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In "Ancient States and Empires," John Lord offers a meticulous exploration of the political structures and societal dynamics that characterized early civilizations. Drawing from a vast array of historical texts and archaeological evidence, Lord delves into the intricacies of ancient governance, trade, and warfare. His literary style melds a narrative approach with scholarly rigor, effectively creating a tapestry that captures the complexity of human interaction across different cultures. This text situates itself within the broader discourse of historiography, challenging contemporary notions of civilization while illuminating the achievements and failures of ancient states. John Lord was a noted historian and scholar with deep-rooted interests in ancient civilizations, having dedicated much of his academic career to researching the evolution of political systems. His travels to various archaeological sites and his engagement with primary sources have deeply informed his understanding of the nuances of ancient statecraft, allowing him to present a balanced perspective that seeks to reconcile differing historical interpretations. Lord'Äôs passion for uncovering the past is evident in his thorough analysis and vivid storytelling. "Ancient States and Empires" is a must-read for anyone interested in the foundations of modern political systems and the lessons they offer. Lord'Äôs insightful examination provides readers with a comprehensive understanding of ancient governance and its relevance today, making this book an indispensable resource for historians, students, and general readers alike.
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In "A Manual of Ancient History," M. E. Thalheimer presents a comprehensive examination of ancient civilizations, emphasizing their socio-political structures, cultural developments, and interrelations. Written with clarity and precision, Thalheimer employs a chronological and thematic approach that seamlessly weaves together the narratives of Mesopotamia, Egypt, Greece, and Rome. The book's rich prose and critical analysis are set against the backdrop of modern historiography, allowing contemporary readers to appreciate the complexities of ancient societies while also recognizing the enduring significance of their legacies. M. E. Thalheimer, an accomplished historian with a Ph.D. in ancient studies, draws from extensive research and fieldwork in archaeological sites. His passion for ancient cultures is evident in his nuanced interpretation of historical texts, artifacts, and their contextual implications. Thalheimer's background teaches at a prestigious university, where he fosters a deep appreciation for history in his students, encouraging a critical examination of the past that informs our understanding of the present. This manual is recommended for scholars, students, and enthusiasts alike, offering a pivotal resource for anyone seeking to delve into the foundations of human civilization. Thalheimer's insightful perspectives and rigorous scholarship illuminate the rich tapestry of ancient history, making this book an indispensable addition to any historical library. In this enriched edition, we have carefully created added value for your reading experience: - Hand‐picked Memorable Quotes shine a spotlight on moments of literary brilliance. - Interactive footnotes clarify unusual references, historical allusions, and archaic phrases for an effortless, more informed read.
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Arrian's "The Anabasis of Alexander" serves as a masterful chronicle of Alexander the Great's campaigns, drawing upon a wealth of primary sources, including the accounts of contemporaries like Pseudo-Skylax and those who accompanied Alexander, such as the historian Callisthenes. Written in the second century AD, Arrian's narrative exhibits a meticulous attention to detail and a compelling literary style that blends historical rigor with vivid storytelling, transporting readers into the heart of military strategy, cultural encounters, and the unparalleled ambition of one of history's most iconic figures. This work is notable for its engagement with themes of leadership, ethics, and the consequences of conquest, situating it within the larger tradition of Greco-Roman historiography that values both fact and moral lesson. Arrian himself, a former pupil of the philosopher Epictetus and a military officer, shows a unique understanding of both the philosophical ideals shaping leadership and the pragmatic realities of warfare. His scholarly background and firsthand experiences likely inspired his efforts to produce a work that not only serves historical interest but also prompts reflections on the nature of power, responsibility, and the legacies left by legendary figures such as Alexander. For students of history and enthusiasts alike, "The Anabasis of Alexander" is an indispensable read that provides insight into not only the life and conquests of Alexander the Great but also the cultural and ethical considerations of leadership. This work remains a pivotal text for understanding the complexities of power and the enduring impact of one man's ambition on the historical landscape. In this enriched edition, we have carefully created added value for your reading experience: - A succinct Introduction situates the work's timeless appeal and themes. - The Synopsis outlines the central plot, highlighting key developments without spoiling critical twists. - A detailed Historical Context immerses you in the era's events and influences that shaped the writing. - A thorough Analysis dissects symbols, motifs, and character arcs to unearth underlying meanings. - Reflection questions prompt you to engage personally with the work's messages, connecting them to modern life. - Hand‐picked Memorable Quotes shine a spotlight on moments of literary brilliance. - Interactive footnotes clarify unusual references, historical allusions, and archaic phrases for an effortless, more informed read.

Start Reading Now! (Ad)




[image: The cover of the recommended book]


Stories from Thucydides



Thucydides

4057664631350

223

Start Reading Now! (Ad)

In "Stories from Thucydides," the renowned ancient historian presents a compelling narrative of the Peloponnesian War, blending meticulous historical account with profound philosophical insights. Thucydides employs a rigorous analytical style, distinguishing his work from mythological or purely rhetorical histories. By focusing on human behavior, power dynamics, and the morality of war, he crafts a narrative that examines the complex interplay of ambition, fear, and justice that defines political life. The work is regarded as a cornerstone of Western historiography and political theory, showcasing Thucydides' innovative methodologies, such as primary source reliance and empirical observation. Thucydides, an Athenian general, lived through the very events he detailed, imparting a personal perspective that enhances the depth of his analysis. His experiences on the battlefield and his exposure to the political machinations of his time likely shaped his understanding of statecraft and human nature. Thucydides approached history with a critical eye, striving to present a factual account that transcends the biases of contemporary politics and provides timeless lessons applicable to future generations. "Stories from Thucydides" is essential reading for anyone interested in the complexities of power and the lessons of history. Its relevance extends beyond ancient Greece, offering insights that resonate with contemporary political and ethical dilemmas. Scholars, students, and general readers alike will find immense value in Thucydides' lucid prose and penetrating observations, making this work a vital addition to the study of human affairs.
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A Manual of Ancient History by A. H. L. Heeren serves as a comprehensive guide to the civilizations of the ancient world, meticulously charting the rise and fall of empires across Europe, Asia, and Africa. Written in an accessible yet scholarly style, Heeren synthesizes a vast array of historical sources to create a cohesive narrative that not only details historical events but also contextualizes them within broader social and political frameworks. His illustrative use of primary sources and a rich literary flair situates this work within the 19th-century Neoclassical historiographical tradition, appealing to both the erudite and the general reader. A. H. L. Heeren was a keen observer of the historical currents of his time, drawing from extensive academic training and personal travels that deepened his understanding of ancient cultures. His background in classical studies and government service enriched his insights, enabling him to interweave empirical evidence with theoretical analysis, thus illuminating the complexities of ancient societies. Heeren'Äôs commitment to objective scholarship reveals a deliberate attempt to educate readers about the interconnectedness of ancient civilizations. Recommended for both students and aficionados of history, A Manual of Ancient History offers a well-rounded perspective on the legacies left by past societies. Heeren'Äôs engaging narrative not only fosters an appreciation for ancient civilizations but also encourages critical thinking about their influence on contemporary society. This book is an invaluable resource for anyone seeking a deeper understanding of the foundations of human history.
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    A rising democratic empire collides with a wary land power, and in the shock of that collision Thucydides exposes the hard truths of human ambition and fear.

The History of the Peloponnesian War is a classic because it forged a new standard for historical writing while capturing universal patterns of power and conflict. Its authority rests on disciplined inquiry and a clear-eyed view of human motives that transcend its ancient setting. Writers and thinkers across centuries have turned to it for its stringent analysis of decision-making under pressure and its unsentimental portrait of political life. Its influence threads through historiography and political theory alike, shaping how subsequent authors narrate wars, assess statesmen, and probe the fraught intersection of necessity, chance, and choice.

Thucydides, an Athenian historian and general of the fifth century BCE, composed his work during and after the Peloponnesian War, the prolonged struggle between Athens and Sparta and their respective allies. Writing in the late fifth century BCE, he offers a contemporaneous account that blends reportage with analysis. The narrative traces how rival coalitions mobilize, deliberate, and fight as the balance of power shifts, while examining the causes that led to open war. Thucydides presents not only events but also the reasoning that shaped them, aiming to provide a record grounded in evidence and designed for readers beyond his own age.

Biographical circumstances sharpen the book’s focus. Thucydides served as a general and later lived in exile, a position that likely broadened his access to perspectives beyond a single city. He turned that vantage into a rigorous inquiry into origins, conduct, and consequences. Rather than celebrating victors or lamenting defeats, he studied the mechanisms of collective action and the pressures that push individuals and communities toward risk. He sought to craft a durable account that would help readers understand similar crises whenever they arise, using careful selection, comparison, and judgment to separate what truly mattered from what merely dazzled contemporaries.

Formally, the work is distinguished by its method. Thucydides privileges direct observation, critical scrutiny of testimony, and the weighing of probabilities when certainty is unattainable. He avoids mythic embellishment and steadily tests claims against what can be confirmed. He includes speeches to represent arguments made at pivotal moments, indicating that these reconstructions convey the essence of what was said and what should have been said. The effect is to place the reader inside the drama of deliberation, revealing how language shapes policy. Throughout, he probes immediate causes, deeper structural tensions, and the role of chance in human affairs.

The narrative extends across many campaigning seasons, interlacing diplomatic maneuvers with battles at sea and on land, domestic politics with imperial administration, and local crises with system-wide shifts. Modern editions divide the text into eight books, a convention that reflects later editorial practice rather than authorial titles. While the work as we have it is not brought to a formal close, its arc remains coherent: a sustained investigation into the dynamics of rivalry, the burdens of leadership, and the fragile foundations of power. Strategy, logistics, finance, and morale all receive attention, creating a panoramic yet tightly argued historical canvas.

One mark of its literary achievement is restraint. Thucydides rarely indulges in ornament; instead, he achieves intensity through precision, balance, and the architecture of episodes and debates. Scenes of decision unfold with austere momentum, while swift narrative pivots heighten the sense of contingency. The speeches are not mere set pieces; they function as laboratories of political thought, counterpoising competing values and forecasts. His character sketches emerge from actions and arguments rather than from authorial asides. The result is a prose history that attains the gravity of tragedy without adopting a poetic frame, and a story that convinces by discipline rather than flourish.

Central themes include the collision of justice and interest, the competition between fear and honor, and the strain placed on institutions by prolonged insecurity. The book examines how democracies and oligarchies deliberate, how leaders persuade, and how publics respond when the costs of war mount. It asks what states are willing to risk for safety or prestige and how alliances both empower and entangle. Thucydides measures power not only in ships and hoplites but also in resources, information, and time. He is attuned to the corrosive effects of suspicion and to the moral ambiguities that accompany survival in a hostile environment.

Equally important is his exploration of human nature under duress. In moments of fear or triumph, language can harden, norms can fracture, and communities can turn inward or on themselves. Thucydides observes how necessity is invoked to justify hard measures and how fortune tempts actors into overreach. Yet he also registers prudence, foresight, and endurance, tracing the difficult craft of governing in adversity. Individuals matter, but not as solitary heroes; they are nodes in networks of obligation, constraint, and opportunity. The analysis reveals how character and circumstance interact, and how small misjudgments can compound into systemic calamity.

The book’s reach extends far beyond antiquity. Roman and later European historians studied its method; early modern thinkers mined its pages for lessons on statecraft; and Thomas Hobbes’s seventeenth-century English translation introduced its austere clarity to a new audience. In modern times, students of international relations and military strategy draw on its case studies of deterrence, alliance politics, and escalation. Literary authors have echoed its stark moral terrain and compressed rhetoric. That breadth of influence reflects the work’s dual identity: a meticulously sourced chronicle and a probing inquiry into how power operates, how leaders decide, and how communities endure or fail.

Readers encountering this complete edition will find a demanding but rewarding companion. The narrative presumes attention to detail and rewards rereading, especially in its debates and analyses. Thucydides offers neither easy heroes nor villains; he presents choices under constraints and invites readers to weigh them. The text asks us to consider evidence, to examine motives asserted and motives suspected, and to distinguish immediate necessity from long-term consequence. It also cautions against anachronism, inviting empathy without collapsing difference. Approached with patience and curiosity, it yields a layered understanding of war, politics, and judgment that remains strikingly legible across vast cultural distances.

In the end, the book’s lasting appeal lies in its union of factual rigor with philosophical depth. It illuminates the pressures that shape collective life, the temptations of power, and the cost of miscalculation, while honoring the reader’s capacity to judge. Its themes—fear, honor, interest, justice, prudence, and chance—still animate politics and policy today. Contemporary audiences return to it not only for historical knowledge but also for clarity about the recurring patterns that govern conflict. Thucydides shows that history, properly told, can be a durable guide to action and a stern mirror for the ambitions of any age.
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    Thucydides’ The History of the Peloponnesian War presents a detailed account of the conflict between Athens and Sparta and their allies from 431 to 404 BCE, though the narrative ends in 411. Written by an Athenian general, the work combines chronological narrative, analytical digressions, and set speeches to explain causes and decision-making. Thucydides states a method emphasizing eyewitness testimony, critical comparison of sources, and a goal of producing a possession for all time. He introduces the war as arising from structural tensions, especially the growth of Athenian power and the fear it inspired in Sparta, while tracing immediate disputes that bring the Greek world to open hostilities.

Book I surveys earlier Greek history and the rise of Athenian empire after the Persian Wars, outlining finances, naval strength, and alliances. It narrates the disputes at Epidamnus and Corcyra, the naval clash at Sybota, and the quarrel over Potidaea, which entangles Corinth and Athens. The Megarian Decree, commercial sanctions imposed by Athens, further strains relations. Thucydides recounts debates at Sparta and Athens, presenting arguments about justice, expediency, and treaty obligations. The Spartan assembly votes that Athens has broken the peace, and both leagues prepare. Strategic assumptions take shape: Athens relies on walls and sea power; Sparta gathers land forces and seeks to exploit discontent.

Book II opens with the war’s first campaigning seasons. Following Pericles, Athens avoids pitched land battles, evacuates Attica’s countryside behind the Long Walls, and conducts naval raids around the Peloponnese. Sparta repeatedly invades Attica, burning crops but failing to draw Athens out. Thucydides places the Funeral Oration in this context, outlining Athenian ideals as a wartime exhortation. A devastating plague strikes Athens, killing many, disrupting institutions, and weakening resolve; Pericles delivers a final speech defending his strategy before dying in the epidemic. The narrative emphasizes logistical constraints, morale, and the difficulties of sustaining a long war under disease and economic stress.

Book III records widening conflict and internal unrest. Mytilene revolts from Athenian control; after its surrender, the assembly debates punishment in the Mytilenean Debate, weighing deterrence against practicality before moderating an initial harsh decree. In central Greece, Plataea falls after a siege and judicial proceedings by Thebans and Spartans. Civil strife erupts at Corcyra, where Thucydides describes stasis—political polarization and violence—alongside the breakdown of language and norms in wartime. The book illustrates how alliances, local grievances, and imperial administration shape outcomes, while continuing seasonal campaigns in western Greece and the Aegean that keep pressure on both coalitions without decisive resolution.

Book IV highlights notable reversals. In the west, Athenian commander Demosthenes fortifies Pylos; a Spartan force is isolated on Sphacteria and, after delays and renewed fighting, captures there lead to an unprecedented surrender of Spartan hoplites. The event affects negotiations and morale across Greece. Elsewhere, operations at Megara, Boeotia, and the north culminate in Brasidas’ campaigns in Thrace, including the capture of Amphipolis. The battle of Delium and other engagements show both sides gaining and losing ground. By the book’s end, mutual exhaustion and the deaths or prominence of certain leaders create conditions for a temporary accommodation.

Book V begins with truce attempts, resulting in the Peace of Nicias, which aims to restore prewar holdings and prisoners. Implementation proves uneven as allies resist and local conflicts continue. Spartan and Athenian interests diverge with shifting coalitions; the battle of Mantinea becomes a significant land victory for Sparta and rebalances influence in the Peloponnese. Thucydides then presents the Melian Dialogue, a negotiation between Athenians and neutral Melos, articulating arguments about power, necessity, and security before Melos is subdued. The book closes with fragile peace eroding, leaving Athens seeking renewed advantage and setting the stage for expansion beyond the mainland.

Book VI turns to Sicily. Athens debates a large expedition to aid Egesta and challenge Syracuse. Speeches by Nicias and Alcibiades set contrasting assessments of risk and opportunity; the assembly approves an extensive force. Religious scandals in Athens, including the mutilation of the Herms and profanation of mysteries, lead to inquiries and the recall of Alcibiades, who later defects to Sparta. The expedition reaches Sicily, establishing bases and allies, and begins siege works against Syracuse. Thucydides details logistics, command structures, and terrain, emphasizing how time, coordination, and information shape operations far from Athens.

Book VII narrates the Sicilian campaign’s reversal. The Spartan adviser Gylippus arrives to organize Syracusan resistance, counters Athenian siege lines, and exploits command divisions. Naval tactics evolve as both sides adapt to confined waters. After a series of battles in the Great Harbor, Athenian forces lose initiative. Attempts to withdraw are delayed by omens and strategic uncertainty; pursuit and blockade follow. The final retreat ends with the capture or destruction of much of the expedition, and the generals Nicias and Demosthenes are executed after surrender. Meanwhile, Sparta fortifies Decelea in Attica, imposing continuous pressure on Athenian resources.

Book VIII covers the war’s new phase after Sicily. Many Athenian allies revolt, especially in Ionia, while Sparta cooperates with Persian satraps Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus for naval funding. Athens, struggling with finances and manpower, faces internal change: an oligarchic coup establishes the Four Hundred, while the fleet at Samos maintains democratic allegiance and continues operations. Naval engagements at Cynossema and Abydos show Athenian resilience at sea. Diplomatic maneuvers with Persia persist, and command disputes continue. Thucydides ends abruptly in 411, leaving the conflict unresolved in his text. The work presents a rigorous analysis of power, fear, and decision under prolonged war.
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    The History of the Peloponnesian War is set in the later fifth century BCE, across the interconnected Greek world of the Aegean, Ionian coasts, and wider Mediterranean. The principal stage is the rivalry between Athens, a maritime democracy with an empire anchored in the Delian League, and Sparta, a land-based oligarchy heading the Peloponnesian League. The conflict unfolds amid dense networks of colonies, trade routes, and sanctuaries, with campaigns touching Attica, Boeotia, the Peloponnese, the Thracian littoral, the Hellespont, and distant Sicily. Seasonal campaigning, hoplite and naval warfare, and urban fortifications—especially Athens’ Long Walls—shape the strategic environment that Thucydides painstakingly documents.

The time-frame corresponds chiefly to 431–411 BCE, from the outbreak of hostilities to the narrative’s abrupt end, though the war itself continues to 404 BCE. The setting comprises politically autonomous poleis bound by alliances and rival hegemonies, supported by tribute, naval technology, and agricultural hinterlands. Athenian democratic institutions—Assembly, Council, law courts—contrast with Sparta’s dual kingship and gerousia. Religious festivals, harvest cycles, and sailing seasons dictate the tempo of operations. Thucydides writes with intimate knowledge of Athenian public life, Spartan military practice, and the geography of conflict, presenting a pan-Hellenic theater where local disputes catalyze systemic war.

After the Persian Wars (ending 479 BCE), Athens organized the Delian League (c. 478) against Persia, commanding tribute (phoros) from Aegean allies. Early coercions—Naxos (c. 469), Thasos (465–463)—indicate the league’s transformation into an empire. The treasury moved from Delos to Athens in 454/453 BCE; coinage and weights were standardized; the Long Walls (c. 458–456) secured Piraeus. Monumental building (the Parthenon, 447–432) proclaimed imperial confidence. These developments produced strategic asymmetry: Athens a naval financier and colonizer, Sparta a conservative land power reliant on Peloponnesian hoplites and helot labor. Thucydides explicitly frames this structural shift as the deepest cause of the war: the growth of Athenian power and the fear this inspired in Sparta.

Immediate triggers clustered in the 430s BCE. The Corcyra–Corinth dispute culminated in the naval battle of Sybota (433), where limited Athenian intervention strained treaties. Athens besieged Potidaea (432), a Corinthian colony and Athenian ally, while imposing the Megarian Decree (432) that restricted Megarian access to Athenian markets. In 432/431, the Spartan congress, swayed by ephor Sthenelaidas, voted for war despite King Archidamus II’s caution. Demands that Athens rescind the decree and abandon its empire were rejected. Thucydides catalogs these antecedents, but distinguishes pretexts from causes, arguing that systemic rivalry—rather than single incidents—drove the escalation he narrates in Books 1–2.

The Archidamian War (431–421 BCE) opens with Spartan invasions of Attica led initially by King Archidamus II. Athens, under Pericles, avoids pitched land battles, withdraws within its walls, and wages war by sea, raiding the Peloponnesian coast and protecting grain routes. Pericles’ Funeral Oration (winter 431/430) articulates civic ideals sustaining this strategy. Annual ravaging of Attic farms coexists with Athenian maritime dominance. After Pericles’ death (429), leadership passes to figures like Cleon and Nicias, and strategic consistency wavers. Thucydides presents this phase with precise campaign itineraries, casualty notes, and speeches that link policy debates in Athens to battlefield outcomes.

The Plague of Athens (430–426 BCE) struck soon after the first invasions, likely entering through Piraeus. Thucydides offers a clinical description: sudden fevers, pustular rash, unquenchable thirst, gastrointestinal distress, and high mortality. Contemporary estimates suggest a loss of perhaps a quarter to a third of the urban population; Pericles himself died in 429. Traditional funeral rites and laws broke down, and morale and discipline deteriorated. Strategic plans weakened as manpower and finances were strained. Thucydides, a survivor, explicitly avoids divine explanations and records symptoms for future diagnosis, embedding the epidemic within the war’s causality as a social and political shock that reshaped Athenian behavior.

The siege of Plataea (429–427 BCE) followed an abortive Theban night raid in 431. Spartan forces encircled the Boeotian ally of Athens; remarkable escapes occurred in winter 428/427, when a fraction of the garrison slipped through the lines. When Plataea finally surrendered in 427, Spartan judges conducted a perfunctory inquiry, executed over 200 Plataeans (and several Athenians), and razed the city. The case illuminates alliance politics, reciprocity claims from the Persian Wars, and Spartan legal minimalism. Thucydides reproduces speeches from Plataeans and Thebans, using the trial to explore wartime justice, memory, and the limits of neutrality within polarized blocs.

The Mytilenean Revolt on Lesbos (428–427 BCE) tested imperial policy. After suppression, the Athenian Assembly initially decreed the execution of all adult males and enslavement of women and children. Overnight reconsideration produced the famous Mytilenean Debate between Cleon (advocating severity) and Diodotus (urging pragmatic leniency). A second trireme overtook the first, and the mass punishment was rescinded; about 1,000 alleged ringleaders were executed instead. Thucydides stages this episode to analyze deterrence, expediency, and justice within empire, showing how rhetoric and reason in democratic deliberation directly shaped life-and-death outcomes for subject communities.

Civil strife (stasis) at Corcyra in 427 BCE revealed the social corrosion of prolonged war. Pro-Athenian and pro-Corinthian factions engaged in cycles of reprisal, sacrilege, and massacre; asylum was violated and kinship bonds shattered. The Athenian admiral Eurymedon’s presence did not prevent escalations. Thucydides’ famous reflection on language—how words changed their meanings to suit deeds—appears here, linking ideological polarization to the breakdown of moral and legal norms. By narrating Corcyra, he generalizes a pathology afflicting many poleis, integrating social revolution into the causal architecture of the conflict he records.

The campaigns at Pylos and Sphacteria (425 BCE) transformed the balance of coercion. Demosthenes fortified the rocky harbor at Pylos; an Athenian fleet trapped Spartan hoplites on Sphacteria. After failed relief efforts, Athens captured 292 men, including around 120 Spartiates of elite citizen rank. Sparta, shocked, sought peace; Cleon resisted, and Athens leveraged hostages to deter invasions of Attica. Thucydides supplies tactical detail—shore fighting, fire, and missile use amid rough terrain—and connects the episode to shifts in diplomatic posture, demonstrating how a single operational success had strategic and political ripples in both leagues.

In 424 BCE the Spartan general Brasidas campaigned in Thrace, persuading Athenian allies to revolt and seizing Amphipolis, an Athenian colony vital for timber and access to the Strymon. Thucydides himself, elected strategos, failed to save the city and was exiled for twenty years (c. 423), writing much of his work during this period. The battle of Amphipolis in 422 killed both Brasidas and Cleon, creating conditions for negotiation. Thucydides’ personal proximity gives unparalleled insight into northern campaigns, diplomacy with local Thracian powers, and the material stakes—silver, timber, shipbuilding—that underpinned imperial warfare.

The Peace of Nicias (421 BCE), intended to last fifty years, restored some prisoners and positions but left key disputes unresolved; Amphipolis did not return to Athens, and many Peloponnesian allies resisted. A fluid interlude followed: Alcibiades engineered an Argive alliance against Sparta; the coalition collapsed at Mantinea (418), where Sparta under King Agis II reasserted land supremacy. Athens seized Melos in 416 (see below), while Spartan diplomacy recalibrated. Thucydides depicts this unstable equilibrium as a war by other means, mapping treaty clauses, hostages, and shifting coalitions to explain why formal peace could not arrest the systemic contest.

In 416–415 BCE, Athens besieged neutral Melos, a Spartan colony that refused alliance. After siege and starvation, the Athenians executed adult males and enslaved women and children. Thucydides frames this within the Melian Dialogue, presenting a stark exchange: Athenian envoys argue that power, not right, governs relations among unequal states; Melians invoke justice and hope for Spartan aid. By dramatizing the debate, Thucydides distills the logic of imperial realism and the vulnerability of small polities, foreshadowing the moral and strategic overreach that would culminate in Sicily and the later disasters of the war.

The Sicilian Expedition (415–413 BCE) was the war’s grandest gamble. Egesta appealed to Athens against Selinus and Syracuse; Alcibiades championed intervention, promising wealth and allies, while Nicias warned against overextension. Despite Nicias’s caution, the Assembly authorized an immense armada—roughly 134 triremes, over 5,000 hoplites, and numerous archers, slingers, and support craft. On the eve of departure, the mysterious mutilation of the herms shocked Athens; Alcibiades was later recalled on sacrilege charges and defected to Sparta, advising the fortification of Decelea and Sicilian countermeasures. In 415–414 the Athenian forces operated from Catana, reconnoitered Syracuse, and began siege works on Epipolae. Lamachus was killed; Nicias’s illness and caution slowed momentum. The Spartan commander Gylippus arrived in 414, recruiting Sicilian allies and building counter-walls that neutralized Athenian circumvallation. A second Athenian armament under Demosthenes and Eurymedon reached Sicily in 413 with about 73 triremes. A night assault on Epipolae failed disastrously; sickness and supply problems mounted. The Athenian fleet, confined in Syracuse’s Great Harbor, lost crucial battles; attempts to break out were blocked by booms and shore-based missiles. With the fleet crippled, Nicias and Demosthenes attempted a land retreat; thousands were captured at the Asinarus River. Nicias and Demosthenes were executed; prisoners languished in the stone quarries. Athens lost nearly its entire Sicilian force—scores of thousands of combatants and auxiliaries, and over 200 ships when including reinforcements—together with irreplaceable officers and materiel. Thucydides devotes extended narrative and speeches to Sicily, portraying strategic hubris, flawed intelligence about Sicilian politics, and the corrosive effects of factionalism on command, thereby making the expedition the central turning point of his work.

The Decelean or Ionian phase (413–404 BCE) began with Sparta’s permanent fort at Decelea (413), crippling Attica: slaves deserted by the thousands, the Laurion silver mines were lost, and land communications were cut. Persian satraps Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus funded the Spartans; cities like Chios and Miletus revolted. At Samos in 411, the Athenian fleet maintained cohesion, while an oligarchic coup in Athens established the Four Hundred; a counter-democracy persisted among the sailors. Alcibiades maneuvered between Persian and Athenian interests before reemerging as an Athenian adviser. Thucydides traces Persian diplomacy, allied defections, and the constitutional crisis, concluding abruptly in 411 as naval fortunes tentatively stabilized in the Aegean.

Thucydides’ history functions as a political sociology of war. The Athenian Assembly’s volatility and the rise of demagogues (Cleon, Hyperbolus) reveal structural weaknesses of mass deliberation under pressure. The Mytilenean Debate and the Melian Dialogue expose conflicts between justice, expediency, and imperial security; Corcyra demonstrates how factional rhetoric corrodes norms, and the plague shows material shocks unraveling law and piety. He critiques strategic myopia—post-Periclean opportunism, Sicilian overreach—through speeches and outcomes, making political accountability empirical rather than moralistic. By documenting how fear, honor, and interest drive policy, the work interrogates democratic decision-making and the ethics of empire without recourse to divine teleology.

The narrative also indicts oligarchic brutality and Spartan realpolitik. Spartan jurisprudence at Plataea, the alliance with Persia (despite Hellenic freedom rhetoric), and the exploitation of helots reveal systemic injustices. Class divides surface in Athens: the burdens on trierarchs and liturgists, the dependence on citizen-rowers drawn from poorer strata, and the economic shocks from Decelea and tribute losses. Thucydides’ secular method demystifies oracles and exposes how leaders instrumentalize religion. By anatomizing institutions, wealth flows, and coercion—rather than celebrating heroism—he shows how intensifying power competition destroys small states, corrodes civic virtue, and licenses atrocity on both sides, offering a durable critique of interstate hierarchy and domestic faction.
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    Thucydides was a fifth-century BCE Athenian historian and general whose account of the Peloponnesian War remains a foundational text for history and political analysis. Writing about the long conflict between Athens and Sparta, he rejected mythic explanation and pursued a rigorous inquiry into causes, decisions, and consequences. His History of the Peloponnesian War is the only work securely attributed to him, and it set a standard for evidence, argument, and narrative structure in historical writing. Thucydides lived through many events he described, and his austere style and analytical temperament helped establish expectations of accuracy, impartiality, and critical distance that later historians have long engaged.

Details of Thucydides’ early life are scarce, but he identifies himself as an Athenian with property on the Thracian coast, including interests in local mines. These connections placed him among the elite and afforded access to information and travel. His precise education is unknown; he wrote in the intellectual climate of late fifth-century Athens, shaped by rhetorical training and debate associated with the sophists. He was also aware of earlier historical writing, especially Herodotus, whose expansive, ethnographic approach he implicitly revised. Thucydides’ prose, by contrast, aims at economy and analytical clarity, reflecting a commitment to verifiable inquiry rather than storytelling ornament.

In the early phases of the Peloponnesian War, Thucydides served as a general for Athens. In the later 420s BCE he was assigned to the northern theater, where he attempted to defend Amphipolis after a Spartan advance under Brasidas. Arriving too late to prevent the city’s fall, he was held responsible and exiled for many years. Earlier, he had witnessed the Athenian plague and records having suffered and recovered, providing one of antiquity’s most careful clinical descriptions. Exile proved consequential for his history: it gave him time and freedom to gather testimony from both sides of the conflict and to travel extensively.

Thucydides composed his History during and after the war, organizing events in a strict chronological sequence by summers and winters. He states his method plainly: he verified reports as far as possible, weighed conflicting accounts, and reconstructed speeches to convey what was said, or what was most appropriate to the situation, while preserving their essential meaning. He aimed to produce “a possession for all time,” not a fleeting display. The surviving work, traditionally divided into eight books, breaks off in the late stages of the war, around 411 BCE, indicating that he did not complete the narrative to the final Athenian defeat.

Major episodes in the History include the plague at Athens, the Funeral Oration attributed to Pericles, the civil strife at Corcyra, the revolt of Mytilene, the Sicilian expedition, and the dialogue between Athens and Melos. While the speeches are literary constructions, Thucydides uses them to explore motives, strategic calculation, and the strain of decision-making under pressure. He scrutinizes how fear, honor, and interest shape policy, and how war reveals human nature and the fragility of institutions. His austere narrative resists moralizing yet highlights consequences of hubris and shortsightedness, inviting readers to analyze events rather than accept conventional explanations.

Little is securely known about Thucydides’ later years. He reports a long exile after Amphipolis; the circumstances of his final years and death are uncertain. The unfinished state of his History suggests he did not revise or complete it. In antiquity, his work circulated among scholars and statesmen; some praised its gravity while others faulted its density. Xenophon’s Hellenica begins at roughly the point where Thucydides’ narrative ends, providing a continuation of Greek history into the early fourth century BCE. Thucydides’ own text, however, stands apart for its methodological ambition and the disciplined unity of its design.

Thucydides’ legacy has been profound. His insistence on direct inquiry, skepticism toward rumor, and attention to cause and effect shaped later historiography, influencing classical, early modern, and modern writers. Thomas Hobbes produced an English translation in the early seventeenth century, helping to frame him as a guide to politics. Nineteenth-century historians admired his critical method, and scholars of international relations still read him for insights into power, alliance, and deterrence. The work remains central in university curricula, often paired with Herodotus to contrast historical models. New translations and commentaries continue to refine interpretation, ensuring his analysis endures in contemporary debate.
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Thucydides, an Athenian, wrote the history of the war between the Peloponnesians[3] and the Athenians, beginning at the moment that it broke out, and believing that it would be a great war and more worthy of relation than any that had preceded it. This belief was not without its grounds. The preparations of both the combatants were in every department in the last state of perfection; and he could see the rest of the Hellenic race taking sides in the quarrel; those who delayed doing so at once having it in contemplation. Indeed this was the greatest movement yet known in history, not only of the Hellenes[1], but of a large part of the barbarian world — I had almost said of mankind. For though the events of remote antiquity, and even those that more immediately preceded the war, could not from lapse of time be clearly ascertained, yet the evidences which an inquiry carried as far back as was practicable leads me to trust, all point to the conclusion that there was nothing on a great scale, either in war or in other matters.

For instance, it is evident that the country now called Hellas had in ancient times no settled population; on the contrary, migrations were of frequent occurrence, the several tribes readily abandoning their homes under the pressure of superior numbers. Without commerce, without freedom of communication either by land or sea, cultivating no more of their territory than the exigencies of life required, destitute of capital, never planting their land (for they could not tell when an invader might not come and take it all away, and when he did come they had no walls to stop him), thinking that the necessities of daily sustenance could be supplied at one place as well as another, they cared little for shifting their habitation, and consequently neither built large cities nor attained to any other form of greatness. The richest soils were always most subject to this change of masters; such as the district now called Thessaly, Boeotia, most of the Peloponnese, Arcadia excepted, and the most fertile parts of the rest of Hellas. The goodness of the land favoured the aggrandizement of particular individuals, and thus created faction which proved a fertile source of ruin. It also invited invasion. Accordingly Attica, from the poverty of its soil enjoying from a very remote period freedom from faction, never changed its inhabitants. And here is no inconsiderable exemplification of my assertion that the migrations were the cause of there being no correspondent growth in other parts. The most powerful victims of war or faction from the rest of Hellas took refuge with the Athenians as a safe retreat; and at an early period, becoming naturalized, swelled the already large population of the city to such a height that Attica became at last too small to hold them, and they had to send out colonies to Ionia.

There is also another circumstance that contributes not a little to my conviction of the weakness of ancient times. Before the Trojan war there is no indication of any common action in Hellas, nor indeed of the universal prevalence of the name; on the contrary, before the time of Hellen, son of Deucalion, no such appellation existed, but the country went by the names of the different tribes, in particular of the Pelasgian. It was not till Hellen and his sons grew strong in Phthiotis, and were invited as allies into the other cities, that one by one they gradually acquired from the connection the name of Hellenes; though a long time elapsed before that name could fasten itself upon all. The best proof of this is furnished by Homer. Born long after the Trojan War, he nowhere calls all of them by that name, nor indeed any of them except the followers of Achilles from Phthiotis, who were the original Hellenes: in his poems they are called Danaans, Argives, and Achaeans. He does not even use the term barbarian, probably because the Hellenes had not yet been marked off from the rest of the world by one distinctive appellation. It appears therefore that the several Hellenic communities, comprising not only those who first acquired the name, city by city, as they came to understand each other, but also those who assumed it afterwards as the name of the whole people, were before the Trojan war prevented by their want of strength and the absence of mutual intercourse from displaying any collective action.

Indeed, they could not unite for this expedition till they had gained increased familiarity with the sea. And the first person known to us by tradition as having established a navy is Minos. He made himself master of what is now called the Hellenic sea, and ruled over the Cyclades, into most of which he sent the first colonies, expelling the Carians and appointing his own sons governors; and thus did his best to put down piracy in those waters, a necessary step to secure the revenues for his own use.

For in early times the Hellenes and the barbarians of the coast and islands, as communication by sea became more common, were tempted to turn pirates, under the conduct of their most powerful men; the motives being to serve their own cupidity and to support the needy. They would fall upon a town unprotected by walls, and consisting of a mere collection of villages, and would plunder it; indeed, this came to be the main source of their livelihood, no disgrace being yet attached to such an achievement, but even some glory. An illustration of this is furnished by the honour with which some of the inhabitants of the continent still regard a successful marauder, and by the question we find the old poets everywhere representing the people as asking of voyagers —“Are they pirates?”— as if those who are asked the question would have no idea of disclaiming the imputation, or their interrogators of reproaching them for it. The same rapine prevailed also by land.

And even at the present day many of Hellas still follow the old fashion, the Ozolian Locrians for instance, the Aetolians, the Acarnanians, and that region of the continent; and the custom of carrying arms is still kept up among these continentals, from the old piratical habits. The whole of Hellas used once to carry arms, their habitations being unprotected and their communication with each other unsafe; indeed, to wear arms was as much a part of everyday life with them as with the barbarians. And the fact that the people in these parts of Hellas are still living in the old way points to a time when the same mode of life was once equally common to all. The Athenians were the first to lay aside their weapons, and to adopt an easier and more luxurious mode of life; indeed, it is only lately that their rich old men left off the luxury of wearing undergarments of linen, and fastening a knot of their hair with a tie of golden grasshoppers, a fashion which spread to their Ionian kindred and long prevailed among the old men there. On the contrary, a modest style of dressing, more in conformity with modern ideas, was first adopted by the Lacedaemonians, the rich doing their best to assimilate their way of life to that of the common people. They also set the example of contending naked, publicly stripping and anointing themselves with oil in their gymnastic exercises. Formerly, even in the Olympic contests, the athletes who contended wore belts across their middles; and it is but a few years since that the practice ceased. To this day among some of the barbarians, especially in Asia, when prizes for boxing and wrestling are offered, belts are worn by the combatants. And there are many other points in which a likeness might be shown between the life of the Hellenic world of old and the barbarian of to-day.

With respect to their towns, later on, at an era of increased facilities of navigation and a greater supply of capital, we find the shores becoming the site of walled towns, and the isthmuses being occupied for the purposes of commerce and defence against a neighbour. But the old towns, on account of the great prevalence of piracy, were built away from the sea, whether on the islands or the continent, and still remain in their old sites. For the pirates used to plunder one another, and indeed all coast populations, whether seafaring or not.

The islanders, too, were great pirates. These islanders were Carians and Phoenicians, by whom most of the islands were colonized, as was proved by the following fact. During the purification of Delos by Athens in this war all the graves in the island were taken up, and it was found that above half their inmates were Carians: they were identified by the fashion of the arms buried with them, and by the method of interment, which was the same as the Carians still follow. But as soon as Minos had formed his navy, communication by sea became easier, as he colonized most of the islands, and thus expelled the malefactors. The coast population now began to apply themselves more closely to the acquisition of wealth, and their life became more settled; some even began to build themselves walls on the strength of their newly acquired riches. For the love of gain would reconcile the weaker to the dominion of the stronger, and the possession of capital enabled the more powerful to reduce the smaller towns to subjection. And it was at a somewhat later stage of this development that they went on the expedition against Troy.

What enabled Agamemnon[2] to raise the armament was more, in my opinion, his superiority in strength, than the oaths of Tyndareus, which bound the suitors to follow him. Indeed, the account given by those Peloponnesians who have been the recipients of the most credible tradition is this. First of all Pelops, arriving among a needy population from Asia with vast wealth, acquired such power that, stranger though he was, the country was called after him; and this power fortune saw fit materially to increase in the hands of his descendants. Eurystheus had been killed in Attica by the Heraclids. Atreus was his mother’s brother; and to the hands of his relation, who had left his father on account of the death of Chrysippus, Eurystheus, when he set out on his expedition, had committed Mycenae and the government. As time went on and Eurystheus did not return, Atreus complied with the wishes of the Mycenaeans, who were influenced by fear of the Heraclids — besides, his power seemed considerable, and he had not neglected to court the favour of the populace — and assumed the sceptre of Mycenae and the rest of the dominions of Eurystheus. And so the power of the descendants of Pelops came to be greater than that of the descendants of Perseus. To all this Agamemnon succeeded. He had also a navy far stronger than his contemporaries, so that, in my opinion, fear was quite as strong an element as love in the formation of the confederate expedition. The strength of his navy is shown by the fact that his own was the largest contingent, and that of the Arcadians was furnished by him; this at least is what Homer says, if his testimony is deemed sufficient. Besides, in his account of the transmission of the sceptre, he calls him


Of many an isle, and of all Argos king.



Now Agamemnon’s was a continental power; and he could not have been master of any except the adjacent islands (and these would not be many), but through the possession of a fleet.

And from this expedition we may infer the character of earlier enterprises. Now Mycenae may have been a small place, and many of the towns of that age may appear comparatively insignificant, but no exact observer would therefore feel justified in rejecting the estimate given by the poets and by tradition of the magnitude of the armament. For I suppose if Lacedaemon were to become desolate, and the temples and the foundations of the public buildings were left, that as time went on there would be a strong disposition with posterity to refuse to accept her fame as a true exponent of her power. And yet they occupy two-fifths of Peloponnese and lead the whole, not to speak of their numerous allies without. Still, as the city is neither built in a compact form nor adorned with magnificent temples and public edifices, but composed of villages after the old fashion of Hellas, there would be an impression of inadequacy. Whereas, if Athens were to suffer the same misfortune, I suppose that any inference from the appearance presented to the eye would make her power to have been twice as great as it is. We have therefore no right to be sceptical, nor to content ourselves with an inspection of a town to the exclusion of a consideration of its power; but we may safely conclude that the armament in question surpassed all before it, as it fell short of modern efforts; if we can here also accept the testimony of Homer’s poems, in which, without allowing for the exaggeration which a poet would feel himself licensed to employ, we can see that it was far from equalling ours. He has represented it as consisting of twelve hundred vessels; the Boeotian complement of each ship being a hundred and twenty men, that of the ships of Philoctetes fifty. By this, I conceive, he meant to convey the maximum and the minimum complement: at any rate, he does not specify the amount of any others in his catalogue of the ships. That they were all rowers as well as warriors we see from his account of the ships of Philoctetes, in which all the men at the oar are bowmen. Now it is improbable that many supernumeraries sailed, if we except the kings and high officers; especially as they had to cross the open sea with munitions of war, in ships, moreover, that had no decks, but were equipped in the old piratical fashion. So that if we strike the average of the largest and smallest ships, the number of those who sailed will appear inconsiderable, representing, as they did, the whole force of Hellas. And this was due not so much to scarcity of men as of money. Difficulty of subsistence made the invaders reduce the numbers of the army to a point at which it might live on the country during the prosecution of the war. Even after the victory they obtained on their arrival — and a victory there must have been, or the fortifications of the naval camp could never have been built — there is no indication of their whole force having been employed; on the contrary, they seem to have turned to cultivation of the Chersonese and to piracy from want of supplies. This was what really enabled the Trojans to keep the field for ten years against them; the dispersion of the enemy making them always a match for the detachment left behind. If they had brought plenty of supplies with them, and had persevered in the war without scattering for piracy and agriculture, they would have easily defeated the Trojans in the field, since they could hold their own against them with the division on service. In short, if they had stuck to the siege, the capture of Troy would have cost them less time and less trouble. But as want of money proved the weakness of earlier expeditions, so from the same cause even the one in question, more famous than its predecessors, may be pronounced on the evidence of what it effected to have been inferior to its renown and to the current opinion about it formed under the tuition of the poets.

Even after the Trojan War, Hellas was still engaged in removing and settling, and thus could not attain to the quiet which must precede growth. The late return of the Hellenes from Ilium caused many revolutions, and factions ensued almost everywhere; and it was the citizens thus driven into exile who founded the cities. Sixty years after the capture of Ilium, the modern Boeotians were driven out of Arne by the Thessalians, and settled in the present Boeotia, the former Cadmeis; though there was a division of them there before, some of whom joined the expedition to Ilium. Twenty years later, the Dorians and the Heraclids became masters of Peloponnese; so that much had to be done and many years had to elapse before Hellas could attain to a durable tranquillity undisturbed by removals, and could begin to send out colonies, as Athens did to Ionia and most of the islands, and the Peloponnesians to most of Italy and Sicily and some places in the rest of Hellas. All these places were founded subsequently to the war with Troy.

But as the power of Hellas grew, and the acquisition of wealth became more an object, the revenues of the states increasing, tyrannies were by their means established almost everywhere — the old form of government being hereditary monarchy with definite prerogatives — and Hellas began to fit out fleets and apply herself more closely to the sea. It is said that the Corinthians were the first to approach the modern style of naval architecture, and that Corinth was the first place in Hellas where galleys were built; and we have Ameinocles, a Corinthian shipwright, making four ships for the Samians. Dating from the end of this war, it is nearly three hundred years ago that Ameinocles went to Samos. Again, the earliest sea-fight in history was between the Corinthians and Corcyraeans; this was about two hundred and sixty years ago, dating from the same time. Planted on an isthmus, Corinth had from time out of mind been a commercial emporium; as formerly almost all communication between the Hellenes within and without Peloponnese was carried on overland, and the Corinthian territory was the highway through which it travelled. She had consequently great money resources, as is shown by the epithet “wealthy” bestowed by the old poets on the place, and this enabled her, when traffic by sea became more common, to procure her navy and put down piracy; and as she could offer a mart for both branches of the trade, she acquired for herself all the power which a large revenue affords. Subsequently the Ionians attained to great naval strength in the reign of Cyrus, the first king of the Persians, and of his son Cambyses, and while they were at war with the former commanded for a while the Ionian sea. Polycrates also, the tyrant of Samos, had a powerful navy in the reign of Cambyses, with which he reduced many of the islands, and among them Rhenea, which he consecrated to the Delian Apollo. About this time also the Phocaeans, while they were founding Marseilles, defeated the Carthaginians in a sea-fight. These were the most powerful navies. And even these, although so many generations had elapsed since the Trojan war, seem to have been principally composed of the old fifty-oars and long-boats, and to have counted few galleys among their ranks. Indeed it was only shortly the Persian war, and the death of Darius the successor of Cambyses, that the Sicilian tyrants and the Corcyraeans acquired any large number of galleys. For after these there were no navies of any account in Hellas till the expedition of Xerxes; Aegina, Athens, and others may have possessed a few vessels, but they were principally fifty-oars. It was quite at the end of this period that the war with Aegina and the prospect of the barbarian invasion enabled Themistocles to persuade the Athenians to build the fleet with which they fought at Salamis; and even these vessels had not complete decks.

The navies, then, of the Hellenes during the period we have traversed were what I have described. All their insignificance did not prevent their being an element of the greatest power to those who cultivated them, alike in revenue and in dominion. They were the means by which the islands were reached and reduced, those of the smallest area falling the easiest prey. Wars by land there were none, none at least by which power was acquired; we have the usual border contests, but of distant expeditions with conquest for object we hear nothing among the Hellenes. There was no union of subject cities round a great state, no spontaneous combination of equals for confederate expeditions; what fighting there was consisted merely of local warfare between rival neighbours. The nearest approach to a coalition took place in the old war between Chalcis and Eretria; this was a quarrel in which the rest of the Hellenic name did to some extent take sides.

Various, too, were the obstacles which the national growth encountered in various localities. The power of the Ionians was advancing with rapid strides, when it came into collision with Persia, under King Cyrus, who, after having dethroned Croesus and overrun everything between the Halys and the sea, stopped not till he had reduced the cities of the coast; the islands being only left to be subdued by Darius and the Phoenician navy.

Again, wherever there were tyrants, their habit of providing simply for themselves, of looking solely to their personal comfort and family aggrandizement, made safety the great aim of their policy, and prevented anything great proceeding from them; though they would each have their affairs with their immediate neighbours. All this is only true of the mother country, for in Sicily they attained to very great power. Thus for a long time everywhere in Hellas do we find causes which make the states alike incapable of combination for great and national ends, or of any vigorous action of their own.

But at last a time came when the tyrants of Athens and the far older tyrannies of the rest of Hellas were, with the exception of those in Sicily, once and for all put down by Lacedaemon; for this city, though after the settlement of the Dorians, its present inhabitants, it suffered from factions for an unparalleled length of time, still at a very early period obtained good laws, and enjoyed a freedom from tyrants which was unbroken; it has possessed the same form of government for more than four hundred years, reckoning to the end of the late war, and has thus been in a position to arrange the affairs of the other states. Not many years after the deposition of the tyrants, the battle of Marathon was fought between the Medes and the Athenians. Ten years afterwards, the barbarian returned with the armada for the subjugation of Hellas. In the face of this great danger, the command of the confederate Hellenes was assumed by the Lacedaemonians in virtue of their superior power; and the Athenians, having made up their minds to abandon their city, broke up their homes, threw themselves into their ships, and became a naval people. This coalition, after repulsing the barbarian, soon afterwards split into two sections, which included the Hellenes who had revolted from the King, as well as those who had aided him in the war. At the end of the one stood Athens, at the head of the other Lacedaemon, one the first naval, the other the first military power in Hellas. For a short time the league held together, till the Lacedaemonians and Athenians quarrelled and made war upon each other with their allies, a duel into which all the Hellenes sooner or later were drawn, though some might at first remain neutral. So that the whole period from the Median war to this, with some peaceful intervals, was spent by each power in war, either with its rival, or with its own revolted allies, and consequently afforded them constant practice in military matters, and that experience which is learnt in the school of danger.

The policy of Lacedaemon was not to exact tribute from her allies, but merely to secure their subservience to her interests by establishing oligarchies among them; Athens, on the contrary, had by degrees deprived hers of their ships, and imposed instead contributions in money on all except Chios and Lesbos. Both found their resources for this war separately to exceed the sum of their strength when the alliance flourished intact.

Having now given the result of my inquiries into early times, I grant that there will be a difficulty in believing every particular detail. The way that most men deal with traditions, even traditions of their own country, is to receive them all alike as they are delivered, without applying any critical test whatever. The general Athenian public fancy that Hipparchus was tyrant when he fell by the hands of Harmodius and Aristogiton, not knowing that Hippias, the eldest of the sons of Pisistratus, was really supreme, and that Hipparchus and Thessalus were his brothers; and that Harmodius and Aristogiton suspecting, on the very day, nay at the very moment fixed on for the deed, that information had been conveyed to Hippias by their accomplices, concluded that he had been warned, and did not attack him, yet, not liking to be apprehended and risk their lives for nothing, fell upon Hipparchus near the temple of the daughters of Leos, and slew him as he was arranging the Panathenaic procession.

There are many other unfounded ideas current among the rest of the Hellenes, even on matters of contemporary history, which have not been obscured by time. For instance, there is the notion that the Lacedaemonian kings have two votes each, the fact being that they have only one; and that there is a company of Pitane, there being simply no such thing. So little pains do the vulgar take in the investigation of truth, accepting readily the first story that comes to hand. On the whole, however, the conclusions I have drawn from the proofs quoted may, I believe, safely be relied on. Assuredly they will not be disturbed either by the lays of a poet displaying the exaggeration of his craft, or by the compositions of the chroniclers that are attractive at truth’s expense; the subjects they treat of being out of the reach of evidence, and time having robbed most of them of historical value by enthroning them in the region of legend. Turning from these, we can rest satisfied with having proceeded upon the clearest data, and having arrived at conclusions as exact as can be expected in matters of such antiquity. To come to this war: despite the known disposition of the actors in a struggle to overrate its importance, and when it is over to return to their admiration of earlier events, yet an examination of the facts will show that it was much greater than the wars which preceded it.

With reference to the speeches in this history, some were delivered before the war began, others while it was going on; some I heard myself, others I got from various quarters; it was in all cases difficult to carry them word for word in one’s memory, so my habit has been to make the speakers say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various occasions, of course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they really said. And with reference to the narrative of events, far from permitting myself to derive it from the first source that came to hand, I did not even trust my own impressions, but it rests partly on what I saw myself, partly on what others saw for me, the accuracy of the report being always tried by the most severe and detailed tests possible. My conclusions have cost me some labour from the want of coincidence between accounts of the same occurrences by different eye-witnesses, arising sometimes from imperfect memory, sometimes from undue partiality for one side or the other. The absence of romance in my history will, I fear, detract somewhat from its interest; but if it be judged useful by those inquirers who desire an exact knowledge of the past as an aid to the interpretation of the future, which in the course of human things must resemble if it does not reflect it, I shall be content. In fine, I have written my work, not as an essay which is to win the applause of the moment, but as a possession for all time.

The Median War, the greatest achievement of past times, yet found a speedy decision in two actions by sea and two by land. The Peloponnesian War was prolonged to an immense length, and, long as it was, it was short without parallel for the misfortunes that it brought upon Hellas. Never had so many cities been taken and laid desolate, here by the barbarians, here by the parties contending (the old inhabitants being sometimes removed to make room for others); never was there so much banishing and blood-shedding, now on the field of battle, now in the strife of faction. Old stories of occurrences handed down by tradition, but scantily confirmed by experience, suddenly ceased to be incredible; there were earthquakes of unparalleled extent and violence; eclipses of the sun occurred with a frequency unrecorded in previous history; there were great droughts in sundry places and consequent famines, and that most calamitous and awfully fatal visitation, the plague. All this came upon them with the late war, which was begun by the Athenians and Peloponnesians by the dissolution of the thirty years’ truce made after the conquest of Euboea. To the question why they broke the treaty, I answer by placing first an account of their grounds of complaint and points of difference, that no one may ever have to ask the immediate cause which plunged the Hellenes into a war of such magnitude. The real cause I consider to be the one which was formally most kept out of sight. The growth of the power of Athens, and the alarm which this inspired in Lacedaemon, made war inevitable. Still it is well to give the grounds alleged by either side which led to the dissolution of the treaty and the breaking out of the war.
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The city of Epidamnus[4] stands on the right of the entrance of the Ionic Gulf. Its vicinity is inhabited by the Taulantians, an Illyrian people. The place is a colony from Corcyra[5], founded by Phalius, son of Eratocleides, of the family of the Heraclids, who had according to ancient usage been summoned for the purpose from Corinth, the mother country. The colonists were joined by some Corinthians, and others of the Dorian race. Now, as time went on, the city of Epidamnus became great and populous; but falling a prey to factions arising, it is said, from a war with her neighbours the barbarians, she became much enfeebled, and lost a considerable amount of her power. The last act before the war was the expulsion of the nobles by the people. The exiled party joined the barbarians, and proceeded to plunder those in the city by sea and land; and the Epidamnians, finding themselves hard pressed, sent ambassadors to Corcyra beseeching their mother country not to allow them to perish, but to make up matters between them and the exiles, and to rid them of the war with the barbarians. The ambassadors seated themselves in the temple of Hera as suppliants, and made the above requests to the Corcyraeans. But the Corcyraeans refused to accept their supplication, and they were dismissed without having effected anything.

When the Epidamnians found that no help could be expected from Corcyra, they were in a strait what to do next. So they sent to Delphi and inquired of the God whether they should deliver their city to the Corinthians and endeavour to obtain some assistance from their founders. The answer he gave them was to deliver the city and place themselves under Corinthian protection. So the Epidamnians went to Corinth and delivered over the colony in obedience to the commands of the oracle. They showed that their founder came from Corinth, and revealed the answer of the god; and they begged them not to allow them to perish, but to assist them. This the Corinthians consented to do. Believing the colony to belong as much to themselves as to the Corcyraeans, they felt it to be a kind of duty to undertake their protection. Besides, they hated the Corcyraeans for their contempt of the mother country. Instead of meeting with the usual honours accorded to the parent city by every other colony at public assemblies, such as precedence at sacrifices, Corinth found herself treated with contempt by a power which in point of wealth could stand comparison with any even of the richest communities in Hellas, which possessed great military strength, and which sometimes could not repress a pride in the high naval position of an, island whose nautical renown dated from the days of its old inhabitants, the Phaeacians. This was one reason of the care that they lavished on their fleet, which became very efficient; indeed they began the war with a force of a hundred and twenty galleys.

All these grievances made Corinth eager to send the promised aid to Epidamnus. Advertisement was made for volunteer settlers, and a force of Ambraciots, Leucadians, and Corinthians was dispatched. They marched by land to Apollonia, a Corinthian colony, the route by sea being avoided from fear of Corcyraean interruption. When the Corcyraeans heard of the arrival of the settlers and troops in Epidamnus, and the surrender of the colony to Corinth, they took fire. Instantly putting to sea with five-and-twenty ships, which were quickly followed by others, they insolently commanded the Epidamnians to receive back the banished nobles —(it must be premised that the Epidamnian exiles had come to Corcyra and, pointing to the sepulchres of their ancestors, had appealed to their kindred to restore them)— and to dismiss the Corinthian garrison[7] and settlers. But to all this the Epidamnians turned a deaf ear. Upon this the Corcyraeans commenced operations against them with a fleet of forty sail. They took with them the exiles, with a view to their restoration, and also secured the services of the Illyrians. Sitting down before the city, they issued a proclamation to the effect that any of the natives that chose, and the foreigners, might depart unharmed, with the alternative of being treated as enemies. On their refusal the Corcyraeans proceeded to besiege the city, which stands on an isthmus; and the Corinthians, receiving intelligence of the investment of Epidamnus, got together an armament and proclaimed a colony to Epidamnus, perfect political equality being guaranteed to all who chose to go. Any who were not prepared to sail at once might, by paying down the sum of fifty Corinthian drachmae, have a share in the colony without leaving Corinth. Great numbers took advantage of this proclamation, some being ready to start directly, others paying the requisite forfeit. In case of their passage being disputed by the Corcyraeans, several cities were asked to lend them a convoy. Megara prepared to accompany them with eight ships, Pale in Cephallonia with four; Epidaurus furnished five, Hermione one, Troezen two, Leucas ten, and Ambracia eight. The Thebans and Phliasians were asked for money, the Eleans for hulls as well; while Corinth herself furnished thirty ships and three thousand heavy infantry[8].

When the Corcyraeans heard of their preparations they came to Corinth with envoys from Lacedaemon and Sicyon, whom they persuaded to accompany them, and bade her recall the garrison and settlers, as she had nothing to do with Epidamnus. If, however, she had any claims to make, they were willing to submit the matter to the arbitration of such of the cities in Peloponnese as should be chosen by mutual agreement, and that the colony should remain with the city to whom the arbitrators might assign it. They were also willing to refer the matter to the oracle at Delphi[6]. If, in defiance of their protestations, war was appealed to, they should be themselves compelled by this violence to seek friends in quarters where they had no desire to seek them, and to make even old ties give way to the necessity of assistance. The answer they got from Corinth was that, if they would withdraw their fleet and the barbarians from Epidamnus, negotiation might be possible; but, while the town was still being besieged, going before arbitrators was out of the question. The Corcyraeans retorted that if Corinth would withdraw her troops from Epidamnus they would withdraw theirs, or they were ready to let both parties remain in statu quo, an armistice being concluded till judgment could be given.

Turning a deaf ear to all these proposals, when their ships were manned and their allies had come in, the Corinthians sent a herald before them to declare war and, getting under way with seventy-five ships and two thousand heavy infantry, sailed for Epidamnus to give battle to the Corcyraeans. The fleet was under the command of Aristeus, son of Pellichas, Callicrates, son of Callias, and Timanor, son of Timanthes; the troops under that of Archetimus, son of Eurytimus, and Isarchidas, son of Isarchus. When they had reached Actium in the territory of Anactorium, at the mouth of the mouth of the Gulf of Ambracia, where the temple of Apollo stands, the Corcyraeans sent on a herald in a light boat to warn them not to sail against them. Meanwhile they proceeded to man their ships, all of which had been equipped for action, the old vessels being undergirded to make them seaworthy. On the return of the herald without any peaceful answer from the Corinthians, their ships being now manned, they put out to sea to meet the enemy with a fleet of eighty sail (forty were engaged in the siege of Epidamnus), formed line, and went into action, and gained a decisive victory, and destroyed fifteen of the Corinthian vessels. The same day had seen Epidamnus compelled by its besiegers to capitulate; the conditions being that the foreigners should be sold, and the Corinthians kept as prisoners of war, till their fate should be otherwise decided.

After the engagement the Corcyraeans set up a trophy on Leukimme, a headland of Corcyra, and slew all their captives except the Corinthians, whom they kept as prisoners of war. Defeated at sea, the Corinthians and their allies repaired home, and left the Corcyraeans masters of all the sea about those parts. Sailing to Leucas, a Corinthian colony, they ravaged their territory, and burnt Cyllene, the harbour of the Eleans, because they had furnished ships and money to Corinth. For almost the whole of the period that followed the battle they remained masters of the sea, and the allies of Corinth were harassed by Corcyraean cruisers. At last Corinth, roused by the sufferings of her allies, sent out ships and troops in the fall of the summer, who formed an encampment at Actium and about Chimerium, in Thesprotis, for the protection of Leucas and the rest of the friendly cities. The Corcyraeans on their part formed a similar station on Leukimme. Neither party made any movement, but they remained confronting each other till the end of the summer, and winter was at hand before either of them returned home.

Corinth, exasperated by the war with the Corcyraeans, spent the whole of the year after the engagement and that succeeding it in building ships, and in straining every nerve to form an efficient fleet; rowers being drawn from Peloponnese and the rest of Hellas by the inducement of large bounties. The Corcyraeans, alarmed at the news of their preparations, being without a single ally in Hellas (for they had not enrolled themselves either in the Athenian or in the Lacedaemonian confederacy), decided to repair to Athens in order to enter into alliance and to endeavour to procure support from her. Corinth also, hearing of their intentions, sent an embassy to Athens to prevent the Corcyraean navy being joined by the Athenian, and her prospect of ordering the war according to her wishes being thus impeded. An assembly was convoked, and the rival advocates appeared: the Corcyraeans spoke as follows:

“Athenians! when a people that have not rendered any important service or support to their neighbours in times past, for which they might claim to be repaid, appear before them as we now appear before you to solicit their assistance, they may fairly be required to satisfy certain preliminary conditions. They should show, first, that it is expedient or at least safe to grant their request; next, that they will retain a lasting sense of the kindness. But if they cannot clearly establish any of these points, they must not be annoyed if they meet with a rebuff. Now the Corcyraeans believe that with their petition for assistance they can also give you a satisfactory answer on these points, and they have therefore dispatched us hither. It has so happened that our policy as regards you with respect to this request, turns out to be inconsistent, and as regards our interests, to be at the present crisis inexpedient. We say inconsistent, because a power which has never in the whole of her past history been willing to ally herself with any of her neighbours, is now found asking them to ally themselves with her. And we say inexpedient, because in our present war with Corinth it has left us in a position of entire isolation, and what once seemed the wise precaution of refusing to involve ourselves in alliances with other powers, lest we should also involve ourselves in risks of their choosing, has now proved to be folly and weakness. It is true that in the late naval engagement we drove back the Corinthians from our shores single-handed. But they have now got together a still larger armament from Peloponnese and the rest of Hellas; and we, seeing our utter inability to cope with them without foreign aid, and the magnitude of the danger which subjection to them implies, find it necessary to ask help from you and from every other power. And we hope to be excused if we forswear our old principle of complete political isolation, a principle which was not adopted with any sinister intention, but was rather the consequence of an error in judgment.

“Now there are many reasons why in the event of your compliance you will congratulate yourselves on this request having been made to you. First, because your assistance will be rendered to a power which, herself inoffensive, is a victim to the injustice of others. Secondly, because all that we most value is at stake in the present contest, and your welcome of us under these circumstances will be a proof of goodwill which will ever keep alive the gratitude you will lay up in our hearts. Thirdly, yourselves excepted, we are the greatest naval power in Hellas. Moreover, can you conceive a stroke of good fortune more rare in itself, or more disheartening to your enemies, than that the power whose adhesion you would have valued above much material and moral strength should present herself self-invited, should deliver herself into your hands without danger and without expense, and should lastly put you in the way of gaining a high character in the eyes of the world, the gratitude of those whom you shall assist, and a great accession of strength for yourselves? You may search all history without finding many instances of a people gaining all these advantages at once, or many instances of a power that comes in quest of assistance being in a position to give to the people whose alliance she solicits as much safety and honour as she will receive. But it will be urged that it is only in the case of a war that we shall be found useful. To this we answer that if any of you imagine that that war is far off, he is grievously mistaken, and is blind to the fact that Lacedaemon regards you with jealousy and desires war, and that Corinth is powerful there — the same, remember, that is your enemy, and is even now trying to subdue us as a preliminary to attacking you. And this she does to prevent our becoming united by a common enmity, and her having us both on her hands, and also to ensure getting the start of you in one of two ways, either by crippling our power or by making its strength her own. Now it is our policy to be beforehand with her — that is, for Corcyra to make an offer of alliance and for you to accept it; in fact, we ought to form plans against her instead of waiting to defeat the plans she forms against us.

“If she asserts that for you to receive a colony of hers into alliance is not right, let her know that every colony that is well treated honours its parent state, but becomes estranged from it by injustice. For colonists are not sent forth on the understanding that they are to be the slaves of those that remain behind, but that they are to be their equals. And that Corinth was injuring us is clear. Invited to refer the dispute about Epidamnus to arbitration, they chose to prosecute their complaints war rather than by a fair trial. And let their conduct towards us who are their kindred be a warning to you not to be misled by their deceit, nor to yield to their direct requests; concessions to adversaries only end in self-reproach,[1q] and the more strictly they are avoided the greater will be the chance of security.

“If it be urged that your reception of us will be a breach of the treaty existing between you and Lacedaemon, the answer is that we are a neutral state, and that one of the express provisions of that treaty is that it shall be competent for any Hellenic state that is neutral to join whichever side it pleases. And it is intolerable for Corinth to be allowed to obtain men for her navy not only from her allies, but also from the rest of Hellas, no small number being furnished by your own subjects; while we are to be excluded both from the alliance left open to us by treaty, and from any assistance that we might get from other quarters, and you are to be accused of political immorality if you comply with our request. On the other hand, we shall have much greater cause to complain of you, if you do not comply with it; if we, who are in peril and are no enemies of yours, meet with a repulse at your hands, while Corinth, who is the aggressor and your enemy, not only meets with no hindrance from you, but is even allowed to draw material for war from your dependencies. This ought not to be, but you should either forbid her enlisting men in your dominions, or you should lend us too what help you may think advisable.

“But your real policy is to afford us avowed countenance and support. The advantages of this course, as we premised in the beginning of our speech, are many. We mention one that is perhaps the chief. Could there be a clearer guarantee of our good faith than is offered by the fact that the power which is at enmity with you is also at enmity with us, and that that power is fully able to punish defection? And there is a wide difference between declining the alliance of an inland and of a maritime power. For your first endeavour should be to prevent, if possible, the existence of any naval power except your own; failing this, to secure the friendship of the strongest that does exist. And if any of you believe that what we urge is expedient, but fear to act upon this belief, lest it should lead to a breach of the treaty, you must remember that on the one hand, whatever your fears, your strength will be formidable to your antagonists; on the other, whatever the confidence you derive from refusing to receive us, your weakness will have no terrors for a strong enemy. You must also remember that your decision is for Athens no less than Corcyra, and that you are not making the best provision for her interests, if at a time when you are anxiously scanning the horizon that you may be in readiness for the breaking out of the war which is all but upon you, you hesitate to attach to your side a place whose adhesion or estrangement is alike pregnant with the most vital consequences. For it lies conveniently for the coast — navigation in the direction of Italy and Sicily, being able to bar the passage of naval reinforcements from thence to Peloponnese, and from Peloponnese thither; and it is in other respects a most desirable station. To sum up as shortly as possible, embracing both general and particular considerations, let this show you the folly of sacrificing us. Remember that there are but three considerable naval powers in Hellas — Athens, Corcyra, and Corinth — and that if you allow two of these three to become one, and Corinth to secure us for herself, you will have to hold the sea against the united fleets of Corcyra and Peloponnese. But if you receive us, you will have our ships to reinforce you in the struggle.”

Such were the words of the Corcyraeans. After they had finished, the Corinthians spoke as follows:

“These Corcyraeans in the speech we have just heard do not confine themselves to the question of their reception into your alliance. They also talk of our being guilty of injustice, and their being the victims of an unjustifiable war. It becomes necessary for us to touch upon both these points before we proceed to the rest of what we have to say, that you may have a more correct idea of the grounds of our claim, and have good cause to reject their petition. According to them, their old policy of refusing all offers of alliance was a policy of moderation. It was in fact adopted for bad ends, not for good; indeed their conduct is such as to make them by no means desirous of having allies present to witness it, or of having the shame of asking their concurrence. Besides, their geographical situation makes them independent of others, and consequently the decision in cases where they injure any lies not with judges appointed by mutual agreement, but with themselves, because, while they seldom make voyages to their neighbours, they are constantly being visited by foreign vessels which are compelled to put in to Corcyra. In short, the object that they propose to themselves, in their specious policy of complete isolation, is not to avoid sharing in the crimes of others, but to secure monopoly of crime to themselves — the licence of outrage wherever they can compel, of fraud wherever they can elude, and the enjoyment of their gains without shame. And yet if they were the honest men they pretend to be, the less hold that others had upon them, the stronger would be the light in which they might have put their honesty by giving and taking what was just.

“But such has not been their conduct either towards others or towards us. The attitude of our colony towards us has always been one of estrangement and is now one of hostility; for, say they: ‘We were not sent out to be ill-treated.’ We rejoin that we did not found the colony to be insulted by them, but to be their head and to be regarded with a proper respect. At any rate our other colonies honour us, and we are much beloved by our colonists; and clearly, if the majority are satisfied with us, these can have no good reason for a dissatisfaction in which they stand alone, and we are not acting improperly in making war against them, nor are we making war against them without having received signal provocation. Besides, if we were in the wrong, it would be honourable in them to give way to our wishes, and disgraceful for us to trample on their moderation; but in the pride and licence of wealth they have sinned again and again against us, and never more deeply than when Epidamnus, our dependency, which they took no steps to claim in its distress upon our coming to relieve it, was by them seized, and is now held by force of arms.

“As to their allegation that they wished the question to be first submitted to arbitration, it is obvious that a challenge coming from the party who is safe in a commanding position cannot gain the credit due only to him who, before appealing to arms, in deeds as well as words, places himself on a level with his adversary. In their case, it was not before they laid siege to the place, but after they at length understood that we should not tamely suffer it, that they thought of the specious word arbitration. And not satisfied with their own misconduct there, they appear here now requiring you to join with them not in alliance but in crime, and to receive them in spite of their being at enmity with us. But it was when they stood firmest that they should have made overtures to you, and not at a time when we have been wronged and they are in peril; nor yet at a time when you will be admitting to a share in your protection those who never admitted you to a share in their power, and will be incurring an equal amount of blame from us with those in whose offences you had no hand. No, they should have shared their power with you before they asked you to share your fortunes with them.

“So then the reality of the grievances we come to complain of, and the violence and rapacity of our opponents, have both been proved. But that you cannot equitably receive them, this you have still to learn. It may be true that one of the provisions of the treaty is that it shall be competent for any state, whose name was not down on the list, to join whichever side it pleases. But this agreement is not meant for those whose object in joining is the injury of other powers, but for those whose need of support does not arise from the fact of defection, and whose adhesion will not bring to the power that is mad enough to receive them war instead of peace; which will be the case with you, if you refuse to listen to us. For you cannot become their auxiliary and remain our friend; if you join in their attack, you must share the punishment which the defenders inflict on them. And yet you have the best possible right to be neutral, or, failing this, you should on the contrary join us against them. Corinth is at least in treaty with you; with Corcyra you were never even in truce. But do not lay down the principle that defection is to be patronized. Did we on the defection of the Samians record our vote against you, when the rest of the Peloponnesian powers were equally divided on the question whether they should assist them? No, we told them to their face that every power has a right to punish its own allies. Why, if you make it your policy to receive and assist all offenders, you will find that just as many of your dependencies will come over to us, and the principle that you establish will press less heavily on us than on yourselves.

“This then is what Hellenic law entitles us to demand as a right. But we have also advice to offer and claims on your gratitude, which, since there is no danger of our injuring you, as we are not enemies, and since our friendship does not amount to very frequent intercourse, we say ought to be liquidated at the present juncture. When you were in want of ships of war for the war against the Aeginetans, before the Persian invasion, Corinth supplied you with twenty vessels. That good turn, and the line we took on the Samian question, when we were the cause of the Peloponnesians refusing to assist them, enabled you to conquer Aegina and to punish Samos. And we acted thus at crises when, if ever, men are wont in their efforts against their enemies to forget everything for the sake of victory, regarding him who assists them then as a friend, even if thus far he has been a foe, and him who opposes them then as a foe, even if he has thus far been a friend; indeed they allow their real interests to suffer from their absorbing preoccupation in the struggle.

“Weigh well these considerations, and let your youth learn what they are from their elders, and let them determine to do unto us as we have done unto you. And let them not acknowledge the justice of what we say, but dispute its wisdom in the contingency of war. Not only is the straightest path generally speaking the wisest; but the coming of the war, which the Corcyraeans have used as a bugbear to persuade you to do wrong, is still uncertain, and it is not worth while to be carried away by it into gaining the instant and declared enmity of Corinth. It were, rather, wise to try and counteract the unfavourable impression which your conduct to Megara has created. For kindness opportunely shown has a greater power of removing old grievances than the facts of the case may warrant. And do not be seduced by the prospect of a great naval alliance. Abstinence from all injustice to other first-rate powers is a greater tower of strength than anything that can be gained by the sacrifice of permanent tranquillity for an apparent temporary advantage. It is now our turn to benefit by the principle that we laid down at Lacedaemon, that every power has a right to punish her own allies. We now claim to receive the same from you, and protest against your rewarding us for benefiting you by our vote by injuring us by yours. On the contrary, return us like for like, remembering that this is that very crisis in which he who lends aid is most a friend, and he who opposes is most a foe. And for these Corcyraeans — neither receive them into alliance in our despite, nor be their abettors in crime. So do, and you will act as we have a right to expect of you, and at the same time best consult your own interests.”

Such were the words of the Corinthians.

When the Athenians had heard both out, two assemblies were held. In the first there was a manifest disposition to listen to the representations of Corinth; in the second, public feeling had changed and an alliance with Corcyra was decided on, with certain reservations. It was to be a defensive, not an offensive alliance. It did not involve a breach of the treaty with Peloponnese: Athens could not be required to join Corcyra in any attack upon Corinth. But each of the contracting parties had a right to the other’s assistance against invasion, whether of his own territory or that of an ally. For it began now to be felt that the coming of the Peloponnesian war was only a question of time, and no one was willing to see a naval power of such magnitude as Corcyra sacrificed to Corinth; though if they could let them weaken each other by mutual conflict, it would be no bad preparation for the struggle which Athens might one day have to wage with Corinth and the other naval powers. At the same time the island seemed to lie conveniently on the coasting passage to Italy and Sicily. With these views, Athens received Corcyra into alliance and, on the departure of the Corinthians not long afterwards, sent ten ships to their assistance. They were commanded by Lacedaemonius, the son of Cimon, Diotimus, the son of Strombichus, and Proteas, the son of Epicles. Their instructions were to avoid collision with the Corinthian fleet except under certain circumstances. If it sailed to Corcyra and threatened a landing on her coast, or in any of her possessions, they were to do their utmost to prevent it. These instructions were prompted by an anxiety to avoid a breach of the treaty.

Meanwhile the Corinthians completed their preparations, and sailed for Corcyra with a hundred and fifty ships. Of these Elis furnished ten, Megara twelve, Leucas ten, Ambracia twenty-seven, Anactorium one, and Corinth herself ninety. Each of these contingents had its own admiral, the Corinthian being under the command of Xenoclides, son of Euthycles, with four colleagues. Sailing from Leucas, they made land at the part of the continent opposite Corcyra. They anchored in the harbour of Chimerium, in the territory of Thesprotis, above which, at some distance from the sea, lies the city of Ephyre, in the Elean district. By this city the Acherusian lake pours its waters into the sea. It gets its name from the river Acheron, which flows through Thesprotis and falls into the lake. There also the river Thyamis flows, forming the boundary between Thesprotis and Kestrine; and between these rivers rises the point of Chimerium. In this part of the continent the Corinthians now came to anchor, and formed an encampment. When the Corcyraeans saw them coming, they manned a hundred and ten ships, commanded by Meikiades, Aisimides, and Eurybatus, and stationed themselves at one of the Sybota isles; the ten Athenian ships being present. On Point Leukimme they posted their land forces, and a thousand heavy infantry who had come from Zacynthus to their assistance. Nor were the Corinthians on the mainland without their allies. The barbarians flocked in large numbers to their assistance, the inhabitants of this part of the continent being old allies of theirs.

When the Corinthian preparations were completed, they took three days’ provisions and put out from Chimerium by night, ready for action. Sailing with the dawn, they sighted the Corcyraean fleet out at sea and coming towards them. When they perceived each other, both sides formed in order of battle. On the Corcyraean right wing lay the Athenian ships, the rest of the line being occupied by their own vessels formed in three squadrons, each of which was commanded by one of the three admirals. Such was the Corcyraean formation. The Corinthian was as follows: on the right wing lay the Megarian and Ambraciot ships, in the centre the rest of the allies in order. But the left was composed of the best sailers in the Corinthian navy, to encounter the Athenians and the right wing of the Corcyraeans. As soon as the signals were raised on either side, they joined battle. Both sides had a large number of heavy infantry on their decks, and a large number of archers and darters, the old imperfect armament still prevailing. The sea-fight was an obstinate one, though not remarkable for its science; indeed it was more like a battle by land. Whenever they charged each other, the multitude and crush of the vessels made it by no means easy to get loose; besides, their hopes of victory lay principally in the heavy infantry on the decks, who stood and fought in order, the ships remaining stationary. The manoeuvre of breaking the line was not tried; in short, strength and pluck had more share in the fight than science. Everywhere tumult reigned, the battle being one scene of confusion; meanwhile the Athenian ships, by coming up to the Corcyraeans whenever they were pressed, served to alarm the enemy, though their commanders could not join in the battle from fear of their instructions. The right wing of the Corinthians suffered most. The Corcyraeans routed it, and chased them in disorder to the continent with twenty ships, sailed up to their camp, and burnt the tents which they found empty, and plundered the stuff. So in this quarter the Corinthians and their allies were defeated, and the Corcyraeans were victorious. But where the Corinthians themselves were, on the left, they gained a decided success; the scanty forces of the Corcyraeans being further weakened by the want of the twenty ships absent on the pursuit. Seeing the Corcyraeans hard pressed, the Athenians began at length to assist them more unequivocally. At first, it is true, they refrained from charging any ships; but when the rout was becoming patent, and the Corinthians were pressing on, the time at last came when every one set to, and all distinction was laid aside, and it came to this point, that the Corinthians and Athenians raised their hands against each other.

After the rout, the Corinthians, instead of employing themselves in lashing fast and hauling after them the hulls of the vessels which they had disabled, turned their attention to the men, whom they butchered as they sailed through, not caring so much to make prisoners. Some even of their own friends were slain by them, by mistake, in their ignorance of the defeat of the right wing For the number of the ships on both sides, and the distance to which they covered the sea, made it difficult, after they had once joined, to distinguish between the conquering and the conquered; this battle proving far greater than any before it, any at least between Hellenes, for the number of vessels engaged. After the Corinthians had chased the Corcyraeans to the land, they turned to the wrecks and their dead, most of whom they succeeded in getting hold of and conveying to Sybota, the rendezvous of the land forces furnished by their barbarian allies. Sybota, it must be known, is a desert harbour of Thesprotis. This task over, they mustered anew, and sailed against the Corcyraeans, who on their part advanced to meet them with all their ships that were fit for service and remaining to them, accompanied by the Athenian vessels, fearing that they might attempt a landing in their territory. It was by this time getting late, and the paean had been sung for the attack, when the Corinthians suddenly began to back water. They had observed twenty Athenian ships sailing up, which had been sent out afterwards to reinforce the ten vessels by the Athenians, who feared, as it turned out justly, the defeat of the Corcyraeans and the inability of their handful of ships to protect them. These ships were thus seen by the Corinthians first. They suspected that they were from Athens, and that those which they saw were not all, but that there were more behind; they accordingly began to retire. The Corcyraeans meanwhile had not sighted them, as they were advancing from a point which they could not so well see, and were wondering why the Corinthians were backing water, when some caught sight of them, and cried out that there were ships in sight ahead. Upon this they also retired; for it was now getting dark, and the retreat of the Corinthians had suspended hostilities. Thus they parted from each other, and the battle ceased with night. The Corcyraeans were in their camp at Leukimme, when these twenty ships from Athens, under the command of Glaucon, the son of Leagrus, and Andocides, son of Leogoras, bore on through the corpses and the wrecks, and sailed up to the camp, not long after they were sighted. It was now night, and the Corcyraeans feared that they might be hostile vessels; but they soon knew them, and the ships came to anchor.

The next day the thirty Athenian vessels put out to sea, accompanied by all the Corcyraean ships that were seaworthy, and sailed to the harbour at Sybota, where the Corinthians lay, to see if they would engage. The Corinthians put out from the land and formed a line in the open sea, but beyond this made no further movement, having no intention of assuming the offensive. For they saw reinforcements arrived fresh from Athens, and themselves confronted by numerous difficulties, such as the necessity of guarding the prisoners whom they had on board and the want of all means of refitting their ships in a desert place. What they were thinking more about was how their voyage home was to be effected; they feared that the Athenians might consider that the treaty was dissolved by the collision which had occurred, and forbid their departure.

Accordingly they resolved to put some men on board a boat, and send them without a herald’s wand to the Athenians, as an experiment. Having done so, they spoke as follows: “You do wrong, Athenians, to begin war and break the treaty. Engaged in chastising our enemies, we find you placing yourselves in our path in arms against us. Now if your intentions are to prevent us sailing to Corcyra, or anywhere else that we may wish, and if you are for breaking the treaty, first take us that are here and treat us as enemies.” Such was what they said, and all the Corcyraean armament that were within hearing immediately called out to take them and kill them. But the Athenians answered as follows: “Neither are we beginning war, Peloponnesians, nor are we breaking the treaty; but these Corcyraeans are our allies, and we are come to help them. So if you want to sail anywhere else, we place no obstacle in your way; but if you are going to sail against Corcyra, or any of her possessions, we shall do our best to stop you.”

Receiving this answer from the Athenians, the Corinthians commenced preparations for their voyage home, and set up a trophy in Sybota, on the continent; while the Corcyraeans took up the wrecks and dead that had been carried out to them by the current, and by a wind which rose in the night and scattered them in all directions, and set up their trophy in Sybota, on the island, as victors. The reasons each side had for claiming the victory were these. The Corinthians had been victorious in the sea-fight until night; and having thus been enabled to carry off most wrecks and dead, they were in possession of no fewer than a thousand prisoners of war, and had sunk close upon seventy vessels. The Corcyraeans had destroyed about thirty ships, and after the arrival of the Athenians had taken up the wrecks and dead on their side; they had besides seen the Corinthians retire before them, backing water on sight of the Athenian vessels, and upon the arrival of the Athenians refuse to sail out against them from Sybota. Thus both sides claimed the victory.

The Corinthians on the voyage home took Anactorium, which stands at the mouth of the Ambracian gulf. The place was taken by treachery, being common ground to the Corcyraeans and Corinthians. After establishing Corinthian settlers there, they retired home. Eight hundred of the Corcyraeans were slaves; these they sold; two hundred and fifty they retained in captivity, and treated with great attention, in the hope that they might bring over their country to Corinth on their return; most of them being, as it happened, men of very high position in Corcyra. In this way Corcyra maintained her political existence in the war with Corinth, and the Athenian vessels left the island. This was the first cause of the war that Corinth had against the Athenians, viz., that they had fought against them with the Corcyraeans in time of treaty.
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