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CHAPTER 1
LIFE OF CRITIAS

Thucydides, Aristotle, Xenophon, and, to a lesser degree,
Plutarch, who are our chief sources of knowledge for the his-
tory of Greece during the Pentecontaety and the Pelopon-
nesian Wars, show, as is well known, a definite leaning toward
the side of the aristocrats or oligarchs and a corresponding
hostility toward the democrats. Only a few great democrats
like Themistocles and Pericles receive sympathetic handling.
In this respect the literature for the period does not reflect accur-
ately the opinion of the general public. Grote' has been the
foremost in the modern attempt to adjust this balance—unless,
indeed, it be thought that he has shifted it too far to the other
side.

After the turn of the century the situation is reversed. The
brief but-tragic rule of “The Thirty”, those xaxodaiporyodvrey Kat
uavévrov dvlpérev,? became in the mind of the restored dem-
ocracy an odious memory.

As the leader of the Thirty, Critias, év rpuikovra Tois movypord-
Tois Tov EXAprov mpares,® Tuvpavvikdraros 8¢ kai ¢ovikmTaTos . . . kai
v Tatpida éXVmnoe wOAAL kai abros pioovpevos Tov Bilov karéoTpapet So
intense was this hatred that it formed no small part of the
wave that engulfed Socrates, the teacher of his youth. So deep
was the bitterness that it has left us only a few scattered facts
and fragments out of which to piece together the portrait of
that iwwrys pév év pirogdpois phdoodos 8¢ év iSinracs,® politician, orator,
and poet who not only played an important, if brief, role in
the history of his country, but also formed no contemptible
part of its cultural and intellectual achievement. During those
early years of the fourth century most literary men, reflecting the
democratic spirit of the times, have nothing kind to say of Critias.
Only one writer has given us a brighter side of his character—his
kinsman, Plato.

And yet it is Plato who has presented us with the knottiest
problem in the reconstruction of the man, and that, too, on a subject
for which he of all men should be an authority—his family tree.
“Critias” appears as an interlocutor in four of the Socratic dialogues

*History of Greece.

*Isocrates, Areopagiticus 154 (73).
*Aristeides, De Rhet 83.

‘Aelian, I'. H., IV, 15.

*Scholiast on Plato, Timacus 20A.
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CRITIAS

of Plato—the Charmides, the Protagoras, the Timaeus, and the
Critias. The Timaeus and the Critias are the first two members
of a trilogy which it was Plato’s purpose to complete with a Her-
mocrates.® This group grows out of the discussion in the Republic,
the story of which—we learn in the T#maeus—was related on the
day between these two dialogues to Critias, Timaeus, Hermocrates,
and a fourth man who fails to appear for the Timaeus.

The Critias of the trilogy, as Burnet” was the first to discover, is
unquestionably not the Critias of the Thirty but his grandfather.
The Critias of the Timaeus is an old man. In the early part of the
dialogue he tells the tale of the-island of Atlantis, a tale which
Solon told to his kinsman Dropides. Dropides told it to his grand-
son Critias, who, as an old man of eighty, told it to the Critias (when
the latter was a child of ten) who now tells it to the persons of
the Timaeus.® On the day before, while listening to the story of the
Republic, he recalled the old story, but its outlines were not clear in
his mind. xfés e edfbs &vbévde dmow mwpds Tovade dvédepov adra dva-
puyumoKopevos, areldoy e oxeddv T wdvra émokomdy TS VUKTOS dvéla-
Bov. d&s 8% Toi, 0 Aeyduevov, 1 Taldwy pabipara GavpacTov €xer TL pyn-
peiov ! éyo yap @ pdv x0¢s fkovoa, odk dv oiba e Svvaiuny dmavra év pynuy
mdAw AafBeiv* raira 8¢ & wapmodvy xpdvov Swaxikoa, ravrdract favpdoaiy’
dv € 1 pe adrov duamépevyer.’

Now Critias the Oligarch certainly did not live to be an old man
—so old that he forgets what happened yesterday and remembers
distinctly a story of his childhood, which, moreover, he says he
heard a very long time ago (mwdpmolww xpérvov). Further, he pushes
his childhood back to a time when the poems of Solon were a novelty
(véa).1° Certainly they could have been no novelty in the oligarch’s
childhood. Placing the trilogy at some date not too long after 425!
and assuming that Critias is at least eighty years of age, we find
his birth-date near 510. Since Solon’s poems could hardly have been

“Taylor ([Plato p. 440) thinks Plato intended no discourse by Hermocrates
because (a) there is no reference to one and because (b) there is nothing
left for him to discuss. This opinion is also partially due to (c) his identi-
fication of Hermocrates with the Syracusan general (Taylor places the
dialogues at 422 or 421), who would be too young to take part in the con-
versation. As to (a): we have too little to go on. Certainly in the Timaeus
the subjects for Timaeus and Critias are both agreed on and none is assigned
to Hermocrates. Those who have presumed a Hermocrates find little reason
for Hermocrates’ presence if he is not to speak and point to Critias 106B
where Timaeus hands over the discussion to Critias ét7s, “as the next in
order” not the last. As to (b): this is doing Plato an injustice. As to (¢):
that Hermocates is the Syracusan general is probable but not sure.

"Early Greek Philosophy p. 203 and n. See also Miiller Vol. I, p. 241.

*Tismaeus 20 E,

*Timacus 26 B.

“Timaeus 21 B.

“Another possible date is 410.
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CRITIAS

in favor with Peisistratus or the Peisistratidae, we can see that they
must have seemed a novelty after their expulsion.*? Whether we
accept 425 or 410, Critias the Oligarch still had the prime of his
political career before him and was certainly not likely to forget
so long a conversation on the preceding day. Of course, it can easily
be proved that Plato, through carelessness, forgetfulness, or design,
was guilty of many anachronisms. In most of the obvious and in-
disputable cases, however, his transfer is one of facts; it can sel-
dom be proved to be one of personalities. If he intended the speaker
of the Timacus to be Critias the Oligarch, what purpose was served
by making him appear so old? Plato’s errors, wherever deliberate,
are not purposeless, and such an error could not be attributed to
negligence or ignorance on his part.

The theory—that Plato presents two Critiases, the Oligarch and
his grandfather—has thus the twofold merit of correcting the ob-
viously faulty genealogy of Plato’s family as it has been handed
down by tradition, and of absolving Plato of an inexcusable ignor-
ance about his own family’s history.

The genealogical confusion arose first from Proclus’ commen-
tary on the Timacus.

The Critias of the Timacus says: 7v uév olw oikeios juiv xai opddpa
¢idos Apwridov Tob mpomdwmov, kabdmwep Aéyer. moAAaxoU xai adrTds &v T

’
1TOL770'€L.13

Proclus’ commentary on the passage is as follows:

7 pev ioTopia 1) kard 10 ZdAwvos yévos kai ™y IIAdrwves mpos adrov
ovyyéveav Towavm Tis éotw  'Eéykeatibov maides éyévovro ZSdAwy kal
Apwridns, kal Apwridov piv Kpirias, ol pympoveier xal SéAwv év 13 modjoe
Aéywy *

‘Eiréuevar Kpiripy favfoTpixt matpos drovew *

od yap duapTivoe weloeral tyyepdve.’t*

This genealogy is slightly varied by Diogenes Laertius, who
says:

Tovrov yap 7v ddeApds Apwmidys, ob Kpirias, o KdAAawypos, ob
Kpirias 6 7év tpudkovra kai TAavkov, of Xapuidys xal Mepwkridvy, fs xal
’Apiorovos IAdTwy, ékros awd Sélwvos.!®

“*Taylor, Plato p. 438.

BTimacus 20 E.

*Aristotle’s version of the first line of the distich (Rhet. 1, 15, 13) shows
a slight variation: Elmeiv uot Kperig mvppdrpixe marpds dxovery

®1II, 1. Like most of us, Proclus and Diogencs would like to think that
the blood of Solon flowed in Plato’s veins. Kinship in the remote past there
evidently was, but Plato’s word oikeios implies no such close relationship as
brother. The statement of Linforth (Solon the Athenian p. 35) that
there is no mention of Solon’s marriage is flatly contradicted by Plutarch
(Selon, VI) in his tale of Solon and Thales. Solon not only married but
has a son of whose death Thales pretends to have heard.

5
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CRITIAS

Combining Proclus and Diogenes Laertius (since they are not
contradictory) we have

E.xecestides

Solon Dropides

Critias

Callaeschrus

Critias Glaucon

Charmides Perictione-Ariston

Plato

This makes Critias the Oligarch the uncle, not tl.le cqusin, _of
Charmides, a possibility denied by Plato in the Charmides, in whx'ch
Critias refers to Charmides as “rov rot I'Aadkwvos 7ov sjuerépouv Belov
by, éuov 8¢ dvefidy.’'1®

The scholiast of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound adds a fact to
our table:

“eredpunoe yap (sc. & 'Avaxpéor) 15 *Arricj Kpiriov épav, xai jpéafn
Alav 7ois péleot Tob Tpaywkod 7

There is one final error in the genealogy. Execestides was the
name of Solon’s father!® and must, in consequence, be removed.

*¥Charmides 154 B.
Y¥Prometheus 1. 128,
*Plutarch, Solon 1.
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CRITIAS

All this is obviously impossible. Since Solon died about 560*°
at the age of eighty,?® and Critias the Oligarch died in 403 not too
far past middle age, there must be more than two names between
them. The insertion of two more names not only accounts with
plausibility for the number of years, but also conforms to the Attic
custom of using the same name in alternate generations.

Now Aeschylus began to exhibit in 499, and 487 is the latest
possible date?* for the death of Anacreon. A Critias who was a
youth during Anacreon’s prime was presumably born about 510.
But this is just the time we have assumed for the birth of the
Critias of the Timaecus.*®

Our earliest dates are supplied by the Parian Marble, which men-
tions a Dropides as archon in 6452 and a Critias in 604 ( ?).**

Now Solon held the archonship, according to best authorities,?3
in the 46th Olympiad, ¢. e., 594-0, and, according to Philostratus,?®
a Dropides held the archonship perc ZdAwva, within a few years
after Solon.?” Again we must distinguish between the Dropides
who was archon in 644 and the one who followed Solon, say in
590. This latter Dropides is certainly the o¢ddpa ¢pidos and oixeios
of Solon, and the Critias who was archon in 604 may well be his
elder brother. The archon of 644 is the earliest member of the
family to whom there is any reference. Between the Dropides who
was archon ca. 590 and the Critias who knew Anacreon (499-483)
there are two names and approximately 120 years, which makes

®Plutarch, Solon XXXII, 3. He held the archonship some time betwecn
594 and 590.

"’Di,genes Laertius, I, 62.

#*Anacrcon was probably born in or about 572. Hesych. (Suidas) V. He
died at the age of 85 (Macrobius, 26, Valerius Max., IX, 12, 8.)

*That a confusion of two men named Critias had occurred, there is indi-
cation in two commentaries, by Philoponus and Simplicius, on Aristotle,
De Anima 89.8.

®Line 50, C. I. G., 11, p.296.

*Line 52, C. I. G., 11, p.296.

®Sosicrates (in Diogenes Laertius, I, 62), Ol. 46.3.

Tatian (adv. Graecos 41), lOl 46
Clem. of Alex. (Strom. I, 65), § " "
Suidas (Zérwr) OL. 47

Ol 56
. { Armenian version-Ol. 47.2
Eusebius . Jerome Ol. 46.3

47.2

it Sophist., 1, 16.

""Wilamowitz, Aristotles und Athen Vol. I, 7, and footnote (1893 ed.)
has correctly pointed out that uera ZéAwwva probably does not mean the year
following Solon’s archonship, since the scholiast on Aristophanes’ Peace
mentions a Phormio as archon puera TéAwra. The interpretation “next after”
for mera is too limited.

7
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CRITIAS

forty years for a generation. If we assume an age near 40 for the
archonship (except for Solon, whose birth-date is reasonably cer-
tain), we can now complete the stemma as follows:

Dropides I

born ca. 680
archon 644/3

Critias 1
born ca. 640
archon 604/3

Dropides 11
born. ca. 630
archon ca. 590

Critias II
(Eavfobpit)
born ca. 590 ( ?)

Dropides III
born ca. 550(?)

Critias III
(loved by Anacreon
character in Timacus)
born ca. 510

|

Callaeschrus
born ca. 485 (?)

|
Critias IV

Glaucon
born 480 (?)

(6 rév rpuixovra) Charmides
born ca. born ca. 448 (?)
died 403 died 403
8

Perictione-Ariston

born ca. 445 (?)

Plato
born 427

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CRITIAS

Critias “the Handsome,” then, was born not long after 460, the
son of Callaeschrus, of the tribe Erechtheis?® and the deme
Phegus.?®* He was the cousin and lifelong associate of Charmides,
and the cousin of Leogoras, the father of Andocides, to whom he
owed the favor of his life in 415. His family had been for genera-
tions noted for xdAAe, aperj and eddawpovia.3® Socrates expects to
find that Charmides has a fine soul since he is of Critias’ house.?!
Critias remarks that Charmides is also quite a poet and a philoso-
pher, “both of which, my dear Critias,” says Socrates, “are gifts
your family has had a long while back through your kinship with
Solon.”®? True, for more than a hundred years the family had
taken no conspicuous part in political or military affairs, being con-
tent with a life of culture and ease. His grandfather Critias was
an associate of Socrates and perhaps a philosopher in the more
technical sense of the term. Concerning his father Callaeschrus,
we have no facts unless it was he who, according to Lysias,®® was
one of the Four hundred.®*

Of his childhood we know little, but can be sure that he received
the traditional “gentleman’s education.”’s?

He was evidently a more tractable pupil than his erratic con-
temporary, Alcibiades, who refused to learn to play the flute,
although “the most distinguished Athenians, including Callias and
Critias,”’®® learned to do so. The unruliness attributed to his ancestor

#Xenophon, Hellen. 11, 3, 2; Loeper, Jour. Russ. Imp. Col., 1896, p. 90.
2I. G., 11, 943 a, mentions a fourth century diatryrhs KdArawoxpos Bnyovaios.
¥Charmides 157 E.

RCharmides 154 E. “El vy yuxyw . . . Toyxdrver €0 wepukws. wpémer 8 mov,
& Kpurla, abrov elvar ris ve Duerépas Svra olxias.”

BCharmides 155 A.

“Eratosthenes 66.

This identification seems to me probable in spite of its difficulties. One
of these arises from Plato’s reference to Critias as the éwirpoxos of Char-
mides. If this term is to be taken legally, surely Callaeschrus (or his father
Critias, who was still living at the time of the Timaeus) would bear this
title at Glaucon’s death. For the same reason this Callaeschrus cannot have
been Critias’ elder brother, and since he achieved political prominence so
long before Critias, it seems improbable that he is Critias’ younger brother.
The simplest explanation is that Socrates is teasing Critias and uses the
term éwirpowos |playfully.

Another difficulty is the fact that according to Andocides (De Reditu,
147), Callaeschrus sued for the hand of Antiphon’s daughter at the latter’s
death, on the grounds of nearest kinship. Certainly something is wrong with
this statement. The daughter of Antiphon the orator had no property
(since her father’s goods had bcen confiscated) and was without citizenship
and all its rights. But Callaeschrus’ brother Glaucon had married the
daughter of another Antiphon. This daughter Perictione was Plato’s
mother. Perhaps, then, it was Plato's grandmother to whom Andocides
refers.

Mlysias, Agoratus 55, mentions a certain Hagnodorus of Amphitrope as
a kinsman of Critias. Perhaps a brother-in-law?

*Philostratus, Vit. Sophist. I, 16, &piara pév fv wewradevuévos.

®Athenaeus, Deip. 1V, 184d.

9
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CRITIAS

of the blond locks and thrown into his teeth later by Cleophon é7
mdAar doedyys 7 oixéa,*” seems not to have been evident in his boy-
hood, or Cleophon could have done better than a reference to con-
duct at least 150 years old.

We have considerable, thcugh conflicting, evidence of his rela-
tions with Socrates, the chief sources being Xenophon and Plato.
Let us begin with Plato’s Charmides. The dialogue occurs in 432
(Socrates has just returned from the army at Potidaea). Critias
is @ man somewhat less than 28, Charmides, a lad of 16. When
Socrates left for Potidaea, Charmides had seemed a pepdxiov,3d
and Socrates expresses surprise that the lad recognizes him. Char-
mides replies that as a mere child (&ywye xai wais &v) he had seen
Socrates in Critias’ company.?® Both in this dialogue and in the
Protagoras (which is probably dated the same year) Critias seems
quite at home in philosophic discussion. His readiness with ques-
tion and answer, his familiarity with philosophical phraseology and
the Socratic method of discussion, the smoothness with which, in
the Protagoras, he assumes the role of moderator and causes the
broken discussion to continue testify that he is (as Socrates says
of the other Critias in the Timacus) oddevos Swiryv . . . dv Aéyoper.t®
It is equally obvious, from his contradictory statements and weak
positions, from the ease with which Socrates corners him, that he
is not a real philosopher in the deeper sense of the term.

Xenophon*! correctly distinguishes two types of pupils of Soc-
rates: one, like Crito, Chaerephon, and others, who imitated the
master and adopted his ideas, and another, like Critias and Alci-
biades, who associated with him and listened to him without re-
flecting his mind or his soul in their own. Of course Xenophon is
making out a case for Socrates, and he would not hesitate to sacri-
fice Critias and Alcibiades to his defense, but the mere fact that
he feels the defense necessary proves the association which not
even he denies. The charge is that Socrates must be an evil man
because two of his pupils, Critias and Alcibiades, grew to be evil
men. His defense*? is long, and we need only the gist of it to see
the character of Critias, as Xenophon paints him. Critias and
Alcibiades (the two are not distinguished by Xenophon) as youths
were by nature ambitious (¢horpordire wdvrev ’Abpvaiwv) and
wished to control everything and outstrip everybody (Boviouéve re
wavra 8’ éavrév wpdrrecfar xali wdvrev dvopacrordre). ‘They knew
Socrates well, knew his mode of living and his facility in discus-

*Aristotle, Rhet. I, 15, 13.
BCharmides 154 B.
®Charmides 156 A.
“Timaeus 20 A.

S Memorabilia 1, 2, 48.
“Memorabilia 1, 2, 12-25.

10
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CRITIAS

sion, the ease with which he worsted any opponent in an argument
(7ois 8¢ Saheyopévois adTd waoL xpopevov év Tois Adyois 6mws Bovdoire) 4?

They had no desire to imitate his mode of life; they would rather
have died (éréofar av adre paArov tefvdvar ).43  Their ambitions
were political as were their reasons for associating with Socrates.**
Xenophon goes even farther in his determination to absolve Soc-
rates. So long as they were with him, ewven they were wise and
prudent (oida 8¢ xaxelvw ocwppovoivre, éore Swxpdte. curnoTyy).*3
There follows quite a sermon on the decay of character through the
insidious inroads of bad habits and evil company. So it was
with Critias and Alcibiades; “lws pév Swxpdre cuviory, évvdabnpy
ékelvy xpopéve  ocvppdye TGV py kadov émbumay xpareiv. 7’4 As proof
of this let us note Socrates’ reproof of Critias as for his pas-
sion for Euthydemus. It was at first mild, appealing to Critias’
pride—¢doxwy dvelelfepdv Te eivar kai ob mwpémov dvdpl kaA@ xdyab@ ToV
épapevov § PBoiAerar moAdloi dfios ¢pdwesbar, mpooaireiv Homep TOUS TTWX-
ovs ikeTevovTa kai Sedpevov mpoodoivar kal Taira uydevos dayabov. Critias,
clearly beginning to get out of hand, ignored the reproof,
whereupon Socrates spoke bluntly and forcefully: #wov avre
8oxoiy ndoxew 6 Kpirlas émbvpsv Ed6vdyue mpookvijoclar domep Ta o
Tois Alfois. ** According to Xenophon (and we may well believe
him if the anecdote is true), Critias bore Socrates a grudge
and repaid him later.

But Socrates’ efforts were in vain. Critias went to Thessaly,
Alcibiades became the darling of society, and Xenophon draws a
pious picture of the inevitable: rowdrer 8 ovuBdvrov adroiv kal
dykopéve pev ém yéve, émmpuéve 8 éml mhovrw, mepuanuéve & éml Suvdper,
Swarelpuppéver 8¢ o moAABY dvfpdmwv, émt 8¢ wdor TovTors (Sepbapuéve)
Kal moAVv XxpOvov 4mo SwkpdTovs yeyovore T favpacTov € vmepnpdve
éyevéalyy ;** What wonder, indeed ?

Even discounting Xenophon’s indisputable bias toward Socrates,
this fact seems clear: like most of the young men of the fashion-
able world, Critias was attracted to the new sophistic learning,
either following a natural inclination or planning to use its fruits
to further his political ambitions.

Aeschines adds his testimony in Timarchus that Swxpdrpp
pév Tov OooduoTv dmextelvare, ot Kpiriav épdvy meraldevkws,*® and
Philostratus his wonder that Critias did not grow to be like
Socrates, ¢ wAeiora 8% ovvepiroogodnae.t’

“*Xenophon, Memorabilia I, 2, 14-18.

“See Plato’s forceful statement of the aims of just such a youth in
Republic 11, 365. svvwuodias re xal éraipeias cvvdtouer, elal Te néfovs Siddaxalos
coplay Snunyopikiy Te xai Swcavikny Si86vres.

“Xenophon Memorabilia 1, 2, 24-30.

“173. Aechines suggests a similar fate for Demosthenes.
Vit Sophist. 1, 16.

11
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CRITIAS

And yet, according to Xenophon, even while the young Critias
and Alcibiades were ‘“philosophizing” with Socrates, they were
conversing with politicians, trying out on them with (certainly in
Alcibiades’ case) astonishing success the methods they had often
seen Socrates employ to drive an opponent into an indefensible
position or rout him to complete speechlessness.*®

Aristeides,*® although tempted to disbelieve in Critias’ associa-
tion with Socrates, achieves sufficient tolerance to acquit Socrates
of any responsibility for Critias’ crimes.

évvpoipar 8 éywye mas dvéxeabar xpy ot Ak SBiuddnyy pév xal Kperiav
SwxkpdTee ovyyevouévovs, ol rooavras kai TnAwavras airlas éoxhxact
kal Um0 TOV TOAAGY Kkal VT TGV émekay . . . ToUTous pév ol padt deiv év
rexpmply mowciolar 37¢ Swrpdrys Tovs véous Siédpletpev 008’ elvar Tdkelvav
apapryuara o0’ 6TovY TPdS SwkpdT).

Indeed, Cicero®® goes so far as to assert that both Alcibiades
and Critias were benefited by conversation with Socrates.

Quid Critias? Quid Alcibiades? Civitatibus quidem suis non
boni, sed certe docti atque eloquentes, nonne Socraticis erant dis-
putationibus eruditi?

Philostratus twice tells us that Critias was a pupil, or at least a
hearer, of Gorgias. Gorgias came to Athens in 427 and, while
there, not only excited the admiration of the multitude but also
charmed the notables, young men like Critias and Alcibiades
(linked again!) and older men like Thucydides and Pericles.5*
The other reference is curious. The combination has been shuffled :
Kpirilas 8¢ kal Bovxvdidys odx dyvoovvrar 70 peyaldyvwupov xai Tivodpvv
map’ adrob xexTyuévor, perd mowotvres 8'adro és 10 oikeiovd uév vr’ ebylwr-
rias 6 & vmwo ‘pauns.5?

I think it safe to say that even in his early youth Critias did not
contemplate a life devoted to the study of philosophy and its search
for the just life or for a solution to the mysteries of the universe.
His education was broad, embracing music, poetry, rhetoric, and
dialectic, and its aim was general culture and preparation for public
life. In these respects it resembled the education of hundreds of
young men of his class, and this resemblance included attendance
on the lectures of the famous sophists.

Of his military service we know nothing. When Socrates re-
turns from Potidaea in 432, he finds Critias in Athens. They meet
at a palaestra and there is no hint that Critias is other than the

“As a sample of this Xenophon (Memorabilia 1, 2, 39 ff.) relates the
well -known dialogue between Pericles and Alcibiades, but his general state-
ment of the facts applics to both boys. oix &AXois 7ol paihov émexeipovw
Sialéyechat % Tois mdkwoTa WpdTTOUSL TA MWOMNTLKA,

“De¢ Rhet. 83.

®De Oratore 111, 138.

Bt Sophist. 1 9. The inclusion of Pericles’ name is an ohvious error.
since he died in 429.

BEpistula 73.
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typical Athenian of leisure. His age at the time would warrant the
assumption that he had passed his period of preliminary military
training.

Of his entrance into civic life we likewise know nothing. We
hear of no public office, no political activity.??

Since in 415 political significance was attached to the Mutilation
of the Hermae, we arrive in that year at the first substantiated
appearance of Critias in public life. In order to follow his political
career, we shall have to pause for an understanding of the back-
ground of 415. Enough of the political history of Athens must be
told to account for those years during which he was an important
figure; such features of political life and philosophy must be re-
peated here as entered into his own life and that of his party.

The word “party” is, of course, a modern political term, with
significances that have no analogy in Athenian life. Sometimes the
word signifies the followers (or the enemies) of a certain states-
man or soldier. Since economic conditions, as always, are an impor-
tant factor in distinctions among political creeds, sometimes the
word means men striving for the same economic ends, although
they may differ widely in class and mode of life.

It is equally dangerous to apply to Athenian statesmen terms like
democrat and oligarch. When we term Thomas Jefferson, Wood-
row Wilson and Alfred E. Smith democrats, we make mental
reservations concerning difference of period and diversity of per-
sonality. The great leaders of a party will differ widely in training,
background, and principles. To find adequate terms to represent
these shades of political creed is impossible. Hence it is that
scholars who comprehend the political significance and creed of a
party leader will attach to him different labels. I have called
Pericles a democrat (with which term most will agree) ; I have also
applied this label to those radical democrats who, after his death,
were leaders of the populace even though they carried his measures
down roads he would not have trod.** I have called Alcibiades a
moderate because he was so in comparison with these democratic
leaders, although he certainly stood high in popular favor. He
was not a party man, but an individualist. His war policy resembled
that of the radical democrats; his background and principles were
Periclean ; he used the oligarchs ; the radical democrat leaders were

“In the tribute list of 430/29 (List 25, Col. III, 11.54-55) appears the fol-

lowing :
raiod[e&r Jaxoar hot rdxrar
émt Kp[...] o ypapuareiovros.

For a possible identihication with Critias see the note on this passage in
The Athenian Tribute Lists, Merritt, Wade-Gery, McGregor p. 195. In
list 26, Col. II, 11. 34-36, the same name has bheen restored. TFor
Kp4ss as secretary of the taktai in 434/3 see the note on the passage,
p. 456.

“In a sense their policies were an outgrowth of his.
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his enemies; the moderates worked assiduously for his recall. I
have called Nicias an oligarch because his policies were more con-

servative and more anti-war than those of Theramenes and Critias
(before 404).

Mention must also be made of two principles of Greek thought
alien to a modern point of view. First, the Greek concept of de-
mocracy included not only such modern ideas as individual liberty
before the law and universal (male) citizen suffrage, but also the
active participation of all citizens in the government. Both ex-
tremes of political creed believed in this principle. One party might
extend the franchise generously, another restrict it to the point of
exclusiveness; the citizen-roll might be large or small, but under
any government, each citizen was, in theory at least, an active part
of the government. Solon® and the oligarchs of 411 °® established
a fine for non-attendance at the ecclesia. The Periclean democracy
paid councilmen and dicasts, and the restored democracy at the turn
of the century paid the assembly. The second principle is the almost
unique form individualism assumes. Grundy®® says: ‘“The Greek
would vigorously support the state when in form and action it pro-
moted what seemed to him to be his own interests. But there his
loyalty ended. He was far more attached to party than to the state.
. . . The frequency of ordows in Greek states in due to the tendency
of the political section in power to work the state for its own in-
terests, and the consequent resentment of those of opposite views
to a system under which their special interests must inevitably
suffer.” Under a system in which broad general policies were
initiated not by magistrates chosen for their known views, but on
the floor of the citizen-assembly the “opposition” had several
methods of attack, against all of which the Athenian democracy
had defended itself by the ypa¢n mapavépwv, which placed an at-
tempt to alter the established laws in the category of treason. The
“opposition” in this way had no hope of a “change of administra-
tion” and resorted to revolution and the secrecy and desperation
attendant upon it. This desperation sometimes included treasonous
commerce with the enemy.

Early in the sixth century® Solon’s legislation had tended to
turn Attica from an agrarian to a manufacturing state. “‘He forbade
the exportation of all produce of the Attic soil, except olive-oil
alone. . . . We are probably to take this prohibition in conjunction
with other objects said to have been contemplated by Solon, espe-
cially the encouragement of artisans and manufacturers at

®Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 4.

“Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 30, cf. Plato, Laws, 746A.

YThucydides and the History of His Age, Part 111, Ch. 7., p. 172.

*®Qur sources for the sixth century are Herodotus, Aristotle (Ath. Pol.)
Plutarch (Solon), and Solon’s poems.
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Athens.”*® Effects of this legislation on the people would be an
increased purchasing power of the distressed, a correction of the
deficient food supply, and profitable occupation for the masses in
industry and manufacture.®

In the first quarter of the century there were three political
parties: ®* (1) the Pediaci, the wealthy landowners of the Attic
plain, oligarchic in tendency, with Lycurgus as leader; (2) the
Paralii, the traders of the coast, moderate in principles, with
Megacles son of Alcmaeon as leader; (3) the Diacrii, the small
agriculturists of the slopes, with democratic leanings but leaderless
before Peisistratus. The Diacrii included those who had suffered
from Solon’s abolition of debts and whose birth claim to citizenship
was of doubtful validity (ol e dpppyuévor ra xpéa da ™y dmopiav, xai
oi ¢ yéver p3) xabapor 8ia Tov $dBov).** They constituted the dis-
tressed of the period. The Paralii had been favored by Solon’s
legislation and experienced as its result financial prosperity and
increased political power, for as early as 582 we find two &yuovpyol
among the archons.*?

The Paralii and Diacrii were fierce opponents, with the Pediaci
holding the balance and inclining now one way and now the other.
In graphic form:

Dewmocratic Oligarchic Moderate
Diacrii Pediaci Paralii
yeoman farmers wealthy land- middle-class traders

owners (Lycurgus) (Megacles)

The strange position of the oligarchs in the middle where we
should expect to find the moderates suggests that the distinction
of parties rested on their economic condition rather than on their
political creeds.

Peisistratus espoused the cause of the discontented Diacrii,
whose support he held by promoting the interests of the yeoman
farmer.®® He gained his power through a Pediaci-Paralii feud,
lost it by a Pediaci-Paralii reconciliation, regained it through the
support of the Paralii leader, Megacles, and lost it again when
Megacles turned against him. The opposition of the traders seems

®Grote, Vol. 3, p. 346-7. 1f Attic farmers were to produce only for local
consumption, agriculture would be a less profitable, less attractive occupa-
tion. Since Solon also encouraged artisans and manufacturers, foreign tradc
would concern itself with “the produce of artisan labor instead of the pro-
duce of the land.” The product of the Attic soil would be lessened and its
price kept down.

“Grundy, op cit. Part I1I, Ch. 4, p. 97 and Ch. 5, p. 113.

*Herodotus, I, 59; Aristotle, Ath. Pol. XIII.

“Aristotle, Ath. Pol. X111.

®*Herodotus, I, 59.
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to say that Peisistratus’ policies were detrimental to commerce.®*
His confiscation of the property of his wealthy enemies not only
added to this hostility, but considerably weakened the position of
the Pediaci. Meanwhile, with the fruition of Solon’s policies had
come the growth of slave labor, and the consequent alteration of
the complexion of the Paralii. As some of the merchant class grew
wealthy and began to employ slave labor on a large scale,’® the
great majority found their livelihood threatened, and were reduced
to poverty. Because the cost of slave labor was much lower than
that of free labor, manual labor lost its profitand its dignity.®® Since
-the Diacrii were not in a position to employ slave labor, they show
a fairly equal distribution of resources; large capital does not ac-
cumulate in the hands of the few, their economic condition is satis-
factory, and they adopt more conservative views. Thus the major-
ity of the Paralii are now the distressed group, and find a cham-
pion in Cleisthenes. This gives us a situation explicable only on
economic grounds. Peisistratus and Cleisthenes, while supported
by Diacrii and Paralii, respectively, are really champions of the
distressed or democratic group. Megacles and Cleisthenes, though
both Alcmaeonidae and both head of the Paralii, present divergent
political aspects, Megacles’ party being conservative, Cleisthenes’
democratic.
Graphically again:

“Grundy remarks (Part III, Ch. 5 p. 120) that the introduction of the
cult of Dionysus at Athens at this time suggests that Peisistratus was try-
ing to solve the Diakrii problem by cultivation of the vine for export trade.

It seems hardly necessary to mention the greater profit to be made from
slave labor in manufacture than in agriculture and its greater adaptability

thereto.
“For figures see Jevons, Work and Wages in Athens in J. H. S. 1895,

p- 239.
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Democratic Moderate
Diacrii Paralii
yeoman farmers middle-class traders
(Peisistratus) (Megacles)
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~
/poar rich
\
Y
Poor Paralii Diacrii rich Paralii
poor industrial group yeoman farmers rich merchants

(Cleisthenes)

Oligarchic
Pediaci
wealthy land- owners
(Lycurgus)

Y

Pediaci
wealthy land- owners
(Isagoras)
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Substantially this situation continued throughout the fifth cen-
tury. The democratic party, the majority of the old Paralii, com-
prised the needy population of Athens and the Piraeus, and
sought, above all else, relief from economic distress. The oligarchic
party, considerably shrunken in size and therefore in power, strove
desperately but ineffectually to retain the traditions and preroga-
tives of a happier past. Midway between the two stood the moder-
ates,®” still democratic in principle but rather conservatively so be-
cause, on the whole, their economic condition was satisfactory.
This group, of course, is not a “party” at all in the modern sense.
It is merely a name for all Athenian citizens whose views were
moderate. Socially, this “party” had two wings,*® the yeoman
farmers and the prosperous merchants of the town, but the former
were almost negligible in actual politics because they seldom at-
tended the ecclesia. They never had a program of reform, never
gave Athens a political leader, and found their sole expression in
the voice of Aristophanes.®® They went to Athens for the great
Dionysia, their special feast, and frequently awarded the crown to
Aristophanes for views which had no echo in the ecclesia. The
prosperous-merchant wing, because of its conservative temper
maintained with the oligarchic party a coalition which was economic

rather than political, Wthh lasted through most of the fifth cen-
tury, but which was seldom in control.

Before the Persian invasion the coalition was pro-Spartan, the
democrats rather pro-Persian, and the balance of power between
them seems to have been rather nice. In 507, the democrats, in an
attempt to keep out Isagoras and Cleomenes, sent an embassy to
Persia which offered the submission of earth and water—only to
have the terms rejected on their return. In 499, help was sent to
the Ionian rebels (by the oligarchs?) which was promptly with-
drawn (by the democrats?). A compromise in 496 resulted in a
Peisistratid archon. 493/2 was a critical year; each side found a

*" Ancient writers, of course, make no definite mention of a moderate party;
still there are definite traces @f #t. Thucydides (II1I, 82), having spoken
of the democrats and the oligarchs, says the “center” party, uéoa rov wohrar,
perished between them. At VIII, 75 he mentions ol 6wa uéow. Euripides (Suppl.
247) refers to the party # '» uéosw. Aristotle mentions the uéoo:, Alcibiades
(in Thuc. VI, 89) says his family tolerated democracy but perpiwdrepoc T7s
wapovans dxohacias. Thucydides (I1V, 28, VIII, 53, and I1I, 82) seems to use
cdppaves, cwpporéorepor and dpiwsrokparias cwdporos in the sense of "moderate”
oligarchy. Diodorus (XXX, 53) speaks of ol émexéoraror. . Aristeides (De
Rhet. 83) of rav moAAay xal Tov émewdv.

®] find in notes taken from Dr. Allen Brown West the following:

Liberal Party (new in early 5th century)
a{impure blood (see Solon)
supporters of tyrants (diacrii)
b commercial element.

®*See Croiset, Aristophane et les parties g Athénes, p. 10.
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powerful leader: the democrat, low-bora 'I‘}ue_mzstocks- Wegs -a&;chon
and Militiades, the Eupatrid, returned frométhe Chéréonéde. * Tiie
necessities of war effected a temporary icessatian; 0f ")thlc‘ * bt
Militiades’ victory at Marathon kept the ohgarc'ha.n" p@wer .unhl
his failure at Paros in 498 ended in his dlsgracc. and dea.t.h.

From 480 to the “reign” of Pericles, thel g.reht. Yap beﬁween
Herodotus and Thucydides, our sources of information are so
meager and uncertain that we can discern little more than a con-
fusing series of events which seems to indicate a constantly shift-
ing balance. Beneath the confusion lie a great development and
two major problems. The growth of the Delian League and its
metamorphosis into the Athenian empire interest us chiefly because
of the vastly widened horizons of the Athenian state. The intoxi-
cating victory over the Persians and the triumphant sense of power
it gave, the astonishing ousting of Sparta from the hegemony of
Greece, and the sense of responsibility to Asiatic and island Greeks
prompted Athens to build herself a permanent leadership of the
Greek world. All parties seem to have shared this policy of expan-
sion.

To the Greek, it was political freedom, even more than personal
freedom, that was vital.?” A small, compact democracy exercising
imperial sway over a widespread domain developed the feeling of
the supremacy of the state over the individual; the long and fre-
quent wars, during which the citizen was constantly in the service
of the state, and the theory of active participation of every citizen
in the government strengthened this supremacy and tended to
establish a very real identity of state and citizens. ILogically then,
the resources of the state are the citizens’, and it was but one
step from “Attica for the Athenians” to ‘“the empire for the
Athenians.””® Since the state twvas the citizens, it was responsible
for the citizens’ well-being. The citizen must have leisure to serve,
and therefore be, the state.

The two great problems of the state’s responsibility were the
grain supply and the unemployed proletariat, and political success
will be the fruit of a satisfactory solution of these problems. Let
us see how these problems were approached by the great statesmen
of the period: Themistocles, the democrat; Aristeides, the moder-
ate, and Cimon, son of Miltiades, the oligarch.

From the most reliable figures it seems likely that Attica pro-

"Andreades, ‘Toropla Tfis ‘EANyvwiis Anuooias Olkovoulas, Book I1I, Ch. 4, p.
232; Paulsen, System der Ethik 2, p. 838: “Die Griechen starrten viel mehr
auf die politische Freiheit, die Teilnahme an der Regierung (Freiheit im
Staat) als auf die personliche Freiheit, die Beschrinkung der Rechte des
Staates (Fretheit vom Staat).

Andreades, Book 1V, Part I, Ch. 3, p. 321.
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-'-\

dqcedoonly ‘ﬂmut twq~ﬁfth$ of the grain needed** for home con-
symption, angi_ to an 1mper1a1 state this fact necessitated control of
the” so\nﬂces- ef. supply 'lndof-the transport routes. There were three
chief Sotites of'supplzy*—:Eoypt Pontus, and Sicily. All three com-
mitted Atheas 2o d:pclicy of expansion. Grundy thinks that the
many TassQgiatipns 0§ .'Themistocles with western Greece indicate
that he was interested in Sicily (and that for a time Pericles acted
on the same policy), while Cimon’s constant efforts in the Aegean

show the oligarchic leaning toward Pontus.

We come now to the state’s responsibility to support its citizens.
Althongh its major purpose mav have been other, Themistocles’
large fleet provided employment for many of the poor of Athens.
Perhaps unconsciously, Aristeides after the amnesty of 480/79
used the Delian League to the same end. Aristotle’™ says rpopyw
yap éoesbfar waoL Tois pév oTparevopcvois, Tois 8¢ Pppovpoiar, Tois e
TA KOWA THRATTOUGL . . o . . . xatéoTyoav 8¢ kai Tois moAlois ebmopiav
Tpodijs, Gomep 'Apwrreldys elogyfoare. A further proof of Aristeides’
attachment to the democratic principle is his vigorous stamp-
ing on an oligarchic plot (just before Plataea) to overthrow
the democracy, or at least to betray the Greek cause to the
barbarians. And yet that Aristeides was not an ultra-democrat
Plutarch proves. In speaking of Cimon’s great generosity
to the poor (was this Cimon’s way of expressing his feeling respon-
sibility?) we read: ol 8¢ taira xoluxelav SyAov kai Snpaywylav elvar
SwaBdArovres Do Tis dANys EEnAéyxovTo ToU dvdpos mpoalpédens GpLOTO-
kpaTikis kai Aakovikijs obays, 6s ye rkat Ocuoroklel mépa Tou Séovros
éraipovre v Snuokpariav dvréfBawe per’ 'ApioTeldov.’t

Cimon’s employment of the proletariat on the fleet,” though not
a relief measure, probably did help to solve the problem at least
insofar that, added to his great generosity and probity, it kept him
in high estcem. With his victory on the Furymedon ca. 468, the
need for a large flcet ceased and with it the sailors’ pay. Once
mcre the problem became acute. The masses, having found all
solutions merely temporary, saw that there was only one way to
regulate the state for their own bhenefit—to take the government
into their own hands. Fortunately for them, able democratic leaders
were not wanting in Ephialtes and Pericles.

With the ostracism of Cimon in 462/1 as one result of the
Ithome incident, the coalition was definitely beaten and its power

—vuo - -
»

PFor a good discussion of the political importance of this problem, sce
Grundy, Thucydidcs and the History of His Age, Part 111, Ch. 3, p. 58fT,
and Ch. 6, p. 125ff. I have followed his discussion, of whlch I give onl_\,
the coxlc1u<1ons For statistics sec Andreades, Book 1V, Part I, Ch. 3, p.
299. Backh (Staatshaushaltung 1, 1C81.), and Bcloch (Bewvdlkerung p.
29ff., 75f1.), also Zimmern, The Greck Commonwealth, Ch. 13.

BAth. 'ol. 24.

“Plutarch, Cimon X,

*“Plutarch, Cimon XI.

20

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CRITIAS

broken.” Indeed its answer to Cimon’s fall, the assassination of
Ephialtes, merely strengthened Pericles’ hand. At Cimon’s death,
in 449 (or possibly earlier) the leadership of his party fell to
Thucydides, son of Melesias, who was, in many respects, a better
party leader. Cimon was essentially a soldier, Thucydides an or-
ganizer. He attacked Pericles on the expenditure of the imperial
funds, but Pericles was too secure and Thucydides was octracized
(444/3), again leaving the party leaderless.

For the fifty years between the fall of Cimon and the revolution
of 411, the democrats remained almost uninterruptedly in power.
Democratic ascendancy was established largely through the states-
manship of Pericles, his fulfillment of the people’s political ideals
and—probably more important—his solution of their economic
problems, and was continued through the extension of his policies
by his successors. Of his many achievements several must be noted
here: (1) The democrats were not only anti-Spartan (by tradition
and as a result of the Ithome incident), but they were imperialists.
Pericles utilized the empire and its tribute as a means of financial
support and economic sccurity for the masses. If Athens lost her
empire, the citizen lost his state pay-—and well he knew it. (2)
Pericles’ many cleruchies, his maintenance of sixty triremes a
year,’” his institution of pay for the dicasts,” and his huge building
program™ were chiefly a means of relieving distress in Athens.®®
(3) Since Pericles was of good birth, the empire prosperous, the

““After his recall in 451, Cimon seems not to have been a “party leader,”
but to have bent all his efforts on reconciling Athens and Sparta and turning
their united power against Persia ( Plutarch, Casnon X1V, and Pericles X,
represen:s the recall of Cimon as following quickly on the battle of Tana-

gra).
"Plutarch, Pericles, X1. & als (sc. vavei) wolloi 7Gr wohrar SkTd pijvas
€upiabar . . . . . Kkai TavT EmparTer dmoxov()iiwy uév dpyoi kal Sta GxoAWr

woXvmpdyuovos OxAov THy woAw, émwavopfBiueds 5¢ ras amoplas Tou OSnuov.
Thuc. (11. 13) in listing the martial resources of the state lists rpujpes Tas
mAwipovs Tprarooias.

®Aristotle, Ath. Pol. XXVII, says the dicasts’ pay was to offset the
liberality of Cimon. énolnoe 8¢ ral pioBodépa ra Sikacripa IepinNis mpditos,
arrdnuaywyarv wpos ryr Kipwrves edmopiar,

™Probable cost of the Parthenon, the Athena Parthenos, the Propylaea,
the Odeion, the docks at Peiracus, the middle long wall, other buildings in
Peiraeus, the temple of Nike Apteros, and other miscellaneous Periclean
public works=8000 talents. See Francotte, ffinances 175, Zimmern II,
410, Andreades, 1V, 2. With the exception of the temple of Hephaistos and
the Ercchtheion, there was no further building on a large scale until Lycur-
gus in the next century.

*Andreades (Book 1V, Part I, Ch. 3) thinks that the party-politics aspect
of the state pay and public works policy of Pericles was more valid than
that of economy or the political theory of leisure for state business, that
Pericles, having instituted his policy to offset Cimon’s generosity, committed
his followers to a continuance and even an increase of his system.
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tribute both regular and adequate, and the opposition badly disor-
ganized through the break-up of the éraweia,®* Pericles probably
commanded the loyalty of many conservatives.®?

In brief retrospect, the oligarchic-moderate group desired the
maintenance of the alliance with Sparta on equal footing,*® opposed
all changes in the Cleisthenan constitution,®* and believed the
Greek states should remain firmly united against Persia. In all
these aims they failed. The democrats renounced the Athens-
Sparta alliance against Persia, began to acquire a land-empire on
the Greek mainland,®® completed the Long Walls which the opposi-
tion regarded as a threat to Hellenic peace, and achieved perhaps
the most thorough-going democracy the world has ever known.
Despite the loss of the land-empire and the signing of the Thirty
Years’ Truce, such a foreign policy had presaged the inevitability
of a war to the death,® but neither Pericles nor his war policy
survived the opening of the war.

Until the death of Pericles in 429, most of the great party
leaders, even the stoutest champions of the oppressed masses, had
been men of wealth and good birth.®” But even during Pericles’
life, with the full flowering of democracy a new type of democratic
leader had arisen, whom we might more properly call the radical
democrat.®® The more able and courageous among the lower classes
were using their natural resources of intelligence and oratory and
their newly acquired skill in the conduct of state affairs to fight
their way into the ranks of authority, hitherto held so firmly by
tradition, wealth, and family connections. We call them democrats
because, like him, they were leaders of the popular party and con-
tinued his policy of favoring and providing for the depressed and

®See infra.

“Even that of Thucydides (IT, 65) who, however (VIII, 97), rates thc
restored democracy of 410 “the hirst good government of my time’.—obyx
fixiora &) Ty WpdTOw Ypoévov éml 7y éuov "Abnraiot paivorrai € wolkiredoarres.

®Plutarch, Cinion XVI: ujre v ‘ENNdSa xwAiv, piTe 79v ®6Aw érepéjwya
Tepudeiv yeyernuérny.,

% Plutarch, Cimon XV : mepwpérov mdAwr dvw Tas Sixas dvaxaleicfar xal 7Hv
érl KXewobévous évyeiperv dpiaronpariav.

*Grundy, Part ITI, Ch. 6, p. 164-166, thinks the ecxpansion in western
Greece was undertaken with a view to controlling the Sicilian grain supply.

“A war which Pericles had long foreseen and which most writers, begin-
ning with Thucydides, think he would have won. Thuc,, I, 7 and 11, 63.
Beloch’s lively arraignment of the defensive strategy of Pericles is an ex-
ception (Attische Politik, 22ff.).

¥Oncken (Athen u. Hellas Part 111, Ch. 2, p. 44) attributes this to the fact
that the great Athenian families traced their origin to the ancient heroes
and the gods.

®Cornford (Thucvdides M~ythistoricus) thinks the radical democratic
leaders represented the “Peiraeus group” and that it was the latter who
forced the Peloponnesian War. Part I, Ch. 2, p. 18ff; Part I, Ch. 3, p. 3u.
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unemployed masses. Unlike his, their policies and diplomacy were
short-sighted and demanggic. ol 8¢ Dorepov {ooL pdAdov adrol wpos
@AANAovs Ovres Kal Speyduevor Tob TpGTOs éxactos ylyveolOar érpdmovro
xad’ %dovas 7@ SHpe kal Ta wpdypara évdidovar says Thucydides.” His
party is now led by them, but his policies are inherited by the
moderates. Again circumstances and time effect a change in the
complexion of political parties. The death of Pericles made way
for the new leaders,” although Plutarch makes the statement,”
(and quotes Hermippus to substantiate it) that Cleon was politi-
cally prominent before. Cleon, indeed, first appears as Pericles’
opponent, but this stand is to be expected of a citizen of humble
birth bidding for power in a democratic party headed by an
aristocrat. Policies that had earlier seemed extremely democratic
no longer served to satisfy the masses, for whom the new leaders
had now arisen. Of this party Cleon’s now became the most
authoritative voice, while the conservative mantle had meanwhile
fallen once again on the shoulders of a soldier, Nicias.

As we shall need from now on an understanding of the Athenian
érapeiat, let us review briefly their history in so far as we know it.
As Vischer™ remarks, these “gentlemen’s clubs” sprang from the
antithetical principles of individualism and state authority over its
citizens,®® the former well exemplified in politics by the “tyrants,”
the latter reaching its most emphatic expression at Sparta. As the
march of democracy continued, the influence of the clubs became
stronger, furthered by men dissatisfied with the turn of political
events and men seeking merely a means of making their personali-
ties valid in public and private life.?* Most of them naturally were
oligarchic in tendency, although there were democratic clubs, and
at least one great conservative did not belong to one. Themistocles,
says Plutarch, owed much to his club: é uév odv @eptoroxdis eis Eraip-
elay épBadov éavrov eixe mpoBAnpa xal Sivauw odx edxarappdvyrov.®® That
he repaid them, in true politician’s style, is evidenced by his reply

*11, 65.

“Pericles’ loss of prestige (430), the attacks on his friends, his de-
position as erparnyés, and his fine were probably due in part to a tem-
porary combination of Cleon and the moderate-oligarchic coalition. Pericles,
in his speech in the ecclesia to restore the confidence of the people in him,
attacks his moderate and conservative enemies to whom he attributes the
people’s lack of contidence. Tdxior’ &v Te woMv ol ToiobToL éTépovs Te weloarres
amolécear kal e wov émwi oggpdy avr@y alrévouor dikfjoeiav: TO yap Expavyuor ob
gwleTar pi) perda TOU JpacTypiov Terayuérov, ovdé ér dpxovop woher Fuupéper,
dAN’ év Vmnkbéw, dopalas Sovhedev. Vueis 8¢ unre VWd TOY TOoGvBe WoAT@w
mwapdyeafe pire éué 8 Spyns Exere. Thuc,, 11 63, 64,

“Pericles XXXIII.

“Die Oligarchische Partei und die Hetairen in Athen, 154-5.

" Aristotle, Politics 1, 2

*“H drouirhy érevbepla elvai Tehelws dyrworos els Tas Bewplas Tov MAdrwris
kal €ls v wpatw Tav ‘eAAnrixcyr dnpoxpaTidy.

Sarpilos,La democratic et I’ élection proportionclle 1, 232.

**This and the two following quotations are from Plutarch, Aristeides, 11.
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to a man who told him he would be a good ruler if only he were
impartial. He retorted : “Muydérore eis TovTov éyn xabicaiut Tév Gpdvov,
é&v ¢ wAéov obdév éfovoww ol Ppilow map’ éuol Tév dAloTpiwy.”’ Aristeides,
however, walked the path of politics alone: ’Apworeidyv 8¢ xa’ éavrov
Gomep 680v  Biav éBddle dia s moAireias, mwpaTov pev oV [ovAduevos
ovvaduweiv Tois éraipOis ) Avmmpos eivar piy xapldpevos, éwara Ty 4wd
Ty Ppilwv Slvapw odx SAiyous Bav éraipovoay ddiwkélv épvddrrero. Cim-
on probably belonged to such a érawpeia, because there are numerous
references in Plutarch to his ¢iAo, especially the veavioxor ovvifes,®®
who attended him and exchanged their fine raiment for the clothes
of needy citizens and quietly thrust small change into ‘‘genteel
poor” hands in the agora.

During Cimon’s ostracism some of the oligarchs, seemingly
without his knowledge, entered into a plot with the Spartan
army caught in Boeotia in 457. The desertion of Athens’ Thes-
salian allies in the midst of the battle of Tanagra is significant if
not suspicious, as is the assassination of Ephialtes by a Tana-
gran who was the tool of his enemies.?” If plot it was, it failed
through the patriotism of Cimon, whose desire for friendship with
Sparta did not include treason.

It was probably through his érawela that Thucydides, son of
Melesias, succeeded in organizing his party into so compact a
body.*® At all events. when Pericles contrived his ostracism, he
broke up his club: 7éAos 8¢ mpds Tov @ovkvdidyv eis dydva wepl ToD
darpdxov xaraaras xai Swaxwdvvevoas éxeivov pév é&épade xaréhvoe 8¢ Ty
évrireraypémy érapeiav.’® While Thucydides was leader of the party,
there is evidence neither of under-cover schemes nor of dealings
with Sparta, although there was no lack of opportunity for the
latter. His club (or the clubs) was simply a well-organized oppo-
sition party.

There was, in fact, nothing in the nature of these clubs that -
spelled revolution or treason. It was merely that, as the oligarchs
suffered more and more from the constantly growing germ of com-
munism in the ruling majority, and saw less and less chance of
relief, the most conservative elements in the clubs allowed them to
be used for revolutionary or treasonable ends.

After the fall of Thucydides son of Melesias, the democrats
were so firmly entrenched that there is no trace of conservative
political activities or of the clubs. This is not to say that they
did not exist as social groups. They merely lost their importance
in politics and were isolated units. It is at this time that Thucy-
dides the historian can refer to them as Swwpooias éml Sikais

*Plutarch, Cimon X.

"Plutarch, Pericles X, on the authority of Aristotle.
“Plutarch, Pericles X1.

“Plutarch, Pericles XIV.
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xal dapxais .'°® They were the oligarchs’ only way of economizing
and concentrating their one power—wealth. In what Vischer!* calls
“die T'yrannei der Mehrzahl gegen die Minderzahl”, they presum-
ably pledged themselves under oath to the personal and financial
support of fellow-members in law-suits and in campaigns for pub-
lic office. “Bald bildeten diese Clubbs eben so viele Cotterien
gegen einander; durch Sykophantismos, Porismus, und Demago-
genkiinste suchten sie sich einander den Rang abzulaufen, dann
wieder vereinigten sich die eine und andere, um eine dritte zu
stiirzen oder irgend eine Massregel die ihnen niitzte durchzuset-
zen.”’™ They functioned separately in the direct interest of their
own membership and, while still apt instruments for united party
warfare, were not so used, so far as we know, until 411.

Nicias and Alcibiades were both leaders of such clubs, and
there are definite traces of others.?°?

The Peloponnesian War, though inevitable, was the respon-
sibility of the democrats. As I have shown above, the democracy
was contingent upon the empire and had always been anti-Spartan.
The democrats had everything to gain and little to lose from the
vigorous prosecution of the war to a successful outcome. Their
voting strength lay in the needy population of the capital and the
port. The moderates had democratic traditions but, like the oli-
garchs, felt the oppression of the extreme democracy. They were
still a mixed group. The rural wing owed its democratic leanings
to Peisistratus, was attached to old customs, rites, and traditions,
and seldom attended the ecclesia™' until the devastation of Attica
drove them into Athens. 'T'hey were not pro-Sparta but pro-

peace.

The middle-class urban wing, like the oligarchs heavily out-
weighed in ecclesia and heliaea, like them believing in the domin-
ance of the xalol xdyaboi, were, however, like the rural wing,
not pro-Spartan but pro-peace. Most of them were prosperous,
many were metics like Lysias, with no politial privileges. They
were not nobles, cared, as a matter of fact, little for distinctions
of birth, were not politicians but educated men who had acquired
their politics as well as their culture in the schools of the sophistis.
As Miiller has pointed out,” it would be difficult to name any

V11, 54. See also Plato, Republic 11, 365, Laws 1X, 835, and Theaete-
tus, 173.

MOp. cit., 169,

*Droysen, p. 184

WZee Vischer, op. cit., 170, 174, 175 and Droysen op. cit., 1835, p. 18J.
Plutarch, Alcibiades X111, 19 20.

" According to Dionysius’ argument to Lysias, 23, there were at that time
only 5,000 citizens who owned no land. Accepting Beloch’s figures (Be-
vilkerung, 73) we find this rural wing outweighing the town population.

¥ Criech. Lit. 11, p. 165,
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prominent literary man of the period who did not belong to this
group, with the single exception of Aristophanes, who belonged
to the other wing of the same party.

The oligarchs, of course, were definitely anti-democratic and
anti-imperialistic. They shared with the moderates a resentment
against a war which they did not want but for which they had to
pay, the urban wing through cash, the rural wing through a de-
vastation of Attica. ‘“Der Grundbesitz vor allem war es gewesen,
worauf der FEinfluss des Adels beruht hatte; und gerade der
Grundbesitz hatte am Schwersten unter den Einfillen der Pelo-
ponnesier und spiter unter den Occupation von Dekeleia zu
leiden. Steuern und Leiturgien zehrten auf, was der Feind
ubrig gelassen.”™ 'They shared a contempt for the new demo-
cratic leaders. They resented as unjust that they should have to
support the poor. Until the last quarter of the century, the sur-
plus had come from the empire. When this failed, the rich had
to assume the burden. ‘At one time the rich alone had been
qualified for high office, and had controlled the government in
their own interests ; they had been ready to make sacrifices in order
to enjoy these privileges, and to contribute to the revenue in pro-
portion to their wealth. Now. while these burdens had increased,
their privileges had vanished.”” ‘Thus they were not only pro-
peace, but even pro-Spartan.

“Sparta was the proper center of reaction against Athenian
dominion, but even in Athens there was a link of the “Adel-
skette’1°% “T'he oligarchs'*® were ready to combine with the enemies
of Athens and to break from their allegiance; and just as there
was a solidarity of democracies throughout Greece, so there was a
network of oligarchic combinations between the different states
—an “Adelskette”—embracing Athens and most of the allies, al-
ways ready, if opportunities were favorable, to combine with
Sparta, and to overthrow the democratic government.

There was, indeed, an inseparable relation between oligarchy and
disloyalty to Athens on the part of the allies. As soon as the
allies broke from Athens, the oligarchic party got the upper hand,
so that revolt was the first step in establishing their influence; and
conversely as soon as the oligarchs came into power, the alliance
was broken off. Democracy was, therefore, the bond of union
between Athens and her allies, while oligarchy was almost synony-
mous with revolt.’’® The war was therefore not only a trial of
strength between the two great powers of Greece; it was a strug-
gle between the principles of oligarchic and democratic government.

*“Beloch, Attische Politik-Einleitung, p. 6.

*"Whibley, Political Parties, p. 82.

“*Miller-Striibing, Aristophanes pp. 83-84.

**Whibley, Political Parties, 32-34.

Samos, Chios, and Lesbos, of course, are exceptions.
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The danger threatened even the constitution of Athens as well as
her empire; for there were many of her citizens who would have
gladly seen oligarchy established at the price of submission to
Sparta. These men as soon as they attained power began to treat
with Sparta; and there was some ground for the democratic feel-
ing that peace with Sparta, except on terms which would be a
compensation for the past and a guarantee for the future, was
likely to lead to the rise of philo-Spartan influence, and bring the
danger to democracy all the nearer.”

“Das athenische Reich ist in seinem Kern and Wesen ein Schutz-
und Trutzbiindnis hellenischer Demokratieen gegen den inneren
Feind der Oligarchie, der mit dem afisseren Feind, dem Barbaren-
thum verschworen oder stets sich ze¢ verschworen bereit ist.”’*!?

“Der Riss, der seit der gliicklichen Zuriickweisung des persis-
chen Angriffs die griechische Welt in zwei Lager teilte, deren eines
die Delische Symmachie mit Athen, das andere der Pelopon-
nesische Bund mit Sparta an der Spitze bildete, trennte auch die
Bevolkung jeder grosseren hellenischen Stadt in zwei feindliche
Parteien, die Demokraten die sich auf Athen stiizten, und die Oli-
garchen die Anschluss an Sparta suchten . . . Der griechische
Stadt-staat war nach seiner ganzen Organisation niemals der
Vertreter der Gesammtinteressen des Volkes, sondern die
jemals herrschenden Partei.””*2

The ever-widening gulf between oligarch and democrat was
exactly equal to and caused by the sharp line of demarcation be-
tween rich and poor. Beloch™ says “Die ganze Staatsverwaltung
war auf den Vortheil der besitzlosen Masse berechnet” and asks,
Is it any wonder that “jeder Besitzende, jeder Reiche wenigstens,
als geborener Gegner dieser Staatsform galt?” and that “auf dic
Dauer eine gemissigt demokratische, oder gar eine oligarchische
Regierung in Athen nur moglich war, wenn sie auf die Lanzen
einerfremden Besatzung sich stiitzte?”

Their pro-Spartan leanings were an inheritance. Active Spar-
tan interference before Marathon in Athenian politics had been so
constant that those whom it had benefited never lost the tradition.
Conservative by nature, they did not ‘“‘move with the times.”
Strong anti-Spartan feeling was peculiar to the democrats and so
rooted in Athenian imperialism that the oligarchs could not be ex-
pected to share it. To them Sparta had never been the enemy,
and the democrats’ war could not make her so. In spirit they
were closer to the stolid conservatism of Sparta than to their dem-
ocratic fellow-citizens. I have shown above how much stronger
party loyalty could be than state loyalty. They were in somewhat

MOncken, Athen und Hellas, Part 111, Ch. 3, p. 116.

"?Nestle, Politik u. Aufklirung im Ausgang des V Jahrhunderts Neue
Jahrb. XXXIV p. 4.

Y Attische Politik-Einleitung p. 11-12.
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the same position as the democratic fleet at Samos in 411. Their
political opponents had revolted from them,”™ and the democrats
were ready to sail to Athens and plunge Athens into a civil war,
thus discarding their defences against the enemy Sparta. As for
the oligarchs, using their fellow Greeks from Sparta against a
political system which the oligarchs regarded as a betrayal of
Athens evidently did not seem to them treason, but a form of
patriotism, since it would return Athens to her ancient spirit. [
have deliberately stated the foregoing from an oligarchic point of
view. Although it is impossible today to agree with their prin-
ciples or condone their practices, I believe an understanding of
how the honest members of the party felt is necessary to an un-
derstanding of Critias. The modern writer’s justifiable censure of
them must not blind him to oligarchic motives if he wishes to study
one who, after becoming an oligarch, out-Heroded Herod.

The outbreak of the war drew to the democrats’ side many
younger men of moderate or oligarchic tradition, attracted by the
lure of military glory and honor, and established in popular favor
not a few moderate and oligarchic generals whose reputation for
valor now overshadowed their political views. We think, of
course, of Alcibiades and Nicias, of whom more shortly.

The power of the new democratic leaders culminated in the
great victory at Pylos, for which Cleon claimed—and received—
credit, but on the death of Cleon in 422 waned sufficiently to al-
low the conservatives to make gains. Nicias and Alcibiades were
the most conspicuous members of the group. Nicias, as a con-
servative, was pro-peace, but, as a soldier, was not pro-Spartan.
Alcibiades because of his over-weening military ambition inclined
more toward a bid for democratic support than was usual in a
moderate. He probably pictured himself as another Pericles. It was
not to be expected that Nicias and Alcibiades should exercise a
joint leadership of the moderate-oligarchic coalition. The austere,
slow, old-fashioned Nicias was respected and admired by the demo-
crats; the gay, mercurial, reckless Alcibiades was their darling;
thus these two, who could have commanded popular support, split
the coalition. Alcibiades fiercely resented the peace of Nicias as a
matter of personal vanity!'* Although he was Spartan proxenos at
Athens, and had especially interested himself in the care of the
prisoners of Sphacteria, the Spartans has negotiated through
Nicias, and this slight turned Alcibiades against Sparta. He had
his revenge the following year. Taking advantage of Sparta’s trou-
bles and suspicious conduct over the terms of the peace, and of the
feverish jockeying for position that followed, he succeeded in dis-
crediting both Nicias and Sparta and in drlvmo' Athens into the

¥*Thucydides, VIII, 76 kal &s ot dei dBvueiv, 87¢ % mwéAis adr@r dpéarnxe.
"Thucydides, V, 43.
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Argive alliance. But, although the coalition had split, the demo-
cratic leaders were not strong enough to take advantage.

The Nicias-Alcibiades feud having been fanned to the heat of
a proposal for ostracism, a behind-the-scenes reconciliation™
turned the vote against Hyperbolus, who seems to have been the
leader of the democratic party.”” That the reconciliation was not
permanent is evidenced by the fiery opposition of Nicias to Alci-
biades over the Sicilian venture. Nicias’ caustic sneer at Alci-
biades in the ecclesia during the debate did not prevent the assem-
bly from handing over the expedition to the joint command of
Nicias, Alcibiades, and Lamachus. Nicias’ adherents were better
political strategists than he (although poorer patriots) for they
used the Mutilation of the IHermae to doom Alcibiades.™

And Critias? Like Alcibiades, he inherited conservative affili-
ations ; in mode of life, in tastes, and in political views he must
have greatly resembled Alcibiades. If he was less prominent in
political life, he was more active in literature and philosophy. He
seems also to have lacked Alcibiades’ military ambitions. How-
ever, Grote may be correct in his statement that in 404 he had
been ““for a long time important in the political, the literary, and
the philosophical world of Athens.””™ The political importance is
certainly not evident in Thucydides, but then Thucydides usually
ignores the importance of rhetors and sophists in politics.™

Since Critias and Alcibiades were associated earlier and are
found to be of the same party in 411, Droysen assumes that Critias

"%This (according to Plutarch, Alcibiades X111) was accomplished
through the hetaireiae, although he is not sure whether Alcibiades arranged
the matter with Nicias” or with Pheax’ club.

"According to Aristophanes Peace 681 Hyperbolus was master of the
Pnyx in 422 (the date of the Peace). Beloch, Attische Politik p. 55 thinks
Hyperbolus instituted the ostracism as a means of ridding himself of either
Nicias or Alcibiades.

*Alcibiades was, of course, an individualist and opportunist. His politics
at the moment depend largely on his chance of advantage. That he bid for
popular favor is indisputable, that he was an extreme oligarch is equally
impossible from his feud with Nicias and Pisander. Perhaps he best states
his own convictions in Thucydides VI, 8. “Darum (his ambition)
ward er weder Oligarch noch Demokrat, vielmchr bediente er sich
nur nach Umstinden der cinen oder andern Partei, deren Hiaupter ihm
deshalb unverschnlich grollten; aber viel wiithender und consequenter als
die exaltirtesten Demagogen verfolgten ihm die Oligarchen, deren letzte
Rach ihn unter den Dreissig erreichte.” Vischer, op. cit. His exile was
effected by Androcles, an extreme democrat, and Thessalus son of Cimon,
an extreme oligarch.

¥*Vol. 8, p. 207.

#Cf,. his well-know omission of Gorgias as head of the Sicilian embassy
in 427, although he is reported to have been among the pupils of Gorgias,
111, 86.
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at the time of the Mutilation of the Hermae was ‘“ein treuer
Abhinger des Alkibiades.”™

“T'he predilection for Lacedaemon, which Critias had imbibed
as one of the Eupatridae and as a friend of Socrates, declares it-
self in the commendations of the old customs which the Spartans
kept up in their banquets: nevertheless, we have no right to sup-
pose in this an early manifestation of the ill-affected and treason-
able opinions with regard to the democracy of Athens, which only
gradually and through the force of circumstances developed them-
selves in the character of Critias with the fearful consequences
which often convert a single false step of the politician into a
disastrous and criminal progress for the rest of his life.””™”

That he at some time visited Sparta is almost certain from his
intimate observations of Spartan customs in his writings. If so,
he must have done so between the Peace of Nicias and the first
oligarchy.

Whether the Mutilation of the Hermae in 415 was a drunken
prank or, as Grote™ thinks, “a deliberate act of organized con-
spirators, not inconsiderable in numbers,” it is impossible to be
sure. Nor is certainty necessary for our purposes here. If it was
an oligarchic plot, its aim was to discredit Alcibiades and prevent
the Sicilian expedition.™ Since high hopes were held hoth by the
masses and by Alcibiades for the expedition and Nicias had vigor-
ously opposed it, it follows that behind such a plot (if plot it was)
stood not Alcibiades but either (1) his enemies, the oligarchs or
(2) the enemies of the expedition, Corinthians or sympathizers
with Corinth,”™ whose colony Syracuse was. If it was a drunken
prank, both these enemies took immediate advantage of it to ruin
Alcibiades.

In the course of the investigation the profanation of the Mys-
teries transpired, and Alcibiades’ enemies were quick to seize the
opportunity to link it with the Mutilation in the public mind, even
though such a link could not be proved.”™ The demagogues, as the
oligarchs probably had foreseen, set up the cry of revolution, at-
tributing to the instigators of both sacrileges an attempt to sub-
vert the democracy. Some, at least, of the oligarchs suspected
Alcibiades’ participation in the Profanation, and by linking it with
the Mutilation, hoped to ensure his downfall.

*Droysen, op. cit. 1836, p. 30.

*Miller : Geschichte der Gr. Litt. (Donaldson) Vol. 11, p. 81.

Vol 7, p. 211.

Cornford, Thucydides Mxythistoricus Part I, Ch. 3, p. 34ff., Part I, Ch.
4, p. 43ff., thinks the Sicilian expedition was conceived as carly as the middie
of the century as a part of the expansion of the Empire westward, an ex-
pansion for the purpose of controlling Sicilian grain.

*Both Plutarch (Alcibiades XVI1II and the pseudo-Plutarch (Vit X
Orat. 834) assert this to be true. The first informer was a metic.

»Plutarch, Alcibiades XX : rois wepl 7ods 'Epuads UBplopact xal 7d puorea
CUuTAEKSYTWY, ds A0 Utds €l VewTEPLOUD Oovrwuocias wempayueva,
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I think there is little doubt that Alcibiades and his friends (or
his club) were guilty of the Profanation and Andocides and his
club of the Mutilation. Critias, however, though accused by
Diocleides in the Mutilation, was not concerned in either. Teucrus,
a metic, accused eighteen persons of participation in the Mutil-
ation. Among these was Euphiletus. Diocleides accused forty-
two men among whom were the LKuphiletus club, Andocides, his
father Leogoras, and eight of Andocides’ other relatlves, mcludlng
Critias.” Charmides, son of Aristoteles, Andocides’ cousin, seem-
ingly aware of Andocides’ guilt, persuaded him to disclose his
knowledge so as to release his innocent kinsmen. This Andocides
did, admitting the truth of Teucrus’ charge and adding four names
to Teucrus’ list. The BovA7, . realizing the discrepancy in the lists,
interrogated Diocleides again and secured a confession that his ac-
cusation was false, and that he had been bribed to make it by
Alcibiades the Phegusian and Amiantus, both of whom promptly
fled. It seems clear (if anything can be called so in this puzzling
affair) that Andocides refuted a false charge by confessing to a
true one. In both charges he was accused, but the false one in-
cluded many relatives and the true one was limited to his club.
The BovAy, at any rate, was convinced of the truth of this view,?®
condemned Diocleides to death, considered the affair of the Mutil-
ation closed and turned its attention to the Profanation. Let us do
likewise.

This was, without doubt, a lark of Alcibiades and his ératpela,r?®
and seems not to have been an isolated instance.”™ His enemies,
however, by some very clever political maneuvering contrived to
use it to secure his condemnation at the hands of Thessalus son of
Cimon.”™ As Hyperbolus had been defeated by the combination of
Alcibiades and Nicias, now Alcibiades was defeated by the demo-
crats and the oligarchs, although this union was not pre-arranged,
and the oligarchic efforts were not apparent. Indeed two of his
oligarchic enemies, Peisander and Charicles, seem to have masquer-

”’Andocides, De ]V!yst. 47 for the list. These men, including Critias “»is
dpaice Tob MAlov TO Ppws 8 éué’” De Myst. 68.

**Diocleides’ story of 300 men walking in a body along the south slope
of the Acropolis under the full moon, and of mistaking the full moon
for day, should have been suspect from the start. Surely the con-
spirators, whoever they were, worked surreptitiously, singly or in small
groups, and surely Diocleides would have discovered his error in time as
soon as he got outside his house. Plutarch’s (Alcibiades XX) and Dio
dorus’ (XIII, 2) statement that it was new moon must be false, or the
prisoners would have immediately seized on this flaw in his story.

**The charge was that he himself had burlesqued the hierophant, that
several others of his friends had played the parts of other officials at the
sacred rites, and that still others of his comrades (éralpovs) had assumed
the role of initiates. Plutarch, Alcibiades XXII

»Thucydides, VI, 28.

Bifor the wm'dmg of the eicavyvyehia and the exact charges, see Plutarch,
Alcibiades XXII.
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aded as democrats, and were appointed as inquisitors into the
scandal. The members of the Euphiletus club were known as
oligarchs; Plutarch calls Andocides moddypmos kai dAyapxirds. 32

In 413, the Athenians, in the great distress occasioned by the
tragedy at Syracuse and the fort at Decelea, named ten mpdBoviot
to devise ways and means of carrying on the war, thus
considerably abridging the power of the ecclesia. Politically, the
“reforms of 413 were the inevitable result of a reaction against
extreme democracy, which was regarded as responsible for the
Sicilian Disaster.”!*® Miiller'** calls them ‘“‘the middle-class move-
ment which preceded the oligarchy at Athens.”

With the rapid defection of the Athenian allies and the inter-
vention of Tissaphernes in hehalf of Sparta, the oligarchs con-
tinued to gain in prestige until their fortunes reached the peak in
the Revolution of 411. This revolution was initiated by Alcibiades
whom we left disgraced and in exile as a result of the Mutilation
scandal.

“After trying without success to establish his influence in Sparta
and Persia by services rendered against Athens, he made his recall
the immediate object of his life. To secure this end he was not
scrupulous about the means employed, and had no hesitation in
working against the democracy. For his fall had been mainly due
to the democrats,”™ and his return, while Androcles was chief dem-
agogue, was impossible. On these grounds he initiated the oli-
garchic movement of 411, foreseeing that his opportunity would
come, as it did, in the confusion caused by the revolution. He
took this step, however, from no love of the oligarchs, from whom
he broke as soon as possible, while they for their part saw clearly
that he was a man unfitted for oligarchy.”*®¢

In 412, informed secretly that sentence of death had been passed
upon him at Sparta, he had fled to Tissaphernes satrap of Lydia,
and had begun to work for his recall to Athens. His advice to
Tissaphernes, to let both Athens and Sparta wear themselves out
in the war, whereupon Persia could easily master the winner, was
not necessary; it was exactly Tissaphernes’ idea.™ That it was
Alcibiades’ real plan is, I think, untrue. If he wanted to sail into
Piraeus with a victorious Persian fleet, he had only to remain with
Tissaphernes and continue to work against both sides. Instead,
he seemed possessed of a passionate desire to be restored to
Athens. That he could not bring any strong Persian support to
Athens he probably knew before negotiations began, but the hope
of such support could be used as a lever at Athens. Tissaphernes

¥ Alcibiades XX.

**Whibley, op. cit., p. 46.

Vol 11 p. 165-6.

25At least, so far as was publicly known.
»*Whibley, op. cit., p. 57-58.
*Thucydides, VIII, 45-52.
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was pledged to Sparta, but if that support could be given with
suspicious vacillation, the proceedure would lend color to his pro-
posals to Athens.

Accordingly, from Magnesia he sent a private message of greet-
ing to the Bekriorovs among the Athenian navy at Samos stating
that if there were an oligarchy at Athens instead of the evil de-
mocracy that had banished him, he would return to Athens with
aid from Tissaphernes.”™ After a private conference between sev-
eral of the oligarchs and Alcibiades at Magnesia, the former re-
turned to Samos, banded together all possible sympathizers with
the plan, and broached the matter to the army, which promptly
showed its disapproval. Disapproval was also expressed by the
general Phrynichus, who clearly understood Alcibiades’ plans and
motives and showed how illogical his statements were and how
illusory his promises. The chief inducements, Persian help con-
tingent upon an oligarchy in Athens, and a return of the revolted
allies (or at least a cessation of the revolts) did not deceive him,
nor, I think, did they deceive his fellow-oligarchs. It was not
they who wanted the allies, nor had they ever sued for Persian
help.” They did not want Persian gold to allow them to prose-
cute the war against Sparta; they wanted the war stopped at all
costs, as is proved by their dealings with Sparta whenever they
were in power.

Why, then, did they negotiate with Alcibiades? They wanted
an oligarchy in order to restore what they considered order in
Athens, and the proposals of Alcibiades, as he had foreseen, would
carry weight with the despairing ecclesia, especially at a time when
many voters were absent from Athens in service on the fleet.”

Peisander, well chosen because although an oligarch he was re-
puted a democrat and had been one of the inquisitors in the affair
of the Hermae, was sent to Athens to organize all the hetaereiae
and propose a revolution to the ecclesia.”™ The populace, with
great reluctance, acceded because they were deceived by the argu-
ments and believed Peisander sincere in advancing them. They
became convinced that there was no other hope of safety for the
city.’*? The movement was supported by the wpéBovio, by dem-
agogues of the character of Peisander, by moderates like Aristo-

"Thucydides, VIII, 47 ; Plutarch, Alcibiades XXV.

Aristophanes in the Acharnians (65), produced in 426, accuses thc
demos of having sent an embassy to Persia to seek financiat aid. This
I take to be a joke.

"Plutarch definitely states (Alcibiades XXVTI) that these arguments,
when advanced by Peisander in the ecclesia, were wpépaais xal mpéoxmnua.

“!'Phrynichus, whose astuteness was much greater than his integrity, was
driven by frantic fear that if the oligarchy should be consummated and
Alcibiades recalled, he would pay for his attitude with his life, and made
an attempt to discredit Alcibiades with the army—an attempt which in-
cluded the betrayal of the fleet to the Spartan admiral.

Thucydides, VIII, 54 Cf. Justin, V, 3.
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crates and Theramenes, by many professed democrats, generals,
ex-generals, and trierarchs, and by men of distinction in art and
letters like Melanthius, Andron, Critias, and Aristoteles™—in
short, by both oligarchs and moderates. Critias is included in this
list because Lysias informs us® that all the members of the Thirty
had been members of the Four Hundred.}*> It is Lysias also*
who tells us Callaeschrus was a member. The ecclesia dispatched
Peisander and ten other ambassadors™ to Ionia to treat with
Alcibiades and Tissaphernes. Before Peisander left Athens, how-
ever, he had two other tasks to perform: he procured the recall of
Phrynichus and his colleague Scironides, and organized the oli-
garchic hetaereiae to promote the revolution, as the ecclesia would
probably repent of its decision.

In Tonia the envoys met with failure. Alcibiades, knowing he
could not fulfill his promise of Persian aid, extricated himself by
making demands so harsh that the envoys could not agree and the
conference was broken off.

Meanwhile in Athens Antiphon’ * had been astonishingly effi-
cient in organizing the clubs into a compact and secret force. His
chief aids were Theramenes and Phrynichus,” now returned from
his command. That Theramenes was of the moderate party, prob-
ably its head, is proved, I think, by Henderson.™

On Peisander’s return to Athens after the abortive conference
with Alcibiades, the oligarchs were in a critical position. The
promised Persian support, which had secured the reluctant acqui-
escence of the demos, was a delusion, their hope of making the
revolution seem to the people a benefit had collapsed, but they had
gone too far to retreat. Their real purpose would now have to be
pursued openly. For in Peisander’s absence, the reign of terror
had been launched, and Androcles had been assassinated—this
latter move manifestly a desire to please Alcibiades and pave the
way for his return.” Using strategic assassination and an im-
penetrable and paralyzing secrecy as weapons, the conspirators

"“Terguson, in C. A. I1. Vol. V, Ch. 11, p. 326.

"M Agoratus 74 ol tpudkorra xal % BovAy % TéTe PBovAevovsa ol
avTol foav dmwavres TGy TeTpaxociwy,

“Except, of course, such as had died or were otherwise unavailable.

8 Eratosthenes 66,

""Most certainly not all, perhaps only a few, of these were oligarchs.
The assembly would send men thought to be democrats (to protect theil
interests) and moderates (in view of the conservative nature of their
present attitude and Alcibiades’ known sympathies).

*Droysen assumes (op. cit., 1836, p. 41) from Aristophanes, IVasps 1300
ft. that Antiphon had a hetaircia.

"Thucydides, V111, G8.

*The Great War between Athens and Sparta, Ch. 10, 407 ff. and notc
49()-491.

*'The assassination of Androcles proves the presence of moderates among
the conspirators. The extreme oligarchs detested Alcibiades.
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established themselves in power, rewrote the constitution, consid-
ered a measure to restore all exiles (and had it quashed by the
extremists because it would have included Alcibiades), and opened
negotiations with Agis at Decelea.

Matters went far differently at Samos. The assassination of
the exiled demagogue Hyperbolus served only to awaken the
soldiers and the Samian democrats to their peril. Immediate ap-
peal was made to four pronounced democratic generals and sol-
diers (Thrasybulus, Thrasyllus, and Leon and Diomedon, who
had replaced Phrynichus and Scironides) to defend Samos against
intrigue. Violence broke out and the democrats came off vic-
torious. At a great democratic demonstration the army and all
adult male citizens of Samos pledged themselves to stand together.
uphold the democracy, carry on the war, and treat the Four Hun-
dred as enemies. At an assembly of the army, generals were
chosen and, on the motion of Thrasybulus,”™ a vote was taken to
recall Alcibiades.™

Alcibiades was, of course, more interested in the war and the
opportunities of military glory it offered him than in the political
situation at Athens.

To prevent the possibility of the extreme oligarchs betraying
the city to Sparta, he sent the Four Hundred’s embassy back to
Athens with the knowledge that the fleet was inflexibly hostile, and
with terms that urged the moderates to assert themselves and pre-
vent the extremists from securing control. ‘These terms were the
removal of the Four Hundred and the active government of the
Five Thousand. His chief desire now was to be off to Aspendus
to prevent Tissaphernes from bringing up the Phoenician fleet.

It was the return of this embassy that drove the wedge into the
Four Hundred, splitting extremists and moderates. Heretofore,
there had been a satisfactory compromise: the moderates had not
insisted on the recall of Alcibiades, the extremists had agreed to
the moderates’ ideal of a limited democracy, allowing the fran-
chise only to men of hoplite census. The oligarchs failed in many
ways. but their greatest failure was the inability to win the flect
at Samos. It spelled the doom of the oligarchy, but the two fac-
tions reacted differently in attempting to avert that doom. The
moderates, those who were less compromised and thus more will-
ing to compromise, attempted to conciliate the populace and win_
as he had suggested and turning the government over to the Five \

**Thucydides, VIII, 81,

*Because of Tissaphernes’ luke-warm support of Sparta the army be-
lieved Alcibiades’ promise of Persian gold, while Alcibiades could now play
off the Athenian army against Tissaphernes, and Tissaphernes against the
Athenian government.

e
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Thousand.”™ The extremists, too heavily compromised, were driv-
en in desperation to protect themselves from both the people and
(over the fleet and Alcibiades by establishing a limited democracy
the fleet by letting in the enemy.

To these ends they began construction of the fort at Eetioneia
(alleging the danger of an attack by the fleet) and sent an embassy
to Sparta. The wide and drastic powers granted this embassy
tell clearly the frantic terror of the extremists. ‘['he oligarchs
wished :

1) to retain the oligarchy and rule the allies dAvyapxodpevor dpxew
xai Tév ovupdxwv. 1f this were denied, they wished

2) to retain the ships, the walls, and their autonomy =ds re vavs
xat T& Tetyn Exovres avrovopeiohar, If this were denied at least they
wished

3) to retain the government, if their lives were assured érwooty
T& Tijs WOAews éxew el Tois cupact odov ddea EoTarttt

That the purpose of the fort was treasonable, there can be no
doubt.”™ Its alleged purpose, defense against the Athenian fleet,
was also valid. It could be used in either way or both ways. The
oligarchs and moderates drew apart on the two issues: the fort
and the admission of the Five Thousand. The moderates, under
Theramenes, denounced the fort and demanded the Five Thou-
sand. They succeeded in arousing the people to destroy the fort,
but the oligarchs refused to call the Five Thousand except when
it was too late.”™

The return of the cmbassy without having accomplished any-
thing,™ the assassination of PPhrynichus in open day, the appear-
ance of the Spartan fleet off Piraeus, and the loss of Fuboea were
the final chapters.

At a meeting of the ecclesia it was voted to depose the Four
Hundred, place the government in the hands of the Five Thou-
sand (approximately equivalent to the hoplite census) and abolish

*Thucydides implies (VIII, 89) that they were not sincere in desiring
a moderate government, that their only motive was jealousy. Perhaps we
might grant that many of them did not want a moderate democracy for
the people’s benefit, but they were sincere in wanting it as a means of
conciliating Alcibiades and the fleet. The motive of jealousy is imputed
to Theramenes and Aristocrates also by Lysias, Eratosthenes (66, 67, 69)
and Agoratus (12-17).

“Thucydides, VIII, 91,

Thucydides distinctly says so in VI, 91, and the Spartan fleet bound
for Euboea hovered in convenient proximity during the critical time—f{irst
at Aegina and Epidaurus, later near Megara and Salamis.

*"Demosthenes or Deinarchus, 7'hecocrines 58, 67 has confused the events
of 411 and 404.

" Any open peace, that is, that applied to the city. That an understanding
had been reached for the safety of the oligarchs is clearly implied in
Thucydides’ words : oi éx 7iis Aaxedaiporvos mpéoBes oddér mwpdtavres drexdpnoay
Tois Elpmact gvufaTikor,
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pay for state functions.” These measures not only constituted
the political creed of the moderates, but had been so proclaimed by
Alcibiades from Samos. On motion of Critias' the sentence of
exile against Alcibiades was removed.™”

Most of the extremists fled to Decelea, only two (Antiphon and
Archeptolemus) remaining to be charged with treason and exe-
cuted. The statement of Lycurgus,”™ that the assembly, on motion
of Critias, voted to exhume the body of Phrynichus for trial is
certainly in part,” perhaps wholly false. The orderly proceedure
of the democrats in the deposition of the Four Hundred is incon-
sistent with such stupid barbarity. However, even without this
motion, we have sufficient evidence that Critias was at this time a
moderate.™

It seems from Andocides™ that the members of the Four Hun-
dred were called (according to the regular procedure) to an ac-
count as if going out of office. Those who did not appear were
condemned ; those who did were either fined or acquitted—perhaps
on the ground of service rendered to the people in overthrowing
the oligarchy. In which of these categories to place Critias we
have no means of knowing.

Thus was peace restored and the city and the fleet reunited, and
we find a decided lull in party politics until 407, The radical
democrats were in control again under the leadership of Cleophon,
and it is probably now that the remaining members of the Four
Hundred were tried and subjected to various penalties of exile, fine,
and partial drpuia. Among those exiled was Critias, for we know
that he was prosecuted by Cleophon, who xard Kperiov Tois SdAwvos
éAeyelows éxpnoato Aéywy 3Tt TdAar doeAyys 7 oikiail 0¥ yap dv wdTe émoinae
SoAwv,

165

Eireiv pow Kpiria mvppdrpixt matpos drxovew.'*®

Certainly Critias was exiled before Arginusae, for at
that time é& ®erralia ,uera Hpo;n)ﬂemq Bmuoxpaﬂ.av Ka‘rfm(evaée xal rovs
mevéoras omAilev éri Tovs Sevmdras. Qv pév olv obros ékel Emparre pmdev

“Thucydides, VIII, 97.

%See Fr. 5, Chap. 2. Plutarch, Alcibiades XXXIII.

""Both ])wdorus, XII1I, 38 and Nepos, Alcibiades V attribute the recall
to Theramenes, indicating probably that both men were behind the move,
and confxrmmg the suggestion that their purposes were at this time similar.
Neither writer says Theramenes made the motxon Diodorus says Thera-
menes uévos ovveBovievoe, while Nepos says “suffragante Theramene.”

Y[ cocrites 113

**Because he says that Aristarchus and Alexicles (both of whom had
fled) were put to death for undertaking a defense.

“Lysias (Lratosthenes 66) tells us that the moderates were motivated
by a jealousy of Ileloavdpor uér kal KdXhaiwogxpor kal érépovs. This seems to
indicate that Callaeschrus was an extreme oligarch. If so, perhaps he fled
and his position told against his son (or brother?) later. Sece infra.

*De Myst. 75-78.

1 Aristotle, Rhctoric 1, 15, 13.
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évBdde yévoiro.'*" It is impossible to make out clearly what was hap-
pening in Thessaly. That “Prometheus” is a nickname or surname
of Jason or Liycophron of Pherae seems probable. Plutarch 2 tells
a story of a man who, with intent to kill the Thessalian Prometheus,
struck him with a sword, thus slashing a tumor and saving his
victim’s life. Cicero,**® and Pliny,'™ and Valerius Maximus,™*
tell the same tale about Jason. In a struggle between the Afany
and the Few Archelaus of Macedon (413-399), whose ambitions
included all Thessaly, was called in by the Few. In 404 Lycophron
of Pherae, also desiring to master all Thessaly, defeated the Laris-
saeans and all who opposed him.»™ Archelaus invaded Larissa and
massacred the commons. The sequence and inter-relation of these
events are inexplicable, Certainly “Prometheus’ was not aiming at
a democracy, but Theramenes is making the charge before an
oligarchic tribunal, and no more effective charge could have been
made. Probably he understood the Thessalian situation no better
than we do.

According to Plato'™® it was Gorgias who influenced the Laris-
sacans to add a love of philosophy to the other traits for which
they were famous among the Greeks—horsemanship and luxury.
It seems that Critias’ former teacher, at that time a guest of the
Aleuadae, continued his former influence. Critias’ dual interest in
philosophy and politics would draw him into the factional strife.?™

Meanwhile, the Hellespont had been reopened and, as a con-
sequence, state pay resumed in Athens. Quite reasonable peace
terms proffered by Sparta after Cyzicus had been rejected through
Cleophon’s influence. Alcibiades, after four years of successful
military operations, had returned to Athens, misconstrued the
temper of the people into a personal triumph for himself, and had
been appointed commander-in-chief with Adeimantus and Aristo-
crates as associates of his own choice. While the democracy ruled
in Athens, the moderates ruled the fleet.

In 406 Alcibiades, after many months of inactivity, followed
by a few petty successes, the inexplicable raid on Cyme, and the

*"Xenophon, Hellen. 11, 3, 36.

®Moralia 89 C.

**De Natura Deorum 111, 28,

™ Nat. Hist. VII, 51.

MY 8 ext 6.

®Xenophon, Hellen. 11, 3, 4.

Meno 70.

™Is 1t significant that Aristippus, who was decidedly influenced by
Gorgias (Plato, Meno 70) was later hard pressed by hd?t political oppon-
ents and obtained from Cyrus money to maintain his troops against the
time when Cyrus should need them against Artaxerxes (Xenophon. Anabasis
1, 1, 10) ? It looks as if the influence of Gorgias continued to opcrate in
the factional strife in Thessaly.
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defeat of his pilot at Notium, was deprived of his command and
went into voluntary exile in the Thracian Chersonese. The demo-
crats had won again. In the elections ten democratic generals were
chosen under the command of Conon.

'The victory of the democratic generals at Arginusae was a blow
not only to Sparta but to the moderate party. Theramenes, again
working energetically for Alcibiades’ recall, scored a triumph in
the condemnation en bloc of the democratic generals. Critias’
charge later that Theramenes accused them to save his own life
is only partly true. Whether the generals charged and Theramenes
and Thrasybulus counter-charged to save themselves, or whether
the charge was the trierarchs’ and the counter-charge the generals’
is of little matter here. (There is no evidence of the former.)
What matters is that it was in part, at least, a political maneuver
with the moderates winning the throw. The democratic nominees
(such as returned to Athens to stand trial) were executed. Adei-
mantus and Theramenes were again chosen generals, but this time
Theramenes’ victory was dampened by his failure at the doxipaoia.

That he was not discouraged we can guess from Aristophanes’
Frogs, produced in 405. There is obvious agitation in Athens for
the recall of Alcibiades'™ and a very solemn plea for the removal
of the éryula still in force against members of the Four Hundred.*?®
The democratic control, however, remained. The only meoderate
general elected to replace the victors of Arginusae was Adeimantus,
and once more peace terms on the basis of the status quo were
rejected.

Then came Aegospotami. The drpula was removed and an in-
ternal amnesty was declared. Cleophon’s failure to comprehend
the situation—with the entire Peloponnesian force (except the
Argives) encamped at the very gates of Athens and a fleet of 150
triremes blocking up the Saronic Gulf—proved his undoing. Grad-
ually the moderates took control, first in the army, then in the
BovAy. At this point Theramences stepped in. His three-month
conference with Iysander not only brought the citizens to an
understanding of the situation but allowed him to make all prepar-
ations with Lysander for an oligarchic government. When Ther-
amenes returned to Athens, Cleophon had been executed, and
Theramenes was enabled to carry the humiliating but inevitable
peace terms in the ccclesia.

There is here. of course, no question of betrayal. Athens, with
only a shadow of an army and navy, locked up within her walls
without a possible source of food, was in no position to dictate
terms. Cleophon’s refusal to allow the Spartan terms to be con-

17693 ff.
%686 fi.
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sidered was sheer stupidity,’”” a hectic flush of courage to conceal
his own defeat. It is untrue that Theramenes betrayed the city
to Lysander.'” He merely allowed the conditions of a seige to
become operative.1??

With the surrender of the walls, the democrats were completely
discredited and the cry for a constitutional revision was taken up.
The return of the exiles (a provision of the treaty) gave the party
efficient leaders. Among them was Critias, who now returned to
Athens bearing in his soul a “glihenden Durst nach Rache an
seinen politischen Feinden, Hass und Verachtung gegen den Pobel
der so lange in Athen ohne Schranken geherrscht hatte . . .
Zum Staatsmanne fehlte ihm die Kraft ein leidenschaftliches
Naturell zu beherrschen.”’**® The bitterness of confiscation and
exile had added force to a previously held faith in the rule of the
xadol xayafoi; the situation in Thessaly had vitalized his sophistic
theory of the right of the strong. Philostratus repeats the story
that he was demoralized by the luxury of the Thessalians, but
adds that “Kpwrias &v ey @erradods Sedpbopas pairov 9 Kpiriav
@erralol. 18t

It is easy to deplore the foolhardiness of the democrats, easier
to condemn the ruthless tyranny of the Thirty. In doing both we
forget not only the bitter humiliation of the people, the thorough
depletion of the treasury, the famine and devastation, but the
feverish hatreds, despair, and hysteria, the futile charges of re-
sponsibility for a fait accompli, that ensued. The oligarchs and
moderates alike looked upon the tragic wreckage of a great state
as the work of a democracy they had never believed in, and saw
no hope for the future except in an application of their own prin-
ciples. “It is too often forgotten that among the Thirty “I'yrants’
were men of strong religious principles. The democratic writers
of Athens loved to depict them as mercenary butchers, but it is
plain from the casual testimony of Lysias that they looked upon
themselves as moral reformers. “T'hey said that it was their busi-
ness to purge the city of wicked men, and turn the rest of the

“"Bury, p. 504—“It was folly to rcsist, yet the Athenians resisted. The
demagogue Cleophon, who had twice hindered the conclusion of peace when
it might have been made with honor, . . . . now hindered it again when
it could be made only with humiliation. An absurd decree was passed that
no one should ever propose to accept such terms (demolition of the Long
Walls for a length of ten stades). But the danger was that such obstinacy
would drive the enemy into insisting on an unconditional surrender; for
the situation was hopeless.”

"Theramenes was never guilty of betrayal to Sparta. His blind part-
tisanship of Alcibiades and his victories, and his brecak with the Four Hun-
dred over the fort at Letioneia are strong evidence on his side.

The charge of betrayal at Aegospotami is not only unproved but im-
probable. The case is too well put by Gilbert, Beitrdge Ch, 111, p. 390-393,
to need paraphrase here.

" Beloch, Attische Politik Ch. 6, p. 93-4.

m/st. Sophist. 1, 16.
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citizens to righteousness and self-restraint.”*®2 Such passages read
like quotations from men who would inaugurate a ‘rule of saints’,
and if their severities surpassed those of the English Puritans,
they were themselves outdone by the cruelty which sternly moral
leaders of the French Revolution not only condoned but initiated.
Critias was the Athenian Robespierre. But the one revolution
was the reverse of the other. The regime of the Thirty was a
last violent effort of the Athenian oligarchs to stem the tide of
ochlocracy. to induce some self-discipline into the freedom of
Athens. They failed, and Critias was justified on the field of
Chaeroneia.”?®3

The seeds of ruin lay in the fact that the government was
again a coalition. Moderates and oligarchs held in common these
general principles, but in motive, in practice, in specific means to
the desired end there was great variance. ‘The moderate platform
was now as in 411 a) a citizenship limited to the hoplite census,
b) election of officials, ¢) no state pay, and d) concentration of
power in the hands of the intelligent few. At an assembly held
at Colonus and in Lysander’s presence thirty men were chosen
to rule the city and ten the Piraeus; of the former Critias, Ther-
amenes, and Charicles were the leaders, of the latter, Charmides,
Critias” young cousin.® In an attempt to prevent a recurrence
of the outcome of the first oligarchy a I.acedaemonian garrison
was installed in the Acropolis. Critias felt that only force could
support a form of government discarded a century earlier, and that
only known supporters of the regime should remain in Athens.
Thrasybulus and Anytus fled; Leon and Niceratus were exe-
cuted.*®?

W Eratosthenes 5.
*Norwood, Greek Tragedy Ch. 1, p. 29.

#For Charmides’ political talents and Socrates’ encouragement of them
sce Xcnophon, Memorabilia 111, 7.

**That Socrates was a moderate is here definitely proved. Although he
fought the injustice of the Arginusae affair, he remained in Athens during
the entire rule of the Thirty and never joined the patriots at Phyle. “The
inference from this is plain: he agreed with many and most of the prin-
ciples of the cducated party—the kaloi—and, upon the whole, preferred
an aristocracy of talent and knowledge to the old constitution of his coun-
try; and, though he made a courageous effort to save the head of the
party, Theramenes, from the vengecance of his great rival, and would,
no doubt, have contributed what he could to give a blow to the schemes
of Critias and Charmides, he preferred his own Girondist theories to the
revived democracy which succeeded the downfall of the oligarchs; and the
knowledge of this, coupled with the belicf, however erroncous, that he was
still a mischievous agent of the middle~class party, not unnaturally induced
Anytus, one of the leaders of the party of Thrasybulus, to indict him be-
fore the popular tribunal, and led the Atheniaps to involve themselves in
the crime and disgrace of persecuting intolerance.” (Miller, Geschichte Gr.
Litt, (Donaldson) Vol. 11, p. 165). Socrates had, as is well-known, refuscd
to participate in the arrest of Leon. Diogenes Laertius, 11, 24.
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Matters were getting quickly out of Theramenes’ hands.
Whether as his enemies said, he foresaw that an oligarchy based
on Critias’ theories could not last and opposed it in the hope of
saving himself at the restoration of the democracy, or whether he
was merely standing on his frequently asserted moderate prin-
ciples, we cannot tell. It is, of course, the fate of any middle
party to be ground between the extremes and to be accused of
democratic principles by the oligarchs and of oligarchic leaning
bv the democrats. Both accusations are true. Neither in 411 nor
in 404 did he change parties. In trying to maintain an equilibrium
of the political see-saw, he was not unnaturally tumbled into the
laps of the sunken democrats when the oligarchic end swung to
its dizzy heights. He knew that he was farther removed from
the ultra-oligarchs than from the democrats. He could not con-
tinue without endangering his political future. He had to risk a
break with the extremists. That he openly opposed them is proof
enough of his courage.

To the removal of men known to be hostile to oligarchy Ther-
amenes made no objection, but soon the list was swollen by the
names of men who had been influential with the democracy but
were doing no harm to the aristocrats. The bankrupt government
began to find the necessary funds through confiscation, the citizen-
ship was limited to the arbitrary number of three thousand, and
every one else was disarmed. All these moves Theramenes op-
posed on the ground that they were unworthy of those who styvled
themselves “the best citizens.”

Critias saw that there was nothing to do but rid himself of
this man and his tiresome scruples before he became the center of
reactionary efforts. «al 7as mpos dAAplovs Sadpopas ody vwép Vudv
dAN’ vrép éavrav yryvopévas, omdTepor Ta wpdypara mpdfovor kai Tis
morews dpSovow. 186

Secretly arming his attendants, Critias summoned the BouvAz.
I'f possible, he wanted this matter carried in accordance with legal
form. He began?®’ with the premise that all revolutions must rest
on force and the consequent necessity of removing all hostility.
Then he bluntly accused Theramenes of hostility to the govern-
ment, a hostility the latter had not felt at the beginning but had
adopted to save himself in case of failure of the oligarchy. Critias
pointed to 411 and 406 as proof that Theramenes turned his coat
te save himself, and concluded with a demand for his condem-
nation.

Theramenes defended himself against the Arginusae charge as
he had done earlier, adding that Critias knew nothing of the
matter since he was at that time in Thessaly, fomenting revolu-

**1 ysias, Eratosthenes 51.
™1 am following the account of Xenophon in the Hellen. 11, 3, 24-56.
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tion and arming serfs against masters. He commented on the
injustice of the death of the democratic generals, L.eon and Nicer-
atus, and pointed out that the Lacedaemonian garrison, the dis-
arming of the populace, and the driving of men like Thrasybulus
into exile was merely weakening their cause, while infuriating and
strengthening the opposition. He admitted the “buskin” char-
acteristic, interpreted as the “middle of the road” policy directed
equally agamst those ov 'rrpoaﬂcv olopevots xa)\'qv av Sn,uotcpa.ﬂav
ava.l., 1rpw xai oi dovAol xai oc. o’ a.7ropl.av Spa.x[u]s av awoSo;choz ™y wOAWw
altis peréxotev, xai 70iodé v’ ab . . . ol ok olovrar xaAyw dv éyyevéalar
SAeyapxiav, mpiv eis 16 vmw’ OAiywv Tvpawvveiofar THv wOAw xaTacTRoCay.

His very clear and reasonable statement of his moderate creed
was approved by the BovAy, but Critas, stung to fury by the refer-
e¢nce to his exile, and determined not to be frustrated, responded
by taking the decision out of the hands of the BovAj. Since they
alone could condemn a citizen, but the word of the Thirty was
law concerning the disenfranchised, Critias struck Theramenes’
name from the citizen-roll, and, in the name of the Thirty, con-
demned him to death.'®® ‘Theramenes’ effort to save himself by
seeking sanctuary at the altar and the efforts of Socrates or Iso-
crates'®® to save him were of no avail.

‘The story told by Xenophon'*® and repeated by Cicero®* of his
death is dramatic enough to bear repetition here. In the fashion
of comrades at a symposium, he ﬂung out the final drops of the
hemlock in a toast to Critias: “Kpirlg 707’ éorw 76 xadd —Propino
hoc pulchro Critiae !’192

At about the same time Critias disposed of the other great mod-
crate, Alcibiades. Both Plutarch!’®® and Nepos!®* attribute the

*This juggling act to avoid an illegal process appears in another version
in Aristotle, Ath. Pol. XXXVII and is redated after the occupation of Phylc
by Thrasybulus. Aristotle states that a law was passed denying citizenship
to any who had participated in the demolition of the fort at Eetioneia or
in any way opposed the Four Hundred. Theramenes, of course, lost his
citizenship by either process. Xenophon’s version is preferred because Aris-
totle misplaces the disarming of the disenfranchised and the arrival of the
Lacedaemonian garrison. For a discussion of this question see Busolt,
Aristoteles oder Xenophon? in Hermes XXXIII, p. 71.

**Diodorus, XIV, 5 says Socrates, pseudo-Plutarch (Vita X Orat. 836)
says Isocrates. If it was Socrates, we have an additional motive for Cri-
tias’ opposition to him. See infra. The scholiast on Aristophanes, Frogs
(541) makes Isocrates the pupil of Theramenes.

wiHellen. 11, 3, 56.

P'Tusculans 1, 40, 96. Cicero was deeply moved by the story. “Quam me
delectat Theramenes, quam elato animo est! Etsi enim flemus, cum legi-
mus, tamen non miserabiliter vir clarus emoritur. . . . Lusit vir egregius
extremo spiritu, cum iam praecordiis conceptam mortem contineret, vereque
ei, cui venenum prachiberat, mortem eam auguratus, quacbrevi consecuta
est.”

®EFor the custom see Chap. 2.

12 Qlcibiades X XXVIIL

™ dlcibiades X.
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move to Critias, who convinced Lysander that so long as Alci-
biades lived he could not hope for the permanence of the Athenian
oligarchy.

Critias’ prohibition of teaching the art of words brings to an
end in a manner both absurd and tragic the association of Critias
and Socrates.!®® Socrates, who was among the Three Thousand,
remarked in his sadly wise way that, although it was strange that
a herdsman who let his cattle decrease and rot would not admit
being a poor herdsman, yet it was stranger still that a statesman
who let his citizens decrease and deteriorate should not admit be-
ing a poor statesman.

Shortly thereafter Critias, flanked by Charicles*®® to do the
talking, summoned Socrates and forbade him to hold any conver-
sation with young men. Socrates in gentle irony reverted to this
method of innocent inquiry. How the conversation must have
carried Critias back to happier days! We can at least rejoice that
he had the grace to remain silent through most of the conversation.

First Socrates wants an age limit set. Charicles sets it. He may
not converse with anyone under thirty.

“If I wish to buy something, I may not inquire the price if the
salesman is under thirty?”

“Oh yes, you may do that, but you must not go around asking
questions to which you know the answers.”

“If a youth asks me ‘Where does Charicles live?’ or ‘“‘Where is
Critias ?’, I am not to answer?”’

“Oh yes, you may do that.”

Socrates is at the old game of dialectic, and has cornered his
prey nicely. Critias, seeing Charicles’ helplessness at this game
breaks in,

“You must quit talking about butchers and bakers and candle-
stick makers; you’ve worn them thin.”

“Yes,” rejoins Charicles, “and herdsmen too,—or the cattle will
decrease.”

Now, says Xenophon, the truth was out. The remark of So-
crates had been repeated to Critias. He had his vengeance both
for it and for Socrates’ earlier remark about the pigs.2®’

In so far as he was able, Critias had silenced all opponents.
There remained the exiles. These had been taken in by Argos,
Megara, Boeotia, and Euboea in generous defiance of a decree
from Sparta, and had been provided, as Theramenes had fore-
seen, with a capable leader in Thrasybulus, whose prestige was
only increased by the fact that he was known not to be a radical
democrat. Their chief danger, Spartan intervention, they removed

»*The story is told by Xenophon in Memorabilia 1, 2,
*»0One of the inquisitors in 415 and general in 413.
*See supra.
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by cleverly enlisting the aid of Pausanias and using his dislike and
jealousy of Lysander.

Thrasybulus moved his ever-increasing band to Phyle. The
Thirty marched out against him with the entire citizen body and
the Knights,**® were defeated in a skirmish and prevented by a
snow-storm from blockading Phyle. Thrasybulus also routed a
force sent out to hamper his movements. The double defeat showed
the Thirty that ‘“‘their measure of iniquity had become full.”’*?®
By a final mass execution they seized Eleusis as a refuge, but
thereby alienated more irretrievably many of their partisans. Thus
encouraged, Thrasybulus moved his force to thePiraeus, whither
the entire military force of Athens now proceeded. Unable to hold
the whole town, since the walls, of course, had been dismantled
as a provision of the treaty, Thrasybulus massed his troops on the
hill of Munychia. Against the enemy’s superior force and equip-
ment he had the advantage of the steep ascent. In the battle that
followed, the exiles were victorious and among the slain?*® were
Charmides, head of the Piraeus oligarchs, and Critias. “In sec-
undo proelio cecedit Critias, dux tyrannorum, cum quidem adversus
Thrasybulum fortissime pugnaret.”2°* “Beim Sturz der Oligarchie
durch Thrasybul sithnte Critias seine Vergehen, indem er im
Kampf fur die Sache starb, fir die er gelebt hatte.”z02 If the
scholiast on Aeschines, I, 39 is correct, on the death of Critias the
Thirty set up a monument showing dAwyapxiav 8aida xaréxovoav xai
vpdrrovocar Ayuoxpariav, and wrote thereon the distich:

pvijpa 768’ éor’ avdpav dyabiv, ol Tov xardpaTov
Spov ‘Abyvaionv SAiyov xpovov T1Bpios Eoxov.

#Xenophon's words (Hellen. 11, 4, 2) seem to imply that the knights
were not of the Three Thousand. Or should he have said the Three Thou-
sand and the garrison?

*Grote, Vol. 8, p. 230.

20X enophon, Hellen. 11, 4, 19.

*'Nepos, Thrasybulus 11, 7.

**Nestle, Die V orsokratiker p 96.
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CHAPTER II
CRITIAS AS POET

In his works, as in his life and character, Critias became the
victim of a strange irony. A half century of life was so heavily
outweighed and overshadowed by the last few mad months that
it is upon the latter his reputation rests. The bulk of ancient crit-
icism not only refers to a type of work now lost to us completely
but emphasizes qualities neither easily found nor well illustrated
in the seventy-four fragments spared to us.

The list of works ascribed to him suggests a literary versatility
exceedingly rare among classic Greek authors. His works present
us with a curious combination of conventional adherence to a mode
with bold departures into new forms and provinces. That his
writings extend over a considerable portion of his life is indicated
by a certain inconsistency—which is not strange if we consider
that the earlier ones should show the gentleman-thinker and
friend of Socrates, while the later ones must reflect the ruthless
cynicism of the “tyrant.”

Critical discussions of his style are found in the writings of
Flavius Philostratus, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Phrynichus the
Sophist, Hermogenes, and Cicero. Most of these refer to his ora-
tions. I shall begin with a bare statement of these passages; then
I shall quote and translate the fragments, classified into groups,
examining each group separately, and reserving a general discus-
sion until the end.

I should also state that the numbering of the fragments of
Critias’ work is my own, that of Diels in his Fragmente der Vor-
sokratiker appearing in Arabic numerals within parentheses. T
have removed from Diels’ list all passages which give the context
without the actual words and have relegated these to my dis-
cussion, where in every case I have indicated their numbering by
Diels.

For modern discussions of Critias as author see:
\Viléamowitz—Platan Book I, p. 117 ff.
Nestle—Die Vorsokratiker, p. 96 fi.
Blass—Attische Beredsamkeit, Vol. 1, p. 263 ff.
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Ancient Criticisms

A : Philostratus, Vitae Sophist., I, 16 (Critias).

> - ’
Tyv 8¢ déav 7100 Adyov doypatias 6 XKpirias. Kal wmolvyvepwy
-~ 4 « ’ > N 8 6 4 8 7 :82
geuvoloynoai Te ixavotaTtos ob Tyv SbvpapBwdy oceuvoloyiav, ov
- ? -
karagelyovoar és Td éx mouTikis Svdpata, dAN ék TGV KuptwTdT®)
-~ \ -~
guykeypévyy kal kata ¢vow Exovoav. 6pd TOv dvdpa kai BpaxvAoyoivra,
ixavis kai Sewas xabamrrdpevov év dmoloyias 7fe drricifovrd Te oUK
» -~ QN ’ \ \ 3 ’ > -~ £ ’ ’
dxpatds, odde éxpiAos—ro yap dmepokallov év 16 drrcilew BdpBapoy—
3 'y o ] 4 3 \ N2 \ 3 7 4 ~ ’ 1
dAN’ domep dxrivey alyal 17a 'ATTikd dvdpata Swadaiverar Tov Adyov, kai
\ 3 ré \ 7’ - 4 e \ ’ \ »
70 dovwdérws 8¢ xwplo mpooBaleiv Kpiriov d@pa, 70 mapadéfws pév év-
Gupnbnvar, mapadsébws 8 dmayyeidar Kpiriov aywy, 70 8¢ Tob Adyov mvevpa
> ’ ’, e N\ \ A - o - ’ e »
eNmréoTepor pév, HOV 8¢ xal Aetov, Gomep TOV Zepipov 7 alpa

B: Flavius Philostratus, Vit. Sophist., 11, 1 (Herodes Atticus).

‘H ¢ (ipp.ow'a TOU )\o’yov ixawf;s‘ Kexo)\aap.e'my xal %) SewdTys Ypépmrovaa
paMov 1, cyxeqxew, kp6TOos Te ovv a¢c)\e¢a xat Kpl.‘na'Covoa. IO Kal
évvoiar olat pn) érépw cvﬁvpngqvaz xwpuc-r, 1€ eUylwTTia odx cweoax‘ros, aa’
éx T@V mpaypdTev, kal Vs 6 Aéyos xai TOAVOXNMATOS Kal eboXpwy Kal
copds éfalldrrov 10 mvebpd Te od apodpdy, AAAL Aeiov kai kabeoTikos
xal 7 émimav 8éa 10U Adyov xpvood Yiypa woTaps dpyvpodivy vraivyalov.
mpogéxeiTo pév yap wioe Tois walawois, T® 8¢ Kpiria xal mpooererixel
xal wapyyayev avrov és 70y ‘EXAjpov 1éws dpeladpevov kai mwepiopwpevoy.

C: Dionysius of Halicarnassus, de Lysia 2.

b ~ ’
(Aucnas) Kaﬂapoq éoTL 1'1;1' cpp.r)vel.a.v wdwv  Kal s ATTikns yAorTys
apl.crroc Kavmv oV 'rr,e apxa.uzs‘ 7 xexp';rrcu II\drwv 7€ xai @ovxv&sqs al\a
s xar éxeivov TOV Xpovov swcxwprovo*r)s s éort TexpnpacBhar Tols Te
’ 8 ’8 ’ Ay - ’ \ w -
Avdokidov Acyors kat 7Tois Kpiriov kai dAAows avyvois.

D: Dionysius of Halicarnassus, de¢ Isaeco 20.

~ ’ -

Tav pév &) kard TavTyy v dywyny xoopovuévwy éxeivov TOv dvdpa

4 - ’ e ’ > .4 3 ~— ed 3 Ll
(’Ioaiov) SwdopaTarov ipyncdpevos, odk éri wepl Tav dAAwv RHélwca
paxkpoloyely kai Samavav eis ovd¢v dvaykaiov TOV Xpdvov: Tav 8¢ TOvS
dxpcBeis eﬁoaLpov;us'vmv Adyovs kai wpos Tyv évaydviov dokovvrwy pyrT-
opikny, v éyévero Avripav Te 6 ‘Paproioios xal Opacipayos 6 Kalyndovios

* ’ SR - ’ < ~ ’ » \ 4
xat HoAvkparys o Abypvaios Kpitias Te 0 Tav Tpuakovra upéas kai Zoilos
o ‘ras xal’ O,m;pov ovvrafes KafaAtru;v kal dAlot TowiTol Twes ovdéva
Nyovuevos obre quL,Beo--rEpov ovTe xapc.ea-fepov yeyoveva:. Avolov. SRR
* -
@padipaxos 8¢ xalapos peév kai Aemtos kai Oewds €epelv Te Kai eimeid
~ ’ -~ ’ > - -
cr-rpoyyﬁ/\wc Kal TEPLTT®S O BOUAETEL, mas & éorTw év rois -rexvoypacf)ucow
xai émdexTicois Sikavikovs d¢ 7 K o’up.ﬂovz\.w‘nxovq ok droAédoure Adyovs Ta

B¢ adrd xai wept Kpirdov kai mept Zwilov Tis &v elmeiv éxot.
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E: Hermogenes, wept iSewv, 11 388, p. 401.
E) A \ - EINI4 » \ ’ A - ’ o . . Y - E .
éyyvs 8¢ Tis idéas éori Tavmys kai 6 Kpirias* 80 kai pera TovTor edfiy
’ it -
mept Kpiriov Aefdpevov. €0t yap kai oltos oeuvos puév wapamAnoios 7@
’ ~ N 4 hY o N \ N 4 > -
AvripavTe kai Supuévos mpods Oyxor kal T4 WOAAL Aéywyv dmodavTikds,
4 \ N 7 \ 24 ’ ~ w 3 .
xafaparepos 8¢ v Aééw, kai 6te mapaBdAdot Sevkpwav, GoTe elvar Kal
\ 4 ot ’ \ 3 7 » \ - A\ ’ k3 -~
cadys apa 7o peyélfe xai ebxpuris. Exet 3¢ -n-o)\z\axov Kal peAwra év TOlS
*
A*q,u:qyo;mcots Hpoov.,w.ocs kal 70 a)\:qﬂwov te kat mlavov. emp.e)v;,q 8¢ awv ot
p.e'rpf.ws' opws ovx a'rr)\wc XPTAL TG TOLUTW Koo‘p.m o8¢ kaTa -rov Avn¢wv‘ra
TPOoKOpwS Kai cagpy TRV ewzmﬁevm.v éxovre AN dore peréxew xal kata
TovTo Tou dAnbovs. Tois 8’ dAAois Tou 7fous eldecww ob oPddpa TL YpiTar
oiov émieelar %) ddeelar §) Soa TowvTa.

F: Phrynichus (Plotius, Bibl. 158, p. 101b Bekk).

2 - - - M .
eiAkpwots 8¢ kai xalapot kai ’ArTikod Adyov kavivas kal ordfOpas xal
wapdSerypd Pyow dpoTov IAdTwvd Te kai Anpocfémy pera Tov ‘pyropikod
- Il — | ’
Tav évvéa xwpod, Povxkvdidny Te xal Eevopdvra xai Aloxdvmy 7ov Avoaviov
\ v ’ 14 by ’ \ ’A 0 ’
Tov 2wxpatikov, Kpuriav 7e Tov KaAdaioxpov xac "Avrioclevr.

G : Cicero, Brutus 29.

Huic aetati suppares Alcibiades, Critias, Theramenes quibus
temponbus quod dicendi genus viguerit ex Thucyd1d1 scriptis, qui
ipse tum fuit, mtellegx maxime potest: grandes erant verbis crebri
sententiis, compressione rerum breves, et ob rem ipsam causam
interdum subobscuri.

H : Cicero, De Oratore 11, 23.

Antiquissimi fere sunt, quorum quidem scripta constent, Pericles
atque Alcibiades, et eadem actate Thuydides ; subtiles, acuti, breves,
sententiis magis quam verbis abundantes: non potuisset accedere,
ut unum esset omnium genus, nisi aliquem sibi proponerent ad
imitandum. Consecuti sunt hos Critias, Theramenes, Lysias: multa
Lysiae scripta sunt, nonnulla Critiae, de Theramene audimus:
omnes etiam tum retinebant illum Periclis succum, sed erant paulo

uberiore filo.
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FRAGMENT S-—Hexameter and Elegiac:

I (1), Atlannac; Nain VTTT ANOAN x
Tov 8¢ yuvawelov peréwy mAéSavrd mor §Hdds

. -
7w "Avaxpelovra Téws eis ‘EANIS’ dvijyey,
ovpmociowr épéfopa, yrvawdv fmepomrerpa,
adAav dvrimadov, ¢iroBdpBirov, 78y, dAvrov.
o) moTé oov PpLAiTyYs yypdoerar ovte faveiTal
éor’ av U8wp olvy oupperyvipevov kvAikeooww 5
wais Samouwety, mpomdoes émi defua vouav,
3 18 6! [ O’A \ > ’
waryxidas 6’ iepas Oples yopoi (Lp.(f)Lf‘rrmO’LV, )
’ y et ’ k) »
wAdoTiyé 67 3 yarkot Bvydryp én’ dxpaior xabily
xorTdBov UVymAais xopvpais Bpoplov Yakddecow. 'y
xorrdBov VYmAais xopvpais Bpoplov Yaxddecow. 10

“Teos brought into Greece Anacreon, that delightful weaver of
songs of old in womanish strains, rouser of revels, deceiver of
women, rival of the flutes, lover of the lyre, the sweet one who
brings release from pain. Nor shall love of you grow old or die.
so long as slave boy shall carry round in cups the water mixed
with wine, dealing out toasts to the right, so long as maiden-bands
attend the holy night-festivals, so long as the scale, daughter of
bronze, sits aloft on the very summit of the cottabus, a target for
the drops of wine.”

————

I:

(1) 7év ce (Meineke).

(5) (oov)—7rov (G. Hermann).
olre—ot8¢ (Edmonds).

(9) =AdaoTet A.
xablter A.
xabite. E.

(10) dynrei—iymAy (Wilamowitz).
xopuPais, Bpoulov Jaxadesair [Baidouérn] Kaibel.
If the sentence is complete, xopugais seems a gloss of &xpatoci—
in its place réxumap or épogpn—Diels.
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II (2)— (Athenaeus, Epist. 1.)

’ 2> < ford > 6 ’ 2 Y »
xkorrafos ék Sikelis éor xfovos, éxmpemes Epyov,
ov oxkomov és Aardywv 1ofa kabwordpeba
T H v \‘ \ 7 ’7 é
eita 8’ Oxos Zikedos kdAAew dawdvy TE KPATIOTOS
Ocooalikos 8¢ Bpdvos, yviwv TpuvdepwrdTy €8pa” 5
evvalov 8¢ Aéxovs (éfoxa) xdAlos Exer
MiAy7os 7€ Xios 7 €valos molis Oivomiwvos.
Tvpoyryy 8¢ xpatel xpvooTvmos ¢GudAy
- - I
Kai was xaAkos 6Tes koouel dopov &v Tun xpeig.
Poivices & evpov ypdppar’ dAefiroya - 10
’
OBy &8 dppardevra 8igppov cvvernbaro mpuiTy,
A L 4 - €y N ’
Ppopryyovs & axdarovs Kapes dAos Tamiac.
Tov 8¢ TpoxOv yalas Te kaplvov T Ekyovov elpev
’
xkAeworarov képapov, xpHoysov oikovopov,
5 70 kaAov Mapafare xarastiooca Tpomwaiov. 15

“From the Sicilian land comes that remarkable piece of work,
the cottabus, which we set up as a mark for the throwing of the
winedrops. Sicilian too is the cart that is most beautiful and most
precious. Thessalian is the armchair, that seat mose luxurious
for the limbs, while Miletus and Chios, Oenopion’s city by the sea,
own the beauty of the couch. The best gold-wrought bowl is
Etruscan, as is everything bronze that adorns the house for any
use. The Phocnicians invented the alphabet, which protects reason-
able discourse. Thebes first put together the chariot, and the
Carians, stewards of the sea, merchant-ships. But the wheel and
the child of earth and kiln, the world-renowned pot, that useful
housekeeper, are the invention of her who set up the beautiful
trophy at Marathon.”

IT:
(1) éort missing p. 28.
ipyov 666—els Eyov 28,
(2) ¢ 666—éx 28.
(3) ocikerkosAE—=wkeros (Musurus).
(4) Sitzler would (incorrectly) insert B6, 6.
(5) yvw Mss—yviwr (Musurus).
(6) [&oxa] Musurus. xdAN (et x08)os (Kalinka).
(9) 8oris Mss—adres Musurus.

(10) ~vpdupar’ arefihoya Mss—Lex Bekk (Gedankenhelfer) ;
Aefhoya (Ta 7H» Aéww Néyorra) Schweighiuser.
defiroya Dohree.
de{iroya Meineke,
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11I (4)—(Hephaestion 2, 3.)

xal viv Tov K)\awfov viov A ()nvaiov o-re¢a.vu'm-w
"AAxBuddny veoww tuvoas ‘rpmrou;

ob yap WS 1,v Todvou’ e([)app.oCew e)\syaw
viv & év lapfelw xeloerar odx duérpws.

“And now, singing in new measures, I shall crown Athenian
Alcibiades, son of Cleinias. And since it was impossible in any
way to fit ’his name into the eleglac line, I shail put him, still re-
taining some meter, into an iambic.”

IV (5)—(Plutarch, Alcibiades 33.)

'yvm;u) 8’ 7 oe xaryyay’, e*yw TadTyy év dmacw
elmov Kal 7pa¢as Tolpyov €8pao'a T08€.
oppayis & fperépys yAdTTys émt Tolgdeot keiTal

“The decision that brought you back from exile, I uttered it
among them all, for I made the motion and I accomplished the
fact. And the scal of my tongue is set on these words.”

Ill:
(1) dfgraiovr Al

IV:
(3) ~AdoonsSchafer.
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V (6)—(Athenaeus, X, 432d)

. ’8, »0 <. ’ ’ ’ /s
kat 708’ éfos Swdpry peémpud Te Kelpevov éori
miveew Ty ad™)v olvopdpov kVAwka,
und’ dmoduwpetofar mpomrdoeas dvopacti Aéyovra,
7N 2 N \ - ” s
pnd’ émi Sefirepav xetpa xixde Gidoov

ay-yea AvSn xap eup Ao-w.'roycw)s
ral mpomooes Gpéyew émt Sefid kai wpoxaAeiohar
éSovouaxAndny, ¢ mpomieiv éféler.
€T’ 476 ToVTwy ToTEwy yAaaoas Te Avovow
els aioxpods pifovs, caud v’ duavpdrepor 10
’ -« \ y o~ 3 3 ) 3 oy s 4
redxovow * mwpos 8 oup’ axAvs auPBAumis épile,
Ajores 8 éxTixer pymuoadimy mpamridmv,
- 8\ ’ Pl b} kY ’ »
vous O¢ mapédpalTal. duaes 8’ dxdolacrov éxovaw
Nlos * éraocminrer 8 oikotpBys Samdwy.
€ I \ ’ ’ -
ol Aaxedarpoviwy 8¢ xépor mivovar rogoirow, 15

(5) intercidit haec senten-
tia “contra apud Aetheni-
enses hoc moris est”—Kaibel.
(6) dyye da—Dobree.
dyye & 3y taxixep—DBergk.
(8) =pomeiv C.
mpomoheir A.
é6éxn: Hartung.
(9) Te Novaw (Musurus).
TeNéovoy Mss.
(11) 8Bup’ Mss.
Supar’ (G Hermann).
(12) Aqoris C2.
Afaes AC.,
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dore Ppév’ els iapav eAwida wavras dyew
& Te prhogpoovimy yAoooay pérpdy Te yélwra.
'rounfnq 8¢ mdos copari T’ ¢B¢e')u.;ws‘
yvouy e xn)oec Te " kalas & eis Epy’ A4>p081.‘r'qs
1rpos~ @ Tavov Tppoorat, TOV kapdrev Awpéva
mpos rqv Tepworamv Te ﬂewv Ovyrois Y-yuw.v
xal rr)v Evcreﬁmc 'ye:.'rova. ..w¢po¢mv'qv
al yap vmmwép 7O ,ue-rpov KAk 1rp01roa'ec.s' mapd xpina
Tépyacar Avmroic’ eis Tov dmavra xpovov.
7 Aaxedatpovioy 8¢ 8lald’ opalis Suikerrar, 25
éobew xal wivew olppeTpa wpds TO ppovely
xal TO woverv eivai dvrarovs ' OVK €0T AWOTAKTOS
juépa olvéoar ocoun’ duétpoist méToLs.

20

V:

(16) éaria (Emperius)—doméida (Mss).
'Jrc'l.vras dyew Bergk.
wavr' amdyewr (dwayayeir) Mss.

(21) dyelay Mss.

(22) Dieterich puts B-7 between 22 and 23 without connecting
lines or members (see Brief 19 Jan., 1908).

(24) @warra—(Schneidewein éxera).

(26) #sberr (Musurus)—Eabler (Mss).
Ppoveiv (Bach)—oavér (Mss).

(27) éwéraxros C

dwéraxToy Huepar A,
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“This too is an established custom and practice in Sparta, that
they drink from the same cup of wine, and not that the one naming
the toast gives the cup to his neighbor or passes it around to the
right in the circle of the company.

A Lydian hand, Asia-born, invented jars, and passing healths
around to the right, and calling out beforehand the name of him
whose health is to be drunk. Besides, such drinking loosens
tongues for shameful stories, and makes the body vague in its
movements ; an obscuring mist settles on the eyes; forgetfulness
melts away memory from the wits; the mind stumbles. Slaves

show an impudent manner, and extravagance falls on the house-
hold.

But the Spartan youths drink only so much as to bring all
hearts into a gay hopefulness, the tongue into comradeship and
moderate mirth. Such drinking profits alike the body, the under-
standing, and the estate. It beautifully befits the works of Aphro-
dite and sleep, that harbor from toils, and Health, to mortals the
most pleasing of the gods, and Moderation, Piety’s neighbor.

For drinking beyvond measure from the wine-cup brings imme-
diate pleasure, but distress for all time to come, whereas the Spar-
tan manner lies evenly—to cat and drink measurably so as to be
able to think and toil. There is no day appointed for intoxi-
cating the body with unmeasured drinking.”

VT (7)—(Schol. Eurip., Hippolytus 264; Diog. L. I, 41)

w Aakedaipsrios, Xidov dodds, os 7dd élefe:
pndév dyav’ kaip® mavra mwpooeoTl Kald.

“It was a Lacedaemonian, Chilon the wise, who said: Nothing
too much ; there is a season for all good things.”

VII (8)—(Plutarch, Cimon 10)

wlolitor pér Sxomadav, peyalodppootimy 8¢ Kiumvos,
’ s 9 14 - ’,
vikas 8 'Apkedida Ton Aaxeduipoviov.

“The wealth of the Scopads, the gencrosity of Cimon, the vic-
tories of Arcesilaus the Lacedaemonian.”
VIII(9)—(Stobaeus, 111, 29, 11)
éx pelétns whelovs 7 Ppraems dyafol.

“More men are made good by practice than by nature.”

VII:

(2) ’Apxegina—Westerman from Paus. VI, 2, 1., VIII: 5 (’x) Morel,
Mss—adynoida, dyesrdou.
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The eulogy of Anacreon is a serviceable piece as illustrating
qualities we shall frequently find repeated, and can therefore
assume are typical.? This is the work not of a seer, but of a
poetaster, a versifier of great technical skill and facility. Its form
1s accurate and careful, following everywhere the customary
structure of hexameter verse, following too the customary treat-
ment for such an encomium. The thought is quite formal but
easy to follow, lacking complexity and conscious ornamentation.
The prosody is strictly according to rule, with no unusual hand-
ling of quantity or accent. (Note the hephthemimeral caesura in
lines 1 and 9, the predominance of masculine penthemimeral cae-
sura in the remaining lines [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10] over feminine
penthemimeral [2 and 3], the complete absence of hiatus, and the
predominance of the dactylic first foot.) The rhythm is smooth
but uninspired. The diction is that of daily life and in no sense
“poetic.” The only figure of speech, wAdoryé @' 5 xaixov Guydryp,
is striking but not strained. And yet there is an element of
the unconventional in the fact that we should have expected
to find the piece in elegiac meter. It may be, of course, that in
material it is not typical of the entire work, to which the hexameter
may have been suitable.

It_may-be;of —cotrse, that in t

In view of the episode at the death of Theramenes (chapter 1),
a word about the cottabus is perhaps not too irrelevant. In its
simplest form it consisted of flinging out the final drops of wine
so as to strike ringingly against a metal bowl, at the same time
uttering a toast. Various complicated forms arose at fashionable
symposia ; the one here referred to includes a small image (usually
floating in a bowl of water) over which was suspended a balance
scale. The object was to strike the scale-pan so as to make it
strike the image.?

The second fragment too seems to us to be in the wrong form;
this didactic list of the characteristic products of various cities
would, to modern ears at least, sound better in prose. We find
again the same directness and clarity. The only attempts at orna-
mentation are the descriptive phrases, évalos méhs *Owonlwvos
and dios rapiar, and the periphrasis for Athens in line 15; all
three are deft but in no case does the diction soar above that
of daily life. The one striking word—if indeed it is correct—

*Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy, p. 203n. thinks this fragment is
the work of the clder Critias, whose relations with Anacreon are noted supra,
Ch. 1. While this is possible, I sce no reason for denying it to the Tyrant.
Certainly his grandfather’s friendship with Anacreon would be to him a
source of pride and an appropriate topic for a youthful attempt at poetic

eulogy.
*Fragment I is quoted in Athenacus, Deipinos. XIII—600d cf. Suetonius

Lud. Hist. 183.
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is the coined d\eéiroya, sharp and apt, adding a certain pun-
gency to the prosaic flatness of its neighbors. The catalogue
effect is heightened by the simple repetition of 8 as a con-
nective.® The weak spot is line 6, too obviously obeying the
necessities of the meter in ewvaiov Aéxovs.

Both I and IT are probably compositions of his young manhood,
when Critias was living up to the traditions of his family* and
trying his hand at the various accomplishments of the cultured,
well-bred Athenian gentleman.

If IIT and IV are portions of the same work, as I think likely,
we have a poem (Hephaestion® refers to III as é 3 eis AX-
xuddnyv éleyela) reflecting not only the early friendship of the
two men but the political association into which it grew. The
work dates at least after 411, when Critias carried in the ecclesia
the removal from Alcibiades of the sentence passed in 415, and
probably after May 407, when it may have been a part of the gen-
eral rejoicing among Alcibiades’ friends on his return to Athens.
Although now active in politics, Critias has retained his interest
in verse composition. But here the unconventional quality is more
evident. His daring liberty with the elegiac distich can serve as
a commentary on his belief® that the true gentleman carries his
law within himself. Of course, Critias did have a precedent for his
iambic line ; the Margites contains an occasional iambic line, Xeno-
phanes has at least one iambic line among his hexameters,” and
that great rebel Archilochus composed in “original combinations
in which the aristocratic dactyl and the plebeian iambus were
strangely mated.””® Hephaestion says that the one way by which
Critias could have worked Alcibiades’ name into the elegiac meter
—the contraction of two short syllables into one—év rois dAlois
elplokerar pérpois . . . . &v 8¢ Tois émeor omaviws, It seems that, con-
fronted with the necessity of choosing between two types of
metrical irregularity, he rejected a technical point of prosody
to err on the side of musical quality.

Besides Archilochus, Critias had read Theognis, who also “sets
his seal” on his work by using the name of his friend Cyrnus.

Kvipre, oopllopéve pév éuol oppryyis émxelobw
- y w 4 Y w ’
T0iad éEmeow, Anoe. & dvrote kAemTopeva.

It seems that Critias means that his use (possibly in an
unusual rhythm) of his friend’s name will identify his work.

*Athenaeus quotes the entire picce in Epistle I and the first distich in
Deip XV 666 B. Photius notes dAeféhoya in A 73.3.

‘Plato—Charmides 156 A.

82, 3 (mepl ovverpuwrioews).

‘Infra Fr. XIX.

*Fragment 14.

*Rose, Greek Literature, p. 90.
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ao¢payis,the Attic form of the word, seems to have meant a signet
or seal-ring. Herodotus (I, 195) Aristophanes (Frogs 309, Birds
560, Thesm. 415), and Plato (Hipp. Maj. 368 C) use the word in
this sense. In the Frogs (397) it means public seal of state. Herod-
otus had also used it to mean the gem or stone of a ring. The law of
Solon (Diog. L. I, 57), Sophocles (7rachiniae 615), Euripides
(Iphigenia in Aulis 155), and Thucydides (I, 129) use it to mean
the impression of the seal. The metaphorical sense employed by
Critias has a shorter history. Theognis (19) uses it as a warrant
“oppyyis émeiobo Toicde”’. The Palatine Anthology (10, 42) has
Critizs’ own phrase: yAoooy odpyyis érxelcfw. The 34th Orphic
Hymn addresses the Creator, dxess x6ouov odppyyida Tvré@rw.

Plutarch,? in introcducing IV, implies that Critias hoped his part-
isanship of Alcibiades would be profitable to him: tromprjoxev
7ov "AAktfBiddyy s xdpiros. This public alignment with his vol-
atile friend bore fruit: Alcibiades brought Critias down with
him when he fell from favor in December, 407.

It is Philoponus!® who tells us that Critias 7ov yap rév rpidcovra
undé yeypadévar iAo 1o wAYw molirelas éupérpovs. This term, “verse
constitutions,” is, to judge from the extant portions, not a happy
one to describe compositions (there are also some in prose) in
which Critias relates some small but characteristic peculiarities of
the institutions of various Greek states. They seem in reality to
be not political works but “travel books” without the practical aim
such books have in modern times. In them Critias agains appears as
the innovator. Certainly Herodotus had a “flair” for such writing,
but an entire composition of this type is unheard of before. It is
relevant here to anticipate the fragments from prose “constitu-
tions”! in noting their immediate influence on Xenophon and the
more remote one on Plato and Aristotle. The Xenophontic treatise,
On the Constitution of Lacedaemon, seems to resemble Critias’ in
method, although there is no trace in the Critias fragments of
Xenophon’s attribution of all customs and laws to Lycurgus.
Critias’ influence on Xenophon is seen most clearly in the passage
about the Spartiate’s custom of always carrying his spear. A com-
parison of Critias, Fr. XL, with Xenophon XII, 3, will show
how closcly Xenophon imitated Critias while falling far short of
him in clarity. See the discussion #fra, Fr. XL. Other echoes
of Critias are to be found in Xenophon I, 3, 4, 6 on the necessity
of healthy parents for healthy children, and V, 4 on moderation
in drinking, which is a feeble echo of Critias V. It is evidently
from this passage that Xenophon realized the common meals of
the Spartiates were a social more than a political or military in-

stitution.

*Alcibiades 33.
¥on Aristotle, Anima, 89.8.
Cof. snfra, Chap. 5.
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Plato’s Laws seems to use Critias’ rather than Xenophon’s ac-
count, and while Aristotle’s Constitution of Athens differs from
both Critias’ and Xenophon’s in being really a history of consti-
tutional changes, it still is a member of a train set in motion by
Critias. It is, of course, possible, that Critias’ work contained
definite political material.

Our fragments indicate the alert powers of observation and the
absence of provincialism that distinguish the appreciative traveler.
That Critias visited Sparta scems indicated; if so, he must have
done so between the Peace of Nicias and 415.

An admiration of Spartan simplicity and austerity was, of
course, natural among the Athenian conservatives. The excesses
induced by the undisciplined freedom of Athenian life repelled
especially the aristocratic moderates. And moderation is the theme
of this long elegiac fragment. The Socratic ideal appears in its
most attractive form, and one is inclined to agree with Xenophon
that the young Critias was a man of prudence while still influenced
by the wisdom of Socrates. The slight “preachiness” in several
places evidences the lofty maxims whereby Athenian youths were
encouraged on the paths of virtue.

With this, however, goes a simple but lucid account of the cus-
toms of the symposium and a suspiciously vivid and convincing
description of the effects of intemperance in drinking.?

Fragment VI is probably from the same Constitution of Lace-
daemon and is again on the theme of moderation.*®

Reference has already been made to the admiration for Sparta
which Critias would naturally acquire from his family and circle
of friends and acquaintances. “Vanter ce qu’elles (sc. Spartan
customs;avaient de simple et de digne, en embellissant méme plus ou
moins la réalité était devenu pour eux (sc. the Athenian aristo-
crats) un lieu commun. Mais les éloges de Critias possedent un
certain caractére qui parait bien lui appartenir en propre. Les
Spartiates sont moins pour lui des modéles de sobriété que de
mesure ; loin de blamer comme Platon'® leur facheuse inexpérience
de la boissance, il montre qu’ils sont, au contraire, capables d’en
faire un usage plein de sagesse.””'?

The foregoing quotation leads Ollier to ask, “Is Critias describ-
ing the real Sparta?”’ Critias’ company of genial Spartans at a
symposium sounds, he thinks, more like ‘“une troupe délicate
d’Epicuriens.” Is not Critias imputing to the Spartans manners

2 Athenaeus quotes the passage as év rois é\eyelois, Deip. X 432 D,

*The distich is quoted by the scholiast on Furipides’ Hippolytus, 264,
byDiogenes Laertius, I, 41, and in AAuth Pal. 1V 122, Chilon was included
among the Sages by Dicaearchus and Hermippus.

“Laws, 637 b fI,

“Qllier, La Mirage Sparriate, Chap. VI, p. 171.
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which to him seem ideal rather than admiring the Spartans because
they possess them?

Although it would be foolish to deny that Critias, like his fellow
xaloi «’ayaboi, was inclined to idealize Spartan customs, morals,
and even political theories, I cannot go the whole way with Ollier.
His phrase “une troupe délicate d’Epicuriens” indicates he en-
visions a Spartan drinking party somewhat like Plato’s or Xeno-
phon’s “Symposium.” 1 find nowhere in the fragments a sug-
gestion of delicacy or daintiness. Critias is praising Spartan mod-
eration. Athenian moderates doubtless possessed refined manners
and tastes, and doubtless too, Critias hoped they would retain them
if the general life at Athens showed more of the Spartan austerity.
It is surely to misunderstand Critias to think he is picturing a re-
fined and “Epicurean” life at Sparta for the emulation of
Athenians.

Ollier continues that what Critias most admired in Sparta was
“la force d’une oligarchie dont le défiance et I’ activité ne s’ endor-
maient jamais, et qui savait prévenir ou réprimer durement toute
tentative de rébellion. Terroriste, il se rejouissait du terrorisme
étouffant qui lui paraissait caractériser Sparte.”

But this is anticipating, at least so far as the elegies are con-
cerned, for Ollier himself surmises, correctly it seems to me, that
“leur ton et leur sujet, qui ne sont pas ceux d’ une oeuvre écrité sous
Pinfluence de violentes passions politiques, portent a croire qu’elles
étaient antérieures au bannissement de Critias.” I doubt that the
constitutions, verse or prose, should be made to bear any great
political significance. Judged from the extant fragments, they
were concerned rather with his traveler’s observations of the
curious customs of the state. Surely it will not be maintained that
the Constitution of Thessaly was intended as propaganda for rev-
olution in Athens? Nor was Critias political prophet enough to
foresee a time when terror and tyranny would be the handmaidens
of a laconized government in Athens. Before 411, he was merely
an admirer of Sparta for its moderation, austerity, and tenet of
the strong influence of ‘‘the best men.”

Plutarch'® relates at length and in detail the large-handed gen-
erosity of Cimon to the poor of Athens, and adds that when Critias
became one of the Thirty Tyrants he wished for (as we may read)

mwhovrov pév Skomadav, peyaioppoaivmy 8¢ Kipwvos,
vixas 8 ’Apkeaida tov AaxeSatpoviov

The neatness of the distich is obvious, the parallel structure that
of a methodical thinker.

The verse in VIII, attributed to Critias by Stobaeus,!” is the
“pentameter” line of an elegiac distich, and is attributed to the

®Cimon 10,
Y111, 29, 11.
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Constitution of Lacedaengon because it can be construed as praise
for a state built rather on strict discipline than on belief in the
essential virtue of man. It is a theory which Critias cannot have
failed to see in operation in Sparta, and which he attempted to put
into practice in Athens in 403. We observe again its neat, epi-
grammatic character, the skillful placing of the key-words in an
even balance at beginning and end.

Critias’ poems, then, lack the pointed antithesis and the figures
of speech one would have expected in a pupil of Gorgias. His
language is plain, with an occasional striking word or phrase.
There is no fire or brilliance in his line, but rather a pleasant
graciousness. His rhythms are easy, smooth, and unconstrained,
his structure orderly and lucid, the frequent asyndeton producing
terseness rather than abruptness. His thougiits are usual and sober
but dressed in an attractive form. He has talent rather than genius,
charm rather than power, and is painstaking rather than creative.
For all his versatility and arbitrary disregard of traditional forms}
his is an urbane but pedestrian Muse.

6l
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CHAPTER III
CRITIAS AS DRAMATIST

FRAGMENTS—Dramatic.
T'ennes:
IX (12)—(Stobaeus, III, 2, 15)

pei* obdév Slkadv éoTw év TG ViV yéver
“Alas! There is no just dealing in the race of today.”
Rhadamanthus:

X (13)—(Antiatt, Bekk. 94, 1)
ovdels 'ya.p npas (6ot1is) éapnoerac.
“For there is no one who will deprive us of—."

X1 (14)——(Strabo, VIII, 356)

a €xovs’ l‘mﬁm&l TPOTXWPOV TOAY.
“\/Vho hold as their land the neighboring Euboean city.’

XII (15)—(Stobaeus, 11, 8, 12; 11, 61; IV, 20)
épwtes Nuiv elol mavroiot Biov -
& pév yap elryéveway ipeiper Aafeiv,
7 8’ olxi TovTou ¢Ppolis, aAAL xpyudTwv
moAAev kexAnofar BovAerar wdTwp Sopous

dAAw 8 dpéoxer pndev Uyits ek Pppevav 5
Aéyovre weibewv Tovs médas TOAMy Kakp*

. 8) » . ’ 8 ’ 0 ~ - ~ )
oi & aloxpa xépdy mpoole Tov kalov Bporave

E{yrovow* ovtw Biloros avlpahmov wAdyy.

3 N \ ’ 3 \ - -

éyw (8¢) TovTow oddevos xpylo Tuxetv,

10

86&av 8¢ Bowoluny dv edxheias éxew.
“For we have in life all sorts of loves: one longs to have high
birth, while another cares nothing for this but wishes to possess

X:
[6o7is]—van Dam.
XII:
(2) lueipe flor. SM.
iuépec A
inelperar ecl.
(4) mdrwp Dindorf.
maryp Stob. ecl. (I1) and flor. (IV), and schol. Euripides, Orestes, 1197.
d6uois—Aflor.
& Buws—ecl.
dé6uwr—schol. Euripides.
(6) Aéyorra—ecl.
(%) and (10) missing in flor.
(9) [8¢] Grotius.

63

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CRITIAS

great riches as the owner of estates. No sanity of mind pleases a
third who speaks in the spirit of evil daring to persuade his
neighbors. Some men seek shameful rather than honest gain.
Thus is the life of man all adrift. As for me, 1 desire none of
these, but would rather choose to have a fair repute of glory.”

Peirithous:

XIII (16)—Hermogenes (Johannes Diaconos and Gregory of
Corinth) ,
éa, 7i xpipa ; Sépxopar amwovdy Twa
Sevp’ éyxovoivra kai pdA’ edToAuw Ppevi.
elreiv dixawov, & &év (€), 6oTis dv Tomovs
eis Tovode xplpnry kai kad’ T’ airiav.
ovdels dxvos wdvr’ éxxaAiyaocbar Adyov - 5
éuol marpis pév "Apyos, Svopa 8 ‘Hpakis,
fev 8¢ wdvrwv matTpos éfépuv Awds
éuy yap nABe pyrpl xedvov eis Aéxos
Zevs, s Aédextar Tips @Anfelas Do,
7xw 8¢ Sevpo mpos PBiav Edpuvobéns 10
dpxais vreikwv, os p’ émeuy(e) "Adov xiva
dyew xelebwy {@vra wpos Mukyvidas
milas, idelv pév ob Gérmv, dBAov 8¢ poc
aviprurov Tovd Ger’ éémupmiévar.
Towvd’ ixvebwy mpayos Edpdmms xikAe 15
’Acias Te wdoys és pvxovs éAnivia.

(Aeacus speaks) :

“Ha, what is this? I see some one coming here in haste and with
quite venturesome spirit. Tell us truly, stranger, who you are
that you approach these regions, and why you come.”
(Heracles) :* '

XIII:
(1) & Vat. 2228, and Esc.
efla Vat. 105.
(4) xpiwrrn Esc. and Vat. 105.
insert between 4 and 5 missing Vat., 2228,
(7) 0edv, Reiske—beor, Mss.
5¢ missing in Vat. 2228.
warpds mwdrrwv Vat. 105,
(8) éuol Vat. 105.
xedvdv els ANéxos Dobree.
xedvip wpds Aéxos Vat. 2228 and Vind.
xedvy (without =pds Aéxos) Vat. 105 and Esc.
(10) missing in Vat. 105 and Esc.
(11-16) missing in Vat. 2228.
(14) dwjruvror Rabe—dmjrvoror Vat, 2228,
Stahl (Rhein. Mus)., 63,1908.626.—5é5wxer Rabe ; ror SGker 'efnrvkévar,
Ms;
(15) Edpdwns Rabe—elpdmr Vat. 2228,
IDiels inserts here elra ‘Hpax\ss mpos adrér ( Nauck, Euripides frag. 591).
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“No hesitation shall obscure my speech. Argos is my native
land, Heracles my name. I am the son of Zeus, father of all the
gods. Zeus came to the dutiful couch of my mother, as has been
truthfully told. I come hither under the compulsion of Eurystheus,
submitting to his commands; for he has sent me to bring alive to
the gates of Mycenae the hound of Hades (although he does not
wish to see it!) But he gave me a task which seemed to him a
hopeless one. Still, on the track of this exploit I have traveled the
circuit of Furope and the innermost recesses of all Asia.”

XIV (17)—(Athenaeus, Deip. X1, 496a)
{va wAnpoxoas Tdod’ eis xboviov
xdop' edppums mpoxénpev.
“That we may pour out these plemochoae into earth’s chasm in
holy silence.”

XV (18)—(Clem., Strom. V, 35; Schol. Aristoph., Birds 179)

dkdpas 7€ xpovos mepi T devdw

‘pepart wAnpys Ppoird TikTww

avros éavrdv, 8idvpol T’ apkroL

Tais oxvridvors wrepymv ‘purais

Tov *ATAdvTetoy TypototL TSAov. 5

“Untiring Time goes on in an ever-flowing stream, constantly in

its fullness reproducing itself, and the Twin Bears of the Northern
Sky, with the swift rush of wings, watch over the vault of Atlas.”

XVI (19)—Clem., Strom. 11, 403.

o¢ 1OV avrodvi), Tov €v aibepin

‘pouBo mdvrev ¢plow éurAééarl’,

ov wépL pév pas, mépe 8’ Spdrvaia

W aloAdxpws dxpirds T doTpwy

SxAos &delexas aucpryopeve. S

“O Thou, the Self-creator, Who wove the nature of the uni-

verse in aerial whirl, about whom dance continuously light, and
dusky spangled night, and the countless throng of the stars.”

XIV:
(2) mpoxéwuer Casaubon—mpooyéwuer Ms,
XV:
(1) " Schwartz———" Ms,
(5) 7npovoe Clem.
¢povpovar Herwerden from Schol. Aristophanes.
XVI:

(1) adropva Dindorf.
Tov év alfepiv——nxdvrwy Bedy allépa Schol. Apollodorus.
(2) ‘pvupew Satyr., Schol. Eur., Ap., Hesych. aifépios ‘pvufos:
‘poufBw Fus. XIII p. 681 B.
8ufpw Clem.
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XVII (20)—(Plutarch, De Amic. Mult. 7, 96C.)

aidovs dxaikevTowow €levkrar médais
“He is bound in fetters not of bronze but of shame.”

XVIII (21)—(Stobaeus, II, 8, 4)
6 wpaTos elmwy ovx dyvuvdoTy Ppevi
éppupev, GoTIS 70v8’ éxalvicev Adyov,
s TOlOW € PpovovoL TuppaxEL TUXY).
“He first spoke with a not untrained mind putting forth the idea,
the man who invented the saying that Fate aids the well-disposed.”

XIX (22)—(Stobaeus, III, 37, 15)

Tpdmwos 8¢ xpnoTos dogaléoTepos vopou®

TOv pév yap ovdels dv SwaoTpéfar moté

‘onTwp Svvairo, Tov § dve Te kal kdTw

Adyows Tapdoowy wolldxis Avpalverat.

“A wholesome character is more stable than a law. For the

former no public speaker can distort, but the latter he can turn
topsy-turvy and outrage by constant agitation.”

XX (23)—(Stobaeus, 1V, 53, 23)
otk olw 10 w3 Ly kpeioody éot’ G Ly kaxds
“For it is not true that not to live is better than to live ill1?”

XXI (24)—(Euripides, fr. 857)
Pyuy Tov éoBAov xav puyois Seikvvor yis.
“Report brings to light the good man even in the innermost parts
of the earth.”

XXII (24)—(Euripides, fr. 930)
olx * GAN &’ Eumvovy "Aldys p’ é8éfaro.

“No, but Hades took me still breathing.”
XXIII (24)—(Euripides, fr. 392)

éym 8¢ TavTta mapd codov Twos palow
els ¢ppovridas vouv cvugopis 7 éBaiiduyv,
Pvyds 7 épavrte mpootlfels wdTpas éuis
favirovs 7' ddpovs xai kakGr dAAas 68oUs,
W d 1T mdoxoy' v é8déalov dpert, 5
M7 poL vewpes mpoomesov paAlov Sdxol.
“But I, having learned these things from some wise man, took
to heart reflections and circumstances, and considered in addition

XVIIL:
wédais Plutarch 482, 533.
wédas Plutarch 96,
XVIII:

(1) é mparos elxrwr—abbreviation of Stobaeus. See \\/'il\amowitz Anal.
Eur. 165.

(3) 7oxn Menand. monost. 462.
Yuxd Stob.
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for myself exile from my fatherland, untimely deaths, and other
ways of evil, in order that, if I should suffer any of these which I
had guessed at, I should not be taken unaware by the bite of evil.”

XXIV (24)—(Photius, gunropos)
"A¢dve Talas vié 1is dunropos.
“Aphidnos, son of the Earth that is no mother.”

Sisyphus:
XXV (25)—(Sext. Emp. IX, 54; Aetian I, 7, 2)

v Xpovos 6T v draxtos dvfpwrwy Bios
kai Oypuidys loxios 0’ vmypérys,
67’ obdév dfBAov odTe Tois éolOloiow Ay
odr’ ad x6Aacpa Tols Kaxois éyiyvero.
kawetd por Soxovow dvlpwmol vopous 5
Oéolar koaords, va 8iky TVpavves j7j
¢~ . ’ ’ Y e » »
(buas dmwdvrev) Tyv 6 3Bpw SodAyr éxy-
éypovro & € Tis éSapaprdyor.
émer’ émeldy tdpdavi pév oi véuol
ameipyov abrovs €pya my wpdocear Bia 10
Adbpy & &rpacoov, TyyikaiTd pot dokel
(mpeTov) mukvos Tis kal gopos yvouny dvip [yvavadl
(Bewv) Béos Bvyrotow éfevpeiv, Gmws
eln Tt Seipu Tois kuxotor, kdv Xdbpu
mpdoowaw 7 Aéywow i) Ppovool (Ti). 15
évrebbev otv 10 Belov eioyynoato,
ws o Saipwy apbite Budrwv Biov,
vow T dkovwv kal sBAérwv, ¢ppovay 7 dyav
TpooExmy TE TavTa, Kkul drow Oelav popav,
XXV (25):
(2) € missing in N.
(3) doxor Barnes—defhor Mss.
(7) (~vévovs Bporeiov) Grotius.
(9 T laxiv dyxn) Mekler.
€x7m dotAnmy Mss,
(10) ameipyor Normann, dwjyor Mss.
(11) ¥&mpacoor |mwoAra| Pierson, &mpaoccov [ddixa] Bach.
12) [wparor] Enger.—lacuna of 4 letters in N.
muxrés Tis [&ANos] Grotius, mvkwés Tis [drrws] Normann.
[yvora:] variant of yraoune.
(13) déoombrnroiaer N. 8¢ &s Owvmroraer 1S,
|6ear] 8éos Wecklein, yréva fests Kochly,
éfevpery Monac.—éfevpwr Mss.
5) [7¢] Grotius.
8) &8s Tair’ drover xal BAémer ¢pporer T dyav,
paraphrasing Action (Z 10).
7¢ v¢ F. G. Schmidt, »’ &yar Aét., re xai Sext., +" del Bach.
(19) =pooéxwr 0 éavre Apelt.—mapéxwr Te Tavra GGomperz.
wpogéxwy 74 warra Grotius-—ovvéxwr dmarra Matthiae,
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(20)

(2D
(22)
(24)

(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)

(30)
(32)
(33)

(35)
(36)
(37)
(38)
(39)
(40)

(41)
(42)

CRITIAS

os wav 10 Aexfev év ' Bporois axovoeral, 20
\ 4 \ - 2 - ’
(70) Spduevov 8¢ mav ideiv Suvvioerar.
"N \ N ~ ’ ’
éov 8¢ ovv owyy T BovAevys kakdy,
-3 L ’ \ ’ . N ~ -
ToUT oDxL Afjoer Tovs feovs * TO yap ppovoiy
hd » 4 \ 7 ’
(dyav) éveori. Tovude Tods Adyovs Adywy
Slayudrov 7dwrov eloyyioato 25
- ’ Id
Yevdel xalyas ™y aApdeav Aoyow.
’ » ¥ A N > ~0° *
vaiew & épaoxe Tovs Oeovs évravd lva
pdAeor’ dv é&émAnlev avBpomovs Aéywv,
i » \ ’ » -
o68ev mep Eyve Tovs ¢poBouvs ovrus Bpotois
\ Y s 7 -~ ’ ’ 30
xal 7ds ovpoeas TG Talatropn Biv,
* ~ - o 3 Id
éx Tis Umeple mepidopds, v aoTpamwds
xaTeidev ovoas, Sewa 8¢ xkTvmymara
- 4 -
Bpovris 70 T°  dorepwmov ovpavosy Sépas,
Xpovov kaAos moikizpa TéxTovos cogob,
4 \ }] 4 4 ’8 35
G0ev Te Aapmpos doTepos oTeixer pidpos,
3 @ Vypos eis yyv dufBpos éxmopevera.
14 \ ’ ) ’ ’
Tolovs 8¢ wepiéamyoey avlpamos poBous,
8 obs kudas Te TG Adym katdrioev
\ ’ T N ’ ’
Tov Salpov(a) ol (7os) kdv mpémovre xwpiw
v dvoulav Te Tois vépois katéoPeoev. 40
ovTw 8¢ mpdTov olopat melcal Twa
3 Id
Ovyrods vopilew Sarpovev eivar yévos.

8s mar Normann—uig¢’ ob war pévr NLEBV. é¢’ of mav utr A.

8s 89 Pporoict mar To pér Nexbév shewwv Gomperz,

dxorgerac Normann— drcrerar M ss.

[r6] Normann.

oty avyj Mss.—oaowyfy N.—«xér aeyp Nauck.

[dvar]

[peois] Normann—/[rotrois] Hermann—érveor: [mwavr{] Gomperz.
—rotiade Tis Aéyous Musgrave—,

8ldayua ror F. G. Schmidt—uévyioror Schmidt—«képdioror Nauck.
kadvyas Sext.—xaiiyar E—rvphwoas Act. (320, 10).

valery Pierson— ailel Mss.

p,a'.)ua"r& ar Toup. pdhiora Mss.—éxmAjiecer Grotius,

Aéywr Grotius— &ywr Mss.

Srjoers Musgrave—morjoess Mss.

kaTeide ¢voas Schmidt.

Tdv doTe ovp odhas Aet.

xporov Aet.

dorépos M\iov Nauck—ébudmupos [lerwerden.

ori\Bet Wecklein, onmépxec Musgrave.

eiogmopeterar Grotius.

Toovade Grotius—rowetirors §¢ Mss.—rolovs Meincke.

wapiéoecer Diels (4 ed.)—mwepiéornoer Mss.—wépit ErTnoer Meineke.
@déBov groixors Nusgrave.

7@ Néyw cf. v. v. 23.26.

8aluoy’ ol [ros] kdr—3aiuova ok év  Mss.

daipora xai év cd. Gen.—daluoy’ oixovwrr’ év Pierson.

véuots Mss.—géBois Schmidt—pBporois? Diels.

rwas N,

Satpérwy elvar NLE, elvar Sawpérwv S,
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“Time was when the life of man was unordered and beast-like,
a servant to strength, when there was neither a prize to be won
by the good nor punishment devised for the wicked. And then,
I think, men established laws as punishment, that right should
rule (equally over all) and have insolence enslaved. If any one
sinned, he was punished. Then, since the laws restrained men from
doing deeds of open violence, but they still did them secretly, then,
[ think, some man both shrewd and wise conceived for men the
fear of the gods, so that evil men might be afraid if, even in
secret, they should do or speak or think evil. For this reason, then,
he invented divinity—the idea of a divine force, abounding in im-
perishable life, and, with its mind, hearing, seeing, and thinking
everything, and exceeding wise, a force clothed in a divine nature
which is sure to hear everything spoken among mortals and is
able to see every act done, ‘If, even in silence, you plan some sin,’
he said, ‘your sin will not escape the notice of the gods, for they
are exceeding wise.” By these arguments he introduced this most
pleasant of doctrines, concealing the truth with his lying speech.
And he said that the gods dwell in that place by the mention of
which he would most easily terrify men—that place whence he
knew come men’s fears and their profits too in this wretched life
—from that revolving vault above, where he saw the lightnings
and the dire crashes of thunder, the starry frame of the heavens,
the lovely broidery of Time, the wise artificer—that place whence
shoots the gleaming mass of the meteor, whence proceeds the moist
rain upon the earth. With these fears would he compass men, by
means of this discourse he beautifully housed the gods in an ap-
propriate dwelling-place, and extinguished lawlessness by law.
And thus, I believe, a man first persuaded mortals to accept the

existence of the gods.”

From Unnamed Dramas.

XXVI (26)—Stobaeus, 1, 8§, 11.
META THV KUY TAXLOTA YNPATKEL XPOVOS
“Time grows old almost as fast as does a shadow.”

XXVII (27)—Stobaeus, 1II, 14, 2.
doris 8¢ Tois pidowort wdvra Tpos xdpw
mpdoawy Outhel, Tyv mwapavriy’ ndovyy
éxOpav kalbiorna’ eis Tov Jorepov xpovov.
“Whoever in his associations with his friends does everything
he can to please turns present pleasure into future hatred.”

XXVIII 28—Stobaeus, I1I, 23, 1.
Sewov &' Srav Tis py Ppovav Soky ppoveiv.
“It is dreadful when one who cannot think, thinks he thinks.”
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XXIX (29)—Stobacus IV, 33, 10.

- \ ’ ’ 14
oogis 8¢ mevias oxkadTyTa wAovoiav

- / »
Kkpeiooov oivowdy éoTw év ddmois “exew ;

“Is stupid wealth a better comrade to have in your house than
wise poverty ?”

The anonymous biographer of Euripides! says of the plays
ToUTwy volederar tpia* Tévwvys, ‘Paddpavfos, Ilepibouvs. Athenaeus?®
refers to 6 7ov Iepifovv ypdyas, elve Kpirias éorw 6 tipavves % Edpe-
widys. It seems, then that even in antiquity there was some doubt
about the authorship, some confusion between Euripides and Critias.
When we come to discuss the individual plays, we shall get some
glimpses of the cause of this confusion and uncertainty. Here it
is pertinent to remark that the plays are not Euripidean. Wilamo-
witz® has studied the problem carefully. He rejects the Euripidean
authorship not only on philological grounds—Ilike érlerexas, the use
of Aidys as a Cretic in iambic trimeter. and mpdoxwpor ‘‘Aeschylo
Sophoclique frequens vocabulum ab Euaripide constanter vitatum
est” the opintons and thoughts are foreign to Euri-
pides. As we shall see in Chapter IV, our fragments show the strong
influence of Anaxagoras. Now Euripides, as Welcher* has proved,
did not follow Anaxagoras. The poet recognized two elements,
earth and aether, and maintained that odpavis e yaia 7’ v popdy pla ;®
Anaxagoras that 6uov v & mdvra, even the opposites are the same.
Furipides follows with érel & éxwpiofpoar aApAov Sixa, Anaxagoras
with vdos érerOow Siéxpwe kai Siexdopnoev. Diodorus,® who quotes the
Luripides fragment, assumes that éowe 3¢ mepi -rf;s- TGOV SAwy Picews
008’ Edpurridns Suadwveiv Tois mpoepnuévors, pabnprys v Avafa.yopov TOU
pvowon. Euripides, says Wilamowitz, ‘“diligenter examinatis pri-
orum philosophorum placitis novam atque suam protulit doctrinam,
neque hac laude frustrandus est, quia tragoediis maluit quam
pedestri libro quae sentiret exponere . . . . Atque ab Anaxagora
quidem id mutuatus est, mixtione quadam omnes huius mundi res
notas esse. /At mixtionem longe aliam esse voluit—omnibus cor-
poribus unam subesse credidit dpxnv, eamque rem certo nomine de-
finiendam-——quam terram vocavit.” He goes on to prove that Eu-
ripides beliecved aether the sole source of all life. The human mind
is a particle of the divine spirit, which he clothes in a personality
called Zeus.

The body, according to Euripides, is mean and abject, earthly
life of no value, but the true home of the soul, to which it will
return after death, is heaven. Certainly Euripides’ cosmology

'p. 135, 33—This is Diels, Frag. 10.
*Deip. 11, 496 B.

*Analecta Luripidea Ch. 11,

‘de Anazxagorcis Euripides.

:Frag. VI (488) of Mecelan. Phil.
I, 7.
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does not agree with Anaxagoras’. But, as we shall see below,? that
of the author of the Peirithous does. Clement,® who quotes
Frag. XVI, says airo¢vij means Syuovpyyv vovtv—neither of these
concepts was known to Euripides.

Wilamowitz further proves that the moral philosophy of Euri-
pides and Socrates differed. FEuripides believed that men. even
though they wish to act justly, are driven unwillingly to evil. So-
crates, on the other hand, held that right thoughts lead only to
right deeds. The common proverb that “Fortune favors the brave,”
subscribed to by both Aeschylus® and Euripides,!® is transposed in
Fr. XVIII to conform to Socrates’ tenet. Critias’ conformance
with Socrates is not surprising.

Now Acelian!! says Euripides produced a satyr-play called Sisy-
phus in 415. Suidas’ reference to a passage from this play!* Wil-
amowitz thinks corrupt because it is addressed to Heracles. who
has no place in the Sisyphus story. The long forty-two line frag-
ment (XXV) is attributed by Plutarch,?® Aetios,** and Galen?’ to
Euripides, bv Sextus Empiricus'® to Critias. Wilamowitz con-
cludes that “Critiam docuisse tetralogiam Tévwyv ‘Padduavfov MepiGovy
Slovpov, posteriore tempore, cum partim casu partim invidia fama
eius oblitterata esset, Euripidi attributam esse tetralogiam illam,
Alexandrinos tandem grammaticos tragoedias quidem uno ore ei
restituisse in satyrica paullo haesisse, quia eius nominis fabulam,
re vera, perditam, ab Euripide doctam esse sciret.”

The seemingly autobiographic details in XXIII** have caused
Wilamowitz to attribute this chastened piece to Critias. It is just
barely possible to suppose that Critias is referring to his own
banishment. To do so, however, we must assume either that Critias
composed the drama after his exile in 407 or that he had com-
posed it previously to 407 and inserted the passage after his
exile. In either case, the drama would have been produced after
his departure from Athens, but before the production of the Frogs
at the Lennaea of 405. If this is true, it is easy to see why the
play was not produced under Critias’ name. Of course, the same
chronology would be valid for Euripides, who left Athens for
Macedon in 408 or 407. The absence of the two men and their
residence in neighboring states would account for the original

'Chap. IV.

*Strom. V. 35.

*Pers. 741,

*Elect. RO,

"y, H, 11, 8.

BFr. 674.

2Plac. 1, 6, 7.

¥1, 7, 2.

*Hest. Philos. 8.
*4dy. Math. 1X, 54.
¥This is Euripides frag. incert. 964.
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confusion between them—especially if somehow the rumor was
abroad in Athens that the play had come from the north of Greece,
as it must have done no matter which of the two was author.

The passage would be another reason for preferring Critias to
Euripides as author. The latter’s visit to Archelaus can hardly be
called ¢vyas . . . marg8s épijs. It is also tempting to suppose that
the oogoiv Twos is Socrates, to whom Critias’ thoughts turned in his
misfortune.

Aetios'® gives us one further clue to the origin of the confusion
between Critias and Euripides: dmokaidyacfar pév odk  Hférnoe
Sedowars Tov "Apetov wdyov, and accordingly put his ideas into the
mouth of Sizsyphus.

Faint traces of the confusion are to be scen in the Sisyphus.

The reference to Sisyphus in the Acharnians can easily be to our
play. In lines 389-391, after Aristophanes has referred to his own
Babylonians, the chorus procures ‘Iepwripov (the tragic poet)
ororoSagurukvdrpixd Tw' "AiSos xvvipy and umyavas ras Swovov.

The fact that only the author of the Sisyphus is left unnamed
is understandable if the audience or Aristophanes was unaware of
its authorship. This must be true, for Aristophanes’ practice is to
ridicule not dramas but dramatists. In this context the anonymity
of the play is unique. It is interesting to note that, fortified by
these two dramatic “properties,” Dicaeopolis procceds with the task
in hand—to summon Euripides.

It is easy to see why Critias (or Euripides) was unwilling to
have his name associated with the sentiments of the play. This
rationalistic theory of religion far exceeds the religious heterodoxy
of Euripides. Critias would have the additional motives of his
youth (the Acharnians was produced in 426) and political ambition
for withholding his name. So bold a denial of the gods would have
been fatal to his thirst for 8¢¢av edxrelas (Fr. XII).

These four plays, then, are not by FEuripides. We see why the
author’s name—at least in two cases—was suppressed, and whence
arose the confusion between FEuripides and Critias. Since the
alternative to Furipides is Critias, and since there is no warrant
for denying them to Critias, and some evidence that he wrote them,
I think we must assume his authorship.

Let us, then, proceed to an examination of the fragments.

The action of the Tennes has been identified by Diels (this is
his Fr. 11) with the twenty-eighth book of Conon as related by
Photius.?®

‘H 7 as Tévwys kai ‘Hulbéa maides jjormpy Kikveo Baociker Tpowddos, xal
Kixvos damofavovons adre T7s yvvaixds €répav émewodyerac: % 8 émpa-
veica Téwn kal pn Tvyxdvwoa katayeiderar Tob 7audds Ta éavris Kal
6 maTyp dxpirws eis Adpvaxa Tévmy xaraxAele, dAAa xai v ‘Hplbéay

], 7, 2, This is repeated by Eusebius P. E. 753C.
**186, 19b.
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wepladyovoar T aSedgpoi kal dinat T4 Galdaoy. 3 & eis vijoov éxpéperar,
xal ol émiydpror ™ Adpvaxa dvaxopilovrd@i, xal 16 kpdTos Tis yijs éxeivys
{xovat Tévvys xat ‘Huilbéa, xai % vijoos Tévedos dvrl Aevkdppuos dvoudab.
6 8¢ Kikvos perayvois xai dppiodpevos wpos v vijoov, é¢ito Tov waidos
amd Tis vews duumoriav Exew. 6 8, Gs py émBain Tis vioov, mwélexvy
dpdpevos T melopara TS vews daxkdrrel” kal 4w atrov ol dvfpomor émi
wavros dmroropov mpdyparos Tov Tévwov wéexvy émhéyovaw.

Whether the cyncism of IX?° is Critias’ or the character’s is, of
course, impossible to say. Certainly the sentiment is not alien to
the Critias of 420 and later. If Stobaeus has copied this line cor-
rectly, we have again Critias, the daring innovator. The line is
iambic trimeter but for ¢ej, which is patently an extra syllable.
If it is the last word of the preceding line, transposed here because
in thought if not in rhythm it is a part of our line, the effect is

harsh, to say the least.
“Alas!

There is no just dealing in the race today.”

Of the contents of the Riadamanthus no ancient writer gives us
a hint. Of course we think of Rhadamanthus as the just judge
of the underworld, but there is another possibility. Nowhere on
the Greek mainland is there a cult of Rhadamanthus but in
Boeotia. At Ocalia?* he is the husband of Alcmene, and graves
of both were shown in antiquity. Both Attica and Boeotia con-
tained in pre-Greek times proper names in—vf. In the Odyssey??
the Phaeacian sailors carried Rhadamanthus (presumably from
Corcyra) to Euboea. IL.egend has it that a group of the Ndoro:
founded a colony in Corcyra, and later moved to Euboea. In
734 when Corinth (another proper name in—vf) founded Cor-
cyra, she expelled a Euboeic colony. Frag.® XI indicates our
guess may be correct; if so, it is possible the Rhadamanthus had
nothing to do with the underworld.

Note the regularity of the alternate spondees and iambs in the
trimeter line X.2® (The addition of dorns is almost certainly
correct.) It is, of course, the proper name that has caused the
dactyl in XI.*4

An examination of XII?®* and XIII?® will show that Critias
sparingly availed himself of the substitutes for the iambic foot.
Spondees are fairly common (always in their usual positions—
first, third, or fifth foot), but XII and XIII contain only one
tribrach and one dactyl each; in XIII both are occasioned by the
use of a proper name.

**Quoted by Stobaeus III, 2, 15.

2Apoll. II, 70; III, 6; Schol. Lycophr. 50.

=BVII, 321 ff.

ZAntiatt. Bekk. p. 94, 1.

*Quoted by Strabo VIII, 356.

#»Quoted three times by Stobaeus II, 12; IV, 20; II, 61.
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Fragment XII presents us two striking exceptions to Critias’
use of the vocabulary of daily life. The first is the rare word
rdrwp, restored (correctly, it seems to me) for warjp by Dindorf.
The phrase wdrwp 8duois coming so close on the heels of yxpyudrov
woA@r xexAfjofai is the first roughness in the usual smooth hand-
ling, and the first evidence of the Gorgian fondness for synonyms
so lacking in Critias’ fragments and so evident in his speeches in
Plato. The other is Bioros, found not infrequently in tragedy and
even comedy, but never in Attic prose as equivalent to Blos.

The sentiment in XIT is quite consistent hoth with Greek tra-
dition and with Critias’ thoroughly Greek political ambition. Its
laudable gnomic character extends back to Hesiod and is echoed
as lately as Shakespeare:

“Some glory in their birth, some in their skill,
Some in the wealth, some in their bodies’ force—"

According to Wilamowitz®? Critias’ version of the Pecirithous
(which Clement?® calls a rpaywdia ¢uosioloyeiica) showed Heracles
liberating not Theseus but Peirithous from Hades, thus follow-
ing the myth common both before and after the Athenians piously
altered it in favor of Theseus. Both Joannes Diaconus and Greg-
ory of Corinth give us a clue to the handling of the familiar story.
7 pev otv Tov Iewpifov vmibecis éorw avry* Ilepifovs émi i Mepoepdvys
poreia pera Onoéws eis Aldov xkataBas Tipwplas Ervxe Tis mwpemolas
adros pév yap éml wétpas dxwyTe rkabBédpa mednbeis Spaxovrwy éppovpeiTo
xaopaow, Onoers 8¢ Tov Ppilov éykaralurelv aloxpov iyyovpevos lov ei-
Aero v év Aldov Luyy. éml tov KépBepov 8¢ ‘HpaxAis dmooralels vmwo
Edpvabéns 1ov pev Onpiov Big mwepieyévero, Tovs 8¢ mepi Onoéa xdpire Tov
xPoviov Bedv Tis mapodoys dvdyxns ééévoer g mpdlel kai Tov dvbord-
pevov xepwodperos kal mapa feGv xopw AaBov kal SvorTixoivras éxenoas
pilovs. elodyerar youv év ToUTew 1o Spipart Alakds wpos HpaxAiéa Aéyov:

Wilamowitz has great admiration for the skill of this treat-
ment of the story by Critias, “qui Theseum non sceleris sed
amicitiae consortio cum Peirithoo coniunctum esse, Herculem non
fabulosam bestiam sed torvum iuris infernalis defensorem vincere.
sceleris poenam non abrumpi novo sceleri voluerit, sed condonari,
postquam Tartareum regem duplex firmissimae amicitine exem-
plum misericordiae permovit.” He adds *‘vel magis autem laetatus
sum, cum talem poetam se dignum sculptorem invenisse vidi.”

Gregory of Corinth tells us that the opening lines of XIII were
spoken by Aeacus. Now this station of Aeacus as judge of the
underworld is no part of the more familiar myth, but Aristo-
phanes in the Frogs?® represents Aeacus as a slave-janitor who

*Gregory of Corinth (Walz VII, 1312) and Joannes Diaconus—com-
mentary on Hermogenes, V, 28.

¥Op. cit.

»Strom V, 35.

1. 464 if.
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answers the knock of Dionysus (disguised as Heracles) on the
gates of the underworld.

Aeacus

& BSelvpe k' davaloxuvvre kal ToAunpé ov
Kai peapé xai Tapplape Kai MLapOTOTE,
os Tov kv Hudv éfeddoas Tov KeépBepov
dmpéas dyxwv kdmodpas éxov AafBav,
ov éyo épvdarTov. AAAG viv éxer pégos

Later,*® Aeacus, unable to tell which is the god, Dionysus or
Xanthias, suggests Pluto and Persephone will know.

Fragment XIV is still more helpful. This anapestic bit is, of
course, the close of a choral recitative.®® Athenaeus, who quotes
it32 explains that this form of libation is used év "EAevoive 7 reevraig
TGV puorgpiov Huépa, N Kkai ar’ avtor mwpnoayopetovor IIAnroxoas.

The inference seems inevitable that the chorus was composed of
mystae. These facts bring us again to the Frogs and the con-
clusion that the Peirithous was produced before 405, the date of
the Frogs. These echoes of Critias’ drama cannot be inadvertent.

In XIV the sonorousness, weighted by the spondees, imparts
the dignity expected of a choral recitative.

I consider XV and XVI* the finest among the fragments.
The Peirithous, to judge from these too-brief passages, was rich
in thoughtful reflexion on nature and the soul. The “quasi-phil-
osophical dicta”*® are, however, too close to the idiom of the
philosophers and too deficient in the fire in which a great poet’s
spirit would have transmuted that idiom. One is almost tempted
to say that in capable hands great poetry could be made of them
in translation. They are material for poetry rather than poetry
itself ; the spirit is poetry, but the flesh confining it is prose. In
XV, despite the rather poetic éevde and the coined dxvrAdvows, the
vocabulary is decidedly technical. The passage is again an
anapestic recitative, with a proceleusmatic in the third position of
the first line. (I have reserved the discussion of the cosmology
of these passages for Chapter IV).

The same general verdict must be passed on XVI, which Nor-
wood?® calls a “superb apostrophe to the Creator.” The passage
is quoted as Euripidean in Satyrus’ Life of Euripides.3™ The

»1. 668.

"This assumes, naturally, that the second line is complete as it stands and
therefore catalectic.

®Deip. XI, 496A.

®Quoted by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. V, 35 and by the scholiast on
Aristophanes” Birds 1. 179.

MClement, Strom. II, 4C3 quotes the entire passage; the scholiast on
Apollodorus 1V, 143 and the scholiast on Euripides Orestes quote lines 1
and 2; Satyr. I7it. Eurip. 140, quotes lines 1-4.

*®Norwood, Greek Tragedy Chap. I p. 29.

*Op. cit.

*Hunt, Oxyrhyinchus Papyri I1X, 124 ff.
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anapests with occasional trochees (but note the dactyl in the first
position of line 3) have an impressive sweep. Although one can
easily pick out the vocabulary of philosophy, there is dignity in
the opening verses and undeniable beauty in épdraia ¢ aiodypws.
’Opéraios 1s invariably a poetic word, as is dxperos in this sense; the
coined compound aieAdxpws is forceful and not un- Aeschylea.n

The cosmology seems to be that of Anaxagoras (see infra Chap.
V) especially 1f Eusebius® is correct in saying that after having
mentioned 1ov pév a.v-ro¢v7; TOV Snmovpyov vouv eipnxev Ta 8 éffs éml
TOU KOO’}‘-OU TG.O'O'ETB.L (V (t) KG.L O.l. (V(IVTLOT7IT€§ ¢(l)7'0§ TE K(IL U'KOTOU9
(Eusebius is obv1ously referring to Anaxagoras’ lists of oppo-
sites—warm and cold, light and dark, dry and moist, fr. 12, al-
though one thinks also of Heracleitus’ quick and dead, waking
and sleeping, young and old, straight and crooked, cold and
warm, dry and moist, good and ill, frs. 39, 50, 57, 78, etc.)

In XVII?* and XVIII*® we return to the dramatic portions of
the play. The iambics in XVII evidently refer to Peirithous;
XVIII may well have been spoken by him in his disillusionment.

In XIX** there speaks the true conservative, placing reliance on
the individual rather than on legislation, and bitter at seeing the
orator distort assembly-made laws. In XX*? and XXI** we meet
again the gnomic philosopher with the gift of simple but terse
utterance. XXII* seems to be spoken by Peirithous to Heracles.

XXI1V, which is ascribed by Photius*® to Euripides, probably
comes from the Peirithous because of the reference to Aphidnos.

We come now to the satyr-play Sisyphus, which, in the absence
of any evidence to the contrary, we must assume followed the tra-
ditional story. It presents us with XXV*® the longest and best
known of all the Critias fragments. On it rests the charge of

®PE, 681 B.
#*Quoted by Plutarch, de amic. mult. 7, 96 C.

“Quoted by Stobaeus 11, 8, 4.
“Quoted by Stobaeus III, 37, 15. 1T see no justification for Wilamowitz’

statement (Neue Jahrb. 1908, p. 57, that the use of 7pémos as #6os is too late

for Euripides.
“Quoted by Stobaeus IV, 53, 23.
“This is Euripides frag incert. 857 attributed to the Peirithous by

Welcker. o
“This the Euripides frag. incert. 930 attributed to the Peirithous by

Welcker. Cf. Sophocles, Antigone 810.
4P 91 in Reitzenstein (1907) My XXI, XXII, XXIII, XXIV are com-

bined by Diels as frag. 24.
“Quoted in its entirety by Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1X, 54 and in

parts by Aetios 1. 7, 2, and by Plutarch, Plac. I, 7, 2.
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atheism hurled at him by Plutarch,*” ujre twa Saipovev pyre Bewv
vouitew, and by Sextus Empiricus. In one sense this particular
form of atheism was by no means original with him. Democritus
had declared natural those phenomena which brought men fear
from the skies. Prodicus had identified the gods with the bene-
fits to men. Now Critias hardly took any theory direct from
Democritus, but he knew Protagoras, who not only was a fellow-
Abderite and a reputed pupil of Democritus, but had also advanced
the theory (contrary to the general belief) that society had evolved
from a chaotic state.*®* And yet we can hardly believe that any of
these three denied the existence of the gods. Democritus stated
fire was divine, and admitted the popular gods existed since we
dream of them. Certainly Protagoras, probably Prodicus, did not
deny the existence of the gods.

Drachmann*® thinks these authors the probable source of Critias’
theory and adds “It is obvious that the author of the fragment (or
his source) was versed in the most modern wisdom.” It seems to
me that, along with the mixed iambic and hexameter, his rejection
of the state gods is also an inheritance from Xenophanes.

Hippias and Plato’s Callicles (who is certainly not Critias®?)
support the theory of conventional morality; religion is the politi-
cal device of an individual leader who uses the mass instinct to
strengthen his own authority while he himself is above religion as
well as law. Yet the fact remains that Critias’ is the first extant
statement of the theory. Sextus Empiricus arraigns Critias, Di-
agoras of Melos, and Theodorus the Cyrenaic as atheists, and
quotes our fragment. It probably was the only clear statement of

“de superstitione, 13.

*“The great problem of the state of primitive man and the emergence of
law and civilization from chaos was an absorbing one to Greek thinkers and
was given a variety of treatments. It is not surprising that it should fre-
quently be cast into the form of a myth. Aeschylus’ Prometheus (447-468)
details lhiow the Titan brought not only fire but also the crafts, augury,
science, language, and mathematics to man. The magnificent myth of the
Protagoras joins the gift of fire to the ‘‘social contract” and the estab-
lishment of cities, a subject handled in careful detail in the Republic (I1).
Sophocles devotes a chorus of the Autigone (332-375) to the formation of
the cosmos, while Theseus in Euripides’ Suppliants (195 {f.) praises the
god, “whoever he was,” who brought men recason, language, navigation, and
augury. The problem found a place also in comedy—in the Agrioi of Phere-
crates (Koch, fr. 5), in lyric poetry—in Moschion (Nauck, fr. 6), and in
oratory—in three references by Isocrates (Nicocles 5-9 Antidosis 253-257,
and Panegyric 28-50). The rule of the stronger, so characteristic of Critias
and the sophists (like Thrasymachus in the Republic) finds its most practi-
cal application in the Melian conference in Thucydides (V, 84 ff.) where it
is boldly proclaimed by the Athenian delegates.

“ dtheism in Pagan Antiquity, 44 £f.

®Cron, Beitrige sur Erklirung des platonischen Gorgias pp. 1-25, ad-
vanced this theory. As Drachman (op. cit.) has observed, Plato used
Critias” name outright when he wished to refer to him, and treated him
with respect.
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the theory known to later antiquity, since it appears in no quo-
tation from the philosophers.

Was Critias an atheist? In the ancient use of the term, denial
of the state gods, yes. In our use of the term, no'more than were
Xenophanes, Democritus, Anaxagoras, and Heracleitus. We have
seen in the Peirithous a belief in an impersonal First Cause.

Further it is always dubious practice to attribute to a drama-
tist the thoughts of his characters. The Sisyphus was a satyr-play,
enjoying a license almost as great as that of comedy. Moreover,
since the lines were spoken by Sispyhus,®® they are quite in char-
acter, for he was the “type of crafty criminal whose forte it was
to do evil and elude punishment.”*® Critias was never charged
with dgéfBewa, never called by his country men dfeos, and his enemies
would scarcely have overlooked such an opportunity. If it be
argued that his authorship of this play was unknown, it is the
more evident that this theory was confined to the one play or this
one character and not a part of his normal creed.

One phase of the theory we can feel sure was his sincere belief
—the conventionality of law. With the sophistic school, he found
the world based on vduos, not ¢vows, and subscribed to the doctrine
of the right of the stronger, the Ubermensch, a doctrine he con-
sistently carried over into his political thinking.

As philosophy, the passage is clear and forceful, as verse it is
very indifferent. Even the lines describing the home of the gods,
obviously intended as poetic embellishment, are leaden. The rather
solid monotony of the meter is broken by two anapests (lines 1
and 19), three amphibrachs (lines 6, 31, and 37), and a dactyl
(line 40).

The final dramatic fragments cannot be assigned to any play.
XXVI®** has again the apt and terse smoothness which has been
noted before. If the manuscripts of Aechylus are correct, that poet
wrote xpdvos . . . maphfByoe (v),** a probable source of ynpdoxer xpdvos.

XXVTII®* is again flavored by bitterness, a bitterness which is
perhaps the result of the fiasco of Alcibiades. XXVIII®* is es-
pecially neat—and supercilious. XXIX5" is the younger and more
ingenuous Critias, virtuously didactic.

The theory (mentioned in Wilamowitz supra) that the four
plays constitute a tetralogy is naturally tempting. Three of the
titles suggest even more—an ‘‘underworld tetralogy.” I cannot

“Aetion 1, 7, 2.

Tor yap Zicugor elofyaye mposrarny ralTns tis 36fns kal cuvnydpnoer alroi
TQUTY TYH Yveup.

“Drachmann, op. cit.

®Quoted by Stobaeus I, 8, 11 and joined by him with 1, 8 10.

" dgamenmon 983,

®Quoted by Stobaeus 111, 14, 2—assigne:d to Kperiov,

“Quoted by Stobaeus [II, 23, I—assigned to K----ov.

“Quoted by Stobaeus IV, 33, 10—assigned to K---ouv.-Cf. Aes. [?rom. 385.
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think our evidence warrants such a conclusion. If the action of the
Tennes is, as Wilamowitz and Diels suppose (and as I see no
reason to doubt), the story told by Photius, it is difficult to fit this
play into such a scheme. There is, as I have shown, some doubt
about the Rhadamanthus, although it may have shown the hero in
both worlds. Moreover, if the Sisyphus was produced before 426
and the Peirithous after 407, certainly they were not members of
a tetralogy produced on the same day.

How did Critias come to write dramas at all?

The popularity of the tragic drama as a vehicle for the expres-
sion of thought is mentioned by Miiller.*® ‘“About this time (440-
400) the tragic stage received a great influx of poets, which, how-
ever, does not prove that a great advance had taken place in the
art of tragic poetry. Aristophanes speaks of a thousand tragedy-
making prattlers more garrulous by a good deal than Euripides;
he calls their poems muses’ groves for swallows, comparing their
trifling - and insignificant attempts at polite literature with the
chirping of birds (Frogs, 89°?) ; happily these dilettanti were gen-
erally satisfied with presenting themselves once before the people
as tragic poets. There was such a taste for the composition of
tragedies that we find among those who wrote for the stage men
of the most different pursuits and dispositions, such as Critias, the
head of the oligarchic party at Athens, and Dionysius the First,
tyrant of Syracuse. . . . Such men were fond of availing them-
selves of tragedy, in the same way that Euripides did, as a ve-
hicle for bringing before the public in a less suspicious manner
their speculations on the political and social interests of their
auditors. In the drama called Sisyplius there was a development
of the pernicious doctrine of the sophists that religion was an
ancient political institution, designed to sanction the restraints of
law by superadding the fear of the gods.”

Rose®™ has correctly placed works of this caliber as a transition
between the popular tragedies of the Great Three and the “closet-
dramas” composed by what Aristotle calls “reading-authors”—

» Y61
aVaYV(DUTCKO’..

®Geschichte der Gr., Lit., Vol. 1, p. 506.

®Heracles: ovkovr érep’ &7’ érrabfa uepakiAlia
Tpaywdias mowvrra wheiv 3 uipa,
Ebpuridov wheiv 7 oradiw Naliorepa;

Dionysus: émguirides rair’ éori kai grwpdlpara,
X€NBbywy povaeia, Nwpnrai Téxvys,
& ¢povda Barrov, H» pérov xopdr Nafp.
dmaf mpooovpRaarra TP Tpaywdia.
Yévepor 8¢ moinTHy dv oy €lpois ETe
{nTdv dv, doTis ‘prua yevvaiosr Adxot.

“Greek Lit., p. 211.

““Rhet. 1413 b 12 ff.
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CHAPTER 1V
CRITIAS AS PHILOSOPHER

XXX (39).—Galen, Comm. on Hippoc., de offic. I, 1.
pnTe & 76 dAA@ odpart alcOdverar pndé & T yvdpy yryvooket.
yiyvéaxovaw of dvBpumor eifiopévol vyaivew T yrvduy.
Neither those things which he perceives with the rest of his
body nor those which he knows with his mind.

Men who are normally healthy understand with the mind.

XXXI (40).—Galen aO line 21.

€ 8 adros doknoeaas, Smws yvauy oy ikavds, TKkioTa dv olTws v adTdv
dv ddwnbelns.

If you train yourself so that you may be adequate in mind, you
will be least likely to be wronged by others.

XXXII (41).—Herodianus, «. pov. Aeé 40, 14.

épodys
assault.
XXXIII (42).—Galen, lex Hippoc. XIX 94k.

dvodwios 8¢ éoTwv, GoTis émi Tols opukpois aviatar kal émi Tois ye?tiz\o:s
paAdov 7 oi dAhot dvBpwmor 3 mAeiw xpdvov.

He 1s 8vodrios who is distressed over small things, and over
large things more intensely or for a longer time than other men
are.

The philosophy of Critias must be viewed from three not always
consistent angles: (1) practical philosophy, (2) philosophy in the
technical (for fifth century Greece physiological and cosmological)
sense, and (3) theories derived from the sophists, applicable to
public life.

His practical philosophy (to use the familiar term synonymous
with “good sense” or “wisdom’”) is to be noted in certain didactic
or gnomic passages that have the ring of maxims. It is the natural

XXX, elbiouévos & ¢ Chart.

e & pev P avre PM.
€l Tis wév Chart,
Uyialvey P
Uywaivee Chart.

XXXI1, yviup o7 P ikaves P—ivavés Ausge.
yviuy % Chart. altér (i.e.Tor alofiyoewv) durov M. Ausgg.

ddikmbeins Ausgg. dducn 6° MP,
XXXIII, éveariws L(aur 74, 3) *and M(arc V, 15), dvohrios L.
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off-spring of his childhood’s training—for the Greeks laid heavy
emphasis on the efficacy of maxims in education—and of his youth-
ful contact with Socrates. We have seen it in Fragments VIII,
IX, XX, XXI, XXVI, XXVII, XXVIII, and XXIX. Although
our fragments do not show it, the books of Aphorisms must have
contained many such.

Galen, who quotes XXX' implies more than one book of
Aphorisms since our passage appears év t¢p mpire Adopopg. In
subject this statement is concerned with our second heading
“philosophy proper,” under which it will, therefore, be discussed.

gain according to Galen,? there were several books of Homilics
—é&v *Opliav mpotépe . . . kai moANdxes év 7@ adTd . . . kal é&v 7¢ Sevrépw
8¢ rav ‘Omuhawv. I think we may safely ascribe to these “Congrsa-
tions” an influence on the Platonic dialogues; probably they re-
present a transition between Hippias’ Trojan Dialogue and Plato.

XXXI, although quoted by Galen® to illustrate a point of his
philosophy proper, is quite typical of the gnomic Critias. Ad-
equacy of mind is the armour to be donned against the malice of
the world.

Concarning XXXII* there is nothing to note but the tendency
to coin words. This one is not only, as Herodianus says, wapdonuov
but useless.

Galen is the only writer to mention Critias’ wepl ¢pilvens €pwros
% dperov, from which he quotes XXXIII.* The definition here
seems to me apt and exact, a fine example of the logical mind at
work, a worthy percursor of the type of characterization so well
written later by Theophrastus. In its turn it is a spiritual de-
scendant of Semonides’ clever bit of misogyny.®

As a philosopher in the narrower sense of the word Critias
was an eclectic, and a very superficial one. To discover his philos-
ophy we shall scrutinize XV, XVI, and XXV of the dramatic
fragments, XXX from the A4plorismns and XXXI from the Homi-
lies. In these fragments we can detect traces of Xenophanes, Her-
acleitus, Parmenides, Empedocles, and Anaxagoras.

His cosmology is a fusion of the doctrines of Empedocles and
Anaxagoras.” Like Anaxagoras, he scems to have envisioned a

*Commentary on Hippoc. de offic. 1, 1.

60 line 21.

20p. cit.

‘*‘Quoted by Herodianus, . mov. Aef 40, 14.

*lex. Hippocr. XIX 94 K.

*Suidas says that dvedrios was used by Antiphon, Hippocrates, and Me-
nander, but misspells the word (dvodraos), Aristotle, Physiogn. 31 and 149
uses dvgavins as opposed to 7¢ ebdipw. The word is a compound of dvs and
dvia (used by Sappho and Theognis). In Homer dwvin is active (Od. 17,
446 and Od. 12, 223).

'Satyrus, Life of Euripides, quotes XVI with the comment that the poet
drpif@s dAws wepielAnper Tov 'Avat[a]ydpeor [Sa] xdouor [év] rTpiaiv mept
[680es].
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universe at first chaotic (XXV). Both XV and XXV portray the
heavens as a vault. In common with both philosophers he con-
ceived of the universal sphere as revolving (XVI and XXV). He
follows Anaxagoras in attributing the cause of this rotatory move-
ment to a divine force without the whirl. This divine force Euse-
bius® tells was identical with the Syuovpyos vovs. Nowvs according to
both Anaxagoras and Critias (and to Xenophanes), hears, sees,
thinks, and knows all (XXV), and is the source of all motion. It
is uncreated (adro¢vy) ; withXenophanes and Anaxagoras, Cri-
tias cannot think of gods as being born.

From Anaxagoras (and through him, from Heracleitus), comes
the emphasis on evavrwmres The passage from Eusebius reads
é&vravfa (w1th frag XVI) vap Tov pév ow'roqug TOV S-r],uva'yov vouv
Elp'qKEV, T(L 8 €£7]€ €7TL TOU KOO'[LOU T(LO’G’CTGL CV 0) KG.L (1(. €VG.VTLOT777'€9 ¢mTO§
TE KO.L U'KOTO'U?

According to Heracleitus these oppsites (of which he lists day
and night, winter and summer, war and peace, satiety and hunger,
the straight and the crooked, good and ill, cold and warm, we:
and dry, justice and injustice, mortal and immortal, quick and
dead, waking and sleeping, young and old) are the same—united
into the xdopos by the hidden harmony of the divine Fire. Ac-
cording to Anaxagoras, the whirl of the xdopos separated out
the opposites, (warm and cold, light and dark, dry and moist), and
all contain portions of their opposites, since there is a portion of
everything in everything.

In quoting XXX, Galen® introduces what seems to be a startling
theory of Critias. Hippocrates is discussing the difference between
sense perception and mind. Galen notes the earlier lack of distinc-
tion between them. Certainly Aristotle’® had said that Empedocles
makes no distinction. In XXX the distinction is clear: Perception
(awﬁaverac) is through the body (73 éye kai ™ ddpj xai 77 dxoj
7 pwi kai 7 yAeocop—in Galen’s words). but knowledge
(yryvdoxe) is through the mind (77 yvdpuy). In quoting XXXI,
Galen repeates the comment with a curious addition: xai év 7¢
devrépo 8¢ Tav Oy dvridiapoy Tais alofnoest ™y yvouny mwoeAldxis
eipykey Gomep kai 6 "Avripav.

At first sight Galen seems inaccurate. Heracleitus (fr. 4, By-
water), seems to have condemned the evidence of the senses as
untrustworthy. Scoon!? thinks it undubitable that ‘“he meant to
distinguish understanding from mere sense experience, that he con-
nected the former directly with the soul, and that he thought of it
as superior to the latter.” He admits, however, that there is ‘“no
warrant for attributing to him any more definite psychology than
that.”

*PE, XIII, 681 B.

*Commentary on Hippocr., de. offic. I, 1.
*de Anima B 7. 418 b.

“"Greek Philosophy Before Plato, Ch. 1V.
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To me it seems incredible that so significant a discovery should
have been lost or obscured through the thinkers on whom Hera-
cleitus cxercised a direct influence. Scoon’s statement implies that
Heracleitus (even though dimly) conceived an immaterial soul, a
concept utterly foreign to the early thinkers, and disproved by
other fragments of Heracleitus (68, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76). Neither
Parmenides nor Empedocles makes the distinction, and Anaxa-
goras’ distinction is between animate and inanimate.

Of course, it is always possible to assume that if we had more
fragments of the early thinkers, we should find more reason to
believe the distinction had been stated by them. And yet, does
Galen’s mention of Antiphon suggest that possibly the sophists
made the discovery? Galen, who was conversant not only with
philosophies, but with the technical terminology of philosophy,
should have been able to find better evidence than Antiphon, had
such evidence existed. It is at least possible to infer that the pre-
cision of definition and terms insisted on by the sophists (and un-
fortunately neglected by the earlier philosophers) led to at least
a clarification if not the discovery of the distinction. Certainly our
first clear statement is in the words of Critias.

We come now to the well-substantiated statement that Critias
held the soul to be bloed. We are informed by Porphyrius!? that
Empedocles said the soul is blood. afnares é& merdyesor Telpappuévy
dvrilfépovros T Te vinpa pmdAioTa kvkiokeral dvlphmowTw: dlpa yap &v-
Bpwmois wepikdpdiov éoTe vomua.

Theophratus??® tells us that Empedocles taught 7§ alpart pdhwora
Ppovelv év ToUTy yap mdAwoTa xexpaclar éoTi TA oTOLyEla TGV pepdv. From
Aristotle'* we learn that doo. pév olv émi 76 kweicbar 6 Euyvyov
dméBAeyav, ovror 16 kumTikdTaTov tmédaBov T Yuxr® Soou 8 émi yuy-
vooxew kal 70 aig@dvesfar Tav Svrwv, olrol 8¢ Aéyovar Ty Yuxyy Tas dpxds,
ol uév mwhelovs mowoivres, ol 8¢ plav Tavmyy, domrep 'EpmwedokAis pév éx rav
oToxelwv wdvrov, elvar 8¢ kal éxacTov Yuxny TOUTOW.

Aristotle continues that in the former class (those who direct
their attention to the motion of the animate being and thus con-
ceive soul as that which is capable of causing motion) are Dem-
ocritus and the atomists, the Pythagoreans, and Anaxagoras, while
in the latter (those who stress its knowledge and perception and
so identify soul with the ultimate principles) are Empedocles and
Plato.*s

Philoponus!® seems to intend the same distinction when he men-
tions two classes of philosophers who make the soul ovvferor—
those oi pév éx ouvwpuuéverv copdrev (Critias) and those oi 8¢ [é¢]

“apud Stobaeus Eclogae physicae 1026.

2De Sensu 11, 10,

“De Anima 1, 2, 6.

“It is hardly necessary to note that Empedocles did not believe in an

incorporeal soul.
*Introduction to Commentary on Aristotle, De Anima 9, 3.
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dovvdrreov (Democritus and the atomists). That Aristotle has
misinterpreted Empedocles has been proved by Zeller.*” “Ar-

istotle concludes in his usual manner that according to Em-
pedocles the soul is composed of all the four elements, an assertion
which is then repeated by his commentators. It is, however, in-
correct. Empedocles did not hold that thd soul is composed of the
elements : but what we call the activity of the soul he explained by
the elementary composition of the body; a soul distinct from the
body he did not assume. Thought, like all other vital activities,
arises from and depends upon the admixture of substances in the
body. . . . It is in the blood especially, because there the elements
are most completely mingled, that thought and consciousness have
their chief seat, and particularly in the blood about the heart. But
other parts of the body are not excluded from participation in
thought, provided the elementary particles are tightly compressed
and mixture is homogeneous. If the right admixture is limited
to certain parts, the result is sense-organs and their special endow-
ment.” Hicks'® further explains that ‘“What Empedocles meant is
best seen in the case of the special senses. As our sense-organs are
composed of the very same elements as the objects outside the
organism, knowledge of these objects is obtained through these
organs. Thus the fire in the eye enables us to see fire, and so on.”

Unlike Critias, Empedocles made no distinction between thought
and perception. “The chief seat of perception,” according to Em-
pedocles “was the blood, in which the four elements are most evenly
mixed, and especially the blood near the heart. This does not,
however, exclude the idea that other parts of the body may per-
ceive also; indeed, Empedocles held that all things have their share
of thought. But the blood was especially sensitive because of its
finer mixture.””***

Critias XXX proves that he did make the distinction between
thought and perception, that he attributed the former to the mind,
the latter to the entire body. (Mind, of course, is still not distinct
from soul. That he believed the soul to be blood is stated by Aris-
totle,”'—“'e"repoz & afp.a ( sC. ™ Yuxyy eivar )\e"yovm.) : Ka0<i7rep Kpl.'rlfas‘,
70 alofdveabar Yuxijs oikedTarov vmodapBdvovres, ToiTo 8 vwdpxew Sux Ty
] au;mros- ¢vaw Slmphcxus in commentmg on this passage, says,
o 8¢ 10 aipa ™V gbvx'qv Oépevos Kpirias elte 6 tav ‘rchucov-ra Yevopevos els
eiTe coduaTis Tis ovdev Nuiv doice. The statement is repeated by Galen?®
(aipd Pyor elvar Ty Yuxipy ‘ws EumredoxAis kai Kpirias), by Tertullian®!
(nec illos solos dico qui eam [animam] de manifestis corporalibus
efingunt, ut Hipparchus et Heraclitus ex igni, ut Hippon et Thales

“Pre-Socratics 11, 167 ff.

®dristotle, De Anima.

**Burnet, Early Greek Philosophy V, p. 249,
®*De Anima 1, 2, 19.

>V, 283 (Kihn).

"De Anima, 5.
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ex aqua, ut Empedocles et Critias ex sanguine), and by Macrobius??
(Plato dicit animan essentiam se moventem . . . Empedocles et
Critias sanguinem). .

There remains the question—Is it Critias the tyrant who held
this theory? The source of the confusion is evident in the above
quotation from Simplicius. On it, on a statement by Alexander, as
well as—perhaps—some other source, Philoponus®? based his state-
ment that Kpuriay eire mov éva rov TpLu:KOVTJXz‘)Q kai ZwKpdTOVS YKPOLTATO,
7) kai dAAov Twa Aéye,, ovdev Sapepdueba. Ppaoci 8¢ kai dMov Kpuriav
yeyovévar codroriv, ol xal T4 Pepdpeva ovyypdppata eivar, s AXéEavdpos
AéyeL® Tov yap Tév Tpudkovra pndé yeypadévar dAho Tu wAyy IloAcrelas
éupérpovs.

It is easy to see that Philoponus and Alexander did not believe
a man capable of the versatility shown by Critias. Thus they sep-
arated the politician from the Sophist,** attributing to the former
only such works as have a political flavor. Now we know from
Plato (who certainly knew the truth!) that the politician and
sophist were one. The commentator on Plato’s Timaeus,*® knew
it too, for it is to him we owe the famous remark, 6 8¢ Kpirias
W pev yevvalas kal ddpds Ppicews, yrTero 8¢ kai PAoodduv curovoGy, Kal
écadeito BudTys pév év Pphogddots, Ppddodos 8¢ &v Buitas. érupdvvevoe
8¢ xai duTos els X yeyovds.

Since we cannot deny to Critias certain other philosophical
theories, there is no reason to assign this one theory to his grand-
father. Except for Plato’s Timacus and Critias, we have abso-
lutely no evidence of philosophical activity on the part of the elder
Critias. Furthermore, both Anaxagoras and Empedocles were the
latter’s juniors and he belonged to a generation not likely to be
seriously affected by the natural philosophers. That the statement
about Critias being a layman among philosophers and a philosopher
among laymen refers to the Critias of the Timaeus does not in-
validate this conclusion, since the distinction between the Critias
of the Timacus and Critias and the Critias of the Charmides and
Protagoras was not made by the ancients.

To philosophy’s step-child, sophism, Critias owed much, partic-
ularly his political principles and the IV cltanschauung of his ma-
turity. Although he was a pupil of Gorgias and an acquaintance (at
least according to Plato) of Protagoras, he does not completely
share their skepticism. He seems to subscribe to Protagoras’ fa-
mous dictum that “man is the measure of all things.” Protagoras’
distinction between the “weaker” and the “stronger” and his
championship of Law against any attempts to follow Nature as
well as Gorgias’ doctrine that Might is Right, and that Right is

"Somnum Scip. 1, 14, 20.

#Commentary on Aristotle, De Anima 89, 8.

*As, later, Seneca the philoscpher was separated from Sencca the poet.
IIZO a.
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the interest of the strong, and his continuance of the opposition
between Law and Nature are clearly evident in his political
theories.

If we have grasped the surprising versatility of Critias, we shall
not find unreasonable this combination of natural philosophy, tra-
ditional conservatism, political reactionism, and the popular sophis-

try.
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CHAPTER V
CRITIAS AS ORATOR AND PROSE WRITER

Constitution of the Thessalians

XXXIV (31).—Athen., XIV, 662F.

Suodoyoivrar 8 oi @erradol modvredéoraror tav ‘EXjpev yeyerjofaust
wepl Te Tas éobiras xai Ty Slawtav* Gmwep avrois alTiov éyévero xal Tod
xata Tis ‘EA\d8os émayayetv Tovs Ilépoas, é{nAwxdo Ty TodTwv TpUGHVIY

Kai moAvTéletav.

“And all agree that the Thessalians, as Critias says, are the most
luxurious of the Greek in dress and style of living. This was their
reason for bringing the Persians against Greece, that they admired
the luxury and extravagance of the Persians.

Constitution of Lacedaemon

XXXV (32) —Clem., Strom. VI, 9, II.

dpxopar 8 ToL awd yeveris dvlpamov* was dv BéATioTos 16 odpa yévoiro
kai loyvpdraros; € 6 ¢purebwy yvpuvdloro kal éobfior éppwpévws xai Tal-
arwpoly 76 oGpa, Kal § pnTnp 70V waidlov Tob uéAlovros éoealar ioxior T6
oopa xal yvpvdloiro.

“I begin from the hour of man’s birth. How can he become
best and strongest in body ? If his father trains and eats vigorously
and works his body hard, and if the mother before the child’s birth
is also strong in body and exercises.”

XXXVI (33).—Athen., XI, 463E.

6 pev Xios xai @dotos ék peydAwv xvAikwy émi defud, 6 8 'Arrkos éx
pkpoy émt delid 6 8¢ Oerralikds éxmwpara mpowivel 6T dv BovAwvTal pe-
vdAa. AaxeSaqm'w.o:. S 'r-}lv wap’ a7y éxaoros wive, 6 8& mals & olvoxdos
(émexel) Soov dv afromy.

oporoyovvrar 8’ oi ®e1’1’a)\o:. os xat Kpurias 4;1;0-4., TavTwY EMr;vmv mo- \
/\v'rc)\e(rra'ro:. ycyewycreac mepl TE -n)v diarrayv xali v éabyra* 6mep avrois ]
aitov éyévero kata Tijs ‘EAAdSos érayayeiv vovs Ilépoas, {pAdoavras Ty
TOUTOV Tpudyv Kai moAvréAewav.

“The Chian and the Thasian drink a health out of large cups
from left to right, the Athenian out of small cups from left to
right, while the Thessalian pledges in large cups to whomever he
wishes. But the Lacedaemonians drink each from his own cup
separately, and the slave-boy who pours the wine fills up again with

as much as he can drink.” .

XXXIV—Athen., XII, 527A.
XXXVI.

Bothwrrar A—BoVAyrar E!
[émixei] Meineke.
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XXXVII (34).—Athen., XI, 483B.

xopis 88 rovrev 18 ompdrara & Ty Slarrav, imodfpara dpiora AE-
xovika (xai) ipdra ¢opeiv 7oora kal xpnopdrara® xkdbov Aakwvixds
E'xm»].w. e’m‘m]Seco'raTov els oTpatelay Kai et’)¢.op¢61'arov &v yvAs* ol B¢
évexa O'TpaTLwTLKOV, ( Sn)twom orpa.ruu-n]) morAdkis avayx'q v8wp mivew
ov Kaea.pov. rpwrov pév ov TO M) ;kl.av Ka'raS'r])\ov elvat 70 wopa ' €lta
aufBwvas 6 kwlwv Exwv Vmolelmee 76 o xalbapov év adTe.

“Apart from these things the smallest details of ‘their daily life
(are commendable): Lacedaemonian shoes are the best; their
cloaks are the pleasantest and most convenient to wear ; the Lace-
doemonian kothon is a drinking-vessel most suitable for military
service and most easily carried in a knapsack. It is adapted to
military purposes because it is often necessary to drink water that
is not pure. In the first place, it is useful in that the water drunk
could not be too clearly seen; and in the second place, since the
kothon has an inward-curving rim, it retains a residue of the im-
purities inside it.”

XXXVIII (35).—Athen., XI, 486E, Harpocr., Avkwupyeis.

xAlm M\yowvpyys kal dippos Minawovpyss, kAivy Xwvpyys ket Tpd-
wela "Pyveoepyys.

“A Milesian-made couch and a Milesian-made stool, a Chian-
made couch and Rhenaean-made table (clogs).”

XXXIX (36).—Eustathius, ®376, p. 1601 ; Athen., XIV, 629D.

dvammdioavres eis Tfos mpd TOoU KatevexOpvar émi YRy  wapaldayas
woAAds 7ois wooiv émoiovwy, 8 &) Oeppaiorpilew EAeyov.

“After leaping up into the air they went through many dance-
motions before the tumbling down to the ground—this they call
the ‘tong-dance’.”

XL (37).—Liban., Orationes 25, 63.
pddora Sovdol Te év Aaxedalpove xai éAedbepor.

. dmoTias elveka Tis mpos TOUs e€lAwTas ToUTous éfatpel pév SwapTidTys
oiko. Ts domidos TOV wopmwaxa. TovTo 8¢ oVk Exwv éml Tis oTpaTelas woweiv dua
70 Seiv moAAdxis 6&UmTos, 70 S0pu Exwv del weplépxeTal. ©s KpelTTwV Ye
TavTy TOU €lAwTos éoduevos, v Gwd uovys vewtepily Tis Gomwidos. peurn-
xdvrar 87 xai xAeidas, as olovrar Tis map éxeivov émifBovlis ioyvporépas
eivac.

“And especially the slaves in Lacedaemon and the free men . . .
And because of his lack of faith in the helots, the Spartan takes

XXXVII,

[xai] Kaibel.

xwfwr Casaubon—«ad’ v Ms.

wp@Tov . SC. émridedy éoTw els oTpaTelar==0CTPaATIWTIKOV.
xarddohoy Ms.—«karddniov Ed. Bas,

Umolelmre: Stephanus—iwohelrerr Ms.

XXXVIII.

Tpdmeta—xpoireta, Kaibel.

(cf. Poll. VII, 93—#ZuBabpa 'Pnrioveyy).
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the handle out of his shield when in the house. And not being able
to do this when on campaigns because he must often act speedily,
he always walks about carrying his spear, so that in this way he
may always be stronger than the helot if the latter should attempt
revolt with the shield alone. And the Spartans have even fash-
ioned bolts which they think are too strong for any plots of the
helots.”

From Unnamed Constitution

XLI (38).—Poll. VII, 59.

oxe\éas
“breeches”.
From Unnamed Prose Works

XLII (44).—Aelian, V. H. X, 13.

€l yap pmy, éxeivos TowvTyy 86fav vmép éavrov eis Tovs "EMAnvas é&qv-
eyxev, ovk dv émvfipela ﬁp.eis obre 87( ’Evmoﬁq vids W TS Soﬁ)uys' ovf’
61t katalmrov Ildpov 8w weviav xal a-n'0pl.av 771\061: €ls ®¢i0'ov o6’ STu éA-
Oow Tois évravfa éxOpos eyevero 00d¢ pyv 6T opouns’ TOVS ¢¢.on9 Kxal Tovs
exﬂpovs‘ xakws e)\e'yc wpos 8¢ Tovrors (7 8" &s) odre 67 porxds 7)1', 178&,u.ev
av, el pfr) wap’ adrov p.aﬂov'req, olTe OTL Aa.-yvoc Kal vﬁpwms Kal 10 €Tt
TOUTOY am'xl.a"rov, e ™ dowida améBalev. odk aya.009 apa B o ’Apxi-
Aoxos pdprus €avTe TOLOUTOV KAéos dmoAurow Kal TowvTY éavrg .

“If Archilochus had not published such an account of himself
abroad in Greece, we should never have found out that he was
the son of the slave-woman Enipo, nor that through poverty and
perplexity he left Paros for Thasos, nor that after he arrived there
he quarreled with the inhabitants, nor that he spoke ill of friends
and enemies alike ; and more we should not know, had he not told
us himself, that he was an adulterer and lecherous, and wantonly
violent, nor, most disgraceful of all, that he threw away his shield ;
and thus Archilochus wag certainly not a good witness in his own
behalf, leaving all this cvil fame behind him.”

XLIITI (45).—Aelian, V. H. X, 17.

OcuiorokAéa Tov NeokAéovs wpiv %) dpfacbar roArevecdar Tpia TdAavra
éxew T odoiav Ty mwarpdav: émel dé Tav xowav mpoéoTy, elta éPuye kal
€dnueily adrob 7 odola, xarepwpdln éxatov Taldvrowy wAdw oloiav Exuwv.
opoiws 8¢ xkai KAéwva mpd 10U maperfeiv éml 70 xowd pndév Tov oikelwy
éxevbepov eivai, pera 8¢ mevrikovra Taldvrov TOv oikov dmélurev.

(It is said that) Themistocles, son of Neocles, before he began
his political career, had three talents as a heritage from his father.
But after he had become the head of the commonwealth, and was

XLII.

oVre unv Hercher.
aloxwor Hercher.
XLIII.

KX\éwpe Perizonius.
elvar—oxeiy?
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exiled and his property confiscated, he was found to possess an
estate of more than one hundred talents. In like manner, too,
Cleon, before he entered public life, did not have his personal
belongings free of debt, but later left an estate of fifty talents.”

XLIV (46).—Aristeides, Ars Rhet. 11, 2, 7.
Soxet 8’ éuot ye
“Yes, but I think—",

XLV (47).—Aristeides, Ars Rhet. 11, 3, 15.

Sao. pév Tovs Toro¥rovs éyAéyovrar, ovs Av Opdow dpxals Te kal Tiuais
xal Towdrats Svvdpeot wAéoy TL TEY dAAwy vmepaipovras ol por Soxoow
6plas moiety.

“T'hose men who select for their own such persons as they see
excelling others in offices, in honors, and in such forms of power,
do not seem to me to be acting correctly

XLVI (48).—Dio Chrysost. XXI, 3.

81u kdA\worov (Epn) €idos év Tois dppeat 10 GpAv, év & ad Tais Ophelats
Todvavriov;

“That the most beautiful form in males is the feminine, and in
the feminine, contrariwise, (the masculine) 7.

XLVII (49).—Pseudo-Dionys, Ars Rhet. 6, p. 25.

BéBarov pév ol8év, el pny 76 Te Kkavalaveiv yevopéve kal {Gvri i
olov 7€ éxtos drys Paivew.

“There is nothing certain except that when a man is born he
must die, and when he lives he cannot go without diaster.”

XLVIII (51).—Planud. in Hermog. Rhet. V 484.
70 rov IIvbiev dyow.

“To the Pythian games.”

XLIX (52).—Plutarch, Cimon 16.

Kvp.cuva. (pijoe vana.g) ™V 1'1;9 1ra.~rpc809 a.v&no'w é&v VoTépw Bépevor
700 Aaxedaipovivv ovpdépovros dvamcicavra Tov Spuov éfebeiv Bonboivra
HETE TOAAGY STALTGV.

“Cimon put the growth of his native land second to the advan-
tage of the Lacedaemonians and persuaded the demos to go to
their aid with many hoplites.”

L (53).—Pollux, 11, S8.
Sorrelew—to watch accurately, look into.

XILV.

éyAéyovrai—Gomperz. el Aéyorvrar, Mss,
cuANéyorrar Spengel. elvar Aéyovra:, Ald.
XLVII.

un 87t xal vo Oavely,
el stands after {wyre in Ms.
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LI (54).—Pollux, 11, 122.
Aoyeds—speaker.

LIT (55).—Pollux, II, 148.
Taxl"xctp-—qUiCk of hand, nimble.

LIII (56).—Pollux, III, 116.
‘pvrapia—dirt, sordidness.

LIV (57).—Pollux, 1V, 64.
mpocgwdlas—accompanying song.

LV (58).—Pollux, 1V, 165.
ddpaymaio—with pay of two drachmas a day

LVI (59).—Pollux, VI, 31.
érwlovieobu—rto go on drinking.

LVII (60).—Pollux, VI, 38.

Sywvias—purchase of fish.
Sywveiv—to buy fish.
Spovoueir—to be one who watches the price of fisl

LVIII (61).—Pollux, VI, 152.
Yevdoudpripes—fFalse witnesses.

Yevdopdprus—IFEalse witness.
Yevouaprvpeiv—to bear false witness.

LIX (62).—Pollux, VI, 194.
Surepopnobfar—to be dispersed or plundcred

LX (63).—Pollux, VI, 195.

émt 76 ye [éml 70] xpnorovs eivar—to be so far gocd
LXI (64)—Pollux, VII, 78.
iparoreAa—dealers in clothes.

LXII (65)—Pollux, VII, 91.

rrodeta—socks.

LXIII (66).—Pollux, VII, 108.
daxrvlioyAigpor—engravers of gems.
LXIV (67).—Pollux, VII, 154.
xopdoraAns—dealer in musical strings.
LXV (68).—Pollux, VII, 177.
pvpeyos—operfumer.

LXVI (69).—Pollux, VII, 179.
xexpvpalomAokos—retting.
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LXVII (70).—Pollux, VII, 196.

xaixorarar—dealers in brass.
cdnpordrar—dealers in iron.
Aaxavorolar—green-grocers.
ruporédar—cheese mongers.
cvppaordrar—sellers of emetics.
orvrreorola—dealers in oakum.
éprororac—dealers in wool.
AiBaveorordlar—dealers in frankincense.
‘oiforaAa—dealers in roots.
clpordra—dealers in silphium.
kavAomrwAat—green grocers.
oxevoraAai—sellers of clothes.
omweppoAdyor—gossipers .
omepparordra—seedsmen.
xvrporaiar—pot sellers.
pappaxordra—druggists.
Belovorarar—needle-sellers.
mwaxoralar—sells of small plucked birds.
‘opvifoxamnrovs—dealers in birds.

LXVIII (71).—Pollux, VIII, 25.

’amodicdoat—acquit.
Sadixdfen—spend a lot of time at court.

LXIX (72).—Pollux, IX, 17.
‘acTiTpuy—always living in the city.

LXX (73).—Pollux, IX, 161.

evéevecia—shrewdness.

LXXI (74).—Plato, Repub. 11, 368A.

naides’ Aplorwvos, khewot Oeiov vyévos dv8pis — sons of Ariston,
whose race from a glorious sire is god-like.

Critias wrote both verse and prose Consfitutions, a general dis-
cussion of both being included in Chapter II above. In XXXIV?*
we see what Hermogenes® meant by saying that Critias was
gadis dpa 1§ peyéba xkal ebxpuns. This Constitution of the Thes-
sakians, written during the years of his exile, shows the results of
his training as a public speaker. There is here a definite attempt
at poetic adornment but without poetic diction. Note 8latrav

. avdtois aitiov and 7y TobTwy Tpudy Kai modvréleav.

LXVIII—dnodikioa:C.

!Quoted twice by Athenaeus: XIV 662F. (where the passage is credited
to Cratinus, corrected to Critias by Casaubon). and X11 £27 A,

*Rhet. Gr. 11, 415,
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XXXV3 from the Constitution of Lacedaemon was imitated
by Xenophon in his work of the same name,* and by Philostratus.®
Critias’ admiration for the rigor of the Lacedaemonian constitu-
tion is put into his own mouth by Xenophon.® The fragment is
noteworthy for the use of ¢uvredov for marfp and vyeverjs for
yevow, showing again a fondness for the unusal and unexpected
word.

From the same work comes XXXVI7, in which we see again the
accurate observation of the intimate details of life. Rhetorically
we must note the easy shift from singular to plural, and back to
singular. In XXXVII® the asyndeton is striking, serving to break
the connection between the general statements and the specific
detail with its concisely stated reasons. In diction we note the
archaism oumwpérara and the variant orpariwrdy.

Harpocration® in XXXVIII is criticizing Didymus’ use of
Avxovpyeis to denote the bowls made by Lycius son of Myron.
Critas, he implies, has used the ending olpyys correctly as com-
pounded with cities’ and nations’ but not with persons’ names.

Fustathius' and Athenaeus' quote XXXIX, Critias’ descrip-
tion of a Spartan dance.

XL casts startling illumination on the helot situation in Sparta,
and brings us very close to that constant danger. Xenophon’s imi-
tation of the passage * is poor, showing not only infelicity of ex-
pression but ignorance of the purpose of the custom. (Libanius
takes Critias to task for calling men free who go about in constant
fear of their own slaves: ods olv dptorromotovuévovs kai kabevdovras xai
ér’ GAAo T Budilovras 10 Seipa TGV olket@v 6mAllel, wés dv ovrol ye, &
mai KaAlaloxpov, xabapds dmolaioeav tijs éhevleplas ;)

I confess I am curious to know how Critias came to mention
okedéas and inclined to wonder whether it does not appear in his
Constitution of the Thessalians in connection with the Persians.
Pollux, who quotes the word, says merely that Critias used it
év Tais Molirelars®™,

Mallius ‘Theodorus!® says “metrum dactylicum hexamectrum in-
ventum primitus ab Orpheo Critias adserit.” This statement could

“iQuoted by Clement, Strom. VI, 9 11.
‘I, 4

*Gymnasticus 11, 275, 11,

*Hellen. 11, 3, 34.

‘Quoted by Athcenaeus, Deip. X1, 463 E.

*Quoted by Athcnaeus /Teip. XI, 483 B and paraphrased by Plutarch
Lycurgus 9. ( Pollux VI, 97 mentions the shape of the xdfwr).
*Auvkiovpyeis. Also quoted by Athenacus, Deip. X1, 486E.

*e 376 p. 1601, 25,

“Deip., XIV, 629 D.

20uoted by Libanius Or. 25, 63.

“Const, of Lac. X1I, 3.

V11, 59.

“Gram. Lat. 6, 2, 580 K. This is Diels 3.

95

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CRITIAS

be used to substantiate the theory of Blass'® that Critias wrote a
series of prose Bfloc of great poets. Ilc is led to this belief by
the wording in the preface of Philostratus’ Bioc copiara :*7

Tovs ¢Pihoaporavras év 8dfny Tob codirTevoar kai Tods obTwm Kkupiws
mpoopnlévras oodiatas és o BiBAia avéypayd oo, yiyvdokwy uév 67t Kai
yévos éorl gou mpos ™y Téxmy é ‘Hpddyv 7ov codoTiv  dvadépovt,
pepimpuévos 8¢ kai Tév kara v 'Avridxcav omovdaclévruy woré Huiv vmép
gopoTav év TG Tol Aadvaiov iepd. matépas 8¢ od mpoucypaga, pua Al o,
waow, AAA& Tois &m eddoxiuwy* oida yip 8 xai Kpirlav Tév codiomyv odk
éx matépwv dp€duevov, dAAa ‘Oufjpov 83 pévov odv 76 marpl émypvnobévra,
éredy Oatpa SyAdoew Epelle marépa ‘Opnpy mwoTapov evar.

Philostratus, then, in writing biographies of the sophists, will
usually omit the patronymics, for he knows he has a precedent:
Critias also omitted them as a rule. This certainly sounds as if
Philostratus was under the impression that Critias wrote biogra-
phies. His mention of Homer’s patronymic suggests lives of the
poets, a suggestion strengthened by two other references: that
relating to Orpheus just quoted, and that relating to Archilochus
(fr. XLII). Further, these biographies usually began by a men-
tion of the name of his subject’s father. We have sufficient indi-
cation for the title of three of them: Orpheus, Homer, and Ar-
chilochus.

The passage referring to Archilochus?® is spoken by the true
conservative. Critias found the poet’s ingenuous lack of reticence
offensive to his taste and breeding ; his inclination to austerity and
orderliness was shocked by the poet’s loose life; and his gentle-
man’s traditions found the cowardice the worst offense of all.
But underneath his statements we feel that what shocked him most
was not the immorality or the cowardice, but the ill-bred frank-
ness. In the light of Critias’ later reputation, the last words are
naively ironic. Meanwhile the formalist in morals and manners
is calling fame the rare and poetic word “kAéos”.

Fragment XLIII™ must be dated at least after the death of
Cleon in 422, and comes obviously from some work charging the
democratic leaders with venality. undév rav oixelmy éxet'fepov elvar
is awkward.

Aristeides,?® referring to dAX’ émor ye 8okei in Xenophon’s
Symposium says the form Soxet 8 éuor ye is more characteristic
of Critias (Frag. XLIV). Fragment XLV is in the same connec-
tion.?? Xenophon (I, 4) says pildov 7oicde ds e orparyyois kal
irmdpyots kal omovdipyats. Aristeides transposes the smoothness

*Attische Beredsambkeit, Vol. T, p. 263 ff.

Vit Soplist. 479-80. The final sentence is Diels {r. S0
*Quoted by Aeclian V. H. X, 13.

®Aelian V.H. X. 17.

®Ays. Rhet, 11, 2, 7.

*A4rs. Rhet. 11, 3, 15,
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of Xenophon'’s thought into another more dignified which he
says is more like Critias or Twos r&v dpxaiwv coguwrav. Here is
the younger Critias again, rejecting utilitarian aims in friend-
ship.

XLVI? presents us with the only originality in thought which
we shall find in Critias.

It is interesting to compare this theory with the modern one
that genius in man results from a strong feminine admixture in
his nature. Dio’s disapproval leads him to say that the Athenians’
choice of Critias as vouoféryy was not dwaiws. 1 think we cannot
assume that Critias bore this title officially; the Thirty were
to make and did make alterations in the laws, and the democratic
title was useful to signify this fact.

The gloomy tone of XLVII* suggests a late date—some time
after 407. XLVIII is another passage saved to us for its word—
order. Planudes** remarks that 76 ayén reév Ivfiwv is kowov kai
elredés, but that Critias, turning it about, says 76 7ov Ivbiwy
ayaw, implying that the phrase gains grace.

The rebuke of Cimon in XLIX?® fits the moderate-party views of
Critias and Alcibiades alike, and proves again that the former be-
came an extremist only at the last. His admiration of Sparta did
not extend to the point of serving her interests rather than those
of his native land.

We come now to a long list of words and brief phrases cited by
Pollux on philological grounds. Some of these words are not so
unusual as Pollux thought. I.,*¢ 8wrreiew, had been used by
Homer and Sophocles. Some seem to be coinages by Critias: LII
raxixep?’ and LXIX dorirpy™ are especially harsh. The long
compounds in--mmAys (Frag. LXL* LXIV,**and LXVII u)were
probably in common use, even though they make only rare ap-
pearances in literature. Seven of them are employed by Aristo-
phanes: rmupoméat, ovppawréiar, orermeordlat, ABaveTomrdAal (in
the verb form), ¢papaxorddar, Berovordrar and mwakomrdiar. It may
be that Critias coined some of the others, but I doubt it.
They are probably common trade names, not mentioned in litera-
ture because no other author would have much need for them.
aomeppoAdyor (if it means “babblers, gossipers,”) is common. LI,

2uoted by Dio Chrysost. XXI, 3.

#Quoted by Pseudo-Dionysius .Irs. Rhliet. 6, p. 25.
*Hermog. Rhet. V. 484,

#»Quoted by Plutarch, Cinon 16.

»Pollux 11, 58.

TPollux II, 148.

»Pollux I1X, 17.

*Pollux VII, 78.

*Pollux VII, 154.

*Pollux VII, 196, 197,
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/\07059 for 'p';lrwp,sg LIII :pvwapfa,ns LXII 7r0363.'a.,34 and LXV
pvpePds?® appear elsewhere, but only in Hellenistic or Roman
times. In LV3¢ the regular form is 8i8paxmos. mpoowdias, LIV is
unique in the sense of “song accompanied by the harp”, as is
dwmepopiiofar in LIX.3® émkwbuv@ecfar (LVI1),3® SaxrvAioyAigor
(LXIII),* and xexpvpadromAdxos (LXVI)*! seem to be coinages
by Critias. edévveola (LXX)** was also used by Aristotle,

Several groups are interesting. In LVIII*® yevBouaprvpeiv is
the regular form, yevdopdprvs was used by Plato. but the plural
is unique with Critias. In LVII,** the classical form is, of course,
oYuvelv, dYovoueiv post-classical. In LXVIII** Critias is the
only writer who uses dmodwidlw with 8lkyv, while 8wadwileav is used
only by Critias in the sense, “spend a whole year in law-
courts.”

I think Diels is correct in thinking that the passages in Ryssel’s
Greco-Syrische Sammlung?*® are not by Critias. In no case is there
a definite attribution to Critias; in no case has the material any
connection with the known titles of Critias’ works.

In Plato’s Republic*® is a line of verse which I have not included
among the verse fragments, but shall append here with a few re-
marks. Socrates speaks Kal eym axovoas det ,uev 87) mv 4mm.v TOV
7€ T'Aadkwvos kai T0b ASELpavrov Wa;uyv, drap olv xal TéTE TdVY e 1,0'01;11
xat eiwov* O xak@s eis vpds, & maibes éxelvov ToU awvdpds, 'rr)v apx'r)v TOW
éreyelwy émoinoev 6 T'Aavkwvos épaatis, eddokiunoavras mept v Meyapol
pdaxny, elroy*

waides *AploTwvos, kAewod Ociov yévos avdpis.
TOUTS pot, & ¢pilot, e Sokel Exew.

Now, not only have we no evidence that Glaucon was the recipi-
ent of this type of affection, but such a fact is unlikely. It is true
that on the score of chronology it is not impossible. If Plato’s
brothers participated in the battle of Megara in 409 at the earliest
probable age of Glaucon, who was the younger, the association of
the latter with Critias would date at about 415, when Critias was
45 or slightly older. It is the kinship which makes me doubt the

2Pollux II, 122,
¥Pollux I1I, 116.
*Pollux VII, 91.
*Pollux VII, 177.
*Pollux 1V, 165.
*Pollux IV, 64.
=Pollux VI, 194,
®Pollux VI, 31.
“Pollux VII, 108.
“Pollux VII, 179.
“Pollux IX, 161.
“Pollux VI, 152,
“Pollux VI, 38.
“Pollux VIII, 25.
*Rhein. Mus. 51, 531, ff.
Y368A.
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possibility that Critias wrote the lines. So far as I know, it would
be the only case on record, and certainly we should have heard
of it from one of Critias’ many enemies. A reproof from Socrates
for this affair would have been forthcoming with more justifica-
tion tha nwe can see for the reproof he did administer.*™

We come now to Critias the orator, for whom we have no direct
evidence in the way of actual words, but no lack of indirect evi-
dence from the pens of later writers. These passages have been
quoted above :** According to Hermogenes,*** Critias was almost as
stately as Antiphon, and contrived to combine dignity with clear
directness. He was polished but not poetic, using ornament with
taste and refinement but not to pall. It is Hermogenes, too, who
tells us that Critias wrote (or spoke?) Anpuyyopwa IIpooima.
In spite of the accumulation of sentences, continues Hermogenes,
he retained clarity, uniting forthrightness and smoothness. He is
placed by Hermogenes immediately after the Ten.

According to Dionysius** he was clever in invention and the
forceful manner of his speech. His style was pure and based on
the Attic not of Plato and Thucydides but of the everyday speech
of his time; it was terse and closely-reasoned.

“Critias and Andocides stand together as cultivated amateurs
of the phase when the earlier manner of Antiphon and Thucvdides
was already felt to be too rigid for practical life, but when, never-
theless, an alternative manner had not been artistically shaped.
Critias, like Andocides, appears to have avoided the poetical diction
as well as the figures of Gorgias, and is named along with Ando-
‘cides as a witness to the currency of the idiom used by Lysias.”?°

In view of the generous praises of Critias’ oratorical style, it
is surprising to find Andocides included among the Decad, while
Critias takes a position immediately after the famous Ten. Critias
might be supposed to have had the stronger claims. Perhaps his
having been one of the odious Thirty stood in his way, but this
does not entirely account for his exclusion by later generations of
writers unaffected by his political career. Jebb concludes that to
them Andocides was of greater interest because of the subjects on
which he spoke. His revealing glimpses of the life of the people
and courts make him an indirect historian, whereas Critias’
speeches went over ground so well covered by Thucydides and
Xenophon.

Cicero®® characterizes Pericles, Alcibiades, and Thucydides as
“subtiles, acuti, breves, sententiis, magis quam verbis abundantes”
—skillful in the choice of words and in the subtle expression of

*Supra Ch. 1.

“Ch. 2,

“2repl "5y, 388.

©[1, 415.

®Jebb, Attic Orators Vol. 11, p. 425,
“De Oratore 11, 23.
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each thought, refined, concise and using more thoughts than words.
On the contrary in the “Brutus’® he classes Alcibiades along with
Critias and Theramenes and says their style of oratory can be in-
ferred from Thucydides: “grandes, verbis crebri sententiis, com-
pressione rerum breves, et ob eam ipsam causam interdum subob-
scuri’—stately, full of sententious remarks, and so exceedingly
concise as to be sometimes obscure. While the descriptions are
not contradictory as they stand, the confused alignment of Alci-
biades is illuminating. This alignment seems to be political more
than oratorical, and suggests that although some of Critias’ works
survived to ‘Cicero’s day, the Roman had no access to them—
dicendi genus . . . ex Thucydidi scriptis . . . intellegi maxime
potest.”

We come finally to the Critias of Plato’s Charmidcs and Pro-
tagoras. 'The proximity of the dramatic dates of these dialogues
is interesting.

In the Protagoras we find that xapieordmp Byv eivar Tod vrprirov,
W viv A fuddns Exer.

Since Alcibiades served at Potidaea in 431, this dialogue must
date several years earlier to allow for some easicer preliminary
military training. Socrates would be about 36 or 37, Critias 25,
and Alcibiades 19. It is also significant to note that Alcibiades
and Critias enter together. At 334c the dialogue threatens to break
up. Socrates has driven Protagoras into a corner from which he
attempts to extricate himself by turning the discussion into other
channels. Socrates discovers he has an engagement elsewhere, and
only the intervention of the audience saves the discussion. Callias,
as host, steps in immediately to prevent Socrates’ departure and
courteously suggests that Socrates adapt himself to Protagoras’
method. Socrates professes himself unable, because of a short
memory, to compete with his antagonist in long harangues. Alci-
biades, who knows Socrates, unmasks his pretext of short memory,
but stands on his side with a veiled challenge to Protagoras: Is
he unable to meet Socrates on the latter’s ground?

pera 8¢ Tov AdxBuidny, ds éygpar, Kpirias Wy 6 elmawv: "Q Ipddixe
xai Trmia, KaAAias peév Soxei pot pdia wpos Ilpwraydpov eivar, *AAxiBe-
ddys 8¢ del PpAovikds oL pos Ov dv Gpunoy pds 8¢ ondév Sei cumPpiA-
ovweiv otte Swkpdrer ovre IMpwraydpa, dANd kowy apdorépwy Seicbar py
perald Sadvoar v Evvovolav

Alcibiades relishes a “scrap’; Critias is not only polite enough
not to side with either party to the dispute, but is eager to hear
the discussion amicably continued. Without expressing an opinion,
he knows he has much to learn from the intelligent argument of
wiser men.

Several years later (Socrates has just returned from Potidaea)
Critias takes a far greater part in the Charmides. e introduces to

BVIL
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Socrates his young cousin, Charmides, who is now &b pdia dv 48y
petpdxiov and is noted not only for his beauty but also for his
coppoovvy. After a bit of playful introduction Socrates proceeds
to his main question, “What is ecwdpooiry?”’ Charmides, like the
well-bred lad he is, thinks of it as outward good behavior, quiet-
ness and respect. Socrates refutes the definition. Charmides,
realizing his definition has been superficial, identifies it with ai8ds.
Again Socrates shows him his error. Once more Charmides goes
deeper

(l.pTl. ')/(LP U.VE[LV'I]UBTIV o 7]871 TOVU 7)Kov(ra. AEYOVTO? OTL O"w¢POO’UV’I] Q.V 6'.7,
TO EGUTOU ﬂ'pO.TTELV. O'KO‘II"GL ovv TO'UTO EL opomc oot 80K€L A.E'YELV 0 I\.EY(.IJV

Socrates responds: "Q uapé, Kpiriov 7008e dxnroas adré 4 dAlov Tov
TGV TOPEY.

Critias denies the authorship, and Charmides takes the hint by
saying that it doesn’t matter from whom he heard it. Socrates
agrees but quickly reduces the definition to absurdity by showing
that the carpenter, in making other men’s shoes is not guilty of
breach of ocw¢poovry. He deliberately tempts Critias into the
argument to defend what he feels really is Critias definition.

"HwitreTo dpa, as eocxev, ovrep apTt eyw c)\eyov, o Aeywv T0 TA avTov
1rpa'r‘rew 0'w¢p00’vm7v ewal. ob ydp mov obTw ye v ednbys * 7 Twos HAbiov
yrovoas Tovrl Aéyovros, & Xapuidy;

"Hkwrd e, épn, érel ToL kal wdvu éddker aodds eival.

Charmides confesses he does not understand the definition, and
mischievously throws it into Critias, lap: dAX’ lows 0d8¢v kwAder pundé
70v Aéyovra pmdév eilévar 8 Tv évdel. kai dpa Tadra Aéywy Vmeyéla Te
kai eis Tov Kpuriav améBAemev.

Kai 6 Kpirias 8jdos pév v kal wddar dyomav kal ¢ulotipws mpds Te
7ov Xappibyv kal mwpods Tovs mapdvras éxwv, udyis 8 éavrov év 1G mpdoler
kaTéxwy TéT€e odX 0ids Te éyévero.

Crltlas is angry uurvrep 7701.1]1'7)9 v7roxprr7, kak@s Owarifévrt 1o Eavrov
wotppara. IHe looks in annoyance at E_harmldes and says,

Ofrws olet, & Xapuidy, € o uy oicba & 7i o7’ évder 65 by owppoaivyy
€ivar 70 Ta éavrov mwpdTTew, oDde &) éxeivov €lSévar;

Socrates defends Charmides: It is no wonder that, at his age,
he cannot understand, but Critias, in view of his years and studies,
will know. Besides, he would prefer to argue with Critias. Critias
accepts. He draws a distinction between 76 mpdrreww and 76 épydleafar.
The cobbler, in “making” shoes for others, is “doing” his own
work. This is a shrewd distinction, but Critias has not thought
it out carefully, and gets off to a bad start. He distorts Hesiod’s
épyov & oddév dvedos,” which he refutes by declaring that there are
base trades—like that of the pickle-seller. While this attitude
can be partly justified by the Athenian economic system, it re-
mains a superficial one. By assuming that Hesiod meant that

“"Works and Days 309.
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molnow wpdfews kal épyacias dAlo . . . kal moinpa pév yiyveolar Svedos
éviore, STav i) perd ToU Kalov yiyviTar, €épyov 8¢ ovdémore ovdév Svedos”
Td yap kalds Te xai oPpelipws morovueva Epya éxdAel, xal épyacias Te kal
wpdfets Tas Towalras womoeas. ¢pdvar 8¢ ye xpi kal olkela pdva TA TOWVTA
jyyeicOar ad7ov, & 8¢ BAaBepd wdvra aAAdtpa’ dore xai ‘Holodov xpy
olecfar xai dAlov, BoTis Ppbwpos, TOV T4 abrov mpdrrovra TobTOV OW-
¢pova xaleiv he reveals himself as a sophist in the unhappy sense
of that term. This subtle distinction between synonyms, this
specious argument, which marks him so definitely the pupil of
Prodicus, we search for in vain in his writings.

Socrates ignores the obvious weakness of this concept—that it
presupposes a knowledge of “the good” and ‘‘the useful.” He
proceeds instead to force Critias to declare that a man could have
owgpoovvy without being aware of it. But this contradicts a view
to which Critias subscribes—that owogpooivy is self-knowledge.
He says, oxedov ydp 7t éywye adro 70976 ¢yue elvar codpoovwy, 76
yiyvaoxew éavrdv, xai ovudépopar 1@ év Aelgois dvabévre 70 TowvTOV
Ypdppa.

This faces Critias with certain questions: Is self-knowledge
possible? Is it useful? What does self-knowledge know? What
does it do?

Critias says self-knowledge has no object, no product: it is a
speculative, not a practical science. He again confuses the issue.
He assumes that a knowledge of one’s own good and bad qualities
is equivalent to psychology. He insists that while other sciences
teach knowledge of something, self-knowledge is unique.

ai pdv dAar macar dAlov dolv émoTiuat, éavrav 8 ob, § 82 pévm Tév
Te dAA\wy émoTuey émoThuy €oTi xkai adT) éavris and rather pettishly
adds xai Taitd o€ woAAov Sei Aeknfeévar, dAA: ydp, oipar, & dpTi olk
épnoba mowiv, ToiTo Toeis® éud yap émixepeis éNéyxew, édoas mepli oD O
Adyos éoTiv.

He is obviously aware that he is not showing well. Socrates
quietly denies that his sole aim is to prove Critias wrong and
insists that nothing matters but that they shall discover the truth.

His ruffled feathers smoothed, Critias agrees. Socrates pursues
the previous line of argument. Sight and hearing see and hear
objects, not themselves. It would be unique if this should prove
an exception, a knowledge which is a knowledge of knowledge
and of other knowledges. (If sight sees itself, sight must be col-
ored.) Even if this were true, would self-knowledge be useful, as
we admit cudpogivy is?

Socrates takes the next logical step. A knowledge of knowledge
differs from a knowledge of what you know and what you do not
know, and is therefore not Critias’ ocw¢pooivr). As Critias does
not immediately comprehend, Socrates illustrates. The physician
needs to know more than knowledge; he needs also to know what
health is. He will not learn this from a science which is a science

102

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



CRITIAS

of itself but from the science of medicine. Epistemology is not
enough; it is not useful. A man needs a knowledge of himself
and his fellow-men; all the epistemologist knows is that he knows
epistemology. The conclusion is that what Critias is defining could
have no practical use in life. Charmides does not know now
whether he has ocw¢pooivy; not even his wise friends know what
it is.

Critias concludes by advising Charmides érgdew mapéyns Sokpdre
kal un droleimy TodTov uyre puéya pyre opupdv. Charmides promises.

It is easy to see that although Critias has indeed an extensive
knowledge of both philosophers and the current philosophies, he
is not in reality a philosopher ; his skill in dialectic is limited, his
logic faulty. He is not subtle, he misinterprets, is not quick to
understand, and argues fallaciously. He comes near to losing his
temper. Above all, he lacks the simple greatness of soul which
prevents Socrates from mingling philosophy and personalities.

This, then, is our portrait of Critias. Well educated in the tra-
ditional manner, he joined the current trend toward the sophists’
practical philosophy. Inspired by his political ambitions and his
natural fineness of soul, he associated with Socrates throughout
his youth, employing his not inconsiderable talents meanwhile in
literary composition. He entered political life early, taking his
stand with his friend Alcibiades in the moderate ranks. Driven
finally to radical oligarchy by the turn of events, he attempted to
put into execution his reverence for the xadol xdyafoi, his sophis-
tic theories of equity, and his inherited admiration for Spar-
tan austerity. “Beim Sturz der Oligarchie durch Thrasybul sithnte
Critias seine Vergehen, indem er im Kampf fiir die Sache starb,
far die er gelebt hatte.”** “The saying preserved by the scholiast
on Plato . . . that he was a ‘layman among philosophers and a
philosopher among laymen’ probably maligns an all-round man by
calling him a dabbler.””?®

Ungently handled by many writers from Lysias to Philostratus,
who breaks a self-imposed rule not to pass moral judgment on his
subjects, he is portrayed sympathetically by Plato and by Aristotle,
who is the first to mention his literary work, who omits in his
Constitution of Athens the odium heaped on him by Xenophon,
and praises him generously in the Rhetoric.

“Nestle, Vorsokratiker 96.
“Edmonds, Elegy and Iambus (Loeb) Introduction.
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Herodian—mrepi povipovs Aéfews.

Herodotus.

Hesiod—IVorks and Days.

Homer—Odyssev.

Isocrates—Areopagiticus.

Johannes Diaconus—Commentary on Hermogenes.
Justinian.

Libanius—Orations.
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Lycophron.

Lycurgus—Leotcrites.

Lysias—1 (Eratosthenes), 13 (Agoratus), 23 (Pancleon, Ar-
gument).

Macrobius—Somnium Scipionis.

Mallius Theodorus.

Nepos—Alcibiades, Thrasybulus.

Orphic Hymn, 34.

Palatine Anthology.

Philoponus—Commentary on Aristotle, De Anima.

Philostratus—E pistle 73, Vitae Sopistarum.

Photius—Bibliothcca (For Fragment XXIV, ed. Reitzenstein,
1907, p. 91).

Phrynichus—Commentary on Photius.

Plato—Charmides, Critias, Hippias Major, Laws, Meno, Pro-
tagoras, Republic, Symposium, Theactetus, Timacus.

Pliny—Natural History.

Plutarch—Alcibiades, Aristides, Cimon, Lycurgus, Pericles,
Solon, Vitae X Oratorum, De Amicis Multis, De Capienda
ex Inimicis Utilitate, De Placitis Philosophorum, De Super-
stitione.

Pollux—Onomasticon.

Porphyrius—Commentary on Stobaeus, Eclogae Physicac.

Proclus—Commentary on Plato, Timacus.

Pseudo-Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Ars Rhetorica.

Satyrus—Vita Euripidis.

Semonides.

Sextus Empiricus—Adv. Mathematicos.

Simplicius—Commentary on Aristotle, De Anima.

Sophocles—Antigone, Trachiniae.

Stobaeus—Florilegia.

Strabo.

Suetonius—/IL udica Historia.

Suidas.

Tatian—Adv. Graecos.

Tertullian—De¢ Anima.

Theophrastus—Characteres, De Scunsu,

Thucydides.

Valerius Maximus.

Xenophanes.

Xenophon—Anabasis, Constitution of Lacedaemon, Hellenica,
Memorabilia.

The Euripides fragments are as found in the edition of Nauck,
Leipzig, 1912.

The Anaxagoras and Xenophanes fragments are as found in
Diels.
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Athens, 1928.
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Blass—Attische Bercdsamkeit, Ed. 2—Leipzig, 1887-98.

Bockh—Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum — Berlin, 1843,;
Staatshaushaltung der Athener, Ed. 2—Berlin, 1851.

Burnet—Early Greek Philosophy, Ed. 4—ILondon, 1930.

Bury—History of Greece—Macmillan, 1920.

Bywater—Heracleitus of Ephesus—Oxford, 1877.

Cambridge Ancient History—Cambridge, 1927,

Cornford—Thucvdides Mythistoricus—Arnold, 1907.

Croiset—Aristophane et les partics & Athénes—Macmillan,
1909.

Cron—Beitrige zur Erklirung des platonischen Gorgias.

Diehl—Anthologica Lyrica Gracca—Leipzig, 1924-5.

Diels—Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Ed. 5—Berlin, 1935.

Drachmann—Athecism in Pagan Antiquity—I.ondon, 1922.

Edmonds—Elegy and Iambic—Putnam (Loeb)—1931.

Francotte—Les finances des cités grecques—Paris, 1909.

Gilbert—Beitrdge sur innern Geschichte Athens im Zeitaltey
des peloponnesischen Kricqes—I.eipzig, 1877.

Grote—History of Greece—Modern Library Ed.

Grundy—Thucydides and the History of His Age—ILondon,
1911.

Henderson—The Great War Between Athens and Sparta—
Macmillan, 1927.

Hicks—Aristotle’s Anima—Cambridge, 1907.

Hunt—Ouxyrhynchus Papyri—London, 1898-19.

Jebb—The Attic Orators from Antiphon to Isaeus—ILondon,
1893.

Keil—Grammatici Latini—Leipzig, 1874.

Kirchner—/Inscriptioncs Graecace—Berlin, 1891.

Koch—Comicorum Atticorum Fragmenta—ILeipzig, 1880-8.

Linforth—Solon the Athenian—U. of California, 1919.

Merritt, Wade-Gery, MacGregor—7 e Athenian Tribute Lists
—Princeton, 1939.

Miller—Geschichte der griechischen Litteratur (tr. Donald-
son)—London, 1858.

Muiiller-Strubing—Aristophanes und die historische Kritik—
Leipzig, 1873.

Nauck—Euripides—Leipzig, 1912; Tragicorum Graecorum
Fragmenta (Leipzig, 1889).

Nestle—Die Vorsokratiker in Auswahl—]Jena, 1922.

Norwood—Greek Tragedy—ILondon, 1920.
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Ollier—La Mirage Spartiate—Paris, 1933.

Oncken—Athen und Hellas—I eipzig, 1865.

Paulsen—Svstem der Ethik—Berlin, 1889.

Rose—Handbook of Greck Literature—Dutton, 1934.

Sarpilos—Le démocratic et Uélection proportionellc—Paris,
1899.

Scoon—Greek Literature Before Plato—Princeton, 1928.

Taylor—Plato, The Man and His Work—Dial, 1936.

Vischer—Die oligarchische Partci und die Hetairen in Athen
von Kleisthenes bis ans Ende des peloponnesischen Krieges,
in Kleine Schriften, 1—Leipzig, 1877.

Walz—Rhetores Graeci—1832.

Weckler—De Anaxagoreis Euripidis.

Whibley—Greek Oligarchies—London, 1896; Political Parties
at Athens at the Time of the Peloponnesian War, in Cam-
bridge Historical Essays, Ed. 2—Cambridge, 1889.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff—Analecta Euriptdea—Berlin, 1875 ;
Aristoteles und Athen—Berlin, 1893 ; Platon—DBerlin, 1920.

Zeller—The Pre-Socratics.

Zimmern—71 he Greek Commonwecalth—Oxford, 1924.

Periodicals

Biisolt—Avristoteles oder Xenophon?—H ermes, 1898.

Droysen—Dcs Aristophanes Vogel und die Hermakopiden—
Rheinisches Museum, 1835 and 1836.

Jevons—MWork and Wages in Athens—Journal of Hellenic
S'tudics, 1895.

Loeper—Journal of the Russian Imperial College—1896.
Nestle—Politik und Aufklirung in Gricchenland itm Ausgang
des V. Jahrhunderts vor Chr.—Neue Jahrbiicher, 1900.
Ryssel—Greco-Syrische Semmlung — Rheinisches Museum,

1896.
LVil}amowitz—M oellendorff—Der Menander von Kairo—Neue
Jahrbiicher, 1908.
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