 
confrontation, because among the other stars who are going to be engaged, 
Curtis Easton will be one of them, the main event will be a one-on-one 
between Victor Davis Hanson and Hans Van Wees. You're all very 
welcome to come on that occasion. See you next time. 
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VII. The�Greek�"Renaissance"���Colonization�and�Tyranny�(cont.)�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Donald�Kagan�explores�the�rise�of�Greek�colonies.�
He�argues�that�the�rise�of�new�colonies�was�primarily�due�to�the�need�for�
new�farmland,�although�he�acknowledges�several�other�important�reasons.�
He�also�shows�where�the�Greeks�colonized�and�explains�that�the�process�of�
founding�a�new�colony�probably�took�place�within�the�dynamics�of�a�polis.�
Finally,�he�offers�a�few�important�outcomes�of�this�colonizing�impulse.�

We have been looking at the question of the rise of the polis and the various 
significant elements that were part of the making of the polis, and of course 
I've emphasized the notion of this new class of people, the farmer hoplite 
citizen, as being the critical element in shaping the polis and for my money 
that's what the polis is about to start with and then it develops characteristics 
consistent with that, and some that challenge that over the centuries. But 
now, imagine that we are living in the early years of a polis sometime in the 
eighth century B.C. Again, I want to emphasize these things that I've been 
describing don't happen in every place at the same time and they don't even 
happen every place in the same way, but over a stretch of time the concepts 
and the kind of characteristics I've been describing appear to spread all over 
the place. But one of the ways in which we can date the time when the polis
came into being has to do with the Greek traditions about the establishment 
of colonies throughout the Mediterranean inhabited by Greeks, and the 
reason that they are a clue is because every time we see a colony, learn 
anything at all about it, it appears to exist in the form of a polis, which 
powerfully suggests that that was the typical characteristic style of life that 
had already been established for Greeks before they sent out the colonies. 
So, that's the chronological significance of it.

I should say all of these dates that I will be giving you are some 
combination of Greek tradition--and the Greeks dated these colonies very 
specifically. That would be hard to believe, impossible to believe, I guess, if 
it weren't that these dates tend to be confirmed in a general way, not in a 
specific way, by the archaeological discoveries that we find at the sites, the 
earliest places where these colonies came into being. So it's that 
combination, archaeology plus Greek tradition that lies behind the date of 
any city. But you shouldn't take the date that I give you, the traditional date, 
as being firm. It's a general thing; it's around that time is the best we can 
really say. The date that's sort of typical for the general phenomenon of 
colonization coming out of the mother cities of Greece is again that date we 
keep talking about, 750 roughly. But in fact, the earliest date according to 
Greek tradition, if my memory is correct, was something like 773 where the 
Greeks date the foundation of what they thought was the earliest colony 
they ever established -- a place that they called Pithaecusa, which is the 
island of Ischia in the Bay of Naples. That's the very first place where there 
is a tradition of a Greek colony having been planted. There's no question 
that there was a Greek colony there and as I say the archaeological remains 
confirm the general time for this happening.  
Now, the first question I suppose, before I get to describing what a colony 
was and how it worked, we want to ask the question what was it that led 
Greeks to sail or walk, mostly to sail very great distances from their mother 
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cities. To leave home and to establish a new city for themselves someplace 
else is not to be taken for granted. In the first place, by and until the 
twentieth century, I guess, human beings tended to stay put. They didn't 
move, unless they were driven to move. That was the natural thing to do 
given the character of life, which was based upon farming, if you leave you 
lose your farm, and based upon the difficulty of transportation. In the Greek 
world we know--I think I quoted something from Hesiod that confirmed it. 
The Greeks were, even though they went to sea plenty, they were terrified of 
the sea for very good reason. Their ships, their boats were not very 
seaworthy; storms come up in the Mediterranean very suddenly and terribly; 
you take your life in your hands when you travel. So then there's the whole 
idea--we've already given you some sense that the Greeks were ancestor 
worshippers. I mean, they took special care of the dead and they thought 
that the way you buried people and so on was terribly important. So, what 
I'm saying is, when you leave the place you were born, you leave your 
ancestors as well. All of that means we need to explain why these folks do 
what they end up doing, and we have some hints, but of course we do not 
know with any certainty or any confidence.

If you ask the question why did many Italians leave their homes, 
especially south Italians in the late nineteenth century and come--well, go all 
over the world actually, to South America, Australia, but the largest 
numbers to the United States. Why did they do that? Well, we don't have to 
do a lot of guessing. We have written evidence from the people who went 
and they say why they did it. We can then supplement that with all sorts of 
other information that we have, but we don't have any documents from some 
settler explaining why he's going where he's going. So, we have to reason 
from the evidence that the establishment gives us. I suppose the most widely 
cited reason is simply the desire to acquire farmland. Remember, I keep 
emphasizing this. The vast overwhelming majority of people needed to farm 
land, in order to stay alive. And why should there be a shortage of 
farmland?  

One answer, and it's the one that is most widely believed among 
Greek scholars, is that the growth of population that we have mentioned in 
connection with the rise of the polis is still working once the polis comes 
into form. So what this means, if you used to have two children and now 
you have four, how do you provide for the extra two? Well, sometimes you 
divide up the land equally, but if that land continues to get smaller and 
smaller, it will not sustain an additional person, not to mention additional 
family. If you were to follow the procedure, which the Greeks did not, of 
primogenitor, that is, of giving the whole plot to the eldest son, but what 
happens to the others? So that clearly is a problem and the notion that land 
hunger is a key explanation, I think, is supported by the fact that wherever 
we find a polis, whatever other characteristics it has, and they vary, some of 
them are located at wonderful places on the sea for trading purposes, some 
of them are not, but all of them have a land supply which permits the 
citizens to farm successfully and thereby to make the polis succeed.  

But I don't think that's the only answer. I think the desire for 
commerce would have been also--I agree with the traditional view which is 
that this would have been at a lesser consideration, but still very important, 
because we so often find that the colony is placed right at a nifty place for 
trade. They would have had to be damn fools to have settled there without 
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that being in their minds, although some of the places where they settled 
leave us puzzled, and have left the ancients puzzled. One of my favorite 
examples is the colony on the south shore of the Bosporus, which is called 
Chalcedon. It's right opposite Constantinople--that doesn't exist, Istanbul. 
Winston Churchill never, never conceded that it was Istanbul; he called it 
Constantinople till the day he died. But right opposite that magnificent site, 
the golden horn is there. How could you possibly settle there, because they 
settled Chalcedon first and the tradition that the Greeks pass on is the people 
who settle Chalcedon were blind men, because you would have to be blind 
to make that choice. Well, we don't know why they did what they did.  

So nonetheless, the desire for a good commercial opportunity might 
well have been one of the elements that these people who were leaving their 
home cities sought. Then there are less--what's the word I want? Certainly 
things that have nothing to do with economics really--there are politics 
going on in these states as there always are in any Greek polis. There are 
factions that grow up for one reason or another and they come into conflict. 
One side wins the argument and the battle, and sometimes the ill will is so 
great that the losing side feels either that it has to flee for its safety, or it 
chooses to flee rather than to live under their opponents. So, defeated 
political groups might well--or individuals who were the heads of those 
groups might decide they have to get out of town. And now that we do have 
something, namely, this wave of colonization, they join that as well.

Then there are always things that we might call much less rational 
than that. In any group of people there is a small minority, I want to 
emphasize small, who just love to do risky things. They just love adventure; 
they're never happy if they're safe, and so off they go seeking adventure and 
seeking to make a fortune however they're going to do it, so I think that has 
to be counted into the picture too, so typically I think it would have been a 
small part of what's going on. So, for these reasons and probably for 
hundred more that I haven't thought of, we can understand why these people 
go against the natural instinct of staying put and go adventuring out, seeking 
a new home someplace in the Mediterranean.  

Okay, what are these new settlements like? First thing is that they're 
like each other in many important ways, although obviously with 
differences from place to place. But here's how it worked--by the way, the 
word I have been using, colony is not a Greek word and really not 
appropriate for what the Greeks are up to. The Greek word for this is, 
apoikia, and most literally it would mean a home away, an away home and 
that's what they're making. They are establishing for themselves a 
household, a home someplace away from where they started, and that's the 
name. Colony is a Latin word ultimately for colonia and the Roman 
colonies were, first of all, garrisons that they planted in land they had 
conquered to keep the people quiet. So, they would be alien bosses in a 
different territory. And then later in history, in Roman history, that was the 
name given to establishments, rural establishments, when the civilization 
was breaking down and the men who worked on those rural places really 
were not free men. They were the antecedents of the Serfs, which we will 
see later on in medieval history in Europe. So, when you see the word 
colonia in late Roman history, it's talking about something very, very 
different from what we're talking about. So, I use the word colony because 
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that's what we have for all such establishments of the kind we're talking 
about. Remember that these are apoikiai from the Greek point of view.  

Okay, how does an apoikia happen? Somebody in one of the old 
Greek cities has to decide that he wants to go out and establish a colony. He 
would be an individual of some eminence, because the job of doing this 
requires that people should accept his leadership. He will have to do the 
recruiting of people that come with him on the colony; he will have to do 
the constitutional discussion and a political discussion to gain the sanction 
from the mother city to allow him to do everything he knows. So, I think we 
should imagine that these leaders of colonies, these founders of colonies, 
would be probably noblemen and that they would have a position of 
eminence, and yet unlikely to be part of the sort of dominant faction in that 
city, because otherwise why would they leave? Anyway, the Greeks had a 
name for this individual. He was called an oikistes; he is the found of the 
colony.

So, now he has decided to do it and he's gained recognition from the 
town council, let's say, and he can go forward. Now, he has to have an idea. 
He can't just say, I think I'd like to found a colony. What is more typical, I 
think, is that he thinks, I would like to take and have found a colony on the 
southeastern coast of Sicily. Why? Because he knows something about it; 
either he has somehow traveled out there himself and said, the place I'm 
thinking about has a wonderful harbor, it has good farmland in the 
neighborhood, and a critical element to making this judgment is that it is not 
occupied by hostile natives who will resist vigorously your landing there. 
Either there will be nobody there or more likely there will be not a very big 
population, and it's not very tough, and they could be easily brushed aside. 
Those would have been some of the considerations, and so what the oikistes
does when he has picked out in his own mind where he wanted to go, next 
he goes to Delphi.  

Anybody--raise your hand if you've been to Delphi. When you go to 
Greece do the obvious, go where the tourists go and Delphi is one place not 
to miss. It's halfway up Mount Parnassus and it was thought by the Greeks 
to be the omphalos, the navel of the universe, the center in every way. Why? 
Because there the god Apollo had established an oracle. There was a place 
in which from the earth there came--it wasn't steam, what would it be? 
Gases would escape through this gap in the earth and there when things got 
figured out and arranged, there were priests who worshipped Apollo there 
and who took care of this phenomenon. They would place a young woman 
there who would sit as these gases came up and she would after a while 
begin to, I suppose in the biblical languages, she would speak in tongues, 
which is to say she would rattle off a lot of language which nobody could 
understand what she was saying. Gibberish, or so it sounded, or Greek but 
making no sense to anybody, and then the priest would listen to this stuff 
and he would say, what Apollo said through the priestess here is, and he 
would give the message.  

Let me just take a moment to tell you about this. I say this now with 
great confidence but ten years ago this story, which all the Greeks agreed 
too, agreed upon in every respect, that the temple of Apollo was built right 
on top of this, and underneath the floor of the temple was this little room 
where the gases came up, where the priestess sat, where all of this came up. 
Well, archaeologists investigated this carefully, and the French School of 
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Archaeology late in the nineteenth century dug everything up and concluded 
this was baloney; it was a myth. There were no gases coming up from any 
of this stuff, and so everybody believed for the next century, and then a 
young man who once sat in one of the chairs--not in this room maybe, but in 
which you're sitting, John Hale of the Yale Class of 1973, who is now an 
archaeologist at the University of Louisville. Having learned, or having 
agreed, let's say, with my prejudice, that the higher naiveté must reign--and 
if the Greeks said it happened, you got to believe it happened, until you 
have to believe that it didn't happen. And so he decided to investigate this 
and he took with him a fine geologist from Wesleyan just to go to the place 
there at Delphi and to see whether it could be true that such gases did come 
out, and what sort of gases they were, and what consequences they would 
have, and you know I wouldn't be telling you this story if it hadn't turned out 
that they discovered evidence that, in my judgment, but I don't think really 
anybody doubts it anymore, that totally confirmed the Greek story. They tell 
you precisely what the gases were, what the characteristics of those gases 
were, and it squared beautifully with all details that we heard about the 
Delphic Oracle. So, here's just one more case where Yale helped to 
straighten out the world, but you notice it wasn't done by a Yale faculty 
member, we engage in confusing the world, but our alumni do a much better 
job and that's what happened here.  

So, you go to the oracle and what do you ask the oracle? Well now, 
before we go any further--in your Herodotus readings and elsewhere, you 
will come across many a story in which an oracle is consulted and gives an 
answer. Well, the most famous early on, King Croesus of Lydia, the richest 
man in the world, you've heard all about him, decides it would be a nice 
thing to conquer the Persian Empire, his neighbor to the east. So, he goes to-
-he's a barbarian, but the barbarians came to the Delphic Oracle too, because 
you want to know what the gods want. So, he came and he asked. He said, 
"If I cross the Halys River, that's the boundary between Lydia and Persia, 
what will happen?" The oracle replied, "A great empire will be destroyed," 
and Croesus said, "Terrific that's what I have in mind." He invaded and he 
was clobbered, and then you read the splendid story Herodotus tells of how 
he was captured. He was up on a pyre, and he was going to be burned when 
he remembered Solon, the Greek, who had come to him and warned him 
about the vain glory, and he said, oh Solon, oh Solon. I guess Apollo must 
have then said, he's reached wisdom and so he sent a rainstorm to put the 
fire out and he lived through that.

Well okay, the point is the oracle was wrong. No, of course not. We 
all know what was wrong with Croesus. He should have asked another 
question, which empire? But he didn't think of it; other times all kinds of 
funny stories are told about the oracle, which would suggest that it wasn't 
really a very reliable source of information, that it was filled with 
mythology and so on and so forth. But here is the hard headed fact. We 
know for sure Greeks and barbarians, and everybody came to Delphi, and 
when you came to Delphi and you were going to consult the oracle, it was 
hard, there were a lot of people, a long line, so there was a waiting issue. 
But also people used to bribe the priests, in order to get moved up on the 
front on line, and they would also give great and beautiful gifts to the temple 
people and to the temple, and to the priest. In other words, people spent a lot 
of money to consult the oracle. Now, ask yourself this, especially if you're 
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talking about Greeks, are they going to keep shelling out money for an 
oracle that gives them answers that turn out to be wrong? No.  
Most of the things they asked were questions that really had a yes or no 
answer, and according to my thinking, there's no way they could have been 
wrong very much. I think the oracle probably gained its fame for being very 
good precisely at answering this question. The question would have been 
what will happen if I go and try to settle a colony at the place which I will 
call Syracuse--that's what I've been describing on the southeastern coast of 
Sicily. The answer would come and the priests would give a response that 
would be essentially straight. It would either say something like--I'm not 
going to do the words that they would have come up with, but they would 
have said, yeah that's a good place to go or don't do that, that's a terrible 
mistake. Now, why would they be able to do that? Because at some point in 
here, Delphi really did become the navel of the universe; everybody came.

Now, you can bet when these folks came and consulted the priest 
and said, could you please put us down on the list, we want to consult the 
oracle, the priest said sure have a beer, let's talk about your hometown, 
what's going on out there. What I'm suggesting to you is that this was the 
best information gathering and storing device that existed in the 
Mediterranean world. These people knew more than anybody else about 
these things, and so consulting that oracle was a very rational act indeed. 
Okay, now suppose you are the oikistes, you've gotten the permission from 
your city to go forward, and you go to the Delphic Oracle and the Delphic 
Oracle says fine, by all means, go where you want to go. Next thing, you got 
to go home and you have to write up what amounts to a charter of 
foundation for the city, which lays out how things are going to work in this 
city--something about the governmental structure, maybe even more 
fundamentally how the land will be allotted, assigned, divided, and so on so 
that when you go to recruit settlers, everybody will know what he's getting 
and will decide whether it's a good idea for him or not.  

Now, recruiting is tremendously important because you need to have 
a certain number of settlers to make the settlement viable. You may not run 
into an enormously powerful collection of natives, but you're going to get 
some kind of trouble. It's foolish for you to assume you're not going to have 
any problem out there. So you need a certain number of people just for 
defense purposes, but beyond that you need to have a certain number of 
people to carry out all the functions that need to be carried out for a 
successful polis. So however many that is, that is what you try to recruit and 
you recruit typically at a time when it's easy to get people together so you 
can tell them the story.  

The best time would be at some great festival. There are festivals 
held in each city just for its own citizens and my guess is that when you 
could do that, when you felt that you could recruit a full colony from your 
fellow citizens in Corinth, let us say, that's what you did. But it would often 
happen that there were not enough Corinthians who were ready to go with 
you on your expedition. So, you would try to take your message to one of 
the Pan-Hellenic festivals which were getting organized about this time. As 
you know, the Olympic Games are alleged to have started in 776. So, that 
would be a place where Greeks from all over might come and you could 
then try to recruit settlers for your new colony there, and then we don't know 
precisely when but there were Pan-Hellenic Games near Corinth, the 
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Isthmian Games, there were Pan-Hellenic Games at Delphi and there Pan-
Hellenic Games in the northeastern Peloponnesus at a town called Nemea. 
So, there would always be some opportunity for you to go out and make 
your pitch. So now you have everything in place, you've recruited your 
settlement, you get on your ships and sail, in this case out to the west central 
Mediterranean, you find your way to Sicily, work your way into the harbor 
at Syracuse and things work out, and now we have this apoikia called 
Syracuse.
So, the next question I think is, what is the relationship between Syracuse 
which is the apoikia and Corinth, which is the metropolis, the mother city; 
that's what metropolis means by the way. First thing to brush from your 
mind, along with the word colony as we have used it in modern times, is the 
notion that the city of Syracuse was sent out to be a colony, that Corinth 
controlled, owned the city of Syracuse which it has sent out. This is not the 
case--well, before the British gave Hong Kong back, Hong Kong was a 
crown colony, it was British territory. It was ruled by Britain and so on. No, 
this is not what an apoikia is. From the first, Syracuse is an independent 
polis, autonomous, self-governing, whatever regime it wants, etc. It is not a 
subject of anybody, not Corinth or anybody else. That's not the end of the 
story. The question really is, so now we know that, what kind of relations 
did they have? I would say there are three categories that they fall into.  

The most typical, the usual, everything else is an exception is that 
there are friendly relations between the mother city and the apoikia, but 
keep in mind that they are always independent, and an example is in the 
Peloponnesian War. Syracuse finds itself besieged by the Athenians. They 
go to Corinth asking the Corinthians to please help us. The Corinthians are 
free; they will be violating no law or sacred bond if they say, sorry we really 
don't feel like doing that. It would be thought they were not behaving very 
well, but they would have been as I say, perfectly within every right you can 
imagine to do that. But the typical reaction would be that the Corinthians 
would help, to the extent first of all, that they could and secondly, to the 
extent that it was consistent with their interests. Well, in fact, the 
Corinthians send very little, send a couple of ships and a general, which turn 
out to be tremendously important, but they couldn't have known that in 
advance.

From where we sit, it looks like the Corinthians were making a 
gesture of friendship, of solidarity, the kind of thing you would expect a 
mother city to do, not to ignore its apoikia when it was in trouble. So that's 
all that they did. First of all, it was normal for the apoikia to turn to the 
mother city for help, and it was normal for the mother city to be inclined to 
help if they could do it. That's normal. I think if you can imagine of the 
many, many, many colonies there were, that would have been the usual 
arrangement. Now, there are exceptions in both directions, and as it happens 
the cases I know best have to do with the city of Corinth. Corinth sent out a 
lot of colonies, which is why we know something about their arrangements. 
The ones I'm talking about all have to do with the Peloponnesian War which 
is one of the reasons why we know a little bit about it, because Thucydides 
tells us the details of it. Well, we know, thanks to Thucydides, that it had 
become normal for Corinth to send out to its colony Potidaea, located on the 
Chalcidic peninsula, those three fingers sticking down into the Aegean Sea 
from the mainland of Greece, this is a town on one of those fingers.  
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Potidaea every year received magistrates who governed their city 
from Corinth and this was not imposed, this was not by force, this was by 
mutual agreement. So, Corinth really had a very great deal to say about what 
was going on in Potidaea. So, when Potidaea got into trouble with Athens, 
and found itself besieged, Corinth sent a real army to go in there and fight, 
and I think that's because of this very special relationship that they had. At 
the other end of the spectrum it's again Corinth and they have a colony up in 
the northwest called Corcyra, it is the modern Island of Corfu, and this 
colony was clearly established earlier than 664, because that's the first time 
we hear of its taking any action; it's been around for a while, very early 
colony. From the earliest times, Corcyra does not get along with the mother 
city of Corinth. The first relationship between them is a navel battle, and 
thereafter we hear of them quarrelling and fighting with each other just 
about at least once a century right on down until we get to the 
Peloponnesian War when a quarrel over who's what out in that area between 
Corinth and Corcyra is, I would say, the first instigating element in bringing 
on the Peloponnesian War.

Okay, so this gives you some idea of the range of possible 
relationships between colony and mother city. I just want to emphasize one 
more time, that the overwhelming normal situation is the first one I 
described, friendly relations. Why not? These guys that have gone out, let us 
say to Syracuse, they are your people, they have relatives back home, they 
have friends back home, it is natural--oh by the way, they're accustomed to 
worship the gods in the same way that the Corinthians do. We do know, 
again, Thucydides is our source, that it was customary for colonies to send 
representatives back to the mother city for the religious observations that 
were common to them all, so that those create good feelings. They feel like 
their relatives, and what could be more natural. You're out there in Sicily 
and you discover, of course, that you don't have all of the things that you 
used to have available to you, that used to be made let us say in Corinth. As 
a matter of fact, in the early days, Corinth was a great center of painted 
pottery and was the leading producer and exporter of that. So, maybe you 
wanted a really fine pot of the kind you used to be able to walk to the corner 
and pick up at a pottery shop, but you can't get now, so you would want to 
buy what the Corinthians sell.
Guess what? You've got great grain fields out there in Syracuse. Hard to 
believe today, but Sicily was one of the major granaries of the 
Mediterranean world at that time, tremendously fruitful, able to grow the 
best possible crops, very good wheat and so on. Corinth always needs that 
kind of stuff, so we sell you our wheat, you sell us your pottery, you sell 
good wine that we can't grow yet and maybe never will be able to grow in 
our neighborhood, so on and so forth. So you can see why it would be very 
natural for all sorts of ties to unite these colony and mother city. Maybe I 
ought to just give you a chance before I turn to the next question to ask any 
questions that still are not clear for you about this phenomenon of 
colonization. Everybody okay? Yes? 

Student: In the original city when they had to get permission to 
form a colony, what group of people was it that they gave permission? 

Professor Donald Kagan: The question is who gave permission for 
a colony to go in the mother city. The best guess and that's the only thing we 
have. These would have been aristocratic republics at this stage of the game, 
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and so there would have been a council of nobles that would typically have 
done it. As you move later in their history, you find you can guess that there 
would be councils that were not purely of nobles but might be of wealthy 
people, but they would always be a minority and come from the upper class. 
I think that would be where they would get their legitimacy. In the back, 
yeah? 

Student: What extent was the primitive form of [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: Primitive form of what [inaudible] 
Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: I'm not sure that that concept makes--no, 

the answer is no, because nobody was compelled to do anything. The British 
practicing mercantilism passed navigation acts, saying what ships could 
carry what and so on--nothing like that in the Greek world. Everybody--all 
of this is voluntary on both sides of every agreement.  
Okay, now where are these colonies? Let me give you a little run down. 
Before we get to that, I should say that the Greeks have already, before this 
period of the polis and the period of colonization which is connected with 
the rise of the polis, centuries before that the Greeks had already spread out 
from their original settlements. Right after the collapse of the Mycenaean 
world it was a period of tremendous confusion and panic and fear, and so 
on, so that we know that people fleeing from whoever destroyed the 
Mycenaean world fled typically eastward into the island, among the islands 
of the Aegean Sea and continuing on to the coast of Asia Minor beyond 
them, so that by the tenth century B.C., we see Greek cities lining the coast 
of Asia Minor on the west, and even around on the bottom and to some 
degree on the north, and on the islands in the Aegean. So, there has been a 
Greek--what's the word I want? There is an expansion of the Greek world 
already by the tenth century, and these folks are now settled down, so that 
some of these cities are in fact among the most important cities sending out 
colonies of their own.
Of these, the most famous, perhaps the most important, was Miletus, an 
Ionian city located on the west coast of Asia Minor, which sent many a 
colony into different parts of the world, particularly up towards the straits 
and the Bosporus and the Sea of Marmara. I might point out that the way the 
Greeks did their immigration into Asia Minor actually had a pattern so that 
you can go from north to south and you will find some consistency. Here's 
what I mean. The northern most settlements on that coast spoke Greek with 
an Aeolian dialect; the Aeolian dialect is the one that you see on the 
mainland in places like Boeotia for instance Thebes and so on. South of the 
Aeolian section of that was the region of Asia Minor inhabited chiefly by 
Ionians, the people on the mainland who are the main Ionians are the 
Athenians. Finally, if you go to the most southern part of the west coast of 
Asia Minor, you come to the Dorian speaking Greeks and the whole 
Peloponnesus, as you know, was fundamentally a Dorian speaking place. So 
that's the way the world looks when the polis is invented and when 
colonization begins to become a big thing.  

Now, let's take a look at the world of the Mediterranean and see how 
Greek expansion worked. Let's start with the Aegean Sea. Just almost all the 
islands in that sea are inhabited by Greeks, mostly by the Greeks that came 
in that first wave of immigrants earlier on, not colonized during the eighth 
century and afterwards. But if you go to the north shore of the Aegean Sea, 
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into the region that the Greeks called Thrace--sorry, before I even get to 
Thrace, maybe even a little bit of Thessaly which is off mostly west of the 
Aegean Sea, a little bit but not Thrace chiefly, which is the northern shore of 
the Aegean Sea, lots of Greek colonies there; it's fundamentally part of 
Greece. Yeah, this is not a bad time for me to remind you that in one of 
Plato's dialogues, Socrates says the Greeks sit like frogs around a pond and 
that pond is the Aegean Sea. It's a helpful little story to remember, because 
we tend to think of Greece because of its modern geography as that 
peninsula of which there is a sub-peninsula at the bottom, which is 
Peloponnesus. That was not the Greece of antiquity. If you had to pick a 
central focus of where the Greeks were, it would be in the Aegean Sea so 
that's useful to remember.  

Then as you move east along that coast, you come to the Gallipoli 
Peninsula, all of which is now Turkey and for the rest of what I'm going to 
be saying for awhile, it'll be Turkey as well, but through the straits, the 
Dardanelles, Sea of Marmara, Bosporus, Greek cities all over on both sides. 
If you keep going east you hit the Black Sea. If you move northwards along 
the Black Sea and southwards as well, Greek cities, not in the same number, 
they're fewer than they are in the places I've mentioned so far, but important 
ones. For instance, when you get up to Crimea, the chief city we call, 
Seastapole that comes from Greek words, it means sebastos polis, the sacred 
city, so named after Augustus by Greeks who lived there after the Emperor 
Augustus had achieved power, but it was always inhabited by Greeks.
Similarly, Odessa, the chief city of Ukraine, apart from Kiev, was a Greek 
city and likewise on the northern shore of Turkey there are Greek cities to 
be found. One that leaps to mind is--how do they pronounce it in Turkish? Is 
it Trebzond? But it was Trapezos--what was it called in Greek? Trapezos 
wasn't it? Anyway, the Black Sea is not a Greek lake, but there are Greek 
cities that are spotted along the coast. Now not on the east coast, when you 
get to the Caucuses you are in barbarian territory. So when the mythical 
mission of Jason and his Argonauts go sailing out to that territory, he is out 
there in Tarzan country, or as far as the Greeks were concerned, it was just 
the wild out in that territory and remember he marries and brings home a 
wife, Media, and she, of course, is like no Greek woman who ever lived; she 
is a witch. She can perform magic and she can do monstrous things that you 
can't imagine a Greek woman doing, at least the Greeks can't imagine, so 
that's not Greek territory out there.  
Well, let's get back out into the Aegean Sea and we just crossed Asia Minor. 
Now, if you turn the bend at the southern end of Asia Minor and begin 
moving east, there are some Greek cities along in there, but when you get to 
what is now Lebanon, Syria, the coastal places there, Palestine, there are no 
Greek cities there and that is because during the period we're talking about 
those regions were occupied by civilized powerful people who simply 
would not be pushed aside, and nobody would even dream of trying to take 
them on and building cities that would challenge their control of that area. 
So there are no Greek cities as you keep coming down and pass Palestine. 
You reach Egypt, and of course, Egypt is one of the great empires of 
antiquity going back into, perhaps, certainly into the fourth millennium, 
possibly into the fifth, by no means as powerful as it used to be, far from it. 
It has been conquered by now by other peoples. If you're talking about the 
year 750 or something like that it's--I think it's in the hands, well, it is in the 
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hands of the Assyrians and it will ultimately fall into the hands of the 
Persians. So that is not territory that you can build colonies; you've got 
powerful empires to deal with.

There is one exception. In the sixth century, I think it's around--
imagine around 550 or something like that, the Greeks settle a single colony 
in the Delta of the Nile of Egypt at a place called Naucratis, and the root of 
that word is ship. It is a completely different thing from the apoikia that I've 
been talking about. It is a trading post and it's there by permission of and 
under the protection of the King of Egypt, and that's because he wants--it's 
handy for him to have a merchant settlement of Greeks for him to do 
business with. So, that's a great exception to everything I've been saying. 
Going west, would you believe, when you get into what is now Libya, there 
was a very important Greek colony of Cyrene and that whole region was 
called Cyrenaica and it was a Greek. You can actually go, now that I realize 
that Libya is now open; it's no longer a closed territory. You can see Greek 
and Roman temples there to prove it.  
When you go west, however, it stops in the coast of North Africa--the 
reason being the rest of North Africa is dominated by Carthage. Carthage is 
a colony of Phoenician cities. Phoenicia was located where Lebanon is now, 
and it goes back to maybe the tenth century, maybe the ninth, and it was 
powerful. It tried to control not only North Africa, but the waters of the 
Mediterranean in the west entirely. The Carthaginians, in fact, have a 
powerful pied à terre in the western part of Sicily and the Greeks will have 
to fight the Carthaginians over the years for control of the island of Sicily. 
So, that's how far east they get and in time the Carthaginians also cross over 
into Spain and they control some portion of the Spanish coast closest to 
Africa. So, there are no Greeks there. They're shut out for the same reasons. 
However, once you get beyond the Carthaginians advance into Spain, there 
are now Greek cities on the coast of Spain and there continue to be Greek 
cities, not everywhere, but in a spotty way into France of which the most 
important and famous is the one that the Romans called Masillia, Marseille, 
a Greek town.  

So is Nice a Greek town. Nice was Nikea, victory town and there are 
several others. So, they know where to go, the Riviera, places like that. 
Now, what about the Italian Riviera? That's pretty nifty. Were the Greek 
colonies near Portofino where you could put in? No. And the reason was in 
the northern part of Italy, there were Etruscans, another powerful ancient 
people who control their own area and were not about to have anybody 
colonizing their territory. However, when you keep going south in Italy, 
past Rome, Roman tradition says the city was founded in 754 or 753? 753. 
So, everybody agrees about that. Certainly not before that. So, in the period 
we're talking about there are no Romans that you have to worry about. So, 
south of Rome there is a tremendous colonizing of southern Italy. Greek 
cities are all over the place. So Greek was that area that when the Romans 
do come to dominate most of Italy and sort of move up against the southern 
region they refer to the whole southern portion of that peninsula as Magna 
Graecia, great Greece because they're all Greeks down there. Then finally, 
down we go to Sicily and there you have the east coast. I would say two-
thirds of the coast of the island of Sicily is filled with Greek towns. The 
third to the west is under Carthaginian control. The inland, the Greeks don't 
move in there. The natives Sicilians inhabit that territory and the Greeks are 
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not interested. You will find very rare of the case of a Greek city, which is 
founded away from the sea; they always wanted to be close to the sea for 
varieties of reasons.

So, now I hope you have in your mind a picture of the way the Greek 
world had expanded by the time this wave of colonization was complete--
pretty complete, sometime in the seventh century B.C. Just a word about the 
leading colonizers, because I think there's something to be learned from that. 
One of the things you kind of speculate about, and wonder about, why did 
some cities send out lots of colonies, some cities send out only a few, and 
others none at all for quite a while. Well, if you see who does then you may 
have a clue. Well, here is a list of the early extensive colonizers. Miletus, I 
mentioned to you from Asia Minor; Corinth on the isthmus; Megara right 
next door to Corinth, also more or less on the isthmus. Then we turn to the 
island of Euboea, that long island that's right next to the east coast of Attica, 
Euboea. There were two important cities in the northern part of that island. 
One was Calkis and the other one was Eretria and we hear about them 
relatively early in the eighth century, already being very important, very 
strong and fighting each other in a famous war that they fought. But these 
cities were very active in colonizing in a variety of directions. Lots of these 
towns sent colonists up north into the Dardanelles and so on and beyond and 
some of the same cities send out colonies to Sicily, so that for the real 
colonizing states there was no limit to where they would send people who 
wanted to go in those areas.

It is also interesting to notice who does not colonize at this early 
period and the answer is all the most famous cities of Greece in the 
Classical Period. Athens doesn't send out a colony until sometime in the 
sixth century. Sparta starts at an early point, sends out a colony to southern 
Italy at some time, probably early, they sent out a colony to an island in the 
Aegean Sea, Melos, and then they stopped and never sent out another 
colony. Finally, Thebes, the greatest city in Boeotia, also does not colonize. 
So what can we speculate is the meaning of that? What we find is that the 
states who are doing most of the colonizing are located where most of the 
trade was going on at this point in history, and also most of the 
manufacturing. When I say manufacturing, you understand everything is 
done by hand, but you see things like shops that contain a number of slaves 
working for a master. In some cases, especially the later on you go, some 
shops that have quite a few slaves that worked to produce these things. It's 
the handy craft industry but it's an industry nonetheless. Well, these places 
are the ones that have the trade, the industry, and also engage in 
colonization. Moreover, as we will see, there will be internal trouble in the 
form of political quarreling, economic conflict, and finally warfare, civil 
wars occur in some of these cities leading to the emergence, and in the next 
topic I'll turn to, of the establishment of tyrannies, as the way of resolving 
for a time these terribly tumultuous conditions in those cities.  

All of these things are true of places like Corinth, Megara and 
possibly Chalcis and Eretria. So, it is easy to see that where there is that 
kind of conflict and trouble, there would be people who would want to flee 
that and to go elsewhere. It might well be that the people who won those 
wars, internal wars, would have been glad to send them away rather than to 
have these discontented people and these folks who were their enemies 
hanging around town and making trouble. It is only speculation, but it seems 
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to make sense and we know we don't hear of such troubles within Athens 
and Thebes, and Sparta. It also is possible, again it's just speculation, that 
population pressure might well be greater in the cities that did the 
colonizing. They tended, in general, not to have as much farmland as the 
places that I have described as not being colonizers, who may not have felt 
the pressures of land hunger, which was so important in motivating 
colonization. So, that may explain why some of the states did and others did 
not.

Finally, what are the consequences to the Greek experience of this 
phenomenon of this outburst of colonization? Several things come to mind. 
First of all, the Greeks now live in places where they never lived before and 
their presence has a real impact of a different degree in every place. I would 
say that typically their impact was greater in the west and the north than it 
was in the east and the south. The reason for that was that in the east and in 
south, the Greeks lived among people who were more civilized than they, 
who were more advanced. They had very little to teach or to impose upon 
those people rather than vice versa. I think that I would imagine the Greeks 
sopping up all sorts of useful and interesting information from their 
neighbors in the east and the south and there's no question about it. If you 
look at Greece in this period, I don't know if I've used this term before, but 
some scholars refer to this general period we're talking about as the Greek 
renaissance by analogy to the renaissance in Italy.

There's something to it, because things happened in this period that 
are revolutionary in the arts, in the thinking of people, philosophy is going 
to be invented in Miletus probably in this sixth century B.C. Well, Miletus 
was on the main routes to all of the places where advanced knowledge could 
be found, Mesopotamia, Egypt. Anybody who looks at Greek mythology 
and Greek poetry, and Greek stories sees there is a powerful influence 
coming into Greek thought from mainly the Mesopotamian direction. 
Anybody who looks at the earliest Greek art for quite some time, I'm talking 
about sculpture and temple building, will see the influence of Egypt 
enormously powerfully. So, the Greeks are sopping up tremendously useful 
information and talent, and skills, and all sorts of things that help explain 
what's going to be coming.  

It is inconceivable the Greeks could have developed a civilization 
that they did without contact with these eastern civilizations and learned a 
great deal from them. Now, people--some people make an enormous jump 
from that and wrongly suggest that what the Greeks basically did was--well, 
if you want to take the most extreme statement of it, stole their civilization 
from the other folks. Well, if you take a look at the Greek civilization let us 
say in the classical period, those other cultures wouldn't have had a clue 
what the Greeks were doing, so different was the Greek experience from 
theirs. But what is undeniably true is that the Greeks learned very important 
and valuable things, and adapted what they learned through their own way 
of life and produced something really quite new, and in many fundamental 
ways, not only new but the opposite of the places from which these things 
had come.  
There was also, of course, some influence of the Greeks on the people they 
went to. Obviously, I started out by saying this would probably have been 
felt most strongly in the west and in the north, where the people, who lived 
there, before the Greeks came, were not civilized or were not highly 
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civilized. They did not have great urban cultures and civilizations, long 
traditions of learning and so on. No, they weren't like that, the Greeks were 
ahead of them and it's evident that they borrowed stuff from the Greeks in 
every element of life, although it didn't shape their lives in a potent, 
fundamental way. But that's the way influence ran in that part of the world.  

Of course, another tremendously important consequence of 
colonization was the growth of commerce, of trade for the reasons I've 
already given you, but beyond that the Greeks of course, now had access to 
food stuffs and other things out in where they settled, which gave them a 
basis for trading with the mother city, which meant there were markets for 
the mother city, which they hadn't existed before. But also, the Greeks were 
in touch with people beyond where they settled, so they could obtain raw 
materials that were not available before, and also manufactured things that 
they might not have had access to before. All of which they would have 
used some for themselves and then engaged in trade with the old Greek 
cities. In other words, you don't need a very great imagination to see how 
this would be a terrific boom to commerce. Think about it for a second, 
what will this be and how will this effect what's happening in the cities, the 
polis?

More and more people, and again I want to remind you, never 
anything approaching a majority, but more and more people would be 
making their living in a way that was not agricultural. They would be in 
commerce and they would be in industry in this small sense and doing all 
the various things that are not farming and so you now have classes or 
groups of people who have interests rather different from those of the most 
primitive polis you could imagine. Some scholars early on in the century, 
moved by Marxist theories, suggested that you had a capitalist class 
growing up, there's just no evidence of that; it's just wrong. My guess is that 
the earliest traders of any scope were probably noblemen who also had land 
and estates back home, but who had the opportunity, the know-how, the 
connections to make it possible to make a lot of living in trade. Even so, 
while you don't have a class of separate people who are just in the business 
of making things and making money, you do have people who are engaged 
in those activities and who have some interests that are different from those 
of the rest of their people who are only hoplites.  

It is, I think, part of a conglomerate of activities you want to keep in 
your mind that is going on here and this is what I'm really trying to get at, 
socially and economically, and politically. You have to imagine, on the one 
hand, the hoplite revolution, which I do not shrink from saying, but it's a 
very debatable term, is going on. More and more farmers are becoming 
independent, self-sustaining, hoplite farmers of the kind that I've described. 
You can't expect them to continue to live in the same way as they did 
before, deferential to their betters, that is to say, tugging their forelocks 
before the aristocrats and just leaving all the decisions to the aristocrats. 
They're not going to feel the same way about it, there's going to be pressure 
from them for a better participation in the decisions that are made in the 
state. And also there will be some rich people, very rich people, rich in a 
different way from the way people used to be rich; rich meant the best land. 
Now, there will be people who will have wealth in the form of precious 
things and I would use the word money. I'm not going to use the word 
coinage because that's very debated, and anyway there certainly weren't any 
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coins in Greece as early as say 750. But that doesn't mean there was no 
money.

You could have weighed out precious metal, which would be money. 
Shekels, as in the Bible, are originally not coins; they are quantities, weights 
of something and come to mean weights of silver or gold. So now you have 
a change in fundamental economic things. Well, all of this is tied up with 
this colonial story I've been telling you. Finally, I think, it works in both 
directions at the same time in terms of the impact all of these changes have 
on the political situation. On the one hand the changes, that is (A) the rise of 
the hoplite class; (B) the development of lots of commerce and industry and 
wealth in a new kind and people who don't fit into the old traditional 
society; new way has to be found to fit them in because, as I say, they don't 
fit. That creates trouble. As we shall see very shortly, that trouble often 
takes the form of first of factional struggles within the aristocracy, which 
then after awhile come to involve people outside the aristocracy, which 
ultimately come to civil war in which certainly the people who have become 
the most important fighting men, the hoplites, become engaged on one side 
or the other or perhaps sometimes on both.  

So that's the, what you might say, is the negative side of the story. 
But colonization, especially, some scholars have pointed out, I think 
persuasively, also for some considerable time provided an answer to that 
problem in the form of an escape valve, where you had these people who 
were losers and angry and troubled, or people who had in any case were not 
happy with the way things were going in their mother city. Well, they didn't 
have to stay and fight it out. They could go away and they did, in very 
considerable numbers, and so one is easily reminded of the American 
experience, as it has often been interpreted, in which the frontier is seen to 
be a tremendously valuable safety valve to the Americans, first as colonists, 
and then as independent people.

Americans didn't have the kind of terrible class warfare and the 
terrible warfare within cities that the Europeans had experienced throughout 
most of their history, because really unhappy and angry people could always 
go west, get new places. I mean, fundamentally, Kansas is a colony in a 
certain Greek sense, all of these places are. So, that's part of the story of 
why America had the very lucky early history that it had. So, I think we 
have to understand that colonization provided something analogous to that 
for the Greek people. So now, here we are somewhere in the seventh 
century, most of these places I've been talking about have been settled, the 
currents that I have been describing are flowing and the kinds of problems 
they have give rise to what will be felt in most of the towns and that is the 
proper introduction to the next topic, which I'll discuss next year. No not--it 
seems like a year, but it's next Tuesday actually.  
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VIII. �Sparta�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Donald� Kagan� explores� the� rise,� fall,� and�
significance� of� tyrannies� in� the� Greek� polis.� He� argues� that� the� various�
tyrannies�in�the�Greek�world�had�both�negative�and�positive�aspects,�which�
need�to�be�appreciated.�For�instance,�on�the�one�hand,�tyrannies�promoted�
economic,�commercial�and�artistic�advances.�On�the�other�hand,�tyrannies�
ruled� absolutely� and� curbed� the� freedom� of� the� polis.� Finally,� Professor�
Kagan�intimates�that�tyrannies�in�many�ways�were�a�necessary�step�in�the�
development�of� the�classical�polis.� In�short,� through�tyrannies,� the�power�
and� influence� of� the� aristocracy� was� broken� and� the� hoplite� farmer� grew�
greater�in�significance.�

Before I start on today's topic, which is Greek tyranny, I have been asked to 
say a word on the subject--well, to answer the question really best I can, if 
the hoplite phalanx was so stunningly successful in the period of the sixth, 
fifth, fourth centuries B.C., why was it that other peoples, other than the 
Greeks, the ones who came in contact with them and saw it and were 
victimized by it, why didn't they adopt it? Well, let me make it perfectly 
clear like all the other interesting questions in this course, I cannot give you 
a firm answer. I can only give you opinions. But that whole subject now is 
so wonderfully more controversial than it was probably ever before in 
history, because everything now in history that bears on the western world 
and its relations with some other world is part of a great political assault by 
those people who are eager to pull down anything that seems to be 
admirable or special, or positive about the West. And needless to say, they 
say that it really was bad or to say wasn't so terrific, or it didn't exist. So, 
that's the context in which, not the students' question, but the larger question 
is getting kicked around these days.

Well, I think part of the reason for unhappiness about it is that I think 
the answer lies in the character precisely of the polis. The fact that it had an 
ethos, a set of values, which placed so powerfully at the center of the minds 
of the citizens, the notion that the combination of courage in a military 
setting which was the inheritance of Homer and the new ideology of 
devotion to the polis as the most important kind of commitment that a 
citizen could have. This produced an attitude which was that it was the job 
of a man who was a citizen of a polis, beyond anything else, to fight bravely 
in the ranks of his army. As it happened, they developed--I think this latter 
part of the story, is simply accidental--they happened to develop this 
technique which employed the weapons and defensive armor that they had 
and then because they had those things, and because this ethos was present, 
it was possible to put together this fighting unit which was the phalanx 
which depended so enormously heavily upon the commitment to the 
commonality, to the common cause that was characteristic of the polis.

Now, every state of every kind, every people, and every tribe has 
some degree of this kind of commitment to one another or else they 
wouldn't exist as a unit. But there are really very sharp differences of degree 
in terms of how powerfully this commitment really affects people. You 
would find in the same people, at different times in their history, the power 
of this idea and this commitment and it's beyond an idea somehow. It's sort 
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of really bred and trained into the bones of every Greek man in the polis
beginning sometime, I would say, in the seventh century or earlier and 
carrying forward, so long as the polis remained an autonomous and 
independent unit. So, Greeks against Persians is the best case we have, 
because the Greeks fought the Persians more than they fought other non-
Greek peoples and the Persians were very formidable. Let's remember the 
Persians had defeated every other power there was in the world that they 
knew, and controlled and dominated a vast, vast empire by anybody's 
standards, but certainly by the standards of the world in which they knew. 
So, for the Greeks to defeat the Persians, there was nothing routine about 
that; that was always going to be surprising and needing explanation. So 
really a way to focus the question that I'm addressing is how come the 
Persians didn't do it?  

There I think, in that case, the answer is not so very hard, because 
the Persian Empire was a composite unit made up of lots of places and vast 
numbers of people who had been conquered by the Persians, and whose 
relationship to the great King of Persia was really an almost technical sense, 
that of slaves. They needed to do, they had to do, they were expected to do, 
whatever the Persian king told them to do. Now, he was not fanatical and he 
did not make requests that typically were impossible for people to do. In 
fact, the Persian rule over their conquered peoples was, in many ways, 
easier and more generous and less intrusive than other peoples. For instance, 
in the realm of religion, the Persians did not bother; they didn't interfere 
with people's exercise of religion. Those of you who have read a book 
called, The Old Testament, will remember that the Persians show up at 
important places and they get treated very nicely. There's a bad Persian or 
two here or there, but he gets put down, but the Persians treat and the 
Persians were among the people who treated the Jews very well, because 
they didn't care what the Jews did in their religious life, so long as they did 
the two important and essential things that the Persians required, which was 
you had to do military service for the king at his demand and you had to pay 
taxes. If you did those things and made no trouble that's all you had to worry 
about from the Persians.  

Well okay, why didn't the Persians then adopt it? Because the greater 
part of their army wasn't Persian even. So, the kinds of allegiance that's 
necessary for this kind of fighting wasn't motivated by most of these people. 
A second reason was the Persians themselves and their Arian allies, the 
Medes, had achieved their success militarily as cavalrymen and that was 
their nature, and that was what they practiced and elevated to the highest 
levels, so that the best Persians fought in the cavalry. They had infantry and 
some of their infantry was relatively very good, but there wasn't that kind 
of--all that matters in a polis basically, I'm exaggerating only very slightly, 
is how you fight in the infantry. Happily, that question isn't so bad because 
when we get to the story of the Spartans, which comes after our story of the 
tyrants, I will read to you some of the poetry which was the material with 
which Spartans were trained, and you'll quickly see why the Greek ethos, 
the Greek feeling of absolute commitment, voluntary absolute commitment, 
even at the risk of your life for the polis was the central most important 
force in society. 

So, the answer is essentially a moral commitment, based upon 
training and belief. This is why the Greeks did the phalanx, and plus the 
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historical accident of their having developed that technique. It should be 
pointed out that there were peoples in the Ancient Near East, before the 
Greeks ever came to be anything, who had closely ordered, armed infantry 
soldiers. The Assyrians are a very good example. But if you examine 
Assyrian fighting, it's not quite the same thing as the Greek fighting, and if I 
knew more about Assyrian fighting I might be able to say still more. I don't 
know how much is actually known in detail, but there was obviously an 
element in the Greek story which went beyond merely equipment, and 
order, and so on. It had to do with what was in their heads. I think if you 
know about warfare in the modern world, even today, so much of what 
determines whether armies succeed or fail in their missions has to do with 
what's in their head. Every army, I think, let's say every good army even, is 
good at certain things and they are trained, and their culture prepares if they 
are successful to do certain kinds of things. If you take them and make them 
fight in a different way, until they are able to make an adjustment which is 
sometimes never, they can fight with that same skill.  

So, there is a very close union, I would say, and I'll come back and 
I'll say a smarter guy than I, said it long ago. There's a close connection 
between the nature of the society that produces and uses the military force 
and the kind of fighting that military force can do. I'm really just giving you 
a little riff on a tune written by Aristotle back in his day, when he connects 
closely to character, which I think I mentioned that the other day. The 
character of a regime and the character of the fighting; I did tell you about 
that. You know if it's going to be cavalry based, it's going to be aristocratic 
or oligarchic. If it's going to be navel based, it's going to be democratic, and 
so on and so forth, so I hope that's of some help in dealing with that 
question.

Let's turn now precisely to this phenomenon which is Greek tyranny. 
Tyranny emerges in the seventh century B.C., maybe it might have--no I 
think it emerges, I would think, for many of the same reasons and in 
response to some of the very same developments that I described for you in 
talking about the great burst of colonization that began in the eighth century 
in the Greek world. All of those tumultuous, troubling, changing forces that 
were at work in society were at work in bringing about this new kind of 
regime, which lasted from one to three generations among the Greeks before 
it faded away. It was a transitional phase in Greek society, rather than one 
that lasted for a terribly long time, but it was not trivial, and, as I say, in 
some cases it went for three generations.  

Okay, what is tyranny? Let's begin with the word. The word 
tyranneia is tyranny, the word tyrannos is tyrant, and etymologically the 
word is not a Greek word. It was a borrowed word that the Greeks took 
from somebody else and then applied it to certain elements that emerged in 
their society. Chances are it was borrowed from Lydia, that kingdom in Asia 
Minor that was inland from the Greek settlements on the coast. The first 
Lydian king, of whom we hear that could fit as the first tyrant from Greek 
perspective was a man called Gyges, who ruled in Lydia from something 
like the years 685 to 657, something like that. The first time the word 
tyrannos or some version of it appears in Greek that we have comes in the 
fragments of the poet, Archilochus, and he is a fascinating character. We do 
have fortunately a few nice fragments of his poetry. In fact, for the first time 
in the last couple of decades, for the first time, since they were lost, we 
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actually have a full lyric poem by Archilochus. But in any case he has this 
bit of poetry that is preserved in a late writer's collection which says, "I don't 
care for the wealth of golden Gyges, nor have I ever envied him. I am not 
jealous of the works of the gods and I have no desire for lofty tyranny." This 
is where the word tyranny comes into the picture.  

Even in that small collection of words, you get some idea of what the 
Greeks meant by tyranny. They were talking about tremendous power from 
their perspective and its golden Gyges, and that's not an accident. They 
mean wealthy Gyges; tyrants are people who have lots of wealth and lots of 
power, and they also rule. One translation that poets give for tyrannidos is 
lofty despotism, that he rules not as an equal, he rules not as a legitimate 
king, he rules as a master ruling slaves is the implication of that. It comes 
from the Greek perspective, it comes from the east, it is not native to 
Greeks, it is something new in the Greek experience, they haven't had kings 
like that even in their legends. So, that's going to be a central idea that 
surrounds the concept of tyranny. The Greek word that comes closest to it, 
but it doesn't do the same job is monarchos, our word monarch and that 
simply means a ruler who is one, a single ruler.

Well, you know you need a word for that in Greek because that's not 
the natural thing in Greece. As you know already, every regime that we 
have discussed from the Homeric world on, post Bronze Age, shows 
multiple kings as in the Iliad and the Odyssey, yes there is the 
generalissimo, you remember Agamemnon, but everybody there is a king. 
There's not just one king; so that's the Greek way of looking at things, 
whereas, the rest of the world and if the Greeks had only known, any where 
you look in the rest of the world, the typical regime is monarchy of one kind 
or another, absolute power. Nobody in Greece has absolute power in the 
Greek point of view, but kings elsewhere do.

But there's another sense that Greeks attach to the word tyrannos or 
tyranneia, and that is that the power is not legitimately acquired. The 
Greeks could understand that there'd be somebody called the basileus, and 
that reason he was basileus was that his father was, and that the regime of 
that state is royal and this is a perfectly legitimate regime. The Greeks, 
although they don't practice kingship during the period that we study, they 
don't regard that as an illegitimate form of regime. Kingship is legitimate; 
tyranny is not and I want to spell that out for you. But before we get to my 
spelling it out for you, let me just give it a few more of the characteristics 
that it comes to have by classical times in the minds of the Greeks. It is, as I 
say, despotically exercised. It is not legitimate and one aspect of its not 
being legitimate is that it is not responsible. A tyrannos does not have to 
explain himself and nobody would dare insist that he do. He need not 
consult anybody if he doesn't want to. He doesn't need to have the approval 
of anybody. All of that makes him illegitimate. Irresponsible is another I 
think that fits into the picture, because we shall see that certainly by the 
Classical Period the Greeks felt that any regime to be legitimate must be 
responsible in the technical sense. It must be answerable to somebody 
because all human beings, was the philosophical core of this idea, are not to 
be trusted by complete power. They will abuse it, they will abuse it with 
violence, and that violence will very often mean sexual violence, but it will 
take every other form as well.  
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Let's go back to Archilochus' few words which are so rich in telling 
us so much about it. He says, "I am not jealous of the works of the gods." 
What's that got to do with anything? Well, the Greek view of tyranny was 
that tyrants, and one of the things that's wrong with tyrants, is that they see 
themselves as rivaling the gods, as thinking themselves to be divine, or at 
least thinking that they could act as though they were gods. And because 
they have the power and the wealth, and because they have no responsibility 
to anybody, presumably they can, and this is one of the things that makes 
them terrible. It's this act of behaving as though they were gods that Greeks 
called hubris, this arrogant, this violent, arrogant kind of exercise of power. 
That is the way things looked fundamentally in the Classical Period. But 
even in the Classical Period there was a remnant of what I think, and most 
scholars I think would agree, was the special characteristic of the idea in its 
earlier days--which was not so much how evil tyranny was, because in the 
early days it's not clear that they thought it was, but because of the fact that 
it was not legitimately acquired.  
It was not part of the normal way things happened, and I've mentioned this 
to you earlier. A good example of that is Oedipus Tyrannos, Oedipus the 
King. Notice that nobody translates it as Oedipus the tyrant. They are right 
not to do so, because it would mislead us. The way we use the word tyrant, 
it's always bad. There's no good tyrant. But you will often see it translated, 
Oedipus Rex, into the Latin, but Rex means king. So, Oedipus the King is 
okay. Actually, it's not bad to say Oedipus Rex, because the Romans had 
this idea that kings were bad; so there's a little bit of that glittering around 
the edge, but for the Greeks that's not there at the beginning.  
The contemporaries of Gyges and the tyrants that came after him in Greece 
probably didn't use the term yet. It probably sprang up at a later time, but we 
can't be sure of that. For the Greeks it originally meant something much 
more neutral, without this great moral baggage to carry with it. It simply 
meant more than anything else, two things. One man rule, well that would 
always raise an eyebrow, but you could imagine it being okay, and the fact 
that it was unconstitutional. It did not come about in a way that followed 
tradition, which was what Greek constitutions were, traditional sets of laws 
or customs.  
Okay, that's the general picture; let's take a look at tyranny as it emerges in 
Greece, and we don't know very much about it. Here's another one of these 
cases where we are dependent on later sources, we have no--I think I'm right 
in saying nothing really contemporary at all that speaks about any tyrant and 
so that's a problem, but we have to deal with that. Then there are very 
limited tales that are told about them, so that we have to piece together a lot 
of information and ask ourselves what it all means. In any case, the first 
tyrant named in the Greek tradition is a man called Pheidon of Argos, who 
is mentioned by Aristotle in his Politics, and he says some interesting 
things. I'll come back in a moment, but here are some of the facts or alleged 
facts that surround Pheidon in the Greek tradition. He is the King of Argos, 
and Argos you know in the Homeric tradition is a very big, powerful, 
important place; Argos includes Mycenae and all of that. So, this would be a 
king of a large and important area.  

The Argives and Pheidon as king of Argos, were engaged in a 
conflict with Sparta as to who would be the dominant force in the 
Peloponnesus, and they fought a battle at a place called Hysiae in the 668 in 
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which the Argives in a fight undefeated the Spartans, and really defeated 
him; it wasn't just a little skirmish. They were now the top dog, as proven by 
the following other alleged facts about what's going on here. Pheidon got 
himself elected chairman, president of the Olympic Festival. That was a 
tremendous honor and it indicated deference to him and scholars suggest, if 
it really happened, it would have suggested that the Argives and Pheidon 
were the dominant force in the Peloponnesus. And there is further evidence, 
and this is really rather better evidence, I think even than that. It is the fact, I 
don't hesitate to use that fact, that Pheidon or Argos apparently imposed a 
system of uniform weights and measures on the entire Peloponnesus and 
those remained the weights and measures employed in the Peloponnesus 
thereafter, so that they were called the Pheidonian measures. You don't do 
that if you're not in effective control of the region. Nothing is more basic 
than determining something like that. So I think that lends considerable 
plausibility to the general story.

It is also said that he was a leader of the army, which was a hoplite 
army, and that his success depended upon his successful leadership of the 
hoplite army. Well, that fits in with one general interpretation that scholars 
have used about the rise of tyrants. Nobody claims it's universal, but one 
feature that seems to be plausibly present is that the new way of fighting in 
the hoplite phalanx, which was to turn out to be decisive, well that brought 
about the leaders who were very good leaders of hoplite phalanxes and 
should they decide to seize power in any state where they had been doing 
the leadership, they could typically count on their army, the army they had 
led to assist them--all which makes obvious sense if you're going to get the 
fighting force around and they like you and you're popular, and you want to 
be a boss, that's your best shot. So, tradition also lends some small support 
to the idea that maybe that's how Pheidon brought himself to the kingship.  

Before I depart, I just feel it necessary to make one small point. I 
said weights and measures. There are elements in the ancient tradition that 
also say that Pheidon was the first man--I want to put it very carefully and 
literally, because it's all part of the argument. He was the first man to strike 
silver coins on the island of Aegina. Coins have not been present in Greece 
prior to this time and the most well-informed and professionally skilled and 
capable people, and almost everybody who studies the subject says, this is 
false. There were no coins in the Greek world yet and there aren't going to 
be any for a very long time afterwards. So, this is merely a myth. I'm sorry 
to say that in spite of the fact that I am not an expert, or a numismatist, and 
everybody's against me, they're all wrong. I won't put you through the pain 
of listening to the argument, but just keep in the back of your mind one day 
somebody's going to find hard evidence that I'm absolutely right about this, 
and so then you can tweak and say, aha because that's it. But right now no 
sensible person that has any credit in the field at all believes me. There are 
about two or three people maybe, but that's about it.  

Another very interesting important element about Pheidon. Aristotle 
tells us he was a king who became a tyrant, and by now you know the Greek 
words, he was basileus, who became tyrannos. Now, how did he do that? 
You would think if a man was king and that implies legitimacy, how do you 
become an illegitimate thing like a tyrant? We can only speculate, but I 
think from what we've learned already about the early Greek kings in those 
towns that had any, that they were Homeric kings. They were not really 
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monarchs; they were not really powerful rulers. They did not simply 
dominate everybody and give orders. They were maybe the most striking, or 
the best connected, or the best descended of a bunch of noblemen who were 
roughly equal. Well, if we imagine that's the way Pheidon began and then--
I'm just making up the story you understand--then he himself led the Argive 
phalanx to these tremendous successes, defeating the Spartans, establishing 
Argos as the president of the Olympic Games, giving weights measures and 
heaven help us maybe coins to the people of the Peloponnesus and then 
began to act as though he really was the boss, because he could, and people 
recognized that and said, you know he's not just king anymore, he has made 
himself a tyrannos. Something like that would make sense of Aristotle's 
statement.  

Now, this raises the question, which is to be raised whenever we 
think about tyrannos coming to power in Greece. Okay, he wants to be king, 
he's popular and all those things, but what does it take? Well, it takes 
military force because there are people who are going to resist and so I 
would suggest, again nothing original about this, that the positive 
connection with the hoplite army now emerging in these states has to be part 
of the story. Why would these hoplites support a tyranny? It doesn't really 
accord with their own long range interest or the autonomy and the 
independence that are so clearly a part of what it is to be a hoplite farmer. 
Well, I think the best answer would be that that's what had to be done to 
break the monopoly of power and influence of the old aristocracy, which 
would have been presumably resisting the changes in society that were part 
of that hoplite uprising, that development of hoplites, the movement towards 
a hoplite community and so they joined with a leader who had what it took 
to make it work and to destroy the power of the aristocracy and to create a 
new kind of state with a new kind of constitution. But the first step would 
have been a tyranny, because that's the way they got to where they had to go 
in the first instance.  

Now, this is easy to connect again, theoretically, because we just 
don't have the kind of hard evidence that would make it possible to be sure--
to join this hoplite development with other changes that are occurring in 
society, and that is to say, the economic change that means trade is 
becoming more and more important and so is simple industry. There are 
now people in society who by virtue of what they do to make a living, get 
ahead, don't fit in to the traditional aristocratic system, who don't have what 
they want in terms of influence, power, recognition, because there hasn't 
been a place for such people before and the people who are in charge are not 
about to give it away very readily, and so they might very well also assist. 
Let us imagine, the hoplite farmers as being the guys who do the fighting for 
the most part, but joined and supported by these other elements in society 
who need a change for the same reason. That fits rather nicely with where 
we find the earliest colonies.  

Argos is a special place but Argos, in addition to being a fine 
agricultural area, also from an early time had commercial activity. So, that 
would be good. But then on top of that, the next three towns I'm going to 
mention as being very active in colonization--you're familiar with that from 
our last talk, Corinth and a little town that I haven't mentioned before, but 
it's right next to Corinth and surely was part of the same set of developments 
that we've described there, a place called Sicyon. It also has an early 
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tyrannical family and Megara which is located--I should say Sicyon is sort 
of to the south and to the west of Corinth, and Megara is to the north and to 
the east or Corinth. It's right on and around the Isthmus of Corinth that some 
of these early states that have tyrants come into being, just as these are states 
that are very, very active in the colonial movement. If we go away from the 
mainland, again, Miletus has a tyrant at a fairly early time, just as you would 
expect, because it fits into the whole picture.  

You don't have tyrannies very early, if at all, in places like Athens. 
We will have a famous tyrant, but that will come later. Thebes will not have 
a tyrant in spite of the mythology surrounding Oedipus. Sparta, of course, 
never has the tyrant so all of this is sort of reasonable support for the 
interpretation that most scholars take. So, you have all of this stuff, the 
pressure of a growing population, new groups challenging the aristocracy, 
hoplites among them. If you go to Corinth the story of the establishment of a 
tyranny there involves an individual called Cypselus, and the stories that are 
told about Cypselus fit pretty decently into what we've been talking about. 
He is specifically a polemarch, which means the war archon, the war leader. 
He was commander of the army in Corinth, and at that time that would have 
been a hoplite army. But he was not a king like Pheidon; he was, according 
to the myth--I shouldn't say myth, because it isn't a myth. According to the 
legend--no, it's not really even a legend; let's say tradition. According to the 
tradition, Cypselus was a descendant from a mixed marriage between a 
patrician, an aristocrat and somebody who was not.  

So, that's a very sort of typical historical development; people who 
become revolutionaries and troublemakers are often people on the margin, 
but who have by birth some kind of a connection or think they have some 
kind of a connection with the higher ranks and are annoyed, irritated, angry, 
jealous and therefore likely to take the trouble to seize power. I mean, 
Napoleon descended from some kind of Corsican aristocracy. Of course, the 
French thought that that was--what is it when a word contradicts itself? 
What's the word? No not paradox, oxymoron, that's right. The French 
thought it was an oxymoron, a Corsican aristocrat; I mean ridiculous. But 
that was his feeling and that kind of French attitude helped, I think explain, 
the drive that he had to get ahead to the way he did. Anyway, Cypselus was 
one of that group. Corinth, I might point out, was an unusual polis before 
the emergence of the tyranny, because most polis as best we can figure it 
out, they had an aristocracy that consisted of many, many, many, many 
families, but Corinth had the narrowest of all aristocracies. One family who 
were called the Bacchiads completely monopolized the regime and so that 
meant it would be easier once you've started to make trouble, to find help 
against them from a rather powerful people who were in other states, likely 
to be part of the regime, but here were cut out.  

So, Cypselus puts together a force of military folks with some folks 
who are discontented and finally attacks the Bacchiads, either killed them or 
drove them into exile and then he establishes his own regime, which is in 
fact, one of the most successful tyrannies, at least as judged by the most 
basic thing, how long do they last? Cypselus, in effect, died in bed leaving 
the tyranny to his son and then his son had another son who became tyrant 
and he was driven out finally, and he was the last of them. So the Cypselid 
tyranny is a very successful one and we know something about it. The 
colonization movement, which the Corinthians had already started, but it 
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really took a real hold in the time of the Cypselus, and so Corinth is 
colonizing quite vigorously in the time of the Cypselid tyranny, mostly, out 
in the west, that sort of empty territory from a Greek point of view, and so 
you will see Corinthian colonies stretching out along the shore, the north 
shore of the Gulf of Corinth, and north shore is less Greek and more 
barbaric than the south shore which is the Peloponessus. Then if you go to 
the end of Greece as far west as you go, and make a right turn and head up 
into the Adriatic region--I'm sorry, the Ionian Sea and beyond that the 
Adriatic.

Corinthian colonies are right along in there and they suggest, and I 
think they're supported by other archaeological evidence, that commerce 
was one of the things that was very important for Cypselus and Corinth is 
booming from a commercial economic point of view in the years of the 
Cypselid tyrants. None of that is surprising, all of this is very characteristic 
of this phase of Greek tyranny that we're talking about. In addition to that, 
we know that Cypselus like just about all the tyrants used his power to do 
something that the Greek governments normally did not do, namely, collect 
taxes from their people. You have to understand that the idea of taxation 
being normal would have gotten a Greek foaming at the mouth. When there 
is no tyranny, there's no taxes, no direct tax I should say. The normal form 
of taxation that existed in the Greek world, when it was in its independent 
polis phase, is simply customs duties on trade. But the hoplite farmer wasn't 
going to be taxed. Paying taxes is what barbarians did to their kings, a very 
powerful feeling. People like that in America today used to be called 
republicans.

No surprise that Cypselus and his descendants, just like the other 
tyrants, were very wealthy. There was undoubtedly wealth they seized when 
they took power, but there was also wealth that they could enjoy from the 
tremendous income that would come from the booming commerce, and then 
finally taxation. Just put it right smack from somebody hands into theirs and 
so tremendous wealth is another picture that goes with this. If you go to 
Sicyon, another element comes into the picture, which may or may not have 
occurred in other tyrannical towns. We do know that it played a role in 
Sicyon. There, the founder of the tyranny was a man called Orthagoras, and 
again, one thing we are told about him is that he was polemarch, leader of 
the phalanx. So we understand that. Another story says that he was a cook 
and they didn't mean an Escoffier, or anything like that. I mean that was not 
a high ranking position, and so I think the implication was he came from a 
very low source. We don't know what to do with that; it sounds surprising, 
but maybe it's true. Anyway, we get down to the point where one of his 
descendants is still tyrant; I think it's his son, Cleisthenes of Sicyon. Well, 
now you want to keep that name in your mind and you want to keep it 
straight, there will be a descendant of that guy, who will be an Athenian, 
whose name is Cleisthenes, he will not only be later but thoroughly 
different; not a tyrant, quite different from that. So just remember this is 
Cleisthenes of Sikyon as opposed to Cleisthenes, the Athenian.

Well, the picture that Herodotus, who is one of our main sources 
here, the main source I guess, gives us in Sicyon, is one of political 
oppression of a kind that we haven't run into yet because it is based on--
really on ethnic origins and ethnic differences. Here we see, I think without 
any question, a case of the pre-Dorian Greeks who have been defeated and 



107�
�
�

conquered by Dorians and these groups have been kept separate throughout 
the centuries, and one was top dog and the other was the underdog. So, what 
has happened obviously is that part of the tyrants coming to power must 
have been a reversal of that situation, because the leading forces are anti-
Dorian, very powerfully anti-Dorian. They hate Argos, because Argos in the 
Iliad and the Odyssey, the great leader of the Peloponnesians, the wrong 
guys, and of course Argos in their day is a Dorian city. You don't have to go 
back to the Iliad and the Odyssey. I should have--I mean back to the days of 
Pheidon, the Argives would have ruled Sicyon presumably if Pheidon was 
in charge. Well, they didn't like that; they had achieved I presume, an 
overthrow of that. So, they're anti-Argos, anti-Dorian and they introduced 
changes in the tribes. If you go to any Dorian town in the Greek world, there 
are three tribes, they have the same names in all Dorian towns and that's the 
way the world is organized. So what did they do? These guys, the 
Orthagorids changed the tribes. That's interesting too because we'll see that 
Cleisthenes the Athenian does the same thing.  

That's amazing; that's very rare. When you're talking about changes 
in tribal things, you're getting at the oldest possible memories, and 
traditions, and beliefs, and associations that primitive peoples have. So, 
when you're fussing with that you're really making a great problem, but 
you'll see in a moment what's driving this sort of thing. Instead of having 
three tribes thereafter, from once the Orthagrads got there, they had four, but 
they changed the names of the old three. The old three now were called--I'm 
translating the Greek words, ass men, pig men, and swine men whereas the 
non-Dorians were the archelaoi, leaders of the people. You can see very 
objective set of names and evaluations; so you've got vengeance here. 
You've got a group long annoyed, long angered, long feeling oppressed, 
taking out their hatred when the victory comes in. But once you're past this 
peculiarity, this particular ethnic conflict in this town that had such an 
important effect, you find that the tyrants are pretty much like all the other 
tyrants. They have great wealth and we'll come back in just a moment to 
indicate how striking that was. They engage in conspicuous display, which 
is what tyrants also do, and they are filled with a tremendous ego and a 
terrific sense of their own importance and self, and so the kind of thing that 
made Archilochus say, "I'm not going to try to vie with the gods the way 
these tyrants do."

Well, the story that Herodotus tells and I think you will enjoy it, in 
his wonderful prose if you haven't gotten to it yet. Cleisthenes of Sicyon 
now is in charge; we're in the sixth century B.C., and he has a daughter and 
he wants her to have the very best husband that there was available in 
Greece. Just like your parents, he felt the same way as your parents do, but 
he was going to see to it that it was going to work out. By the way, he 
himself was a very significant figure, and this again makes him not so very 
unusual among the tyrants. He entered in the Olympic competition, and in 
those days, in probably forever in the Olympic Games, I mean the ancient 
Olympic Games, the most prestigious, the most important contest was the 
four-horse, horse race, the chariot race. For one thing, you couldn't do that 
unless you were very rich. So, it meant that the noblest and wealthiest 
people were competing against one another in this. Well, he was the winner 
in the four-horse chariot race which made him an international celebrity on 
top of all the other things that he had going for him. So, he decides by God 
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he's going to have the best guy in Greece be his daughter's husband. He 
invites all the best aristocratic, richest, handsomest, most athletic guys in all 
of Greece to come to Sicyon and spend a year, at his expense, and treated 
royally all that time to compete for the hand of his daughter and so they all 
are.  

Herodotus reads off the names of all of these amazing young men 
who come to the competition, pretty much I think, copying Homer's catalog 
of the ships in the Iliad and they come. Well, after the bulk of this year, it is 
clear two finalists are emerging. One of them is called Hippocleides and the 
other is called Megacles. Megacles, we better take seriously because he's an 
Athenian and he will be the ancestor of Cleisthenes of Athens later on. But 
anyway, they're competing in every respect, and we're down to the last kinds 
of things and it looks Hippocleides has on the edge. He seems to be the 
number one candidate and he has quite a few belts at the party when we're 
reaching the final stages of all this, and next he jumps on a table and he 
begins dancing wildly. I mean like beyond what is seen to be seemingly 
dancing, we expect a young nobleman to be a good dancer, but this guy is 
doing stuff that nobody ever heard of and this is making Cleisthenes a little 
nervous. I mean who is this guy? What's happening here? Then he flips 
upside down and begins to dance on his hands, with his feet flipping around 
in the air, at which point Herodotus tells us. Cleisthenes speaks up and says, 
son of Tysander you have danced your bride away, he lost and Megacles got 
to marry Aragriste and the story goes on.  

Well, what are we to believe of that tale? I don't know, but this much 
I think is clear. Such a legend does not come from nothing. The picture is 
first of all of a man who is fabulously wealthy. Think of the kind of 
entertaining he is said to have done. Also, fabulously full of himself, just 
imagine saying my daughter will only marry the very best young man there 
is, and you will all have to go out there and compete for her hand and I'll tell 
you who she's going to marry. Who can then act the way he did. I think 
that's a picture that he probably was extreme in all of these respects and that 
kind of situation was part of the tale. So, let me just sum up some things. 
Untraditional root to power is important. Gyges, perhaps you remember the 
story of Gyges. Gyges was sort of the prime minister of the King of Lydia 
and the king had this incredibly beautiful wife and he was terribly proud of 
her, and so he said to Gyges, you can't believe how gorgeous my wife is, 
and Gyges says, of course she's wonderfully beautiful. You can't tell with 
her clothes on for God's sake. He says, come on, come with me. Gyges says, 
no, no, no please your majesty. He says, come with me. So, there's Gyges 
hidden behind a curtain and here's his wife disrobing and indeed she was as 
advertised. The king goes out, and Gyges would have slipped away, but the 
queen spots him and, of course, she's totally disgraced. She's deeply 
embarrassed just to put it very, very mildly, and so she says to him, unless 
you do what I tell you I will tell my husband that you sneaked in and did 
this and he will kill you. But what I want you to do is to kill him and marry 
me. That's how you can make it up. What could Gyges do? 

So he did; that's how he became king. This is not your normal 
constitutional procedure even in Lydia. So that's Gyges; Pheidon I've talked 
to you about already. Theagenes of Megara I haven't mentioned, but he 
comes to power by force, with the use of the soldiers and same thing is true 
of Cypselas. All these tyrants get there by means that are not traditional. 
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They have personal power, whatever else is going on, they have control of 
the military, and the military gives them what they need in the way of 
command. They have to have skill--the founder of the dynasty at least has to 
have skill. In order to be a soldier he has to be a good talker to get people to 
go along with him. He's got to have talent. It's not the easiest thing in the 
world to overthrow a traditional regime and make yourself the boss. He 
would have had these qualities, but he's got to have support out there from 
the various elements that I mentioned to you, prestige from some great deed, 
whatever it might be, military victory or athletic victory perhaps. When he 
has wealth, once he's acquired wealth, he can use it further to strengthen his 
position and they typically do, because he introduces something new, 
mercenary soldiers.  

It's one thing to seize the power with the help of the hoplites, but to 
hold onto it you're going to need something more solid than that. First of all, 
hoplites don't stick around in uniform; they go back and work their fields. 
So, they're not around to suppress anything that needs to be suppressed most 
of the time, but beyond that tyrants grow unpopular. This is one of the great 
rules of politics in any system. The one question that's in the minds of all 
people who have anything to do with it, and that is what have you done for 
me lately? Any benefit that people might have achieved from the 
establishment of the tyranny gets to be taken for granted after awhile they 
ask why is this guy taking taxes from me? Why is he such a big shot and I'm 
not? That's just going to be inevitable, and so if you're going to keep your 
power and keep people down, you can't just rely on the citizen body and so 
tyrants typically hire foreigners to serve as mercenaries for them.  

Now, another thing is that while these tyrannies last, it is typical that 
they should accomplish very significant things that most anybody would 
agree were positive contributions to the life of the community they ruled. 
You find economic prosperity. This is one of the things that is characteristic 
of these regimes--diversified economies, because they support trade and 
industry, and sometimes even agriculture, the spread of wealth to new 
groups, because there's much more money around, there are people who 
don't fit into the old system in which the land was simply dominated by the 
aristocrats and where there was no other way to make any money, or gain 
any wealth. So, all of that is happening, and of course, many of the tyrants 
foster and engage in colonization, which has all the benefits I mentioned last 
time as well.  

Now, there's another thing that is characteristic of tyrannies. When 
they make themselves tyrant, they come to live, whether they did before or 
not, in what is the major city of that whole polis; the capital so to speak. It's 
always been a place that would have a special place; it's where the acropolis 
is and therefore where the worship of the gods takes place. There's worship 
of the gods everywhere, but that's a special place for them. There was 
always a special place, but now that becomes the center of the community, 
and as a result where the tyrant is, that's where all the action is. People begin 
to move into that capital city if they leave the land of their fathers, and some 
number of them in fact do. If you're going to conduct commercial activity, if 
you're conducting factory work, and you're going to be somehow involved 
in the various aspects of government and things that have to do with the 
tyrant, you want to be there, and the tyrants have courts, and so people come 
to be in the court of the tyrant. So, what you have is a kind of urbanization 
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that is characteristic of this period. Well, if you're going to have more 
people living in this town than ever did before, there's all sorts of things you 
need. Number one, no question number one, water supply; how you supply 
people with enough water to meet their needs when they weren't there 
before, and the answer is you have to bring water into the city by a variety 
of ways, any way that you really can. They do aqueducts of a certain kind, 
they dig wells and have fountains coming from those wells; they build 
fountain houses to cover those fountains. In short, they bring a water supply.

Also, if you're going to have these common places where a lot of 
people live who didn't live there before, drainage is essential or else you'll 
have terrible disease breaking out. It's not that they were scientists and knew 
about germs, it's just that if you know when there's a lot of people there and 
there's a lot of water lying around, people seem to die, so you don't have to 
be genius for that. There are sewer systems introduced by these tyrants 
which never existed before. Since they are trying to encourage trade, there 
was always a place--I shouldn't say there was always, but at some point in 
the development of the polis, there emerged a kind of central place in the 
city called the agora which was a place that people came together for 
different purposes. It looks like, in the beginning, political meetings, 
meetings of the assembly, for instance, might take place in the agora. It 
pretty early seemed to have had some religious significance, and then over 
time, not at the beginning though but over time, they became commercial 
centers. If you use the word agora in Greece today, you're talking about a 
shop because that's how much that comes to be the thing. But we need to 
keep in mind that it is a religious center, it becomes a civic center, and it 
also of course was a commercial center as well. So the agoras come from 
these tyrannical periods.  

Public buildings are created by the tyrant for whatever use he needs, 
but he might be building courthouses, he might be building places for 
magistrates to stay, things like that. But also, he has a tendency to try to 
make them very attractive, very impressive, so that people will be impressed 
with him for having done so. You know the phenomenon; people like to 
have their name on a building. I'm told they will actually give you millions 
and millions of dollars to put their name on a building. I'm told there are 
places where they will even give you lots of money to put their names on 
bathroom stalls, but only the tyrants in their day would have been rich 
enough to do the kind of thing we're talking about, including, and this is a 
very large thing I believe, temples. The Greeks had been building temples 
I'm sure for a long time, but essentially out of wood. But now with people 
having the kind of wealth that were being accumulated by these tyrants, they 
begin to build them of stone and where possible of very fine stone such as 
marble, and I think we have to imagine the construction of such a building 
in an old town like any one of the Greek city states had, it would have had at 
tremendous impact. This is something I'd like to pass on to you, when you 
think about the Greeks. Here's one of the places where they're so stunningly 
different from us that we need to make an imaginative leap to understand 
what's going on.  

Remember this is a world that has next to no writing. There are a few 
people who know how to write, but it's not part of life. Of course, there's no 
paper. So, just get writing out of your life for the most part, but there's no 
movies, there's no television, there's no radio, there's no newspapers, there 
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are very few buildings. Now suddenly up pops--let's go to Corinth and 
suddenly up pops this incredible thing made of stone, a temple to the gods, 
decorated beautifully, painted typically blue and red, and gold with a big 
statue of the goddess and anybody in town can go by and look at that. That 
would have made a sensational experience and people would have been 
talking about it in various elements of detail forever and a day, and they 
would not forget, who it was that constructed that temple. So, that's an 
example of what I'm talking about. Beyond that, the tyrants were patrons of 
the arts, by which I mean architects, sculptors, painters, painters of this, that, 
and the other thing, but vase painters as well, potters of a very special kind. 
But that's not all--poets, singers, liar players, all of those kinds of 
entertainments, which had been monopolized by the aristocracy to the 
degree they existed at all, would now be more broadly available and the 
tyrants took pride in bringing the world's best to their cities and allowing at 
least some of them to hear and see what was going on. When we get to 
Athens I'll be more specific when we have more specific information about 
it.  

So that is all part of a story that would have made the tyrannies much 
more widely supported and not so easy to knock over as you might think. 
People would have had many, many reasons for gratitude to the tyrants and 
would have been very pleased by much of what the tyrants were doing. Of 
course, the old aristocrats would have been typically very unhappy about 
everything they were doing, because they had been cut out. But if you go to 
everybody else, their feelings I think would have been mixed because first--I 
don't know which came first, but they would be impressed and enjoy these 
positive things. But they would also be troubled by something that was 
counter to their own traditions and to central elements of their own beliefs 
and concerns. I keep thinking about those hoplite farmers, who have grown 
to be confident and independent, desired to be autonomous, didn't want to 
be told what to do and yet there was somebody who was doing just that. So, 
this is the conflict that there is. In fact, what we see is a steady decline in the 
popularity of tyrannies from generation to generation. The founder of the 
tyranny, he's probably still popular when he dies. He did it; most people are 
very conscious of what he achieved, and he's a glorious figure. But his son 
is only tyrant because he was his son; it doesn't come from his personal 
qualities and when the people become more and more aware of the 
shortcomings, fewer and fewer people are interested in the achievements 
even though they may do wonderful things. By the time you get to the third 
generation that's the end. The third generation of tyrant gets thrown out if 
you've made it that far.  

When the tyranny is overthrown, the typical successor to the 
tyrannical regime is an oligarchy. I would say it would include many of the 
old aristocrats who had the best land and the greatest wealth and indeed the 
chances are those people would be the leaders of the new regime. But they 
would very quickly, because it was not a monarchy of any kind, would very 
quickly form into factions that would be competing with one another, based 
on all kinds of different things, which would compete with one another the 
leader of each faction, for becoming the leading faction, the dominant 
figures in the state. But also, and this is much more important, the really 
fundamental thing is typically, almost always, the hoplite class of 
independent farmer would have participated in this regime. He would have 
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been a full fledged citizen. Fighting would be done chiefly by the phalanx, 
with these folks doing the fighting. These men would be the economic 
backbone of the community, turning out the grain and the wine, and the 
olive oil and whatever else, vegetables that they had to produce and being 
the independent fellows that they were.  

Finally, they would have played a part in the political life of the city. 
Here, it would vary from town to town. You might have a relatively narrow 
oligarchy in which the council was what counted and that would be typical, 
the council would count but it might be very narrowly defined, or it could be 
very broadly defined, where it might include all the hoplites, or something 
in between. But not ever until we get to Athens would you get a democracy, 
the definition being that every adult male who is born of native parents is a 
citizen and who has some significant political rights. That doesn't come yet. 
You have an oligarchy meaning short of that, but with the variations I've 
indicated. Corinth, for instance, after they get rid of the tyrant finally, 
becomes famous in the Greek tradition for the moderation and therefore the 
longevity and peacefulness of its oligarchic regime. I think we should 
imagine that the Corinthians became a hoplite city--Not that they didn't have 
aristocrats who had wealth and importance, but that the hoplites really 
played a central part in the picture.  

Just to raise the question, I remember I raised it about colonization; 
let me raise it about tyranny. What were the contributions made by this 
development in Greek history to the life of Greece and they were many. 
Obviously, economical growth in the way I've pointed out, social change up 
to a certain point, but certainly doing away forever with the aristocracy of 
birth as the normal basis for citizenship and participation in the state. I 
would go further. I would say that by destroying that and substituting for 
some kind of an economic basis for what role you play, they actually 
opened the door for a form of government that didn't come in many places, 
but did come in some, and I'm talking about a Greek democracy.  

Let me revert finally to the question of how did Greeks think about 
tyranny after tyranny was gone? It played a terrific role in Greek thinking 
and had a lot to do with the way the Greeks felt about their relations with 
foreign powers and their own regimes. One thing I'll just say in passing, and 
come back to it next time. Sparta, because of its behavior in the sixth 
century and a little bit into the fifth, developed a reputation as being the 
state that was the enemy of tyranny. They never developed a tyranny, and 
indeed, they often fought against tyrants. When tyranny was gone, that was 
seen to be a great credit to them and helped explain how it happened that 
Sparta emerged and rose to the level as the leader of the Greeks which they 
certainly were at the time of the Persian Wars. Beyond that though, the 
picture that comes down to us will be a double picture, in which opposite 
elements exist but certainly the dominant one is negative. Tyrannies are 
arbitrary, they are violent, tyrants are arrogant, they do not permit free 
speech, which by the way the Greek democrats placed in a very central 
place in the important things that are necessary for a man, a Greek, a citizen, 
a person who is not a barbarian, the ability to come forward into the center 
of political life and speak your mind. When you didn't have that to some 
considerable degree, you were a slave and tyrants didn't permit that. There 
was no true political life for citizens, they were de facto subjects of this 
tyrant who himself was an irresponsible, not responsible to another body, 
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and therefore, potentially dangerous and very easily could become a despot, 
which is a Greek word.  

Herodotus uses tyranny critically--well, you know, by and large, he 
depicts the King of Persia, who finally invades Greece first in 490 and then 
another king in 480, these men are tyrants, because they fit precisely the 
categorization of tyranny as the Greeks know it. In Aeschylus' play, 
Prometheus Bound, Zeus himself is seen to be a tyrant and the word is used 
of him by characters in the play for the same reason. He is punishing 
Prometheus for his good deeds towards men, which make men more divine 
than they would otherwise be. Zeus is very angry. That's because he gave 
him fire; Zeus is very, very angry with him and he locks him up, chains him 
to a rock in the Caucus Mountains while birds are pecking away at his liver 
forever and ever, a typical Greek hell of the worst kind. And we are led in, 
what we have of that play, to think that Zeus is doing terrible things. He is 
behaving tyrannically, that is, not good even for the king of the gods. Plato, 
of course, will regard tyranny later on as a terribly evil thing and because of 
his anti-democratic prejudices, will say tyranny is the natural outcome of 
democracy because people can't rule themselves. They're not competent to 
do so, and it's only a matter of time before some strong, violent, selfish man 
makes himself a tyrant.  
It is a distinguishing feature in Greek thought. Tyranny or monarchy, these 
are not appropriate for free men. That is to say Greeks; Greeks, they felt 
were by nature free and they couldn't be free so long as there was tyranny. 
But tyranny was in fact a natural way of life for barbarians, who were not by 
nature free men. So it's helpful. And this is a form of ethnocentric stuff, but 
the Greeks spelled it out very carefully, thought about it very carefully, and 
if you had said, well why do you say that? Well, they would; deep down 
they might hold what we would call a sort of racial prejudice, but I think 
they would have made a better case for it. They would have said, to be a free 
man as Aristotle said, you need to live in a polis, because that's the only 
place where it's possible to live as a free man. So, because Greeks chose to 
live in polis, they are free. People who choose to live as the slaves of 
monarchs and tyrants, that's because they are natural slaves. And that 
prejudice is very deep, and so when the Greeks end up having to fight the 
Persians, there's a lot more going on than just we're being invaded and we 
have to defend our land. Next time I'll look at the great exception to all of 
the things we've been talking about: Sparta, the state like no other Greek 
state. 
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IX. Sparta�(cont.)�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Donald� Kagan� explores� the� development� and�
character�of�Sparta.�He�points�out�that�in�Sparta,�the�ethos�of�the�polis�was�
present� to� an� extraordinary� degree.� Then� he� describes� how� this� came�
about.� In� short,� Professor� Kagan� argues� that� the� Spartans� were� able� to�
create� a� distinct� military� culture� on� account� of� their� subjugation� of� the�
inhabitants�of�Messenia,�who�were�forced�to�carry�on�the�work�of�farming�
while� the�Spartans� trained� for�war.�Finally,�Professor�Kagan�examines� the�
education�and�training�of�the�Spartan�citizen�as�well�as�the�constitution�of�
Sparta.�

Well, as we continue with our investigation of the emergence and 
development of the polis, we come to the polis--just to use its proper name 
in Greek, Lacedaemon, and that is the proper Greek name for it, but the 
capital city of it was Sparta and its people were called Spartans. So, it's 
reasonable--okay to keep talking about Sparta and Spartans. Now, when you 
come to Sparta you are coming to a polis that you almost want to spell it in 
capital letters with stars between them. It's like the polis lifted to a new level 
in the sense of all the sort of theoretical elements and psychological 
elements that go into creating a polis is intensified in Sparta to such a degree 
that it seems to be almost a different thing. And it's important to remember 
that the other Greeks felt that way too. Sparta had a special place in their 
minds, in their imaginations. They admired the Spartans very, very much, 
because the Spartans carried to this extreme degree the feeling that the polis
was the center of a Greek man's life, and that it had the virtues that were 
associated with the polis to an extraordinary degree. Now, they admired it 
very, very much but they didn't admire it so much they were ready to live 
like the Spartans, because the price was very high indeed.

One other thing to remember as we take a look at the way the 
Spartans lived was that they became a sort of a model for the philosophers 
who came along in the late fifth and into the fourth century. I mean 
especially Plato and Aristotle, who certainly had some criticisms of the real 
Sparta that existed, but who modeled their notions of ideal poleis on Sparta 
with the variations that they wished to introduce. So, it's worthwhile, and of 
course--it's added to these ideas and feelings about the Spartans, there is the 
fact that Sparta would emerge in the sixth century as the most powerful of 
the poleis and the first leader of a lasting alliance of states with the Spartans 
as the leading power among them, the first international organization you 
might say if you were speaking loosely, so that there is a practical aspect to 
it. The Spartans became the most powerful and most important state in 
Greece, right down to and including, the Persian Wars.  

Well, first I guess, we ought to take a look at how Sparta got to be 
what it ultimately became and once again I have to say that all we can do is 
to reason from very limited evidence, better than what we've had up to now, 
but still mostly from written evidence that comes from a time after the facts 
we are talking about, practically no contemporary evidence, although we do 
have a bit and the archaeological remains that we do have and then reason 
from that. Well, of course, that kind of reasoning leads to controversy and 
there are different opinions about all these things. Again, what I will be 
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attempting to pass on to you is the most widely accepted set of opinions 
about these things, but one cannot be sure that other evidence might not 
emerge or new ways of seeing things might change the picture somewhat. 
As you will see, or have seen in your problems book, on one question there 
really is no consensus, but again just a majority opinion as to the question of 
how and when Sparta got to be what it was. So here's the most common 
interpretation I'll be giving you now.  

The story is you come into the Peloponnesus at the beginning of the 
Dark Ages and it's before the Dorians have taken over, so that the people 
inhabiting that area are Greeks who are of the branch of the family who 
speak an Achaean kind of Greek, meaning the language the Greeks spoke in 
the Mycenaean Period. But that's not what they're doing when we first see 
them historically and when they emerge in the form of the people who will 
make the poleis. By then they are Dorians who have come into the 
Peloponnesus at some point after the fall of the Mycenaean world and in 
most places, almost all places, have become the dominant people in the 
Peloponnesus. So, when you first see anything that is Sparta, we see Dorians 
running it, and we see subordinate Greek peoples in different degrees of 
subordination, who are presumably Achaean Greeks who have lost out in 
the competition and who are under the Spartans. It looks like from a very 
early time--you hear about people called helots and how to define a helot is 
not simple.  

Helots in a certain sense are slaves, but they are not the kind of 
slaves we are accustomed to think about who belong to--each slave belongs 
to a particular master. They are slaves who belong to the state, to the polis
as a whole and then to further complicate matters when we come upon them 
functioning, although they work and they belong to the state they are 
assigned to a particular part of the farmland of the region occupied by 
Sparta, which is called Laconia. They are assigned to that piece of land, 
which piece of land, will also be assigned to a particular Spartan citizen so 
de facto the helots are working the plot that provides the food for a 
particular Spartan, not for the Spartans in general. So, that's moderately 
complicated, but the helots are going to be a very critical part of the story 
and of understanding what makes Sparta tick.  

Now, there are also, from the first time we hear of the Spartans, there 
are people living in Laconia, some of them in the neighborhood of Sparta, 
but one of their fundamental defining characteristics is that they do not live 
in the city of Sparta, they are not citizens of Sparta, they are not what the 
citizens of Sparta are called, Spartiates. It looks as though they're probably 
Dorians, although we can't be sure about that, but it looks as though they 
are. These people are called perioikoi and their name means people who live 
around Sparta, that means anywhere in the territory controlled by the 
Spartans, but not in the city and as we shall see they are free. They are not 
slaves or serfs or helots. Each man--each perioikoi, presumably, has a farm 
that he works for himself. The perioikoi also are engaged in trade such as it 
is in Sparta, which is very, very small relatively speaking, and also in 
industry again which is not a big deal, but somebody has to be working the 
bronze and the iron and making the pots, and these people would be 
perioikoi, because the Spartans, when we finally see them in the developed 
state of Sparta, won't be doing any of that stuff. When Sparta is Sparta, the 
Spartiates do only one thing. Well, I guess not, they do two things; they 
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fight and they prepare to fight. That's it; they are soldiers. They do nothing 
else. They have no economic function whatsoever.  

Now, it wasn't always so, there is--well, before I tell you the story as 
we tell it today based on modern interpretations, let me tell you what the 
Greeks and the Spartans said about it. They said at one point back there in 
those early days, there was a man called Lycurgus, who brought laws to 
Sparta and set up the regime of Sparta as we will know it in the sixth and the 
fifth centuries. And he did it, and there's a lot of arguing about what his date 
was, but if you take the ancient Greek sources seriously, maybe in the ninth 
century B.C., this was done and so it was forever thereafter. Well, not only 
is this date not widely believed, hardly any scholar would take that 
seriously, and then people do argue about when would the changes have 
taken place, and if there was a Lycurgus, when he would have introduced 
these laws. A skeptical nineteenth-century historian put it this way, he said, 
"Lycurgus was not a man he was only a god." That is to say, he was 
somebody invented by the Spartans as somebody who put together this. I 
myself--you know me. I'm credulous by trade and I believe in the higher 
naiveté. I think there might have been a guy named Lycurgus, and I think 
there's a pretty clear--if there was such a man he probably proposed some 
laws which became important to the Spartans. But I am not so completely 
credulous as to believe the system was established by one man, way back 
when, and it didn't change, because there's a good deal of evidence to 
suggest the contrary that there are developments that happened that make 
Sparta what it will be ultimately.  

The first sort of historical event that we know about, and we think 
we know about Sparta was towards the end of the eighth century, perhaps in 
the years between 725 and 700. There was a war in which the Spartans 
conquered the neighboring territory to the west of Laconia, which is called 
Messenia. I hope you're becoming familiar; I hope you're looking at maps a 
lot and becoming familiar with the geography of Greece and the 
Peloponnesus. You can notice to the west there is a kind of a promontory 
that comes out and it's on that extreme western side of the Peloponnesus that 
Messenia is located and it looks like it's right next to Sparta, and it is, but 
there's an important thing that you have to be aware of. There's a mountain 
range that separates Sparta from Messenia, the Taygetus range and it is 
striking. If you go to Sparta and come up from the Spartan port of Gythium 
and head up for the town itself, pretty soon if you look to your left there is 
this really serious range of mountains that makes it clear it was a barrier; it 
was not something that you could just think away. It meant they were very 
separated. So, if a Spartan wants go to Messenia he doesn't just head west, 
he has to go north and then hang a left when the mountains have stopped 
and go around and come on back down. That's going to be a very important 
part of the story of why Sparta is the way it is.  

But the conquest of Messenia in the first Messenian War, as this is 
called, is very important, because now the Spartans conquer a very large 
number of people whom they turn into helots. These are not just like all the 
other people that were living around Sparta, who the Spartans happened to 
make helots at an early stage; this is a whole people with a sense of 
themselves, who think of themselves as Messenians. They are conquered 
and enslaved and they become a critical part of the Spartan population from 
the standpoint of the Spartan economy, essential for the kind of state Sparta 
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becomes, and they are permanently dissatisfied. They are permanently 
angry, they are permanently thinking about somehow getting free and 
permanently, therefore, presenting a threat to whatever the Spartan regime is 
at the time. So, that's a very, very important development.  

Now, probably before that happened, the Spartans like some of the 
other states, send out colonies, only two. One of them is out west in the 
southern Italy at a place called Taras, that town becomes under the Romans 
becomes Tarentum. It's Taranto in modern Italy. And in the Aegean Sea the 
Island of Melos is colonized by the Spartans. And so my guess is they did 
that as a way of handling that population growth problem that was 
beginning to be felt around Greece before they conquered Messenia and that 
settled their problem forever. Thereafter, they didn't need anymore land; 
they had all the land they needed to feed themselves and take care of what 
they needed, and to be farmed by these captive helots.  

Yet, if we imagine ourselves let's say for the sake of argument in the 
year 675, it looks as though Sparta has certainly not yet become the kind of 
place we will see in its fully developed state. For instance, it is still 
engaging in the kinds of cultural activities that are characteristic of the other 
states, which will not be true when we get to the Classical Period. Two 
striking examples are in the area of pottery where we find Spartan made 
pottery, painted pottery of the same kind of quality, but of its own unique 
style, as we find in the other Greek city states. When you get to the late 
sixth and into the fifth century, that's over. There isn't like that anymore, and 
so that's a change. But the other thing that's striking is that in the period 
before the final, or I should say the major change in Spartan life, we 
discover poets, fragments of whose poems remain. There are two famous 
Spartan poets of this early period, Terpander and Alcman, and they wrote 
beautiful poetry of the same kind as the other Greeks. That will stop by the 
time we get to the period we're talking about.  

So, the next great historical event that makes a difference in Sparta is 
the second Messenian War, which occurs in the years, of course these are 
approximate, somewhere between 650 and 625 this happens. Notice in each 
case, first and second war, our guess is a whole quarter of a century of 
fighting; that's very important to realize. These were not your typical Greek 
war of later years. This was not one day we'd have a battle and we'd go 
home. This was a campaign that lasted a generation, that's how hard it was 
to conquer Messenia, and then in the second Messenian War, how hard it 
was to put down the tremendous rebellion that brought about the second 
Messenian War. It was a helot rebellion. The helots could not have 
succeeded in making this such a hard fight had they not been assisted by 
some of the neighbors of Sparta. Argos, you will remember, from the time 
of Pheidon, they have been an enemy and a competitor of the Spartans, and 
so the Argives are quick to join and help the helots in their rebellion against 
Sparta, but so too do a number of cities to the north of Sparta, from the 
region called Arcadia, also join in with the helots and even so far as the 
northwestern corner of the Peloponnesus, a town called Pisa near Olympia 
also joins the coalition against the Spartans. So you can imagine that the 
Spartans push forward created opposition and the helots took advantage of 
that, and joined with the other states to put Sparta in danger.

The ancient tradition says the Spartans really were in terrible danger 
and it was a very, very hard fight and what happened was going to turn out 
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to be the first of a pattern. When the helots were defeated in battle they 
didn't quit, they didn't stop fighting, they retreated to the safest place they 
could find and there in Messenia there is very rugged mountain called 
Ithome which is a kind of a natural fortress and which the helots fortified 
still more. So, they could stay up there on that mountain and fight off 
Spartan attacks for quite a long time. Remember, the Spartans are hampered 
in this war by having to cope with neighboring cities battling them as well. 
By the time that is over, you move towards the ultimate arrangement of life 
in the Sparta that we will come to know.  

One set of scholars, they probably are as numerous as any, would 
suggest that it's only after the second Messenian War that the Spartan 
constitution that I will describe for you comes into being. Probably we 
shouldn't even imagine that it was all the laws were laid out, all the customs 
were established in one fell swoop, but rather that there was a basic set of 
things that was laid out and then over time other changes were made that 
produced what we're talking about. So, that's why I think we can't accept the 
traditional Lycurgus story; that he came down, set up the laws, even if we 
do accept that Lycurgus who was a kind of a law giver. Now, before I 
describe it in detail, let me make a general statement about it.  

What is established in this constitutional ultimate reform is to make 
Sparta like no other state in the Greek world, and then perhaps--well, like 
hardly any other state in all of history, and to make it the subject of attention 
and interest, and of usual admiration, although not always, throughout the 
millennia. You will find when people know about the Greeks and they know 
about Sparta, I'm talking about of course in the West, philosophers and 
others are struck just as Plato and Aristotle were by certain things about the 
Spartan way of life that make them take it seriously and admire it. Rousseau 
was a great admirer of Sparta for a variety of reasons. But one of the things 
that I don't want you to lose sight of is that Sparta becomes a slave holding 
state like no other Greek state. Now, there was slavery all over the ancient 
world. There was no society that we know of in the ancient world that was 
without slavery and Greece was no different, but in the period we're talking 
about there were not very many slaves among the Greek states as a whole, 
and there was certainly nothing like what the Spartans did. To have a system 
of life that allowed the Spartan citizens not to work in order to live; no other 
Greek state would have that. If you want to think about Greek slavery in the 
seventh century B.C., think about what I told you about Hanson's 
reconstruction of the development of the polis. Think about farmers who 
themselves worked the fields, and are assisted in their work in the fields by 
one or two slaves that they owned. That's not the Spartan system.  

The Spartan system will be Spartans at home, training constantly for 
their military purposes, never working any fields, never engaging in trade or 
industry, others doing that for them. Something that in a small way begins to 
resemble slavery as we think of it in the antebellum south in the United 
States, where great armies of slaves are doing all the work and where the 
plantation owners, the Spartans don't do any work at all, but in the south to 
maintain the kind of a military aristocracy of a certain kind. Please don't 
push that analogy too far and I hope I haven't misled you by suggesting it. 
But why I do is because it may help us understand the Spartans a little bit 
better. I remember my old colleague who taught history of American slavery 
and so on, John Blassingame, said to me at one point, he said when the 
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emancipation came, the slaves were freed and so were the masters and I 
think that's a very perceptive thing to say. They were sitting on a powder 
keg, those southern plantation owners.
They were in terror constantly that if everything didn't go just right 
something like Nat Turner's rebellion would take place, and they'd come 
home and find their wives and children with their throats cut. They were in 
constant terror and they had to live a life that required all sorts of things that 
they might not have liked to do, in order to repress the slave population on 
which they relied, and that is what I want to communicate. The Spartans, 
after the two Messenian Wars, were in constant fear. I think it's not too 
strong a word of helot rebellions, which might then be assisted by 
neighboring states that were jealous or disliked the Spartans. Thucydides 
says flat out that, that's what the spring is to understanding Spartan policy 
and Spartan thinking, it is their fear of the helots. Most scholars would have 
accepted that without question; lately, some scholars have come up and 
wanted to question it. I must say I'm not at all persuaded by the new 
interpretation. I do think to understand the Spartans we have to comprehend 
the continuing permanent concern about the helots, as we'll make clear as 
we talk about some of the details of their lives. All right, let's take a look 
now at the way the Spartan constitution looked fully developed.

We begin with the training and education of the young; the treatment 
of the young indeed from the time that they are born. The Spartans and the 
Greeks referred to this system of training and education as agoge. To begin 
with, a Spartan--let's start with the men. A Spartan boy is born. Already 
from the very beginning this is not merely a matter that concerns his family, 
his father and his mother. The decision as to whether or not he should be 
allowed to live is made by the elders of the Spartan community who 
examine the child. What are they examining him for? Mainly, almost 
entirely, for his physical condition. If he is crippled, if he is deformed in any 
way, they will have him put to death. The child, the infant, brand new baby 
will be killed. The reason for that was that they had a clue about eugenics. 
They understood that healthy children grow up to be healthy adults, who 
grow up typically to have healthy children and vice versa.

They could not afford, was their thinking, to have men grow up who 
would not make good soldiers, because that's what Spartans--and worst of 
all who would then sire boys who were not good material for soldiers. So, 
there you see already something that was totally different from any other 
Greek state. It's not that other Greeks did not engage in infanticide; they 
clearly did, but that decision was made by each family and it was usually 
made by poor families--I mean, the bad decision to kill a child was made by 
poor families who just simply couldn't afford to raise the child. But in any 
case, it was as it would be, in almost any society you ever heard of a family 
decision. Not in Sparta, it was a state decision as to whether you should live 
or not.

Well now, suppose the child made it through that first ordeal, now he 
has six years of more or less normal life. He lives at home like any other 
little boy with his mother mostly, and with his father I suppose too, not so 
much. You'll see why I say not so much in a bit. Finally, at the age of seven, 
he is taken away from home, put into a word in Greek that really means 
pack, just like the--don't the Cub Scouts call them, their little groups packs? 
Is that right? So, there they are and they're taken away from home and they 
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live in a military school, which is the only school there is for boys in Sparta. 
The school is governed by a magistrate and it is run by the older boys. In 
many respects, when I think about it, it strikes me as being like an upper 
class British--what they call public school, which means of course private 
school. The descriptions of Eton and Harrow, and even more harrowing 
places than that; surely, you must have read novels by Englishmen talking 
about their school days and each one sounds like a torture chamber. Well, 
that's what we've got here.  

But the worst part about those schools so far as I could tell were the 
other boys. Because they were allowed, the older boys were allowed to deal 
with younger boys the way older boys deal with younger boys, badly. They 
are bullies, they push them around, they mistreat them; it's tough to grow up 
in a place like that. That was what they were up to; tough is one of the 
critical words that you need to understand if you're thinking about a Spartan 
education. But they made it now to the age of 12, they live in these barracks, 
they have a communal life, they have nothing resembling luxuries available 
to them--more and more it sounds like an English public school of the 
nineteenth century. They don't have shoes, they are given one cloak. Now, 
whatever you may think about the sunny Mediterranean and Greece; go to 
Sparta in the middle of the winter. It's damn cold, so that one cloak isn't 
enough, and that's intentional. The idea is for them to learn how to bear 
cold. They are fed enough, of course, to keep them healthy and going, but 
no more, not to satisfy their appetite. This is meant to make them, first of 
all, to make them lean and tough but also to accustom them to the hardships 
of a campaign and basically to make them tough. They, therefore, are 
constantly on the hunt for food and the funny thing is that the ethos of the 
situation was this, that it was understood they would try to steal whatever 
they could. It's hard for me to know where they would find things to steal 
and how to steal it, but kids are very ingenious.

So, anyway they would be encouraged to do that but they would be 
punished severely if they were caught. So the trick was to steal but not to 
get caught; that was also part of the training. But I always thought that some 
wonderful focus of what it was like to be a kid in one of those Spartan 
schools is revealed by the story that Plutarch tells and it doesn't really matter 
if the story is true or not, because it tells something real in the telling. The 
story is that one Spartan boy had succeeded in hunting an animal that he 
could eat and the animal he caught was a ferret, and he would have killed it 
and eaten it, except that at just at that point the call was for them to get into 
formation and so he had to immediately get into formation, it would have 
been deadly not to do that, but he didn't want to lose the ferret so he tucked 
it under his cloak. So there he is, standing with the other boys at complete 
attention, meanwhile, the ferret is gradually eating his way into the boy's 
side. Naturally, he doesn't even blink, because if he lets on that he did he 
would be severely punished for being caught stealing the ferret. So finally, 
the ferret finds its way to a vital organ, and the boy without saying a word, 
drops dead right there in the ranks.

Now, of course, the point of that story is to show how brave the boys 
were, and how tough they were and how rigorous was the Spartan training. I 
was always struck by how hungry do you have to be to want to eat a ferret? 
But however you see the story; you see what the message is. It might be 
exaggerated and all that, but that's the picture that comes out of Sparta. 
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Now, they are also in addition given physical training. They're already 
beginning to get physical training, the use of weapons, formations and so 
on, but at the same time they are taught what the Greeks called, I think I 
mentioned in an earlier talk, musikae, music. What we call--the translation is 
music, but it means poetry. It means poems that are accompanied by 
musical instruments and sung, but the words are what matter more than 
anything else. The kind of things that they are taught are moral lessons that 
are meant to be the things that they live by, that they are raised by, and in a 
few moments I'll read to you an example of the kind of thing that was part 
of that musical training; of course, gymnastics and military training I 
mentioned before.  

The boys until the age of 20 are trained by older boys, or I should 
say young men between the ages of 20 and 30. So this educational element 
will consist of boys from the age of seven to men at the age of 30, but the 
guys between 20 and 30 will be the teachers, and the boys below them will 
be their pupils. Now, other elements involved in this picture, there was as 
you always find in systems where boys are packed together, and there are 
older and younger boys, hazing is part of this game, all part of the business 
of being tough and manly and so on and so forth. But for the Spartans, that 
wasn't enough. As we will see, what they are shooting for is not merely 
developing individuals who have the qualities that are desired. They are 
interested in developing people, young men who are so closely intertwined 
with each other as to be tighter, even I would argue, than a family, and one 
aspect of this was very clearly sexual.

The typical arrangement was a young teenage boy would be 
associated with an older man, but could be one of the men between the ages 
of 20 and 30, it could be an older man, and they had a formal arrangement. 
The older man was what the Greeks called an erotes, a lover and the boy 
was the eromenos and that means the beloved. Xenophon who is an 
Athenian but who spent a good deal of his life in Sparta and knew the 
Spartans very well is very, very eager to tell us that there was no physical 
side to this association, that it was purely spiritual and it was between 
teacher and pupil, between mentor and the boy that he provides mentorship 
for, but that's all. Forget it. I mean, these were very much homosexual 
relationships. But the extraordinary thing to remember is this was a phase, a 
passing phase, that is this relationship started when one was a boy, and one 
was a man, and when the boy reached manhood himself, then he was no 
longer in that relationship and he himself could become an erotes and find 
himself an eromenos, although it would be surprising if he didn't continue to 
have a very close friendship and association with the older man who had 
been his erotes.

This is the other thing. Every Spartan went on, thereafter, I'll come to 
it in a minute, was married and was supposed to produce children, most 
desirably male children who would serve as soldiers for them. So, we 
should think of this as being all part of a state system of training and 
education to produce fighting men, who would also be practically all a 
single family, as close and tight with one another as they could be, because 
of the quality it would give to the Spartan phalanx made up such men. I was 
going to say the Spartan man when he reaches 20, the guys that were there 
between the ages of 20 and 30, are allowed to marry, but they are not 
allowed to live with their wives. They continue to live in the barracks. Talk 
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about strange and peculiar arrangements. On the other hand, of course, they 
had a natural desire to visit their wives, which they could do if they weren't 
caught. So, you had to sneak away to be with your wife, but if you were 
caught you were punished. Now, what's that all about? Well, it shows you 
one of the main--many conflicts that exist in the Spartan system. On the one 
hand, you have to do that because you need children to perpetuate Spartans, 
but also to provide soldiers. So, you have to have that much normality in the 
system. On the other hand, you want to resist as much as you can, building a 
family in the traditional sense because loyalty to the family might be in 
conflict with the loyalty to the polis.

The polis wins that argument, because the separation takes place. I 
don't know whether the Spartans understood this or not, but it seems to me 
there's a psychological element in here that might even have physical 
consequences for all I know. I'm thinking about, imagine what it was like 
when a wife and a young husband and a wife actually got together all that 
time. I mean, there's an argument for quality as being at the opposite end of 
quantity. Never mind. In any case, those are some of the strange 
arrangements that were--now, when the man gets to be 30 he stops being an 
instructor in the school. Now he has his own home, he lives at home with 
his wife, and if he has young children below seven they'd be there, and the 
situation looks more normal, except that these Spartan men did not eat 
dinner at home.  

They had their meals together at a common mess, each one of which 
was called a syssition, that words means having food, having grain, having 
bread together and there were 15 men to each one of these syssitia, this 
mess, and they ate together, had their meals together for the rest of their 
lives. There again, you have a sense of tremendous community building, 
unit building. What is that? About the size of a platoon isn't it, or is it a 
squad? The size of a squad. Everything in this thing is military. Now, think 
about the kind of a loyalty to one another, which we have learned and is so 
critical to success in warfare that came from people who had come through 
that system and were fighting, as they did, right next to the guys that they 
saw everyday at meals. So, that was part of that game. So, even when there 
are grown men and living at home, they are still maintaining their close 
quasi familial association with their fellow fighting men.  

What are the qualities that are supposed to be produced by this 
system? Discipline, first and foremost. Every aspect of your life is governed 
by the laws and the customs of the community. You better conform; there is 
nothing else for you. Self reliance, strangely enough, because all of these 
encouragements to theft and discouragements to getting caught have to do 
with building the ability to do things like that. Social cohesion. Who can 
imagine a system more constructed to bring about such a goal? Loyalty to 
one another, whatever group we're talking about, but of course beyond that 
loyalty to the community at large is implicit in all of that. Obedience to your 
superiors. Physical and moral endurance. Courage, and another quality that 
is important, and again, something that appealed very powerfully to other 
Greeks, uniformity. You are all just like one another, you go through exactly 
the same experiences; there's no distinction among you.  

On the other hand, and this is another one of the interesting 
contradictions about Spartan system. Every one of those boys and the young 
men, and the older men is in competition for honor. Every one of them 
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wants to be recognized by himself, by his peers, and by his superiors as 
having been better than the others, the best, if possible. All of them in this 
situation of being friends, being associates, being close pals, being all those 
things, being part of a unit and yet competing within that group for personal 
recognition and honor and that is a contradiction, and it's a very interesting 
kind of tug. I think you know this--you have to understand that the Spartans 
are living in a condition of strain, it seems to me, much greater than most 
societies impose on people. But it's obviously arranged so effectively that it 
works; we don't have an evidence sort of mass insanity or great need for 
psychiatrists or anything like that. If it was an insane society they were all 
insane in the same way and they didn't know it, and I think that we have to 
face that fact.

This business of sameness I think is important. They referred to one 
another and they were referred to, that is, the men who had grown and 
become full citizens, as homoioi. Sometimes people translate this as equals. 
No, that's not right. It is similar; they are all like one another. I think they 
wouldn't have called themselves equals, because there was this constant 
sense that they are vying to be the best, even as they are so similar to one 
another. The legend has it that when Lycurgus established the system, he 
divided all of the land controlled by the Spartans into 9,000 patches of land. 
The Greek work is kleroi, singular is kleros. That was the theoretical thing, 
again they were all--in this case, they were all equal in their economic 
resources, because each one had a kleros whose food, the product of that 
kleros was his to deal with, and of course, that amount, we're talking about, 
that food was being produced on that kleros.

So, in theory, there's all of this similarity and quasi equality, but age 
was another important distinction among the Spartans, as is true in most 
primitive societies, and the older the society I think the truer it is, age is 
given tremendous respect. Just by being older than somebody you are 
treated as, in some sense, better than a younger person. But it wasn't pure 
age, because it's also true that the honor that you had gained in your life 
would also produce respect in proportion to how great had been your 
contribution to the state. I don't think they had formal ways of indicating 
that. I don't think there's a question of medals or anything like that. 
Everybody knew in a state of this size, everybody knew who was who and 
treated them accordingly.  

Now, there were also over time, there grew up to be inequalities not 
only of age and of honor but also of wealth. It's a little bit hard to know how 
all this came about, but at different times in Spartan history you see there 
are people who have managed to lose their kleros and when you don't have a 
kleros you don't have the necessary wherewithal to make your contribution 
to the syssition, the mess at which you all dine, and when that happens you 
have dropped out of the Spartan citizen body. You are no longer a Spartiate, 
you are something lesser and that is a very tough kind of thing for a man to 
have to live in as a Spartan. So poverty could keep you out of the system, 
and if for any reason, you had not gone through the agoge from beginning to 
end, you were not a regular full Spartan. Also, if anybody had been declared 
to be cowardly in fighting in the war, that person could be stricken from the 
roles of Spartan citizens and yet they had no place else to go, and so as we 
will see they lived a rather wretched life in Sparta after that situation.  
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Similarly, if people were thought not to be the children of two 
Spartans, Spartan father, a Spartan mother then they were not Spartiates, 
they held an inferior place in that society and in a society so riddled with 
issues of honor and respect, you can imagine that was a very big deal. Keep 
that in the back of your mind because as we move on in the course and as 
we get into the fifth century especially, we will be running into Spartans 
who fit these categories, who are not 100% Spartans, and yet, some of them 
become tremendously important and powerful figures in Sparta and we'll 
want to ask how that happened, but even more we'll want to ask how that 
shaped the way they behaved once they became important people.  

Now, up to now, I've been talking about men, but it's important to 
talk about Spartan women too, because they were different from other Greek 
women, just as the men were different. Just to make that clear, let me make 
it plain that the rest of the Greeks treated women very, very differently from 
men, and one thing that was very striking and the difference was that the 
men engaged in physical exercise, especially in these competitions that were 
part of the great games, and those were always carried out in the nude. 
Women did not engage in these sports activities and it would have been the 
greatest conceivable shame for a woman to be seen in the nude, it was just 
absolutely unthinkable for the ordinary Greeks. But the Spartans do things 
their own way, and their women engage in dancing and athletics, and in 
competition and they did so in the nude, just as the boys did, and so they 
were not shut away from the boys all the time in the way that Greek girls 
were kept away from the boys.  
I don't mean to say they were allowed to mingle socially, but that is to say, 
if the boys were exercising here the girls might be exercising there, 
someplace else. They would not be kept so far apart from one another, and 
again, think about all this--all of the things that normal human desires think, 
how that would get exciting and this kind of stuff that I've been describing 
and yet they would never have a crack at them until they got to be 20 years 
old. It all reminds me of a wonderful footnote in a book about English 
History from 1914 to 1945 by A.J.P. Taylor. Some of the best stuff was in 
his footnotes and this one says--he was telling about the drop of the birth 
rate in England, late nineteenth, early twentieth century, and he says, that it 
was not accompanied by a growth of knowledge of or use of contraceptive 
devices, and he concludes anybody who studies in England in this period 
must realize that he is dealing with a deeply frustrated people. Well, if that's 
true of the British, I mean think of what life in Sparta was like for a young 
man and a young woman.  

So, on the one hand, you have women who are treated more like men 
in Sparta than in other places and indeed they even had greater legal rights 
than they did in other states. And I think all of that plays a part in the notion 
of degrading the family as it is usually understood in the Greek world, and 
elevating the notion of a male dominated, a male centered society for the 
purpose of producing warriors. Why are the women given this special 
status? Because of the recognition that women play a critical role in 
producing the same kinds of warriors and that's what they're about. One 
aspect of this, to show you that it's all for the polis and it's all for the 
business of producing good fighting men--there were actually in a sense 
group rights with the women. For instance, if a man found that his wife 
couldn't bear children it was legal and proper, and normal for a man who 
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was his friend to lend him his wife and that the child who came from that 
union would belong to the man who had been childless.

Again, think. I mean, what is happening to all the normal feelings 
about people have for one another and the central role that family plays in 
almost every society you can think of. On the other hand, we should not 
imagine that women had a role in Spartan society that was anything equal to 
the men. Like in every other part of the Greek world, the women were 
excluded from political life entirely, and yet--there's all this conflicting 
stuff. Let me tell you the next thing I want to tell you about. The marriage 
ceremony in Sparta shows you a very odd kind of a thing. First of all, it 
happens--these are all ritual activities, but you ritually seize the girl you're 
going to marry. It's as though you're saying that the fundamental basic way 
you find a family is you grab a woman and she becomes yours. Then the 
marriage ceremony itself, the girl has her head shaved and she is dressed as 
a man, and sits in a darkened room awaiting her groom and it seems to me 
that they're trying to make her as much like a boy as they possibly can at 
this moment of the consummation of the marriage for the first time. Well, 
whatever my interpretation, you've got to accept the weirdness of the world 
that I have been describing to you.

Well, all of this you know had this interesting impact. One other 
thing, I haven't told you, my last thing I want to tell you about women--
when a Spartan woman was a mother she--Pericles in this funeral oration 
ends the funeral oration and is saying, now as to the wives and mothers of 
these great men who have just died, just shut up and go home, because the 
highest thing that can be said about a woman is that she is never spoken of 
for good or for ill. This is democratic Athens we're talking about. Well, 
nobody ever told a Spartan mother to shut her mouth, because Greek 
literature is filled with quotations from Spartan mothers telling people stuff, 
like telling their son to go out to battle and come back with your shield or on 
it. You know what the shields were like? You could use them as--what do 
you take bodies out with now? Stretchers. And so, her message was you 
come back, but if I heard you threw your shield away and ran, don't come 
home, and there are all kinds of tales.  
So, Spartan women obviously--I'll give you one other. One time, late in their 
history when things are going bad for the Spartans, a hostile army actually 
gets into Sparta and the women are up there on the roofs of their houses, 
throwing roof tiles as projectiles against the enemy army. So Spartan 
women were really something else and there they are. But if you take the 
whole picture, what is it? It is, as I say, the degradation of the family in 
favor of the importance of the polis as a whole, its needs, and its structure. It 
is a warrior ethic, it is based upon the principle of the hoplite phalanx and I 
want to read to you a piece of poetry written by this Spartan poet, Tyrtaeus, 
who is dated somewhere in the seventh century that gets at a number of the 
topics I've been talking about so far.  

Here's how it goes: "I would not say anything for a man, nor take 
account of him for any speed of his feet, or wrestling skill he might have. 
Not if he had the size of a Cyclops and the strength to go with it. Not if he 
could outrun Boreas the north wind. Not if he were more handsome and 
gracefully formed than Tythonius or had more riches than Midas had, or 
Cenarius too. Not if he were more of a king than Tantalus or Pelops, or had 
the power of speech and persuasion that Adrastas had." That is a catalog of 
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all the things that people admire and want for themselves, and regard as 
important in Homer; everything, those are the characteristics that every hero 
wants, and he says, I don't give a damn for all that says Tyrtaeus for no 
man--I'm sorry I skipped an important line. "I don't care about any of those 
things not if he had all splendors except for a fighting spirit. For no man 
ever proves himself a good man in war unless he can endure to face the 
blood and the slaughter, to go close against the enemy and fight with his 
hands."

Here is arête, which my translator translates as courage, which is 
fair; that's the most fundamental meaning of it, but anyway, it is the word 
arête. "Mankind's finest possession, here is the noblest prize that a young 
man can endeavor to win. It is a good thing his city and all the people share 
with him, when a man plants his feet and stands firm among the foremost 
spears relentlessly. All thought of foul flight completely forgotten and as 
well trained his heart to be steadfast and endure, and with words encourages 
the man who is stationed besides him. Here is a man who proves himself 
valiant in war. With a sudden rush he turns to fight the rugged battalions of 
the enemy and sustains the beating wave of assault." I don't care about any 
of those things that you read about in the Iliad and the Odyssey, all I care 
about is how do you fight when you're in the phalanx? If you don't have it 
there you're nothing.  

To continue, he's now going to examine the question of what 
happens if you die. I mean, that happens doesn't it? Here's what he says, 
"And he who so falls among the champions and loses his sweet life." Notice 
that here he is telling--he's going to tell you in a moment how good it is to 
die in this way, but he's not kidding himself; life is sweet. You've lost it. 
Here is that wonderful Greek realism that I told you about. "And loses his 
sweet life so blessing with honor, his polis, his father, and all his people 
with wounds in his chest where the spear that he was facing has transfixed 
the massive guard of his shield and gone through his breastplate as well. 
Why such a man is lamented alike by the young and the elders, and all his 
city goes into mourning and grieves for his loss. His tomb is pointed to with 
pride and so are his children, and his children's children, and afterward all 
the race that is his. His shining glory is never forgotten. His name is 
remembered, and he becomes an immortal though he lies under the ground, 
when one who was a brave man has been killed by the furious war god, 
standing his ground, and fighting hard for his children and his land."

I hope you noticed all of the things we've been talking about that are 
contained in that statement. All of those are reasons why you should be 
willing to risk your life for your polis, because thereby, you can win 
yourself immortality, one of the few ways that you can do that as a Greek. 
Okay, but there is another--what if things go well? What if you don't get 
killed? "But if he escapes the doom of that death, the destroyer of bodies 
and wins his battle, and bright renown for the work of his spear, all men 
give place to him alike. The youth and the elders, and much joy comes his 
way before he goes down to the dead. Aging, he has reputation among his 
citizens. No one tries to interfere with his honors or all he deserves. All men 
withdraw before his presence and yield their seats to him, the youth and the 
men his age, and even those older than he. Thus, a man should endeavor to 
reach this place of courage with all his heart, and so trying never be 
backward in war. "So it pays off for you to be brave and a good soldier in 
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the phalanx whether you live or die; both of them are good ends. Notice 
how slyly he makes the point about, even if things go well for you before 
you die, meaning don't imagine if you don't get killed in this battle you're 
going to live forever; you're going to die anyway.  

Now, there was yet another element in-- the songs of Tyrtaeus would 
have been the songs that the boys would have been learned and would have 
been taught in school and they would have been marching along to the 
music of that poem. But then Xenophon who wrote late in the fifth, early 
fourth centuries, an Athenian who knew the Spartans well, as I say, tells us 
about how the Spartans dealt with this problem of instilling courage in their 
soldiers and avoid the opposite. Here's what he says, "In other states when a 
man proves a coward, the only consequence is that he is called a coward. He 
goes to the same market as the brave man and sits beside him. He attends 
the same gymnasium if he chooses. But in Sparta everyone would be 
ashamed to have a coward with him at the mess or to be matched with him 
in a wrestling bout. Often when sides are picked for a game of ball he is the 
odd man left out. In a chorus he is banished to the ignominious place. In the 
streets he is bound to make way when he occupies a seat; he must give it up 
even to a younger man. He must support his spinster relatives at home and 
he must explain to them why they are old maids." Nobody's going to marry 
the sister of a coward. Think of the joy of meeting your sister at home 
everyday as she looks at you and realizes she's not going to have a husband 
because of you.  
"He must make the best of a fireside without a wife, because who would 
marry such a man? Yet, pay forfeit for that. He may not stroll about with a 
cheerful countenance." If he walks around with a smile on his face 
somebody's going to knock it off. "Now behave as though he were a man of 
unsullied fame or else he must submit to be beaten by his betters." "Small 
wonder," I think says Xenophon, "that where such a load of dishonor is laid 
on the coward, death seems preferable to a life so dishonored, so 
ignominious." Now the truth is, I think, Xenophon is exaggerating. I don't 
think it would be fun to come home after behaving like a coward in any 
Greek city, but I do think it's fair to say that it would have been intolerable if 
you're talking about Sparta.  

Yeah, we have some time. Let me turn now to the more formal 
constitution of the state as we would use the term today. It is unique in 
Greek life. It is a mixed constitution. It is not democracy, it's not a 
monarchy, it's not an oligarchy, it's not an aristocracy; it contains elements 
of every one of those more normal constitutions. There are kings. Notice I 
say plural, because there are two kings at any one time, each descending 
from a different royal family. These kings have priestly responsibilities.
They serve--and this is very important--as generals who lead the Spartan 
army. They are judges in all sorts of cases. At any gathering of a public 
nature they hold a seat of honor. At banquets they get a double portion; I 
don't think we should understand that to mean that you get very big fat kings 
who eat twice as much as anybody else. I think this gives them an 
opportunity to share that with their friends and to hand out honors, and to be 
thanked for that.

When the Spartans appoint somebody to be their representative in 
another state--that's their form of diplomatic relations, the man who appoints 
the proxenos, that's the Greek word, the kings make that appointment. When 



128�
�

the Spartans have to consult a Delphic Oracle, men called the pythioi, are 
the ones who are sent to make the inquiry and bring back the answer, the 
kings select them. Well, these are, of course, the enormously honorific 
activities. So the kings are in a position to hand out very important honors to 
their fellow Spartans, and that I think is another one of the important 
privileges they have. If there is an heiress who does not have a husband, this 
could be typically a woman whose husband has died, and now she needs to 
be married to somebody else--that assignment is made by the kings. They 
tell that woman whom she's going to marry. The reason behind it is that she 
has no brothers, no uncles who could inherit her father's kleros and other 
wealth that now goes with her. She has to be assigned to somebody on 
behalf of the Spartan state.

Likewise, if there are adoptions of children from one family to 
another, it is the kings who make these decisions. The kings also sit on the 
council that is the dominant advisory consulting element in the whole 
Spartan state; it is called the gerousia, which would be translated into Latin 
as senatus, our word Senate. It is a council of elders. It consists of twenty 
eight men over the age of sixty who are elected by the Spartans and the two 
kings who sit with them to produce a council of 30. The kingship is 
hereditary in each line, with this little bump in it, and that is it's necessarily 
the first son of the previous king. It's the first son born after the king has 
become king. So, if there's any question about that, that's the determining 
element. The kings are the only Spartans who are not required to go through 
the agoge. I think the idea was it would be demeaning for the royal figure to 
have to be beaten up by older boys, that's probably what's behind it.  

On the other hand, I think we should be aware that these are even 
less than the--you remember we spoke of the Greek basileus in the early 
days as perhaps having some kind of a royal function, but never a real one. 
Well, the Spartans have the power, but the Spartan kings have that power 
that I've just described, but another thing that reduces their kingly character 
is that there are two of them. That means one can always veto the other, and 
that means they never can have the kind of power that a true king, in our 
sense, would have. Two other things. One is the gerousia, this council of 
elders has very important powers and some of them relating to the kings. 
There is another group of Spartans, another council--I should have told you 
that the gerousia, once the men are chosen they serve for life, but there's 
another council in Sparta of men, five of them, called ephors.

These ephors are ordinary Spartans who come just from anybody 
who is a Spartan. One of the powers they have vis à vis the kings, is they 
can bring charges against the kings, if they believe that either of the kings 
has done wrong, violated the law, done something improper and then the 
kings are tried by the gerousia. If you think that's just pro forma activity, 
Spartan history is filled with kings who have been convicted of some crime 
or other and are driven off into exile and removed from the kingship. So 
these are very powerful limitations. I think I'm out of time. So, I'll start next 
time by completing our discussion of the Spartan state and move forward 
from there. 
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X. The�rise�of�Athens�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� finishes� up� his� description� of� the� Spartan�
constitution.� He� argues� that� Sparta� had� a� mixed� constitution� and� gained�
great�power�due�to�alliances�that�the�Spartans�made�with�their�neighbors.�
After� the� discussion� of� Sparta,� Professor� Kagan� examines� Athens� and� the�
development� of� the� Athenian� constitution.� In� addition,� he� shows� how�
different� these� two� poleis� were.� Finally,� Professor� Kagan� discusses� the�
emergence�of�the�hoplite�class�in�Athens�and�the�failure�of�Cylon�to�make�
himself�tyrant�of�Athens.�

We were examining Sparta, the most important, I think, of the early poleis,
certainly once you get into the seventh and sixth centuries. And I was 
describing the formal constitution of the Spartans, having mentioned the 
kings and the gerousia, the council of elders consisting of twenty-eight 
elected men over sixty and the two kings to create a body of thirty. Then 
there is the Spartan Assembly which consists of all the adult male Spartan 
citizens, and as in most states, it really originated from the idea of having 
the fighting men participate in decisions and they're the kinds of decisions 
that undoubtedly were the first decisions the assemblies made. And in the 
case of Sparta, I would guess almost the only decisions they made were 
questions of whether to go to war, whether to make peace, whether to make 
alliances and so forth.  
Now, it's worth mentioning that that assembly--you want to distinguish that 
assembly from what I'll describe shortly about the Athenian Assembly. In 
this assembly, it is true that all adult male Spartans were participants, and let 
me also say that they came to the meeting dressed in their military uniform, 
apparently including their shields, because when a question was put to the 
Spartans, the way they responded was by shouting and banging on their 
shields. Whereupon, the presiding official would try to determine which 
side had the loudest noise. It's like a voice vote in one of our own meetings, 
only a little bit more colorful. And only, of course, if the presiding official 
decided that he couldn't tell which side had the most noise, would they 
resort to a separation like the British Parliament, those in favor over on that 
side, those opposed on the other side, and he would count and out would 
come the result.  

It looks as though the debates in the assembly were probably 
infrequent, because as best we can figure it out, we would guess that most 
issues that came before the assembly--let me back up and say probably not 
very many issues came before the assembly, but those that did, if there was 
an agreement on the part of the gerousia and the kings, in other words, the 
upper groups in society, if they agreed there would be no need to go, there 
might be some legal need to go to the assembly, but there would be no 
debate and the matter would simply go forward. However, some scholars go 
far too far in suggesting that there never was a debate in the assembly. There 
are debates reported to us in Thucydides, which make it perfectly clear that 
they did, but it is worth pointing out that so far as our information goes, the 
only people who spoke at those assemblies were the kings, the gerousia, or 
a group of people I haven't mentioned to you yet, the ephors, the five 
ephors. I'll describe their situation for you, but for the moment they are 
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annually elected officials of the state. In short, the average Spartan did not 
ever speak in the assembly, it appears. So it's not a democratic assembly, 
even though every single citizen is there, if he wants to be. So, that's part of 
the mixed and rather confusing aspect of the assembly.  

Let me turn now to the ephors. These, according to Spartan tradition, 
were invented somewhat late in the development of the Spartan constitution. 
The word ephor comes from the word which means to oversee, to oversee 
what's going on. They were, in a certain sense, the overseers. One of their 
duties was to keep watch on the kings and to see that the kings didn't do 
anything improper, illegal, irreligious, or anything of that kind, and some 
scholars have focused on that and suggested that, at least originally, that was 
what their main function was: to protect the Spartans from excessive power, 
excessive behavior by the kings, and that their sort of watching the king's 
thing was always their chief function. That, I think, is not right.

I think by the time the Spartans appear to us in history, let us say late 
in the sixth century and fifth century, the ephors don't do that. I mean, they 
still have the technical constitutional requirement to do that, but that's not 
what they're up too. When we see them they are usually engaged in dealing 
with foreign policy. So, if a neighboring state wanted to communicate 
something to the Spartans, either it might be an offer of an alliance or it 
might be an order to do something or else war would follow, or a 
negotiation for peace, any of those things, first they would come to the 
ephors, of which there were five and the ephors would then decide what 
should be done.

I would say, in most cases, they would, unless it was very, very 
serious, they would be able to give some sort of answer to it, but when it 
involved something fundamental like war and peace or alliances, then they 
would have to go to the assembly to get their approval. But my guess is that 
it would have been wildly reckless and therefore never done for the ephors
not to go to the gerousia first, because the gerousia was, by far, the most 
significant council in the state, most able to have the necessary prestige and 
yet to be small enough truly to discuss what needed to be done. And since 
the gerousia included the kings, it involved the most important people in the 
state. So, if the ephors wanted to do something, it would be damn foolish 
not to clear it with the gerousia first; although if they wished to be reckless, 
they could do otherwise.

Now, another thing about the ephors is that they're very different. 
The people who are elected to the gerousia are old men who have proven 
themselves, they are truly elected by a process in which their individual 
qualities are relevant, and so they have tremendous prestige in the Spartan 
state. This is not true necessarily and typically of the ephors. Aristotle tells 
us that they in fact were just any Joe Spartan, that they were ordinary 
people, not distinguished in any way. Although we don't have a clear picture 
of the way in which they were chosen, it is clear that they were--it looked it 
was some kind of a combination of election and sortition; there's a strong 
element of chance involved in selecting who was going to be an ephor. So, 
you must think of them, not as distinguished people who have some clout in 
their own person, but ordinary people who only achieve what clout they're 
going to have by virtue of being chosen as ephors. They're only there for a 
year.
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Now, the kings are there for life and the gerousia is there for life, 
and I suppose the assembly is there for life, but the ephors are only going to 
be ephors for a year and only once in their life. These are not politically 
powerful people. I think the idea was to sort of have a representation of the 
ordinary Spartan to carry on the functions that I have talked about. On the 
other hand, they were given the responsibility of seeing that the kings were 
in line and they had various techniques or various policies and processes 
which had them make judgments as to whether the kings were doing 
anything wrong, and if they did, they could make that point. They could go 
to Delphi and ask the god, if they were right in thinking something was 
wrong, and if they came back the kings would be put on trial. The ephors
would be the accusers, the trial would be held in the gerousia, and don't 
imagine that that didn't matter. Kings were brought to trial in this way 
frequently in the history of Sparta and very often they were convicted, and 
often exiled, and in other ways punished. So, there's nothing just theoretical 
about this capacity to control them and something rather important about 
this accidental element in who becomes an ephor.

All right, those are the elements of the Spartan constitution and I 
think it's self evident that it deserves a title of a mixed constitution. At the 
same time, you don't want to lose sight of something even more basic than 
that. Remember that all the Spartiates that there are, whether they are 
ordinary citizens, all the way up through king, are a small minority of all the 
people who are under the control of the Spartans. People try to guess from 
the evidence that we have what percentage of the entire population of the 
Peloponnesus or of their own part of the Peloponnesus the Spartans were--
well, it looks as though the number of Helots may have been something like 
seven Helots to every Spartan. Then you have to add to that the number of 
perioikoi who were also not Spartiates.

So, whatever the mixed character of the constitution was, when you 
look at the whole of Laconia and its possessions, it is very much an 
oligarchy. The Spartans normally will like to see other states oligarchically 
governed. They will not like to see either extreme. They won't like 
democracies and they won't like any form of autocracy which in Greece 
typically took the form of tyranny. So, the Spartans gain a reputation of 
being--because they often fight against tyrants--they gain a reputation of 
being hostile to tyranny, which brings our attention to the subject of foreign 
policy, very important for Sparta and for the Greek world, because as I think 
I mentioned before, the Spartans became the first state to be in command, or 
in control, or to be the leaders of a coalition of states. Not for a specific 
purpose only, but a permanent coalition of states which the ancient Greeks 
referred to as the Spartans and their allies, which modern scholars have 
come to call the Peloponnesian League, and I guess I will use that term and 
you'll see it all over the place.  

It's an imprecise term because some of the members of the--let me 
say a better term for it would be the Spartan alliance, which is what pretty 
much the Greeks called it, because not everybody in the Peloponnese was a 
member of the Peloponnesian League and not every member of the league 
was in the Peloponnesus, but still we all will know what we're talking about 
when we speak of the Peloponnesian League. I shall try to remember to 
speak of the Spartan alliance most of the time.  
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Well, how did it come to exist? Again, as in most things in Greek 
history, the beginnings are shrouded in legend and are not absolutely clear, 
but perhaps the place to start is to say maybe around 570 B.C. The Spartans 
who had been successful apparently in turning around, to some considerable 
degree their defeat back in the seventh century in fight with Argos and were 
expanding their influence and power in the Peloponnesus, suffered a defeat 
in the region of Arcadia to the north of Laconia--that by the way is 
mountainous country and poor typically, relatively speaking and it provided 
some of the toughest warriors in the Greek world. So, it's no miracle that the 
Spartans had a hard time up there. It looks as though at that point, that 
somebody in Sparta came up with a bright idea which changed the nature of 
the Spartan situation, and also introduced something new into the Greek 
world at the same time.  
They defeated the town of Tegea, which is located just to the north of 
Laconia. It's a very important state for the Spartans, not just because it's the 
neighbor right to the north of them, but because remember what I told you, 
if you want to get to Mycenae from Sparta you can't go across those 
mountains, you got to go up north and then go left, go west into Mycenae. 
Tegea is right there where the road turns west. So, its strategic importance is 
very great. The Spartans got into this war with Tegea and they gained 
control of Tegea where they claimed to have discovered the bones of the 
great Homeric hero, Orestes and taken it away from Tegea, the bones I 
mean, and buried them at Sparta.  

Also, there was a legend that maybe they propagated that showed up 
in some poetry we have, that Agamemnon had moved from his home base 
in Mycenae to Sparta, an attempt, in other words, to connect these Dorian 
Spartans with the legends of the great men of the Achaean world described 
by Homer. Finally, we are told late in the sixth century, King Cleomenes 
who was one of the aggressive Spartan rulers who expanded the power of 
Sparta, said on one occasion, "I am no Dorian, I am an Achaean." What's 
this all about? Well, it looks like as the Spartans begin to extend this league 
that I will be telling you about in a minute, they want to reduce the amount 
of resistance that they're going to get into. Dorian's versus Achaeans still 
seems to have some meaning to the Greeks. Remember the business about 
what happened in Sicyon when the tyrants of Sicyon made this sharp 
distinction in favor of Achaeans against Dorians. It suggests that that 
division among the Greek peoples hadn't died down yet and I think that's 
what's going on here. Spartans are trying to claim union with the Achaeans 
not dominance over them.  

Anyway, nonetheless, the Spartans start taking on other Greek states 
trying to establish their domination and are very successful. They defeated 
the powerful and important state of Argos. And in the process they took 
away a piece of land that is between the area of Argos and Sparta, the name 
of it is Cynuria and they took it away, next to their own state. That's 
interesting, because the Argives never forgave that and never gave up on the 
idea of getting it back. You find the Argives and the Spartans fighting each 
other at least once a century and what they're fighting about is gaining 
control of Cynuria. Its common people referred to Cynuria as the Alsace-
Lorraine of the Peloponnesus. Everybody who doesn't have it and wants it 
back between these two states. Finally, the Spartans also take the island just 
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off the southeastern edge of the Peloponnesus called Cythera, which gives 
them a good strategic base there as well, so they are expanding.

Now, what happens--I'll go back to Tegea for a moment because 
that's the first case we hear and it's the model. When they defeat the 
Tegeans, instead of simply annexing their territory, subordinating the 
people, or subjecting the people to Spartan rule, they do something 
different. They offer the Tegeans an alliance. The character of the alliance, 
certainly in the full fledged history of the Spartan alliance--we can't be sure 
whether the words I'm going to speak to you now were all there in the 
original oath that the Spartans made their allies swear, but it was there by 
the end of the fifth century anyway. I think something like it, either was in 
the oath or was understood, and that is: the state that was defeated said, 
agreed to accept the leadership of Sparta, and the word that's involved here 
is hegemonia and the leader is called a hegemon and that is something 
different from being your master here, your despotes. It's a little bit less, or 
at least you want it to seem that way and to have the same friends and 
enemies as the Spartans had, and to follow them wherever the Spartans 
should lead.
A short way of saying it was that they turned their foreign policy over to the 
Spartans and accepted their leadership in war. What do they get in 
exchange? One, the Spartans didn't take away their land, destroy their 
houses, make them slaves or anything like that. Besides that, they also 
provided them, promised them and provided them protection against attack 
from somebody else. When the Peloponnesian League is in place, one of its 
consequences for most of the time, is the end of warfare between the states 
inside the Peloponnesus, at least that was the theoretical situation. As we 
shall see, it will be broken from time to time, but still it's generally true. So 
now, what does this mean? The Spartans have done something that is 
similar to what the Romans would do centuries later and really an enormous 
achievement if you can do it.  

When you conquer people, one of the problems you have, is every 
state you conquer is potentially a problem. You have to rule it, and that's 
going to take more soldiers and you will have to do something with them. 
You acquire responsibilities that are greater than they used to be, but the 
point is, normally you don't gain any fighting men. Spartan way of doing it 
means you gain more troops for your army. When the Spartans go to their 
allies, and they want to go war, they tell them send your allotment of troops 
to the place we tell you, on the day we tell you. That allotment could well be 
two-thirds of their army. They will go to where the Spartans want to go and 
the general of the army overall will be a Spartan, and they will be fighting 
for Spartan purposes, unless the Spartans have chosen to fight for their 
allies' purposes. But the Spartans now have increased their military strength 
enormously by the invention of this new thing, the Spartan Alliance.

Now, the debate continues to exist as to just what that alliance was 
really like. Were the Spartans free to do anything that they liked in foreign 
affairs or did they need to have the approval of their allies before going to 
war? I'm talking now about a constitutional question rather than reality 
question. Scholars bat it around both ways; my prejudices are that the 
leagues' constitution, whatever it may have been, was less important than 
reality. That is to say, not all states in the Spartan Alliance were equal. 
Some were large and numerous, and strong militarily. Some were also 
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wealth, and some were at some distance from Sparta. Others were small, 
weak, poor, and close to Sparta. I would say, and I think the evidence will 
support this as a fact, whatever the theory may have been, that the closer 
you were to Sparta the smaller you were, the weaker you were, the more you 
did what the Spartans told you. How's that for a shock? And vice versa. The 
stronger, the more distant, the wealthier you were, the more independent 
you were of the Spartans. 

I would say much of the time, most of the time, people did what the 
Spartans wanted them to do. But we have many occasions in which states 
refused to do so and even get in the way of the Spartans. Now, I think the 
Spartans very often when they had to do something called a meeting of the 
Spartan Alliance, consulted their allies, but it's not necessary true that they 
took a vote as to what the allies thought; sometimes they did. I think 
sometimes they didn't; it all depended on the situation. If you want your 
allies to come and fight with you it's better to have them to do so willingly 
than under orders, and so that will explain, in my opinion, some of the 
reasons for calling it a Peloponnesian League meeting, not necessarily that 
they were required to do so. But I've given you a mixed and rather vague 
picture, and I think that's the real picture.  

I think you can't be very sure, either because this evidence doesn't 
allow us to be sure how the league was supposed to work and how it really 
did work, but I also think nobody could tell in advance how it was going to 
work, whatever the understood constitution was. After all, one of the most 
important things that is involved in membership in the league, is that when 
the Spartans say, I want you to come and fight with me for these purposes, 
you come and you bring your army to do it, but we have a period in 
Thucydides' account of the Peloponnesian War in which important states 
like Corinth and Thebes, among others, simply say "no." And when the 
Spartans say, why aren't you doing what you're supposed to do, they come 
up with a very nice cock-and-bull story supported by theoretically religious 
motives why they can't do what they're supposed to do and the Spartans 
have to put up with it; there's nothing they can do about it.

So I think, now that I've mentioned the constitutional technicalities, I 
think the real thing to ask in each case is what are the realities of the 
situation, and by which I mean mainly, questions of power that determine 
what's going to happen. All right, but by the end of the sixth century there is 
this Spartan alliance and Sparta alone, among the Greek states, is a 
hegemonal power and able to use, by Greek standards, a much vaster 
military force than the Greeks have ever known, so that when the Persian 
Wars come upon them, there will be no hesitation and no doubt; the Greek 
league that will fight the Persians, will be led by the Spartans. So great was 
their respect in which they were held that not only did they command the 
armies, even though they had no navy and no naval tradition, they were 
even put in charge of the fleet, although they often had the brains to use 
other people who had more experience to do the actual leading. But Sparta 
is in this position and I think that's important.  
Well, let's step back a moment and take a look at the Spartan state as we've 
been describing it and ask what is it that motivates the Spartans as a state, 
first of all, in its foreign policy? Because, as we shall see, there's this 
remarkable thing that even though they are by far the strongest military 
force among the Greeks, they are more than usual reluctant to fight, and 
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they don't like to fight wars if they can avoid them, especially they don't like 
to go any great distance to fight a war away from home and they don't like 
to fight for any long period of time if they have to be away from home. The 
reasons for that are really what I want to make you see.  

At the core of it all, according to Thucydides, it was the fear of the 
Helots. It's not just that the Helots were so numerous compared to the 
Spartans, but I want to remind you again of their tremendous dissatisfaction 
with their situation, their backs may have been broken, but their spirits were 
not. They always were hoping to have a rebellion in which they could undue 
this extraordinarily heavy burden that they carried, and somehow in spite of 
the hundreds of years in which this has been going on, they did not lose 
sight of their nationality, of the fact that they were Messenians and that they 
were a people, and that they had to throw off Spartan control of them if they 
could possible could.

Their feelings towards the Spartans were as you might expect. 
There's a story of a rebellion I think I mentioned this to you earlier, early in 
the fourth century in Sparta, somebody is trying to stir up the people against 
the Spartan government and he mentions to the people he's trying to enlist in 
his side the Helots, he says, who would gladly eat the Spartans raw. I think 
that's what you have to have in your mind, if you want to understand what 
the Spartans think. If we take our whole army, leave town, go three days 
march away, how do we know we'll find anybody alive when we get back? 
That's always on their minds and Helot rebellions, although they don't take 
place every day, take place very sparsely, but they keep happening so that 
the fear is never irrational.  

To that is added the permanent enmity of Argos, which never gives 
up the idea of returning to the great days of Pheidon with Argos as the 
dominant state in the Peloponnesus and that means that the Spartans have to 
be defeated for that to happen and so the Argives come back to the Spartans 
time after time, good stretches in between, because the Spartans always beat 
them and do great harm so that it takes a long time for them to come back. 
But they're there, they don't go away; it's a problem. So, the Spartans, of 
course, have a need of a collection of states that stand between them and 
their potential enemies of whom the Argives are the most important. So, you 
can look at the Peloponnesian league in general as the way in which the 
Spartans dealt with the danger they felt internally and externally.  

Another element that the Spartans always worry about--remember 
why are the Spartans so successful? Numerically they aren't many, enough 
to actually just defeat anybody by numbers. It is, because they are the best. 
Why are they the best? It's because of this training system, these values, this 
way of life that is the purely Spartan way. So, there are always, I would 
argue, likely to be a majority at least of Spartans who are suspicious of and 
hostile to any kind of change internally certainly, and externally, because 
external things have internal implications. They're always worried about 
corruption seeping into the Spartan system. Corruption normally has the 
concept of money, wealth behind it. If money comes into the picture and 
people start being bought by it, they will cease to be thinking the way good 
Spartans should think, only of the state, but they will think of themselves 
and their wealth and so on.

Another thing that corrupts is the search for power beyond what is 
appropriate in the Spartan system. Remember that incredible contradiction 
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where everybody is a similar, almost an equal, but each one isn't vying for 
honor, which is not available universally to all, and so that means if you are 
a conservative Spartan, and the two words are practically the same, you're 
going to be worrying about that. That leads to conservatism in foreign 
policy. War, if you win, you are going to have booty; loot of some kind will 
come back into Sparta. Moreover, some people will gain reputations 
because of their fighting in the battle will bring them excessive honor, will 
fill their heads with a sense of their own greatness, and again, threaten the 
stability of the Spartan state. So, all of that is going to explain the paradox 
of the greatest military power in the Greek world, reluctant to fight and their 
power is not used to acquire economic benefits. What they focus on is 
discipline and the state versus freedom, individuality, and even family.  

There you have this strange society, a closed society that does not 
normally permit people to come and visit Sparta, and even those that it 
permits to come to Sparta during one period of the year, they actually force 
all foreigners out of town and do whatever strange things they do. Now, 
when we're talking about the fully developed Spartan state there are no 
exercises of the arts, such as existed before this system was created. There 
are no luxuries legally in Sparta. There are few creature comforts. Again, I 
suspect at some fairly early time, there were violations of these things, as 
individuals who had the power to do so, might well try to enjoy these things 
in spite of their being barred. But the main thing is, if you had them you 
couldn't really show them, you couldn't flaunt it, because that would be 
disastrous. Why? Because in a way, necessity becomes a virtue. 

We human beings--that's one of our typical ways of dealing with 
things. That is, we need to do something, we have to and so one way we 
cope is to do it and say it's the greatest thing in the world to do, and doing 
anything else is no good. That's what the Spartans did. Their way of life was 
imposed upon them by the decision to maintain their command of the 
Helots, after that it all makes perfect sense. Look what they had to give up, 
to do it. They said, of course, we gave that up, because that's what makes us 
the great people we are and that's the system that was the Spartan way of 
life.  

I remind you again that even though this is very extreme and other 
Greeks say that they're not going to live that way, they admire it 
tremendously, because it suits the ideology of all polis that subordinates 
individual family concerns to those of the community at large. As I 
mentioned earlier, the utopian philosophers of the fourth century, Plato 
being the most striking, Aristotle to a lesser degree, they admire this, 
although they have their wrinkles about how it's going to be. Nothing could 
be greater as a contrast to this way of thinking than the way that the 
Athenians will develop when they go through their growth as a polis. So 
let's take a look now at Athens to see how they came along.  

Athens, I hope you'll remember from your maps, is located in the 
southeastern portion of the Greek peninsula. It sticks out there into the 
Aegean Sea. Its geography--it's about 1,000 square miles is Attica. I think 
we talked about it already. The city is Athens; the region in which they live 
is Attica; the people are Athenians and that's an important point I think I 
made too, which is everybody who is a citizen who lives in Attica is an 
Athenian, no matter if he lives sixty five or seventy miles away from the 
city. He's still an Athenian. One of the things they achieved early was the 
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unification of that whole region and they made it one polis, although that 
certainly doesn't mean that there are no independent villages and towns in 
the polis of Athens, because they certainly are.  

Now, Attica was not one of the most desirable, certainly 
agriculturally rich areas in Greece. It was relatively speaking rather barren. 
Now, there are of course great exceptions; the central valley so to speak, of 
Attica has the richest soil and in the ancient world it was able to grow the 
very best grain, including wheat. But very much of the Athenian soil is 
mountainous and pretty close to barren, so that you don't have a lot of rich 
soil. This is not one of the most admirable places to come. On the other 
hand, it has certain advantages that the Athenians used well to achieve 
wealth and power and greatness. First of all, it has one splendid harbor; up 
in the northwestern part of Attica is Piraeus. It is the port of Athens. Once 
Athens becomes a naval state and it is both spacious, it has three nice little 
harbors, and it is very easily defended, because these harbors can be closed 
off and attacks can be prevented. So, that is one strength.

Another, and this is very rare, among Greek states, Attica contained 
silver mines in the south of the peninsula, and that gave the state, because 
these mines were ultimately owned by the state, it gave the state a source of 
income that was very, very unusual among the Greek city states, and the 
availability of that silver would turn out to be crucial at various moments in 
Athenian history. One reason why the soil wasn't so great for agriculture 
was that a lot of it is red clay, but that turns out to be wonderful for making 
pottery and of course Athenian pottery, and I'm thinking especially about 
painted pottery, fine ware, stuff that is meant for the upper classes, stuff that 
artists will work on that will be exported, all of that is made of that great red 
clay, the basis for the pottery that the Athenians did.

Another natural resource of great value and great blessing to those of 
us who can still see the remains of the Athenian experience is the marble 
that comes from Mount Penteli. The Greeks call it now Pendel, and 
Pentelikon is what the ancient Greeks called it. In the northeastern portion 
of the Attica Peninsula and it produce--you can still go see it wonderful, 
beautiful fine grain, white marble and that's the stuff that the Parthenon and 
all the other buildings, temples, on the Acropolis and around Attica was 
made of and that enabled the Athenians to build those temples as few cities 
could, because there it was sitting in their territory, not a source of the kind 
of tremendous expense it would be for other states that would have to buy it 
and bring it in.

Now, on the other hand, Athens was able as I told you-- let's start in 
the early days to grow wheat and other grains, but more to the point, it was 
very good for olive trees and for grapevines, so as we will see when the 
Athenians begin to exploit all of their land, not just the bottom land that 
works for grain, but also the less desirable land and produced wine and olive 
oil, that was a source of agricultural wealth that would play an important 
part in their history.
Now, their own story about their past was something like this. They, unlike 
the other inhabitants of southern Greece, according to their story, never 
experienced a Dorian invasion. Now, the Dorians did come down and sort 
of bang at the door of Attica, but they were driven by the Athenians and 
never made their way into it. So, the Athenians claimed that they were, in a 
certain sense, the purest of the pure Greeks and they went to great lengths. 
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One of their stories claims they were, as the Greek word goes 
autochthonous, that is, they were sprang from their own soil. In fact, they 
said they were in Attica before the creation of the moon. Guess you don't 
have to believe that, but on the other hand, it's their picture; we were always 
here, the original indigenous people. Their tradition, and this one is surely 
right, is that at an early time in their history, Attica became a refuge for 
people escaping what they would have regarded as the Dorian invasion. 
There's no doubt that people from the Peloponnesus after the fall of the 
Bronze Age civilizations did a lot of running away and some of them ran to 
Attica and were greeted and settled down there permanently. Some of the 
most important and most aristocratic Athenians traced their ancestry not to 
the Athenians who were there before the moon was created, but to people 
who had come in this flight sometime after the end of the Bronze Age.  

It is a tradition not of producing conflict but of producing harmony. 
These exiles, we are told, were brought into the Athenian people and lived 
among them as Athenians, no split, no division. Similarly, there is nothing 
like the helot class in Athens. There are no serfs, there is no suppressed 
population waiting to get at their rulers, so that there's a kind of a historical 
good fortune, which says Athens is going to be without internal strife. I 
don't mean totally but to a great degree compared to the other Greek states. 
Now, one important example of what happens in Athens that doesn't happen 
in other states is this. There's a tradition in Athens of an event called 
synoikismos; it's on the site so you can look it up, which means unification. 
It really, if you take the word apart, it means the bringing of households 
together. There is no set of local rebellions against the major city, no need to 
go to war. Now, there were obviously wars back there in the early days of 
the polis when the city of Athens became the dominant city, but we know so 
little of them, it's as though the memory has been entirely forgotten and the 
picture that is painted is one of everybody sort of happily living together, no 
conflict.  
Compare that to Sparta where it's obvious Sparta gained control of the 
Peloponnesus through war and that many of the people there were very 
unhappy with them, not to mention the Helots. But in neighboring Boeotia, 
the chief city of Thebes, traditionally was at war trying to subdue the other 
major cities of Boeotia, in order to make themselves the boss and they never 
were fully successful in this. So, Boeotia is torn, to some degree, by this 
internal conflict, which makes it harder for Thebes to achieve the kind of 
power in its own home territory that the Athenians are able to achieve.

Let's take a look at the earliest society of Athens as first we come to 
know it. One thing about this is that the story often comes to us through 
people like Aristotle who liked to make things neater and put them nicely 
together, rather than to leave little bumps or anything like that. The society 
we're talking about, this earliest society, is aristocratic and remember it's 
important to notice the difference between aristocratic and oligarchic. 
Aristocratic implies means ruled by the best, and best in that time means 
simply best by birth. It means best by birth and that means if you're going to 
be in the ruling group, in a dominant, an aristocrat--the only way to get there 
is if your father was an aristocrat.

Doesn't matter how rich you are, doesn't matter what a magnificent 
warrior you are, all that matters is birth and that is different from oligarchy 
which gives rule to a few but that usually means, I would say just about 
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every case, that wealth plays a role that you can be one of the few in the 
ruling group if you're rich enough. I don't mean that they didn't have 
aristocrats within an oligarchy, I'm sure that they did, it's that that was not 
the critical element. Now, also in the Athenian aristocracy, you can imagine 
that most aristocrats are rich but some of them are not, and that's the 
distinction that matters and we will come back to that point as we see 
Athens move out of the aristocratic condition and into one that is more 
based on wealth, than it is merely on birth.  

Well, we are told that in the earliest times, Athens was divided up; 
the people of Athens were divided up into four tribes just as were all the 
other Ionian cities and the Athenians of course were Ionians; this is a point 
worth making, because most Ionians lived on the coast of Asia Minor or on 
the Islands of the Aegean and the Athenians were pretty much--I'm 
exaggerating but mostly the only Ionians on the mainland. They sort of were 
an interesting middling group between the Dorians of the Peloponnesus and 
the Greeks of other types elsewhere, and the Athenians sort of stood 
between the mainland where they existed, where they were, and the islands 
and across the seas. Each one of these four traditional tribes contained, 
according to this tradition, three subdivisions that were called phratres.
An easy way to translate phratres is brotherhood. Notice it's again about 
family and birth. You are in phratres; you're in that phratres, because so is 
your father and you inherit it, and these phratres were very important. I 
should have mentioned that the tribes had important religious functions that 
also the army consisted of four regimens, one for each tribe. So, these tribes 
had great reality for the Spartans. You went not only to the religious 
festivals of the entire state, but you went to those only for your fellow 
tribesmen, which gave you a sense of belonging in that tribe, and I think 
that's important. The phratres were smaller versions of the same thing; 
phratres had religious rites of their own, and in fact, the phratres appears to 
have been the unit that really mattered in terms of the place where you sort 
of established your belonging.

I mean, if somebody came along to an Athenian in the seventh 
century and said, you say you're an Athenian, how do I know you're an 
Athenian? Well, after you got through saying, well you can ask my friends, 
my neighbors. Yeah what do they know? You say, well how would you do 
it? Well, I guess come down to a meeting of my phratres, they will have a 
record of my being a member of that phratres and that makes me an 
Athenian. So that's the importance, in a way, one part of the importance of 
the phratres. Now, the phratres, because it was established by birth and 
tradition, was an aristocratic stronghold. Everywhere you can imagine, tribe, 
phratres, and so on, some aristocratic family or families would have had a 
leading role by tradition. The Greek religion did have priests, but it didn't 
have a separate priestly class and during the aristocratic period, and I would 
say probably throughout its history, Athenian religion had the priesthoods, 
the chief religious places in the state were held by aristocrats, which in a 
primitive society in itself, gives them tremendous prestige and a lot of clout.  

Probably, although I'm not sure we have hard evidence on this, 
probably the phratres fought side by side in the tribal regiments as well; of 
course they would always be commanded by aristocratic leaders. Another 
way the Athenian people were divided involved names of classes of people 
and we'll come back to that in another context, but one class, the highest 



140�
�

class in the aristocratic state were the eupatrids, it means the well-born, the 
well-sired and it turns out that in the early polis, no surprise, they dominated 
the best farmland, they had the chief jobs in religion, they were the 
government, because as early as we can tell that there was a regime after the 
legendary kings are gone, the number one governmental organization, you 
might call it, is the council of the Areopagus; gets its name from the place 
where it meets. If you look to the west side of the Acropolis, immediately 
there's a pretty good size hill which is the Areopagus, the hill of Ares, the 
war god. There the council of the Areopagus met and did what it had to do, 
and it's clear that the members of the Areopagus in its earliest stage were 
noblemen.  

We don't know enough to know whether it was all noblemen or just 
the leaders of the clans or whatever, but that's where decisions were made. 
It's important though to realize that in these early days of the polis they 
probably had very little to decide and very little to do. Most of the real life 
of the state in the earliest days would have been out in the countryside 
where the overwhelming majority of the people lived. You must imagine 
that it is something like, nothing like precisely, but something like the 
feudal manners that we find in western Europe after the fall of the Roman 
Empire.  

These noblemen would typically have held a lot of land and have 
been well to do, have had all the powers I've described, and were looked up 
to and were listened to. They would have led the military units into battle 
when that was necessary and we know that one of the things that they did 
was to serve as the source of justice in the state. If there was a quarrel 
between a couple of guys, they would bring it to a court. You think of 
Hesiod, his complaints where his noblemen, his barons were crooked, but 
that doesn't mean they all were. In any case, that's where you went. They 
settled any disputes that you didn't settle by feud or by some other primitive 
technique. It was pretty clear that it was right to have the noblemen do it, 
not just because they're aristocrats but because they would know what the 
law was since there was no writing before the eighth century and it was very 
rare after that, there was nothing like a written law code until the seventh 
century. Before that, if you wanted to get justice you went to a nobleman, 
and if you wanted to go beyond that, you went to the Areopagus, which is 
made of noblemen. That's the picture in the earliest polis as best we can 
reconstruct it.
Now, Aristotle tells us that beginning in the early seventh century, the date 
he gives us, of course we shouldn't put too much credence in it, it's too 
precise, but it's 683 B.C. This is the date he gives us and he tells us on that 
occasion, we are introduced to a new thing, magistrates are chosen from the 
aristocracy to do various jobs in the city. In Athens, the magistrates were 
called archons. It means, in the most technical sense, rulers, but it means 
really important magistrates in the state. One of these was called the War 
archon, polemarch, presumably he led the army. Next came the archon who 
was actually the most important archon, the one who gave his name to the 
year. I think I mentioned the Greeks did not have a system of dating, which 
has a starting point, and so you can say one, two, three, four, five. Instead, 
like many ancient peoples, they named the year after the leading archon, the 
leading magistrate of the state; Mesopotamian cities did the same thing. So 
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that archon was called the archon eponymous, the one who gives his name 
to the state.  

So, if you wanted to know when did a thing happen, somebody 
would say it was in the archonship of so and so, and so and so. Well, you 
wouldn't have that in your head, you would have to go someplace and look 
it up where there was a list of archons. Anyway, he was the most important. 
A third archon was known as the King archon, the archon basileus. His 
responsibilities were mainly religious, but I should point out that all the 
archons, whatever else they did, every one of them also did justice, that is, 
they had courts to which people could come to get their quarrels settled. 
Sometime after that, after these three major figures that I have mentioned to 
you, there was established a body of men called thesmothetes, you'll see this 
on the list of words, which were six men whose functions were apparently 
strictly judicial. They presided over courts that you could to for specified 
purposes.

Every one of these nine archons--they are sometimes referred to as 
the college of nine archons. They had a secretary which would have brought 
them up to ten, but only nine were true archons. They were elected from the 
aristocracy by the assembly of all Athenian adult males. That means mainly 
not aristocrats; they chose from among the aristocrats for these archons,
who served for one year and not again. That's a very important concept. 
Nobody in Athens holds an office at this time, or as far as I can tell, at any 
time--well, back up, at this time, for more than a year. The only thing in 
town that has continuity, that can develop power and influence over a period 
of time, is the council of the Areopagus and that's what aristocratic and 
oligarchic regimes do. They are very nervous about individuals who acquire 
too much power, popularity, influence which will threaten the character of 
the aristocracy.  
Aristocracies--this may seem funny, but aristocracies love equality; equality 
among aristocrats, and then tremendous inequality between them and 
everybody else, sort of the way Yalies feel about things. Yalies are very 
nervous about anybody sticking his head up above the crowd, because the 
question is always why not me? You have high expectations of yourself and 
so sometimes unless you're invaded by later religious ideas that the Greeks 
didn't have, you're not humble, you're vying for honor. I always seek Greeks 
in front of me when I see Yalies. An aristocratic republic is what we have, 
not a monarchy, but a republic. Dominated insofar as it's dominated by 
anybody but individual aristocrats, by the areopagus, and at some point in 
the history of that institution it consists now of men who have been archon.

The year after their archonship they automatically go into the 
areopagus and remain areopagites for life. Well, that gives the counsel of 
the areopagus even more power and influence, because they consist now, 
exclusively after awhile, of people who have been chosen for their 
individual qualities to be the leading magistrates in the state and now they 
will oversee what's going on, and you can bet they will be looking very 
carefully over the shoulders of the aristocratic archons whenever they are in 
power to see that they're not screwing up, but also to see that they are not 
getting too mighty and too powerful.  
The weight and the power of the Areopagus must have been enormous in 
this system. So the rich and the well-born, because they are pretty much the 
same in the early days of the polis, run the state in this official constitutional 
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way, but I would also remind you that on their estates out there in the 
country they run the thing just as well with the farmers and everybody else 
out there, kowtowing to them and seeking their favorite. That's the kind of 
world that we have at the start. Then it comes to Athens as it did to every 
other Greek state, a little bit later it looks like in Athens, all of the change 
and turmoil that we've seen in Argos and Corinth and other place. If we are 
right in talking about something like a hoplite revolution, it occurs in Athens 
too. Athens grows slowly, and again late, but it begins to engage in 
commerce to a greater degree than before, and in ancient handcrafted 
manufacturing, and just as it does elsewhere, it leads to new wealth and new 
class distinctions, which are now based not on birth but on wealth. We hear 
new terms, not all of them new, a couple of them new that come into the 
picture. We hear about Athenians divided into different classes.

One of these you remember was the Eupatridae, the well-born, that's 
the old story and they were really only two, those who were and those who 
weren't. But now we hear about people called hippeis, and it means 
horseman, cavalryman. Well, you can't own a horse and ride a horse unless 
you have a lot of money. Horses are expensive. So, there are rich people 
now who are these cavalrymen. Well, they've had cavalry in the past, 
they've always been aristocrats, but what we will see in the future is that 
men who are hippeis who are not necessarily aristocrats.  

At the bottom of the barrel we hear about people called thetes.
They've always been around, they are the poor; they don't own land. They 
live at the mercy of chance; they work for other people. They do anything 
they can to stay alive. But now comes the new thing, people called zeugitai.
What does it mean? It means yoke fellows. Now, there are two senses of the 
work yoke that seem to be involved in this. You could say that, and this is 
one way that makes sense, these were men who were sufficiently well off 
that they could own a team of oxen, two oxen, who were yoked together to 
pull the plow. That would make them respectably well off farmers. We are 
talking about people of the hoplite class. Another theory is that they were 
indeed named that, because they were hoplites, because they lined up in the 
phalanx and they were yoked together, so to speak, by their shields touching 
one another.
It hardly matters which of the stories you prefer or whether you choose 
both; we're talking about the same people and that tells us the important 
fact, that this new class of independent family farmer has arrived in Athens, 
and as in other states is not satisfied with his position in the state, as his own 
importance to the state becomes greater and greater. We will come back to 
this story when we talk about Solon, but think about these changes as 
happening, as the next change that I want to tell you about occurs. A change 
that didn't happen, but if it had, it would have changed the entire course of 
events.

According to tradition in the year 632, an Athenian nobleman who 
had become famous because of his victory in an athletic contest and who 
had married the daughter of a very wealthy and powerful tyrant in Megara, 
right next door to Attica. So, this guy was a young big shot of extraordinary 
character named, Cylon, attempted a coup d'état trying to establish a 
tyranny in Athens, just as his father-in-law had established one in Megara. 
His father-in-law's name was Theagenes.  
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Well, as the story goes, he tried his best to gain control of the city. 
What did you do in Athens in the early days, if you wanted to take control 
of the city, is you take an armed force up onto the Acropolis, seize the 
Acropolis, make it your fortress, and proclaim yourself boss and see if you 
can make it stick. Well, he couldn't, he was resisted by enough of his 
opponents that he was defeated. The leader of the resistance was the family 
known as the Alcmaeonidae. We will hear a lot about them in this course. 
But they went up there, locked up Cylon and his supporters in the Acropolis, 
in a temple. You couldn't go into the temple for the purpose of killing 
somebody, that would be sacrilegious and so they were at a standstill. Still if 
you're inside that temple and trying to avoid being killed, you still need food 
and drink, and most important drink. So, how could they manage it? Well, 
they took a cord, tied it to the temple, held onto the cord, and went down to 
the well and got their water claiming that they were just as sacrosanct as 
they had been before, and for a while it worked. But the Alcmaeonidae said, 
baloney. They cut the cord and killed the Cylonians.

That put an end to the Cylonian conspiracy but it brought something 
to Alcmaeonidae as well, a curse. The Alcmaeonids were declared accursed 
and driven from the city. Well, that's for the time being, later on we will 
hear they're back again and they're very important. But the curse continues 
to be attached to the family, and as we get to the last end of the last third of 
the fifth century and the Peloponnesian War is about to break out, the 
enemies of Pericles will pull out the curse of the Alcmaeonidae to use 
against him, because his mother was of Alcmaeonids family.  

For the moment, what we're talking about here I think though, is 
here's the first sign that we see of trouble in paradise. Nice, calm, happy 
synoecisized Athens has got trouble right here in River City. I mean in 
Athens. Why? I think we must imagine that there are the kinds of 
discontents that we have been talking about which find the leader in the 
form of a man who is an outstanding figure for some reason, who is willing 
to try to establish a tyranny, and use armed force to try to achieve their 
goals. That it fails, I think, is an indication that the same forces haven't 
reached the power in Athens that they had reached in Megara, Corinth, 
Sicyon, and places like that, but it's a warning about troubles ahead and I'll 
turn to those troubles in the next hour. 
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XI. The�rise�of�Athens�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� traces� the� development� of� Athens.� He�
argues�that�Athens,�like�other�poleis,�undergoes�political�and�social�turmoil�
due� to� the� rise� of� the� hoplite� farmer.� This� unrest� is� first� seen� in� the�
attempted�coup�d'état�of�Cylon�and�the�Law�of�Draco.�Professor�Kagan�also�
points�out� that� in� response� to� these�developments,�Solon� was�made�sole�
archon�of�Athens�to�establish�peace� in�a� time�of�unrest.� It� should�also�be�
noted� that� Solon� established� laws� that� were� moderate� in� nature.�
Therefore,�it�comes�as�no�surprise�that�Solon�was�only�partially�successful.�
Eventually,� a� tyranny� is� established� in� Athens� by� Peisistratus,� but�
Peisistratus,�according�to�Professor�Kagan,�was�a�special�type�of�tyrant,�one�
that�not�only�upheld�the�new�laws�of�Solon,�but�was�also�interested�in�the�
welfare�of�Athens.�

I think the last thing I mentioned to you was the attempted coup d'état on 
the part of a nobleman by the name of Cylon, who was attempting to 
establish a tyranny of the sort that was becoming common in the 
neighborhood, and that he was the son-in-law of a tyrant in next-door 
Megara. The coup failed, but the problems that we imagine produced the 
coup did not go away, and once these evidence of continuing pressure for 
change away from the traditional aristocratic republic, which the early polis
was, towards something that would challenge the unquestioned traditional 
rule of the aristocracy. Again, these are all traditional dates and shouldn't be 
taken too seriously as precise, but probably reflect a pretty decent 
chronology in a general way. So, in the traditional year of 621 we hear that 
Athens received its first written law code, famous as the Code of Draco or in 
Greek it would be Dracon.
Reports that we have of it indicate that one kind of law that was included in 
the code was concerning homicide, which has a special place in Greek 
thinking. Probably it's true of most primitive societies that homicide 
involves religious ideas. The Greeks believed that the killing of men was 
accepted in wartime, was a religious pollution that had to be taken care of 
one way or another. Beyond that there was also the primitive thing that was 
not particularly religious, but reflected primitive thinking that all homicides 
need to be avenged, and so the blood feud was clearly part of the way to 
deal with homicide in early Greek history. As is true of most early societies 
there comes a time that no longer will do, that there's a sufficient 
civilization, urbanization, whatever it is that made the change, that people 
feel this has got to stop. One reason it does is, of course, because it tears the 
community apart, and as you are in the business of building a community, 
which is what's happening here in the polis, you can't have that going on.  

One reason it is the way to settle things is, because there isn't any 
proper government. There are only these noblemen. There is a council to be 
sure, but it's all a question of going to somebody, who has power and has 
respect, and getting a judgment from them. But as time passes, that's not 
good enough, and as the community becomes something that is more and 
more unified, there is a search for a better outcome and that is what resulted 
in the Code of Draco. Just the fact that there is written code, so that it is now 
available to anybody who read, which is not to say lots of people, but even 
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so people who can read can now tell it to other people. That very fact is the 
sign of the decline of the power of the aristocracy, because they alone used 
to know what the law was or claim to know it, and people would go to them 
and say what's the law, and they could administer it as they saw fit, which 
gave them extraordinary power, not to say prestige. Now, when it is 
possible, at least in some realms of the law, to know what that law is that 
has reduced the special place that the aristocrats have in society.  

Stories are told about the Code of Draco; like most early law codes, 
and we can compare the Draconic Code with a famous or less famous ones, 
much older, that we find especially in Mesopotamia in the Ancient Near 
East. The most famous of these because it has been inscribed on a 
remarkable piece of sculpture which is now in the Louvre in Paris, the Code 
of Hammurabi from the second millennium B.C., is really quite similar in its 
essence. It says, if so and so does such a thing, this is what the punishment 
is. From our point of view, early codes like Draco are notorious for how 
harsh they are. The Greeks later on said that the Code of Draco was written 
not in ink, but in blood. In fact, what it does is to codify what had been the 
ordinary practice.

Nobody was inventing laws; they were writing down what had been 
the customary procedures. And again, a characteristic for such 
developments is that over time when people know how harsh these things 
are and as society sort of calms down from the more wild condition that it 
was in at an earlier time, it tends to reduce the severity of the penalties and 
to legislate, however the legislation goes forward, in a more gentle way. So, 
that's another development which is obviously the consequence--aristocrats 
don't give up their power willingly out of the goodness of their hearts. 
There's pressure out there for access to the legal process for the ordinary 
person, and again I think, it's easy to believe that a lot of that pressure is 
coming from that hoplite farmer class that is becoming more important and 
more demanding all the time.  

Another change in the old placid life of the early Athenian republic, 
as we imagine it to be, is the conquest by the Athenians of the Island of 
Salamis that lies in the Saronic Gulf to the west of Attica between Attica 
and Megara. Athens and Megara will contest the control of Salamis for 
some time and fight each other over it, and on this occasion sometime here 
in the seventh century, probably towards the end of the seventh century, 
Athens conquers Salamis and populates it with Athenians. It's not really a 
colony in the sense that these apoichia I described for you are; it simply 
becomes part of Attica, as do all the subdivisions in Attica. But it's the first 
occasion that we see of the physical expansion of the Athenian polis which 
is indicative of the kind of stuff we've been talking about elsewhere as well, 
and yet another sign takes place about the same time, end of the seventh, 
very early in the sixth century.
The establishment of the first overseas colony by the Athenians at a place 
called Sigeum across the Aegean Sea, just at the entrance to the Dardanelles, 
the Hellespont and that is not an accident, I think, because that root, through 
the Hellespont, through the Sea of Marmara, through the Bosphorus and into 
the Black Sea, will, as Athens develops economically, become the most 
critical trade route for Athens indeed. After a while when Athens has 
developed a mixed economy and as population grows it becomes dependent 
on that route for supplying it with the grain that it needs as the staple of life 
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for its people. So, this is the first little step towards a very important 
development for Athens in the future.  

I guess the reasons for it, late and less pressing than in the other 
places, but they must be the same to some considerable degree. Hunger for 
land which means that there is a growing population, that needs additional 
land and also because of the location of it, it's inescapable I think that they 
were also thinking that early of commercial considerations and it turns out 
that there were very great commercial opportunities in that direction. So, 
we've seen a number of signs of change moving Athens in the direction that 
the other Greek states were moving, which bring us in the early sixth 
century to the first, I think I've said this before but I want to say it again, to 
the first truly living, human being that we come across probably in all of 
Greek history, certainly in that of Athens, Solon, whom we think of as the 
great lawgiver for reasons that you've read about and I'll tell you about in a 
moment anyway.  

The reason he is so much--we can speak of him as a human being is 
because he wrote those poems from which I read you some excerpts the 
other day and that poem tells us something about him and about the world in 
which lived. And, of course, we have many, many stories about him, 
because he was very well remembered as a critical individual in the history, 
not only of Athens, but in Greece. The Greeks later put together a list of the 
seven sages, seven wise men of the archaic period in Greek history and 
Solon is one of the seven sages. Indeed, one of the problems about knowing 
the truth about what Solon did is that it's pretty clear that lots of stories that 
had nothing to do with Solon were attached to Solon in later ages, because 
he was the prominent figure that everybody had heard about and knew 
something about, and so it isn't easy to know, if somebody says Solon did 
this or Solon said that, whether he really did. We can only try to sort of 
figure it out as best we can, but that's a special problem we have about him.  

Now, what becomes apparent, as soon as we examine the things that 
brought Solon to the fore, is that Athens is clearly suffering a very serious 
internal problem as we get to these years. By the way, the traditional date 
for Solon's appointment as sole archon in these years is 594 B.C. Again, we 
don't have to take that literally but it tells you we're really talking about the 
very beginning of the sixth century. Here's the picture as it is depicted by 
Solon himself in his poems, but also in the work of Herodotus and other 
later writers. The crisis in its most acute form takes the shape of Athenians 
who have been enslaved. Some of them have not only been enslaved and 
live in Attica as slaves, but some of them have been sold abroad, and Solon 
tells us that some of them have been abroad so long they have forgotten the 
Athenian language. So that we have to have a picture in which this problem 
is one of some duration. We have to imagine it's at least a couple of 
generations old in order for that to make any sense. But it reaches its peak 
around the time I'm talking about. And it's this that--how did they get to be 
slaves?  

This is not a case where people have always been slaves. These are 
not people who were brought from somewhere else as slaves. These are not 
people who were conquered and made slaves by the conquerors. These are 
Athenian citizens who used to be free and have become slaves, and the 
answer to how they became slaves is through debt. People were borrowing 
money and obviously failing to pay it back, and at a certain point they 
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couldn't borrow money on the basis of something they could offer as a 
surety for the loan. If they had land, it would have been gone by now. If 
they had movable products or movable possessions that would have been 
gone. All they had left to give was the person and probably, I hate to tell 
you this my friends, but reality is reality, probably the first thing they did 
was to give their children as a surety for the loan and when the loan was not 
met, the children became slaves of the person who had leant them money 
and at some point, probably this even happened to grownups themselves, so 
that a sufficient number of people had been so enslaved as to create a very 
general problem. 

The story is that apart from direct slavery, there was another form of 
farming by very poor people that led to terrific misery. The term that the 
Greeks used for this was the hektemoroi, which means one sixth men, and 
scholars have argued about what does this mean. These were people who 
had been so far into debt that they were essentially sharecroppers and the 
question is did they keep one sixth or did they keep five sixth? I think 
anybody who knows anything about what's possible on a farm like this 
realizes it couldn't have been more than one sixth that they gave away, 
because they didn't make enough. They wouldn't have been able to stay 
alive. But in any case, these one sixth men were fundamentally 
sharecroppers under the control of the people to whom they owed the debt.

Another aspect of this thing was that the lands that were mortgaged 
in effect were shown by a stone that had the mortgage inscribed on it and 
placed on the soil. They were called horoi and so seeing the horoi scattered 
all over the fields were indicative of the pitiful lot of the poor farmers, who 
had fallen into debt during this period. Well, scholars have also had a 
fantastic time trying to figure out how this came about, and I never found 
anything that seems satisfactory to me, based on looking at the sources or 
reading people's interpretations until once again my hero, Victor Hanson, 
came down the road and he's a farmer. It's amazing how much that helps 
them understand farmers and I like his interpretation of how things got that 
way, so let me give you a quick rundown of how that worked.

Remember these times are times fundamentally of growth of farming 
skill, growth of farming return. People are making a living on areas, 
farmland that they could never have made a living on before, because 
they've learned how to grow the olives and grow vines and make olive oil 
and make wine, and they have reclaimed land, which had not been useful for 
farming in the past and that's how they got into trouble, because for one 
thing farmers don't all succeed. In any society, there are farmers who try to 
be good farmers and fail and they fail sometimes through their own 
shortcoming, and they fail sometimes because nature is not kind to them; 
luck is always part of the game in farming. But what happens is that they get 
into trouble because things don't go well.  

They start out; they have a crop, and the crop doesn't do well. So, 
they need money for next year, both to make it through the winter and also 
to have seed for the following year. So, what they do is they have to borrow 
that money, and if the next crop is bad too, well there you go, and you can 
see the whole process unraveling. I think that's probably the way it came 
about. According to Hanson, the majority of the farmers were not so 
affected. They were doing okay. It was the losers who were the ones who 
were suffering these things, but there were enough losers, so that this was a 
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very serious problem. Now, this rejects other earlier theories, for instance, 
that the soil of Attica had become exhausted through over cropping and so 
on. If Hanson is right, this is less likely to be true than it used to be because 
there's more diversity, diversification of farming than there had been in the 
past.

Another theory is that a cause of the problem was deforestation. 
Well, it's perfectly true that Athens was severely deforested in the course of 
the centuries, so that Plato could comment on how this deforesting had 
denuded Athens of trees by the fourth century, but there's no reason to think 
that that was happening, especially during the time of Solon. Very probably 
that deforestation hadn't gone that far, and in any case its connection to 
problems of the farmland are less clear than they might be. Here's what 
Hanson finally concludes about it. He says the crisis was a natural, 
evolutionary process of success and failure. A subtle transformation that 
occurs when there are fundamental changes in land use and a growing 
population and that seems to me to be the most satisfactory account of how 
the Athenians got into that fix.

But in that fix they were, there's no question about it, so the question 
was, what is to be done? Now, the pressure to do something about it, I think 
is twofold. Of course, inherently, Athenians would have been bothered by 
all of this, even those who were not the ones who did the suffering. But it's 
amazing how we all are able to bear the suffering of our neighbor, if we're 
not suffering too. However, the second element I think that put pressure on 
everybody, was next door in Megara when things had gone bad for the poor, 
there was a revolution and a tyranny was established, and so it was down the 
road in Corinth, and so it was a little further down the road in Sicyon, so 
that the dominant people, the satisfied people, the people who liked things 
as they were, were worried that, if they didn't solve their socio-economic 
problem they would find themselves confronting a tyranny. After all, that's 
what Cylon had in mind back thirty, thirty-five years ago and the danger 
was ever present, and I think that is what you need to have in your mind.  

The threat of tyranny was the great element that made chances or 
attempts at reform necessary and allowed the Athenians to give things a try 
that they would never have thought of before. So, what they finally decided 
to do was to select from among themselves, one Athenian who would 
replace all the nine archons of the usual government of Athens and be given 
the job of sole archon for one year, and he would be allowed to legislate for 
the Athenians as a way out of the trouble they were in. Now, think of how 
desperate things must be, and one aspect of that desperation I think we have 
to believe, is that there was no way they could have put together a coalition 
of citizens who would been sufficiently unified, sufficiently public-spirited 
to trust with such an activity.  

We have to believe there was sufficient differences of interest on the 
part of different elements in the society that would have made that 
impossible, otherwise you don't do this kind of thing. It is worth pointing 
out that something like Solon's sole archonship is heard of about the same 
time in Greek history in other towns. Sometimes they appointed somebody 
they called an Aesymnetes, somebody who was supposed to be the guy who 
settled things for them. So, it's an idea that came obviously naturally to the 
Greeks, but we ought to recognize what an extraordinary thing it really is. 
They chose Solon. Why did they choose Solon? He obviously was reputed 
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to have the kinds of characteristics which would make him a competent, 
intelligent, wise, fair person to do this kind of thing. He had achieved fame, 
notoriety by his military activity. He had led in the war against the 
Megarians and had fought very well and it was out of that military 
achievement that he became well known, and then his other characteristics 
obviously were also well known.  

If you read his poems, you realize he was a man who knew how to 
express himself and to persuade others of what he had in mind and that his 
approach was one that was popular. We should keep in mind what's going 
on here. First of all, we are told he was a man--we have contradictory stories 
and I think I can understand how the contradiction arose. One story says he 
was a nobleman coming from extremely famous important ancestors. The 
other speaks of him as a man of the middle rank, which doesn't really work 
out with that. I think the best explanation I can come up with that, is that he 
undoubtedly was a person of noble birth. In that kind of society, only such a 
person was likely to be looked to for a position of leadership. But I think 
what may have persuaded folks--well, he also couldn't have been fabulously 
wealthy, but certainly he was not a poor man. But I think what convinced 
people that he was of the middle rank was that his message and the 
propaganda that he sent out in his poems, and indeed, the character of the 
reforms that he proposed were very much moderate.  

That's the word that came to be the one so much admired, and 
favored, and sought by the Greek people. Keep in mind this is the period in 
Greek history when the Delphic Oracle has come to the height of its 
influence in the Greek world and in the surrounding world as well. The 
Oracle of Apollo at Delphi was the most famous place that was putting 
forward the idea of moderation. The Greek word is sophrosyne, self control 
and moderation. You remember the messages at the Delphic Oracle, "know 
thyself," meaning don't imagine that you are more than a man, but that you 
are merely a man and don't do anything in excess. Moderation is what 
should be sought. Greeks never stopped worshipping at the shrine of 
moderation for the rest of their history. A cynical man says the Greeks were 
so in love with moderation, because it was so rare among them, but I think 
it's rare among all of us. So, here was Solon who was the spokesman of that 
very powerful mode of thinking that was pervading the Greek world at the 
time, and no doubt he gave it a great step forward with the things that he did 
and the things that he said.

Okay, let's look at a few of the things that he did. I'm picking out 
things that I'm pretty sure really were Solonian; there were others that are 
attributed to him that are more debatable. But the most basic problem is 
what are we going to do with these people who are losing their property, 
have lost their property, have lost their freedom, what's to be done about that 
agricultural problem we've been talking about? So, Solon introduced the 
measure which is called in Greek, the seisachtheia. Fortunately, you have it 
on your computers and you've all copied it down and taken it to class. So, 
you can study these things, right? That measure abolished all debts that were 
based on the body of the person, that is, the surety given was the body of the 
borrower. Any debt that was so incurred was abolished, cancelled.

On the other hand, there was no general cancellation of debts. In 
other words, any normal debt that didn't have that characteristic continued. 
Another thing that the poor and the unhappy would have liked, they would 
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have liked general cancellation of the debt. I should point out, whenever you 
have lower class discontent in the Greek world there are two things that they 
typically asked for. One is abolition of debt, because they're always in debt 
and the second thing is redistribution of the land. Now, redistribution of the 
land means civil war. Nobody is going to allow his land to be taken away 
from him and given to somebody else without a fight, and so if you go for 
that, what you're going to have to do is to have armed force to achieve it. 
And you're going to end up with a tyranny, because that's the kind of things 
tyrants are more likely to do.

So, he avoided that and he did not permit redistribution of the land. 
If you just look at that land question for a moment, and the dead bondage 
question, you can see that it is indeed the moderate position in between the 
view of those, the poor, the slave, the indebted who wanted these radical 
changes, and the old aristocracy would have preferred to just leave things as 
they were. Instead, Solon came through with this middling program, and by 
the way apparently there was--we don't know how this was done, but 
apparently they brought back Athenians who had been enslaved abroad also. 
So, there must have been some expenditure of funds; somehow they must 
have collected it from somebody and brought them back, but the most 
important thing is what's done right there in Attica. What all of this does is 
to settle down the situation for the moment, but it does not guarantee that 
these very same problems that produced the difficulty we're talking about 
would not reappear in the future.

I think if we looked at this measure, it's already a clue to most 
everything that's characteristic of the Solonian reforms. They are moderate, 
and therefore, unsatisfactory. That is, they don't solve the problems that are 
there, but that doesn't mean they are not worth anything. For one thing they 
ameliorate the problem and therefore they ameliorate the discontent and the 
danger to the freedom of the Athenians, but they also sometimes set the 
stage for the elimination of the problem over time, because ways are found, 
obviously, for people to manage these things. If the possibility of debt 
slavery is taken away, other forms of managing these things will assert 
themselves. Indeed, what we find, and I must say what I'm going to tell you 
doesn't solve the mystery, but what we find as you get to the fifth century, 
the Classical Period in Athens, is an extraordinary situation, because it's so 
good and so unusual. This is that most Athenian farmers in the fifth century 
seemed to have small, but adequate family farms that allow many, many, 
many Athenians to live in a very satisfactory way, given the expectations 
that they had.

It never abolished great bit land holding arrangements that some 
people had. There always were, through Athenian history no matter how 
thoroughly democratic a state became, there always were great difference of 
wealth between very wealthy people and very poor people. But what is 
extraordinary and what would have been very satisfactory to the Greek 
political thinkers, even Aristotle, for instance, in the fourth century, there 
was a great middle ground in which the people were pretty much like each 
other in their economic condition, which produces the greatest stability, the 
greatest satisfaction, the greatest capacity for self government. So, that was 
one of the consequences, although it didn't happen as any direct action by 
Solon.
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We are also told by Aristotle and other ancient sources that Solon 
changed the coin standard for Athens from one that was used in the west in 
the Peloponnesus and in the west, to one that was used in the east. He 
changed the weight from the Pheidonian measures, Pheidonian coin 
standard, to the Euboic standard, which people try to understand why and 
how that would work. It would have made trade with Aegean and the east 
better, and of course we know that that's the area that the Athenians are 
exploiting vigorously now. Although we must recognize that when the 
Athenians get rolling in the trade business, they do tremendously well in the 
west as well. But there's a bigger problem with the story about these coins 
than any other. As you know from what I told you before, the almost 
universal opinion of coin experts is, how could he change the coin 
standards? There weren't any coins yet. Now, you're either going to believe 
them or you're going to believe Aristotle; you know where I am.  
Okay, in other steps that turned out to be very important in the long run, he 
encouraged the use of the land for the purpose of producing cash crops like 
olive oil and wine, and the Athenians do use more and more of their soil, 
largely because there's more and more of their soil that can grow that and 
nothing else. But as they do, the consequence is to make the agricultural 
output of Athens much more diversified than it had been, which saves you--
the more diverse your crops, the less chance you have to be wiped out in 
any one year by bad results, and as a matter of fact, over time it became a 
very satisfactory device and helps explain again the health of Athenian 
agriculture when we see it in the fifth century and later.  
Another thing that he did--I'm going to talk about citizenship for a moment; 
the Greek poleis were very jealous of their citizenship. Their theory of the 
polis was that all citizens were the descendants of the original founders of 
the city. In other words, everybody in Athens was a relative of some kind. 
Of course it wasn't true; certainly in Athens we know there were many 
immigrants and so on. But the fact remains that that was the normal thinking 
about it, and the notion of this--the power, the centrality of the concept of 
polis to them is something we need to understand, and they were jealous of 
it and selfish with it. This was not something they would simply allow 
people to acquire, if they wanted it. This place is us and it's not them and we 
don't make people citizens, and that was essentially the thing. To be a 
citizen of Athens in those days, you had to have a father who was a citizen 
of Athens; nothing else would do the trick.

But Solon changed that; Solon offered citizenship to individuals who 
came to Athens to settle and could show that they had a valuable skill, a 
valuable craft and the results were that Athens would become in the decades 
following Solon, a great center for the manufacturing of a variety of things; 
pottery is what we have, and great painted pottery is a great part of the 
Athenian tradition, but sculpture also and all kinds of things that we 
probably don't have, because they would have been destroyed by time. But 
the idea was, if you were a skilled craftsman, you could come to Athens and 
you would not have to be what you would otherwise be. Anybody who 
came to Athens, not under these rules could stay, could make themselves a 
permanent resident, but he would always be what the Greeks called a 
metoikois, we say in English a metic, meaning a resident alien, never to be a 
citizen.
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Only citizens were permitted to own land in Attica. Only citizens 
had access to the Athenian courts; a non-citizen who had to go to court for 
one reason or another would have to find a citizen to be his spokesman. So, 
you really were cut off from some very--of course a non-citizen could not 
participate in the political life of Athens either. But these people were not 
going to be metics, because of the economic skills that they brought. Solon 
arranged for them to become Athenian citizens, very rare thing. We will 
have a couple of other occasions in this course and take a look in a moment 
when foreigners were permitted to come to Athens and become citizens, but 
they're very rare and there was always something very special connected 
with them, and there will always be some Athenians who will raise at least 
one eyebrow at the idea of making a foreigner a citizen of Athens. But it 
turned out to be one of those things that Solon instituted that would have 
long range consequences, helpful to the Athenian state.

Well, so much for the economic and social issues, let's turn to the 
constitutional questions, because of course--but when you're talking about 
an independent republic then the political and constitutional arrangements 
are obviously critical to everybody. I guess it's true in any society, but it's 
blatant in a republic. So, Solon changed the Athenian constitution. Up to 
this moment the Athenian constitution came to be what it was in the way 
that these things happen in nature, namely, through tradition; they just kind 
of grow. Nobody legislates. But Solon was appointed to legislate and he was 
going to attempt to deal with the problems that he saw.  

So, what he did first of all was to arrange Athenian political society 
on a new basis. This is as very large matter. Up to now, where you were in 
the state, whether you could serve on the council, whether you could be a 
magistrate, depended upon your birth. Aristocrats alone could hold these 
positions. Now that was swept away by Solon's new system. He changed it 
so that the determination of who was eligible to serve in these councils and 
offices was based on the wealth that they had. Just to show you--and this is 
an argument against the coinage being present in that he did not fix the 
rating of citizens for these jobs in money. He rated them in measures of 
agricultural produce, whether dry produce or liquid produce, equally 
available. These measures of produce were called medimnoi measures. So 
here's how he worked it out.  

At the top of the scale there were five--you had to have each year 
products produced by your land which were worth 500 medimnoi at least. 
So, the people who held that position, that condition were described as--get 
ready this is a jawbreaker, pentakosiomedimnoi, which just means 500 
measurement. That is obviously a new term, a new concept, didn't exist 
before Solon. It makes no sense so Solon had to invent that to take care of a 
certain class of people that he wanted. But the next class down was 
probably, almost certainly, used for a condition that was already recognized, 
but didn't have a formal place in the constitution. People with 300 measures 
a year, but not 500, were called hippeis meaning cavalrymen. I used that 
term in another place before. Then people with 200 measures but not 300 
were zeugitai, yoke fellows you remember, yoke men. Then those below 
200 were thetes and they were the lowest class in the Athenian society 
invented by Solon, again, that was an old term. The only one that he 
invented was the pentakosiomedimnoi.
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Of course, the critical thing about it--whatever else I say about it, 
this is the important thing; it broke the monopoly of aristocrats by birth in 
the political realm. The first two classes, pentakosiomedimnoi and hippeis,
could hold the archonships and only they. Now, the zeugitai, as I think I 
mentioned to you before, were essentially the hoplite class. That meant they 
could not hold the top jobs in the state. On the other hand, he established a 
council of four hundred. The word for council in Greek is boule. So, this 
boule of four hundred, zeugitai could serve on that and we never will really 
know what the powers of that council were, because it doesn't seem--well, 
as we shall see, Solon's constitution was never really put into effect in all its 
respects, although this business about the measures was put into effect. But I 
think we can guess by analogy to other councils that it would have 
considerable power, that it would have decided many things. It would not 
have been an empty honor to be on the council of 400, nor were the thetes
excluded from political power entirely.  

They, of course, made up a part of the assembly; the Greek word is 
ekklesia and there was certainly an ekklesia before Solon. You always, in 
any state that we know of in the Greek world, if you want to go to war you 
must go to the army. Now, the thetes didn't fight as hoplites, but they could 
fight as light armed troops. So, I'm sure they were consulted, although it was 
pretty much a formality. Nonetheless, that's not new, but what is new and 
extremely important, is that Solon invents a new kind of court. It is called in 
Greek the heliaia, and what it is, is a court of appeal. All this time before, 
every magistrate, as I believe I mentioned, had a court of his own that dealt 
with matters that were appropriate to his court and that was the end of it. I 
suppose, theoretically and probably in reality sometimes, if somebody didn't 
like what a magistrate decided in a court he could do to the Areopagus and 
in very rare occasions, I would imagine, the Areopagus could do something 
about it, but I think what we have to assume is that a decision by the 
magistrates court was it and the game was over.  
Heliaia, on the other hand, was a court of appeals; that's critical. Anybody 
who didn't like the decision that he got in a magistrates court could take it to 
a heliaia and then have that decision overturned, if the court so decided, and 
that court was a truly popular court. It was open to all adult male Athenian 
citizens, even the thetes. That is something very new. Really quite radical, 
the most radical element surely in this very moderate program that Solon 
puts forward. Notice, he still gives the aristocracy privileges that nobody 
else has in the right to hold--I say aristocracy but I mean the richest people 
in the state, in that they alone could hold the archonship, which would have 
been troubling to the poor. But then he gives this new founded court of 
appeals to the poorest Athenian citizens, which would certainly have ranked 
the rich and that's characteristic of what he is up to.  

This court--here's the way it worked. Every year Athenians could 
volunteer to be enrolled in the panel that would produce the courts of the 
heliaia, and a number of Athenians on this panel was six thousand, and then 
on any occasion when there had to be an actual court case, then the 
members, people on the enrolled list--there would be some way of picking 
the numbers you needed for the jury. We know how it worked in the 
Classical Period, but we can't be sure it worked the same way in Solon's 
time. But in the Classical Period, the very complicated way of choosing 
jurors, which was allotment, but such a wonderfully complicated allotment 
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device, that it guaranteed that nobody would know who was going to sit on 
a particular jury until they walked into the room and began to hear the case 
and that was to avoid corruption of a jury.

So, whether that system was in play or not, and I don't think it was in 
the detail in Solon's time, the idea should be clear. These things are really 
going to be unfixable and ordinary Athenians are going to be the ones who 
are making the decisions. Later, theoreticians of politics of democracy 
would fix on that as the single most important step towards the democracy 
that the Athenians would ultimately reach, but by no means would Solon's 
constitution, if it had been put into effect, have amounted to a thorough 
going democracy. Yet, the tradition always was there that Solon had done 
something democratic, because as you go into the fourth century, people 
looking back without any real good knowledge of what went on back in 
those days, some of them listed Solon as the founder of democracy. But it's 
also true that the general understanding was not wrong about this, because 
there was the same tradition at the same time, that it wasn't the same kind of 
democracy we have now in the fifth century. It was less democratic; and I 
think those traditions were correct but moderation again is the example of 
what I'm talking about.  

Well, brilliant, marvelous Solon was so clever he realized that when 
you're moderate, the wonderful achievement of a moderate person is that 
everybody is dissatisfied, because the guys on that end are unhappy and the 
guys that are on that end are unhappy, and so he knew that there would 
immediately be efforts to overthrow what he had done. So, one of his 
stipulations was that the Athenians would have to leave his laws unchanged 
for ten years, and he also knew that his own life would be extremely 
uncomfortable hanging around Athens while everybody came and said, 
what the hell did you do Solon? So, he left town and went on his travels for 
ten years after that. Well, it saved him a lot of grief, but it didn't save his 
legislation, because there was tremendous strife in Athens after the year of 
Solon's archonship, indeed, something resembling chaos I think.  

They were technically years of anarchy; that is to say, there was so 
much dispute and conflict in Athens that they were unable to elect the nine 
archons, just years with no archons, no name for the year, that was how 
serious the conflict was. What emerges in our records about what was 
happening is that localism, regionalism was very powerful in Attica and it 
was regionalism that was a large part of the problem in this period. 
Important figures in the aristocracy from different parts of Attica, each 
sought to make himself the dominant force in Athenian society, and to bring 
about changes that were satisfactory to them, but they ran into the fact that 
they had competition. To make it more complicated, it wasn't even a nice 
one against one thing. There were three factions that were identified by the 
Greeks, by the Athenians and they all struggled one against the other.

Let's start with the regional character of these places. One such 
region was called, the people in that faction--let me back up. The region was 
called peralia and the people who were in the faction were called peralioi.
Modern scholars identify the peralia with the southern tip of Attica, starting 
some distance up from Sunium on the west coast carrying a little bit around 
to the east coast, and that was a region that was dominated by that family I 
mentioned to your earlier, the family that was held responsible for the 
killing of the supporters of Cylon, that family were the Alcmaeonidae and 
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their leading figure, at the moment we're talking about, was a man called 
Megacles, who was one of the competitors for the leading position in Attica. 
According to the ancient writers of the fourth century, very hard to know 
how much they really knew about it, it's a matter of speculation, but anyway 
what they say is these people wanted a middling moderate constitution. 
They were probably very close to trying to retain the Solonian legislation. 

Another faction were called the pediakoi and they represented the 
middling part of Attica, which is in fact, the very best land in Attica where 
grain and wheat especially, were growable and the richest people had their 
land. Their leader was a man named Lycurgus and they represented the old 
aristocracy more than any other group, and would have undoubtedly if they 
had had their way, just undone the Solonian laws, and gone back to the old 
days. They favored some kind of oligarchic regime. Then the third group 
lived in the region called diakrioi and they were called diakrioi. Sometimes 
some of our sources say hyperakrioi; I'll come back to that in just a moment. 
Well, I might as well tell you about it now. It is identified with the region on 
the east coast of Attica, which was called the Diakria, but why they might 
have been called hyperakrioi is that there was some mountains between 
central Attica and the Diakria, which meant hyperakrioi means beyond the 
mountains and that would have been a geographical description of the 
region.

The leader of this faction was a man called Peisistratus who was a 
nobleman, an aristocrat; all of them were, but his family had come from the 
Peloponnesus back in the years of the great migration, following the fall of 
the Mycenaean world and that shows you that the Athenians had brought 
into their bosoms at that time, and made full citizens all aristocrats and 
leading people, some people from outside of Attica. Now, it was hundreds 
of years later and Peisistratus arose as the leader of that place and of those 
people. Now, he's going to be very important; we need to say a few more 
words about him. In the quarrel about what shall be done Peisistratus and 
his group were the most radical. They represented the views of the poorest 
people in Attica and pressed for solutions of the kind that they would like. 
He, himself, had arisen to power in the usual way. He had been a great 
soldier and had won great victories for the Athenians and was deeply 
honored for that reason, and we'll hear more from him. Ancient writers 
speak of him as the most demotic, the most popular, the most democratic, if 
you will.  

So, here are the three factions with their local places, with their 
policies presumably, and their different leaders all struggling for power and 
sufficiently equal in strength, so that nobody could come out on top. Out of 
this, and by the way, when Solon comes home and the situation is as 
unsatisfactory as I've described, Solon becomes particularly worried about 
Peisistratus whom he has spotted as potential tyrant, and he goes out and he 
warns the people against Peisistratus, but the fact of the matter is, he fails 
and his warnings and his predictions turn out to be accurate, as Peisistratus 
does bring about tyranny in Athens for the stretch of time that he and his 
sons will dominate the place.  

He was engaged in that war against Megara and was the number one 
hero in that war. He was wounded and when he came back he said that he 
was in danger from his enemies who were going to try to kill him and he 
asked the people to supply him with a body guard. They did so, and he 
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pretty quickly took the opportunity to use his body guard to seize the 
Acropolis and made himself boss of Athens. For a five-year stretch from 
about 561 to 556, he was able to rule Athens. We know very little about the 
details of that period, but he was a proper tyrant one way or another. Then 
the two factions that were defeated managed to get their heads together to 
plot and to overthrow the tyranny to drive Peisistratus out. So out, he goes. 
For a period of time he goes abroad, wanders around, meets with other 
important people, goes to see other tyrants, and becomes friendly with other 
tyrants. And he finds one way or another to make a lot of money, and to get 
very rich. This is important because he is able to use this money for hiring 
mercenary soldiers, which will play a large part in his restoration, but not 
the first restoration. That comes about, because the two factions that had 
gotten together to drive him out, had by now come to quarrel with one 
another, and so taking advantage of their dissent, he made a deal with one of 
the faction leaders.  

It was our old friend Megacles, the Alcmaeonidae. He now united 
with Megacles, and the two of them drove out their opponents in the form of 
Lycurgus and his people, and Peisistratus was restored to the tyranny. What 
did Megacles get out of it? Well, he got guarantees that he would be a big 
shot and one part of the guarantee was that Peisistratus, who had had a wife 
and children already--I assume she died, the first wife--now married the 
daughter of Megacles. Time memorial, that's the way to produce political 
associations; one guy marries the one's daughter. So, there we are. Now, the 
story of how Peisistratus comes back to power in this second time is 
charming, and I think we have to believe it in its general outlines. Well, you 
can decide whether you want to or not. The story is told in a couple places, 
but Aristotle and his Athenian Constitution tells it in one way.

Peisistratus got a tall, beautiful girl, and he dressed her up to look 
like Athena and he put her on a chariot and had her drive through the Attica 
countryside and his boys running alongside her shouted, Athena is bringing 
back Peisistratus to Athens. Well, you're not going to cross your patron 
deity are you? So, you can imagine them just sort of kowtowing and saying, 
hail Peisistratus, the favorite of Athena. Well, the fact that he had a lot of 
soldiers and that he had Megacles on his side undoubtedly played a large 
part in the success. But there he is back, and everything would have been all 
right I guess, except that after a while Peisistratus--let me back up a second. 
Peisistratus' wife, the daughter of Megacles, began going home to her father 
and mother and telling them sad stories, which is that her husband was not 
performing his husbandly duties. Why was this? Was she particularly 
offensive?  

No, there's no such record as that. It's clear enough that what was 
worrying Peisistratus was that he did not want to mess up the clarity of the 
succession of his sons to the tyranny. If he had children with Megacles, and 
they grew up, maybe they would contest the succession and so it was in his 
role as a loyal and devoted father that he got himself into all kinds of 
trouble. Well, Megacles felt the insult, the fact that his grandchildren would 
not be in charge, and finally, I have to believe, even in a Greek father, 
feeling that his daughter had been done wrong. So, he joined up with the 
opposition, kicked out Peisistratus one more time. In this second exile of 
Peisistratus, he goes to various places to raise all kinds of money, gets 
mercenaries, he is supported by--this will play a role in later events. He gets 



157�
�
�

very friendly with the cavalrymen, the horsemen, the nobility of Eritrea, a 
town in the northern part of the Island of Euboea, just off the east coast of 
Attica.  

By the way, remember Peisistratus comes from that area, the east 
coast of Attica, and regionalism will not disappear from Attica for some 
time, and that is significant. Anyway, he gets all kinds of help from overseas 
and his wealth and all that, and this time he's just going to fight his way 
back. No tricks, no goddesses. He lands at Marathon which has the 
advantage to him of being very close to Euboea, where he's been operating 
with his friends in Eritrea. It also has a nice flat place for cavalry and I'm 
sure he acquired cavalrymen among the mercenaries that he hired. All of 
that allows him to get his forces together, and sure enough, when he lands at 
Marathon, that's his home territory and all his people come rallying round to 
him and now he has a good sized army of Athenians and mercenaries and he 
marches inland, and in the middle land of Attica, the place called Pellini, he 
meets his opponents and defeats them in battle, and makes himself the tyrant 
of Athens once again.

One of the things he does by a trick, very soon after coming to 
power, is to disarm the Athenian people, so that he is now ruling in a truly 
tyrannical way in that sense. There's not much pretense at having achieved 
this position by the popular will. He's done so by force and trickery, and he's 
prepared to maintain his power in those ways. But in his actual government 
of Attica and Athens in the remainder of his life, tradition is pretty clear that 
he did not rule harshly. If we think of the word tyrannical as meaning harsh, 
he did not rule tyrannically. In fact, later writers describe the way he ruled 
Athens, and it's this last period that they're talking about I think, as one that 
was politicos, meaning moderately and in accordance with the way a polis
should be run, which does not include tyranny.

In fact, some later writers picture the rule of Peisistratus as a golden 
age in Athens. We'll come back to that perhaps. But there are two edges to 
this thing. There's the notion, my God he established a tyranny which later 
on in Athens would be the worst thing in the world you could do and yet 
there's this alongside it, this tradition of a decent government under 
Peisistratus. Well, let's see what he did. One thing he did was not to repeal 
the laws of Solon. They may never have been put into full effect, because of 
the turmoil but no one had ever said they're not the law anymore. In fact, 
Peisistratus let them be and, in fact, he allowed them to function as they 
should. In other words, I would think that there was a council of 400 that 
was elected every year and met. We know there were magistrates, there 
were archons elected in the appropriate way each year. The law courts even 
met in the way that they were supposed to, but what Peisistratus did was not 
to change the constitution, but to dominate it. I think you have to imagine 
that there is the rule of a boss.  

He doesn't change the laws; he just sees to it that all the appropriate 
bodies are controlled by his people. That, for an analogy, is the way the 
Medici governed in Florence and they made themselves the rulers of that 
republic. It is true; you can't be just totally gentle. You have to take care of 
your enemies, because they're going to be enemies out there. So, Peisistratus 
surely exiled some aristocratic families, the ones who wouldn't cut a deal 
with him, the ones who wouldn't play ball; out they went. We know that for 
some part of the time, but we don't know just when. He exiled the 
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Alcmaeonidaes. Of course, he had this quarrel with Megacles, so that was 
not a surprise and they could not readily be made complacent to what was 
going on, although we do have, and this is remarkable, we have an actual 
inscription which is blatantly a list of archons who held office in Athens 
after Peisistratus' death, in the period when his sons ruled Athens.

One of the names as archon of the city was Cleisthenes, who was an 
Alcmaeonid, which means makes it perfectly clear that at least later in the 
day the Alcmaeonids came back into Attica. We have to imagine that 
Peisistratus ruled this thing with great savvy and there was always time 
come home, if you would be a good boy and do what Peisistratus told you to 
do, and I think that happened in many cases. One of the things he did that 
was very popular was to invent the institution of circuit judges. That is to 
say, it used to be that if you were an Athenian citizen and you wanted to go 
to law, originally of course you had no choice but to go to the local big shot 
and have this local aristocrat settle the matter, as had been the case in the 
days of Hesiod. But under Solon's system, at the very least, you could go to 
the magistrate in Athens, if you wanted to, and you could even appeal to his 
decision if you wanted too, but here's the problem, what if you lived in 
Sunium? You lived miles and miles, and miles away from this, what were 
the chances that you would in fact, or could go to the city to receive the 
justice that you needed.  

So, by establishing circuit justice, brought courts that were objective, 
that were not dominated by the local barons, he was doing a real service to 
the ordinary Athenian citizen, and that was seen to be a good thing. But it 
was also, of course, in his interest. He doesn't want local big shots being big 
shots. There's only room in a tyranny for one big shot and that is the tyrant, 
and so he's serving himself, breaking down local power, unifying the state 
into a single thing, which is good in all kinds of ways, but it's also good for 
the tyrant.

Now, the next thing I'm going to say is supposition; we don't have 
any ancient evidence for it, which is, of course, open to doubt. But I would 
argue that he must have confiscated some of the land of the aristocrats who 
opposed him and with whom he did not make a deal. I say that pretty much 
only for this reason. Before Peisistratus we have the story of great 
differences in land holding between very, very big landowners and very, 
very small landowners and those who own no land at all, producing the 
problem. Nothing Solon did directly affected that situation, but when we get 
into the fifth century, the evidence is overwhelming that we have what I 
spoke of earlier, lots and lots of medium, moderate family-sized farms, 
some big farms, but these are not what are characteristic of the place. Well, 
how did that happen? When did that happen? My guess is probably 
Peisistratus brought that about, and if so, it would have been still another 
reason why he had brought popularity, remarkable popularity. The ancient 
sources do tell us that among the things that he did was to spend money on 
farmers. That is, he would give money or lend money to farmers who 
needed it when they needed it, which was of course one of the issues 
constantly before the small farmers of Attica.  

So, with the money they borrowed, they could buy more land, and 
make their farm more self-sustaining. They could pay off debts that they 
owed to other people, and they could do the things that these small farmers 
have to do to succeed, namely, buy the equipment they need: olive presses, 
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wine presses, and mills. They could use their loans for planting fruit trees, 
olive trees. All of these things could have been part of the story of how 
Athenian agriculture came to be so successful after the time of the tyrants, 
as they had not been before. Now, there's one negative thing that I'm sure 
nobody liked. Peisistratus instituted the first regular direct tax that we know 
of in Athenian history. A five percent tax on all that was produced from the 
land and that money went to Peisistratus, and it made him wealthy, but also 
provided him with the money he needed to be this good fellow that I have 
been describing.

So, it all assisted his political power and his popularity. Tyrants laid 
down taxes. Taxes are evidence of tyranny, and all that. That's not totally 
the picture we get. Aristotle tells this story, one day Peisistratus was 
traveling around the countryside of Attica, as I guess he sometimes did, and 
he went up on the slopes of Mount Hymettus, not too far from the city of 
Athens. You can go up there today, the notion of anybody farming on that 
mountain is totally incredible, nothing you could possibly grow on Mount 
Hymettus, but it's been deforested by that time. So anyway, it was still 
lousy. I mean, mountains are not great places for farms, you may have 
noticed. So anyway, he goes up to this farmer and he says, "Say farmer what 
do you grow on your farm?" The farmer, you have to imagine a gnarled old 
mean, nasty old guy saying, "On my farm I grow rocks and Peisistratus is 
welcome to his five percent." Well, what did Peisistratus say, off with his 
head or send him on to the moon? He said, well, aren't you a cute little 
fellow. I hereby declare your farm exempt from taxes forever, and it became 
a famous thing the tax free farm. It shows up in a Byzantine encyclopedia; 
that story is still being told. So, you got a very special kind of tyrant here. 
We'll turn to the rest of his reign and that of his sons next time. 
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XII. The�Persian�Wars�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� examines� in� detail� the� development,�
growing�pains,�and�emergence�of�Athenian�democracy.�He�argues�that�the�
tyranny�under�the�Peisistratids�led�to�the�development�of�the�idea�of�self�
government� among� the� Athenians,� which� Cleisthenes� used� to� develop�
Athens� in� a� more� democratic� direction.� One� of� the� ways� Cleisthenes� was�
able� to� accomplish� this� was� to� diminish� the� power� of� the� aristocracy� by�
reordering� and� restructuring� the� tribes� and� giving� greater� power� to� the�
assembly.�Finally,�Professor�Kagan�says�a�word�on�the�Athenian�practice�of�
ostracism�as�a�political�tool�to�protect�a�fledgling�democracy.�

Peisistratus died in 527 with all his power, insofar as we know peacefully, 
and was succeeded in the tyranny over Athens by his sons, by first wife, 
Hippeis who was the elder and Hipparchus. I think it's proper to think of 
Hippeis as the man in charge, but Hipparchus shared considerable amount 
of his power and responsibility. At first it appears that they ruled in the same 
way that their father had, which was to say one that was moderate and didn't 
cause a great deal of opposition in Athens, and, of course, there always was 
a certain amount of opposition. We should not forger that. Aristocratic 
families always vying for their own power and their own position were 
uncomfortable very often under Peisistratus and different ones, different 
families got into trouble and were driven out, and our old friends the 
Alcmaeonidae got into trouble again, were banished in the time of the sons 
of Peisistratus, and it was necessary to have a battle against them, in which 
they were defeated and driven out.

That will play a significant role in the future of Athens quite soon. 
But I think it's in the year 514 that a very important event changes the 
course of things. There is a personal quarrel between the tyrants, one of the 
tyrants actually, and one of the noble young men, which results in a plot to 
kill both Hippeis and Hipparchus, led by two young men who will become 
known in Athenian lore as the tyrannicides, because in their plot they 
succeed in killing the younger brother Hipparchus, although they don't get 
Hippeis. They themselves are killed and the plot fails, but its significance, I 
think, comes in the fact that it made Hippeis thereafter very nervous, very 
concerned about his safety and about the future of his regime, and the nature 
of the regime according to tradition changes and it becomes very harsh, and 
there are persecutions of people, who are suspected of perhaps plotting or 
hoping to plot against the tyranny, and that's significant.  

It's a characteristic event, as I told you early on as I spoke about 
tyranny in general; usually in the second and sometimes if they made it to 
the third, there would be opposition. The opposition would make the rulers 
nervous, the nervous rulers would then misbehave and create further 
opposition and that's the story as it happens in Athens. One wrinkle in the 
Athenian story is that the Alcmaeonidae, who had been expelled from the 
city, always active, always thinking, got into a position of a special favor to 
the Delphic Oracle, when there was an earthquake that badly damaged the 
temple of Apollo at Delphi. The Alcmaeonidae bid for the contract to 
rebuild the temple, and in the doing of that, they spent some of their own 
money to make the temple even more beautiful than the contract required, 



161�
�
�

which put them in great favor with the priests of Delphi, and they 
immediately cashed this favor in, in the form of seeking their own political 
advantage.

The story, as Herodotus tells it, is that their goal was to drive out 
Hippeis from Athens and the way to do it this time--you remember they've 
tried every trick in the world, and it hasn't really worked. The idea now was 
to turn to the most powerful military state in Greece and use it for their 
purposes. I'm talking of course about Sparta. The tale is that whenever the 
Spartans sent a message to the Delphic Oracle asking for the opportunity to 
consult the Oracle, the answer that came back was: first free the Athenians. 
Well, whether that was the reason or he had reasons of his own, the very 
ambitious King of Sparta, King Cleomenes was to undertake the job of 
removing Hippeis from power in Athens quite soon. It's in the year 511-10 
that the Spartans under Cleomenes will invade Attica, gain control of the 
state, and remove Hippeis and withdraw. But I'll come back to that story in 
just a moment.  

Let me conclude our consideration of the Athenian tyranny by 
looking at what were the achievements and consequences of the years of 
tyrannical rule--many positive elements, as was so often the case with 
tyranny. From the economic side this was a period of great expansion of 
Athenian commerce, trade, very strong to the east through the Hellespont 
and to the Black Sea, but also in this period Athens trades very strongly with 
the West. I mean to say chiefly Sicily and Italy, and in fact up to that point, 
up to those years roughly speaking, Corinthian pottery, fine Corinthian 
pottery, is dominant in the western areas and this is no surprise. That's 
always been the case for Corinth. But by the end of the sixth century, 
Athenian pottery has actually outstripped it in the western markets, which 
show you how much this combination of trade and industry was changing 
the character of Athens and making it wealthier and bringing along various 
elements of change in their way of life.  
Another consequence of the tyrannical experience in Athens was a 
diminution in the power of the aristocracy, and this again is the general 
story wherever we see tyranny in the Greek world. It never erases 
aristocracy; you never see the disappearance of the distinction between 
nobles and commoners, and claims to the aristocracy of birth and descent 
from the gods. It is always there. Even in the most democratic of Greeks 
states, like Athens for instance, aristocracy doesn't go away. It's not 
abolished; it lives side by side with a democratic constitution. But the 
domination by the aristocracy, the monopoly of all the powers and influence 
that they used to have, it's not there and that is a tremendously important 
consequence. So, when the tyranny goes away and it's necessary to 
reconstruct a new Athenian constitution, the answer will not simply be to 
return to the old days before the tyrants.

Solon had intervened in an important way and the tyrants had made 
their contribution too, to changes that turned out to be permanent. It's also 
true that under the tyrants, the local power of the noblemen had been 
reduced and the power of the government in Athens, which was not 
dominated by the aristocracy, but by the tyrants--that was a trend and one of 
the issues that would have to be worked out would be what would be the 
relationship between the localities outside of Athens and the city itself. 
Localism has been damaged but not abolished.  
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If there are going to be new forms of government that take place, one of the 
consequences, one of the precursors of that will be to further strengthen the 
center and weaken the periphery, and to continue to strip as best one could 
the influence and power of the aristocracy, which was mainly to be felt in 
the countryside and to increase the power of some other form of 
government, which center would be in Athens. On the other hand, because 
of the reforms of Solon, which I remind you Peisistratus and his sons 
allowed to stay in place, at least in the formal sense--therefore every year, 
think about it, people were elected archon, people where chosen for a 
council, law courts operated, all of these things not dominated by the 
aristocracy, but really, in the case of the magistracies, wealth was the 
criterion.

Remember ever since Solon that people who were not aristocrats, but 
were wealthy also participated in those jobs, and the council which was 
open to three out of the four Athenian classes under Solon, meant that 
people actually went to the council chamber, participated in decisions about 
what was going on. To be sure they weren't going to do anything that the 
tyrants didn't want, but ninety to ninety five percent of the time, maybe 
more, the tyrant didn't care, so that they were getting--this is the point I 
really want to stress. They were getting experience in the business of self 
government. When you do that, I think the history of the world shows that 
once people have risen to that state, where they do participate in their own 
self government, it's very hard to get them back into a state when they don't 
anymore. That's going to be very difficult to make stick.  
Athens has been moved down the road to self government as a consequence, 
strangely enough, of the tyranny. Just in passing, I might point out that's not 
a unique phenomenon. It's very interesting to look back at the early post-
colonial age in the twentieth century and to see that there were real 
differences between colonies that had been ruled in a--I don't want to say 
tyrannical, but in an absolute way, such as the Congo or other places like 
that, as opposed to places that had achieved some degree of self 
government, even while they were ruled by European power, the difference 
was very great. The same experience that I am talking about now that lead 
to the capacity and a determination to govern oneself was more likely in 
places where there had been some such thing. India, of course, is a striking 
example. Where the Indians had managed to achieve some degree of 
participation in the government of their own state under the British, who in 
spite of all the troubles they had, have actually produced a functioning 
relatively democratic government in that great subcontinent. Well, that's the 
sort of thing I'm talking about.  

So, knowing what we now know, looking backward, it's possible to 
say that it looks like the tyranny played a very important role in the 
transition from aristocratic government to democracy. That's not what the 
tyrants intended. They intended to rule for as long as they could, but it was 
one of the consequences as we will see. Well, let's turn once again to those 
Alcmaeonidae who had, as you remember a checkered past in Athens and 
even under the tyranny, because they had been driven out. Remember 
Megacles had his deal with Peisistratus, and how Peisistratus had broken 
that deal, so he went into opposition. He and the Alcmaeonidae were driven 
out, but they came back, because we find Cleisthenes name on the list of 
archons, but then they had been driven out again.
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In the year 511-10, Cleisthenes who was leader of the Alcmaeonidae 
family, and political faction was in exile and was working to get the 
Spartans to do the job that was done. So Cleomenes takes his Spartan army 
in 510, he drives out the tyrants, and then he goes home. Now, the question 
that confronts the Athenians is what form of government should we have? 
Again, there's a whole range of possibilities. Not a whole range, there are a 
few possibilities. One would be reactionary. Let's go back to the days before 
Solon when the aristocracy was everything. There's certainly, as we will see 
where people who wanted to do something very much like that.

On the other hand, what are you going to do about all these people of 
consequence who are wealthy and who have made it to the top, but who 
were not aristocrats? Then what are you going to do about all of these 
family farmers of whom there must be more now than ever because of my 
suggestion that Peisistratus had taken away land from some exiled 
aristocrats and distributed among families, some of whom were successful 
on farms and became hoplite soldiers and independent farmers. They're not 
going to enjoy being put back to a position which was worse than they had 
under the tyranny. Because under the tyranny they were sitting on councils, 
and participating in these things, sitting in courts and now all this was going 
to be taken away, if the reactionary aristocracy had its way. That was really 
what the contest was, I think.

Should we continue with the Solonian Constitution only without 
tyrants or should we go back to an aristocracy? The contest for how to 
decide that was done in the usual old fashioned way. That is to say, in the 
contest for the archonship. The candidates of holding one view ran against 
candidates holding the other view and that's where the matter would be 
decided. But they went at it in the old way that is the decisions were being 
made in the political clubs that belonged to the aristocracy. In other words, 
how we're going to do this was being fought out among the aristocrats, not 
among the public at large. In that contest Cleisthenes who stood for the 
more moderate, for the Solonian, let us say, approach as his family had 
always done, lost.

The winner was a man called Isagoras, an aristocrat. They were all 
aristocrats, of course, and he engages--I should say that this election takes 
place after preliminary pushing back and forth in the year 508-7 and his 
victory means a victory for the reactionary program. One of his first actions 
is to establish still another council, not the council of four hundred that 
Solon had established, but a new council of three hundred, and it was only 
made up only of aristocrats. Second, very interesting and it turns out to be a 
very important change--introduced by Isagoras was to scrutinize the citizen's 
lists and then to remove from that list lots and lots of people who were 
deemed to be, I guess those who were illegally enrolled in the citizen list.  
They were now going to impose retroactively the traditional criterion for 
Athenian citizenship. Is your father an Athenian citizen? But we know that 
Solon had already broken through that by permitting people to come to 
Athens and to acquire citizenship, if they had the necessary skills and there 
surely had been a fair number of those, and we are told, that the Peisistratids 
had done the same thing for pretty much the same reason. So, over a couple 
of generations you had foreigners coming to Athens and acquiring Athenian 
citizenship and undoubtedly using it, who are now going to be 
disenfranchised and driven from the citizen lists.  
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Now, that made for quite a few discontented people in Athens. If you 
picked a moment after which Isagoras has accomplished these two things, 
that is establishing the council of 300, which is obviously going to be the 
governing body in Athens, an aristocratic council, and driven "X" number of 
people from the citizen lists, then all of those people are going to be very 
unhappy, and very likely they have friends who are also going to be 
unhappy. So, you have a situation which is by now means calm and settled, 
but it might have settled down as people, as they usually do when things are 
unavoidable, when there is no real option. Nobody's making a different case; 
they would have just gotten used to things, I suppose. But now Cleisthenes 
decides to do things different. He does not accept his defeat as he would 
have had to do in the old days, having been defeated in the aristocratic 
contest.
Instead, in the words of Herodotus, prohetaerizetai ton demon, he brought 
the people into his political faction. The root of that first word, 
prosetaerizetai, is hetaera, which means a club, a political club, a collection 
of companions. That's the name for these aristocratic societies and 
Cleisthenes broke the rules. He went out there beyond the aristocratic circle 
and he recruited people. You become part of my political faction. Well, why 
should they? Because he had a program that was contrary to the one pursued 
by Isagoras. It's one that will result, when it is successful in the 
establishment of what everybody pretty much agrees was the first Athenian 
democracy.  

The reforms that he proposed then--we have to imagine he actually 
went around and electioneered. That was not done before that, and 
persuaded people to support him in his programs, and then he put his 
programs through. Well, where did he put these programs through? He 
surely couldn't have done that in a council of 300; it would never have 
passed, and I'm sure he didn't try. Instead, he acted, I think, as though there 
was no council of three hundred. He did what you would have done, if you 
wanted to propose a bill prior to that. You would go to the assembly, 
whichwas the Solonian assembly, which had the right to pass laws. No 
doubt, it only passed laws that the Peisistratids wanted, but it was not 
something new. It was something people were accustomed to and he went to 
the assembly, and he proposed his laws and they were passed.  

Well, Isagoras still had the whip hand and he wasn't going to sit still, 
while that took place, and so using the force at his disposal he drove, which 
was that of King Cleomenes and the Spartans, who came back again when 
called back. No doubt, what Cleomenes had in mind when he did what he 
had done originally, that is, driving out the Peisistratids, was the 
establishment of an aristocratic republic in Athens with his friends being in 
charge. That's what the Spartans typically would do if they could. So, he 
was shocked and annoyed, I'm certain, when he hears his friends have been 
somehow pushed out of power and some new fangled kind of a government 
that lets ordinary people participate has been instituted. So, Cleomenes 
comes back with his forces and drives Cleisthenes, and we are told--this is 
interesting figure and I can't promise that it's right, but it does show up in 
Herodotus. Cleisthenes and seven hundred families, who must have been in 
his faction, are driven out of Attica.  

But the people are not ready to take that; they resist, and they have 
numbers on their side, and they end up shutting up Cleomenes and his 
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forces, which are not many. We're talking about probably hundreds of 
soldiers, no more than that, and we must imagine that there are thousands of 
Athenians out there who are discontent, and so they shut Cleomenes up on 
the Acropolis where he had run for safety with Isagoras at his side, and 
finally they cut a deal and they go home. And Cleisthenes and his 
supporters, whom I think it fair to start calling democrats, have taken over 
the city by this coup and are ready to go forward.

Now, this requires that they establish a new constitution, because 
they're going to have a regime the like of which no one had ever seen 
before. But in trying to understand this constitution and it's not easy--the 
ancient sources tell us a lot about it, but it's not perfectly clear what's in 
everybody's mind as they do what they do. Motives and purposes are not 
clear as you'll see in a moment. But anyway, what I want you to fix on is 
this. Don't imagine that what's taking place here is even anything like the 
American Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia, where a bunch of 
delegates have been selected from here and there, and they all sit and argue 
with each other over the hot summer and finally come up with various 
plans. It's better, I think, to think, if we're using historical analogies to help 
us, as of course there is nothing better than that to help us. Think of the 
French Revolution, think of the convention where the sort of the mass of the 
people have gained control of the situation, after driving the king from his 
throne, and after really putting aside a more aristocratic council that came 
before it, and they sit down with radical people running around, ready to kill 
people. This is the outfit that's going to end up killing the king and his 
queen, and all the aristocrats they're going to lay their hands on. In other 
words, we are in a revolutionary situation, and there is force and terror are in 
the air, and everybody is fully aware of the danger of this, that, and the other 
thing, and of some dangers that probably don't even exist.  

We are in a situation that resembles civil war, that could be on the 
brink of a serious civil war, and added to that--in other words, the 
Athenians, who will be sitting in the assembly passing the laws that produce 
the constitution that Cleisthenes favors, are first of all already afraid that the 
local aristocrats will use force or guile against them. But on top of that 
there's been two Spartan invasions of Attica in the last couple of years and 
there's nothing to stop King Cleomenes from coming back again, because he 
doesn't like the way he's been treated. In fact, I'd go further; I'd say there's 
every reason to fear that that's going to happen. Again, that's where the 
analogy to the French Revolution works again, because nothing that 
happens in that most radical period of the French Revolution is 
understandable. If you don't know that, the French regularly expect that the 
kings and emperors of Europe will be marching against them with 
professional armies very soon, and their fear is absolutely justified, and so is 
the Athenian fear that the Spartans will be coming.  

So it's in that hot environment, where fear is all over the place, that 
this new democratic constitution will be shaped. There's no question that, I 
think, the place where it's happening is in the assembly. The assembly sits as 
you, I hope you know, on a hillside in the middle of Athens, on a hill called 
the pynx and there in the open air all adult male citizens are eligible to 
participate in what takes place. One little point, I'd also suggest to you, is 
what about the people who have been thrown off the citizen lists? Are they 
there? This is just my reasoning; we don't have any hard evidence. My 
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answer is absolutely they are. Who is going to tell them not to? You show 
up on the hill, who's going to kick you off? Does Cleisthenes want you 
kicked out? Hell no, because as we will see, one of his main planks is 
enrolling those people as citizens.

So, in fact, I will bet a lot of money that in all the electioneering that 
went on about all these different things, they were a group he must have 
targeted and said you've been unfairly treated by these aristocrats. If I get in 
power, I will see to it that you are enrolled again as citizens. So, all of that is 
happening, and people are very excited about what is going on. That's the 
background for these rather dry and puzzling details I'm about to lay on you 
to try to describe what these new laws were that amounted to some kind of a 
democracy.  

The center of them, apparently, was reforms of the tribes, and they 
are in some ways very radical indeed. As you know, these tribes go back 
before the birth of history. Think of any primitive society you want to; it's 
likely to be divided up into tribes. The tribes typically are alleged to come 
from some very ancient times when gods or heroes founded them. That's 
certainly true of the Greek tribes, where each tribe is named after some 
heroic figure, some semi-divine figure in the past. So, there are four, the 
four traditional Ionian tribes, and that's why this is even more radical than 
anything else. Cleisthenes' law changes the tribal system in Athens from 
four tribes to ten tribes, absolutely brand new things that have no tradition 
behind them, nothing, no history or anything. Then he has to give names to 
these tribes, and according to the Greek practice, these tribes have to have 
some founding hero to be named after.  

So, he picks out, I think I'm right in thinking, hundred names of 
heroes and he assigns them to the ten tribes by lot, and now you suddenly 
have ten new tribes. Now, I mean, if you can try to think yourself back to a 
tribal society and think about what a disruptive thing this is. All my life I've 
been a member of the tribe named after, Ion, and so have my ancestors, and 
so my other ancestors. No more. He's not around anymore; there's a new 
tribe that was invented that I'm a member of. So, that's a very surprising 
thing. But that's not the end of the story; each tribe now is divided up into 
three parts. The word for a third is trittys and the plural is trittyes, and here's 
the point. Each of the tribes has one of its trittys in and around the city of 
Athens. It has another one in the middle of Athens and it--I'm sorry, in the 
middle of Attica and the third will be in the region called the coast, the 
Peralia.

So every tribe is geographically distributed across all of Attica, in 
this way that is something quite new. In the old days we have to believe that 
the tribes were geographically separated for regions for tribes. The city 
region, the coast region, and the midland region, each one of these regions 
has ten trittyes, one for each of the ten tribes. Now, let's take it a step 
further, the trittyes themselves are formed of units that are called demes. The 
Greek word for it, and it's very confusing, is demos. Now, the demos is this 
deme, this political unit. It also means a village, it also means the whole 
Athenian people, and it also means only the poor Athenian people. So, there 
you are. But in the context that we're dealing with it here, we mean these 
units that are geographical and have a constitutional function.

There is, however, even here a certain amount of confusion, because 
some of the demes are actually made up of an original village. They don't 
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mess with that. A deme is the equivalent of a--in other words, a deme is a 
deme. The two different meanings of the word deme; other demes for the 
constitutional purpose are made up of a number of villages. So, there would 
be a lot of these old demes placed into the new constitutional deme. The 
idea, however, is that every trittys must be of the same size in terms of 
population, because the whole idea is to get each tribe to be numerically 
equal and one reason for that is, because the tribes will be the regiments of 
the Athenian army. You line up and fight in your--when you're called to 
fight in the army in accordance with your deme, which is located in the 
certain trittys, which becomes a regiment. Your tribe is a regiment of the 
army.  

Now, get this straight, now the demes are unequal in population but 
the trittyes have to be equal, so that tells you you have to have multiple 
demes in some and just one or two or a few in another. It is also true that the 
trittyes are assigned to the tribes by lot, and the thing I want you to 
remember, and I want to avoid as much complication as I can, is that it 
doesn't really matter to the people who invented the constitution, how the 
demes are assigned to the trittyes, except one scholar has suggested one 
motive that strikes most of us as very plausible. He made a careful study of 
how the demes had been distributed to the trittyes and compared them with 
where we know there were important religious sites.  

Greek religion has many gods and deities and they have local 
characteristics, because there are legends about their having lived on this 
earth, at a certain place, or done a deed at another place. So, you have a cave 
of Pan in eastern Attica, and you have a place where Athena did this, that, 
and the other thing, and the point I'm getting at is these became shrines, 
places where the religion was exercised in ancient Attica, aristocratic Attica. 
The aristocrats owned a piece of land on which the shrine was, which meant 
you had to have their permission to come onto it to worship, which meant 
that they would have predominance, power, and influence in these areas. 
Well, what this scholar, David Lewis was his name, concluded was that 
there are quite a few times when the thing is laid out in such a way as to 
divide the religious site on the aristocrats land from his main dwelling on 
that land, so the aristocrat is separated from the place where he has religious 
clout as a way of dividing up his political influence and power. He reads this 
as one of the ways in which Cleisthenes attempted to diminish the power of 
the aristocracy through its local influence.

Now, this new deme is very, very important. It is the basic unit in the 
whole system. It was meant, I should say, to take the place of the phratry;
you remember the brotherhood that was kernel of the old tribal system. It 
was meant that the deme should be the basic thing. For instance, one of the 
most important things was that your citizenship, according to the laws of 
Cleisthenes, was no longer to be ascertained by going to your phratry, but 
each deme would keep an official roll of the citizens in that deme. So, when 
an Athenian boy is born, when he reaches a certain age, you have to take 
him to the deme and register him, and now he can be an Athenian citizen. 
Well, this was one of several things that we see in Cleisthenes' constitution 
in which the intention could not be carried out. That is, the phratry, and the 
notion of the phratry as the core of such things, was never abolished; it 
would have been out of the question to abolish it. It had too many religious 
associations, and it never really lost its place in the Athenian mind. Yes, 



168�
�

your official enrollment as a citizen was in the deme, but there was still a 
tremendous allegiance to the phratry, and the phratry was still run by 
aristocrats. So, it didn't have its full effect.

The deme elected an official called a demarche. We might call them 
mayor or whatever the local official is called, select men we say sometimes 
still in Connecticut, holding to our colonial traditions. The deme is also 
given religious functions and religious rights, because everybody knows that 
religion still is potent, even if you're engaged in a revolution in Athens at the 
beginning of the fifth century. Here's another thing that they tried to do. 
Cleisthenes tried with the law, to change the way in which an Athenian was 
officially designated. It used to be, before Cleisthenes came along, you ask a 
man who are you. He would say I am Cleisthenes, the son of Megacles. Just 
the patronymic, just like you bear the name of your father, unless you chose 
to bear the name of your mother, which is evidence of how un-Athenian you 
really are. So, that's the way it was, but under the laws of Cleisthenes, 
henceforth, citizens were to be designated not as Cleisthenes, son of 
Megacles, but as Cleisthenes from Alopeke, which is to say his deme.

He was to be the citizen's name and his deme name. People have 
argued about what the point of all this was, but I think one limited point, 
before we get to the full story, is simply another way of cutting down the 
influence of birth in the society. It's a way of damaging the aristocratic 
principle and asserting in its place--look what's really happening here, that 
there is something which is the polis that has nothing to do with birth that is 
the part of the legal structure which is a polis. It's a whole new concept that's 
really creeping in here, replacing the old traditional way of organizing 
society with one that is the work of citizens coming together and 
determining how they themselves will be governed. Let that be the story of 
the tribes for a moment.  
Now, here we go with another council, you've heard about the council of 
four hundred, you've heard about the council of three hundred. We can do 
better than that; we're going to have the council of five hundred. It will be 
the council that is the democratic council for the remainder of the history of 
the Athenian democracy, with the exception of short periods of oligarchic 
rebellion that remove it, but it comes back when the democracy does. That 
council--let me simply describe it very briefly. It is open to all Athenian 
adult male citizens. Membership on the council comes through some 
combination of allotment and election--the point of it is that an assembly of 
thousands is not well equipped to conduct all kinds of business that has to 
be conducted for the state, and even its own business. You need a smaller 
group to prepare the agenda for a full assembly meeting, and so that was the 
function of the five hundred.

It is, and this is very important, one of those very democratic 
elements, the assembly of course was totally democratic, because adult male 
citizens participate if they wish. But you can easily get around that in some 
degree if you have a council or little group that actually determines what's 
going to happen. From the first it wasn't so. The members of the council had 
to be--I'm sorry, the council itself was as democratic as the assembly. So, 
we'll come back to that council later on, but there it is in place. Another 
thing that happened, not in 508-7, but a few years down the road, but still in 
the same period, was that by now the army of Athens, which originally had 
been led simply by the polemarch, the archon who was chosen for the 
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military leadership had given way to generals who commanded the different 
tribes. It used to be that each tribe elected its own general, but in the new 
system now, the entire people elected the generals for each of the tribes. In 
other words, the ten tribes still had a general a piece, but the entire 
population elected him.  

Usually, he came from the tribe that he was asked to command, but 
not always. Again, you can see what the point of this is; it has the same 
characteristic as so much of what we are describing. It is going to reduce 
particularism, localism, and make the whole people, the whole demos and 
their represented institutions be the decisive element in the state. And that is 
one of the things we'll be getting to right next to ask ourselves what's going 
on here and why is it happening. Here, l will tell you what our sources say 
and at the end of the day we have to make some judgments.  

Of course, generally and I think properly, the source who gets the 
most credence from scholars today is Herodotus, who is closer to it in time 
than, although he's--I should point out Herodotus is writing his history 
sometime, and at least he's writing it as late as the 420s, but he himself, goes 
back to an earlier part of the fifth century. Therefore, he is in a position to 
hear stories from people who go back even into the sixth century, which 
makes him theoretically a more credible source than people like Aristotle, 
who I'll be quoting at you, who lives in the fourth century and he's a good 
whole century later than Herodotus. But Herodotus is not, of course, himself 
a witness to any of the facts that he adduces. 

Anyway, he asks why did Cleisthenes of Athens do what he did. And 
his answer is a pretty stale one. He was trying to copy his ancestor 
Cleisthenes of Sicyon, who also changed the tribes, you may remember in 
Sicyon, from the old Dorian tribes to new tribes that designated the wrong 
people like--I mean to say the Dorians as swine men and ass men, and so on. 
That's why Cleisthenes did it, and he thought it would be a nice thing to do 
because his ancestor, his namesake, did the same thing. Well, I don't think 
we can buy that. We move into a more persuasive territory I think when we 
get to Aristotle, who writes in his Politics as follows: "perhaps a question 
rather arises," he's dealing with the whole question of citizenship, "about 
those who had been admitted to citizenship after a revolution had taken 
place. For instance such a creation of citizens as that carried out at Athens 
by Cleisthenes, after the expulsion of the tyrants, when he enrolled in his 
tribes many resident aliens, metics, who had been foreigners and slaves." So, 
here's a new story that we have to add to the picture, I mentioned it in 
passing, but it's very important.  

One of the things Cleisthenes does, and he has to do it through 
measures passed through the assembly, is to enfranchise the people who had 
been thrown off the citizen lists. One thing that you want to do, and you 
couldn't have done that, given the nature of the old constitution. If you 
hadn't broken up the old system of tribes, phratres, and so on, and come up 
with a new one which would not have the old prejudices against it. So, that's 
part of the story. Again, Aristotle or one of his pupils--there's some dispute 
about the document that is called the Constitution of Athens, as to whether 
Aristotle was the composer of that piece or one of his students. Anyway, 
here's what it says, "with the aim of mixing up the population, so that a great 
number would share ii the citizenship, they came up with this phrase, me 
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phylokrinein, do not judge according to tribe." But it goes beyond tribe, it 
really means, do not judge on the basis of birth.

Aristotle says it was directed against those who wanted to check on 
family background. He goes on to say this new nomenclature, that's what I 
just mentioned to you before about your name, that is, you are not the son of 
so and so, but rather you are of the deme so and so. He says, "so that they 
would not by addressing one another by their father's names and expose the 
newly enrolled citizens, but would call them by the families of the demes."
This passage caused a great deal of puzzle and confusion among scholars 
who couldn't understand what this was all about, and that's I think, because 
the topic was mostly treated by the British. But Americans can see this right 
away. The best way to put it is this way--of course you wouldn't know about 
this. You live in a country that is absolutely pure and without prejudice, 
according to race or color, or ethnic origins or religion; so you won't know 
what I'm talking about. But let me pass on from an earlier generation, a 
darker time in which I grew. 

Suppose you're a man who came from the Abruzzi in Italy, and your 
name was Giovanni DeStefano. That was fine in the Abruzzi, but in 
America there were people that didn't have a high opinion of people with 
such a name and were likely not to be opening their doors or homes to 
people like that. So, your son instead of calling himself Giovanni DeStefano 
changed his name to John Stevens, and thereupon, everything was okay. 
That's the way things were meant to be in Athens. That is to say, the idea 
was if you had a foreign sounding name, and your father would have a 
foreign sounding name, if he came from a foreign place when he settled in 
Attica. You would be branded in that way and people who wanted, and here 
it was more specific, to throw you off the citizen lists would know who you 
were, but if you took a good solid Anglo Athenian name, why, you'd be all 
right.
So, I think that is the explanation and it's all part of the same picture. Taking 
away the traditional influences that would be anti-democratic and replacing 
them with things that shattered that, and taking away the local powers, 
anything that smacked of the past, you try to erase as best you can. The 
procedure, we all agree, is by the device that the Greeks called psephisma. It 
was a motion passed by the assembly, and it comes to be the standard form 
of legislation in the Athenian democracy, the plural of psephisma is 
psephismata.

Now, the scholar who I was eluding to a few moments ago Lewis, 
he's got the general picture right. He says we have to understand all of this 
was passed on the assembly in a mood of great excitement and fear, and 
anger, a revolutionary situation in which he imagined alluding to the 
revolution in St. Petersburg in 1917, that they are getting up and shouting, 
"all power to the ten tribes." To those of you who are not in St. Petersburg, 
they were shouting, "all power to the Soviets," but I think he's wrong. It 
wasn't about the ten tribes. The ten tribes weren't the issue. I think if they 
were shouting and I guess they were, they were shouting all power to the 
ecclesia, to the assembly. That's where decisions were going to be made in 
the future. But I do want you to take seriously the notion that the making of 
such a claim and doing so in heated circumstances was revolutionary, 
because without that, it's inconceivable that what happened would have 
happened.
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Now, let me go back to the boule; it was elected by a lot from proportional 
representation in the demes, all Athenians. The Greek word for preparing 
legislation for an assembly is probouleusis and such a group is probouleutic,
that is, it prepares legislation. The chances are that this council was more 
powerful and had more independence when it was invented, than it would 
later on. That's just a guess, but you know you're at the beginning of 
something. You're still living in a society in which class distinctions are 
very clear and very sharp, in which the idea of the ordinary citizen taking 
things into his own hands is new and scary. I think there would have been a 
lot of deference paid to the individuals who came from the higher classes, 
and I would guess that they would have been on the preliminary list that was 
elected before allotment selected among them, and that when they proposed 
something to the assembly, it would be given greater influence on what 
happened subsequently than would be true.

When we get down to the full scale of Athenian democracy in the 
time of Pericles forget about it. The boule is the servant of the assembly, 
without question. If the council sends in a proposed law in certain language, 
the assembly can vote it down or they can send it back to the boule and say, 
no we don't like those words; change the words into this direction, and then 
send it back to us. That's the way it was in the full democracy. My guess is it 
wasn't that way in the year 505. I think it probably was meant by 
Cleisthenes to be a bit more conservative without being, of course in any 
way, reactionary.  

Now, what is this all about in the larger sense? Lewis suggests that 
there's something here that is personal and political and I think he's right. 
One of the elements that he suggests is these demes were not assigned to 
trittyes accidentally, as I've suggested already, but were carefully laid out 
not only to deprive noblemen of their undue influence but he thinks 
probably to help Cleisthenes and his Alcmaeonidae to have a powerful voice 
in as much of Attica as he possibly could. Why in the world would anybody 
doubt that? That strikes me as being--that's what people do when they have 
the power to help themselves politically they do. I would guess, in other 
words, Cleisthenes was thinking of his own political position in part. Again, 
we don't have hard evidence for this, but just a reasonable suggestion.

Now, the other thing is, we have to, I think, believe, that this whole 
program of reform was supported by what we have been referring to all 
along, the hoplite class, these independent farmers. They are the ones who 
are most numerous. They are among those who will be politically active. 
Also, they are of course the defense of Athens now, they have to be taken 
very seriously and they are not about to allow themselves to be cut out or to 
have their own influence diminished by things that are hanging over from 
the days of aristocracy. So, I think we should think of this and I think just 
about everybody does. They like to designate this Cleisthenic democracy, 
this first democracy, as a hoplite democracy, and saying that the hoplites 
were in means that to some considerable degree, the poor are out. The 
chances are very great; I would say pretty certain, that the majority of 
citizens, the majority of Athenian citizens, were not hoplites. They were 
thetes.

There probably never was a time when the hoplites were a majority 
even in Athens. So, excluding them certainly is a limit on what you want to 
call democracy, and here's where we get into sort of the debates these days. 
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Many, many a scholar--now that the academy is essentially a branch of the 
Politburo will want to denigrate ancient Athenian democracy and to suggest 
it really wasn't democratic. Well, there are twenty million ways you can do 
that. You can talk about the fact that it excluded women, you can talk about 
the fact that it--who else does it exclude? That it had slaves, excluded 
slaves, it excluded resident aliens, and all those things and then you can 
finally point to the fact that probably the majority of the adult male citizens 
were excluded from some important elements in the democracy, although as 
time passes that last disappears, and you have pretty much complete 
participation by the poor, but in Cleisthenes case that's not so.  

But I think that's to be deliberately blind to what's really happening. 
What you have is a miracle. Nothing in the world that we know of 
anywhere, ever like this has ever been seen before. The reaction of the other 
Greeks as best we can figure out was horror. This is wild and crazy, the stuff 
that the Athenians are doing, it is radical, it is dangerous. We must contain 
ourselves and avoid being in touch with them, or we should try to finish 
those guys off. Certainly that was the attitude the Spartans typically had 
towards it, and undoubtedly the normal Greek government, which was an 
oligarchy, certainly took the same point of view. So, I think you can look at 
it from either direction, probably should look at it from both, but don't miss 
the point that what's happening here is of this very special character.

What did they call this constitution? Well, we don't know. But the 
chances are great that they did not call it democracy. The word democracy, 
our word democracy comes from the Greek demokratia, which I guess you 
would want to translate as something like power for the masses, for the 
people at large, or the people as a whole. But it was a name that was given 
to the Athenian constitution by a people who didn't like it. What did they 
think of themselves? Well, Herodotus refers to this regime as one of 
eisonomia, equality of law, and I think the thing that's most important about 
it is, equality before the law. That is, something that wipes out distinctions 
among classes of people on the basis when it comes to the law. Every man 
who comes before the law is equal to every other man. Well, that's a very 
big change that no place else in the world had, and I think that's not a bad 
way to think of it.  

Now, of the principles that belonged from the first to this democracy, 
and was maybe as crucial as anything in characterizing it was what they 
called isegoria, equality of speech really. It meant equality of the 
opportunity to address the political body, meaning the assembly. Every 
Athenian male from the first adult regardless of what his money rating was, 
of his class, whether he was a thete or higher, everyone had the right to 
speak in the assembly. Now, this had been a right that was limited of course 
to aristocrats in many cities, or to the wealthy in other cities. But we know 
from some of the poems in the sixth century, it was prized as the evidence 
that an individual was a free man as opposed to a slave. He could get up in 
the center, that was the term they used, of the town, meaning wherever the 
meeting place was, and then speak his mind and also try to persuade his 
fellow citizens to do as he thought best.

We should not take this lightly. In our world, where we never 
imagine ourselves in such a situation, it's hard to grasp but actually to think. 
If I want to I can get out there during the debate that's going to decide what 
happens. I can say what I have to say. So, freedom of speech is very, very 
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central to the Athenian idea of self government. The role of the boule in 
place of aristocratic councils enhances the democracy. On the other hand, 
things did not happen that you might think would happen. Nothing was done 
in the sphere of the economy. There was no change in Solonian classes or 
privileges. You still had to have a certain amount of money to be elected to 
the top things in the state. The Areopagus was left untouched, remaining a 
collection of former magistrates, all of whom had been aristocrats. The 
phratres, the homes of aristocracy were left intact. You had this hoplite 
democracy, which was indeed democracy, but we must imagine, I think all 
the evidence would support this imagination, that it was a deferential 
democracy in which the lower classes still looked up to the upper classes for 
leadership and guidance, and they themselves did not hold leading positions 
in the state. I think that's the picture we have.  

Well, let me turn at last to one of the most interesting features of the 
constitution introduced by Cleisthenes; gives us a picture of how things 
worked that we wouldn't get any other way. I'm talking abut the law that 
was passed on ostracism. Our word ostracism derives from it, but it's 
something quite different. If somebody says we're going to ostracize this 
guy today, it means we're not going to invite him for a drink; we're not 
going to go to his parties, things like that. No this was something far 
different and was a central part of the political system. Let me begin by 
simply describing how it worked. Every year, let us say in the month of 
January, that's the way the Athenian calendar would have made it come out 
more or less typically, a question came up in the assembly automatically. 
Nobody had to move it; it was an automatic thing. The question was, "Shall 
we have an ostracism this year?" Now, they could debate that question, but 
what they were not debating was who should we ostracize. That was not at 
issue.  

The only question was, should we have one this year? If a majority 
said yes, then they would go on. If they majority said no, that was it, no 
ostracism that year. But supposing a majority had voted for an ostracism, 
now we go to roughly the month of March and let's go down to the center of 
town, the agora, which is the marketplace, which is the political center 
which is where people go to talk and all those things. That's where the 
action is, and for that day and that day alone, the agora is fenced off, and 
there are ten gates in the fences, one for each tribe, and every citizen who 
wishes, goes with a piece of broken pottery. Someone has described it as the 
scrap paper of antiquity, and with whatever you could get, piece of glass, 
crayon, or whatever, you would simply write the name of a man that you 
would like to see ostracized that year. You would go to the gate. There 
would be some people at the gate, who would identify are you really a 
citizen, where are you coming from and all that. You, then, handed in your 
ostraka and you went inside the agora, where you stayed until the voting 
was over so that you couldn't come back and vote again. Now, they were 
cleverer than the people of Florida are today.

So, now it's over, the time has come, and what they do is they divide 
up all the ostraka that have been cast. They don't divide them up I'm sorry. 
They put them in a big pile and count them. If there are fewer than 6,000 
ballots, nobody gets ostracized. If there are 6,000 or more, now they divide 
them up into piles, and the one who gets the most votes, not majority, just 
the highest number of votes plurality, he wins. He gets ostracized. 



174�
�

What does that mean? It means that he must leave Attica, at a certain 
distance from Attica, for ten years. That's all. He has been accused of no 
crime; therefore, he has been convicted of no crime. Nothing is done to his 
property; nothing is done to his family. At the end of ten years, he may 
come back and it's as though he never left. The next day, if he wants to, he 
can run for public office. That's all; that is ostracism. What's this all about? 
What are the purposes of this thing? Well, I think the best way to come at 
this is to tell you a couple of stories and some facts. The story I guess comes 
from Plutarch's Life of Aristides, who is one of the leading Athenian figures 
at the early part of the fifth century, and who in fact was a man who was 
ultimately ostracized.  

The story goes like this. It's ostracism day in Athens, and some 
country bumpkin, some rube comes walking up, and he spots Aristides 
chatting with some folks and he goes up to Aristides and he says, "excuse 
me sir I don't know how to write, would you please write a name on this 
potsherd for me?" Aristides, of course, a gentleman he says, "certainly sir, 
what name would you like?" He said, "Aristides please." "Oh," he says, and 
he writes down Aristides, and by the way he said, "what is it that you have 
against Aristides?" I should have told you that Aristides had earned this 
sobriquet, the just Aristides, Aristides the just. So, the guy says, "what have 
you got against Aristides? I have nothing against Aristides, I've never seen 
the man, don't know him. I'm just so damn tired of hearing him called the 
just." The point of that story is to illustrate Plutarch's point is that the system 
of ostracism was just a piece of silly foolishness that you would associate 
with democracy, which just allowed the jealousy of the ordinary man for 
superior people to determine what's going on. That's the message that 
Plutarch gets from that tale.  

Here's another piece of information; that's not a tale. I think it was 
about 1937, 1938 an American archaeologist was working up on the north 
slope of the Acropolis and he came upon a well, he dug into the well, and 
out came 191 inscribed potsherds, ostraka with but one name written on all 
of them, and that name was Themistocles, who we know was a participant 
in a batch of ostraka in the 480s, and careful analysis of the handwriting 
indicated that these 191 ostraka were inscribed by 14 hands writing them. Is 
it beginning to sound familiar to you guys, I suppose. The best guess of 
everybody who studies these things is that we do not have here the remains 
of a collection of voters, who voted and had their votes counted and then 
these came, but rather that these were votes that never were cast actually.

So what's going on here? Now, I turn from my attempt at a factual 
account of what happened in the past to fiction. The rest of this is my 
imagination. We find ourselves down the middle of Athens, the day before 
the ostracism. We are in the home of John the potter who is a charter 
member of the Aristides political club, and what they are doing is sitting 
about chatting as they incise or paint the name onto a ostrakon, the name is 
Themistocles. Next day, down there outside the Agora, various country 
bumpkins and others are wandering into town. You step up to one of them 
and say; perhaps you would like to vote in the ostracism today sir? I can 
save you the trouble of inscribing your ballot, here's one right now. I think 
this is pretty good evidence that they're talking about organized political 
activities, which in fact I think totally squares with what we know about the 
purpose of ostracism.  
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I should tell you one other thing, that Thucydides himself says 
something very important about this. He says, ostracism was brought about, 
because of the fear and the insecurity that the Athenians felt about their 
democracy, that it was in constant danger, and that they needed something 
to help them. That's the context in which he used it. Plutarch, as I say, has a 
more general story, the envy and jealousy natural to democracy. You must 
realize that hardly anybody who ever wrote anything in antiquity had a kind 
word to say for democracy; it's a bad thing from the standpoint of most of 
the authors of antiquity. But Thucydides was there, while ostracism was a 
reality, as opposed to Plutarch, and I'm sure he is right.

Let's look, first of all, at the moment when ostracism was invented in 
the time of Cleisthenes, before we move beyond that. What's the situation? 
Cleisthenes and company have just brought about this unique, amazing, and 
to the rest of the world dangerous coup d'état, and invented this new wild 
crazy kind of government. They know that the Spartans are furious and they 
expect they're going to come down anytime. They also know that in Athens, 
there are people who don't like this new government. Some of them are the 
heirs to the old aristocracy. Some of them are aristocrats themselves. Others 
were very happy in the days of the tyranny. In fact, there are still relatives of 
the tyrants, eminent ones, who are still in Athens. In other words, they have 
to fear betrayal, they have to fear internal hostility, and they have to fear 
people who might start a civil war. At the same time as they have to be 
afraid of the Spartans coming up the road, and we know, because in a few 
years this is going to happen, they have enemies of other neighboring states. 
Corinthians, the Eretrians, Boeotians, Thebes, and others within the next 
five years--they will have invasions by those people as well.  

That's their situation, what are they afraid of? They are afraid that 
there will be treason inside the city, which will help invaders or simply turn 
the city over to them. Well then, why don't they just lock these guys up? 
Well, in the first place, they probably haven't done anything yet, and you 
couldn't make a case against them. On top of which, you really don't, if 
you're Cleisthenes, you don't want to treat all of these people as though they 
are the enemies of the new regime. They are, in fact, natural opponents, the 
friends of the tyrants and the old aristocrats; they're on opposite sides of the 
argument. Why would you want to put them together by assaulting their 
leaders? A smarter thing would be to try to win over one faction to support 
your side at the expense of the other. That is my guess as to what is another 
explanation of what's happening here.  

So, here's another piece of fiction I want to throw at you. I imagine 
that Cleisthenes stops by at the house of Hipparchus, the son of Karmas, 
who is a relative of the Peisistratids and who would be looked to as the 
leading figure in that faction, and he stops by to see Hipparchus, and 
Hipparchus says, "hello Cleisthenes, say what is this routine, what is this 
crazy new law that you and your boys just put through, this ostracism law? I 
hear in the streets that it's aimed at me, as the leader of the old tyranny 
faction, what is that?" Cleisthenes I imagine would say, "Now, where did 
you get a crazy idea like that? I mean, you're a swell fellow, I'm only against 
these terrible aristos out there, and their Spartan lackeys, who are going to 
take away all the people's rights and I know you wouldn't want that to 
happen, that's not like you. So, of course I can see your point, I can see you 
are alarmed, I can see that people might say, gee those old Peisistratids 
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might be trying to overthrow this new democracy, and bring themselves 
back in. I know Hippeis is over there in Persia, supported by the king and 
maybe people would think you're for bringing him back as a tyrant. I knew 
that would never be in your mind, but I tell you what you ought to do, why 
don't you come over to my side and I'll see to it--you know I have friends, I 
got a lot of friends. I could do you a favor. You do me a favor; I can do you 
a favor. I can see to it that I would just kill that rumor, and everything would 
be very happy."

The next day all is well. I think there's considerable evidence. I don't 
have time for it now--not certain, but evidence suggesting that Hipparchus 
came on board and became part of a coalition that ruled Athens for decades 
after that time. And so, that year there was no ostracism, because there 
didn't have to be an ostracism. I think that is very important. Most years 
there was no ostracism, only once in a while, and every single person that 
we hear ostracized was a leading political figure. Ostracism, in short, was 
meant to be a constitutional device to work in the political realm as a way of 
deterring a coup d'état, treason or other forms of unrest. You could only use 
it as a politician if you were the popular favorite. If you were confident that 
the ostracism would go your way, if you held an ostracism and that wasn't 
true, you might find yourself traveling a long way from home pretty soon, 
and so that's the essence of ostracism and we'll have a look at it again 
because it crops up and is used but not for twenty years after it's invented. 
Okay.
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XIII. The�Athenian�Empire�

In�this� lecture,�Professor�Kagan�traces�the�development�and�the�power�of�
the�Persian�empire.�He�also�shows�how�the�Persian�empire�and�the�Greek�
world� eventually� came� into� conflict� through� a� few� incidents� concerning�
Ionian� Greeks� in� Asia� Minor,� which� eventually� turned� into� the� Persian�
Wars.�Professor�Kagan�ends�this�lecture�with�a�description�of�the�events�of�
the�battle�of�Marathon�in�which�the�Athenians�defeated�the�Persians.�

The period in which the Greek poleis were left essentially to their own 
devices came to an end with the clash between the Persian Empire and some 
of the Greek city states, but which came to involve Athens at the famous 
Battle of Marathon in 490, and I'd like to tell you today about the rise of the 
Persian Empire, and its conflict with the Greeks, and concluding with the 
account of that battle. First, some terminology. The Persians were what the 
Greeks called them and that was appropriate. They were very close cousins 
of the people, who lived right next to them or among them, called the 
Medes. In fact, the Medes were the first of that group--I guess we could call 
them Aryan peoples. Again, that's a term that has been abused throughout 
the nineteenth and twentieth century, as though it was a racial group. The 
term is a linguistic one, and they spoke a branch of the Indo-European 
family of languages, which is designated as Aryan, and that's all that that 
really means, but they're very, very close.  

In fact, the Greeks really couldn't distinguish between the Persians 
and the Medes, and so they called them sometimes Medes, and sometimes 
Persians. It really doesn't matter because, although the Medes took the lead 
in forming a national kingdom out of a tribal society and were the first to be 
the dominant family on the Iranian plateau where these people finally settled 
down, the Persians then overthrew them and established themselves as the 
ruling group in that family under Cyrus the Great, as he was called back 
probably in 559. He was called Cyrus the Great, because he was a great 
conqueror, first making his tribal associates the Persians, the dominant force 
in Iran and then expanding the extent and the power of what we can now 
call the Persian Empire, an extraordinary distance.  

If we look at the end of the lifetime of Cyrus, one man's lifetime, is 
when this extraordinary expansion, much of it, most of it, takes place. If you 
look at the Near East in the year 550 B.C. what you find is the Kingdom of 
Medea, the Kingdom of Babylonia, which is the most powerful one in the 
Tigris Euphrates Valley, what is now Iraq, the Kingdom of Lydia occupying 
sort of the western portion of Asia Minor, excluding at first the coast, which 
was occupied by Greeks, but which the Lydians then conquered the Greeks 
in the 540s--that's the picture. Then there is the people of Persia, the 
Persians themselves who are of not much account. But when Cyrus becomes 
King in 559 he is a member of the dynasty which is the Achaemenid 
Dynasty, and he conquers his fellow Aryans, the Medes in about 550, and 
very swiftly conquers Babylonia, Armenia, Syria, Cappadocia, which is 
another kingdom in central Asia Minor, and has already expanded this 
kingdom to something pretty much unexampled up to that time.  

Now, meanwhile in Lydia, the dynasty that began back in the 
seventh century, finds that the King Croesus is the monarch at that point. 
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You will have remembered, of course, that Herodotus' first book pretty 
much begins its story with King Croesus, and his decision to attack the 
Persian Empire which is now on his frontier. You all remember the story 
that Herodotus tells so charmingly – the story of how Croesus decides he 
wants to conquer the Persian Empire, consults the Oracle of Apollo at 
Delphi to see how he's going to make out; the oracle gives a 
characteristically enigmatic answer, but he doesn't recognize the enigma. He 
says, "What will happen if I cross the Halys River," that's the boundary 
between Lydia and the Persian territory. The oracle answers, "A great 
empire will be destroyed," and of course he had in mind, destroying the 
Persian Empire. Instead the Persians destroyed his empire, and of course, 
that shows you you've got to ask the right question and keep answering it 
until you get an answer you understand. Well, Croesus attacks in 547; his 
capital of Sardis falls into the hands of the Persians in the next year, and so 
now the Persians are in control of the Lydian Empire and on the frontiers of 
the Greek cities on the coast of Asia Minor. The conquest of those cities 
takes place in the years 546 to 539; 539 is a very big year for the Persians, 
because in that year they conquer the city of Babylon, and thereby gain 
control of all of Mesopotamia, another one of the major expansions of this 
vast empire.  

The successor to Cyrus is Cambyses and in the years between 530 
and 522, he conquers, amazingly enough, the Kingdom of Egypt. Perhaps 
the oldest, but if not, almost the oldest of the kingdoms of that region, 
fantastically wealthy, and in its own right formally a great empire. Now, if 
you stop in 522, when Cambyses dies, you see that the Persian Empire 
extends on the west from the Aegean Sea and the Mediterranean Sea to the 
west, all the way to the Indus River in what is now Pakistan. From the south 
really to what is now Sudan at the southern end of the Nile River, and up 
north to include the European coast of the Hellespont and the region and the 
waters of the straits, and the European coast of the Aegean Sea and he 
comes right up as far as the Danube River, nor is that the end of what he 
would like to do.
Cambyses launches an invasion of the territory beyond the Danube, which 
was not in the shape of any kind of a national kingdom yet, just an area 
filled with different kinds of tribes which the Greeks called Scythians, 
pushing all the way back into Russia, all the way back to the Caucuses 
Mountains and perhaps beyond. These horse-riding, tribal people called the 
Scythians, who didn't even really engage in agriculture, but were still in the 
business of living off herds of animals. Well, the expedition goes forward, 
and it ends up gaining the straits in Macedon, as I told you before, or I 
should have told you those names anyway. The story is told that one of the 
generals of the Persian army is a certain Miltiades. Miltiades was originally 
an Athenian, but his family had been expelled in the time of the tyrant--or 
rather they had been sent to govern the Gallipoli Peninsula, the Thracian 
Chersonnese as the Greeks called. So, he lived up there, and then when the 
Persians came and took that territory, he became a subject of the great king 
and he became a general in the great king's army.  

He and some others were given the task of guarding the bridges 
across the Danube, while the king was chasing Scythians on the other side. 
Well, he was unable to defeat the Scythians, who used Scythian tactics, 
which is to say, on cavalry, stayed away, avoided a direct conflict and did 
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damage with missiles at a distance and ran away when they were about to 
face a great Persian army which could defeat them. So, he was gone a long 
time, and while he was gone, Miltiades said, "He'll never come back. Why 
don't we just break down these bridges to make sure he never gets back, and 
then we'll be free of the Persians." Well, it didn't work out that way and the 
Scythian campaign didn't succeed, but the Persian army came back and 
Miltiades had to run off and escape, because there was certainly a price on 
his head, and he ended up going back to Athens where we will run into him 
again.

So that is the situation when we get to the turn of the fifth century. 
The Persians are in control, they have gained mastery of all the Greek states 
of Asia Minor. The typical relationship between those cities and the King of 
Persia was the same as all of his subjects. He insisted, in every case, that the 
defeated states who came under his power should give earth and water to 
him as a symbol of their complete subjection to him. There was no kind of 
relationship to the great king, except of one of complete subjugation. The 
Greeks regarded that relationship as one of slavery. But as a matter of fact, 
the Persians were not harsh rulers for the most part. All they required of the 
subject peoples was that they should pay a tribute to the king, and it was 
obviously not one that couldn't be met. Obviously, nobody likes to pay a 
tax, especially to a foreign conqueror, but it wasn't something that destroyed 
the economy, and to do military or naval service at his command and under 
his command as well.  

So, if you did that, they left you alone. At this point, at the 
characteristic regime was to have a tyranny appointed by the great king of 
Persia in each Greek city. Remember, you should use that word in its 
original concept. It doesn't mean they were harsh; it doesn't mean they were 
particularly cruel. They were satraps, the representatives of the king in the 
region, and they had absolute control, but we don't hear about any specially 
harsh treatment of anybody. That's the situation, when we will come very 
shortly to the beginning of conflict between the Greeks of the mainland and 
the Persian Empire, when the Ionian rebellion breaks out. But before that 
happens we need to go back to Greece and see what's going on there.  
Remember in Athens, the Cleisthenic revolution has taken place. The new 
hoplite democracy that I have described to you is brand new and very 
insecure. Fearful that there are enemies within, some of them friends of the 
aristocratic families that have been defeated and fled, some of them friends, 
relatives of the tyrants whose loyalty to the new regime is not clear. So, 
that's one fear. Another fear is that the Spartans will not accept their 
expulsion, the expulsion of their friends, but will come back again with an 
army to try to conquer Athens and turn it over to the aristocrats. Yet, a third 
problem, Athenian neighbors with whom the Athenians have old quarrels 
may take advantage of their beleaguered situation and attack them. So, that 
has to be remembered.  

Athens is in a very insecure spot, and Herodotus tells us that in these 
circumstances the Athenians attempt to get help by sending a mission to the 
king of Persia, asking for an alliance with Persia as a way of fending off 
these troubles. Of course, the king only knows one relationship with other 
states. He doesn't know anything about alliances that have any equality 
associated with them. He asks the ambassadors of Athens to give him earth 
and water and then they can be friends. The ambassadors say okay we'll do 
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that, but when they come back to Athens, the Athenians are outraged that 
they have done so. They punish the embassy and there is no relationship 
between Persia and the Athenians. Indeed, what they feared happens.

The Spartans invade Attica and as they are doing that, they are 
joined by other states who have their own grievances with Attica, Boeotia, 
led by Thebes, Chalcis which is a city in Euboea just to the east of Attica 
and Corinth just down the road on the isthmus. They are all going to attack 
the Athenians, but it turns out that the Corinthians balk at this idea, and 
what they don't like they say is the notion of installing some kind of a 
tyranny in Athens. They have had the experience of tyranny, they have 
expelled the tyranny not so very long ago they claim, and they are not about 
to join anybody in doing the same thing. So, that's one source of division 
that prevents this coalition from attacking the Athenians. But there's also a 
quarrel between the two Spartan kings, Cleomenes who has been there 
before and who very much wants to take Athens and return it to his 
aristocratic friends, and King Demoratis, who for whatever reason, is not 
willing to do that.  

Demoratis loses the argument, charges are brought against him and 
he flees, and next we will find Demoratis in the Persian Empire at the elbow 
sometimes of the king, giving him advice as to how to deal with the 
situation. Well, because of these things, there is no invasion. The Athenians 
are now free to turn against their neighbors who have threatened them, 
against the Boeotian cities led by Thebes, against Chalcis and the Athenians 
defeat their opponents. In Chalcis, on the island of Euboea, the Athenians 
take away a chunk of land from the Chalcidians and plant 4,000 Athenian 
settlers on that land, and they do so not as a colony in the traditional sense, 
not as an apoikia but as what the Greeks call a kleruchy, which is this: these 
4,000 Athenians who take the land, settle there permanently, but they 
remain Athenians. They are still Athenian citizens; they are really 
functioning as an Athenian garrison to see to it that things in Boeotia are 
okay. In this way, they very closely resemble the Roman idea of a colony, 
which was typically a collection of veterans after conquering some other 
town in Italy, they would take some of that land, give it to Roman 
legionaries and let them settle permanently there as a garrison on behalf of 
the Romans. Well, that's what the Athenians do in the case of Chalcis.  

Herodotus sort of sings an aria at this point about the wonders of 
freedom, in which he says the Athenians were no better than any other 
Greeks at warfare before they became free. But once having liberated 
themselves from tyranny and establishing this new Cleisthenic regime, they 
were able to defeat all of their opponents, and so much for Herodotus' 
prejudice, but of course as you read his history, you will realize that in one 
sense at least the history of Herodotus is a paean to the wonders of freedom 
and the greatness of freedom, and the centrality of freedom as the story of 
the Greeks. By the way, he also praises not just freedom, eleutheria is the 
Greek word, but in the case of Athens he praises its isegoria. That word 
really means equality of speech. He characterizes this new Cleisthenic 
regime not by the word democracy, which is apparently not really been 
coined yet, but rather as what characterizes it, is that all citizens are free, 
equally able to address the populous in the assembly, and thereby to take an 
active role in their own government.  
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So he's really praising autonomy, self government, not merely 
freedom from an alien people, but freedom within the city for all the people 
to govern themselves. He thinks that's one of the reasons why the Athenians 
have become so good at warfare, because of these changes. Now, a new 
coalition emerges, also hostile to this new Athenian regime; it includes 
Athens' old enemy – the island of Aegina, which sits in the Saronic Gulf, 
right opposite the Athenian coast and, as I say they, have been fighting each 
other now for more than a century, and quarreling about this and that. So, 
the Aeginetans join with the Spartans and now they are openly attempting to 
destroy this regime and to replace it with a return to the tyranny of Hippeis.

Hippeis has also fled to the Persians and is protected by the king, so 
that, if the Persians get involved, they too will want to put Hippeis on the 
throne in Athens, but the Spartans want to do the same thing, and again the 
Corinthians will have none of that because of their attitude towards tyranny. 
Now, threatened even more severely, the Athenians send a second mission 
to Persia, and this time the Persian king makes it very clear that will require 
that the Athenians to put down their newly established democracy and 
restore Hippeis to his tyranny in Athens, which would make Athens like the 
other Greek city states, the ones that are on the coast of Asia Minor, part of 
the Persian Empire, and Hippeis in his relationship to Persia would be the 
satrap of the great king governing his own city, which was, I think, 
commonly what was happening in Asia Minor on the Greek coast too.

That's where we are when the Ionian rebellion breaks out in the year 
499. The start comes in the city of Miletus, which was of course a leading 
city of the Greeks of that area for some long time, a place you will 
remember that was filled with new ideas where we first hear about the kinds 
of quasi scientific, but in any case, rationalistic revolution that challenges 
the traditional Greek way of thinking based largely on mythology and on 
theology, with pure reason. I don't want to suggest that the Milesian 
philosophers were without religion. I'm simply saying they're introducing 
something new that stands on the side of religion, and when it comes to their 
attempt to explain what they are trying to explain, the physical universe for 
the most part--it really does put aside religious concepts and replace them 
with observation and reason as the way to do things.

So, what we are seeing of course in Miletus is the birth of 
philosophy at the same time as we are seeing the birth of natural science, 
and these do not get separated until many, many, many years later on; they 
are together. That's the city where the rebellion starts. It has nothing to do 
with philosophers; it has to do with the tyrant of Miletus, a Milesian by the 
name of Aristagoras, who gets into trouble with the great king. He has 
talked the great king into an expedition that he wanted to launch against the 
island of Naxos in the Aegean Sea. He says Naxos is a cinch; it's a nice fat 
place. They're not ready, and if we sail now secretly, I'll be able to quickly 
take the island, and the great king will have another expansion of his 
empire, and of course Aristagoras would benefit both financially, and also 
by the presumed honor that he would gain from the great king.  

Unfortunately, the security procedures were inadequate and what he 
was up to got to Naxos before he did and the Naxians were ready. He was 
defeated, and the great king was not pleased. Aristagoras knew he was in a 
lot of trouble and so he decided that this was the time for the Greeks of Asia 
Minor to acquire their freedom from the Persians, and he was obviously a 
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very persuasive talker and went around to the various Greek cities and was 
able to persuade most of them to join in the rebellion, which is indicative, of 
course, of the fact that they were not happy in their position as subjects of 
the great king.

So, they rebel against the tyrants who have been collaborating with 
the great king and this is an interesting point. They establish democracies. 
Now, as far as we know there is no democracy in the world, and there never 
has been before the one established in Athens just a few years ago. I think 
there's a lot of reason to think that the idea of doing that came from Athens, 
and that is easily believable when you realize that Athens, as I've told you 
before, is an Ionian city just as these cities, Miletus, and the other towns that 
they get to join them at first, are Ionian cities, and the Athenians are 
recognized by the other Ionians as the leading Ionian city. So all of that 
makes me think that it's hard to avoid the conclusion that it's Athenian 
democracy that is the model for these rebellious Ionian states.  

But Aristagoras knows that he's going to be facing a formidable 
enemy in the forces of the Persian Empire, and so he goes back to mainland 
Greece to seek help for his undertaking, and the first place you're going to 
go, if you want military assistance in the Greek world of course is Sparta, 
and there indeed he goes. Again, charming stories that Herodotus tells about 
it; he goes to King Cleomenes, and he tells him what he's trying to do and he 
tells them how rich the Persian Empire is and how if they are successful in 
this rebellion they will be able to seize some of the wealth in the territory of 
the Persian king and won't that be nice for Cleomenes and perhaps for the 
Spartans as well. Cleomenes says, "Well, I don't know." He sort of scratches 
his head and he says, "How far is the capital of Persia from your city on the 
coast of the Aegean Sea?" Aristagoras is a shrewd cookie, and so he says, 
"I'm glad you asked me this question." He pulls out the first recorded map in 
all of Greek history, and presumably unrolls it, and he shows it. "You see, 
here's Miletus and then here's this royal road and if you take it down here, 
here is Susa, the capital of the Persian." He says, "How far is that? How 
long will it take me to march from the coast to there?" He says, "Three 
months."

Cleomenes says, "Stranger get out of town by dark." The idea of 
suggesting to the Spartans that they should launch an expedition across a 
sea, which will then take their army three months to march away from the 
coast, not to mention from Sparta, leaving the city, of course, open to a helot 
rebellion all the time they're gone, that is not a very welcome suggestion. 
So, Aristagoras says, well, you know it's not really so bad; they got this 
good road, besides I have here some several minae of silver that I'm glad to 
give to you, you might want to think again; and he keeps raising the amount 
that he's prepared to bribe Cleomenes. At a certain point, Cleomenes' little 
daughter, Gorgo, has been sitting there all the time, and being a Spartan girl, 
she gets up to her father and says, father ask this man to leave at once or he 
will corrupt you. Cleomenes accepted the admonition from his nine year old 
daughter and sent Aristagoras away. So, the effort to gain Spartan support in 
this rebellion failed.  

Well, Aristagoras says, okay I'll try Athens; now, Athens of course 
he's got a much better shot. The first place Athens is an Ionian city, unlike 
the Dorian Spartans; second place Athens sits on the seashore closer to 
Persia, right on the Aegean Sea, and obviously can feel that there is a certain 
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danger that might be coming from Persia in any case, just because the 
Persians keep expanding and they're now sitting right on the Aegean Sea. 
So, for these reasons, and perhaps others, maybe they were already--I was 
going to suggest--maybe they were already involved with Aristagoras and 
the rebels of the Greek cities of Asia Minor, because of the democracy idea. 
That gives me the suggestion that there's been some communication. 
Anyway, whether that's true or not, the Athenians vote to send a fleet and 
soldiers to assist Miletus and the other cities in their rebellion and they send-
-well, I'll come back to what they send in a moment.  

Herodotus decides it's time to make a point; he says, this shows how 
much easier it is to deceive many people, rather than one, because by this 
count it has got to be wrong; there were 30,000 Athenians who were 
involved in this decision. That's certainly far too many, and they were 
fooled by Aristagoras, whereas, King Cleomenes, the one man was not. 
However that may be, what the Athenians voted was to send twenty ships. 
Now, some scholars would have said, only 20 ships. The "only" is really, I 
think, a mistake. They are led to that by knowing that later in the fifth 
century the Athenians will end up having 400 triremes, but that's many years 
later, that's after a victory over the Persians. That's in a totally new world. 
Best guess I would have now is that all the ships the Athenians had were 
maybe fifty. So, sending twenty was not a trivial contribution. Why did they 
do it?  

Well, for all the reasons I've suggested, they care about the Ionians. 
They are their relatives in their own mind. Moreover, they are not very 
friendly to Persia after the exchanges they have had with the great king in 
which it's clear the only way to deal with the great king is to become his 
subject, something they're not eager to do. Another thing that we need to 
take into account is that the Athenians, remember at least back to the time of 
Solon and possibly before, have been increasingly engaged in trade with the 
east, that is to say, with Asia Minor, with the Hellespont, Sea of Marmara, 
the Bosporus, beyond that into the Black Sea; in other words, into territory 
bordering on the Persians so that they have to feel that if the Persians are 
unfriendly or if the Persians just do what comes naturally to them, they soon 
may be interfering with things that we need, we increasingly need. The 
Athenians will be increasingly dependent on grain and fish from those 
waters.

So, all of that can explain why the Athenians are willing to take this 
enormously risky decision when the Spartans, of course, wouldn't think of 
doing it. Herodotus has this wonderful phrase to describe the Athenian 
decision. These ships were the beginning of evils to the Greeks and the 
barbarians. I guess what he's really saying is, here we have the beginning of 
the Persian Wars, my subject. The Ionian rebellion is one thing, 
theoretically, if the Athenians had minded their own business and not 
assisted the rebels, then there need not have been a Persian War. Heaven 
knows what would have come next. But in any case, I think Herodotus is 
saying once the Athenians decided to participate, assist the rebellion of their 
relatives in Ionia, this was the beginning of the Persian Wars for Athens.  

Well, the twenty Athenian ships land in Miletus and their soldiers 
march inland very swiftly, and reach the city of Sardis, which is the capital 
of the Satrap of Lydia, which now a Persian province, and are successful in 
defeating the forces that come out against them and set fire to the city of 
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Sardis. So, they've done real harm. Having done that the Athenians--forgive 
me, I left out a small but important point. The Athenians were joined by a 
few ships provided by the city of Eretria, another town in northern Euboea, 
an old time rival and enemy of--what's that other town up there? I just 
mentioned it a moment ago; it's gone right out of my head. Chalcis, thank 
you very much. They're old enemies of Chalcis and that may account for 
why they are eager to help the Athenians, because the Athenians have 
defeated Chalcis and are keeping the Chalcideans down; in any case they 
do. A few Eretrians, twenty ships of Athenians accomplish this deed of 
doing considerable harm to the great king's position there in Lydia.  

Well now, the Persians launch a thorough going expedition, with the 
intention of subduing their Ionian subjects and bringing them back to 
subjugation. Well, it's not all that easy. This rebellion takes place in 499; the 
war against Persia doesn't end until 494. What the Persians are doing is 
laying siege to the cities one by one, and taking them one by one, and then 
attacking from the sea and that was critical. If they could defeat the fleets of 
the Greek cities having already surrounded them on the land side, those 
cities were out of business and would have to surrender. In 494, the fleet 
that the Persians gathered--the Persians of course were land lubbers; they 
had no navy of their own, but they had a very considerable navy provided 
by the Phoenicians, who were among the earliest of the sailors of the eastern 
Mediterranean, whom the Persians had conquered and the Egyptians who 
had a naval tradition as well. So, there was a big Egyptian contingent, a big 
Phoenician contingent, and when they were under Persian rule, the Ionians 
provided ships for the great king too.
They weren't available right now; they were going to be fighting against the 
great king, but that's where he got his forces from. They were numerically 
superior and they were very good sailors and horsemen. So, finally at the 
Battle of Lade, off the coast--that is on the coast of Asia Minor near 
Miletus, the Persians destroyed the fleet of the Greeks and put down the 
rebellion. Then they took vengeance for the whole thing by laying waste the 
city of Miletus entirely, burning it to the ground as best one could do that in 
those days. So, the Ionian rebellion has come to an inglorious conclusion. 
What next?  

What next is determined in considerable part by the internal affairs 
of the city of Athens. The Athenians are going to be the most troubled by 
what has happened, and also they have a reason to be troubled. The great 
king like--this is true of most any great empire, or any great power that has 
been attacked or even insulted by some smaller state, you just can't let that 
go by, you must punish that action to deter similar behavior in the future. 
So, the Athenians had every reason to fear an invasion or some sort of attack 
from the Persians in the future. I think that is critical for understanding 
what's going on in Athens in these years. We do have a few glimpses, just a 
few glimpses that are difficult to interpret, but may possibly make a certain 
amount of sense.  

It is interesting, I think, that in the year 496-5, which is to say before 
the battle of Lade, while the rebellion is still on, the man who is elected the 
eponymous archon for that year is Hipparchus, the son of Karmas, a relative 
of the Peisistratids, and he is precisely the man, who tradition says the first 
ostracism was allegedly aimed at. What is going on here? Why is the 
Peisistratids Hipparchus being elected at this point, when in fact, we know 
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that the Persians have said that they wish to put his relative Hippeis back on 
the throne? Why would the Athenians elect this guy? Well, the only 
interpretation that makes any sense to me, is that you remember that fairy 
tale I told you last time about the law on ostracism, and about how I 
imagined Cleisthenes telling Hipparchus that he could avoid a lot of trouble, 
if he would join up with Cleisthenes. I think he did, and I think his election 
to the Archonship demonstrates that. It's still Cleisthenes' regime that is in 
power. If Hipparchus gets elected archon, it must be because he's on board. 
All of this is hypothesis, but it seems to me to make sense.  

The next event that we hear about in Athens that's relevant to our 
story is that in the year 493, the Athenian tragedian Phrynicus presents his 
play called, The Capture of Miletus. We don't have the play but we have 
stories about it, including one in Herodotus, and what the stories say is that 
the play showed the scene of the taking of Miletus and the destruction of the 
city by the Persians, and that the play was so moving the Athenians were 
made so unhappy by seeing this story that they took measures against the 
playwright for making them so miserable, and fined him heavily for doing 
so. What's that all about? Well, there are various possible interpretations, 
but I think the one that's most persuasive to me is that Phrynicus knew 
perfectly well that when he put on this play that it would cause great 
unhappiness in Athens, and great anger. I think he hoped it would raise, 
anger against the Persians, and it would support the idea of the Athenians 
preparing for war against the Persians, either in the likelihood that the 
Persians would invade, or that the Athenians would have to do something 
aggressively against Persia somehow. That's, I think, that's the interpretation 
that strikes me as being more plausible than other possibilities, but again, it's 
only a hypothesis.

In the same year, Miltiades comes back to Athens, having traveled 
from his home in the Gallipoli peninsula and he is--think of it for a moment. 
What's his position going to be vis-à-vis Persia? It has to be anti-Persia, 
because he has betrayed the king of Persia; he's obviously got a price on his 
head. If the Persians succeed in putting Hippeis on the throne, and making 
Persia boss of Athens, his life isn't worth a nickel. So, he's got to be anti-
Persian and I think what happens next has to be understood in terms of the 
political struggle in Athens in which--by no means were all Athenians 
convinced that it would be a good thing to war against Persia. I mean it's 
crazy. What I want to communicate to you is the idea of fighting against 
Persia now is insane. The Persians have conquered most of the known world 
as far as the Greeks are concerned. They have just bashed their fellow 
Greeks without a lot of trouble in Asia Minor. Why would you want to take 
these fellows on? What you would want is to avoid conflict with them to try 
to find some means of coming to terms with the Persians.  
I'm sure there must have been Athenians, and Herodotus says there were, 
who would have preferred accepting Hippeis back as tyrant and having the 
Persians be the real rulers of their land, rather than all getting killed, when 
the Persians decided to come after them. So, you've got these two factions; 
one pro-Persian, one anti-Persian, and the fact is, apart from hypothesis, that 
Miltiades is brought to trial in Athens. The official charge against him is of 
having been a tyrant in the Gallipoli peninsula, when he was in charge of it 
there, and he is in fact acquitted of the charge, which may suggest, if the 
jury was influenced by popular opinion and had a political view, that the 
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majority of Athenians were not willing to take the tyranny back in any 
circumstances and were prepared to fight. Now that--interpretation again is 
hypothesis. The fact of the trial and the acquittal are there.

Another interesting event is that in the 493-2--that was one big year, 
that year 493. Themistocles is elected the archon, the eponymous archon for 
the year, and we shall see that Themistocles will play a very large role in the 
great Persian invasion of 480, and he will be a participant in the Battle of 
Marathon too, and Themistocles is a great champion of the navy. He has 
concluded for varieties of reasons, that Athens must have a much larger 
navy than she already has, and he also is obviously a member of that faction 
that thinks the Persians will be coming and that wishes to be ready, and is 
eager to fight against the Persians. So, Themistocles is on the scene and one 
of the things he does that looks forward to the rest of his career, is that he 
wants to move the naval base of Athens from Phaleron bay, which is just a 
beach, unfortified, completely open to attack if anybody comes. So, the 
Athenian fleet, presumably, would be drawn up on the sands of the beach at 
Phaleron, where you can go swimming to this very day, and if those ships 
are up there on the sands, a Persian fleet comes sailing up they're stuck.  

What he wants to do is what he begins to do, to make Piraeus, about 
five miles up the road into the port of Athens, the naval base of Athens, It 
has three of its own harbors readily protected. If you build walls around 
them, if you fortify the Piraeus, then you have a port that will be secure 
against an attack, and also be a very good base for moving out of. So, 
Themistocles demonstrates what will be his policy for the rest of his life in 
regard to Athens and the fact that he's chosen Archon may be indicative of 
the mood in Athens, which is increasingly unwilling to accept the idea of a 
return of Hippeis and of Persian rule, and is ready to fight about it.

Well, by now the King of Persia has decided that he must avenge all 
that has happened and he must go after the people who have done him harm, 
Athens number one the little town of Eretria, number two. He takes a great 
Persian fleet, accompanied by a great Persian army, and starts marching 
along the Aegean coast, first the east coast and then crosses the Hellespont 
and goes over onto the northern coast. He himself is not doing it, his 
General Mardonius is in charge. He conquers the regions of Thrace and 
Macedon on the north short of the Aegean Sea. But in 492, while his fleet is 
lying off the peninsula that contains Mount Athos, one of those terrible 
Aegean storms that can come up very suddenly, does indeed come up very 
suddenly, and pretty well wrecks the Persian fleet. So serious is the damage 
that the Persians have to abandon their invasion of Greece, heading for 
Athens at this time. This, I should point out, is precisely the route the 
Persians will take for their major invasion in 480, but for the time being, 
that has been put off thanks to the intervention of the storm, or as the Greeks 
might put it, of the gods.  

Now, as the Persians have actually begun to make their invasion, the 
Greek cities are aware the Persians are coming, the Persians are coming. 
The question is what to do? Well the Island of Aegina, which is unfriendly 
to Athens, you remember from way back. They decide we're not going to be 
swept away with the Athenians when the Persians get here, and they give 
earth and water to the king. They have in fact become Persian subjects. At 
this point, Cleomenes changes his mind; he does not want to sit there quietly 
while the Persians come and invade Greece, and so he now goes to the 
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island of Aegina, takes hostages, delivers the hostages to the Athenians, and 
in so doing creates a rapprochement, between Sparta and Athens. And now 
the Spartans and the Athenians are allies. That doesn't mean that the 
Athenians have joined the Peloponnesian League; they just established 
friendly relations after being at odds for such a period of time.  

There is a quarrel between the two kings, as I've told you, and it's at 
this time that Demaratus is sent into exile and Cleomenes himself comes out 
very badly. So, both kings will be in some degree of disgrace at the time of 
the battle of Marathon. Well, let us turn then to the Persian invasion that 
culminates in the battle of Marathon. The purpose is very simple, to punish 
those cities that have insulted and damaged the great king, Athens and 
Eretria, to restore Hippeis to the tyranny in Athens from where he can serve 
as the king's satrap, and surely also, to gain a foothold in Greece on the way 
to conquering all of Greece. Why should he want to conquer all of Greece?  

Herodotus tells the story about his relative, he tells him, for God's 
sake why do you want to go Greece? There's nothing there but a lot rocks. 
What is the point of conquering the place? It's one thing to conquer all of 
these rich places Egypt, Babylonia--that's fine, there's wealth there, there's 
huge populations, there's a lot of good stuff. It's just Greeks and rocks, why 
in the world do you want to go there? The answer, I think in part, would be 
Sir Edmund Hilary's answer, because they're there, and that's part of the 
answer, because we must understand that the ancient idea--in fact, I'm 
willing to say, the idea that dominated thinking about such matters right 
down probably into the nineteenth century in many cases, but certainly 
before the advent of Christianity was this. That conquest is good. It's good 
to be strong, it's good to be rich, it's good to be powerful. Therefore, it's 
good to be stronger, richer, and more powerful. If there's somebody on your 
frontier, take them over, and that by the way will make you still more 
glorious, because conquest is glory.

Now, we in the west--that's not our natural attitude; our natural 
attitude is shaped in considerable part, whatever your religious association 
may be, by Christianity, which has been the dominant force in shaping 
people's thinking in the west, as I say, whatever religion you belong to, and 
that aspect of Christianity that it violates is the one that's increasingly the 
one that's emphasized by Christians, and that is the Sermon on the Mount. 
The one that says the meek shall inherit the earth, not the strong, and the 
tough, and so on. The one that says if your enemy strikes you, turn the other 
cheek so he can strike you there too. Now, if the Greeks had heard that, they 
would have said these people are lunatics. Send them away. Greek morality 
said, be good to your friend, do good to your friend and harm to your 
enemies and the second part is just as important as the first part.  

So, you need to understand that the sort of the ethical underpinnings 
to all of our natural thinking in the west are as odd and strange, and crazy as 
they can be for everybody else in the human race, so far as I can see. There 
are exceptions. I am missing some eastern religions which have ideas that 
are not altogether in anathema to what I am saying, but what I'm trying to 
say is nobody in the ancient would have ever had such an idea. Of course, if 
you can conquer somebody who's your neighbor, you do and so there was 
every reason to know that the Persians were coming.  

How many? We don't know. The estimate that most people would 
accept is somewhere between 20,000 and 30,000 infantrymen. So, for the 
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sake of splitting the difference I always assume something like 25,000 
infantrymen, and some cavalry. That's very important even though the 
cavalry does not play any part in the actual battle of Marathon, but 
Herodotus makes it very clear that there was a Persian cavalry, that the 
Persians picked the site of Marathon to fight in, in part, because it was a 
good place for cavalry to fight. So, there is Persian cavalry on board the 
ships anyway, alongside the infantry. The two Persian generals are Datis 
and Artaphernes. They have with them Hippeis. Hippeis, of course, must 
have been all these years urging the great king to make some such 
campaign, and he probably would have said, Marathon is the place to land.  

You remember that's the territory of the Peisistratids, that's where 
Peisistratus landed on his last return to Athens when he made himself tyrant, 
that's where his people were; that's where his forces would gather. I'm sure 
Hippeis said what all such exiles always say. All I need do is set foot on the 
beach at Marathon, and my people will rise up as one and join me. You 
won't even have to fight in Athens, because they'll be so glad to see me 
back. This is what King James, I'm sure, told Louis the XIV about getting 
back to England. One hears that all the time, but it's a very important part of 
this story.

I don't think we can understand what happens at Marathon, if we 
don't know that everybody thought it was highly possible that there were 
Athenians, who were eager to restore Hippeis to the throne, and would be 
willing to engage in treasonous activities, or to defect from the democracy, 
and join Hippeis, if the circumstances were appropriate. So, that's in the 
back of everybody's mind or in the front. I think when the Persians got 
there, their strategy included the belief that there would be treason in Athens 
that would turn the city over to them if the circumstances were right. So, 
that force starts this time, not along the coast, as I told you last time. It takes 
the shortest route, directly across the Aegean Sea, hopping from island to 
island. Stops at Naxos, remember Naxos annoyed the king by successfully 
resisting Aristagoras' invasion and they destroy Naxos.  

Next they come to the island of Delos in the middle of the Aegean, 
the islands sacred to Apollo and his sister Artemis, a very sacred place 
indeed for the Greeks. What do the Persians do? They treat the Delians and 
the priests of Apollo at Delos with great respect, do them no harm; this is 
typical Persian conquests. They do not impose religions. Their religion is 
different from that of most of the others in this area. They are Zoroastrians; 
they are sun worshippers of a certain kind, but they don't impose their 
religion. They don't interfere with the religion. They get a very nice write up 
in the Old Testament, if you remember, because they don't mistreat the 
Hebrews, and they particularly don't compel them to abandon their own 
religious practices as the other invaders do. So, what are the Persians saying 
by these actions?  

They are saying we are not at war with the Greek gods, we're not 
even at war with the Greeks, we are simply punishing these two miscreant 
towns that have attacked us. They then turn to the southern tip of the island 
of Euboea, to the town of Carystus; the Persians may be not at war with the 
Greeks but they expect all Greeks who are along the way to behave the way 
they're supposed too to the great king, and so they asked the Carystians to 
give earth and water, the Carystians refuse and the Persians obliterate their 
city, and take their people into slavery.
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Now, they push their way, take their sail along the coast of Euboea 
to Eretria in the north, and now here are 4,000 Athenians settled there, you 
remember in a cleruchy. So, they get their armor on and they stand in front 
and prepare to die fighting for the freedom of Eretria, because of their 
wonderful friendship to Athens. Wrong. The 4,000 Athenians go home to 
Attica. Why? Well, I suppose the immediate answer is why not. But it's an 
embarrassment, and Herodotus, I think we have to realize, is very friendly to 
Athens all throughout his own history. I mean, there's no doubt that he spent 
time in Athens; he seems to have been a friend of Pericles in later years. He 
was kindly, although he himself comes from Halicarnassus in Asia Minor, 
but he did spend a lot of time in Athens and there seems to be a pro-
Athenian cast.

One thing also, is that many of his sources were Athenians, who told 
the story their way. So, their answer was the Athenians were ready to fight 
to save Eretria but the Eretrians said there's no point. Why should you get 
killed too; it's not your town. Why don't you go home. If you can believe 
that, you can believe anything, but I don't. I think the Athenians realized 
there was nothing but disaster, if they stayed, and they could believe if we 
get back to Attica, we might be able to make a contribution to defending our 
city. Okay, so now here they are at Eretria, the Athenians are gone; it's time 
for the invasion. The site of the battle, where did they go? Well, they picked 
Marathon, as they say in part, because it's very near Eretria. Secondly, as 
Herodotus says, because it's a good place for cavalry; thirdly, as I've already 
told you, because it's the stronghold of Peisistratus, the place which would 
be natural for an army trying to establish Hippeis on the throne of Athens; 
that's why they're there.  

Their plan, I think, is to go to Marathon. If the Athenians come out 
and challenge them to a fight, they will crush the Athenians. But they didn't 
expect that. They thought the Athenians would be afraid, and that what 
would happen is they would stay there in Marathon, until they got the news 
that there was a revolution in Athens prepared to turn the city over to them. 
That's what Hippeis, I think, led them to believe, and that's what they hoped 
for. They were prepared to fight, of course, but they thought it wouldn't be 
necessary.

So, on August 4th, they land in the year 490 at Marathon. We know 
these dates, because there is an eclipse associated with this, which allows 
astronomers to fix it pretty precisely. The Athenians, of course, when they 
knew that the Persians were coming and that news would have come to 
them the minute they got to Naxos. Ships would have come to Athens, so 
the Athenians were well warned; they went to their new friends Sparta to 
ask them for help of course. This is where there are wonderful stories; they 
sent the great runner whose name comes down to us in the manuscripts as 
Pheidippides, chances are his real name was probably Philippides, but there 
was an error in the manuscript. But we'll call him Pheidippides, because 
that's what the manuscripts say.  

He races to Sparta as fast as he could go; it took him less than two 
days, where he came to the Spartans and he said, the Persians are coming, 
the Persians are coming, please help us. The Spartans said we would love to 
come and help you, nothing would please us more, unfortunately, we are in 
the midst of our holy religious ceremony the Carnea, and we are not allowed 
to leave our hometown until the next full moon, which is a matter of fact, 



190�
�

the night of August 11th, 12th, in other words, a whole week after the 
Persians are going to land. I can't go speculating as to what are we to make 
of this. Is this just an excuse? Are the Spartans serious about this? Our 
tendency I suppose, being modern and cynical, would be to say it's only an 
excuse. I'm more inclined to think that they were sincere about it. It's not 
that they couldn't find ways to get round such things, but they really took 
their religion quite seriously, and it may be that that did play a role.

Be that as it may, two things that the Athenians now know. They 
know the Spartans have promised to come but not for another week. Both of 
those things should be on your minds as you try to understand. Now, 
Herodotus says that the Athenian army marched out from Athens and went 
to Marathon, and then they had an argument about what they should do, but 
I don't think that's right. There must have been a debate. There had to be a 
debate in Athens. You couldn't take an army out of town without having an 
assembly to argue the question, should we send an army, and if we should 
send an army how big should the army be, and having decided that, who 
should be in command. All those things had to be settled by the assembly in 
Athens; so, that is where the debate took place.  

Some favored defending the city of Athens. Now, we don't know 
how well the city of Athens was walled, defended by fortification at this 
time in its history. It may not have had any walls, but I would be surprised. 
But it certainly did not have a wall that was guaranteed to be effective 
against an attack, and so I think we should understand that is not going to be 
successful. To stay home and defend Athens means to allow the Persians to 
run all around Attica doing anything they want, causing all the harm they 
could, remember something over seventy five percent, maybe as many as 
ninety percent of the Athenians had farms out in the country, had houses out 
in the country that would have been exposed to the Persians and so there 
was good reason for them not to think that was a great idea.

The alternative was to send an army out to allow the Persians to 
land, because they couldn't stop it; they didn't know where the Persians were 
going to come, but as they heard that the Persians had landed, just send an 
army there and meet them at the place of landing. Miltiades emerges as the 
leading figure here. I mean, he is a general, but that's not the only reason; it's 
because everybody knows Miltiades is the resident Persian expert. He has 
been a general in the Persian army, and so that gives him a reason to be 
listened to, but he's obviously also a person of great merit and quality, and 
proves it at the Battle of Marathon. He must have been an impressive 
fellow. So, for all these reasons whatever his formal position was, and I 
think it was simply one of the generals, de facto he had much more 
influence than others for these reasons, and his argument was let us go out 
and meet the Persians where they land.  

Other reasons were we don't want them to be able to get to the 
Spartans, but beyond that, there was fear that if we stay home and wait, and 
let the Persians do whatever they're going to do, every day that passes, it 
increases the danger of treason from those people who want to turn the city 
over. It's also so completely against the ethic of the Greek warrior, and I 
would say more specifically, the hoplite warrior. You don't let your enemy 
ravage your countryside. You don't let them destroy your farms. This in a 
way goes all the way back to Homer, the notion of arête, a man must have 
courage, you must stand up against an enemy who invades his country, and 
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then again, beyond that you move to the world of the hoplite and you're 
talking about defending your homestead; all of that argued for going out 
there.  
So, the modern terminology I would use to explain what the Athenian 
strategy was to go out and to contain the beachhead, go out confront the 
Persians where they are, don't let them get inland from where they land. So, 
they do land at Marathon with about 25,000 infantry. Now remember, their 
infantry are not hoplites. They do not have heavy armor. There are vases 
that showed the Persian soldiers at Marathon, and they are wearing pants, as 
I told you, but they're not wearing any armor. Their shield is a kind of 
wicker shield, so that their armament is much inferior to the hoplites, and 
keep in mind too, that the Persian army has always been made up of a 
collection of subject peoples. Yes there will be some Persians, but there will 
also be lots of folks who are not Persians in there. So, they lack that unity 
that the Greeks will have.  

Miltiades' plan is this, there are something like 10,000 Greeks, about 
9,000 Athenians, about 1,000 Eretrians against let us say 25,000 Persians, 
and so as the thing begins the map here shows you the rough picture of the 
field at Marathon. Here the Persians landed right here and had their ships 
drawn up at this place. They had their camp behind here. This marsh ought 
to be a little more over this way; it's a very serious marsh. It'll play an 
important role in what happens. The Greeks come out--they probably came 
marching in through this way and here we have mountains. This wavy line 
indicates the line of the mountains. Here you have a really flat plain, but 
here you have mountains, and somewhere up on the hills here there was the 
Greek camp near the modern church of St. Demetrius.  

This little dot reflects the mound where the dead, the Greek dead at 
Marathon will after the battle be buried, and that is likely to be about the 
place where the main fighting took place, which helps us to place where the 
actual battle took place, so the idea of the Athenians was to try to hold them 
there as long as they could. The Greeks have the upper hill, the Persians are 
down below. If the Persians want to start a fight, then they will have to 
come running up the hill. Well, that is not a very attractive proposition and 
so the Greeks feel, let them come for us. It's our country. So, they're sitting 
here. They've got to do something; we don't. Meanwhile, the Persians are 
waiting for treason, so that the city will be surrendered to them. A week 
goes by with the two sides looking at each other and doing nothing. I always 
like to compare the Athenian strategy to an old fashioned football strategy, 
which I haven't seen done now in decades, which used to be kick on first 
down and wait for a fumble. In other words, give the ball to the Persians and 
let them make a mistake.  

I think that's what was in Miltiades mind. Well finally, time passes, 
and the Persians realize we can't sit here forever. For one thing they're going 
to run out of food and water, for another thing, the great king will want to 
hear something. Well, how did you do? What did you do? We sat there and 
watched the Athenians; no good. So, the plan that the Persians made, I think 
was this, that they would take--let us say for the sake of argument, 10,000 
troops, put them on the ships, load up the cavalry onto the ships too and 
send those ships around Attica to come up to Phaleron Bay straight into 
Athens, and meanwhile take the 15,000 that are left, march them up as close 
as you could get to the Greeks and fix the Greeks there, so that they can't go 
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back and defend Athens. So, there's no army to protect Athens. So if those 
guys get off the ships, come sailing into the harbor, walk up to town, it's 
theirs. If the Athenians are crazy enough, from the Persian point of view, to 
come running down the hill or walking down the hill or whatever to be 
outnumbered three to two by us--and anyway we're Persians we always beat 
Greeks, we've got nothing to worry about, then let them do it. So they come.  

Now, Miltiades is in charge on the day of the battle. He's got the 
problem that they have 5,000 more troops than he has. He's worried about 
being outflanked. So, what he decides to do is to weaken the depth of his 
line because he must cover the length of the Persian line. Well, the danger 
with that is, of course, that when they hit each other the Persians will break 
through the Greek line. So, instead of making it even, he loaded up the 
wings and left the center even weaker than it would otherwise have been. 
His hope and strategy was that the Athenians would win on the wings before 
the Persians could break through the middle and then the Athenians could 
turn on the center of the Persians and defeat them, and just barely that's what 
happened.

The Persians did break through the center but they were too late. By 
that time the Greek wing, the Athenian wings were successful and drove the 
Persians before them, the Persians ran away like mad, but they ran into the 
great swamp and that made their escape much more difficult. So, the 
Athenians were able to kill great numbers of them, and finally that battle 
was over. Now, the battle was over, let's imagine that it took a couple of 
hours that would be a long time. The Athenians had time now to have a 
meal, take a little rest, and march back across to Attica before the ships 
could get there, and I like to imagine the scene when it all happened.  

The Persians coming around the last bend of the bay as they come 
into Phaleron, expecting to see a nice empty beach and seeing the Athenian 
army. I like to imagine with their left foot in the breakers, and their shields 
and spears up with the sun gleaming off their shields and blinding the 
Persians as they came. At which point, you can't force a landing against an 
army; it just can't be done in the ancient world. These guys had to go home 
and start thinking about what they're going to tell the great king. The 
Athenians won the battle, very large casualties for the Persians. Only 192 
Greeks killed in the battle and allowed the extraordinary honor of being 
buried on the field where they fought.

Next day 2,000 Spartans come marching into Attica; that proves they 
were serious and were told what had happened. They asked permission--can 
we go to the battlefield and look at it, and there they saw all these dead 
Persians and no one had ever seen anything like that. No Greeks had ever 
beat Persians before, and great was the glory of the Athenians. So I've 
described very inadequately and too swiftly the battle. So what? What is the 
significance of this silly little battle 10,000 Greeks against 15,000 Persians 
back a billion years ago, what does it matter? Lots of folks will tell you that, 
especially these days. But I remember in 1936 there was a wonderful 
conference of pacifists, who met in England, at which the dominant theme 
of the speakers was, no war ever made any difference. What I like about that 
was that the place of the meeting was Hastings.  

The battle was seen throughout the rest of Greek history, first of all, 
as a great victory for hoplites as opposed to their opponents. In later Greek 
history, when the navy becomes a big thing, it is the party, the old fashioned 
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and more conservative party that thinks about Marathon as the great victory, 
the day that those hoplite farmers saved Greece. The navy guys, the poor 
like to think about Salamis, the naval battle in 480. It was seen as a victory 
for democracy; it was the Athenian democrats. Later on I'm sure they were 
glad the Spartans never got there, because they could claim it as their own, 
and as a victory for democracy as well. It was also the first, as I say, Greek 
defeat of the Persians. As Herodotus says, for up until then even the name 
Persians was a fearful thing for Greeks to hear.

It was a source of tremendous national pride and glory for Athens, 
and scholars have compared the impact of the Battle of Marathon on the 
Athenian image of themselves with the defeat of the Spanish Armada by 
Elizabeth's English fleet and the beginning of the glory of the Elizabethan 
Era. It was seen as a victory for freedom, because the price of defeat would 
have been slavery in every sense, as they understood it. Greek civilization, 
and I'll come back to this in a minute, could have been strangled in its 
infancy, because it is in its infancy. But again, we ought to pay attention to 
those people who suggest that people like me are over-embellishing the 
significance of all this.

One English statesman said war wins nothing, cures nothing, settles 
nothing; the speaker was Neville Chamberlain. In 1936 Bertrand Russell 
would declare, disarmament and complete pacifism is indisputably the 
wisest policy, and he urged the gradual disbanding of the British Army, 
Navy and Air Force, as Hitler was moving into the Rhineland. Does victory 
in war make a difference? I would say ask the losers, the victims, and the 
survivors of the Holocaust. Ask the descendants of the slaves in the 
American south. Remember this, if the Athenians had lost at Marathon--
Aeschylus had just begun his career as a playwright, Sophocles hadn't 
written a play, Euripides of course hadn't either, nor had Aristophanes. 
Socrates, if I got this right--Socrates wasn't born yet, much less Plato, 
Aristotle, Phidius. There was no Parthenon, none of those glorious buildings 
that make us think about the greatness that was Greece had been 
constructed.

There would be no democracy, because this was the only place 
where it had any existence. The scientific revolution which was beyond its 
infancy in terms of being new would have been wiped out. There would be 
no memory; there would be no record of any of this. Therefore, no Western 
civilization, no political freedom, for all these have occurred in no other 
culture in all the years since that time. That's why I wanted you to know a 
little bit about the battle of Marathon because I think all of us alive today 
here owe a very great debt to the 10,000 marathonomachoi, the fighters of 
Marathon who fought for Greek freedom and for ours too. Thank you. 
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XIV. �The�Athenian�Empire�(cont.)�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Donald� Kagan� examines� the� developments� that�
took�place�after� the�Greek�victory�over�the�Persians� in�479�BC.�He�argues�
that� even� after� the� Greek� victories,� there� was� great� fear� amongst� the�
Greeks� that� the� Persians� would� return� to� seek� revenge.� For� this� reason,�
many�of�the�Greek�poleis,�especially�the� islands,� looked�to�Athens�to� lead�
this� league,� which� later� became� the� Delian� League.� Athens,� according� to�
Professor�Kagan,�accepted�this�responsibility,�since�it�too�feared�a�Persian�
invasion,� but� Sparta� was� content� to� retreat� into� the� Peloponesus.� Finally,�
Professor�Kagan� intimates�that� this� league�would�eventually� turn� into�the�
Athenian�empire.�

The Persians were busy with other things as well as thinking about returning 
to Greece because the great king was not willing, and understandably in a 
way, to accept his defeat by these few puny Greeks, because of the 
consequences that would have for the reputation of Persia, and just as a 
matter of personal honor these kings would not have been glad to accept 
such an outcome. I won't drag you through the details of the invasion by the 
Persians in 480. After all, we're making you read Herodotus, and the whole 
problem about it. But let me simply talk a bit about the conclusion to the 
great invasion, the great Persian Wars, as we call them, and also to say 
something about what their meaning was.  
The meaning of the defeat of the Persians in 479 was broader than the 
meaning of their defeat at Marathon in 490. For one thing, it involved the 
entire Greek nation; of course, it wasn't a nation, but you know I'm using the 
word loosely. Of course it didn't involve the whole of that nation no matter 
how loosely I use it, because if you imagine that there are over 1,000 poleis,
there were only 31 who signed up to resist the Persian invasion of 480. 
However, they included the most important, and strongest, and largest of the 
Greek poleis. So, it's not too much of a stretch to speak of it as a Greek 
victory.

Again, the same issue that had been present at Marathon, the 
question of whether the Greeks would continue to live their lives free in 
their poleis, developing their own style, their unique style of life or become 
another province of the Persian Empire just like so many others. We can see 
that in one wonderful contemporary reference to the meaning of the war--it's 
in Aeschylus' oldest surviving play Persians, in which the central event is 
the great sea battle at Salamis in which the Greeks defeat the Persian fleet, 
which guarantees that the Persians will not win a great victory, even though 
two more decisive battles in the following year 479 are necessary to drive 
the Persians away. But here's what Aeschylus describes in his play Persians.

He's having the story told by--I'm trying to remember, it may well 
have been a Persian who's telling the story, but in any case--probably not. It 
was one of the Greeks. Anyway, here's what he says, "a mighty shout 
greeted our ears, on you sons of Hellas, free your homeland, free your 
children, your wives, the homes of your father's gods, and the tombs of your 
ancestors." In other words, this play was put on something like--about I 
think it's about seven years after the Battle of Salamis. So, it's almost a 
contemporary event and you can see that from the first the Greeks viewed 
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this war as being about freedom as opposed to many other possible 
considerations.

In the spring, in the following year in 479, there were two great 
battles that decided the outcome of the war finally. On the land, the battle of 
Plataea in southern Boeotia, in which a great Greek army, which included 
the major cities including especially Sparta and Athens took on a powerful 
Persian land army and defeated them on land. Herodotus says on the very 
same day--it would be a wonderful coincidence if it were true. It may be 
true. A sea battle was fought off the coast of Asia Minor at Mycale, where 
again, the Greek fleet once more destroyed the Persian fleet, and at that 
point the Persians had no choice but simply to flee and to try to escape the 
Greeks, who were pursuing them and doing their best to kill as many of 
them as they could.  

Now, after Mycale, a very important event took place that cast a long 
shadow about the future of what was going to happen in that part of the 
world. There was a conference held on the island of Samos, perhaps one of 
the most important of the Ionian islands off the coast, which brought to the 
Greek council that had been conducting the war, it brought the island states 
of Chios, Lesbos, and Samos, these are the three largest, most important 
islands that are located off the coast of Asia Minor. All of them had taken 
advantage of the presence of the Greek forces in that region to rebel against 
the Persians and now they wanted to be admitted to the league that the 
Greeks had formed in 481 to resist the Persian invasion. The Greeks referred 
to themselves to that league simply as the Hellenes, the Greeks, and it's 
convenient to think about it as the Greek League meant to fight the Persians 
in that war.  

Now, this might seem like a simple thing to do. Why not accept 
these three Greek states, all of them potentially powerful and important, 
who want join the Greek League. One thing I think we need to understand 
once or we won't comprehend the situation at all, we know that the Persian 
wars are over. We know that the Persians just ran away and weren't going to 
come back and challenge this Greek victory for the longest time, but the 
Greeks didn't know it. The Persian Empire was still intact; it was still an 
extraordinarily extensive, rich, and powerful empire. There was no reason 
why the Greeks should not believe that the Persians would be coming again, 
and if we don't grasp that, then all of what they do now makes no sense.  

Well, Chios, Samos, and Lesbos wanted to be sure that they would 
be protected by this Greek League, if and when, the Persians came back and 
tried to put them back into the Persian Empire. So, there is a conference, but 
there is not a unity of intention. When the Greeks have to discuss, shall we 
take these people into our league, basically the Spartans said no, and the 
reasons for that are no so very strange. The Spartans certainly could 
conclude with security that there wasn't very much danger that in the 
foreseeable future, the Persians would come marching into Greece again and 
present a threat to the Peloponnesus and to the Spartan predominance in that 
area, and we all know by now that the Spartans were most reluctant to be far 
from home anyway. They didn't like to have to cross the sea to get to a 
battlefield and didn't want their army out there on any permanent basis. 
Everything in their tradition said bring the army home, put an end to this 
activity, and they didn't want to take on the responsibility of bringing these 
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islanders into their league, so that they would have to go and fight for their 
freedom.  

On the other hand, the Athenians took the opposite view; they were 
very much in favor of bringing these states into this thing. Anyway, the 
Athenians thought differently and that's not surprising either, because their 
situation was quite different from that of the Spartans. They were on the sea; 
they were accustomed to be at sea. Moreover, as we've seen and said several 
times, they had very important supply line, lines of communication and 
transportation, in order to feed themselves they needed to go out there and 
have freedom of the seas, and that meant that they had to see to it that the 
Persians were indeed driven from the Aegean Sea and the Hellespont and 
the straits in general, and the access to the Black Sea. So, for those reasons 
alone, the Athenians would have had to take seriously this request by the 
islanders. But it's also true that at least some of the islanders, Samos 
particularly, were Ionians, as you remember, kinsmen of the Athenians. The 
Athenians were recognized as the leader of the Ionian people. So, there was 
that sentimental attachment as well.  

But most strikingly, I think we have to understand that the Athenians 
understood the Persians have to be kept away from the Aegean Sea and the 
Athenians also wanted very much, because ever since the rebellion of 499, 
the Athenians had wanted to liberate the Greeks of Asia Minor from the 
Persian rule. So, the Athenians won the argument; it was agreed to take 
these three island states into the Greek League and that meant that the 
Greeks would be committed to protect them should the Persians attack them 
again.

In accordance with these decisions, the commander of the Spartan 
fleet out there, King Leotychidas sailed home and took his Spartans, and I 
would imagine his Peloponnesians with him. On the other hand, the 
commander of the Athenian fleet, Xanthippus stayed, and carried on the war 
against the Persians in the area. Let me just give you a small clue. 
Xanthippus will have a son--sorry he has a son in the year 479 whose name 
is Pericles, and we will be hearing of course a lot about him later on. The 
Persians have fled but there are a few places in Europe that, along the route 
of their escape, where the Persians still had control of a town or a city here 
and there, and one of the most important was the town of Sestos, located on 
the European side of the Dardanelles, and so Xanthippus besieged the city 
with the Athenian and the navy, and the rest of the Greeks ships that were 
still there, and after awhile, took the city by siege and cleared the Persians 
out of there.

The result of the war was, of course, first of all, the vindication, the 
validation of Greek freedom. Greeks would indeed continue to be able to 
live the lives that they had been accustomed to. But another thing had 
happened, which was going to make an enormous impact on Greek life--you 
perhaps will remember that before the Persian invasion, but not long before, 
I believe it's in the year 482, the silver mines in the south of Attica had 
yielded an unusual strike. A vein of silver had been discovered that was 
much more than normal, so much so that something had to be decided by 
the Athenian assembly. What should we do with the silver? It's a wonderful 
insight into the way Greeks thought about their polis. The first thought, the 
one that was most popular to begin with, was well, let's take the silver and 
divide it up equally among the Athenians. That in some sense the polis was 
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a kind of joint stock company and when there was a nice dividend you just 
dole it out to the investors.

Themistocles thought otherwise. Themistocles was--it' evident--was 
constantly aware of the threat from Persia and of the importance of getting 
ready to fight the Persians, and he understood I think before most other 
Greeks that the navy was going to be really critical in this operation. So, he 
made the suggestion that the silver strike be used to build a whole fleet of 
new ships for the Athenians, and they end up with two hundred triremes, 
which is, the trireme is the battleship of the ancient Greeks. So, that is the 
core of the fleet which is the one that defeats the Persians at Salamis and 
defeats them again at Mycale. The Spartans were given command of the war 
against Persia, both on land and sea, but the Spartans didn't have any great 
skill or experience in naval matters, and the Athenians had more than they, 
and it was the Athenian portion of the fleet, which was the largest and the 
most effective in fighting those naval battles. And, of course, the battle of 
Salamis was fought in Athenian waters and Themistocles, with his clever 
devices, had come up with the way of winning victory. First of all, 
compelling the Greeks to fight at Salamis and then winning the victory at 
Salamis.  

Now, the point of all this is one of the changes that has come upon 
the Greek world as a result of this Persian invasion, is that there is 
something new in the Greek world, a big Athenian navy, and it has proven 
itself already to be an extraordinarily capable navy. That is a new power 
factor, and the whole idea of naval power, being very decisive in Greek 
affairs is a relatively new idea. That's not to say that there weren't states that 
had navies before and naval battles, and in some cases that these were very 
important. But we're really at another level after the Athenians have built 
this fleet and had the success that they had.  

Another consequence of the war was of course the tremendous boom 
that came in Greek self-confidence. I can't emphasize enough what an 
incredible upset this was. No one would have imagined that, if the great 
king got really serious and sent over an army of a hundred or two hundred 
thousand, nobody knows exactly how many--Herodotus' numbers are, it is 
widely agreed, exaggerated, but it's a very big army and a very big navy, 
certainly it outnumbers the Greeks in both cases. Anybody would have 
thought it was going to be an easy victory for the Persians. To defeat that 
meant an enormous amount and the Greeks came away feeling that their 
general prejudice over their own superiority over everybody else had been 
justified by their performance in the Persian Wars; the Athenians, no less, of 
course, because of the very central role that they had played. 

So, all of these are new things that are in the hearts and minds of the 
Greeks and by no means are trivial. There was a sense that the Greeks had 
something remarkably glorious, not to be forgotten, which made them proud 
and made them, I think also, rather ambitious to continue in that course. 
Finally, one other point that I would want to make and that is, this is the first 
great panhellenic activity, really. There had been some sense in which the 
Greeks were increasingly aware that there was something called Hellenes, 
Greek peoples different from people who were not Hellenes, and this 
probably took shape most fully when they competed in the major athletic 
contests at major religious festivals in which they were fundamentally 
Greek even though it--well, they were entirely Greek, really. So that would 
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have fostered this sense of panhellenism, but nothing could have given it the 
tremendous boost that it got like this victory of these thirty-one states that 
had banded together to defeat the Persians in that war.  

So, panhellenism is now on the horizon. I don't mean to say that the 
Greeks are shaped now into a single people, have retreated from their 
localism and their love for their polis; nothing could be further from the 
truth, but alongside of their love of autonomy and love of their polis, there 
was the idea that panhellenism was a good thing. It had a kind of a nice ring 
to it. It's the sort of the thing that I feel some familiarity with. Not that I was 
around right after the First World War, but reading about it, you realize that 
there was some sense after that war that the victorious peoples had 
something in common, and that in any case they could work together to 
achieve international peace in a way that hadn't been thought of much 
before. But even more strongly, I think the idea after the Second World 
War, when this idea took even stronger roots to the point where you know 
people have this quasi-religious feeling, at least some of them do, about the 
desire to avoid having parochial national interests, determined what you're 
going to do in international relations.

Everything has to be done somehow as though there were a world 
government that really existed and really managed things, and although 
everybody knows that's not true, it's thought to be bad form to face that fact. 
Well, something like that kind, not as bad as that, but something like that 
kind of unreality was in the minds of Greeks, because you will be hearing 
over the next century various thinkers and speakers, who want to make the 
case that a thing is good if it's somehow panhellenic, that's a fine thing. So 
it's an idea that's there, not that any state, any more than our nations have 
given up any sovereignty or any independence, or any autonomy. It's an idea 
and that's all that it is.  

Another consequence of the war was a division within the Greek 
world that was in part based upon the fact that Athens had come on in that 
war to become a great power and by anybody's reckoning had played one of 
the leading roles in the victory. Now, the Spartans had too; the Spartans 
were the official leaders, and their regent had been the commander at the 
great land battle at Plataea and their general was in charge of the navy, but 
Athens had become so important, so big, so successful that there was now a 
question--I mean, was Sparta really the leader of the Greeks? What was the 
future? Was the future going to be one in which the Spartans would 
maintain the unique leadership of the Greeks or would the Athenians 
challenge them?  

It soon became clear that the Athenians would indeed challenge 
them, and so a major theme, maybe the major theme in international 
relations for the next fifty years will be the conflict between Athens and 
Sparta. A lot of it, I think, could be described really as a cold war, because 
there is no fighting between the two states between 479 and about 460, or 
even a little bit later. Actually, they don't come into conflict themselves until 
457 again, and when that war stops there is a period once again of peace, 
and then we come to the great Peloponnesian War which dominates the last 
third of the century. That's all in the future. But what's clear now is that 
there's got to be some new arrangement, some new alignment to face up to 
the change in the power structure. There was only one great power before 
the war; there clearly are two after the war.  
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Well, the Greeks also had to decide certain questions that had been 
created by the war. One of them, who is to be the leader if there is to be a 
leader of the Greeks, but beyond that there was some Greek states that had 
gone over to the Persians in the course of the war. The Greeks refer to these 
people as Medizers. What should be done with the Medizers? I'm sure there 
were proposals from one extreme that would have said just wipe those cities 
out to the other extreme which would have said, well, let bygones be 
bygones. And there were opinions all along the middle of the way, and so 
that remained an issue that had to be settled somehow.  
Then behind it all was the question, what shall we look for in the future? 
Was Persia going to be a threat once again, which would imply one whole 
set of policies, or can we consider the threat from Persia finished so that we 
can go back to our normal way without adjusting to that policy? For the 
reasons I've already indicated the Spartans and the Peloponnesians were 
more likely to take the view that the threat was over. The Athenians, the 
islanders, and the Ionians, I should said the Asiatic Greeks, would take the 
view that no, there is a very imminent danger from the Persians, the war 
isn't over, we need to continue to fight it.  

Now, let me then try to describe the way in which a new way of 
dealing with the Persians would come onto the scene. For that I need to take 
you back to 481, the year when Xerxes started his march from the Persian 
empire against the Greeks. The Greeks knew this was happening and they 
met, you will remember, at Corinth in 481 when those thirty one cities came 
together and swore that they would fight together to defeat the Persians. 
They appointed Sparta officially as the hegemon, the leader of that league, 
which meant that the Spartans would be in command on land and sea and 
once the battles commenced they would be in charge. But, of course, the 
decisions as to what to do, where to go to fight, when to fight and so on, 
were made by the council of Greeks who were participating.  

The Spartans did not attempt to impose their wishes at that point, So, 
the league really functions like a league of equals, but of course, the states 
are not equal in their power so that there's much more influence by the 
Spartans, but there's also a lot of influence by the Athenians, because of the 
size of their fleet. That's the way things were working in the Greek League 
against Persia. Even though the Spartans are the hegemon, they do not 
confuse this league with the Peloponnesian League. It is something quite 
different. I've already described the league to you and so you know that the 
relationships are different, and the membership is different. The Greek 
League has states that are not in the Peloponnesus and have not previously 
been allied to Sparta; it also includes Sparta's traditional Peloponnesian 
allies.
They swear this common oath; the Greeks are to fight for the common 
freedom, to free the Greeks in the islands in Asia Minor. And it is to be a 
perpetual league, as we know, because as late as 461, I guess, when there is 
a conflict between Athens and Sparta, the Athenians, in fact, withdraw from 
their alliance with the Greeks under Spartan rule. So, that tells us that until 
then they felt themselves still to be part of that Greek League. They agreed 
in 481 to put aside the quarrels that they may have had at the time, and to 
have the same friends and enemies, the famous clause that means a common 
foreign policy. But it doesn't mean, again--just because the Spartans are 
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hegemons doesn't mean the Spartans will determine that policy. The policy 
will be determined by the league in its own meetings.  

It is to be a typical Greek alliance. The Greek word for that is 
symmachia; it means an offensive and defensive alliance. I will fight along 
your side, not only if you are attacked, but if you go to war against 
somebody else at your own discretion, I still am bound to be your ally; that's 
what a symmachia is. So far as we know, that's the only kind of international 
alliance that the Greeks knew up to that time, offensive and defensive. 
Nothing is said about money; there is no provision for providing funds for 
the league. I think that implies very clearly each state would pay for its own 
forces when they were engaged in the common cause. There was no 
provision for regular meetings; meetings would be held when they were 
thought to be necessary. Of course, everything would have to be done by the 
common consent. I don't mean that there was a need for unanimity, but there 
certainly would have to be a general agreement of things for the game to go 
forward. This is a new thing. It's an innovation, and of course it fits in nicely 
with what I said a moment ago about the concept of panhellenism coming 
forward. This is the first Pan Hellenic expedition, I suppose since the Trojan 
War.  
Now Sparta, as you've seen, when the decision had to be made as to whether 
they should commit themselves to defending the islands with a kind of a 
permanent force out there to do that, the Spartans withdrew. Nothing is 
formal; there's no change in the arrangements, but they just decided to go 
home. Now we see that the Athenians will be pursuing a different policy -- 
the one that was ultimately adopted by most of the Greeks, but which 
allowed the Athenians to come forward and make the kinds of claims for 
their influence that they would. One of the first things the Athenians wanted 
to do, and I remind you, that the Persians had marched into Attica, and done 
fearful damage to the polis of Athens and had done great harm to the city of 
Athens. They had gone up to the Acropolis, destroyed the temples that 
existed there, a terrible sacrilege from the point of view of the Athenians, 
and they wanted to do what they could to see this would never happen 
again.

So, they undertook to build the walls around the Acropolis stronger 
than they had been, and also to make the city walls stronger than they had 
been. Now, it's an interesting sign of the way some of the other Greek states 
felt that when the Athenians set about building their walls there were 
complaints from some of the Greek allies to the Spartans that the Athenians 
were doing this and saying this was a bad idea. My guess is that the 
complainants would have included such cities as Thebes, Megara, probably 
Corinth; Thebes and Megara being both neighbors abutting on Attica and 
old enemies of the Athenians and the Corinthians being just next door, so to 
speak, not quite on their border but also a state that was undoubtedly 
challenged by the emergence of Athens as a great naval power and a great 
commercial power.
Corinth had had one of the biggest navies, and Corinth, for the longest time, 
had been a great commercial power. The archaeological evidence is that it 
was being challenged in the latter respect by the Athenians as early as in the 
sixth century. So, these are the kind of states that would have been 
complaining and thinking that if the Athenians had a walled city that they 
could defend, it would make them more confident and possibly more 
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aggressive and more trouble for their neighbors. In the war, the Athenians 
had shown an astonishing, daring, especially at sea, which obviously was 
making some of their old enemies and neighbors nervous.  

Well, the Spartans heard about it, and they heeded their friends 
complaints enough, so that Themistocles who was--I need to point out to 
you, though I'm sure you know it, emerged from the war as the great hero. 
He had done so many wonderful things. He was responsible for the 
Athenian navy, he was responsible for the decision to fight at Salamis, he 
was responsible, people believe, for the victory at Salamis. We hear as 
Plutarch tells wonderful stories about in the Olympic games right after the 
war, people were watching the games when Themistocles arrived, they 
stopped watching the games and they watched Themistocles, because so 
great was the admiration and wonder that he created. I always try to figure 
out some analogy now but I can't. If you imagine if you could wrap up 
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin and make him one person after Second 
World War you might have something like Themistocles did.  

So, Themistocles goes to Sparta, and he, of course, is the main 
champion in Athens of Athens rebuilding its walls as fast as possible, and 
Athens taking the most forward position possible in the navy at sea and in 
international relations in general. He does this little trick that Thucydides 
describes. He says, he will go to Sparta, but the Spartans are to send some 
people to Athens too, and then he tells the Athenians to hold those Spartans 
there until he gets home. The next thing he says is, let me know when the 
walls have been built high enough to defend. So, he goes to talk to the 
Spartans, the Spartans says we hear you guys are building walls around 
there. You know, I know it's your own business but we don't think that's a 
good idea, because if the Persians come again they could use your walled 
city as a base against us. Now, if you can follow that kind of reasoning 
you're sharper than I am, but anyway that's the story they told.  

Themistocles says where did you hear that nonsense; we're building 
walls? What a lot of baloney; forget about it. I'm sorry. I haven't told the 
story quite right. He says, look don't take my word for it, you send an 
embassy to Athens and take a look; that's when he told his friends keep 
those guys there until I get home. So one day, a messenger from Athens 
comes to Themistocles and tells him, okay the walls can now be defended, 
whereupon Themistocles says to the Spartans, you know those walls you 
were complaining about, you were right; we do have them and they're now 
big enough that we can defend ourselves against them, and what are you 
going to do about it?  

Then he delivers a speech, which is a kind of a declaration, not so 
much of independence as of equivalence to the Spartans. His message was, 
we don't take orders from you; keep your advice to yourself, we'll take care 
of ourselves, you take care of yourselves. You are not our superiors. We are 
your equals was the essence of what he said. Thereafter, Themistocles was 
not so popular in Sparta as he used to be. Indeed, for the rest of his life the 
Spartans will be trying to do him harm and remove him from the scene, but 
he certainly achieves what he wants. The Athenians are a walled city, and 
they have declared that whatever their formal, technical relationship with 
Sparta might be under the Hellenic League, the fact is they are independent 
players and they're going to do things as they see fit.  
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Thucydides says the Spartans accepted this, but secretly they were 
embittered. I think that's the first clue we have to what will become a 
continuing situation in Sparta for the rest of the time we pay attention to 
them. That there will be a factional division among Spartans, at least, this 
much is true. I'm sure it's much more complicated than we know, but in the 
simplest way there were some Spartans who were content to withdraw back 
to the Peloponnesus to have nothing to do with the world outside the 
Peloponnesus, much less with the world of the Aegean Sea and beyond, and 
try to return to their traditional ways, a peace faction if you will, a 
conservative faction perhaps. But that there is also starting now as a result 
of the victory in the war, a faction of Spartans that would like to exert 
Spartan power and influence more broadly, at least to include the rest of the 
Greek states of the mainland, but also a number of them surely felt that they 
wanted to exert power everywhere, including overseas as well. But that 
faction, that second faction doesn't win the argument.  

They have to be secretly embittered, because the official policy of 
Sparta is to accept the Athenian situation, and we'll see in a moment that 
events move them in the same direction. The commander of the Spartan 
forces at Plataea, who emerges as the leading figure immediately after the 
war, is Pausanias, who was the regent, but effectively one of the two kings 
of Sparta. He goes out to the Aegean Sea--remember the previous king and 
commander had retired, but now Pausanias takes the fleet and he goes out 
there, and he proceeds to make the Greeks--first of all, he proceeds to be 
very effective against the Persians. He does some fighting, particularly in 
the Hellespont, and the straits in general. Byzantium is a very important city 
there, what later becomes Constantinople and then Istanbul, and the little 
town across the way. So, they control the straits, he defeats the Persians and 
so on, but in the process he makes enemies among the Greeks.  

Part of the reason is because he treats the Greeks as inferiors, as if 
they were underlings of the Spartans. In general, it appears to have been a 
common Spartan problem that when they went out of Sparta and had 
commanding positions over other Greeks, they regularly treated them in that 
way--different degrees, of course. Pausanias must have been particularly 
annoying, but there were main complaints about how they were treated by 
his Greek allies. In addition, he became very much caught up in the great 
wealth and luxury that the Persians demonstrated. Most Greeks were, at 
least theoretically, very appalled at the morals or the lack of morals of the 
Persians from their perspective. But the Persians were, first of all, very rich 
and the Greeks were not, and they used their wealth for various purposes all 
of which were seen to be ungreek and unattractive.

Pausanias fell for it and he began behaving as though he were a 
Persian satrap at the very least. All of these things, as I say, irritated their 
fellow Greeks who began to bring charges against him. He was charged in 
Sparta with, first of all, tyranny and then second of all treason. He was 
alleged to have cut some kind of a deal with the Persian ruler and his 
satraps against the common cause. This was effective enough to have him 
recalled and put on trial. He was acquitted. On the other hand, he was not 
sent out again to be the commander; he was put on the side. Later on further 
charges would be brought against him and he would indeed be put to death.

Okay, but the main point is that the Spartans have withdrawn their 
commander, pretty much in disgrace with the rest of the Greeks. They send 
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out a replacement. A man called Dorcis. The allies don't accept him, and 
they say no we're not taking any Spartan commanders these days and send 
him back home. That is an extremely important step. The allies, and that 
means now, the people in the Aegean Sea and on its borders, the people who 
are in what will be first the Athenian sphere of influence and then the 
Athenian Empire, these are the states that don't want Spartan rule. I think the 
main reason is--well, there's a couple of reasons.  
One is the behavior of Pausanias has discredited the Spartans, but the other I 
think is this. Look, how much evidence do you need that the Spartans really 
don't like this kind of thing? Remember, they had voted against taking those 
three islands into the league even back there in 479. And the other thing is 
that, here are the Athenians, the guys who really won the war at sea, which 
is the one you're concerned about and who are apparently ready and waiting 
to continue to do that. And it was I think that choice that was in the minds of 
the allies when they sent Dorcis home and said, please no more, and the 
Spartans did not send a replacement for Dorcis.  

They, in other words, accepted that they would not participate in the 
future campaigns against Persia, which would be obviously aggressive 
campaigns in Asia, since the Persians had been driven out of Europe and out 
of the Aegean Sea. Thucydides says this about the Spartan decision. They 
also wanted to be rid of the Persian War, and believed that the Athenians 
were competent to lead, and were at the present time, well disposed to the 
Spartans. Why not, they said. We don't want to fight this war; we don't 
really care about those things, and everything will be okay, because the 
Athenians can do it and they're our friends.  
But surely that was not all what all the Spartans thought, that was the 
opinion of the faction that won the argument, which was the conservative 
faction, the one that was the peace party and let's stay in the Peloponnesus 
party--it was still the predominant force, and I suspect their position had 
been strengthened by the disgrace brought upon Sparta by the behavior of 
Pausanias, and no doubt by the rejection of the Spartan replacement by the 
other Greeks. Why should we force ourselves? We are making ourselves 
unpopular. It used to be the Greeks came to us and begged us to fight and 
protect them, when they're in trouble and now they're rejecting our 
leadership. That's because we shouldn't be out there. This is not our kind of 
a campaign. Well, one can go on and imagine the arguments that were used.  

Now, did this mean that there would be no continuing campaign 
against Persia? Certainly not; that is not what the allies meant. They turned 
to Athens and asked the Athenians to take the lead in the war that was going 
to come. Herodotus has a line in which he says, the Athenians offered the 
hubris of Pausanias as a pretext for taking over the leadership of the Greeks 
out there. That suggests that the Athenians were planning to do just that, that 
they very much wanted too and that they were engaged in maneuvers to 
bring it about; that it was their idea that they took the initiative. But I think 
that's not right. Let me back up a step; it's only partly right. What is 
certainly clear is that the Athenians were ready and willing to do what they 
were asked, but the idea that they either used their power and influence, or 
their wiles to bring the allies to take that decision, when they would not 
have otherwise done so, I think that is wrong.

I'm going to start doing something that you may get tired of after 
awhile; I want to use an analogy that I find very illuminating anyway. The 
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analogy of the formation of NATO after the Second World War and the 
formation of the Delian League, which is ultimately turned into the 
Athenian Empire after the Persian Wars. In the case of the Delian League, I 
think a Norwegian or a Swedish scholar has described the process whereby 
NATO was invented as the establishment of hegemony by invitation. That 
is, if you look at the situation in 1945, 1946, 1947, 1948, and 1949 the 
Europeans states that ultimately became part of NATO desperately wanted 
the Americans to join with them, not to repeat what they had done after the 
First World War, which was to retreat back into North America, to have no 
connections of a political military kind with Europe, which terrified the 
European states that were sort of knocked down so hard by the Second 
World War and who were afraid that the Soviet Union was going to take 
them over and they desperately wanted the Americans to take the lead.  
Now, the Americans were glad to do it. I don't mean all the Americans, as 
always, there were factions and differences of opinions and the American 
President and his government had to fight hard to convince Americans to do 
it, but by and large they did and those who won the argument were of the 
opinion that American interests, first of all, in restoring Europe to its 
previous condition, and secondly, to resisting communist takeover, Soviet 
takeover of Europe, meant that it was in America's interest to see that such a 
situation developed. Both sides, I would argue, were equally glad to see 
what happened because it was in the interest of both sides.  

So I think it was in 478-7 when the formation of the Delian League 
took place. Obviously, the states that were bordering on the Persian Empire 
and in the seas next to Asia Minor were absolutely at risk, if the Persians 
came back. Supposing the Athenians had said, we're not interested and had 
gone home, just as the Persians had--there was no Greek force except for the 
poor Asiatic Greeks themselves to resist a Persian return and they couldn't 
possibly resist that. So for them, it was a life and death matter, at least it was 
a matter of freedom versus slavery that they should persuade the Athenians 
to take the lead. But for the Athenians, who won the argument, it was 
obvious they felt our needs, for instance access to the Black Sea, our 
feelings, friendship for the Greeks of Asia Minor, and our fear, fear of what 
the Persians might do if they got rolling--all point to the same outcome, and 
so I think both sides were equally glad to undertake this new path.

I think we would be deeply mistaken, if we imagine that anybody 
imposed his will on anybody else in this matter. In fact, the Athenians, 
according to Plutarch's story, needed persuasion. Plutarch tells the tale of 
Aristides, who was in command of the Athenian fleet there off Asia Minor 
at the time. When the Samians, particularly took the lead and came to the 
Athenians and to Aristides and said, won't you please be our leaders? 
Aristides said, before we do that, you show us that you are really committed 
to us, and that you will not simply use us. I'm putting in stuff that's not in 
Plutarch now. Don't use us as a kind of a way of convincing the Spartans to 
stay and then leave us in the lurch. So Uliades, the commander of the 
Samian navy, turned, took his ship, sailed it against the flagship of 
Pausanias, this is at the time when Pausanias is still around, and rams that 
ship. 

Well, that ought to take care of any possibility of playing footsy with 
the Spartans, at which point, the Athenians accept the leadership and then 
move forward with the plan for doing that. So in the winter of 478-7, there 
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is a meeting of the Greeks who are interested, at the Island of Delos. Delos 
is right smack in the middle of the Aegean Sea, and as I've told you, it is the 
birthplace of Apollo and Artemis, and Apollo, of course, has got a special 
fondness for the Ionians, and so it's the natural place for this to happen, and 
they come up with what amount--it is essentially a constitutional 
convention. They come up with a constitution that will describe how the 
league is to work.

The aims of the league are that the members of the league will fight 
against the Persians, first of all, to avenge what the Persians did to the 
Greeks, and secondly, to collect booty from the Persians to pay for the 
damage that the Persians did. So, that is a part of the story. I think, of 
course, implicit, it didn't have to be said, that the primary motive must be to 
maintain, establish I would guess, and maintain the freedom of the Greeks 
from Persian rule. Thucydides doesn't mention that and some scholars have 
been misled into thinking that somehow that wasn't part of the story. Well, 
how could they do the rest of it, if they didn't do that? These states were 
obviously in danger of being taken by the Persians, so the maintenance of 
their freedom had to be step number one, and surely that was clear in their 
minds.  

They agreed, as it was typical, in Greek alliances to have the same 
friends and enemies, common foreign policy. To carry this forward, they all 
swore oaths; that's their form of signing treaties. They don't sign treaties 
they swear oaths. Then they dropped chunks of iron into the sea, as a 
symbol that the treaty was to be perpetual. That is to say, it would last until 
the iron came up and floated on the surface. They knew that wasn't going to 
happen. So, they are a standard kind of an alliance with a perpetual--I need 
to make the point that most Greek alliances that we hear of in this period are 
not perpetual. The Athenians and the Spartans in 445 make a thirty-years 
peace. In 421, they make a fifty-years peace; on another occasion they make 
a five-years peace; that's the way they do things normally. This is different. 
This is like the Greek League; this is a perpetual alliance.  

The membership of the league, as best we can figure it out--this is 
not a hundred percent accurate but it's not bad. It includes--First of all it, 
uniformally, at this point--divides the league up into zones. One is the 
islands of the Aegean Sea, and we have knowledge of twenty towns that are 
members from the islands. Ionia, that is on the coast of Asia Minor itself, 
thirty six, towns along the Hellespont route into the Black Sea, thirty five, 
Caria which is the southern coast of Asia Minor has twenty four. Thrace, 
which is the northern shore of the Aegean Sea in Greek territory is thirty 
three; comes to a total of a hundred forty eight. If you imagine you're talking 
about a hundred and fifty towns, you've got the general idea right. So, that's 
quite an amazing thing.  

Peloponnesian League certainly didn't have anything like that in 
terms of numbers of states. But don't be too carried away, because lots of 
these places are just tiny little spots, especially when you're talking about 
islands. Some of the island states in the Aegean and they apparently were 
just about all members, are very small indeed. Still, it includes some very 
important states like those big islands I mentioned already Samos, Chios, 
and Lesbos, and others that were not quite as big, and some states on the 
Asian side that were old, and big, and important cities, Miletus being one 
example of it. So, there it is, notice what I have not included. No 
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Peloponnesians. This is not in any shape, manner, or form connected with 
the Peloponnesian League.

I'm going to play my analogy game in a moment too, but what I want 
to say is you need to--it would be easiest I think for you to grasp what's 
going on here, if you think of three separate organizations; first, there's the 
Greek League against Persia that was formed in 481 which includes 
Peloponnesian states and non-Peloponnesian states. Then keep in mind, the 
oldest of these, I should have mentioned first, the Peloponnesian League, 
which is older than the Greek League, which includes for our purposes 
essentially only Peloponnesian states. There are a couple of exceptions, but 
none are across the sea in any way. Then there's this new league which we 
should call the Delian League, although the Greeks referred to it as the 
Greeks, just as they had the earlier league. But it's easier to think of it as the 
Delian League to separate it from that league.  

Okay, here's the analogy that I suggest. The Greek League against 
Persia, we might think of as being like the United Nations Organization, 
because it includes states from both sides, from all of these places and I 
think if we think of the Peloponnesian League as one of the subordinate 
leagues, and the Delian League as the other, in other words, like NATO on 
the one hand and the Warsaw Pact on the other, that will be a helpful 
analogy, because, first of all, both of them are members of the Greek League 
too, and as the United Nations Organization Charter permits regional 
associations, so NATO and the Warsaw Pact were regional associations, so 
too without their being any formality about it, it clearly didn't mean to 
abolish the Peloponnesian League. Therefore, there was no reason why there 
shouldn't be a different regional alliance like that of the Delian League. 

That, I think, is the structure of the international system in Greece as 
we move past the Persian wars. Now, let's say a little more about that Delian 
League; there are more things you need to know about it. It is a hegemonial 
league, just like the Peloponnesian League. That is, there is a designated 
leader. Athens is the designated hegemon of the league, and there is also 
something quite different, something new, since this is a naval league, it 
cost money in a way that a military league made up of hoplite citizens 
doesn't. So it was clear there had to be some league money, a league 
treasury. For this purpose, they declared the collection of something they 
called a phoros. It just simply means, in the most neutral sense, 
contribution.

As time passed, this contribution was seen to be something imposed 
upon unwilling payers and in English we use the word to describe it as 
tribute. But let's think now, for the moment, only about the beginning of the 
league and what was intended at first. So there is this contribution which 
becomes the league treasury. The assessor was an Athenian general, 
Aristides. Aristides the just, as he was known, told each state how much it 
would be required to contribute. This took the form in the beginning, in 
some cases, of ships and crews to row them, and in other states from the 
very beginning, money. Now, I think we should imagine that the earlier you 
are in the league, the more there are allied ships and crews, and as you get 
later and later, until finally you're into the Peloponnesian War, just about 
every state doesn't have a fleet of its own, doesn't supply crews, but just 
pays money.  
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Again though, I urge you to think about the beginning and not worry 
about the end just now. So the Athenian assesses that, there is also an 
Athenian citizen who will be chosen for the job of treasurer of this new 
league, hellenotamias is the Greek word and he will see to the collection 
and the security of that money; an Athenian does that too. Also, any military 
or naval campaigns conducted on behalf of the Delian League will have an 
Athenian general in charge. Now you know, looking at it backwards, you 
can say, well, this is Athenian imperialism and the Athenians are imposing 
their power; no, the allies would have been the first to want to do this 
because what they were afraid of, just as I think as the Europeans were 
afraid in the forties, was not that the Athenians would have lorded over 
them, they were afraid that the Athenians would run away and leave them to 
their fate. They wanted to tie the Athenians into this new organization.

Now, this Delian League is unsurpassed among the few international 
organizations there are in the Greek world. It was enormously efficient 
because you had a leader who was designated and interested, and deeply 
involved. You had an organ for making decisions; I haven't mentioned it, 
but there was what they called this synod of the league. It's the council of 
league in which there are representatives from every state and it can make 
all the decisions that have to be made in that one place. Unlike these other 
places it has its own money, and its own forces, which are assigned to it by 
the constitution. All of these things make that a much more effective league, 
able to do what it has to do without any great difficulty in the decision 
making process, and to make that a little clearer I need to tell you another 
thing.

In the synod, the arrangement was one state, one vote. So, Athens 
was one member of that synod. Athens, which had the lion's share of the 
power, had only one vote. So, how could the Athenians have their way, you 
may ask. But the way it really worked was, because Athens had all of this 
prestige and all of this power, it meant all of the very small powerless states 
huddled under the wings of the Athenians, and could be counted on to 
deliver the right sort of vote, to do what the Athenians told them, whereas, 
supposing they had used something like proportional representation, given 
the Athenians "x" number of votes, a lot of votes, but they would have had 
to give Thasos and Samos, Chios, Lesbos, all these big towns and islands, 
numerous votes as well. They would certainly have been more votes than 
the Athenians had. They could have outvoted them, the Athenians, if they 
got together. Under this one state, one vote rule, that's impossible. We 
never, never hear of any trouble passing whatever the Athenians want in the 
assembly. There's just no check on their doing what they want in a 
constitutional way.

Now, so long as everybody's playing by the original rules this doesn't 
really present any serious problems, but as time passes and there are 
differences of opinion, and as for various reasons, as I will explain, the 
Athenians begin to assert their power and begin to change the situation, it's 
at that point that the question of autonomy will arise, and the Athenians will 
in fact interfere with the autonomy of the other states, and turn the league 
ultimately into what the Greeks called an arche, which we rightly translate 
as an empire, but once again, I don't want you to think about that when 
you're thinking about the situation in 477. It's in the future, and that's not 
what people are expecting or wanting.
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There is a common interest, and it's very strong in 477, to deal with 
the threat of the Persia and to get revenge and payment from the Persians for 
what has happened. The problem only emerges or problems emerge when 
the challenge from Persia recedes, and as we shall see, that's of course was 
the same problem that NATO suffered from and suffers from today, which 
is to the degree that they don't feel threatened by anything, the states that are 
allied to the United States, don't feel they have to do what the Americans 
want, and that's the way it was when the situation developed in Greece. 
Okay, that's the original situation of the Delian League and I want to turn 
next to the story of how that turns into the Athenian Empire.  
The first thing I want to indicate to you is that the success of the Delian 
League from the outset was extraordinary. One little town that was still in 
Persian hands in 477 was the town of Eion located at the mouth of the 
Strymon River up in Thrace. The Athenian commander took a league fleet 
to Eion and drove the Persians out. Soon thereafter--by the way, the dates 
that we have for this are very insecure. They are mostly derived from the 
story that Thucydides tells us, the details are very few and he doesn't give us 
very many good dates, if any. So, there's a certain amount of estimation. It 
doesn't really matter from your point of view, but I will give you dates that 
are commonly accepted, but you mustn't imagine that they're firmly fixed. 
Anyway, some years, not too many after the establishment of the league, the 
league under the great Athenian commander, who will play a larger and 
larger role in league affairs and also in Athenian political affairs, Cimon 
takes this force against the Island of Skyros in the Aegean.

Skiros was attacked, because it was not inhabited by Greeks. It was 
inhabited by non-Greek peoples who made their living out of piracy. Well 
clearly, all the states of the league had a lot to lose from allowing pirates to 
roam freely in their waters, and so Cimon crushed the Skirian pirates and he 
drove them from the island, and he made sure that the island would be 
secure by putting in an Athenian cleruchy. Remember that cleruchy the 
Athenians put in near Chalkis. This is the same kind of arrangement; 
Athenians of military age who permanently settle in Skiros, but retain their 
Athenian citizenship; they are a garrison in effect to protect the island of 
Skyros from falling into bad hands in the future.

It was widely believed, and justifiably, that Cimon and that force had 
liberated the Aegean Sea. We never hear about piracy anymore; piracy was 
a problem that the states in the Mediterranean in general suffered from a lot 
and at different times very, very seriously. One thing that this new league, 
even when it's the Delian League and one becomes the Athenian Empire, 
there is no piracy in the region where that league exists. Then they turn to 
the city of Carystos, which is at the southern end of the Island of Euboea. 
The Carystians you remember had, under the greatest military pressure, 
actually surrendered to the Persians, given earth and water, and so 
technically they were Medizers and there was no mercy shown to them. 
They were compelled, they didn't wish to do this, but they were compelled 
to join the Delian League, and to pay a cash contribution, not to be allowed 
to provide their own ships.

Thus, almost from the very beginning, there is one instance of a 
state, which doesn't fit the general picture I've been painting. A state that is a 
subject state and is compelled to be a member, but it's just this one case of a 
Medizing state. Then possibly in the year 470, another development. We 
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hear that the island of Naxos--this seems to be an island full of trouble. 
Every time we hear of Naxos, it's getting into difficulty of some kind or 
another, but they decided that there wasn't any great threat from Persia, that 
the Persians weren't coming back and so they said we're quitting the league. 
Well, I'm sure somebody said, don't you remember, you swore this oath. 
You threw some iron lumps into the sea. Do you see any iron floating 
around here in the Aegean Sea? You're not quitting.  

They rebelled. The league sent a fleet, and they put down the Naxian 
rebellion, and Naxos was now reduced from the category of a free ally, 
making the kinds of contributions the other allies did to another subject 
state, which paid money. Their walls were taken down, their fleet was taken 
away, and that's the pattern that we shall see. States who don't carry out their 
responsibilities, states that particularly try to rebel will be treated this way, 
and their number will increase as time passes. By the way, we do not hear of 
anybody in the league objecting to these decisions and these actions, nor 
should we expect to that there would be. The allies still believed they 
needed this league and they weren't about to let people get a free ride such 
as Carystos would, whether they paid or not, the Persians weren't going to 
attack them so they ought to pay, or states like Naxos who decided, well, we 
feel safe enough so we quit. That wasn't going to be permitted.  

So in a sense, what you can really see from this is that the league 
was working, as it was supposed to, to be able to do the job that it had too. 
Then if the dates are right, in the next year 469, comes a very important 
turning point in the history of the league. The Persians have a fleet in the--
well, you can't really call it the Aegean, it's around the corner on the 
southern coast of Asia Minor, the Eurymedon river flows out there and they 
had a fleet and an army inland. The league forces went there to the 
Eurymedon under the command of Cimon, defeated and crushed the Persian 
fleet at sea, landed and defeated the Persian army on the land, and that was a 
terrible blow to the Persian position in the eastern Mediterranean. The 
evidence is apparently that the Persians had to pull back from that entire 
area and it would not have been at all unreasonable for people to think well, 
the Persian threat really is over. This is beyond what happened in 479; it's 
not just that we've driven them out of Europe, we've driven them away from 
the Mediterranean Sea. You could imagine that that's just the end of the 
Persian threat.

That was not the view taken by the Athenians, or I guess, by most of 
the allies, but we can imagine that there were some of the allies, who were 
restless in their need to continue to make contributions to the league when 
they didn't feel that there was any purpose to the league anymore. I gave a 
hint to this earlier. I don't remember whether General Grunther was the 
second commander of NATO, but he was an earlier commander of NATO, 
obviously a West Point man, educated, he knew all about Thucydides and 
the Peloponnesian War and so he made the analogy--the first time I'm aware 
that anybody did, between NATO and the Delian League, and he was doing 
so as commander of NATO at a period when he felt that the American allies 
in Europe were more and more reluctant to make the kinds of contributions 
that he thought they should make and was bewailing his situation, which 
was every time the Russians looked like they were going to behave, then the 
allies decided they didn't want to make any contributions, and then when the 
Russians looked scary, everybody came running and said, sure we'll 
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contribute and he suggested that's the way it was in the Delian League too. 
So keep in the back of your mind that there are real questions out there in 
the league as to whether it should persist, and we'll carry this story forward 
next time. 
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XV. Athenian�Democracy�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� describes� the� mechanics� of� the� Delian�
League� and� its� transformation� into� the� Athenian� empire.� This�
transformation� caused� Athens� to� rival� Sparta� as� an� equal� in� power� and�
prestige.�He�also�argues�that�this�process�took�place�rather�smoothly�due�to�
the� good� relations� between� Sparta� and� Athens.� Professor� Kagan� argues�
that� Cimon� the� Athenian� generally� played� an� important� part� in� this�
development.� Finally,� Professor� Kagan� begins� to� describe� the� workings� of�
Athenian�democracy�by�comparing�it�with�modern�American�democracy.�

Okay, we were talking about the development of the Athenian Empire 
changing from the original character of the Delian League. I think we had 
gotten to the Battle of Eurymedon, which is generally dated to 469, a great 
victory at land and sea over the Persians and the feeling that it generated, 
certainly in some portions of the empire, that the threat from Persia was 
over, and that created the problem of keeping the allies satisfied and willing 
to make the kind of contribution that had been necessary. The Athenians 
certainly had no plan of abandoning the league, of abandoning their 
leadership, of giving up their assaults on the Persians and all of that. So, that 
if there was a falling away the Athenians would be wanting to do something 
about that.

Still another turning point in the character of the league, a very 
important one I think, occurred in the year 465 when the Island of Thasos in 
the northern Aegean Sea rebelled, and this time the quarrel was not about 
doing the duty that the members of the league had to do. It was not 
something about an issue not wanting to take part in campaigns, not wanting 
to make payments, no nothing like that. There was a quarrel between the 
Athenians and the Thasians about some mines that were worked on the land 
opposite Thasos. Gold and silver, very rich precious metal sources for the 
ancient Greek world, of which there were not many, located on Mount 
Pangaean on the mainland opposite Thasos. Both states claimed those mines 
and it was a quarrel that was really just about money. It was also a trading 
post up there that both sides claimed to have.  

The Athenians had established a colony at a place on the Strymon 
River up in that region called ennea-hodoi, the nine roads, which would 
later, when the Athenians established it as the colony would be called 
Amphipolis. All of that led to--and the Thasians didn't like that. The 
Athenians were moving into their sphere of influence and giving them 
trouble. So Thasos, as a consequence of all of these quarrels, rebelled and it 
was a very difficult siege that the Athenians had to employ. Thasos is a 
relatively big island. The Thasians were a pretty tough group to put down, 
and the siege actually, the war between Athens and Thasos actually took 
something like two years, which is quite a long stretch for any Greek 
combat and certainly had not been typical of what the Athenians had been 
able to do against other rebellions. When the Thasians were finally forced to 
surrender, the Athenians gave them the usual treatment to rebellious states.  

They made them take down their walls, to give up their ships, and of 
course, the Athenians took control of the mines and placed an indemnity on 
the Thasians, requiring that they should pay the costs of the war for Athens, 
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and imposed upon them thereafter the same kind of a tribute that they 
imposed on what came more and more to be, and we call subject states. 
Well, that wasn't the first time such a thing had happened to one of the 
members of the league, but what made it different was that the quarrel was 
not over anything that had to do with the league.

It could easily be seen and certainly was a way in which the 
Athenians used the forces and the funds of the league to achieve strictly 
Athenian advantages. After all, there was no way that the league benefited 
from having either Athens or Thasos exploit those mines. It was not an issue 
for the league at all, and yet the Athenians had taken their position as 
leaders of the league to gain that advantage, and that's I think a very 
important turning point. We shall see that in the course of that siege of 
Thasos, important events were happening back in the mainland at Greece, 
which would change the nature of things too, but if we just think about the 
league for a moment, I think the Thasian rebellion is a critical moment. That 
is a good place for us to look at the evaluation that the ancient writers made 
of this transition.

Our two sources, our major source, of course, Thucydides and then 
also Diodorus of Sicily, deriving his opinions from contemporary writers 
too, come up with descriptions and explanations of why the league changed 
from what had been a free association of states pursuing a common goal to 
what was legitimately called an empire. Here is what Diodorus says, "In 
general, Athenians were making great gains in power and no longer treated 
their allies with decency as they had done before. Instead, they ruled with 
arrogance and violence. For this reason, most of their allies could not bear 
their harshness and spoke to one another of rebellion. Some of them even 
disdained the league council and acted according to their own wishes." So, 
Diodorus depicts a combined situation of which there are thoughts of 
defection and actual defections from Athens, and blames this on the 
behavior of the Athenians of a kind of a tyrannical sort.

Here's what Thucydides says, "Now, while there were other causes 
of revolts, the principal ones were the failures in bringing in the tribute or 
their quota of ships, and in some cases, refusal of military service. For the 
Athenians exacted the tribute strictly and gave offense by applying coercive 
measures to any who were accustomed or unwilling to bear the hardships of 
service. In some other respects too, the Athenians were no longer equally 
agreeable as leaders. They would not take part in expeditions on terms of 
equality and they found it easy to reduce those who had revolted." Now, 
here's where Thucydides differs from Diodorus, "For all this, the allies 
themselves were responsible for most of them on account of their aversion 
to military service, in order to avoid being away from home got themselves 
rated in sums of money instead of ships, which they should pay in as their 
proportion of contribution. Consequently, the fleet of the Athenians was 
increased by the funds which they contributed, while they themselves, 
whenever they revolted entered on the war without preparation and without 
experience."

So, Thucydides certainly agrees with what Diodorus says about the 
high handed manner in which the Athenians had become accustomed to 
behave and the offense they gave to their allies. Well, he points out that the 
allies had gotten themselves into that fix, because many of them--and this is 
an element Diodorus doesn't mention, voluntarily said, okay, we're not 
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going to do this service anymore. Instead of supplying ships, manning them, 
doing the service ourselves, we'll pay the equivalent sum into the league 
treasury and when they did so, the Athenians took that money and used it to 
pay for Athenian ships with Athenian rowers, so that as the league forces 
grew smaller, the Athenian navy grew bigger.  

So, Thucydides says, it's their own fault. In some cases it was not, 
but certainly in many a case, it was. I think we should not think of Diodorus 
and Thucydides as contradicting each other, they really are complimentary. 
They're both telling the same story, but emphasizing a different perspective. 
One looked at it from the Athenian point of view, one from the allied point 
of view. But they certainly are telling it as it was, and if we look ahead 
toward the end of the fifth century, by the time we get to the Peloponnesian 
War, of all the hundred and fifty or more states that were members of the 
original Delian League, only three still had a navy and real autonomy by the 
time the war broke out. The three great islands off the coast of Asia Minor, 
Lesbos, Chios, and Samos were those states, and sorry, I should have said 
two, because by 440-439 Samos lost its independence. So, there were only 
two states in that category. Looking ahead that's what will happen, that's 
will be the end of the Delian League, it will be the Athenian empire in every 
respect.  

Now, while this development was taking place we need to take a 
look at what was happening back in the Greek world on the mainland, and 
chiefly I think we should focus on Athens at this time. There was right after 
the Persian War, as I said a few words about it before, a rising competition 
for a place of standing in the Greek world. That is to say, before the Persian 
Wars were over, Sparta had been unquestionably the leader of the Greeks, 
when challenged by an outside force. After the war, Themistocles, you 
recall, and obviously with the Athenians at his back asserted at the very 
least equality with the Spartans, and certainly independence of any position 
following the Spartans or any grant of leadership to the Spartans.  

As I think I mentioned last time, the next fifty years or so are the 
story of the competition between these two great powers within the Greek 
world for who would be the leader and there would be many a clash in the 
course of that time. In Athens, the remarkable thing is, if you look at the 
internal development of Athens, I think you would have said in 479, 
Themistocles is bound to rise to the top and become the dominant politician 
in Athens, because of his extraordinary role in bringing victory to the 
Greeks. But these things don't always happen that way. I think of course 
about the Second World War, where one might have thought the same thing 
about Winston Churchill's future in English politics, but no sooner was the 
war won and I think Churchill would have had to gain and was given 
enormous credit for bringing about that victory. There was an election, 
almost immediately after the war, and Churchill was thrown out and 
replaced by his opponents, which tells you about the first rule of democratic 
politics, the first important question that has to be put to all politicians 
which is, what have you done for me lately?  

Well, he had done quite a lot lately. So, there's another question that 
you have to put is, what are going to do for me next? I think that was really 
what was Churchill's problem. That was not Themistocles problem, 
Themistocles ran into trouble because he was a kind of a maverick in 
Athenian politics anyway, although on at least on one side of his family he 
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was a nobleman like the typical Athenian leader. He was not of the real sort 
of center of the aristocracy; he was some kind of a less than extraordinary 
nobility in part of his family, and his personality amid his rivals found 
troubling, because he was not averse to basking in the glory that he had 
won.

But think back, in the eighties, in the years between Marathon and 
Salamis, on the one hand Themistocles had been able to convince the 
Athenians to do what they needed to do to survive, to build that great fleet 
out of the silver mines that they had been lucky enough to have. But also, he 
had managed, if my reading of the facts is correct, to get rid of everyone of 
his major political opponents by making use of the device of ostracism. If 
you look at the eighties, you will see that just about every important 
Athenian political figure is ostracized with the exception of Themistocles, 
who was left in great shape while the other folks are gone, and when the 
Persians come the ostracized men are recalled and play a role in the war, 
and when the war is over it's obvious, I think, that they are both not happy 
with what Themistocles had achieved against them and also worried about 
their prospects for the future with Themistocles being a bigger hero than he 
ever was.  

So what, I think, we need to understand is in Athenian politics in the 
years after the Persian War, we must understand that there is some kind of a 
coalition, formal or otherwise, in which all the great leaders of the Athenian 
political world combine to keep Themistocles down. Amazingly enough, 
when we take a look at the early actions of the Delian League, and which in 
every case, you remember, the commander of every expedition is an 
Athenian, it's never Themistocles whom you would have imagined would 
have been leading all these expeditions. He just didn't have the political 
clout to get the assignment.  

The man who did was a relatively young man by the name of Cimon, 
a nobleman, he was the son of Miltiades, the great hero at Marathon and he 
started out his political career with problems. His father had been 
condemned just before his death, he had also left a very great debt that 
Cimon had to repay, but Cimon established himself as a great figure in the 
Persian Wars and very soon afterward, we see him taking the lead in every 
campaign pretty much that the Delian League launches. He is stunningly 
successful; he's obviously a great commander on land and at sea. He's in 
charge of the great victory at Eurymedon. So, as Athens goes from greatness 
to greatness, from success to success, and glory to glory, and from wealth to 
wealth, Cimon becomes this extraordinarily popular with the masses. It's 
interesting, because he was not the sort of a man, who appealed to the lower 
classes. He was a nobleman himself and he never backed off that, and as we 
shall see in a moment, his prejudices about foreign relations were not the 
popular ones. He was a great supporter of Sparta, a great friend of Sparta, 
who regularly spoke about the virtues of Sparta and the Spartan system, and 
how Athens could learn something from Sparta.  

How such a man could have been elected general year after year by 
the masses of the Athenians is a question we need to approach. But the 
virtues that he had were to some considerable degree personal, that is, not 
only was, I think first and foremost, was the enormous success he had in 
commanding the Athenian forces that brought all the things I had mentioned 
and wealth, because the league expeditions attacking various Persian 
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territories brought booty, which was to some extent, divided up among the 
armies that did the fighting. So, the Athenian soldiers and sailors actually 
made a profit out of these conquests of the Persian territory, or raids on 
Persian territory. Naturally, their commander was popular on that score, but 
he had those personal skills that are successful in democratic politics.  

People liked him. I'm reminded of the same political phenomenon in 
America in the case of Eisenhower. Eisenhower, of course, had first become 
a popular politician because of his victory in the Second World War. He was 
in command of the European theater and got all the credit or a lot of the 
credit for the victory, but he had these qualities that made people like him, 
of which trivial things can be very important. In Eisenhower's case they 
liked his smile, people talked about it all the time. It turned out he was 
unbeatable in politics and it was a little bit like that in the case of Cimon. 
Even though, again, Eisenhower was not on the sort of the populous side of 
these things, he was after all a republican and it turned out he was pretty 
orthodox in that sense.

Well, Cimon held to a very conservative position, as I will tell you 
about in just a moment, but the fact is he becomes the dominant politician in 
Athens. If you think of him rising to the top as early as 479 when the war is 
over and then we know that his period of political success in Athens ends in 
the year 462; that's a seventeen-year stretch, which is a very, very long time 
for a politician to continue to be the leading figure in the state in Athens. 
Remember, an Athenian general, and it turns out that the development of the 
Athenian democracy was that it was the generals, who came to be the 
leading figures politically in the state, and the generals have to be elected 
every year. So think about how consistently you have to be popular with the 
masses in order to achieve the leadership that Cimon did.  

His pro-Spartan foreign policy I think is a very critical part of the 
tale, and I think things would have been very, very different, if Themistocles 
had been the dominant politician, because it was clear that from what he'd 
already done and what he will do later that he was anti-Spartan and urging 
Athenian independence from Sparta and really hostility between the two 
sides. Cimon--to the contrary; he was the official representative of Sparta in 
Athens. He had long family associations with them; he went around 
explaining, as I said, the virtues of the Spartans and how good it would be 
for Athens to emulate some of them, but more important than that, he was 
always in favor of a policy that had Athens and Sparta allies together, equals 
as they had been in his mind, in the great Persian War when fundamentally 
the Spartans had led and won the great victory on land at Plataea, the 
Athenians had led and won the victory at Salamis at sea, and the two states 
collaborated, cooperated, that's how the Greeks were free from the Persian 
menace, and that's how Greece would prosper and be safe in the future and 
it worked.

Some part of the fact that the Spartans did not object to the 
developments in the Aegean and across the Aegean in which Athens moved 
from being merely the leader of the coalition to becoming an imperial 
power, stronger everyday. The Spartans didn't do a thing about it in those 
early years. Why not? I think a major reason was because Cimon was the 
dominant figure in Athens. They trusted Cimon; they knew that so long as 
he was in that position he would not be a menace to Sparta and that they 
could indeed live side by side in this way.
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It was a stretch of time fifteen, seventeen, something like that years, 
which was peaceful and as I say probably would not have been without the 
phenomenon of the internal developments in Athens itself. Cimon also--his 
control of Athenian affairs by virtue of his personal standing and his 
persuasive abilities are also surprising. Marathon was a victory for hoplites. 
It was the farmers, the middling group, and those above them that had won 
that battle, but Salamis was a victory for the poor in Athens. Of course that 
vast fleet was rode by poor Athenians, and now they had the glory for the 
victory and, of course, after the war, when the fleet became the basis of 
Athenian strength and glory, it was the common man and the poorest of the 
Athenians, who was involved in achieving that desirable status.

So, you would have thought, and if Themistocles had been in 
control, I'm sure he would have been right that there would be a movement 
towards greater democratization of the state. Remember where we are 
before the wars begin is Cleisthenic democracy, which is pretty much a 
hoplite democracy, which excludes the poor from many of the activities of 
the state. Cimon ran against that. He never tried to unravel Athenian 
democracy. He was not an enemy of Athenian democracy; he was in favor 
of keeping it the way it was and in some ways actually rolling back some 
degree of democracy. The way it was somewhat rolled back was that--and 
not by any legal position, legal action, but rather by sort of the way events 
went forward.

Aristotle in the Constitution of the Athenians describes the stretch of 
time that I'm talking about, about 479 to 462, as the period of the 
Areopagites' constitution. What that means is the old aristocratic council, 
consisting of former top magistrates, gained unofficial, informal, but very 
real power. Scholars have had a hard time understanding exactly what it was 
that was the nature of that power, but it looks as though a couple of 
elements were certainly there and they were very critical. That is, the 
Areopagus, it was said, sort of regained the oversight of magistrates. They 
were, as in the aristocratic past, in the position of being able to criticize 
magistrates and to take action against them, if they acted in a way that the 
Areopagus did not approve.

It also seems very plausible that even though there continued to be a 
council of five hundred, which was continuing to function as it had, ever 
since the Cleisthenic Constitution had established it, the fact is that more 
and more the Areopagus was taking decisions about foreign policy, was 
putting to the assembly when they desired motions, they were usurping 
some of the powers of the five hundred. They were not doing this, as I keep 
saying, by any change of the law. They were doing it, because they thought 
they could, and the people accepted it. One reason for it, according to 
Aristotle, is that they had played a particularly heroic role in the Persian 
Wars at the moment when the Persians invaded Attica, and the Athenians 
were forced to flee their homes, and to go to Salamis, and to the 
Peloponnesus to escape for that moment.  

Now, the poor had no wherewithal to keep themselves alive when 
they went into exile in this way, and so the Areopagites used their own 
money to keep the poor alive and in good condition during that period of 
time. They volunteered that action, and that generosity and patriotism, and 
goodwill allowed the development of this Areopagite Constitution in the 
years that came, and that's what Cimon I think really had in mind. He 
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wanted to have this sort of dual policy of conservative, moderate 
democracy. Conservative in that it did not take any recognition of the 
changing circumstances that would have given the poor a better claim to 
political power and also conservative in the sense that it was not going to 
challenge the dualism of Greek international relations, as it had emerged 
from the Persian War, and that's the policy that Athens followed with 
tremendous success during the late career of Cimon while he was at the 
head of affairs.

Remember, I keep saying he's at the head of affairs and he's running 
things, but remember he's just one of ten generals, who is elected every 
year. So all his power--it's better to speak of his influence because it's all 
unofficial. He is able to have these things happen because people do what he 
urges them to do, when they don't need to. There's no compulsion necessary; 
he is the one who sets the tone and they follow him.  

Centuries later, when Augustus becomes the boss of the Roman 
world, his own statement of the situation put the way he wanted people to 
think about it, was that he was foremost not in power, potestas is the Latin 
word, but rather in terms of his influence. He wanted to say it was not a 
tyranny, it was not a monarchy, it was a republic as it had always been and, 
I Augustus, as the leading citizen in the eyes of my fellow Romans am able 
persuade them to do these things, not because they have to, but because they 
want to. Well, that was his story and it wasn't true, because he had a great 
big army at his back, and if you wanted to move him out of anything, you 
would just have to get yourself killed. This was not the situation with 
Cimon. Cimon could have made that speech and it would have been true. 
So, all that cruises along until we get to the Thasian Rebellion.  

Cimon is in charge of that expedition and it proves to be a much 
tougher problem than any that he has had to face before. The war extends 
for a long time; there's no success. There's expense and no payoff, and of 
course, there's some question as to the legitimacy and decency of what is 
going on here. So the enemies of Cimon--in a moment I'll tell you about 
them, take advantage of the discontent that the Thasian Rebellion is causing 
to launch an attack on Cimon politically for the first time in anybody's 
memory. The opponents, these enemies of Cimon, are in the first instance a 
man called Ephialtes and very soon it becomes clear that he has, as a kind of 
a lieutenant, a younger man who was important but subordinate to Ephialtes. 
That young man is Pericles, the son of Xanthippus, Xanthippus the great 
Persian War hero.  
We are told--it's very hard to disentangle the effects from the stories here, 
but Ephialtes was supposed to have been associated with Themistocles, and 
that's very plausible because certainly Ephialtes deserves to be thought of as 
a democratic leader with the underlining of the democrat. He is clearly 
attempting to make a change in the constitution, de facto at the very least, 
which would allow the naval crowd, the poor people of Athens, who row in 
the fleets to have more political power and opportunity, and he is also very 
strongly anti-Spartan, so that he is opposed to both halves of the Cimonian 
approach to things, and he works at trying to undermine and to defeat 
Cimon.  

He had no luck at all until Thasos, and then they bring charges 
against Cimon. He hadn't done anything wrong. All he had done was not 
win the war very quickly, but you know you make up charges in the world 
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of politics. You've heard of that once or twice, and they said, well, the 
reason he hadn't won the war so quickly was because had been bribed by the 
King of Macedonia, which is right behind the territory we're talking about; 
not to conquer Macedonia. Well, guess what? He wasn't under orders to 
conquer Macedonia. He had no plan to conquer Macedonia, didn't need to 
be bribed not to conquer Macedonia, on top of which it would be pretty hard 
to bribe Cimon, because although he had started out poor from his father's 
debts, he was now an enormously rich guy, because of the booty which he 
had legitimately acquired in his role as commander of those expeditions.  

Everybody knew he was incredibly rich and he was very generous 
with his riches and gave it away in all sorts of ways. If you want to say that 
a Rockefeller is a no good, low down polecat; that's fine. But if you want to 
say he's being bribed with money all you're going to do is get laughter out of 
something like that, and in some way that is the situation with Cimon. So, a 
trial is nonetheless launched against Cimon, the complainant is Pericles, this 
young up and coming democratic politician who makes the case against 
Cimon. He loses; of course, he loses. Cimon has not lost his support and the 
case is absurd. It's just a sign that for the first time, there's some kind of 
serious political opposition and who is involved in it.
Even before that trial Ephialtes had tried another technique by attacking the 
Areopagus through a tax on particular Areopagites. If you don't have any 
success in the general political arena, one device that is as old as the hills 
and as new as yesterday, is you try to discredit individuals in the regime that 
you're trying to unseat, and so various charges were brought against, in 
particular, Areopagites. They have had merit; they might not. The goal was 
to discredit the Areopagus as a whole. Again, did not succeed in the years 
that I am talking about, these are just the signs of what we're talking about, 
which takes us to the years just after the putting down of the Thasian 
Rebellion.

This is an enormous argument among scholars that never will go 
away about just what is the date of the terrible earthquake that hit the 
Peloponnesus in whatever time. The most common opinion is that it was 
around 464 and that appeals to me too. The earthquake was so serious as to 
disrupt life in Sparta and in Spartan territory in general, and thereby to 
encourage a great helot rebellion, so that the latter even after the earthquake 
was over, was what occupied and terrified the Spartans, and it was serious 
enough that they sent out to their allies, and I'm not now talking merely 
about their allies in the Peloponnesian League, in their allies who had joined 
them in the Greek League against Persia, which was still on the books, 
asking them to send help against the helots, and a number of them did.  

It's indicative of what the relationship between Athens and Sparta 
was that they also asked for help to Athens. There was a great debate in the 
Athenian assembly as to what answer to give the Spartans in their request 
for help, and Cimon of course, made the case for doing so, and in fact, he 
proposed that the Athenians send a very large force as these things go in the 
Greek world of four thousand hoplites. That's a very big army, the 
Athenians very rarely sent an army of that size outside of Athens into the 
Peloponnesus to help the Spartans against the helots.

He made the case that Athens should not abandon its former ally; he 
spoke in panhellenic terms using a nice folk expression he said, Greece 
should not allow this kind of a split. Athens should not lose its yoke fellow, 
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and the image was a team of oxen drawing a plow, Athens and Sparta being 
that team, and so long as they're in the same yoke and doing the thing, all 
will be well; Greece will be safe. There will be no internal strife. There will 
be no war; that's what we ought to do.  

Ephialtes spoke bitterly against that and spoke in terms of--this story 
is all told in Plutarch's Life of Cimon, if you want to have a look at that. He 
seems to have evidence about what was said at this debate in the assembly, 
and Ephialtes is supposed to have said something like the arrogance of 
Sparta must be trampled underfoot and he lost the argument. Cimon once 
again won the argument. Athens sends a force of the four thousand hoplites 
down into the Peloponnesus. They were called on especially--The Spartans 
wanted them, because the helots had run away to Mount Ethoni in 
Messenia, which was a fortified place on a mountain, very hard to attack. 
The Spartans had failed in their efforts to besiege or to storm the position 
there, and the Athenians had a reputation now of being very good at siege 
warfare, which they had gained at the end of the Persian War.  

As you remember, Xanthippus had besieged and taken Sestos in a 
very effective way. Well, the Athenians went and had a shot at it and failed, 
at which point, the Spartans were a little bit less keen on having them there, 
and then very soon after that the Spartans went to the Athenians and said, 
thank you very much for your contribution, we have no further need of your 
services, have a nice trip home. Instead of being very grateful and happy 
that they didn't have to fight anymore, the Athenians were insulted. None of 
the other allies was asked to leave; none of the others were gone. The 
Athenians clearly had been sent away not out of friendly reasons, and 
Thucydides tells us what was on the mind of the Spartans who made these 
decisions.

They had developed a fear of the Athenian soldiers who were in the 
Peloponnesus. Typically, Spartans don't get to see or know anybody else. 
The only time they ever get to see foreigners is if they happen to be fighting 
side by side briefly. But now you can imagine the scene where these 
ordinary everyday Athenians having been born and raised in a democracy 
where there was absolute freedom and freedom of speech, and where their 
style of life is not bad for Greeks by Greek standards, and you can imagine 
inviting these Athenian soldiers in for a meal and feeding them a Spartan 
meal, black soup and the Athenians think, this is what you give the helots, 
right. You're not going to eat that stuff. You want us to eat that stuff? I 
wouldn't feed it to a pig.  

I'm inventing the conversation, but you got the general idea, and the 
Spartans couldn't have enjoyed that very much. Then as they looked around 
and saw what kind of state this was in which there were all these enslaved 
people, these vast numbers of enslaved people, not the kind of slaves they 
knew about, the ones who were like a handyman who assisted you on the 
farm--vast numbers of them doing all the work while the Spartans didn't do 
any. Then they saw that business was run by a small group of people, that 
the average Spartan solider had nothing to say about what was going on, and 
being Athenians they no doubt said something about that.  

Thucydides says that the Spartans became fearful that they would in 
fact help the helots in a rebellion against the Spartans and that in general the 
Spartans feared their revolutionary spirit, and it was on that ground that they 
sent them away. In any case, there was no doubt in the minds of the 
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Athenians, they had been sent away not in an honorable way, in which 
friends treat friends, but they had been dismissed. When they came home 
they were furious that they had gone in the first place, angry with Cimon for 
sending them and for, of course, his pro-Spartan position in general. In the 
spring of 462--461 is it? I think it's 461. They ostracized Cimon and off he 
went.

That was the deadly stroke in what was now--what could fairly be 
called a political revolution in Athens. It was not brought about by force; it 
was brought about in the constitutional way, but it nonetheless put an end to 
a whole stretch of time in which the state was run in a certain way and 
brought about a new development let us say, a development towards a fuller 
democracy, but it's immediate consequences were a complete breach with 
Sparta. The Athenians renounced their old alliance made in the Hellenic 
League in 481. That was over. They turned around and made alliances with 
Argos, Sparta's bitter Peloponnesian enemy. They made an alliance with 
people in the north, the Thessalians, who were famous for their cavalry, and 
the implication of that being that the Athenians had warlike intentions 
against the Spartans signing up, first of all, with their most famous local 
enemy and then signing up for the opportunity to have a cavalry to use as 
well, and indeed as we will see, it did lead very soon to a war between 
Athens and Sparta and their two sets of allies in what modern historians call 
the first Peloponnesian War.

But before we get to that, I think we want to attend to the great 
changes in Athens internally that were brought about by this great 
revolution. I think first thing we need to do is, to dispose of Ephialtes, which 
is what his enemies did almost immediately. He was murdered; somebody 
came and stuck a knife in him. It's very interesting; this is the only political 
assassination that we know of in the entire history of the Athenian 
democracy. When you think of how few were the methods for protecting 
anybody in the Athenian state, it really is a remarkable thing. Sometimes I 
think when you look back at the history of the United States and the number 
of presidents, who have either been killed or shot at, attempts made to kill 
them; it's quite extraordinary that the Athenians--this is the only case we 
know. Nobody knows to this day who committed it; there were various 
rumors of which one is obviously inspired by political considerations and 
hard to believe, claims that Pericles killed him in order to clear the way for 
his own leadership of the democratic faction.  

I don't think we need to take that seriously, but that was one of the 
charges. More likely the murder was brought about by disgruntled 
Cimonians, disgruntled conservatives, disgruntled aristocrats, people who 
were very angry at the turn of events that had changed everything in Athens. 
But if we look at the situation in Athens in 461, 460 and so on, we are 
seeing a movement towards a democratic--I don't want to say revolution, I 
suppose, but a rapid movement to make the city of Athens more democratic 
than it ever had been. I'd like to turn next to the story of what that full blown 
Athenian democracy was like and how it worked.

Let me just remind you that in the decade before 500, if we go back 
to the Cleisthenic world, the Greeks who lived in the city state called Athens 
established the world's first democratic constitution. But this new kind of 
government was carried to its classical stage by the reforms of Pericles a 
half a century later in these years between 460 and 450; that's really when 
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most of the action took place. It was in the Athens shaped by Pericles that 
the greatest achievements of the Greek world took place. We should 
remember that the rest of the world continued to be characterized by 
monarchical, rigidly, hierarchical command societies, while in Athens 
democracy was carried as far as it would go before modern times.  

Perhaps, if you look at it in a certain way, further than at any other 
place and time and I'm going to start asking you to be aware of your 
prejudices and to hold them lightly, so that you can have the most full 
understanding of things that may have the same names, but really were very 
different from things that we are accustomed to. One thing that's worth 
pointing out right away was in Athenian democracy the access to the 
political process was limited in Athens to adult males of native parentage. 
Athenian citizenship granted full and active participation in every decision 
of the state without regard to the wealth or the class of the citizen.

In the 450s, under Pericles leadership, the Athenian assembly passed 
a series of laws that went far towards establishing a constitution that was as 
thoroughly democratic as the world has ever seen. It gave direct and 
ultimate power to the citizens in the assembly and in the popular law courts 
where the people made all decisions by a simple majority vote, and it 
provided for the selection of most public offices by allotment for the direct 
election of a very special few and for short terms of office and close control 
over all public officials. We need to have a clear understanding of the kind 
of regime Pericles reforms produced.  

For I don't think it's easy for citizens of what are called democracies 
in the twentieth century, twenty-first century, to comprehend the character 
of the democracy of ancient Athens and the role that it played in the life of 
its citizens. To a degree that's hard for us to grasp, politics was primary in 
the ancient Greek city and the form of the constitution was understood and 
expected to shape the character of its citizens. The art, the literature, the 
philosophy, and all the great achievements of Periclean in Athens cannot be 
fully understood, apart from their political and constitutional context, in the 
democracy established by Cleisthenes and then extended by Pericles later. I 
think a place to start with a description of the Athenian democracy is with 
some attempt at a definition of the term. Developments in the modern world 
make that really hard, for the word has become debased and is almost 
meaningless.  
Few modern states will admit to being anything but democratic. That is 
confusing enough, but there are further complications. Many people today 
would insist that to qualify as a democracy, a state must offer full 
constitutional and political protections and opportunities to all who have 
legal permanent residence within its borders and who desire citizenship. But 
the Athenians limited the right to vote, to hold office, to serve on juries to 
adult males who were citizens. Slaves, resident aliens, women, and male 
citizens under the age of twenty were denied all these privileges.

Modern critics of ancient Athens question the democratic character 
of the Periclean regime, because of the presence of slavery and the 
exclusion of women from political life. In excluding such groups, the 
Athenians were like every other society since the invention of civilization 
about 3000 B.C. until just recently. So, it's really not too interesting or 
amazing to point out this shortcoming from our point of view. What sets the 
Athenians apart, are not these exclusions, but the unusually large degree of 
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inclusion as well as the extraordinarily significant and rewarding 
participation of those who were included.

It's useful to remember that what has been called the Jacksonian 
Democracy in the United States coexisted with slavery in its fullest 
moments--that women were everywhere denied the right to vote until the 
twentieth century, and that we continued to limit political participation to 
those of a specified age. To deny the title of democracy to Pericles in 
Athens, because of those excluded would be to employ a parochial and an 
anachronistic set of criteria that produced paradoxical results. Certainly no 
contemporary Greek doubted that Athens was a democracy. The only 
argument was whether a democracy was good or bad, which is almost an 
unthinkable question to put in our time.  

To look at it from the other end, the Athenians would have been 
astonished at the claim of modern states to that title, even such states as the 
United States and Great Britain. For, to them, an essential feature of 
democracy was the direct and full sovereignty of the majority of citizens. 
Government by elected representatives, checks and balances, separation of 
powers, appointment to important offices, unelected bureaucracies, judicial 
life tenure, terms for elective office of more than one year, all of these 
would have seen clear and deadly enemies of what reasonable people might 
understand by democracy. So, these differences between ancient and 
modern ideas require a brief examination of how the Athenian democracy 
worked, if we are to shed our prejudices and grasp the character of a form of 
government that is as rare as any in the history of the world, and that 
probably never existed in anything like the same form after the end of 
Athenian autonomy.  

So I like to use a helpful, if an anachronistic advice by considering 
the three familiar branches into which we divide government: legislative, 
executive, and judiciary. At the heart of what we would call the legislative 
branch of the Athenian democracy was the assembly; their word was 
ecclesia. It was open to all the adult male citizens of Athens, during Pericles 
lifetime; these may have been 40,000 possibly as many as 50,000 men. 
Now, most Athenians lived many miles from the city. Few owned horses; so 
attendance required a very long walk to town. So as a result, the number 
taking part normally was well short of that. It was probably from 5,000 to 
6,000 people.

One reason for saying that is there was a quorum for some actions 
that you had to have at 6,000 votes. On the one hand that tells us, I think, 
that there were probably more than that who attended the assembly. You 
wouldn't make a quorum being everybody who ever attended the place, but 
on the other hand, it suggests that were many assemblies with fewer than 
6,000 votes. The meetings took place outside, on a hill called the Pnyx, not 
far from the Acropolis and overlooking the agora. Citizens sat on the earth 
of this sharply sloping hill and the speakers stood on a low platform. It was 
not easy for them to make themselves heard. You can imagine, it's an 
outdoor place; they don't have microphones.  

The great fourth century orators are said to have practiced--well, 
Demosthenes, the greatest of them, was said to have practices speaking at 
the seashore over the crashing surf to make his voice strong enough to be 
heard on the Pnyx. A good loud voice was really a terrific asset for an 
Athenian politician. You get some idea of the opening of these meetings 
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from a comic version that is given to us in Aristophanes' comedy, 
Acharnians, performed in the year 425.  

The speaker is a typical aristophanic comic hero, an old fashioned 
farmer from the back woods who complains about the war, the war is now 
about six years old, because it keeps him in Athens, away from his farm in 
the country. I quote now from the aristophanic passage, "it is the day of an 
assembly," he says--by the way, he's sitting there all by himself on the Pnyx, 
nobody has come yet, and there he is complaining. "It is the day of an 
assembly and already morning, but the Pnyx is deserted. They are chattering 
in the agora, dodging the rope dripping with red dye"--that's a reference to 
the fact the Athenians were always slow to come from the marketplace, the 
agora, the city center and make it up the hill to the Pynx, because they were 
so busy talking that they just wouldn't get going. So, the officials had some 
guys carrying a rope dipped in red dye. They circle the agora, and they kept 
closing the circle until everybody was out. You would be running from them 
in the first place, because you wouldn't want to get your coat full of red dye, 
and so that's what he's referring to.  

He said, "even the presidents of the assembly have not arrived, they 
will be late, and when they finally come they will push and fight each other 
for a seat in the front row, streaming down altogether, you can't imagine 
how. But they will say nothing about making peace, oh my Athens, I am 
always the first to make the return voyage to the assembly and take my seat. 
Since I am alone, I groan, I yawn, I stretch my legs, I fart, I don't know what 
to do, I write, I pull out my loose hairs, I add up my accounts, looking off at 
my fields, longing for peace, hating the town, sick for my village home 
which never said, buy my charcoal, my vinegar, my oil, the word buy is 
unknown there where everything is free."  

"So, I have come here fully prepared to shout, to interrupt, to abuse 
the speakers, if they talk about anything but peace, but here come these 
noon-time presidents. Didn't I tell you? Didn't I predict how they would 
come? Everyone jostling up to the front seat. Next, the herald of the 
assembly says, move up, move up within the consecrated area, and then he 
recites the formula that regularly begins debate in the assembly. He simply 
says, 'Who wishes to speak?'" At which somebody raises a hand and the 
game gets started.  

Okay, that's the comic version; but the real meanings on the Pynx 
were rarely comic. They dealt with serious questions. The assembly had 
four fixed meetings in each of the ten periods, into which the official year 
was divided, and also special additional meetings were called for when 
necessary. Topics included the approval or disapproval of treaties, making 
declarations of war, assigning generals to campaigns, deciding what forces 
and resources they should command, confirming officials or removing them 
from office, deciding whether or to not hold an ostracism, questions 
concerning religion, questions of inheritance, in fact, anything else that 
anybody wanted to bring up in the assembly.  

It's especially amazing for a citizen of a modern representative 
democracy to read of these great town meetings dealing directly with 
questions of foreign policy that could mean life or death for those present at 
the debate and for their entire city. To get some idea of the distance between 
ancient and modern democracy, we need only to consider how an 
emergency, say the seizure of an American embassy, would be dealt with 
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today in the United States. It probably arrived first as secret information at 
some bureau of the government's vast and complex intelligence service, 
although it could also just show up on CNN before the government knows. 
But it would be treated as highly confidential and revealed only to a few 
people in the White House, the state, and defense departments.  

Policy would be discussed in a small closed group and the decision 
made by one man ultimately, the President of the United States. If there 
were no leaks, a big if, people would hear of it only when the die had been 
cast. A model for those of my vintage was the Cuban Missile Crisis, which 
was kept as a great secret. In those days the press actually would keep 
secrets on behalf of the national security. Can you imagine such an old 
fashioned approach? Then they had been kicking it around for a week when 
the President got on television and told us what the menace was and what he 
was doing about it. It was too late to have any discussion or argument about, 
but that's the way it works in our system.  

Questions of war and peace rose more than once in Periclean Athens 
and each time the popular assembly had a full debate, and made the decision 
by raising their hands in a vote determined by a simple majority. I don't 
think there's any stronger evidence of the full and final sovereignty of the 
Athenian people on the most important questions than the fact that that is 
the way they made those decisions. An assembly of thousands of course 
could not do its business without help. For that it relied on the council of 
five hundred chosen by lot from all Athenian citizens. Although it 
performed many public functions that the larger body could not handle 
efficiently, its main responsibility was to prepare legislation for 
consideration by the people. In this respect, as in all others, the council was 
the servant of the assembly.  

The assembly could vote down a bill drafted by the council, they 
could change it on the floor, they could send it back with instructions for 
redrafting, or they could replace it with an entirely different bill. Full 
sovereignty and a real exercise of public authority rested directly with the 
assembly. Almost no constitutional barrier prevented a majority of the 
citizens, assembled on the Pynx, on a particular day from doing anything 
they wanted to do.
Turning to the executive, as what we would call the executive, these 
distinctions did not exist for the Athenians. They didn't make these 
divisions, but to help us understand it I'm using these terms. What we might 
call the executive was severely limited in extent, in discretion, and power. 
The distinction between legislative and judicial authority was far less clear 
than in our own society. To begin with, there was no president, no prime 
minister, no cabinet; there was not any elected official responsible for the 
management of the state in general for formulating or proposing a general 
policy. Nothing that Americans would call an administration or that the 
British would call a government. The chief elected officials were ten 
generals, voted for a one year term.  

As their title indicated, they were basically military officials, who 
commanded the army and the navy. They could be reelected without limit 
and extraordinary men like Cimon and Pericles were elected almost every 
year, but they were very exceptional. The political power such men 
exercised was limited to their personal ability to persuade their fellow 
citizens in the assembly to follow their advice. They had no special political 
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or civil authority, and except on military and naval campaigns, they couldn't 
give orders to anybody. Even in military matters the powers of the generals 
were severely limited. Leaders of expeditions were selected by vote of the 
full Athenian assembly, which also determined the size of the force and 
what goals it should pursue. Before the generals took office they were 
subjected to a scrutiny of their qualifications by the council of five hundred.

After completing their year of service, their performance on the job, 
and especially their financial accounts were subject to audit in a special 
process called euthuna. Nor was this the only control by the people over the 
few officials chosen by election. Ten times a year the popular assembly 
voted to determine whether the general's conduct of military affairs appears 
satisfactory, and if the people vote against someone's confirmation in office, 
he is tried in a law court. If he is found guilty they assess his punishment or 
fine. If he is acquitted, he resumes office. Since elected office conferred 
prestige, elected officials were carefully controlled, rather, lest they should 
undermine the rule of the people. That's what's behind all of this careful 
check on the generals. Even with these severe controls, the Athenians 
fulfilled only a few public offices by election. Choosing their military 
officials, their naval architects, and only some of their treasurers, as well as 
the superintendent of the city water supply in that manner; all other officials, 
and there were a good number of them, were chosen by lot.

Allotment was the characteristic device by which the Athenians 
chose their officials, in accordance with the dominant democratic principle, 
which was equality, which held that any citizen who is capable of 
performing civil responsibilities well enough, and it's corollary that feared 
allowing executive or administrative power to fall into the hands of a few 
men, even those who were experienced, or had special abilities. For these 
reasons, the Athenians filled the bulk of their offices by lot and limited 
tenure to one term per man in each office except for the council of five 
hundred, where a man could serve twice in the course of his life. Generals, 
however, could be reelected forever, because it was so obvious that issues of 
skill and ability were literally vital in that job and so that was the one real 
exception to being limited to a very short term.  

To a degree that is amazing to the modern mind, the Athenians kept 
the management of their public life in the hands of ordinary citizens, away 
from professors, professionals, experts, bureaucrats, and politicians. I'll pick 
up the rest of the story next time. 
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XVI. Athenian�Democracy�(cont.)�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Kagan�continues�to�discuss�the�constitution�of�Athens.�In�
particular,�he�explores�the�judicial�workings�of�Athens.�He�describes�in�detail�the�
effort�of�the�Athenians�to�create�a�system�of�justice�that�would�not�only�minimize�
tampering,�in�order�to�insure�justice,�but�also�maximize�citizen�participation.�After�
this� discussion,� Professor� Kagan� comments� on� the� role� of� women� in� Athens� by�
looking�at�two�types�of�sources.�The�picture�that�emerges�is�considerably�complex�
and�left�without�resolution.�Finally,�he�comments�on�the�role�of�slaves.�In�each�of�
these�discussions,�he�draws�illuminating�analogies�to�our�modern�society.�

I was trying to describe to you how the Athenian democracy in its full form, 
after the reforms that were instituted by Pericles, after the death of 
Ephialtes, how that system worked and I had described what we would call 
the legislative branch and the much less significant executive branch, and 
now I'd like to turn to what we would call the judicial branch. Now, this 
Athenian judicial system, I think, might seem even more strange to the 
modern eye than the rest of the constitution. You start with this panel of six 
6,000 jurors who enlisted to serve in the courts each year. On any given day, 
the jurors who showed up to accept an assignment were assigned to specific 
courts and to specific cases. The usual size of a jury seems to have been 
501, although there were juries as small as fifty-one to as many as 1,501, 
depending on what the case was, whether it was public or private, and also 
how important it was.  

To avoid any possibility of bribery or partiality, the Athenians 
evolved an astonishingly complicated system of assignments that effectively 
prevented tampering. That system is described in Aristotle's Constitution of 
Athens. I think it's chapter 61; if any of you think that you have about a 
month or two to spare, read that paragraph and tell me what the hell it 
means, how it works. It's so complicated and the point is that they wanted to 
be sure that it was just impossible for anybody to know who was going to be 
on a particular jury panel for a particular case so that if you wanted to bribe 
anybody you'd have to bribe 6,000 people and that might be mildly 
discouraging. You might say that's an honest bunch of people.  

Well, you don't devise such a complicated system if everybody isn't 
busily thinking of a way to cheat, it seems to me. However, they would have 
failed, the system certainly was full proof I think. Legal procedure was 
remarkably different from what takes place in a modern American court. 
The first surprise you would meet is the absence of any public prosecutor or 
state's attorney. In fact, there are no lawyers at all. Think of that. Think of 
how happy that would make Shakespeare. Complaints, whether they were 
civil or criminal, public or private, large or small, were registered and 
argued by private citizens. Plaintiff and defendant, suer and sued, each made 
his case in his own voice, if not in his own language, because anyone was 
free to hire a speech writer to help him prepare his case and that profession 
flourished in Athens. Although it reached its peak only many years after the 
days of Pericles, the greatest writers of courtroom speeches that have been 
preserved, and I believe they were preserved because generations thought 
they were the very best speeches there were, come from the next century, 
from the fourth century B.C.  
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Here's another surprise. There is no judge. The jury was everything. 
No self respecting Athenian democrat would allow some individual, 
whatever his qualifications, to tell him what was relevant evidence and what 
was not, or which laws or which precedence applied. From the Athenian 
point of view, that would give too much weight to learning and to expertise, 
and it would also create the danger of corruption and undemocratic 
prejudice. I mean, if you couldn't conceal who the judge was going to be as 
you could the jurors, you could--if there was a judge and he was important, 
you might be able to bribe him. Indeed, in our own system it is not unheard 
of that judges are bribed. It's not even unheard of that they were unduly 
prejudiced in one direction or another.

The Athenians would have none of that. So, it was up to the 
contestants in the case to cite the relevant laws and precedence, and it was 
up to the jurors to decide between the plaintiff and the defendant. So, in 
fundamental matters of justice and fairness, the Athenian democrat put very 
little faith in experts. This was one of the most democratic aspects of this 
democratic constitution, the assumption that all citizens had enough sense 
and enough of whatever else it took to make the judgments that were so 
important in the courts. In the courtroom, the plaintiff and defendant each 
had an opportunity to present his case, also to rebut his opponent, to cite 
what was thought to be the relevant law, to produce witnesses, and then to 
sum up his case.  

Now, here's another amazing thing from an American perspective, 
each case--I'm sorry, each phase in the case was limited to a specific amount 
of time, which was kept by an official using a water clock, and no trial, get 
this, lasted more than a single day. Finally, the case went to the jury, which, 
of course, received no charge or instruction since there was no judge to tell 
them what they had to think about and what possibilities were available. The 
jury did not deliberate; you didn't have 1,501 angry men. They just voted by 
secret ballot and a simple majority decided the issue.  

If a penalty was called for, and it was not one that was described by 
law and very few penalties were described by law, the following procedure 
was used: the plaintiff who had won the case proposed a penalty, the 
defendant then had the opportunity to propose a different penalty. The jury 
then, again no deliberation, just voted to choose one or the other, but they 
could not propose anything of their own; no creative penalties were 
possible, just one or the other of the ones proposed by each side. Normally, 
this process led both sides, if you think about it, to suggest moderate 
penalties. For the jury would be put off by an unreasonable suggestion one 
way or another.

If the plaintiff asked for too heavy a penalty that would guarantee 
they would take the other guy's penalty and vice versa. Critics of this system 
complained that democracy made the Athenians litigious. The system 
contained a device therefore--well, not therefore but as a matter of fact, in 
contradiction to that--Let me back up. Of course, the Athenians were 
litigious and knowing that they built in an element meant to reduce the 
degree of unfounded, unreasonable, silly, or just terrible accusations. The 
system contained this device. If the plaintiff did not win a stated percentage 
of the jurors' votes, then he was required to pay a considerable fine.

In public prosecutions he paid it to the state. In private prosecutions 
he paid it to the defendant. Surely, this must have served as a significant 
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deterrent for frivolous, malevolent, and merely adventurous suits. Just think 
of how it would change our system if we had something like that. In a way, 
we do have some of it available in our system. It is possible, for instance, if 
somebody brings a suit against somebody else and fails, it is possible for the 
judge to decide that the defeated side must pay court costs which is a form 
of defense against the frivolous charges. But it isn't anything as thorough as 
the Athenian system, which always had that around. So, if you had a case 
that wasn't going to win many friends on the jury it was going to cost you 
one way or another.

Well, this Athenian system of justice had many flaws obviously. 
Decisions could be quirky and unpredictable since they were unchecked by 
precedent. Juries could be prejudiced and the jurors had no defense except 
their own intelligence and knowledge against speakers, who cited laws 
incorrectly and who distorted history and we have speeches in law courts in 
which these guys are making up laws that nobody ever heard of and that 
they are making arguments that are terrible. So, that they did abuse this 
opportunity, there's no question about it. Speeches unhampered by rules of 
evidence and relevance, and without the discipline imposed by judges could 
be fanciful, false, and sophistical.

There's one anecdote that is handed down about a famous Athenian 
orator that I think gives you some clue about this. This was Lysias, who 
lived at the end of the fifth century and into the fourth, and he was one of 
the great successful speech writers in Athens. Well, somebody came to him 
and said, "I'm involved in this lawsuit Lysias and I'd like to pay you for 
writing a speech on my side," and Lysias said, "fine." He went home, he 
wrote the speech, he brought it to the man, and said, "here it is." The guy 
read it and he said, "Lysias this is terrific, great speech, I can't lose, thanks a 
million"; Lysias goes home. Little while later Lysias hears a banging on his 
door, it's the same guy. He said, "Lysias I read that speech again, was I 
wrong, it's filled with terrible arguments, contradictions, there are holes in 
your logic that they can run trucks through" and Lysias says, "calm down 
my friend, the jury will only hear the speech once."  

So, of course, all of these flaws were there, yet from a modern 
perspective I would argue that the Athenian system had a number of 
attractions. The American legal system and court procedures have been 
blamed for excessive technicality verging on incomprehensibility and for 
the central role of lawyers and judges which give an enormous advantage to 
the rich who can afford to pay the burgeoning costs of participating in the 
legal system. The absence typically of a sufficient deterrent to unfounded 
lawsuits has helped to crowd court calendars. Time spent in jury selection, 
which didn't take any time at all of course in Athens, and wrangling over 
legal technicalities stretches out still further, a process that has no time limit. 
It is not uncommon for participants in a lawsuit to wait for many years 
before coming to trial. Sometimes the plaintiff has died before his case gets 
to court.

Not everyone is convinced that the gain in the scrupulous protection 
of the participant's rights in an increasingly complex code of legal procedure 
is worth the resulting delay, and some point to the principle that justice 
delayed is justice denied. Often, in our courts, decisions are made by judges 
on very remote, difficult, legal or procedural grounds that are 
incomprehensible to the ordinary citizen. As a result, there is much criticism 
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of judges and lawyers, and a loss of faith in general in the legal system. For 
all its flaws, I think the Athenian system was simple, speedy, open, and very 
easily understood by its citizens. It did contain provisions aimed at 
producing moderate penalties and at deterring unreasonable lawsuits.

It placed no barriers of legal technicalities or legal experts between 
the citizens and their laws, counting as always on the common sense of the 
ordinary Athenian. Now the Athenian democratic system as a whole, 
brought to its height in the time of Pericles, has been harshly criticized 
through the ages immediately by contemporaries, who were hostile to the 
democracy, and through the centuries by people who have looked at 
Athenian history as it was depicted by the surviving authors and concluded 
harsh conclusions about democracy. Ancient writers directed most of their 
attacks against the idea of government by mass meeting and the selection of 
public officials by allotment.  

The Athenian renegade Alcibiades told a Spartan audience, as for 
democracy nothing new can be said about it, an acknowledged foolishness. 
Plato has Socrates make the same point more fully and seriously. Socrates 
observes that when it is a matter of building a house or a ship the Athenian 
assembly listens only to experts. If someone without expert qualifications 
tries to give advice in such things, even if he is very handsome and rich, and 
noble they refuse to listen to him. Instead they laugh and hoot at him until 
either he is shouted down and withdraws of his own accord, or the sergeants 
at arms drag him off, or he is expelled by order of the presidents. So, just 
imagine that when you get up to speak in the Athenian assembly, you better 
be ready for anything.

But when the discussion is about affairs of state says Socrates, 
anyone can get up to speak, carpenter, tinker, cobbler, passenger, ship 
owner, rich and poor, noble and commoner, and nobody rebukes him as they 
did in the earlier case; for trying to give advice when he has no knowledge 
and has not been taught. Now in fact the Athenians did appreciate the 
importance of knowledge, skill, talent, and experience, when they thought 
these things existed and could be used in the public interest. So, they did not 
allot, but elected military officers, some treasurers, naval architects, and 
managers of the water supply. These are essentially questions of life and 
death, or of the financial security of the state; apart from that they did not 
care much about expertise. If they did not elect professors of political 
science or philosophers, or lawyers to govern and judge them, it was 
because they were skeptical that there is a useful expertise in these areas, 
and that if it did exist it could safely and profitably be employed for the 
public good.

It is not clear, to me anyway, that the experience of the last twenty 
five hundred years has shown them to be wrong. I don't know what 
percentage of the representatives and senators in our Congress are lawyers 
by training, but whatever that figure is, it's far too large. It's really 
extraordinary that we all sit still for that kind of thing. The kind of variety of 
profession that one can find in our society is absolutely not to be seen in our 
government institutions. Well the Athenians would never permit anything so 
undemocratic as that. Secondly, it is most unlikely that many fools or 
incompetents played a significant part in public affairs.  
Of course, that's the flip side of rejecting expertise and experience; you may 
end up with people who don't know what they're talking about in any shape, 
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manner, or form having influence. Well the Athenians knew that and they 
were worried the fact that there was a possibility of idiots, fools, jerks, and 
other unworthies dominating the political decisions. I don't think that it's 
clear that we are better off than they are in this respect. I remember William 
Buckley once said, he would rather be ruled, governed by the first forty or 
whatever he said forty-fifty people in the Boston Telephone Directory, than 
by the Harvard faculty. I thought we could all agree with that, maybe even 
the Yale faculty. I think that we ought to think a little bit longer before we 
assume our system is the only way one can think about conducting a 
democracy.  

But to get at how the Athenians coped with this problem the 
assembly itself was a far less unwieldy or incompetent body than is 
generally assumed by its critics and that you might ordinarily think would 
be the case if you've got five or six thousand people out there trying to make 
a decision. Think of this, if an Athenian citizen attended no more than half 
the minimum number of sessions held each year, he would hear twenty sets 
of debates by the ablest people in the state, chiefly, elected officials or those 
who formerly had held elective office, the leading politicians in all factions, 
and a considerable number of experts on a variety of subjects who would 
simply get up and express their views.  

These were true debates in which it was not possible to hold 
prepared remarks and look at your--what do they call these books that they 
use? Their policy books or whatever; they were real debates and the 
speakers had to respond extemporaneously to difficult questions and 
arguments from the opposition, nor were they irresponsible displays, but 
serious controversies leading immediately to votes that had important 
consequences for the orators and their audiences. Now if you assume that 
each attendant at the assembly had been listening to such discussions for an 
average of only ten years, and many of them would have had a much longer 
stretch, think of it, such experiences alone must have fashioned a 
remarkable body of voters.  

Probably, I would argue, more enlightened and sophisticated than 
any comparable group in history. Apart from that, every year five hundred 
Athenians served on the council, where everyday they gained experience in 
the management of Athens affairs from the most trivial to the most serious, 
producing bills that served as the basis for the debates and votes of the 
assembly. So, in any particular assembly thousands of those attending, 
perhaps a majority of them would have had that kind of training on the 
council. In light of that breadth of experience, the notion that decisions were 
made by an ignorant multitude is simply not persuasive.  

I like to compare that situation with something that I think perhaps 
we can understand. In the nineteenth century, when people went to a concert 
of what we call classical music, almost everybody in the audience was a 
musician of some kind. Before radio, television, recording systems, if you 
wanted music you had to play it and so people, especially women but men 
too, studied how to play various instruments and they could. So, they could 
read music and they could understand it in a way that only a participant can. 
Hardly anybody who goes to a concert today is in that situation. So, 
Beethoven and Brahms and people like that wrote their compositions and 
orchestras and so on and they played to people who were in a certain sense 
almost experts, in any case, very well educated amateurs.  
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That's the analogy I would suggest that we're talking about that. A 
professional politician so to speak, insofar as there were any in Athens, 
we're dealing with people who didn't just come in off the street and didn't 
know anything about it. They were prepared by their life's experience to be 
a very, very tough audience indeed. But that raises the question, were 
debates in the assembly carried on by ordinary citizens without the 
necessary special knowledge and capacity for informed advice? The 
evidence, I think, suggests not. For there were impressive deterrents, both 
formal and informal, that would make an inexperienced, ill informed, poorly 
educated man reluctant to speak up in the assembly or the council even.  
To begin with I would suggest another analogy for you. For the many, many 
years I have attended meetings of faculties at great American universities, 
what I have seen is that very few and generally the same few are bold 
enough to speak for or against some not very controversial policy argued in 
a group of fewer than hundred people, not to mention those rare, larger 
meetings when subjects arousing passions are at issue. Now the people 
we're talking about, these faculty meetings, have extraordinary educations, 
they are alleged to have unusual intellectual ability, and they belong to a 
profession where public speaking is part of the trade. The meetings are 
conducted in the decorum of established rules of order that forbid 
interruptions and personal attack.

If a guy wants to say that man is a goddamn liar, somebody will call 
him to account and say that was a violation of personal privilege and you 
should cut it out. That's not the way it happened in the Athenian assembly. 
Yet, even at these very, very gentile faculty meetings I'm talking about, 
those who attend them speak very rarely if ever. Why? Why? What is that 
deters them? I ask you, for instance, you all know the answer but you won't 
speak up. Why? Why are you afraid to answer that question; you know the 
answer.

Student: You don't want to look stupid. 
Professor Donald Kagan: Thank you. That's exactly the reason. 

People really are afraid of that. They're just afraid that even if nobody even 
tells them they're stupid, just the way they react may make them feel as 
though they are stupid. This is a fantastic deterrent and if we don't 
understand that we will not understand the way the Athenian assembly 
worked, because that--but of course you know perfectly well their problem 
was much greater. Meetings of the Athenian assembly were not quiet, 
seemly occasions. We should not forget what Dekaioplis said in 
Aristophanes plays, sitting there on the Pynx, he threatened to shout, to 
interrupt, to abuse the speakers. We shouldn't forget Plato's report of how 
the Athenians laughed and hooted, or shouted down speakers who lacked 
what they thought was the necessary expertise.  

Now, these informal deterrents alone, I believe, sharply limited the 
number of speakers in the assembly, but there was also a formal device that 
encouraged them to take thought before they intervened and to be careful in 
what they said in these debates on the Pynx. At some time, perhaps during 
the career of Pericles, but certainly not more than fifteen years after his 
death the Athenians introduced a procedure called the grafe para nomo that 
had the effect of making the citizens in the assembly the guardians of the 
constitution. Any citizen could object to a proposal made in the council or in 
the assembly simply by asserting that if contradicted an existing law. That 
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assertion stopped action on the proposal or suspended its enactment, if it had 
already been passed.

The proposer was then taken before a popular court and if the jury 
decided against him, his proposal was disallowed and he was fined. Three 
findings that a person had done this, deprived him of his rights as a citizen. 
The expectation of the assembly and its procedures, formal and informal, 
made it most unlikely that ignorance and incompetence played a very 
significant role in its deliberations. Of course, there are some ignorant 
imbeciles who nothing will deter, but that's true of our system too.  

An even graver charge has been leveled through the ages against the 
kind of democracy promoted by Pericles. It is said to be inherently unstable, 
inviting faction and class warfare. It is said to be careless of the rights of 
property and to result in the rule of the poor, who are the majority over the 
rich minority. These arguments weighed very heavily in the thinking of the 
founding fathers of the American Constitution, who rejected democracy. 
You need to be aware of that. Their notion of what democracy was Athenian 
democracy as described by its critics and they consciously and plainly 
rejected democracy. They thought something else, they thought they were 
creating a popular republic, and by republic they meant something different 
from democracy.  

Starting with the fuller democracy, instituted by Ephialtes and 
Pericles, in fact, we discover an almost unbroken orderly regime that lasted 
for a hundred and forty years. Twice it was interrupted by oligarchic 
episodes. The first resulted from a a coup d'état in the midst of a long and 
difficult war. The government of that oligarchy lasted just four months. The 
second was imposed by the Spartans after they won the Peloponnesian War 
that one lasted less than a year. On each occasion, the full democracy was 
restored without turmoil, without class warfare, without killings or exiles or 
revenge, without confiscating the property of anybody.
Through many years of hard warfare, military defeat, foreign occupation, 
and oligarchic agitation, the Athenian democracy persisted and showed a 
restraint and a moderation rarely equaled by any regime. Now this behavior 
is all the more remarkable in light of the political and constitutional 
conditions that prevailed in the Periclean democracy and thereafter. 
Remember that the mass of Athenians were not faced with the power of 
what has been called a military industrial complex. They were not thwarted 
by the complexities of representative government by checks and balances, 
by the machinations of unscrupulous lobbyists, or manipulated by the 
irresistible deceptions of mass media. 

They had only to walk up to the Pynx on assembly day, make 
speeches, and vote in order to bring about the most radical, social and 
economic changes. They could, if they had wanted to, they could have 
abolished debt which presumably would be something the poor would favor. 
They could institute confiscatory taxation of the rich to the advantage of the 
poor. The simple expropriation of the wealthy few, all of these things they 
simply could have done, nothing would have stopped them but they never 
did. Although political equality, that is to say, equality before the law, that 
was a fundamental principle of democracy, but economic equality had no 
place in the Athens of Pericles.

On the contrary, the democracy he led defended the right of private 
property and made no effort to change its unequal distributions. The oath 
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taken by jurors each time that they sat on a jury included the following 
clause. "I will not allow private debts to be canceled, nor lands or houses 
belonging to Athenian citizens to be redistributed." In addition, the chief 
magistrate each year swore that whatever anyone owns before I enter this 
office, he will have and hold the same, until I leave it. The Athenians 
respect for property and their refusal to insist on economic equality go a 
long way towards explaining why their democracy was so peaceful, so 
stable, and so durable. But why were the majority of citizens so restrained 
and moderate?  

Part of the answer lies in the relatively broad distribution of property 
in fifth century Athens. It was by no means equal. I want to emphasize the 
word "relatively" compared to states that were oligarchical or aristocratic. 
Also, in its growing prosperity, through the greater part of that time, it's very 
hard to sustain any kind of a reasonable, moderate regime in times that are 
hard, in times in which there is great poverty so that was - these were 
certainly among the reasons why Athens was so successful. But there was 
always, you should remember, a group of fabulously wealthy citizens and 
also thousands who were poor by any standard. It certainly seems clear that 
at any time in this period the majority of Athenian citizens were not rich 
enough to be hoplites. Not rich enough even to have those small family 
farms that supported your infantrymen. So, it's not as though there aren't a 
lot of poor people in the state.
The poorest, moreover, those who lacked the property to quality as 
infantrymen, were the very men who rode the ships that brought Athens 
wealth and power and glory. The last 30 years of the century furthermore 
were terrible times of war, plague, impoverishment, and defeat. Yet neither 
during nor after the war did the Athenian masses interfere, in any way, with 
private property or seek economic leveling in the two ways the 
revolutionaries always wanted it, canceling debts and redistributing the land. 
In the Periclean democracy, the Athenian citizens demanded only equality 
before the law. I think that is the key principle to understand when you're 
thinking about Athenian democracy.  

Full political rights for all citizens, and that is what separated the 
Athenian democracy from oligarchies and aristocracies in other Greek 
states, and the kind of even chance that is provided by these two things, 
equality before the law and participation in the political process for all 
citizens. By these rules, the Athenian was willing to abide in the face of the 
greatest disasters and the greatest temptations. It was this politically equal, 
individualistic law abiding, and tolerant understanding of the democracy 
that Pericles had done so much to create and to which he could appeal, and 
point with pride confident that his fellow citizens shared his views.  

In their rational, secular, worldly approach to life, in their 
commitment to political freedom, and to the autonomous importance of the 
individual in a constitutional republican and democratic public life, the 
Athenians of Pericles day were closer to the dominant ideas and values of 
our own era than any culture that has appeared to the world since antiquity. 
That is why Periclean Athens, I believe, has so much meaning for us. But if 
there is much to learn from the similarities, there's at least as much to learn 
from the differences between the Athenians and ourselves.

Although the Athenians value wealth and material goods as we do, 
they regarded economic life and status, both as less noble and less important 



234�
�

than participation and distinction in public service to the community. 
Although they were pioneers in recognizing the importance, the autonomy, 
and legitimate claims of the individual, they could not image the fulfillment 
of the individual's spiritual needs apart from his involvement in the life of a 
well ordered political community. To understand the achievement of 
Pericles and his contemporaries, we thus need to be aware of these 
significant differences. I think we ought to also study them with a certain 
humility.  

For in spite of their antiquity, the ancient Athenians may have 
known and believed things we have either forgotten or never known, and we 
ought to keep open the possibility that in some respects they might have 
been right about some of these things. Now what I've been talking about up 
to now is the workings of the Athenian Constitution for active citizens, and I 
remind you, that means free men, adults, who have citizen parents. That 
excludes a lot of people, who lived in Athens and so I'd like to spend a little 
time also talking about two groups of such people, who were excluded from 
the political process: women and slaves, both of which have caught the 
attention of modern scholars eager to demonstrate the undemocratic aspects 
of ancient Athens when judged by our criteria, which seem more and more 
to require that every living creature--I was going to say every living thing be 
treated with equality.  

I know that of course there are feelings that people who wanted to 
say that--we all say, we all agree there should be no discrimination between 
men and women. There, of course, should be no slaves, but now we're 
moving towards saying that people should receive citizenship or citizen 
rights who aren't even legally citizens. There are many people who want to 
give protections to animals that now are limited to people and there are 
people also who want to include trees and other vegetation under these 
protections. So, we need to examine the Athenian situation and make our 
judgments about that. Let's talk about women first.  
Greek society, like most cultures throughout history, was dominated by 
men. This was true of the democratic city of Athens in the great days of 
Pericles, no less than in other Greek cities. Nevertheless, the position of 
women in classical Athens has been the subject of a great deal of 
controversy. The bulk of the evidence coming from the law, the actual laws 
of Athens, from philosophical and moral writings, and from information 
about the conditions of daily life and the organization of society shows that 
women were excluded from most public aspects of public life. They could 
not vote, they could not take part in the political assemblies, they could not 
hold public office, or take any direct part in politics.

Male citizens of all classes had these public responsibilities and 
opportunities. The same sources show that in the private aspects of life, 
women were always under the control of a male guardian. A father at first, a 
husband later, or failing these, an appropriate male relative designated by 
the law. Women married young, usually between the ages of twelve and 
eighteen. I think if we think of them as being about fifteen years old we'll 
probably have a reasonable average. Husbands, on the other hand, were 
typically at least 30 and usually over it when they married. So, women were 
always in a relationship like that of a daughter to a father when you think 
about the realities of life. Marriages, furthermore, were arranged. By the 
way, as in other societies, the higher you get in society the more likely it is 
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that these marriages will be arranged with economic considerations, social 
considerations predominating.  

As you get lower in society, I can only suspect, because we don't 
really have evidence that it was far more informal and maybe that marriages 
may have been as a consequence of mutual desire than was true of the upper 
classes. Normally these--I'm shifting again to where we have evidence, and 
that means probably not the poorest women in the city, the women normally 
had no choice of their husband. The woman's dowry, and dowries were 
required, was controlled by a male relative. Divorce was very difficult for a 
woman to obtain, for she needed the approval of a male relative, who if he 
gave that approval had then to be willing to serve as her guardian after the 
dissolution of her marriage.  

In case of divorce the dowry would be returned with the woman, but 
it was still to be controlled in that case by her father, or the appropriate male 
relative. The main function and responsibility of a respectable Athenian 
woman, of a citizen family, was to produce male heirs for the household of 
her husband. If, however, her father's household lacked a male heir, the 
daughter became what the Greeks called an epikleros, the heiress to the 
family property. In that case, she was required by law to marry the man who 
was the next of kin on her father's side, in order to produce the desired male 
offspring. In the Athenian way of thinking, women were lent by one 
household to another for purposes of bearing and raising a male heir to 
continue the existence of the oikos, the family establishment.  

Because the pure and legitimate lineage of the offspring was 
important women were carefully segregated from men outside the family 
and were confined to the women's quarters even in the house. Men might 
seek sexual gratification in several ways outside the house with prostitutes 
of high or low style, prostitutes frequently recruited from abroad, but 
respectable women stayed home to raise the children, cook, weave cloth, 
and oversee the management of the household. The only public function of 
women was an important one in the various rituals and festivals of the state 
religion. There is a very new book by a professor at NYU by the name of 
Connelly, which studies very carefully all the information that we know 
about ancient Greek priestesses which reveals, I think, something that we 
haven't known enough about before, that women in that realm at least had 
an enormously important and I would say sort of glorious role in that way.  

It doesn't change any of the things I've said about the other aspects of 
life but we've really not paid enough attention to this religious side of things 
and we should remember that religion was very important for these people 
even though to us it looks as though they were very secular in the way they 
lived. Religion in their way of thinking was very important. So anyway, 
apart from these religious things, Athenian women were expected to remain 
home, quiet, and unnoticed. Pericles told the widows and mothers of the 
Athenian men who died in the first year of the Peloponnesian War only this. 
You will either have read or you will read the Pericles famous funeral 
oration, and he has all these things to say, and at the very end he addresses 
the widows and the mothers of the men, who have died in a way that 
puzzles me beyond belief and I still don't understand why he chose to say 
what he did.

But what he said, I think, was the common wisdom about what the 
situation was. He said, "your great glory is not to fall short of your natural 
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character and the greatest glory of women is to be least talked about by men, 
whether for good or ill." Okay, that's what they thought. Why the hell did he 
say it at the end of that funeral oration? If anybody has any insight on that, I 
would be very grateful if you would tell me about it; now or at any time in 
the future. The picture derived from these sources is largely accurate, but I 
would argue that it does not fit in well with what we learn from the evidence 
of a wholly different set of sources. First of all, what we see in the pictorial 
art chiefly in vase paintings, and even more strikingly I think, in what we 
learned from the tragedies, and the comedies that were performed every year 
at two great festivals in Athens.

Finally, these things derive very much from the mythology, which is 
after all their religious tradition of the Athenians. Now these sources often 
show women as central characters and powerful figures in both the public 
and the private spheres. The Clytemnestra, who shows up in Aeschylus' 
tragedy Agamemnon, she arranges the murder of her royal husband and 
establishes the tyranny of her lover whom she dominates. Then there is the 
terrifying and powerful Medea of Euripides, who negotiates with kings and 
can commit horrible deeds in her fury, which I think Euripides suggests is 
very justified fury, even if the deed is not. And these are just two examples 
of which there are many, in which women are central and important, and 
powerful, and active, and not passive, and it's all about them.  
We are left with an apparent contradiction, clearly revealed by a famous 
speech in Euripides tragedy Medea and I'd like to read you that. He 
presented his play at the Dionysiac festival in Athens. His heroine Medea is 
a foreign woman who has unusual powers. I mean she is practically 
something like a witch, a sorceress; don't imagine these Halloween kind of 
witches, a proper witch is so beautiful that she can bewitch you; think of 
that. So she's a foreign woman with these powers, but in the speech that 
follows she describes the fate of women in terms that appear to give an 
accurate account of the condition of women in fifth century B.C. Athens.  

Here's what she says, "Of all things which are living and can form a 
judgment, we women are the most unfortunate creatures. Firstly, with an 
excess of wealth, it is required for us to buy a husband and take for our 
bodies a master. For not to take one is even worse, and now the question is 
serious, whether we take a good or bad one, for there is no easy escape for a 
woman, nor can she say no to her marriage. She arrives among new modes 
of behavior and manners, and she needs prophetic power, unless she has 
learned at home how best to manage him who shares the bed with her. If we 
work out all this well and carefully, and the husband lives with us and likely 
bears his yoke, this life is enviable, if not I'd rather die."  

"A man when he's tired of the company in his home goes out of the 
house and puts and end to his boredom and turns to a friend or companion 
of his own age, but we are forced to keep our eyes on one alone. What they 
say of us is that we have a peaceful time living at home, while they do the 
fighting in war. How wrong they are! I would very much rather stand three 
times in the front of battle than to bear one child."  

I wonder what the Athenian men in that audience thought about all 
of that. The picture that Medea paints that women subjected to men accords 
well of course with much of the evidence, but we have to take note of the 
fact that the woman who complains of women's lot is the powerful central 
figure in a tragedy that is named after her. By the way, it's not the only case, 
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another of the great tragedies of Attic drama is Sophocles' Antigone, and 
Antigone is another heroic woman who defies kings and everybody else in 
order to do the right thing and who accepts death rather than to give way in 
her principles. This is not the kind of a woman that Pericles had in mind 
when he said, just shut up and be sure nobody's talking about you. Now, this 
tragedy was produced, we need to remember, at state expense before most 
of the Athenian population, and was written by a man, who was one of the 
Athens greatest poets and dramatists.  

Medea is a cause of terror to the audience, and at the same time, and 
object of their pity and sympathy as a victim of injustice. She is anything 
but the creature least talked about by men whether for good or for bad. 
When those men walked out of that theatre they would be talking about 
Medea for the next week. There is reason to believe that the role played by 
Athenian women may have been more complex than their legal status might 
suggest. That's all I feel I can say about that subject because I haven't been 
able to resolve the contradiction. Well I won't go into modern scholarly 
arguments but let me just say that no matter what they all say, no matter 
how they come out, this dichotomy is there, it's in the sources. We need to 
do something and some supplying for things that are missing if we are to 
comprehend how both halves of this can be true as I'm sure they both are 
somehow.  

Let's turn next to the question of slavery. In Greece, chattel slavery 
proper began to increase about five hundred B.C. and it remained an 
important element in society. The main sources of slaves were war captives 
and the captives of pirates, who made a living in large part by catching 
people and selling them as slaves, and of course those people at first 
enslaved through war piracy or other means, who were sold by slave traders. 
They did not, unlike in the American south were they successful, nor 
necessarily did they try, to breed slaves themselves. They were typically 
bought from slave traders. Like the Chinese, the Egyptians, and almost 
every other civilized people in the ancient world the Greeks regarded 
foreigners as inferiors.
They called them barbarians, because they uttered words that sounded to the 
Greeks like bar, bar, bar, bar, bar. Most slaves, working for the Greeks, were 
foreigners. Greeks sometimes enslaved Greeks, but typically not to serve in 
the Greek home as a servant--really not so much at home. They did use 
slaves, as I've told you earlier, to work on the farms alongside the farmers. 
The chief occupation, as always before the twentieth century, was 
agriculture. The great majority of Greek farmers worked these small 
holdings to poor to support even one slave. Some would be so fortunate as 
to have as many as one or two slaves to work alongside them. I think, as I 
said earlier, I think probably most of the hoplites could manage that but I 
think we really don't know the answer to that. I'm sure they range from zero 
to more than two, but if you're thinking one or two you're probably right.  

The upper classes had larger farms, of course, that would be led out 
to free tenant farmers or worked by slaves, generally under an overseer, who 
was himself a slave. Large landowners generally did not have one single 
great estate. In every way I want you to try to get out of your head the 
picture of slavery in the American South with its plantations and great 
squads of slaves in one place, under one master. That was not the typical 
way for the Greeks, but rather the wealthy would have several smaller farms 
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scattered about the polis. Well that arrangement did not encourage the 
amassing of these great hordes of agricultural slaves who would later work 
the cotton and sugar plantations of the new world.

Slaves were used in larger numbers in what I laughingly call industry 
in the ancient world, I mean handicrafts, but one exception to that typical 
system was mining. We know something about the mines in southern 
Athens, where the silver was found and that reveals a different picture. 
Nicias, a wealthy Athenian of fifth century B.C., owned a thousand slaves, 
whom he rented to a mining contractor for a profit. But this is unique; we 
don't know of anything like this besides this situation, and it's by far the 
largest number of slaves that we know any individual held. In another 
instance of large slave holdings in Athens, a family of resident aliens 
employed about a hundred and twenty slaves in their shield factory that was 
the military industrial complex in Athens.  

Most manufacturing, however, was at very small scale with shops 
using one or two, or a handful of slaves. Slaves worked as craftsmen in 
almost every trade, and it was true for the agricultural slaves on small farms, 
they worked alongside their masters. If you took these slaves that I regard as 
taking care of the majority of the work in Athens, if you translated them into 
being handymen or regular workers who worked at jobs regularly who were 
free, if you went in you went into these shops that's what you would think, 
because you didn't have somebody lashing anybody over great numbers of 
people. You would have two or three guys working there. One would be the 
guy who owns it, and maybe the other two guys would be slaves.  

A significant proportion of slaves of course were domestic servants 
and many were shepherds. Publicly held slaves also served as policemen; 
don't get carried away there were very, very few policemen. They were also 
prison attendants; there were very, very few prisons and very few prisoners. 
There were clerks, and there were secretaries and some of them worked 
their way up because of their natural skills, if they worked--this was usually 
the case, if you found such people in commerce, and most especially in 
banking. We hear that one of the richest men in Athens in the fourth century 
was a man called Pazian who had been a slave, and by his talents had 
bought his own freedom, and then had become one of the richest men in 
Athens. That's an oddball story; don't take that as being very widespread, 
but it shows you one element in the system.  

The number of slaves in ancient Greece is a subject of continuing 
controversy and that's because we don't have the kind of evidence to come 
to a conclusive answer. There are no useful figures for the absolute number 
of slaves, or for their percentage of the free population, in any city except 
Athens. There the evidence permits estimates for the slave population in the 
classical period, by which I mean the fifth and the fourth centuries that 
range from a low of twenty thousand slaves to a high of about a hundred 
thousand slaves. If we accept the meaning between these extremes, I love to 
do that when I don't have any better thing to do, you come up with sixty 
thousand slaves.

Now, the estimates that are made about the free population of Athens 
in the same period at this height, some people would say as low as--nobody 
gets much below forty thousand households, some want to move it up 
towards about sixty thousand households. What do I come up with? Right 
fifty thousand - that would yield a figure of fewer than two slaves per 
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family. It has been estimated that only a quarter to a third of free Athenians 
owned any slaves at all. So, the distribution was unequal, with most families 
having no slaves and some families having many. Some historians have 
noted that in the American south, in the period before the Civil War, where 
slaves also made up less than a third of the total population and three 
quarters of free southerners had no slaves. The proportion of slaves to free 
citizens was similar to that in ancient Athens.  

Because slavery was so important to the economy of the south, these 
historians suggested it may have been equally important and similarly 
oppressive in ancient Athens. I find several problems with this analogy. For 
one thing it's important to make a distinction between a world such as the 
cotton states of the American south before the Civil War, where a single 
cash crop well suited for exploitation by large groups of slaves, dominates 
the economy, and a society like the one in Athens, where the economy was 
mixed, the crops varied, the land and its distribution very poorly suited to 
massive slavery. Another major difference is in the likelihood of a slave 
achieving freedom. The freeing of American slaves, although it happened, 
was comparatively rare, but in Greece it was very common.

The most famous example I've told you already about, Pasion who 
began as a bank clerk, earned his freedom, became Athens richest banker, 
and then was even rewarded with Athenian citizenship but that's very rare. 
On the other hand, the acquisition of freedom by slaves was not. People 
frequently free their slaves on their own death and often before that for 
various reasons. It's also important to distinguish the American south where 
the slaves were distinguished from their masters by skin color, where the 
masters were increasingly hostile to the idea of freeing slaves, and in terror 
of slave rebellions with a very different society of classical Athens. There 
slaves walked the streets with such ease as to offend noblemen, who were 
class conscious.  

Plato complained about the Athenian democracy, that men and 
women who have been sold are no less free than their purchasers. An 
anonymous writer of the fifth century was appalled by the behavior of 
slaves in Athens. He says, "One may not strike them there, nor will a slave 
step aside for you, and if it were legal for a free man to strike a slave an 
Athenian would often have been struck under the mistaken impression that 
he was a slave. For the clothing of the common people there is no way 
superior to that of the slaves and the resident aliens, nor is their appearance. 
They allow slaves there to live in luxury and some of them in considerable 
magnificence." An estate relying on naval power, it is inevitable that slaves 
must work for hire so that we may take profits from what they earn. While 
there are rich slaves, it is no longer profitable for my slave to be afraid of 
you. In Sparta, my slave would be afraid of you but there in Athens, if your 
slave is afraid of me, he will probably spend some of his own to free himself 
from danger."  

This, then, is why in the matter of free speech we have put slaves 
and free men on equal terms. Now a lot of this is absolute baloney; this is 
some right wing character who is just so annoyed with Athenian democracy 
that he is making over the top statements, but it cannot be so far removed 
from reality as to be ridiculous or else it wouldn't be in any persuasive. So, I 
think we have to imagine slaves moved about Athens with a degree of ease 
and security and as must rightly be saying you really couldn't tell a slave 
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from a free man very readily in ancient Athens. All of this is meant to be by 
contrast with the picture of the south.
Even more remarkable, the Athenians were on occasion willing to 
contemplate the liberation of all their slaves. In 406, their city facing defeat 
in the Peloponnesian War, they freed all slaves of military age and granted 
citizenship to those who rode the ships that won the Battle of Arginusae. 
Twice more, at crucial moments, similar proposals were made although 
without success. Now during the Civil War people did suggest to the South 
that they liberate their slaves and enroll them in the Southern army and such 
ideas were always quashed, and I think we can read something very 
important into the difference between the two situations. The southerners 
were afraid to do it because they didn't trust the slaves not to turn on them 
and kill them if they were armed.  

The Athenians just didn't have that fear at all and I think that's a big 
story about the difference between the two systems. Okay, that's all I have to 
say about these subjects. We do have six, seven, eight minutes I'd be 
delighted to respond to any comments or questions any of you would like to 
put about any of these topics. Yes sir? 

Student: Why do you think the Athenians did not fear their slaves? 
Professor Donald Kagan: They did not fear their slaves, because I 

think in the first place they did not treat them so harshly as to create that 
kind of absolute hatred that nothing could take care of. Second of all, I think 
because the prospect of their liberation being not an out of the question idea 
softened the edge between master and slave to a degree where the Athenians 
didn't have that sense these people are waiting to kill me. I guess another 
thing is since so many of them--first of all you start with household slaves, 
well even in the south there were very, very few household slaves, who did 
not develop friendly and warm feelings towards the people in the house. So, 
that takes care of another situation and than there are all these slaves who 
worked side by side with their master, not as part of a gang under an 
overseer, but as a fellow worker with their farmers. So, the whole way of 
thinking about it I think was so different that--and here's another thing, we 
never hear of a slave rebellion among the polis of Athens. We do hear of 
helot rebellions, of course. It doesn't fit the mold in Sparta, but we never 
hear of a slave rebellion in spite of all the troubles these towns have. So, I 
think those would be the reasons. Anything else? Yes. 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: Well when they had skills, and this 

happened in the south too, by the way, just not to the same extent. When 
they had skills it was in the master's interest to encourage them to do their 
work to the best of their ability, and so they rewarded them by letting them 
keep part of the profits of what they produced and it was that of course 
which allowed some of these people to buy their own freedom. It is true that 
that happened in the south as well. Anything else, yes ma'am? 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: The answer is I'm sure there must have 

been runaway slaves, but it's just a non-issue so far as we can see. It's the 
big deal in the south and the north when fugitive slave laws become a great 
source of trouble, but I think there was not too much running away of 
slaves, because there really wasn't any place to run to. There was no place 
where there wasn't slavery. So if an Athenian slave runs to the Boeotia, he's 
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going to be a Boeotian slave, I think that was one of the reasons and put that 
together with a rather gentle arrangements I've described, the combination I 
think reduced the problem of runaway slaves. Anything else? Yes? 

Student: Could you address the Athenian slavery compared to 
Sparta?

Professor Donald Kagan: The Spartan situation as compared to the 
Athenian situation, night and day. The helots, I've told you all about it; 
you've read all about it, and as a man leading the rebellion in Sparta at the 
beginning of the fourth century said about helots and other people who were 
not Spartiates in Lacedaemon, they would have gladly eaten the Spartans 
raw. So, that's all you need to know about the difference. Yes. 

Student: According to the discussion about the judicial system and 
the fact the plaintiffs were fined if they lost [inaudible] 

Professor Donald Kagan: Too badly. 
Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: Yeah. I don't know, how does the British 

system work? Do they do that? I've told this story to various American 
lawyers and law professors, and I've been struck by their absolute lack of 
imagination, but when I finally get them to think about these things they tell 
me that some of them tell me very happily that in some areas we are moving 
towards that or we have some of that. They tell me that in civil cases, very 
often, the arrangement that they agree to is that one side will make one 
proposal, one side will make another proposal, and some arbiter will choose 
between the two.
But mostly if I speak to, especially law professors, I've tried to get them to 
think about the advantages and disadvantages of the Athenian system with 
some objectivity, and I say to them put aside for the moment the question of 
whether you think justice is more likely to be arrived at through the Anglo-
Saxon system of law or the Athenian system of law, because the truth is we 
don't know one way or the other, and I found that they can't do it. They're so 
committed to the conviction that justice is only possible under the Anglo-
Saxon system of advocacy and competition, and all of those things that they 
just won't think about it.  

But, you of course, although three quarters of you are going to 
become lawyers anyway, you're above that you'll be much more judicious in 
thinking about that. Do I have to make an announcement? Yeah, those of 
you who were good enough to serve as hoplites in our demonstration, it 
turns out we need for you to say it's okay for your pictures to appear on 
these deathless productions that we're engaged in now. So, would you if you 
could please come up forward and speak with John Lee and he'll talk to 
about what has to happen. Thanks very much. 
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XVII. The�Peloponnesian�War,�Part�I�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� describes� the� events� that� lead� up� the�
Peloponnesian� War.� He� argues� that� the� rise� of� Athenian� power� and� the�
concomitant�challenge�to�Spartan�dominance�pointed�to�potential�conflict.�
However,� Professor� Kagan� also� points� out� that� there� were� many� people�
who� did� not� want� war� and� that� therefore� war� was� not� inevitable.� The�
Thirty�Years�Peace�was�negotiated,�and�Professor�Kagan�finally�argues�that�
its�clause�for�arbitration�was�the�key�clause�that�could�have�prevented�war.�

For the next couple of weeks we will be examining the coming and the 
fighting of the Great Peloponnesian War. It's a subject that had tremendous 
importance for the Greeks themselves and it has been one of the things that 
has occupied people interested in the ancient Greeks more than most thing, 
partly because of its own extraordinary importance, but I think perhaps even 
more because of the fact that it was described for us by a participant, a 
contemporary Thucydides, the son of Olorus an Athenian, who by common 
consent throughout the millennia has been agreed upon as one of the great 
historians ever, sort of the second one that we know of in all of history, but 
also one who is much esteemed. I would argue that right now he's probably 
esteemed more than he has ever been throughout the history of the world, 
because he's had such a great influence on thinking in the West and then in 
the world as well--around the world as well.

Ever since the twentieth century, he really came into his own as 
events like the First and the Second World War, to be followed then by the 
Cold War seemed to observers of the time, to be much illuminated by 
studying Thucydides' account of the Peloponnesian War. And as a 
consequence his own way of thinking about history and about war, and 
about international relations and about behavior of human beings in the 
mass, and a whole variety of subjects in the realm of politics and diplomacy 
and war. So it's for those reasons, I think, that this story has been so 
carefully looked at, compared to others in history.  

You know that for almost three decades at the end of the fifth 
century the Athenian Empire fought against the Spartan alliance in this 
terrible war that changed the Greek world and the civilization of the Greeks 
forever. From the perspective of the fifth century Greeks, the Peloponnesian 
War deserves to be thought of I think as a world war. It just involves the 
Greeks themselves and that's not quite right. That's one of the points 
Thucydides makes. It drew into it other peoples other than the Greeks who 
were very important. The Persians were to play a critical role and similarly 
the Macedonians, and similarly peoples in Sicily and in Italy. So, it really 
doesn't require much defense from the Greek point of view to think of it as a 
kind of a world war.

A critical turning point in Greek history causing enormous 
destruction of life and property, intensifying factional and class hostility, 
dividing the Greek states internally--it was the cause of civil wars 
throughout the Greek world, throughout its history and subsequently, de-
stabilizing the relationship of classes within cities and between the 
relationships between cities ultimately. As we can see from hindsight, 
making the capacity of the Greeks to resist an outside threat much weaker 
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and helping to bring about a situation in which they finally did lose their 
independence and their autonomy.  

So, from so many points of view the war may be seen as a tragic 
event, the end of a period of confidence and hope, and I would want to 
stress that. If you look at the fifty year stretch between the Persian War and 
the Peloponnesian War, it is the great age of Greece when so many of the 
things that we value in the experience of the Greeks were created and 
carried forward, and a period in which one sees evidence of all sorts of 
confidence in human capacities and the hope of what will be in the future. 
All of that, I think, suffered a considerable reversal because of the 
Peloponnesian War, and began a darker time.  

It was a war of unprecedented brutality in Greek life, violating even 
the already rugged code that had previously governed Greek fighting and 
breaking through that thin veneer that separates civilization from savagery. 
It is actually to Thucydides that that way of thinking about things is old. 
Certainly for me; that's when I first understood what he's teaching us to such 
a degree in his history, that there is just a very thin veneer that covers over 
the brutal, the bestial, the worst and bestial that exists in human beings even 
in society, but that society is what covers that over and permits something 
resembling what we would call civilization. But warfare tends to put a strain 
on that limiting element which is what society gives you.  
Anger, frustration, the desire for vengeance increases as the fighting drags 
on, producing a progression of atrocities that included maiming and killing 
captured opponents, throwing them into pits to die of thirst, starvation and 
exposure, that's what happened in Sicily and hurling them into the sea to 
drown, which became the practice towards the end of the Peloponnesian 
War. It was a case of a band of marauders, murdering innocent school 
children, entire cities were destroyed, the men killed the women and 
children sold into slavery. I don't say there were no atrocities before the 
Peloponnesian War, but nothing like the concentration of them that 
developed, and also I suspect a whole new range of them also came into 
being.

One reason being that in the past wars had been short, and one of the 
messages I think Thucydides wants to give us is that the longer a war 
persists, the more inevitable is the sinking below civilized levels of warfare, 
if there is such a thing as civilized level of warfare, to a much more horrible 
way of fighting. As I said, although the war ended over 2,400 years ago it 
continues to fascinate readers today. I was astonished; I wrote a one-volume 
history of the Peloponnesian War and it sold 50,000 copies of the damn 
thing. I'm truly amazed; so was my publisher. But I think shouldn't have 
been amazed, because for maybe a century now people have been studying 
Thucydides and the war, or when they have not been studying them they've 
been hearing about it; references that have been made to it by distinguished 
people.

General Marshall referred to it in a famous quotation when he was 
Secretary of State and people keep talking about it, and so the curiosity I 
think rather than the familiarity--curiosity about what is this all about may 
account for this, but it's also true that if you go to--Thucydides and the 
Peloponnesian War are taught in all the military academies. They are taught 
in all, or just about all, I never heard one that didn't, in all programs of 
international relations anywhere. That's one of the first books along with the 
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Chinese Sage of Warfare, Sun-tzu both of those seem to be typically read 
everywhere and so on. I don't think that this is just an affectation of look at 
us we read classical stuff; I don't think that's what it's about. I think it is 
based on a conviction and supported by arguments by scholars, not 
classicists, that there is some continuing meaning, some continuing value, 
something we can learn about all of these important topics by reading 
Thucydides.

So, I want to just comfort you for the burden I've laid on you in 
giving you that book and all of this stuff to read. You're not wasting your 
time; that's what I'm trying to tell you. I'd like to turn first to the question of 
the origins of the war, the causes of the war, the outbreak of the war, 
however you want to look at that phenomenon, because Thucydides is very 
interested in that subject and writes about it with a sophistication that in my 
opinion, has not been superseded and rarely matched in the years since that 
point.

Thucydides' whole first book really is about that subject, how and 
why did that war come about? That's a subject I just think is immensely 
interesting and important, because we should face the fact that the history of 
civilized mankind is almost the history of warfare. There's nothing more 
typical of human societies than that they are organized to fight wars and do 
so. And I think by the twentieth-, twenty-first century we ought to have 
come to the conclusion this is a bad thing. Wars, certainly now, whatever 
positive functions they might have had in the past, and they have been 
sometimes glorified for various reasons, the price of them is just far too high 
for us to think that's fine, let's keep doing that. So, the problem why do wars 
happen and how can they be avoided strikes me as important a question as 
there is, and Thucydides I think gives us some food to chew on as we think 
about that.

Well, he examined the situation in the first book and concluded with 
what he calls the truest cause, the truest explanation. I'll quote him now, 
"The truest explanation, although it has been the least often advanced I 
believe to have been the growth of the Athenians to greatness which brought 
fear to the Lacedaemonians and forced them to war." Scholars differ a bit on 
what that really means, but I side with what I think are the majority of the 
scholars on this point, which is to say he is really saying that this war 
became inevitable at a certain point when the Athenian Empire, that's the 
greatness of Athens reached such a point as to alarm the Spartans enough to 
do what they did, which was to start a war to check the growth of that 
Athenian power. Everything I've said is open to criticism and disagreement, 
and just naturally great big arguments about these things, but I'm giving you 
my view which is not original or unique.

Now, I think it's important to realize that Thucydides does not think 
that sort of an obvious explanation can be found by examining the 
circumstances that took place when the war broke out in 431 B.C., and the 
proof of that is not merely that he speaks about the truest explanation, which 
means he's rejecting less true ones, which do focus on the events 
themselves, what we might call the precipitating causes of the war. He 
begins his account explaining how the war came back to the end of the 
Persian Wars and the events that are important, from his point of view, are 
the forming of the Delian League which emerges as the Athenian Empire. 
That's one critical thing he goes back to, and the other critical thing he goes 
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back to is the distrust that emerged swiftly between Athens and Sparta 
which turned into a major division in the Greek world and produced 
ultimately-- suspicion obviously is something that makes it easier to bring 
about fear, and so we get to that second element that Thucydides talks 
about, the fear that the growth of Athenian power and gender in the 
Spartans.

What is so splendid in my eyes about Thucydides understanding of 
why these things happened and why it's superior to what is typically taught 
in the graduate schools that study international relations is he's talking about 
human emotions. He's talking about feelings; he's not talking about 
structures that you need to be a professor in order to understand. I think that 
that's one of the powerful things. Thucydides is interested in structures, the 
first one he ever looks at. He thinks it's a very important thing, but when he 
comes down to explaining why nations go to war, he looks at the feelings 
that the people involved have.

Well, we've talked already about some of the events that he 
describes, taking them mainly from him. I'm talking about the beginning of 
the Delian League, the conversion into an Athenian Empire, the suspicion 
that aroused among the Spartans, but the fact that they worked things out 
until the Thasian rebellion, where we see the Athenians acting more 
aggressively with less justification than they ever have before. But what I 
didn't tell you because I wanted to save it for this context is that Thucydides 
mentions the fact that when the Thasians launched their rebellion against 
Athens in 465, they went first to the Spartans and asked them, if we rebel 
against the Athenians will you invade Attica, and the ephors, the officials 
that conduct foreign policy in the first instance in Sparta, said they would.

Well, they didn't because before they could do so the great 
earthquake occurred which prevented them doing any such thing. It needs to 
be pointed out that this message--these talks that went on between the 
Thasians and Spartans were secret, and we have to believe that at this time, 
the Athenians did not know about these conversations, because if they had, 
there is no way they could have been persuaded to send help, 4,000 hoplites 
into the Peloponnesus to help the Spartans against the helots. So, I think we 
need to accept Thucydides' assessment of that situation. Well, we know it 
happened. The Athenians were sent away because of the suspicion that the 
Spartans felt for them and their way of government, and this produced a 
tremendous anger in the Athenians and it also led to a revolution internally 
in which the Cimonian regime was replaced by one led by more radical 
democrats like Ephialtes and Pericles, and also a diplomatic revolution in 
which the Athenians withdrew from the Greek League under Spartan 
leadership, and in which they made alliances first with Argos the great 
enemy of Sparta and then with the Thessalians whom they hoped would 
supply them with useful cavalry in case of a future war.

So, that's a terrific takeoff point for the first quarrel of seriousness 
between the two sides which modern historians call the First Peloponnesian 
War. One other thing that happened at the conclusion of this previous 
period, that is to say, with the withdrawal of the Athenians from the scene, 
the Spartans finally took care of the helots. They never were able really to 
defeat them and get them down from their fort up on Mount Ithome, but 
they finally made a deal with the people up there saying, we will allow you 
to come down in safety and go away someplace so long as you leave the 
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Peloponnesus. They undoubtedly expected that the helots would then be 
scattered one here, one there, one other place, where else would they go?
That's what would have happened, had it not been that the Athenians, who 
had lately acquired, we know not how, control of a town on the north shore 
of the Corinthian Gulf called Naupactus. It has a very good harbor and it is 
so located as to be wonderful as a naval base for somebody who wished to 
be able to control access to the Corinthian Gulf. The Athenians took it and 
then turned it over to the helots who had fled the Peloponnesus. That was 
not what the Spartans had in mind, although there was nothing in the deal 
that prevented this from being done. But it means that the Athenians had 
done another bit of harm to the Spartans, putting their bitter enemies in a 
position to cause trouble to them and to their allies on the Corinthians Gulf.

So, all of that suggests that on the next day, so to speak, after all of 
these changes had taken place, the world was very different and the 
prospects, I would have thought, for peace between Sparta and her allies and 
Athens and her allies had been badly reduced. There's no longer an 
association between the two. The Athenians had allied themselves with 
Spartan enemies; the Athenians had taken the helots and put them in this 
terrific place. This is not a recipe for good relations in the future--this is 
where the cliché seems to me to be useful; people talk about a powder keg 
which only needs a spark to set it off into a great explosion. People use this 
about the outbreak of many wars. Sometimes it is an apt thing, and 
sometimes it is not. This time it is, as we shall see; it didn't take very much 
to produce an explosion between Athens and Sparta after these events.

The spark was provided by a quarrel that took place between two 
Spartan allies in the Peloponnesus, Megara and Corinth, neighbors on that 
isthmus that leads into northern Greece and into Athens. Since they are both 
members of the Spartan alliance, the Spartans had choices to make about 
what has happening. And the choice was soon forced upon them, because 
when it was clear that the Corinthians were winning the argument, winning 
the war I should say, that they were fighting against Megara, the Megarians 
came to Sparta and asked for their help in putting down this war and ending 
it. The Spartans said, "no we are not interested; it is your business, not 
ours." Now, that is interesting. We cannot really tell, because there is 
nothing written about it, what obligations the Spartans had when two allies 
who are autonomous states, according to the theory, decide to fight each 
other.

It looks to me, because nobody complained about it in terms of 
constitutional irregularity, that the Spartans had every right to ignore what 
was going on. We must assume, I suppose, that in the centuries or century or 
so before, the Spartans must have ignored other quarrels between allies and 
allowed them to fight it out or settle it any way they want. The Spartans 
don't give a damn, who wins between Corinth and Megara. And why should 
they get involved. I think that hands-off attitude must have been encouraged 
by the fact that they had just, probably were still recovering from the 
earthquake and the helot rebellion that came after it. They really didn't need 
more trouble. So, they let the thing go.

Now, the reason the Spartans could take such a cavalier attitude in 
the past was that they were the only great power in the Greek world. But in 
461 that was not true. The losers, Megara, had a choice. They could, and 
did, go to Athens and say, "won't you help us against Corinth? If you do, we 
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will leave the Peloponnesian league and join the Athenian side." Now, that 
is brought about, as I say, by the new circumstances. This is one of those 
places where those of us who remember the Cold War are immediately 
stuck by similarities. There were troubles all over the world so long as it 
was known that NATO was on one side and the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw pact was on the other. All kinds of places that neither had any 
interest in would call when they were in a war or some kind of a fight in 
their own places, Africa for instance, they would go to one side or the other 
and say "help us, or we will seek help from your enemy." That confronted 
each side with a hard problem. I don't give a damn about what happens in 
country X, you might say, but I do not want the Russians there and vice 
versa. This is the kind of problem that one sees in this situation.  

So, the Athenians were confronted by an extremely tough decision. I 
want to try to communicate to you my sense of how difficult the calls are in 
this situation. Now, one natural reaction would be this, it seems to me. Why 
in the world should we accept this defection from the Peloponnesian league, 
because it is bound to anger the Spartans and very likely bring us a war with 
the Peloponnesians, which is a very hard thing to face? What do we care 
about the quarrel between Megara and Corinth? The opposite assumptions 
would be, no we don't care about who wins the quarrel between Corinth and 
Megara, but we do care about having Megara on our side, because if we 
control Megara, if the Megarians are on our side--Megara is situated on the 
side of the isthmus right next to Athens. More than that, there is a mountain 
range that runs through Megara that makes it very difficult for somebody to 
make his way through that territory, if they are opposed by military force. In 
short, with the help of the Megarians, the Athenenians could cut off access 
to Athens and probably for the most part to central Greece to the Spartans. 

Let me put it more sharply. The Athenians could feel invulnerable to 
a Spartan attack, if they could control Megara. Now, they would have to 
know that if they took this offer, it might bring a war with Sparta. But there 
would have been plenty of Athenians, who would have thought that is going 
to happen anyway. The only question before us is, "do we want to have a 
war with Sparta on these wonderfully positive conditions, or do we want to 
fight in the old way in which we have no way to stop the Spartans from 
marching into our territory and destroying our field" and in fact defeating 
us, because the Athenians as yet had not built walls, connecting Athens to 
the port of Piraeus. So, the Spartans could cut off the Athenians from their 
port, just by invading their territory. And as we know the Athenians do not 
produce enough food to feed themselves.  

So, these would be the thoughts that were going through the minds 
of the Athenians. Notice, the critical element in your decision, it seems to 
me, is your prediction about what is likely in the future. If you think there 
really is not danger of a war with Sparta, why bring it on. But if you think 
there is a real danger of a war with Sparta, why leave yourself vulnerable to 
the Spartans. Whichever call you make, there are dangers and uncertainties 
at the other end, which I simply say, welcome to the real world. It is almost 
always that way. And it is a beautiful lesson in how real those hard 
decisions are. Well, the Athenian decision was to take Megara into the 
Athenian alliance and to take the dangers that went with that. And to make 
their task easier, they built long walls connecting the city of Megara with 
the port of Nicea on the Saronic Gulf, which is where Athens is located as 
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well and also to gain control of the town of Pegai, which is on the--I guess I 
would say--the northern side of the isthmus and to fortify and put forces 
between there. In other words, to build a barrier to Spartan capacity to move 
into Attica. That was the great gain that they made of it.  

One of the great prices they paid; Thucydides says this in his own 
voice, this he says was the beginning of Corinthian hatred for Athens. It is a 
fact, if you look at Corinthian and Athenian relations in the past--we don't 
know a lot about them, but what we know suggests that they were not 
unfriendly. They did okay, no problems really between them, but from now 
on you're going to have tremendous trouble with Corinth, and this as you 
know from reading your Thucydides in the textbook--Corinth will play a 
critical role in 431 in bringing on the Peloponnesian War that is the Great 
War. So, that was one of the prices the Athenians paid for this decision.

Now, if you apply Thucydides' judgment to the great Peloponnesian 
War and apply it to this situation, it seems to me to ring very, very true. He 
said, you remember, that the growing power of the Athenians caused fear 
among the Spartans and led them--forced them to work. Well, there's no 
question that the Athenian power has grown. These alliances that they have 
just made and this new geo-political advantage they have gained through 
their alliance with Megara suddenly make Athens much more formidable, 
and there's no question that the Spartans become fearful about that, and 
ultimately as we shall see, fearful enough to join in a war against the 
Athenians. So, I agree with Thucydides, if you're talking about the First 
Peloponnesian War, but that's not what he's talking about.  

One great question that I would like to confront when we get to the 
big war is "does it work?" Does his evaluation work for the big war? I 
should warn you at once that most scholars throughout the years have 
accepted Thucydides' explanation and interpretation of the great 
Peloponnesian War, and I don't. So be careful. He was there, he knows 
much more about it than I do, and he's much smarter than I am. So, if I say 
he's wrong, I better have a good case; that's all I can say.  

We need not say very much about the war in detail. Essentially, the 
Athenians took the initiative and in a general way when they fought battles 
at sea they won, when they fought battles on land they didn't. No great 
battles were fought for a couple of years; the fighting took place in and 
around the eastern Peloponnesus for the most part and nothing decisive 
happened. Then we get down towards the year 457--I keep warning you that 
the dates here are uncertain. These are sort of consensus dates although we 
don't have certainty. The Athenians received an invitation from a ruler in 
Egypt who wanted to launch a rebellion against the Persian Empire, and he 
invited the Athenians to send a force to help. The Athenians agreed to do it 
and according to Thucydides they sent a fleet of two hundred ships for the 
purpose. That's an enormous fleet up to this point. The Athenians by now 
have a fleet that's bigger than that, and they can afford to do it, but I want 
you to understand this is a major undertaking.  
Now, why did they do it? They do it because the opportunities in Egypt are 
tremendous. Egypt is the greatest grain grower in the Mediterranean area 
and we know the Athenians are always interested in sources of grain, but 
Egypt is fantastically wealthy, because of its great fertility. So, the 
Athenians if they can gain a share of that wealth will of course profit from 
that. Finally, the Athenians are still officially at war with Persia. So, it's 
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perfectly reasonable to try to strip the Persians of possibly their richest 
profits. All of those things make their decision understandable.

Now, on the other hand, you might ask the question now you know 
you're engaged in a war with various Peloponnesians and that although the 
Spartans haven't taken any action yet, you can expect some from them, is 
this a great time for you to tackle yet another war against the Persians? 
Well, they thought so, and I think it's evidence of the tremendous 
confidence that the Athenians had acquired by this time, and as we shall see, 
it was over confidence. Of course, this whole story fits beautifully into 
Greek feelings, Greek ideas, Greek religion and mythology. This will be a 
beautiful example, if Herodotus were writing the history instead of a very, 
very--I want to say atheistic Thucydides. I'm not sure he was an atheist but 
he was certainly very, very skeptical. Herodotus would have been talking 
about hubris all over the place, because that's the kind of a situation that we 
have.

Well, let's forget about that Athenian force in Egypt for the time 
being and let's look at what the situation is in the year 457. We have a 
wonderful piece of evidence, rare piece of evidence, actually an inscription 
from that year which is a part of a dedication, a funeral dedication, from a 
single Athenian tribe in which they list the war dead from their tribe by 
where they fought and died and they're proud of this. I mean, of course, 
they're proud of the heroism of their men, but they're proud I think also 
about the range of places that they're fighting, unheard of, unexampled in all 
of Greek history--Egypt, Phoenicia, Halias, which is a town in the 
northeastern Peloponnesus, Aegina the great island that sits in the Saronic 
Gulf opposite Athens, Aegina being a great traditional enemy of Athens and 
Megara, of course, as you know.

So, here they are fighting battles in all of these places at the same 
time. It's a kind of an ape man pounding on his chest to show how great he 
was. A piece of arrogance, you might say, calling for vengeance by the 
gods, but no vengeance came right away, instead another victory. Aegina, 
the island of Aegina, was taken by the Athenians. Aegina had been a great 
naval power. So, here was a naval power taken away from the enemy and 
added to the Athenian side. They now have without question, although 
they've had it really before, command of the seas. Nobody can withstand 
them at sea and they now have complete security from their northwestern 
frontier because of the Megarian alliance and that's not all that happened.  

Finally, moved, I would guess, in part by seeing all of this happening 
and worrying desperately about the growing power of Athens, Sparta took 
action. I think they were moved specifically--the critical element that was an 
opportunity presented to them by a small region in central Greece called 
Doris. It's the root of the word Dorian. This is theoretically the ancestral 
home of all Dorians. So, they obviously had friendly relations with the 
Spartans. The Dorians were having trouble with some of their neighbors, 
one of the standard quarrels between neighbors in the Greek city state 
world, and they asked the Spartans to send a force up to help them. I'm not 
sure, if the Spartans would have done so in the normal course of events, 
because it does mean that they have to get up to central Greece.  
When you think about that, given what the Athenians have done in Megara, 
they can't do it in the usual way by walking. The only way they can get up 
there is by getting on boats and sailing across the Corinthian Gulf, but if the 
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Athenians or those helots who are occupying Naupactus are aware of that, 
they could very well be taken at sea and have their army destroyed as that 
fleet is sunk. They have to sneak across if they're going to go that way. I 
want you to understand how unlikely is that undertaking in a normal 
situation, but what I think makes it not so normal is something that 
Diodorus of Sicily tells this, that Thucydides doesn't mention, which is at 
that moment the Thebans, the leading city of Boeotia, which had ambitions 
of its own, always wanting to gain complete control of Boeotia and always 
having some Boeotian cities hold out against them, they saw the opportunity 
to get the Spartans to help them out.  

So, they told the Spartans that if they would come and assist them in 
gaining control of Boeotia, the Boeotians would join them in an attack on 
Athens, and so I think it was that that made it possible for the Spartans to 
agree and to act. They do so; they take an army much more than they need 
to deal with the Dorian problem, they slap that down right away, and then 
what do you know, they come marching down to the Athenian frontier with 
Boeotia to a town or a place near a town called Tanagra. The Spartans, of 
course, were able to sneak across the Gulf of Corinth. You may ask, why 
were the Athenians and the helots so sleepy? It never occurred to them, is 
what I say, that the Spartans would ever do a thing like that and so there 
they were.

A battle is then fought and we're talking about large forces now. The 
Spartans send 11,000 men and that's a very big--they don't have 11,000 of 
their own. Spartans and their Peloponnesian allies go up there, and now they 
are put together with Boeotian forces. Boeotians are very good fighters. The 
Athenians send their army out to the frontier to meet them, the greater part 
of the Athenian army. This is a very big battle by Greek standards and the 
result is almost a standoff. The Spartans technically win. That means that 
they were able to command the field after the fighting was over, put up a 
trophy, and collect their own dead. The Athenians of course were required 
to come and ask them for permission to collect their dead, so there wasn't 
any question if you follow the rules of hoplite warfare at the time who won; 
the Spartans won.

But if we think of it from the standpoint of warfare and you ask 
about what were the strategic consequences of the battle, that's how today 
we would say who won that battle. It was a standoff, and I guess you could 
say the Athenians won because the purpose of the Spartans was to defeat the 
Athenians and to compel them to abandon all the things that they were 
doing and had done, and in this they failed, because they had suffered heavy 
casualties in the fighting and were not in a position to renew the battle and 
to force the Athenians back or to crush the Athenians in fighting. The 
Spartans simply marched back into the Peloponnesus; the Athenians were in 
no condition to stop them. So that was that.
As one sees from what happens after that, it really looks more like a 
strategic victory for the Athenians, because now A) they have not been 
destroyed, they have not been defeated in any useful way, they have not 
been stopped in what they were doing and to prove it the Athenians take an 
army northward when the Spartans have withdrawn into Boeotia, defeat the 
Boeotian army at a place called Oenophyta, and the next thing you know, 
establish democratic governments in all the Boeotian cities which are 
friendly to Athens. I put it that way, but again a Cold War analogy strikes 
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me as helpful here. In the same way as wherever the Soviet army was 
victorious, whatever land they occupied, there was a Communist 
government set up whose function was to be a tool of the Soviet Union. I 
don't claim that that's exactly what it was in the fifth century; this is a much 
more simple and less sophisticated world, but the general idea is the same. 
The guys who run those towns, they are partisans of Athens.
Athens, in other words, is the dominant force in Boeotia. Now, step back a 
moment, stand up there on the Acropolis in Athens and look around, and 
you will see a situation that is so splendid, it's the kind of a thing almost any 
nation would want as its ideal situation. If you look to the north you're safe; 
there can be no invasion through Boeotia for the reasons I've just said. If 
you look to the northwest Megara, an ally of yours, your forces are in there 
in part, but you have that area blocked off. There is no way, and of course 
now that you know that the Spartans can take boats across the Corinthian 
Gulf you'll see to it that that never happens again. The Spartans and their 
allies are bottled up in the Peloponnesus. The sea is controlled completely 
by you.

I've also neglected to mention that the Athenians have just now 
concluded the building of long walls connecting Athens with Piraeus. So, 
even if somehow, hard to imagine as it is, the Spartans got into Attica the 
Athenians need not fight them and need not give way to them, because 
nobody knows how to take walled cities very well anymore and the Spartans 
never learn how to do it. So, if you look at it from that point of view, until 
somebody invents an airplane, Athens is absolutely invulnerable and they 
still have 2,000 years before anybody invents an airplane so this is an 
amazing moment where you could readily think we are invulnerable, we are 
safe, and we can do what we like with impunity. I think this is a very 
important moment in Athenian and in Greek history. I think then there were 
Athenians who never got over remembering that's what we achieved, that's 
what we can achieve, and that's what we must aim for in all future 
circumstances.  

We get into the Peloponnesian War and there will come moments 
when it seems possible that the Athenians can make a negotiated peace with 
the Spartans that's okay in the war, and they turn it down, I think 
Thucydides and others suggest that they're just out of their minds. Maybe 
they are, but they have something they can focus on, a memory of how it 
once was and how it might be again. Well, the gods are not going to put up 
with this; you and I know that. The Athenians suffer a terrible reverse that 
begins to undermine their situation.
In Egypt there is a terrible disaster; they lose. The Persians defeat them; 
there's a great argument about how many ships they lose but whatever it is 
they lose a lot. They lose a strategically significant number. The disaster is 
so great as to cause a whole rash of rebellions in the Delian League or the 
Athenian Empire, or whatever you want to call it, and the Athenians will be 
occupied with trying to put down these rebellions for some time. By the 
way, the probable date of this defeat is probably around 455, because it's in 
the following year, and this date is a good date, 454-453 that the Athenians 
decide to move the treasury of the league from Delos to Athens, up on the 
Acropolis in the back room of the Parthenon which they will be building 
very shortly.
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Another important point about that is up to now all money put into 
the league treasury was being used for supporting the navy and ostensibly 
for league purposes, usually for league purposes, but as we know the 
Athenians could also use it for their own purposes like they did at Thasos, 
but still only for ships and men. Now the Athenians institute a new policy, 
and I think whatever you think about anything before this, when the 
Athenians do what I'm about to describe, they surely have made this an 
empire, no longer anything like a voluntary confederacy, because they take 
one sixtieth of what is put into the treasury every year as a donation to 
Athena, which is another way of saying to Athens. They are now collecting 
a profit, a tax from the league members which they, as we shall see--there 
will be an argument about how this money is to be used. They will argue it's 
our money; we can use it any way we want to.  

So, two things are going on in two different directions and all the 
trouble that they have in the league, it leads them however to change the 
character of the league in a very significant way. Well, things are so 
difficult, the problem of fighting the Spartans now is so serious that the 
Athenians recall Cimon because they would like to make peace with the 
Spartans and they know Cimon is just the man to do it as no one else can. 
So, he comes back--well, I should back up a second. There was some talk 
about Cimon coming back earlier but he certainly comes back in 451, 
because his ten years of ostracism are over, and it's now that he negotiates a 
five-years truce with the Spartans, with the understanding that the purpose 
of the truce is to allow negotiation to go forward to bring about a long term 
peace agreement between the two.  

Cimon achieves that and to show you how ostracism can work he is 
immediately elected general. It's as though he had never gone away, and 
being Cimon he immediately turns to an activity that's a continuation of 
what he did before he left, namely, let's go fight Persians. So, he takes a 
fleet and sails to Cyprus, part of which is in Persian hands, fights a battle 
against the Persians, defeats the Persians, but has the bad fortune to be 
killed. So, Cimon is now removed from the scene in Athens. I think this is a 
significant thing, because it means that the only individual politician, who 
had the kind of support, the kind of charisma, the kind of backing that could 
challenge the new important leader in Athens, Pericles, is gone. This helps 
explain why Pericles still at a relatively young age is able to become a 
person of unprecedented influence and power in the Athenian state.  

It's not that he takes to himself new constitutional powers or gets 
military guards or anything. Nothing changes except that he can count on 
persuading the assembly to do what he wants almost all the time, and there's 
nobody out there for the moment, who looks like he can challenge him. We 
shall see that shortly that he will meet an important challenge, but we'll 
come back to that later on. But let's go on with the story of the war. In 449, 
two years after the truce was negotiated, we find Sparta attacking the city of 
Phocis, the polis of Phocis, again up in central Greece. They must have--
again, we don't know how it was that they found their way up there, but they 
did find their way up there, and they took back control of the Delphic Oracle 
from the neighboring Phocians, who had--over the years they had frequently 
tried to gain control of the Delphic Oracle from the priest and it was on 
behalf of those priests that the Spartans fought. They defeated the Phocians 
and went home.  
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Two years later in 447, the Athenians send an army up there. The 
Athenians are allied to Phocis and they once again take back the Delphic 
Oracle and give it over to the Phocians. These are signals that the truce is 
not really working. That the two sides are not finding a way to live together 
peacefully for the future, and sure enough, in the year 446 a series of events 
occurs that upsets the peace and the balance that the Greek world had found 
temporarily. First of all, there is an oligarchic rebellion throughout the cities 
of Boeotia and, of course, they drive out the pro-Athenian democratic 
regimes and suddenly Boeotia is a hostile place, no longer a friendly place, 
one from which the Athenians can expect trouble. There's a big argument in 
Athens as to what should we do. Pericles says, let's not do anything, we 
really can't afford to engage in ground campaigns against serious opponents. 
We tried it, but we can't keep Boeotia, we'll just have to let the Boeotians 
go.

Against him was a general, an Athenian general--sometimes I'm 
astonished by the names that crop up in Athenian history. You wouldn't dare 
do it; you wouldn't invest names like this if you were writing a novel, 
because people would laugh. This guy's name is Tolmades; it comes from 
the Greek verb tolmao which means to be bold, to be daring; that's what he 
is – bold and daring. He marches an army into Boeotia to get the place back 
for the Athenians. In other words, he defeated Pericles on this issue, because 
he couldn't do that without getting the assembly's approval. But the 
Athenians must have been mad too and said, let's go beat those Boeotians up 
and force them back into our control. Tolmades runs into a terrific defeat, 
suffers extremely heavy casualties by anybody's standards and Boeotia is 
lost for good. The battle, by the way, in which Tolmades is killed in the 
Battle of Coronea.  
Athens is now driven from central Greece and that glorious picture I painted 
for you has been marred by a hostile force on the northern enemy. But that 
isn't all that's happened. Seeing that the Athenians were troubled, were 
weak, were vulnerable, and can be beaten, suddenly all of the unhappy folks 
that were around took advantage of the opportunity. On the island of Euboea 
to the east of Attica, there is a rebellion. This is really deadly even from 
Pericles point of view. He cannot permit rebellions in the empire on islands; 
it threatens the control of the sea. It's not just that he can't have Euboea be 
independent; he cannot let rebels in your empire succeed because it 
encourages other rebellions, and they've just been through that. They've had 
to fight their way through a whole rash of rebellions after the defeat in 
Egypt.
So, Pericles personally takes an army and sends it, takes it, I should say, to 
Euboea and while he is gone with his army off in Euboea, remember with 
Boeotia now hostile, there is a rebellion in Megara. This alliance with 
Megara was always a very iffy thing. We should remember two things about 
the past. One is that Megara and Athens have been bitter enemies for 
centuries; so, the alliance was an unnatural one, the product of momentary 
agreement. But there would certainly have always been lots of Megarians, 
who were against it, and so seeing an opportunity these guys would have 
moved. And the other thing is that the Athenians were, of course, being 
distracted and their forces were sent off someplace else. So, now Pericles 
realizes how dangerous this is, because if Megara succeeds in the rebellion 
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which it does, now they have no protection from a Spartan invasion which 
they need to expect and that is indeed what happens.

Pericles, having put down the Euboean rebellion adequately, races 
back to Athens to meet the Peloponnesian army when it invades, and then 
we have this extraordinary event in the plains to the north of Attica. 
Spartans invade, Pericles leads the Athenian army out to meet them. This is 
the scenario for an Athenian defeat, because the numbers of the 
Peloponnesians are likely to be greater and their reputation as a superior 
fighting force has some merit. We've seen that it's not going to be a walk 
over, we've seen that the Athenians are capable of putting up one hell of a 
fight, but they can expect not to win, is the way I see it. So, they are facing 
each other, and the battle is about to happen, when all of a sudden a 
delegation comes out from the Spartan army. Pericles goes out to meet 
them, they have a little conversation, they all go back to their armies, the 
Spartans led by their King Pleistoanax who was the guy who was confirmed 
with Pericles, and marched their army back home to Sparta.  

They declare that they have agreed upon a four-months truce for the 
purpose of negotiating a permanent peace. What in the world is going on 
here? Well, the Spartans receive the news in a complicated way. The first 
reaction is fury against Pleistoanax. Why didn't you clobber those Athenians 
when you had them finally sticking their heads out there for battle? They 
finally take action against him and against his advisor, a certain Clearidas 
and send them off to exile, so angry are they at this lost opportunity. But 
after all, if that's all there was to it, there was nothing to stop them from 
marching into Attica again, and either fighting against the Athenians, or at 
least doing terrible harm to the farms and the houses of the Athenians out in 
the country, which at the very least, would make the Athenians unhappy and 
might force them to come out and fight. Why didn't they do that? But they 
didn't, and I think that's evidence--well, it's evidence of two things. There 
was a very special opportunity that Pleistoanax had lost, namely, everything 
was falling apart on all fronts in Athens at the moment when the battle was 
available.  

On the other hand that's now--they've been put down. Euboea is 
quiet and the Athenians have adjusted to everything else. Still what I said in 
the first place is still true, they could come in and force that fight if they 
want to. Why didn't they? I think the answer is because Pericles had 
convinced Pleistoanax of something that was essentially true and that the 
Spartans when they had time to cool down could see that there was some 
reason for doing this, and it was this. What happens if we fight? Look we 
only fought each other a little while ago and what happened then? Well, you 
beat us, but you didn't clobber us. You took a lot of casualties, and you 
weren't able to exploit it. That is even truer today than it was then, because 
if you defeat us, what will we do? We'll run back to our walls, we'll go 
through our gates, and you won't be able to lay a pinky on us, and we don't 
have to fight you if we don't want to, because we own the fleet that 
dominates the sea.  

We have the money from our allies that pays for the fleet. As long as 
we have control of the sea you can ravage our country all you want to. We 
can get all the grain we need through imports. So, what are you going to do 
then? You'll have taken casualties for nothing and you still won't be able to 
compel us to do what you want. I think that's the argument that Pericles 



255�
�
�

must have given to Pleistoanax. Pleistoanax's whole career suggests he was 
not a man eager for war and he was glad to have that opportunity to avoid it. 
But remember, the Spartans could have overdone that, and they didn't. I 
think it shows you that this was an argument that had some reality and had 
some appeal. So, that four-month truce was successful. It led to the 
negotiation a peace between Athens on behalf of its allies and Sparta on 
behalf of its allies, the thirty-years peace which is concluded over the winter 
of 446 - 445.

The arrangements of that peace are that Athens would give up all of 
its holdings on the continent that is to say outside the Aegean Sea, except 
Naupactus, which they would continue to leave in the hands of the helots. In 
tacit recognition, nobody formally did it, but the point is they let the 
Athenian allies be included in the Athenian decision that meant the Spartans 
granted, recognized, the legitimacy of the Athenian Empire. Then they had a 
few rules meant to prevent the outbreak of war in the future, and like most 
of these peace treaties, who decide to try to prevent war in the future, they 
basically looked back to how this war started and try to prevent this war 
happening again. For instance, this war came about because the ally of one 
side changed sides to the other; that was forbidden under the new treaty.

Somebody must have thought, yeah right, but what if there's a 
neutral state that wants to go from one side to the other, and what if that 
state had a significant strategic importance, wouldn't that test the peace at all 
or would it? They concluded it wouldn't, because they said neutrals were 
free to join either side. So, in other words, if a neutral joined one side, 
nobody could say okay that's a cause for war because it wasn't. Finally, the 
most remarkable, and I believe original, absolutely original idea of its kind 
ever. I don't believe there's ever a time in history that we have a record of 
such a thing being present. I'm talking about a clause in the treaty, which 
provided that if in the future there were any disagreements between the two 
signatories, any complaints that they had against one another, these must be 
submitted to an arbitrator for a decision.  

Remember, I'm not talking about a mediator who says, "let's talk it 
over boys." I'm talking about an arbitrator who has the right and 
responsibility to say, "you're right," "you're wrong," or some version of such 
a thing. If that clause had been adhered to, it's only a matter of logic that 
says there could never be a war between these two sides. It's an amazing 
idea, and I'm going to claim with no proof--I'll be doing this again and again 
for a while, I think this is Pericles' idea. Because I mean everything that I'm 
going to point to that's so unusual and unheard of before Pericles is involved 
with it, and I think he just had that kind of mind, very inventive, ready to 
find new ways to meet old problems. I think this was his notion and I'm 
convinced it was his determination that this would be the case that in the 
future there would not be a settlement of differences by the threat of war, 
but by arbitration that helps explain the very determined position he will 
take in 431. This is very important.  
I don't know how much the Spartans felt that way or knew about what was 
going to happen, obviously they didn't, but they bought it. That's the treaty; 
the two sides swear to it and for thirty years they must adhere to these 
provisions. That is the thirty-years peace and I think we need to evaluate it 
to get at this argument I'm engaged with Thucydides that you're listening in 
on. That is, there are peaces and there are peaces. They're not all the same. I, 
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for my own purposes, have come up with I think three categories of peace 
and want to suggest which one this belongs in.

There is such a thing as a--people have spoken of the First World 
War the--I'm sorry the Peace of Versailles was often referred to by its critics 
as a Punic peace. They're talking about the peace--they think they're talking 
about the peace that concluded the second Punic War with Hannibal, but no; 
they're talking about the third Punic War in which the peace was the City of 
Carthage was destroyed. The Carthaginians were driven away, those who 
were not killed. The fields were plowed up and salt put in the furrows, so 
they thought nobody could grow anything there again. That's a Punic peace 
and there's something to be said for a Punic peace. You'll never have a war 
again with that country, because it doesn't exist anymore. That's one 
extreme.  

At the other extreme is where, I suppose, the winning side can 
impose a harsh peace, but chooses to impose a gentle peace in the hope that 
in the future they will have friendly relations with the other side, and so they 
trust the other side, even though it's not destroyed, to be good. There are 
such examples of such things. They're usually a case where the defeated side 
has been so weakened that it's highly unlikely in the future that they will be 
a problem.  
Then there's a kind of a--let me back up a step. Then there's the kind of a 
peace that people say was represented by the peace of Westphalia in 1648 
that ended the Thirty Years War in Europe in which arrangements are made-
-nobody has actually been defeated. There is no clear-cut winner; there are 
no just plain losers. Everybody has fought so long and the cost has been so 
great that they decided we can't hold out for victory. We got to cut the best 
deal we can. Such a peace depends--it may work, it may not, it depends 
upon circumstances in the future that are very hard to predict.

Then we come to what I think is probably the worst kind of peace. 
One example of it is the peace that the Prussians imposed upon the French 
in 1870, after the Franco-Prussian War in which the big issue was they took 
Alsace-Lorraine from the French and annexed it to Germany, but at the 
same time they did not so harm France that France could never again be a 
menace. But they could be sure that for the foreseeable future, and who 
knows maybe forever, the French would be angry and dissatisfied and 
determined to recover Alsace-Lorraine, even if it meant war. That was true, 
to a degree, although we need to be aware that the best evidence we have is 
that by 1914 the French actually had pretty well given up on Alsace-
Lorraine, although people kept talking as though that's why the French went 
to war, but wasn't true. But also there, of course, there were Frenchmen who 
did believe that way, but on balance it probably wasn't so.  

I suppose the best example of that unsatisfactory peace though is the 
peace that ended the First World War, the Peace of Versailles, where the 
Germans were treated very harshly, in their own opinion, although much 
harsher solutions were available that were rejected, but also they lost a lot of 
territory and had a lot of restrictions put upon them, but also there was no 
permanent harm that guaranteed that Germany would not be able, when it 
recovered from the war, to reverse that decision. That is the same kind of 
thing, terrible situation in which the defeated power is totally dissatisfied 
with the peace and is in a condition down the road to be strong enough to 
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break it. Now, where does the thirty-years peace fit in here? The closest 
analogy, in my opinion, is Westphalia.  

I think that the two sides had both found this a very unpleasant, 
uncomfortable war, producing dangers and risks that neither had ever 
anticipated, and that the forces who were in control at the time that the 
peace was made felt it just wasn't worth having a fight to the finish for the 
gains that could be made. So, this is the key thing. If that is true, then peace 
was possible. Then the Peloponnesian War that follows is not inevitable. 
Scholars argue still did Thucydides say it was inevitable? I think he did; 
most scholars do. Some people think not, but whatever he may have said 
that is certainly a view many a scholar has taken. So I'm saying no, and the 
reason I'm saying that is--first of all because of the facts I've just laid out 
before you, but I think also this is important, so much depends not only on 
objective conditions but on intention.  

This is one place where historians differ typically from political 
scientists. Political scientists like to have everything--what's the word I 
want? Not having to do with human intention in any case. They had to be 
automatic; they like to be systemic. That's what they like. Nations are 
billiard balls. You can't look inside them; they're not made up of people. 
They're not even made up of factions or parties. The state does what it has to 
do because of the place on the pool table where it is located. Historians like 
to ask what were these guys interested in, what did they want, what were 
they afraid of, who were they made at? That's the way proper historians--it's 
true that proper historians are harder and harder to find.

Too many sort of political scientists hidden among the historians. 
But a key question to whether this peace rather would last has to do with, in 
my opinion, with these human questions. How do the players really feel 
about it? Do they see it as this is the way that it's going to be, we want it to 
be peaceful or are they just accepting it because they can't avoid it? Well, I 
think the evidence suggests that the people who made the treaty certainly 
were persuaded that peace was better than war, and they would like to bind 
their hands to some degree to make it harder for a war to come out. Pericles, 
I think, will prove that by the time we get a chance to examine his behavior 
in 431, but I think it was the peace party, and there are parties in Sparta as 
I've told you before, that group of people who typically was conservative 
and reluctant to risk what they had already for what they might gain in 
future warfare, and I believe that they were the normal party in Sparta, and 
this is all debatable, but I think that that's the normal situation in Sparta.  

To break the peace you need for that situation to be undone by 
something and events, opportunities, fears, chances to succeed have to fall 
into place in a certain way to break that. So, what I'm telling you is, from 
my point of view, it's not at all clear that there needs to be another war. 
Well, anybody who says that has the obligation of examining why did the 
war break out? Why did the peace fail? And that's what I will turn to next. I 
will examine the years between 445 and 431 in which the peace is tested to 
see whether it really had any viability before it failed. We'll have a look at 
that next time. 
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XVIII. The�Peloponnesian�War,�Part�I�(cont.)�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Kagan�describes�the�aftermath�of�the�Thirty�Years�
Peace.�He�argues�that�the�Peace�had�the�potential�to�keep�peace�between�
Athens�and�Sparta�due�to�the�arbitration�clause.�In�addition,�he�argues�that�
during� this� time,� Athens� sends� various� diplomatic� messages� to� the� wider�
Greek� world� stating� their� intentions� for� peace,� such� as� the� Panhellenic�
venture� to� establish� Thurii.� However,� this� peace� is� seriously� challenged�
when�Corinth�and�Corcyra�come�into�conflict�over�Epidamnus.�At�this�point,�
Athens� could� make� an� alliance� with� Corcyra� and� run� the� risk� of� angering�
Sparta�or�allow�Corinth�to�potentially�take�over�Corcyra's�navy�and�change�
the�naval�balance�of�power.�Athens�decides�on�a�defensive�alliance.�

The oaths establishing the thirty-years peace was sworn in the year 445. 
That leaves, as we know, of course they didn't about fourteen years before 
the Great Peloponnesian War will break out, and although we only know a 
little bit about the events between the two wars, what we do know, I think, 
is interesting although not easy to interpret evidence about the character of 
that peace, which we've been talking about. One way to determine whether 
the peace was a true peace with a real chance of lasting and controlling 
international affairs for a good long time, or whether it was really a truce 
that merely interrupted a conclusion to a war that was inevitable, I think that 
can be tested to some degree by the events that took place in those fourteen 
years or so.

I think we can--one critical question of course is quite apart from the 
objective elements of the peace, maybe more important than those are the 
intentions of the two sides and I think it is possible to arrive at some sense 
of what those intentions were. There is little doubt that Pericles still in the 
position of the leading politician in Athens, clearly the man who was, I 
think, the negotiator for peace on the Athenian side. If I'm right about his 
invention of the arbitration clause that would suggest he was very much 
personally involved in shaping the character of that peace. It seems plain 
that he really was sincerely committed to a policy of preserving peace for 
the future, for as far as it could possibly go.  

One reason is that several years before the peace--indeed before this 
war had broken out, the Athenians had made a peace with the King of 
Persia. The negotiator on the Athenian side was a man named Callias and so 
it goes down in the books as the Peace of Callias. This is about as debated a 
subject as there is in the history of ancient Greece. Was there really a Peace 
of Callias or not? Was it a formal peace or not? Even in ancient times, some 
writers question whether this was a historical fact. I won't trouble you with 
all the arguments both ways, but let me indicate--my own opinion is that 
there actually was a formal peace. But it doesn't matter whether that's true or 
false, because nobody doubts that there was a de facto peace between the 
Athenians and their allies on the one hand and the Persians for a good long 
time, and that it is not broken until well into the Great Peloponnesian War 
when in the year 412 there is a treaty made between Sparta and Persia, 
which brings Persia into the war against the Athenians. So, there's this 
considerable stretch of time when there is peace with Persia.
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Now, about the same time--the traditional date for Peace of Callias is 449, 
and about the same time, we are told only by Plutarch, so some scholars 
have questioned the historicity of this too, that Pericles called for a great 
Pan Hellenic Congress to discuss a variety of questions, but one of them 
was how shall we keep the promises we made after the Persian War to 
rebuild the temples to the gods that had been destroyed by the Persians in 
that war, and how shall we see to the freedom of the seas? Now, the 
question, of course, the temples of the gods that had been destroyed in the 
Persian War were essentially all in Attica. So, here was an occasion where 
the Athenians were apparently hoping to bring all the Greeks into the 
picture to help pay the costs of restoring those temples. It was the 
Athenians, who had benefited from it most, but also maintaining the 
freedom of the seas meant providing for a fleet that would keep the Persians 
out and keep pirates out and so on.

The Athenians obviously had that fleet. The result of having--If the 
Greeks had all in fact participated in this activity it would have been a way 
of legitimizing both the Athenian Empire and of course a navy that made it 
great, but also it would have legitimized the plan that Pericles had in mind 
and which we know he carried out to the best of his ability immediately to 
rebuild those temples, and indeed, to build some new ones as well on the 
Acropolis and elsewhere in Attica as evidence of the greatness and the glory 
of Athens. This building program was going to be at the center of his 
domestic concerns for the rest of the period we're talking about.  

He invited all the Greeks, but as it turned out, the Spartans and their 
friends chose not to show up. You can see why for the reasons that I in fact 
have just given you as to why this would be attractive to Athens; that's why 
it would not be attractive to Sparta. There is some debate. Did Pericles ever 
expect that the Spartans would accept or was this just his way of making it 
clear that since the Spartans and the other Greeks would not participate in 
these activities Athens was right in going about it unilaterally? One of the 
things that it would do, if the Athenians were now to say well, when the 
Spartans didn't show up and their allies didn't show up--and they said if they 
won't keep their promises to the gods, we will. That provides justification 
for building the first of the great temples he was going to put up on the 
Acropolis, the Parthenon, which was going to be the great marvel of the 
Greek world thereafter, and which was going to be very expensive, and 
which he was going to use league money for. This would legitimize it, he 
hoped, and it would be an argument for doing that.  

As for the claim that they needed to preserve the freedom of the seas, 
that would give legitimacy to the existence of the great fleet of the league, 
which was paid for by league money. In other words, it would give 
legitimacy to the Athenian Empire. No doubt he thought that was necessary 
because having made--that's why I like the idea that he did make a formal 
peace with the Persians, but in either case, with it being obvious that there 
would be no more attacks on the Persians and that the Persians were out and 
that they were not a threat anymore, why should the allies contribute their 
ships and money, and by the way, by this time most of them were not 
contributing money and the Athenians were manning all of the fleet. Why 
should this continue if the war with the Persians was over?  

Pericles never imagined that the Athenians would give up their fleet, 
their empire, the tribute that supported all of that. So, he needed to have a 
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reason for doing that. So, my view, and that of many other scholars is that 
the Congress decree, as it is called, certainly had that as a motive. Was he 
serious? What would he have done if the Spartans had said, "sure we'll do 
that." I think he expected that they wouldn't, but he was prepared to have 
them do that, because if they would they would contribute the money 
presumably that was necessary and they would also grant legitimacy to what 
the Athenians were doing with their navy at sea, and, of course, it would be 
a wonderful situation because it would create a kind of unity between the 
two that would help keep war away and Pericles' plan for using all of that 
money from the treasury for his building program required peace. 

If the Athenians were going to be at war, that money would not be 
available. So for all of these reasons he did what he did. My guess is he 
anticipated the likely outcome, but it doesn't mean that he was unprepared to 
deal with the situation if it had been otherwise. There I think we see the first 
bit of evidence that leads to my opinion that Pericles was very sincere about 
preserving the thirty-years peace, that he saw that and hoped it would be the 
instrument by which there would be--who can talk about perpetual peace, 
but at least peace for the foreseeable future.  

Another event, a much debated one, that cast some light on what's 
going on occurs in the year 443. In that year, the Athenians agreed to help 
establish a colony in southern Italy at a place that they called Thurii. Now, 
there are several things about this colony that are interesting and perhaps as 
interesting as any, is that it was different from any other colony we ever 
heard of in the Greek world before this time. You know the picture of what 
a typical apoikia is like. It is the colony of a city and that city is its mother 
city, and you know all about those relationships. There were rare occasions 
where a couple of cities might get together and jointly be the mother cities 
of the town, but that's all.  

This colony was established from the first as a panhellenic colony. In 
other words, it was not an Athenian colony even though the Athenians took 
the lead in establishing the colony, even though the Athenians appointed the 
critical players in establishing the colony. The founder, the oikos was an 
Athenian; Pericles sent along the leading seer, the leading religious figure in 
all of Athens to be helpful in the founding of that city. Herodotus, a good 
friend of Pericles, who also of course was the father of history went out 
there presumably to be the historian of the new city. Hippodamus, the great 
city planner of the fifth century B.C. who was famous--you might not think 
this is such a big deal but it is; he applied simply right angled streets in 
founding the new city, when of course, all the old cities had been founded as 
I described Athens itself with streets that just developed out of old cow 
paths that just wound all over the place, so the modern grid structure was the 
work of Hippodamus.  

All of these guys were friends and associates, part of the brains trust 
you might say of Athens under Pericles and these guys went out and 
established the colony of Thurii; all of these elements are interesting. Why a 
panhellenic colony? Well, for one thing I should point out too, that Pericles 
had seen to it that the membership of the colony consisted of people from a 
variety of places, and it's interesting to point out that although the Athenians 
had the greatest single number of people in this new colony, when that 
colony's constitution was drawn up--I forgot what's the name of the sophist. 
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Protagoras laid out the constitution for this new city; again, he was a friend 
of Pericles.

It was divided up into ten tribes, just like Athens. It was a 
democracy. The constitution was very much influenced by the Athenian 
model. And as I said one of the ten tribes, and remember the ten tribes have 
to be equal in order for them to present the necessary regiments in the army. 
Only one tenth of the people were Athenians, even though there were more 
Athenians than anybody else, but there were several tribes made up of 
Peloponnesians, not from one particular city but all from the Peloponnesus. 
I make those points, because I want to make it clear that if you just look at 
the percentage of the population occupied by Athenians it will not allow 
them to dominate the city.  

This really is a panellenic colony. Why? My view is that Pericles 
was attempting to make a very significant point here. After all, this colony 
was established in reaction to a request made by some Italian Greeks, who 
were having trouble in their own city, needed to found a new one, needed 
more people in order to make it viable, went to Sparta, the Spartans said 
we're not interested, went to Athens and the Athenians said "yes," we'll help 
you do this. Now, the Athenians could have said "no," or they could have 
done the normal thing if they wanted to say "yes." Make it an Athenian 
colony. Why did they come up with this brand new idea that nobody had 
ever seen?  

In my view it was because Pericles was glad to have an opportunity 
to demonstrate something about Athens' intentions now and in the future. 
That was the best way to advertise the fact that the Athenians were not 
interested in expanding their power out to the west, because if they had been 
they would have made it an Athenian colony. Other scholars have taken the 
opposite view, and think it is the sign of Athenian imperial interests, which 
would have said practically the day after the treaty was signed; Pericles and 
the Athenians were already violating the spirit of that treaty, but I think that 
is easily demonstrated to be wrong.
All we have to do--well, first of all what I've done already is to look at the 
internal character of the state and you want to argue, that is not the way to 
start an imperial venture in the west, set up a colony that's not your colony, 
and that has only got a tenth of its population being Athenian, but other 
evidence I think makes it all the clearer. Only a year after the foundation of 
the city, it went to war against a neighboring town, the town of Taras, which 
became the Roman town of Tarentum, modern Taranto. Taras was one of 
the only Spartan colonies. So, here you have a Spartan colony fighting 
against a Thurii, whatever that is. Imagine for a moment though it were an 
Athenian colony, as the people of a different view say. What does Athens 
do? I think that's really critical. The answer is nothing. Taras defeats Thurii. 
Then to rub it in they take some of the spoils of victory and place them at 
Olympia where the games are held, where all the Greeks can come and see, 
in which they boast about their victory over Thurii.

What do the Athenians do about all this? Nothing; this is not the way 
to behave, if you're planning to start an empire in Sicily and southern Italy. 
So, I think that's a very serious blow to the theory of imperialism out there. 
Then a few years down the road, we get to the year 434 - 433, the crisis 
which will produce the Great Peloponnesian War has already begun. So, 
everybody is looking ahead to the coming war between Athens and Sparta. 
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At that time, there is a big argument that breaks out within Thurii. Whose 
colony are we? Once again, a terrific indication that nobody thinks it's an 
Athenian colony right off the bat, although in the argument, the Athenians 
claim well it's an Athenian colony--I mean the Athenians in Thurii say, 
we're an Athenian colony because there are more Athenians than anybody 
else.
Whereupon, the Peloponnesians say, yes there are more Athenians than 
anybody else but there are more Peloponnesians than there are Athenians. 
So, we are a Peloponnesian colony, we are a Spartan colony. Well, they 
couldn't agree, and so they came to the decision that they would allow 
Apollo, through his oracle at Delphi, to decide. Well, that's an interesting 
thing too. Who does the oracle at Delphi lean towards? We've had very clear 
evidence of it in the 440s. They are pro-Spartan. The Spartans have been the 
defenders of the priests as against the Phocians from the outside. There's 
every reason to believe a decision made by the priest of Apollo will favor 
Sparta and that's not what happens though.

What the priest says, you are not an Athenian colony, you're not a 
Spartan colony, you are my colony, says Apollo. A very nice way out of the 
fix. But one thing they're not is an Athenian colony. Now, what do those 
imperialist Athenians do about it? Nothing. To my mind that absolutely 
undercuts any claim that Athenian imperialism in the west explains what's 
going on out there. But why--what's going on out there altogether? Why did 
he establish it at all? Why did he establish it in the way that he did and why 
did he react, or not react in the way that he did? My suggestion for which 
there is no ancient direct evidence is it was meant specifically to use current 
modern terms, this was a diplomatic signal.  
Pericles wanted the rest of the world, and most especially, the Spartans and 
their Peloponnesians allies to know that Athens did not have ambitions of 
expanding their empire onto the mainland or out west. I think what was 
understood by the thirty-years peace is the Athenian Empire as it exists in 
the Aegean and its front boundaries and to the east in the direction of Persia, 
that's the Athenian sphere of influence, again to use a modern term.  
Everything to the west of that the Athenians are going to say out of and 
leave alone. My view is, Pericles delivered that message in his behavior 
concerning Thurii and he would have known, I believe, that the number one 
state who would be concerned about what was happening out west would be 
Corinth, because the Corinthian chain of colonies and the Corinthian major 
area of commerce was in the west; Italy, Sicily and such. So, it was the 
Corinthians I think to whom he meant to send this message, and in a little 
while we'll how that works out, whether it worked or it did not. But it seems 
to me that is the only way to understand these events that I have been 
putting together, but having said that, I remind you that other scholars don't 
understand it that way.

This takes us to the year 440, when another critical event tests the 
peace. The Island of Samos has been an oligarchic regime. It has been one 
of the biggest states in the empire; it has been autonomous, that is to say it 
has its own fleet, its own government, which is again oligarchic not 
democratic, the way most of the states are when the Athenians conquer 
them. In that state there is as rebellion. It comes about because of a quarrel 
between the Samians, an island I remind you very close to the coast of Asia 
Minor, and the town of Miletus, that famous city of philosophers, which is 
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just across from Samos, and in between the two on the mainland is a very 
small town called Priene and each town, each one of these states claims 
Priene. So, it's a classic quarrel between Greek poleis about territory that's 
between them.
Now, this presents a very special problem for the Athenians when you think 
about it. On the one hand, the Athenians hardly want to get into a fight with 
Samos, an island of great power and importance with whom they have been 
associated for a very long time. On the other hand, how can the hegemonal 
power of an alliance allow the big fish in the alliance to eat the little fish, 
which is what would be happening here? That is unacceptable if you're 
going to have a proper hegemonal relationship with these folks. So, the 
Athenians try to sort of split the difference as best they could; they offered 
to serve as arbitrators in this dispute and thereby to avoid war. Samos would 
not hear of it. The Samians of course expected to beat Miletus and they 
would have done that. They were in the process of doing what they were 
doing, asserting true autonomy as against the Athenian version of it in the 
past, but the Athenians couldn't permit that.  

It's, again, one of these confrontations in which each side, from its 
own perspective, has right on its side but these two concepts of right are 
inevitably in conflict and problems occur. Well, the Athenians win. They are 
told that the Samians are turning down the arbitrators and they're fighting 
against the Milesians. Pericles immediately puts a fleet together and sails 
across the sea and puts down the rebellion by force, and then he takes the 
steps that the Athenians have typically taken against rebellious states over 
the last decades. That is, he establishes a democracy, put an end to the 
previous regime. He takes hostages from the rebellious aristocrats or 
oligarchs and settles them on a nearby island to be sure that these people 
will behave.  

Other than that, he imposes on them an easy settlement. He does not 
do any great--does not do any harm to anybody, doesn't execute anybody, 
doesn't take away people's land, doesn't exile all kinds of folks, he doesn't 
do that and so his expectation, and I guess his hope, would have been that 
that would be that. From now on Samos would be a democracy, and 
therefore reliable and friendly and there would be no further trouble. The 
hostages would help make that secure.  

But the defeated oligarchs did not accept defeat. They went to the 
Persian satrap inland from Ionia, his name was Pissuthnes, and asked for his 
help and he gave it. He sent a force and the first they did was to go to the 
island where the hostages were kept, take those hostages back and return 
them to their friends and families, and thereby took away this restraint 
against further trouble and now the Samians overthrew the democratic 
regime that had just been placed in power and started an oligarchic 
revolution. Now, that's very serious right away but more serious than that is 
on the news that this had happened, the city of Byzantium, which became 
Constantinople, which became Istanbul, located at this vital strategic place 
on the Bostras, also rebelled.

We are told later on in Thucydides that at some time, and he doesn't 
date it, the island of Mitilini, another one of these big independent, 
important states with a navy, also was thinking about rebellion, and I go 
along with those scholars who suggest this is the time when they were doing 
their thinking. So, Athens is suddenly confronted by a danger that they have 
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really not faced before. On the one hand, their empire may be in general 
rebellion soon if this thing spreads. Secondly, the Persians have actually 
taken an aggressive step against the Athenian Empire by assisting the 
Samians in their rebellion. 

Now, we don't know, and the Athenians couldn't know, whether 
Pissuthnes had acted in accordance with the instructions of the great king, or 
at least the wishes of the great king, or he was just running an independent 
operation. The first would be a very, very serious problem indeed. It would 
mean a major threat from Persia; the second would still be moderately 
serious. I think we can't be sure because there was no time for Pissuthnes to 
consult the king and everything is happening bang, bang, bang and it takes 
months to get a message back to Susa where the great king lives. So, in the 
first instance Pissuthnes is certainly acting on his own. The question is, does 
he really know how the king will react or not. We can only guess about that. 
But here we go; there are two parts of the trinity that will mean disaster for 
Athens. If we look ahead to the Peloponnesian War and examine what was 
it that defeated Athens and put an end to their empire, it was the 
combination of rebellion in the empire, assistance to the rebellions by the 
Persians, and the third critical step of course, was that the Spartans were 
also in the war and ready to, and in fact they did, invade Attica and fight 
against the Athenians on land and it's that third critical element that is 
decisive right now here in 440.

The Spartans call a meeting of the Peloponnesian League to discuss 
the question of should we make war on the Athenians at this time and that 
would consist of invading Attica, and had they done so we would have had, 
as I say, what was necessary to defeat Athens in the Great War. Now, we 
know later on, when the final crisis in 432 and 431, 433 actually is when the 
speech I'm referring to takes place, a critical part of the story of bringing on 
that war was the attitude of the Corinthians. As we shall see, the Corinthians 
starting in 433 at least began agitating for war, and their agitation, I will 
argue, played a critical role in bringing the Spartans to fight. What do they 
do now?  

On that occasion, when they were on the brink of war, the 
Corinthians went to Athens and tried to argue the Athenians out of taking 
steps that the Corinthians thought would push the war into reality and they 
said this, "When the Samians revolted from you and the other 
Peloponnesians were divided in their votes on the question of aiding them, 
we on our part did not vote against you. On the contrary, we openly 
maintain that each one should discipline his own allies without 
interference." Now, that's critical. What they're saying is there would have 
been an agreement to go and attack Athens; "we stopped it," was their 
assertion.
Now, that statement cannot be a simple outright lie, because the Athenians 
and everybody else in the Greek world by now would have known what 
happened in that meeting. Possibly, they're exaggerating their role, but what 
they cannot be doing is misrepresenting the position they took against the 
war with Sparta. My question is, why were the Corinthians, who were so 
annoyed by the Athenians--remember it was their--the Athenian alliance 
with Megara against Corinth in about 461, 460 that started the first 
Peloponnesian War, and as Thucydides tells us, was the source of the hatred 
of the Corinthians for the Athenians and yet here we are in 440, and they are 
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making a critical position against the war. My answer to that question is 
Thurii.
I believe that when Pericles and the Athenians sent that diplomatic message, 
the Corinthians received it, thought they understood it, and it changed their 
policies. So long as the Athenians stayed out of their bailiwick, they were 
prepared to preserve the peace, so I think that's a very important story if you 
agree with that analogy. Peace was very rigorously tested in 440, and peace 
won out over a tremendous temptation to go to war. That leads me to 
believe that peace was possible, and I would argue still further that having 
passed this great crisis, having passed this test, chances of peace were better 
than ever, because the two sides had acquired reason to trust the other, to 
behave by the rules as they had been established.

There is one small point but--which turns out not to be so small, 
which I'll come back to, which is the Corinthians' interpretation of precisely 
what that peace meant, I think will turn out to be not exactly what the 
Athenians thought that it meant and that would be serious when we get 
down to the final crisis. By in 440, my assertion is, the Samian rebellion 
demonstrates that war is still not necessary. What has been established in the 
minds of both sides, this I think is perfectly clear, is what we would call in 
the modern world a balance of power in which the two sides recognize the 
other really as equals, where each has established a sphere of influence out 
of which the other is to stay and that this is satisfactory.  

The issue about the Spartans and the argument about their behavior 
at this time comes down to this. One scholar wants to emphasize the fact 
that the Spartans even thought about going to war against the Athenians, and 
if that hadn't been true there never would have been a meeting of the 
Peloponnesian League; that's true. He takes their decision to call the league 
as evidence that they had decided to go to war, and were talked out of by the 
Corinthians and their allies; that's not the way I see it. I think that the 
Spartans in 440 were in the same position they were in, or I will argue they 
were in at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War, divided, uncertain.

The more aggressive Spartans were tempted by the terrific 
opportunity the Samian War presented. The more conservative and 
traditional Spartans were reluctant to start another big war against the 
Athenians, and the hawks had enough power to compel them to consult their 
allies, but how their allies reacted was going to be decisive and so I think 
that--my reading of it is that the conservative Spartans were normally the 
majority of the Spartans and it took a very special set of circumstances, a 
special set of conditions to move the Spartans to war and the Corinthians 
saw to it that that was not going to happen. Be warned, all of this is a matter 
of interpretation. There is no certainty about it and Thucydides himself, who 
I think and most people would agree, thinks that the war was going to come 
anyway regardless. He doesn't express opinions about these actions that I'm 
talking about as to whether they did or did not influence the course of 
events, but we have that evidence and we have to use it and think about it.

My conclusion then, is after the Athenians are now free to put down 
the rebellions at Samos and at Byzantium, to restore their empire, and they 
will use the remaining years before the final crisis to strengthen their control 
of the Aegean Sea and of their empire in the east. Again, some scholars who 
think the war inevitable will say this strengthening of the empire was in fact 
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itself a growth of Athenian power and that seems to me to be a great stretch 
of the understanding of that word.

What it is is a consolidation of what they already have, and there's no 
evidence that these actions that I'm talking about frighten the Spartans or 
upset them, and that's worth a lot, because we hear plenty of complaints 
about what the Athenians are doing in the final crisis, but nobody makes any 
reference to these events that some scholars think show Athenian growth. 
So, there we are; again, a crisis has been overcome. My argument is, no 
reason in the world why the two sides should fight each other in the absence 
of some new thing that changes circumstances. That brings us down 
precisely to the final crisis. So, I've been telling you the war is not 
inevitable. So, now I have to tell you why did it happen and that's what I'll 
try to do.

It starts where Thucydides of course surely begins the story, having 
told you the story of how Athens came to be an empire, how Athens and 
Sparta came to divide Greece between them in that first portion of his 
history in Book I. We get to what I think is chapter 24 in the first book 
where he suddenly moves to where the crisis begins. Where does it begin? It 
begins in a town called Epidamnus, which is located on the western shore of 
the Greek peninsula on the Ionian Sea. In Roman times it was called 
Dyrrachium. It was an important road system that they had, but in Greek 
times it was out nowhere is what I'm trying to suggest to you. It was not 
even on the way to anything very important.

I always am reminded of the term that Neville Chamberlain used 
when suddenly war threatened about a place in the middle of Europe called 
Czechoslovakia and Chamberlain said about it a faraway place of which we 
know nothing. I would have been embarrassed to say that even in 1937, but 
it's really something about Epidamnus, I mean it's way out there in the 
middle of nowhere as far as the Greeks are concerned. Nothing is important 
about Epidamnus itself. This is one of the many occasions in which great 
wars start in places that are inherently insignificant but certain aspects of the 
situation make them significant. In this case, the most important aspect was 
that Epidamnus had been founded by Corcyra, the modern island of Corfu, 
located not too far to the south of Epidamnus.  

By the way, I should have told you that the town of ancient 
Epidamnus today is in Albania and I can't pronounce. I don't know how 
Albanians pronounce things but my best attempt is Durrës, but I'm not sure 
that's right. Anyway, the Corcyrians established the colony there centuries 
ago, but Corcyra was a colony itself of Corinth, but as I told you earlier in 
the semester it was a very unusual colony. Its relations with the mother city 
were most unusual. Thucydides reports that the first trireme battle in all of 
history was fought between Corinth and Corcyra in the seventh century and 
there are repeated wars between Corinth and Corcyra just about one a 
century sometimes more frequently, and it's very clear that by the time we 
are into the 430s, these two cities hate each other and they hate each other 
with a traditional hatred handed on down from century to century.  

This is a very critical part of comprehending what takes place here. 
Anyway, sometime maybe around 436, a civil war breaks out within the city 
of Epidamnus in what is not unusual by now in the Greek world. It's about 
democrats versus oligarchs and one side has control of the city, the other 
side is driven into exile. The exiles get help from the barbarian tribes in the 
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neighborhood, because we're really talking about the frontier of the Greek 
world. They are not surrounded by fellow Greeks; they are surrounded by 
non-Greeks. So, there they are when the people, who are besieged, send a 
delegation to their mother city, Corcyra, asking for help from Corcyra in 
bringing peace to the city and in putting an end to the siege which they are 
experiencing in. Well, the Corcyraeans are not interested; their answer is 
"no." We don't want to help you. There's no evidence they care about which 
side wins; they see no point in getting involved themselves.  

An important part of the story of Corcyra and its significance in the 
coming of the war is that it was neutral towards everybody. It was not a part 
of the Peloponnesian confederation. It was not part of the Athenian League, 
and it wasn't associated with anybody else. In fact, it had a reputation if you 
can believe the Corinthians of being terribly uppity and unassociating with 
anybody. I guess if you asked a Corcyrian he might have used Lord 
Salisbury's term for Great Britain late in the nineteenth century as enjoying 
splendid isolation. It wasn't too many years before Lord Salisbury and 
others realized that isolation wasn't so splendid as they thought and so it was 
with Corcyra. But for the moment the Corcyraeans are saying who the hell 
cares who wins your stupid civil war, take a walk. So, they did. Well, I 
should say they took a boat ride. They went to Corinth.

Now, this demonstrates an incredibly important principle of human 
behavior. What do you do if you go to mother and you ask her, "can I have 
the keys to the car," or whatever it is you need and she says, "no, you go to 
grandma," you know what grandma will say, right? You know the old story 
about the grandmother. Somebody rushes up, tells the grandmother, "your 
grandson has just taken a neighbor's child and thrown him out of a third-
floor window." Grandmother says, "bless him, such strong hands." So, the 
Corinthians react as grandmother might; that is to say, they agree to send 
help to the besieged Epidamnians. They also agree to send an army; first 
they'd end a fleet, then they'll send an army which will go there as well, and 
they also are willing to re-colonize the city, because, of course, the city is 
now divided between two sides. So, if the people inside are going to win the 
war ultimately they're going to need new citizens; they're not going to want 
to take back those people trying to kill them. So, the Corinthians organize a 
new colony to join them. In other words, they give them every kind of help 
that anybody can imagine.  

Now, if we look for a reason why the Corinthians should have been 
willing to make this enormous contribution to this far away argument, 
scholars have had a field day for centuries trying to figure out what the 
tangible benefits are with absolutely no luck. There is no evidence that is 
persuasive at all that there are economic benefits to Corinth that are 
significant, if they somehow have control, no matter what style control, of 
Epidamnus and so I think we are driven back, as we should have been 
driven in the first place, to Thucydides' explanation whom himself asks the 
question and answers it about the whole quarrel between Corinth and 
Corcyra. He refers simply to the hatred that the Corinthians felt towards the 
Corcyraeans. When you get to that passage take a good look at it, because 
Thucydides understands that we're all going to raise our eyebrows a bit and 
so he tells us the tale. Why is that so?  

He says, because every year the Corinthian hold a religious festival 
in their city to which all of their allies send delegates. This is very normal 
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and all the other delegates treat them as you should treat a mother city, with 
deference, with respect, with gratitude, with kindness. What do the 
Corcyraeans do? They abuse them publicly, they call them names, they treat 
them like dirt, they insult them in front of the family so to speak. Therefore, 
the Corinthians hate them, and out of this furious dislike, that is what their 
actions are about. This has made scholars in the modern world very nervous. 
They understand that there are only two things that make people fight one 
another. One of--yeah that's pretty much what they used to say now that I 
think of it, and many of them still do in the face of what we see in the world 
today.

One is money, that is economic gain, and we can thank Marx for that 
and for a whole century or more people couldn't understand that people 
would ever do anything for any reason except for monetary gain. There isn't 
anything in this to explain it; it just won't do. Scholars have failed in 
attempting to show how that might be true. The other has to do with power. 
Relationships, if you this state on your side it will give the balance of power 
to you and so on, but the truth of the matter is Epidamnus is essentially 
irrelevant to the ordinary struggles of power between these two states, 
Corinth and Corcyra. Corcyra won't be poorer, it won't be weaker if the 
Corinthians have Epidamnus nor is there some kind of a tremendous 
strategic edge if you can launch your attack from Epidamnus rather than 
from someplace else. No, no, there's no reason to doubt Thucydides about 
this. This is about honor and it's about dishonor.  
Now, does that sound very remote? Who cares about honor in the twentieth 
century, twenty-first century? What kind of nonsense is this? I will tell you 
that you and everybody around you, and everything you see in the world 
today is motivated more frequently--especially conflict, but other things too, 
the way you lead your life is influenced more by considerations of honor 
than of anything else. Let me put it in the way that's most helpful in this 
context. It's really the negative that's important. More important than honor 
is dishonor; people hate to be dishonored. They hate--there is a wonderful 
slang word that now tells the story. It wasn't available when I was a kid. The 
thing was available, but the word wasn't available. If I say to you, he dissed 
me; do you know what I mean? Do you think there's a danger to your teeth 
if you dissed the wrong guy? Do you doubt that that sort of thing motivates 
individual people constantly?  

I can show you, and I've already shown the world that it motivates 
nations constantly today, not only twenty years ago or 500 years ago, 2000 
years ago; that's what Thucydides is showing us here. This is a very 
important permanent truth. This is why Thucydides is so superior to modern 
political scientists studying international relations. They don't understand 
these things and Thucydides did. So, that I think is what is happening and 
when it becomes clear to Corcyra that Corinth is involved, that they are 
looking for a fight, and that they have dishonored Corcyra by taking over 
one of their colonies, the Corcyraeans are on the one hand angered, but on 
the other hand they're frightened because Corinth is a great powerful state, 
and more important than that, Corinth is one of the most significant allies of 
Sparta.

If the Corinthians are giving us grief the Corcyraeans could think 
this is a prelude to having the Peloponnesian League come after us and that 
is not something you want to happen. So, the Corcyrians ask for a 
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conference with the Corinthians, and they come and say, let us find a way to 
make peace over this issue, let's see how we can negotiate a peace. 
Corinthians are adamant. They say you want peace; this is what you got to 
do. You have got to withdraw your forces from the city; here you are 
besieging the city, because the Corcyraeans have come with their fleet, they 
have defeated--I always get this so backwards, let me see if I've got this 
right. What are the Corcyrians doing? Their armies are in the field and their 
navy is at sea against the opposition to the folks who are inside the city, and 
so the Corinthians say, you were fighting these people and you're asking us 
to talk peace while you're fighting these people, you withdraw your people 
and then we'll talk peace.  

Well, of course, that would give the advantage to the other side, and 
the Corcyraeans said no way, and said tell you what we'll withdraw our 
people, if you withdraw your people. Corinthians said no way. I think what 
comes out of this back and forth is important; it is that the Corcyraeans are 
not looking to expand this fight; they want to end it. Not because they are 
peaceful and loveable fellows, but because they're afraid of where this thing 
will go. We are now dealing with another term that came into fruition in the 
twentieth century; escalation is what these guys were afraid of. We got this 
little fight going on here but next thing you know we may find the 
Peloponnesian League involved. But the Corinthians clearly aren't worried 
about that and that's going to be a point we have to cope with.  

The Corcyraeans say, look if you don't work this out with us now, 
we may have to seek allies, other allies besides those we already have. Well, 
Thucydides has told us they don't have any other allies. But who are these 
allies that they're going to seek? That's a real question; somebody tell me. 
Athens, of course, I wanted you to tell me, because I want to emphasize how 
obvious it is. Nobody could have missed the signal. This is a threat. We 
know you Corinthians are playing as tough as you are because you're 
counting on the Spartans to assist you. Well, if you do, we will ask the 
Athenians to help us and then what. And so the situation goes forward.

The Corinthians are not bluffed, if it was really a bluff and on they 
go. I should point out that at this meeting, the Corcyraeans said they were 
willing to submit this quarrel to arbitration. I remind you again, not 
mediation, to turn it over to a third party and have them settle the question, 
but the Corinthians turned that down. I think that alone indicates who 
wanted war and who wanted peace at this point. The other thing is that it 
should be remembered that the thirty-years peace provided that neutrals 
were free to join either side that had signed the thirty-years peace. So that, 
when they were implying and threatening an alliance with Athens, they 
understood that the Athenians were free to accept them into the alliance 
without breaking the thirty-years peace. That would be a considerable issue 
as the problem grows more difficult.  

Well, there is no peace and so the two sides organized their navies. 
The Corinthians did not have a large standing navy in peace time and they 
set to work to put one together. In 435 there is the Battle of Leucimne which 
takes place between the Corinthians and the Corcyraeans and the 
Corcyraeans win. Corinth is not deterred; now they really go to work and 
they build for them a vast fleet, consisting of ninety ships, unprecedented 
outside of Athens and they do turn, not in an official way, but unofficially to 
their Peloponnesian allies asking them to contribute help too and their 
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Peloponnesian allies send another sixty ships, and so the Corinthians have 
available a total of one hundred fifty ships. The Corcyrian fleet consisted of 
one hundred and twenty ships; they did have a fleet that they kept at all 
times and that had given them the confidence in advance to do what they 
had done, but here was Corinth suddenly outnumbering them in this way.

Corcyra was now thoroughly frightened. They knew that Corinthians 
would be coming after them again with a fleet that was bigger than theirs, so 
they went to Athens in September of 433. Now, I ask you again to imagine 
yourself sitting there on the Pynx in Athens, in September of 433 as the 
Corcyraean ambassadors have come to your town. They're going to ask you 
to join in an alliance with them for the purpose of fighting the Corinthians 
and their friends. The Corinthians who have heard about this sent 
ambassadors of their own to Athens, they are present on that same hill, and 
they will make their case as to why the Athenians should say "no" to that 
request. Thucydides reports his version of both speeches. There is every 
reason to think he was sitting there in the Athenian assembly on the days in 
which these discussions took place.  

The essence of the Corcyraean argument is that--well, here are the 
points they make. Corinth is wrong, it is not a breach of the thirty-years 
peace for Athens to accept the Corcyraeans into their alliance because 
neutrals are permitted. Then they go through a lot of stuff to show that the 
Corinthians are bad guys, making arguments on the grounds of morality and 
virtue and decency and obeying the law and all kinds of stuff, but it's clear 
that that's not what's on their minds. They are talking about--basically they 
try to convince the Athenians on the grounds of the significance of their 
decision for the balance of power, and essentially the balance of naval 
power in the Greek world.

In passing, they make the point that Corcyra is very well situated for 
a naval--I should--for a sea voyage to Sicily and Italy, where the Athenians 
and others are always wanting to go. So, you want to be on our side. That's 
not really a very potent argument, because no town, no polis shuts its ports 
to any other polis except in war time. So, it's only when they mention it, 
they only have to be talking about why it's valuable to be allied with 
Corcyra, because and this is their most powerful underlying argument, 
there's going to be a war. Don't kid yourself Athenians is what they are 
saying, and when that war comes you're going to want to be us. You're 
going to want to have us on your side, in part because of our convenience, 
our strategic location.

On the other hand, more powerful is the fact--we have a hundred 
twenty ships. If we lose, if you let the Corinthians beat us, our ships will fall 
into their hands, and then they will have a much mightier fleet than even the 
one they have put together, and now your unquestioned dominance of the 
sea will be challenged. That's what's at issue. Don't imagine that this is just 
anybody's imagination. This is going to happen. The war is coming; an 
enormous amount of what's happening here has to do with your perception 
of whether the war is now inevitable or whether by restraint you can 
preserve the peace. That's the problem that the Athenians face.  

It's a terribly interesting one, because it happened so very often on 
the brinks of wars, when that's the issue that determines what people will do 
and how they react. If they don't think that taking a certain action--I'm sorry, 
if they don't think the war is coming anyway, they may very well decide to 
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refrain from an action that might provoke a war. If, on the other hand, they 
think war is coming they feel that it's too dangerous not to make our 
capacity to win the war more likely and so they may well take a step which 
makes the war more likely, and they're both gambles. Nobody knows for 
sure one way or another; you have to make an estimate and that's always the 
way it is, unless you are simply an aggressive state and all you want to do is 
conquer, and you don't care about anything else. You're always trying to 
figure out will it be safer to fight or not to fight, will it be safer to try to 
make a concession or will that make it more dangerous. Those are always 
the issues, always the problems.  

One of the great imbecilities that I discovered all through my life is 
people will contemplate going to war at different times in our time, is the 
quiet assumption, unquestioned, unexamined that restraint, the failure to 
take action is safe; taking action is dangerous. Whereas, our experience, 
even in my lifetime, has demonstrated that's often wrong. Nothing could be 
clearer to me and I think to most people who studied the subject that not 
acting against Hitler as he took one step after another to rip up a piece of 
Europe was the most dangerous thing they could possibly do, far more 
dangerous than confronting him as early as 1936 when he invaded the 
Rhineland. That's not the only case of it. There's no simple rule.  

Sometimes it's wiser not to act and sometimes it's wiser to act, but 
it's never clear which one is more likely to produce peace and safety, and 
that's what the Athenians had to wrestle with on that day. The Corinthians 
responded to the argument of the Corcyraeans denying their picture of 
things. They said, in fact if you sign up with the Corcyraeans now, you will 
be in violation of the thirty-years peace. What they were saying I guess in 
the abstract was, don't worry about the letter of the law of the treaty; 
because that clearly permits an alliance; it's the spirit that counts. They said, 
surely nobody imagined that this decision would be made at a time when the 
neutral is asking you to join in was already at war with one of us; surely 
nobody had that in mind. They're certainly right. Nobody did. The question 
is, on the legal point, my guess is the Athenians had the better of the 
argument. It says in black letter law; it says you may take a neutral if a 
neutral asks you for an alliance.

There's nothing that says, except that when that neutral's attacking 
us; it doesn't say that. On the other hand, who in his right mind could 
imagine it would be okay to do that? So, that was one issue that the 
Corinthians spoke to. But they made another point that was legalistic as well 
and this one I think in the case of the Corinthians is much worse. They said 
the principle established in the thirty-years peace was that each side could 
punish its own allies without the interference of the other side.  

Now, as a matter of fact, it didn't say that, but the other thing that's 
wrong with that statement is, it's one thing for Athens to punish Samos, 
which is an ally and the Corinthians saying fine, that's your business, we 
won't intervene. But Corcyra is not the ally of Corinth. In fact, they are 
bitter enemies of yester year. There's no part of that treaty that protects the 
Corinthian right to attack Corcyra. So, it's a great argument if you don't look 
at the validity of the facts that are alleged. Corinth has got a very bad case 
here. But their really important argument is this.  

The Corcyraeans say the war is inevitable; well, it isn't. The fact is 
they tell the Athenians, if you were smart the thing you would do would be 
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to join us, and together we'll smash the Corcyraeans and then there's no 
more problem. But if you don't do that, at the very least, refrain from joining 
them because then we will be friends, and then we will have peace in the 
future. But make no mistake about it, if you do accept the Corcyraeans into 
your alliance now, then there will be war. War is not inevitable, but your 
action can make it inevitable. So, that's what the Athenians confront when 
they have to make their decision. Again, the drama of this is so striking I 
want to be sure you conceive of it. They are sitting there; everything I've 
told you so far has been said on the same day and now the Athenians start 
talking about what should we do; it's the same day.  

The people who are sitting on the Pnyx, if the day is clear as they 
used to be in Athens just about everyday, can look out across Attica to the 
north and they can see that area into which the Spartan and Peloponnesian 
army will march and start destroying their farms three days from now 
possibly, if a war starts. Who is going to be doing that fighting out there? 
We will; those of us who are sitting here voting whether to go to war or not. 
I'm always struck by the immediacy and the significance of what these guys 
are doing. Somebody tell me this is not a democracy, please. So, it is of 
course the same kind of thing they faced back in 461, when they had to 
decide whether to take Megara into the alliance, again. There are significant 
differences, but the issue is very much the same. They can't be sure. Maybe 
if they back off and refuse the alliance, maybe that will be the end of the 
problem and they'll live happily ever after.

On the other hand, if they're wrong about that and the Corinthians 
take over this fleet, suddenly they will find themselves vulnerable in a way 
they have not been, since they put their empire together. I always find it 
illuminating to me anyway, and I hope to you as well, to make an analogy to 
Great Britain at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth 
century. Great Britain, at the beginning of the nineteenth, sort of the middle 
and after the nineteenth century came--had the greatest navy in the world 
without question. It was the greatest power in the world. It had this 
enormous empire that it ruled and its vulnerabilities were mainly against 
France and Russia, who were two imperial rivals in the areas that the British 
cared about most. At a certain point they decided to make their fleet to be 
the size of the next two fleets put together, in order to feel secure in case a 
war broke out, and that's what they did.  

Everything was fine until Kaiser William becomes the Emperor of 
Germany and towards the end of the nineteenth century decides that 
Germany must be a great naval power. It must be a world empire, it must 
challenge Britain for that opportunity and they begin to build a fleet of 
battleships whose only purpose can be to destroy the British fleet and to 
allow the Germans to invade Britain, or best of all to intimidate the British 
into stepping aside and allowing the Germans to do what they want to do. 
As soon as this becomes clear to the British, as soon as the Germans start 
building that fleet, it is not yet strong enough to defeat the British fleet, and 
the British enter into a naval race to see to it that they don't get to be big 
enough to take out the British fleet. But it's very costly, the British don't like 
it, they try to find every way, and what they do is completely flip their 
diplomacy which has dominated their behavior for over a hundred years and 
they make an alliance with France and Russia to see to it that the Germans 
are checked and prevented from doing what they're planning to do.  
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I think that does help to understand what the Athenians are doing. 
When you are, as in the case of Britain, an island state and as in the case of 
Athens you might as well be an island state, because you are dependent on 
imports for your food supply and the command of the sea is essential for 
acquiring that, in such a case it is not a light thing to permit a change in the 
naval balance of power, which may make you seriously vulnerable in case 
of war. The point I want to make is that the British didn't wait until the 
Germans had equaled their force; they changed their policy and ultimately 
moved into war to prevent it and that's where the Athenians I think found 
themselves. It was something they were not willing to do, but it was a very 
hard call, and we are told that they argued so long that it got dark before the 
decision could be made.  

Thucydides says, it was thought that they were inclining against the 
alliance when it got dark. They met again the next day and this time they 
voted for something a bit different from what they had been talking about 
the day before. What the Corcyrians had been requesting was a typical 
alliance, the only kind we know of between Greeks, a symmachia, an 
offensive and defensive alliance. It would have required the Athenians to go 
out and fight the Corinthians, even if the Corinthians didn't attack Corcyra. 
It would have put them fully at war against the Corinthians. That's not what 
the Athenians voted. On the second day they voted on the proposition that 
they established something called an epimachia, which means a defensive 
alliance only. They would only fight against an enemy, if that enemy had 
attacked Corcyra and was in the process of landing on their territory, and so 
that's finally what the Athenians did. That was the vote they took. Once 
again, we have something unheard of before, a device which is in a way 
largely a diplomatic device meant to have consequences on thinking rather 
than immediate military results. So, I say it's got to be Pericles, but I feel 
better this time, because Plutarch says, it was Pericles even though 
Thucydides doesn't say who made that proposal.  

It was clearly what Pericles wanted because he holds to it very, very 
firmly, in both directions, both in terms of the limits that this puts on 
Athenian action, but on the determination to take that action no matter what. 
What I suggest to you is that we are going to be dealing from here on in--we 
have been dealing with in a general way anyway, but now it's very clear, 
this is Pericles' policy. I assert it is a policy intended to keep the peace, and 
here again, we run into a problem in our own time in which sort of the 
normal reaction of people is, if you want to keep the peace ,what you want 
to do is to be a nice guy. What you want to do is to make concessions, you 
want not to frighten the potential enemy, you want to show that you have no 
ill-will towards him, and then reason will prevail and you can all have a nice 
chat and go off for tea.

Of course, that's not the way it is at all. One way always that has 
been used by nations in the hope of keeping peace is through the opposite 
device, of deterrence where there isn't any hope of coming to a happy 
agreement. Of course, if there had been you wouldn't be in the spot you're in 
now. All you can do is try to indicate to your opponent that he will not 
achieve the goals he seeks, if he launches a war against you, and so that 
requires that you be very strong, militarily strong and strong in the way in 
which you negotiate. On the other hand, if that is your goal, deterrence, then 
you also want to be very careful not to behave in such a way that it's too 
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frightening. That indicates to your opponent that you are likely to defeat 
him, if he allows you to be as strong as you would like to be. You want to 
avoid taking an action that will make him lose his rationality, that will make 
him so angry that he will forget about these questions of success and failure, 
he'll just say I'm going to get that son of a gun and that, I argue, is the policy 
that Pericles pursued.

An attempt at deterrence and moderation at the same time, to 
frighten the opponent by his determination out of thinking they can do what 
they want without a danger of war, but also to avoid inflaming his anger. In 
the short run, what happens is that the Athenians send to assist their 
Corcyrian allies a fleet of only ten triremes. This is inexplicable in my view, 
except in terms of the strategy that I have suggested. What he's doing is 
sending really not a force but a diplomatic message. He is telling the 
Corinthians, you have been counting on the fact that we would stay out of 
this, well you were wrong. We will not allow you to defeat the Corcyraean 
navy, because we find that unacceptable and dangerous. So, we're sending 
this force to help the Corcyraeans not because we want to fight you but 
because we want you to see that we're serious about this; don't start the 
fight.

Well, the Corinthians sail their fleet against Corcyra and there 
follows a battle at sea called the Battle of Sybota, and Thucydides describes 
the battle itself, very tough battle. The Athenians are--I'm sorry I haven't 
told you one thing you need to know. The Athenians will line up at one end 
of the Corcyraean line with their ten ships. The commanders of that fleet are 
determined as well. Those ten ships are commanded by three generals; that's 
a lot of generals for ten ships, but one of them who is the chief figure there 
is Lacedaemonius, the son of Cimon. Well, of course, he is clearly seen by 
everybody else as not one of the Pericles' boys, not a stooge of Pericles. He's 
an independent and what's his name mean? Mr. Spartan.  
Now, if the Athenians get drawn into that battle and the command that we 
should do so is done by Lacedaemonius then, of course, that will not have 
the effect of dividing the Athenians but it will make it much harder to divide 
the Athenians. It would be much easier to say all Athenians, even those who 
have the kindest attitude towards Sparta thought that this was a necessary 
step, which I think was aimed not at Corinthians so much. It was aimed, of 
course, at Athenian politics, but I think it was aimed at the Spartans too 
because then if the Spartans were then asked by the Corinthians, so look 
what happened, come in and help us against the Athenians, they would have 
to face the fact that even Lacedaemonius thought this was necessary. It's the 
same game. All of these are cagey moves by Pericles to pursue his 
extremely complicated, tricky, kind of a strategy, and I see that I have run 
over my time. So I'll pick up the tale next time. 
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XIX. The�Peloponnesian�War,�Part�II�

In�this�lecture,�Professor�Kagan�focuses�on�the�causes�of�the�Peloponnesian�
War�and�the�possible�motivations�for�Thucydides'�book,�The�History�of�the�
Peloponnesian�War.�Concerning�the�first�point,�Professor�Kagan�parts�ways�
with�Thucydides�and�argues� that� the�war�was�not� inevitable�and�that� the�
Athenians�under�Pericles�followed�a�policy�of�deterrence,�which�was�aimed�
at� peace.� Similarly,� he� points� out� that� there� were� a� number� of� Spartans�
who� did� not� want� war� as� well.� Therefore,� according� to� this� line� of�
reasoning,�war�broke�out�due�to�a�number�of�factors�that�were�avoidable.�
Concerning�the�second�point,�Professor�Kagan�argues�that�Thucydides�was�
a� revisionist� historian.� In� other� words,� Thucydides� was� writing� not� as� a�
disinterested� historian,� but� as� a� historian� with� a� point� to� make,� namely,�
that�the�war�was�inevitable�and�that�Athens�was�only�a�democracy�in�name�
under� Pericles.� Finally,�Professor� Kagan� acknowledges� that� his� two� points�
are�debatable.�

Considering the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, last thing we were 
talking about was the alliance that was made between Athens and Corcyra 
and the significance of that difficult decision the Athenians had to make, 
which you will recall was neither to accept the offer of the Corcyraeans of 
the traditional offensive and defensive alliance, nor to reject it, but rather to 
make a different kind of alliance than any we know of before in Greek 
history, a purely defensive alliance, which I suggest to you really should be 
understood less as a military action than as a diplomatic gesture, as a 
diplomatic signal. If the Pericles I have in my mind has anything to do with 
the real Pericles who existed, he is a man who is very sophisticated about 
the idea of sending diplomatic signals by action, rather than merely by 
words, and that his intention here was to avoid the unacceptable change in 
the balance of naval power, which would have occurred if the Corcyraeans 
had been defeated by the Corinthians.

At the same time he was trying to avoid blowing this whole thing up 
into a major war against the Peloponnesians by preventing the fighting. In 
fact, I don't know if I said this flat out, but let me say it now. I think he 
hoped that when the Corinthians approached Corcyra and saw Athenian 
ships lined up at the Corcyraeans, the Corinthians would back off and there 
would be no battle and the result would be some other way of getting out of 
this crisis. As it turned out his hopes were dashed. At the Battle of Sybota, 
which took place in September 433, to which the Athenians, you remember 
sent ten ships with three generals, one of whom, the leading one was 
Lacedaemonius the son of Cimon, who received orders that were the most 
difficult kinds of orders you can imagine giving a naval commander.  

His orders were to stay there and if the battle commenced not to 
engage in that battle, unless and until that moment when it appeared that the 
Corinthians were not only going to win but were going to land on the island 
or Corcyra, then and only then, should Lacedaemonius bring the Athenian 
ships into combat. Now, how in the world, in a naval battle especially where 
things don't stand still, they're either moving around themselves or the sea is 
moving them around, how can you be sure what's going to happen ten 
minutes from now, half an hour from now? It's impossible to be certain. So, 
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it would have been a difficult call and I do think that Pericles anticipated 
that there might be an engagement, which he would want to regret, but he 
could blame Lacedaemonius and the generals for doing it. However that 
may be, that's all that the Athenians sent, and again, we ought to realize the 
Athenians had four hundred triremes.  

They could have sent a couple of hundred which would have 
guaranteed that if the Corinthians had fought, the Corinthians would have 
been swept from the sea. Why didn't he do that? It was obvious again that 
his intention was not to frighten or anger the Spartans, the head of the 
Peloponnesian League by such a crushing victory, but instead to employ the 
technique of deterrence.

Now, the decision to send only ten was debatable. After those ten 
had been sent the question was raised again in the Athenian assembly, 
obviously by people who didn't agree with Pericles' approach, who insisted 
that there should be a larger fleet sent, and Pericles apparently could not 
prevent them sending some more ships, but the most they could get a vote 
for was twenty more ships. So, now there's a second Athenian detachment 
that is sent some days after the first which consists of twenty ships more; 
keep that in mind. Well, the battle which Thucydides describes in great 
detail works as follows.

The Corinthians do attack against the combined forces of 120 or is it 
110 Corcyraean ships and ten Athenians that are there with their 150, and 
the Corinthians are winning, and at a critical moment Lacedaemonius 
engages the Athenians in the fight and so what Pericles hoped to avoid took 
place. The Corinthians would have succeeded in winning the battle and 
would have landed on the island, and presumably ultimately taken charge of 
the Corcyraean fleet when something happened that if it wasn't the very 
stern and factually determined Thucydides, but it was a Hollywood movie, 
you wouldn't believe it. Namely, as all of this is happening, you can imagine 
somebody on one of the Corinthian ships suddenly looking behind and 
looking on the horizon and seeing ships coming, and then seeing that they 
were Athenian ships, at which point the Corinthians panicked, pulled back, 
gave up their victory and withdrew from the fight.  

You can't blame the Corinthians. Once they knew they were 
Athenian ships they had every reason to think, my God maybe there's 200 
Athenian ships coming at us and so it turned of course there were only 
twenty, but it was too late. So, the Battle of Sybota, this naval battle I've 
described to you, ends in this way and it leaves things up in the air. The 
Corinthians have not been deterred, they are determined more than ever to 
continue the fight and on the other hand, the Corcyraeans aren't backing 
down either, and so here we have one of the issues that will be decisive in 
bringing on the war. Over that winter 433 to 432, two events of importance 
in this connection take place. We cannot be sure precisely when in that year 
they took place and we can't even be sure which of them came first.  

I'm turning first to Potidaea. I'm doing what most scholars do, but 
none of us have any reason to believe it happened before the next thing I'll 
tell you about. City of Potidaea up in the Chalcidic Peninsula, those three 
fingers sticking out into the Aegean from Thrace, was, you will perhaps 
recall, a Corinthian colony and it was extraordinarily lose to Corinth. 
Remember when I was talking about colonies and the varieties of relations 
with the mother city that they had, I told you that Potidaea had unusually 
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close relations with Corinth. Each year the Corinthians sent out magistrates 
who in fact governed Potidaea and this was voluntary on the Potidaeans' 
part. So, you have a very special Corinthian-Potidaean thing. Because of 
what had happened and what was happening, the Athenians feared, and it 
turned out rightly feared, that the Potidaeans might be planning to rebel 
against them and to join their Corinthian friends.  

In fact, the Potidaeans were planning such a thing and in order to 
make their chances greater they secretly sent a mission to Sparta in which 
they asked the Spartans just as you remember the Thasians had done back 
there in 465. If we rebel, will you invade Attica? I assume it was the ephors-
-this was a secret thing it would not have been discussed in the Spartan 
assembly. I believe a majority of the ephors must have said "we will" and so 
the Potidaeans went forward with their rebellion. The Athenians, before the 
rebellion broke out, but suspecting such things as being in the cards, sent a 
fleet. There was a fleet of Athenian ships that was going to Macedonia 
anyway for other reasons and they were instructed by the assembly, again, 
I'm sure it's Pericles calling the shots, to stop by at Potidaea on the way, and 
when they were in Potidaea to take down the defensive walls that the 
Potidaeans had on the seaside, so that they would be vulnerable to the 
Athenians without question, which would presumably deter a rebellion.  

But when that fleet went out they found that the Potidaeans were 
already in rebellion, they could not get at Potidaea, and the Athenians 
subsequently sent a fleet to blockade the city and sent an army to blockade it 
on the land side, and they were now at war with Potidaea, the colony of 
Corinth, to suppress the rebellion. The Corinthians responded in an 
interesting, complicated way. A band of--I think the number was 2,000--I 
think it's 2,000 Corinthian hoplites came to Potidaea and helped defend it 
against the Athenian attackers. Thucydides describes them as privately sent. 
That is to say, he wants to make the point that these were not sent officially 
as Corinthian soldiers; they were what--we've seen these games being 
played in the modern world too. They were volunteers, just like the 40,000 
Cuban volunteers that went to Angola in the 1970s, volunteers paid for, 
supplied, and ordered there by Castro. That's the kind of volunteers, I think, 
were in Potidaea at this point.  

Why did the Corinthians go through this masquerade, this very easily 
penetrated masquerade? Because they knew that the Athenians under the 
treaty had every right to suppress a rebellion in their empire, but they didn't 
want it to happen. If they had officially sent their own forces to help they 
would have been guilty of aggression, they would have been guilty of 
breaking the treaty by interfering in the other fellows zone, and that would 
have had a very bad effect on what the Corinthians were clearly deeply 
concerned about now -- getting the Spartans to get the Peloponnesian 
League into the war against Athens to achieve the goals that Corinth 
wanted. So, that explains this tricky little business. So, now event number 
two.
The Athenians are actually having already fought the Corinthians at sea in 
the Battle of Sybota, were now engaged in a siege of a city which contained 
thousands of Corinthian soldiers as well, and yet nobody had declared war 
on anybody. This is all happening technically during peace time. The other 
important event that took place over that winter had to do with a town of 
Megara. We've been hearing about that, of course, at least ever since the 
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first Peloponnesian War. What happened here was that at a certain point in 
that winter, the Athenians passed a decree of the assembly, which forbade 
the Megarians from trading--Let me back up; let me be very technical, from 
using the harbor of the Piraeus, from using the agora of Athens, or from 
using any of the ports of the empire. I'm being extremely technical and 
careful about this. If I were not I'd be simply saying that they were barring 
the Megarian trade from anywhere in the Athenian Empire.  

I don't do so, because one brilliant late Oxford scholar came up with 
a theory about this event in which he tried to say no this was not an 
embargo, but it was in fact, merely an attempt to shame, to disgrace the 
Megarians. It was when the bill says you may not use the Agora of Athens it 
means the Agora as the civic center. This has nothing to do with trade. I just 
want to mention it, so that I've done justice; nobody has believed that theory 
yet and I don't think they should. It's an embargo and its intention is again--
well, why are we doing anything against Megara? I think the best 
explanation is that when the Corinthians had fought the Corcyraeans in two 
naval battles, you remember Leucimne in 435, Sybota in 433. In the first 
one a number of Peloponnesian allies and other allies too had assisted the 
Corinthians in the battle. Now, at the second battle the number of allies 
assisting the Corinthians was cut down significantly.

In my opinion, that is because the Spartans had made clear that they 
wished for their allies to stay clear of this conflict, that they didn't want to 
be dragged into a war over it, and I think the evidence for that is that when--
you remember that conference that the Corcyraeans asked for to meet with 
the Corinthians to see if the couldn't work this out. The Spartans 
accompanied them to that conference and clearly that means they wanted 
such a conference to take place, and they would have liked a peaceful 
outcome, but the Corinthians wouldn't have any, and so I think that it was 
the clear signal that the Spartans gave that we want you to cool this that 
explains why fewer Peloponnesian allies showed up to help at the second 
battle, but among those few were the Megarians. Why? 

Because we know the Megarians had a terrific grudge against the 
Athenians, of course, throughout all of history but more to the point, at the 
end of the first Peloponnesian War when the Megarians had rebelled against 
the Athenians in their moment of greatest danger and then had slaughtered 
as they had an Athenian garrison at the port, there was tremendous ill will 
between the two cities, and the Megarians were just going to take a shot at 
giving the Athenians a hard time. So, it was important for the Athenians, or 
in any case, led by Pericles, that was the way the assembly decided not to 
allow what the Megarians had done to go unpunished, because they wanted 
to deter other Peloponnesian allies from doing the same the next time. Well, 
what could they do?  

Well, there are really two things they could do; come to think of it 
before they came up with this idea there was only one. They could march 
into Megara and fight, but of course, that would be an attack directly on an 
important ally of Sparta; it would be a breach of the thirty-years peace and it 
would bring about the great Peloponnesian War. Pericles didn't want to do 
that, but he didn't the Megarians to get away scott free, and so he invented a 
new thing again, yet one more new idea, which I again regard as 
fundamentally a diplomatic device meant to deter the kind of behavior that 
was necessary to deter and that was this decree. And scholars have fought 
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forever and a day about all aspects of it, and most importantly, about what 
it's for, why it's going on, what's its purpose. 

Unless you understand it as I'm suggesting you should, it really is 
hard to tell, because it could not have driven the Megarians out of the 
Peloponnesian League over to the Athenian side, as it did not. The 
Megarians are absolutely determined, remained terribly hostile. Nothing, no 
matter how much they suffered could make them change sides. This was an 
oligarchic pro-Spartan outfit that ran the place and hated the Athenians 
terribly. Pericles had to know that. He wasn't trying to wipe them out, he 
wasn't trying to take them out of business, he was trying to show not so 
much them, but other Spartan allies that the Athenians could hurt them in 
ways that they had not been hurt before without going to war and dragging 
the Spartans in.

Any commercial Greek state in the Peloponnesus, and most of them 
had to do some kind of commerce, and some of the most important ones 
were right on the seashore, would have had to understand what the 
significance of this was. So, there we have the Megarian Decree, and it is 
the third of these provocations as the Corinthians saw it, that helped to bring 
on the war. We would use such terms as the immediate causes, the official 
complaints, as Thucydides would speak of them which are seen, or were 
seen by contemporaries as being the causes of the war. It's important to 
recognize that Thucydides whole work, or at least certainly Book One, is 
dedicated to correcting what he thinks is an error about these things. In his 
view, it's not these particularities that matter; it's the truest cause that is the 
growing power of Athens and the fear that it engendered among the 
Spartans and that's what that's all about.  
Well, the Corinthians in reaction to these events, Corcyra, Potidaea, Megara 
pressed the Spartans to take action, pressed them to call a meeting, which 
would allow the allies to make their complaints to the Spartans, and of 
course, that wouldn't have had any success, if there had not been Spartans 
who themselves had decided that war against Athens was desirable and were 
prepared; they would have had to be influential Spartans who thought that -- 
members of the gerousia, ephors, possibly kings. We know at least one 
Spartan king was not in favor of it. In fact, the other Spartan king was in 
exile. So this could not have been led by kings, but rather by the other two 
groups of people.

But it's also clear that the majority of Spartans were not convinced, 
because they would not have needed to do what they did if that had been 
true. They called a meeting of the Spartan assembly to which they invited 
all states that had any grievance against the Athenians, and of course, you 
could see that the magistrates clearly wanted to stir the people to war, but 
they were not capable of delivering a majority, and so the assembly takes 
place and I hope that you read that section very, very carefully. The 
Corinthians make the decisive speech, the essence of it is--some of it is just 
sophistry, but some of it is to make the case, let's not worry about all these 
technicalities. Well, they might not worry about those technicalities; none of 
those technicalities amounted to a breach of the thirty-years peace. So, they 
were asking the Spartans to violate their oaths by launching a war that 
violated their previous commitments, and later in the war the Spartans 
themselves admitted that they were troubled by the fact that they had been 
guilty of such a breach.  
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So what the Corinthians were asking was very, very difficult, and 
because--whenever they talked about the particularities, they wanted to get 
passed them as fast as they could, because they didn't work for that. Instead 
they brought in a larger issue that was much harder to defeat. It was a 
statement about the Athenian character, the kind of people that the 
Athenians were, sort of all tied up in a phrase that the Corinthians used, 
something like, the Athenians were born neither to live themselves in peace, 
nor to allow their neighbors to live in peace. They painted a horrible picture 
of a people who--of a state which was insatiable, so ambitious that it would 
always be a menace to all its neighbors. No sense worrying about the details 
at any particular moment. They were growing stronger and stronger, and 
stronger and it was only a matter of time until they fell upon their neighbors 
and destroyed their freedom.  
The Athenians sent ambassadors to Sparta. They had not been invited. They 
were there, says Thucydides, mysteriously on other business. I always 
wonder, what other business could they have had? Were they negotiating a 
grain treaty? Was it an exchange for violinists and piano players? I mean, 
what in the world--I don't know, because, of course, I think that was a cover 
story. They were there with instructions. The instructions were: go to that 
meeting, listen. If you think that it's important to do so, I want you to make 
the following set of statements to the Spartans and so we have a speech 
delivered by the Athenians after all the other allies had complained about 
this, that, and the other thing and the essence of the Athenian speech, I 
think, was first of all, they did what they could to make a case for 
themselves, but the heart and soul of what they said was this.  

It came sort of at the end of their speech, which was, don't imagine 
that if you go to war against us this is going to be an easy war for you. In 
effect they were suggesting what was true; we are a different kind of a state. 
The Corinthians say, we are a different kind of state in one sense, but we're 
telling you we're a different kind of state in another sense. We don't need to 
do what your defeated opponents regularly have to do, that is to try to get 
out and fight you in a hoplite battle. Because of our navy, our walls, our 
money, our empire we don't need to fight you on the land at all and we own 
the sea; you cannot hurt us. So, you'll be damn fools to take us on. Don't 
think you're going to win this war or that it's going to be quick and easy. 
That part of the speech was meant to deter the Spartans. It has confused 
scholars, who like so many people think that if you want to avoid war what 
you need to do is to be very nice to the other fellow.

There's no guarantee of that one way or the other. But the other side 
of the Athenian argument is very important too. They said, on the other 
hand, whatever grievances you or your allies have against us, and that 
would have included all of these things I have mentioned to you, we are 
prepared to submit to arbitration as the treaty requires. In effect, if you want 
to keep your oaths you must not attack us; you must submit all complaints 
to arbitration. The Athenians, and again I'm sure this was orchestrated 
entirely by Pericles, hoped that this combination of approaches would get 
these Spartans to back off and allow the situation to cool down. Thucydides 
records two speeches made by Spartans at that assembly, one by King 
Archidamus, who was a personal friend of Pericles, we learn from other 
sources, and who clearly from what he says here does not want to go to war 
now, and I would suggest doesn't want to go to war at any time at all.  
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He makes a case against the Corinthian argument and arguing for 
delaying going to war if one goes to war at all, and he hoped to put the 
matter off for several years. That he had to do I think because he recognized 
that the speech of the Corinthians had changed the mood in Sparta, and he 
thought that if the Spartans simply voted on the question of war now, they 
would vote for it. So, he couldn't just say, let's not go to war. He felt all he 
could say was, this is not the time; let's wait for several years. We need 
money, we need to calculate all that kind of stuff, and so that was the 
argument that he made and he backed up the Athenian argument essentially, 
saying this is not going to be a quick easy war of the kind we're accustomed 
to.
If you go to war now, and this is another memorable phrase that he 
employed, you will leave this war to your sons. That means he was saying 
this is going to take a generation to fight. That was his argument. Then on 
comes the ephor who is the president of the meeting on that day; his name is 
Sthenelaidas and he gives a wonderfully short Spartan laconic speech. He 
says, I've heard a lot of long speeches, most of which I don't understand. I'm 
just a simple Spartan is what he's implying, unlike these con men, unlike 
these sophist that you've been listening to. What I know is these guys are 
now laying hands on our allies and he was talking mainly about the 
Megarian Decree. So, the only question is, are we going to let them do that 
or not, and I say let's not. And then he called for the vote. Interesting thing 
happens there too.
You know how the Spartans vote? They bang on their shields and the yell. 
Those in favor, those who believe the Athenians have broken the treaty. 
That's the way the thing was put to them and they indicate in the usual way 
and they all bang, and those who think not, the same noise, and then he said, 
I really couldn't tell which side was the louder. So, let's have a division and 
count, which was unusual, very unusual in the Spartan assembly. At which 
time he found a very large majority in favor of the war. You know I've gone 
on both ways on the question of what did he hear and what didn't he hear the 
first time, and so I still don't know for sure what happened. I mean, one 
interpretation is really couldn't tell; it was very close. Well, why wasn't it 
close on the division? Because in a place like Sparta you don't want to show 
yourself as being against war when other guys are in favor of it. That's not 
what brave men and Spartans do, even though you think that would be a 
good idea.

The other possibility is he knew right away there was a majority, and 
a clear majority for war, but he wanted everybody else to see how big that 
majority was. I don't know what I think. I think I wrote in one book one 
thing and in another book another thing. So, the Spartans voted that the 
Athenians had broken the peace and the implication was we should go to 
war; that took place at a meeting in Sparta probably in July of 432, but the 
war doesn't start--let me back up. The Spartans don't go marching into 
Attica to fight the Athenians until probably March of 431. Why did it take 
so long for the Spartans to fulfill what they had just voted for? There's no 
really good reason why they couldn't begin immediately.  

Some scholars point out July is too late to cut down the grain in 
Athens, which would already have been harvested and put away. Fine, but 
that's not all the Spartans have to do in Athens. One of the things they do is 
to go out into the farms, burn farmhouses, destroy as many olive trees as 
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they can, cut down as many grapevines as they can, all of that can be done 
in July and August, and September just as well as it can be done at any other 
time. So, I don't think that's a good reason. I think what happened was that 
the heat that had been stoked up by the Corinthian argument and those of 
their allies--we only have the Corinthian speech, but you can bet the 
Megarians and the Potidaeans laid on a pretty hot set of complaints as well, 
so did the Island of Aegina. So, it was in the heat of anger that the Spartans 
voted. It must be, I think, that when they had a chance to think it over they 
thought that maybe Archidamus knew what he was talking about and they 
better think again.

So, there is time in this stretch of--what is--about nine months for the 
negotiations that did indeed follow. Missions were sent from Sparta to 
Athens to try--well, we shall see to try to do what. The first mission sent to 
Athens made the demand that there need be no war, if the Athenians would 
simply drive out the curse. Well, we know what that is, the curse of the 
Alcmaeonidae. What Alcmaeonidae are we talking about? Pericles mother is 
an Alcmaeonid and he's the only prominent Alcmaeonid around. This is an 
attempt to--you could think it to get Pericles out of there; you guys don't 
want war just get rid of Pericles. Well, they knew the Athenians weren't 
going to do that. The idea we are engaged here in psychological warfare, to 
undermine Pericles, who they see rightly as the driving force behind the 
Athenian policies, and they want to make his political situation more 
uncomfortable and cause him trouble.  
The Athenians basically say take a walk and that's the first mission. Next, 
the Spartans send a mission which in my--so the first one, as I say, was not a 
serious effort at avoiding the war, but the second one, in my view was. This 
second mission said to the Athenians we want you to withdraw your troops 
from Potidaea; we want you to leave Aegina autonomous as you're supposed 
to, and we want you to withdraw the Megarian Decree. In fact, if you will 
only withdraw the Megarian Decree there will be no war.

That really changed the situation, because we now in Athens the 
issue could be boiled down by the opponents of the war, and Thucydides 
lets us see that there was strong opposition to going to war on the part of 
some that--why in the world are we going to war about this embargo we 
have laid on the Megarians? Who cares about that? So, in the great final 
debate about this issue, what should we do, how should we answer the 
Spartan offer on this occasion? Many speeches were made, Thucydides tells 
us, but the only one he reports is that of Pericles. Pericles makes the case as 
to why it is necessary not to withdraw the Megarian Decree, and it is the 
classic argument against appeasement out of fear.  

If we do withdraw this, we will do so only because we're afraid that 
the Spartans will attack us and we're afraid to fight them. Now, if we give 
way on this point why should the Spartans ever do anything, but threaten us 
again when they want something that we don't want to do? We will be under 
their power; you cannot give way to that kind of a menace and still maintain 
a free hand or any level of equality with the potential opponent. That, I 
think, was the essence of what he had to say along with reminding the 
Athenians how wrong the Spartans were and how inappropriate was their 
behavior, because he said remember we have offered to submit every 
complaint that they have to arbitration. They refused to do that. How can we 
in all honor and in all sense of security refuse to resist that kind of behavior? 
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He won the day; the Athenians refused to withdraw the Megarian Decree. 
The course of war was clearly set.  

But you know even then it was months before the war began and it 
wasn't the Spartans who began it. It all began when the Thebans early or late 
in winter I guess of 431 made a sneak attack on the Boeotian town of 
Plataea which was allied to Athens. Why did they do it? Scholars suggest 
one of two possibilities, either because they knew that there was going to be 
a war and they wanted to gain the strategic advantage of having Plataea 
which is close to the Athenian border in their control, or the flip side could 
be they were afraid there would not be a war and they were eager that there 
should be a war. We just can't be certain about it. But what we can be 
certain about was the attack on Plataea led the Plataeans to ask their 
Athenian allies to help them, the Athenians at the very least had to say they 
would although in the fact they did not and that would compel the Spartans 
to come in and help their Theban allies and that is indeed how the war 
began.

When in probably March of 431 the Spartan and Peloponnesian 
army--we don't know how big but very much bigger than the Athenian army 
came marching into Attica and the war--I'm sorry I've forgotten one thing. 
Before the attack on Plataea, the Spartans sent one more mission to Athens 
in which they said, forget everything we've said before. If you want peace 
you must free the Greeks. That was understood to mean you must give up 
your empire. The Spartans did not for a minute expect the Athenians to do 
that. This was psychological warfare for what was to follow. That Spartans 
were to fight the war on the program, we are the liberators of the Greeks 
against these imperialistic, aggressive Athenians who are destroying 
everybody's autonomy, and making it impossible for everybody to live 
comfortably; we are the liberators and that's what we're doing.  

So, now we've seen that the Athenians had refused to rescind the 
decree and the war had begun. It's worth asking why did the two sides make 
the decisions they did. The Spartans refused to arbitrate. Why? Because 
their whole system depended upon the allies of Sparta being able to count 
on the Spartans to protect them from a third party, when it was necessary. 
So, if the Spartans said, well we're not going to do that, we'll leave it to 
some arbitrator to take care of, then they had to worry that the fundamental 
reason for the league, which gave them their power and their security, would 
disappear and that would be the end of that. They also had to worry that if 
they did not do what the Corinthians and the Megarians and others wanted 
them to do, the Corinthians might leave the league. That is what the 
Corinthians threatened them with in their speech as a matter of fact, which 
itself might be something that would lead to the dissolution of the 
Peloponnesian League, which is so crucial to Sparta. So, all of that was on 
their minds.  

Another reason that the Spartans were not prepared to give way was 
that they really didn't believe, the majority did not believe what the 
Athenians said about how the war would be fought or about what 
Archidamus said, which was to back up the Athenian claim. They could say 
what they want, but there was no instance in a Greek history ever in which 
one state invaded the land of the other state, and the other state simply let 
them do what harm they wanted. No matter what the Athenians might say, 
no matter what you might think that the Athenians had the capacity to do 
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that, they wouldn't do that and Spartans could point--what happened the last 
time we invaded Attica? 445 the Athenians came out and made a treaty with 
us, they conceded, they backed off, why would it be otherwise this time?  
I think that you must always be aware yourself when you're thinking about 
outbreaks of wars anywhere that one of the powerful issues, one of the 
things that helped people decide one way or another is their estimate of how 
that war will be fought and what the price of that war will be, and what the 
chances of victory are; that's always in your mind. You're much less likely 
to go to war if you feel very confident you're going to get smashed, or that 
the cost of the war will be intolerable and so on. So, that was another issue. 
There is a real link, in other words, between the strategy that the Spartans 
expected to be able to employ and the policy that went with it.

Now, of course, their guess about how the war would be fought 
turned out to be wrong and very costly to them. What else could they have 
done? Well in theory, at least, they could have called the Corinthian bluff 
and say, no we're going to obey our oaths in the previous treaty, we're going 
to submit to arbitration, too bad if you don't like it. What could the 
Corinthians have done? Well, they might have tried to withdraw from the 
league and their own withdrawal would not have been critical, only if they 
had been able to bring with them other states. We can only guess as to how 
successful they might have been. Perhaps, it's not out of the question that 
Megara, being as upset as they were would have joined them. That would 
have been a real strategic problem, because between the two of them they 
control the isthmus and it means the Spartans can't get out of the 
Peloponnesus. So, I don't know how much of a choice that really was.

On the other hand, I'm sure there must have been Spartans who said, 
say who's in charge of this league anyway, the Corinthians or us? We make 
the policy, they do what we tell them, we don't get dragged around by them, 
but then the question would be, well what if these things do happen? So it 
was, as always, not an easy call for either side. After all, the Spartans always 
had to fear the helots, and Thucydides makes the point, I think, that it is fear 
of the helots that is always at the core of Spartan policy decisions. Recently, 
scholars have decided to challenge that but I don't think they've been very 
successful with that.  

Thucydides describes the motives that drive states to war and gives a 
wonderful triad; fear, honor, and interest and in this case--it's usually some 
combination of all of these things. In this case, all of them were engaged, 
but I think fear is legitimately the one that's prominent. It's the one that 
Thucydides puts at the head of the list, and you can see why it might be 
right. What about Athens? Why did the Athenians behave as they did? 
Pericles and the Athenians followed this moderate policy of deterrence. 
They insisted upon the terms of the treaty, they insisted upon their equality 
with the Spartans, and therefore on arbitration, no dictation, no appeasement 
out of fear. The Megarian Decree was intended as a warning, and, I think, 
Pericles relied on the fact, a very unusual situation, Sparta has only one king 
at this time and that King is Archidamus who is a friend of Pericles and who 
is in favor of peace.  

Kings are very influential in Sparta, and so Pericles might well have 
thought with Archidamus on my side, the Spartans will understand that I've 
no aggressive intentions against them, I don't want to wreck their league, I 
don't want to do anything to them, but they will simply have to arbitrate 
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these problems, and they'll see that and he was wrong. He was confident 
hereto--it's the same issue of the question of how does strategy and policy, 
how do these connect with one another? He believed that his strategy could 
not fail. The Spartans could invade, could do what harm they liked, the 
Athenians would be able to live through whatever they did without taking 
casualties, simply losing property, because they had the empire that they 
could live off, which would bring them the money they needed to buy 
everything they wanted and they had nothing to fear at sea. So, surely the 
Spartans, after they cooled off, would see that they couldn't win and then 
why fight, because they just couldn't harm the Athenians.  

It was a strategy that was totally rational and that's what was wrong 
with it. It didn't take account of the irrationalities that governed human 
beings so much of the time. It didn't take account of the fact that the 
Spartans were both angry and frightened, and finally that the Spartans didn't 
have the imagination, and I mean I don't want to put the Spartans down as 
particularly blind in this respect. It seems to me all Greeks would have had 
the same doubts; they didn't have the imagination to think that anybody 
would do what Pericles had in mind. And even if it was explained to them, 
they'd say they won't do it. Because to do so from the Spartan and Greek 
perspective would be cowardly, and would the Athenians be willing to be 
shown up to be such terrible cowards as they would have to be standing 
behind their walls, watching the Spartans ripping up their homes, destroying 
their crops, and calling them every name in the book as they shouted 
beneath their walls. They thought not.

So, Pericles and the Athenians, I think, went wrong as the Spartans 
did really in anticipating what was going to happen, and finally, I would 
make this point. I make it as a general point about the outbreaks of wars 
anywhere, anytime and that is, if you are going to use a strategy of 
deterrence you must have available to you a powerful offensive threat. It's 
one thing to say, as Pericles was in effect saying, you can't hurt me so don't 
fight. You have to be able to show the enemy I can hurt you very badly; so 
don't fight, and Pericles had no intention of employing anything like a very 
serious offensive threat. There were ways he might have been able to do this 
or that, but that was not what was on his mind. He expected that the 
Spartans would behave fundamentally rationally. They would calculate their 
chances of victory, they would see they had none, and they would negotiate, 
which means accept arbitration and get out of this fix.  

In my view, neither side wanted war, but neither side was ready to 
yield for the reasons that I have suggested. It's not that this was in my view 
an irrepressible conflict. I use the terminology of the American Civil War, 
because really that's what Thucydides is saying about the Peloponnesian 
War; that it was an irrepressible conflict. I think not. I think mistakes were 
made, mistakes of judgment on both sides that produced the outcome. Both 
sides felt that they could not back down and as Lincoln would say of his 
great war, "and the war came." I don't really think it was a case of one side 
deciding, let's have a war. I think it was they both stumbled into it as a 
consequence of the situation and their misunderstandings of what was going 
on.

So, now to turn to the war itself. I have long ago concluded that 
running through the war at the pace that's available to me in time will be too 
superficial to be anything but silly, so I won't try to tell you what happened 
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in the war but you have a pretty good informant there, his name is 
Thucydides and your textbook can fill the rest of it in. What I'd like to do in 
the time available to me to talk about the war is to pursue a couple of topics 
in some depth to help you understand some aspects of the war, rather than 
the hopeless effort to describe the war to you so briefly. So, I want to talk to 
you first about the main source that we have for understanding the war and 
the great historian who wrote it, Thucydides, in his history of the war. I 
guess when I give this as a separate talk to people I use the title, 
"Thucydides the Revisionist Historian of the Peloponnesian War," and let 
me just do that for you.  

Now, just that title ought to raise a number of questions. Who is this 
guy? Who is this Thucydides? Why should we be interested in what he 
wrote over 2,400 years ago? Also, what is a revisionist and how can 
Thucydides be a revisionist when he seems to have been the first man to 
write a history of the Peloponnesian War? What was there for him to revise? 
Well, Thucydides was an Athenian aristocrat who came of age at the height 
of the greatness of Periclean Athens. He appears to have been born, let us 
say about 460 B.C. He was not yet thirty, when the Great War broke out, 
with two interruptions that war lasted for twenty seven years, and left 
Greece shattered, impoverished and permanently weakened. Never again 
were the Greeks masters of their fate and that war was his subject.

But why should a war among the ancient Greeks interest us today? 
One answer lies in Thucydides' definition of his task and in the skill in 
which he carried it out. He said, it may well be that my history will seem 
less easy to read and he means here, less easy to read than Herodotus with 
all those wonderful funny stories that he tells, because of the absence in it of 
a romantic element. Take that Herodotus. It will be enough for me, however, 
if these words of mine are judged useful for those who want to understand 
clearly the events that happened in the past, and which human nature being 
what it is, will at some time or other and in much the same ways, be 
repeated in the future. My work is not a piece of writing designed to meet 
the tastes of an immediate public like Herodotus is who read his history out 
in public readings. My work is a possession forever.

Now, that may sound immodest, but his expectation obviously was 
justified. For his work has lasted and been judged useful to this very day, 
perhaps more influential in our time than any time before. But what's a 
revisionist? In a sense, of course, all historians are revisionist, for each tries 
to make some contribution that changes our understanding of the past. 
When we use the term revisionist, we refer to a writer who tries to change 
the readers' mind in a major way, to provide a new general interpretation 
sharply and thoroughly to change our way of looking at the matter. The term 
seems to have been used first after the First World War. Most people who 
lived in the allied nations believed that the central powers were responsible 
for bringing it on and deserved to be punished for it.

Soon after the war, some people began to argue that Germany and 
Austria were no more responsible than Russia, France, and England and 
perhaps less. Soon historians, called revisionists, argued in support of that 
position. Before long the new view captured the minds of educated people 
in England and America, even some Frenchmen were convinced and the 
Bolshevik government of Russia did not need convincing of the wickedness 
of their czarist regime; since then the phenomenon has been calming. A few 
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writers, most notably A.J.P. Taylor tried to revise the common opinion that 
held Hitler responsible for the Second World War, and had great success for 
a while. Later, the causes of the Cold War and of the American War in 
Vietnam underwent similar treatment.  

These attempts to reverse opinion have had great practical 
importance. What happened in the past and even more important, what we 
think happened has a powerful influence on the way we respond to our 
current problems. What historians say happened, and what they say it 
means, therefore, makes a very great difference. Let me just remind you 
about the controversy about the First World War to illustrate that point. The 
Americans and the English, in particular, came to feel that Germany was 
wrongly blamed and therefore unjustly treated by the Versailles Treaty. 
Americans used this as the main justification for rejecting that treaty and 
then retreating into isolation from foreign affairs. The English, of course, 
couldn't go that far, but their belief that Germany was falsely accused made 
it easy to permit and to justify Hitler's violations of the treaty. Feelings of 
guilt helped support a policy of disarmament, unpreparedness, and 
appeasement.  

The English poet W.H. Auden, responding to Hitler's invasion of 
Poland in a poem called, "September 1, 1939," a poem that was 
subsequently deleted from collections of his poetry, revealed how deeply the 
idea had penetrated and how late, in spite of everything, it lasted. Here's 
what he says, "Accurate scholarship can unearth the whole offense from 
Luther until now that has driven a culture mad. Find what occurred at 
Lynce. What huge Imago made a psychopathic god? I and the public know 
what all school children learn. Those to whom evil is done, do evil in 
return." So we are to understand Hitler and Nazi Germany as simply 
responding to the bad deal they got at the Battle of Versailles and that's all 
there is to it.  
More recent scholarship is shown to most people's satisfaction that the 
opinions of contemporaries were more right than the revisionists, that the 
general blame for the First World War can be laid at Germany's door and 
that guilty feelings were unjustified, but it's too late. The revisionist 
historians did their work so well, and it fit so nicely into the climate of 
opinion of the 1920s and 30s that these people captured the minds of a 
generation and helped to move them in a direction that they wanted to go. 
So, what historians write and what teachers teach can really matter, mostly 
in the negative. I mean, if we teach you anything right you forget it, but if 
we get it wrong you remember.  

Thucydides, as much as anyone who has ever written, believed in the 
practical importance of history, so, we should expect him to be eager to set 
straight any errors of fact or interpretation that he found. But his revisionist 
tendencies are clear on a larger scale than detail, he has the evidence of 
Homer, for instance to show, he uses it, that it was the poverty of the 
Greeks, not the bravery of the Trojans that made the siege of Troy so long. 
He seems to have been the first one to present the view that the 
Peloponnesian War was one single conflict that began in 431 and ended in 
427, not a series of separate wars. But my question again is what was there 
to revise? The answer, I think, is the same as in the modern instances, I 
mentioned. The not yet, fully formed, or written opinions of contemporaries.  
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In modern times these are very easy to recover. Some of us still 
remember them, and in any case, modern revisionists always confront and 
argue against them. Thucydides' method is different. He argues with no one 
and he vents no alternative view even to refute it. There are a couple of 
exceptions, but even then he doesn't mention anybody, who holds the view 
he's going to refute. He just puts forward the view. He gives the reader only 
the necessary facts and conclusions that he has distilled from them after 
careful investigation and thought. He has been so successful that for more 
than 2,400 years few readers have been aware that any other opinion 
existed. But a careful reading of Thucydides himself and of a few other 
ancient sources shows that there were other opinions in Thucydides' time 
and that his history is a powerful and effective polemic against them.  

One interesting dispute involved the causes of and responsibility for 
the war, which I've been chatting about. To the ordinary contemporary, the 
war must have seemed the result of a series of incidents beginning about 
436 B.C. at Epidamnus. There, a Civil War brought about the conflict with 
Corcyra, the quarrel threatened the general peace when Athens made an 
alliance--I'm sorry with Corcyra against Sparta's Corinthian ally, during the 
winter Potidaea. I'm not going to go through that because you know all 
about it. The opposition to the war, I remind you, focused on the Megarian 
Decree, as its cause and held Pericles responsible for both the decree and the 
war. In 425 the comic poet Aristophanes presented a play called, 
Acharnians. The war had by that time dragged on for six long and painful 
years and his comic hero, Dikaiopolis, has decided to make a separate peace 
for himself. This so angers the patriotic and bellicose chorus that the hero is 
forced to explain that it was not the Spartans who began the war.

Here's what Dikaiopolis says, "Some vice ridden wretches, men of 
no honor, false men, not even real citizens, they kept denouncing Megara's 
little coats and if everyone, anyone ever saw a cucumber, a hair, a suckling 
pig, a clove of garlic, or a lump of salt all were denounced as Megarian and 
confiscated." Then he goes on, "Some drunken Athenians stole a Megarian 
woman and in return some Megarians stole three prostitutes from the house 
of Aspasia, Pericles' mistress." Next the infuriated Pericles, I quote, again, 
"Enacted laws which sounded which sounded like drinking songs, that the 
Megarians must leave our land, our market, our sea, our continent. Then, 
when the Megarians were slowly starving, they begged the Spartans to get 
the law of the three harlots withdrawn. We refused though they asked us 
often, and from that came the clash of shields."  

Now, using the evidence of Athenian comedy to understand 
contemporary politics is a tricky business. Just imagine the trouble 
somebody 2,000 years from now would have making sense of a Jay Leno 
monologue or a skit from Saturday Night Live. Aristophanes is clearly 
having fun by connecting the Megarian Decree, which we know was 
supported by Pericles, with the rape of women, which according to Homer 
started the Trojan War, and according to Herodotus, was said to have caused 
the war between the Greeks and the Persians as well. Still he does make the 
Megarian Decree and the Athenian refusal to withdraw it central to the 
coming of the war, both in Acharnians and in another comedy he wrote 
called Peace, performed in 421.  

In the latter play, he makes Hermes the god, explain to the war 
weary Athenian farmers how peace was lost in the first place, I quote, "The 
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beginning of our trouble was the disgrace of Phidias." He is referring to the 
great sculptor who had been charged with impiety in connection with the 
great statue of Athena that he had constructed for the Parthenon. Then 
Pericles, "fearing he might share in the misfortune, because Phidias was his 
close friend, dreading your ill nature, that is the Athenians and your 
stubborn ways, before he could suffer harm set the city aflame with that 
little spark the Megarian Decree." Well, the full context reveals that the 
connection between the attacks on the great sculptor Phidias, Pericles' friend 
and associate, and the Megarian Decree was Aristophanes' own joke, but it 
was taken seriously by other ancient writers, and it surely reflected charges 
that were made by real contemporary enemies of Pericles. The hard kernel 
of opinion central to all this is the common belief that the cause of the war 
was the Megarian Degree and that Pericles was responsible for it.

Well, of course, that view, at the very most, is an over simplification 
and any good historian would have rejected it as a sufficient explanation. 
Thucydides, in fact, gives it very little attention. He doesn't mention it in its 
natural place in the narrative. He doesn't give its date. He doesn't tell us the 
purpose, and he doesn't tell us how it worked in practice. He does not 
conceal the fact that the peace was conditional on its withdrawal, or that it 
became the center of the final debate in Athens. His way of refuting the 
common opinion was to indicate its unimportance by the small place it 
occupies in his account, and to include it among all the specific quarrels that 
he regards as insignificant. His own explicit interpretation is a sweeping 
revision of the usual explanation, and it's the one I've told you about before.  

He states that same explanation, in other words, twice more in his 
account of the wars' origins and the whole first book is a carefully organized 
unit meant to support that interpretation. So skillfully and powerfully did he 
work that his interpretation has convinced all but a few readers over the 
centuries. I should point out that in spite of my clearing up that error, it's 
been available for about forty years now. I hate to tell but most people still 
agree with Thucydides and not with me. The revisionist view quickly and 
lastingly became orthodoxy. Another controversy surrounds Pericles most 
unusual strategy for waging the war and I'll talk to you about that next time. 
So, let me move onto the next point. Just give me a second. Here we go. 
Sorry about this. 

The point that I want to make--the other instance that I want to bring 
to your attention is in the summary that Thucydides makes of Pericles' 
career and of his importance to Athens in Chapter 65 of Book II, after 
Pericles' death. He interrupts the narrative to give you this really lengthy 
evaluation. One of the things he says in that evaluation is that Athens in the 
time of Pericles was a democracy in name, but the rule of the first citizen in 
fact. That is a remarkably powerful statement. He is saying that Periclean 
Athens was not a democracy and that it was in effect some kind of an 
autocratic government with Pericles as the autocrat. I would say that all the 
evidence we have suggests that that is not accurate. Just a few points to 
illustrate why that is so--I mean, one way to do that I think is by 
comparison. People have suggested that what Thucydides is saying is like 
what Augustus, the Emperor or Rome said about himself, that he ruled not 
by any particular power, not by potestas, but by his auctoritas, that is to say 
by the influence that his persona and his achievements, and all those things 
had over his fellow citizens.
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Well, in the case of Augustus it was a flat lie. Augustus had a 
monopoly of all the armed force there was in the Mediterranean. He also 
had a vast treasury that he could use for his own purposes. He was, as all 
historians in the modern world made perfectly clear, he was an emperor who 
ruled, no matter what instruments he used, it was a one-man rule. In a 
second you can see how it doesn't apply to Pericles. Pericles had no armed 
forces available to him; he could not enforce anything by pulling out some 
soldiers to do anything that he wanted to do. Any use of any armed forces 
always had to be voted by the assembly, and debated, and discussed, and a 
majority determined whether it could be done. Moreover, every month the 
question was raised, as you know, is Pericles like all the other generals, 
okay or has he violated anything.

Charges could be brought against him, he could be brought to court 
and that's what happened to him in the middle of the war in 430. His 
enemies did bring charges against him, he was convicted, he was removed 
temporarily from the generalship, and he had to pay a very, very heavy fine. 
This is not the business of dictators. So, very briefly, Thucydides is wrong 
about that. Why did he want to say that? This gets to my own explanation of 
how we can understand. I've made the argument that he's wrong about the 
origins of war. Next time, I'll make the case that he was wrong in fully 
supporting Pericles strategy in the Peloponnesian War as the correct one. I'll 
make the claim that the opposite is true.  

If I'm right, why in the world did he say the things he did? I think we 
need to understand his situation. In 424 he was a general commanding 
Athenian naval forces in the north. He was away from the place where they 
expected him to be when there was a suddenly surprise seizure of the 
important Athenian city of Amphipolis, a charge was brought against him, 
he was brought to trial, and he was found guilty and sent into exile. He spent 
the last twenty years of the war in exile. Probably, I would guess, among 
fellow exiles and fellow opponents of the Athenian democracy, because he 
is very clearly a critic of the Athenian democracy.  

There he had to speak all the time to people who said, wait a minute 
Thucydides, let me get this right, you think Pericles was a terrific guy, don't 
you? Yeah, I do, he would have had to say that. They said, besides didn't 
you get elected general in 424 and wasn't that about the most radical year in 
the entire history of Athenian democracy? Weren't you a great pal? How 
could it be a blue blood like you, who knows what nonsense democracy is, 
how could you possibly hold those positions? And in my view, his history is 
his answer to those questions. You think that the war is about the Megarian 
Decree and that Pericles is responsible for it, you're completely wrong. The 
war was inevitable, and became so as soon as the Athenian Empire came on 
board to challenge the Spartan hegemony. Your view is naïve and ignorant. 
So, please pay attention to my history when I get it fully written.  

You think that Pericles was a democrat you bloody fool; he was a 
man who ruled over others; he did not take his orders from the assembly. 
You think that we lost the war, because we had a bad strategy? The truth is 
the strategy was right, and if his successors had not abandoned that, they 
would have held out and won the war. So, you see all of your main ideas 
about what's happened to us in the past are wrong, and that is why I did 
what I did and I was right to do so every step of the way. That was his 
history and in my view was not merely an account of the past; it was an 
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apologia pro vita sua, a defense of his own life and of the great decisions 
that were made in it. Of course, what I've just said is highly controversial. 
Next time we'll talk about the strategy in the war. 
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XX. The�Peloponnesian�War,�Part�II�(cont.)�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� examines� Pericles� as� a� general.� First,� he�
describes� Pericles'� strategy� of� war� and� then� he� evaluates� this� strategy.�
According�to�Professor�Kagan,�Pericles'�strategy�was�characterized�by�being�
both� defensive� and� rational.� It� was� defensive,� because� the� Athenians� did�
not�engage�the�Spartans�in�a�traditional�hoplite�battle,�and�it�was�rational,�
because� Pericles� assumed� that� the� Spartans� would� cease� fighting� when�
they� realized� that� the�Athenians�did�not�have� to� fight�a� land�battle,� since�
they� had� a� walled� city� and� a� navy.� On� its� surface,� this� strategy� seems�
reasonable,� but� Professor� Kagan� points� out� that� there� were� two� flaws.�
First,�the�Athenians�did�not�have�an�offensive�plan:�that�is,�a�plan�to�deter�
the�Spartans� from�quitting� the�war.�Second,�Pericles� failed� to� realize� that�
war�is�not�always�rational.�

Why aren't you all home like the rest of the class? My subject today is 
Pericles as general. I don't expect that it will take up all our time. So, if you 
like when I'm through I'd be glad to respond to any questions or comments 
that you want to make about the Peloponnesian War. So, if you think of any 
as I'm talking, I hope you'll have a shot at it.
Near the end of his biography of Pericles, Plutarch describes this great 
Athenian leader on his death bed. The best men of Athens and his personal 
friends are gathered in his room and are discussing the greatness of his 
virtues and the power he held. Thinking he was asleep, they added up his 
achievements and the number of his trophies, for as general he had set up 
nine commemorating a victory on behalf of the city.  

Now, we are inclined to think of Pericles primarily as a great 
political leader, a brilliant orator, a patron of the arts and sciences, the man 
whose work in the peaceful arts shaped what is often called the Golden Age 
of Athens. So, it's useful for us to remember that the office to which the 
people elected him almost every year for some thirty years, from which he 
carried on all of these activities, was that of strategos, a general and that 
foremost responsibility of Athenian generals was to lead armies and navies 
into battle. From his own time until modern times, Pericles' talents as a 
general have been criticized and defended. In the first year of the 
Peloponnesian War, when his strategy called for the Athenians to huddle 
behind the walls of their city while the invading Peloponnesian army 
ravaged their lands in Attica, Thucydides says the city was angry with 
Pericles. They abused him, because as their general he did not lead them out 
into battle and they held him responsible for all they were suffering.

In the next year, after another invasion and destruction of their crops 
and farms, and after a terrible plague had struck the city, again, Thucydides 
says they blamed Pericles for persuading them to go to war and they held 
him responsible for their misfortunes. At a lower level, the poet Hermippus, 
one of the comic poets whose work we don't have but occasionally we have 
a quotation and here's one. Hermippus presented one of his comedies in the 
spring of 430, the second year of the war, that simply charged Pericles with 
cowardice. He addresses Pericles as follows: "King of the satyrs, why don't 
you ever lift a spear but instead only use dreadful words to wage the war, 
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assuming the character of the cowardly Telius. But if a little knife is 
sharpened on a wet stone you roar as though bitten by the fierce Cleon."

Cleon, as you know, was his major opponent in the last years of his 
life and Cleon was hawkish and an advocate of aggressive active fighting. 
Now, the title of this talk, Pericles as General, is also the name of the most 
vehement modern attack on Pericles as a general. I say modern, of course, 
I'm talking about the nineteenth century. When you're an ancient historian 
things take on those proportions. The author, Dr. Julius von Pflugk-
Harttung, was a veteran of the Franco-Prussian war and an appreciative 
student of what he took to be the lessons taught by the great military 
historian and theorist Clausewitz. He believed that he had acquired some 
useful knowledge of the science of war, as he put it, that led him vigorously 
and entirely to condemn Pericles' generalship, and Pericles' conduct of the 
Peloponnesian War.  

He says that we see expeditions without inner unity, without the 
possibility of greater results, and I'm quoting Pflugk-Harttung now. "To 
avoid danger, Pericles regularly gave away important advantages. Overall, 
we find the effort to lose no battle but nowhere to win one. As much as 
Pericles' personal courage operated in battle and in the assembly, so little 
did he have of the courage proper to a general, which boldly risks the life of 
thousands at the decisive moment. As such, he belongs to those when they 
say a philosophical group which brings everything as neatly as possible into 
the system and plan, instead of acting openly and vigorously. It is a fact that 
Pericles, the chief advocate of the anti-Spartan policy never offered a single 
battle against the Spartans."  

At the higher level of strategy, the critique of Pericles is no less 
severe. "Pericles was a good minister of war who made farsighted 
preparations, but as general, he did not know how to make good use of the 
existing situation." Again I quote, "He was a great burgermeister," this 
means mayor. It was not a very friendly thing to call the great general who 
led Athens. "He was a burgermeister in the true sense of the word; there is 
the rich many sidedness of his nature which was then by that which came 
into play. His superiority to corruption, everything petty and paltry, yet he 
lacked the prophet's vision and the certain luck of the borne statesman. 
Above all, he lacked the recklessness which is often needed to lead what has 
begun to the goal. As the leader of foreign policy he was not comparable to 
a Themistocles, as a general not even approximately to a Cimon." 

So, that's the harshest of the critics of Pericles over the years, but 
Pericles has been very lucky over the years in his defenders. In antiquity, his 
performance was justified and praised by Thucydides, who was after all a 
contemporary, a general himself, and the historian of the period whose 
interpretations have dominated opinion ever since he wrote. For all the 
objectivity of Thucydides' styles, he tells the story very much from Pericles' 
viewpoint. For instance, when he describes the revolt against the Athenian 
leader in the second year of the war, and the Athenians' unsuccessful effort 
to make peace, this is how he describes the aftermath.  

"Being totally at a loss as to what to do, they -- the Athenian people -
- attack Pericles, and when he saw that they were exasperated and doing 
everything as he had anticipated, he called an assembly, since he was still 
general; he wanted to put confidence into them and leading them away from 
their anger to restore their calm and their courage." He reports three of 
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Pericles, that is to say Thucydides does, reports three of Pericles' speeches at 
length without reporting any of the speeches made by his opponents on 
those occasions, with the result that the reader is made to see the situation 
through Pericles' eyes. Finally, he makes his own judgment perfectly clear; 
coming down firmly and powerfully on the side of Pericles and against all 
of his critics.

Here's what Thucydides says, "As long as he led the state in peace 
time he kept to a moderate policy and kept it safe. It was under his 
leadership that Athens reached her greatest heights, and when the war came 
and it appears that he also judged its power correctly. Pericles lived for two 
years and six months after the war began, and after his death his foresight 
about the war was acknowledged still more. For he had said that if the 
Athenians stayed on the defensive, maintained their navy, and did not try to 
expand their empire in wartime thereby endangering the state, they would 
win out. But they acted opposite to his advice in every way, and when their 
efforts failed they harmed the state's conduct of the war."  
Now, in spite of his successor's departure from his strategy and the disasters 
that resulted in spite of the entry of the Persian Empire into the enemy 
ranks, the Athenians held out for ten years after the disastrous Sicilian 
Expedition and for twenty-seven years with interruption altogether. Here's 
Thucydides final word on this subject, "So more than abundant was Pericles' 
reasons for his own predictions that Athens would have won in a war 
against the Peloponnesians alone." Thucydides makes it absolutely clear; 
Pericles was right in the strategy that he had adopted, and if the Athenians 
had stuck to it they would have won the war. Plutarch accepted Thucydides' 
judgment and added further defense against the charges of cowardice and 
lack of enterprise that his enemies were launching against Pericles.  

To Plutarch, the actions that provoked such accusations instead 
revealed prudence, moderation, and a desire to protect the safety of 
Athenian soldiers. In 454, we're back now in the first Peloponnesian War, 
Pericles led a seaborne expedition into the Corinthian Gulf. Thucydides 
merely reports that he defeated the Sicyonians in battle and ravaged the 
territory and besieged the important city of Oeniada, though he failed to take 
it and then sailed home. Obviously, answering later criticism, Plutarch 
concludes his account of these events by saying that Pericles returned to 
Athens, and now I quote him, "Having showed himself to be formidable to 
the enemy but a safe and effective commander to his fellow citizens, for no 
misfortune struck the men on the expedition."  

In 437, he sailed into the Black Sea on a mission of imperial 
consolidation that amounted to little more than showing the flag to the local 
barbarians. An action that was too insignificant to be even noticed by 
Thucydides, but Plutarch does not miss the chance to meet the criticism that 
had been directed against his hero. On this campaign, according to Plutarch, 
Pericles displayed the magnitude of his forces and the fearlessness and 
confident courage with which they sailed wherever they liked and placed the 
entire sea under their power. In 446, when Boeotia was in rebellion, the bold 
and ambitious General Tolmides convinced the assembly to send him at the 
head of an army to put down the uprising.  

Plutarch reports that Pericles tried to restrain and to persuade him to 
end the assembly, making his famous remark that if he would not listen to 
Pericles he would not go wrong in waiting for time, the wisest counselor, 
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but Tolmides didn't listen and he went, and the result was a disaster. The 
Athenians suffered many casualties, Tolmides was killed, and Boeotia was 
lost. Plutarch's comment is that this incident brought great fame and 
goodwill to Pericles as a man of prudence and patriotism. Later in the same 
year, rebellion broke out in Euboea and Megara revolted opening the road 
for a Peloponnesian invasion of Attica. Pericles, on this occasion had no 
choice; he led an Athenian army out to meet the invading army, but instead 
of fighting a battle he convinced the Spartans to withdraw and then to 
negotiate a peace.  

In retrospect, no doubt, his critics accused him of missing a chance 
for victory in the field. Thucydides reports the Peloponnesian withdrawal 
without comment or explanation. But Plutarch uses this action to respond in 
almost poetic language to later charges that accompany the Peloponnesian 
invasion in 431. Reporting that his enemies, Pericles' enemies, threatened 
and denounced him and choruses sang mocking songs to his shame, and 
insulted his generalship for its cowardice and for abandoning everything to 
the enemy. The Peloponnesians, Plutarch tells us, expected the Athenians to 
fight out of anger and pride. But to Pericles, it appeared terrible to fight a 
battle against 60,000 Peloponnesian and Boeotian hoplites, for that was the 
number of those who made the first invasion. I'm still quoting Plutarch, and 
to stake the city itself on the outcome.  

He reports Pericles' calming language to the excited Athenians in 
431 saying that trees, though cut and lopped, grew quickly, but if men were 
destroyed it was not easy to get them back again. Here he turned to the 
charges of cowardice and lack of enterprise and he turned them on their 
heads and did so more fully in a passage that sums up his view of Pericles' 
generalship, and I'll read it to you. "In his generalship he was especially 
famous for his caution. He never willingly undertook a battle that involved 
great risk or uncertainty, nor did he envy or emulate those who took great 
risks with brilliant success and were admired as great generals. He always 
said to his fellow citizens that as far as it was in his power, they would live 
forever and be immortals."  

Of the many modern scholars who have been persuaded by this 
view, none has argued more forcefully in favor of Pericles' generalship than 
Hans Delbruck, perhaps the most renowned military historian of his day, 
and still a respected figure in that field. He and Pflugk-Harttung were 
contemporaries, they lived in--well, they did their writing on this subject in 
the last decades of the nineteenth century. Annoyed by the critiques rather, 
lately leveled at Pericles and especially by Pflugk-Harttung, he wrote a 
thorough defense in 1890 under the title, The Generalship of Pericles 
Explained Through the Generalship of Frederick the Great.  

His main effort and at work is to justify Pericles' conduct of the war 
that began in 431, the subject of the greatest criticism leveled at the 
Athenian general. Pericles' strategy did not aim at defeating the Spartans in 
battle, but was meant to convince them that war against Athens was futile. 
His strategic goals, therefore, were entirely defensive. He told the Athenians 
that if they would remain quiet, take care of their fleet, refrain from trying to 
extend their empire in wartime and so putting their city in danger, they 
would prevail. The Athenians were to reject battle on land, abandon their 
fields and homes in the country to Spartan devastation, and retreat behind 
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their walls. Meanwhile, their navy would launch a series of commando raids 
on the coast of the Peloponnesus.

This strategy would continue until the frustrated enemy was prepared 
to make peace. The naval raids and landings were not meant to do serious 
harm, but merely to annoy the enemy and to suggest how much damage the 
Athenians could do, if they chose. The strategy was not to exhaust the 
Peloponnesians physically or materially, but psychologically. No such 
strategy had ever been attempted in Greek history, for no state before the 
coming of the Athenian imperial democracy ever had the means for trying 
such a strategy. To do so was not easy. For this unprecedented strategy ran 
directly across the grain, as you know, of Greek tradition. Willingness to 
fight, bravery, and steadfastness in battle, became the essential 
characteristics of the free man and the citizen. Pericles' strategy of passivity, 
therefore, ran counter to the teachings of the Greek tradition.

But most Athenians were farmers, whose lands and homes were 
outside the walls. The Periclean strategy required them to look on idly while 
their houses, crops, and vines, and olive trees were damaged or entirely 
destroyed. In the face of these facts, as well as of the power of tradition, and 
the cultural values of the Greeks, it is hard to understand even in retrospect 
how Pericles could convince the Athenians to adopt his strategy. Delbruck 
keenly aware of Athens' numerical inferiority on land was convinced of the 
soundness of Pericles' approach.  
Here's what Delbruck wrote, "The structure of the Peloponnesian War 
obliges us to give him a position not simply among the great statesmen, but 
also among the great military leaders of world history. It is not his war plan 
as such that bestows this right on him, for the fame of the commander is 
gained not by word but by deed, but rather the gigantic power of decision 
that accompanied it. Not to halt with a half measure but to plunge in whole 
heartedly and to give up completely what had to be sacrificed -- the entire 
Attic countryside. In addition, the strength of personal authority that was 
able to make such a decision understandable to a democratic national 
assembly and to gain their approval. The execution of this decision is a 
strategic deed that can be compared favorably with any victory."  

Take that, critics. Delbruck was pulling no punches and if you said 
he was a bum I say he was the greatest. Delbruck tries to bolster his case by 
comparing Pericles with Frederick the Great, King of Prussia in the 
eighteenth century. During the Seven Years' War Frederick applied what 
Delbruck calls a strategy of exhaustion; instead of the strategy of 
annihilation in which one army seeks out the other to bring it to decisive 
battle with the goal of destroying its nation's ability to resist. Such a strategy 
is sometimes adopted by or forced upon the weaker side in a conflict, 
because no other choice promises success. In the twentieth century, the 
North Vietnamese communists used it with success against the United 
States. Superior fire power brought the Americans victory in set battles, but 
was not so effective in dealing with various forms of guerilla warfare. The 
communists, therefore, usually avoided battles throughout the war. 
Continuing warfare over years without a decisive result fed division and 
discontent in America and ultimately exhausted the American will to fight.  

In the Second Punic War, Rome repeatedly suffered crushing defeats 
in battle at the hands of Hannibal. The Romans, therefore, chose the tactics 
of Quintus Fabius Maximus, avoiding battle, harassing the enemy with 
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guerilla warfare, until they grew stronger and he, far from home and cut off 
from it by sea, grew weaker and was compelled to withdraw. Pericles' 
strategy, however, was unlike these strategies in many ways. Unlike the 
Vietnamese communists and the Romans, he never attempted a set battle on 
land. The Vietnamese wore down America's resolve by inflicting casualties 
on their forces. The Romans avoided battle only so long as they had to. 
Their ultimate aim was to defeat the enemy in standard battles, which finally 
they did in Italy, Spain, and Africa.

Delbruck's comparison with Frederick's strategy seems to me no less 
faulty. The Prussian Monarch was driven to it by combat losses in set battles 
fought over two years and by the absence of any alternative. He needed to 
avoid battle to survive. Only good fortune, not calculated war plans could 
save him. Britain came to his aid with financial assistance and then the most 
incalculable of all things happened, the death of the Russian Empress who 
was a great fan, who was hostile to Frederick broke up the coalition of his 
enemies allowing him to escape from the war unbeaten; she was succeeded 
by a czar who loved Frederick the Great and thereby saved his neck.  

The situation confronting Pericles was entirely different from these 
cases. No helpful allies stood in the wings and no fortunate accident came to 
divide his opponents. Since he avoided all fighting on land against the 
Spartans, he inflicted no casualties, as the Vietnamese and the Romans did. 
They and Frederick moreover, aimed finally at fighting and winning battles 
when the odds were in their favor. The core of Pericles' plan, however, was 
to avoid all land battles to show that the Peloponnesians could do Athens no 
serious harm and to exhaust them psychologically, to make them see reason 
and understand that their efforts were futile and could not bring them 
victory. His plan did not work. The element of chance, the unexpected and 
incalculable intervened against Pericles and against Athens in the form of 
the terrible plague that ultimately killed a third of the Athenian population.  

Of course, all this encouraged the Peloponnesians who refused to be 
discouraged and continued to fight. When Pericles died in 429 the Athenian 
treasury was running dry, his plan lay in ruins, and there was no prospect for 
victory. Only when his successors turned to a more aggressive strategy did 
the Athenians level the playing field and achieve a position, which allowed 
them to hold out for twenty-seven years, and indeed on more than one 
occasion, almost brought victory. So, it's not surprising that Pericles' 
strategy in the Peloponnesian War has brought criticism that raises 
questions about his capacity as a military leader, even from sober and 
friendly scholars. Georg Busolt, a very distinguished German historian, 
regarded his strategy as fundamentally right, but even he thought that it was 
somewhat one-sided and doctrinaire, and in its execution it was lacking an 
energetic procedure and in the spirit of enterprise; that's from a very good 
friend.

Hermann Bengston, as you can see, the Germans have dominated 
this entire field of discussion, defends the plan against its critics, but 
concedes that the carrying out of the offensive part of the plan appears to 
modern viewers as not very energetic and resolute; I'll say. Their influence 
no doubt, these critics are, by the knowledge that Pericles' successors took 
some actions that did not risk significant land battles or numerous 
casualties, and yet produced important successes. In the spring of 425, the 
brilliant and daring general Demosthenes, conceived and executed a plan to 
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seize and fortify the promontory of Pylos at the southwestern tip of the 
Peloponnesus. From there, the Athenians could launch raids at will and 
encourage the escape or rebellion of the helots, Sparta's enslaved 
population. His success panicked the Spartans who allowed several hundred 
of their troops to be trapped and captured on the Island of Sphacteria, just 
off Pylos.  

He immediately proposed a peace, which the Athenians then refused. 
Later in the same spring, the Athenians seized and garrisoned the Island of 
Cythera just off the southeastern tip of the Peloponnesus, and immediately 
they began to launch raids against the mainland. Thucydides reports that the 
Spartans suffered what I think of as pretty much a nervous breakdown.  

Here's the account Thucydides gives, "The Spartans sent garrisons 
here and there throughout the country, deciding the number of hoplites by 
what seemed necessary at each place. In other respects, they were very 
much on guard for fear that there would be a revolution against the 
established order, and from every direction a war rose up around them 
which was swift and defied precaution. In military affairs they now became 
more timid than ever before since they were involved in a naval contest 
outside their normal conceptions of preparation for war, and in this 
unaccustomed area they fought against the Athenians to whom the omission 
of an enterprise was always a loss in respect to what they had expected to 
achieve." In other words, whatever victories the Athenians won, however 
great, they were always disappointed, because they had expected more than 
that.

At the same time the misfortunes that had struck them in such 
numbers, unexpectedly and in such a short time, caused great terror and they 
were afraid, the Spartans were, that another calamity might against strike 
them sometime, like the one on the island of Spachteria. For this reason they 
were less daring in going into battle, and they thought that whatever they 
undertook would turn out badly, because they had no self confidence as a 
result of having little previous experience with misfortune. Let me just 
remind you of the enormous confidence with which they entered the war 
thinking that it would be no problem at all, all they had to do was walk into 
Attica, and either the Athenians would come out to fight them as they had 
done the last time and be destroyed immediately, or they would surrender 
rather than see their lands destroyed and look to what they had been 
reduced, not by Pericles' strategy of exhaustion, but by the rejection of that 
strategy and the effort at a more aggressive approach.  
In the light of results such as these, it is natural to ask why did the 
enterprises that produced these successes, why did they need to wait until 
the fifth year of the war? Why didn't Pericles use them at once? His failure 
to do so is the most weighty of the charges brought against him, and 
Delbruck uses much effort and ingenuity to defend him. He is forced to 
concede, however, that a more aggressive, offensive effort would have been 
helpful. He believes that the attack Pericles led against Epidaurus in the 
second year of the war, in 430, was meant to take and hold that city. Quote 
from Delbruck, "If any such conquest had succeeded, any success in 
Acarnania, any campaign of devastation, however intensive, any 
fortification of a coastal spot in Mycenae would disappear in comparison." 
Taking Epidaurus, he says, would have threatened the neighboring states 
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near the coast, it might bring peace at once, or at least cool the ardor for war 
amongst Sparta's allies.  

So, why did Pericles wait and then do so little? Delbruck's answer is 
"we do not know." The failure by so learned, clever, and determined a 
scholar and by as many other defenders to explain Pericles' behavior in this 
way, I think, is a powerful sign that they have taken the wrong path. Pericles 
did not mean to use any serious offensive measures to wear down the 
enemy's ability to fight. His goal, as I have said before, was psychological 
and intellectual. To convince the Spartans and their allies that victory was 
impossible, that the Athenians could easily sustain the only damage the 
enemy could inflict, the ravishing of Attica, and to show to them and the 
allies that the Athenians could do them considerable harm, if they chose. 
Athens' carefully calculated limited offensive efforts were meant to deliver a 
message without inciting the enemy to fight and to fight harder.  

Just as the carefully calculated limited attacks by American forces 
against North Vietnam, aimed at putting pressure on the enemy, without 
causing their Chinese supporters to intervene, that kind of strategy calls for 
very delicate action and very delicate judgment, and of course there's no 
guarantee that it would work. The offensive part of Pericles' plan was 
deliberately to do little harm. For actions that were too aggressive might 
anger the enemy and harden his determination. The goal was to depress the 
enemies' spirit by showing that there was no way for them to win, to destroy 
their will to fight. Just a little footnote here, that's always a critical issue in 
any strategy that anybody adopts in a war--really, the two fundamental goals 
and they do not always produce the same strategy. One is to make it 
impossible for the enemy to fight, to destroy his capacity to fight, if you do 
that you have certain victory. The other is to destroy his will to fight, and of 
course if you do that you win, but his will may not be responsive to your 
approach.

If they could destroy the Spartan will, they could be expected to 
make a negotiated peace that would return to the status quo before the war, 
only made more secure by the demonstration that it could not be overthrown 
by force. That was Pericles' aim in the war. That strategy failed, as had 
Pericles' diplomatic maneuvers in the period leading to war from 433 to 431. 
When civil war in Epidamnus, a remote town on the fringes of the Greek 
world, threatened to bring a great war between the Peloponnesian League 
and the Athenian Empire, Pericles, as I have argued to you, pursued a policy 
of restrained, limited intervention meant to deter Corinth, Sparta's important 
ally without driving the Spartans and all their Peloponnesian allies into a 
war against Athens. That effort also failed, and resulted in a terrible war that 
Pericles had wanted to avoid.

Do these great strategic failures fully make the case for Pericles' 
critics? Were they the result of cowardice, lack of enterprise and resolution? 
I think that a fair examination of his performance throughout his life as 
general suggests otherwise. The charge of personal cowardice is ludicrous, 
even Pflugk-Harttung concedes that his personal courage operated in battle 
and in the assembly. No Athenian who led armies and navies in many 
battles repeatedly setting up trophies of victory could have escaped 
condemnation, had he shown any sign of cowardice, nor could he have been 
re-elected general year after year, if that was the picture of him. Nor did he 
fail to demonstrate boldness and enterprise.  
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In 446, the very survival of Athens and her empire were threatened. 
The most menacing rebellions broke out close to home, in Euboea, Megara, 
and Boeotia. Pericles swiftly took an army to put down the Euboean 
rebellion, and just as swiftly withdrew on news of the second, which opened 
the door to a Peloponnesian invasion of Attica. He arrived, you remember, 
just in time to persuade the Spartans to withdraw and then he returned at 
once to Euboea to suppress the rebellions there. Again, when the island of 
Samos launched a dangerous rebellion back in 440, Pericles took personal 
charge, acting promptly and decisively, and catching the Samian rebels 
unprepared for his swift reaction, taking them by surprise, ultimately forcing 
them to surrender by means of a naval blockade.  

These expeditions, however, show that Pericles' frequent caution did 
not derive chiefly from a temperamental tendency or a character flaw, but 
from thought and calculation. The main reason he avoided land battles 
against their Spartan and Peloponnesian allies is because he was certain to 
lose; the numbers were decisively against him. Yet, he was more careful 
than were bolder generals. No polis in the Greek world was prodigal with its 
citizens in battle, and it behooved the general, especially in a democratic 
state, to keep the casualty lists as low as possible. We need to remember that 
Athenian generals were not only military leaders but also politicians, who 
needed to be re-elected to their posts every year. No doubt Pericles sincerely 
took pride in the prudence and economy of his leadership, but it could not 
have hurt his political popularity when he boasted to the Athenians what I've 
quoted before that as far as it was in his power they would live forever and 
be immortals.  

Such considerations help explain his cautious performance, and yet 
there is no evidence to suggest that he was one of those rare military 
geniuses who belonged in the ranks of Hannibal, Caesar, Alexander the 
Great, a lesser but still worthy example in our own time, George Patton, 
who understand the limits of rational calculation and war and the need 
boldly to seize opportunity when it offers. Pericles was what--a term that 
was used in the Second World War, a soldier's general as the PR forces of 
Omar Bradley attached that title to him. He was no George Patton, or 
perhaps, even a Bernard Montgomery, who seeks battle only when the odds 
are very heavily in his favor. He lacked the flair and the boldness of a 
Cimon, the daring and ruthlessness that seeks victory at any cost.

Another element has been suggested to explain the Periclean 
strategy. Pericles himself, says one critic, was rather an admiral than a 
general. The Athenian admiralty it was which framed the strategy out the 
outset of the war, not Pericles the burgermeister, but Pericles the admiral 
invented the strategy of exhaustion, a strategy which came near to ruining 
Athens in a couple of years and could never have won the victory. Well, 
there is some merit in this analysis; the Athenians under Pericles had built a 
grand strategy that was based on naval power that might seem to suit a 
maritime empire, whose homeland was an island such as Great Britain, or a 
power that dominates a continent and is separated from other great powers 
by two great oceans, like the United States.

Athens' geographical situation was not so fortunate, for the city was 
attached to the mainland, offering targets of coercion not available to the 
enemies of the great Anglo-Saxon countries. Pericles tried to cancel that 
disadvantage by building the long walls connecting the city to its fortified 
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harbor, thereby in effect turning the city into an island. It was an 
extraordinary strategy, far ahead of its time, in its reliance on human reason 
and technology and its rejection of traditional ways of fighting that cost 
lives and gave the enemy an advantage. At the same time, he abandoned all 
ideas of further expansion and devised a policy aimed at preserving peace 
and the status quo that perfectly suited Athenian interests. Such a policy 
depended for success on an extraordinary amount of rationality on 
everyone's part. The Athenians must be content with what they had and 
abandoned hopes for extension of their power.

There were always the Athenians who objected to that, but while he 
lived Pericles had the wisdom and the political strength to restrain and 
control them. What he could not control were the other states and especially 
the enemy. Unexpected changes and shifts in power are the normal 
condition of international history. These changes have always taken place, 
because international relations are guided only partially and spasmodically 
by rational calculations of material advantage. Always at work as well are 
greed, ambition, jealousy, resentment, anger, hatred, and Thucydides' 
famous triad, fear, honor, and interest. In the world, as it has been, therefore, 
a state satisfied with its situation and wishing to preserve peace cannot rely 
on a reason that responds to its reasoned policies, but must anticipate 
challenges that seem unreasonable. The Spartans and their allies ought to 
have recognized that they had no realistic strategy to promise victory over 
Pericles' reliance on defense and refusal to fight a major land battle.  

But resentment and anger at Athenian power and the fear that it 
might ultimately undermine their own alliance and their security led them to 
fight. As I find it usual in human history, they were more influenced by the 
memory of the Athenians' failure to fight a traditional battle and negotiating 
a peace in 446 than by the recognition that the new technology in the form 
of the long walls made it unnecessary for Athens to risk such a battle in the 
future. To deter a war in such circumstances, which is what Pericles was 
trying to do, requires some offensive threat to the Peloponnesians, whose 
menace was great and impossible to underestimate, that would make the fear 
of immediate consequences of war stronger than all the emotions leading to 
war, but Pericles had come to think of Athens as an invulnerable island 
since the acquisition of a fleet, a vast treasury to support it, and defensible 
walls.

For such a state to adopt a defensive strategy is natural. It had 
developed a unique and enviable way of fighting that used these advantages, 
and avoided much of the danger and unpleasantness of ordinary warfare. It 
allowed the Athenians to concentrate their forces quickly and attack islands 
and coastal enemies before they were prepared. It had permitted them to 
strike others without danger to their own city and population. Success in this 
style of warfare made it seem the only one necessary and defeats with great 
losses on land made the Athenians reluctant to take risks by fighting on 
land. Offensive action, in their view, should be taken as a last resort only; 
only when it was absolutely unavoidable. Pericles carried this approach to 
its logical conclusion by refusing to use a land army even in defense of the 
homeland, much less by using it in offensive efforts that might do the 
enemy serious harm.  
The enemy's passionate refusal to see reason made what might be called the 
Athenian way of warfare inadequate and Pericles' strategy a form of wishful 
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thinking that failed. For a state like Athens in 431, satisfied with the 
situation, capable of keeping the enemy at bay, the temptation to avoid the 
risks of offensive action is great, but as people often don't notice, it contains 
great dangers. It tends to create a rigid way of thinking that leads men to 
apply a previously successful strategy, or one supported by a general theory 
to a situation in which it is not appropriate. But it may have other 
disadvantages as well; its capacity to deter potential enemies from 
provoking a war is severely limited. Deterrence by standing behind a strong 
defensive position and thereby depriving the enemy of the chance of victory, 
assumes a very high degree of rationality and some degree of imagination 
on the part of the enemy. Spartans invaded Attica in 431. They must have 
thought they were risking little, even if the Athenians refused to fight, even 
if they persisted in that refusal for a long time, both of which they thought 
was unlikely and unnatural.

The Spartans would still be risking little more than time and effort. 
In any case, their lands and city would be safe. Had the Athenians possessed 
the capacity to strike where the enemy was vulnerable and had that capacity 
been obvious to everybody, Pericles' strategy of deterrence might have been 
effective. Once the war came, there was no way to win without abandoning 
the Athenian way of war and the Periclean strategy. As Pericles lay dying in 
the fall of 429, his strategy was a failure. After three campaigning seasons, 
the Peloponnesians showed no signs of exhaustion of any kind. On the 
contrary, they had just lately refused an Athenian offer of peace and fought 
on with the determination to destroy Athenian power forever. The 
Athenians, on the other hand, had seen their lands and homes ravaged 
repeatedly, their crops and trees burnt and destroyed. They were also 
suffering from the plague which was killing great numbers of them and 
destroying their moral fiber.  

In the anecdote that I quoted at the beginning of this talk, Plutarch 
speaks of Pericles' response to the praise of his military prowess, you'll 
remember. He expressed astonishment--you know they thought he was 
sleeping, it turned out he wasn't. He was hearing what they were saying. He 
expressed astonishment that they should be praising what was the result of 
good fortune as much as his own talents, and what many others had 
accomplished. Instead, he said, they should be praising the finest and the 
most important of his claims to greatness -- that no Athenian now alive has 
put on mourning clothes because of me. That assertion, the last words of 
Pericles reported to us, must have astounded his audience, even his friends 
would have had to admit that his policy had contributed, at least something, 
to the coming of the war and that his strategy had something to do with the 
intensity of the destruction caused by the plague.

His final words show deeply how he felt the wounds caused by the 
widespread accusations hurled against him and his stubborn refusal to admit 
that he had been wrong in any way. He had applied his great intelligence to 
his city's needs, and reason told him that he was not responsible for the 
results, which he must have believed to be temporary. He must have thought 
in time his expectations would be fulfilled. If his fellow citizens would have 
the wisdom and courage to hold to his strategy, they would win out. So he 
believed and so did his contemporary Thucydides.  

More than two millennia later, Clausewitz saw war through very 
different eyes. I quote him, "War is more than a true chameleon that slightly 
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shapes its characteristics to the given case. As a total phenomenon, its 
dominant tendencies always make war a paradoxical trinity composed of 
primordial violence, hatred, and enmity, which are to be regarded as a blind 
natural force. Of the play of chance and probability, within which the 
creative spirit is free to roam and its elements of subordination as an 
instrument of policy which makes it subject to reason alone. These three 
tendencies are like three different codes of law, deep rooted in their subject 
and yet variable in their relationship to one another. A theory that ignores 
any one of them, or seeks to fix an arbitrary relationship between them 
would conflict with reality to such an extent that for this reason alone it 
would be totally useless."

Like most generals in history, and unlike its few military geniuses, 
Pericles saw war as essentially a linear phenomenon subject, as Clausewitz 
said, to reason alone and too little, in my judgment, did he understand its 
other aspects; for that he and his people paid a very great price. Okay, well, 
we do have some time and I'd be very glad to hear any questions or 
comments that any of you'd like to make. After all we only have a twenty-
seven year war and we've got twenty minutes to talk about it, no problem. 
Anybody have anything to say? Yes? 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: That's a fairly long story but I think the 

best answer I can give is the one I gave last time when I spoke about 
Thucydides' reasons for writing the story that he did. He had been a 
supporter of Pericles and things hadn't worked out well. The state had gone 
a direction very different from the one that he favored, including a strategy 
that was the opposite of Pericles. The average guy in the street, who was a 
guy that he didn't approve of very much, thought wrongly, he believed, that 
Pericles had been dead wrong. It was Pericles' fault they went to war, it was 
Pericles' fault they lost the war, and Thucydides associated himself, I think, 
with Pericles and his approach to things, and so he had to make the case, 
that he believed the case that he made.  

I mean, it's very important to realize that. And Plutarch, coming 
many centuries later, like everybody, who has ever spoken about the 
Peloponnesian War, once Thucydides had written, was powerfully 
influenced by Thucydides. I think just about everybody who has ever 
considered the war has come away pretty much with Thucydides' judgment 
of these things. So, I think that's the answer to that.  

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: The question is, "can I think of any 

modern generals who did use Pericles' approach as a model." I think the 
answer is not anybody--well yeah, General McClellan in the Civil War and 
it was a very analogous situation. McClellan did not want to fight Lee's 
army. He wasn't all that crazy about the anti-slavery stuff anyway, but apart 
from that, he didn't want to pay the price, which was a tremendous price 
fighting the Civil War and so he wanted to avoid battle and pretty much 
Lincoln couldn't get him to fight. So, that's one example. Now, the next 
thing I would offer you as something to chew on at least--it is not identical, 
it's only similar.  
I think the strategy undertaken by the Secretary of Defense in the current 
administration in launching the attacks on Afghanistan and on Persia--I 
mean Iraq. I got Greeks on my mind; I have to fight Persians. Iraq reflected 
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an aspect of it. They were both, for reasons I don't have to explain to you, 
desperately eager to reduce casualties to a minimum and they were 
desperately eager to choose an approach that would limit the time that the 
war lasted, because of the political situation in the last decades in American 
history and they had an advantage technologically that seemed to make that 
possible--America's fantastic advantage in fire power, the capacity to deliver 
the fire power at a distance with very little risk to the deliverers, with the 
notion of doing tremendous harm when it got there, but I don't know if any 
of you remember any of this, some of you were too young to even think 
about it I guess. Originally, remember--what was that phrase that they had, 
what was that great strategy we were going to use by bombing the hell out 
of the Iraqi's? Shock and awe; it was the same thing. Shock and awe was 
meant to say oh my God this is going to happen to us and we quit, was what 
they had in mind.  
They deliberately chose not to have ground forces that would have been 
capable of doing the kinds of things that it turns out you need to do to be 
successful in these wars just like other wars. So, when it happened that it 
was clear things were not working out, according to their plan, they 
stubbornly clung to that plan, even as the evidence was that it wasn't going 
to work. So, that would be a candidate I suggest. Yes? 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: Yeah, the question is, "do I think that 

recent Athenian history or the structure--you mean the democratic society--
the democracy had anything to do with the adoption of this plan?" Perhaps. 
You're absolutely right; there must have been a very clear and painful 
memory of what happened to Tolmides, when he invaded Boeotia. There 
were very, very heavy casualties there for the Athenians. That's the only one 
in which they did have a lot, but they did have those and they were unusual. 
So, it may have persuaded Pericles that the Athenian people would find it 
hard, but on balance I really think not. I don't think that the Athenian 
democracy was very different from the oligarchies of the other Greek cities 
in the way they thought about things. They would have much preferred to 
fight it out. It was only Pericles' incredible command of the political 
situation that allowed him to take the strategy that people said, what in the 
world is this guy doing?  
They turned against it very swiftly. So, no I don't think that democracy was 
especially important. Now, the enemies of Pericles and the enemies of 
democracy--I shouldn't say the enemies of Pericles, I mean the ancient 
enemies of democracy do say that it was the Athenian democracy's way of 
running the war, which guaranteed disaster and they fix on something that 
comes later down the road, the Sicilian Expedition, which was a dangerous 
undertaking as it turned out, although the Athenians didn't think so at the 
time, and they think only a democracy could have done anything as stupid 
as that. 
They are, in that way, following precisely what Thucydides says, but if you 
read my account you will see that there's another way of looking at it, but 
that's what the ancient anti-democratic view was. Democracies are idiots; 
they don't know how to conduct war or do anything else right. They will 
bring disaster. I think you can get disaster a lot of ways.

Student: [inaudible] 
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Professor Donald Kagan: It's very clear that so long as Pericles was 
in charge everybody did what Pericles wanted done. Part of the reason was 
that we know pretty well, from the evidence that at least a good number of 
the ten generals in any one year were close to Pericles, so that his political 
influence spread. Very unusual thing in the ancient world for anybody in 
ancient Athens for anybody to have that kind of a carry-over effect, but we 
see there's always several generals that we know are friends of Pericles, and 
I think the rest of the story is that you see the generals don't get to decide 
what they do in ancient Athens. This is the part that blows your mind. When 
you send an army out, that army gets a general or more, it gets an assigned 
amount of money and equipment and stuff, and it gets orders and all of 
those things are decided by the assembly after a debate by a majority vote. 
And what I would suggest to you is that Pericles did not lose any of those 
arguments, except in the one case when they came after him and nailed him, 
and then they put him back in office again. So, does that take care of your 
question?

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: The heart of the question is, "was 

Pericles wise to adopt a strategy no matter how good a strategy it might 
have been, which he knew the Athenians didn't like," and I think the 
answer--well, the outcome is obvious. No, he wasn't wise, but that's I think 
more because the strategy was faulty, not so much because the Athenians 
didn't like it. He had proven over the years, and he proved now in the most 
delicate of times, that essentially he could get the Athenians to do what he 
wanted to do, whether in fact they liked it to begin with or not; he persuaded 
them to do it. So, I don't think that was really a flaw. The problem was that 
things went wrong almost immediately and then such terrible things were 
happening as did shake his power for awhile, but even then he came back 
into power and still his strategy wasn't working. I think the problem, 
therefore--I think you could say he knew what he was doing. He thought he 
could get away with it and he could have if the strategy had been correct. 
Yes?

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: Oh yes, yes, the question is ancient 

writers--Plutarch is whom you're really talking about. They give Pericles 
credit for being a great general, but they say bad things about Nicias, who 
was involved in the great defeat in Sicily and yet, Nicias pursued something 
like the strategy of Pericles, which was avoiding these conflicts. I think the 
first thing I want to point out is that Thucydides didn't do that. Not only 
does Thucydides thoroughly support the strategy of Pericles, he writes an 
encomium on the death of Nicias that raises him to the level of Pericles or 
higher in his own estimation. But in the case of Nicias it was, in a way, even 
worse than what Pericles did because Nicias, first of all, was against the 
war, against going to Sicily in the first place, then when he was chosen to be 
general he went, but before he did that, he tried to convince that having lost 
the vote shall we go.
He then decided to trick the Athenians into not going anyway by saying to 
them, oh well, if you're going to go all right, but it'll be perfectly safe if you 
just sort of take this--the original fleet was going to have sixty ships period. 
Well, they ended up having a 130 ships, 5000 hoplites, raising the risk of 
that thing to the level that finally made it seem like they could lose the war 
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by losing the Sicilian campaign, and he didn't--the Athenians, instead of 
saying what he expected, oh no, no if that's what we have to do, let's not go, 
Instead they said, right on, yes you can have everything you ask for Nicias, 
what would you like, and off they went.
Thereafter, his performance on that expedition is one of somebody, who 
doesn't really want to carry out his instructions. What he would have liked 
to do was, having lost the argument twice now--he went out and did 
everything he could to avoid confronting any battle in Syracuse and was 
finally driven to fight at Syracuse, very much against his will and then I 
could go back and read it, but he screws up the detail of it over and over 
again, and so I think there are good grounds for condemning him as a 
general, whereas, the grounds on which Pericles should be criticized, I 
think, is as a strategist rather than as a commander. Anybody else? Yeah? 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: No, but I think they--well, I'll make one 

little exception to that, but I think they could have had a very good chance 
to come out of the war in the way Pericles hoped they would. If they had 
pursued the limited aggressive program that was undertaken by Cleon and 
Demosthenes after the death of Pericles--so, taking Pylos, building a fort at 
Pylos, taking Cythera, building a fort there, and perhaps even a few other 
places on the periphery of the Peloponnesus and launching attacks from 
those places, but not staying to fight the Spartans at any great battle, just 
causing that to happen. If they had been able to do that for a stretch of time, 
then the hope that Cleon had that the helots might escape to these forts and 
ultimately bring about an internal upheaval, which the Spartans panicked 
might happen, would have led the Spartans to offer peace, and in fact they 
do. The Spartans offer peace. You could argue that if the Athenians had 
simply accepted the Spartan peace offer in 425 the war would have been 
over and the Athenian Empire would have been intact just the way Pericles 
wanted it. So, not only could they have done it--and they would have done 
it, if they had accepted it. They wouldn't accept victory you could argue, as 
many a scholar does. The only other point I want to make is after that didn't 
happen, and finally a peace was drawn up and signed and in effect in 421, 
which is another evidence that they could achieve what they wanted by the 
techniques that were put forward, but after that happened that peace broke 
down and now the Athenians found themselves part of a new alliance of 
states, Athenians with three Peloponnesian democracies who produce a big 
land battle in the Peloponnesus and the Athenians come--I mean, the 
enemies of Sparta come that close to defeating the Spartan army in the 
Peloponnesus.

Had they done that, they would have finished Sparta off as a 
dominant power of the Greeks. So the answer is, they actually had it in their 
hands a couple of times and on another time they missed by about an inch. 
Yeah they could have won that way. I think we're out of time. Let me wish 
you all a very happy holiday. Bye-bye. 
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XXI. The�Struggle�for�Hegemony�in�Fourth�Century�Greece�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� describes� the� aftermath� of� the�
Peloponnesian�War�and�how�the�Spartans�began�to�dominate�other�Greek�
poleis,� instead� of� liberating� them.� The� Spartan� general� Lysander� at� this�
point�not�only�grows�in�influence�and�power,�but�also�follows�an�aggressive�
plan� to� establish� pro�Spartan,� oligarchical� governments.� However,�
according� to� Professor� Kagan,� this� fact� angered� many� cities.� Therefore,�
Thrasybulus,� along� with� the� help� of� other� poleis,� resisted� Spartan� rule.�
Eventually� he� opposed� Sparta� at� Phyle� and� in� time� reestablished� the�
democracy�of�Athens.�

Welcome back! I wanted to let you realize that the Peloponnesian War is 
over. What a relief, twenty-seven bitter years, but it's just one of those times 
through history that you discover no sooner is it over than another kind of 
trouble starts. Of course, as you know, the whole course has been filled with 
that kind of trouble and it will continue that way right to the end. Well, you 
remember what the Spartans allegedly went to war about back there in 431. 
They were going to free the Greeks, and the irony of that is really quite 
extraordinary. Remember Xenophon ends his tale of the end of the 
Peloponnesian War, how the Spartans and their people were all tearing 
down the walls of Athens to the music of flute girls and everybody thinking, 
or it seemed, I forget exactly how he puts it that this represented the 
beginning of freedom for the Greeks.  

Well of course, he was writing these years later and he knew 
perfectly well that was an illusion, because Spartan power, which had grown 
to an unprecedented degree in the course of the war, now presented the 
Spartans with problems and opportunities. I think that's a very important 
thing to understand, and I think not enough people do. Power has a certain 
life of its own. The capacity to be able to do something without somebody 
preventing you makes you think about what you might do in ways that you 
never thought about before, when you didn't have the power to do it, and of 
course this is what happens to the Spartans. They find themselves presented 
with choices that they could take. How were they to conduct themselves and 
their state and how were they to try to arrange the structure of states in the 
Greek world, and including their relations to Persia, because they really had 
enough power to be able to think of different things they might do.  

The logic of the situation presented really three possibilities. They 
could, of course, do what they had done much of the time before the fifth 
century, mainly to confine themselves to the Peloponnesus, to maintain their 
control of the Peloponnesian League, and basically not to get involved in 
anything outside the Peloponnesus and much recommended that in Spartan 
tradition. It meant that the helot problem, which was always on their minds, 
something they couldn't forget, they were desperately outnumbered at all 
times by people who hated them and whom they lived off. So, the notion of 
leaving with an army from the Peloponnesus at any time was always a 
questionable proposition, even though sometimes it was necessary.  

As we shall see, changes had taken place in Sparta in the course of 
the Peloponnesian War, of which I suppose the most important was the 
appearance in the hands of Spartans of a good deal of money, which was 
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made available by the Persians for wartime purposes, both in the doing, in 
the collecting of that money and also in the taking of many cities away from 
the Athenians, very prosperous cities the Spartans also gained a great deal of 
booty. So, for the first time there were lots of Spartans, who had lots of 
money and of course, as you know, not only was that not a characteristic 
feature of Spartan society normally, it was forbidden.  

The laws in Sparta did not permit coins. The closest thing to coins 
were these fistfuls of iron spits which don't get you very far and don't buy 
very much. It was--see the point is that the presence of that kind of wealth, 
and really no traditional way of coping with it meant that there were other 
uncertainties now and opportunities that various Spartans felt. So, anyway 
the idea of staying in the Peloponnesus certainly appealed to many Spartans, 
because they feared that involvement outside the Spartan world and 
certainly they fear the arrival of money, which would be necessary as they 
begin to be engaged outside that world, would undermine those traditions 
which they valued so much, which were part of their identity. Living 
according to the laws of Lycurgus was what it meant to be a Spartan and 
made you feel superior to other people. So, there was a feeling of danger in 
the minds of the conservative Spartans who would have preferred that.

But of course there was the other possibility that the Spartans could 
use this new-found power, and I suppose the money that went with it to 
govern things, and maybe to exploit opportunities outside the Peloponnesus 
and that choice also could be divided up into two. At the extreme, the 
Spartans had it in their power to contest control of the entire Greek world in 
the east. I mean, I'm leaving out, as we always do, western Greeks who live 
in Italy and Sicily, except when they get involved in the main theatre in the 
Aegean. But the Spartans could have and some Spartans did want to contest 
control of the Aegean and of the coast of Asia Minor, and of the Hellespont 
and the waters beyond, with the Persians, who would otherwise have 
controlled them now that the Athenians were out of the way.

This would require money but would also make money available, 
and of course it would take power but it would also produce more power. In 
a certain sense, Spartans who took this point of view had it in mind to take 
the place of Athens as the great imperial power in the Aegean and beyond. 
That was a possibility. We know for sure that some Spartans, and the chief 
figure here was Lysander, the Greek general, admiral, who had been 
responsible for winning the war, we know for sure that he and others around 
him liked that idea and sought to pursue it but they were not alone in that 
opinion.

Then there's a third possibility that the Spartans had, and although 
the ancient sources don't tell us that any Spartan leader specifically had this 
in mind, the sheer logic of it suggests that some of them must have thought 
this was a good idea, and certainly some of the Spartan actions suggest that 
they were pursuing such, or tried to pursue such a policy. That was not to be 
confined to the Peloponnesus, but also not to engage in this grander, or you 
might even say grandiose plan of supplanting of the Athenians, which 
would include necessarily, somewhere down the road, conflict with the 
Great Persian Empire.  

Of course, the Great Persian Empire didn't seem so scary as it had at 
one time in the past. Remember the Athenians had defeated the Persians--
first of all, the Greeks had done that back in 480, 479 but even so, ever since 
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then the Athenians had repeatedly defeated the Persians, over and over 
again. So, they weren't anything like the scary thing they had been at the 
beginning of the century. But in any case, you'd have to take that on and 
many a Spartan would have been deterred by that prospect, and again by the 
prospect of having to have a fleet, because there was no way to pursue this 
third policy without having a fleet that began to approach the power of the 
Athenian fleet when it had been strong. Well, what did that mean? It meant 
using not the traditional Spartan military advantage--hoplite soldiers 
fighting infantry battles, but also rowers and expert naval people.

I don't have the time to go into a detailed account of how naval 
warfare was carried on in the Greek world, but it's easy to forget that in 
addition to the rowers of whom there were 170 in each trireme, who were 
the engine in a sense, they made the thing move, and officers and usually at 
least ten or so marines, who could be landed for behaving like hoplites on 
land. In addition to them, there were critically skilled people who made all 
the difference in the world, and whether you won or lost in these naval 
battles--who were well, they were sort of like chief petty officers if you 
think about it, or its master sergeants in the Army, professionals whose very 
great skills are critical for the functioning of the larger army. The Greek 
word for the most important of these was kubernetes, which means 
steersmen. They were that and they were more than that. By the way, it's a 
very nice word, because all the words that have to do with governor, 
government, govern all derive ultimately from the kubernetes.

So, this would have meant that all kinds of people who were not 
Spartiates would be critical for the success of such a mission of the overseas 
type, and so many a Spartan felt that was too much of a derangement of 
Spartan life and didn't like it for that reason. But you could still be in favor 
of a middle policy which would mean extending Spartan power or 
maintaining Spartan power on the Greek mainland, outside the 
Peloponnesus, and there were certain things that recommended that. For one 
thing, Athens had been knocked out as a main power in central Greece and 
that meant, and it had been demonstrated in the course of the war that it 
meant it, that Thebes, the dominant power in Boeotia, had already grown to 
considerable power, had developed a degree of independence which allowed 
the Thebans to challenge the Spartans frequently and there was a very real 
chance that Thebes would seek to become at least a power of the first rank, 
at least somebody who could sit equally at the table with the Spartans rather 
than subordinate to them.

The fear that some Spartans surely had was that if the Spartans 
simply stayed in the Peloponnesus, Thebes would become the master of 
Attica, which was a neighbor of Thebes, as well as of central Greece as a 
whole and suddenly they would become a real menace to the Spartans, and 
indeed, down the road, if you go far enough, that's exactly what did happen. 
So, that would be the case; well, we need to establish ourselves on mainland 
Greece as a hegemon, the masters, if not--I shouldn't say master, a hegemon
means leaders. There's always a conflict there too. When you have a power 
which is superior to that of the other states, but you don't conquer them, the 
question is do you want to relate to them as the Greeks would have said as a 
hegemon, meaning the leader, which implies a degree of voluntary 
cooperation, or do you want to dominate, which means mastery and 
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Spartans disagreed among themselves as to what was necessary, even if you 
were going to take that path.

But these three roots were theoretically, and I think as a matter of 
fact really, things that the Spartans argued about and there was a certain 
amount of moving back and forth as the Spartans shifted from one to the 
other as different individuals gained influence and as circumstances 
changed. It's easy to designate at least two of the factions, and I'm inclined 
to think there were three that can be identified and identified with people. 
The most aggressive, overseas, let's conquer and control everything in the 
Aegean--Lysander is clearly the leader of that faction. But "let's stay in the 
Peloponnesus and stay out of interstate rivalries and competitions and just 
go back to our old ways" appears to have been led by the King Pausanias, 
and there's another King Agis, and he is the one that's unclear. It can't be 
confident that he represented a third faction but I think there's some 
possibility that he did and that that was the faction that wanted to limit 
Spartan power, influence control to the mainland of Greece and not to go to 
sea.  

There were great arguments against the Lysander approach. For one 
thing, the number of Spartans was pretty small to control too vast a territory. 
We can't be sure how many there were by now, but it's pretty well agreed 
that in the middle of the Peloponnesian War there was something like 3,500 
Spartiates, only that many, and the figure continues to go down. By the time 
we get to the decisive Battle of Leuctra that defeats Sparta finally in 371 
there is perhaps about 1,000 Spartiates. Well, how do you run an empire? 
Forget about how do you conquer one. How do you run one with that kind 
of population, and also of course the Spartans had traditionally not been a 
naval power and had done very poorly at sea compared to the Athenians at 
least, and it was an open question how well they would do against the forces 
that served the Persian king at sea.  

The fact was true that they had no experience with money and 
money was a critical part of maintaining such an empire as the Athenians 
could tell them, and everything in the Spartan tradition was based on land 
power. Now, we can over estimate that. After all, the Spartans had been 
sending fleets out to sea throughout the Peloponnesian War. In the last part 
of the war they won two important battles of which the final battle was 
critical, the Battle of Aegospotami, but if you really look at the whole story 
it's not at all clear that the Spartans ever developed the kind of system that 
would produce a navy that would year after year, after year have the 
capacity to dominate the sea. So, that was a practical limitation.  

Well anyway, however that might be, the man of the hour in 404 was 
Lysander, the great victor of the Peloponnesian War and his policy was the 
extreme policy, the "let's conquer it all" policy. His policy was very much a 
personal policy, and here the personal is very important. The fact that 
Lysander was who he was made a very great deal of difference; Lysander 
was not a pure, legitimate Spartiate. He was what the Spartans called a 
mothax; he was technically a bastard. That means he had a Spartan father 
and non-Spartan mother, typically such women would have been helots, but 
in any case he was brought up, nonetheless as a Spartan, but not as a 
Spartiate and how to put these pieces together is very hard to know. But he 
did, as a few others like him in the last years of the war, rose to be a general 
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and the very best general of all, and the man who was put in command of 
the forces.

But he was a man of extraordinary ambition, and the ancient writers 
tell us that he had developed the notion of actually bringing about a 
revolution in Sparta and changing the constitution in such a way that would 
allow him to become effectively the ruler of Sparta, and the kings, the 
traditional kings, who were born to the purple to be put aside. Well, if he 
was going to do anything like that, even if he was only going to try to retain 
the position he had achieved of tremendous influence and power, he would 
need to have a command, he would need to have money, he would need to 
have supporters of every kind, and his policy, therefore, for Sparta was very 
much a policy that fit the needs of Lysander.

Wherever he liberated a city in Asia Minor, which had been under 
the Athenian Empire, part of the Athenian Empire, he established a different 
kind of government. It consisted of ten men chosen from the local people 
who were friendly to him, who were reliant on him, his people, his puppets, 
if you will. The name for these establishments was decarchies, rules of ten, 
groups of ten, and they were his people. To make sure that they were safe he 
placed a Spartan garrison, or at least a Peloponnesian garrison in that city 
led by a Spartan commander called a harmost. It comes from the same word 
from which we get harmony, somebody who preserved order who was the 
military commander of that region.  

All of these people, the harmosts, the decarchs were all his 
creatures, not anybody who had any independent power or influence, simply 
his people who did the job for him and liberators of the Greeks, as they had 
claimed to be, Lysander did not abandon collecting the money from these 
cities that he had allegedly liberated; the same amount apparently that they 
had given the Athenians, because our sources tell us that the Spartans were 
collecting 1,000 talents a year from the newly acquired empire which is 
something like what the Athenians got from it. So, all of that is in place.  

This newly founded Spartan Empire was different from the Athenian 
Empire in a variety of ways. Remember the Athenian Empire, it started out 
as a voluntary association with a very clear common purpose, to liberate 
those Greeks who were still under Persian rule and to preserve their freedom 
from their Persian neighbors and former conquerors. On the other hand, this 
new empire under Lysander had no purpose and it was not voluntary in any 
shape, manner or form; it was thoroughly compulsory. I think it's fair to say 
that the Spartans had simply betrayed the Asiatic Greeks whom they had 
engaged in the rebellion against the Athenians and instead of liberating 
them, put them under Spartan rule. In many cases, frequently, these 
governments established by Lysander were tyrannical and rapacious in 
which these governors and the harmosts and so on basically stole what they 
could from the natives; this is apart from the official payments they made to 
the Spartans. They enriched these Lysandrian creatures.  

As one of our ancient sources writes, the will of any Spartan was 
regarded as law in the subject cities. It is clear from all the ancient writers 
that the Spartans were not easy people in their dealings with other Greeks. 
Everything in their tradition made them feel superior to other Greeks and 
they didn't mind acting in that way. You remember the stories of how it was 
that the Athenian Empire was founded, or rather that Delian League--the 
Spartans had so alienated all the Greeks in that region by the way they 
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treated them that they were glad to send the Spartans away and replace them 
by the Athenians, who did not treat them that way, at least they didn't do it 
for some years before they developed into an empire. So this was another 
problem, Spartans were not good at this job, but at the beginning what was 
decisive was Lysander.

He was at the height of his power and influence, and I guess it's fair 
to say, he reached heights that no mortal ever had reached in the Greek 
world. The oligarchs whom he had restored to power in Samos loved him so 
much, and were so grateful for what he had done, that they held religious 
ceremonies on the island and literally worshipped Lysander, as a god. This 
is the first time in Greek history that anybody had received such treatment. 
On the one hand, this elevated his influence and power, everybody 
wondered at him and so on. On the other hand, it presented a problem, 
because you can imagine how that went down among the aristocrats of 
Sparta, and most particularly with the Kings of Sparta, to see that this--I use 
a technical term not a street curse word, this bastard was now being 
worshipped as a god, and of course that kind of eminence was unheard of 
for a non-king in the Spartan world. So, that had all kinds of trouble down 
the road.

He was as ambitious as he could be, and it was as obvious as it could 
be. So, there was jealousy and resentment and fear at Sparta that something 
bad was going to happen to the Spartan way of life, to the Spartan 
constitution, and Pausanias and his tradionalists bided their time for the 
opportunity to put a spike into this development. There were other things 
that were flowing from what I've already described that were threatening the 
traditional character of Spartan life. This money, of course, allowed for 
corruption. Now, people who had money could buy people's support, could 
buy people's help in their own endeavors for influence and power in Sparta.  

One of the things that we hear about that most scholars would like to 
place in this period, and it seems reasonable to me, was a new law about 
inheritance; that's the Law of Epitadeus. He is the man who proposed it. It 
used to be that inheritance automatically went in a certain direction, nobody 
had any choice. You couldn't make out a will and leave it to anybody you 
liked. It went through the family according to a certain pattern. The Law of 
Epitadeus changed that. You know could write a will and select your 
successors however you wished, your inheritors. That meant that there were 
ways you could work around that so as to buy somebody right while you 
were still alive.

If you wrote somebody into your will, you were in effect giving him 
money after you died. So, meanwhile he could serve you and be your 
political supporter. That was happening and people who had been raised as 
Spartans and expected to inherit their father's property would sometimes 
find that they had been cut out and now they were Spartiates by birth, but 
they lacked the necessary wealth, necessary land to provide for their meals 
at the common mess and so they could no longer be Spartiates in the full 
sense. A term was discovered for them, they were called hypomeiones,
which means inferiors and some of the guys who rose to power late in the 
Peloponnesian War as generals, because they were just good at it, came 
from some such class.  

So, you have a variety of Spartans who are important, who are not 
helots, who are not people you could just do what you want to. They play a 
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significant role in society but they don't have the position of honor, the 
position of belonging that was necessary and these were disruptive and 
troubling developments in the Spartan state. We get a clue about this; in 
398. We hear about the planning of a revolution in the city. A man by the 
name of Cynadon, who was one of these hypomeiones, was planning to have 
an uprising in which they would kill lots of Spartans and set up a new 
regime that would give room to the people who were outsiders. Well, the 
plot was prevented, because one of the people that Cynadon approached told 
the story to Spartan magistrates and the plot was averted. But the story he 
told was this. He was standing one day in the agora in Sparta, and Cynadon 
approached him and he said look around you he said, how many Spartiates 
do you see? Well, the answer was forty. He said, and how many people are 
there around here who are not Spartiates? He said about 4,000. He was 
talking about hypomeiones, neodamodes, various other sub-species but also 
helots and also perioikoi, and said Cynadon to the men he was trying to 
recruit, these 4,000 as regards to Spartans would gladly eat them raw.  

So, his message was why don't we have a little revolution? Well, the 
answer was he was forestalled, but it does tell you that the situation had 
become sufficiently dangerous that such a possibility existed. So, there is 
Sparta coping with these various problems and trying to decide how to 
handle their future and I'd like to shift the scene now to Athens. Athens, 
which had been the greatest empire that the Greeks had ever seen, had been 
reduced now to total defeat, absolutely at the mercy of the Spartans, and 
indeed, the Athenians feared and certainly had reason to fear that the same 
fate they had visited upon some states that had defied them and there were 
two that fit the category I'm about to mention, Melos, the island that was 
conquered by the Athenians. Thucydides describes how the Athenians spoke 
to them in the famous Melian dialogue, and also a place that most people 
don't remember but another town in Thrace. In both places, the Athenians 
killed all the adult males on the island when they had finally put an end to 
the siege and sold the women and children into slavery.  

The Athenians had every reason to fear that that might be what 
happened to them. As a matter of fact, Corinth and Thebes, in the 
conference they had at the end of the war said let's do that. Thebans 
especially said, let's turn Attica into pasture land. Well, the Spartans didn't 
do it and the reason they gave was well it would be wrong to treat such a 
people that way, such a people who helped us in such a critical way as our 
partner against the Persians when we won our freedom. Well, if you can 
believe that, you can believe anything. More to the point I think was their 
fear, that if they did destroy Attica--I mean the houses and the people and all 
that, what would have happened? This would really be a vacuum of people, 
of everything else and it's certainly a vacuum of power, and it wouldn't stay 
that way very long. Thebes and its Boeotian subordinates would come in 
and occupy it and that was not a desirable thing.

So, the Spartans didn't do that. Instead, with Lysander very much in 
charge of the settlement that was going to be imposed on the Athenians, 
they placed in power a small group of oligarchic Athenians just as--by the 
way he had the same kind of people in the rest of the empire, but not ten. 
Athens was a very big place. Turned out that there were to be thirty of these 
new rulers of Attica, all of whom had to meet the criterion of being 
acceptable to Lysander, and the leaders of which, the really important top 
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gun was a man by the name of Critias, a nobleman who had participated in 
democracy, but had turned very sharply against it. He was a brilliant man 
apparently, he had been trained by the great rhetorician and sophist Gorgias 
and he was also in the circle of Socrates, along with Plato and Xenophon 
and various other bright young men of the upper classes in Athens.

Also, he was a poet, an orator himself, a philosopher and so on and 
some of his fragments, of some of his works remain for us to look at, but 
one thing that he was by 404 was a bitter enemy of the democracy. He had 
been exiled or had voluntarily taken exile, in order to get away from the 
democracy, and he was determined now that there should be no democracy 
in Athens. Just to say a word about that for a moment. It was an easy point 
of view to arrive at in 404. People who were not friendly to the democracy 
could simply point to the fact that the democracy had just lost this great war 
and nobody could really understand how that had happened given the great 
power of Athens, and of course it was easy to point to the great event that 
turned the tide against Athens, the Sicilian Expedition, and to say this was 
an idiotic idea.  

And it was exactly the kind of idiotic idea that a democracy would 
come up with so that democracy itself was seen to be not just--how can I 
put--Let me say it was seen to be inherently wicked, because it violated 
what seemed to be the truth about human beings and which was very much 
a part of all Greek tradition from the first time we hear about it in Homer 
until--well forever, which was, contrary to the principle of democracy which 
is that all men, adult male citizens are equal in some very fundamental way 
or should be, was the contrary view which had much greater support in 
Greek tradition, that no, men were in fact divided into different kinds of 
people, and in fact the Greeks thought a division into two kinds was the 
right kind, the most important kind, a division between the high and the low, 
between the good and the bad, between the noble and the base, and each of 
those pairs they're all the same people. You're rich, you're wise, you're well 
born or I should say, you're rich and well born therefore you're wise, or you 
are not. If you're not, you're obviously not equal to the other guys and 
therefore you shouldn't have anything to do with ruling anybody.

So, that was the basic widespread view of what was natural in the 
Greek world. Now, you add to that that they've just lost this terrible war and 
you could point to what seemed to you to be both a wickedness and 
foolishness. How in the world could anybody think democracy was a good 
thing after that? Lest you think there's something special about that, that's 
such a characteristic of the human race. Whenever you have a great war, and 
if you have two different kinds of political systems vying with each other, 
winning has an amazing effect on what people think. So, take the First 
World War when the--let me just say that those countries who lost the war 
were very open to the idea--they typically had been monarchies and so on, 
but they had been rather, relatively speaking, liberal monarchies. They had 
legislatures and elections and things like that, and this came to be seen as a 
losing proposition and so fascism of one sort or another took root across 
Europe in states that had had that misfortune. And it was felt that success or 
failure had to do with the rightness or the wrongness of wisdom of the 
foolishness of the kinds of arrangements that you had. 

Then while the Soviet Union was powerful and expanding around 
the world, it was expanding in part, along with the idea of communism, 
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which was thought in the circles where it succeeded to be superior to the 
competition, and observed that when the Soviet Union finally collapsed, 
there may be communists around the world anymore but they don't admit it. 
I mean, they call themselves something else. The idea has been discredited 
by success of the competition, by failure of that thing. So, it's a phenomenon 
that is not amazing, even if this looks like the earliest example, I think, that 
we know.

So Critias, in any case, was determined that Athens in the future 
would not be a democracy. In fact, it looks like he was very much taken--
again, this is typical, with the virtues of Sparta, because Sparta had won the 
war. So, it's easy to say the characteristics that the Spartan state had must be 
good ones, because they can do the most critical thing that a state can do, 
win in competition with the other states. So, he had in mind a very narrow 
oligarchy. One scholar has suggested he actually had in mind to establish in 
Athens the closest facsimile he could of the Spartan Constitution; it could 
never be exactly the same, but he was trying to do something like that. That 
could be true, but it was going to be narrow, a smallish number of people 
were going to control the city. In fact--well, let me back up; I'll come back 
to what I was about to say.

Now, however, when they set up the Thirty to rule Athens in 404, it 
was apparent to people who could judge matters pretty sensibly that given 
that Athens had been a democracy for over 100 years that it would not be 
easy to impose such a regime, and that if you made the regime too narrow 
and too oligarchical, you might find yourself having trouble in keeping your 
new regime in power. So, Lysander agreed to the idea of making the Thirty 
compose of twenty men who were Critias' men, very extreme oligarchs, but 
allowing Theramenes, an Athenian general, who had flourished during the 
democracy, but who was very clearly not an old fashioned democrat. He had 
taken part in bringing about the oligarchic revolution of 400 in the year 411 
and again, the group who had made that revolution was divided in 
something like the same way with the Thirty would be, that is to say, 
extreme oligarchs and people like Theramenes, whom I guess it's fair to call 
moderate oligarchs, although oligarchs only, I think, in comparison with a 
thorough going democracy.  

If you asked Theramenes, what would be the right number of people 
in Athens to participate in the government, his answer was, as it turned out 
5,000, but he really wasn't interested in that number. What he was interested 
in was the criteria for participation in government and that was to be a 
hoplite, to have the wealth necessary to fight in the infantry for your city. In 
a later sense, it's not too much later, it was discovered that the number of 
men in Athens who actually fit that description was not 5,000, but 9,000 and 
at a time when the Athenian population of adult males was something like 
21,000, so that nine out of twenty one would have been the people who 
participated in the regime; twelve out of the twenty one would have been 
too poor for that, would not have been allowed to participate; well, that's not 
a democracy. It is an oligarchy but it's a very broad oligarchy. The word 
"moderate," I think, applies.  

So anyway, Theramenes was to be given the opportunity to appoint 
nine others besides himself, so there were ten Theramenians, twenty 
supports of Critias in the Thirty, and that was to turn out to be a problem for 
the Thirty, as it had been for the 400, because when Theramenes saw that 
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his colleagues in the 400 were trying to establish a narrow oligarchy, he led 
an uprising that overthrew that oligarchy and ended up finally restoring the 
democracy. So, that's the picture of what's going on in Athens. But Athens, 
of course, was also inhabited at that time by all of the exiles who had been 
sent into exile during the democracy, and they were bitter enemies of the 
democrats, at least lots of them were. So, you had a kind of a confrontation 
of different ideas and feelings that was a little unusual in Athens. Athens 
had been a pretty easy going place before the war and even throughout the 
war, through larger Greece, but now there were very hard divisions and very 
tense feelings between the different groups.

The Thirty ruled between September of 404 and May of 403, just a 
matter of months as it turned out, although nobody, of course, knew it was 
going to be so short when things got started. They established a council of 
500--well, that's the same number as the Athenian council, but it was quite 
different. It was made up of extreme oligarchs; they were given judicial 
powers. Men who were identified as sycophants, and the Greek use of that 
term, you remember, is people who made money out of denouncing people 
on false charges in the courts and then winning payments as a result. They 
were very widely unpopular even in the democracy, and so the Thirty began 
with an act that was not unpopular by putting to death all the sycophants 
that they could find and identify, but they also put to death well known 
leaders of the democracy, people whom they knew would be their political 
opponents. So, it was bloody from the first, but it was only limited to a 
certain small portion of the population.  
The Thirty--just to make the case that--actually a man who makes his case, a 
man named Peter Krentz, and he is an old Yalie, so, we ought to give him 
credit. If you look at the Thirty, if you look at Sparta, what comes to your 
mind? The gerousia. Ultimately, in the course of these months, the Thirty 
limited citizenship, active participation in the government of any kind to 
only 3,000 Athenians out of what would have been at least 21,000 and 
probably more. Only these had citizen rights. The rest of the Athenians did 
not. Well, that's about how many Spartans there were at this time in history. 
Another thing they did was to--at a certain point when life got tough, they 
drove from the city of Athens all those who were not part of the 3,000. 
Well, what do you call people like that who don't live in the capital city but 
who live around? PerioIikoi. And so that's why Krentz suggests that this is 
not an accident; that it's a conscious effort to model the future Athenian state 
upon the great successful, admirable, Spartan state.  

Well, Theramenes didn't like that. This was far too narrow and far 
too troubling for the future for Theramenes. Indeed, he pointed out the 
contradiction, he says, how clever is this? Here you are, a minority in the 
state, and instead of trying to bring on more people to make yourselves 
stronger, you're driving out people and guaranteeing that you will have more 
people against you than you have for you. He, himself, favored as he had in 
the time of the 400, he favored a hoplite census. Anybody who could be a 
hoplite could be a full fledged citizen, and I've told you about the numbers. 
Well, pretty soon people objected to what the Thirty was doing, made 
complaints, and the Thirty began to go after them.  

One of the problems about talking about the Thirty is that it is not 
perfectly clear what is the chronology of events, and I can't tell you with 
certainty in what order these things happened, but at some point in here the 
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Thirty began to attack a larger group of Athenians, sometimes because they 
were seen to be political opponents, or thought to be political opponents, or 
related to political opponents. Sometimes when things got really bad, when 
the Thirty needed money they actually put people to death just because they 
were rich, so that they could take their money away and this of course 
increased the amount of resistance on unhappiness, so that finally a small, I 
want to emphasize small, very small group of Athenians fled the city and 
went into exile to neighboring cities, and this is interesting I think and 
important, the cities that were most receptive to these anti-Thirty, anti-
oligarchical, anti-Spartan people, the one who received them most readily 
were Corinth, Megara, and Thebes, all enemies of Athens, all enemies of 
democracy.  

Why are they doing this? The answer is, they are both angry at the 
Spartans and I think fearful that the Sparta that is arising now will be a 
menace to their autonomy. These particular towns were angry about 
different things. Corinth and Thebes, you remember, had wanted to destroy 
Athens entirely, and the Spartans hadn't listened to them. They all shared in 
the fighting during that long war, but they did not share equally and not 
enough to suit them in the booty that was taken at the end of the war. So, 
there were grievances that these towns had, and so they accepted this small 
number of Athenians and the one town that was most important from this 
purpose was Thebes. In Thebes they were given a decent home. The 
Spartans, knowing about this, sent out an order saying that no state should 
give any home to these exiles, whereupon, the Theban regime at the moment 
voted that anybody who didn't give help to these Athenians would be 
punished. They simply were defying the Spartans on this question.

The leader, the most important of the leaders of this group of exiles--
it's fair to call them democratic exiles, they wished to restore the old 
democracy, the most important man was Thrasybulus, who had been a 
general, his best fighting had been done as an admiral during the latter part 
of the Peloponnesian War. He was present at all the great Athenian 
victories, and he was not present at the great defeat that ended the war. He 
and another important politician by the name of Anytus actually began a 
counter revolution and the--with a very small number of men. The sources 
differ but the accounts that seem to be most plausible, with only 70 men 
they went from Thebes to a natural fortress in the mountains between 
Boeotia and Attica, a placed called Phyle, and built a fort there to which 
they hoped other discontented Athenians would flee and join them in the 
resistance.

I'm using the word resistance, and it brings to mind of course an 
analogy that has always struck me as helpful in comprehending the situation 
confronting the Athenians at this time. To my mind, it is helpful to think 
about France in June of 1940 after the Germans had defeated France and 
occupied part of it and left the other part unoccupied, but absolutely 
beholden to the Nazi Regime. Now, a Frenchmen had three choices, just as 
the Athenians did. One possibility would be to join up with the new regime 
and try to prosper as part of it and some Athenians did that. Others would do 
what Thrasybulus did, and in France it was the De Gaulle who did this, he 
happened to be in London at the time this happened and he began to 
organize, to undue what had happened, and to throw the Germans out, 
established the free French forces. It's important to realize that after the war 
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was over, it's amazing how large that free French force had grown in 
people's minds. In reality, it was a handful of people. That's the way it 
always is and that's the way it was in Athens as well.

It was a terrifying prospect to tackle this regime, which looked like it 
was unbeatable. Remember, they had been put in place by the Spartans. The 
Spartans ruled the world. What could anybody expect to change that 
situation? Just as the Nazis looked like they were in business for the 
thousand years that Hitler had claimed he was going to have. So, it didn't 
look like you were a very courageous man if you joined De Gaulle. How 
many of you have seen Casablanca? Okay, at least you've seen one movie 
in your life; that's great. But you remember, what are Claude Raines and 
Bogey doing at the end of the war when he says, Louie I think this is the 
beginning of a beautiful friendship. When he says that they're going to 
Brazzaville to join the free French. Well great, but what did people think 
about De Gaullel? They thought he was a goddamn fool, there was no 
chance, this was idiocy, sensible men--what are they trying to do? They 
tried to win as much as they could in collaborating with the Germans just to 
make their--the fate of the Frenchman less hard and to help France in the 
future in that way. That's the way it was with most Athenians; most 
Frenchman and most Athenians didn't do either of those things. They kept 
their heads down and tried to live their lives as best they could.  

I think what you need to understand is happening and this all puts 
what Thrasybulus and Anytus, and their friends did in a very special kind of 
a light. These were extraordinarily brave, extraordinarily rash, and 
extraordinarily optimistic people, and as it happened in this case, it worked 
for them amazingly. They begin to gather forces that are helping them. 
Another interesting point is that it's remarkable how few of the people with 
Thrasybulus were actually Athenian citizens. A surprising number of them 
were permanent resident aliens, metics, who, of course, were great targets 
for the Thirty, because they were typically well off and had money, and of 
course they had no rights and no power, so many of them, most of the 
meyics were certainly on the democratic side of this argument; many of 
them went to fight.  
Others, like Lysias the orator, used his money to hire mercenary soldiers to 
fight for the Thrasybulus democrats as well. Well, the first test came in the 
month of January. There were these seventy guys or so up in the fortress on 
Phyle. By now the Thirty were worried enough about this nascent army to 
send an army of their own, much bigger, to try to get them and it's at this 
point that I'm always reminded, again, talk about analogies of the events of 
Great Britain in the sixteenth-century England, I should say really, when the 
Spanish Armada was heading for England trying to gain control of the 
island for the Pope and Catholicism and one thing and another. And what 
happened was that nature, if you will, or as the British thought of it, maybe 
God intervened as the Armada was coming out a great wind came up and it 
blew the ships out of their path and wrecked many of them.  

And really the British--the English fleet didn't do anywhere near as 
much damage to the Spanish fleet as did the winds. So, from that day 
forward there sprang up the legend in England of the Protestant Wind, 
which had come along to save the new English faith against the forces of the 
Pope. Well, if they can invent a Protestant Wind I think it's okay for me to 
speak about the democratic snow that fell on Phyle that went--that's just 
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what happened. A big snow storm came up, and so when the forces of the 
Thirty came after Thrasybulus, they just couldn't do it. They just couldn't get 
there; they were fought off and they had to retreat. And as they retreated the 
seventy came down after them and chased them, and killed them as they 
fled, and did a certain amount of damage, and the time, the passage of time 
was very important, because more and more Athenians were becoming 
hostile to the regime that they had fallen under. And they, more and more of 
them, although again, it's amazing how few actual Athenians joined 
Thrasybulus, but by this time Theramenes had come into the picture. 
He was more and more unhappy with what was happening, he stood up in 
the council and argued against Critias, and Critias finally had him put to 
death. That was an indication of how far the reactionary forces in the state 
had come, and we might mention also that the ancient sources estimate that 
something like 1,500 Athenians may have been killed by the Thirty tyrants. 
Well, that's a very large percentage of the population when you think about 
how many Athenians there were. And finally, that caused so many of their 
relatives and friends to turn against the Thirty and to join forces, even if 
they didn't go out there and fight, to be on the side of the democrats.

A second attack on Phyle, taken at a later time, failed and now 
suddenly Thrasybulus had a large enough force, he marched to the Piraeus 
and gained control of that. When the Thirty brought an army out to try to 
defeat him there he defeated them. They were forced to flee to Eleusis on 
the northwestern frontier of Attica, and the democrats were in position to 
take control of the city again. The Thirty were deposed by the 3,000, 
because it was obvious they were losers and now the 3,000, the successor 
government to the Thirty, appealed to Sparta for help against this 
democratic army that Thrasybulus had put out.

Well, think about what should Sparta do? Now, you might have 
thought it would be obvious. Certainly what Lysander wanted to do is no 
surprise. He wanted to send a big army to restore the oligarchs to put his 
own people back in power, and of course, that was fine, but there were 
people in Sparta who didn't want to do that, who saw this as an opportunity 
to deprive Lysander of his power and influence and to restore a more normal 
situation in Sparta. So the Spartans did vote to send an army in there to deal 
with Thrasybulus, but they did not put Lysander at the head of the army or 
even one of his people. Instead King Pausanias was sent out to do the job. 
Well, they met the Athenian army under Thrasybulus and defeated 
Thrasybulus, but they did not try to obliterate that army, or as we shall see, 
treat them as very serious enemies.  

For one thing, the Athenians again as they had in the past, fought 
bravely and well and inflicted serious losses on the Spartan army, but also it 
was obvious that Pausanias was willing to negotiate a settlement. He wasn't 
insistent upon defeating the Athenians and imposing a settlement. So, they 
worked out an agreement whereby a moderate group of ten would be chosen 
in Athens and Pausanias and a commission sent from Sparta to sit with 
Pausanias sat down with these Athenians and worked out a reconciliation 
for the future. Here's the essence of what was worked out. A very important 
part of the story was that they voted--the Athenians did and Pausanias, of 
course, would have insisted on it too--an amnesty whereby there would be 
no punishment for people on one side or the other of the quarrel in Athens.
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Of course, the people who would have been punished would have 
been oligarchs and their friends who were now the losing side. There would 
be an amnesty for anybody, no matter what, except for the Thirty 
themselves, the ten that the Thirty had put in charge of the Piraeus, the 
eleven--the eleven were the police force, so to speak, the head of the 
security forces in Athens and so on. Small groups of people who were 
thought to be especially responsible for the nasty things that had happened 
in Athens, but even they were not summarily put to death. They could 
submit their accounts at an euthyna and if they were cleared at these jury 
trials--I shouldn't call them jury trials, tribunals really, they could take up 
their position as citizens in the new Athens as well, or they could be allowed 
freely to leave Athens without any harm. So, it was a very moderate 
conclusion.

What about real oligarchs, what about them? Well, even they were 
taken care of, the town of Eleusis which they had seized for their own 
protection as things were going badly, they were allowed to stay there after 
the settlement. Now, that left Thrasybulus and his friends in control in 
Athens, and they immediately reinstated the Democratic Constitution pretty 
much as it had been before all of this had happened. Briefly, in this period 
of transition, citizenship was limited to the top three Solonian classes, but 
that quickly fell through and really the full democracy was restored in the 
year 401. In the same year the democrats seized Eleusis and brought that 
back into Attica. So, if you're there in the year 400 Athens would seem to be 
exactly as it had been internally before the defeat in the Peloponnesian War.

That newly restored democracy behaved with remarkable 
moderation. Aristotle in his Constitution of the Athenians goes out of his 
way to praise this successor Athenian Regime. They kept closely to the 
amnesty; they did not in fact, prosecute people that they should not have 
done. On the other hand, they and Aristotle praises this too, because--I guess 
his sympathies are very close to those of Theramenes, to moderate oligarchy 
or what Aristotle would call politeia, moderate regime. When Thrasybulus 
asked--this is an amazing thing, when he asked that those people who had 
served in his army, who had liberated Athens and restored the democracy 
that these people be granted Athenian citizenship, the Athenian people voted 
"no." To me that is one of the most striking evidences of how the Greeks 
really felt about their polis because even in a situation like that, the idea of 
sharing citizenship with anybody who was not, so to speak, a member of the 
family, was beyond what they would contemplate, and even with 
Thrasybulus, the great hero, the great liberator, asking them to do it, they 
said "no dice."

They also repaid the debts that the Thirty had accumulated. What 
they were doing of course was trying to get things calm as fast as they 
could, to achieve stability. It's a very rare thing. Imagine--well, think of 
what the French did when the war was over. They took their collaborators, 
they tried them, and they killed them for the most part. That's what civilized 
people do. I mean, look what they did in Rwanda, and other places like that 
where different sides in a civil war simply butcher each other. That's a very 
normal situation. What the Athenians did was very abnormal. It was 
evidence, I think in part, of a great deal of wisdom on the part of the key 
leaders at the time, and I think it also shows you that Athens over the many 
years of its democracy had not had sharp edges between the classes. I think 
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there was a general kind of good feeling that made that sort of mass 
execution something that seemed foreign and too undesirable.  

So, if we look at Athens in 401, the democracy has been completely 
restored and I'd like to draw my comments about this to a close by focusing 
on Thrasybulus, a man, who I think probably none of you had ever heard his 
name when you came into this class. You had heard of Pericles, you may 
have heard of Themistocles, you heard lots of different Athenians, but you 
never heard of Thrasybulus. So, you might be surprised to hear the 
following. Cornelius Nepos, a Roman historian of the first century B.C., in 
writing lives of famous Greeks and Romans, wrote the following about 
Thrasybulus: "If excellence were to be weighed by itself, apart from luck, I 
believe I would rank this man first of all. This much is certain, I put no one 
ahead of him in sense of honor, steadfastness, greatness of soul, and love of 
country." That isn't bad but it's not the end.  

A few years before 180 A.D., Pausanias the great travel writer of 
antiquity, wrote his guide to the famous and historic places of ancient 
Greece. In the section on Athens, he described the graves of the heroes and 
men that lined the roads outside the city beginning with the one leading to 
the place known as The Academy. Here's what Pausanias the travel writer 
says, "The first is that of Thrasybulus, son of Lycus, in every way the 
greatest of all famous Athenians, whether they lived before or after him." 
Think of all the names that are involved in that and maybe the weight of 
Pausanias' general comparison is intensified by something a little bit more 
specific, because the next words in Pausanias' account are these: "His is the 
first grave and after it comes that of Pericles," just in case you thought he 
missed Pericles by mistake.  

Now, that's extraordinary and there's a great puzzle that I can't solve 
and probably never can be solved. How could it be that these fellows who 
lived centuries afterwards said these things about Thrasybulus and we have 
never heard of him? I mean barely heard of him. I mean, the best answer I 
can give you is there must have been lost histories, and we know there are 
of the period, and they must have given Thrasybulus the kind of credit for 
his remarkable achievements that don't show up in Xenophon and Diodorus 
and the orators. But we at last, and you have an obligation to future 
generations, must not let the name of Thrasybulus lie in obscurity again, and 
just so that you don't forget him, remember he is the only Greek I know 
whose name fits a Yale fight song--Thrasybulus, Thrasybulus. 
�
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XXII.The�Struggle�for�Hegemony�in�Fourth�Century�Greece�(cont.)�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� examines� the� continuation� of� Spartan�
tyranny� over� the� Greek� poleis� and� the� response� of� the� Greek� world.�
According�to�Professor�Kagan,�it�became�clear�that�the�Greek�poleis�needed�
to�do�something�to�check�the�power�of�Sparta.�So,�Thebes,�Argos,�Corinth,�
and�Athens�along�with�some�of�the�smaller�poleis� joined�together�to�fight�
Sparta� in�the�Corinthian�War.�The�war�ended�in�a�stalemate,�but�now�the�
Persians�were�afraid�of� the�growth�of�Athenian�naval�power.�So,� the�king�
made� an� alliance� with� Sparta� to� bring� about� the� King's� Peace,� which�
emphasized�Greek�autonomy�and�which�had� the�effect�of�breaking�up�all�
alliances,� except� the� Peloponnesian� League.� After� this� fact,� Sparta�
continued�in�its�tyrannical�behavior.�

In the year 401 the prince of Persia, Cyrus, who was a younger son and had 
recently succeeded the King of Persia, Artaxerxes, his older brother, was in 
power. Cyrus had always been ambitious for achieving the job of Shah in 
Persia and his mother had worked on his behalf, but it hadn't paid off. He 
was not prepared to accept the verdict and so he set out in the year 401 to 
launch a scheme that would bring him to the throne of Persia, and his 
scheme was to hire a good sized army of Greek mercenaries and to trick 
them into becoming the army that would defeat the army of his brother 
Artaxerxes, and make him king. As it turned out, one of the men who joined 
up on that expedition was an Athenian cavalryman by the name of 
Xenophon, and he left an account of that experience in a work that is called 
in Greek, the Anabasis, which means "the march back."  

But it's the story of how this body of roughly 10,000 Greek hoplite 
mercenaries, marched into the heart of the Persian Empire, defeated the 
army of the great king--but in the process Prince Cyrus himself was killed 
and since the whole point of the expedition was to make him king there 
wasn't any point any longer. The great question--I've told you about this 
earlier in the semester, what should these 10,000 Greeks do? They end up, 
after their generals are put to death by treachery, to elect new generals and 
to fight their way out of the empire back to the Black Sea, which was the 
easiest way for them to get home, and then to do whatever it was they would 
do.

It was a very important event because--and I think Xenophon's 
account of it was very, very important because it planted in the minds of 
many Greeks a new notion that the vast, powerful, wealthy empire of the 
Persians was remarkably vulnerable, and that it was possible, and many 
thought highly desirable, for the Greeks to turn the tables on the Persians, to 
invade Persia, and to take from it, to subdue it, and to take from it the vast 
wealth that the Persians had, and we shall see down through the years of the 
fourth century different speakers will come out and speak or write urging 
that the Greeks do exactly this. Isocrates, the Athenian teacher of rhetoric, 
was the foremost figure who kept seeking somebody who would undertake 
this chore.  

One of the reasons that he gave for it more than once was that 
Greece was suffering, and, of course, had been for some time, from poverty 
produced by war and most particularly by civil wars between democrats and 
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oligarchs that became more and more common in the fourth century, and his 
solution was if you need money, steal it. So, take it from the Persians and 
that would put an end to the troubles. Well, of course, none of the Greek 
city states was capable of establishing leadership in Greece during the 
period we're studying now, so that it could carry out Isocrates' wishes. So, 
he turned to a man that the rest of the Greeks regarded as, or many of the 
Greeks regarded as a barbarian, the King of Macedon Philip, and urged him 
to take on that course, and apparently whether it was Isocrates or simply the 
idea itself, Philip himself did intend to do exactly that, to conquer the 
Persian Empire, but he was killed before he could do it and the job was left 
to his quite young son, Alexander, who in fact accomplished it; but we're 
looking down the road.

Let's go back to 401 and there we see this expedition of 10,000 
Greeks accomplishing what I mentioned to you. That there could be 10,000 
Greek hoplites available for such a purpose I think is a consequence of the 
Peloponnesian War. It shows us how much that war had helped to uproot 
people and to impoverish many of them, so that the idea of becoming a 
mercenary soldier for a Persian prince was attractive enough to take them 
away from home, something that would have been less likely in the 
prosperous years before the Peloponnesian War.  

Well, of course, that aside, that is a kind of a side show, it doesn't 
very much affect what is happening to the Greek cities on the coast of Asia 
Minor who remain the issue as to what will happen. You remember, these 
were under Athenian control during the Peloponnesian War, and when the 
war was over they were taken over in many cases by Lysander. What was to 
happen to them ultimately still had to be decided, because the King of Persia 
claimed that territory still for his own. The Spartans had really agreed to that 
in the treaties they made with the great king during the Peloponnesian War, 
but now Lysander didn't see any reason for carrying out those promises and 
so there was at the very least conflict. Of course, what the cities would have 
liked best of all was to achieve autonomy for themselves and they claimed 
that and regarded the rule either by Persian or by Spartan as improper and 
something to be resisted.  

Well, Tissaphernes the satrap of the region of Lydia and to the west, 
the ones that included the Greek cities, attacked those cities, which he 
claimed for the great king but which cities were holding out. Those cities in 
turn, because the great menace to them for the moment was Persian, turned 
to Sparta the great victorious power, and asked the Spartans to help. In the 
year 400 and 399 the Spartans sent an army under a general by the name of 
Thibron, who recruited about 6,000 of those 10,000 men who had marched 
into the Persian Empire and who still sought service as mercenaries rather 
than go home to poverty, plus about 5,000 or so Peloponnesians. All of the 
overseas activities of the Spartans in these years include practically no 
Spartans. They are just too short of troops to be risking them in overseas 
ventures.

So, they use their Peloponnesian allies, they sometimes use 
mercenaries, and they also use some of these folks I told you about the last 
time who were neither this nor that. The ones that they used on these 
campaigns are the ones that we are calling neodamodes, people who had 
been helots, but who were liberated and permitted to fight for the Spartans, 
and the notion of sending neodamodes overseas to fight was very attractive 
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to the Spartans, because it got them out of Laconia, for one thing, and 
provided them with soldiers as well. So, that kind of army is the one that 
Thibron is now using to fight against the Persians, who just a few years ago 
had been the allies of the Spartans for control of the Greek cities of Asia 
Minor.

Now, meanwhile we have to turn our attention to the sea, and 
especially to the island of Cyprus. It's a Persian possession, but on that 
island there are some cities that have a degree of autonomy. One of them 
has as its king a man called Evagoras, and he is very ambitious for himself 
and for the Cypriotes, and so he is eager to fight against the Spartans, 
presumably on behalf of the great king, although his motives are not made 
clear by our sources. Reasonable guess is that he may have hoped by 
achieving something great for the great king he might receive back thanks 
from the great king in whatever form you can imagine. It might be allowing 
him to rule over Cyprus, it might mean to give him wealth, who knows, but 
also on the island of Cyprus where he had taken refuge was the Athenian 
Admiral Conon, who had been one of the admirals at the final defeat at 
Aegospotomi.

He had escaped from that battle and had not gone home to Athens; 
he felt that the air there would not be healthy for somebody who lost the 
entire fleet at Aegospotomi and so he went to Evagoras, who it took good 
care of Conon and he was a great sailor. One of the very most distinguished 
admirals in Greek history, and he too now continued his feeling that Sparta 
was the enemy. So, he joined Evagoras in urging the great king to build a 
navy, which would then defeat the Spartan navy, which would by itself rid 
Asia of the menace of Sparta and be a great thing for the Persians. Conon, I 
suspect, had some other hopes out of this activity, which in fact will come to 
fruition and I'll tell you about them in due course. Well, the Spartans have 
their fleet out there and the king agrees and he starts building a fleet of his 
own, which will ultimately be a very large one indeed--some 300 ships, and 
the king puts Conon in charge of that fleet, which is smart in a way because 
Conon is a great admiral. Maybe not so smart if you look at what Conon is 
really up to.

In the face of these activities, the Spartans decided to raise the ante 
and they sent an expedition into Asia Minor. Thibron had not done very 
well and after about a year the Spartans replaced him with another general 
by the name of Dercyllidas, who does better, but there's no decisive victory 
out there. The war is dragging on and so they choose to send the new King 
Agesilaus, who is the son of Aegis, whose characteristics are among other 
things, that he was born lame; he probably would not have been allowed to 
live had he not come from the royal family, but he did and he grew to be an 
ambitious, aggressive Spartan King, who I suspect--I mean, a cheap 
psychology when you have a handicap like that in a society which values 
physical valor and strength, and military success so highly as the Spartans 
did, you're twice as aggressive, and twice as ambitious as an ordinary 
Spartan.

In any case, that was the way Agesilaus turned out to be. Another 
interesting thing about Agesilaus is that he had been the tent mate of 
Lysander and it's hard to believe that Lysander could ever have achieved the 
eminence that he did, the command that was given to him, had he not been a 
friend of the young man that people looked to as the next king, or possibly 
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the next king. But as yet, Agesilaus, being a much younger man than 
Lysander, he seemed to be deferential and everything was okay and so he 
was very keen on doing what the Spartans did, which was to send Agesilaus 
out with a new expedition to win the war against the Persians out there. 
Agesilaus, it is plain, had extremely lofty plans for himself and for this 
expedition. The way the expedition worked, Agesilaus chose to leave with 
his fleet from the town of Aulis, which is located in Boeotia. Does anybody 
recognize the name and think why Agesilaus should have wanted to leave 
from Aulis? Tell us about it. 

Student: [inaudible] 
Professor Donald Kagan: That's right. Agamemnon took off for the 

Trojan War at Aulis, and you remember how the legend goes. The winds 
were against the Greeks, they wouldn't let the ships get away, and they 
asked a holy man to tell them what the gods were up to and the gods said, 
well you can't go until you sacrifice your daughter, your little daughter 
Iphigenia to the god for that purpose. So Agamemnon did and the winds 
relented, and Agamemnon would pay the price when he got back from Troy. 
But it is precisely that the Greek fleet against the barbarian, against the non-
Greeks, the most important ones in all of their legends, namely the Trojans, 
it was at all Aulis that they left and Agesilaus wanted to bring that to the 
mind. He was the new Agamemnon and he was not leading a Spartan fleet 
against the Persians, he was the spokesman for the Greeks. He was the 
leader of the Greeks revenging that original offense, whatever that might be.  

He was trying to make the case for a panhellenic motive for what 
was absolutely a strictly Spartan one and raising himself to a legendary level 
practically. Well, that turned out to be a mistake, because the Thebans 
happened at that moment to be, as far as we can tell, led by a faction that 
was very hostile to the Spartans. So, as Agesilaus' people were setting up the 
altars for sacrifices before they took off, along the road came a Theban 
army, knocked over all of the altars, and asked them who the hell invited 
him into Boeotia in the first place, to get the hell out of there, grossly 
insulting Agesilaus and forcing him to skulk out of Aulis, not in the grand 
way that he had imagined. This turned out to be very significant. Agesilaus 
took it personally. He didn't like that, and I suppose--well, never mind I was 
about to make a bad joke, let it go.  

It had an enormous impact on him because for the rest of his life 
Agesilaus will be hostile to Thebes, and when he could he would promote a 
policy of attacking Thebes, of trying to defeat it, to subject it to Sparta, and 
a whole piece of Spartan foreign policy, which was to be very costly and 
damaging to Sparta was the result of Agesilaus' attempt at vendetta against 
the Thebans. Well, he goes to Asia and begins to encounter the Persians. He 
does pretty well, as always, Greek hoplites if they can get the Persians to 
fight them in a nice flat field will beat them, and he did that on several 
occasions, but he was never able to bring a large force of Persians to battle, 
so that he could really destroy a good chunk of Persian power in the region 
so that the victories were not decisive. They could not win the war, he could 
win the battles, but you couldn't win the war, at least he didn't.  

Meanwhile, things turned around against the Spartans from the side 
that you might expect, that is to say, from the sea. Conon, with the Persian 
fleet, sailed against the very important Island of Rhodes and captured it and 
brought it back to--took it away from the Spartans in any case. Where the 
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Spartans went, you will remember, they establish oligarchic governments, 
and in this case the victorious Athenian admiral removed the oligarchic 
government and in its place there rose up a democracy. I'm sure the great 
king didn't care what kind of regime it was for the moment, he just wanted 
to get rid of the Spartans, which he did. But it was, of course, on the Greek 
scene, it was a great defeat for the Spartans and it was a challenge to the 
Spartans. It was obvious that Conon, at least, and who knew what might 
happen on the part of other Greeks, were going to resist Spartan power and 
Spartan aggressiveness, and that if he wanted to come back, then he would 
have to have a navy.

The Spartans set out to increase their navy to meet this challenge and 
just to look ahead a few years, as I think we need to at this moment, it was 
that Spartan fleet that Conon defeated thoroughly and decisively a few years 
later in 394 at the Battle of Cnidus, which really puts an end for 
considerable time the whole idea of Sparta fighting at sea entirely. It really 
means that that approach--remember we were talking last time about the 
three different possibilities that the Spartans had to choose among, and they 
chose for a while this thoroughly aggressive one overseas, that's out now. If 
you had been defeated at sea, you don't have a navy that can challenge your 
opponents, you can't do it. As a matter of fact it will not be very much 
longer when events in Greece compel them to withdraw their army under 
Agesilaus and bring him back home and no Spartan army ever goes back to 
Asia again. We're looking ahead but the action that caused that was the 
victory at Cnidus.  

Now, of course, with the Spartans being defeated in that part of the 
world, the Greek cities that have been under Spartan rule now typically 
rebel against the Spartan rule, and we must imagine that for a few years 
there are really quite confused conditions in Asiatic Greece. Some places 
may have continued to be under Spartan rule, some may have continued to 
be under Persian rule, no doubt about it, some of them became autonomous. 
We just don't know what the numbers were and there could have been 
mixtures of things going on too. I make that point because when, later on, a 
final settlement is produced there, it is imposed upon a condition of 
confusion rather than simply overthrowing a single thing that was 
characteristic across the board. Still, many of those towns as I say did return 
to Persian rule as well. That's the situation which leads us to the next great 
event in Hellenic history across the board.  

The Corinthian War, as it is called, which breaks out in 395 and runs 
down to 387-386, so called because the bulk of the fighting on land was 
around the city of Corinth. But it was a war that engaged all of the major 
cities of Greece right around its core and its center. I think a fair way to see 
it is the cause of that war was, in its most fundamental sense, Sparta's 
tyrannical behavior towards the other Greek cities which produces a variety 
of reactions. Let me remind you of some and tell you about some others that 
we haven't talked about. Remember there were these grievances that 
lingered from the end of the Peloponnesian War when Spartan allies like 
Corinth and Thebes had been very dissatisfied with the way the booty had 
been shared that came from the defeat of the Athenians, and you remember 
those two cities were aggrieved also because the Spartans ignored their 
wishes as to what should happen to Athens and went their own way there 
too.
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I think I mentioned as well that in all contacts with non-Spartans in 
this period, the Spartans seemed to be very arrogant, very hard to get along 
with, and they certainly inspire considerable unhappiness and discontent. 
Those things you know about. Now in 402, the Spartans launched a war 
against the polis of Elis located up in the northwestern corner of the 
Peloponnesus. Olympia is included in that area, just to help you fix it in 
your mind. Now, the Spartans called upon their allies to join them in this 
expedition, as is their right, according to the traditional rules of the game in 
the Peloponnesian League. Thebes and Corinth refuse to send their 
contingents. That is practically an act of rebellion against the Spartans. It's a 
violation of their treaty agreements and it shows you how much irritation 
there existed between them. The whole campaign seemed to these states 
very annoying because why were the Spartans attacking Elis, partly because 
they had a continuing debate, a conflict with them about a border town, the 
old stuff.

But also I think as an act of revenge, because the Elians had been 
disloyal during the Peloponnesian War, during the Peace of Nicias after 421, 
Aulis was one of the four democracies that joined up in this new separate 
league that ended up fighting against the Spartans for a period of time. At 
the great Battle of Mantinea, in which the very existence of Sparta was at 
issue, Elis was on the side of the enemies of Sparta. So, that was why the 
Spartans suddenly decided to attack them and the allies didn't think that was 
right, the ones who were discontented in any case.

So, that's in the background, and all these other irritations that I have 
mentioned, but it wasn't enough because even if you were as mad as you 
could be at the Spartans and determined to try to undo their effort at 
hegemony over the Greeks, there was no easy way to think of fighting them 
successfully. All of these states that were discontented Thebes, Corinth, and 
as we will quickly see, Athens as well, were isolated from each other. They 
didn't belong to any common activity and they all were not strong enough, 
individually, to take on the Spartans. Moreover, there was the problem if 
you wanted to fight these people, it would require money, and all of them 
were short of funds for that purpose. So the critical element necessary to 
create a coalition that could undertake a war against Sparta--that decision 
was made by the Persians.  

The King of Persia presumably, although it very much looks like the 
new satrap in that region--there were two satraps in the western part of the 
Persian Empire remember; the one whose capital is at Sardis in Lydia, and 
the one whose capital, or whose territory is along the Hellespont and the 
straits in general, Pharnabazus, our old friend Pharnabazus from the 
Peloponnesian War, and a new sIatrap in Sardis, both want this to happen 
and so they find a Rhodian Greek and give him a batch of money and send 
him to the Greek cities seeking out those factional leaders who were known 
to be hostile to Sparta and offering to give them some of the money that he 
was carrying, which was not in itself a vast amount and certainly not enough 
to fight in any war, but was obviously a sign of good faith saying the King 
of Persia and his satraps in this region are against the Spartans and would 
like for you to put an end to the things you don't like that are happening in 
the Greek world and he will support you with his money. That, I think, 
turned out to be an absolutely critical act.  
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He went to a town I have not mentioned that belongs in the company 
of the anti-Spartan people at this point, of course is Argos, the traditional 
enemy of Sparta running back at least into the eighth century and perhaps 
further than that, who seem to find themselves in a war with the Spartans at 
least once a century and it looks like this is the time in the fourth century for 
them. Argos is a democracy too, and as you know that is a relevant fact. 
Corinth is not a democracy, but they are so angry they want to play too and 
they join up. Thebes, again, it's hard to tell what the government is. It looks 
throughout this entire period as oligarchy and democracy may well have 
been very close to one another, so that at any time one faction or the other 
may have the upper hand. And, of course, Athens, which is a democracy 
again. Now, the Athenians have been very, very reluctant to do anything to 
annoy the Spartans for very good reasons. They have no navy, they have no 
walls, and they have no money so to buck the Spartans would be an act 
almost of suicide, because all the Spartans needed to do was coming 
marching into Attica and they have no defense.  

Up to now therefore they've been very, very careful not to annoy. In 
fact in 402 when the Thebans and Corinthians refused to go to Elis with the 
Spartans, the Athenians sent their force, as they were required to do by their 
treaty with the Spartans. But the new situation changed things in Athens just 
as it did, perhaps even more than it did in other cities. Now the great king--
the Persians were not the enemy, the Persians were going to support the war, 
if they were ready to launch it against the Spartans. There was no war yet I 
should point out when this money is being handed out. This is an effort to 
stir up that kind of activity. Of course, the enemies of the policy refer to 
these transfers of money as bribes and there's nothing in Greek practice or 
Greek tradition to reject the idea that some of these Persian coins ended up 
in the pockets of the men that they were given to, but I don't think we really 
should think of them as bribes. Most of the money was used for the purpose 
for which it was intended, to help these leaders stir up support for a war 
against Sparta. It was something they believed in anyway, it was a source of 
their ability to carry out their wishes. But as I say, the Greeks didn't think 
there was anything wrong with picking up a few bucks along the way.
Now, a war breaks out on the frontier between Phocis and Locris, two towns 
in central Greece, both of which are quite close to Boeotia, the land ruled by 
the Thebes. The Spartans, and I think this was probably--well, I'm pretty 
confident that it was what--motivated by the Spartan unhappiness about 
Thebes, the Spartans assist Phocis against Locris, knowing that Thebes is 
allied to Locris, and that this would be, they believed and hoped, a pretext 
for war. This was their chance to get even with the Thebans for all the things 
that the Thebans had done that irritated them since the war. So, Sparta 
invaded Boeotia; their strategy to win this war was that they would invade 
Boeotia from two sides. One army coming from central Greece, from the 
region of Phocis and Locris, where they were assisting the Phocians, and 
another army being sent up from the Peloponnesus itself; they do finally 
meet in 395 at a town in western Boeotia called Haliartus where there is a 
battle, and where by the way, Lysander is killed in the fighting and removed 
from the scene.  

But even before that happened, as it was clear that the Spartans 
meant to fight the Thebans, the Thebans went to Athens and asked the 
Athenians for help and of course they had a case that was very attractive. 
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First of all, they certainly reminded the Athenians of the roll Thebes had 
played in liberating Athens by giving a home to Thrasybulus and his free 
Athenians when they were in the position of defeating the Thirty Tyrants 
and driving them out. I have a feeling they didn't remind the Athenians 
about that little congress they had after the war in which they suggested that 
they destroy all the Athenians and take away their land and turn the whole 
place into a great big cattle farm. I think they probably didn't remember to 
mention that. But they had that reason, but more important than that, was 
what they were saying, you have a chance now to escape from your bondage 
to the Spartans, where the Athenians certainly were and to re-establish 
yourself as an autonomous polis along with us and all the others who want 
to take away power from the Spartans, which they are abusing so terribly.  

Now, the remarkable thing to me is that Xenophon, who very likely 
was there, reports that the Athenian assembly voted unanimously in favor. 
Well, it's worth pointing out, of course, that the number one advocate of 
doing that, of joining the rebellion against Sparta, was Thrasybulus the great 
hero of the time that certainly made a big difference. Thrasybulus had been 
one of the cautious leaders before who had been against getting the Spartans 
mad, because he knew Athens was incompetent to fight them now, but with 
the Persian support and with the prospect of forming a coalition against 
Sparta, the strategic situation had changed and Thrasybulus now came out a 
hundred percent for the war. But unanimous vote in favor of the war, I can't 
imagine the Athenian assembly giving unanimous vote in favor of getting a 
drink of water. It's just so incredible to me. So, how do I explain it?  

Well, I got to make it up. I think if there was an overwhelming 
sentiment in favor obviously the attractions were great but there were 
reasons to fear. If you lose the price could be very, very high. But I think 
what happened was that the emotion was so strong at the moment that once 
it was evident that there was a large majority in favor of the motion, nobody 
wanted to be seen as being against it. It would had the look of cowardice, of 
a lack of patriotism, and people in these circumstances, it has been my 
experience, hate to seem not to be going along when everybody is 
enthusiastically going in a particular direction. So that's how I interpret 
Xenophon's remarkable testimony, but whatever the truth of it, what is clear 
is the great enthusiasm, overwhelming majority, they are prepared to fight 
for their true autonomy in the war to come.  

So, the coalition is finally formed. Athens, Thebes, Corinth, Argos, 
those are the main states on the mainland and they'll do most of the fighting, 
but it's worth pointing out that there are other places that join too. Euboea, 
the island to the east of Attica, not surprising; they're so thoroughly 
influenced by the Athenians. That's not a great surprise but it's interesting 
that many a town up in the north of the Aegean, on the Chalcidice also 
joined in this anti-Spartan coalition, and likewise, the region in the west on 
the Ionian Sea of Acarnania also join, which I think suggests that there was 
quite a lot of anti-Spartan sentiment in the Greek world at this time, which 
very often comes about if any state seems to be too strong, too powerful, too 
much of a threat to what everybody else wants, people tend to cut it down.

Political scientists tend to formulize this into the notion of--if you 
join up with the most powerful state that's called bandwagoning, what do 
they call it if you're against the--balancing, that's the word. Sorry, I am weak 
in my political science technology. Balancing is what's supposed to happen; 
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the truth of the matter is that you never can tell which way states will go in 
these situations and there you are. But in this case I'm simply making the 
point that there was a lot of hostility to Sparta out there and some people 
you wouldn't think of joined in this, but it's the big four that really matter 
and they do most of the fighting in the war. Well, there's no point in going 
through the war in great detail; just a few highlights, I think, need to be 
mentioned. The largest highlight of all being how in the world are you 
supposed to win this war, what is the strategy on each side? It's remarkable 
how similar they are.  

The Spartans want to gain control of the isthmus of Corinth, it's 
Corinth and Megara especially, so that they can get out into central Greece 
and defeat their opponents individually in Boeotia for the Thebans and 
Attica for the Athenians and Corinth, of course, right there in the isthmus. 
The other folks, the big four, want to push into the Peloponnesus where they 
can raise up rebellion of the helots and the perioikoi and defeat the Spartans 
right there and strip away their allies in the Peloponnesus. So, each side 
basically has to gain control of the isthmus and then move forward to carry 
out the conclusion of the war in their favor, and the bottom line is neither 
side is able to do it. The bulk of the fighting throughout the years of that war 
surround the city of Corinth, walls are put up by the Corinthians meant to 
keep the Spartans out, they do so for a great chunk of time, Spartans can 
take part of the walls but they can't manage to take everything and to punch 
through, and so for all these years that's what happens.  

There are some big battles that are fought. There's one in 394, soon 
after the beginning of the war at Nemea, which is located to the south of 
Corinth. It's a very big tough standard hoplite battle, both sides having 
strong armies, both sides fighting well and determinedly. The Spartans 
technically winning--it's one of those victories where you know who won 
because they put up the trophy and they were able to collect their dead, and 
the other guys had to ask permission to collect their debt. But it was another 
one of these victories that did not have strategic consequences, neither side 
had been able to destroy the other, neither side could now advance into the 
region that they had to get to in order to make a difference, so that I think is 
the major story of that war. There's another event in there that has 
interesting consequences for future Greek warfare that deserves mentioning.  

At a certain point in that war the Athenians, under an extraordinary 
general by the name of Iphicrates, had put together a force of light-armed 
troops, not hoplites, people without hoplite armor and shields who threw 
missiles at the other side, probably mainly slingers, but they also would 
have been spear throwers, throwers not thrusters, and bowmen, and these 
guys could never confront the phalanx in the normal way and they would 
normally not even be able to do much harm in an extraordinary way, but 
what was new was that Iphicrates had trained them as a professional force, 
so that they could move swiftly and together as a body in such a way as to 
be as effective as it was possible for light-armed troops to be against a 
phalanx. It happened that Iphicrates was able to maneuver a whole division 
of Spartan soldiers in such a way that they got stuck in a dead end, in a cal 
du sac, and were absolutely victimized by Iphicrates light-armed forces and 
about 600 men making up this division of the Spartan army called a mora,
were wiped out and the Greek world was astonished by this, because no 
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such thing had ever happened before, and it led to the increased use of well 
trained, light-armed infantry who play a larger role.

They never replace the phalanx as the major form of land warfare 
but things become more complicated in the fourth century as they have 
already begun to be in the Peloponnesian War, as you have different 
branches that are able to perform more usefully than they were typically 
expected to do in the past. Perhaps as big an event as any that occurred in 
that war was the event I mentioned earlier. Conon, using the Persian fleet, 
defeating the Spartan fleet at the Battle of Cnidus in 394. But what does he 
do? Conon takes his victorious fleet, sails back to Athens, the Athenians 
have already begun the process of rebuilding their walls, but now with the 
help of Conon's men and the money that he carries and gives to them, they 
are building those walls at a much faster clip and before the war is over the 
Athenians will once again be a walled city, with a walled port, and with 
long walls connecting them. In other words, the basis for having an 
independent naval policy will be in place thanks to Conon's victory.  

On top of which, he takes the Persian fleet and goes to the Athenians 
and says, this is now your fleet and suddenly the Athenians have again 
probably the biggest fleet in the Greek world, just like that. Similarly, or 
rather as a consequence of all this, because for a while at least they are able 
to dominate the Aegean Sea with these forces and with Conon around they 
regain those famous islands that are so crucial to them, the stepping stones 
to the Hellespont: Lemnos, Imbros, Skyros--become Athenian owned again. 
They also gain control of the scared Island of Apollo at Delos. They also 
make an alliance with the important Island of Chios and suddenly you have 
what are the bare beginnings of the reconstruction of the old Athenian naval 
alliance; you might want to call it an empire. Let me make it very clear that 
even when they become far more powerful in years to come, they are never 
able to recreate the old Athenian Empire. They never reach the point which 
was so decisive for their power where it is truly an empire where almost 
every state in the league is contributing money, which allows the Athenians 
to not only build but to sustain in peace time and war time the biggest navy 
and the best navy around. They never get there.

They do become very important as a naval power again, they are 
going to be a very significant state again, but even though they are turning 
in that other direction they never get there. But I think we need to remember 
that probably there's a very good chunk of the Athenians, who regard those 
days as the good old days and as the natural state of things, and is the place 
to which they ought to be going towards that empire. Certainly a lot of their 
behavior in the Corinthian war and afterwards suggests that that was a 
widespread opinion. There was, undoubtedly, also hostility to that opinion 
as people look back on the experience of what happened last time, look at 
the consequences. There were important socioeconomic political 
significance of pursuing such a policy; it meant democracy, it meant a naval 
democracy, it meant the most extreme democracy, and a lot of people's 
memories, especially those of the rich were of the mistakes and defeats that 
that democracy had brought about.  

When you read Plato, particularly about the Athenian democracy, or 
even Aristotle, I think you have to remember that these people were very, 
very critical of what the Athenian democracy had done in the fifth century, 
blamed the democracy for that defeat, and then that was tied up with their 
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political views in general that democracy was a very bad wicked thing, and 
that should help you understand this very strong bias against democratic 
government on the part of such people. Another special event in the course 
of the Corinthian War, which would have some consequence for Greek life 
later on, during that war there was a union between the cities of Corinth and 
Argos. It was brought about by a special emergency situation created by the 
war in which all the fighting was around Corinth in which there was terrible 
destruction of Corinthian property, in which poverty came to be a problem 
with Corinth in a way that it had never been.

There was a topsy-turvy situation. It had been throughout the whole 
fifth century back into the sixth century--an oligarchic government, a broad 
oligarchic government, one that was widely thought to be a good 
government, and that so far as we know was never touched until sometime 
here in the Corinthian War when these extreme conditions produced what 
looks like a democratic faction, which seized power, which murdered the 
leaders of the opposition in a brutal way. By the way, on a holy day, it was a 
memorable and horrible event. So, it was after that event had taken place 
that you see this union between Argos, which is a democracy, and this 
democratic government in Corinth, which is under siege for the reasons that 
I have suggested, and what they do is they arrange for a new situation where 
citizens of one state will be citizens of the other as well. So, theoretically, if 
you lived in Corinth and you wanted to go to Argos to sit in on the Argive 
Assembly you could do it and vice versa. This is something absolutely new.  

The idea of anything but a polis being by itself or being on top of 
other poleis, but the notion of their being a sharing of a regime interpoleis
sharing of governmental responsibilities is really new, and it becomes more 
usual in the course of the next century and the century after that. This one 
hardly lasts at all; it's just a few years as a consequence of the war, and it's 
undone at the end of the war. But it's an indication of what people might be 
thinking about and we shall see that in the course of this century there will 
grow up federations--that's something different, but still it's the same thing 
in a way. A federation is a political union that allows for the maintenance of 
local powers on the part of the original members, but also takes some 
powers for a central body, which is made up of more than one.  

We Americans of course have some idea about that, but there was 
the Arcadian League that came into being, and the Achaean League that 
came into being, and the Aetolian League which came into being, and as a 
matter of fact our founding fathers read very carefully about these 
experiments in federal government as they were writing the American 
Constitution, we have hard evidence about that. The best evidence for those 
confederations does not occur in our period, it occurs later, typically in the 
third and the second centuries B.C., and the accounts of them are in the 
works of Polybius, if you're ever interested. So, Polybius was a very 
important figure for the American founding fathers who wrote the 
Constitution. But the first seed of this kind of interstate cooperation on a 
basis that was not merely alliance, but was co-citizenship is in the case of 
Corinth and Argos in the course of this war.

Well, as the war dragged on, it became clearer and clearer that 
neither side had any way of prevailing. But another thing that happened that 
was to play a very important part in how the war came to an end was that 
the Athenian control of the sea was rapidly making Athens stronger and 
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stronger, and more like that scary thing which Athens had been to its 
neighbors and its opponents in the fifth century B.C., such that the Persians, 
who after all, had started the war by virtue of encouraging the anti-Spartan 
factions to get together and had been supporting it to some degree during the 
war in general, began to feel that maybe Athens was becoming more 
frightening from the Persian point of view than Sparta was. After all, Sparta 
was out of the navy business now and they were not likely to be able to get 
back into it, and if you don't have a navy you really can't threaten Persia 
very much, at least until Alexander came along and figured out a way to do 
it. So, all of that gives the Spartans, who really want to get out of this war, 
because it isn't going anywhere, the hope that they can bring about a peace 
and so the Spartans try to make peace with the aid of Persia.

There's a Spartan political figure by the name of Antalcidas who 
emerges on this scene, and we shall see in his life, the few times we hear 
about him he's always engaged in attempting to contain Sparta's ambitions, 
to certainly exclude the possibility of overseas commitments and I would 
argue, I think most scholars would agree, even not to be engaged outside of 
the Peloponnesus very far. He seems to represent a traditionalist point of 
view, which obviously comes to the fore as this war, which the Spartans 
have started really as part of Agesilaus' aggressive policy, isn't working. The 
Spartans are having to constantly fight, they are suffering casualties, their 
allies are becoming more and more restive, and look what's happened, 
suddenly Sparta which was absolutely in charge of everything is practically 
on the defensive. So, for all these reasons there's opposition to the bold 
policy and Antalcidas represents that. He gets the Spartan assembly or the 
Spartan gerousia in efforts to support a mission to the King of Persia in 
which he tries to negotiate a peace.

It doesn't work in large part, because the enemies, that is Athens and 
Thebes particularly, and perhaps the others--sorry Corinth and Argos also, 
and I'll tell you why in a moment, are not ready to do what is necessary from 
the Spartan point of view. What the Spartans really want is to break up this 
coalition and all anti-Spartan coalitions. That's really the bottom line for 
Sparta. There's no sense making peace, if you leave these people in tact. 
What's to stop the whole thing from happening again in the future? That's 
the bottom line and they are unable to persuade the Greeks to make the 
concessions that are necessary. So, the war continues and nothing really 
changes except things get worse. This time Antalcidas again negotiates a 
peace and he really negotiates it with the great King of Persia.

The King of Persia has changed his mind about where the great 
threat comes from. Thrasybulus in the 390s, in the latter part of the 390s, 
engages in a series of naval campaigns all around the Aegean Sea in which 
he recovers one city after another that used to be under Athenian rule and 
once again puts it under Athenian rule. He even once again starts collecting 
money from them. He did something also that the Athenians had done late 
in the Peloponnesian War; he establishes a customs house in the Hellespont 
in the Bosporus and every ship that goes through pays a tax to the 
Athenians. So, there's a real feeling in Persia obviously that the Athenians 
are coming back to rebuild their empire, and we better stop them and the 
Spartans are safer from our point of view having been chasing by events, 
and so I think that's probably the single most important reason why the great 
king comes out and backs, and as we shall see, insists on a peace in Greece 
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which meets Sparta's needs and the needs are that all these international 
organizations should be broken up.

Obviously, the league of four states that have conducted the war 
must stop, but on top of that, the union between Argos and Corinth must be 
broken up; that's especially critical to the Spartans. That's right next door. 
Argos would be strengthened by its association with Corinth and if it were 
allowed to continue, it would be a problem in the future. So, it had to be 
broken up. Thebes, of course, was a great problem for the Spartans and they 
insisted that before peace was to come, the Thebans had to give up their 
control of Boeotia. They had used the war as an opportunity to reconstruct 
the old Boeotian League, which left Thebes at the head and in control of the 
bulk of Boeotia that was to be broken up in order to reduce Theban power.

Originally, the Spartans had wanted the Athenians to give up the 
things that they had acquired in the course of the war but they couldn't do 
that. Athens was still too strong in the one field that they couldn't be 
challenged in easily -- their control of the sea and so a compromise had to 
be made if a peace was to be made. Athens would not join unless it was 
allowed to keep Lemnos, Skyros, Imbros. So, that was permitted. So the 
peace came and the critical part--Xenophon reports the exact language of a 
message that King Artaxerxes sent to the Greeks that was in effect the 
instrument that made the peace. Here's what it said, "King Artaxerxes thinks 
it just that the cities in Asia, and the islands of Klazomenai and Cyprus shall 
belong to him. Further, that all the other Greek cities, small and great, shall 
be autonomous." Listen to that word, that's critical. This peace is associated 
with the principle of autonomy, there shall be no breach of autonomy 
except, says the king, "Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros which shall belong to 
Athens as in the past. If any refuse to accept this peace, I shall make war on 
them, along with those who are of the same purpose, both by land and sea 
and with both ships and money." Ancient writers and modern writers have 
disagreed as to what is the name of this peace, some of them speak of the 
Peace of Antalcidas, more of them I think speak, and I think they're right in 
this decision, as the King's Peace.  

This is not the product of a negotiation and the king is very careful 
even though it really is, but he's very careful to make it clear that that's not 
the way he sees it. This is a command leveled by the king at the Greek states 
saying, this is how you will be, I say so, and if you don't like it I will beat 
the hell out of you. That's the message that comes. But, of course, the reason 
he can say that, with as much confidence as he does, is that his partner in the 
peace is Sparta. This is a peace that will benefit Persia and benefit Sparta at 
the expense of everybody else. The Spartans take it as a license to run 
Greece in the way that they see fit. Notice nobody says that the Spartans 
have to break up the Peloponnesian League, that doesn't count as any kind 
of a violation of autonomy and so that's the nature of the peace, whether 
among the results are that the Asiatic Greeks are abandoned by the Greek 
states once and for all, and of course that means Sparta mainly, until finally 
Alexander will impose his rule when he conquers the Persian Empire.  

The Boeotian League is dissolved, Argos and Corinth are split, and 
Athens loses all that has been gained except for those three islands that are 
mentioned. Sparta regains, and in a certain sense, gets greater control of the 
mainland Greek situation. It is the hegemon of Greece now as a kind of a 
partner of the great king, and the great king leaves Greece essentially to the 
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Spartans without any interference. How did he do that? In the same way that 
they did it to win the Peloponnesian War. An enemy of the Spartans would 
say because they were Medizers, they had done the work of the Persians; 
they had collaborated with the Persians against the Greeks. That's now how 
the Spartans saw it of course; they would have something like--I guess 
there's a crack in Plutarch somewhere, it says, we have not Medized; it's the 
Persians who have Spartanized, but that's a very kind way of looking at it. It 
is without question, if you look back on it, we're talking just about 100 years 
after the Persian war and it's a reversal of the Persian Wars.  

The Greeks won the Persian Wars and the proof of it was they 
chased the great king out of Europe, eager to stay alive and completely 
unable to do anything about what the Greeks were to do with the coastal 
regions of the Persian Empire. Now the King of Persia is telling the Greeks 
what they must do. It was widely seen as a cause for great shame and by 
those people who were not friendly to Sparta a great cause of anger against 
the Spartans, who were responsible for this condition of things. But the 
Spartans didn't care much, because they were now in a position to exercise 
the power that the dominant force in Sparta, who is Agesilaus and his 
supporters, wanted to do. So, in 385 we see the Spartans attacking the city 
of Mantinea. Once again, the story is very much like the story of Aulis in 
402. This time Mantinea had been again, one of those states in the 
Peloponnesus that had joined in a quadruple alliance against Sparta in 421, 
the great battle that so much threatened Spartan existence in 418 had been 
fought on the territory of Mantinea. It had a democratic history and 
democratic tendencies.  

So, with no pretext really at all, the Spartans invaded their territory, 
besieged the city, managed finally to defeat Mantinea by diverting the 
waters of a river that ran through Mantinea to the point where it undermined 
the walls and they had to surrender. Xenophon learns an important lesson 
about warfare from this event and he concludes his account of this by 
saying, well, that shows you that you should not build your city around the 
river. So, if any of you are planning, keep that in mind. Then soon 
afterwards, the Spartans turn on another city in the Peloponnesus, the city of 
Phlyus, which is to the southwest of Corinth, not a very big city but not a 
small tiny one either, and what it turns out here is that the thing that the 
Phylasians have done that the Spartans don't like is that they have been a 
democracy for part of the time. King Agesilaus basically removes the 
government after fighting a war and besieging the city. It was not an easy 
task, it was expensive and time consuming, but they do gain a victory and 
Agesilaus puts in a new government made up not just of oligarchs, which of 
course they were, but they were the personal friends of Agesilaus.

If you look at it, historically it resembles the stuff that Lysander was 
doing at the end of the Peloponnesian War and afterwards in placing these 
decarchies of his friends in the cities, so that they would not be only pro-
Spartan but pro-Lysander, and here Agesilaus did the same thing in Phylus 
and it's not the only place that he did. Then enormity followed enormity as 
the Spartan power was unchecked in this period of time. Up in the north the 
city of Olynthus, in the Chalcidic peninsula was gaining control of that 
peninsula, basically establishing itself as the hegemonal power over cities in 
that region. In 383, a couple of cities up in that region came to Sparta 
complaining of what the Olynthians were doing and urging the Spartans to 
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defend them and to undo these things, using as the basis for their appeal the 
King's Peace. This was a violation of their autonomy; the Spartans were to 
be the upholders of Greek autonomy according to the King's Peace, and so 
they ought to send a force up.

The Spartans did so and in the course of that war which lasted from 
382 to 379, they defeated Olynthos, dissolved the confederacy, and 
destroyed again any notion of a league other than the Spartan League. There 
was an event that was connected with that movement up towards the 
northeast, up to the Chalcidice, which was the most famous, I think--there's 
a small competition for a couple of events, but one of the most famous 
anyway in this period illustrating the arrogance and power of the Spartan 
hegemony, a Spartan force was sent off ostensibly to reinforce their Spartan 
army up there in the Chalcidice. It was led by a general named Phoebidas. 
As he was moving north on a route that would not have been the normal 
route to take, a route that took him right past the city of Thebes, he camped 
out at night and on his way there he was contacted by an important official 
in the government of Thebes, an oligarch, a friend of Sparta. The next day 
the Spartan army seized the Acropolis of Thebes, which is called the 
Cadmea. They did so on a sacred day, a holiday was being celebrated, 
everybody was in the same shape people are on a holiday. Nobody was 
ready, they took the city; the enemies of the dominant party that had invited 
the Spartans in were put to death, if they could not flee successfully.

The Spartans left a garrison on the Cadmea and took control of the 
city and had their stooges run the city thereafter. Now, this had not been 
determined by the Spartan assembly, this was not the consequence of a 
policy decision that the Spartan officials or people had made. When 
Phoebidas came back to Sparta he was put on trial and there was great anger 
against him and there was great anger against Sparta of course throughout 
the Greek world. There was no real case for him, but surprisingly enough, 
even though he was not a member of Agesilaus' faction. Agesilaus got up at 
the trial and simply said, you guys are all talking about the wrong thing. 
There's only one question that should be asked about the behavior of 
Phoebidas. Was what he did good or bad for Sparta? Well, it was obviously 
good. Why in the world do you want to punish him? He was not punished 
with any severity; a mild fine or at least a fine was imposed. We don't know 
if he ever paid it. In any case, the critical thing was what would Sparta do 
about the action itself? The fact that it had a garrison up there on the 
Cadmea. If they thought it had been the wrong thing to do, if it had been the 
idea that Phoebidas and what didn't represent Spartan policy, then they 
should have withdrawn the garrison. The garrison stayed, so that Sparta 
now--this was something that rang all around the Greek world. This was the 
worst thing anybody could remember in peace time with no allegation of 
cause, they had simply seized another city, an ancient city, a great city, and 
they refused to back off.

Finally there's one other example of this same kind of behavior. The 
government in Thebes was tyrannical, imposed upon an unwilling people; 
some of the people who had fled did a reverse of what happened in the time 
of the Thirty Tyrants in Athens. They fled to Athens, and, of course, the 
Athenians gave them support, and protected them and then in 379 a small 
number of these exiles launched a clever plot that allowed them to sneak 
into Thebes and to make their way to the Cadmea and to kill the oligarchic 
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leaders of the city in the dark when nobody could really do anything about 
it, and to drive away a number of the Spartans and to free the city.  

Thebes became free, it became democratic too, because these people 
now belonged to a democratic faction and more and more, if you're a 
democrat, you're anti-Spartan, if you're an oligarch, you're a pro-Spartan, 
and so all of this is the beginning of what we will get to next time, which is 
the flowering of Theban power. It's going to happen as they get stronger and 
stronger, but the event I wanted to mention as the twin of the Phoebidas 
thing is that in 379, a Spartan harmost of the one of the garrisons in Boeotia 
by the name of Sphodrias took a force by night, marched into Attica, 
ostensibly his plan was to reach the Piraeus and then that would allow them 
to take control of Athens, because they could cut them off from their port at 
the sea. He didn't get it quite right. By the time morning broke and they 
were visible he was still miles and miles, and miles away from the Piraeus 
and so all he could do was to do some harm to the Athenian territory and 
then to go home.  

Well, when he got home again he hadn't gotten any vote from the 
Spartan assembly or from the gerousia or from the ephors to do anything, 
another thing that he had apparently done on his own. So, there was another 
trial and this time the only thing he had going for him apparently--well, he 
still had Agesilaus' general approach, but he was the lover of the son of 
Agesilaus, and so Agesilaus who ostensibly was hostile to what had 
happened was made to speak in his defense and this time his argument was 
simply, Sparta has too few men of quality to be able to execute any for 
whatever reason whatsoever and so we shouldn't do anything to Sphodrias. 
So, they didn't. That was yet another signal and it had fantastic 
consequences.
In Athens they had been holding some Spartan ambassadors when the 
Sphodrias' raid had taken place and they were holding them in effect as 
hostages, but the Spartans said, look we had nothing to do with it, this was--
Sphodrias did it all on his own, and he'll certainly be condemned when he 
gets back to Sparta. So, the Athenians said okay, you can go home, and then 
he wasn't and so the Athenians now were determined that they would have 
to fight Sparta. In the process, they set about organizing an alliance, a 
general alliance, meant against Sparta, which they were able to do in 
considerable part, because of all of the irritation that had been felt all around 
Greece by these terrible actions of the Spartans, and as I think I'll tell you 
next time, they put together what we call the Second Athenian 
Confederation, and they made an alliance with the newly liberated Thebes. 
Thebes, which is going to get stronger and stronger, and stronger and so we 
have now a threat once again to the Spartan hegemony which will be very 
serious, but of a different kind from the one we had before. I'll tell you about 
it next time. 
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XXIII. Twilight�of�the�Polis�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� describes� the� growth� of� a� new� power:�
Thebes.� Under� the� leadership� of� Epaminondas� and� Pelopidas,� Thebes�
grows� into� a� major� power� among� the� Greek� cities.� In� fact,� the� Thebans�
even�rout�the�Spartans�in�a�standard�hoplite�battle�in�the�battle�of�Leuctra.�
Finally,�Professor�Kagan�points�out�that�by�the�time�of�Theban�hegemony,�
the� Greek� world� had� experienced� so� many� wars� and� conflicts� that� it�
opened�the�door�to�a�powerful�leader:�Philip�of�Macedon.�

Let me remind you that the Spartans, ever since their victory in the 
Peloponnesian War had been attempting to extend their hegemony, at first 
all the way over into Asia, and then when that was thwarted, they tried to do 
so on the mainland of Greece, and one consequence of their effort and the 
failure to achieve it in an easy way was the restoration of Athens to a 
primary position in the Greek world. Again, not as powerful as Sparta, but 
once again an independent state that was capable of being a serious 
opponent of the Spartans. Today, I want to talk about the emergence of a 
third great power in this period which had never had a position, I think, of 
something resembling equality with the leading powers in the Greek world, 
although it had had periods when it was very strong anyway. Thebes is what 
I'm talking about.  
Now, if you look at the situation in 379, when the Spartans were in control 
of Thebes as a consequence of the actions of Phoebidas, there was a Spartan 
garrison there in the city, on its acropolis, there were Spartan garrisons in 
other towns in Boeotia and it was probably as a low a point for the Thebans 
as they had experienced since the 450s when the Athenians gained control 
of Boeotia. But starting with the successful Theban rebellion which 
overthrew the Spartan command of the city, the Thebans launched a period 
of growth in power, influence, wealth, and even to some degree extent 
which justifies modern historians in speaking about a period perhaps 
beginning in 371 and running at least a decade, to which they give the name 
the Theban Hegemony, and today I want to talk about how that happened 
and how it sort of developed and ended.

The Spartans invaded, after the Theban overthrow of Spartan rule 
and in the first year the leader in that invasion was given to the young King 
Cleombrotus, not to Agesilaus, and his failure to undertake that command 
exercised the minds of ancient writers as well as modern ones. One answer 
whenever Agesilaus doesn't take command of an army, which is following a 
policy that he likes, people suggest that he might have been physically 
incapable of doing it. He was an old man and he had been injured and so 
that's a plausible reason at any time, and yet the ancient writers were 
persuaded that there were times when he was simply playing politics in 
some complicated way and choosing not to take the command. This is one 
of those occasions when they speculate that he was trying to get 
Cleombrotus engaged in this anti-Theban policy, which would provide for 
greater support for that general Agesilean policy and that that's why he had 
worked it so that Cleombrotus got the command.  

We simply can't be sure about what the truth of that is. Cleombrotus, 
however, did not wage a very aggressive campaign and that first invasion of 
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378 produced very, very little. However, subsequent Spartan invasions also, 
even those led by Agesilaus, were not successful. The Thebans were able 
gradually to gather their strength, to recover parts of Boeotia and bring them 
under their power, and to drive the Spartans away without yielding anything 
of importance. One of the consequences--I'm talking really about the years 
378, 377, 376 and into 375.

One of the things that the Thebans engaged in, in this period, and it's 
extremely important because it provides the basis for the power that they 
will develop, was a reconstruction of the Boeotian League. The Thebans had 
commanded or led, or dominated the Boeotian League before. They changed 
its constitution, however, in these years in a way that was rather important. 
In a word, to simply the matter, the entire operation of the league became 
more democratic. They used to have the decisive bodies that determined the 
Theban policy in the form of four separate councils, which were sort of 
indirect regimes that really made the policy. The new constitution made the 
decisive place really an assembly in which all the representatives of the 
Theban cities came and made policy in an assembly not in separate councils, 
all of which could be more readily controlled by oligarchic figures, and the 
only thing is that the meetings of the Boeotian League took place in Thebes.  

Now, not only did Thebes have a majority of representatives in that 
league, or at least the largest number by virtue of its size and its leading 
role, but the fact that it all took place in Thebes meant that there would be 
more Thebans there and more Thebans playing an influential role in what 
was going on. Nonetheless, we shouldn't discount the truly democratic 
nature of this regime. It's a new thing. Boeotia and Thebes used to be 
bulwark of oligarchy, and it became a remarkably democratic city, and I 
think there's reason to take note of the fact that this seemed to have had an 
impact on Thebes and Boeotia much like the one that Herodotus praises so 
highly back when Athens became democratic, when they threw out their 
tyrants, and established the Cleisthenic regime, Herodotus says that they 
became better warriors. They produced a better army; they began defeating 
their enemies as they had not done before.  

I think that is very clearly also what happens in Thebes. We can't get 
away from the fact that Thebes became a more formidable military power 
thereafter. Whether or not it's linked to democracy is open to argument, but I 
think there is a real argument that would say it worked that way. At least, 
we don't know the details of this very well, but a very unusual thing seems 
to have happened. The Thebans ultimately were able to increase the size of 
their army by using farmers, who would not ordinarily have been able to 
afford hoplite equipment, but somehow the state managed to equip poorer 
farmers and to turn them into hoplites, so that ultimately the army that 
Thebes commanded--when you get down to the years after the Battle of 
Leuctra, in which the Thebans and their friends defeated the Spartans, you 
will see that really a huge army, by Greek standards, goes marching into the 
Peloponnesus of which a large portion was this Theban hoplite group that 
was much more potent, because of its size and it could be argued because of 
the spirit of these newly hoplited democrats, you might say.  

Well, as the Thebans were developing this league they were also 
fighting the Spartans and gradually driving the Spartans back. For instance, 
they destroyed the city of Plataea, which was always on the side of the 
enemies of Thebes. In this case they were on the side of the Spartans, and it 
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would take a while before that was undone. They also placed a number of 
cities under Theban command. They didn't need to do that, for most of the 
cities in Boeotia, because mostly they seemed to be satisfied and pleased to 
cooperate with--and why not? I mean, I should make the point clear as to 
why they would be happy to do that. When the Spartans invaded Boeotia 
they didn't only beat up Thebes. In fact, Thebes was less hurt than were the 
other towns because Thebes was further away and better equipped to defend 
itself.  
Every time the Spartans came in they ravaged the Boeotian countryside and 
did harm to these Boeotian towns. So, it was Thebes that was the defender, 
the protector of the Boeotians against the Spartans, and this certainly gave 
them popularity; it helps explain why this new Boeotian confederation was 
so effective and so loyal. The Thebans were doing a key job for Boeotia and 
the Boeotians. Meanwhile, this new army that was being put together--it 
wasn't of course entirely new, its heart would have been the old Boeotian 
hoplite farmer group, but it was added to and it was given this new twist. I 
think really a combination twist of two kinds of elements that explain a kind 
of enthusiasm, a kind of morale boost that they had.

One was a greater sense of what we would call nationalism. It's 
obviously an anachronistic for the city states but we don't have a better word 
for it. That is to say, this constant warfare, these constant attacks by the 
Spartans, culminating in this seizure of their city against all custom, against 
all law and in a very unpleasant way, and the support of these oligarchs as 
against the common people, the ordinary folks, so that when this new 
regime led--I should point out by these two extraordinary military leaders, 
Pelopidas and Epaminondas, when these fellows also were responsible for 
the liberation of Thebes, especially Pelopidas, and when they were leading 
the fight for the defense of Boeotia, all of that meant that there was a 
growing feeling of "we are Boeotians, we are together, and the enemy is the 
Spartans and we need to fight them." To that, if you throw in the feeling that 
democracy appears to have in its first burst especially--I should point out 
that the Athenian extraordinary success on land occurs right after the 
democratic revolution of Cleisthenes.

I don't say they become bad thereafter but they're never again quite 
as extraordinary as a land force as they are then. An analogy that's often 
drawn is with the armies of the French Revolution in the eighteenth century, 
which really were fantastically successful right after the revolution began 
and they began enrolling and de-conscripting great numbers of people who 
would never have been in the army before in the name of the nation, in the 
name of freedom, in the name of all kinds of lovely things. Again, it's often 
neglected that the French already had a terrific army before that happened 
and they had wonderful officers and generals, and were skilled in the art of 
war. So, it was a kind of a best of all worlds where they had a solid base for 
military superiority, to which was added this great business of numbers and 
the zeal that went with it.  

Something like that I believe is going on here in the 370s to help 
explain what's happening to what becomes this enormously powerful and 
successful Theban army. The fighting goes on. The Thebans, you 
remember, joined with the Athenians against the Spartans back at the time 
of the foundation of the Second Athenian Confederacy in 377 and they do 
work together for a time, but it doesn't take very long for there to grow up 
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differences between the Athenians and the Boeotians. They are, if you look 
back at the whole history, more frequently enemies than they are friends. 
There are longstanding differences, suspicions, attitudes that are not entirely 
friendly and so on, and as Theban power grows, and as the threat from 
Sparta diminishes, the Athenians become less enthusiastic about their 
alliance with Thebes, because the Thebans are now emerging as a contender 
for the leading position for a hegemonal position in Greece. So, we will see 
the Athenians and the Thebans gradually moving apart in the decade of the 
370s.

There was in 375 a proposal for peace to be established in the 
warring Greek world. It was apparently--there's some difference of opinion 
among our sources, but one thing that seems clear, the King of Persia was in 
favor of it. The ancient writers explain his reason for doing that, for being 
interested in having that happen, because he had other wars to fight. As to 
often was the case, there was a rebellion in Egypt, which was always a 
serious menace, so he wanted peace so that he could hire Greek mercenaries 
to fight in his army. Perhaps that wasn't the only reason that the great king 
had. He must have been worried at the growth of Athenian power and 
influence at sea, which was continuing throughout this period. The Second 
Athenian Confederacy never had the power and extent that the great empire 
had had in the fifth century, but it was scary from the standpoint of the great 
king and so he might very well have wanted to restore peace to Greece as a 
way of stopping excuses for further expansion on the part of the Athenians. 

On the other hand, the Athenians were not unhappy to make peace as 
an opportunity to consolidate the gains that they had had and because that 
would put a stop to what I think was beginning to worry them, the 
expansion of Thebes. Now, mind you, they're still worried number one 
about Sparta in 375. Spartans haven't been defeated by anybody; they're still 
the most serious power, and they're still the power that stands for Persian 
power in the Greek world, but things have become more complicated as 
Thebes has emerged on the scene.  

Well, the ancient writer, Diodorus especially, speaks of an event--
well, let me describe the event. He says that when it was time to sign this 
common peace--maybe I want to say a word about that too. The Greek 
words for common peace are koine eirene; it is a term that comes up again 
and again in the fourth century in attempting to bring peace agreements 
among the Greek states. It's a new thing. As you know, peace in the past 
usually took the form of the swearing of oaths to accept a peace treaty on 
very specific terms between combatants in that war. The koine eirene
concept has a more modern ring to it, and it seems to have the idea that there 
should be a common peace among all the Greeks, and that the signatories 
should be responsible for upholding that common peace. It's a very 
interesting idea and it sparked enormous interest in scholars, I think 
especially after the First World War, when all of the hopeful talk about the 
League of Nations and Kant's picture of perpetual peace and all of that stuff 
was flying around in certain circles, so people hoped to see in the koine 
eirene, this might have been a preliminary sign of that same kind of idea.  

But it didn't work any better in the ancient world than it has worked 
in the modern world. To get back to the first suggestion in 375 about having 
such a thing, the states were agreed to do it, and then trouble came when 
Thebes insisted that just as the Spartans could sign on behalf of all of their 
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allies for the Peloponnesian League, the Thebans wanted the right to sign 
for all of their Boeotian allies on behalf of the Boeotian League. It would 
have been the de facto recognition of the Boeotian League with Thebes as 
its leader. This is really what happened, if you put your minds back to 445 
in the thirty-years peace that concluded what we call the first Peloponnesian 
War. When the Spartans allowed the Athenians to sign and speak for all of 
the members of its league they were giving de facto recognition and 
regarding the Athenians as their equals. This was something that the 
Spartans no doubt led chiefly in this view by Agesilaus; they were not going 
to let the Thebans do it.  

In fact, we're told in a very bold action Agesilaus struck the Thebans 
from the lists, the list of those who would take part in the peace because 
they insisted on this clause. Now, there's a problem about this. The same 
story almost identically is told in 371 when we come to the attempt at 
another koine eirenee, to bring peace to the general Greek world, the whole 
story is told in pretty much the same way and the up shot of the one in 371 
will be the Great Battle of Leuctra. This had led some scholars to say 
Diodorus, who is the source of these tales, simply has screwed up, has got it 
wrong; this is what they call a doublet. Somehow he projected backwards an 
event that really happened in 371 and has it happen twice.

I'm very, very suspicious about modern historians who are prepared 
rip up pieces of ancient historians, because we know better and it just 
doesn't make any sense is the argument. The truth is, I can see no reason 
why this shouldn't have happened twice. Certainly, Epaminondas would 
have insisted on that, certainly the Spartans would have objected to it, the 
actions that go with it strike me as being perfectly okay in 375 and when 
four years later a similar circumstance emerges, why shouldn't the same 
thing happen again? I haven't really looked into this, but I can imagine if 
you look through the whole Cold War history I'm sure you'll find many of 
the things that are happening over and over again in exactly the same way 
because the circumstances haven't changed. So, with my characteristic 
gullibility I believe in the story as it is told in 375.  

Well, fighting resumes since the peace really didn't hold and the 
Thebans continue--and the Boeotians in general continue to successfully 
fight off the Spartans. I should have mentioned in the course of this fighting, 
soon after the treaty, there's an amazing occasion which has harbingers for 
the future. A Spartan army is marching in one direction, a Theban army is 
marching in another direction, the Spartans outnumber the Thebans very 
greatly. In fact, the whole Theban force is simply the 300 men who had been 
formed pretty recently into a special elite fighting core called the Sacred 
Band. Their special quality was that in addition to be excellent warriors and 
trained especially for their job, they were homosexual lovers who stood and 
fought right next to each other. This was just carrying forward the principle 
that the Spartans had used in one way and another, and it turned out to be 
equally successful.

This Sacred Band was a tremendous fighting force and will play a 
critical role in the important Battle of Leuctra. Anyway, they managed to 
defeat in a hoplite battle, a Spartan force that is greater than they are. It's not 
a real hundred percent hoplite battle, the numbers--there are only 300 
Thebans, even though there's about 1,000 Spartans. The way the battle is 
fought is not traditional, typical, it's a little peculiar so you really can't 
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regard it as the decisive time, somebody beat a Spartan hoplite phalanx in 
battle. That will have to wait until Leuctra. On the other hand, the evidence 
of the ancients is that it really impressed the Greek world in general, and 
even this form of a victory over Spartan hoplites, was unprecedented and it 
really I think kind of shook some people in terms of their confidence that 
the Spartans would always win a battle like that.

So, the fighting goes on, on all the fronts that I have mentioned to 
you, until finally we get down to 371 and in 371 the same thing happens. 
There is a pressure from the Persians for a general peace, the Athenians are 
not against that idea, but the same tale I told you last time, there's no 
question that it happened at Leuctra, nobody doubts that and the result was a 
renewal of the war with the Spartans taking the lead, aggressively moving 
into Boeotia as they had done every time before. I think it's very worth 
mentioning that we don't have any case up to now, up to 371, in which the 
Boeotians and their friends and allies march into the Peloponnesus. All the 
attacking has been by the Spartans into Boeotia, which means these wars 
have always been costly to Boeotia but not to Sparta, and we'll see that one 
of the things that Epaminondas wants to do when he can is to reverse that 
situation.

So, this brings us to the Battle of Leuctra; Leuctra is a town in 
southwestern Boeotia. The two armies march towards each other; there's a 
lot of maneuvering this way and that way, but finally they come onto this 
rather small field. You can go there today and look at it; it really is pretty 
easy to place the ancient story into the modern geography. There's a plain 
between two hills, one to the south and one to the north. Boeotian army took 
up its position on the northern hill, and the Spartans took up theirs on the 
southern hill, and then finally when the daylight came they move forward 
and fought each other in this field which is sort of--it's plenty big enough for 
any kind of hoplite battle that you want to have. Some scholars have wanted 
to make the battle in terms of a limited space but I think that really isn't an 
issue. This is a sort of a typical hoplite battlefield.

So, Cleombrotus marches on Thebes, again, it's not Agesilaus, and I 
mean this looks like the culmination of Agesilaus' anti-Theban policy; he's 
not there. Again, the ancient writers and modern scholars wonder why he 
wasn't there. I'm prepared to take the simple-minded view; if he wasn't 
there, he couldn't have been there. He must have been out of action for 
physical reasons, because I can't imagine any good reason why he wouldn't 
want to be there for the payoff here. Anyway, there was something in the 
neighborhood of 10,000 Spartan hoplites and maybe 1,000 cavalry and the 
Boeotian side is less clear maybe 6,000 maybe 7,000 Boeotian hoplites. So, 
they are outnumbered and I think that has a lot to do with the tactics that 
Epaminondas employs in fighting this battle.  

It's a famous battle; it's an important battle. So, I'll take a few 
moments to talk about the battle itself. Again, this is much debated; it's not 
easy to know what's going on or why it's going on. Let's start with the 
important point that the Thebans were outnumbered. So, it really was up to 
Epaminondas to think of some way to overcome this disadvantage. Normal 
course of events 6,000 or 7,000 against 10,000 in a regular hoplite battle 
you can--the bookies would take the game off the board. I mean, especially 
if they're Spartans and Peloponnesians. The bigger battalions are going to 
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win. So Epaminondas comes up with certainly--nobody can deny that he 
came up with some kind of plan. What am I fussing about here?  

Some scholars have wanted to emphasize not the tactics of 
Epaminondas, but rather the superior fighting qualities of this new Theban, 
democratic, national army. Well, I certainly think that made a difference. I 
give real credit to that element and yet I can't escape thinking that there 
really was a very tricky, unusual, strategy of tactics or operational plan used 
by Epaminondas that accounts in a considerable part for the success of the 
Thebans in this battle. The normal way you line up is--sort of the leading 
forces on each side take up the right wing of their phalanx. That's the 
position of honor and that's where you try to beat the other guy. That has the 
consequence incidentally of meaning that the best army doesn't fight against 
the best army. In each case, the best army is fighting against a weaker 
portion of the enemy army.  

That's not what Epaminondas wanted. He put his Theban forces with 
the 300 Sacred Band members at the front of it; his own group was at the 
left side of the Boeotian line facing the Spartans directly. Now, the Spartans 
had to realize when they saw what was going on--forgive me, I forgot to tell 
you another very important thing. Instead of the usual depth of the phalanx 
eight, twelve, maybe sixteen ranks, Epaminondas loaded his left wing fifty 
men deep. It may be precedented, but if so it's extremely rare in the past. 
Then when he started for battle he took his left wing and moved it obliquely 
further to the left. The plan being to flank the Spartans, if they could, and 
come at them from their vulnerable side and to do so in tremendous 
strength.

I think the idea of the tremendous strength and depth was to win on 
that side quickly, because he was weak, obviously, on his right. I suppose 
that the force immediately after the Thebans would itself present a problem, 
because if the Thebans went sharply to the left on this occasion with their 
deep powerful phalanx, the guys next to them probably would move with 
them to some degree, but not with the same speed and not with the same 
determination, because the situation--so there was the danger of there being 
an opening right there; that would have been very scary. Apparently, 
Epaminondas told the people on the right--I would have thought everybody 
to the right of his outfit, to proceed only very slowly. If that's the case, the 
Peloponnesian army on their left would have had to take some time before 
they could encounter the Boeotian army. So, the first fighting would be on 
the left, where Epaminondas wanted it and his hope was in a way this is a 
variety of the Marathon strategy.
You remember the big thing there was the Athenians under Miltiades hoped 
to win swiftly on the wings where they had greater depth. They knew they 
would lose in the middle, they just hoped they would lose slower, than they 
would win on the wings. I think this is a version of the same idea. So, 
Epaminondas and his block of Thebans goes to the left, and I would argue 
and the ancient sources say this too, swiftly as Herodotus said of the 
Athenians at Marathon, dromoi, on the run. Well, I guess that means on the 
trot, and so they wanted to get that fight going as fast as they could and to 
win it as fast as they could. Well, that's the essential idea, that they would 
win powerfully on the left and send the Spartans into route and thereby 
destroy their whole campaign. Now, we have to account for funny things 
that happen apart from the phalanx.  
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Before the battle is over, both sides take their cavalry from the usual 
position on the wings, on the flanks of the phalanx, meant either to protect 
your wings or to assault the enemy on his wing and move it to the center of 
the battlefield where it plays a role, and so the question always is what are 
they doing, what's this all about? I think one can only speculate. Surely, it 
would have been a wise thing for Epaminondas to move his cavalry into the 
center of the field in front of the center of his line, not in front of him but in 
front of the guys to his right, because they too would have had an effect of 
slowing down any Spartan attack where there was a vulnerability. So, if you 
take it from that point of view you could think the Spartans, who definitely 
moved their cavalry out front did so in order to combat the Theban cavalry.  

That would be an explanation enough, but some scholars make an 
argument, and there's some reason to think they might be right, that the 
Spartans seeing what Epaminondas was doing knew that he was trying to 
flank them on the right side and so they wanted to take steps to prevent 
being flanked on that side, and so they did something which they tried to do 
at the Battle of Mantinea, but it didn't happen for them, they pulled troops 
out from the center of their line, sent them around behind the phalanx, and 
put them out on the right wing to prevent exactly that kind of an event. But 
to prevent the Boeotians from charging that empty spot until it was filled, 
they sent their cavalry up front to shield them, not only to shield them but in 
effect to hide them. Certainly, the cavalries being out there would have 
kicked up a lot of dust, and they could have hoped that the Thebans wouldn't 
know what was going on. So, that's the theory.  

What is a fact is that the Boeotian cavalry and the Spartan cavalry 
clashed, and as I think again the bookies if this had happened, would have 
predicted the Thebans defeated the Peloponnesians. The Thebans had a 
superior cavalry. It had to do, of course, with the nature of their land which 
is better for horses than most of Greek country and so they drove the cavalry 
back into the Spartan phalanx helping to create confusion and to break ranks 
and all that kind of stuff. But the real payoff, the real victory in the battle 
was one where Epaminondas hoped it would be, on his left flank, on the 
Spartan right flank. I don't think it's an accident that the Theban phalanx 
came swiftly to the place where the Spartan king was located, Cleombrotus, 
and killed him.

If you look at Greek battles throughout all of their history, killing the 
general in command is a really good idea, because when you do that you 
usually win. Have you got numbers Curtis on that or just got a general idea? 
Of how often that is a decisive or an important element? Very frequent, isn't 
it? When you kill the general you win; Curtis knows more about military 
history in the Greek world than anybody. So, I have to consult him. So that 
being the case, the Spartans fought bravely and strongly around the body of 
their king, but that only led more of them to be killed and before very long 
the Spartan phalanx broke and ran and the Thebans, the Boeotians had won 
a clear cut unmistakable, blatant victory in a normal hoplite battle, on a 
normal field, and this was the shock felt round the Greek world that this had 
happened, just changed everything.

Here's an interesting fact that tells you something else that's 
important about what's going on in the Greek world. There were only 
perhaps 700 Spartiates in the whole battle and of these 400 were killed. 
Think about that; I mean, that's devastating in so many ways. It had all kinds 
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of effects. We shall see it immediately shook the control of the Spartans, 
even over the Peloponnesus. It made people think the Spartans were 
vulnerable and that they might have come to the end of the line, but another 
interesting contrary consequence was that suddenly Sparta wasn't scary, but 
Thebes was very scary, and the Athenians who had already come to be 
nervous about the Thebans--notice I haven't mentioned them. They had been 
the allies of Thebes; they were not at the Battle of Leuctra. As a matter of 
fact, they were clearly working with the Spartans already to check Theban 
power and Theban expansion before the Battle of Leuctra. They stayed 
neutral; they didn't show up at the battle at all, but it tells you a very 
important change in the seam in the Greek world at this time.  

So, I think it's safe to say the Battle of Leuctra put an end to Spartan 
supremacy. The Spartan hegemony is over and now the question that awaits 
Greece is what happens next. I think in the normal course of events prior to 
the build up of this new Thebes, there would have been a division of power 
between the states, the Athenians would have used some muscle, the 
Thebans would have used some muscle, some lesser states would have 
emerged in the vacuum created by the destruction of Spartan power but that 
would have been that. However, given all that had had happened in Boeotia 
and the kind of leadership that existed in Thebes, something amazing then 
happened; the Thebans decided to put an end to Spartan power forever and 
took a number of measures to bring that about. Just the defeat of Leuctra 
meant the disintegration of the Peloponnesian League.

A number of states obviously took advantage of Sparta's weakness to 
just pull out and get out from under Spartan control. Then in the year 370, 
the Thebans put together a tremendous army and ultimately marched into 
the Peloponnesus to do what they were going to do. One of the things that 
happened reflecting the collapse of the Spartan hegemony in the 
Peloponnesus was that the towns in the region of Arcadia, the mountainous 
region to the north of Sparta, put themselves together in the form of the 
Arcadian League. I mentioned this to your earlier, I believe; it is one of the 
first federal leagues of a different kind from the one we've seen up to now. 
There is no hegemonal state. It is not some big state and its friends, which 
even the Boeotian League is still in that category.  

It is, in fact, a collection of states that are ostensibly equal and this is 
entirely voluntary. They are coming together, these Arcadian states, in order 
to protect themselves and to pursue their interests against the many troubles 
they've had over the years. The question always is then--this is both 
evidence of what I'm saying that it was a new kind of a league and it reveals 
the fact that there was no state that was sufficiently superior to the others 
that could make it obvious that the capital so to speak of this new 
confederation would be that state. They built a brand new city. It was called, 
I love it, Megalopolis. That means it ran from Washington to Boston. No 
I'm sorry. It meant, of course, big polis, big city, big state, whatever you 
want. But it was the place where the league council met, state sent their 
representatives to it, their business was done there, and it's really quite an 
interesting event, especially as you look ahead in the history of Greece and 
as I told you last time, that kind of thing had the remarkable influence on the 
thinking of the shapers of the American Constitution.  

The Athenians' attitude towards this--we think about all this long 
rivalry between Sparta and Athens that resulted in such terrible wars, it just 
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goes to show you--what was it--Palmesrton in the nineteenth century, 
British statesman, I think he once said, Britain has no permanent friends or 
enemies, only permanent interests. I think whether that was true of Britain 
or not at the time, I think we should always realize that that is true of the 
way states operate in an international system. It is not that they don't have 
inclinations and longstanding friendships do have some impact, and 
longstanding enmities have a greater impact and yet anything can happen. I 
mean, just to get some sense of that who would have believed that in the 
1930s that Great Britain and France would join with Joseph Stalin's Soviet 
Union for any purpose whatever, since they, especially the British, had been 
interested in putting an end to that regime from the moment that it was 
invented, and that Winston Churchill would be the greatest advocate of this 
alliance with Stalin. Winston Churchill, who I tell you, had been a leading 
figure in having an invasion of Russia in 1920-21, in order to bring down 
the Bolshevik Regime.  

Churchill's answer, I think, to the question of why you're doing this, 
tells you a lot about this general point I'm trying to make. I'm not going to 
get this exactly right; I don't have Churchill's gift and my memory is fading. 
He said, you know, why are you joining up with Stalin? You've been 
denouncing him forever. He said, if the devil--no I'm sorry, if Hitler invaded 
hell at the very least I would want to say a few kind words about the devil in 
the House of Commons. That ought to tell you something about the 
permanence of these kinds of things. Interests are what matter and the 
Athenian interests have changed. Thebes was becoming a challenge to the 
Athenian growth and influence in power, and they did not want the Thebans 
now to destroy Sparta's control of the Peloponnesus and replaced it with a 
Theban control of the Peloponnesus and that accounts both for why Athens 
is not helping the Thebans, but also in fact, intriguing with states in the 
Peloponnesus to try to stand up to the Thebans, rather than to do what might 
seem obvious.  

Now, the Thebans were continuing--I'll come back to their invasion 
in just a moment. They were continuing to grow, they were gaining allies in 
central Greece, Phocis, Aetolia, Acarnania, Locris, Euboea. Here again, I'm 
going to be teaching you general truths about international relations that 
don't seem to be part of the ordinary education and that is, power has a 
fantastically attractive quality. When a state is suddenly enormously 
powerful--I think the political scientists' rules and I admit what I just said 
has been known and been said by many of them many times, but the favorite 
thing is if there's a great power what happens next? What happens is all the 
other states get together and join up to control that power to which the 
answer is "sometimes." A lot of times, and they have another term to 
consider the alternative, which they call bandwagoning and that is states are 
attracted by that power, want to get on the right side of that power, join up 
with that power, and that's what happened here where suddenly the Theban 
power in that area seemed so strong that you wanted to be on that side.
I'm just in this terrible analogizing mood today so please forgive me, but lest 
you think the study of ancient history is not relevant to your understanding 
of the world today, and I know none of you would be so foolish as to think 
that, let me just look at what's happening in the Middle East. And I'll say it 
before it's common wisdom, so that you'll see how smart I am. Syria, which 
has been nothing but trouble for our side all this time, all of a sudden seems 
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to be behaving in a different way, and even the United States government 
says that the Syrians seem not to be feeding more Al Qaeda people across 
the border into Iraq. Why is that? What have they found religion? I guess 
they had religion already, but the answer is because suddenly the American 
forces are kicking hell out of everybody in Iraq and suddenly there's a 
powerful American army sitting there, which is right next door to Syria. It's 
also right next door to Iran. That should have interesting consequences too; 
the result is that the Syrians are suddenly talking very differently.

Now, that doesn't mean that there'll be a permanent change; that will 
depend upon realities. But you get fed so much gunk in a different direction. 
The most important single element in international relations, not the only 
one by any means, but the most important one is power and the perception 
of where the power is, and the perception of whether that power is growing 
or shrinking. Nothing is as important as that, everything else contributes, but 
doesn't have that central role. Well, that's the situation that the Thebans have 
created with their victory and so they are expanding all over the place. 
Thebans were great landlubbers, they're even building a navy, they are 
moving out into the Aegean Sea, and that's one of the things that has created 
this nervousness in Athens and explains the Athenian behavior.

Now comes this great invasion over the year 370, 369. The total 
force of hoplites in the army put together by Epaminondas is reported to be 
40,000. Now, there's just not a number like that in the whole fifth century, 
or any time before this. It's just an amazing army and we are told there were 
some 30,000 others on the campaign who were not hoplites, maybe many of 
them weren't even fighters but a lot of them would have been cavalry, light 
arm infantry and so on. But in any case, here are 70,000 people meaning no 
good to the Spartans pouring into the Peloponnesus in that year. It is the 
largest military force reported in Greek history.  

The men in charge are these two extraordinary men, Epaminondas 
and Pelopidas, who repeatedly proved themselves. By the way, it was 
Pelopidas who won that victory in 375 at Tegyra, you remember that with 
the 300. So, he has that great victory on his record and Epaminondas, of 
course, is the architect of the victory at Leuctra and they just are amazing 
and remarkable people. If you read some of those--we do not have a 
Plutarch biography of Epaminondas, although he does give us a Pelopidas, 
we're happy about that. But before I get through I will try to remedy that as I 
tried to do in the case of Thrasybulus by bringing to your attention how 
great was the reputation of Epaminondas in the Greek world; maybe I 
should just say a word about him now.  

He is reputed to have been a person of great intellect. Apparently, he 
was a philosopher and took that seriously and was regarded with respect by 
others of that ilk in that world. Of course, it looks very much as though he is 
a man of political convictions of such a kind as almost to suggest political 
theory. I mean, he seems to have been committed to the idea of democracy 
as a good thing in itself. On this latter point we just don't have very much 
evidence, nothing that he said, but we do have what he did which squares 
perfectly with what we are talking about. It would be--I mean it breaks my 
heart--these lives that Plutarch did not write. What I would give for a life of 
Cleisthenes by Plutarch, and similarly of Epaminondas and I'm amazed. I 
don't know. Who knows why Plutarch did what he did. But in any case it 
would be really fascinating in his case, because of the complicated nature of 
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his mind and his life, but there he is along with Pelopidas leaving this armed 
force in there.

They move down into Laconia, the home territory of the Spartans. 
Now, the Spartans are forced to huddle in their city and to try to resist 
anything that comes at them. They cannot go out to fight these people 
invading their homeland. Their homeland has never been invaded in 
anybody's memory. This is out of the question, nothing like this would have 
been possible, and here they are just hiding in their city. Not even a walled 
city, because it was part of their pride, they don't need walls, they have an 
army. Nobody can come in there and attack their city and there they are. 
What does Epaminondas do? He does not go after them in that city, because 
probably--one reason would have been--fighting in the city, urban warfare is 
always difficult and costly, and nobody until lately, is really good at it.  

I mean, I don't know much you paid attention to what's going on in 
Iraq these days in the so called surge, but if you study it as a military 
problem, then you see how they dealt with that military problem. It is one of 
the really most brilliant things I have ever seen, because to be successful in 
the war I'm talking about now requires not only shrewd use of military 
forces for military purposes, but it has to be integrated with constant 
political negotiation and conversation with the natives, which has to be 
associated also with certain economic conditions being brought about so 
that the people who might be on the other side can be on your side and then 
you can have them work for you. I've only touched on the beginning of all 
the complexity of that. But in any case, until that happened there are very 
few cases of really successful urban warfare without a tremendous cost.  

Well, of course, before they figured out what to do in Iraq they had 
some tremendous costs of not figuring it out. What I'm getting at is, yes I'm 
sure that if Epaminondas had wanted to, he would have been able to defeat 
the Spartans in their city, but he would have paid a great price. Now, there's 
perhaps another consideration. Before I come to that, let me just tell you that 
what Epaminondas did. He bypassed the city, ravaged the countryside 
wherever he found it, doing as much harm as he possibly could, and even as 
this was happening and was obviously reported back to the Spartans, the 
Spartans did not come out to fight. Now, here's where I think once again 
Victor Hansen's splendid imagination comes into the picture in what I find 
to be a very persuasive explanation of what's going on.  

He makes this explanation based on an analogy he draws with the 
army of general Sherman during the American Civil War in Sherman's 
famous march to the sea or his march through Georgia. When there is as 
confederate army to the north of where he goes but he doesn't seek them out. 
He goes marching towards where he wants to get to, doing as much damage 
as he possibly can, destroying the food, the crops, animals, everything, 
burning down houses, being as nasty and unpleasant as he can be. Why is 
the question? Well, he is a nasty, unpleasant fellow; not really. We do know 
a lot about what Sherman thought he was doing because he wrote about it. 
Sherman apparently hated the southern slaveocrisy.  

He wasn't satisfied with defeating the South as many a northerner 
was, and then sort of letting it be what it had been before or perhaps 
destroying slavery itself and leaving everything else pretty much as it had 
been. He seems to have thought this was a terrible wicked society, and if it 
wasn't to go back to its old bad ways, it not only had to be defeated; it had to 
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be humiliated. In his view, part of the success of the south was in building 
up what he would have thought of as a myth of their aristocratic superiority, 
which made slave holding appropriate, because the people who were 
superior were ruling over people who were inferior, and they deserved it, 
because they were better fighters than anybody else. Everybody thought at 
the beginning of the war, certainly that the south had a better military 
tradition, and that they were better soldiers, and I think they were and that 
they were courageous. Being a great military man means being courageous. 
All of that justified the system and provided the pride that made it possible 
to work.

Well, Sherman wanted to show it wasn't so, and here they were 
burning down houses and barns, and food, and women folk having to stand 
there and watch it, and where was the confederate army? They didn't come 
down to challenge them and he felt in the process, he was destroying the 
myth that was more potent. Well, I think Hansen certainly has that right 
when he talks about Sherman, and it's very attractive to think that maybe 
Epaminondas was after the same thing. Here were the Spartans cowering in 
their city, it would be said, while Epaminondas was doing as he liked with 
the Peloponnesus. There would never again be a time where people would 
accept the story that the Spartans were the great fighters, the great heroes 
etc., etc., etc.

In any case, that's what he did and then--I think all of this is assisted 
by some of the things he did and some of the things that he actually said. He 
went to Mycenae and indeed he went to the place where the Mycenaeans 
had withdrawn for security in their rebellions up there and he established, or 
re-established a city called Mycenae. It was powerfully fortified, it was up 
on a mountain, it was a place where you could really defend it, and it 
became the capital of Mycenae, which would now be a free Mycenae in 
which the former helots, the former slaves of the Spartan state, would now 
rule their own country as they had not done for centuries.

It was a liberation and that was language that Epaminondas used of 
it. It had the marvelous psychological effect that I am speaking of and also a 
very practical one. Here was a fortress on the flank of the Spartans, which 
was controlled by people who hated the Spartans bitterly and that would 
guarantee that the Spartans would not lightly gain control of the western 
Peloponnesus again. If you add to that that the Arcadians had suffered 
plenty from the Spartans and were unwilling to allow the Spartans to rise 
again, and there was Megalopolis, a walled powerful city that would see to 
it that the Spartans would never likely be able to make their way into control 
of central and northern Peloponnesus again. So, all of this combination of 
power and the strategic use of power, along with this psychological warfare 
that was involved brought about the permanent check on Sparta. 

Sparta amazingly enough would emerge from this still an 
independent city still somehow taken seriously by others, but never again in 
the position of threatening the security of other states. Now, some of what 
was happening began to create a counter force as it always does. Here was 
this blatantly democratic force that had been unleashed in the Peloponnesus, 
most of which had always been oligarchic. So, in Arcadia there began to be 
a revival of oligarchic activity, people who wanted to overthrow the regime 
that was being established, and to restore oligarchic governments, which 
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would, of course, naturally be friendly to Sparta and some of these oligarchs 
in Arcadia began to assist the Spartans.

We know the Spartans were finished but they didn't know it. The 
Greeks at the time didn't know it so that--I'm just touching on the high 
points here. In 362, by now I should report that Pelopidas was dead. He had 
died fighting in Thessaly against an autocrat there by the name of Jason 
from the city of Pherae about whom we don't know a lot, except to say he 
got to be very powerful indeed, and was pretty soon challenging both 
Thebes on the land and also challenging Athens to some degree at sea and 
who knows how much trouble he would have made had he not died before 
he could do so. But Pelopidas died fighting in a battle against Jason. I think 
it was 364. So in 362 when the Thebans again put together a force to invade 
the Peloponnesus, to put down those forces that were working against his 
settlement, it was only Epaminondas who was in charge.  

Apparently, in the Battle of Mantinea--this is the second Battle of 
Mantinea, the first took place in the Peloponnesian War in 418, but this one 
in 362 apparently Epaminondas used some of the very same tactics that had 
been successful in the battle at Leuctra and the Thebans won the Battle of 
Mantinea. However, Epaminondas was killed in the fighting and it turned 
out that that was more important than anything else. With both Pelopidas 
and Epaminondas gone Thebes never again shows that kind of special 
quality that brought it swiftly to power and will swiftly bring it down. 
Although, as we look at the world in 362, we should realize that Thebes 
remains a very formidable power and the Greeks again, I want to warn you, 
don't know that Thebes isn't going to come back with two new leaders or ten 
new leaders, or one or whatever and become the same kind of a menace that 
it had been before, but looking back we can see that that was the outcome.  

So, the Thebans won the victory, but in effect they really lost the 
war, because that was the end of their special quality. Since we're all writing 
about this, centuries later called Epaminondas the foremost man of Greece. 
There is an inscription, or there was an inscription, on Epaminondas' statue 
that was erected on his death at Thebes, and it is as though he was speaking. 
It must have been taken somehow from something he said or wrote. Here's 
what he said, "By my plans was Sparta shorn of her glory and holy Mycenae 
at last received back her children. By the weapons of Thebes was Mycenae 
fortified, and all Greece became independent and free." Now, of course, the 
claim that everybody was seeking independence for the Greeks, autonomia,
is an old stale one that never really worked.  

This is the first time that I am aware--no actually that's not true. The 
Spartans entered the Peloponnesian War claiming that they were fighting to 
free the Greeks; but of course, they immediately began enslaving as many of 
them as they could when they won the war. But Epaminondas says, well, we 
did this, we accomplished this and at the end of the day all of Greece was 
free, he claimed. I'm sure it wasn't perfectly true, but there was a lot in it and 
that's what he was proud of. That's what he thought he was doing. I think 
that's the important point about that quotation. It tells us what he would have 
wanted as indeed it has worked out that way, to come down as his legacy. 
What did Epaminondas do?  

Did he say he increased the power of Thebes ten told, he made 
Thebes name ring in the Valhalla; he never heard of Valhalla. The Valhalla 
of heroes throughout history, that's not what he wanted to have said. What 
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he wanted to have said was, I restored the Mycenaeans to their land, I 
restored them to safety, I gave them freedom, I left Greece free and 
independent. Xenophon, writing after his description of the Battle of 
Mantinea says the following, and these are the last words in his Hellenica,
in his history of Greek affairs in his time. "Since nearly all the people of 
Greece have come together or had come together and formed themselves in 
opposing lines, there was no one who did not suppose that if a battle were 
fought, those who proved victorious would be the rulers and those who were 
defeated would be their subjects. While each side claimed to be victorious, 
neither was found to be any better off than before the battle took place. But 
there was even more confusion and disorder in Greece after the battle than 
before."

So, here's a case for the unimportance of warfare, you might say, for 
those people who want to make that case. Here was all this fighting, here 
were all the dead, and at the end of the day nothing had been settled. That is 
often the case in war. Although, it might be said, that something pretty 
serious had been settled by the campaigns that the Thebans had fought 
before the Battle of Mantinea and that Greece would never be the same 
again because of the fighting that had taken place before. But as we look 
forward not backward, it's worth noticing that the years of competition for 
hegemony, which go back you know at least to the days after the Persian 
Wars, had left Greece weakened and divided, and therefore, open for 
exploitation and even conquests by a new threat from outside the system, 
which was not even dreamed of by the Greeks as a menace in 362 at the 
Battle of Mantinea.  

There's something to be learned in there too. I mean, if you had taken 
a poll of the Greeks and said, where are the dangers to us now, what 
problems do we have, they would have been talking about the traditional 
conflicts between the Greek city states. No one, I think, would have used the 
word Macedonia as part of anything that looked scary, and, of course, 
nobody would have uttered the name Philip, because Philip wasn't even king 
of Macedonia yet. And yet, within a few years, Philip would be the king of 
Macedonia, and within a couple or three decades there would suddenly be a 
real menace from the north that would be very threatening and we'll take a 
look at that next time. 
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XXIV. Twilight�of�the�Polis�(cont.)�and�Conclusion�

In� this� lecture,� Professor� Kagan� tells� the� story� of� the� rise� of� Philip� and�
describes�his�early�actions:�unifying�Macedon,�defeating�barbarian�armies,�
and� creating� a� new,� professional,� national� army.� According� to� Professor�
Kagan,� through� these� actions,� Philip� was� able� to� make� inroads� into� the�
Greek� world.� What� made� these� inroads� more� effective� was� Philip's�
uncanny�talent�for�diplomacy�and�the�fighting�between�the�various�poleis.�
Eventually,� the� Greeks� under� the� efforts� of� Athens� and� Demosthenes�
decided�to�face�Philip�in�the�battle�of�Chaeronea.�The�battle,�though�close,�
was� won� by� Philip� and� his� Macedonian� forces.� Finally,� Professor� Kagan�
evaluates� the� actions� of� Demosthenes� and� concludes� that� his� actions�
should�be�judged�as�a�noble�endeavor�of�one�who�loved�freedom.�

I have a title for today's talk. I call it, "Philip, Demosthenes and the Fall of 
the Polis," and I read that to you because it's always useful to remember that 
while we look back on these events and know their outcome and can assign 
to them a special significance, let's never forget they didn't know that they 
were on the brink of the end of the independent polis. In fact, I'm sure if you 
came along in 362 after that battle it would never have occurred to you that 
that whole fundamental arrangement of the world that had been sort of in 
place, to some degree, perhaps as far back as the eighth century was going 
to change its character very sharply, and that although there would still be 
poleis that would be going on, it might seem in the same old way, even after 
the Macedonian conquest, the fact was that none of them ever again really 
was autonomous in the sense of to be fully in control of its own fate both in 
terms of the internal constitution and also, more importantly or at least the 
one that was most in danger, the capacity to engage in international relations 
freely and to be free to make their own foreign policy.  

So, as I say, it's going to be a very major change but it's something 
that they don't know they're in the middle of watching. Well, in 359 a man 
called Philip became King of Macedon. We know the Macedonians were 
fundamentally Greeks. That is to say, they were Greek speakers and 
ethnically, if there is such a thing, they were Greek. But they were so far out 
of the mainstream of the development of the Greek poleis that we have been 
examining this semester that many, many Greeks, perhaps most of them, 
didn't think of them as being Greek. When Greeks thought about what it was 
to be a Greek they thought about more than the fact that they spoke the 
Greek language, they thought fundamentally--if you get to Aristotle you see 
how thoroughly true this is, it had to do with a culture, a way of life and that 
way of life was based upon the independent polis.

Well, Macedon did not have such a structure. The Greeks called the 
Macedonians an ethnos, a tribal group is what that sort of means. We use 
the word "nation" somehow to translate ethnos and that's okay. The word 
"nation" itself, you remember, comes from the Latin word which means to 
be born; people who are born of the same stock. But for the Greeks it had a 
different meaning; it was people who participated in the culture that they 
designated as Hellenic and they thought the Macedonians fell outside of 
that. There were no poleis in the Macedonian kingdom. It was something 
that we might call feudal. That is to say, yes there was a monarch, but there 
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were powerful noblemen who were practically independent and who owed 
only a limited allegiance to the king and who were really the dominant 
figures in the state for most of the history prior to the appearance of Philip.

On the other hand, the king was an important and powerful character 
so that you have--this was true of European feudal states at certain periods 
in their development. On the one hand, the fundamental society was based 
upon great lords, great noblemen, barons, but there was a king and he was 
not inconsequential. That's the situation that pertained in Macedon. In a 
certain sense, if a Greek had looked at Macedonian society prior to Philip, 
he might have described it as Homeric, and you'll be familiar with that. 
Sure, there were guys called basileus, but they were not really the rulers 
over the barons, these great noblemen in their kingdom. They thought of it 
as uncivilized in the technical sense.  

If you don't live in a polis, a city, as they understood it, then you are 
not civilized; you are part of an ethnos and that's the term they used of the 
tribal societies all around them, Illyrians, Scythians, they were all from an 
ethnos. The Macedonians, on the other hand, claimed very proudly and 
powerfully, and insistently that they were Greeks; they were Hellenes, and 
they probably invented a myth of their descent. Indeed, not merely from 
Greeks but from the real Greeks, that is to say the Argives, who were the 
leading people in the time of Homer's poetry and they claimed direct 
descent from Agamemnon and the other Argive kings. We hear about 
various Macedonian monarchs of some importance prior to Philip, back at 
the time of the Persian War, Alexander the first played an interesting and 
shady role between the Greeks and the Persians. During the Peloponnesian 
War we hear of a King Perdiccas, who also played a role shifting between 
the Spartans and the Athenians.  

This business of shifting between sides is not just because they're 
shifty people. It's that their status is such that they're always vulnerable and 
not powerful enough to defend themselves and so they have to make the 
best deal they can with whoever has the power at any moment. One other 
Macedonian king has left a name that we know something about, Archelaus, 
who followed Perdiccas, one of the things about him was that he kept a kind 
of a cultural court at his capital, and for instance Euripides, for reasons that 
we do not know, left Athens at some point in the Peloponnesian War and 
came to Macedon where he joined a collection of artists and scholars, and 
whatever that Archelaus was gathering in his kingdom.  
Well, Philip becomes king in 359 and the Macedonian kings were very 
much like Homeric kings as we have described them here. That is, yes you 
had to have a dynastic claim, you had to be a member of the royal family to 
be king, but that wasn't good enough. You had to also have--remember, to 
rule as I said about the Homeric kings, iphi, by force, by power, you had to 
have the actual capacity to command and sometimes you had to demonstrate 
that by fighting it out among various potential successors with having the 
winner coming out as the king. Something like that is what Philip did. He 
was not the most direct descendant of the previous king. He was left as a 
kind of a regent over the under-aged young king of just a boy and he was 
actually Philip's nephew and Philip's ward, and Philip took care of him in 
more senses than one, finally killing him and replacing him on the throne.  

That was not a unique event in Macedonian history. So, Philip is 
now on the throne and, of course, with this disputed descent, this disputed 
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right to the throne, you can imagine that he is not in the most secure position 
when he takes over this job, and so I think some part of his actions, certainly 
at the early part of his career, and perhaps all the way through, was meant to 
demonstrate his own greatness, his own capacity to be king so as to put 
down all resistance internally and for that purpose what could be better than 
spreading the boundaries, increasing the power, and in making the greatness 
of Macedon more than it had been before and that's what he undertook. It 
looks as though, I think we have enough evidence to believe, that he 
certainly, of course, meant to rule Macedon and to do whatever was 
necessary, however harsh to make that secure. But it is pretty clear that he 
had it in mind to conquer Greece, to make himself the master of Greece. 
That was certainly one of his objectives.
As a matter of fact, an interesting part of his biography was that as a young 
man--probably I should say as a boy, probably in his teens, he was sent to 
Thebes as a hostage as a result of a war between the Thebans and the 
Macedonians, but he was treated as a member of the royal family. He was 
treated very decently and with respect, and he spent his time in the house of 
Epaminondas. Can you imagine a better place for a young king with his 
military ambitions to be brought up than in the house of the man who is 
surely the foremost general in the Greece of his time and perhaps of any 
time, and I think we should imagine that he must have learned a great deal 
about military affairs there.  

There remains the question, did Philip already have in his mind the 
plan of conquering the Persian Empire, which was, of course, the job that 
was completed by his son, because whatever Philip's intentions may have 
been he died before he could carry them out. I don't think we can be certain 
about that, but it was an idea that he didn't have to do a lot to dream up. I've 
mentioned to you how many an orator, Isocrates, most famously, had been 
calling on various Greek states and individuals to conquer the Persian 
Empire, to solve Greece's problems, and he wrote such a letter to Philip 
once Philip became the most powerful figure in that world. So, he certainly 
could have had the idea; I mean, he certainly did have the idea--whether he 
was planning to do that or not we don't know.  

Now, his first--sort of the instrument that permitted him and 
Macedon to become as great as they did was the army that he created. I 
mean, it is very he who is the revolutionary, the military genius who creates 
the weapon which will allow him to conquer Greece, and it's the same 
military force that enables Alexander the Great, who had brought to it 
brilliant military talents, but he had an instrument shaped for him that was 
already far and away the best army in the Greek world, the best army of the 
Greek world had ever seen, perhaps as good an army as there ever existed in 
the ancient world.

This is the great achievement of Philip, or at least that was a basis of 
it. He was not merely a hoplite battle leader in the old style. One thing about 
Philip that was very important was his temperament, his mind, his approach 
to warfare. He simply didn't accept the notion of defeat. He didn't accept the 
notion of making some kind of a deal except on his terms when he found it 
necessary to do so. He's famous for having said after a temporary setback 
against one of his opponents, Philip has said, "I have not fled, but I have 
retired as rams do in order that I might make a stronger attack the next 
time." He really lived that principle. Nobody ever defeated him 
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permanently. If he had to accept a temporary setback he immediately went 
to work to repair it through a variety of means, military, diplomatic and 
whatever else he had available.  

But as I'm saying at the moment, he crafted this great grand new 
army, supplied, led, and organized quite differently from what I have 
described to you in the past as the standard Greek practice, which was 
essentially the hoplite phalanx, and as you know, in the course of the 
Peloponnesian War in the fourth century new gimmicks were added to that 
and different devices were contributed to it but still that was true. Now, 
Philip absorbed all the things that had been going on before his time, but he 
also made fundamental changes in the way that things worked. To his 
phalanx, and I was going to say, of grim professional soldiers--now, that I 
think is in itself an enormously important thing. We have something new on 
the Greek scene, an army which is a national army. That is to say, it is made 
up of Macedonians serving Macedon, under a Macedonian king, but they 
are not the citizen soldiers that we have examined in the case of the polis
and its phalanx. They are hoplites in that phalanx.

They were professional soldiers so that their full time job was being 
an army; they did not spend their spare time back on farms. That means 
Philip had to pay them a salary for them to perform. At the same time, they 
were not a mercenary army in the traditional sense. They were not people 
gathered anywhere who fought for whoever hired them; they were very 
much Macedonian soldiers. Something we can understand in the United 
States today--an unusual thing in American history beginning only a couple 
of decades ago. We have that sort of an army. We have a professional 
national army, and I think this is an objective statement, it has become the 
best army in the world. There are many reasons for that, but I would argue 
one reason is that if you can have the sociological background to permit that 
kind of an army, you are in very good shape indeed. That's what Philip was 
able to create.  

The kind of loyalty, the kind of commitment, the kind of association 
with the cause that only a citizen or a subject of a king can have, along with 
the skill, and the practice, and the conditioning that is part of being a 
professional soldier. So, he has this phalanx made up of these professionals 
that I'm talking about, but he added to that a group of people called the foot 
companions, pezetairoi is the Greek word, who were the biggest and the 
strongest of all the Macedonians and to that group he added the companion 
cavalry, the hetairoi themselves, the companions of the king, and of course 
these were the noblemen and they became personally attached to Philip in a 
special way and were the most effective, the most reliable forces that he 
had, an elite core, and here again is something different.  

The cavalry will play a much more important role in fighting than it 
ever has in the Greek fighting of the past. One of the great geniuses of 
Philip would be to create a combined force that could use cavalry and 
infantry and some other subordinate forces I'll tell you about in a minute, 
jointly together, to carry out a rather complex military plan. These, of 
course, are these hetairoi, our aristocratic horsemen, heavily armored on 
strong horses. That's very important as well, because if you're going to use 
them as shock troops, which he did on many an occasion, all of that has to 
be in place. Then there was another contingent of infantry with probably 
less body armor than his phalanx had, who were called the shield bearers, 
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hypaspists, and they occupied the center of the Macedonian line next to the 
phalanx.

These fellows were usually the first infantry forces to follow behind 
a cavalry charge if that's the way Philip fought the battle, charging a cavalry 
at the enemy, and as the enemy provided opportunities, these shield bearers, 
these lighter armed infantrymen would find their way and expand the holes, 
opening the way for the major blow to be struck by the phalanx. I'm 
describing one kind of battle that could be fought. The thing about having 
this kind of varied military force is that you could have different tactics for 
different battles and Philip does things differently on different occasions. 
This group of hypaspists, lighter infantry, provide a crucial link between the 
first mounted attack and the follow up by the phalanx proper.

On top of all of this, you have a professional core; again, they're all 
Macedonians remember, made up of really light infantry. That is to say, 
slingers, archers, javelin men in the traditional mode that the old Greek 
armies had, but didn't make too much use of typically and so that rounds out 
the composite army group made up of these different kinds of forces, and 
these missile men I guess you could call them, supplied both preliminary 
bombardment with the things they did to help harass the enemy phalanx, but 
also they provide a kind of crucial reserve support. If you need to throw 
some forces into a suddenly important piece of the battle these guys were 
very mobile and you could order them into that place to support whatever 
was going on there. You can see how infinitely more complex this was than 
the kind of fighting we've talked about before.  

Now, these Macedonian contingents I've been describing do not 
represent a fragmentation of forces as might possibly be thought, but rather 
a diversification and a sophistication of arms, as one historian puts it, a 
symphony not a cacophony of professionally equipped men. Philip's 
contribution to the history of western warfare, therefore, is not so much 
tactical as it is organizational, creating this complex organization that could 
have a variety of tactical uses. Now at first, the equipment and the tactics of 
this Macedonian phalanx for itself did not differ considerably from the 
traditional hoplite columns of the Greeks, but he then subsequently made a 
very important change.  

Now, he does keep the spear, the pike that was the fundamental 
weapon of the old phalanx. But it was lengthened from being let's say 
roughly eight feet long to fourteen feet or so. Now, you cannot hold a 
fourteen-foot pike with one hand. This is a two-handed weapon; if you're 
going to control and use it effectively that's what you have to do. Well, if 
you're going to have two hands on this thing you can't have that hoplite 
shield that was the characteristic of the old hoplite phalanx. So, the shield 
shrank and became unimportant. You realize that once you do this to your 
hoplite phalanx, it can only function successfully as an aggressive force, if 
you see what I mean. You can't just take blows; you have to be delivering 
blows all the time.  
The greaves and the breastplates, and the heavy head gear were replaced 
either with leather which was lighter, or various composite materials, or else 
abandoned altogether. So, you can see these hoplites don't look anything 
like the hoplites we're accustomed to. The central idea, however, of a 
fighting mass of infantrymen remained predominant. In fact, integrated with 
and protected by such diverse forces, Philip's phalanx of true pikemen, their 
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lances now allowed the first five, not merely the first three ranks to strike at 
the enemy, was both more lethal and more versatile than the traditional 
hoplite columns. The historian Polybius, who wrote in the second century 
B.C., but you have to realize he was a contemporary of Macedonian 
soldiers, who were still fighting fundamentally in the same way that Philip 
had created, so he knew what he was saying.

He, for instance, he describes the great battles between the Romans 
and the Macedonians that occurred late in the third and into the second 
century. So, he even saw or certainly knew about the new phalanx, the 
Macedonian phalanx, tackling the Roman Legion and fighting it practically 
to a standstill. Polybius says that infantry, who faced such a storm of spears, 
as he puts it, might have as many as ten iron points concentrated on each 
man. Nothing Polybius concluded can stand up to the phalanx. The Roman, 
by himself with his sword, can neither slash down nor break through the ten 
spears that all at once press against him. Well, he has to face the fact that the 
Roman Legion did defeat one of these phalanxes in the course of the third 
century, but I think if you look at the details you realize that there was 
nothing inevitable about that defeat.

Circumstances in battle allowed the Romans to win, because it put a 
premium on the great advantage that the legion had over the phalanx; 
namely, that it was divided up into smaller fighting units that could adjust 
and move about the field much more freely than the fighters in the phalanx 
of the Macedonians. That was certainly an edge that the legion had, but 
there never was a time when a legion fighting a good Macedonian phalanx 
could predict that it would win, much less that it would be any kind of a 
walk over. Of course, against the kind of forces that Philip faced, it was all 
the more likely to produce a Macedonian victory, because those were not 
Roman legions that they had to face.  

Now, if you're going to have a national mercenary army, a national 
army made up of professionals, that means it costs money in a way that the 
old phalanx system did not require the expenditure of funds very much. So, 
Philip, early in his career, had to gain control of sources of money and he 
did so. Early as king he immediately had to put down his opponents from 
within Macedonia, but he also did what I suppose Macedonian kings always 
had to do on their accession, they were surrounded by what the Greeks 
called barbarian peoples and these barbarian peoples were always fighting 
against the Macedonians and trying to push back their frontiers and so on. 
So Philip turned against these, the Illyrians and various other peoples, and 
did an excellent job of defeating them, driving them back, establishing the 
boundaries where he wanted them.  

In the process, accomplishing two very important things. One was to 
establish his credentials as a great general and leader for internal purposes 
and for military purposes is in a sense of winning the confidence of his 
soldiers, but also it meant that his own stature in general and the reputation 
that he gained both among enemies and friends grew, and finally the last 
point, this kind of fighting allowed him to train his army and to create this 
army, and to make it as excellent as it became before he had to face more 
formidable forces than these. So, now he has won the loyalty of his nobility 
to a degree that no predecessor ever had. He now has these barons who are 
so independent, happily, gladly serving him and being rather in awe of him, 
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and the army in general was devoted to him in a way that was 
unprecedented for the Macedonians.  

Now, with this weapon largely forged he was able to begin serious 
expansion in the Greek world. A critical step rather early in his monarchy 
was his attack on Amphipolis, and you will remember Amphipolis was this 
Athenian colony that was such a big deal for the Athenians that they were 
prepared to do almost anything to get it back, but they never had thoroughly 
been able to get it back until recently. So, now he took Amphipolis--what 
was more important than anything for him was that who held Amphipolis 
was likely to hold Mt. Pangaean which is right near Amphipolis, which 
contained gold and silver mines that were producing wealth as they had 
been for centuries now, and now that wealth was going into Philip's pocket 
and he used it for the purpose that was most important, chiefly for paying 
for that army that I have been talking about.

We are told that this produced about 1,000 talents a year for Philip's 
use, and that's about the same amount that the Athenians got out of their 
empire. So, you are talking about lots and lots of money and this explains 
the economic capacity that gave Philip the chance to use the kind of army he 
had. But he was extraordinarily skillful at the game of diplomacy. I say 
game, because he treated it in that way. Diplomacy, I think, for him was an 
extension of military forces by peaceful means. It's kind of a standing 
Clausewitz's definition of war on its head. Who was it? Sir John Fortescue, I 
think, it was in the fifteenth century defined a diplomat as a man sent to lie 
abroad for his country. I think the spirit behind that pun was certainly right 
for Philip, that for him diplomacy was a way for advancing his country's 
interests by whatever means that he possibly could; he was very good.

One of his very great skills was precisely to lie in a very convincing 
manner and, of course, it's much easier to get people to believe what you say 
if you have got the strongest army anywhere in sight in case you should be 
so impolite as to say "you're a liar." I think that must have assisted him. But 
what I mean is Philip would come into conflict with some polis or some 
poleis over some territory that was in dispute or whatever, and they would 
say Philip what are you trying to do, you seem to be trying to conquer this 
territory. Oh no, no Philip said, I have absolutely no interest in this territory, 
I've got other things to do that are much more important. Those Paeonians in 
my background require my attention and when the other guys would calm 
down he would calmly take the place that he had left alone.

I'm reminded, and I guess after the Second World War, in fact even 
before, there were some scholars who made the analogy between Hitler and 
Philip, and Demosthenes and Churchill, it's not the worst one. It's very 
imperfect, but it's not the worst analogy possible, but I remember Hitler kept 
saying before his strength was great enough simply to launch a major war he 
would say, if you give me this that's all I'm interested in, that is absolutely 
my last territorial demand in Europe, and then in a few months he would 
then seize Austria or something like that. So, Philip reminds me of that, 
because he did such things from time to time. It's just too much to tell in 
terms of the detail of his career, but let me just hit a few highlights and give 
you the direction in which it was going.

The first business that he had to do after he gained Amphipolis and 
the wealth of the mines was to gain control of the shoreline of the northern 
Aegean Sea, and that meant of course his own Macedonia, which he had, 
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but also eastward into the region of Thrace. He began precisely to gain 
control of those places. It was in 357 that he took Amphipolis and that 
meant that he had to clash with Athens, because as I say, Athens had never 
given up its claim to Amphipolis and kept trying to get it back, because of 
its value to the Athenians. What we will see is war between Philip and 
Athens on and off until the final victory of Macedonia. It's a period of quite 
a stretch of time in here in which that's going on.  

On the other hand, it's never a full scale war with Philip trying to 
conquer Athens. How could he? He's still outside from a territorial point of 
view, outside the entire old Greek world. But he can cause all the havoc he 
wants to in the northern Aegean and the Athenians will be unhappy about it; 
they will send forces up into that part of the world to contest Philip's 
expansion and that's where the fighting goes on. But the Athenians are not 
ready to take him on and really try to stop him from going where he seems 
to be going. What they do is they respond when he does something that 
annoys them or that they're worried about. Sometimes they go out and fight 
him, but usually they don't, or sometimes they do and they do so too little 
and too late. That's the story of the relationship between these two powers 
throughout this whole stretch of time.  

With the expansion of Philip in a variety of directions, he increases 
his revenues wherever he conquers. He gets down into Thessaly, now we're 
talking about territory that the Greeks consider to be Greece and Philip is 
now gaining more and more control of that area. The revenues grow and he 
even builds a navy and begins to challenge Athens and others at sea. He 
attacks Athenian commerce when he is quarreling with the Athenians. The 
Athenian position in general is badly weakened in the years between 357 
and 355 in what the traditional historians call the Social War. That doesn't 
mean that they fought over teacups or anything like that, "social" derives 
from the Latin word socii, which means allies.  

It was a rebellion against the allies of Athens in the Athenian 
Confederation, which really frightened the Athenians, and kept them busy 
putting it down for a couple of years. There is some debate among scholars 
today as to how oppressive or not was the Athenian rule of its empire. The 
more recent scholarship has suggested that the Athenians were not really 
very oppressive, which leaves for, I think, for them an uncomfortable 
question, if that's true why was there this rebellion in the years 357 to 355? 
We just don't know enough to talk details about this, but I think there can be 
no mistake; the Athenians abused their position of power and leadership in 
the empire. They didn't do so as thoroughly and completely as they did in 
the great Athenian Empire of the fifth century but that was largely because 
they couldn't. They never had the power, they never had the financial 
strength to be able to impose their will as the earlier empire had, but they 
did what they could and they did enough to annoy their allies into such a 
rebellion.

Athens recovers, they win, they put down the allied rebellion, but 
they are weakened in the process. In 356, there breaks out on the mainland 
of Greece, what they would call the Sacred War. It's the old business of who 
controls the Delphic Oracle. The neighbors, Phocis, Locris, frequently take 
advantage of opportunities to gain control of the oracle and to deprive the 
priests of their control of the region. The priests then call on other Greeks 
traditionally led by Sparta but not always to beat up the people who have 
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taken over the oracle's place and drive them out and restore it to the priest. 
Well, this is another in that theory, in that series of events. Thebes and 
Phocis are involved in a war over Delphi. The Phocian general is the only 
time he crops us in this story, Onomarchus apparently was an outstanding 
military leader and defeated the Thebans and even pushed into Thessaly, 
and that brings Philip into the picture, because Philip has been expanding 
Macedonian power into Thessaly from the north coming south.  

So, Philip takes his forces and he pushes the Phocians back, defeats 
Onomarchus, sends them off. Now, here's the question. Is this good or bad 
for the Greeks? On the one hand the one thought would be well, sure he's 
just put down this fellow who has arrogantly seized the Delphic Oracle, but 
now who is there, who is sitting in Thessaly, this great big new army. Is he 
going to be a menace to the Greeks in general? Well, we who have had a 
chance to know how it came out and know that it did. But at the time people 
were divided, some say oh my heavens this is a thoroughly aggressive man 
at the head of an army that looks incredibly strong and he has terrific 
ambitions, what are we going to do, against those who said, no it's okay, he's 
okay now, he's happy, he doesn't want to do anymore than that.  

Let's take a look at Athens, which will necessarily be the leading 
figure in the opposition to Philip such as it is. Thebes, last time we looked at 
Thebes, Thebes had reached a position of power perhaps greater than that of 
Athens, but you remember the deaths of Pelopidas and Epaminondas simply 
did not allow Thebes to continue to have that vitality and power that it had 
before. It's still a very strong state. Its hoplite phalanx is still formidable; 
they still have great ambitions and so on, but it turns out they don't really 
have the capacity to take the lead in such a business. The Athenians do and 
they are very much concerned about what's happening. But it's not the same 
Athens that we saw in the height of its power in the fifth century. Relatively 
speaking, it is a very poor place indeed. It is, however, still the number one 
naval power in the Greek world and therefore very important.  

Let's take a look at the internal life of Athens a little bit and notice 
some changes they will have some significance in terms of what decisions 
the Athenians make. There is something that was introduced -- we don't 
know just when -- it might have been late in the Peloponnesian War it, 
might have been afterwards. It is called the theoric fund, and it gets its name 
apparently because there was a payment to the Athenian citizens of the price 
necessary to pay for the ticket to see the great theatrical festivals that went 
on twice a year in Athens, which had apparently degenerated pretty much 
into a dole, into a kind of a welfare fund for the very poor. It did not amount 
to a stunning amount of money, but given the poverty of Athens in general, 
any fund of money could be very significant at critical moments, especially 
on issues of national defense.

But there was a lot of argument, a sort of a democratic party, the 
party of the underprivileged or whatever, always insistent that everybody's 
supposed to keep hands off the theoric fund which should only be used for 
its welfare state--I'm embarrassed to use such a term because of course there 
was nothing like that in the ancient world. Just for that portion of the 
national income that was used to alleviate the worst poverty they wanted 
that untouched, but when the state was under siege, it was under threat, it 
was--had to go to war, so it seemed to some politicians, they needed money 
to do it and say let's take the theoric fund for now while we have this 
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necessity and there would be a fight about that. You remember the Athenian 
Empire in the fifth century? Never had a money--not never, but could 
generally handle its money problem because it had this great income from 
the empire, say roughly 1,000 talents a year coming in.  

That was not true. So, that if Athens wanted to send an expedition 
anywhere, they had to levy a direct war tax; it was called the eisphora. They 
had done so two or three times during the Peloponnesian War. As far as we 
know they had never done it before that time. We have stressed how 
unnatural direct taxation was in the Greek world, but here that's what they 
really had. They had to pay this eisphora, if they were going to conduct a 
military and naval campaigns that they felt were necessary. In fact, it used to 
be true that individual Greeks back in the fifth century could pay their share, 
what was assigned to them for the eisphora, individually, but now they were 
so few people who could do that they organized groups of taxpayers whom 
they called symmories who would share the burden. It makes me think that 
it probably sank further down the--sort of the wealth class of Athens. More 
people I guess were now paying taxes than before.

In the fifth century the only people who paid taxes were the very 
wealthy and now that I think was attenuated as people who were not so 
wealthy had to pay something as well. Another thing is that we find the 
Athenians using, as a regular thing in these campaigns that they will have to 
fight, mercenary soldiers. I don't mean mercenaries of the Macedonian kind, 
the kind that Philip was using. I mean hiring a band of mercenaries who 
might come from anyplace in Greece. That was because the Athenians were 
reluctant themselves to go out on expeditions. Nothing could be more 
different I think from the way the Athenians behaved in the fifth century 
when they were all over the joint, as you remember, in 457 that inscription 
that talked about those died from one tribe all over the battle. They were 
proud of it and they never ran short of soldiers willing to do this kind of 
thing. The assembly voted it and the people win. Not now.  

The Athenians are reluctant to engage in these activities. Our main 
source for complaint about this is Demosthenes, who much of the time is 
pleading with the Athenians to recognize the danger presented by Philip and 
for them to take the necessary steps to check Philip before it was too late. 
What he asked them to do repeatedly was to first of all vote the money that 
was necessary to support the expedition and then not to hire mercenaries but 
to serve themselves in the fighting, and he did not win those arguments very 
often. There were in Athens throughout this period people that we would 
call in our own jargon hawks and doves; people who were ready to fight for 
these purposes and people who were very reluctant to do so. The people 
who seemed to be the most reluctant to do this were the upper classes, of 
course, because war meant taxation and they were going to do the bulk of 
the paying of the taxes.

It may well be--I don't want to make too much of this, Philip, 
wherever he could would install oligarchic governments in places that he 
ruled. He was not interested in democracy; he was not a friend of 
democracy. There were some Athenians who had never given up their hope 
that an oligarchy could be placed into Athens, instead of a democracy. They 
would have been doves and more. I mean, there is a pretty clear indication 
that Philip did in Athens what he did in other states as well. He bribed 
important Athenians to be champions of his cause and the people it's easiest 
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to get this to work with are people who agree with your approach, who on 
your side of the argument. So, there was some of that. I mean, there was a 
real difference of opinion as there always is.

We should be very aware of it and in recent years this is the kind of 
thing you see. Some people in society seeing a great danger out there that 
must be prepared for and confronted, others thinking that that is overblown, 
that that is too pessimistic, that there is no such great danger or that it can 
best be dealt with by negotiation and conversation, and anything but 
fighting, and that was the situation in Athens. If you were hostile, if you 
were a member of the hawk faction, you would say your opponents were 
deluding themselves about the degree of the danger and that Philip was a 
very special kind of a menace. If you were a dove you would accuse your 
opponents of being alarmists, excessively afraid and worse. Of course, both 
sides accused each other of much worse things having to do with their 
characters and so on, as people always do.

The first statement we have of Demosthenes, who will emerge as the 
dominant hawk for most of the time that he is doing business in Athens is in 
351, when he delivers the speech that we call the First Philippic. He 
delivered a series of speeches attacking Philip and warning the Athenians of 
the danger presented by Philip. To this day, philippic is a word in English 
which means a strong attacking piece of rhetoric against some individual or 
some nation. He charged the Athenians with having created the great danger 
that they faced by making Philip into a great man through neglect by their 
refusal to stop him when it was relatively easy to do so. They should send, 
he thought, a fleet, a good-sized fleet to serve in the northern Aegean Sea 
and to stop Philip's expansion and to stop Philip period. He urged them, and 
he will do this over and over again. Don't hire mercenaries, enlist for service 
yourself, vote for war tax, and those of you who should pay it should do so. 
He lost the argument.  

The Athenians did not take that action that he recommended. Philip, 
pretty soon after that, attacked the Olynthians; you remember Olynthus is an 
important state on the Chalcidic Peninsula; it has been a very significant 
state back in this century you remember when the Spartans went up there to 
defeat the Olynthians who had constructed a league of their. Well, they 
weren't out of business yet. So, Philip went after them and, again, 
Demosthenes urges the Athenians to get involved and to prevent Philip from 
taking Olynthus an the Chalcidic states and gaining control of the northern 
Aegean Sea and all the danger that that presented to Athenian interests. 
Again, he loses the argument. He delivers three Olynthiac speeches which 
have the same character as the one I've described, but the Athenians do not 
do it.

In the year 348 Olynthus falls. That city and the other cities of the 
region were destroyed. You remember this is not a typical way in which the 
Greeks dealt with defeated states, although heaven knows the Peloponnesian 
War had seen examples of it, but it was a very, very harsh kind of warfare 
that Philip carried forward. He destroyed the cities physically, he enslaved 
what was left of the population and so this was a message. I think it wasn't 
just that he had a cruel temperament, though I suppose he must have had 
that too, but it was meant to be exemplary. It was meant to say when Philip 
says do this, do it, because if you don't, he will crush you and this is what 
will happen to your city and to you. That's an old technique. We know that 
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the Assyrians used to do that way back in biblical times in which they 
would deliberately be as brutal and cruel as they could be, and having done 
so would broadcast how brutal and cruel they had been, in order to 
encourage other states to behave appropriately in the future.

Hitler had used those same tactics early in the Second World War 
when he destroyed the city of Rotterdam from the air, completely not 
military whatsoever. It was obviously intended to terrify everybody who 
might want to resist him. So, that's what Philip did up there. Finally after 
further fighting of one kind or another, the Athenians and a number of other 
Greeks make a treaty with Philip. It is called the Peace of Philocrates; he 
was one of the negotiators on the Athenian team. There really didn't seem to 
be much disagreement among the Athenians as to the desirability of this 
peace, even Demosthenes who is normally opposed to anything like it, felt 
that it probably had to be done, and I think that just reflected the realities of 
the distribution of power and also of the willingness of the Athenians to do 
anything more than that, and so there is this period of the Peace of 
Philocrates in which the Athenians make a defensive alliance with Philip.  
T here things sit when another development raises the panic button, I 
think, for Demosthenes and some others. The Sacred War, there's another 
Sacred War going on. This time the people who want to restore power to the 
priests invite Philip to lead the Greek forces in the Sacred War. That is a 
very big deal. First of all, it recognizes the Macedonians as Greeks in the 
truest sense of the word. It should have been, probably was, a major source 
of satisfaction for Philip and extraordinary glory in the eyes of his fellow 
Macedonians that the Greeks should have done this. Not only accepted them 
as Hellenes, but asked them to save the Oracle of Apollo, the center of 
Greek worship there. So, he takes his army, he runs into the Phocians, blasts 
the Phocian army and does what he was asked to do. In the process, when 
it's all over, he decides that from now on Macedon and King Philip will take 
not just one vote on the council that governs the Delphic Oracle. I may have 
mentioned it to you earlier in the semester, the Amphictyonic Council, the 
council of those who dwell around Delphi. He took two votes on that 
council, and he made himself president of the Pythian Games-- you 
remember these panhellenic festivals.  

There were four great panhellenic festivals, Olympia, Nemea, the 
isthmus of Corinth, and the one at Delphi which was called the Pythian 
Games and here is this barbarian from Macedonia not only sitting on the 
council but being the chairman, holding the position of honor as all the 
Greeks gather for the Pythian Games. Well, this must have had an 
enormously intimidating effect on many in the Greek world, and it becomes 
more and more Athens that has to take the lead, if anybody is going to resist. 
The Athenians were concerned; at least those who were not determined to 
accept the course of events. Phillip was very careful with Athens, for this 
there was a very good reason. They had a special strategic set of advantages 
that nobody else in the Greek world had, and that Philip didn't have an easy 
answer for.
Athens was a walled city which had proven itself capable of defending those 
walls. You should realize that up to this point in Greek history, nobody has 
demonstrated any kind of ability of taking a walled city by force, the only 
way you can take a walled city is by surrounding it and starving it out, but 
you remember now that the Athenians have a navy and walls, they can't be 
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starved out in the same way. So, taking on Athens, if you really want to take 
the city, is a job that's very difficult indeed. Of course, the Athenians have 
their navy which makes that true, but also allows the Athenians to do you 
harm in a way that other states cannot do. So, all of that means that Philip is 
not about to make a headlong assault on Athens, but to try to have his way 
by going around Athens somehow.  

He tried to win Athenian support through his usual technique of soft 
words, explaining how he had no aggressive intentions in areas that the 
Athenians were interested in, even though he had already demonstrated that 
that wasn't right. Also by working Athenian politics, by bribing Athenian 
politicians to be on his side and using every device he could to make it 
harder for the hawkish people to have their way. Demosthenes from here on 
in is determined, and determinedly against Philip, spending all his energy 
and time trying to get up Athenian support and then, indeed, to put together 
a coalition of states besides Athens to resist and fight and defeat Philip. 
Indeed, he is more successful than he was before, because the danger from 
Philip is obviously greater, so that more Athenians can see it that way. The 
league he puts together includes Euboea, Megara, Achaea, Acarnania, 
Lucas, Phocis, and finally Thebes.
Now, that's a pretty good trick. Phocis and Thebes are traditional opponents, 
but they're both in the league and what that tells you is that those states, and 
especially those states which are in central Greece, closest to where Philip is 
located with his forces into Thessaly and so they now see that there is a 
great danger from him and they join in an anti-Philip coalition. He doesn't 
go at them immediately directly; he goes to war but he does so up in the 
north on the shores of the Aegean Sea. He moves eastward--this is an 
enormously clever thing to do, towards what the Greeks call the Chersonese, 
the peninsula which we call the Gallipoli Peninsula, the Hellespont. Philip 
wants to gain control of that, because if he can control the Hellespont, it's 
the old story, he can cut off trade, he can starve Athens out and it would hurt 
others too but Athens would be the main attack.  

So, he moves forces to the Thracian coast, taking various cities there, 
and gaining more and more territory towards that end, and then he goes all 
the way across to the Bosporus to Byzantium, modern Istanbul, and he takes 
that city as well, and, of course, you can cut off trade, if you can control the 
Bosporus. So this is very, very serious for Athens and it's on this occasion 
that Demosthenes delivers his third Philippic making the same case as he 
has been making all along, and only doing so but I think with even greater 
intensity and this time with more persuasiveness, because more and more 
Athenians understand how serious this menace has become.  

Small point but not so trivial that the Athenians were able even to 
enlist the support in language at least by Persia. If the Greeks are going to 
fight this guy, it would be awfully handy if you could get the Persian 
support. As it turns out, the Persians don't do anything of importance in 
resisting Philip, but it shows you how Demosthenes and those Greeks who 
agreed with him were attempting to put together as strong a coalition as they 
could to try to stop him. Forgive me. Don't pay too much attention to what 
I'm saying but I'm constantly being reminded of the behavior of the 
European states just prior to the Second World War, and in place of Persia I 
think we would have to put the United States of America, which was out of 
the game and sort of constantly trying to stay out of the game, powerful 



366�
�

isolation of sentiment in this country, and people in Europe, some people 
urging that everything be done to get the United States into the game and 
others reluctant to do that.

It wouldn't have made any difference, nothing would have gotten the 
Americans to take an active part against Hitler at that time, and I suspect 
there was no chance that anybody could have convinced the Persians to do 
anything at this point either. But the Athenians do send a force and it's a 
good size force and it does a very good job, and they drive Philip back out 
of some of the places that he has conquered, which I think is interesting to 
think about. It's not obvious that if the Athenians had gotten their collation 
together earlier, and if they had done the best they could, it's not obvious 
that they couldn't have defeated Philip. There's this terrible danger that we 
will all become victims of a fait accompli, what happened obviously had to 
happen, it couldn't happen any other way. No, I don't think that's right. We 
certainly don't live our lives as though that's true, and we shouldn't allow 
ourselves to imagine it's true in retrospect.  

The fact that the Athenians could have such success against Philip as 
they did at this moment is evidence that that was by no means a hopeless 
cause. Once again, a Sacred War breaks out over Delphi. Again, the 
Amphictyonic League, this time of course having as its president Philip 
invite Philip to lead the forces of the Sacred War. The Sacred War has been 
declared against the town near Delphi called Amphisa and that's the force 
that he's going to use against it. Philip moves down from Thessaly, arrives at 
a place not very far from Delphi called Elatea on one side, and the other side 
at Thermopylae. These are the roots to get down into central Greece. Once 
you go through those places you are right next to Boeotia, you are a couple 
of days from Athens, you're right in the middle of a position where you 
could do terrific harm.  

When the Athenians received the news, there really is panic. 
Demosthenes tells the story. Now, Demosthenes is a witness who is 
excellent because he's a participant, contemporary, that's great, but you've 
got to look at him with a certain amount of skepticism because he's a 
participant. He's a guy who held a certain point of view, he was very active 
in politics, he has strong views on everything, his reputation depends upon 
how you look upon what he did. So, you must understand that when he tells 
us these things he's telling it form his perspective. It's very much like 
Winston Churchill's histories of the two world wars in which he played a 
very large part, even in the first but certainly in the second, and it's not that 
he lies, it's not that he deceives, but when you read those stories you read 
them as Winston Churchill sees them and you have to be alert to them. 
There's a wonderful--about Churchill is a wonderful story, apparently true, 
that when Churchill's book on the First World War came out--I forget the 
title; let's say it was called "The Great War," which it wasn't. The former 
prime minister, Arthur Balfour, who didn't like Churchill at all is supposed 
to have said, "I see that Winston has published another book about himself 
and called it The Great War."  

The enemies of Demosthenes might say the same things about what 
he says in some of his speeches. But later on in his career when there was a 
big battle between him and his chief opponent, Demosthenes' friends were 
asking the assembly to vote him a crown. It meant a crown of leaves, not of 
gold, but the honor for things he had done for Athens and his opponents 
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thought that what should be done for Demosthenes for what he had done to 
Athens is to throw him off the Acropolis. So, there's a great debate that we 
have both halves of. It's in that debate that he recounts the things he has 
done for Athens, why they should be grateful to him, and this moment is 
one he points to. He tells about the news came to Athens that Philip was in 
Elatea, and he says, we all gathered there first thing in the morning and the 
place was full.  

If you remember that passage I read to you from Aristophanes about 
how things usually were in the Athenian assembly, where everybody came 
ambling in late, no problem, nobody was in a hurry, no he says, everybody 
was there. When the prytany for the day, the president of the meeting said, 
who wishes to speak, no one, no one raised their hand. Then I got up and 
gave you guys the good advice that followed and all that stuff. But I think 
we can't doubt the essential truth of the situation, that there was just a 
terrible fear and no idea how to cope. Demosthenes then suggested what 
steps should be taken to resist. One of them, and he was able to do it now, 
was to use the theoric fund to supply the forces that were necessary. 
Secondly, to do something that was quite an achievement from a diplomatic 
point of view, to make an alliance with Thebes.  

Ever since the late 370s Athens had not been allied to Thebes, it had 
become alarmed that Theban power had joined even with Sparta against the 
Thebans, but here as we're into the very late 340s, early 330s, he makes an 
alliance with Thebes so that what is surely the strongest ground force on the 
side of the Greeks against Philip will be there, namely the Thebans, and the 
Boeotians in general. Finally, in 338 the Battle of Chaeronea takes place in 
western Boeotia and the result is a victory for Philip. The battle itself was by 
no means a walkover; it was very close. Our accounts of it make it clear that 
there was every possibility, even then, even though the Spartans weren't 
there, even though Philip's forces were at their peak. The Greeks might have 
won that battle, that's a very important thing to remember, but they didn't. 
Philip won and that was the end of Greek freedom. Thereafter, the states all 
had to bow down to Philip in terms of foreign policy.  

In many cases, he actually interfered in their internal autonomy. He 
established garrisons at key places in the Greek world, including Chalcis 
and Euboea, Corinth and Mount Ambracia in the west and they were called 
the fetters of Greece. It was like he put a great chain across Greece to show 
and demonstrate, and make real his control. Athens was forced to abandon 
the confederacy, its own confederacy; they were forced to make an alliance 
with Philip. He constituted in 336 the League of Corinth with himself as 
president. It was an offensive and defensive alliance. Philip was commander 
in chief and he could tell everybody what to do, and they would have to do 
it. This truly was the end of Greek freedom. As it turned out, Philip was 
assassinated in the same year so that he never was able to demonstrate how 
he would carry on once he had that power.

The business of the conquest of Persia, if that was in the mind of 
Philip, had to be left to his very young son Alexander, who I think was 
eighteen at this point. So, that gets us to the interesting question of history's 
judgment on these events, and especially I think the interesting person is 
Demosthenes, and as you read in your problems collection, the nineteenth-
century German historian Droysen and the German historians of that time in 
general had no doubt about the judgment. It was very negative about 
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Demosthenes. After all, what was Athens anyway? According to Droysen it 
was ein advokaten republic, it's the lowest blow anybody could deliver, a 
republic of lawyers. What Demosthenes was trying to preserve was kliene 
Städte, the world of small independent states, a contemptible term in the 
eyes of Droysen and his fellow nationalists. German, you remember had 
just--I forget the date of his writing, either it had already been unified by 
Bismarck or nationalists were demanding that these little states all be 
brought together into a great German empire and that's where Droysen was.  

The future, Droysen said, was with Philip. Demosthenes was a 
reactionary trying to retain things that were--whose time had come and 
gone. What was needed was the unification of the ancient Mediterranean 
and this was a step in that direction. Why was it necessary to have a 
unification of the ancient Mediterranean? As would finally be accomplished, 
not by Philip and Macedon, but by the Romans, because it was all part of 
the great plan without which there could not have been Christianity. 
Christianity could come to the world and dominate Europe, because it had 
been made into a single word by virtue of the Macedonian and Roman 
conquest, and Demosthenes in his small minded petty way was standing in 
the way of that.

Yes, there were admirable things about Demosthenes, but his 
behavior and his policy was quixotic, because it was hopeless. I think this is 
my reading of what Droysen really is saying; he lost so he must have been 
wrong. Winners are always right or else they wouldn't win. Now, I think we 
can evaluate that in a different way. If we think about a different situation, 
I've been thinking about it all along and telling you about it, which is let's 
take a look at Winston Churchill who had been called by historians the 
Demosthenes of that time. The man who had been calling attention to the 
danger from Hitler and trying to rally support and really treated like an idiot 
until finally the knife, the dagger was at the throat of the British and only 
then, and with great reluctance did the British put him in control.  

Now, if we look at his experience and what he did I think it's 
illuminating. The difference between heroic victory and disaster can be 
terribly thin. Taking office at a low point in the fortunes of his country and 
its allies, Churchill made a famous speech, which just breathed defiance 
when there was no physical justification for such a position. He said this, "I 
have myself full confidence that if all do their duty, if nothing is neglected, 
and if the best arrangements are made as they are being made, we shall 
prove ourselves once again able to defend our island home. To ride out the 
storm of war and to outlive the menace of tyranny, if necessary for years, if 
necessary alone, we shall go onto the end, we shall fight in France, we shall 
fight on the seas and the oceans, we shall fight with growing confidence and 
growing strength in the air, and we shall defend our island, whatever the 
cost may be. We shall fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the landing 
grounds, we shall fight in the fields, and in the streets, and we shall fight in 
the hills, we shall never surrender."

Yet England came within a hair's breath of losing that war and 
suffering the horrors of invasion and occupation by Nazi Germany. In fact, 
had Hitler and Guering continued bombing the RAF's landing fields and 
ground facilities as they began to do with the Battle of Britain, instead of 
turning away from that and using their planes to bomb cities and scaring 
civilians, it's very clear to me that Germany would have won the Battle of 
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Britain and control of the air, which would have made their success 
inevitable. Now imagine that it had gone that way; in that case, Churchill's 
bulldog determination, his refusal to accept what was a relatively generous 
peace offer after the fall of France, would seem in retrospect the wrong-
headed defiance of a man, who brought his people low by his own 
intransigence. He would have been treated, I think by history, as some kind 
of a gallant fool, some kind of a brave imbecile.  

But men like Churchill and Demosthenes know that those who love 
liberty must fight for it, even against odds, even when there is little support, 
even when victory seems impossible. In spite of the outcome, it seems to me 
that the stand of Athens and its Greek allies at Chaeronea may have been in 
words that Churchill used in another context, "their finest hour." Thank you 
very much. 


