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ABSTRACT

Cornelius Nepos (c. 110-24 BC), who is generally considered as the father of Roman
‘political biography’, wrote several works, including a major collection of biographies,
the De Viris Mustribus. Within this book of a pair of generals: the Liber De excellentibus
ducibus exterarum gentium, which discusses non-Roman commanders, including the
Athenian general and statesman, Themistocles (c. 525/4-560/59 BC).

In writing a biography on Themistocles, Nepos consulted Greek sources, mainly
consulted Thucydides. Nepos often paraphrases and quotes Thucydides, while also
expressing his opinion on the death of Themistocles. When he departs from Thucydides’
account, he uses Ephorus. The other extant, ancient sources on Themistocles are
predominantly Greek, namely Plutarch, Herodotus, and Diodorus. Justin’s Latin epitome
of Trogus also covers this period.

When writing a commentary on Nepos’ Themistocles, the most detailed extant source is
Plutarch’s biography in the Parallel Lives. Plutarch may have been inspired to write his
own work based on the implicitly comparative structure of Nepos’ De Viris lllustribus,
but the scale and scope of Plutarch’s work differs considerably from that of Nepos. He
used a wide range of sources, including Neanthes and Phanias. Plutarch is our main
source of information for Themistocles’ life and career. Diodorus Siculus is considered
to have used Ephorus as his main source. Much of Diodorus’ account may be considered
as being part of the ‘Themistoclean Romance Fiction’. Cicero only refers to
Themistocles in an occasional exemplum within his philosophical works. Nepos is
therefore the only definitive Latin author on Themistocles.

He succinctly captures the nuances of political biography in his Lider De excellentibus
ducibus exterarum gentium, and his Themistocles is a notable example of this genre.
Hence, the De Viris lllustribus as a whole is testament to the limited genius of Nepos. It
celebrates the achievements of the famous men whose lives he presented to his Roman
audience, and fits well within the Roman tradition of historiography as a means of
teaching moral lessons. This was the precursor of the biographical genre that flourished
in the imperial period.

Nepos’ most famous extant biographies are the Atticus and the Cicero. Nepos’
Themistocles is often ignored as being an insignificant work in itself. This perception is
wrong. While Nepos was a poor writer from the point of Latin style, and his biography
on Themistocles adds little to our knowledge of Themistocles, it is still a valuable source
of evidence for the transferral of Greek knowledge into the Roman world. It is an
excellent example of a panegyrical work to Themistocles, which offers a balanced
contrast to Thucydides, Plutarch and especially to Herodotus, who was extremely biased
against Themistocles. Plutarch provides a detailed account of the negative aspects of
Themistocles’ character and contains most of the contemporary allegations levelled
against him. Nepos portrays Themistocles as the classic heroic figure from Greek
tragedy.

A historical commentary is the best method to adopt, since a more thorough interpretation
of the sources is required, when evaluating the ancient literary traditions, as well as
commentating on the vast quantity of modern scholarship on Themistocles, which was
written from the late 19" century.
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INTRODUCTION

i) A brief biography of Nepos.

Cornelius Nepos is well known for his De excellentibus ducibus exterarum gentium,
which was his only major contribution to Roman and Greek biographies on military
leaders and political leaders. Apart from this historical work, which identifies him as a
Roman historian, Nepos is also identified as being a minor expert on poetry. His poems
are largely unknown, as are the rest of his works. As far as is known, Nepos was the first
Roman to compose historical biography. Nepos’ praenomen remains unknown. In fact
there is scant information available today concerning Nepos’ life and opinions. What
insufficient evidence there is, indicates that Nepos was born either somewhere in the
vicinity of the Transpadana or Cisalpine regions in Gaul (Plin. NH 3.127). Rolfe
suggests that Nepos was born in Ticinum.' Nepos belonged to the equestrian order (cf.
Plin. Ep. 5.3.6), and around 65 BC he relocated to Rome in order to further his career.
From the letters of Nepos and Cicero, we know that Nepos was indeed a friend of Marcus
Tullius Cicero and Titus Pomponius Atticus. Further evidence suggests that Catullus
even dedicated verses to Nepos.® From his correspondence, the evidence suggests that
Nepos, although able to sustain himself on his income, was not wealthy enough to
advance to the Senatorial rank. Mere speculation raises the question whether Nepos even
had this goal as his intention. Rather, Nepos’ fame arose from his literature, including

lost fove poems (Plin. Ep. 5.3.6).

i) The Place of the De Viris lllustribus in Nepos’ works.

Nepos composed the De Viris llustribus which included sections devoted to historians,

1. ). C. Rolfe, Cornelius Nepos, Loeb Edition, (London, 1929), 355.
2. Catullus | 6




statesmen, kings and of course generals. The De excellentibus ducibus exterarum

gentium is part of the De Viris llluswribus, including the Life of Themistocles. Horsfali®
argues that the De Viris lllustribus could have been arranged into eighteen books,
containing at least four hundred lives. The books were paired together, whereby Romans
were preceded by Greeks and barbarians in every category. Two sections pertain to
historians and generals. Horsfall also argues that Nepos did not include a section on
kings. Hence the need for De Regibus. Toher* contradicts Horsfal! and asserts that De
Viris Hlustribus consisted of sixteen books. However, De excellentibus ducibus
exterarum gentium, differs slightly in that it also contains three barbarian, i.e. non-Greek,
lives. This has led to the suggestion that Nepos later produced a second revised edition,
wherein he included the three non-Greek lives of the barbarians., Furthermore, evidence
from the Life of Atticus suggests that Nepos originally wrote an initial eighteen chapters
on Atticus, before revising his work in general to include the extra chapters, i.e. chapters
nineteen to twenty-two. Horsfall® admits that the other categories induce more
speculation without any concrete evidence, since only fragments have survived.
Nonetheless, Toher® affirms that the Atricus is part of the De Viris Hlustribus and this
signifies that Nepos produced a second updated version of his work; this requires that the
Cato and the selected material from the letters of Cornelia, the mother of the Gracchi,

belongs to the Latini historici. 1t is plausible that Nepos did extend the scope of his work

by including extra sections on the Life of Atticus and the De Viris fllustribus.

Nepos wrote about lessons to be learnt from famous figures or individuals, such as
politicians and generals (to borrow an example from one part of De Viris lustribus) in

the Greco-Roman world, with an emphasis on the most influential Romans and their

3. N. Horsfall, 1989 11.
4. M. Tober, 2002: 147.
5. Horsfall, 1989 12,
6. Toher, 2002; 147




Greek counterparts. De Viris llustribus itself emphasises moral lessons and codes,
which Nepos hoped his Roman audience would realise and adopt when reading the
comparative literature on the Romans and Greeks. These norms and values were the

traditional patriarchal underpinnings of Roman society and law.

The evidence that Nepos wrote on a range of books comes from other Roman writers who

explicitly refer to Nepos® other works.” The evidence is as follows:
Love poetry, as mentioned by Pliny the Younger (Ep. 5.3.6).

The Chronica, a three-volume work which gave an account of world history until the first
century BC. Catullus dedicated a poem to Nepos’ three-volume work. Catullus 1.1: Cui
dono lepidum novum libellum arida modo pumice expolitum? Corneli, tibi: namque tu
solebas meas esse aliquid putare nugas, iam tum cum ausus es unus Italorum omne

aevum tribus explicare chartis doctis, luppiter, et laboriosis.®

The Exempla, consisting of Greek and Roman anecdotes, written after 44 BC. Gellius

mentioned a fifth book (Gellius 24.3.5).

The Life of Cato, which was part of the De Viris lllustribus. Only three extant chapters

were discovered on the Cato.’

The Life of Cicero, written and published after Cicero’s murder. This book was an
important component of the multi-volume work that is the De Viris Mlustribus'®. The Life
of Cato is often compared with the Life of Cicero. However, the Atticus is Nepos® best
work in a historical context and as a biographical account.

A work on Geography (Pliny NH 5.4; Mela Chor. 3.45).

7. Rolfe, 1929: 356-7.

8. F. W. Cornish, Catullus, Tibulfus, and Perigilium, London, 1976: 2
9. Toher, 2002: 149.

10. Toher, 2002: 149




Nepos was the first author to compare and contrast systematically the illustres of the
Greek and Roman worlds. Plutarch produced a better work when he wrote his Parallel
Lives. Nepos’ writing changed Roman historical literature. From the extant evidence,
Nepos was among the first writers to usher in a new way of writing in Roman literature.
It is generally presumed that Nepos was inspired by Varro’s Imagines when he wrote the
Lives, although Nepos does not refer to Varro or his work. Lastly, it is known that Nepos

composed the De Viris Hlustribus when he was in his eighth decade.

iti) The Vitae as a vehicle for presenting Greeks to a Roman audience.

The Romans considered themselves as being part of a centralised and stable empire, as
opposed to the decentralised and bickering Greek city-states. In his preface to the De
Viris litustribus, Nepos specifically discusses certain cultural differences between the
Romans and the Greeks. Nepos has attempted to present Greek culture to his Roman
audience through the medium of the De Viris llustribus with his selection of prominent
Greek commanders. He maintains that onty Romans who were unable to read Greek
would have been unable to appreciate the differences between the Greeks and the
Romans. Nepos also takes the opportunity to attack his critics here and goes so far as to
compare them to the uniearned Roman aristocrat. Sed hi erunt fere qui expertes
litterarum Graecarum nihil rectum, nisi quod ipsorum moribus conveniat, putabunt. Hi
si didicerint non eadem omnibus esse honesta atque turpia, sed omnia maiorum institutis
iudicari, non admirabuntur nos in Graiorum virtutibus exponendis mores eorum secutos
(Praefatio 1.2-3). Furthermore, Nepos examines the differences between the Greek and
Roman cultures, whereby the Romans disapproved of certain Greek customs which were
not reciprocated in Rome since they were considered shameful. Contra ea pleraque
nostris moribus sunt decora quae apud illos turpia putantur (Praefatio 1.6).

Nepos frequently uses Latin terms from his Lives to explain the equivalent position or
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relationship in the Greek world to his Roman audience. As an example, he will use the

varying and derivative forms of imperator (general) in order to explain the Greek word |
strategos (otpatnyog). The very idea of De Viris lllustribus exposed the Romans to the ‘
Greek ideas concerning Greek, particularly Athenian and Spartan, politics, religion, and

societal values. General examples from the extant ancient sources, such as Thucydides

and Herodotus, include how the Greeks could make a common treaty between themselves

until the Persian threat had lapsed. They then resumed their traditional hostilities with

each other instead of cementing a common peace. Athenian exiles inevitably sought

refuge in the court of the ruling Persian monarch, while Sparta even made an alliance

with Persia during the Peloponnesian War. Differences and similarities between Romans

and Greeks are explored in Nepos’ work. Nepos® attempts to explain or equate Greek

terms and positions to his Roman audience are proof enough of this fact. These examples

were selected in order to highlight why the Greek political mindset differed so drastically

from that of the Romans.

Nepos has a tendency to project aspects of Roman mentality onto the Greek subjects he
writes about in his literature. Cf. Miltiades 6.2; Eumenes 1.5. This is illustrated in the
manner [and linguistic style] in which Nepos categorically states Themistocles’ faux pas
in his early youth, (e.g. squandering his inheritance), until his dramatic and sudden
redemption (Themistocles defends various prominent figures, such as Miltiades the
Younger), culminating in Themistocles’ rise to prominence as a far-sighted, political and
military strategist {Themistocles has his naval bill accepted and implemented in 483/2).
Nepos goes so far as to impose Roman terminology, as weil as ideas, in his examination
of Themistocles, as he does in fact throughout his literary work on De Viris Hlustribus.
Key words and concepts are thus transliterated for the necessary comparison. Such

examples have been highlighted in this dissertation. Be that as it may, the Vizae, most
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importantly, are biographies and not histories, which Nepos stresses in Pelopidas (1.1).

It appears that Nepos is attempting to present a broad perspective of the achievements of
the Greek (and the Barbarian) figures in order to create a better Roman society by using
the moral function of historiography to achieve his aim. With his selected examples of
flaws, Nepos has attempted to demonstrate how Themistocles’ promiscuous and troubie-
filled youth nearly resulted in his personal ruin as a member of a semi-aristocratic family
in Athens. The premise behind Nepos® inclusion of these details supports the idea that he
desired that his fellow Romans would recognise these faults in Themistocles and thereby
contempliate their own lives, with the realisation of any similarities enabling them to
change their own sordid, parallei behaviour, in comparison with that of Themistocles in

his youth, for the better. Nepos should be commended for his effort and diligence.

While the average Roman aristocrat was as highly educated as his Greek counterpart, the
Romans persisted in sending their sons to study further at the Greek philosophical
schools. Greek literature, philosophy, art and culture were generally perceived as being
vastly superior to those of the Romans. Nepos attempted to bridge this gap somewhat by
offering a “comparison” of famous Romans with their natural Greek counterparts. Nepos
presented his Vitae in a fashion whereby his Roman audience could understand and
appreciate the Greeks and their achievements. Nepos did not intend his work for the
literary scholars in Rome but for ordinary (wealthy) Romans who possessed a basic

education."'

iv) The sources of Themistocles that Nepos used.

Nepos uses Thucydides” work on the Peloponnesian War as his main source for the

11. Horsfall, 1989: 12 .
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Themistocles as his quotations and summaries of Thucydides’ narrative show.'? Nepos'
mention of morality is clearly seen in the Themistocles. Perhaps Nepos used Aristotle’s
Athenian Politics, but without any acknowledgement. Nepos only used sources well-
known (to himself and his contemporaries) when he wrote. He does not discuss his
sources in detail."? Geig@r|4 notes that Thucydides and Ephorus were Nepos’ main
sources for the Themistocles (and Pausanias). Nevertheless, Nepos makes partial
changes to Thucydides. Although Geiger omits the point, there appears to be an error in
Nepos when he translated the Greek text. (Cf. Nepos Them. 8.3-5 and Thuc. 1.136,
1.137.1, unless Nepos also used another unmentioned source here.) Nepos’ own
explanation of events accompanies the Latin for his Roman audience at times within the

text and departs from the Thucydides text and explanations.

Nepos must have had some knowledge and understanding of Greek, since he also
consulted the Greek sources available to him. A view among modemn scholars is that
Nepos also used historical monographs throughout his writings. Nepos consulted Greek

sources when he compiled his Chronica.

When Nepos® work on Themistocles is examined, it is usually less informative than
Plutarch’s Themistocles: for example Nepos uses far fewer sources than Plutarch, Of the
Greek sources Thucydides is regarded as the oldest, the most accurate and the most
influential writer. Nepos has primarily used two sources. Any mistakes which occur in
his text are attributed to Nepos himself, Neanthes, and Phanias. However, Nepos’

depiction of Themistocles is a useful and more accurate account which can be contrasted

2. Nepos guated from or referred to Thucydides text as follows: Nepos Them. 1.3 = Thue. 1.138.4; Them. 1.4 = Thuc. 1.138.3;
Them. 8.1 =Thuc. 1.1353, Them. 6.1 =Thuc. 1.93.3; Them. 4.5=Thuc. |.174.1; Them. 6.1 = Thuc. 1.93.7, Them. 6.2 = Thuc.
1.90.1-2, 921, Them. 6.4=Thuc. 1.190.1, Them. 6.5 =Thuc. 1.903; Them. 1.\ = Thuc. 1 90.4-5,Them. 7.2 =Thuc. 1.190.1-2;
Them. 7.4 = Thuc. 1.904-7, Them. 75=Thuc. 1.90.2; Them. 7.6=Thuc. 1.91.2; Them. 8.1 =Thuc. 1.1353; Them. 8.2 = Thuc.
11352, Them. 83 =Thuc. 1136.1,136.2, Them. 84 =Thuc. 1.1363,137.1, Them. 85=Thuc. 1.137.1, Them. 8.6 = Thuc.
1.137.2; Them. 87 = Thuc. 1.137.3, Them. 9.1 = Thuc. 1.137.3, Them. 92-4=Thuc. 1.137.2-3;, Them. 9.3=Thuc. 1.137.3, Them.
94=Thuc. 1.137.34, Them. 10.1 = Thuc. 1.138.1; Them. 102 =Thuc. 1.138.5; Them. 10.3 = Thuc. 1.138.3,138.5; Them. 104=
Thuc. 1.138.5,138.4;, Them. 10.5=Thuc. 1.1386.

13. Horsfall: 1989: 12,

14 1 Geiger, ‘Comelius Nepos and Ancient Political Biography’, Historia 47 (Susttgart, 1985), 56.
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particularly with the more anti-Themistoclean account which appears in Herodotus.
Diodorus fills his account with the Themistoclean romance fiction at times, while the
only other source that comes close to celebrating the achievements of Themistocles after

Nepos’ account is that of Plutarch.

Apart from placing Themistocles as one of the few worthy heroic Greek figures, Nepos
also classifies Alcibiades (7.1) and Thrasybulus (8.1) as the only two other heroes worthy
of such praise. In his biographical portraits, Nepos constantly attempts to capture the
essence of the man under scrutiny (cf. Agesilaus 4.2, 8.1; Alcibiades 4.2; Thrasybulus
3.2-2, 4.1; Conon 5.5; Phocion 1.1-2, 2.3, Timoleon 3.4-6; and Iphicrates 3.2).
Consequently, Nepos will often imply more than what he actually writes within the

limited space that he awards to each subject.

Furthermore, Geiger'” mentions that arguments have been made conceming a precedent
of Greek biographical works which Nepos had knowledge of and copied. There is no
evidence to suggest that such works actually existed before Nepos commenced writing
his historical biographies. It is too great a coincidence that the surviving Greek writers

bear no mention of any such works prior to Plutarch.

As for his other Greek sources, Nepos had already written the Chronica, which signified
that he was familiar with Greek historiographical work in order to incorporate this

material in his composition of the Chronica.

v) The virtue and usefulness of the Life of Themistocles.
Nepos composed the De Viris Mustribus, aithough credit for this work was attributed to

Aemilius Probus. Geiger'® provides prima facie evidence that the work concerned was

15. Ibid, 57.
16. J. Geiger, “Comelius Nepos and the authorship of the book on foreign generals”, LCM 7 (1982), 134

il




indeed written by Nepos beyond any doubt.

Nepos’ Life of Themistocles is a valuable source, although this work adds very little in
itself to our knowledge concering the life and career of Themistocles. This is the only
account in Latin.that is available on Themistocles. It is also the only extant Latin
biography dedicated to Themistocles. This in itself is what contributes towards the
uniqueness of Nepos’ work from a Roman or Latin perspective. Nepos made several
notable mistakes in the Life of Themistocles, such as when he stated that pre-Persian War
Athens was fighting Corcyra instead of Aegina. Herodotus is strongly biased against
Themistocles, while Nepos defends Themistocles and commends him for his actions.
Thucydides was a strong supporter of Themistocles as he constantly made references and
comparisons between Themistocles and other characters in his History who displayed the
type of cunning and foresight which made Themistocles so famous (cf Hunter, 1973: 56,
74-75, 80, 98-99, 105). Nepos then followed Thucydides’ overall attitude towards
Themistocles. Hammond believes that Nepos is useful, despite certain factual errors in
Nepos’ account, such as the Corcyra-Aegina debacle. Modern scholars remain
uninformed how this work was received in Rome. With Nepos, it is possible to redress
Herodotus. For Hammond, this is a necessary step to adopt.'” Therefore, Nepos®

ordering of events in 480 BC is plausible and preferable to that of Herodotus.

Furthermore, Nepos’ composition of the De excellentibus ducibus exterarum gentium
affords classical historians a deeper insight into his De Viris Hllustribus. The Life of
Themistocles is important as it also allows scholars to learn more about Nepos® historical
biographies in general, since Nepos is the Roman father of historical biographies, as well
as the methods he employed and his artistic style when composing the Life of

Themistocles. Nepos® Themistocles provides concise information on Themistocles, the

17. ). Geiger, Cornelius Nepos and Ancient Political Biography (Stutgart, 1985), 75-93.
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most that a Roman historian actually recorded concerning Themistocles’ life and death.
For the most part, Nepos refers to Thucydides’ text whereby he presents, summarises and
quotes on Themistocles. However, Nepos also offers his own opinion on occasion, in
addition to diverging from Thucydides’ account when he discusses Themistocles’ death.
Nepos is not a slavish translator of Thucydides. Nepos explains to his readers why he
follows Thucydides’ arguments. Thucydides’ account on Themistocles was not overly

full of details.

Usually, the Roman prefaces discuss the good morals to follow, e.g. Livy (praefatio 1.10-
1.12) states which morals were considered good and which were bad. Although modern
scholars know the original function of the preface, this is what is expected from Nepos’
lost preface. While Nepos has recorded the biographical history of Themistocles’ life, he
has also depicted Themistocles as a great and visionary Athenian general whose life
paralleled and epitomised the classical figure in a Greek tragedy, and who will forever be
remembered for his actions. Nepos’ comparison of Themistocles to a classic figure in
Grecek tragedy is visible in the vices of his early youth, whereby he recognises his
judgement error and immoral behaviour and then endeavours to rectify this situation by
saving Athens in her greatest hour of need, and by extension the rest of the Greek world.
Themistolces there undergoes a paradigm shift in his character from bad to good.
However, just as in the tragedies, Themistocles is driven from his homeland by his ‘
enemies as well as his ungrateful and short-sighted fellow citizens, whereby he is
compelled to flee out of necessity to Persia, while avoiding being captured by his

Athenian and Spartan pursuers, until he dies a natural death in old age.

10




COMMENTARY

1.1. Themistocles, Neocli filius, Atheniensis. Of the eleven Athenians mentioned in the
Liber de excellentibus ducibus, seven are introduced with their filiation and city
association (Miltiades, the son of Cimon, Themistocles, the son of Neocles, Aristides, the
son of Lysimachus, Cimon, the son of Miltiades, Alcibiades, the son of Clinias,
Thrasybulus, the son of Lycus, and Timotheus, the son of Conon); the other four are
presented without filiation (Conon, Iphicrates, Chabrias, and Phocion). Of the other nine
non-Athenian Greeks, only Dion and Epaminondas have both filiation and nationality,

while both Carthaginians have both filiation and nationality.

Huius vitia ineuntis adulescentiae magnis sunt emendata virtutibus, adeo ut
anteferatur huic nemo, pauci pares putentur. The introduction to Themistocles is
quite striking since it commences with the bold statement which contrasts the opposite
extremes of Themistocles’ life. Nepos presents Themistocles as the greatest general, far
beyond anyone else in the Greek world. This is, however, pure rhetorical flourish, as
other Lives begin with similar statements which are logically incompatible, e.g.
Alcibiades (1.1: nihil illo fuisse excellentius vel in vitiis vel in virtutibus), Thrasybulus
(1.1: dubito an hunc primum omnium ponam) and Iphicrates (1.1: ne de maioribus natu
quidem quisquam anteponeretur). The rhetorical flourish is also indicated above with the
noticeable alliteration of the words pauci pares putentur, vel in vitiis vel in virtutibus,
primum ... ponam, and quidem quisquam. Nepos creates a deliberate juxtaposition with
the dramatic reversal in Themistocles’ fortunes. Only Alcibiades and Thrasybulus are
considered worthy enough to be mentioned in the same calibre as Themistocles, who is
the quintessential hero. This is evident (from Nepos’ opening remarks for each life) in
how many similarities these three Lives share. Nepos categorically confines

Themistocles’ vices specifically to his early youth, while unqualified virtues characterise

1!




Themistocles’ adulthood to show the man’s greatness. Nepos’ extreme antithesis is

unique in ancient presentations of Themistocles and is suspiciously neat.

Plutarch presents a more detailed view of Themistocles’ virtues and vices in comparison
to Nepos. For example, he explains (Them. 21.1; 25.2-3) how Themistocies blackmailed
and bullied people prior to and during his exile, while Nepos (Them. 8.1; 8.6-7) omits
these undesirable facts. Again, Nepos (8.4-5) moulds the Admetus episode in order to
evoke pity and sympathy for Themistocles, whereas Plutarch (Them. 24.2-3) plausibly
records a calculated act of blackmail. Herodotus appears to be biased against
Themistocles and consequently attacks Themistecles’ achievements by presenting the
worst account possible. (Ancient writers, such as Plutarch, had a penchant for presenting

their subjects as flawed or imperfect characters.)

1.2. Sed ab initio est ordiendus. This authorial assertion by Nepos is necessary because
this is the first Life in the Liber that presents a full biography: the Miltiades begins in
medias res. Only in the longer Lives, of characters in whom Nepos was particularly
interested do we get anything approaching a full biographical sketch (cf. Alc. 1.2f, Dion,
Dat. 1.1; Epam. 2.1f). For such individuals the natural thythm of a biography requires
some treatment of their origins and early career. Nepos’ Themistocles is among the
longer biographies within the Liber. In the Loeb edition, translated by J.C. Rolfe, the
iength of the Themistocles comprises an approximate 256 lines. ln comparison, the Alc.
comprises of an approximate 303 lines, the Dion. comprises of an approximate 223 lines,
the Dat. comprises of an approximate 267 lines, and the Epam. comprises of an

approximate 252 lines.

Pater eius Neocles generosus fuit. Cf. Hdt. 7.143.1: @epiotoxdéng, noig 88 NeoxAéog

txakréeto, Plut. Them. ).1: ratpdg yép fiv NeoxAéovg ob 1hv &yav émpavidy
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‘AGNvioL. Arist. & Cato: 1.4. OgpiotoxAel Pt And Yévoug Aaunpd xoi
kextyive pétpra. Ael. VA 10.17: AtyeL Kprtiag Bepictokiéa tov Neoxi£ovg Rpiv
fi apEacdou moArTebecBon tpia tdhavia Exelv Ty oboiav v ratpday. In addition
to these literary attestations, the patronymic Neocles is confirmed by several ostraka cast
against Themistocles in the 480’s and 470’s.'® Neocles was a member of one of the
aristocratic families in Athens (cf. Davies: 1971: 212-3). Nepos’ use of generosus
(meaning of high-born or noble) highlights his social status (cf. Cim. 1.3).

Themistocies’ restoration of the initiation-shrine of the Lycomidae in 480 (Plut. Them.
1.4; cf. Bicknell 1983: 161-3) reveals his family connections. By downplaying Neocles’
status, Plutarch portrays Themistocles as the example of the ‘successful self-made man,
who can overcome all odds’. For Nepos, however, it was not necessary to present
Themistocles as the Athenian equivalent of a novus homo to appreciate his excellence.
The extent of his wealth is not discussed. Nepos presents a synopsis of Themistocles’
early youth and an even shorter discussion concemning Neocles’ origins. However, the
brief reference to Neocles is meant to praise Themistocles’ origins, even though he was

the son of one who appears to be a minor Athenian aristocrat.

Not much can be written about Neocles in general. His name can also mean ‘Young
Fame’, indicating the aspirations of his own father. It is unclear whether this had any
political significance. It may refer to the sudden prominence of his family or have been
aspirational (cf. Harvey 1980: 110-1; Lenardon: 1978: 224), A similar claim can be
made for Neocles’ own goals and ambitions, Bicknell has three arguments that link
Neocles to Miltiades. Firstly, Neocles accompanied Miltiades the Elder to the Thracian
Chersonese after 546. Secondly, Neocles made the return journey to Athens with

Miltiades the Younger in 524/3. Finally, Themistocles was definitely bom in Athens

18 Lang, }990: 188.




circa 523. Neocles was associated with Miltiades the Elder, while his association with
Miltiades the Younger is suggested primarily by Themistocles’ defence of Miltiades the
Younger when the latter was put on trial in 492 (cf. Bicknell, 1983: 162-3). However, the
fact that Nepos does not directly state that Themistocles defended Miltiades the Younger,
although he does allude to this fact (Miltiades 7.6), can be attributed to Nepos’ cross-
referencing of the Lives of Miltiades and Themistocles. Themistocles would only have
defended Miltiades if he were an old friend and trusted ally of the family, or if such a
move would be to his advantage by bolstering his career. Such amove on Themistocles’
part was not for sensationalism. Rather, Themistocles relied on the powerful support of
Miltiades as he intended to make his first forays into the Athenian political scene in the
future. For without the support of a powerful political figure with a proven record,
Themistocles would, and did, experience great hardships in attaining the foremost ranks
of the Athenian political hierarchy. He attained the then unimportant political office of
the Eponymous Archon in 493/2, and only became a prominent political figure a decade
later in 483/2. Based on these facts, Themistocles would have defended Miltiades while
his own fledgling political career was just commencing or possibly even before this
occurrence. Podlecki (1975: 7) underplays Themistocles’ defence of Miltiades, almost to
the point of rejecting it outright. While not too much information remains, Nepos’
Miltiades 7.6 clearly states that Themistocles did defend Miltiades. This action on the

part of Themistocles is beyond any doubt.

1.2. Is uxorem Acarnanam civem duxit, ex qua natus est Themistocles. Cf. Plut.
Them. 1.1-1.2: véBog 8¢ npog pntpds, g Abyovorv "APpdrovov Bpricon yovi yYévog
Wb textoBal tov uéyav “ElMnciv g fgpiotoxdéa. davieg pévror v untépa tod
BepioTokhéong o Bpttav, dAhd Kapiviy, 00d "APpStovov dvopa, adX” Edtépany

avaypage. Nedving 8¢ xai nélav avrij i Kapiag "Alwapvassov apootitnoy; Mor.
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753d: &’ odv xphniotov £ dyopag *ABpdtovdv tiva Bpiicoav; Ael. VH 12.43:
Oep1oToKAAS ... Bpatng vViog TV, kai EkaAelto 1) uiymp avod *ABpdtovov; Ath.
13.37: 00 xai ab1dg BepratoxAfic £€ Etaipag fiv yeyevnuévos Gvopa > ABpotovov g
"Apgixpatng ictopel v 10 nepi 'EvioEwv Avdpdv ovyypappatt 'ABpotovov
Bpfiooa yuvn Yévog arid texéobon tOv éyav “EAANOLY paci Geiotoxiéa.
Nedving §' 6 Kuliknvog év 1§ tpitn xal 1etdptn tdv EAAnvik®v Totoprdv
Evtéprng avtov eival gnoty vidv. Herodotus makes no mention of any tradition about

the mother of Themistocles (cf. Hdt. 7.143.1).

A short summary on Themistocles’ mother is necessary in order to clarify this often-
confusing section in Nepos:

i. Nepos and Plutarch clash over the name of Themistocles’ mother and the name of her
original home city. Each author used different sources, which were biased either in
favour of or against Themistocles.

ii. Frost and Marr provide interesting commentaries in an attempt to clarify this
contentious issue, although Bicknell provides a much stronger argument and his work
has therefore been incorporated into this section instead.

iil. It is submitted that Bicknell presents the best explanation concerning Euterpe, the real
name of Themistocles’ mother. The most logical explanation appears to be that Euterpe
was herself the daughter of an Athenian colonist at Miltiades” base in the Thracian
Chersonese where she met and married another Athenian colonist Neocles, the father of
Themistocles. The young couple returned to Athens with a young Themistocles, unless
new evidence is discovered which states that Themistocles was born in Athens. (Perhaps
Euterpe’s mother was a Thracian woman, although no extant ancient source has anything
to say on this point.) The propaganda war extended to the sources and this has caused a

problem not only for modern historians but also for the ancient historians. To further
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complicate matters, Nepos also mistranslates the Greek name Kapdwa into Acarnanian.

A brief history on Miltiades is also inciuded to understand the unfolding events in fuil.

Nepos claims that Themistocles’ mother came from Acamania. This is the only
account that Nepos presents on the topic concerning the birthplace of Themistocles’
mother. Plutarch presents two alternate explanations himself. Marr attributes this
question to a political slur directed against Themistocles. The issue of women having
political rights is a moot point, as women did not have any political rights in Ancient
Greece (cf. Marr: 1998, 71). The term relates to the origin and status of individuals or
citizens in Athens. Nepos omits precise details about Themistocles’ mother and only
offers the version that she came from Acamania. Two explanations are presented to
explain why Nepos adopts this hypothesis. Firstly, Nepos has condensed the controversy
over the true name of Themistocles’ mother. Secondly, it is plausible that, since there
was much propaganda and slander surrounding Themistocles and his mother, Nepos did
not possess any accurate information concemning the woman’s actual name and place of

origin,

Civem is a curious word for Nepos to use here. It means that Themistocles’ mother
received Athenian citizenship rights. If Nepos® civis reflects a term used in his source,
then we might seek its significance in Pericles’ Athenian citizenship law and thus date
this emphasis after 451 BC. Civem can also be referred back to Pericles’ law when
citizenship was only conferred if both of the child’s parents were Athenian citizens
themselves. This gives rise to two questions. Did the political slurs against Themistocles
originate mainly after his condemnation and exile from Athens, or commence against his
descendants after 451/450 BC? It is most likely that such propaganda originated once

Themistocles was exiled from Athens, when the Spartans demanded that the Athenians

16

_——-—




exile Themistocles. The maternal slur would have increased in ferocity against his family
after Themistocles’ exile and death, as well as after Pericles’ citizenship taw had been

passed.

Plutarch lists two theories concerning Themistocles’ mother: she was either a foreigner in
Athens or she was the child of Greek colonists. What does Plutarch mean precisely?
These theories should be connected with the anti-Themistoclean tradition (cf. Marr 1998:
70-71; Frost 1980: 61-63). The words dg Aéyovowv indicate that Plutarch is quoting the
opinions of other sources. In this way, Plutarch has already distanced himself from these

versions of the status of Themistocles’s mother.

As mentioned above, there are two pertinent points to consider here. Firstly, Nepos has
not recounted the full details of Themistocles’ life. This does not mean that Nepos did
not know all the historical details of Themistocles’ life. He abbreviated sections of his
work to suit the chosen scope of the Liber. Notwithstanding the condensed sections, he
has a tendency to omit the unpleasant or controversial parts, while Plutarch in comparison
mentions such details. Secondly, the question of Nepos’ sources arises. Did Nepos copy
the information down correctly, did he alter the facts, or was there an earlier corruption or
doctoring of the original facts? All three alternatives are quite conceivable and cannot be
dismissed summarily. This is a plausible explanation as to why Nepos remains silent on
this occasion with the name (as weli as throughout the text at certain points). Nepos

usually states his opinion on a matter under discussion.

Nepos states that Neocles married an Acarnanian woman, although he omits any
reference to the woman’s name, anecdotal or factual, or her birthplace. Although the use
of the term birthplace is used as a substitution for the name Acarnanam. Plutarch, on the

other hand, states that the wife of Neocles was known as Abrotonon, before citing
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Phanias, who claimed that her name was Euterpe. Furthermore, Plutarch cites the same
unknown source, which states that Themistocies’ mother came from Thrace, while
Phanias insists that she was a Carian. Plutarch then cites Neanthes, who supposedly
substantiated Phanias’ claim and specifies that the woman in question came from the city

of Halicarnassus in Caria.

Plutarch suggests that Phanias denied that Habrotonon was the name of Themistocles’
mother. The name Habrotonon, as listed on the epitaph of Themistocles’ mother’s grave,
was commonly given to a slave girl and a hetaira. It is improbable that Themistocles’
mother would have been given a name commonly used by slave girls. Plutarch’s
evidence shows what strongly appears to be a contrived form of propaganda by
Themistocles’ enemies to discredit him. The issue concerning the anachronism in
Plutarch 1.1 pertains to the simple fact that Themistocles was born in the late sixth
century. Pericles’ citizenship law was only promulgated in 451. Hence, there is no
possible way that Themistocles could have been classified as an illegitimate child.
Rather, this confusion must be attributed to the anti-Themistoclean tradition (See Marr

1998: 70-2).

Phanias wrote in the 330°s BC. Plutarch, however, was not always convinced that
Phanias was a reliable source, e.g. the story about Themistocles sacrificing a human
sacrifice before the battle of Salamis is untrue (Plut. Them. 13.2-5. See Marr, 1998: 105-
106). The slander created by calling Themistocles’ mother Habrotonon is the unpleasant
connotation and association of being a slave girl. This is clearly part of the vast anti-
Themistociean propaganda. This false and vitriolic information is clearly evident in the
faux epitaph, which was attributed to the origins of Themistocles’ mother, since this

slander was quite prevalent in the fourth century (See Marr, 1998: 70-71).
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Neanthes is thought to have followed Phanias’ version of Themistocies’ trials and
tribulations. Euterpe cannot be obviously connected with the name of a slave woman,
while Halicarnassus had a large Greek population. This appears to be counter
propaganda in order to set the record straight that Themistocles® mother was either a
regular Greek, an Athenian woman or a noble woman of high birth. It would have been a
disaster for Themistocles’ career if his mother had actually been a slave girl or a
prostitute, or if such information had been made public. Hence, it was necessary to re-
establish the credibility of Themistocles’ mother, even if this occurred two centuries later.
Plutarch also lists examples of other famous Greek politictans and generals, such as
Cleisthenes and Cimon, while also listing some names of famous Athenian generals or
politicians who did not have the names of their respective mothers recorded (Plut.
Alcibiades 1.3). In Athens, though, the actual question with reference to such comments
was directed at the status of the politician or general being targeted by such slanderous
accusations. Such men included Demosthenes, Nicias, Phormio, Lamachus, Thrasybulus,
and Theramenes. Euterpe as the name of Themistocles’ mother appears to be a pro-
Themistoclean tradition. This is the reason why Plutarch includes both versions of the

purported names attributed to Themistocles’ mother.

Plutarch secured his information on Themistocles’ mother from the ‘third and fourth

books of Neanthes’ (cf. Ath. 13.37). The usual questions concerning authenticity arise
with regard to sources such as Neanthes. It is perfectly conceivable that Phanias used a
readily available source on Themistocles’ mother in his own era, while Neanthes, who ‘
wrote later, discovered the same source. It is also possible that Nepos also discovered the

same soufce, or version of the source, as used by both Phanias and Neanthes. However,

it is far more likely that he takes his material from one of his major sources, e.g.

Ephorus. (This is confirmed by the frequent similarities between Nepos and Diodorus as
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will be appropriately reflected in this commentary.)

Bicknel!’® presents a completely new solution concerning the issue of the origins of
Themistocles’ mother. He attempts to reconstruct the original text of Ephorus and Nepos,
and therefore understand how we come to have the name Acarnanam in Nepos. Bicknell
re-examines the versions discussed by Phanias, Neanthes, Athenaios, Nepos and Plutarch

in a new light. His argument deserves a more through examination.

The problems which have commonly occurred arise from the usage of the words

20
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Kapivnv, éx Kapiag and Acharnanam. Bicknell™ rather cleverly suggests that the word

Bpnooa was the ‘most likely’ original place name that lies behind our extant versions.

He proceeds to claim that Phanias changed the name Kapdia into Karia.?! He also

maintains that Nepos uses Ephorus, who wrote about a decade earlier than Phanias did,
with the result that Kapdiuavnv had been changed to 'Axapvava or ‘Axapvawviv. So two
possible sources each changed the name of the original place of origin of Themistocles’
mother into a different name. Bicknell maintains that Nepos drew substantially on the
accounts of Ephorus by comparing what each author wrote concemning the Parian
expedition of the younger Miltiades. (The text from Ephorus comes from the surviving
fragment of FGH 70 F 63, while Nepos recorded the event in Miltiades 7.1-4.) Hence
Nepos uses possibly Ephorus here as his main source, while also drawing on other
sources. Nepos then changed or copied the Cardianam into Acarnanam. Bicknell
therefore provides convincing evidence that Davies did not consider the fact that all three
names suggested have all been corrupted over time. It remains unclear whether the

change of name was through error, or if Themistocles’ enemies were involved in the

distortion of the facts.

19. P. Bicknell, *Themistokies' Father and Mother’, Historia 31, (1982), 16}-173.
20 Thid, 167.
21. Ibid, 167,
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Bicknell attempts to demystify the saga and propaganda surrounding Themistocles’
mother. The mention of Caria and Nepos’s Acharnanam are all rejected by Bicknell and
attributed to inventions by Phanias, and corruption by later writers.” Nepos himself is
the main culprit here. Bicknell finds that a basically truthful version resonates behind the
epitaph of Themistocles’ mother, as mentioned by Plutarch, and Athenaeus, does exist,
and according to Bicknell, it was derived from a source used by Amphikrates. This
information in both sources is essentially the same. A simple yet valid question must be
asked: Where did Amphikrates find this information and who was his source? This
question has to remain unanswered unless new evidence is discovered that can shed some

new light on this topic.

The changing of the place name and the actual name of Themistocles’ mother is linked
with the topic of sexual slander in sixth, fifth and fourth century Athens. The practice of
sexual slander is acknowledged as being common in Athenian politics. This slander was
reflected in the Attic comedies with their attacks on Athenian politicians and generals,
particularly Themistocles. The wife or mother of the politician (or general) in question,
e.g. Pericles, was degraded and maliciously misrepresented, even though the actual facts
of the people in question were known during the fourth century BC. Hence, this reason
explains why Themistocles’ mother was also referred to as Abrotonon, since the name
was synonymous with that of the hetairai (prostitutes) in Athenian comedy during the
fifth century. Bicknell asserts that Euterpe and Abrotonon are always linked to sexual

innuendo.

Bicknell’s whole argument revolves around the issue that Themistocles’ mother was a

Thracian. Why would Bicknell posit her origins as being particularly Thracian? The

22. Ibid, 167.




answer is simply that Neocles lived in the Athenian colony founded by Miltiades the
Elder in the Thracian Chersonese for the last quarter of the sixth century. Bicknell
supports Davies’ argument (1971, 213) in so far as Themistocles was born in 524/3 BC
(1983: 166, 169). His father Neocles was one of the Athenian settlers who accompanied
Miltiades the Elder to the Chersonese (the Chersonese in question refers to the Thracian
Chersonese). Bicknell pursues his theory that Neocles married a daughter of a Greek
citizen there (either from Athens or some other city-state in Greece), who was living in
Kardia, and not a Thracian woman, as the above-mentioned Athenian plays proclaimed
(1983: 169). Furthermore, it is supposed that Kardia was the base of power for Miltiades.
Themistocles’ mother was a Thracian Greek initially. Themistocles was recognised as
being an Athenian citizen. This law was adhered to strictly and obsessively. A brief
digression is now necessary in order to explain Bicknell’s rationale. The elder Miltiades
travelled to the Thracian Chersonese after 545 in order to escape the victorious
Peisistratos after the battle of Pallene. Miltiades was succeeded by his nephew,
Stesagoras, after 528/7. Stesagoras was assassinated around 516/5. His younger brother,
Miltiades (known as Miltiades the Younger), then succeeded him as the ruler of the
Thracian Chersonese. Bicknell connects the history of Miltiades and his younger nephew
of the same name in the Thracian Chersonese with the history of Themistocles and his
mother. The crux of the matter lies in the fact that Neocles, the‘ father of Themistocles,
accompanied Miltiades the Elder to the Thracian Chersonese. Neocles then married a
woman from this area. The woman was likely to have been a daughter of one of the
Athenian colonists who accompanied Miltiades. The Athenian plays inverted the truth
and consequently slandered Neocles® wife by accusing her of being a native Thracian
woman and hence a barbarian, since any man or woman who was not a Greek was

classified as being a barbarian,




Miltiades had a power base in Kardia. Suddenly events and names begin to fall into
place. This is why Bicknell argues that Kapdica is the correct place name behind Kapia,
which he refers to as a Greek apoikia. The adjectival form of Kapdia is Kapdiawvi.
Nepos changed or copied an already altered text to read as Acarnana. Bicknell also
contends this is why Phanias changed Kapdia into Kapic, whereupon Neanthes copied
this information while contending that Halikarmassos was the city at the heart of the
controversy. Either Ephorus or Nepos corrupted the text even more from Kapdravnyv to
"Axopvave or 'Axapvawviv. Nepos then changed or copied Cardianam into
Acarnanam (1983: 169). This is how Bicknell presents his evidence by pointing the
names back to one original place name and the association of political stander used to
mock Themistocles’ mother. Bicknell stresses that his work is based on supposition, as
there is no definite evidence to corroborate his theory, albeit an extremely convincing

one.

Bicknell raises a further question as to whether Themistocles was bom in Athens or the
Thracian Chersonese. The specified answer was that Neocles and his bride returned to
Athens around 525/4 (1983: 169). During this same time, Peisistratus’s two sons
approved the appointment of Miltiades the Younger to the position of the Eponymous
Archon. Miltiades assumed office in 524/3. This was purely a political move on the part
of the Peisistratids since they were accused of being complicit in the assassination of
Kimon Koalemos, a half-brother of Miltiades the Elder. Kimon Koalemos was Miltiades
the Younger’s and Stesagoras’s father. The younger Miltiades was residing in Athens at
the time of his father’s murder, whereupon he sailed to the Thracian Chersonese. In the
Thracian Chersonese, he somehow came into contact with Neocles. Bicknell speculates |
that Neocies accompanied Miltiades back to Athens at this point. Neocles made a

calculated move in order to gain the limited goodwill of the tyrannical Peisistratid family.
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When Neocles retumed to Athens, his association with the Lycomidae, his native
Athenian clan, was strained presumably owing to his prolonged absence in the Thracian
Chersonese. Bicknell presents this as a possible reason why Themistocles was not
connected to the deme (or demotes) of Phlya. Phlya was regarded as the traditional home
of the Lycomidae. Neocles proceeded to acquire property in the deme of the Phrearrhia.
The property was strategically situated near the Laureion silver mines. Furthermore, the
deme of Phrearrhia, in south-eastern Attika, is far away from Phyla, as Bicknell also

stresses.

After Stesagoras was assassinated in 516/5, the Peisistratids sent Miltiades to rule the
Thracian Chersonese. However, the Persians attacked the Thracian Chersonese, forcing
Miltiades to flee back to Athens (1983: 170). Miltiades returned in 493/2, when, co-
incidentally, Themistocles was the Eponymous Archon. In typical Athenian fashion,
Miltiades’ opponents accused him of being a tyrant and placed him on trial. However,
Themistocles successfully defended Miltiades. Bicknell concludes that Miltiades had
been a regular guest of Neocles after the two returned to Athens in 525/4 until Miltiades’
departure for the Thracian Chersonese in 516/5. Themistocles would have grown
accustomed to seeing Miltiades visit his parents when he was growing up in Athens, in

addition to when he was a young man.

Bicknell also presents three contentious pieces of evidence to reinforce his argumeﬁts
concerning the origins of Euterpe, Themistocles’ mother. Bicknell adopts the view of
Phanias of Eresus, that Euterpe was the name of Themistocles’ mother (1983: 163).
Bicknell bases his first theory on a sherd, which was used in an ostrakon from
Kerameikos, which contained the inscribed name of Menon Neokleous (1983: 171-172).

D. M. Lewis dated the sherd to 471/0, while Bicknell suggests that it could hail from an
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ostrakon in the 480’s. Bicknell bases this speculation on the fact that a single name was
recorded, or occurred most often, when the ostrakon was held. Nevertheless, Bicknell
associates this find with the Athenian practice of naming the younger sons after the
mother’s kin. Younger sons were usually named after the maternal grandfather.
Consequently, he submits that the name Menon could have been the name given to
Euterpe’s father. If this is correct, this information would then refute the claims (and
subsequent slander) that Themistocles’ mother was a barbarian, instead of being a Greek

woman.

Bicknell also speculates why three ostraka found at Kerameikos bear the name of
Xanthias (1983: 172). The dates for the sherds are once again placed at either 472/1 or in
the 480’s. The significance of these sherds is that they could be slanderous references to
Themistocles’ Thracian (Greek colonist) ancestry. Bicknell proposes that his theory

would make sense if Themistocles had been a redhead.

Conclusion:

It is thus conceivable that Themistocles’ mother was a foreigner. A feasible solution is
that Themistocles’ mother was a non-Athenian citizen from the Greek colony in the
Thracian Chersonese. The details surrounding the origins of Themistocles’ mother have
been distorted and changed to suit both the purposes of Themistocles and that of his
enemies respectively. The evidence shows that the Athenians considered a ‘true’

Athenian citizen to be one who was born and bred in the city of Athens itself.

It is quite plausible that politics has played an important part in aitering both the name of
Themistocles’ mother, as well as the city or town from which she came. The evidence
from the ancient biographers and historians suggests that Themistocles’ mother was the

daughter of an Athenian colonist to the Thracian Chersonese, while modern scholarship
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has proven that Nepos either corrupted his source or used a corrupted source. Hence, it is
quite conceivable that Themistocles was the son of the daughter of a Greek colonist
called Euterpe. His parentage is Greek on both sides. Bickneil’s arguments prove that
Nepos’ account concerning the authentic Athenian and Greek parentage of Themistocles
was correct in the first place. Nepos’ mistake is a corruption of Acharnanam. Therefore,
his mistake lies with himself or with Ephorus, instead of resulting from political bias,

which arose from Themistocles’ enemies.

1.2: Qui cum minus esset probatus parentibus, quod et libertus vivebat et rem

familiarem neglegebat. Cf. Athenaeus 533d: Bgpiotoxdfig 8¢ obnw "Abnvaiov
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80Eag axoAacTOC Elvart.

Nepos initially presents the worst possible account of Themistocles. He records how
Themistocles was disinherited and publicly humiliated. Nepos contrasts this extremely
negative view of Themistocles by showing how it apparently galvanized him to respond.
Disinheritance was a serious issue. Themistocles suddenly changed his entire lifestyle,
thereby gaining new friends and public support. Nepos has thus drawn a sharp contrast
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between Themistocles’ youth and later career without specifically commenting any

further on his [Themistocles’] youth.

Among Greek rhetoricians, the early moral degeneracy of Themistocles was a
commonplace example (e.g. frag. 4.690, 5.334, 7.1 14, 7.1 585 Walz), but they do not
provide specific examples. Indeed, the whole tradition, apart from the story of the four
prostitutes told by Idomeneus, a writer of the early third century, whose penchant for
juicy anecdotes suggests that his evidence be treated with some caution, is suspiciously
vague. Nepos’ suggestion that Themistocles exhibited a lack of restraint (/iberius) and
was financially extravagant (rem familiarem neglegebat) cannot then be confirmed, but
the charges are typical of those brought against the behaviour of young members of the

elite (See Frost 1980: 22).

Plutarch, after summarizing Themistocles’ youthful character-failings, claims that in later
life he admitted the fault (2.7: &v 8¢ taig xpdtong Tig vedTnTog dpraic dvopaiog fiv
xoi dotdéunrog, &Te 1§ @OOEL xaf abTV ypdpuevog, dvev AdYov kol moArdxig
En auedtepa peydiog mowovpévy petofoldic tdv EmiTndopdtoy, xoi rodddxig

gErotapévy Tpog 10 yElpov, g Dotepov abrdg duoAdYEL, kol Todg TpayVTaTONG
"OAOVG apioTovg InToug YiyvesBau piokay, Stav fig RpooTikel TOXOoL madeiog

Kal kotaprhoeng).

a patre exheredatus est. Aeschines Socraticus Frag | sub-frag. A:['exei] vo, 1} & 6c,
£yd obx Gv dunv] tov Bepictoxdéa Hn{o] 100 matpdg droxnpuyBfilvar padiov
vap kol noppw dvoiag fixovto td ve wiabta §otig eig Sragoplg Towadtag kai
£xBpag 10g peyioTag | npodg Tog EavtoD yovéag xatéoty. Sub fragment D: xaddg
5¢ xofi] 6 "AnofALrd-] ] Swpog DrEw 10T Porifhov] || drodoyeioBan”. “GAX’ éxeli-]]|
vo, 1| & &g, £y obx &v duniv] || tov Bgpictoxdéa Hafo] || 10D natpds droxvpuy[ef-]

| var pablov vap kol nop- || me daolag fixovia & || Ye towaitar So1ig ig 8t- ||
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aPopds 10100 Koi €- || x8pao 1ag peyiotog || mpog 1ovg tavtod Yové- || ag
xatégtny 0 xoi mon- || d&prov evAaPndiivan || [ 3lpor”. “odtw 81 pixkpdv; Val Max.
6.9. ext. 2: piget Themistoclis adulescentiam attingere, sive patrem aspiciam abdicationis
iniungentem notam, sive matrem suspendio finire vitam propter filii turpitudinem
coactam; Sen. Contr. 1.8.6: Athenienses abdicato vicerunt duce: quantum inter me et

illum interest ille abdicationem virtute delevit, ego merui, Plut. Them. 2.8: & 8¢ to0T@V
eEaptidoly Evior hinyipata thdtrovieg, droxnpuiiv pév OO 100 Ratpdg adTob,
8dvatov 8¢ Tiig pntpdg Exodolov éni tfj Tod noudog anpig TEpADTOV YEVOREVTG,
Soxel xateyeboboy, xai Tobvavtiov eioiv ol Aéyovteg, 611 Tob Té xovdt mphtTELY
anotpénev avTOV O TaTip Enedeixvoe npdc Tfi BaddrTn TG TOAOLLAG TPLAPELS
ERTUHEVOS Kol TAPOPOPEVAS, g &1 kail tpodg ToLg dnuaywyots, btav dypmoTor
YEvovtol, TV TOAABDY dpoweg Exdviov; Cf. Aelian: VH 2.12: Bepiotoxiéovg 100
NeoxA£ovg oLk owda el Enaveiv gpn tobto. Emel Y&p 1fic dowTiag Eradoato
BgpiotoxAfic aroxmpryleic Hnd tod matpdg, kal ImNpéatd nwg toh cexppovelv.
Alexander of Aphrodisias in a commentary on Aristotle’s Topica p. 179: Gepiotokien
yobv &moxipuktov pév poowv yevioBot, ob punv gadlog fiv; Libanius
Declamationes 9.33: eig tabta xai 1 tfic anoxnpiiens, ® Oeprotdxierg, ¢épeL, TV
droEiav arodéobor tOv véov kai TEVEGOaL xaAdv k&yaBdv. Stobaeus Anth.
4.50(95): 1ov Ggpiotoxkita tov ' Abnvaiov véov ptv dvia 6 mathp drexnpuev [ovx
£0EAmv VIOV Exerv] Sur tig év tff vedtnT dpaptadag Suda: "Avetdev [Adler 1:
212]): tabto EEnynoato OgpiotoxAfig O Neoxhéovg, Og bt edevBeprotma
anexnpuytn and énoxnpuktov [Adler 1: 299]: Bepiotoxiéo yobv anoxiéovs poot

yevEoBo ob v pabiog Tiv.

The extant sources clearly demonstrate the Themistoclean disinheritance tradition. This
tradition can be traces back to the mid-fourth century BC. As such, this tradition was

incorporated into both the historical and rhetorical traditions, and was even well known
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among the Romans. Nepos also adopted this tradition. Plutarch, however, rejects this
tradition quite strongly (Them. 2.8: Soxel xateyeoBar), by basing his argument on an
anachronism (cf, Frost 1980: 69-70, Marr 1998: 75). Marr correctly explains that
Themistocles ordered the construction of the first Athenian triremes, which were only
subsequently built in 483, long after he had entered his political career. Frost argues the
same point and refers to Labarbe to substantiate his view. Aeschines’ character,
Alcibiades, in the dialogue apparently suggests that this tradition ts unhistorical. We can

therefore trace the disagreement back to the beginning of the extant tradition.

In contrast to Valerius Maximus and Seneca, Nepos translates the Greek term
&roxnpoig as exheredatio rather than abdicatio. Nepos faced the challenge whereby he
needed to represent the Latin translation and explanation of an Athenian legal practice
which had important differences from the concept of disinheritance in Roman law. The
Athenians did not permit a father to prevent a son from inheriting except by the procedure
of renouncing him during his lifetime, apokeryxis. In contrast, the Roman equivalent of
renunciation, i.e. abdicatio, did not prevent a son from inheriting. Under Roman law, the
father made an explicit exclusion of his son by name in his (i.e. the father’s) will
(exheredatio). Exheredatio is probably a stronger term to employ and may better reflect

the extremity of apokeryxis.”

In Roman law, the exheredatio or disinheritance law stated that sons were disinherited by
name. Ifthis procedure was not followed, then the father’s will was ‘completely
ineffective’ when the time came to leave out the disinherited sons. If the correct form of
disinheritance was adhered to, then the disinheritance of the sons was automatic.?* The

Athenian law of disinheritance was called apokeryxis or drokfipvErg. Under this law, the

23, See M. Wurm, Apokeryxis, Abdicatio und Exheredatio (Munich, 1972}, 11-2, 75-6; E. Champlin, Final Judgmenis (Berkeley,
1991),107-8.
24 Bnill’s New Pauly Vol. 5, 2004, 266-267.




legal rights of legitimate heirs were ‘compulsory’ when the issue of an inheritance was
concerned, since the heir(s) could not be disinherited. However, a father could renounce
his son during his [i.e. the father’s] lifetime and thereby prevent the son from receiving
the inheritance. MacDowell argues that it was possible for a father to renounce the
acknowledgement of his son after he had initially acknowledged the patemity. This
drastic action was achieved by a formal rejection or apokeryxis. Apokeryxis was usually
performed whenever a father had reason to believe that the child in question was not his

own. A father could also disinherit a legal son.?®

It is impossible on the basis of the surviving accounts to determine for certain the
historicity of this tradition, as it was clearly contested by at least the mid-fourth century.
Most modemn scholars reject this view (e.g. Lenardon 1978: 22, Frost 1980: 69) as
propaganda spread by of Themistocles’ political enemies during his lifetime. The fact
that Themistocles is referred to by his patronymic and demotic name on the osfraka cast
against him, indicates that none of the associated consequences of being expelled from

the genos and deme which should have followed as a direct consequence from the I
apokeryxis, ever did materialise. This therefore casts severe doubts on the tradition,
particularly since there is no mention of any political or legal mechanism for reversing
apokeryxis.2” However, some level of disagreement, between Neocles and

Themistocles can inevitably be divined, but it falls quite short of any legal break.”®

There is a similar anecdote which Nepos does not use. It concerns the alieged suicide of
Themistocles’ mother, which Plutarch soundly rejects (Them. 2.8). Indeed, Themistocles

is praised on the epitaph of his mother’s grave, and his birth is also hailed, since he is

regarded as the saviour of Greece (Plut. Them. 1.1). This serves as a counter to the

25. Brill's New Pauly Vol. 1, 2002, B48-849.

26. D. M. MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens, 1978:9(.

27. L. Piccirilhi, "L’ “apokeryxis™ di Temistocle’, in Studi in onore di Arnaldo Biscardi (Milan, 1982), i. 343-55.
28. L. Piccinih, ' Artetide ¢ 1a metis di Temistocle”, 05 7 (1981), 149-166.
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propaganda story of his mother’s suicide; as in fact, she celebrates his greatness. The
epitaph itself is the same evidence that Plutarch uses to demonstrate that a stark

contradiction exists concerning Themistocles’ mother’s suicide.

1.3: Quae contumelia non fregit eum, sed erexit; nam cum iudicasset sine summa
industria non posse eam exstingui, totum se dedidit rei publicae, diligentius amicis
famaeque serviens. The idea that Themistocles’ character underwent a major change for
the better is first found allusively, given the state of the extant papyrus, in Aesch. Socr.

(fr. 1a. [=epi tovg) oeaptod yovifag yeyelvijobay, ol rep [0 Gejuotoxific Aéyeton
[relpi Tolg Eavtol;” “ebeNuel, Egn, & Zdkpakes. “r{6lepov 8¢ Sokel aot Tofig)
avépanorg aviaylkaiov ewvar duodfcoug] apotelpolv | povoikolix yilveoBah: xai
rotepo[v dlpin{rovg™] f inmixofie;™ "dvayixaib)v por doxel apod{oovg] mpdtepov

x{ai] &oirfrovg™]. 2 1t becomes commonplace later.®

The last seven to eight lines in Nepos’ rubric are interesting, as Nepos mentions
information conceming Themistocles that is not found anywhere else, including in
Plutarch. Nepos mentions that Themistocles became involved in civil suits. This implies
that Themistocles was prosecuted and was forced to defend himself or a friend, such as in
the case of Miltiades the Younger; or that he was prosecuting someone else.
Themistocles also used his oratorical skills when he spoke in public. When Themistocles
speaks in public in Nepos’ text, Nepos is referring to the occasions when Themistocles
spoke before the General Assembly or the Boule. Nepos (1.3) specifically mentions that
Themistocles would frequently speak in the public assembly. In the Greek context, there
was no such occupation as a lawyer as there was in Rome. In Athens, a person delivered
the speech himself in the court system. It was permitted for the prosecutor or the

defendant to receive assistance or advice in the composition of the speech by an orator or

29. See R. Hammon, L/CT 9 (2003), 358-60.
30. See Frost 1980: 69




a person experienced in these matters. Witnesses could also be called upon to testify for
either the prosecutor or the defendant. Plutarch only mentions that Themistocles spoke
to politicians and military leaders. Nepos points out that Themistocles was always
involved in any important affair after he became involved in Athenian politics. By
becoming an orator and speaking before the General Assembly, Themistocles cleverly

gained public attention.

Nepos has left large gaps in Themistocles’ youth unexplained, while Plutarch provides
this missing information, thus giving a deeper insight into Themistocles’ character. On
the one hand, it appears that Nepos was not interested in examining Themistocles” youth
in any great detail. On the other hand, Nepos appears not to have understood the
Athenian laws governing disinheritance and elected not to analyze Greek law as it was
beyond his scope. Nepos has written his biography on Themistocles the way he has for
two reasons. Firstly, Nepos wishes to portray Themistqcles in a good light as a saviour
figure who had to redeem himself owing to his nefarious past. Secondly, Nepos has a
limited amount of space to work with. Consequently, he has to decide what parts of

Themistocles’ life he wants to synthesize and what he desires to leave out.

1.3: Multum in iudiciis privatis versabatur, saepe in contionem populi prodibat;
aulla res maior sine eo gerebatur; celeriter quae opus erant reperiebat, facile eadem
oratione explicabat. Cf. Thuc. 1.138.4: & pév peta xelpag £xor, xai EEnynoactul
oldg e, v & anepog eln, kplvar ikavidg obx anhrdaxto T6 1€ dueivov i xgtpov
£v 10 &poavel £t mpoedpa pdiiota. kol 10 Edurav einelv pboewg pev duvdper,
uerétng 8¢ Ppax bt xpaTictog 81 obtog abrooxediilery 1 Séovia Eyéveto; Plut.
Them. 5.6: toig mOALOIG EVIHOTIE . . . KPLTTV GOPaA] REPL T&t ovpfolana RapExwy
Eavtov, Mor. 185d: mpdg 88 Iryuwvidnv EEontobuevdv tiva kpiowv ob Sukaiav €

KAT &v éxelvov YevéoBon montav GyoaBov GBovia mapl pélog, Pt aLIOV Gpyovic
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1PtV Sucdlovia mapd 1oV vépov (cf. Mor. 534e and 807b).

Here Nepos mentions information conceming Themistocles that is not found anywhere
else. Themistocles embroiled himself involvement in civil suits as a means of furthering
his political career by defending potential aliies and may even have conducted
prosecutions. Nepos draws a deliberate contrast between the private and public

(populi) prosecutions in order to underline the ubiquity of Themistocles® oratorical skills
and activity. His contio populi must refer to the Athenian ekklesia, whereby any
Athenian (male) citizen had the prerogative to engage in a public debate, but where in

practice only a small number of skilled speakers actually practised their craft.!

The third component of Themistocles’ activity that Nepos highlights is his involvement
in all matters of (political) importance, an unprovable generalisation, which must stretch
over several years of his life. The plausibility of this theory, however, must be seen in
the subsequent election of Themistocles as the Archon Eponymous and as a general >
Themistocles’ strength lay in his ability to sum up any situation quickly and state his own
prudent opinion. Here Nepos seems to draw on Thucydides’ concisely written
description of Themistocles, however, he does not adopt the same closeness that he

uses in the next section.

1.4: neque minus in rebus gerendis promptus quam excogitandis erat. Nepos’
antithesis between doing and thinking is not Thucydidean. There are many examples of

“forced” antitheses in Nepos.

quod et de instantibus, ut ait Thucydides, verissime iudicabat et de futuris

callidissime coniciebat. Thucydides Cf. Thuc. 1.138.3: 1dv t& nopoypija 8t

31. See M. H. Hansen, The Athenian democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (Oxford, 1991), 142-5.
32. See Nepos 2.2 and Frost 1980, 73-5.
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thayiomg Povific kpdtiong Yvopov Kal Tdhv LeAioviov xl mAeloTOV T0D
yevnoouEvou apiotog eikactig. Nepos’ version of Thucydides’ famous character
summary (cf. Dion. Hal. Ep. Amm. 16) is not essentially a translation since it omits the
aspect of speed (51" éhayiomng Bovhdic) and the range of Themistocles® prognostications
(eém mhelotov 10D yEvRoOuEvov; see Gomme, ad hoc.); although it does well to pick up
the antithesis between the present and future. However, coniciebat is an excellent
translation for eixaotig, since both words derive respectively from artificial divination,
in addition to aptly emphasizing the implementation of the human intellect to interpret
‘signs’, which required special interpretation. Thucydides brings this out explicitly

(oixewn . . . Evvéoer), while this point is easily inferred from Nepos.

Nepos quotes Thucydides indirectly regarding what Thucydides actually said about
Themistocles’s actions in the political arena: Themistocles was able to judge a situation
accurately while also divining the future. Thucydides claims that Themistocles was
remarkable as his acute judgement enabled him to reach an immediate decision in
addition to having an opinion on any matter (Thucydides 1.138). Thucydides supports
the view that Themistocles was able to forecast the future better than other people who
had this ability. Thucydides also argues that Themistocles could see the benefits or
pitfalls in any course of action which he suggested, while other politicians and generals
did not have this ability. Thucydides attributes these talents or abilities to Themistocles’
natura) intelligence. Nepos uses this information from Thucydides to show how
Themistocles was able to advance his later military and political careers although
Thucydides stops short of actually stating this fact to his readers, but rather implies this
fact instead. Nepos uses innuendoes to explain how and why Themistocles acted

and portrayed himself as he did throughout his political and military career.

Themistocies could not have been able to divine the future, although it is possible that he
34




possessed the foresight to see where potential future problems could arise. It was enough
for the Athenians to believe that Themistocles was capable of “divining the future”.
Furthermore, Themistocles claimed or implied that he was able to predict the future. This
is plausible as most people living in antiquity were prone to superstition. Themistocles
would ensure that every person heard what he had to say, since he spoke in the Public
Assembly and anywhere else where people would listen to him. Naturally, such
information was spread by the pro-Themistoclean propaganda after his death.

Themistocles had the reputation for euboulia, i.e. the “uncanny cleverness at

33

predicting what would happen and devising the most appropriate response””, which was

a self-proclaimed skill that he himself promoted, for example, when he orchestrated the
construction of a shrine to Artemis with the provocative epithet of Aristoboule (Plut.
Them. 22.2). His political supporters later publicized this auspicious event. The primary
employment of this talent, of course, was his prediction of the inevitable cdnﬂict with

the Persians and his unceasing advocacy of a sound naval strategy as the only means to
defeat them. Frost also agrees that the myths surrounding Themistocles obscured the
truth regarding this ability which Themistocles possessed. By euboulia Frost is referring
to this ability which was one of Themistocles’ special talents. Themistocles was known
as a strategist during and after the second Persian invasion in 480. This is an image

which he cultivated from this point on throughout his career.

Plutarch insists that Themistocles knew that the Persians would interfere in Greece since
they were defeated at Marathon in 490. It is hard to believe that this is the only reason
why Themistocles started to prepare for the eventuality of the second Persian invasion
under Xerxes in 480 by means of his Naval Bill in 483. The new ship building

programme only commenced in 483/2, when the General Assembly accepted

33, Frost 1980: 9.




Themistocles’ Naval Bili.

Quo factum est ut brevi tempore illustraretur. Nepos uses Thucydides’ summary to
illustrate how Themistocles was able to advance his political and military career so
rapidly without sacrificing any agenda in either career path. As will soon become
abundantly clear, Nepos attempts to highlight or compacting Themistocles’

career, from his first public office, a sign of some prominence, occurred approximately
ten years prior to what Nepos argues was Themistocles’ first (minor) public achievement.
Themistocles’ actions quickly ensured that his ideas were constantly being made known
to the public, while he also informed everyone about his plans and also constantly
reminded everyone about his achievements. Nepos implies, however, that Themistocles
became famous overnight. This is not true, since Themistocles worked hard to receive or
assume the position of the Eponymous Archon in 493/92. He served in the Athenian
army when the Persians under Darius were defeated at Marathon, whereupon he
expressed the wish that he wanted to become an Athenian of note, especially when
Miltiades received all the acclaim afier the battle. Between 489-483/2, Themistocles
solidified his support with the Council of the Areopagus during this time, since he
automatically became a member when he held the office of Epormymous Archon.
Notwithstanding this accomplishment, Themistocles successfully campaigned to be
recognized as a prominent politician and general. He attained this objective in 483/2
when he was publicly acknowledged as being a person of note in the upper echelons of
the Athenian political hierarchy. In addition to this newly gained popularity,
Themistocles was also appointed as one of the ten Athenian generals or strategoi in
483/2. He was re-appointed as strategos in the following years until 480/79. Thereafter,

as Develin®® attests, the rest of the positions which he held in the sphere of Athenian

34 Develin: 1989, 55, 60-68.




public administration are unverified. Burn (1962: 225) follows Thucydides 1.93.3 and
argues that Themistocles did indeed commence the planning phase of the Piraeus
harbour when he was elected archon in 493/92. Furthermore, he also states that it was
probable that Themistocles used his powers as Archon to end Miltiades’ trial (Burn,
1962: 226). Burn comments that when Themistocies first proposed his idea of building a
huge, new, modern fleet, even the poorer classes were not initially interested in his idea

(Burn, 1962: 275-76).

Nepos omits any reference to the anecdotes which discuss how Themistocles began to
show an interest in oratory from an early age, and by implication politics. Yet this type
of information is discussed by Plutarch. Nepos also ignores the details concerning
Themistocles’” boredom with formal Greek schooling. Nepos completely ignores the
anecdote of Neocles and the trirernes rotting on the beach, which Plutarch (2.6) uses to
show that Neocles did not disinherit Themistocles. Perhaps Nepos rejects this particular
story because it could be demonstrably unhistorical, or perhaps it did not fit in with his

portrayal of Themistocles.

The reason that Nepos structures his information as he does is that he is writing a quarter
of the amount of information that Plutarch wrote on Themistocles’ entire history. Nepos
is very economical in his detail due to his spatial constrictions (Praefatio 1.8). A similar
statement by Nepos to refute such stories would have clearly shown his Roman audience
that most of the dramatic stories were in fact elaborate fabrications. Furthermore, Nepos
also omits any reference to Themistocles’ philosophical and oratory tutor, Mnesiphilus.
Nepos presents a single psychological explanation of Themistocles’ career to his readers.
A young man is disinherited and instead of being broken, he is spurred on to greatness.

After presenting his psychological explanation of Themistocles, Nepos discusses
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Themistocles’ determination to restore his own name and his initial entrance into public
affairs. Nepos clearly shows that Themistocles had not yet commenced his political
career. Themistocles held banquets at his house to entertain specific guests, as well as the
general public at times. He enlisted the aid of the great poet Simonides in his bid to
attain political renown. It is worth noting that Simonides was said to have been one of

Themistocles’ best friends (See Marr, 1998: 72).

Plutarch gives an interesting account of Themistocles’ childhood: Them. 2.1-2: "En1 8¢

TOiG OV OHOAQYELTAL YOPAS HECTOC gvou xai i pév oboel ovvetdg i o8
RPOUIPECEL PEYUAOTPAYIGOV KO ROALTLKOS, £V TP Talg AVECECL Kal OXoAalg ard
Vv pabnudtov yivopevog obx Erailev obd EppaBiuet, xobdnep ol Aoirol noideg,
GAL’ ebpioxeTto Aoyoug Tivag pedetdv xai cuvIRTTouEVOg IPOG EavToV. ficav & ol
Adyor xamnyopia Tivdg fi cuvnyopia t@v Raidwv. 80ev elBer Abyely mpdg adTOV &
Siddoxadog dg “OvdEv Eoy, Ral, ob pixpdy, dAAd péya whviog ayabdv fi kokdv.”
¢rel xai 1V mondevoewv TG pév NBorowols fi tpog MBoviy Tivar kal xépLv
£AeV0EpLov orovdalopévog Oxvpdc kol anpofipmg EEepudvlave, T1hv 5t eig
obveowv fij mpdfiv Aeyouévav dfjog fiv Onepopdv map’ HAixiav, ag 1f) ploel

motevwv. The term brepop@dv appears to be the more suitable term to adopt here in this

context.

When discussing Themistocles’ youth, Piutarch makes several clear value judgements:

(Them. 2.5) Ev 8¢ taig npdtaig Tiig vedtntog Oppails dvpoaios nv xai
aoctadumros, dte Tfi ooel xad avtiv Lpdpevog &vev Adyov kol madeicg éx’
appodTepa peydiag rowupnevn petofordag T1dv Emindevpdtov Kot ToAAaKL
EELotapévn mpog 1O XeTpov, g DoTEPOV ChTdg MPOADYEL Kal ToG TPaYLTATOVS
r@lovg dpictoug inrovg yiveobal phoxov, tav g Tpoofkel TOYwWoL tadeiog

kol kataptboews. Plutarch further comments that Themistocles was unstable

[avopadog] and impulsive [ao1é&@untog] as a youth. Plutarch atiributes this
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impulsiveness to a distinct lack of self-restraint and proper training. This lack of self-
restraint is mentioned by Plutarch in Chapter 1. Plutarch’s third piece of evidence
concerns Themistocles’ political objectives and the genesis of the clashes with Aristides:

(Them. 3.1) Taxb péviol xai veavixog fokev dyacdon 10d Bepiotoxdéong T
nollTd Rpdypota xoi opodpa ) npog S6Eav Sputt xpatficar. i fiv ebdg E§
opxfic tob mpwteberv EpiEpevog, itapdc Dpiotato Tig npdg Tobg Suvapévoug év T
noAeL kol Tpwteboviag dnexbeiog, pdArota ¢ "Aproteidny 1OV Avoudyouv, TV

gvaviiav agl TOPELOUEVOY aDTH.

In passage 3.1, Plutarch does not mention how Themistocles rose to power, This is in
.Stark contrast to Nepos, who mentions briefly in Themistocles 2.1.3-4 how Themistocles |
attempted to gain power, influence and fame. Plutarch implies that the stories were |
complete lies either to discredit Themistocles or facts which had become distorted over
time. It can be seen that Themistocles wished to appear to change his behaviour and so
behave in the manner expected of him. Plutarch states clearly that Themistocles’
impulsive behaviour and quest for political renown made him many enemies, including
Aristides the son of Lysimachus, who became Themistocles® arch political rival. Plutarch
insinuates that Themistocles laid the foundation of his power base with the ordinary
people by always appearing to speak on behalf of the lower classes, while including them

in his plans for his Naval Bill.

Aelian (VH 3.21) mentions the anecdote that a young Themistocles refused to step to one
side of a road in order to allow Peisistratos to cross the road. Bicknell rejects this story as
being demonstrably false, since Peisistratos had already died when Themistocles was
born (1983: 172). This story clearly originates from the pro-Themistoclean faction,
perhaps even from Themistocles himself. Bicknell speculates that Themistocles came

into contact with the son of Hippias, the Peisistratid, who held the office of Archon in
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522/1, which further implies that Themistocles spent a portion of his youth in Athens.

Plutarch rejects the statements which claim that Themistocles’ behaviour caused his
mother’s suicide and that he was disinherited by his father. He maintains through his
intuitive counter arguments that these statements are intrinsicatly contradictory and
therefore false. Plutarch even states: “...this I think is false.” [Soxel xateyeboton’]
(Plut. 2.3) This is a clear example of when Plutarch directly states his personal view on
a topic, instead of commentating indirectly by providing evidence from and the opinions
of other writers (such as Thucydides). Plutarch also directly rejects the disinheritance,
and correctly so (Plut. 2.6), by informing his readers in this passage that Neocles would
never have advised Themistocles to abstain from politics if he [Neocles] had truly
disowned his own son. Furthermore, Plutarch also rejects the notion that Themistocles’
mother committed suicide (as mentioned in Plut. 2.3), for in passage 1.1 he mentions the
epitaph of Themistocles’ mother. The epitaph itself is the evidence that Plutarch uses to
show that a contradiction exists conceming Themistocles’ mother’s suicide. The
propaganda concerning the alleged suicide of his mother, Euterpe, and the disinheritance
of his father, Neokles, is incorrect, as it was spread by Themistocles’ enemies and

detractors, especially after his exile from Athens and his eventual death in Persia.

L

It can be argued, as Frost does, that what Plutarch claims in this section on Themistocles
youth is anachronistic, i.e. some of the information is correct but is misplaced |
chronologically. He therefore dismisses Plutarch’s trireme anecdote in the same manner,
as this anecdote is considered to be anachronistic since Themistocles himself ordered the
first construction of Athenian triremes when he passed his Navy Bill (1980: 69-70).
Lenardon believes that the story in Plutarch concerning the triremes can be attributed to

the fanciful stories about Themistocles. Lenardon concludes that Themistocles was
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ambitious (and sly); the evidence for this lies in the fact that Themistocles associated
himsetf with the playwrights and poets in order to gain politicat attention and fame (1978:
22-23). This association seems to have started when Themistocles decided to reinvent his
image and pursue a career in Athenian politics. It would not be surprising if
Themistocles had courted the renowned playwrights and poets throughout his career in

Greece.

It is obvious that Themistocles had a colourful youth. However, there is insufficient
evidence to separate what he actually did in his youth from the myths surrounding his
childhood and adolescence. The connecting factor linking Plutarch and Nepos was that
each man attempts to establish a particular view of such a controversial historical figure,
in this case Themistocles, before showing how that person’s personality changed later on

in life, either for that person’s benefit or to his detriment.

2.1. Primus autem gradus fuit capessendae rei publicae. Hdt. 7.143: f{jv 8¢ 1@v nig
"Abnvaiav avip &g rpdTovg vewoTi mapid@y, 1@ olivoua pEv fiv Bgpuctoxiéng, naig
d¢ NeoxAéog éxaAéet; Thuc. 1.93.3: Ereroe 8¢ xal tob Mewaids t& Aoind 6
BeprotoKAfig oixodopelv (brfjpxto 8 abtob éni tfig éxeivov dpyxfig i xat’
éviavtov "ABnvaiog fipke). Nepos and Herodotus state unambiguously that
Themistocles’ first step in his directing of the Athenian state occurred in the late 480s
(see below). This tradition is at odds with Themistocles’ tenure of the office of Archon
Eponymous, which is most plaustbly dated to 493/2. On firm grounds, with impressive
synchronisation (cf. Frost 1980: 70-1), Dionysius of Halicarnassus (6.34.1) reports that

Themistocles was archon eponymous 260 years after the foundation of Rome, 1.e. 493.

The meaning of Thucydides’ information is hotly disputed: Lewis (1973: 757)

convincingly argues that the combination of dpyeiv and "A@nvaidg is the regular way to
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refer to the eponrymous archon. Others (e.g. M.H. Chambers, ‘Themistocles and the
Piraeus’ in K. J Rigsby (ed.), Studies presented o S. Dow on his eightieth

Birthday (Durham, NC, 1984). 43-50 GRBS 10, 1984: 43-50), however, suggest that an
extraordinary repeatedly held office is meant and should be connected with his role in
fortifying the Piraeus. In the context of Themistocles, this term can only refer to the

office of the Archon.

As construction on the fortifications of the Piraeus commenced in 493, this presupposes
that Themistocles held a special magistracy for at ieast a decade after his Archonship
expired in 492. This theory is implausible, since Thucydides 1.93.3 does not refer to a
special office for Themistocles after his term as eponymous archon had expired.
Whatever office he held, Themistocles was nominated as a candidate for ostracism in the
early 480°s (based on the ostraca found with Themistocles’ name inscribed on a number
of the pieces), along with his political rivals Aristides and Xanthippus (Rhodes, 1984:

112).

Herodotus (7.144), Plutarch (4.1), and Nepos (2.2) constitute the literary tradition which
credits Themistocles as the only person to propose the construction of a new navy. Is this
tradition plausible? Herodotus credits Themistocles with this idea, despite the fact that he
is hostile towards Themistocles. Plutarch acts as a defender of Themistocles and usually
praises him. Nepos points out Themistocles’ misdeeds and portrays Themistocles' as

changing his life around for the better. The logical conclusion is that Themistocles was at

least the main driving force behind the proposed naval bill. It seems possible, though
perhaps not plausible, that Themistocles conceived the idea of building a new navy in or
prior to 493/2, when he held the office of Archon. Our sources do not offer any further

insight on this point. ﬁ
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The questions that remain are the following: How long would Themistocles have required
to gather such support? When did he win over the support of the Boule, before, during or
after the year 4837 Themistocles’ standing with the Areopagus would have increased
after he automatically became a member once he held the position of the eporymous
archon in 493/2. 1t took Themistocles a decade, i.e. from 493/2-483, when Herodotus
announces that he had officially become a leading politician, to gain the requisite

prominence to enter the elite political Athenian hierarchy.

Not even the tradition hostile to Themistocles (i.e. Herodotus) denies him credit for the
enlargement of Athens’ navy. This we know took place in 483/2 (Ath. Pol. 23.1-2). The
Archonship may have been relatively unimportant in terms of the power its holder could
exercise, as the Archonship had by then become largely a ceremonial office with limited
powers, since the real power lay with the Assembly, and the Boule to a lesser extent,
Only minor nobles were attracted to the office of Archon. Since Herodotus informs us
that Themistocles had recently become prominent (Hdt. 7.143) in 483, his evidence
would seem to confirm this piece of information as a fact. Although ostraca cast against
Themistocles dating from the period before 483 may reveal the tendentiousness of
Herodotus® view of a newly prominent Themistocles (Rhodes, 1984: 1), it is not clear

how prominent Themistocles was.

Mosshammer supports the view that Themistocles only became prominent in 483, when
Themistocles proposed his naval bill.>> In 493/2 when he was Archon, Themistocles
quite possibly foresaw that the Piraeus needed to be fortified. The order was given to
Themistocles, probably by the Boule’s naval committee with the consent of the Popular

Assembly, to begin the fortification of the Piraeus.

35. Mosshammer, Hermes 103: 1975,




Mosshammer argues that construction could have started in 493/2, while Themistocles
only fortified the Piracus in 483/2 when he became a prominent politician. Mosshammer
examines the sources from various Hellenistic writers and chronicles. All are based on
fact, yet the information and dating for the Archonship, exile, and death of Themistocles
varies considerably. Mosshammer presents another view that Themistocles held a special
magistracy in 493/2, which he rejects. Fomara®® argues, with his evidence from Forbes,
that Themistocles held the Eponymous Archonship in 493/92 for that year only, when he
began the fortification of the Piraeus, but that a factual error occurred when Thucydides
1.93.3 was copied erroneously and thereby placed the explanation out of context that
Themistocles held a renewable office. Fornara®’ concedes that it is plausible, from the
myriad traditions surrounding Themistocles, that he did order the construction of the
Piraeus harbour in 493/92. Lewis’® contends that Themistocles held the Eponymous
Archonship in 493/92 when the construction of the Piraeus commenced, however, he
disagrees with Fornara’s view that Themistocles thought of fortifying the Piraeus.
Rather, the raids by the Aeginetans eventually convinced the Athenians to fortify the
Piraeus. For Lewis, these raids occurred in 493/92, when Themistocles happened to hold
the office of the Eponymous Archon, and therefore the idea of such forethought cannot be
attributed to Themistocles in this instance. Dickie®® contends that Themistocles held the
office of the Eponymous Archonship in 493/92, when the Piraeus was fortified, but rejects
the notion that Themistocles held an annually repeating office though. Dickie bases his
hypothesis on the fact that Thucydides uses the terms and variations of the words
apyovrtog "Abnvaiowg when he specifically refers to the office of the Eponymous

Archon (1973: 757).

36. 1bid, 536.

36. Ibid, 536.

37. Ibid, 540.

38. Lewis, Historia 22, 1973: 757-758.
39. Dickie, Historia 23, 1973; 758




Themistocles made the proposal for the construction of the new fleet of triremes in 483/2,
as he correctly foresaw that war with the Persians was inevitable because of the current
tensions which prevailed between Persia and the Greek mainland. This view, as held by
Nepos, is wrong since Athens was engaged in a war against Aegina in 483. The new fleet
of triremes was constructed in a bid to modernize the old Athenian fleet. Nepos is
confused with the facts here, since Themistocles persuaded the Athenians to build an
additional number of triremes in 481/0 for the war against Persia. At that point in time,
Athens and Aegina were temporary allies against Persia. It so happened that his naval
policy enabled Athens and the rest of the Greeks to fight the Persians at sea, as the
Athenians had the most powerful fleet of all the Greek city-states when the battle of
Salamis was fought in 480. Nepos does not mention that Themistocles popularized his
idea until the people believed him and voted to implement his Navy Bill in 483/2, and
then again in 481/480. Themistocles constantly endeavored to convince the masses that

he was a suitable politician and general. This ploy was used to great effect to win over

popular support.

bello Corcyraeo, Although Nepos records that the first action of Themistocles’ new
fleet was against Corcyra, Plutarch (Them. 4.2-3: 1pf v S ravopnv édocavrag éx oV
LPMUGTOV TOVTHV KOTACKEVACHTBoL TPIAPELS ENL TOV PO ALYLVITS ROAEHOV.
fixpale vop obrog <t67’> &v 1§ 'EAAGS1 pddiota, kai katelxov ol vnoidtol TARGEL
VvE®V v 8GAattav. Ti 1pdg Atyvirtag opyii kai prlovikia t@v roArtidv
anoypnoapevog), Herodotus (7.144: tote Bepiotokdéng aveéyvooe "Abrpvaiong tiig
Sropéoiog TG RAVCAHEVOVS VEXG ToUTLV TRV XpHpdtov Rouococton
Siknooiag &g 1oV pog Ailywviitag Aeywv) and Thucydides (1.14.3: oyé te &g’ oD
"ABnvaiovg Oepiotoxdiic Eneicev Atyivintarg toAepobvrag, xai &ua tob BapPapov
npoodokipov 6vrog, tig vadg tooaclm aionep xai évuup.dxnc_av) indicate that

the Aeginetans were the enemy. Their version is corroborated by Herodotus’ references
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10 a long-standing, bitter war between Athens and Aegina from the late 6™ c. until shortly
before the invasion of Darius (Hdt. 5.81-9, 6.87-93; cf. Frost, 1980; 82-84 and Figueira,
1981: 31), although Herodotus does not explicitly refer to a renewal of the war between
the Persian invasions. The most plausible date for the war against Aegina mentioned by
Plutarch and Thucydides is 483/2, soon after the new Athenian fleet was built (cf. Thuc.

oyé; Ath. Pol. 22.7).

The two most convincing explanations for the discrepancy between Nepos and the
majority tradition are that Nepos has recorded inaccurate information from his source
here or that the war against Corcyra predates the Aeginetan war. The consequence of
following the second alternative is that Thucydides, an author who is consistently fairer
towards Themistocies than Herodotus (cf. Hornblower 1991: 48), would have to have
erred. It is also difficult to find a plausible chronological context or explanation for a war
against Corcyra, a colony of the Corinthians, with whom the Athenians shared a common
antipathy towards the Aeginetans and from whom they received material assistance. It is
impossible to salvage Nepos’ Corcyrean War, e.g. by posting a conflict in the 490s,

without breaking the link between it and Athens’ new fleet, on which Nepos is insistent.

ad quod gerendum praetor a populo captus. Nepos’ use of the Latin term praefor is
ostensibly open to two interpretations: the office of archon or general (straregos). His use
of praetor throughout his biographies of other Athenians suggests overwhelmingly that
this is his translation of strategos. In his Miltiades (4.4, 6.3) praetor unambiguously
refers to the ten strategoi who led the Athenian forces at Marathon. Nepos uses several
terms to describe military commands in his Alcibiades, e.g. imperator (1.2), praetor (5.3-
4, 8.1) and praeesse (5.4, 6.3); praetorque or general and praefictur (Nepos: Alcibiades

5.4). Comparisen with Thucydides and Xenophon’s accounts of the Peloponnesian War
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reveal that strategos is meant. Nepos’s description of Conon as praetor pedestribus and
praefectus classis (1.1) refers to his tenure of the generalship on land and sea. Finally,
Menestheus’ election as praetor (Timotheus 3.2} indisputably refers to the office of

sfrategos.

Nepos’ translation is very apt for his Roman audience, as the primary role of the praefor,
as seen from the etymology of the term, was military command. The greatest difference
between the practorship and its Athenian equivalent was that there was no restriction on
how frequently an individual could be re-elected as strategos. Develin (1989: 58-63)
suggests that Themistocles was elected as one of the strategoi in 483/2, as well as in

481/0, and 480/79.

non solum praesenti bello, sed etiam reliquo tempore ferociorem reddidit civitatem.
Nepos® words here can be construed as being positive whereby Themistocles was in fact
slowly steering Athens along a new imperial path under his guidance. Nepos, as a
Roman, would not have been hostile to the notion of imperialism, since that is how Rome

built its great wealth and power base.

It is more than conceivable that one or more of Nepos’s sources were biased against
Themistocles that he was thus represented as being an imperialistic warmonger, rather
than as a saviour figure. Although this is not necessarily an indication of disapproval and
criticism by a source, Herodotus and Plutarch are careful when they refer to the
imperialist aspirations of Themistocles. Aegina is not mentioned in this context.
Herodotus remains silent on this issue possibly because, when he was writing, Athens
was proud of her impertial status. Nepos’ comments suggest that one of his sources might
have been biased against Themistocles due to anti-democratic sentiments, i.e. tracing

back to Themistocles, a democratic hero, responsibility for the imperial disasters of the
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late 5™ century. These imperial disasters were the famous political and military setbacks
which Athens suffered during and after the latter stages of the Peloponnesian War at the

end of the 5 century.

2.2. Nam cum pecunia publica, quae ex metallis redibat, largitione magistratuum

quotannis interiret. Hdt. 7.144.1: é&tépn te OepiotoxAér yvaun Eurpoode TabNg £¢
Kapov TPiotevce, H1e "ABnvaioisy yevouévov xpiudtov peydlov €v 1@ kolwvd, 1@
£x 1@V petdAiov oQL Tpoofilbe tdv and Aavpeiov, Euehiov AMdEecBar opxndov
Exaotog déxa Spaxpuds 1dte OepiotoxAEng avéyvooe ABnvaiovg tiig haipéorog
TohTNg TAVOOUEVODG VEQSG ToUTLV TV YpTpdtov rotioacBar inxooiag £ TOV
ROAEHOV, TOV 1pdG "Aryiviitag Aéyov, Plut. Them. 4.1: Kal mpdtov pév v
Aavpewnxny apécodov and tdv dpyvpelov HETGAimv EBog Exdviov 'ABnvainy
SavépeoBat, pévog einelv £t6AuNcE ToperBov eig ToOv dijov, dg xpM THv Sxvounv
£qoavtag £X 1OV XPNRATOV T00TOV KATOSKEVESaabal TPLAPELS ENL TOV 1XpOg
"Avyivirtag mohepov; Ath. Pol. 22.7. The Laureum silver mines were owned publicly.
However, private contractors, including miners and captured slaves, worked the mines.
The discovery of the new strike in Maronea occurred in 483/2 (Ath. Pol. 22.7). The
Athenians mined one hundred talents and debated how to distribute this newfound
wealth. Themistocles persuaded the Athenians in the Assembly to give (‘lend’ Ath. Pol.

22.7) one talent to the hundred wealthiest citizens in Athens for the construction of one

hundred triremes.

ille persuasit populo. Hdt. 7.144: ¢tépn 1e Bepictokhér Yvapun EunpocBe TaLTng £
xaupov npiotevoe. The word populo would naturally refer to Themistocles addressing
the Assembly as indeed Plutarch’s version makes clear (Them. 4.1: rapeA8av €ig tov
dfipov). Like Nepos, he omits any mention of the Boule and Areopagus. Herodotus’

remark is vague enough to encompass the Assembly, as well as the Boule and the

Areopagus.




Owing to the seriousness of the issue, it is highly unlikely that Themistocles did not
involve the Boule of 500 in formulating his proposal, even though no trace of this
emerges in the sources. The Boule was responsible for both foreign policy and public
finances {(Hansen 1987: 260, 263). it would have been quite difficult for Themistocles in
483 to have motions passed through the Council and presented to the Assembly if he did
not have sufficient support within the Council. There is no mention of a specific body
that supported Themistocles per se, although Themistocles could not have achieved as

much as he did without the support of all or most of the members of the Areopagus.

ut ea pecunia classis centum navium aedificaretur. Cf. Hdt. 7.144 quotation above.
Plutarch (Them. 4.2: €xatdv yip &nd 1dv gpnpdtov EXeivov ERomMenoay TPUPELGS,
aig xai mpog EépEnv évavpdynoav.) and Nepos both state that one hundred ships were

built. Plutarch specifically mentions that the ships were triremes, while Nepos omits any

reference to the type of ships constructed. Herodotus (7.144) doubles the number of
ships, yet he also does not specify what types of ships were constructed. The Athenian
Politics lists 100 triremes (Ath. Pol. 22.7). Thucydides (14.2), in his introduction to the

Peloponnesian War, does not specify how many triremes the Athenians constructed. |

Thucydides (1.14) states that no Greek city-state had any significant navy before the
Second Persian War. Athens’ first navy mostly consisted of ‘fifty-oared boats’ i

(Thucydides 1.14). Athens lagged behind other states in transforming to a trireme based

fleet. During the Ionian Revolt of 498 against Persia, Athens sent twenty ships to aid the
lonians. Herodotus (5.99) notes that of the twenty vessels that Athens assembled, five of
the ships were triremes from the Eretrians. This implies that the Athenian ships were
older ships. Haas suggests that these ships were pentekonters, since the Athenians relied

on their hoplite army to win their battles (1985: 45). |
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The building of even 100 triremes entailed a massive commitment by the Athenians to a
new form of warfare: full crews of rowers, marines and sailors would amount to between
17 000 to 20 000 — a large proportion of Athens’ male population (Jameson 1963: 388-

391, 394-403).

2.3. Qua celeriter effecta, primum Corcyraeos fregit. Hdt. 7.144.2: ol 8¢ &g 10 pev
Eénornfnoav, ovx £xprotncav, &g déov 8¢ obtw tfj 'EALGdL Eyévovto. Herodotus
suggests that the Athenians never employed their new fleet of triremes against Aegina,
although he does not elaborate any further on this statement. [t appears to be another one
of his attacks on Themistocles. The Athenian fleet was constructed quickly. This new
fleet defeated the Aeginetans. Therefore, the fleet of triremes was constructed over two
seasons in 483-2 and 482-1. None of the sources (including the listed modern authors)
mention how long it took to construct a fleet of triremes, but we can estimate a period of

at least two years.

deinde maritimos praedones consectando mare tutum reddidit. Plutarch offers no
comment on the Athenian efforts to rid the Aegean of pirates. Herodotus (7.144) makes a
brief reference to the Athenians gaining naval warfare experience when he states that the
fleet was not used for its original purpose. Herodotus implies that the new fleet was first

used against Persia at Salamis, since he records no war before 480 with Aegina.

in quo cum divitiis ornavit, tum etiam peritissimos belli navalis fecit Athenienses.

What Nepos and the writers hint at is fact that this wealth was accumulated from plunder

and new trade routes for the Athenian merchants once the Aeginetans were beaten during
the Athenian offensive, as well as by opening up unsafe trade routes or safeguarding

existing ones by defeating the pirates. It makes sense that new trade routes would

become available to the Athenians once the Aeginetans no longer had sufficient strength
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to patrol the sea lanes to these markets. For Nepos, Themistocles’ two naval exercises
against the Aeginetans and the pirates enabled the Athenians to gain more maritime
combat experience, while also exposing the new Athenian naval recruits to naval warfare.
Burn (1962: 295) speculates that Athens did conduct a sweep against pirates when
Themistocles brokered a treaty between Corinth and Corcyra, whereby the Corcyreans

aided the new Athenian navy with this crucial training exercise for the Athenians.

2.4. Id quantae saluti fuerit universae Graeciae bello cognitum est Persico. Cf. Plut.
Them. 4.5: 6mi M 101 cwmpia 10ig “EAAnowv éx tijg Baldoong dafpEe xal v
"ABnvaimv moAy aloig avictnoay ai Tpiipelg £xeivat, Both Nepos and Plutarch
here indicate that Themistocles’ policies saved Greece, not just Athens. Even Herodotus

(8.123.3) reveals that after the war the Greeks gave the greatest credit to Themistocles.

Nam cum Xerxes et mari et terra bellum universae inferret Europae cum tantis

copiis quantas neque ante nec postea habuit quisquam Nepos presents the war as a
titanic struggle between the East and West for the freedom of the West against Eastern
tyranny and cuiture. Plutarch never makes such a claim in his works on Themistocles.

Herodotus’ whole work is premised as a clash between Asia and Europe.

2.5. classis mille et ducentarnm navium longarum fuit, quam duo mille onerariarum
sequebantur; Aeschylus Pers. (lines 341-343): ZépEq 8¢, xoi yap gz:ﬁa, XALOG UiV

fiv | | @v fiye nA#Bog, ai & drépxomor Ttéyel || Exatdv Sig foav Entd 8. B8 Exer
Adyog. Aeschylus is the earliest of the ancient sources to comment on the strength of the
Greeks. Hdt. 7.184.1. dg éy®m ovuBolidpevog eVpiokm, TOV HEV EX 1@V vedvV TRV éx
1fis "Acing, tovoéwv £rtd xal Supxoocifov xal xithéev, Plut. Them.14.1: Mepi 8¢
100 mAnfovg 1@v PapBapikdv vedv AloydAog 0 mountig g &v elddg xai
diafeforopevog év tpayedig Atyer Todbtar ZépEn 8¢, xal yap oﬁ’\t&a, XIALOG PEV TV

GV fye wATBog, ai & Urépromor thyet Exatdv dig ficav Ertd 8. @8 Exer Adyoq.

51




Diod.11.3.7: éxoviicato 82 xai tov EEeTacidv Thg otpandc andong Tpiunénoay
8¢ tiig nelfic Suvapemg pupLideg nielovg tdv aydonkovra, viieg 3¢ al chunaoal
paxpai mAeiovs v E1Alwv kot Siaxociwy. Nepos states that there were 1 200 ships
in the Persian fleet, while Herodotus (7.89) also records that the Persian fleet, excluding
the support vessels, amounted to 1 207 ships. Modern scholars, such as Marr (1998: 107)
and Frost (1980: 151-152), point out that a normal Persian fleet consisted of six hundred
warships. This figure supplied by Aeschylus for the battle at Salamis appears to be
unrealistic, as the medizing Greeks would not have been able to supply a sufficient

number of sailors and ships to double the strength of the diminished Persian fieet.

terrestres autem exercitus DCC peditum, equitem CCCC fuerunt. Hdt. 7.184.1:

1oV WEv dpyaiov Exdotov tdV E8viwv Edvia Spudov técoepag xal

elxoo1 pupradag xai npdg x1Ardda te kol Tetpaxociovg, g dva dinkooiovg
avdpog Aonlopevolot év exioty vni. Herodotus (7.60) states that the Persian army,
which consisted of many other Asian and African nations under Persian rule, amounted to

one million seven hundred thousand men. This is quite an extraordinary force, if

Herodotus’ figures and sources are accurate.

2.6. cuius de adventu cum fama in Graeciam esset periata et maxime Athenienses
peti dicerentur propter Marathoniam. Nepos does not include the important part
played by Athens in encouraging the lonians to revolt by sending warships to lonia as an

element in Xerxes’ motives for targeting Athens. On the issue of the date, see below.

miserunt Delphos consultum quidnam facerent de rebus suis. Hdt. 7.140.1:
MNépyavteg yap ol 'ABnvaior ¢ AeAgoig Beonponovg. According to Heradotus, the

Athenians consulted the oracie at Delphi on two occasions concerning the imminent

Persian invasion. Nepos makes a simple reference to Delphi, even though he had access
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to Herodotus’ extensive accounts on Delphi. Nepos has employed his compression
technique to state the outline of the consuitation at Deiphi while avoiding discussing any
of the specifics again. Aelian 12.35: petowifopévov vap t@v ' Abnvaiov &g 1ag vaie,
fvixa 100 xpdvov O Ilépong tov péyav norepov émi v ‘EALada éEfjye, xai
Eieyov ol zpnopot Adov ewvar tolg "Afnvaiowg thv pév matpida drolrely, In
Plutarch (10.2) we see how Themistocles manipulated the interview with the Delphic
oracle to promote his ideas of abandoning Athens and engaging the Persians at Salamis.
Themistocles convinced the Athenians that his interpretation of the oracle was correct,
since the oracle was referring to the fleet of triremes which had been constructed owing
to the passing of his Naval Bill. Furthermore, the oracle also vindicated his strategy to
engage the Persian navy at Salamis, since Themistocles emphasized the Olympian gods’
positive association with Salamis, which the oracle had stated expressly. Nonetheless,
the reason for the journey to Delphi was to receive the permission of the gods to abandon
the holy shrines and temples in Athens if the Persians were poised to take the city. From
the comments by the ancient authors on Delphi, it is clear that it was an offence for the

Greeks to abandon or neglect the shrines and temples.

Athens traditionally consulted Delphi whenever the city-state faced a major crisis and
sought the requisite approval of the gods before undertaking a difficult choice. From the
evidence supplied bf Fontenrose(1978: 234-238 ) and Bowden (2005: 110, 132-133), it
would seem that Athens sent an official delegation to Delphi only on matters of utmost

urgency.

Fontenrose has catalogued several Athenian questions asked at Delphi. The ones listed
below were asked before or during the Second Persian War. Fontenrose argues that the

majority of the questions were not genuine.*’ A number of the questions which the

40. Fontenrose, 1981: 268-154.



Athenians inquired of the Delphic oracle have not survived, although the replies indicate
that the questions were quite varied. The questions, which all relate to Athens, are listed
below and date from circa 630-479. The questions after 479 are not considered here. In
short, Athens consulted Delphi on issues primarily pertaining to its own constitution, the
(iecision to wage war, how to stop disease from ravaging the city, and plagues.*’

The consequence of the actual request made at Deiphi points to the Troizen decree of
480, whereby a general announcement was made to the Athenians to abandon the city of
Athens, in addition to calling up the men of military age to prepare for battle.
Hammond*® postulates the idea that a partial evacuation had commenced before summer
480. Therefore, the original Troizen decree was publicly announced prior to the
evacuation in 480, afier a tentative evacuation policy would have been discussed by

Themistocles and his political allies/supporters.

2.7. Deliberantibus Pythia respondit ut moenibus ligneis se munirent. Hdt. 7.141.3:
1e1x05 Tprroyevei EbAivov 1ot evphora Zebg podvov andpbntov tedédeLy, 16 O
téxva T ovioer; 7.142.2-3: ol putv 81 [xoatd tOv @payuov] cvvefdiiovio tobro 16
EDALvov TETg0g E1va, ol & a1 EAeyov Tag vEag onpaively tov Bedy, xai taitag
RopaptéEcBo ExEAEVOV TAAAG Gréviag. Tobg MV 31 Tig vEag AEyovTag elvon 1O
EbAvov teTxog EapuAie 1 S0 1a tehevtaia pnBévra Lno Tiig Mubing, @ Bein
ZoAoylic, anolelg 68 ob TExva Yuvalk@v T Tov oxdvapévng Anufitepos 1
ocuviolions. xata tadta t& Erea guveXEovto ai yYvdpat tv papévav tog véag 10
EbAvov telyog Q?vm- ol y&p xpnoporéyor tabtn EAdupavov, dc dugt Zaiopiva

3el opeag EcomBijvon VDOV TUPACKEVACAUEVOVS.

41. The first, second, third and fourth questions are not stated. The fifth question pertaining to Solon in cirea 570 concemed the war
against Megara over Salamis. This question was attributed as being possibly true. The sixth question relates to the ieadership for the
Thracian Chersonese in circa 590. The seventh question relates to Kleisthenes® attempls 10 reorganise the Athenian politics and
society in 510/9. The cighth question pertaining to the war against Aegina, asked in circa 505, is not stated. The ninth question
relating to a plague or a crop failure in circa 500 by the murder of Metragyrtes is not stated. The tenth question pertains to the
Athenisns secking the advice of the oracle in 481/80 in coanection with the Persian invasion. No question is recorded. (Herodotus
7.140 states that the Athenuans did not have time to ask their question before the Pythia suddenly spoke to the defegation.) The
cleventh question is also in 481/80, when the Athenians appealed 1o the Pythia 10 give them a better oracle or cise they would wait
until the adytor and die there. The twelfth question pertains 10 Athenians in 479, requesting guidance on where to fight a land battle
against the remaining Persian infantry and cavalry in Greece. The actual question is not stated.

42. Hammond: JHS 1982, 85.
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Herodotus’ detailed narrative (Hdt. 7.140-142) reveals that the Athenians had one
protracted meeting with the Pythia. The first part of the oracle was all pessimistic,
whereupon the Athenians were encouraged by Timon to appeal as supplicants to the
Pythia. The Athenians followed this advice and received a more optimistic response.
Bowden maintains that the Athenians had one long meeting with the Pythia, and that
Herodotus separated the single meeting into two for the sake of literary entertainment
(2005:101). Perhaps it is conceivable that the Pythia required a respite during the
interview, when the Athenians spoke to Timon. No-one has as yet brought up this
possibility. Herodotus supplies the name of the Pythia who was on duty when the
Athenian delegation arrived at Delphi. It is odd, though, that she addressed the Athenians
before they could complete the remainder of the mandatory rituals inside the temple.

Until this point, they had followed and performed the normal procedure at Deiphi.

Herodotus’ account of the Delphic oracle is credible, although he changed certain parts of
the events which unfolded into a thrilling tale rather than relating the precise historical
fact. Robertson suggests that the possibility exists that there was a long interval

between the two consultations of the oracle (1987: 1).

There first issue is whether there were one or two oracles. Bowden is a proponent of
the single consultation theory, and he essentially supports Herodotus’ account of the
Athenian delegation’s meeting with the Pythia at the Delphic oracle (2005: 100-103).
Notwithstanding Herodotus’ nature to expand on certain matters for literary
enhancement, Bowden does point out that there are a few discrepancies in the account.
Two questions arise. Firstly, how did Herodotus divide up the oracle in his work?
Secondly, why did Herodotus present the details of the Persian invasion until the

climactic battle at Salamis as he did? Herodotus separated the oracle into two halves for
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literary and political effect.” The answer to the former question can only be attributed to
Herodotus’ literary style, as there is insufficient evidence to suggest another alternative.
Herodotus’ version of these historical events was arranged so that the information

concurs with the sanctioned historical events with Athens. The Athenians consulted with

the Delphic oracle in August/September 481, as soon as they heard about the planned
invasion. Bowden concurs with this point but not this date. As per normal, the Athenians
would have first debated among themselves on what course of action to adopt under these
trying circumstances. Bowden asserts that the Athenians would only once have sent one
delegation to Delphi, and only after a plan of action had been agreed upon. The view

expressed by Bowden is the correct one to adopt as it makes the most sense..

The replies of the Pythia were stated in prose form and were later changed into verse in
the official publication of responses from Delphi at some later stage. This ensured that
the replies were cloaked in mystery and uncertainty in order to allow Delphi to claim that
its advice was always correct. The simplicity of Delphi’s response lies in ambiguity,
since the Delphians could point to the cryptic responses and say in their defence that the
answer to the question was in the Pythia’s reply. All the supplicants had to do was to
think about the correct course of action to follow. Hence, Delphi maintained its
credibility while simultaneously avoiding accusations of Medizing or of supplying a false

answer.

The question remains as to whether the Pythia, an uneducated and cloistered priestess,
was able to deliver a reply in hexameter verse in addition to the occasional reply in prose
form. Bowden is unable to offer a definitive solution to this particular quandary. The
Pythia’s responses were translated from prose into verse form. These prose anthologies

were later published en masse with the included addendum of the outcome of actual

43 Ibig, 106,




historical events.*

Delphi has been accused of Medizing by some modemn scholars. When the news had
reached Greece that Persia was to launch a full-scale invasion of the Greek homeland,
Delphi had already adopted a pessimistic attitude. [t was obvious to the priests and other
people who administered Delphi that the Persians would occupy Delphi. What the
Delphians could not possibly have known was whether the Persians would simply capture
or destroy Delphi. Even the Delphians abandoned Delphi before the Persians arrived at
the city and the oracie. Bowden (2005: 103) takes the evidence in Herodotus that the
Delphians sought permission from the oracle to abandon the oracle and the city before the
invasion, as proof that Delphi had not Medized — why would the Delphians flee their
homes and shrines if they were allied with the Persians? It is plausible that the Delphians
were lying though. Furthermore, the Delphians also left a token force behind in order to
defend the oracle and the shrines. The truth of the matter is that Delphi had reason to fear
the Persian invasion, since it was the pre-eminent Greek oracle. This explains the
pessimistic response which the Athenian delegation received in 481 for their sole

consultation with the oracle.

Nepos’ account differs in that he has the Athenian delegation travel to Delphi in 480,
consult with the oracle, return to Athens, and hold extensive meetings until Themistocles’
naval policy is adopted. As events unfold in favour of Persia in 480, the Spartan defeat at
Thermopylae and the stalemate at Artemisium ensure the immediate evacuation of all the
Athenian citizens and their movable property to Salamis or Troizen. Straight after the
evacuation is complete, the battle of Salamis is fought and the Persian navy is soundly
defeated. Nepos has condensed the chronological sequence of events over four years into

a season or a year., Nepos does not state whether the Athenians sent one or two

14, [bid, 36-37.
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delegations to Delphi. He only mentions one, while he also does not specify what the
Athenians were really going to inquire from the oracle. Instead, he presents a summary

of what occurred and condenses the events into one lemma.

There are three problems with the Deiphi tradition prior to the Persian invasion. The first
problem is the dating of the delegation to the oracle. Did the Athenians consult the oracle
in 480, or earlier? The second problem is the response on each occasion. The actual
reply as recorded by Herodotus (7.140-141) on each occasion consisted of twelve
hexameter verses, which was extremely long for a reply from Delphi. Since Fontenrose
advocates two oracies and not one extended meeting, a third problem for him concerns
the length of time which the delegation waited before approaching the Pythia for a second
interview, Normaily this would have taken another month, or at worst, another whole
year. Finally, to compound the problem of the first consultation, Fontenrose questions
whether the Athenians even asked a question of the oracle before being given their first
response. Herodotus clearly says ‘no’. The usual procedure was to put a question to the
priests before consulting with the Pythia on duty. (There were three women who served
as the Pythia simultaneously. They would take turns when Delphi was open for
consultation by special invitation only.) Fontenrose’s third question should be ignored,

since only one consultation occurred.

Delphi’s pertinent response is clearly indicative of a negative attitude. This point is quite
striking since it has two important ramifications. The first possibility is that Delphi had

Medized, and so the oracle attempted to persuade the supplicants to surrender to the

Persians. The second possibility is that the oracle reflected a genuine defeatist attitude in

the face of impending slaughter and destruction. Either view is feasible.

With this information in mind, Fontenrose’s arguments lend credence to the arguments
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which present Themistocles as manipulating Delphi. Three alternatives present
themselves. Firstly, Themistocles invented the entire consultation episode. This
argument is too absurd and implausible even for Themistocles to have attempted and
therefore, is rejected outright. Secondly, Themistocles bribed the Pythia and the priests
to inform the Athenians to follow Themistocles’ naval policy, whereby Themistocles
would have the only solution to the cryptic response. However, the ancient sources all
indicate that the Pythia did not mention any information concerning Themistocles. Nor is
there any indication that the priests said anything to this effect either. The Pythia
instructed the Athenian delegation to flee, in addition to informing them that Athens
would fight the inevitable battle(s) with the Persians. Delphi was merely covering itself
so that it could later claim to have predicted the outcome of the Persian invasion under
Xerxes without losing any credibility in the Greek world. Thirdly, Themistocles heard
the response, whereupon he manipulated and campaigned for his interpretation of the
“wooden wall” to reflect his naval policy. Fontenrose (1981: 126) supports the first view,
and even suggests that Themistocles spread false rumours that the Athenians had sent a
delegation to Delphi even though this was impossible as Delphi had been captured by the
Persians. Needless to say, it would have been impossible for Athens to have sent a
delegation to Delphi under those conditions. Mikalson (2003: 52-60) supports Herodotus’
view that the Athenians questioned the Delphic oracle’s original reply before proceeding
to debate the matter in Athens in order to decide what course of action they should adopt.
The oracle initially gave no answer to the Athenians. Subsequently, the oracle issued a
response which Themistocles turned into reality. Mikalson suggests that these responses
in Herodotus indicate that the oracle did not always reply in the traditional metrical
version. What is unusual regarding the second part of the meeting is that the Athenian

envoys wrote down the favourable answer before they left. Mikalson points out that
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Herodotus does not discuss the usual methods and procedures associated with seeing the
Pythia and the priests who attended to her. Herodotus has either given a condensed

version of the events which occurred, or else he is describing exactly what happened.

Why then did the Athenians consult the oracle for a second time? Mikalson suggests that
the Athenians avoided bringing a disaster upon themselves by questioning the oracle for a
second time, in addition to the fact that the Athenians proceeded to debate and analyze
the best strategy to adopt in light of the Pythia’s response. Robertson*® alleges that the
oracle could not have been consulted twice owing to the ceremonial procedures which
had to be followed at the same time. The Pythia saw many people on 7 Bysius when
people were allowed to use the oracle. It would have been unusual to delay the normal
practice of giving one interview before seeing other suppliants. Herodotus states that the
Athenians ignored the pomp and ceremonial procedures and asked their questions directly

on each occasion.

The Persians invaded the Greek mainland in 480 BC, although Nepos, in his usual
fashion, does not mention the actual date, just the event. Nepos (2.4) mentions that
Xerxes invaded Greece. He does not state how or when the Athenians first heard of
Xerxes’ intentions. Plutarch first mentions the actual invasion of Greece at Them. 6.1. If
Plutarch’s course of events in 7.1 places the date in 481, since the new fleet of triremes
was built at least within a year, then the date must be 481. This in turn means that fhe
oracle would have been visited in 481, as it would have taken time to travel from Athens
to Delphi, see the oracle twice or have one long session divided into two parts, and then
return to Athens. Plutarch recounts how Xerxes also sent messengers demanding that the

Greek's yield to Persia. The journey Susa to Greece would have taken three or four

45. Robertson, CP 82, 1987: 4.




months. Persian messengers visited each Greek city-state on the mainland, in addition to
the Greek islands. The messengers were sent out in 481. Frost* concludes that a precise
chronological date can be gleaned from the information contained in Plutarch and
Herodotus. Therefore, the Athenians consulted with the Delphic oracle in 481 and also
began tentative negotiations to evacuate Athens in the likely event that the Persians

would overrun Athens,

Plutarch (10.1-2) adds to Herodotus’ information that Themistocles used three steps to
win over the popular Assembly, apart from making an eloquent speech before the
Assembly, as any good orator and statesman would have done. Firstly, Themistocles
bribed the Athenian priests to say that Athena had abandoned Athens. This would have
encouraged the people to leave Athens and follow the goddess’ exampie. Secondly,
Themistocles convinced the people that the oracle had referred to Salamis as being
“blessed” and not “dreadful™. Thirdly, Themistocles played upon the superstitions and
hatred of the Athenians for the Persians, just as he had done with the Aeginetans (see

Plutarch 4.2), to have his view accepted by the Assembly.

According to Hammond, the Athenian delegation reached Delphi in August or September
481 (1981: 81). Holladay*’ in turn argues that the evidence in Herodotus 7.220.3, 239.1
implies that the Athenians consulted Delphi in the late summer of 481. Holladay rejects
the idea that Themistocles bribed the oracle to support his naval policy and evacuation
plans. Holladay supports Hammond when he argues that Delphi had aiready adopted a
defeatist attitude. This view is quite plausible, though it is debatable whether Delphi had

Medized or was simply despondent.*®

46 Frosi, 1980 100-103.
47. Holladay, JHS 107, 1987: 182
48 [bid, 183




Robertson disagrees with Hammond and places the consultation in 480. He provides a
disjointed account of when the Pythia was consulted. The consultations occurred
annually on 7 Bysius or Anthesterion.*® An alternative consultation time is given as
occurring once every month on the seventh, while the three winter months leading up to
Bysius are considered as non-consultation months. Robertson places the consultation in
480. A consultation in 480 would have lefi it rather late for the Athenians to have a
debate and increase the size of their new fleet of triremes, notwithstanding the point that
the evacuation of the Athenian citizen body did not occur overnight. Robertson questions
the historical authenticity of Herodotus’ account of the oracle and dismisses the second
consulitation. From his arguments it can be inferred that Herodotus is lying about the

consultations and the reaction in Athens to the oracular response.

Even Bowden agrees with the ubiquitous (and correct) view that the first part of the

oracle was extremely defeatist. This perspective is clearly evident in Herodotus, and
appears to be the overwhelming feeling of despondency emanating from the Delphic
Oracle. This implies that Delphi was in the process of Medizing. Nevertheless, he
disagrees with the view which advocates that Delphi had Medized. He points out that
this is a recent modern view and dismisses it entirely. “The episode which was taken
most clearly to prove that Delphi acted in a partisan fashion was the behaviour of the
oracle during the Persian invasion under Xerxes in 480-479. ... However, this is entirely
a modern fabrication: there is no scrap of evidence that any individual or state in antiquity

thought that Delphi was acting for the Persians ...”.*°

It would have been advantageous for Delphi to have adopted the same tactics with regard

to Themistocles, although an unanswerable question is how far did Themistocles use the

49. Robertson, CP 82, 1987: 4.
50. Bowden, 2005: 26-27.




“corrected” version of history from Delphi. The replies from Delphi were generally
ambiguous, thereby ensuring that the oracle could not be blamed if the person or
delegation acted incorrectly. This method absolved Delphi of any blame or wrongdoing
if a piece of advice resulted in terrible consequences for the supplicant. Bowden
essentially agrees with this view.”' The oracle replied ambiguously in order for the
suppliants to reconsider the question posed to the oracle, with the net result that the oracle
would ultimately be praised for informing the supplicant on what course of action to

adopt.

Id responsum quo valeret cum intellegeret nemo, Themistocles persuasit consilium
esse Apollinis, ut in naves se suaque conferrent: cum enim a deo sigificari murum

ligneum. Hdt. 7.143.1-3: [Bepioroxhéng] odk E¢n nhv 6pBGG TOLS LPNOHOAGYOVG
oUpPaAiecBon, Afyev TOLadE, £l £ "ABnvaiovg eiye 10 Emog eipnvivov édvrmg, ok
av ot v Sokéev firing xpnodiven, GArd ©de "Q oxetdie Zaiapic, &vii T0h "Q
Pein Zodapic, el mép ye Epeddov ol oixfiropeg apug’ abrfi TeAevThoEy. dAAN Yip
£g ToUg TOAENIOVG () Bed eipficbon 1o ypnoTipov ovAdoppavovil xatd 10 OpeoHY,
dAA’ obx &g 'ABnvaiove. mapackevdleotol Av abTobg Mg VEUHaHCOoVTOG
copeBobreve, ag Tobtov £6vrog tod EvAivov teixeos. 1ahtn OepioroxAéog
dropaivoplEvou "ABnvaiol tabta opiol EYvooay oipeEThTEPO é/fvm paEAdov fj T

£y

@V XpMopoAdY®V Ol 0Dk Env vovpoayinv apréecbat, 10 8¢ abumav ervon ohdE

YEIPOUG GvTaEIPEGBal, GAAL EXALTOVIO Y0PV TV “ATtiknv BAANY TLvd oikilely.
See Hdt. 7.144.1-3 above. Nepos (2.7) reinforces the notion that Themistocles is the
saviour figure by mentioning that only Themistocles could interpret the oracle’s cryptic
reference to the “wooden walls”. Nepos omits any reference to other rival interpretations,

particularly the proposal to fortify the Acropolis.

Herodotus comments that one group interpreted “wooden walls” as defending the

51. Ibid, 51.




Acropolis, while another group argued that it referred to the new fleet. Themistocles
argued that the Athenians were meant to fight the Persians at Salamis, since the oracle

had predicted their victory if they used their fleet.

The men in Athens who interpreted the response of the oracles were called
chmsmologm'.52 Themistocles disagreed with the chresmologoi over their defeatist
interpretation of the second oracle. it was at this point in the aftermath of the
consultations at Athens that he persuasively advocated his naval engagement strategy, as

Plutarch presents it: (Them. 10.3) 10 8& xpnou® néiiv édnpayayel, Abyov undeév
dAiro dnhooBon EbAlvov 1eTog fi TG vadg: 610 kol tiv Zodapiva Belav, oyl
Sewviv o0bE oreTAioy KaAETV TOV BedYV, ©g EbTVYNPOTOG pEYdAoV Toig “EAAnowy

Er@vupov Eooptvnv.

Nepos, by contrast, provides a different chronological timeline. Nepos (2.1-4) states that
Themistocles persuaded the Athenians to build a new fleet of triremes for the war against
Aegina. The year is 483, which Nepos does not mention. Nepos (2.5) jumps to the year
480 and gives a description of Xerxes’ huge army and navy. He maintains in 2.6 that the
Athenians sent a delegation te Delphi in 481/0, when Xerxes was attacking mainland
Greece. Nepos (2.8) places the Troizen decree in 480. Nepos (2.8) also maintains that
the evacuation of the Athenians to Salamis and Troizen all occurred in 480. Burn (1962:
355-359) adds that the Athenian delegation or theopropoi sent to Delphi would have been

in trouble in Athens if they had not asked the official Athenian question. He implies

that the theopropoi would have been tried before an Ekklesia (Burn: 1962: 356).
Furthermore, Salamis would have been a natural target for the Persian army and navy to
besiege, since many Athenian refugees would have fled to Salamis in any case (Bumn,

1962: 357). Such a strike would have crippled Athens and forced her capitulation to

52 tbd M.
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Persia. Finally, Herodotus’ mention of Themistocles’ persuasive arguments now, in
addition to being his first appearance in Herodotus, was a spectacular entry on the part of
Herodotus, since Themistocles finally convinced most of the Athenians to adopt his naval
strategy, which the oracle “endorses” (Burn, 1962: 359). He adds that Herodotus only
mentions Themistocles now because of his hostile sources towards Themistocles. This
was the “most momentous debate ever held on the Athenian Parliament Hill; the Pnyx ...”

(Burn, 1962: 359).

Munro refutes Herodotus® arguments here since they are blatantly biased against
Themistocles in the extreme. Munro cites the example of the second meeting of the naval
commanders to discuss the strategy for Salamis. He insists that the discussion concerned
the intended duplicity of Xerxes whereby the Persian fleet would be weakened. Munro
cites how Herodotus discusses the sending of Sikinnus, before suddenly switches to the
dramatic account of how the Persians surrounded the Greek navy, and then ends this
account with the sudden recall and immediate arrival of the exiled Aristides. He
incorporates Munro’s view that Aristides had already been recalled and was in fact one of

the otpatnyot at Salamis to refute Herodotus’ biased account against Themistocles here.

2.8. Tali consilio probato, addunt ad superiores totidem naves triremes

The Athenians doubled their fleet by 100 triremes. This is the first time that Nepos
mentions that the Athenians built a new fleet of triremes. Plutarch does not mention that
the Athenians built more triremes. Herodotus (7.144) mentions that the Athenians built
200 triremes for the war against Persia. Nepos in fact describes two building periods for
the new Athenian fleet. Herodotus (7.141) also mentions that 200 triremes were built.
However, Herodotus (8.14) mentions that the Athenians sent 53 triremes to reinforce the

Greek fleet at Salamis. This statement by Herodotus appears to support Nepos’ claim
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that the Athenian fleet was constructed in two phases. Herodotus (7.144.1) states that the
initial 200 triremes were built during the first construction phase while the remaining

fifty-three triremes were in fact constructed during the second construction phase.

suagque omnia guae moveri poterant partim Salamina, partim Troezena deportant.
Hdt. 8.41: peta 8¢ v amiv kNpLypa énomoavto, Adnvaiov 1fj Tig SUvaton
cwlelv 1éxva te xal Toig oikétag. évBabta ol pév mielotor £ Tpoilnva
&RECTEIAY, OF & £¢ Alyivay, ol 88 &g Zadapiva; Plut. Them. 10.3: xvpwbevrtog 8¢
100 yriopatog ol thelotol t@v "Adnvainy UneEédevio yeveag katl yuvaixag eig
Tpowfive. Plutarch (Them. 10.3) comments that the Troizenans made special provisions

for the Athenians.

After reading Plutarch and Herodotus, in addition to examining Bowden, it is clear that
the decision to evacuate Athens, should the need arise, had already been decided upon in
481. This is confirmed by the fact that the Athenians sent a delegation to Delphi to
receive permission from the gods to abandon Athens, the holy shrines, and the temples.
The Troizen decree was passed in 481, a year before Salamis. Themistocles would have
required time to negotiate with the islands of Salamis and Troizen in order to move the
Athenian families and fumiture to each island respectively. The Troizen Decree was only
implemented after the Spartan defeat at Thermopyiae and the stalemate at Artemisium,

upon the return of the Athenian fleet. Athens was subsequently evacuated.

Extract from the Troizen Decree, lines 6-11: Afnvaiov- [¢ 8" axlvrog xai tolg
Eévolug tolg oixobviog "ABfvnol [t texMa kat 1&g yovaixls gfig] Tpowlfive
kata@iofot 1......... 20...........} oD dpynyértov Tiig Yopag T-[ovg &€ npeofitag

xai 1¢] xthpata eig Taiapiva kot - oo’
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Since the discovery of a copy in 1983 debate has raged on whether this find was the
Troizen Decree. The extant decree is at best a third century copy of the real fifth century
decree proposed by Themistocles. The copy contains enough vocabulary to identify it as
emanating from the fifth century. However, there are some questionabie words which
have cast doubt on its authenticity: pe@ictmu was used instead of 6apaxile (see line
45), Eévor was used instead of pétowkor (see lines 7, 13 and 30). Some historians believe
that Jameson faked the decree in order to make a name for himself. Why would Jameson
have forged the decree in third century grammar and vocabulary instead of the correct
grammar and vocabulary from the fifth century? Kennelly dismissed the idea of the
Troizen Decree being a fake. However, other scholars have also questioned whether the
decree is an ancient Greek forgery. In light of what is known about the era in which the
decree was promulgated and officially announced, it seems rather harsh to suggest that it
is a forgery. The decree itself contains the instruction from Themistocles to evacuate the
city of Athens before the Persians reach the city. The detail in the document is too |

detailed to have been invented by a creative forger. The most likely answer is that the

decree was copied from the original in the third century when the Macedonians controlled
Greece. The decree served two purposes. Firstly, it recorded the saga of the Persian
invasion under Xerxes and what steps Themistocles took to aid Athens and the Greeks
against the Persians. Secondly, the decree was a political act of defiance on the part of
the Athenians against the Macedonians — it showed how the Athenians under
Themistocles helped to liberate Greece, while the Macedonians were oppressing the

Greeks with their harsh political and military control over the Greek mainland.

However, many scholars, such as Kennelly, have questioned whether the third century
inscription of Themistocles’ Troizen Decree is genuine. The accusation has been implied

that Jameson somehow forged or fabricated the evidence in order to produce a
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magnificent discovery. Kennelly focuses on the authenticity of the inscription, since
there are discrepancies with regard to archaisms and anachronisms in the body of the

text (1990: 539). The appearance of lines 44-47 in the text concerning the recall of the
ostracized Athenian citizens just before the text breaks off troubled Kennelly and D. M.
Lewis, since Lewis concluded that this expression was only discovered in official
Athenian documents and was not found anywhere else. The point was made that the
words used in the text possibly did not exist in the fifth century. The term from the fourth
century, which was the officially used word, was toixg pseecmxé'mg.s" It was
presumed that toig pedeatnrétag was the fourth century expression used for an

ostracized person.

Kennelly further used Lewis to identify that a fourth century forger would have used the
term E€vog instead of pértowxog, pédiotnuy —in place of dotpaxifw. The term Eévog was
not an archaic term from the fifth century. Rather, it derives from the fourth century.
Lewis maintains that this is a clear sign of forgery, since the Athenians used the term
Eévog to distinguish between Athenian citizens and Metics, or non-Athenian citizens
residing in Athens. Kennelly concludes that Lewis is wrong on the latter fact and
dismisses the terms E&vog and peBiornu as being ‘alleged archaisms’.>® He stresses
that these two words were used in a similar capacity in the fifth century as they were in

the fourth century.

Kennetly ends his argument with a paradox though. He quotes B. D. Meritt, who argued
that discrepancies can occur over time owing to changes in the grammatical structure of a
language, in addition to general corruption of the text. The paradox arises when Kennelly

warns that the text Jameson discovered does not contain any archaisms. From the

54. Ibid, [quoning Lewis] 539-544.
55. Ibid, 541.
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arguments touched on by both Kennelly and Lewis, it is apparent that Kennelly actually
considers that this work was not written by a fourth century Greek forger, but rather by a
twentieth century classical scholar. Readers will have to draw their own conclusions on

this matter.

arcem sacerdotibus paucisque maioribus natu ad sacra procuranda tradunt,
reliquum oppidum reliquunt. Extract from the Meiggs and Lewis text of the Troizen
Decree, lines 11-12: tobg 88 tapiag xai Tlég iepéag Ev Tl axpomOreft péverv
QuAdtroviag Tdn Td)v Bedv- and lines 41-44: taig pev Exotov atridv BonPeiv éni 10
"Aptepic-[tjov to EdBowkdv, taig 8¢ Exatov abtdv nepi v Zalapiva kol v
&AAny "Atukhv vavhoyelv xai puAdrtely v xopav>® According to Nepos, the
priests and a percentage of the citizens remained in Athens. Plutarch (10.5) comments
that the Athenians felt sorry for the elderly citizens, who were left behind in Athens due
to their old age when the city was abandoned; they also felt sympathy for the dog who
swam beside its master’s (i.e. Pericles’ father, Xanthippus) trireme until they both
reached Salamis before the dog died of exhaustion. From Herodotus (7.142) we can infer
that some of those who remained did so because they interpreted the “wooden wall” of
the oracle as the ancient thorn hedge that had surrounded the Acropolis. Nepos mentions
that all movable property was transported to Salamis and Troizen, without commenting
on where the non-combatants were transported to once they were evacuated from Athens.
Only the priests were left behind to guard or attend to the holy shrines and temples in

Athens itself.

Nepos (2.8), curiously, is the only author to mention any information conceming the
moving of property to Salamis or Troizen. If Nepos is correct about the movable

property, then this would imply that the Athenians used at least half of their new fleet of

56. R. Meiggs & D. Lewis 2.3, Revised, 1971: 4849,
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triremes to transport the evacuees to Salamis or Troizen, while the transport or support
ships accompanied the people with their movable possessions as well. When Nepos
mentions “movable property”, however, it is debatable whether he is referring to

furniture, Greek religious instruments and statues, or some other form of property.

Jameson places the decree before mid-summer of 480.%7 The decree was made after the
Athenian delegation returned from Delphi. If time is allowed for the lengthy debates
which followed in the wake of the consultation, then it is feasible to date the decree in
480. The contentious issue surrounding the date lies in whether the decree was passed
prior to or after Artemisium. Modern scholars cannot agree on this issue. There are
convincing arguments for each case. Jameson concluded that there were no discrepancies
in the date, and based this premise on the fact that the triremes which returned to Athens
actually transported the Athenian evacuees to Salamis after the stalemate at Artemisium

(and the Persian victory at 'l‘hermt;)pylae).58

Frost proposes that the Troizen Decree could have been recorded as one decree, even
though it actually consisted of several decrees.” He submits that the date for the (final)
decree was in the late summer of 480, since Tempe and Thermopylae only occurred in
480. Frost supports the view that the decree discovered by Jameson was an authentic

copy of Themistocles’ original decree.

Conclusion on the Troizen Decree:
There is no substantial reason to believe that the Troizen Decree is a forgery. Rather, it is

a third century copy of a fifth century decree.

3.1. Huius consilium plerisque civitatibus displicebat et in terra dimicari magis

57. Jameson: Hesperia, 1960: 203
53. 1bid, 205.
59. Frost, 1980: 101-104.




placebat. Hdt. 7.173.1-4: oi 8& "EAAnveg npdg ToVTo EBovAedoavio £g Becoainv
népmely kot 8dhacoav nelov otpatov guadEovia thv Eofolnv. Nepos does not
mention whether the other Greeks disagreed with Themistocles simply because of his

audacious naval strategy, or whether they despised being given orders by an Athentan.

The Greek policy for defending Greece was formulated at the First Congress of the
Hellenes in autumn 481. Forces from Sparta and Thebes established an advanced

position at Tempe in May 480, but on Macedonian advice.

Plut. Them. 7.2: énel § aveybpnoav £xeibev dnpaxtol koi Oettaldv Paciiel \
npocyevopévov gundile & néxpm Bowwtiag, paiiov 18 1@ OepiotoxAel Tpooeiyov ’
oi 'ABnvaiol mepi Tiig Baldoong, Kai TEUneTaL [eTd VEDY T "Aptepicilov i oTEvVa

eVAGEwv. Herodotus (7.172-176) comments that the Thessalians informed the Greeks of |
the real danger they faced from the superior numbers of the Persians. They requested that |
the other Greeks send a powerfui force to reinforce Thessaly, or else the Thessalians l
would be forced to join the Persians in order to survive. The Greeks sent an army of

10 000 hoplites. Themistocles was one of the commanders. The (Athenian) fleet was
also sent to Artemisium to offer support to the army in Thessaly (only after the army
reached Thermopylae). Herodotus reports that the Greeks withdrew their army from
Tempe on the advice of Alexander of Macedon. To avoid their position being overrun by
the increased numbers of the Persian army and navy, the Greeks elected to decamp and
make a strategic defence at the Isthmus by constructing fortifications. Nepos’ brief
account omits any reference to Themistocles’ role in formulating Greek policy here, and

in serving as a general in 481.

Themistocles’ proposal to meet the Persians at Salamis was first met with disagreement

after the stalemate at Arternisium from the other Greek commanders in the combined
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Greek fleet. Nepos (3.1} states that a large majority of the other Greeks disapproved of
his plan to wage a naval battle instead of a land battle after Athens had been evacuated in
379, following Thermopylae and Artemisium. Herodotus (8.59-64) states that the
opposition to Themistocles’ plan occurred after the evacuation of Athens in 479.

Plutarch’s Themistocles (11.2-5) provides an anecdote of the opposition which

Themistocles faced. He also agrees with Nepos that the disagreement arose after the
enactment of the Troizen Decree in 479. Diodorus (11.15.2-4) echoes Nepos’ argument
that the disagreement occurred after the Athenians evacuated Athens in 479.

Munro thus maintains that it was Themistocles’ original idea to face the Persians in
Thessaly.®® The advice of the oracle to the Athenians, after Timon’s intervention, implies
that Salamis was mentioned to ensure that the Delphians would not land in trouble with
the Athenians. Themistocles, therefore, presented this part of the oracle to the Athenians
and advocated that the god Bakis support his strategy.”’ Munro criticizes Herodotus

and compares his account of the defence of Thermopylae to a poem and not a historical
work.5? Furthermore, Munro criticizes Herodotus for using “external sources” when
Herodotus discusses the strategy meetings which the Greek commanders held. Munro
contends that the second meeting, before Themistocles’ first message to Xerxes, was for

the joint Greek command to decide upon the appropriate ruse to incorporate in the

message.*

Itaque missi sunt delecti cam Leonida, Lacedaemoniorum rege, qui Thermopylas
occuparent longiusque barbaros progredi non paterentur. Hi vim hostium non

sustinuerunt eoque loco omnes interierunt. Hdt. 1.175: O1 8¢ "EAAnveg éneite

anixato £¢ v Toduov, éBoviedovio npog 1a AeyBévia &€ "AleEdvdpor i 1€

60 Munre, JHS 22, 1902: 35
61. Ibid, 306.
62. Ibid, 323.
63. Ibid, 325.




GTNoOVIOL TOV TOAELOV Kol £V OlOLOL OPOISL. T VIKOOO O YWOuN EYiIVETO THV €V
Oepponvnol eoPoinv pvAdon otervotépn Yap paiveto goboa Tig £¢ Becoaiiny
Kai plo ayxotépn 1€ Thg Eavid@y. ... tadtnv ov oviedoavio puAdocovieg TV
eoBoAnv Ui napiévar £¢ v EAL&Sa tov BapBapov, 1ov 8¢ vavtikdv niéwmiy ¥ig
tiig Totioidmdog £ni "Aprepicov. tabta Yap ayyod te dhifrov éoti do1e
TOVOGVESBAL Td KaTd EXOTEPOVS EOVTa, OT 1€ Y MdpoL oDTag Exovor llague shows
that Nepos regards the dispatch of Leonidas as a direct consequence of the Second
Hellenic Congress. The Greek city-states, who were all allied in the war against Persia,
held what is know as the Second Hellenic Congress to decide on a further joint course of
action to adopt against the invading Persians. On each occasion when the Congress of
the Hellenes convened, each Greek city-state on mainland Greece pledged to set aside its
hostility to the other city-states in order to work together in the defence of Greece and
thereby to repel the Persian invaders under Xerxes. Herodotus (7.175) makes it clear that
the Greek strategy involved a close interaction between the Greek army and the Greek
navy. While the army engaged the Persians at Thermopylae, the navy engaged the
Persian fleet simultaneously at Artemisium. At Thermopylae, the Spartans under
Leonidas all perished in their atternpt to hold the pass against the Persians. Nepos omits
any further details of this heroic Spartan stand as it would have detracted from
Themistocles’ own accomplishments. Furthermore, the Spartans play a pivotal factor in
Themistocles’ eventual exile from Athens. Another reason for the omission could be

Nepos’ need to be brief and concise.

Herodotus (7.214-232) recounts how the Persians used another path to attack the Spartans
from the rear at Thermopylae. The force of 300 Spartans fell before the Persians; only
two or three Spartans survived, but they had been sent away by Leonidas. Nepos

demonstrates the folly of the other Greeks, particularly the Spartans, in not adhering to

Themistocles’ advice, when they suffered defeat by the Persians at Thermopylae.
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3.2. At classis communis Graeciae trecentarum navium, in qua ducentae erant
Atheniensium. Meiggs and Lewis text, lines 12-14: tobg 8¢ Gilovg "ABnvaiovg
anaviag kol 1obg E€lvoug tobg MBdviag eioPai- vely &ig g EtopacOeicalg
Suaxxooiag vadg® Hdt. 8.1-2: Oi 88 ‘EAAM VeV £C 1OV VILTIKOV GTPRTOV TaBEVIES
foav oide, "ABnvaio pév véag rtapeyouevor Exotdv kol eixoot kai entd: Ono 3¢
apetfig 1€ kai mpofuping Miatouéeg, dnepor g vavTikiiG E0VTES, GUVETAHpOLY
toloL "ABnvaioiot 1dg véag. KopivBiol 8¢ tecoepdxovio vEog TopEi ovTo,
Meyopéeg 8€ eixoot. xal Xaikidéeg Eninpouv eixoot, "Adnvainv 6QL Tapeydvioy
tog vEag, Alywijton 8¢ oxtexaideka, Zixvdvior 8¢ dvokaidexa, Aakedaiudovior B
déka, ‘Embaipiol 8¢ dxtd, Epetpiéeg 8t erntd. Tpofivior 8¢ névie, Ttopeeg 8¢
800 xai Kol 8o 1e vEag kol mevinkoviEpoug 800. Aokpol 8¢ ogr o1 'Omobvriol
énePonBeov nevinkoviépovg €xovieg €ntd. (Hdt. 8.14) The Athenians sent
reinforcements to bolster their initial forces: 1oiol 82 “EAAnot éneBorPeov véeg Tpeig
xal mevinxovto "Attikol. Plut, Them. 14.1: 1év & "Atnixdv Exatodv Oydofknvia 10
TAfBog ovo®v. Diod. 11.12.4: Oi & "EAATvVEG dppovv pev én’ "Aptepioio Tig
Eivfolag, e1gov 8¢ 1dg ndoag tpriperg dwakooiag xai dydofikovio: kol tobtev
ficav 1V Lév "Adnvaioy Exatdv Kai Tettapikovia, ai 8¢ Aowmat 1hv dAlwv

‘EAAqvav.

Nepos cites the numbers to emphasize that the small combined Greek fleet was prepared
to engage the vastly numerically superior Persian fleet and that the majority of the ships
in the Greek fleet belonged to Athens. Thus he reminds his readers that Themistocles’

naval policy was crucial to the Greek victory.

Nepos’ figure of two hundred (triremes) is comprised of one hundred and eighty triremes
manned by Athenians and an additional twenty Athenian ships manned by Chalcidian

sailors.

64. R. Meiggs & D. Lewis 2.3, Revised, 1971: 48-49.




primum apud Artemisium inter Euboeam continentemque terram cum classiariis
regis conflixit. Angustias enim Themistocles quaerebat, ne multitudine circuiretur.
Plut. 8.3: "Eom 8¢ 1iijg EVBolag 10 'Aptepiciov Urgp miv ‘Eoticiav aiyiaddg €ig
Bapéav avanentapévog, aviiteiver § avtd pdiiora T VRO GriokTNIN YEVOUE
yopag ‘'OMlmv. Hdt. 7.176.1-3: roh10 pév, 10 "Aptepndorov, €x 1oV meddyeog

10D Bpnxiov &§ ebpéog cuvayETan G GTELVOV £6vTOL TOV TOpOV TOV HETOED VGOV TE
IxiaBou kai fAneipov Mayuneing éx 8¢ 10l otelvod 1fig EvBoing 1idn 1o
"Aptepiolov déxetor aiyiaddg, év 8¢ "Aptéuidos pov. ) 8& ab S Tpmyivog £c0dog
£¢ v ‘EALGSa £oti Tfi otewvoTdtn Auiniedpov. oD péviol katd Tod1o Ye €0Ti 10
oeELVOTOTOV THiG XMpNg THg BAATG, GAX” Eunpocle katd Te 'AATNvVolg, OmoBe
govtog, EoVoa avaiitog pobvn, kai Epmpocte xatd Poivika TOTUpPOV Gyyod
"AvBNANg mOA0G, GAAN apabitog pohvn. v 8E BepponvAitev TO pEv PG
gonépng Opog &Patov te xal axdxpnvov, LynAdy, avarteivov €¢ v OlTnv 70 8¢
wpOS THV N 115 08oWBGAacoa DTodéxeTo ki Teviyea. €0t 88 év 1{) £066@
a0ty Geppde Aovtpd, T X0Tpoug xaiéovot ol Enixdpiotl, kol Bopog idpvtar

‘Hpoxitog én’ abtoiol.

Nepos explains that Themistocles chose to engage the Persians at Artemisium, where the
Persian numerical superiority could not be employed, but also so that the flank of the
Spartan position at Thermopylae could not be turned by the Persians’ landing troops to
the south of their position. The Greek joint army and navy policy dictated this strategy to

undermine the Persian numerical supremacy.

On the first day of the battle, the Greeks caught the Persians by surprise by sailing
directly towards and engaging them in battle. Although the fighting was indecisive, from
what Herodotus says, the Greeks gained a slight advantage over the Persians, who had
considerably underestimated the resolve of the Greek satlors and their commanders.

Herodotus (8.13) mentions that a stroke of luck aided the Greeks during the battle. The
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200 Persian ships which sailed around Euboea were ali destroyed in a sudden storm, by
the Hollows of Euboea. Herodotus (8.14) mentions that the Athenians sent 53 triremes to
reinforce the Greek fleet. The Athenian reinforcements, which Herodotus mentions,
indicates, according to his calculations, that the Athenians built 226 Triremes. This

shows that Themistocles naval policy was a success.

On the third and final day of the battle, the Persians attacked the Greeks. The fighting

which ensued involved the triremes and the marine hoplite boarding parties. Herodotus

(8.16) mentions that the superior Persian numbers caused many casualties among the
Greeks, both in terms of manpower and ships. Herodotus stresses that the Athenians
were the only Greeks to distinguish themselves in the battle. Herodotus (8.21) relates
that a messenger, Abronichus, an Athenian, (one of two scouts waiting for news from the
Spartans at Tempe) informed the Greeks that the Spartans had been massacred. The
Greeks decided to withdraw from Artemisium before the Persians could bring
reinforcements to crush them. Herodotus stresses that the Corinthians were the first to
flee, while the Athenians bravely performed a rearguard action to delay any pursuing

Persian vessels. Nepos points out that Artemisium tumned into a stalemate.

3.3: Hic etsi pari proelio discesserant, tamen eodem loco non sunt ausi manere,
quod erat periculum ne, si pars navium adversariorum Euboeam superasset,
ancipiti premerentur periculo. As a result, the Greeks decided to retreat before the
Persians could cut off their only means of escape. Herodotus (8.18) states that the Greeks
had suffered heavy casualties during the third day of the battle in particular. Half the
Athenian triremes had been damaged in the fighting. The overall strategic position after
the Spartan defeat at Thermopylae made the Greek position at Ariemisium untenable.

Nepos presents a positive strategic explanation of Themistocles’ choice but Herodotus
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recounts that the Euboeans paid Themistocles a bribe of thirty talents to fight a battle in
defence of Euboea, since they were unable to persuade Eurybiades. Themistocles bribed
Eurybiades in turn with five talents to keep the fleet in Euboea. Nepos is generally silent

on the frequent allegations of financial corruption made against Themistocles. Hdt. 8.5: 6
3¢ BepiotokAia Tobg "EAANvag Emioyeiv @de moréer Ebpufadn tobtov tdv
PG TV petadidol TEVIE TXAavIa @G map’, Eovtod Sfiev Sidols. g 3¢ ol obrog
avenénersto (Adeipaviog yap 6 ‘Qxirov <o> Kopivbiog otpatnyodg 1y Aoimdv
fionape pohvog, PApEVOg axonieboecal te and tod 'Apteiosiov kai ob
ROPOPEVEELY), TEPOG 81 ToDTOV gne 6 BgpiotokAing Enopdoag OV o1 e fuéag
amoAeiyelg, Enel Tor £Yd pElw Sdpa Show N PacIAeds &v To 6 MEPYELE
AROMTOVTL T0UG CVPPAXOVS. Tadrd Te Guo NYOPEVE kol MEPNEL ént TV véoL TRV

' AdelLdvTon TdAcvTa apyvpiov Tpio. oDTol TE &N mANYEVTEG Sdpolot
dvanenciopévol fioav xai Toiol EDBoelot éxexdpLoto, & 6 Beprotokiéng
Exepdnve:, EAaVBave OE 1o Ao Exmv, dAA” motéato ol petaiafovieg oL@y

Vv xpnpdTov Ex 1@V Adnviov EABelv £mi 1@ Adye TodTe [t ypApatal Diod.

11.13.3: Metda 68 tadta oi “EAAnveg dxodoavtes o nepi Beppordiag Yevoueva,
noBopevor 8¢ xai tobg INépoag nelfi mpodyelv éxri TG "ABfvag, NBOpNcav: didnep
aromietoavieg eig Zalouiva SiétpBov éviadBa. Isocr. Paneg. 92: “Toag 8¢ tdg
TOApag rapaoyovies oDk opoioig £xphoavio Tailg TOXMLG, GAL’ ot piv
SwepbBapnoav xoi Talg yoyxals vik@vieg Toig SopaoLy dneinov (o0 yap 81 100106 ye
o8& einelv, mg NrThHbnoay oLdeig Yap abtdv puyelv HEiwoev), ol § Muétepot Tég
pev mpdrAovg viknoav, éneidn & 1ikovoav thg Tapddov ToDG TOAEULONG
xpaTodvVIag, oikode katanAevoavieg obtwg EBoviedcavto mepl TOV AOLTdY, GOtE
TOAADY xai xaddv altrtotg mpoeipYasuévev év 1ol TEAELTOL0IG TV KLvEivoy £T1
nAtov dufveyxoav. Podlecki (1975: 17) dismisses the claim by Herodotus (8.4-5) that
Themistocles, after receiving the bribe by the Euboeans to fight at Artemisium, in turn

bribed Eurybiades and Adeimantus, the Corinthian admiral. His argument is clearly

wrong as both Herodotus and Plutarch agree Themistocles accepted bribes at times
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throughout his carcer. The fact that Plutarch also makes the bribery allegations against

Themistocles is proof enough that this claim is correct.

3.4: Quo factum est ut ab Artemisio discederent et exadversum Athenas apud

Salamina classem suam constituerent, Hdt. 8.40: ‘O §& ‘EAANvav vavtixdg o1patog
and 1ol "Aptejicion "Abnvaiev denbéviov £¢ Tolopuiva katioyel tag viag. tdvde
3¢ elvexa mpocedendnoav abtdv oyeiv mpog Taiapiva "Abnvaiot, (va odtol
noidag T xai Poviebwviar 10 tountéov avtoioh 0TaL EML YOp TOIOL KATNKOVOL
npfiypact BovAnv Epediov moricacBar @g EYWEVOPEVOL YVAOUNG. Soxéoving Yap
gbpnoerv Ilerlorovvnoioug navdnuel év 1fj Bowwtin drokatnpévoug 10V BapBapoy,
v pev edpov obdEV £6v, ol 8¢ ExuvBdvovto TOv Tedudv abtolg Tel toviag, g
v [Tedonévvnoov nepi TAEIOTOV T& mOLEVPEVOVG MEPLETVAL Kol TaedTnv Exoviag &v
QuAoxf], 1a dAlda & dmévar tabta TuvBavopevol otte 61 mpooedendnoav
optmv npdg v Zadapive. Salamis was the next strategic position in which the
superior numbers of the Persian force could be countered. By delaying the Persian
advance at Artemisium, there was sufficient time for the evacuation of Athens to be
completed, thus saving the population from being besieged by the Persians. The overall

strategy for the Athenians after Thermopylae forced the Greeks to abandon Artemisium

for Salamis.

According to Plutarch, Themistocles began to despair when he learmed that the other
Greek city-states who were being pressed by the Persians decided not to join the |
Athenians after having reached an agreement to offer their support to the Athenians prior
to the Persian invasion (Plut. Them. 9.3-4). Herodotus’ account does not clash with
those of Nepos and Plutarch, who state that Themistocles desired to engage the Persians
at Salamis. Podlecki (1975: 139) criticises Plutarch for being “unsystematic™ as Plutarch

selected his information from his available sources. While Podlecki is wrong, Plutarch

always arranges his arguments constructively and gathers his information from a variety

78




of sources. He works according 1o his own methodology, even if his information is

inaccurate occasionally and his arguments might wander off the original topic.

The date of the recall of the ostracized Athenians before Salamis is dated during the
Archonship of Hypsichides (Ath. Pol 22.8). However, a chronological problem exists
with the date. The date mentioned in the 424 Pol. implies that the exiles returned
immediately when they heard that they had been recailed to fight at Salamis, (as well as
to prevent any treasonous actions against Greece). It would be more accurate to believe
that the exiles only arrived back just in time before the battle of Salamis, as Aristides did
(See Frost, 1980: 92 and Labarbe, 1957: 88-93). Burn (1962: 360) argues that the
Athenian exiles would surely have been recalled at the start of this crisis and not when
Athens was being evacuated. Furthermore, as far as the Troizen Decree is concemned,
Burn (1962: 377) hypothesizes that the copy is a third-century manuscript from a fourth
century text, which actually consists of several decrees preserved all in one collection.
According to Burn (1962: 401) half of the Athenian fleet at Artemisium sustained
damage during the fighting. Furthermore, Burn (1962: 407) cites the battle of
Thermopylae in Herodotus as a fictional tale, since Xerxes is depicted as being childish
and the Persians inept in mountain warfare, e.g. there is no mention of any Persian
reconnaissance or strategic planning. Burn is clearly wrong here and hypocritical, since
he defends Herodotus for using biased sources against Themistocles. It is ironical that

Burn does not consider these same sources as being hostile against the Persians.

4.1. At Xerxes, Thermopylis expugnatis, protinus accessit astu idque nullis
defendentibus, interfectis sacerdotibus quos in arce invenerat, incendio delevit.

Hdt. 8.51-3: oi Bapfapor, év 1piotl etéporor unol €yévovio év i "Attikfj, Kahiiddew
apyovtog Adnvaict. xoi aipfovot Epnuov 10 Aoty xal Tivag OALyovg eDpLOKOVOL

TV 'ABnvaiov év 1@ iphd Eovrag, Tapiag e 101 ipod xat mEVRTAG AvBpOTOVS, Ol
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opaEdpevol Ty axpdmoily Bopnot te xai EHAoict fpbvovio 100¢ Emobviag, dpa
peEv O doBeveing Plov obk Exywpnoavies € Laiopiva, Tpog 8¢ xai adtol
doxtovieg EEgvpnkEvar 1o pavinov 10 N Mubin og Expnoe, 1o EDAvov TelY0G
avaiwtov Eoecon o010 81 10010 E?V(II. 70 KPNOPUYETOV KATR TO LAVINOV Kol 0D
1g véag. ol o6& Iépoan wopevor éri 1OV kataviiov Tig axporditog Oxbov, 1OV
"ABnvaiol KeAEoVOL "ApMoV TRYOV, EROALOPKREOVY TPOTOV TOLOVDE" KOG GTURTETOV
nept ToUg OloTobg TEPLOEvieg dyelay, EToEevov £¢ 10 gpaypa. évBadrta "Adnvaiwmv
ol moAopkedpevol Spwg Rubvovto, xainep &g 10 Eoyatov xakoD GmYHEVOL KAl TOD
opayYpaTog TPodedmwxrdrtog. oLSE Adyoug 1dV Iero10TpaTIdEwv NTPOSPEPOVTILY TEPL
Sporoying £vedéxovro, dpovopevor 8¢ GAko e dviepnyavdvio kol 8 kol
posidvInV 1@V BapBipav mpog tig TOAag dAortpdyovs driesov, dote ZépEnv £ni
xpovov cuyvov dropinot Evéxecton o0 dvadpevov, opeag EAelv. xpdvw & €k TV
andpwv épavn 1M Tig £codog oo BapPapoiol £dee yap xata 10 Beompldniov
naoov v "ATTIKNV THY &V 1) ANEipe YevEsBan VRO Tléponor. Eunpoode @V Tiig
axpondiiog, OMoBe SE 1OV TVAL®V xal Thg &vodov, 1 81 obte Tig EpvAacoe oUT
av fiAmoe un xoté Tig kara tobta avaPain avipodrov, TadTn AvEPnody Tiveg
xotl 10 ipdv Tig Kéxponog Bvyatpds "AyAaDpov, KAiREp GROKPHULVOL EOVTOG TOD
xOpov. g 8E gBov abtolg avaBePnrdtag ol "AGnvaiol [Emi v &xpdmodiv], ol pv
£ppinteov £wVTOUG KaTd TOD TELYEOG KATw Kol Sie@Beipovto, ol 3¢ £¢ 10 péyapov
xatépevyov. 1@v 8¢ [epotav ot avaPePnxiteg npdTov Piv ETPANOVIO TPOG TAG
norag, Tadrag 8¢ avoifavieg Tobg IkETog £pOveEvoV: ENEl B OQL RAVIEG
KOTECTPOVIO, 10 1pOV CVANCAVIEG EvETpNCay RAcaV TV Gxpdroiry. Diod. 11.14.5:
petd 8¢ tarto gig TV 'ATTIKNY EVPBAAOVIES TNV PEV YOpaAV ESwoAV, TiG dE

"ABMivag xatéokayav xai Tobg Tdv BEDV vaobg EvErpricay.

Xerxes” army probably took no more than ten days before arriving at Athens from
Thermopylae in mid September 480. Marr (1998: 92) contends that the Thebans’
defection to the Persians ensured that the Greeks were unable to withstand the Persian

army at any location on the Greek mainland. Plutarch implies that a considerable amount
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of time elapsed between the Persian victory at Thermopylae and their occupation of
Athens. Herodotus (8.50-1) states that only a week elapsed. Since the evacuation of the
population to Salamis and Troizen, there was no official defence of Athens. Bury argues
that Themistocles was the Nyépov orpatnyog from 480-79 BC during the battles fought
at Artemisium and Salamis.®’ In the spring of 479, Themistocles was replaced by
Xanthippus as the nyepov otpatnyds. There is insufficient evidence to explain why this
change in military leadership occurred, however, it is possible that Themistocles’ enemies

successfully removed him from the office of otpatnyods.

Nevertheless, those who remained in Athens made a stand in the Acropolis by fortifying
the citadel on the hill. Some believed that the wooden planks which they used in the
process of fortification were the ‘wooden walls’ referred to by the Pythia. The Persians
proceeded to massacre the priests (and anyone else who elected to remain behind) and
then burnt Athens. This was an act of revenge since one of their temples was
accidentally destroyed by fire by the Athenian expeditionary force during the Jonian

Revolt. Nepos maintains that the Persians immediately approached Athens.

4.2. Cuius flamma perterriti classiarii cum manere non auderent et plurimi
hortarentur, ut domos suas discederent moenibusque se defenderent, Themistocles
unus restitit et universos pares esse posse aiebat, dispersos testabatur perituros,
idque Eurybiadi, regi Lacedaemoniornm, qui tum summae imperii praeerat, fore

adfirmabat. Hdt. 8.56-7: Oi 8¢ é¢v Zadapuivt “EAAnveg, g ogu eEayyerdn ag Eoxe
& mepi THv 'Abnvaiov dxpénohiv, £g Tocodtov B5pVPov drixovio (doTe Eviol Tdv
otpatny®v 0VdE xupwdiivon Euevov 10 Tpoxeipevov npiiyua, &AL’ &g 1€ TG vEag
é¢otmntov ko 10Tia &eipovio g dnofevoduevol 10161 1€ DIToAELTOPEVOLOL OLDTDV

Exvpm8n 1pd 1o TodoD vavpaxEelv. vOE 1€ £yiveto kol ol StaAvBévieg £x 10D

65. Bury ,CR 10, 1896: 14,




cuvedpiov EcéBaivov £¢ 10 vEag. EvBaDta 8n BegicTokAfa @mkopevoy Exri THY
véa elpeTo Mvnoigihog avip ‘Abnvaiog O Tt ot ein Pefovievpévov. rVBdUEvVOg dE

npoc adTod g £in dedoypévov dviyelv Tag véag npog ToOv ToBudv kai npd tiig
Sy
Ui I ’ b4 » " ¥ s hY ’ ¥ Ly
[leAOoMOVVROOL vavUayEELy, e O 101 4pa, fiv Andpmot Tag vEXS Ano

ZoAopivog, OVSE mEpL Hifig £T1 TUTPIBOG VOVHOXNOELS KOT] Tap TOALG ExacTol
tpEyovrol, kal obte opéag EVpufiddng xatéyxery duviceton odre Tig &vBpdhnav
&AAog BOTE PN 00 Sraokedaochficval v otpotiiv aroifetal 1e 7| EAAGG
afoviinor. &AL’ €1 115 EotL pnyavh, 101 xal nep® Sraysor 1o PePovievuéva, Tiv
kog dbvn dvayvdoor EvpoPradnv petaBovieboacbal dote adtol péverv.
Herodotus (8.49-50) states that Eurybiades had asked the officers and generals for their
advice on a sound military strategy to adopt against the Persians. Most of the officers
spoke in favour of fighting a battle near the Isthmus, whereby they could escape to their
home cities if they were beaten there, instead of being beaten at Salamis and then be
trapped on the island under siege. During the meeting, an Athenian messenger arrived
and informed the gathering that the Persians were destroying Athens, after burning

Thespiae and Plataea, two of the cities which had refused to submit to the Persians.

In Nepos® account, the Athenians appear to be uncertain whether or not they should
return to Athens when they see the destruction of their city, while Themistocles
counseled against this proposal, since it was the precise reaction that the Persians desired,
namely the weakening of the Greek fleet. Herodotus (8.56-63) records that the Greeks
panicked upon hearing this catastrophic news. Some wanted to flee immediately while
others desired to fight the Persians at the Isthmus. Meanwhile, Themistocles was
approached by Mnesiphilus, an Athenian, who convinced Themistocles of the need to
fight at Salamis; a divided Greek army or navy would never have been able to withstand
the Persian invasion. Herodotus characteristically denigrates Themistocles, alleging that

he was not the mastermind behind the Greek strategy. Nepos, however, rightly ignores
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this slur.

Themistocles approached Eurybiades and attempted to persuade him to fight the Persians
in a decisive encounter at Salamis. Themistocles pointed out that a battle fought at the
Isthmus under current conditions favoured the Persians, while he emphasized how the
terrain around Salamis favoured the Greeks and placed the Persians at a numerical
disadvantage, since they could not use their entire fleet at once against the Greeks.
Adeimantus, the Corinthian general, attacked Themistocles, only to have Themistocles
threaten to withdraw the Athenian fleet from the Greek navy. Herodotus stresses that
Eurybiades acquiesced to Themistocles’ threats since the withdrawal of the Athenian fleet

would have seriously weakened the Greek fleet.

4.3. Quem cum minus quam vellet moveret, noctu de servis suis quem habuit
fidelissimim ad regem misit, ut ei nuntiaret suis verbis adversarios eius in fuga esse:

Aesch. Pers. 355-60: avip yap "EAAny €€ “Abnvainv otpatod | | €ABav Eleke Tondi
o® Zépln 1ade, || g el peAaivig voxtog 1Eeton kvEpag, || "EAAnveg ol pevoiey,
aAAG ofApaoLy || vadv ErevBopdvteg dAlog Grdooe | | Spacud xpupaio Blotov
txonooiato. Cf, Hdt. 8.74.1-76.3: airdv avip éavdpi napacstds oryfi Adyov
¢roléeto, B@pa motevpevor v EVpuBiddem dfoviinv: téhog 8¢ EEeppayn £¢ 1O
pécov. 60ALOYOG TE 81 £YiveTo kol ROAAQ EAEYETO mEpL TdV ADTHY, Ol BV g £¢
Ty [ehondvvrnicov xpedv eiv GromALeEly kol mepi Exeivig kivduvedeLy, unde npd
x0png doproddTov pévovtag pbyxechor, ‘Abnvaiot 8E kol Alyivijton xai Meyapécg
avtod pévoviag duidvecdor. évladta OgotokAéng g £660010 Tff Yvdun drod
tdv [eAdonovvnoiov, Aadnv eEépxetor €x 100 ouvedpiov, EEeABav 8¢ REUREL €¢ TO
otpatdnedov 10 Mndov dvdpa mholw, Evieiddpevos i Afyely gpedv, 1 odvopa
pEv fiv Zikivvog, olkeTig 8¢ kai mondaywrydg fiv 1dv OepictoxAiog maidov 1oV &)
Botepov TovTOV THV TpRYRATHV OgiotoxkAing Oeomién e Enoinoe, g énedéxovio

ol Beomiéeg nohifrag, kal xpRpaoct 6ABwov. g t61e Aolw amikOpevog EAEYE TTPog
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atpatnyods v BopBapwv tade: “Exepwé pe otpatnyos 6 'Adnvatwv A&lpn 1oV
dArov EAMvav (Tuyydver yap epoviev ti Bacihéog kat BovAduevog pdilov 1
VpETepo kaTOmepBe YiveoBou fi 1o t@v EAAvov rpiypata) gpdoovia 811 ol
“EAAnveg dpnopov Boviebovion Katappwdnkotes, kai viv tapéyel xGAliatoy
vptog Epyov anaviwv eéepydoacBou, fiv un repidnte Sadpavtag avtois. olite
Yap aArnioiot opoppovéouct ot £1L avricThcoviarL dulv, mpog EwuTtodg T Geéag
Syeobe vavpayfoviag, Tobg 10 DUETEPE PpovEoVIXG Kxai ToU¢ uf. O pév tadtd om

oVUfvag Exnodav drairacoetor  Diod. 11.17.1: 0 8¢ Bepiotoxdiic Opdv OV pév

vavapyov Ebpupuadny pn Suvapevov nepryevéaBon g 1o ainfoug dpufic, tae 8¢
nepl Zadopiva dvoympiag SOvacol torid cvuBaiéobo wpdg tov EépEny
avtoporiicon kol SrafeBaidoosBon, Si6t péddovow ai xatd Zaiopive vijeg
anodidpaokelv £k 1OV TORWY Kol TPog TOV ToBuov abpoilecon. Plut. Them. 12.3-5:
EvBa 31 Paptag pépwv 0 OeprotoxAfic, EL TV &x 10D ToOROVL Xoi TOV CTEVAV
npoépevol Pondelav ol “EAAnveg SraivBficovion kot néhels, £Boviedeto xai
CUVETIBEL TNV nepl 1OV Likivvov mpaypateiav. "Hv 8¢ 16 pnev yéver [épong 6
ZiKlvvog, aixpdintog, £dvoug 8¢ 1d BepistoxAiel xal 1@v Téxkvov attob
radaywyoe, Ov ExnEunel wpog 1oV EEpEMv xpbpa, xeAehoag Afyewv, 61t

Oep10TOKATG 6 1AV "ABNVOioV OTPaTNYOS aipoluevog 1d Baciléwg éEayyéAliea
npdrog a1d tolg "EAlnvag anodidpioxoviog.

Nepos (4.3) concurs with Herodotus (8.75) concerning the details of the slave, but
without mentioning his name. In Aeschylus’ Persians, Sicinnus is referred to as the
“Greek from the Athenian camp”, while Diodorus is simply vague concerning the detaifs.
There would not have been sufficient time to have allocated captured Persians to
individual Greeks following the battle at Salamis. Marr (1998: 100-1) proposes that

Sicinnus was actually a Phrygian slave. Arrian claimed that Sicinnus was a nymph of the

Phrygian goddess Cybele. Frost asks why Sicinnus was not questioned further by Xerxes




and his Greek advisors or tortured to confirm what he had said was true.*® Apparently
the message was delivered and Sicinnus quickly retreated back towards the Greek fleet in
all the panoply of war. Podlecki (1975: 23) accuses Herodotus of embellishing the
anecdote concerning Themistocles’ first message to Xerxes, in order to place
Themistocles in a better light. This view is completely incorrect, since Herodotus either
used sources who were themselves hostile towards Themistocles, or perhaps he himself
was hostile towards Themistocles. The last thing the enemies of Themistocles would

have done was to praise Themistocles for any positive action.

4.4. qui si discessissent, maiore cum labore et longinguiore tempore bellum
confecturum, cum singulos consectari cogeretur; quos si statim aggrederetur, brevi

universos oppressurum. Plut. 7hem. 12.5: xoi Sraxededeton pn nopeivar guyely
avtolg, GAL &v @ tapdttovion TV neldv ywpig Svieg émBEcHol xal dropBeipon
v vaotikny dOvapv. Justin 2,12.19: Qui cum deserto bello ad sua tuenda dilabi

vellent, timens Themistocles, ne discessu sociorum vires minuerentur, per servum fidum

Xerxi nuntiat, uno in loco eum contractum Graeciam capere facillime posse.

Hoc eo valebat, ut ingratis ad depugnandum omnes cogerentur. Plut. Them. 12.5:
tadto & O Eeplng @¢ an’ ebvolag Askeypévo deEdylevog fiobn, xai téhog ebBlg
£EEpepe mPOg TOg NYELOVRG TV VEQDY, TAG HEV dAlag ithpofw ka8 novyiov,
Saxooioig § avaybéviag 16m nepifaiéctor TOv Topov Ev KOKA® mdvTa Kol
Swaldoa 10g vioovg, Srmg ExpLyor Undeig Tdv roiepiov. Nepos continues by
stating that Themistocles was determined that the combined Greek navy should fight a
decisive battle with the Persians in favourable conditions, for the Greeks, at any cost.

Nepos insinuates that Themistocles preyed upon Xerxes’ desire to crush the Greeks,

hoping the Persian king would thereby ignore common sense and military strategy in a

66. Frost, 1980: 143-6.




bid to defeat the fleeing Greeks. This was the perfect setup and resulted in the second
greatest Greek trap, the first of course being the Trojan horse. Podlecki {(1975: 24) rejects
the strength of the Persian fleet as being 1207 ships strong at Artemisium, despite the

figures supplied by Herodotus, Plutarch, and Nepos.

4.5. Hac re audita, barbarus, nihil doli subesse credens, postridie alienissimo sibi
loco, contra opportunissimo hostibus, adeo angusto mari conflixit, ut eius multitudo

navium explicari non potuerit. Aesch. Pers. 361-73: 6 § ebBig @G fjxovoev, oD
Evveig d6Aov | | "EAAnvog avdpdsg oDIE Tov Bedv @BOvov, || REACLY TPOPMVEL TOVIE
vavapyorg Adyov, || eDT av eAéyov axtiolv filwog xBova || ANEn, kvépag &
tépevog aibEpog Aapn, || 1o vedv pév 6Tipog £V GTolY01G TPIGLY | | ExTTAovg
PUAGoseLY Kol 1topovg dAppdBoug, | | dAlag 8¢ xOkAig viioov Alavtog mépiE: | | g
£l pépov gevkoiad “EAAnveg Kakdv, | | vauoiv xpupaing dpaciov ebpdvreg Tivd, |}
ndov otépectot xpatdC Nv Ipoxeipevoy. || tooadt EAeEe k&pd b’ eDBOIOD
QpeVOS || ol yip 10 pEMAov éx Bedv Nmiotato. Plut. Them. 14.3: 8 tag pév
‘EAAIVIKGG 0Dk PAanté vadg aMltevels oboog xal tanelvotépag, Tig 3
BapPapixiig taig te mpbpvals GvesTOOAS Kol TOIg KUTACTPONAOLY DYopopovs Kai
Bapeiug emoepopévag Eogaide npoowintov xai napedidov nAayiag totg "EAANGLY
OEEG TPOSPEPOEVOLS KUl TM Bep1OTOKAETL TPoGEXOVOLY, Mg OpdHVIL HaMoTa 10
ovpeépov. Them. 15.4: ol & &Alor 1olg PapPoporg EEtgodpevorl 10 nAfBog &v OTEVE
KOTO PLEPOG TPOCPEPORLEVOVS KL TEPLRIRTOVCAG XAANAOLG ETPEYAVTO, HEXPL SEIANG

avTioxovIas,

Justin 2.15.1-8 : Igitur Athenienses aucti et praemiis belli et gloria urbem integro
condere moliuntor. Cum moenia maiora conplexi fuissent, suspecti esse Lacedaemoniis
coepere reputantibus, quibus ruina urbis tantum incrementi dedisset, quantum sit datura
munita civitas. Mittunt ergo legatos, qui monterent, ne munimenia hostibus et

receptacula futuri belli extruant. Themistocles ut vidit spei urbis invideri, non
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existimans abrupte agendum, respondit legatis, ituros Lacedaemonem, qui de ea re
pariter cum illis consulant. Sic dismissis Spartanis hortatur suos, opus maturent. Dein
ipse interiecto tempore in legationem proficiscitur, et nune in itinere infirmitate simulata,
nune tarditatem collegarum accusans, sine quibus agi iure nihil posset, diem de die
proferendo spatium consummamdo operi quaerebat; cum interim nuntiatur Spartanis
opus Athenienses maturare, propter quod denuo legatos mittunt ad inspiciendam rem.
Tum Themistocles per servum magistratibus scribit Atheniensium, legatos vinciant

pignusque teneant, ne in se gravius consulatur.

Salamis is an island situated to the south of Athens. (See maps for further details.)
Topographically it is easy to defend and hard to attack since the natural straits prevent the
deployment of a huge fleet en masse. Several smaller islands also dot the surrounding
area. The heavy Greek triremes were ideally suited to fight in the confined space, as the
Persians were unable to attack the Greek navy en masse with their vastly numerically
superior fleet. The Greeks used their heavy triremes to ram the lighter Persian vessels
while also affording the Greeks the opportunity to board the Persian vessels and fight on
the decks of the vessels as a land battle would be conducted. The way the battle of
Salamis unfolded is how Themistocles intended his strategy to work. Burn (1962: 461
462) comments that Themistocles specifically elected to engage the Persians at Salamis
when the prevailing wind directions would hamper the Persian ships and favour the

Greek defenders instead. Burn’s observation is based on Plutarch (Them. 14.2).

Victus ergo est magis etiam consilio Themistocli quam armis Graeciae. Thuc.

1.74.1: to10bt0 pévrol Tovtou Evpbavrtog, Kai capds dnAwdivtog 11 &v Talc vavoi
t@v ‘EAAM VeV 18 tphypata £YEveTo, pia T& dpeAGTaTa ¢ 010 Tapeoyopeda,
apBuov e vedv rheioTov xai Gvdpa otpotnydv Evverdtatov xoi tpodupiav

doxvotatnv vadg pév ye &g 1ag TETpoKosiog OAlYy EAdocovg 1@V §ho pophv,

87




Bepiotoxiéa B Gpyovra, O aitidtatog £v 1@ oTevd vavpoyfico &yéveto, Onep
captcTaTa ECMOE T0 TPAYPata, Kol abtov i todto DHElG ETuncate 31 &vipa
EEvov TV g Dpag EABOVIoV; Plut. Them. 14.3: d¢ eipnxe Tipovidng, v xalny
gxelvny xai nepiBontov dpdpsvor vikny, N¢ ob0’ "EAAnciv otre PapBiporg évaliov
£pyov elpyootol Aaprpotepov, Gvdpeig nev xai deivotnm 1fi Gepistoxiéong;

Diod. 11.27.3: 1@v & "Abnvaiev Bapéng pepdviov thy ddukov fiTtay, ol
Aaxedayiovior pofmBEvieg pimote Bepiotox g ayavaxtioog éni T® cvpfePnxon
xaxov peya Boviedonton xat abtdv xai tdv EArivov, Etipncay adtdv

dimhacioot dwpeaig 1V 10 Gproteia eilngdtov.

Nepos is painting Themistocles in a particulariy good light here as the saviour of Greece.
Nepos’ focus on Themistocles’ intelligence and cunning goes back to the contemporary
view. Even Herodotus, so overtly hostile to Themistocles, records (8.123-4), that all the
Greek contingents acknowledged Themistocles’ contribution; including the Spartans.
Burn (1962: 444-446) argues that the Corinthians and their admiral, Adeimantos, were
not awarded their due share of credit for the role they played at Salamis (and the entire
war in general). Themistocles is credited with the main tactical strategies employed at
Salamis, while Herodotus downplays the tactics which Themistocles, Adeimantos and the
other admirais decided to adopt during the battle itself. He says that this negativity
resulted from the bitter hatred (Burn, 1962: 444) which Herodotus’ sources felt towards

Corinth and Sparta (and were especially hostile towards Themistocles).

Did Themistocles Send A Second Message To Xerxes?

5.1. Hic etsi male rem gesserat, tamen tantas habebat reliquias copiarum, ut etiam
tum his opprimere posset hostes. Iterum ab eodem gradu depulsus est. Diod.
11.19.6: @v 6 ovunog ap1Bpoc UriipEev 0Ok EAdTTOV 1AV TETTAPEKOVIO LUPLASOV,

BepiotoxAfig név odx Susi orpatnynuact Epnodievog HEYGAWV TPOTEPNHATOV

aitiog £yéveto 1oig "EAANOL.
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Herodotus (8.130.2) states that the Persian navy comprised 300 ships after Salamis, while

Diodorus (11.27.1) lists the figure at over 400. Hdt. 8.130.2: ate 8¢ peydimg
RAYYEVTES, 00 TpONoaY avartépn 10 Tpog £0REPNR, 008 énevaykale obdE €lg, GAL
£v Tf| Zapo xathuevor £pbAacoov v Toviny pi drooti, vEag Exovieg obv 1iioL
Taor tpinrociag. Plut. 16.1. Metd 8¢ v vavpoyiav Z€pEng pév EtL Bupopoay®dv
npdG v ardteviLy Emexeipel Sk yopdtov Endyewy 10 nelov 1o0ig "EAAnOLY €ig

Zodopiva, épepalag tov 8l pécon mopov:

Nam Themistocles, verens ne bellare perseveraret, certiorem eum fecit id agi, ut
pons quem ille in Hellesponto fecerat dissolveretur ac reditu in Asiam excluderetur,
idque ei persuasit. Hdt. 8.97.1: ZépEnc 8¢ dg EuoBe 1O Yeyovdg maBog, deloag P
T1¢ v Thvov Drodfital Toior “EAAno §j adtol vonswol mAtely &g TOV
‘EAANOTOVTOV ADCoVIES TG YepUpag kal &nolapngbeig £v tfy Edphny xivdivebon
anoAtabai, dpnopov Efovieve: BEAwV OE P Enidnhog a?vm pnte toict “EAAnol
RATE ToloL £uTol Eg TNV Tohapivae xdpa reipdto Srayolv, yabrovg 1€
®owvikniovg ocuvedes, Tva avtl te oyeding Ewoct xai teixeog, dpréetd e €¢ mOAeLOV
@¢ vavpayinv &AAny tomoopevog. Hdt. 8.110: Ogpiotoxiéng piv 1odto Aéyov
EBaAde, 'ABnvaiot 8¢ £reiBovtor £neldn Ydp Kol npdTEpOV dEdoYREVOG e?:;m
o0pos Ephvn £0v AAnBieg 0ogds T kai eDBovhog, tdvitug Etowol Roav AEyovit
neifecBal. @g Bt oDrol oi aveyveouevol fioavy, abTixa PETd O OEICTOKAENG
&vdpag anérepne Exovrog tholov, Tol6L EXLGTEVE OLY@V £ maoav Bacavov
Amikpoévolot T atog Eveteilato BaciAEl ppacar ThV kol Zixkivvog 0 olKETNG
a11g £YEVETO" Ol EEiTE ArixovTo POG THY "ATTIKNY, ol piEv xatéevoy £l ¢
mAoip. Zikivvog Ot dvaPdg maph Z€pEny EAeye thde “Encpyé pe OepiotoxAéng O
NeokAfog, otpatnyds Hev Amvaiov, dviyp 8¢ 1dv VPOV TAVIOV EPLETOS KL
COPATATOS, PPACOVTA 101 STt OepLoToKAENS O 'ABNvVaiog ol BovAOUEVODS
vropyéewv Eoyxe oL “EAAnvag tdg vEag PovAopevog Subkelv kol g £v

‘EAANOTOVIO YEQUPOG ADEWV. KXol VDV XaT fovxiny moAddyv xopileo. Marr
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discusses the parallel versions and the plausibility of the story.®’

Plut. Them. 16.4-5: 'Erei 8¢ taita £€80ke, mépnel Tivd 1@V Paciiikdv edvovywy €v
101g aiypaiodtorg aveupay, "Apvaknv dvopo, ppdlev Baoidel xeietooag, Ot Toig
pev “EAAnct 3&doxtal 1@ vavTIK® XKEXKPATNKOTHS AVATAELV e?g 1ov ‘EAAfiomovtov
gnt 10 LeDypa xal Avewv THv Yé@upav, Bepiotoxhiig 88 xndopevog Paoiitng
nopoivel oneddELY £t TV Eavtol 8dhatiov xai nepoodabar, HEXPLC DTS
épmolel Tivag SratpPag 1olg ovppayxos xai pelAnocerg mpog v dwEv. 1ade’ o
BapPapog dxoboag xai yevopevog repipoBog S tdyovg £701ETTO THV AVEX@PNOLY.
kol neipav N OepiotoxAEovg kol "Aproteidov ppovnow év Mapdovi®d napicBey,

eive mohAootnpopio tfig Zéplov duvaeng SAmv kivbuvov Katéotioay.

Herodotus is hostile towards Themistocles and claims that he acted out of selfish motives.
Herodotus evokes suspicion when he adds that Themistocles desired a place of refuge.

By contrast, Diodorus claims that Themistocles was extremely patriotic. Nepos echoes
Diodorus’ sentiments. In Plutarch’s Themistocies, Themistocles and Aristides collude to
deceive Xerxes, while in Plutarch’s Aristides, Themistocles is concerned with his own
interests. Thucydides presents a plausible explanation for each message sent to Xerxes.

Nepos follows Thucydides’ tradition. cf. Thuc.137.4: xai por ebepyeoio opeiietal
(Ypayog Thv 1€ €k Zalopivog TpodyYeAoLy Tiig AvayxwpnoEnS Kol TV Tdv

YEQUP@V, TV YEVHAS TPOSEROLACUTO, TOTE S aLTOV 0L ddAvoy). Marr doubts that
the second message was sent. The sources vary over the location from where, when and
by whom the message was sent. Thucydides’ comment on the second message was that
Themistocles informed Xerxes to leave Greece while the Hellespont Bridge was still
intact. Only Thucydides presents the most plausible account. As for the story,
Themistocles’ followers and his enemies spread many rumours either defending or

attacking his name after his death. Hence, the story of a second message is less than

67. Marr, 1995: 57-69.




credible, apart from Thucydides’ account. Nepos has Themistocles deceive Xerxes,
forcing a sufficient Persian withdrawal from Greece in order to weaken the remaining
Persian forces ieft behind. Marr (1998: 111-2) disbelieves the anecdotes concerning
Xerxes’ construction of moles before or after the Persian defeat at Salamis. Without a
strong fleet, Xerxes would have found it impossible to construct a mole to Athens. Why
would Xerxes build a mole as a ruse, which is a time-consuming task, if the Persians
were retreating? They would not have done so. Xerxes would also not have constructed
a mole prior to Salamis since he believed that his huge army and navy would easily
subjugate the Greeks. However, any evidence of such a construction has been destroyed
by subsequent constructions over the area. Podlecki (1975: 23) doubts Herodotus (8.79)
when he says that Aristides fought at Salamis. This view is incorrect, for even Plutarch
(9.1) comments that Aristides was recalled with the rest of the Athenian exiles, before

Salamis.

Nepos concurs with Thucydides that Themistocles sent a second message to Xerxes after
the Battle of Salamis in 480, whiie the Greek fleet was still anchored at Salamis. Plutarch
records that Themistocles informed Artaxerxes when they met in person that he had
prevented the Greeks from pursuing Xerxes after Salamis. Herodotus, with his strong
anti-Themistoclean sentiment, records at 8.109.3 that Themistocles was establishing an
escape plan if he landed in trouble in Athens. Herodotus adds that the trouble that
Themistocles envisaged did occur. This statement is highly suspicious. Another point to
note is that each account has a different messenger with a different name and ethnicity

relaying Themistocles’ second message to Xerxes after the Greek naval victory at

Salamis.




Marr®® contends that no second message was sent by Themistocles to Xerxes. Rather,
the anecdote of the second message was created sometime during the 450’s in Athens by
the detractors of Themistocles in order to blacken his name even more. The passage in
Herodotus (8.109.3) looks rather damning, even though it is highly suspicious to the
modern reader in light of this argument. Marr points out that there is no mention of a
second message in Aeschylus’ Persians, which was performed in 472. Herodotus, it is
believed by scholars, wrote his history in the 430°s or 420’s. His account concerning the
message, 8.108-110, is strongly biased against Themistocles.** Marr implies that
Herodotus had access to both of the rival traditions concemning the second purported
message to Xerxes and that Herodotus elected to use the anti-Themistoclean tradition,
since he too was biased against Themistocles. Herodotus claims the messenger was the

same Sicinnus, who delivered the first message to Xerxes prior to Salamis.

Diodorus (11.19.5-6), in a pro-Themistoclean account, declares that Themistocles
attempted to reduce the number of Persian infantry and cavalry which the Greeks would
have had to face in further land battles before driving the Persians out of Greece.
According to Diodorus (11.17.2), Xerxes believed that the Greeks could destroy the
bridge which he had had constructed. Marr also refers to Diodorus (11.59.2), whereby
Diodorus comments that Themistocles’ stratagem worked and the Persian forces were
reduced by haif by the ruse. Furthermore, Diodorus mentions the same anecdote from’

Herodotus concerning the messenger Sicinnus, although he omits the name of the man.

In Nepos® Themistocles 5.1, it is learnt that Themistocles sent the same messenger to
warn Xerxes of the supposed impending destruction of his bridge over the Hellespont.

Nepos omits all pertinent details concerning the messenger’s name and from where the

68. Marr, AClass 18, 1995: 57-69.
69. Ibig, 57.
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message was sent. In Plutarch’s Themistocles 16.2-6, Themistocles informed Aristides,
while still at Salamis, of his idea to destroy the bridge over the Hellespont. The idea was
rejected and an alternative plan was called for to rid Greece of the Persians. Aristides and
Themistocles jointly devised a plan. Themistocles then sent the message to Xerxes,
whereby he pretended that the idea was his own. In this pro-Themistoclean account,
Xerxes followed the advice of Themistocles, which was brought to him by the captured

eunuch, Arnaces, and the Greeks later defeated the weakened Persian forces at Platea.

Marr,” also points to Plutarch’s Aristides 9.5-6, citing that Aristides rejected
Themistocles’ proposal, whereupon Themistocles still sent the message through with
Arnaces, who was an ordinary prisoner. Themistocles thus acted selfishly. Marr stresses
that this passage is reminiscent of Herodotus’ account. Thucydides (1.137.4), tells that
Themistocles travelled to Ephesus, whereupon he wrote to Artaxerxes of the favour
which he had performed for the king. Diodorus (11.56.5-8) asserts that Themistocles
spoke in person with Artaxerxes. Artaxerxes ai)solved Themistocles of any wrongdoing
against Persia. Nepos’ Themistocles 9.1-4 follows Theydides’ account. Plutarch’s
Themistocles 18.1-5 also follows Thucydides, informing the reader that Themistocles was

forced to trick the Persian king, although he changed the letter to a speech.

Marr,”! argues that in Aeschylus’ Persians the first message to Xerxes is an established
historical fact. He refers to Thucydides (1.134.1-4) and argues that Nepos or Plutarch did
generally follow Thucydides’ text absolutely until 1.134.3-4. For example, he argues that
Nepos is suspicious of the anti-Themistoclean claims. In addition to this, the second
message as mentioned by Thucydides, was, as Marr calls it, “an intelligence tip—off",-Jr2

which is also found in Nepos and Diodorus. Themistocles lied to Artaxerxes, claiming

70. Ibid, 60.
71. Ihid, 62.
72. Ibid, 64.
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that he had prevented the Hellespont bridge from being destroyed. Artaxerxes would

then offer Themistocles “political asylum™.

Marr concludes that Themistocles never sent a second message to Xerxes after the
Persian naval defeat at Salamis. Aeschylus, who is the earliest literary source concerning
Salamis (Marr, 1995: 57), never refers to any second message. It is debatable whether
Aeschylus was a personal friend or supporter of Themistocles. For in the Persians, he
praises Themistocles’ wiliness. Instead, Marr adds that after Platea and Mycale, the
Greek generals would have claimed that the idea to destroy the Hellespont bridge was
their own. When he appeared before Artaxerxes while he was in exile, Themistocles
never mentioned his first message, since it would have defeated his purpose of pleading
for asylum. He did not mention the more favourable second message either. Marr credits

the reason for this as being so since there was no second message to mention.

In Thucydides, which is a later report, a reference appears to the purported second
message. Themistocles’ enemies claimed, when his family was permitted to return to
Athens in the 450’s, that Themistocles had sided with the Persians with the help of
Pausanias, after Salamis, when he sent the second letter to Xerxes. Other supporters of
Themistocles defended this accusation by claiming that Themistocles had decided on his
own prerogative to trick Xerxes into leaving Greece with as many soldiers as would flee
with him, thereby leaving behind a considerably weakened Persian force, which the
Greeks could engage with better odds, even though they would still be outnumbered.
Therefore, both the proponents and the detractors of Themistocles claimed that there was
a second message, albeit for completely opposite reasons. However, over time, the
reasons behind the propaganda from both sides were forgotten, and the second message,

as Marr claims, became part of the historically accepted fact.
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Milton argues that Themistocles did send a second message to Xerxes.” Milton
maintains that the Greeks did indeed sail to the Hellespont from Salamis with the
intention of destroying the bridge. Apart from Herodotus, the three [main] other accounts
were all derived from the same source.”® The motivation behind the second message
was patriotism, while the accounts included different messengers delivering the message,
since the original was corrupted over time. Milton comments how similar Herodotus
(8.111.1) and Plutarch’s Aristides 9.3-10.1 are to each other. Diodorus’ account differs
from Plutarch’s Themistocles in two ways. Firstly, Themistocles conceived the idea
himself. Secondly, Themistocles sent his sons’ tutor to deliver the message to Xerxes.
Therefore. Ephorus, whom Diodorus and Plutarch (Themistocles) used, according to
Milton, is to be preferred to Herodotus and Plutarch (4ristides), which were taken from a

different source,

Milton dismisses the idea that the second message was invented.” Rather, Themistocles

performed a second and even greater patriotic act when he sent his second message to
Xerxes. In the pro-Themistoclean accounts, the name of the messenger has been
changed, while Aristides’ name was substituted for Eurybiades, or vice versa, The
Greeks were turning their attention to land battles now, as were the Persians. Mitton”’
argues that the Greek strategoi would have debated destroying the Hellespont bridge, but

rejected the idea as the Persians would have attacked and plundered Greece even more

savagely if their only means of escape had been cut off. However, the sailors in the navy

were not informed of this decision immediately.

The location of the Greek fleet is important, since it shows that the decision of the

73. Milton , The Second Message to Xerxes and Themistocles’ Views on Strategy, 1983: 22.
74. lbid, 26.
75. Ibid, 29.
76. bid, 22.
77. Ibd, 31.




strategoi was taken at Salamis. If the fleet had sailed to Andros, which was
geographically nearer to the Hellespont, then the decision would have been made to
destroy the bridge over the Hellespont. The fleet, however, remained at Salamis and the
decision was taken to allow the Persians to flee Greece if they could be persuaded to do
so. Themistocles’ proposal to destroy the bridge was rejected. By not informing the
sailors of this deciston, Themistocles was able to tell Xerxes a white lie in his message
that he had delayed the destruction of the Hellespont bridge. Xerxes therefore “owed”
Themistocles a favour in retumn for his service to the king. This was thus an act of
patriotism disguised as aiding Xerxes, while in reality many Persians fled Greece with
Xerxes. The two later land battles were postponed for strategic reasons in order to
benefit the Greeks.”® Milton questions whether Themistocles wanted to lead an
Athenian push to free the Greeks in Asia Minor, and concludes in his argument that there

must have been further political reasons why Themistocles was not re-elected as a

strategos, perhaps relating to the change in Athenian politics in favour of his enemies.

5.2. [taque qua sex mensibus iter fecerat, eadem minus diebus triginta in Asiam
reversus est seque a Themistocle non superatum, sed conservatum indicavit. Hdt.
8.115.1: 6 pev &1 dekdpevog 10 pnbeEv analiacoeto, EépEng 8¢ Mapddviov év
BecoaAiln kKoTaMABV aDTO¢ EXOPEDETO KTl TaY0g £C TOV ‘EAANGTOVTIOVY Kaii
amkVvEETOL £¢ TOV mOpov TG SaPaciog v mEvTe Kol tecoepdkovia NEPNOL,
anraywv tiig otpatiii 00dev pépog wg einelv. Plut. Them. 16.5: tad® 6 BapBapog
axoboog kal YEvopevog nepigoBog dia tayovg émoweito v dvayapnoiv. Nepos
notes that Xerxes retreated faster from Greece than the time it had taken him to march his
army across to Greece. Neither Plutarch nor Diodorus state how long Xerxes took to flee

back to Persia. Burn (1962: 471) argues that Xerxes would not have taken so short a time

to flee back to Persia as indicated by Herodotus. Rather, he argues that the tale was

78. Ihid, 38.




embellished, although Xerxes would have required less time for the return jurney since
his army did not construct any siege equipment, or face any enemies. Burn (1962: 474-
475) also questions the reliability of Plutarch’s sources when discussing Salamis. He
insists that Plutarch’s sources {e.g. in Plut. Them. 14) were essentially inferior sources to
use, and cites the example of the name of the deceased Persian admiral was Ariamenes,
whom Herodotus calis Ariabignes as an example of using poor sources. However, Burn
does not consider the issue that Plutarch might not have had access to Herodotus’ sources
in his own time, or any reliable copy of such information, such as Justin’s epitome of
Trogus. Podlecki (1975: 25) rejects the various accounts concerning the strength of
Mardonius’ depleted army as being 300 000 strong after Xerxes retreated back to Persia,
although he does not specify any other figure. It is quite plausible that this figure is

correct or close enough to the actual figure.

5.3. Sic unius viri prudentia Graecia liberata est Europaeque succubuit Asia. Nepos
stresses that Greece was ultimately saved by Themistocles alone, without the aid of the
other Greeks. Cf. Miltiades 3.6; Thracybulus 1.2; Conon 4.5; Epaminondas 10.3;
Pelopidas 3.3; and Agesilaus 6.1. He omits any reference to the decisive battle waged at
Plataea in 479 between the Greeks and the remaining Persians under the command of

Mardonius.

Haec altera victoria, quae cum Marathonio possit comparari tropaeo. Nam pari
modo apud Salamina parvo numero navium maxima post hominum memoriam
classis est devicta. Nepos compares Themistocles’ victory at Salamis over the Persians
to the Athenians’ victory over the Persians at Marathon, during the first Persian invasion
of Greece. He re-emphasizes how a smaller Greek force defeated a numerically superior

Persian force, which was still the “super power” of the ancient world during this period of
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history. Nepos has two objectives in making this comparison. Firstly, he attributes all of
the Greeks’ success to Themistocles’ guidance and forethought. Secondly, he

recounts the biggest sea battle in antiquity whereby a smaller force defeated the largest
force imaginable. Furthermore, this is the second time that Nepos acknowledges with
such pride that the Athenians were victorious over the Persians, the first occasion being at
Marathon in 490 (Miltiades 5.5). Even after the rise of Roman imperialism, Nepos
accredits Salamis as still being the definitive and greatest naval battle in the ancient

world.

6.1. Magnus hoc bello Themistocles fuit neque minor in pace. Themistocles
demonstrated his leadership and ability. His resourcefulness went from strength to
strength. Nepos has just given a synopsis of how capable Themistocles was against his
enemies. Nepos uses the Latin antithesis of bellum and pax to demonstrate how
insightful and effective Themistocles was in his decision-making during the pre- and

post-war periods.

Cum enim Phalerico portu neque magno neque bono Athenienses uterentur. Hdt.
6.116: oi 8¢ BapBapot tfict vivol drepalwpndévies Garhpov (tobto yap fiv
ERIvVELOV TOTE TV Anvaiwmv). Plut. Them. 19.3: 'Ex 8¢ tattov 1OV [eipond
koteokeDAlE, TV TOV MPEVEOV EDPUIAY KOTAVONCOGS KOl TNV ROALY ANV
APPOTTOUEVOG TTpOS BGAaTTaY, Kol tpdTov TLvdl tolg nakaiolg Baciledol tdhv

"Adnvaiov dvanoiitevdpevog. The Athenians were still using the Phaleron harbour as
the Piraeus was still under construction. Its construction had commenced in 493/2, when
Themistocles was the Eponymous Archon. Herodotus (6.116) comments that the Persians
anchored their fieet near the Phaleron harbour after the battle of Marathon. The
Athenians used the Phaleron harbour as their main harbour during and before the first
Persian invasion of Greece. Phaleron was not a proper harbour, but a beach which the
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Athenians used to beach their ships during winter, as well as when not out at sea. The

Piraeus was an enclosed harbour where cargo ships could be loaded and unloaded, while

lighter ships, such as triremes, had to be stored and maintained in special sheds. Lighter
ships were physically hauled onto the beach, while heavier ships were anchored in
shatlow water there. Unlike the Piraeus, it could not be defended since it was open to

attack.

huius consilio triplex Piraei portus constitutus est iisque moenibus circumdatus ut

ipsam urbem dignitate aequiperaret, utilitate superaret. Thuc. 1.93.7: t6v 1€
Mewpond @@eipmtepov Evopile Tig dve norems xai Rordldxig 101G 'Anvaiolg
nopiver, fiv dpo mote kath Yiv BlacBdol, katoBdvtag €g adtdv Tl vaucl Tpog
Gravtag avlictosBon. "Afmvaior pév obv olteg ételyictnoay xai TdAla
KATETKEVALOVIO €V8VG pet THv MNbwv dvayopnoiv. Plut. 19.3-4: "Ex 38 tobrov
tov [Tepané xateoxebale, Ty T@v Apévav edpuiay katavonioag kot Ty oAty
SAnV appotTopevog Tpodg BAAATTAY, Kol TpéToV Tivdt Tolg moAaioig BaclAedoL v
"Afnvaiev avaroAtevopevos. Bepmotokidic 8 ody, ©¢ TApLoToPavIG O KOpKOg
AEYer, th moAeL 1OV [epondé mpooépalev, GALG v Tl EEfjiye 10V TMewpodg xai

™V iV Tiig Bakdating

Nepos does not present the possibility that Themistocles, as eponymous archon, had

been charged to oversee the start of the construction on the Piraeus. Marr elaborates that
Themistocles strengthened his support with the Thetes, who formed the majority of the
sailors in the new fleet, by increasing their political power.” Marr rejects the notion that
Themistocles created the foundations for the Athenian empire. He also contends that
Plutarch misunderstood Aristophanes’ Knights, wherein Themistocles was praised and
defended for his construction of the Piraeus. Aristophanes was praising Themistocles for

his “most famous post-war achievements” (Marr, 1998:122). This is why he says that

79. Marr, 1998; 120-122,
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Plutarch misunderstood Aristophanes’ reference to Themistocles.

6.2. Idem muros Atheniensium restituit praecipuo suo periculo. Plut. 7hem. 19.1:
Tevopevog & and 1Ov tpdEewy £xeiveov ebBUG EneXeIpEL Ty TOALY dvoikodopetly
xai teryilewv. Nepos emphasises the risk, i.e. political attacks and physical harm, to
which Themistocles subjected himself when he ordered or oversaw the construction of
the Piraeus. The walls around Athens prior to Salamis were a sign of the city’s strength.
The new walls built after Salamis displayed Athens’ new-found strength and

development into a Greek “super-power” along with Sparta.

Namque Lacedaemonii, causam idoneam nacti propter barbarerum excursiones
qua negarent oportere extra Peloponnesum ullam urbem muros habere, ne essent
foca munita, quae hostes possiderent, Athenienses aedificantes prohibere sunt
conati. Thuc. 1.90.1-2: Aaxkedapovior 3¢ aioBopevol 10 uéidov MAbov mpeofeig, T
pév kot abrol fidov Gv opdvreg HAT dAdov undeEva. TeTog Exovia, O 8¢ TAELY 1@V
Euppdyav eEotpovoviov xai gofovpévoy tob 1 vavtikod 10 tinlog, 0 mpiv ok
ORAPYE, kol THY &g OV Mndikov méhepoy tOApav yYeEvouévny. fElovy e attolg un
teugilew, ardia xoi 1dv Ew [Tedomovviicov ndAdov 6coig eiotnxel Euyrkabelelv
HETR CQ@V Tolg meptBdrong, 10 pév Bovdduevov xai drortov g YvHUNg o
dnAodvieg &g Tobg “Abnvaiovg, ig 8¢ tod BapBdpov, &l althg énéAbot, ok GV
Exovrog and &xvpod roBEv, donep VOV éx TV OnBdv, dpudar v Te

N

Telomdvvnoov raatv EQocay AvaxapNoiv 1€ Kal Aeopptv ikaviy glvar. The
Spartans used the pretext of not desiring any Greek strongholds falling into the hands of
Persians should they invade Greece again as an excuse to prevent the Athenians from
fortifying their defences. They considered the Athenians as a real threat to their political

and military hegemony over the other Greeks.

The Spartans feared that they would lose their supremacy over the Greeks to Athens.
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From all the aliied Greek states, Athens emerged as the big winner after Salamis. The
Spartans realised that Athens had become a maritime power, and saw how many states
were brought under Athenian control with the new Athenian fleet. This caused a change
in the balance of power in the Peloponnese and in Greece itself. The Spartan aim was to
diminish Athens’ new power. Thucydides implies that the Spartans slowly began to plot

against the Athenians. Thuc. 1.92.1. o1 8¢ AXKESALPUOVIOL AKOVOAVTEG OPYNV HEV
povepav oDk £x0100VvT0 701G "ABnvaiowg (0V8E yop Eml kAU, GAAL Yvaung
ropoLveoeL 3fiBev kowvd EnpecBedoavto, Gpa 8¢ xol rpoopiiels dvieg év Td 10T
S v €g Mijdov mpoBupiav 1o peAiiot atroig Ethyyxavov), g péviol
BovAnoeng aupaptiavovieg adhiag Tybovro. Diodorus echoes similar sentiments.
(11.43.1.) "0 8¢ BgmotoxAig AaPav 1y €Eovoiav 10l npdttely, xai nacav
Orovpyiov Exmv £totpnv T0ig EYXEIPOVUEVOLG, TAALY ELEVOTICE KOTOGTPATHY OO
1005 Aakedopoviovg 1i8el Yap axpBdg &t kabdmep £l 100 noAewg teLIGHOD
Stek®@ALoaY ol AaKESQLLOVIOL, TOV DTV TPOTOV ETL T1ig KATAOKEVTG ToD ALHEVOG

Eyxelphoouot diokontely Tav "Abnvaiov tig EmpBolag.

Hoc longe alio spectabat atque videri volebant. While the Persian threat had not yet

receded, the Spartans were already planning to undermine their former allies.

6.3. Athenienses enim duabus victoriis, Marathonia et Salaminia, tantum gloriam
apud omaes gentis erant consecuti, ut intellegerent Lacedaemonii de principatu sibi
cum iis certamen fore. Diod. 11.39.2: Aakedaipdévior § Opdvieg Tobg "ABnvaiovg Ev
TULG VOUTIKOLG SUVOYLEST REPLRNETOIMUEVOVG SOEXV HEYAANY, DTONTEVCAY AVTAV
v adénoy, xai SiEyvooav koiielv 1obg "Adnvaiovg dvolkodopelv Ta teixn. The
Athenian victories at Marathon and Salamis forced the Spartans to realize that Athens

could challenge Sparta for the hegemony over Greece, since Athens had gained new

glory at Salamis. According to Nipperday® and Lupus, Nepos here departs from his

80. Nipperday, Comelius Nepos, Berlin, 1879: 34.
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main source, which is Thucydides, and uses Ephorus, who was also used as a source by

Diodorus Siculus.

6.4. Qua re eos quam infirmissimos esse volebant. Nepos stresses that the Spartans

suddenly realized their hegemony over Greece was being challenged by the Athenians.

Postquam autem audierunt muros instrui, legatos Athenas miserunt, qui id fieri
vetarent. See Thuc. 1.90.1 quoted above. Diod. 11.39.3. Plutarch (Them. 19.1 [See
below]) records the allegation of Theopormpus that Themistocles bribed the Spartan

Ephors to allow the Athens to rebuild her walls.

6.5. His praesentibus desierunt ac se de ea re legatos ad eos missuros dixerunt.
Thuc. 1.90.3: 01 & "Adnvaior Oep1cTOXALOVS YVOUN TOUG PEV AdKESapoviovg TadT
gimdvrag &noxpiviievol &1L mépyouoiv og atolg npéofeig mepl dv Adyovowy
£V0Ug annAiatov: Themistocles set off to face the Spartans without any initial

assistance.

Hanc legationem snscepit Themistocles et solus primo profectus est; reliqui legati ut
tum exirent, cum satis alti tuendo muri exstructi videretur, praecepit. Thuc. 1.90.3:
£aVTOV § EKEAEVEV ANOCTEAAELY (G TAYIOTA O OepoTOKARG £¢ THV AakeEdaipova,
airovg S& mpog Eavtd EAopévoug npéoBelg pn eVBULG Exmépmely, aAl’ Emoyelv
péxpt To00hToV Emg &v 16 TelYog Lkavov Gpwoily BoTe dnoudyecsbar x 109 _
avayxarotatov Oyoug; Diod. 11.39.5: év droppiitorg 8¢ tfj BovAfi npoeinev, dg
av10G pEv PETE Tivev dAAev mopedoetal npeoPevtng eig Aakedaipova SddEwv
100g Aakedoipoviong mept 100 1etyono0;. Diod. 11.40.1; "Yraxovodviwv 8¢ tdv

"ABvaiov, ot pEv mepl 1OV OepuotoxkAta npécBeig mpoiyov eig v Zrdpnv. Plut.

Them. 19.1. fixe pév yop eig Iadptnv Svopa npeoPeiog émypayapevos

Themistocles tricked the Spartans by ordering the continuation of the building of the
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walls while stalling the Spartans. The Spartans would not be able to tear down the walls
or attack Athens so readily, if the fortifications were complete or nearly complete. Nepos
maintains that Themistocles went ahead of the rest of the Athenian delegation.
Thucydides (1.191.3) lists the names of the other Athenian members of the delegation,
namely: Abronichus, the son of Lysicles, as well as Aristides, the son of Lysimachus,

who was Themistocles’ main pre-war political rival.

interim omnes, servi atque liberi, opus facerent neque ulli loco parcerent, sive sacer
sive privatus esset sive publicus, et undique quod idoneum ad muniendum putarent
congererent. Quo factum est ut Atheniensium muri ex sacellis sepulcrisque
constarent. Thuc. 1.90.3: te1gilewv 8¢ ndviag mavdnuel tolg v tfi mdAer [xoi
abtolg xai yovaikag kot raidagl, pedopévovg pnite idiov pite dnposiov
oixodounipatog 0ev Tig Mpeiia Eaton £¢ 10 Epyov, AAAL kabopodvrag nthvra;
Diod. 11.40.1: oi 8¢ "ABnvaiol petd peyding orouvdfic @xoddpovy & teixn, obrt
oikiag ob1e tapov petddpevor. It is interesting that Nepos includes the note that the
material for the walls came from public buildings and private houses, as well as religious
structures. Thucydides includes this information to demonstrate how earnest
Themistocles was to rebuild the fortified walls as quickly as possible. What was
intriguing to the Romans was whether Themistocles alone possessed the ability and
leadership skills to persuade the Athenians to rebuild their defences so quickly. The
Romans were more renowned for their military ingenuity. The Romans would never

have committed such a sacrilegious act in order to build a defensive wall.

7.1. Themistocles autem ut Lacedaemonem venit, adire ad magistratus noluit et
dedit operam ut quam longissime tempus duceret, causam interponens se collegas

exspectare. Thuc. 1.90.4-5: xai £g v Aaxedeipova £A0dv 00 mpoofiel TPOg TOG

apydg, Glid diitye xai npovgacileto, Kol ORGTE TG AVTOV EPOLTO ThV £V TEAEL
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1
Ovtwv 6T 00K EnépyreTal ERL TO kvav, E@r tolg Evpnpéofeig avaptvely, x
doygolhiag 3¢ Tuvog oliong avtobg LmokewgBRva, TpocdEysobon £v Thysl HEEW Kol
fovpdlely g oOrm ndperowv. All the sources agree that Themistocles tricked the

Spartans into allowing Athens 1o rebuild her walls. The magistrates whom Themistocles

refused to speak to were the Ephors. 1t is unlikely that Themistocles was pemmiited to

address the (Spartan) Assembly, since the Assembly was restricted 1o all adult male
Spartan citizens from twenty years old. Sparta did not want any of its soldiers or
politicians to be influenced by foreign orators Debate was allowed in the Spartan

Assembly but to what extent remains unknown (Jones, 1968: 20-25).

7.2. Cum Lacedaemonii quererentur opus nihilo minus fieri enumque in ea re conari
fallere, interim religui legati sunt consecuti. A quibus cum audisset non multum
superesse munitionis, ad ephoros Lacedaemoniorum accessit, penes quos summum
erat imperium, atque apud eos contendit falsa iis esse delata: qua re acquum esse
illos viros bonos nobilesque mittere quibus fides haberetur, qui rem explorarent;

interea se obsidem retinerent. Thuc. 1.91.1-2: ol 8¢ dxobovieg 1@ pEv BepiotokAel
EXeiBovio ik grAlav adT1od, tdv 8¢ GAlmv APLKVoVpPEVEOY KOl SAPRg
xoenyopobvtav 6m teyiletal 1€ kol fidm Yyog hapfdver, odx e/’:xov oG 1Pt
amoriicat. yvoig 88 éxeivog kehebel adtovg pui Adyorg uddlov ntopdyesdon 1
rEpYaL Cpdv abTAV &vipag O1TLVEG YpNoTol xai mothg avayyeAobor
oxeyépevor; Plut. 19.1-2: fixe piv yop eig Iraptmy Svopa mpeceiog
EXLYpOWApPEVOS EYkaloUviov 3& Tdv Inapriatdv, 6T teLilovo 10 &otv, xal
oA vapyov xatyopoiliviog £nitndeg €& Alyivng AROGTAAEVTOS, TPVELTO KOl
REUMELV EXEAEVEV ELG "ABMVOG ToVG xatoyopévors, Gpa pev EpBdihav 1®
TEVIOH®D 1pdvov éx g hatpBiic, Gpa 3¢ BovAidpevog avt attod 1oig
REPROPE VoS DRApYELY Toilg "Adnvaiog, O xal ovvéBy; Diod. 11.40.2: 0 pv
Oepiot0KxAiig avaxAndeic VRO TV dpydviov xol EmTEnBelg REPL THG TELOROLAS

APVAoaTo TV olkodopiav, kKol rapexGiese 10U ApYoVIag Ui TGTELEWY KEVOig
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erpoug, dAL arootédAery npéoPeilg aflonictovg €ig Tag TABfvag dik Yap oLtV
eloec00L TAANPEG kal ToDTV EyyunTtiv Eavtdv mapedibov kol tolg HET EavTOD
ocvprpeaBetovrag. Like Diodorus (and perhaps his source Ephorus) Nepos puts
emphasis on the fact that Themistocles presented himself as a hostage while the Spartan
delegation travelled to Athens [cf. Plutarch (19.2-3) and Thucydides (1.90-92)}. Nepos’
use of the term nobilesque refers to the Spartan ephors, who acted as special magistrates
with far-reaching powers. This is how he explains the Spartan terminology for their

governing structures to his Roman readers.

The Spartan ephors were a special board consisting of five ephors who were elected
annually. The Ephors could not stand for office more than once. One of the ephors was
elected as the Eponymous Ephor. His name was given to the year in which he was
elected to the above-mentioned position. The ephors usually agreed upon the laws to
enact and the legislation to follow. However, when they disagreed and reached an
impasse, a majority of one vote was sufficient to resolve the matter. The ephors
monitored the actions of the Spartan kings, and could even arrest, impeach or fine the
kings if they believed that the kings had not acted legally or correctly according to
Spartan law. Every year the new board of ephors declared war on the unfortunate Helots,
and could even have them executed without a trial. The ephors had the power to
discipline and fine the other Spartan magistrates. The power of the ephors extended to
the ordinary Spartan citizens. The ephors adjudicated over all civil cases. However, the
ephors conducted each case separately instead of with the full board. The ephors usually
decided on a particular foreign policy. They gathered in an Assembly, as well as
presiding in a Council. The ephors exchanged monthly oaths with the kings, and acted in

theory as the representatives of the ordinary Spartan citizens (Jones, 1968: 26-30).

Plutarch (19.1) reports the allegation found in Theopompus that Themistocles bribed the
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Spartan Ephors. Nepos does not employ the bribery tradition; he attributes Themistocles’
outwitting of the Spartans to Themistocles’ natural cleverness. Thucydides’ account
concurs with Plutarch’s account concemning Themistocles’ stratagem against Sparta.
Thucydides adds that Themistocles secretly warned the Athenians of his intentions to

hold the second Spartan delegation as hostages.

In antiquity, there were two basic rules governing diplomats. Firstly, diplomats or
envoys were treated as guests by a foreign city or state, and were not to be harmed when
carrying out a diplomatic mission. Secondly, diplomats were immune from any sanctions
from the foreign city or state that hosted them during the duration of the diplomatic

visit (Bederman, 2001: 93). Only senior politicians and high-ranking officials were sent

on diplomatic missions (Adcock and Mosley, 1975: 157).

Diplomats were protected by the rules of hospitality. However, the Greek city-states did
not have concrete laws pertaining to diplomatic immunity until the Romans invaded
Greece.® Rather, a general political understanding concerning the treatment of envoys
was enforced. The notion that prohibited the violation of diplomatic envoys dated back
to the Homeric age of Greece, and perhaps even earlier. Diplomats could not be bribed,
arrested, detained, murdered or threatened. Themistocles had the Athenians detain the
traditional three-man Spartan delegation while upholding most of the rules governing the
protection of diplomatic envoys. However, Athens and Sparta ignored these rules when

Xerxes sent his envoys to Greece in 491 BC, and killed them.™

7.3. Gestus est ei mos, tresque legati functi summis honoribus Athenas missi sunt.
Cum his collegas suos Themistocles iussit proficisci iisque praedixit ut ne prius

Lacedaemoniorum legatos dimitterent quam ipse esset remissus. Thuc. 1.91.3-4:

81. D. J. Bederman, 2001:109.
82. Ibid, 93-113.




AnocTEAALOVGLY 0DV, KOl TEPL aLTOV 0 BeR16TOKATG T0ig "Anvaiolg kpbea TEuREL
xeAebov g fixiota EMeavidg KaTtaoyelv kol pum aeeivon mpiv &v adtol wdiy
KOHLOBMoLY ... Epoelto Yap i ol Aakedaipdvior 6edg, 6rdTe oapids drodcelay,
oUKETL Ap@civ. of te obv "ABnvaiol tolg npéoPeig, donep Enectddn, kateiyov;
Diod. 11.40.3: 10D 8¢ xpdvov diekeABOviog, ol pev "ABnvaiol 10 tEiyog Epdacav

£¢’ IKQVOV KOTEOKEVAKOTEG, ToUG 3¢ 1@V Aakedaipoviev npéoBelg EABOVIOG Eig
a6 "Affvag xoi pet dvatdcemv xai areiddv émnpdviog napédokay eig
QUACKTNV, PNOAVIEG TOTE APNOELY, HTav KaKEIvOoL ToUg ept Bepictokiéa npéoPelg
aroAbowoy; Plut. Them. 19.2: Gua 8& PovAdpevog &vt o1od Tovg TEpTONEVOUS
orapyewy tolg 'AfOnvaiow. Here, Themistocles ensures that his fetlow delegates are able

to return to Athens after the three-man Spartan delegation has been secured in Athens.

Themistocles manipulated the Spartans by using a delaying tactic, while he actually held

the Spartan diplomats as prisoners without their initial knowledge of this fact.

7.4. Hos postquam Athenas pervenisse ratus est, ad magistratum senatumque
Lacedaemoniorum adiit et apud eos liberrime professus est Athenienses suo consilio,
quod communi iure gentium facere possent, deos publicos suosque patrios ac

Penates, quo facilius ab hoste possent defendere. Thuc. 1.91.4-7: xai 6
BepotoxAfig éneAdmv Tolg Aakedaipoviorg éviobba 31 Qavepds etrey 61t N uév
TOALG COAV TETELYIGTAL )N BOTE ikavn Elvar o@Lely Tobg Evolkobvrag, el 8& Tu
BobAovtan Aakedaipovior fj oi Ebppayor wpecPeiecbar mapl opds, Mg TpdS
Sxyryvibokovtag 10 Aortrov i€van téte ogiowy adroig Ebpupopa xai té kovd.

Fon
-~ ’ A -~ 3 ‘7 3 3 o~ z - ar [ Y. Y
doxelv obv opior xal vV Guelvov eivar Thv Eavt@v noALy 1eTyog Exey, kol idig

Y

Toig moAitaig kai &g ToUg mAviag Evppudxovs apeipmtepov Eoeobar ol yép oldy
o
T givon N &nd avnindAov RopackevRg opoiov 1L f) icov &g 10 xoLvov

BovAeteoBon. Justin 2.15.9-12: Adit deinde contionem Lacedaemoniorum, indicat
permunitas Athenas esse et posse iam inlatum bellum non armis tantum, sed etiam muris

sustinere; si quid ob eam rem de se crudelius statuerent, legatos eorum in hoc pignus
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Athenis retentos. Graviter deinde castigat eos, quod non virtute, sed inbecellitate
sociorum potentiam quarerent. Sic dismissus veluti triumphatis Spartanis a civibus
excipitur. Themistocles revealed the truth only to the Spartan Ephors (hence the
reference to magistratum) and the Gerusia. Afier this conference, Themistocles
approached the Spartan Ephors and suggested that a Spartan delegation be sent to Athens
to verify the situation. Themistocles immediately offered himself as a hostage even
before the three-man Spartan delegation was sent to Athens, where they were secretly
held as hostages without their knowledge. Nepos stresses the fact that Themistocles
admitted that the idea to rebuild the Athenian fortifications was his own. He has
portrayed Themistocles as a brave and heroic figure who is vﬁlling to defy the Spartans
and face their wrath. Nepos explains the Spartan tiers of government in terms to which

his Roman readers can relate.

By senatum, Nepos means Sparta’s Gerusia or council, which was comprised of twenty-
eight members. The two Spartan kings were also part of the Gerusia, bringing the total
number of members to thirty. There were no property or birth restrictions or
qualifications. The Gerusia was in charge of all criminal courts and judged all cases
pertaining to exile from Sparta and death. The council could impeach the kings. The
council! guided the Assembly and introduced all motions in the Assembly. The council

wielded great power when the kings or another military leader was placed on trial.83r

7.5. muris saepsisse neque in eo quod inutile esset Graeciae fecisse. Nam illorum
urbem ut propugnaculum oppositum esse barbaris, apud quam iam bis classes

regias fecisse naufragium. Thuc. 1.90.2: R€iovv 1e abrog pn TELYiLELY, AAAd xai
tdv EE@ Tedomovvioov paidov dcolg elotiker EvyxaBeleiv petd oedv Tobg

repipérovg, 10 pev Bovidpevov xai drotov tiig yvapng ob dniodvieg &g toig

83. A H M. Jones, Sparta, Reprinted 1968: 17-19.




"Abnvaions, dg 8¢ 100 BapPdpov, e1 abbig rédBor, 0Ok @v Exoviog amd Exvpod
nobév, donep VOV £x 1@V B1Ray, oppdcbon Ty 1€ [Tedondvvnoov ndoiv Epacav
avax@pnoiv 1€ kai dgoppnyv ixaviyv ewvar. Themistocles attempts, on the basis of
common Greek ideals, to appeal to the Spartans in order to reach an agreement of sorts
with them. Themistocles argues that the fortification was necessary in order to defend

Greece against the enemy. The word barbaris refers to the Persians.

7.6. Lacedaemonios autem male et iniuste facere, qui id potius intuerentur quod
ipsorum dominationi quam quod universae Graeciae utile esset. Qua re, si suos

legatos recipere vellent quos Athenas miserant, se remitterent; aliter illos numquam

in patriam essent recepturi. Thuc. 1.92.1: ot 8¢ Aakedaipdvior &kobdoAvTEG OpYTV
pév pavepdv ok £xoLoOvTo tolg "ABnvaiois (0088 y&p £l kwAvun, &AL Yvoung
napaivécer SHPev 1@ kowvd EnpecPBeoavto, dua 8¢ xoi rpooPLAels dvies £v 1@
toTE Sk TNV €¢ MAdov mpobuuiav Td PAAL0T aDTolg ETuyYavoy), THg péviol
BovAfioemg dpaprivovieg adNiag TixBovto. ol te mpéofeis Exatépmv aniibov En’
oixov avemxintog; Diod. 11.40.4. tobte 82 1 tpoére karastpatnyndévieg oi
Adxoveg Jvaykéaodnoav &roddoat Tobg "Admvaiav npéofers iva tolg idiovg
aroAdBwoly. O 88 BelLoTOKATG TO10VTY OTpaTNYHUATL TE1Yic0g TV RUTPida
guvtonmg kot dxivdovaeg, peyeing anodoxdic Etuye mope tolg nmoAitoig. Plut.

Them. 19.2: b xoi ouvEBy yvovreg yép ol Aaxkedoiudviol 10 aindéc odx Hdixnoav
antdv, AL &dnhag yaieraivovieg anérspyav. Themistocles blackmailed the

Spartans. He was to be freed and allowed to return safely to Athens, whereupon the

Spartan delegates would also be released and sent back to Sparta unharmed. Nepos

shows that the Spartans would have lost much credibility if their diplomats had been

killed. This tactic underscores the deviousness of Themistocles, who nearly ruined the

Spartans’ reputation as a political power. Thucydides (1.92) implies that the Spartans did

not react immediately since the Athenians were holding their own delegates as hostages.
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Upon the Athenians’ arrival at Athens, the Spartans were allowed to return home.

Furthermore, Athens under Themistocles was directly challenging Spartan hegemony for

the political and naval legdership over the Greeks. This challenge would ultimately result
in two “Peloponnesian Wars” between Athens and Sparta. Themistocles had deftly
changed the status quo in Greece from the Spartan perspective. Henceforth, Athens
would look to challenge and thwart Sparta at every opportunity whenever each city-state
did not share a common policy or threat. Westlake (1968: 215) adds that Thucydides
(1.90-3) approved of Themistocles’ stratagem of holding the Spartan delegation hostage
in exchange for his own freedom. However, he stipulates that Thucydides is making an
exception by writing about a person long dead, as when he discusses Themistocles and
Pausanias (1968: 212). Likewise, Thucydides also praised Themistocles (1.138.3) for his

military skills (Westlake, 1968: 98).

8.1. Tamen non effugit civium suorum invidiam. Plut. Them. 22.4: x6haoig yap

0ok v 0 éEootpaxionds, dAAd Topapvbic EBOVOL Kai KOLPLONOG TIOOREVOL Td

tamevodv Tobg drepéyoviag kol THY SVoUEVELRY Eig TadTnV TV &Tipiay
amonvéovtog. Firstly, Nepos refers to the Spartan efforts to remove Themistocles from
Athens in light of the strategic and political victories which Themistocles had recently
gained over Sparta. Secondly, Nepos clearly indicates that Themistocles was censured
owing to the jealousy of the Athenian populace at large. When combined, these two
factors are guaranteed to sabotage a successful politician’s career. Herodotus (8. 105.5)

attacks Themistocles and vaguely refers to his ostracism and exile: taiita Eleye
anofnxnv péddav tolnoectal £g Tov [Iépony, tva fiv dpa Ti piv kotadoupfavn
npdg "Admvaimv ndbog, Exn drocTpognv: T nep dv kai £yéveto. Plutarch (Them.
22.4) who provides evidence that Themistocles’ conduct was the cause of his hatred in

Athens, confirms that the underlying cause was envy. The recurring success of Cimon
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was the catalyst of Themistocles’ downfall; (cf. Plut. Them. 27.6 and Plut. Cimon 18.6).

Namgque ob eundem timorem quo damnatus erat Miltiades. Nepos is drawing a
parallel between Themistocles and Miltiades by this cross-reference to his previous Life.
Nepos cross references certain pairings in his Lives, such as Miltiades with Themistocles,
Agesilaus 4.4 with Themistocles 5.2, and Agesilaus 6.1 with Epaminondas 8.5. It is
conceivable that Nepos is tacitly referring to the question of tyranny. Was Themistocles
regarded by the ordinary Athenians as a tyrant while he was the pre-eminent politician in
Athens? His enemies would have painted him in such a light. Miltiades was exiled to the
Thracian Chersonese where he acted as a tyrant until his recall to Athens. When
Miltiades was tried in 492, he was accused of being a tyrant in addition to abusing his
political power. The opinion in Athens, as mentioned by Nepos (Milt. 8.1-2) was that
Miltiades would not have been satisfied with his reduced power in Athens, after he had

administered sole authority in the Greek colony in the Thracian Chersonese.

testularum suffragiis e civitate eiectus, Themistocles was ejected from Athens by the
legal process of ostracism. Nepos mentions only three ostracisms in his Greek Lives:
Themistocles (8.1), Aristides (1.2), and Cimon (3.1). Phocion was outlawed, although
Nepos’ silence implies that the shard vote was not employed in this instance. Did Nepos
(and the other non-Greek writers) translate the Greek text correctly into Latin? Ostracism
was first introduced into Athens by Cleisthenes and was first enacted in 488/7. The idea
was to prevent powerful politicians from becoming tyrants (For further details see Lewis,
Cleisthenes and Attica, Historia 12, 1963: 22-40). From 485/4 onwards, the Athenians
decided to use ostracism to remove powerful men who threatened their democracy,
including the friends and family members of the former tyrant, Pisistratus.®** The details

at best are sketchy or have been omitted. Themistocles was punished not because he was

84. Rhodes, Ath. Pol. 22.2-6.

111




negligent in his duty towards Athens, but because of his accomplishments and his
desperation to boast about his old achievements in order to stay in the public limelight
after he was supplanted in the political field by Cimon, his new political rival. Plutarch
(22.4) confirms this viéw (see above). The Spartans intended to punish Themistocles still
further afier he was exiled, although this additional act of vengeance did not materialise
immediately. Instead, further Spartan action occurred only after Themistocles attempted
to organise political opposition against Sparta while in exile. His exile was not because

of a valid charge of tyranny, rather maliciousness on the part of his enemies.

Rejecting the ancient views of suspicion and jealousy, modern scholars focus on the anti-
Spartan theme as a pertinent reason for Themistocles’ ostracism. For some modern views
on ostracism and Themistocles’ ostracism, see Doenges (Historia 45, 1996: 387-464),
Robertson Jr. (4J4 56, 1952; 25-26), Hands (JHS 79, 1959: 69-71), Kagan (Hesperia 30,
1961: 393-401), Raubitschek (4J4 55, 1957: 221-229), and Stanton (JHS 90, 1970: 180-

183) for a start. Herodotus does not mention Themistocles’ ostracism and exile.

Themistocles was ostracised and exiled sometime between 475-470. It is difficult to
determine the precise date. The archaeological shards discovered do not supply a date.
Diodorus (11.54.1) lists a date in the archonship of Praxiergus in 471/0, corresponding to
March/April 470 in our terms. There was a focused but clear two-stage procedure when
holding an ostracism vote during the Athenian civil year, i.e. mainly in April or May.
Frost (1980: 188-91), concurring with Lenardon (1959: 23-48), suggests the date is in
472. However, Diodorus’ account is preferabie (cf. Marr 1998: 130-1). Diodorus
presents the most plausible account of Themistocles’ ostracism, as it corresponds with the
high chronology dating system of his life, in addition to his subsequent exile and attempts

at orchestrating an anti-Spartan league in northern Greece.
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Argos habitatum concessit. Thuc. 1.135.3: (Ervge yap @oTpaKtouévog Kat Exov
Slaitay pEv Ev “Apyel, Empotdv 8¢ kai &g v dAAnv [Melondvvnoov); Plut. Them.
23.1: "Exnecéviog 8¢ tfig moAewg abtod kai dratpiBoviog v “Apyer; Diod. 11.55.3:
6 pgv obv OepoToKAfG TOV TpoEIpuEVOV TPOTOV gEoctpakiodeis Epuyev éx Tiig
natpidog eig "Apyog: Gomme® stipulates that an Athenian law dated from 480
required that the ostracized were required to dwell beyond a specified line which was

drawn from C. Geraitos in Euboea to Skyllaion in the Argolid.

8.2. Hic cum propter multas eius virtutes magna cum dignitate viveret. Thuc.

1.135.2: Tod 8¢ pndiopod 0% Iawcaviov oi Aaxediudvior npéoPerg néuyavieg
Topd todg "Abnvaiong Evvernudvio koi tov Oepiotoriéa, g MUpLaKoOV K 1AV

nept Tlavoaviav Eréyyov, HElovv e 10ig abroic koA&leoBor athv.

Themistocles aided the Argives in their dispute with Corinth. This explains why
Themistocles elected to travel to Argos after his ostracism. Firstly, he was the mediator
between Argos and Corinth over a disputed colony, and he ruled that Corinth should
govern and maintain the colony (on behalf of both city-states), in addition to treating both
Corinthian and Argos colonists/citizens with equal rights, Secondly, a political reason for
honouring Themistocles is attributed to the aftermath of the Persian War when Sparta, at
the Amphictyon [a special tribunal held after the Persians were driven out of Greece by
the Greek allies to decide the fate of those Greek city-states who had Medized], (and
possibly her allied members of the Greek League of city-states) had accused Argos of
having Medized during the Second Persian Invasion in 480/79 (cf. Hdt. 8.148-52).
Plutarch (20.3-4) relates how Themistocles defended Argos from the Spartan accusations
after the war. Themistocles therefore established strong ties with the Argives (See
Forrest, 1960: 227). Hence, the Argives were grateful towards Themistocles for his

services in favour of their city. Plutarch (23.1) indicates that it was only after

85. Gomme, A Historical Commentary ON Thucydides, 1945, reprinted 1950: 437.
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Themistocles had been residing in exile in Argos that the Spartans brought the treason
charges against him to the Athenians. Furthermore, Themistocles helped to support the
new democratic government in Argos, which had supplemented the pro-Spartan rulers of
Argos. Themistocles established an anti-Spartan League in the northern Peloponnese

from his base in Argos. The League was guided by democratic principles.®

Themistocles’ political interference with Sparta’s post-war political ambitions made the
Spartans more irate with him, since Themistocles had now managed to gain the upper
hand on both political and diplomatic levels over the Spartans on three occasions.
Themistocles’ victories were the rebuilding of Athens’ defensive walls, successfully
defending Argos from being censured by the Greek political alliance, and the ousting of

the pro-Spartan faction in Argos.

Lacedaemonii legatos Athenas miserunt, qui eum absentem accusarent, quod
societatem cum rege Perse ad Graeciam opprimendam fecisset. Thuc. 1.135.2: Tod
Ot pndiopob 1ob Iavoaviov ol Aakedaiuévior wpéofelg TEPWOVTEG TOPA TOVG
"ABnvaiovg Evverridvio xai OV BegpictoxAéa, ¢ ndpokov éx TdV nept
[Tavoaviay EAéyyov, RElovv 1€ 1015 avTolg koAdleoBar abtov. Plut. Them. 23.4: o¥
piv GAAd cUpUNELSBEIG VRO @V xatnyopolvimv 6 dfjpog Exepyev dvdpag, oig
gipnro cvhlapBhvelv kai dvayetv adtov xpiBnodpevov év toig "EAAncwv. Also

from Plut. Them. 23.1: &po cvverouniopévay 1édv Inaptniatdv. Nepos, Plutarch,

Thucydides, and Diodorus do not discuss the legal implications of a Pan-Hellenic trial (to
be held presumably in Athens). Herodotus glosses over this incident and briefly alludes
to Themistocles’ ostracism and banishment from Athens (see 8.109.5 above). The
theoretical complications of such a trial are not even considered or contemplated. Nepos

does not mention any particular court trying Themistocles for treason. Such a vote would

86. Ibid, 232.




have been discussed and made in the General Assembly (in Athens). Marr also notes

187 Concerning the evidence

Nepos’ silence on the matter of the court conducting the tria
for the trial, Plutarch uses Ephorus for the trial information, while Diodorus (11.55.4-5)
mentions a Pan-Hellenic synhedrion, which was the what court that actually condemned

Themistocles.

The date of his ostracism is highly debatable since there is no concrete evidence to record
Themistocles® precise movements after the Olympics in 476. The made-up charge was
that Themistocles was planning to betray Athens and the rest of Greece to the Persians.
Nepos presents this episode as if the Spartans only sent their special embassy (to Athens)
after Themistocles was exiled from Athens in order to ensure that he could not refute the
charges against himself in person. Plutarch (23.1-2) states that Pausanias (the former
Spartan king and friend of Themistocles) had invited Themistocles to support Persia after
his ostracism. It is important to note that Themistocles rejected the idea. His only fauit
was that he did not report this incident to the Athenians. It would seem that Themistocles
hoped that Pausanias would come to his senses and desist from following this treasonous
course of action. The Spartans subsequently ‘discovered’ evidence in the form of letters

after Pausanias’ death and Themistocles’ exile to Argos (Plut. Them. 23.3): Otta &1

709 Mavoaviov Bavatwdéviog Emiotolal Tiveg Gvevpedeioat kol ypéypota tepi

tobhtov eig Droyiov évéfadov tov BepiotokAéa. It is debatable whether the Spartans

actually found any physical evidence of Pausanias’ treason.

Nevertheless, it seems implausible that Themistocies would have betrayed Athens or
Greece to the Persians. It would have been rather convenient for the Spartans to have
claimed that the evidence which they ‘discovered’ was real. This accusation was

completely unfounded, since it was against Themistocles’ very nature to destroy his

87 Marr, 1998: 137-8.
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fatherland. The Spartans were deterntined to drive Themistocles out of Greece since he
had defied and further humiliated them in the Amphictyony in 479. They were still
smarting over the fact that he had held their second embassy hostage while the Athenijan
defensive walls were rebuilt (also in 479), in addition to organising an anti-Spartan
League in northern Greece from his new base in Argos after 471. These were potent
reasons for attempting to rid themselves of Themistocles. The Spartans were the main
driving force behind this newfound action against Themistocles, but his accuser was
Leobotes from the Agraulé deme, a member of the pro-Spartan faction in Athens, which

was headed by Cimon.

Hoc crimine absens proditionis damnatus est. Plut. Them. 23.1: npodooicg
AewPiovrog fiv 0 "TAAKHOLWVOG AYpavAfifev, dpa CUVERALTIOLEVOV TV
Zraptiatdv; Diod. 11.55.4-5: oi 8¢ Bepotoxhfig Tvdéuevol nepi todtov Kot
VOpIGavteg Topd the TOyng elAneéval kopdv EmBécHul 1@ OepioToXAEL, TAALV
£ig T0g AONvag tEantoterlav npesPerg karnyopodvieg 100 SeprotoxAsong di 1
[Movoavig xexov@vnke Tiig Tpodosiag, xai delv Epacav, 1dv kowvdv tfig ‘EAALDOG
adLknudtov, e{?vm TRV kploty ok ibila mopd Tolg "Abnvaiowg, aAd’ €1t Toh xoivold
Suvedpiov 1@V EAAAvev, Onep eiddel cvvedpedelv kot éxelvov TOv xpodvov. ‘O 8¢
Bepiotoxiiic opv ToUg Aakedaipoviovg oneddoviag SoPaleiv v oAy TV
‘Afmvaicy kai tarewv@cot, 1obg & "Anvaiovg BovAoutvoug anoloyncachal nepi
1fig Emoepopévng aitiag, drédaBey £avtov napadodioecBol 1@ koLVdD CVVESPLD.
Plutarch (24.4) mentions that Themistocles was to be tried before a Congress of ll-lellenes.
It seems incredible that two separate trials were held to condemn Themistocles. A single
trial would have been more plausible. Marr (Marr, 1998: 138) suggests that there was
only a single tnal and therefore rejects the notion of two treason trials, and rather

attributes the confusion in Diodorus’ account to the original account in Ephorus.

However, the only judicial body in Athens, which had the requisite legal authority to try
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and to condemn Themistocles, was the Areopagus. 1f Marr’s theory conceming only one
trial is valid, the solution to this confusion is that a genuine hostility had already
developed between Themistocles and the Areopagus prior to his condemnation for
alleged treason. The Areopagus was therefore the only official body that tried and

condemned Themistocles.

It is a fact that Themistocles was prosecuted under the eisangelia. Eisangelia was the
term used to describe the entire procedure relating to the event when an informer notified
the Athenian Ekklesia or Boule that an act of treason, or a similar crime of such a
magnitude, had been committed, and a subsequent trial was conducted to try and punish
the guilty party ®® When an eisangelia was conducted, the Bowle or an ordinary court
usually tried the case. When the Boule conducted eisangelia cases it had the authority to
impose a maximum fine of 500 drachmas. If the crime was more serious and therefore
required a harsher fine or punishment, the Boule would initially hear the case before
transferring the case to a court which could provide harsher punishment, or even the
Ekklesia.® It was also possible for the Ekklesia itself to try the case when the accusation
concerned treason or a similar crime. A normal decree or psephisma was made by the
Boule or the Ekklesia and could even specify what type of penalties the accused faced if
convicted of treason.” Furthermore, Themistocles was condemned for high treason in a
trial in Athens, which was conducted in his absence. Nepos’ account suggests that he
understands the prosecution as the Spartans’ revenge on Themistocles, but only because
of his duplicity against the Spartans when he rebuilt the Athenian fortifications and held
their second delegation to Athens as hostages for his own safe return to Athens. Nepos

does not include Themistocles’ defence of Argos or the adoption of democratic

88. MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens, 1978: 183.
89. Ibid, 183.
90. Ibid, 183,



principles in Argos as additional reasons for Sparta’s political attack against
Themistocles. Some Athenians fled before the eisangelia and received an even greater
punishment than if the accused had been present when they were tried. This is probably
why Themistocles fled Athens, in order to avoid the eisangelia (cf. Frost, 1980: 196-198). |
However, no source mentions a death sentence as punishment [which was Pausanias’ fate
in Sparta], although all of Themistocles’ property was confiscated and his family were

banished from Athens.

Nepos, Plutarch, and Diodorus ali claim that the actual charge levied against

Themistocles was for his (purported) betrayal of Greece. Thucydides does not mention
what the charge was though. The evidence against Themistocles suggested that he had
been deeply involved with Pausanias’ schemes. It is always questionable whether the

documentation was real or contrived since the Spartans produced the ‘evidence’.

According to Plutarch (23.3), Themistocles wrote that he was not a traitor to Athens or
Greece. Nepos maintains that Themistocles only heard about his condemnation in
absentia without writing any letter(s) to protest his innocence. Nonetheless, the Spartans
and his political enemies (in Athens) successfully denounced Themistocles as a traitor.
The result was that the Athenians sent people together with Spartan representatives to
arrest Themistocles and return him to Athens for additional punishment. What this
additional punishment was precisely remains unclear, since ostracism and exile were

terrible punishments, the most severe being, of course, execution.

8.3. Id ut audivit, quod non satis tutum se Argis videbat, Corcyram demigravit.
Themistocles fled to Corcyra when he learnt of his planned arrest. He no longer

considered Argos as a friendly city of refuge. Thuc. 136.1: 6 8¢ OgpiatoxAig

npoatabopevos gpetyer £x Iedomovvnoovw £¢ Képrupay, dv avtdv evepyéing. Plut.
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Them. 24.1: lpooroBopevog & éxeivog eig KEnkvpav dienépacev, obong adtd npog

v TOALY EVEPYECLAG,

Modern scholarship generally believes that during his sojourn in Argos and the north,
Themistocles seized the opportunity to drum up support for an anti-Spartan league (e.g.
O’Neil, 1981: 355). However, O’Neil remains non-committal and stresses that there is
no evidence to substantiate his hypothesis, apart from the fact that the Spartans were
overeager in their attempts to re-arrest and detain Themistocles after his banishment and
exile from Athens. Nonetheless, Argos was one of Themistocles’ target cities since he
specifically elected to stay there after he was exiled. What O’Neil does not mention is
that Argos was also the starting point of the synoecism in the city-states of Elis and
Mantineia. Themistocles attempted to find support to overthrow the oligarchic rulers in

favour of pro-democratic, anti-Spartan rulers.

Inter-city-state politics and feuding enabled Themistocles to form an anti-Spartan League.
Nepos implies that the Corcyreans would have surrendered Themistocles to the Spartans
and/or the Athenians once the false charge of treason was levied against him.
Themistocles took advantage of the volatile political situation in the northern
Peloponnese between Elis, the Arkadian League led by Tegea, Mantineia, and Argos.”'

[t should be noted that these four factions had been involved in inter-city-state wars and
alliances between themselves and Sparta from 491 until 465/4. Elis and Mantineia in the
480’s were hotspots for Sparta and her allies in the region as rival political groups; they
espoused some form of democratic principles and chalienged the pro-Spartan oligarchs
for supremacy in these city-states. Argos was aiso hostile towards Sparta, while Tegea
was a stout Spartan ally, as was the Arkadian League. Sparta’s two allies in the northern

Peloponnese abandoned her in the late 470°s. The Argives, Tegeans, and the Arkadians

91. Forrest, 1960: 229,
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were also involved in wars against two other Spartan allies, namely Mykenai and Tiryns.
The Spartans did not expect Themistocles to become embroiled with these city-states and

attempt to disrupt the status quo in the region,

Forrest comments on the probable date and proposes that with Themistocles’ help, an
anti-Spartan league was formed circa 470 between Argos, Kleonai (another city-state),
Arkadia, Tegea, Mantineia, and Elis. Since Forrest places the date circa 470, then it was
not until 469 that the anti-Spartan League attacked Mykenai, and the battle of Tegea was
fought. In 468, Sparta succeeded in aiding her political allies to regain control of Argos
and Mantineia. This led to the revolt by Tiryns, who was backed by Arkadia, against the
now pro-Spartan Argos. However, in 465/4, the Helots again revolted against Sparta,
while the battle of Dipaia was fought against the anti-Spartan League, which had been
weakened by the withdrawal of Argos, Mantineia and some of the other Arkadian city-
states. Mykenai fell to the League, while Argos captured Tiryns. Themistocies had
certainly stirred up a proverbial homets nest in the region. His political battles against
the Spartans had quickly escalated into outright bloodshed and engulfed other city-states |
with their own allegiances in the conflict between Athens and Sparta (the earliest
evidence of a conflict stems from 508 BC), aithough it was highly ironic that most of
Athens had sided with Sparta against Themistocles. Forrest also contends that
Themistocles’ flight from Argos was directly associated with the swing against his anti-
Spartan league® and thus indicates that Themistocles’ departure from Argos can be

reasonably dated to 468.

O’Neil disagrees with Forrest.” O’Neil essentially maintains that Themistocles had

abandoned his democratic principles when he was exiled to Argos. Mantineia, Elis, and

92. fhid, 230.
93. O'Neif, 1981: 345-6.




Argos became democratic, their political decisions to adopt democratic principles being
independent of Themistocles’ actions. Furthermore, the dates supplied for each city’s
adoption or re-adoption of democracy do not concur with those supplied by Forrest.
O’Neil maintains that the democrats were allied with Sparta in Elis when Themistocles
travelled to the city, and that they subsequently ignored his proposals to cut all ties with
Sparta. Hence, the Athenians regarded Themistocles’ actions as being anti-democratic.
1f O’Neil’s arguments are cogent, the implication is that Themistocles’ actions had no
impact on the rest of the democratic development in the Peloponnese. However, these
arguments must be rejected since Themistocles had a particular habit of embroiling
himself in politics, even if he chose to remain out of the spotlight while pulling the

proverbial strings from the sidelines.

The accusations brought by Sparta against Themistocles were a sign of freshly awakened
malice on the part of the Spartans, Having Themistocles ostracized and banished from
Athens would surely have been a sufficient victory for the Spartans. This was not the
case since the Spartans retaliated more savagely by orchestrating a manhunt for
Themistocles after he attempted to disrupt and negate Sparta’s alliances with her allies in
northern Peloponnese. The anti-Spartan League was thus created and instigated by
Themistocles. This explains why Themistocies was condemned in his absence from
Athens and hounded so viciously from Argos to Corcyra, to King Admetus, and
eventually to Persia. All of the Spartan allies united in a concentrated effort to remove
Themistocles from the Greek mainland, islands, and tributary states. With this act of
vengeance in mind, it is easy to comprehend why Athens and Sparta threatened Corcyra

with war if Themistocles was not handed over to them for an additional trial and

punishment, despite his having been already condemned and exiled.




"—“

Themistocles was therefore forced to flee Argos, as he was unsure whether the Argives
would co-operate with Sparta when they demanded his surrender from Argos, although
he suspected that the Argives would eventually co-operate. Themistocles’ purpose in
fleeing to Corcyra can be explained in two ways. Firstly, Corcyra was strategically
located in northern Greece so that Themistocles could continue building an anti-Spartan
league in the north with the hope that such a league would spread to central Greece,
thereby undermining Sparta’s political influence and military support in the region.
Secondly, he was venerated in that city-state for acting as an arbitrator between Corcyra
and Corinth. As mentioned above, these two city-states had had a dispute over Leucas, a
jointly founded colony (see Plut. Them. 24.1). Themistocles ruled that Corinth would
administer the colony on condition that all Corcyrean and Corinthian colonists would be
treated equally before the law. Marr, however, doubts that the Corcyreans would have
used an arbitrator who had attacked their naval commander.** He concludes that

Plutarch has made a mistake, or that this anecdote is an elaborate invention.

Ibi cum cives principes animadvertisset timere ne propter se bellum iis
Lacedaemonii et Athenienses indicerent, ad Admetum, Molossum regem, cum quo ei
hospitium erat, confugit. Thuc. 1.136.2: avaykdletal xatd T dropov Rapd.
“Aduntov 10v MoAogsdv Baadéa Ovia aDTd ob @idov kataddoal. Plut. Them.
24.2: ev 8¢ tfj 101 TOYN pdAAov 0 BepiotoxAfic oPrBeig ouyYeEVH Kol tpdGPATOV
@BOvov OpYTic taAdodg kai Bacihikiig, 1abrn pépwyv VREBNKEV Eavtdv, LKETNG 0D
"Adpftou korTagTig B6v Tiva kai tapnrdoaypévov tpénov. The rulers of Corcyra
were genuinely afraid that the threats of war made by Sparta and the Athenians were all
completely in eamest. Themistocles was now so desperate that he was forced to flee as a

last resort to Admetus, who was the king of the Molossians. Nepos maintains that

94, Marr, 1998: 139.
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Themistocles had a guest-friendship with Admetus.

The principle of guest-friendship was regarded quite seriously in Greece, since Admetus
could easily have handed Themistocles over to his pursuers. The Roman equivalent was
hospitium. The Romans had conceptuai differences between the hospes / hospita and a
stranger or hostis, which is Latin for an enemy. The offer of hospitality created a long-
lasting relationship, whereby special rituals were enacted, and commemorative gifts were
exchanged which were associated with different levels of symbolism. A stranger would
thus be accepted into a local community where the hospitium occurred. A stranger, who
did not have any relationship with Rome, be it diplomatic or formal, was a conlibertus,
and did not have the rights or protection as a cliens or as a hospes.” The stranger in
early Rome was therefore forced to form a cliens relationship, or become a slave. By
Varro’s time, a hostis was afforded immunity from Roman laws including the right of
hospitality, the ius hospitii. Hospitium was granted to a foreigner or peregrinus, who had
established diplomatic or personal relations with Rome, a Roman community, or a

prominent Roman citizen.®

Hospitium enabled political and economic interests to be achieved. There was a further
distinction of hospitium in Rome. Hospitium privatum entailed a patronage relationship
involving individuals, while the hospitium publicum was jointly granted between the
Senate and the people of Rome and conferred on cities. Hospitium privatum was
classified as being both a contractual contract and hereditary. It was concluded by a
handshake or exchanging tokens (tessera/tabula hospitalis [1978: 57}), although these
formalities were not always requisite. The hospitium privatum allowed the hospes to

request an unusual favour (1978; 58), although such an unusual request would be made

95. Bolchazy, 1978: 47,
96. Ibid, 49.
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infrequently without violating the hospitium privatum or publicum relationship.
Furthermore, under the hospitium privatum, the Roman host could provide legal
assistance to his guest-friend (1978: 60). Hospitium between individuals had the
potential to develop into a military and political alliance between communities and
foreign powers. Furthermore, Romans who enjoyed guest-friendships with foreign rulers
became official ambassadors for Rome (Brill’s New Pauly, 2005: 529-532). The Romans
viewed the fus hospitii from a religious and ethical prospective. From a religious
perspective, it was considered a sin to offend the Roman gods and goddesses of
hospitality, particularly Jupiter, by contravening the laws of hospitality. In contractual
terms, hospitium privatum was governed by foedus (the concept of private agreement),

and fides (mutual trust).

Plutarch (24.2) maintains that the basis of Themistocles’ appeal of supplication to King
Admetus was the rejected request which Admetus had made to Athens either when
Themistocles was the eponymous archon in 493/2 or when he was a prominent

politician. Whatever the reason for the rejection of the request, Admetus was mortally
affronted by the denial as he considered it was an insult. Themistocles begged Admetus
not to take revenge on a lonely refugee without a state, since he was now a powerless
figure and a fugitive. It is debatable whether this act of supplication was an extreme
move by Themistocles or a threat. Judging by his actions and desperate circumstances,
Themistocles’ supplication was an arranged action as Admetus” wife, Phthia, had advised

Themistocles on procedural matters.

Diodorus 11.56.1-4, states that Themistocles fled straight from Argos to King Admetus.
Diodorus bypasses Themistocles’ journey to Corcyra altogether. Furthermore, Diodorus

does not actually mention why Themistocles fled from Argos. He only discusses why
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Themistocles distrusted the General Congress (of the Hellenes).

8.4. Huc cum venisset et in praesentia rex abesset, quo maiore religione se receptum
tueretur, filiam eius parvulam adripuit et cum ea se in sacrarium quod summa
colebatur caerimonia coniecit. Thuc. 1.136.3: xai 6 pév obx Ervxev Emdnudv, 6 ¢
g YovaLKOG LKETNG YEVOHEVOG IdGGSKETOL U adTiig TOv naida cpdv AaPov
xkofElecBar éni Tiv éotiav. Plut. Them. 24.3: g£xov yop ad1od TOV VIdV Svta malda
7POG TV Eotiav TPOCETESE, TADINY HEYIOTNY KOl POV OYedoV avavtippntov
fyovpévmy ikeciav t@v Molooody. Plutarch also includes the anecdote concerning
Admetus’ own wife, Phthia and alleged that Phthia rehearsed the scene with
Themistocles. Thucydides (1.136) also refers to Phthia aiding Themistocles although he
does not mention her name. Diodorus omits any reference to Admetus’ wife aiding
Themistocles, in addition to any mention of Themistocles grabbing hold of Admetus’
youngest child, and whether it was a son or a daughter. He only states that Themistocles
became Admetus’ suppliant when he waited for the king on the hearth. The act of
supplication played an important role in Greek religion. It was a common practice for
people to seek help from the Olympian gods by seeking sanctuary in a particular god’s
temple. It was forbidden to remove a supplicant physically from the temple or to harm
the supplicant in any way. The same laws applied to human supplication, as the example
with Themistocles and King Admetus demonstrates. Admetus was bound by religious
convention to grant Themistocles’ supplication request. While the main details of this
anecdote differ slightly, Themistocles abused this guest-friendship by using an insurance
policy in the form of Admetus’ young child to ensure that his request as a supplicant
would not be rejected, since he threatened otherwise to kill the child. In his version,

Nepos implies that Themistocles abused the guest-friendship obligation.

Only Nepos maintains that Admetus’ child was a daughter (cf. Thuc. 1.136; 1.137.1 and
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Plut. Them. 24.2), perhaps for pathetic eﬁ'éct. Parvulam is a diminutive word for small
and powerfully adds to the effect. He also conceals the assistance Themistocles received
from Admetus’ wife, Phthia (cf. Thuc. 1.136.3, Plut. Them. 24.5), perhaps to present
Themistocles as ever resourceful (cf. 1.4). After examining the accounts in Plutarch and
Thucydides, it is most likely that Nepos has omitted the aid of Phthia in order to place
Themistocles once again in a favourable, heroic light. (Often in Nepos the main

character seems to be operating on his own.)

Inde non prius egressus est, quam rex enm data dextra in fidem reciperet, quam
praestitit. In Nepos’ terms, Themistocles exploited the guest-friendship obligation.
Themistocles only released the girl when Admetus promised him his personal protection.
Apparently, anyone who prostrated himself or herself on the sacred hearth made a formal
act of supplication. Such a supplication request could not easily be refused, although

Plutarch implies that there were rare circumstances when a supplication could be rejected.

8.5. Nam cum ab Atheniensibus et Lacedaemoniis exposceretur publice, supplicem
non prodidit monuitque ut consuleret sibi: difficile enim esse in tam propingquo loco
tuto eum versari. The effect of the supplication was such that Admetus felt

obligated not to surrender Themistocles to his Athenian and Spartan pursuers. It is
interesting that the Spartan hatred for Themistocles transcended international boundaries.
Ordinarily, an exile was banished from his city-state in Greece and then either stayed at

another city-state or fled to Persia.

Diodorus also maintains that Admetus treated Themistocles well until the Spartan
embassy demanded Themistocles’ surrender. The Spartans accused Themistocles of
Medizing and threatened to invade Admetus’ kingdom if he refused to hand over

Themistocles. Admetus implored Themistocles to escape, since he pitied Themistocies,
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in addition to fearing for the safety of his kingdom. Diodorus (11.56.2) maintains that
Admetus gave Themistocles an undisclosed amount of gold to facilitate his escape from
the Spartans. It is worth noting that Diodorus differs from Thucydides and Plutarch over
how Themistocles acquired funds for his voyage to Asia Minor. Diodorus argues that

only the Spartans were pursuing Themistocles without the aid of the Athenians.

Itague Pydnam eum deduci iussit et quod satis esset praesidii dedit. Thuc. 1.137.1:
aAL’ anoctEAAeL Bovlopevov dg Paciiia mopevBijvon éxt thv Etépav BdAaooav
nelfi &g ITOdvav v "Alegdvdpov; Plut. Them. 25.2: Bouxvdidng 8¢ gnot kol
nAedoon abTov Em Vv Etépav xataBavia 6ddaocoav &no [TH8vng. King Admetus
protected Themistocles from the Spartans and the Athenians by not surrendering him
when an official demand for Themistocles’ surrender was made. Only Nepos maintains
that Admetus ensured that Themistocles left his kingdom with a guard of honour or an

escort to oversee his departure.

Diodorus (11.56.3) adds that Themistocles fled the Molossian territory during the night.
He also implies that Admetus hampered the Spartan chase by delaying them. Diodorus
includes an anecdote whereby Themistocles enlisted the aid of two Lyncestian traders,
who were also brothers, to aid him in escaping the pursuing Spartans. Diodorus is vague
once more, and only says that the brothers helped Themistocles reach Asia. All other
information pertaining to Themistocles’ escape to Asia Minor, as found in Plutarch and

Thucydides, is conspicuously absent from Diodorus’ account.

8.6. Hic in navem omnibus ignotus nautis escendit. Quae cum tempestate maxima

Naxum ferretur, ubi tum Atheniensinm erat exercitus, sensit Themistocles, si eo

Iy
pervenisset, sibi esse pereundum. Thuc. §.137.2: tijv 8¢ dopdAerav £tvon pndéva

ExBiivar £x tiig veag péypt mhodg yévnror reouéve & abTd yhpLv
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aropvicecBal atiav. 6 8¢ vabxAnpog ROET 18 T Kol Grocaieoog

Muépav xai vixrta brgp toh otpatonidov Votepov agikveiton £ "Egpecov. Plut.
Them. 25.2: uéxpr od nvedpan tig 0Axadog, 1t & aneldldv kol Aéywv, ot
KQTIYOPTIoOL Kol KorowehooLto npdg Tolg "ABnvaiong, GG obk dyvoolvieg, GAA
xpipaot newcBévieg €5 apyfic, dvaldBoiev abtov, otag dvayxdoeie napanmiedool
kol AaBéoBan 1ic 'Acwag Plutarch explicitly relies on Thucydides here for his
information. Nepos insists that Themistocles was blown off course 1o the island of
Naxos. This detail presents two problems. Firstly, how could the ship which
Themistocles boarded be blown so far off course from Pydna to Naxos? Some modemn
scholars, e.g. Milton (1979: 257-275), argue that Thucydides is wrong in this instance,
and that Themistocles travelled to Thasos and not Naxos. Secondly, when did the

Athenians actually besiege the island of Naxos? Nepos and Plutarch refer to the

Athenian siege of the island of Naxos, which occurred in 469. The Athenians in
particular besieged those city-state members who had withdrawn and disengaged from
the Athenian League in 473. Athens subdued these rogue states between 473-467,
although the end of the revolt is also in dispute, since some scholarly opinions place the

conclusion of hostilities in 469 and not 467.

The problem with the latter dating of the events in Themistocles’ life arises with the dates
for his ostracism, condemnation, exile, and his flight to Persia, as well as his eventual
death. In light of these problems, Hornblower®’ follows the view that Themistocles’
ostracism, condemnation, and exile occurred between the late 470°s and the early 460’s.
This is the reason why Themistocles was exiled to Argos. Rhodes™ suggests that it is

plausible that Themsitolces crossed the Aegean without passing Naxos or Thasos.

Hac necessitate coactus domino navis quis sit aperit, multa pollicens, si se

97. Homblower, A Commentary On Thucydides, Yoiume I, 1991: 220
98. Rhodes, Historia 19, 1970: 394.
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conservasset. Nepos portrays Themistocles positively when he negotiated with the
captain of the ship in accordance with his heroic depiction of Themistocles. Plutarch
mentions the bribery in his account, while Thucydides mentions the bribery and threats.
A fact in Plutarch (24.4) which Nepos does not mention, is that Themistocles’ wife and
children were smuggied out of Athens. Epicrates from the deme Achamae assisted in
their escape. Plutarch states that Stesimbrotus records that Cimon later had Epicrates
executed for aiding Themistocles. Then Stesimbrotus contradicts himself and claims that
Themistocles sailed to Sicily and demanded to marry the daughter of the tyrant of Sicily,
Hiero, in exchange for helping Hiero to conquer Greece. Hiero rejected this offer and
Themistocles sailed to Asia. However, Plutarch (25.1) rejects this story as being false.
He quotes Theophrastus’ work On Royalty, wherein the author alleges that Hiero once
sent his horses to compete at the Olympia and erected a booth to display his wealth,
whereupon Themistocles urged that the structure be torn down and the horses be

disqualified from the race.

8.7. At ille clarissimi viri captus misericordia, diem noctemque procul ab insula in

salo navem tenuit in ancoris neque quemquam ex ea exire passus est. Thuc. 1.137.3:

kai 0 OepiotoxAfig EKelvov Te E8epdmevoe ypnudtav d6cel (HABe yap obTdh

Votepov £k 1€ "AGNvEYV Tapa 1@V liov kol £§ “Apyovg a vrekéxerto). Nepos

follows Thucydides (1.137.2) in presenting a period of delay (i.e. a day and a night) off

Naxos. The captain acquiesces to Themistocles’ wishes. Only Nepos maintains that the

captain helped Themistocles out of pity. Plutarch and Thucydides maintain that the

captain was threatened and bribed by Themtstocles. Nepos presents the positive \

tradition, while Ptutarch and Thucydides present the negative tradition.

Inde Ephesum pervenit ibique Themistoclen exponit. Cui ille pro meritis postea

gratiam rettulit. Nepos also maintains that Themistocles paid the captain for his help.
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He deliberately stresses that the payment was not a bribe. Themistocles repaid the
captain for aiding his escape. Nepos has Themistocles repay his debt to the captain,
while Plutarch and Thucydides maintain that Themistocles bribed the captain. This is

further evidence of the two competing Themistoclean traditions.

The captain left Themistocles at Ephesus, whereupon Themistocles paid the captain an
undisclosed amount of money for his aid. [Thucydides (1.137.3) maintains that
Themistocles’ money was removed from Athens in two ways. Firstly, Themistocles’
friends in Athens secretly sent him part of his money. Secondly, Themistocles had also
deposited money in Argos, although Thucydides does not elaborate further on this
contentious issue.] It is unclear whether Themistocles took this money [deposited in
Argos] when he fled Argos, or if the money was secretly transferred at a later stage to

Persia.

Plutarch (25.3) includes a brief discussion on Themistocles’ fortune. Most of
Themistocles’ property, i.e. finances, was covertly sent to him by his friends still residing
in Athens. Plutarch again quotes Theopompus, who lists Themistocles’ wealth, which
was discovered and seized by his opponents in Athens, as being worth one hundred
talents. Plutarch also quoted Theophrastus, who quotes the figure at eighty talents.
Nonetheless, Plutarch highlights the issue of Themistocles’ considerable wealth with the
fact that Themistocles did not even possess three talents before he entered the Athenian
political arena, Plutarch refers to Themistocles’ amassing of wealth owing to bribes
during his political career, in addition to the money he extorted from the Athenian allies
after the conclusion of the Second Persian War until his own exile from Athens and flight
from the Greek mainland. The inference is that most of Themistocles’ wealth came from

bribery and extortion, something that Nepos shies away from discussing.
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Xerxes or Artaxerxes?

9.1. Scio plerosque ita seripsisse, Themistoclen Xerxe regnante in Asiam transisse.
Thuc. 1.137.3: xai peta 1@v xdto [Nepo®dv Tivog TopevBELg v ECTENTEL
ypappote npdg Pacidéa "AptabépEny tov EépEov vewari Bacidevovra; Plutarch
Them. 27.1: 1oig 8¢ ypovikois Sokel pdArov 6 Oovkvdidng ocvupépechal, kainep
obd" abTolg Atpéna cvvtarttopévorg; Diodorus 11.56.6: aEobvrog d€ t0h
BepiotokAitoug ayayeiv avtdov npog 1ov EepEnv. Nepos follows Thucydides’ account
that Themistocles went to see Artaxerxes once he was in Persia. Nepos (9.2) says
Artaxerxes was the king of Persia, since he acknowledges that he follows Thucydides’
account, and hence chronological dating of events, thus the date of Themistocles® arrival

in Asia can be fixed to 466 or 463.

It is necessary to look briefly at the chronological dates to understand how and why
Themistocles sought refuge in Persia after Artaxerxes had ascended the throne.
Themistocles adopted a clever ruse to ensure that he might stay in Persia, despite the fact
that he had been the proverbial thomn in the Persian flesh for many years, particularly
harkening back to the days of the Second Persian Invasion of Greece and the battle of
Salamis. The Greek fleet defeated the Persians at Salamis in 479. Themistocles was
exiled from Athens around 475, and was condemned circa 471/0. Themistocles fled to
Argos, from where he travelled around the northern Peloponnese, before he was forced to
flee to Corcyra, and then to King Admetus. Admetus helped Themistocles to reach
Pydna. Afier some further travelling, of which our ancient sources give us a rather
condensed version, Themistocles finally arrived in Asia Minor. Themistocles’ exile and
flight, therefore, occurred over a period of nine to eleven years. This period of flight then

brings Themistocles to Artaxerxes, as mentioned by Thucydides.

According to Plutarch (27.1), Themistocles spoke to Xerxes. Plutarch (26.1-29.3) has
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quite a different anecdote concerning Themistocles’ sojourn in Persia. Plutarch’s account
not only differs from Nepos and Thucydides, it also supplies additional information not
present in the other accounts. In Plutarch (26.1), Themistocies lands at Cymé, whereupon
he learns that there is a price on his head in Persia. Plutarch names Ergoteles and
Pythodorus, two bounty hunters who were also pursing Themistocles. Plutarch elaborates
that the current king of Persia had placed a bounty of two hundred talents on
Themistocles’ head. Marr” rejects this view as it forms part of the Themistociean

romance, since no other source mentions bounty hunters.

Sed ergo potissimum Thucydidi credo, quod aetate proximus de iis qui illorum
temporum historiam reliquerunt, et eiusdem civitatis fuit. Nepos support

Thucydides’ account since he believes that Thucydides wrote a balanced account

(Thucydides 1.137.3) on Themistocles for two reasons. Firstly, Nepos classifies
Thucydides as being ‘nearly contemporary with Themistocles’. Secondly, Thucydides
would give a more honest account of Themistocles as he also came from Athens. This
passage in Themistocles 9.1 is unique, since this unprecedented praise for Thucydides
does not occur in any other of Nepos® Lives. He also refers to Thucydides as one of his
(primary) sources in Themistocles 1.4. Nepos is being rather naive when he states that
Thucydides would not be biased against Themistocles for the simple reason that both men
hailed from Athens. Nepos meant that an Athenian source should not theoreticgily give a
biased account, unlike the blatantly biased and anti-Themistoclean, Spartan account.
While Thucydides had access to better sources on Themistocles, it is unsound for Nepos
to praise Thucydides simply because he was also an Athenian. Thucydides could have
been just as biased. Modern scholars are not aware of Thucydides’ political loyalties.

Besides, it was embarrassing politically for Athens when Themistocles was forced to flee

99. Marr, Plutarch’s Lives: Themistocles, 1998, 147,




to Persia. It would have made little difference whether Themistocles went to Persia in
466 or 463. The chronologicat date is important to modern scholars though.

Plutarch (27.1) argues that Themistocles did not correspond with the Persian king.
Rather, Themistocles met with the king in person. Plutarch is the only source who
contends that there is a debate concerning the identity of the Persian monarch with whom
Themistocles met. Consequently, Plutarch states the first view that Xerxes had died and
had been succeeded by his son, Artaxerxes. He cites both Thucydides (1.137.3) and
Charon of Lampsacus to substantiate this view. He contrasts this view with the opinions
held by Ephorus, Dinon, Clitarchus, and Heracleides that Xerxes was still alive. Plutarch
admits that Thucydides’ chronology on Themistocles could be erroneous. However, he
acknowledges that there was not enough evidence when he wrote to agree conclusively

with Thucydides’ dates.

Diodorus Siculus {11.56.4) says that Themistocles fled to Asia and stayed with a personal
friend called Lysitheides. Diodorus (11.56.6) notes that Themistocles requested to see
Xerxes. Diodorus (11.56.8) adds that Lysitheides received assurances from Xerxes that
Themistocles would not be harmed before he brought him [Themistocles] before the

Persian king,

The Letter or the Speech?
9.2. Is autem ait ad Artaxerxen enm venisse atque his verbis epistulam misisse:

Thuc. 1.137.3-4: énhov 3¢ 7 ypaen 0T * Bgpiotoxdiig fike mapd 6f, 8¢ KK pev
rieiota ‘EAAAvav eipyacpon 1ov DUEtepoy oﬁcov, G6cov gpovov OV GOV TTaTEpa
gmdvia 2poi avayky Npovduny, rodd 8 én mielo dyabd, Eneldn £v 1@ dopadel
HEV Epol, Exeivy 8& év Emkiviive oAy 7 dmokopidn éyiyveto. xai pot

ebepYeETia OPELAETON (YPOYOG TNV TE €K ZaAapivog TpodyYeEAoLY Tiig

AvayopieEng xal TNV Tdv Yepupdv, fiv ywevdd mpoceroicato, tote 31’ adtov ob
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duddvory), kai VOV Exwv oe peydla dyodd Spdcan tdpeipt dtwkopevog HRO TdV
‘EAANvov i thv onfyv graiayv. Plut. Them. 28.1-2: "Hxo cot, Pacided, Bepiotoxi
6 'Abnvaicg EY® guyac Ve EAAfvev Swwybeig, & roddd pev dpeilovor ITépoot
Kakd, nheio 5¢ dyudd xordoovil v diwéy, 61 tiig ‘EALGdog év dopadel
YEvopévng TopEoye T oixor coldpeva YupicacBai € kol DPiv épol pev obv
TAVIC TPEROVIC TAIG ROPOVOALS CVRPOPAIG £GTL, KUl TAPECKEVACUEVOS APTYLAL
dtEaoBal te apiv ebpevdg draddartopévor kot mopaiteiofal punoikakodviog
opyiiv- ob 3¢ ToLg Epol Exbpobs pdprTupag BEpevog Gv svepyétnoa Mépoag, vov
amdgpnoon toig Epaig Toxong Tpodg Eniderliv dpetiic padidov f mpods AmoOTANPOOLY

opYfic. omoelg HEV Yap IKETYV OOV, ARroALlg & ‘EAAEveV TOAEHIOV YEVOPEVOV.
Diod. 11.56.8: eicayaywv 8& avtov npdg OV Baciiéa, kdxeivov dOvTog T@
Bepiotokhel AOYoV Kal paBdviog Mg oLdEV Néiknoey, areAd 0o Tiig Tipmpiag.
Nepos quotes Thucydides, who says that Themistocles wrote a letter to Artaxerxes.
Themistocles veni ad te, qui plurima mala omnium Graiorum in domum tuam

intuli, quam diu mihi necesse fuit adversum patrem tuum bellare patriamque meam
defendere. Nepos quotes Thucydides (1.137.3) who mentions that Themistocles sent a
letter to Artaxerxes begging the king to overlook the part which he had played in the
defence of Greece, albeit a minor role during the first Persian War, when Xerxes and his
father before him, both invaded Greece respectively, i.¢. in 490 and 480. Nepos agrees
with Thucydides that the current Persian king is Artaxerxes. Nepos has quoted this

section of Thucydides accurately.

Comparing Nepos’ Themistocles 9.2-4 with Thucydides 1.137.2-3.

In Themistocles 9.2, Nepos claims that Thucydides says that Themistocles wrote a letter
to Artaxerxes wherein Themistocles claimed that he had caused the most harm to Xerxes.
This is a reference to the Battle of Salamis in 479. Themistocles immediately claims that

he performed several favours for Xerxes. Apparently, this was one tactic to adopt when
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requesting a favour from the King of Persia. Nepos does not elaborate on the other
favours. Nepos mentions the second message which Themistocles sent to Xerxes after
the Persian defeat at Salamis. Themistocles then proceeded to explain his problem and
beseeched Artaxerxes to grant him political asylum in Persia. In Nepos, the letters
conclude when Themistocles requested a year to learn Persian before he would personally

come and meet Artaxerxes.

Thucydides (1.137.2-3) records that Themistocles wrote to Artaxerxes. In his letter
Themistocles acknowledged that he caused the most harm to Xerxes, which is a reference
to the Battle of Salamis. Themistocles stressed that he saved Xerxes’ life and suggested
that Artaxerxes owed him a favour. Thucydides now proceeds to give a synopsis of
Themistocles’ second message to Xerxes, and even adds that Themistocles falsely
pretended to take sole credit for thinking up the ruse, which was the second letter itself, to
force most of the Persian army to flee Greece with Xerxes. The letter concluded when
Themistocles requested a year to learn Persian in order to speak to Artaxerxes in person,

implying that Themistocles did not wish to use a translator to speak to Artaxerxes.

Does Nepos provide an accurate translation of Thucydides’ Greek text on Themistocles?
Well, to an extent, Nepos does, although he has left out Thucydides’ synopsis concerning
Salamis, as well as the fact that Themistocles and Aristides thought of the scheme to
force most of the Persians in the army to flee with Xerxes back to Persia. Furthermore, in
Nepos® quotation of Thucydides, Nepos claims that Themistocles performed several
favours for Xerxes without elaborating on the rest, besides the reference to Salamis.
Thucydides does not mention any additional favours in his text. The possibility

exists that Nepos used a corrupted copy of Thucydides, or alternatively, Nepos has

mistranslated Thucydides (1.137.2-3), or even relied on his meaning.
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Thucydides and Nepos provide sufficient evidence to validate the view that Themistocles
did indeed write a letter to Artaxerxes requesting political asylum. Plutarch and Diodorus
present the Themistoclean romance version, which seems to be fantastic, whereby

Themistocles endured a tense and dangerous meeting with Artaxerxes.

Nepos uses here the word Graiorum, an archaic term for a Greek, on three occastons in
his Liber (Praefatio 1.3, here, and in Alci. 7.5), Themistocles (8.2), and in Alcibiades
(7.5). Perhaps Nepos uses this term to create a special effect which ties in with his heroic
depiction of Themistocles, since he compares Themistocles’ greatness with that of
Alcibiades, although no other author consulted has anything to comment on the usage of

this term.

Plutarch Them. 27.2-27.5 chronicles Themistocles’ meeting with Artabanus, the
Chiliarch or Grand Vizier, i.e. an equivalent of a prime minister in antiquity.
Themistocles was informed, after requesting to see Artaxerxes, that he would not be
granted an audience unless he performed obeisance or proskynesis before the king. In
Them. 27.5, Themistocles replied that his message was only for the king, whereupon an
interview was granted to Themistocles to see Artaxerxes. However, in the same chapter,
Plutarch includes the anecdote, with evidence from Phanias, as well as Eratosthenes’ On
Wealth, that Artabanus’ wife from Eretria, helped to arrange the interview between

Artabanus and Themistocles.

Frost'® insists that Nepos was aware of the chronological problem concerning Xerxes in
Themistocles 9.1. Nepos therefore quotes Thucydides to lend weight to his own version
of events. Marr'® uses the Persian records to date Artaxerxes’ succession to the throne in

either 465/4. He approves of Plutarch’s two fifth century sources, i.e. Thucydides and

100. Frost, Phutarch's Themistocles, 1980 214 .
101, Marr, Plutarch’s Lives: Themistocles, 1998; 149,




Charon, who mention Xerxes’ death, while Nepos supports Thucydides’ account only.

Lenardon'” confirms that Xerxes died in 465, whereupon Artaxerxes became king. The
idea that Themistocles met Xerxes can be attributed to the romantic fiction or propaganda
spread by Themistocles’ enemies. Themistocles would have written the letter to

Artaxerxes in 465/4 before being granted an audience in 464/3.

9.3. Idem multo plura bona feci, postquam in tuto ipse et ille in periculo esse coepit;
nam cum in Asiam reverti vellet, proelio apud Salamina facto, litteris eum certiorem
feci id agi, ut pons quem in Hellesponto fecerat dissolveretur atque ab hostibus
circumiretur; quo nuntio ille periculo est liberatus. See Thuc. 1.137.3 quoted earlier.
Thucydides (1.137.3) specifically mentions that Themistocles falsely took the credit for
the scheme to trick Xerxes into fleeing from Greece without mentioning Aristides, a fact
which Nepos omits since it would not agree with his heroic image of Themistocles.
Nepos® Themistocles 9.3 is a cross reference to his work in Themistocles 5.1-3, where he
discusses how Themistocles tricked Xerxes into fleeing from Greece with the majority of

his army, although a sizable Persian force still remained in Greece.

Plutarch (28.1) questions the validity of this anecdote concerning the Chiliarch’s wife.
Plutarch raises the question of how Themistocles could have performed prokynesis before
Artaxerxes, an act which was a despicable sign of subservience in the eyes of the Greeks.
The authors who follow the letter tradition, such as Nepos and Thucydides, do not refer to

Themistocles performing prokynesis before Artaxerxes.

103

Frost ™ also questions how Themistocles, a patriotic Greek, could have performed the

despicable Persian custom of proskynesis.

102 Lenardon, The Saga of Themisiocles, 1978: 137
103. Frost, Plutarch's Themistocles, 1980: 215.
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Lenardon'® argues that Thucydides produces a romantic narrative when describing
Themistocles’ exile from Athens until he reaches Asia Minor, while Diodorus records a
more serious account until Themistocles reaches Asia Minor. Lenardon questions the
validity of the various accounts concerning Themistocles having a Persian or Greek
friend in Asia Minor. Furthermore, he also questions what evidence Thucydides had
access to which claimed that Themistocles wrote a letter to Artaxerxes. Lenardon'”
proposes that the story with Admetus was borrowed and used with Themistocles’
mysterious “friend” in Asia Minor. Lenardon is implying that this anecdote is also part
of the Themistoclean romance. Themistocles mentioned Dodona and the gods in order to
win over Artaxerxes by flattering him. Lenardon states that Plutarch omits part of the
speech from Thucydides in order to be more dramatic. This heightens the tension in
Plutarch’s account. [.enardon dismisses Diodorus’ account altogether, while he
concludes that of the three versions concerning the reason why Themistocles learnt

Persian, only the account by Thucydides is the most plausible.

9.4. Nunc autem confugi ad te, exagitatus a cuncta Graecia, tuam petens amicitiam;
quam si ero adeptus, non minus me bonum amicum habebis, quam fortem inimicum
ille expertus est. Themistocles offered his friendship and allegiance to Artaxerxes after

explaining his current predicament.

Te autem rogo, ut de iis rebus, quas tecum conloqui volo, annuum mihi tempus des
eoque transacto ad te venire patiaris.” Thuc. 1.137.4: BovAopar & éviavtov
¢moyov abtog oo nepl v fike dnidcal; Diod. 11.57.5: mavieov 8¢
ovvevdoknoaviav, kai do8éviog ikavod gpovov eig THvV TapackevnV Mg KpicEwS,
O pev BgpiatoxAt pabav v [epoido Siddextov. Themistocles requested an

audience with the Persian King in a year’s time in order that he might be able to learn

104. Lenardon, The Saga of Themistocles, 1978: 140.
105, lbd, 142




Persian and thereby speak directly to the king. It is also feasible that Themistocles hoped
he might be able to return to Greece or Athens during this period if the political scene in
Greece should swing in his favour. Thucydides (1.137.3) concludes the anecdote at the

point where Themistocles requested a year’s grace before meeting with Artaxerxes.

Nepos has produced a rhetorically enhanced version of Themistocles’ letter of appeal to
Artaxerxes. Nepos embellishes Thucydides (1.137.3) when Themistocles requested a
year to learn Persian. According to Thucydides, Themistocles required a year to learn as
much Persian as possible in order to communicate directly with Artaxerxes without
relying upon a translator. Would any Greek or Persian translator at Artaxerxes’ court

have ulterior motives and wish to harm Themistocles? The answer is an unequivocal yes.

Plutarch (29.1-2) continues that Themistocles was summoned to see the king the
following day, although at first Themistocles was uncertain of his fate. Plutarch now
mentions that a Chiliarch called Roxanes belittled him in front of Artaxerxes. Itis
possible that Plutarch made a mistake over the name of the Chiliarch, or if he did not,
then the Persian king had several Chiliarchs who helped to administer his affairs.
Artaxerxes rewarded Themistocles with the two hundred talents on his head. This was
bestowed as a gift in gratitude to Themistocles since the king believed that Themistocles

would become one of his helpful and loyal advisors.

10.1. Huius rex animi magnitudinem admirans cupiensque talem virum sibi
conciliari, veniam dedit. Nepos states that Artaxerxes granted the request since he
perceived Themistocles as a potential advisor who would swear fealty to Persia. Nepos is
the only author who praises Themistocles for his spirit and tenacity. This is a clever ploy
to depict Themistocles’ character in a good light before defending him against the

charges of cowardice and suicide.
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Ille omne illud tempus litteris sermonique Persarum se dedidit; quibus adeo
eruditus est, ut multo commodius dicatur apud regem verba fecisse quam ii

poterant qui in Perside erant nati. Thucydides 1.138.1: 6 & &v 1@ xpove Gv énéoye
g te Mepoidog yAdoong Goa €80vato xotevonoe kal t@v exttndevidtoy THg
yxopag; Plut. 29.4: thv [Tepoida YAHTTOV dRoYpOVING £XUabidY EVeTOYYOVE Bactiel
U avtov. Diod. 11.57.5: Ggnotoxhiic padhdv v Mepoida duddextov, xai tadiy
LPNOAUEVOG KoTd TV &roloyiay, areAlbdn tdv EyxAnudtov. Nepos makes the
general comment that Themistocles learnt Persian, but does not specify which dialect he

actually studied. Marr suggests that Nepos misinterprets his source over how fluently

and stylistically Themistocles was able to speak Persian (1998: 152).

Neither Thucydides nor Piutarch records that Themistocles spoke better Persian than the
Persian nobility. Thucydides continues that Themistocles became the most important
Greek at Artaxerxes’ court for three reasons, namely his reputation, his promise to subdue
Greece for Artaxerxes and, particularly, his intelligence and ability. Diodorus (11.57.1-6)
has Themistocles learn Persian to face a trial, in which he defended himself successfully.
Nepos does not believe that Artaxerxes put Themistocles on trial on this occasion.

Nepos, who follows Thucydides’ version, which has no trace of any trial, rejects the

Ephoran tradition preserved in Diodorus.

10.2. Hic cum multa regi esset pollicitus gratissimumque illud, si suis uti consiliis
vellet, illum Graeciam bello oppressurum, Nepos insists that Themistocles promised

to conquer the Greeks for Artaxerxes. This was another stalling tactic by Themistocles.

In Plutarch (29.3), Artaxerxes invited Themistocles to inform him of the political, social,
economic and military affairs of Greece. Themistocles declined this request eloquently.

His motivations can be seen in two ways. Firstly, Themistocles still had unwavering
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support for Athens (and the rest of the Greek mainland). Secondly, it is quite probable

that Themistocles hoped that he would be allowed to return to Athens.

magnis muneribus ab Artaxerxe donatus, Nepos is deliberately vague on this point.
Themistocles has used his intelligence in order to manipulate Artaxerxes into bestowing
gifts on him. Diodorus (11.57.6) maintains that Xerxes was so pleased with the manner
in which Themistocles had acquitted himself that he gave him a Persian woman as a
bride, among other gifts. This is in stark contrast to Plutarch (24.4), who asserts that
Themistocles’ wife and children joined him while he was staying with King Admetus,
after they had been smuggled out of Athens. Diodorus is continuing the Themistoclean

romance fiction.

in Asiam rediit domiciliumque Magnesiae sibi constituit. Thuc.1.138.5: tabtng yop
Tipxe g xopas, dévtog Baciiéng abtd Mayvnoiav uév &ttov. Plut. Them. 31.2: &v
Mayvnoiq pév oikdv, keproduevog 8& dwpetg peydiag xai Tudpevos dpowa
Iepodv toig dpictolg, £ni oA LV gpévov adeddg diijyev. Diod. 11.58.1: év rabrang
taig moAeor katefince naviov iV TPog ArdAavoLy dyabdv edbropodpevog. Were
these genuine gifts bestowed on Themistocles by Artaxerxes? Was Themistocles meant
to rule Magnesia as a satrapy for Artaxerxes? Nepos disagrees with this point. Were
there gifts other than cities given to Themistocles? Plutarch does not specify what the
additional gifts were, while Diodorus echoes Plutarch, but also mentions the dubious

story of a Persian bride.

10.3. Namque hanc urbem ei rex donarat, his quidem verbis, quae ei panem
praeberet — ex qua regione quinquaginta talenta quotannis redibant — Lampsacum
autem, unde vinum sumeret, Myunta, ex qua obsonium haberet. Plutarch Them.

I 3 3 —~ o~ b € -~ ~ z 2 » » 6\
29.11: MoAerg & avT@® Tpeig pev ol TAEIoTOL Sobijvar Aéyovowv €ig dptov Kol olvov
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kol Syov, Mayvnoiav xal Adpyakov kai Mvobdviar 800 § drdag mpootibnoty o
Kuliknvog Neaving xai daviag, [lepkatnv xai [Moialoxnyiy €ig GTpOUVAV xai
apurexévnv; Diodorus 11.57.7: édawpicato § avtd xai mOAEg Tpeic TpOg dLatpoTy
Kol aroAcvoy €DOETOVS, Mayvnoiav pev Thv €xl T Maldvdpw, TAETCTOV TOV
xotd v "Aciav noiewv Exovoav altov, eig &provg, Mvoivio 3¢ eig Syov,
gxovocav BdAiattav ebiyBuv, AGuyakov 3¢, GUREASPUTOV EYOVCaV LOPAV TOAANY,
£ig (ﬁ\vov. While Nepos (10.3), Plutarch (29.7), Thucydides (1.138.3) and Diodorus
(11.57.7) all state that Themistocles received an income from Magnesia, Lampsacus and
Myus, Nepos and Plutarch imply that Themistocles was the most influential person in

Magnesia when he lived there. Thucydides agrees with this view. Thuc. 1.138.5:

TordTng Yop Tipxe Tig xopag, Sovtog Bacidémg abTd Mayvnoiav pév &ttov.

Marr contends that Magnesia was a real gift, while Artaxerxes exercised no control over
Myus.!® It is debatable whether Persia exercised control over Lampsacus, although
Themistocles and his son Cleophantus were honoured by the city. They received a
portion of its revenue in taxes, and might have visited the city on occasion. Frost
proposes that Magnesia was a genuine gift, while Myus and Lampsacus, although not

107

controlled by Persia, paid tribute to both Persia and Athens.”' This explains how

Themistocles was able to receive taxes and foodstuffs from these cities.

Thucydides (1.138.5) and Plutarch ( 29.7) agree that Themistocles received fifty talents a
year in tribute from Magnesia. Plutarch speaks about honour and power for Themistocles
in ruling the cities. In Nepos and Diodorus there is no mention concerning Themistocles
ruling the cities as a Persian satrap or commissioner. Marr proves that Themistocles
received a portion of the revenue from Magnesia, Myus initially, and Lampsacus (Cf.

Thuc. 1.138)."® Magnesia, in Asia Minor, was a real gift from Artaxerxes. There is

106. Marr. Plutarch’s Lives: Themistocles, 1998: 154-5.
107. Frost, Plutarch’s Themistocles, 1980: 219-223.
108. Marr, Plutarch’s Lives: Themistocles, 1998: 154-5.




numismatic evidence that Themistocles and his family issued personal coins themselves
from Magnesia. This explains that Themistocles acted as a king or satrap for Artaxerxes,
a fact which would clash with Nepos® portrayal of Themistocles. Marr refers to a

coin which depicted Themistocles’ statue on a tomb,'®® Thibron, a Spartan general,
relocated Magnesia in 400 BC to a safer location. Myus was a gift in name only, since it
belonged to the Delian League and was also a target of the Athenian fleet. Lampsacus
appears to have been a tributary territory. An inscription from circa 300 BC attests that
games were held there in Themistocles” honour. Frost adds that Thucydides was the first
author to mention the three cities given to Themistocles, as well as the fifty talents of
income derived from Magnesia.''® Marr also argues that Myus was actually a member of
the Delian League, meaning that the city paid tribute to the League, in 454/3.'"
Lampsacus was thus also a tribute-paying member of the Delian League by 454/3. The
solution is that many cities in Asia Minor paid a dual tax to the Delian League and the

Persians.

There is a consensus among the ancient authors on the cities and their names. There are
two questions to consider. Firstly, were these real gifts or merely gestures on the part of
Artaxerxes? Secondly, what was Themistocles’ status? Magnesia was a real gift as
opposed to the tributary cities of Myus and Lampsacus, which were not under Persian
control. The minting of coins implies that Themistocles ruled Magnesia as a satrap for
Artaxerxes. He would not have been allowed to mint coins if he had not possessed the
relevant political powers to produce his own coinage. Lenardon mentions the fact that
Themistocles issued coins in Magnesia which bore his name.''? The coins were made to

the Attic standard. Four types of coin bearing Themistocles’ name have been discovered.

109. Marr, Plutarch’s Lives: Themistocies, 1998: 164-5.
110. Frost, Plutarch's Themistocles, 1980: 220.

111. Marr, Plutarch’s Lives: Themisiocles, 1998: 154,
112, Lenardon, The Saga of Themistocles, 1978; 150.
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These include a solid silver didrachm weighing 8.56 grams, a second solid silver
didrachm weighing 5.59 grams, a silver-plated didrachm weighing 5.83 grams, as well as
an unseen coin belonging to a cotlector in Turkey. The first three coins conform to the
Attic standard of coin. Two other quarter-obol coins bearing Themistocles’ name were
also discovered.'”® Podlecki (1975: 42) comments that Themistocles only issued his own
coins in order to pay the troops under his command as a regional ruler for Artaxerxes.
Why would Themistocles only issue coins to pay the troops in Magnesia and not issue
any coins for the populace there as well? This does not make sense, as the coins would

be issued to the town or city and just for the troops.

10.4. Huius ad nostram memoriam monumenta manserunt duo: sepulerum prope
oppidum, in quo est sepultus, statua in foro Magnesiae. Thuc. 1.138.5: unvueiov pev
odv avtoh év Mayvnoia éoti tf 'Aciavii v 11 &yopd; Plut. Them. 32.3: Kol tdgov
pév av1od Aapmpov év T ayopd Mayvnteg €xovor According to Nepos, two
monuments were built to honour Themistocles in Magnesia, where he was initially
buried. The first monument was Themistccles’ tomb, while the second was a statue
which was placed in the Forum in Magnesia. Thucydides (1.138.3) differs from Nepos
and says that only one monument was built in Magnesia for Themistocles. The

monument was erected in the agora or market place in Magnesia.

Diodorus (11.58.1) refers to a magnificent funeral in Magnesia. Diodorus differs from
Thucydides and Nepos in two aspects. Firstly, Diodorus only mentions that one
monument was constructed in Magnesia after Themistocles® death. Secondly, Diodorus
makes no mention of Themistocles’ remains being reburied in Athens at a later date.
Diodorus records a unique eulogy in honour of Themistocles from 11.58.4.1-59.4.2. He

praises Themistocles as being the foremost patriot, general and politician in Greece

13, tbid, 151-2.




whose achievements were never matched by any other politician or general. Lenardon
argues that Conon might have erected the tomb in the harbour when he rebuilt the
defensive walls of the Piraeus in 395.''4 By Herodotus’ time, everyone knew about the
tomb in Athens. The tomb in the Piraeus was tolerated by the ruling elite, even if it was
not officially sanctioned. Marr will not commit himself on this issue, although an
unmarked grave was desecrated. Frost mentions how the Athenians secretly removed
Themistocles’ bones from Magnesia and brought them to Athens in order to end a plague
in the city.''® Frost attributes the belief in an actual tomb in Athens to the opinions of the
various writers who wrote on this topic. No definitive conclusion can be agreed upon,
although most writers agree that Themistocles was reburied somewhere in or near the

Piracus.

De cuius morte multimodis apud plerosque scriptum est, sed nos eundem
potissimum Thucydidem auctorem probamus, Nepos agrees with Thucydides that

Themistocles died of old age and rejects any other cause of death.

qui illam ait Magnesiae morbo mortuum neque negat fuisse famam, venenum sua
sponte sumpsisse, cum se quae regi de Graecia opprimenda pollicitus esset praestare

posse desperaret. Thuc. 1.138.4: voonioag 8& tehevtd tov Blov; Plut. Them. 31.5: xai
To0g pilovg cvvayaydv kol SeElwodjevog, dg eV O ToAug Adyog, aipo tabpelov
Ty, dg & Eviol, papuakov EQhuepov TPOSEVEYKAEVOG, £V Maywnoia KOTEOTPEYE
méVIE Tpog Toig EEAKova Befrokmg Etn kot i TAeiota Todtay év moAlteiong Kod

nyepovians. Nepos has accurately translated Thucydides, and also believes that

Themistocles died from natural causes.

Themistocles died in Magnesia in 460/59 BC. He was 65 years old, for he was born in

114, Itd, 206.
115, Frost, Plutarch’s Themistocles, 1980: 232-6.
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525/24. The high chronology represents the most plausible date since it concurs with the
dates concerning Miltiades’ activities in the Thracian Chersonese, his trial in Athens, the

Eponymous Archonship of Themistocles in 493/92, the First Persian Invasion of 490489,
the construction of the Piraeus Harbour, the building of the new Athenian fleet consisting
of triremes, the Second Persian Invasion of 480-479, the exile of Themistocles from

Athens in 471/70, and the First Egyptian Revolt from Persia in 459.

Plut. Them. 31.3-5: 'Qg & Aiyvrtog te dgrotapévn Brfodviov "Abnvaiov kai
pipelg ‘EAlnvikon péxp KOrpouv kol Kihixiag dvarniéovoar ked Kipov
BoAatToKpaTdV ERECTPEYEV ADTOV AVIETLYEWELY Tolg "EAANOL Xal KOAVELY

avavopévoug £n abtdv, 1idn 3¢ kai duvaperg éxvodvro xal orpatnyoi

dienépnmovro kol katéPorvov dyyediol tpdg Ogpiotokréa, 1y EAANVIKGDV
gEantectar kedeboviog Paciréng kai BePalov Tig drooyéoels, obte Su dpyRv Tiva
napoEuviels kot TV moALTdV olte Erabeic Tufi Toocon kal duvdpel mpdg Tov
noAepov, GAL' iowg pév obd épLrtdv Tyobuevog 1O Epyov, &Alovg te HeydAovg g
‘EAAGSog £xobong atpatnyois tote xoi Kipmvog drepeuis etmuepodviog &v 1oig
RrOAEULKOIG, 1O 8¢ nAetotov aidol tiig te 80Eng tdv npdlewv 1@V Eavtod kai tdv
TpoTiev EKEIVOV, GpLota BovAievodevog émBelval 1@ Bld v tehevnv
npEnovoay, EBvoe tolg Beols, kal Tolg pllovg ouvayaymv xal defLwcdpevog, Mg
uév 0 noAig Adyos, aipa tadpeov nuov, ©g § Eviot, pdppakov EpHUEpoV
TPOCEQEYKAUEVOG, £V Mayvnoiq katéotpeye mévTe fpdg 1oilg EEnKovia Befrokag
£t xai & TAelota ToUTOV ToALTELONG KOl fYEHovians. TNV & aitiav tod Bavdtov
Kol T0v npdmov muddpevov Bactréa ALyouoiy Tt pailov Bavpdool 1ov &vdpa kat

1015 Pihoig avToh xai oikeioig YPpOpEvov Sratedeiv QLA vBpOTWG.

The crisis which culminated in Themistocles” death, as mentioned in Plutarch (31.3), was
the revolt in Egypt against Persian rule. However, Plutarch has made a chronological
error conceming the year in which Themistocles died, since Egypt revolted against

Persian rule in 459 and 449. Plutarch also confuses the dates in his Cimon. Athens sent
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aid to Egypt to assist with the revolt. Cimon, the head of the pro-Spartan faction in
Athens, won important naval battles against the Persians. The Athenians reached Cyprus
and Cilicia. Artaxerxes eventually responded to the new Athenian threat and mobilized
the Persian army. Artaxerxes also pressed Themistocles to honour his pledge to fight his
fellow Greeks. Cimon died soon after the first Egyptian revolt. The lower chronology
proposes that Themistocles was born in 515/5 and therefore died in 450/49, especially if

Plutarch’s incorrect dates for the two Egyptian revolts are used.

The myth surrounding Themistocles’ suicide was circulated when Themistocles’ sons
returned to Athens in the 450’s. Themistocles’ friends and family claimed that
Themistocles had died honourably by stalling another Persian invasion of Greece. His
enemies, the pro-Spartan faction, claimed that Themistocles committed suicide out of
cowardice since he was petrified at the prospect of leading an army, hence he could not
keep his promise to Artaxerxes of invading Greece at the head of a Persian army.
Curiously enough, both stories survived throughout the ages, although in some cases, as

in Diodorus, the stories were confused and the facts were merged.

Frost cannot believe that when Themistocles was an old man, Artaxerxes would have

16 Themistocles died in circa 460. Plutarch

commanded him to lead an army into battle.
states Themistocles was sixty-five when he died. If 460 is the correct date of his death,
then Themistocles would have been born in 525. Marr follows the higher chronology and
places Themistocles’ death in 460/59. The higher chroneclogy is the correct chronology

to follow. When the Egyptians revolted in 461, Cimon was living as an exile in Egypt.

This reflects the chronological error in Plutarch (31.4), who uses the lower chronology.

Cimon was later recalled from exile and led the second Athenian expedition to Egypt,

116. Frost, Plutarch’s Themistocles, 1980: 226.
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where he died. Plutarch has indeed made a chronological error by confusing the dates
and the events of the two Egyptian revolts. The Athenian assistance for Egypt and forays
against Persia caused Themistocles’ suicide. Rather, Plutarch has confused the Egyptian
campaign with the Cilician campaign. Furthermore, in Plutarch’s Cimon, Cimon captures
Egypt and attains great military success, which causes Themistocles to commit suicide.
Plutarch also omits any reference to Cimon’s exile. It is unlikely that Themistocles
would have made a promise to subdue Greece. The sources are making a claim for the

Themistoclean romance fiction here. Lenardon supports Plutarch.

10.5. Idem ossa eius clam in Attica ab amicis sepulta, quoniam legibus non

concederetur, quod proditionis esset damnatus memoriae prodidit. Thuc. 1.138.6:
T 8¢ 00Td Paci kopLoBfivon abtod ol TPoanKoVIEg oikade KEAEVOOVTOS £KELVOD
xai tebijvar xpOpa "Abnvainv v i ATtk ob yap £€fv 8antely g éni mpodooig
petvyovtog,; Plut. Them. 37.4: Aodwpog & 6 mepinyntig v toig Iepi pvnudtev
sipnkev @g LRovodv paiiov fi Yiveokwy, &t TEPL TOV péyav Apeva 100 [ewpoidg
amo 100 Kot TOv "TAAKYLov dxpmTrpiov mpokELTal TIg olov AYKAV, Kol képyavt
10UTOV €v10G, 7y 10 Dreddrov i BaddtTng, KpMTig 0TIV EVILEYEDNG Kai 1O RePL

a bV Bopoerdés 1hpog 100 Oepiotokiéovs. Nepos concurs with Thucydides on the
fact that Themistocles’ bones were secretly buried in Athens by his friends, since he had
been (falsely) convicted of treason, The conviction was secured by the pro-Spartan

Athenian political faction, which was headed by Cimon after Themistocles had been

ostracized.

Plutarch (32.3-5) presents varying accounts of Themistocles’ final resting place,
including the honorary tomb built near the Piracus harbour. Plutarch does not mention
that Themistocles was secretly reburied in Athens. Thucydides and Nepos concur that

Themistocles did not commit suicide. Instead, Themistocles died a natural death.
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although he omits or summarises significant aspects of Themistocles’ life, which he
considers to be unsuitable for the heroic mould in which he places Themistocles. There
is no mention in Nepos of the strong tradition whereby Themistocles both received and
paid bribes. Such facts would have cast a dim light on Nepos’ portrayal of Themistocles.
However, these anecdotes are usually prevalent in Plutarch’s Themistocles, in order to
remind readers that Themistocles was a man, albeit an extraordinary one, who went
above and beyond the call of duty, thereby contributing greatly to the defence of Athens,
as well as the entire Greek maintand and culture, from Xerxes’ invading Persians.
Themistocles, perhaps unintentionally, laid the foundations for the founding of the later
Athenian Empire. He was an advocate of Athenian democracy, which was a significant
factor in his clashes with Sparta after the Persian threat had subsided. In the end, Nepos
extols Themistocles on his death in exile in Persia for not betraying Greece (his
homeland) or abandoning his own set of morals and values. The issue of patriotism is an
important quality in Nepos’ Lives, cf. Miltiades 6.2; Themistocles 2.3, 4.3-5,6.2;
Epaminondas 6.4; Agesilaus 6.1; and Timoleon 3.4-6. This was a fundamentally
significant concept which the Romans would have comprehended. Nepos thus stresses

this quality in his entire work.

Nepos succinctly captures the nuances of political biography, especially so in the De
excellentibus ducibus exterarum gentium, the most notable example of which is contained
within the Themistocles. The De Viris Illustribus as a whole is a testament to the limited
genius of Nepos in as much as it celebrates the achievements of the famous men whose
lives he vividly brought to life from a historical perspective with his military and political
biographies on them. Although Nepos’ work is flawed, as was the Life of Themistocles, it
is a detailed study concerning a great Athenian politician and general, who was as famous

for his flaws as he was for his virtues.




A CHRONOLOGY OF THEMISTOCLES’ LIFE

Date Nepos Plutarch Herodotus Thucydides Diodorus Ath. Pol.
525/24 BC -
Birth of
Themistocles
Nepos 1.3 states 1“ 7.143, Them.
that is introduced as
Themistocles having only
participated in recently become
civil lawsuits a prominent
and spoke figure in the
before the At?:.n laln ne
Assembly. _political scene. i . ;
493/92 2.1 if praetor 193, ot e mentoncd 5
xaT EVicuTov mentioned as
tr:mjl:tes then 'A%qvulotq being a member
Strategos, npte of the
Them. was over Areopagus. As
30. an Archon he
would have
become an
automatic
member. This
supports
Thucydides
1.93.2.
490 — Battle of 3.3: Them. was a young PEh?;rm:I:izuui e
Marathon man when he fought in Afc hzn in
the Battle of Marathon 490/89: hence
in 490,véog v En. Them. did not
Arist. 5.4; Them, hold ti]is Archon
commanded his tribal office for ten
:Ei;";%m’ thus older consecutive
years.
Date Nepos Plutarch Herodotus Thucydides Diodorus Ath, Pol.
488/7 — 485/4 Ostraka of
people exiled in
mid 480°s found
with
Themistocles’
name.
483/82 Naval Bill Naval Bill passed after | In passage 7.143 22.7: Them. ]
passed. Them. recently joined Them. becomes mentioned in
the ranks of the a prominent Naval Bill of
Athenian political elite. politician 483/82,
shortly before
483/2.
483-480 - War | Nepos 2.3 Them. has his Naval In Hdt. 7.144 T
between mistakenly calls | Bill passed in Plut. 4.2 | war against
Athens and the Aeginetans by manipulating the Aegina.
Aegina Corcyreans. Athenian jealousy
Them. chosen towards Aegina.
by the
Athenians as
their general.
480 — Second The Persians invade
Persian Greece
invasion of
Greece
480 The combined
Greek army
lands at Tempé
480 Them. commands the The Greeks
Athenian force at reach a
Artemisium stalemate with
the Persians at
Artemisium
479/78 Them. rebuilds | Them. reconstructs
the defensive Athens’ defensive walls
walls around
L Athens
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Them. travel to

Date Nepos Plutarch Herodotus Thucydides Diodorus Ath, Pol.
479/718 Themistocles Them. travels to Sparta
tricks the and arranges for a -
Spartans to Spartan embassy 10 visit
waste time until | Athens, who are held
the walls are hostage until
built. Themistocles arrives
back in Athens.
471 Them. is Them. is ostracised and U:a?e:‘?ﬂghon
ostracised and banished from Athens. zpraxiergus)
o for om Diod. relates
Athens for ten Diod, reltes
o of Them’s life.
471-465 Them. inexile | Them. flees from Argos Them. in exile Admetus helps

irus. in Argos, flees
20,::;0:&“(1 to Corcyra to Epiru o Corcyra. Asia.
among the
Molossians. : ves
468 — The siege | Them. passes 25.2 quotes Thucydides &:ﬁ?ﬂ tbolows %ﬁg:_mgiﬁ;va;d
of Naxos / Naxos while the | who says that Them. NaxospwhiCh sends guides o
Thasos Athenians was blown off course to the At;xcnians take Them. to
besiege the Naxos in a storm 11 i .
island about 469. are besieging. Asia.
— : Them. sends a Them. speaks
468 Them. writes to | Them, writes to to Xerxes and
Artaxerxes to Artaxerxes, who grants letter to no | requests
request political | him an interview. :a’;ar’;i'::ﬁ;w 0 as:lum.
asylum. become king
after Xerxes’
death.
Them. learns Them. asks for a year™s Them. leat:ns as
Persian within a | leave and learns enough much Persian as
year Persian to speak without he can.
the aid of an interpreter.
Date Nepos Plutarch Herodotus Thucydides Diodorus Ath. Pol.
465 Them. promises | Artaxerxes demands Them. commits
to subjugate that Them. lead an army suicide when he
Greece for to conquer the Greeks cannot keep his
Persia promises to
Artaxerxes.
Them. rules Them. receives the Them. rules Them. rules
Magnesia, revenue and food from Magnesia, Magnesia,
Lampsacus, and | Magnesia, Lampsacus, Lampsacus, and | Lampsacus,
Myus, Myus, Percoté, and Myos. and Myus.
Palaescepsis.
460/59 Them. dies a Plut. 31.3-5 does not Them. actually | Them. commits
natural death in | believe the anecdote dies because he | suicide by
Magnesia that Them. committed fell ill. drinking the
suicide, rather he died a blood of a bull,
natural death at the age since he does
of 65, “év Maywnoid not actually
XATECPEQE TEVTE MPOG intend to lead a
Toig CE_,’(:IKOV‘I:(I Persian army
PeProxag” into Greece,
although this is
what he has
promised to do
for Xerxes.
Them. is buried | A tomb is erected for A monumentis | Them. is given
in a tomb near Them. in the built in the a magnificent
Magnesia and a | marketpiace in marketplace in funeral in
statue is also Magnesia. According to Magnesia. Magnesia,
built in the a source, he is buried in Them. requested | where a
marketplace, a tomb at the Piraeus that his family monument is
Later his bones | opposite the Alcimus in secretly bury his | built to pay
are secretly Athens. remains in tribute to him,
reburied in Athens,
Athens.

Several of the above dates are conjectural only, owing to a lack of precise chronology from the ancient authors.
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Above: Section of the city wall ar Gate X1 (on Erechtheiou St
Below: Section of the Themistoklean Wall with 4™ ¢. B.C. repair at Gate X1 (at no. 20 Erechtheiou St.).
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Photographs reproduced from 1. Frauvlos, Pictorial Dictivnary of Ancient Athens (London.
1971).



Above: Section of the Themistoklean Wall west of the Sacred Gate, with repairs done hy Conon and
Demosthenes.

Below: Section of the Themistoklean Wall west of the Sacred Gate. The lower purt of the wall, 0.75 m
high, is ol the Acropolis limestone, the upper part of poros.
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Photographs reproduced trom 1. Traulos, Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens (London,
1971).
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Below: Hippades Gate in the Themistoklean Wall at the north side of the Olympic precinet wall, View
from the NE.
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eee MHippades § e i of ey ckileay W

I*hotograph reproduced from ). Traulos, Pictorial Dictionary of Ancient Athens (1.ondon,
1971).
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Below: Column marking the tomb of Themistokies at the entrance to Piraicus harbor.
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Photograph reproduced from J. M. Camp, The Archaeology of Athens (London. 2001).




Below: Map of Salamis and adjacent mainland.
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