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I OP SPARTA

The purpose of this study is to examine in detail the foreign

policy of Cleooienes I, who was king in Sparta from 520 to lt90 B. C.

The major source of information for this study is Herodotus' account

of the Persian wars that was written in the ndd'fifth century B. C.

Other ancient writers also are cited but it is noted rery early that

they themselwes may have relied upon Herodotus as the basis for their

own accounts. These Include Aristotle, Plutarch, Socrates of Argos,

Polyaenus, Pausanlus, and Diogenes Laertius. Frequent references are

made also to modem scholarship on this topic in an effort to determine

the extent to which recent historians hare been correct in their charac*

terlzatlons of Cleomenes' reign.

At the beginning there is a brief Introduction and an opening

chapter that describes the nature of the Spartan state. Cleomenes'

career is then outlined with special emphasis being given to the devel*

opment of his foreign policy. It is demonstrated that the latter

subject was associated closely with domestic affairs in Sparta at this

time and that, largely for this reason, the kln^s career may be divided

into three distinct stages. In the early years of his reign he assumed

a relatively inactive role in the formulation of Sparta's foreign

policy; directing his attention Instead at laying a basis for the fa*

Later in his career he began to cham-tare assertion of his strength.

pion a very aggressive foreign policy for his native state. He hoped



to enhance thereby his oim prestige and to strengthen his personal

control of domestic politics in Sparta. Then, after having been

defeated by his political opponents in this endeavor, Clecanenes

finally sou^t to use his influence to aid in securing a degree of

unity among the Greeks in preparation for an ianlnent Persian invasion.
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INTRODUCTION

Cleomenea I, the eon of Anaxandrldas and a menber of the Agiad

royal lino, became king in Sparta approximately twenty years before

the turn of the fifth century B. C. The thirty year span of his rule

was destined to enccmipass an important era in the history of ancient

Greece. It was during this period that the still largely primitive

nature of Archaic Greece began to give way to the political, social.

cultural, and economic changes that were to reach their zenith in the

fifth century. As monarch in the most powerful state in Hellas at this

time, Cleomenes was to play an Important role in these events. Yet his

overall influence has been extremely difficult for modem scholars to

And if therewere an underlying purpose behind his variousassess.

activities while king, it has remained an enigma.

The purpose of this endeavor, however, will bo to offer an inter-

pretatlon of at least the foreign policies of the Spartan king. It

will hopefully be demonstrated that there were three distinct periods

within Cleomenes' career and that each can best be e^lained in terms of

certain motives that were the primary influence behind the king's policy

decisions. These three periods may be generally described as follows.

In the early part of Cleomenes' career he assumed a relatively inactive

role in the development of Sparta's foreign policy. His main objective

was merely to lay a basis for the future assertion of his powers. Yet

even at this early date there were a few subtle indications that he

would eventually assume a more imp>ortant role in Spartan affairs. Then,

Cleomenes began to chaaq^ion a much morebeginning at around $12 B. C • f
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agiTesslye posture for his native state, especially in central Oireece.

He hoped thereby to augment his own powers and prestige within Sparta,

and to regain in such a manner some of the royal prerogatives that

earlier Spartan monarchs had allowed to dwindle. And finally, during

the last decade of his career, Cleomenes attempted to use his Influence

to help secure a degree of unity among the leading states in Hellas in

order to shore up her defenses for the forth-coming Persian invasion.

The major, and often the only, original source for Greek history

during this era is the "father of history," Herodotus. The nine volumes

of his history that were written in the mid-fifth century B. C. are

still today the basis of most of what is known about Greece in the late

sixth and early fifth centuries. Because, however, Herodotus was not

himself a contemporary of the events he described, his account can be

considered to be accurate only Insofar as the sources of his Informa-

tlon were themselves reliable. In many Instances, especially those

relating to Athens, these sources were, no doubt, very sound. Herodotus

would have had fi*equent opportunities to talk with eyewitnesses and to

view inscriptions that delineated the events he described. Yet his

description of affairs in Sparta is for several reasons somewhat less

trustworthy than his account concerning Athens.^
Sparta was a closed society and maintained only a minimum of contact

Unlike Athens, early

with the rest of the Hellenic world. Thus the Greeks themselves knew

very little about the "state of Lycurgus," and what they did know was

^See W. 0. Forr«st, A History of Sparta, 950-192 B. C. (New York:
., I96B7, pp. 15-16, for a detailed descrip-W. W. Norton and Company, Inc

tion of the difficulties involved in rendering an accurate account of
events relating to Sparta.
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determined largely by what the Spartans wished for others to know. Be-

cause of the obvious prejudices that frequently colored the conceptions

that most other Greeks had of Sparta, this difficulty is further com-

pounded.

let, even with these facts in mind, the modem historian need not

be overly discoxiraged about the |J0ssibilities of drawing from Herodotus

a reasonably clear pictum of events as they occurred within or outside

of Sparta. Modem scholarship has enabled historians to identify with

some cez*tainty the sources of a great deal of Herodotus' Information.

By considering the nature of these sources (oral tradition, first person

accounts, written inscriptions, etc.), and the likelihood of their

, having been in some way prejudiced, historians have been able to come

to some agreement as to their probable reliability. With these facts

in mind, it is then possible to weigh Herodotus' account against other

available information and thereby to draw some fairly definite conclu-

sions. As R. W. Macan has pointed out in his classic study of Herodotus'

histoiry:

Not withstanding the incompleteness. Inconsequence, and
anachronism of his (Herodotus') record, virtually from that
record itself, by readjustment and reconstruction, a reasonable
account of the vrtiole course of affairs may be obtained.^
In regard to Herodotus' account as it concerns Cleomenes specifically.

it is clear that he relied largely upon an oral tradition of the Spartans

that was highly unfavorable to the Agiad king. For this reason, Cleomenes

appears in Herodotus' story as somewhat of a tainted figure. But as will

P
R. W. Macan, Herodotus; The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Books, 2
(London: ^cmillan and Co., 1B9^), ^:120.vols.
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hopefully be demonstrated below, if the bias is^licit in Herodotus

sources is taken into consideration, one can discern from his text an

able and resourceful monarch in the person of the Spartan king.^
It will be noticed that sereral other ancient writers who came

after Herodotus are referred to in the following study. Most of these

writers were probably thonselves relying upon Herodotus' work as the

basis of their account. Others apparently relied on sources, both

original and secondary, that are long lost to the modem researcher.

Conclusions as to the credibility of these accounts will usually be

offered as they appear in the text. It is unfortunate, however, that

beyond Herodotus there is almost an absolute dearth of ancient writers

who have dealt in any detail with Cleomenes* career. This situation

was probably due to the glorious events of the Persian wars having very

early rendered his exploits meager in comparison.

It is probably also for this reason that very little has been written

about deomenes by modem historians, especially when coiiq>ared to later

Spartan kings such as Leonidas, Pausanius, Agesllaus, and Cleomenes m*

Only two articles have thus far appeared that have dealt exclusively with

These studies, written by Joseph Wells and ThomasCleomenes' mign.

Lenshau, are very limited in their scope, however, and are concerned mainly
U

with the chronology of various events in the king's career. Other works

^The fact that Herodotus relied mostly upon a Spartan tradition that
was hostile to Cleomenes is graphically Illustrated by several scholars.
See especially: Ivo Bruns, Das Literarisehe Portrit Per Qriechen (Hilde-
sheim; Greg 01ms, 1961), pp. ?5-7b; W. W. How and Welis, A Commentary
on Herodotus, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928), 2:3UF; and
Racan, Herodotus, 2:85, 89.

^J. Wells, "The Chronology of the Reign of Cleomenes I, Journal of
Hellenic Studies 2$ (190$), 193-203. This same article later reappeared
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that have considered the reign of Cleomenes have normally done so only

in the course of studies dealing with Spartan history in general. This

is especially the case in relation to Sparta's foreign policies during

this period. Connenting upon the numbers and nature of these studies,

one scholar has recently remariced, "I know of no discussion of Spartan

foreign policy during the reign of Cleomenes which seems to me satis¬

n 5factory.

in a book by the same author, Studies in Herodotus (Freeport: Books for
Libraries Press, 1923), pp. 7U-91> and Thomas Lenschau, "Kflnig Kleomenes
I von Sparta." Klio 31 (1938), U12-U29. Both of these studies are dis-
cussed in some detail in the appendices that appear at the conclusion of
this thesis.

^0. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1972), p. 157,' n. 1.



(1)

TOE GOVERNMENT OF EARLT SPARTA

One of the fev aspects of early Spairtan history about which there

is some degree of certainty is that by the sixth century B. C. the

Spartan government had come to consist of four separate and distinct

institutions; the gerousia, the apella, the council of five ephors.

and the two kings. Beyond this very basic assumption there is wide

ranging disagreement about nearly everything that relates to the frame¬

work of the Spartan constitution; especially in the period previous to

the era of the Peloponnesian Wars. Some comprehension of the general

nature of Spartan government is essential, however, in order to under-

stand the course and significance of events as they occurred dui*ing

Cleonenes' reign.

relating to the character of the Spartan state at that time will follow.

The senate of elders, called the gerousia, consisted of twenty-

eight members in addition to the two kings, thus making thirty in all.^

For this reason a brief discussion of some facts

Membership in this bo(fy was i^stricted to those Spartans who had reached

the age of sixty, at tdiich point they ceased to be liable for military

service. Members were chosen by a free election of the Spartan apella.

The gerousia appears to have retained two main functions by Cleomenes'

^This very general description of the gerousia and its powers, and
much of the forthcoming discussion of the other institutions of the
Spartan state, is based largely upon the accounts contained ip three
important works dealing with the nature of the Spartan government. On
the gerousia see; A. H. J. Oreenidge, A Hand^ok of Greek Constitutional
History (London; Macmillan and Co., Lt3^., lb^6), pp. lt)(!)-lt)8; A. H. M.
Jones, Sparta (Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 196?), pp. 17-19;
and Humfrey Michell, Sparta (Cambridge; Cambridge University Press,
1952), pp. 135-lliO.
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day* They aenred as a guiding committee for the apella and, in theory

at least, no motion could be considered by that body except on the

initiative of the gerousla. And secondly, they functioned as a couirt

of Justice, hearing all capital cases, and having the prerogative to

inflict such extreme penalties as exile and death.

The apella was the general: assembly of the Spartan warriors which

met to consider questions of great Importance to the entire nation. As

has previously been noted, it could vote only on those Issues that were

placed before it by the gerousla. Even on these occasions it was allowed

only to vote "yea" or "nay" on such motions and it does not appear that

ordinary members were permitted to address the assembly either in defense of
2

or in opposition to the proposed legislation. Probably its most impor-

tant function, and one that is often overlooked by modem scholars, was

its role in filling vacancies that periodically arose in the gerousla

and in choosing the five ephors who were annually elected to office.

By the time that Cleomenes came to the throne, this council of

ephors had already become the most powerful organ of the Spartan state.^
Although Herodotus credits their creation to the ancient, and perhaps

mythical, lawgiver, Lycurgus, very little remains certain about the origins

of this body.^ They are not mentioned in either the Great Rhetra, a very

early document relating to the constitutional development of Sparta, or

^ichell, Sparta, pp, 1U1-1U3.

^See Arnold Toynbee, "Sparta's Constitutional Development," in
Some Problems of Greek History (Londont Oxford University Press, 1969),
pp. 2l|3-2i*5.

^Terodotus 1, 65.
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in theworks of TyrtaeuSi a Spartan poet of the seventh century. A

possible reason for this absence Is that the ephors were still only a

relatively insignificant force in Spartan government at this time and

only later began to assume an important role in Spartan affairs. One

theory on their origins that is often accepted by modem scholars is

that they were originally appointed by the kings to assist them in carrying

on the government.^ Thus the early ephors may have been little more than

delegates or counselors of the kings. The process by which the ephors

were eventually able to extend their powers is also uncertain but it

appeam quite likely that this process was a gradual one. It seems

clear, however, that the office soon became one of popular election. Be-

cause they were chosen by the people and because any Spartan citizen was

eligible for this office, they have sometimes been seen as the democratic

element of the Spartan constitution.^ Due to the fact that the ephors

were elected annually it became entirely possible for the Spartan politi¬

cal scene to undergo significant changes in the course of a year if
7

ephors were elected who opposed the prevailing policy direction,

is an Important point to be remembered when one later considers the manner

in which Cleonenes apfwars to gain, and yet later lose, the support of

This

this body for his policy decisions.

The ephors eventually supplanted the kings as chief executives of

the Spartan state. They alone had the authority to summon the apella

and to conduct business before it, and had the important function of

^Greenidge, Greek Constitutional History, p. 103, and Nlchell,
Sparta, p. 119.

^Greenldge, Greek Ccaiatitutional History, p. lOU.

7Seo Jones, Sparta, p. 30.
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carrying out Its decrees. They retained several in^ortant judicial

powers; the Host notable of which being the ri^t to try kings for

After the eventual fall of Cleomenes they appear to have

conpletely controlled Spartan foreign policy as they received foreign

envoys, negotiated treaties, and ordered expeditions once war had been

treason.

As is evident from this brief listing of their prerogatives.declared.

they eventually developed as the most powerful institution of the Spartan
8

state while the kings became little more than hereditary generals.

A dual monarchy such as was found in Sparta was not common among

9
the Greeks. Herodotus explains its existence in Sparta by relating a

story about twin sons that were bom to Aristodemus, the legendary con-

queror of Laconia (Sparta).Aristodemus apparently died shoi*tly after

the birth of his sons and, because the two children were so much alike

in appearance, the Spartans were unable to decide which of the sons was

the older and thus which should be made king. Since even their mother

claimed to be unable to distinguish between the children, the Spartans

eventually sent to the Delphic oracle for advice. Instead of solving

their problem the priestess at Delphi coii^>ounded it by advising the

Spartans that both of the children should be made kings, but that the

elder of the two should have the greater honor. Thus still curious as

6
The powers here attributed to the Spartan ephorate are enumerated

in Qreenidge, Greek Constitutional History, pp. 102-106.
9
There is some evidence to suggest that this was not a completely

unique phenomenon. See Michell, Sparta, p. 102, and Q. Busolt, Oriechische
Geschichte Bis Zur Schlact Bel Chaeronela, 2 vols. (Hlldesheim, Georg
Olms, 189:5 )7T:5II5.

^^Herodotus 6. $2.
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to ifhich of the sons was the older, the Spartans finall]r decided to

obeerre the mother, whom they suspected to be withholding the knowledge.

Their purpose was to see if she always fed and washed the same child

first. This turned out to be precisely the case and the Spartans there-

fore determined that this child was the older of the two. Thus even

though both sons were made kings and founded their respective line; the

elder son and his descendants (Agiad), one of whom was Cleomenes, were

regarded as the more noble house.

Modem scholars have offered several isore plausible explanations for

the development of the dual monarchy in Sparta. The most generally accepted

one is that it resulted from a synoeclsm of two ox* more Dorian tribes some-

11
time before the eighth century B. C. The noted historian Arnold J. Toyn-

bee, in one of his earliest published works, very ably defends this sugges¬

tion and attempts to show that the Spartan royal houses were in fact de-

•cendants of two early Dorian tribes who invaded the Peloponnesian penln-

sula and settled in the Eurotas valley. After years of fighting against

each other as well as against the native inhabitants of the area, the two

tribes eventually agreed to join forces and to allow both royal houses to

continue to exist side by side. Presumably neither party could accept
12

being governed by the other and peace was finally brought by this compromise.

^^Among the historians who have accepted this explanation are: J. B.
Bury, A History of Greece (New fork; The Modern Library, 1900), p. llU;
0. Buso^lt and H. Swoboda, Griechlsche Staatskunde, 2 vols. (Munich: C. H.
Beck, 1920), 1:3U0; Victor Ehrenberg, From Solon to Socrates (London;
Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1967), p. 31; W. W. How and J. Wells, A ^mmentary
on Herodotus, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928), 2:02-83; 0. L.
Huxley, Early Sparta (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), p, 16;
Michell, Sparta, p. 103; and Arnold J. Toynbee, "The Growth of Sparta,"
Journal of Hellenic Studies 33 (1913), 2L6-275.

^^Toynbee, "The Growth of Sparta," 250-2^5.



11

Though this synoecism nrast have occurred very early in Spartan

history, it was not until the middle of the sixth century, and after

the "Lycurgan Reforms," the Great Rhetra, and the internal repercussions

of the Messenian Wars, that the Spartan government assumed a permanent

and stable character. Moat classical observers, including Herodotus,

assumed that the Agiad was the senior of the two royal houses and exerted

a soHtewhat stronger Influence than did the Eurypontids in determining
13

Spartan policy.

been somewhat closer to the people and their concurrence was often

The Eurypontids, however, were considered to have

important, no doubt, in gaining popular support in the apella for govern-

mental decisions.^ The kings were theoreticadly equal in terms of

Herodotus gives a detailed description of whatconstitutional powers.

16
these constitutional prerogatives of the Spartan kings were. They

were to have supreme power in regard to declarations of war and were to

be the field ccmonanders of the Spartan armies. Their functions in times

of peace were mainly Judicial and religious. They were to serve as

intermediaries between gods and men by virtue of their positions at the

head of two local priesthoods and it was their duty to obtain for the

people the direction of the oracle at Delphi. Their Judicial functions

were limited to the betrothing of orphan heiresses, overseeing the adop¬

tion of sons, and regxilating the public highways. Beyond these powers

^^Herodotus 6. $1.

^Ehrenberg, From Solon to Socrates, p. 31.

l^Jones, Sparta, p. 13.

^^erodotus 6, 56-60.
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they retained the right to sit in covmcil with the twenty-eight senators

of the gerousia and were extended the priviledge of being allowed to

vote twice.

As was earlier suggested, monarchial power within Sparta had diminished

steadily after the seventh century as the voices of the ephors became in¬

creasingly predominant. Herodotus' description of the powers of ^artan

kings was obsolete by the tine that he set down his history (mid-fifth

century B. C.). He himself relates a story about one important instance

in which a significant revision of royal power is supposed to have
17

occurred. The extent to »rtiich this dissipation of royal power had pro-

gressed by the time that Cleomenes became king is of vital importance to

this study but it has unfortunately never been precisely determined. The

nature of the political scene in Sparta during the last quarter of the

sixth century B. C. was, in fact, on at least one occasion one of the most

vigorously disputed issues in Greek history. This dispute may be said to

have had its beginnings with the publication in the Journal of Hellenic

Studies in 1908 of an article by G. B. Grundy, entitled "The Population

and Policy of Sparta in the Fifth Century." In this article Grundy

argued that the presence of a large servile population (helots) in Mes-

senla and in Laconia was the determining factor in almost every Spartan
18

Then, in 1912, Guy Dickins publisheddecision, foreign and domestic.

in the Journal of Hellenic Studies, "The Growth of Spartan Policy,"

17
See Herodotus 5* 75> and below, p. US

^®G. B. Grundy, "The Population and Policy of Sparta in the Fifth
Century," Journal of Hellenic Studies 28 (1908), 77-96. This theory was
apparently first formulated by Georg Busolt, Die Lakedaimonier und Ihre
Bundesgenossen (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, I878), pp. 1-U86.
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ifh^reln he argued that It vas not until after U90 B. C. that the Spartans

first became primarily concerned with the possibility of a large scale

helot revolt in Laconia itself.^^ He went on to suggest that the deter¬

mining factor in Sparta's policy decisions was not, therefore, the fear

of a helot uprising, but rather a power struggle that had developed within

Sparta. This dispute involved royalists who favored an imperialistic

foreign policy, and supporters of the ephors who were anti-ijiqjerialistic.

Even the fear of a helot revolt was seen by Dickins as having first arisen

as a result of this ongoiiig power struggle. He suggested that when the

royalists (i. e. Cleomenes and his supporters) eventually realized that

they %rere loosing in their struggle with the ephors, they finally turned

to the helot population of Laconia for support and offered them their
20

freedom in return for their asslstaince in resisting the ephors. Qrundy

thereupon immediately responded to Dlckln's assertions and in the next
21

issue of the same Journal he reiterated his own conclusions. His re-

22
buttal provoked a final reply by Dickins that appeared early in 1913.

Although both scholars had drawn the material upon which they based their

conclusions from almost precisely the same sources, they seem to have

remained unimpressed with the validity of the other's findings. Yet

neither was ever very successful at clearly showing the other to have

19
Guy Dickins, "The Growth of Spartan Policy." Journal of Hellenic

Studies 32 (1912), 1-U2.
20
Dickins, "The Growth of Spartan Policy," 32.

^^0. B. Grundy, "The Policy of Sparta," Journal of Hellenic Studies
32 (1912), 261-269.

22
Guy Dickins, "The Growth of Spartan Policy: A Reply," Journal

of Hellenic Studies 33 (1913),.111-112.
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been mistaken. It is unfortunate that in the last two articles heire

referred to, their criticisms of each other's conclusions began to

descend from the very scholarly level of their earlier studies and each

writer apparently began to view the other's criticism as a personal

affront.

Subsequent studies dealing with Spartan history during this period

have generally either completely ignored the issues raised by Onindy and

Dlcklns in their debate or else have accepted one, while not totally
23

rejecting the other's conclusions. Those scholars who have followed

the latter course have apparently realised something that neither

Dickins nor Grundy were willing to adaiitj this being the fact that

though their theories were on the surface very different, they were not

mutually exclusive. It is entirely possible that both considerations.

1. e., the fear of a helot revolt, and a power struggle between kings

and ei^ors, could at various times have individually dominated political

life in Spairba. Very few scholars will now deny that after the near

destruction of the Spairban state during the Messenlan Wars of the seventh

century, the Spartans always maintained a watchful eye on their helot

23
Antony Andrewes, "The Government of Classical Sparta," in Ancient

Society and Institutions (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1966), 8-10, has
totally rejected Dickin's conclusions. The vast majority of modem
scholars, however, have tended to at least partially subscribe to both
explanations, although most make no mention of either Dickins or Grundy.
Among these are: Hermann Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte (Munich: C. H.
Beck, 1950), pp. 1U7-1U8; W. 0. Forrest, A History of Sparta, 950-192

(Now York: W. W, Norton and Company, Inc., 1^68), pp. 79-9U;
HuxToy, Early Sparta, pp. 77-96; Jones, Sparta, p. 30; Thomas Lenshau,
"Kflnig Kleomenes I von Sparta," Kilo 31 (1938), U12-U29; Michell, Sparta,
pp. 30-32; Pavel Oliva, Sparta and Her Social Problems, trans. by iris
Urwln-Lewitova (Prague: Academia, 19?l)> 1^6-150; and Toynbee, "Sparta's
Constitutional Devoloimiant," pp. 2l:2-2U9.

B. C.
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popalatlona in Messanla and In Laconla*^^ Dae to the fear of another

uprlalng of thla aort, the ephora, who were usaally relatively older

and more conaervatire, would very likely have been in the leaderahip

among thoae in Sparta who were hesitant to involve Spartan troops in

In such a situation these troops would be unable

to return quickly to their homeland if needed to suppress an insurrection.

It should seem at least as plausible, however, that a young and ambitious

distant commitments.

king like Cleomenes ml^t wish to reverse the trend of the past century

whereby his successors had steadily relinquished their constitutionally

prescribed powers to the ephorate. As M. I. Finley has recently ob-

served, "the (Spartan) kings were a persistently disruptive force of a

special kind and Buignltude In Classical Spartan history." He adds that

they were potentially disruptive by definition in that their very exis-

tence was a contradiction of the ideal typ>e of Spartan equality.

Likewise, it should not be entirely dismissed that such a king as

Cleomenes might hope to strengthen his claim to sovereignty throu£^

successful foreign wars; and thus become what Dickins has referred to

Both Paul Cloche'', and more recently C* 0. Thomas,as an "imperialist".

have shown that the domestic position of the Spartan kings was largely
26

dependent upon their performance as military commanders. When the

Spartan political scene is viewed from the standpoint of the ephors.

^^See Oliva, Sparta and Her Social Problems, pp. lU6-l50.

I, Finley, "Sparta," in The Use and Abuse of History (Now
Viking Press, 1975)» p» 169.

^^P. Cloche'^ "Sur le role des rois de Sparte," Les j^udes Classiques
17 (19U9), 113-138, 3U3-381, and C. 0. Thomas, "On the Role of tEo
Spartan Kings," Historia 23 (197U), 25?7-270.

Tork*

i t
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vhose main attention was directed at forestalling any future helot re-

bellion, then Orundy's emphasis appears to have been accurately directed,

let irtjen affairs in Sparta are seen from the viewpoint of individual

monarchs who may have hoped to reassert their royal authority with the

aid of the popular acclaim that would have followed upon the triumphant

subjection of one or more of their neighboring states, then Dickin's
27

conclusions become much more acceptable.

There were times when the Spartan kings succeeded in offering

stringent opposition to the ephors, even after the latter had becaae

virtually supreme. The ephors were, however, usually quite adept at

playing off the kings against each other or by some other means resisting
28

whatever royal opposition may have arisen to their rule. But there were

a few Instances at which time shrewd and energetic monax*cha were able to

reassert their royal prerogatives and regain for themselves, at least

temporarily, an almost total control of Spartan policy. This sometimes

occurred with the apparent acquiescence of the ephors and at other times

against their vigorous opposition. It is interesting to note that in

Herodotus' entire discussion of Cleomenes and his career as king, the

once near the beginning of his reignephors are referred to only twice:

27
'That such a situation was not uncommon in the ancient world is

reflected by H. H. Scullard in his classic study of Republican Rome, The
Roman World From 753 to lU6 B. C. (London: Methuen and Co
195^), p. lUn While discussing opposition in Rome to the first Cartha-
genian War he observes that one basis for this opposition was "the aver-
sion of the conservative element in the Senate to an expansionist policy
which Increased the power of the people and the popular leaders whom a
new war might bring into prominence." The underlining is' adde3 for
emphasis.

Ltd• S • 9

28
See Toynbee, "Sparta's Constitutional Development," pp. 2l:3-2U:,

on the ephors having frequently played the kings off against one another.
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and once near the end.^^ Antony Andrewes had noted this virtual absence

of references to the ephors in Herodotus' account of Cleonenes' reign

and he attributes it to the fact that the ephors were wholly supportive
30of the king's activities. Another possible explanation is that

Cleomenes had attained such a degree of power within Sparta that the

ephors did not dare to oppose him, or that the ephors who had originally

done so had been defeated in one of the yeaurly elections. As the follow-

ing study will attempt to show, at various points in Cleomenes' career

Herodotus' failure to mention the ei^ors cotCLd conceivably be attributed

to either of these reasons. It is unfortunate, however, as has already

been noted, that Herodotus' account was based upon a Spartan tradition

that was hostile to the Agiad king.^^ It is therefore likely that the

nature of Herodotus' account may sometimes reflect merely the desire of

the Spartan ephorate to disassociate itself from the activities of a

king they had deemed to have been mad, rather than their earlier concur-

rence or agreement with Cleomenes' policies.

^^Herodotus 3* 11^8, 6. 82.

^^Andrewes, "The Qovernment of Classical Sparta," 9.

^^See above, p. 3.
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EARLT CAREBR

Spartan foreign policies up until the beginning of the reign of

Cleomenes (c. 520 B. C.) had been noticeably uniinperialistic in regard

to cities in Greece outside of the Peloponnesian peninsula.^
actirities during the early part of his reign were very much in keeping

with these limited designs and it would probably not haTe appeared that

Cleomenes'

the more conservative policies of the ephors would be significantly

altered, or even challenged, by the new king. This period was significant,

however, in that through his astute handling of several difficult situa¬

tions Cleomenes was able to gain the confidence and respect of the Spartan

elders, and to pave the way for the future assertion of his royal power.

His first recorded act as king was an expedition into central Greece

in 519 B. C.^ On this occasion he refused an appeal from the Boeotian

city of Plataea for assistance against Thebes. Cleomenes no doubt realized

that the ephors would not be Interested in entezdng into such an alliance

in that it would certainly have provoked the resentment of the distant but

powerful Thebes. let he proved to be unwilling to reject totally the

request of his suppliants, for even at this point in his career he appar¬

ently realized that there was some advantage to be gained from the situa-

tion. He pointed out to the Plataeans that the Spartans were too far

^n the date that Cleomenes became king see E. Abbott, "Note on the
Chronology of the Reign of Cleomenes," excursus 3 of Herodotus; Books V
and VI (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893)» p. 132.

2
Some historians have argued that the proper date for this expedition

was 509 B. C. or later. The reasons for here assuming the earlier date
as being correct are discussed in Appendix X.
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removed from Plmtaea to be of any worthwhile assistance and he then pro-

ceeded to advise them to seek the protection of the Athenians instead.^
Herodotus adds that Cleomenes made this suggestion not so much out of

goodwill toward the Plataeans as because he wished in this manner to in-

volve the Athenians in a dispute with Thebes.^ If indeed this was his

motive, and there is no reason for doubting Herodotus in this instance,

it was an act of skillful diplomacy on the part of the youthful monarch.

Re had not only asserted his own authority by personally refusing to

grant the PlataeanS' request, but his diplomatic maneuver proved to be

extremely successful as well. Thebes and Athens were soon at war and

throughout the next century were engaged in an onglng dispute over Plataea.

And as will later be shown, as early as 506 B. C. the Thebans were to Join

the Lacedaemonians in an invasion of Attica, and they remained staunch

allies of the Spartans throughout the fifth century.

Cleomenes' shrewd but cautious handling of the Plataean situation

was followed by two further instances in ^ich he probably gained still

further confidence and suppoH from among the ephors. When Maeandrius of

Samos fled from the Persian forces idio were overrunning his Island (c. 5l5

B. C.), he landed in Sparta with large ntuibers of gold and silver vessels

and appealed for help before the Aglad klng.^ According to Herodotus,

Cleomenes thereupon went straight to the ephors and advised them that it

Herodotus 6. 108.

^The Thebans were at that time attempting to establish themselves at
the head of a league of Boetian cities in which they hoped Plataea would
be included. See P. Cloche' Thebes De Beotie (Paris: Oescl^e de Brouwer
& Cie., 1952), p. 31.

Herodotus 3. 1U8.
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would be best for Sparta if the Samian stranger (Maeandrius) should be

asked to leare. Likewise, when Darius of Persia inraded Scythia in

5lU B. C. and Scythian envoys appeared in Sparta to propose a combined

operation of Scythians and Spartans against the Persians, Cleomenes

appears to have initially considered the idea but finally rejected it.^
It is worth noting that the ephors are not referred to by Herodotus in

the course of his discussion of Cleomenes' meetings with the Scythian

ambassadors while the year before he had only suggested to the ephors

that Maeandrius be dismissed. This subtle point may be quite significant.

Although it is fairly certain that the Spaz*tan ephorate would have whole¬

heartedly concurred with his chosen course of action, the fact that he

appears to have personally issued a irefusal to the Scythians is perhaps

indicative that he had alz*eady begun to assei^ some Independence from

this body.

Not long after Cleomenes came to the throne another series of events

was set into motion that some scholars have viewed as an indication of

Cleomenes having very early assumed a more active and aggressive role in

These events centered around the adventures of Dorleus,Spartan polities.

the half brother of Cleomenes, and the eldest son of Anaxandridas by his

As told by Herodotus, Dorieus' mother had originally appeared

incapable of bearing children and thus, upon the Insistance of the ephors.

first wife.

Heirodotus (6. 81i) also adds that it was from the Scythians that
Cleomenes acquired the practice of drinking undiluted wine. He notes
that the Spartans later maintained this habit to have been responsible
for Cleomenes supposedly having gone mad just previous to his death. To
drink undiluted wine was considered dangerous and barbaric by the Greeks
and the practice was often attributed to tyrants. See How ajid- Wells,
Commentary on Herodotus, 1:98. This aspect of the story may have been
merely a hostile Spartam tradition intended to taint a wise decision on
the part of the king.
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Anaxandrldas had agreed to take a second wife. He still refused, howerer,

to put his first wife awaj. The fact that the ephors were able to demand

that a Spartan king take another wife Is a clear exai^>le of the degree of

power that the ephors had attained by that time. Anaxandrldas* new wife

soon bore him a son, Cleomenes, after which his first wife immediately

gave birth to Dorleus. At this point Herodotus' account begins to reflect

the contenqjt with which Cleomenes was viewed by later Spartan tradition.^
He describes Cleomenes as having very early verged upon madness while

Dorleus Is pictured as an extraordlnaily talented and gifted young prince

who might have looked forward confidently to succeeding his father as king
8

had a successor been chosen purely upon the basis of merit. Vhen Cleomenes

was chosen In his stead, Dorleus was apparently dlssaffected and decided to

leave Sparta. He embariced with a group of men In hopes of founding a

colony in North Africa (c. 5lU B. C.) where his adventures eventually

brought him Into conflict with the Carthagenlans. After three years In

this area he was forced to return to Sparta. Shortly thereafter he fell in

battle In the midst of another attempt at establishing a colony; this time

in Sicily. According to Hellenic tradition, shortly before his death be

had assisted the settlers of the Achaean colony of Croton in their success¬

ful straggle against their sister-city at Sybaris, By so doing he enabled

the priests at Delphi to claim that an oracle Issued previous to his second
9

colonizing venture promising him victory in the west had been fulfilled.'^

7
That Herodotus based this aspect of his Dorleus story on Spartan

tradition is argued by R. W. Macan, Herodotus; The Fourth, j^fth, and
Sixth Books, 2 vols. (London; Macmillan and Co., 1895), 2:Hin

®For the rules of succession of the Spartan monarchy see Humfrey
Michell, Sparta (Cambridge: Cambridge Dalvarsity Press, 1952), p. lOU.

^Herodotus 5. 39-U6.
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As was earlier suggested, several scholars have seen the adventures

of Dorieus as having been much more than the mere wanderings of the dls-

contented prince that Is portrayed by Herodotus,^®
that Dorieus' activities In the vest represented a conscious effort by

his brother, Cleomenes, at expansion In North Africa and In Italy, Nlese

Instead they argue

and Dlcklns have even argued that Herodotus' entire story concerning

Dorieus was completely false. They claim that Dorieus was not the next

oldest son after Cleomenes but was Instead the youngest of Anaxandrldas
11four sons and that, therefore, he had no possible claim to the crown.

They also suggest that both of Dorieus' colonizing attempts were regular

state colonies and were fully supported by Cleomenes. They therefore

reject the assertion that he hurried off Immediately after his brother
12became king due to his bitter hatred of Cleomenes.

It appears, however, that Dlcklns and the others have overestimated

the Impoirtance aUd the consequences of the adventurous career of Dorieus,

especially idiere they see It as having been a calculated and official

project of Cleomenes at overseas expansion. Such a policy would be very

difficult to reconcile with the domestic situation within Sparta at the

10
Ouy Dlcklns, "The Growth of Spartan Policy," Journal of Hellenic

Studies 32 (1912), 28-29> W. 0. Forrest, A Hlstoi^ of Sparta, 9^0-192 B. C.
(New York; W, W, Norton and Com|>any, Inc,, 1968), pp. o5-b6; B, Nlese,
"Herodot-Studlen: Besonders zur Spartanlschen Geschlchte," Hermes U2
(1907), Ul9-U68j and Alexander Schenk Graf Von Stauffenberg, "Dorieus,"
Hlstorla 9 (I960), l8l-2l5.

11
Anaxandrldas' other sons wei^ named Cleombrotos and Leonidas, both

of whom later became king. The latter was the commander of the small
Spartan contingent that attempted the famous holding operation against
the Persians at Thermopylae pass In U60 B. C.

^^Dlcklns, "The Growth of Spartan Policy," 28-29, and Nlese, "Herodot-
Studlent Besonders zur Spartanlschen Geschlchte,” hX9-U2$.
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tine or eren with the policies of Cleomenes himself as they were later

While Dickins is probably correct in emphasizing that Cleo-revealed.

iiienea struggle with the ephors for power was becoming a determining

factor in Spartan foreign policies by this tine, he and the others here

go too far in ignoring the problem of the helots and in assuming that

at this early date Cleomenes could have overcome the inevitable opposi¬

tion of the ephors to so potentially hazardous a maneuver on his part.

This is especially the case when it is considered that Cleomenes was

at this vei7 moment attempting to gain the support of the Spartan elders
11

for his planned Intervention in Athens. It is highly unlikely, there-

fore that he would have suggested that the Spartans Invest the needed

money in addition to a substantial portion of their always limited man-

Though it would soon become evident thatpower in such an expedition.

Cleomenes favored a policy of expansion of both his own powers and Sparta's

dominion, and may even have endorsed a limited commitment in North Africa

or in Sicily, his main Interests were always confined almost exclusively

to the mainland of Greece. He preferred to decline distant commitments

while organizing and strengthening control closer to home. His rejection

of pleas for help that came from Samos, Scythia, and later from Miletus,

idiile he pursued an active policy on the Greek mainland should lend

weight to this conclusion.

This is not to imply, however, that Cleomenes was without knowledge.

or even had not consented, to his younger brother's ventures. It is

^^See below, pp. 26-30.
^^The unwillingness of the ephors to become involved in affairs in

Sicily was later Illustrated by their refusal to join with Gelon of
Syracuse in his struggle with the Carthagenians a short while before the
Persian invasion of U80 B. C. See Herodotus 5* 158.
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highly unlikely th&t the brother of the king could have engaged In such

an undertaking had Cleomenes wished to have prevented It. Likewise, at

least some of Dorieus' associates must have been Spartan citizens and

it would have been contrary to a longstanding Spartan policy to have

allowed so many men to leave Sparta for unspecified reasons. Yet

irtiatever motive may have been behind Dorieus* adventures, they probably

related moreso to the domestic situation within Sparta than to any

desire for territorial expansion. From Herodotus' account it seems

quite probable that there had already arisen some opposition to Cleomenes

T. J. Dunbabln has suggested that it was inin Sparta led by Dorieus.

response to such opposition that Cleomenes may have cleverly induced

his brother to leave Sparta by means of a supposed colonial venture.

Thus though the colony nay have originally set out with the sanction of

the king, it seems unlikely that the direction of the colony was deter-

mined by Cleomenes or that the subsequent anti-Carthagenian purpose of
16

both e3q)edition8 was favored by him.

Regardless of what may have been Cleomenes* original purposes when

he sanctioned his brothers colonial exploits, the ultimate failure of

the expeditions proved to work to Cleomenes* imnediate advantage. Those

who had taken the lead in opposing him had not only been removed but had

Having won one important victory, he now stoodbeen discredited as well.

poised to embark on a maneuver that, if successful, might establish him

as the most powerful individual in Sparta and in Hellas.

J. Dunbabln, The Western Greeks (Oxford* Clarendon Press, 191*8),

^^Dunbabin, The Western Greeks, p. 3l*9.

p. 31*9.
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EARLY INVOLVQffiNT AT ATHENS

At some tine around ^6 6. C. the Athenian tyrant Peisistratus was

finally able to solidify his control of the Athenian government. Until

his death in $27 B« C

Athenians.^ His rule was not, however, a brutal and repressive one such

he was virtually unchallenged as master of the• 9

as is tisually identified with the word tyrant. He retained the outward

forms of the Solonian constitution and he remained popular with the emerg*

2
ing democratic elements in Athens to the end. He was succeeded by two

sons by his first marriage, Hippias and Hipparchus, and it at first appeared

that their rule would rival their fa-Uier's in popularity. The brothers

eventually became less and less popular, however, and the Athenian tyranny

began to go down the path that tyranny had followed everywhere else in

Greece after one or two generations.^ The younger brother, Hipparchus was

assasinated in B. C. by two yoxmg Athenian aristocrats, Hemodius and

Aristogeiton, Although his murder was in reality only the result of a

private quarrel, Hippias became thereafter greatly embittered and suspi-
^

By ^12 B. C. his government had becotoie so repressive that hisclous.

^Victor Ehrenberg, From Solon to Socrates (London: Methuen and
Ltd., 1967), p. 79.
2
F. E. Adcock, "The Final Tyranny Of Peisistratus," The Cambridge

Ancient History U, chap. 3, part 3 (1930), 70.

Co.,

^Ehronberg, From Solon to Socrates, pp. 8U-85 has observed this
the hereditary principle contradicted thetendency concluding that "

very basis of the tyrant's rule, his own genius."
0 • •

N'he story of the murder of Hipparchus is related by both Aristotle
Constitution of Athens l8. 2-5» and Herodotus 5. 55.
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^ His foremost enemies, the

exiled Alcmeonid family, tfhich was now under the leadership of Clelsthenes,

saw this as an excellent opportxmity to rid Athens of the tyranny once and

for all and to make possible their own triumphant return.

Their first attempt to bring off such a coup proved a total failure

idien an invasion of Attica failed to gain the support of the Athenian popu-'

lus and was soundly defeated by forces loyal to Hippias,^ This initial

rule had begun to break down completely.

failure to take the city by storm must have impressed upon the Alcmeonids

that some sort of outside assistance would be necessary if their plana of

overthrowing the Peiaistratid tyranny were to succeed. It was for this

reason that they were obliged to look elsewhere for support. In Sparta

they were to find a young king irtio was finally willing to forcefully assert

his own strength and Sparta's position beyond the Peloponnese. Cleomenes

was now convinced that his position within Sparta was sufficiently power¬

ful to enable him to follow such a course. This is indicative that his

earlier caution when confronted by suppliants who hoped to procure the

support of Sparta, and his skillful elimination of Dorieus and his suppor¬

ters, had been successful in establishing for himself a power base that

few recent Spartan monarchs had enjoyed.

The Spartan government had probably long been troubled as to what

Itwould be the proper posture to assume towards the Athenian tyranny.

had been a consistent Spairtan policy throu^out the last two centuries to

This was due to the fact thatoppose tyranny nearly everywhere in Greece.

^Elirenberg, From Solon to Socrates, p. 85.

^ei*odotus 5. 62.



27

the tyranta had generally aided with the emerging democratic elementa
7within cities to oppose the rule of pro-Spartan oligarchies.

Spartan alliances with the c<»iaercial cities of Corinth and Aegina were

The

also significant. These two Dorian states were at this time the leading

mercantile powers in all of Hellas and were, no doubt, bitterly opposed

to any goremment in Athens that did so much to encourage the growth of
8

commerce and Industry as had that of Peisistratus and his sons. Two

further considerations that were probably of more than a little consequence

in shaping Sparta's policy towards Athens at this time were the longstand-

Ing relationship of the Pelsistratlds with Argos, Sparta's chief rlral for

hegemony in the Peloponnese, and their growing friendship with Artaphemes,
9

the Persian satrap at Sardis.

According to Herodotus, it proved to be a fairly simple task for the

Alcmeonid family to convince the Spartans that it would be to their ad-

vantage to assist than in driving out Hlppias.^^ At around $h7 B. C. the

7
See Antony Andrewes, Ihe Greek Tyrants (New York; Harper and Row,

1956), p. lU3; W. W. How and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2 vols,
(Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1928), 2;50;""and Donald Kagan, The Outbreak
of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca; Cornell University Press, 19^9) p. 13.
For a list of the tyrants that vere supposedly overthrown by the Spartans,
see Plutarch malignitate Herodoti 21.

F. E. Adcock, "The Sons of Peisistratus," The Cambridge Ancient Hie-
tory U, chap. 3, part 5 (1930), 77-78.

9
On the longstanding sympathies between Argos and the Pelsistratlds

see Adcock, "The Final Tyranny of Peisistratus," 68, Qirenberg, From Solon
to Socrates, p. 79, and R. A. Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolid (Ithaca;
Cornell University Press, 1972), p. 189. On the growing relationship be-
tween Hlpplas and the Persians see A. R. Bum, Persia and the Greeks (New
York; St. Martin's Press, 1962), p. 17U.

^^erodotus 5. 62-63.

8
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tenqila of Apollo at Delphi had been deetirojed bj fire and for vaxrloue

reasons the voric on Its reconstruction had not been completed by

The Alcmeonld family had sou^t to gain an advantage from this

situation by themselves undertaking to effect the completion of the tem-

B. C.

pie. Needless to say, their influence at Delphi vas substantial thereafter

and It was supposedly by means of this Influence that they sought to con-

11
Vince the Spartans to ally with them in expelling the tyrants. According

to Herodotus, they convinced the Pythian priestess to toll the Spartans

whenever they came to consult the oracle that before any response could

be given the Spartans must first liberate Athens. Herodotus thus argues

that It was the Delphic oracle that convinced Cleomenes and the Spartans

to undertake their Initial intervention in Athens in ^11 B. C. It Is

not, however, probable that the oracle alone would have been sufficient

to Induce the Spartans to embark on such a momentous undertaking. It is

more likely that the oracle only pointed the Spartans in a direction that

Cleomenes himself had already decided to follow. In the light of his later

use of the oracles to aid him in achieving his political purposes, and

since Spartan Influence was Itself very strong at Delphi, it is not Incon-

celvable that the Spartan king may even have Joined with the Alcmeonids in

encouraging the prdestess at Delphi to give the responses of which Herodo-

As W. 0. Forrest has observed, "no one used or abusedtus makes note.

«12 He may still have retained a degree of unoer-religion so much as he.

^^On the role of the Alcmeonld family in rebuilding the temple at
Delphi see Herodotus 5* 62-63 and H. W. Parke and D. E. W. Woirniell, The
Delphic Oracle (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1956), pp. lUU-ll:5.

1 ?
W. 0. Forrest, A History of Sparta (New York: ¥. W. Norton and

Company, 1966), p. 86.
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talntj as to whether he would be able to gadn the support of the ephors

for such a proposal solely through the weight of his own influence,

dotus himself refers to the religious fidelity of the ephors at this time

Hero-

and he goes so far as to conclude that they esteemed the things of hearen
13

more highly than their human consnitments. Although it is possible that

Herodotus may be guilty of haring orerstated his point in this instance,

Clec«enea may in fact hare decided to play upon this fidelity in order to
Hi

assure that the ephors would endorse his proposal.

It appears almost certain that the ephors did eventually give their

support to the proposed expedition. This is especially the case in light

of the fact that although it would later become clear that Cleomenes had

been the driving force behind the Spartan interference in Athens, he did

not personally accompany the troops that were sent to accomplish his pur-

These forces were instead placed under the command of Anchimollus,poses.

the son of Aster, and in lieu of marching to their destination they were

conveyed in naval transports. The fact that the Spartans were willing to

risk the commitment of what must have been a significant portion of their

always limited naval forces is further indication that the venture enjoyed
I*!̂

The distinctive manner in idilchthe support of the Spartan government.

these events are narrated by Herodotus nay also be considered significant.

13
Herodotus 5. 63.

^Parke and Wormell, The Delphic Oracle, p. Ih7, suggest that Cleo-
menes nay have woriced in collusion with the Alcmeonlds in bribing the
oracle.

^Hunfrey Michell, Sparta (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1952), p. 275, notes that "
any time a Spartan navy of any significant size."

it is safe to say that there never was at• • •
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Later incidents relating to affairs in Sparta daring the reign of Cleomenes

are discussed almost exclusireljr in terms of the actirities of the Agiad

king. let in this specific instance Herodotus writes that the "Lacedae-

aonians” decided to send an army to Athens with the orders to drire out

the Peisistratids.^^
It was to turn out, however, that the arm7 sent by the Spartans to

Attica under the command of Anchinolius was fated to suffer a humiliating

defeat at the hands of Hippias* forces. When the invading troops were dis¬

embarked at the Bay of Phalerum they were met by a contingent of about one

thousand Thessalian cavalrymen who had been recruited by Hippias to bolster

his army. An Initial charge by these Thessalian horsemen broke the ranks

of the Spartans, killed Anehlmolius, and drove the surviving soldiers to

their ships with heavy losses. According to Herodotus' account, Hippias

had been forewarned not only that the Spai*tans were about to attack but

apparently also of the precise time, place, and manner in which the in-

vaslon would occur. This early knowledge had enabled him to procure the

aid of the Thessalian horsemen and also to clear the plain on which the

battle was to be fou^t; thereby giving the cavalry every possible advan-

tage in the battle that was about to Insue. From idiom or where Hippias

z*eceived his information He]*odotus doss not even venture to guess. The

modem observer, therefore, can only speculate at best as to its ultimate

It is quite obvious, however, that the one individual who even-source.

tually gained the most from the Athenian victory on the plain at Phalerum

16
Herodotus 5* 63.

^^Aristotle Constitution of Athens 19. 5 and Herodotus 5* 63.
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was none other than the resourcefxil Spartan king who had originally

championed the expedition. This suggests the possibility that after

the ephors had decided against allowing him the priyilege of coienandlng

the initial expedition, Cleomenes may hare secretly contrived to bring
1R

about its defeat.'*' He perhaps foresaw the likelihood that the ephors

would then be willing to send a larger army with himself at its head.

Such a Machiavellian sumeuver on his part would not be at all out of

line with his later, or even earlier, intrigues.

If the defeat of Anchimolius' expedition had in reality been accom-

pllshed through the maneuvezrLng of the Spartan king he had very accurately

anticipated the results of that defeat. Whereas the Spartan government

had thus far been convinced only to commit a nominal force in support of

his plans to aid the Athenian Insurgents, the prestige and pride of the

Spartan military machine were now brou^t into play. Any irtio may have

opp>osed giving command of the earlier expedition to the king were now dis¬

credited and the ephors were constrained into agreeing now to send a much

larger force to Athens under Cleomenes* comiaand. With the eventual success

of this expedition Cleomenes attained a degree of fame and power that en¬

abled him to exert a predominating influence over Spartan foreign policies

for the next five years.

On the arrival of this second Spartan army of invasion in Attica,

they were again met by Thessalian cavalrymen. But on this occasion the

1 fi■‘■'^Although the power of delegating command was theoretically held
by the apella, the decision in reality rested upon those to whom the
apella looked for guidance. That the ephors served this function at
this early date is very likely. See How and Wells, Commentary on Hero-
tus, 2:3149.
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Spartan forces proved to be more than a match for their earlier nemesis.

Their cavalry charge was easily broken and the whole Thessalian contingent

was put to flight} all the way back to their homeland. Cleomenes then

marched into the city of Athens where he was eventually able to beseige

Hippias and his supporters who had retreated to a fort on the acropolis.

The fortress was well supplied, according to Herodotus, and cotild have

outlasted a Spartan blockade had not the children of Hippias been captured

while they were being smuggled out of Athens. Hippias was thereupon in-

duced to agree to evacuate the city. With his departure (510 B. C.), the

long rule of the Peisistratids in Athens was brought to a humiliating

conclusion.

In having expelled the tyrants from Athens, Cleomenes had success-

fully caurried on the tradition of his predecessors and by so doing, he

had also reaffirmed the military position of Sparta as the most powerful

state in Greece. Likewise, it had been a great and Important personal

triumph for the king in that he had successfully demonstrated his own

military abilities. When this was combined with the diplomatic confidence

that he had already earned among the elders in Sparta, it served to es¬

tablish him as a forceful influence in Spartan politics throughout the

This was due in large part to the fact that hisremainder of his career.

newly won military fame would have filtered into domestic politics by
20

This was especially theinfluencing the yearly elections of the ephors.

^^Aristotle Constitution of Athens 19. 5-6 and Herodotus 5. 6it-65.

^^Antony Andrewes, The Government of Classical Sparta," in Ancient
Society and Institutions (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1966), 9, agrees with
the assertion that a Spartan king's personal popularity coiild be expected
to have an influence upon the election of ephors.
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case since many of those who would cast their votes in these annual elec-

tions would inevitably have served in Cleomenes' victorious army. With

this fact in mind, it is not difficult to understand vhy the ephors might

have been hesitant to offer similar opportunities to other Sp>artan kings,

before and after Cleomenes. In doing so they were effectively creating

rivals to their own position of predominance.

Another factor that indirectly served to assist Cleomenes in attain-

ing a position of strength in Sparta was the fairly recent develop«nent

by the Spartans of a confederation of military allies; r«ferr«d to by

modem writers as the "Peloponnesian League." Whereas earlier Spartan

rulem had had at their disposal only the forces of the Spartans alone.

Cleomenes now stood at the head of a coalition of allies that had already

come to include almost the whole of the Peloponnese. The exact process

by which this confederation first came into being is still debated but a

detailed discussion of its origins and nature is understandably beyond

the scope of this endeavor. There is agreement, however, that it began

to assiane its basic structure following a Spartan treaty of alliance with
21

the neighboring Arcadian city of Tegea in the mid-sixth century B. C.

Before this time it appears that Sparta may have attempted to bring the

21
One noteworthy exception to those who agree on this point is

Jakob Larsen who suggests that the League actually came into formal
existence in 505 B. C. as the result of a constitutional convention of
the allies of Sparta. Works by Larsen on this subject include; "The
Constitution of the Peloponnesian League," Classical Philology; in two
parts, 28 (1933), 256-276 and 29 (193U), 1-19; "Sparta and the Ionian
Revolt: A Study of Spartan Foreign Policy and the Genesis of the Pelo-
ponnesian League," Classical Philology 2? (1932), 136-150; and Repre-
sentative Government in Greek and Roman History (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1956), pp. 1:7-66.
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whole of the Peloponnese under its direct control. But for reasons

that are still not fully xmderstood, after the defeat of Tegea the

Lacedaemonians decided to establish themselves Instead as the nucleus

of a coalition of allies based upon separate treaties between themselves
22

and the member cities. Each state within the League merely pledged to

have the same friends and enemies as did the Spartans and supply troops

when called up>on in return for Spartan protection and continued recog-

23nltion that each state was Individually autonomous.

The alliance had been continually expanded and strengthened through-

out the sixth century such that on all of Uie Peloponnesian peninsula

only Argos and several cities in Achaea remained outside of the League

22
Guy Dickins, "The Growth of Spartan Policy," Journal of Hellenic

Studies 32 (1912), 21-26, quite understandably suggests that this decision
was based upon the desire of the ephors to limit expansion which they saw
as contributing to monarchlal power. B. firundy, "The Population and
Policy of Sparta in the Fifth Century," Journal of Hellenic Studies 28
(1908), 8U, argues, however, that the reason behind Sparta's failure to
follow an expansionist policy after this point was the fear of problems
with their helot problems.

23
The body of works that have dealt with the origins of the Pelo-

ponnesian League is impressive. Among the most noteworthy studies are:
F, E, Adcock, "The Peloponnesian League," The Cambridge Ancient History
U, chap. 3, part U (1930), 71-75; Karl Julius Beloch, Griechlsche Geschichte,

(Berlin: Walter De Gruyter 4 Co., 1912), 1:387-^95; Georg Bu'solt",
Die Lakedaimonier und Bundesgenossen (Leipzig: B, G. Teubner, 1878),
pp. 1-U86; Victor Ehrenberg, The Greek State (New York: Barnes and Noble
Inc., i960), pp. 112-120; A, H, J, Oreenidge, A Handbook of Greek Coyti-
tutional History (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd, 1896), pp. 108-ll5;
George Grote, A History of Greece, 12 vols. (London; John Murray, 1856),
2;UUl-U66; and~0, L. Huxley, Early Sparta (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1962), pp. 81-82. Two recently published works that have dealt
with the origins of the Peloponnesian Wars have also included excellent
studies of the League. These works have, however, stressed the nature
of the League as it existed in the late fifth century and later rather
than its very early disposition. These are: Kagan, The Outbreak of the
Peloponnesian War, pp. 9-30; and 0, E. M, de Ste. Croix, The Origins of
the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca; Cornell University Press, 1972), pp. ^-166.

2 vols.
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by the time that Cleomenes became king. Just as the relative position

of the king In Sparta was largely dependent upon his military performance

and reputation, the predOTilnant position of Sparta among the various

member cities of the League was dependent upon her ability to maintain

an unwavering posture of strength and preparedness.^^ It was largely for

this reason that the Spartans were unwilling to allow the defeat of the

Initial expedition sent to Athens to go unavenged. By enticing the ephors

to support even a limited commitment In Athens, Cleomenes had entrapped

them Into having to go to almost any possible extreme to Insure that their

Intervention was a success. For the Spartans to have abandoned their

efforts In Athens after the defeat of Anchlmoullus would inevitably have

been Interpreted as a sign of weakness by the manber states of the League.

Such an understanding on their part would almost certainly have paved the

way for these cities to have endeavored to assert their own independence

and military strength.

It was, therefore, with the full-fledged support of the Spartan elders

that Cleomenes in 510 B. C. led the second Spartan invasion of Attica.

With his success on this occasion he fulfilled the purposes of the ephors

by reasserting Sparta's strength for the members of the League to see.

But he also established a permanent Spartan commitment to affairs In cen-

tral Oreece which he perhaps realized would frequently call for the exer-

else and strengthening of his newly asserted royal prerogatives. Firmly

established as the leader of a state that was Itself entrenched at the

head of a powerful alliance, Cleomenes stood at the end of 510 B. C. as the

most powerful individual in all of Greece.

^^Kagan, The Outbreak of the Peloponnesian War, p. 21.
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FURTOER INTERVENTION IN ATHENS

Because the Spartans were ostensibly supposed to have been liberating

Cleomenes was unirilling either to install his own JuntaAthens in 510 B. C • t

or to keep an occupation force in the city indefinitely. let as he left

Athens with his army shortly after the surrender of Hippias, he must hare

assumed that the Athenians would readily instate some sort of aristocratic

government similar to that »rtiich had ruled the city prior to the final take-

over of Peisistratus. He peihaps also assumed that such a government wowld

bring Athens into the Peloponnesian League in a manner similar to that in

which the restored oligarchy at Megara had done only a few years before.^
Whether or not Athens actually did enter the League at this time is not

mentioned by the ancient writers, but as will presently be shown, later
2

events were soon to idd her of any immediate dependence upon Spairta.

It turned out that Cleomenes had vastly overestimated the willingness

Al-of the people of Athens again to be Subject to a wealthy oligarchy.

thou^ the Peisistratid tyranny had in its last years become odious to the

Athenians, many still continued to support the idea of government made

responsive to the masses; the idea upon which the tyranny had originally

been based.^ Thus when the Alcmeonid family found that they continued to

^Negara's entry into the PeAopoiuiesian League is discussed in Appendix
1 of this study on p.

2
Karl Julius Beloch, Griechische Oeschichte, 2 vols. (Berlin: Walter

De Oruyter & Co., 1912), 1:39U, n. 3, believes that Athens did in fact
enter the League at this time.

^Thls assumption that tyrannical rule in seventh and sixth century
Greece rested upon popular support is "among the most widely recognized
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be unpopular among their fellow aristocrats, their leader, Cleisthenes,

eventually decided to appeal to the masses of the Atheni^ populus for
U

One result of this turnabout by Cleisthenes was an abrupt

change in relations between the Alcmeonid family and the Spartan government

that had origin20Lly supported their endeavors.^

support.

In order to insure the

loyalty of their allies the Spartans had actively supported local govern¬

ments that were friendly to Sparta and within the sphere of her influence.

By the end of the sixth century this had come to mean that pro-Spai^an

oligarchies were insisted upon in the cities that belonged to the Pelo-

ponnesian League.^ Thus in the concerted political struggle that ensued

in Athens upon the fall of Hlpplas, Cleomenes and the Spartan government

gave their support not to the Alcraeonids, their former allies, but to the

aristocratic party that was now led by Isagoras, The latter was a close

personal friend of the Spartan king and he evidently hoped to establish

"Athenian Politics, $10-facts of Greek history." C. A. Robinson, Jr
U86 B. C.," American Journal of Philology 66 (19U5)» 2UU, n. 3.

• >

UOn the continued unpopularity of the Alcmeonid family among aristo-
crats in Athens even after their having played an important role in over-
throwing the tyranny, see Charles Hignett, A History of the Athenian Con-
stitution (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 19^2), p. 12^

^For detailed discussions of Athenian politics during this critical
period see especially: T. J. Cadoux, "The Athenian Archons From Kreon to
Hypsichides," Joumal of Hellenic Studies 68 (19U8), 70-123; Hignett,
Athenian eonstitutlOTi, pp. 12l:-i58; A. W. Qorame, "Athenian Notes. 1.
Athenian Politics, 510-^83 B. C.," American Journal of Philology 65 (l9Ui:),
321-329; B. D. Meritt, "An Early Archon List," Hesperia 8 (1939;, 59-6U;
C. A. Robinson, Jr., "The Struggle for Power at Athens in the Early Fifth
Century," American Journal of Philolo
"Athenian Politics, 510-1:86 B. C.," ^
Under Cleisthenes," The Cambridge Ancient History U, chap. 6, part. It,
(1930), 157-163.

^Antony Andrewes, The Greek Tyrants (New fork: Harper & Row, 1956),
p. Ilt3 notes that in the Peloponnesian League "pro-Spartan oligarchies
ware the rule."

^ 60 (1939), 232-237; Robinson,
li3-251t; and E. M. Walker, "Athens
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in Athens an oligarchic govemment that would become closely allied with
n

Sparta and with the Peloponnesian League.

By 508 B. C., it probably appeared that the party of Isagoras was

winning in Its struggle with the Alcmeonids for in that year Isagoras was

Cleisthenes then decided to attempt to broaden further

his base of popular support by proposing a constitutional change »rtiich

increased popular participation in the government.^
standably a great deal of enthusiasm among the common people in Athens

8elected archon.

There was under-

for this and other democratic reforms proposed by Cleisthenes. He became

so popular, in fact, that Isagoras, frightened by the thought of seeing

Cleisthenes dominate future elections through the support of the newly
10

enfranchised voters, appealed to Cleomenes for help. The Spartan king's

initial response to Isagoras' request was merely to send a message to

Athens demanding the expulsion of Cleisthenes and a large number of other

Athenians, mostly from the Alcmeonid family. Convincing evidence of

^Herodotus (5. 70) notes that Cleomenes and Isagoras had been friends
since the siege of Hipplas in 510 B. C. They must have net irtien Cleomenes
first came to Athens and Cleomenes may have resided in Isagoras' home.
The two men apparently established what the Greeks called xenla, a guest
friendship that often had political overtones. Herodotxia' pro-Alcmeonid
sources may have manufactured the story of adultery.

^Herodotus does not mention Isagoras' election in that year but the
fact and date are supplied by Dionysius of Halicarnassus Roman Antiquities
1. 7li. 1 and 5. 1. 1. See Also Cadoux, "The Athenian Archons From Kreon
to Hypsichides," 113-llU and Hignett, Athenian Constitution, p. 126.

Q^Aristotle Constitution of Athens 20.1 and Herodotus 5. 66.
in-depth study of Cleisthenes' constitutionad changes see Hignett, Athenian
Constitution, pp, 12li-l58 and E. M. Walker, "The Constitutional Reform of
Cleisthenes," Cambridge Ancient History U, chap. 6, part 2, (1930), lUl-l53.

^^Aristotle Constitution of Athens 20. 2 and Herodotus 5« 70.

^^Herodotus 5. 70.

For an
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Cleomenes* predominance in Sparta at this time is the fact that on the

arriral of his ordeirs in Athens, Cleisthenes and the Alcmeonids immediately

abandoned the city.
12

Cleisthenes realized that Cleomenes had become saf-

ficiently powerful to assure at least the outward support of the Spartan

government for his proposed activities. Had such not have been the case,

Cleisthenes would perhaps have appealed directly to the ephors against

Cleomenes potential involvement in the affairs of an ally. This is not

to infer, however, that the ephors or others in Sparta had already come

to resent the tremendous power that was now being exercised by the Agiad

king to such an extent as would later become evident. As has already

been mentioned, it was a longstanding Sp>artan policy to support oligarchic

goveiTiments in their neighboring cities, and there was no real reason for

supposing that the ephors would not support a similar policy in this in-

But the idea of a Spartan king individually bringing about thestance.

expulsion of the dominating political leaders in a city so fiercely in-

def>endent as was Athens by merely addressing a personal message to those

leaders is unparalled in earlier Greek history.

Even after the flight of Cleisthenes and the Alcmeonids fr(« Athens

it appear that Isagoras ccmtinued to be troubled by the democratic forces

within the citywhich Cleisthenes had recently enfranchised. Cleomenes was

thereupon persuaded to bring a small force to Athens where he then proceeded

to expell seven hundred other Athenian families whose names had been given

Again at Isagoras' direction, theto him by the now vindicative Isagoras,

Spartan king next moved to replace the council of the Aeropagus with a

^^Herodotus 5. 72.
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council of three hundred, all of whom were supporter* of Isagoraa.^^
the former body resisted, Cleomenes with the party of laagoras seized the

They had now overplayed their hand, however, for this gesture

united the rest of Athens against them and the acropolis was soon placed

under selge by their opponents.

When

acropolis,

It is rather ironic that only a little

more than two years after having entrapped the party of Hippias in the same

area of the city, Cleomenes now found himself in almost the same situation.

After being beseiged for only three days he reached an agreement with his

That Cleomenesbeseigers and agreed to leave the city with his troops.

so quickly abandoned his stronghold on the acropolis rather than choosing

to hold out in hopes that reinforcements from Sparta would eventually

relieve him is some indication that he was perhaps already aware of the

existence in Sparta of persons vdio would have preferred his expedition to

have resulted in failure. These forces might perhaps have taken advantage

of Cleonenes' situation to instire a further embarrassment of their political

opponent by allowing the king to be held up indefinitely on the Athenian

Cleomenes therefore chose to accept this momentary defeat at thecitadel.

hands of the democratic forces in Athens, knowing that the prolongation

of his humiliation wotild have been to the further advantage of his opponents.

His position was still sufficiently strong, he probably assumed, to assure

that he would soon have the opportunity to revenge his defeat and to re-

^^There is some dispute as to whether the council that was replaced
by Cleomenes at Isagoras' request was the Areopagus or the Council of Five
Hundred. That it was the Areopagus is here assumed and is accepted by
most scholars today. On this question, Hignett has recently observed that
"it is more probable that it was the Areopagus, which possessed the pres-
tige and the personnel required for the vigorous and effective action in
this critis.” Hignett, Athenian Constitution, p, 9k•

^^Aristotle Constitution of Athens 20. 3 and Herodotus 5. 72.
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assert his authority in Sparta and in central Greece by means of a

renewed assault upon Athens.

After the departure of Cleomenes, 'Uie leaders of the aristocratic

party were captured, and according to Herodotus, died ignobly in an

Athenian prison. It appears that Isagoras himself must have escaped.
16

howeTer, for he is mentioned again later by Herodotus. Cleisthenes

and his supporters were at once recalled to Athens where they returned in

triumph and immediately set out to continue in their implementation of

comprehensive measures of democratic reform. Cleisthenes realized

that Cleomenes was furious at having been humiliated by the Athenians

and would soon return to Athens with a much larger army. For this reason

the Athenians began to make overtures to the Persian satrap in Sardis,
17

perhaps hoping for his support in the coming struggle with Cleomenes.

In assuming that Cleomenes was preparing a reprisal, Cleisthenes

had not been mistaken. The Spartan king had been insulted by the Athenians,

according to Herodotus, in both word and deed, and he was busy mobilizing
18

a combined army from nearly every city in the Peloponnesian League. The

fact that two full years were to elapse before he was finally able to exe¬

cute his plans is some Indication that his opponents in Sparta had been

strengthened by his earlier failure. Thus they were able to effectively

forestall any immediate attempt on his part to revenge his defeat. Herodotus

^%erodotus $. 73.

l^Herodotus 5. 7li.

^^Tho Athenian overture to Persia will be discussed more fully on p.

18
Herodotus 5. 73.
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also indicates that irtien Cleoraenes did finally embark on his retaliatory

expedition into Attica in 506 B. C., he concealed his time plans; which

were, according to Herodotus, to establish Isagoras as tyrant of the
19

Athenians. Herodotus' sources on these events wore almost certainly

Athenian and thus would understandably have had a less than favorable
20

opinion of the invading Spartan king. That Cleomenes returned to Athens

in hopes df Installing Isagoras as an outright tyrant is therefore doubt¬

ful, especially when it is considered in the li^t of the traditional

Spartan policy of an unwavering opposition to tyranny. He more likely in-

tended only to execute more successfully his earlier intentions of driving

out Isagoras' opponents and reforming the Athenian government so as to

assure continued aristocratic predominance.

With these purposes in mind, the large Peloponnesian army that Cleo-

menes had assembled marched in 5o6 B. C. toward Athens under the command

of the Agiad king himself but accompanied by the Eurypontid king, Deraaratus.

Herodotus suggests that Demaratus was the joint leader of the expedition

but it is more probable that he was in command of only the Spartan contin-

gent, while deomenes commanded the combined aunnies of the Peloponnesian

League. In preparation for his invasion, Cleomenes had made alliances

with the Chalcldians, perennial rivals to the ancient allies of Athens at

The presence of the latter indicates thatEretria, and with the Boeotians.

^Herodotus 5. 7U.

^®Soe Felix Jacoby, Atthis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19U9),
p. 338, n.' 53, and R. W. Macan, Herodotus: The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth
Books, 2 vols. (London: Macmillan and Co., l895), 2:121-123.

21
Thomas Lenschau, "Kdnig Kleomenes I von Sparta," Klio 31 (1938),

U26.
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Cleomenes' attempt early in his career to provoke enmity between Thebes
22and Athens had been a success. Cleomenes planned to invade Attica from

While the Peloponnesian array advanced from across the Isthmus,three sides.

the Thebans were to invade from the northwest and the Chalcidians from the

northeast across the Euripus. In the face of such an invasion the Athenians

chose to put their entire army up against the Pelponnesians who had already
23reached the plain of ELeusis,

It turned out, however, that the Athenians never had to engage the

SF>artans in battle because of dissension that broke out within the ranks

of the Peloponnesian forces that finally resulted in the return of Cleomenes
2h

to Spairta. Shortly before the two armiew were about to engage, the

Corinthian contingent of the League army expressed misgivings about the

Thereupon, Demaratus, whom Herodo-venture and consequently marched away.

tus describes as having had no sort of quarrel with Cleomenes before this

time, came to the forefront among those who opposed Cleomenes' plans and

followed the Corinthians, probably taking with him the Spartan contingent.

The now confident Athenians then made short work of the Chalcidians and

Boeotians and the new democracy at Athens won an important victory in its
25struggle for survival.

22
See above, p. 16.

^^erodotus $. 75. For the probable positions of the various armies
see Q. Busolt, Griechische Geschichte Bis Zur Schlacht Bei Chaeroneia, 2
vols. (Hildesheim, Georg 01ms, 1693), i:Uli2, and Walker, "Athens Under
Cleisthenes," 159.

^Slerodotus 5»

^^erodotus 5. 75-77.

75.
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Most historians have assumed that Herodotus was correct in crediting
26

the Corinthians with having thwarted Cleomenes' attempted invaision.

possible reasons behind such a move they point to an old Corinthian-Athenian

For

alliance, Corinthian hopes that Athens might rise as a power-balance against

Aegina, and finally to Corinthian fears that Sparta, if successful at Athens,

might become too powerful and turn their attention towards reducing the

strength of Corinth. All of these suggestions, however, would seem more

plausible had the Corinthians raised their objections earlier and not waited

until immediately before the battle was about to ensue to have expressed

their reservations. Although it is true that Herodotus suggests that Cleo-

menes did not make public his intentions at the time he gathered his army.

it seems highly unlikely that the allies woxxld have sent troops entirely

ignorant as to where they were going and for what reason. Only a short

while before, Cleomenes, the most powerful individual in all of Greece, had

been thoroughly humiliated by the Athenians. All of Hellas would have been

aware of such an event; especially the Corinthians who had close ties with

both the Spartans and the Athenians. The reason, therefore, that Cleomenes

did not publish his intentions, if in fact he did not, was that there were

26
Among those historians who have accepted this explanation without

question are: Beloch, Griechlsche Geschichte, 1:1:01; A. R. Bum, Persia
and the Greeks (New York: The Modern Library, 1900), pp. 205-206; Busolt,
Griechlsche Geschichte, 2;iil:2-Uii3; Victor Ehrenberg, From Solon to Socrates
(London: Methuen and Co., Ltd., 196?), p. 98; W. 0. Forrest, A History
of Sparta, 950-192 B. C., (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1968),
p. 8?; George Grote, A History of Greece 12 vols. (London; John Murray,
1856), U;97; w. W. How and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2 vols.
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1928), 2;Ul; G. L. Huxley, F.arly Sparta (Cam-
bridge; Harvard University Press, 1962), p. 81; A. H. M. Jones, Sparta
(Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 1967), p. 5l; Pierre Roussel,
Sparte (Paris: Editions E. de Boccard, I960), p. 87; and Walker, "Athens
Under Cleisthenes," 159-160.



no actual reasons for doing so. From the moment he left Athens after

having been besieged on the acropolis, the other cities of the Pelo-

ponnesian League must have assumed that it would be only a matter of time

before he set out to revenge his embarrassment. Because not only his.

but also Sparta’s reputation had been damaged, the allies should have had

no reason to assume that he could notwin the unqualified support of the

Spartan government for his endeavor. Though Herodotus' suggestion that

the allies followed Cleoraenes blindly would certainly attest to his extra¬

ordinarily powerful position in Sparta and among the members of the League,

that position itself would have made the purposes of this expedition al¬

most inqjossible to have concealed.

Once again due to his dominating position in Sparta and the Pelo-

ponnese, had the Corithians actually been averse to participating in this

expedition against Athens, it seems more probable that they would have

raised their objections earlier rather than to have waited until Just be-

fore the battle was to begin. They were certainly aware that another fail-

ure would serve to humiliate further Cleomenes and thereby place the

Corinthians themselves in danger of becoming the objects of the king’s

retaliation. Yet another point to be considered in regard to these events

is the fact that although the Corinthians were supposed to have been the

virtual saviors of the Athenians in this Instance, they made no reference

to this occurrence when they later pleaded for the assistance of the Ath-

eniana against Corcyra Just previous to the outbreak of the Pelop>onnesian
27Wars.

^^See Thucydides 1. Ul. This omission on the part of the Corinthians
was first pointed out by Macan, Herodotus, 1:220, thou^ he considered
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If then the Corinthians were from the first aware of Cleomenes

intentions to march on Athens and to secure there a government more

responsive to his own and Sparta's influence, why did they at Eleusis

suddenly decide to abandon Cleomenes' army? The answer could conceivably

lie in events that occurred in Sparta just before the array was about to

begin its march. A struggle for power in Sparta involving the kings and

opponents of royal power, generally the ephors, has frequently been re-

ferred to in this study. A simultaneous controversy in regard to the

nature of Sparta's foreign policies has also been mentioned. Although

this struggle was no doubt very subdued in the early years of Cleomenes

reign, it probably began to assume a more open nature following Cleomenes

expulsion from Athens in 508 B, C, It is possible that the ephors had

come to look upon Cleomenes* Athenian policy as little more than an

annual march into Attica. They perhaps foresaw that such a policy could

provoke serious intenial problems if the helots were to take advantage

of the situation and revolt in the absence of the Spartan army, Ephors

who were unsympathetic to the Agiad king and his designs in central Greece

may have been elected in the first elections for this office subsequent

to the king's defeat (early 507 B, C.). It may have been for this reason

that he was unable to return immediately to Athens with an army. Cleomenes,

however, was apparently able to in some manner reassert his authority in

506 B. C., and was able to finally proceed with his plans. This fact sug-

gests that in the elections for the ephorate held earlier in that year

it to have been a mere oversight on their part or on the part of Thu-
cydides, yet it does not seem probable that the Corinthians or Thucydides
would have overlooked such an important point.
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his sopporters had gained at least a nominal majority. This failure by

his opponents to curb his powers and activities immediately in an open

power struggle may have convinced them to seek some other means of

undermining Cleomenes' position. If it is accepted that a Spartan king's

success as a military commander would greatly inhance his domestic poli-

tical position, it may also be assumed that a king's military failures
28

Having already witnessedwould seriously undermine that position.

the demise of Cleomenes' strength that had followed upon his earlier

defeat in Athens, his opponents perhaps assumed that a another setback

of this sort would further diminish the king's base of power to such an

extent as to enable themselves to effectively assume control of Spartan

politics for the immediate future. Given such an opportunity, they no

doubt felt that that they would then be able to permanently establish

their own supremacy in Spartan affairs and thereby relegate Cleomenes and

similarly ambitious kings of the future to the role of mere figureheads.

It therefore appears that Cleomenes' opponents in Sparta may them-

selves have secretly contrived with Demaratus, the Eurypontid king, to
29

They were certainly aware that suchsabotage Cleomenes' expedition.

a failure would inevitably be accompanied by a decline in Sparta's pres-

Yet the events of the past severaltlge, as well as that of her king.

years had probably convinced them that even this alternative was preferable

28
See above, p. 15. ..

29
Guy Dlckins, "The Growth of Spartan Policy," Journal of Hellenic

Studies 32 (1912), 30, and Lenschau, "Kflnig Kleomenes I von Sparta," U26-
Iji5T7Ti»ve also suggested that Cleomenes' opponents may have worked in
cooperation with Demaratus in undermlnlag the expedition. Neither, however,
has pursued the suggestion to its logical conclusion.
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to allowing Cleonenes to become so powerful that he might become a

virtual tTrant In the very city that had opposed tyranny everywhere

The statement by Herodotus that Demaratus had previously

had no sort of quarrel with Cleoraenes lends weight to any suggestion that

something may have occurred behind the scenes; for apparently nothing

had occurred at ELeusis to cause him to no longer support the Agiad king.

If Clecwnenes' opponents had in fact covertly arranged to undermine his

else in Greece.

expedition into Athens, it may have been in an effort to presenre the

secrecy of such a treasonous undertaking that they had procured the pas-

sage of a new law after the incident that prevented both kings from

again accompanying the same army.^® They perhaps sought to in such a

manner show their contempt for the failure of Clecsnenes' army to achieve

its desired purposes. But if the Spartan ephors had disapproved of Dema-
31ratus' activities, he would almost certainly have been deposed as a resxilt.

As for Demaratus' part in the plot, he was probably attracted by

the possibility of gaining for himself a greater voice in Spartan politics.

especially since the powerful position of Cleomenes had probably relegated

him to a relatively impotent status. It was by no means extraordinary for

opponents of royal authority to attempt to play the two kings off against

Thus it is not unlikely that Demaratus was now offered theeach other.

opportunity to personally see to it that Cleomenes' attack on Athens was

unsuccessful. Given the generally conceived popular appeal of the gurypontid

^Slerodotus 5. 75*

^^On the role of the ephors in disciplining and deposing Spartan
monarchs, see H. W. Parke, "The Deposing of Spartan Kings," Classical
Quarterly 39 (19145)» 106-112.
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kings that has already been noted, Cleomenes' opponents had probably
32

vigorously sought the endorsement of Demaratus. They no doubt viewed

such an endorsement as an important step in gaining the further support

of the Spartan populus for their struggle against Cleomenes.

Because Cleomenes had devised so carefully and completely his plan

of operations foe the invasion, Demaratus realized that preventing the

battle frcMn ever occurring would be the only means of assuring that the

invasion would not be successful. Thus he may have persuaded some of

the larger contingents in the array, especially the Corinthians, to aban¬

don the expedition while he himself would support their moves by with¬

drawing along with them the official Spartan contingent. He perhaps did

so by means of a bribe and by offering assurances that, together with

other of Cleomenes* opponents in Sparta, he would make certain that Cleo-

menes would not be allowed to retaliate against them.

The only real evidence against such a plot having been devised by

Cleomenes' opponents is the simple, though admittedly important, fact

that such is not mentioned by Herodotus. Further consideration should

Indicate, however, that even this evidence should not by itself bo consid-

Herodotus is generally considered to be a muchered to be convincing.

less trustworthy souixe concerning private converaations and secret motives

than when he deals with what are publicly known facts.^^ Thus it would

have been by no means unusual for Herodotus to have been completely un¬

aware of the real cause behind the events that had occurred at Eleusis

^^See above, p. 11,

^^Bum, Persia and the Greeks, p. 6,
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in 506 B, C. Thia ia eapecially the case when one considers that Hero-

dotus* sources concerning these events were almost certainly Athenian.

The Athenians would probably have been totally unaware of such things as

secret d<»iestic maneuvers within Sparta. It also seems likely that they

would themselves have preferred to believe that Cleonencs' attempted

invasion failed because the Corinthians and others felt it to have been

immoral rather than because the Spartans were not united.

Even after having been on two occasions foiled in his attempts to

coerce the Athenians into allegiance> Cleomenes was apparently unwilling

to totally abandon his schemes. A short while after returning from

Athens he supposedly found records at Delphi indicating that he had been
35deceived by the Alcmeonids into thinking that Hippias was his enemy.

Wiether or not he actually did find such evidence is doubtful, however.

in the light of his earlier and later abuses of the oracle to achieve

his political goals. The fact that it was Cleomenes himself who had

"found" this information is supportive of the earlier suggestion that
36he had actually Joined with the Alcmeonids in bribing the oracle.

Having been bested by the subversion of his political opponents, Cleo-

manes peitiaps saw this as the only means possible by which he mi^t be

enabled to accomplish his purposes immediately. It must have at first

appeared as though the Agiad king might be successful in his endeavor

for the Spartans promptly proceeded to recall Hippias from Segieum and

^E. N, Tigerstedt, The Legend of Sparta in Classical Antiquity
(Stockholm: Almqvlst & Waksell, 196^, p. 90.

^^Herodotus $, 90.

■^^See above, pp, 28-29,
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and then proposed to the members of the Peloponnesian League that he
37

be restored to his former position in Athens. The Spartans did so,

according to Herodotus, because they had cone to realize that if the

people of Athens were free they would likely be as powerful as themselves.

But if they were oppressed by a tyrant they would be weak and submissive.

Such a sentiment is to be expected of Herodotus since he was himself a

Periclean democrat and he %rrote during an age when the Athenains had be-

gun to widely extoll the virtues of democratic government. It seems

more probable that the true purpose behind this gesture on the part of

the Spartans was essentially the same as it had been for their initial

involvement in Athens: the desire to establish there a government respon¬

sive to Sparta's influence. The fact that the ephors appear to have en-

do]*sed this proposal Indicates that Cleomenes* opponents, having now

regained power, perhaps assumed that their adversary was now sufficiently

h\imbled to allow them to concentrate their energies from that point for¬

ward on reasserting Spai*ta's shaken position in the Peloponnese and among

her allies.

Yet when the proposal to restore Hlppias was presented to a congress

of the Peloponnesian League, it was unabashedly rejected by the majority
39

of the League's members; the opposition again being led by the Corinthians.

That such a proposal was rejected by the League now, less than two years

^^Herodotus 5. 91.

^®0n the assertion that Herodotus based this aspect of his story on
Attic tradition, see How and Wells, Commentary on Herodotus, 2:50, On
Herodotus' political inclinations, see Bum, Persia and the Greeks, p, 5.

^^Herodotus 5. 92.



52

after thay had willingly supplied Cleonienes with a large army for a

similar scheme, suggests two important considerations. First, it points

to the possibility that a greater voice in determining the policies of

the League, even at the expense of Sparta's prestige, may have been part

of a bribe offered through Denaratus to the allies at Eleusis in order

to persuade them to abandon the expedition. Several scholars see expanded

participation by League members in the decision making process of the

League to have been a direct consequence of the episode at Eleusis, and

Jakob Larsen sees the League as a functioning body not to have actually

existed before this time.^^ Secondly, it suggests that by sabotaging

Cleomenes’ expedition against Athens, his opponents had succeeded in re-

ducing his prestige to such an extent that his power within Sparta and

his Influence among the allies were noticeably diminished. Ihe obvious

basis for this assumption is the fact that he was now tinable to convince

the League to agree to support a venture very similar to one they had

readily accepted only a short while before. A more subtle indication

of the fact that the king's position had been seriously undermined is

reflected in the nature of Herodotus' description of these events as they

Spairba's activities in the years previous to these events hadtranspired.

been decsribed exclusively in terms of the activities of her illustrious

In thia instance, however, Herodotus refers to the Lacedaemoniansking.

or Spartans, suggesting that the Aglad king was no longer solely pre-

dominant in determining Sparta's policies. That the Spartans themselves

were no longer united behind their enterprising, but now somewhat weakened

UOSee Jakob Larsen, "Sparta and the Ionian Revolt," Classical Philo-
logy 27 (1932), liiO, and above, p. 33, n. 21,
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monarch. Is also evident. Sparta's power and prestige were xmdoubtably

still sufficiently strong to insure that the League would hardly have

refused to conqjly with the request had it enjoyed the unqualified support
lil

of the entire Spartan government. Peidiaps the most conclusive evidence

of all for the assertion that Cleomenes was no longer so powerful as to

personally determine the course of Sparta's foreign policies is to be

found in his apparent inactivity throxighout the next several years.

Although in the light of past events it would have appeared as certain

that Cleomenes would not have taken lightly the Insults of the Athenians,

Corinthians, and Demaratus; he now seemed to have virtually abandoned his

formerly ambitious schemes in Athens and in central Greece.

^^This point is agreed upon by Dickins, "The Growth of Spartan
Policy," 31.
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PREPARATIONS FOR THE PERSIAN INVASION

At the turn of the fifth century B. C the people of mainland• 9

Greece stood on the verge of a confrontation that would have been quite

incoBiprehensible to an earlier generation. By this time the rapidly

expanding Persian empire had extended its borders to the shores of the

Aegean sea and now stood poised for an assault on Greece proper. Those

Greeks who had earlier migrated to the western shores of Asia Minor,

generally referred to as the lonians, had already become subject to the

Persian king. Most of the Ionian cities had at first rather peacefully

adjusted to the rule of their "Barbarian" overlords for they probably

realized the futility of resisting such an empire. Acquiesence, however.

eventually gave way to resentment and there began to appear among the

Asiatic Greeks the first signs of what was soon to develop into a full-

scale revolt.^ In the course of this rebellion the lonians asked for

and received the assistance of their kinsmen in Athens who supplied their

navy with several additional ships. Although this revolt was destined to

end in failure, the Persian king, Darius, did not forget the "injustice"

It was this factor, moresohe had suffered at the hands of the Athenians.

than any other, according to Herodotus, that eventually resulted in the

fateful Persian attacks on the mainland of Greece.

One of the chief instigators of the Ionian rebellion was the gover-

He had been well aware from the very outsetnor of Miletus, Artstagoras.

A. R, Bum, Persia and the Greeks (New Torki St. Martin's Press, 1962),
pp. 193-195, discusses in som^ detail the causes and the events leading
up to the loniam revolt.
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that the loxilans would be greatly overmatched by the huge Persian army.

For this reason he journeyed to Greece on the eve of the revolt in an

effort to gamer the support of as many mainland Greeks as possible for

his "war of liberation." It appears from Herodotus' narrative that it

was the Spartans whom Aristagoras first approached with his plea for
2

support. Once in Sparta he seems to have made no effort to present

his case before the ephors for he was probably aware of their long-

standing aversion to distant commitments that has frequently been noted

in this study. He instead proceeded to appeal to the Agiad king. He

perhaps assumed that the enterprising Cleomenes would be much more likely

to accept his proposals. The Ionian ruler was to be disappointed, however,

since Cleomenes was in no position at this time to even attempt to per-

suade the ephors to support such an endeavor. When Cleomenes refused to

endorse the proposal of his suppliant, Aristagoras hastened inmediately

to Athens whore it turned out that his request was not to be so completely
3

denied.

After the Persians had finally suppressed the Ionian revolt with

their naval victory at Lade in U9U B, C

that it would be merely a matter of time before the Great King (Darius)

it became increasingly evident• 9

would turn his attentions to the Greekmainland. As might be expected

from their having aided the lonians in their rebellion, the Athenians

were by this time wholeheartedly in support of the anti-Persian cause.

It will be remembered that after coming to power in Athens, Cleisthenes

had originally sou^t Persian assistance against the impending retaliatory

2
Herodotus 5. U9-51.

3Herodotus 5. 55, 97.
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attack by Cleomenes.^ But accordtne to Herodotus, the enroya sent to

Artaphemes, Darius' brother and satrap of Sardis, with the purpose of

securing such assistance were informed that they first had to offer

complete sutoission to the Great King; to be symbolized by the usual
5gifts of earth and water. Eager to conclude the pact, the envoys acted

upon their own initiative and accepted Artaphemes' terms. On their

return to Athens, however, they were severely censured, and it soon

afterwards became clear that the Athenians had repudiated any treaty

that they might have concluded with the Persians. Cleisthenes may hare

been aware of the domestic squabble in Sparta that had led to the breakup

of Cleomenes' expedition and the apparent abandonment of his aims in

Athena that followed shortly thereafter. The Athenians steadfastly re¬

fused to accept Hippias again as tyrant when such was demanded by Arta-

phernes, and they later contributed men and ships to the Ionian revolt.

But it must have been painfully obvious to the Athenians that they alone

could not hope to stand against the Persians. For this reason they began to

look frantically elseidiere in Greece in search of possible allies. It

would soon become evident that in spite of the recent and bitter enmity

between the two cities, one of the few places where the Athenians would be

Cleomenes had by this timesuccessful in finding allies was in Sparta,

regained much of his former prestige.^ With the apparent removal of his

earlier nemesis, Cleisthenes, as leader of the Athenians, Cleomenes was

^See above, p. Ul.

Herodotus 5. 73.

^Cleomenes had regained bis prestige within Sparta as a result of
his cimshing defeat of Argos in U?!* B, C, See above.
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apparently now ready to join with his former enemies in taking the

lead among those in Greece who were willing to resist the onnashing
7

Barbarian invaders.

The series of events that was to give positive proof of the Spartan

king's desire to join in an alliance against the Persians was set into

notion when, in h91 B, C Darius sent heralds to every city in Greece• 9

demanding the tokens of earth and water. When these envoys arrived in

Athens and at Sparta, according to Herodotus, they were thrown into a

8
pit by the Athenians and by the Spartans into a well. As R, W. Macan

has pointed out, however, it is improbable that such a brutal reception

was extended to the Persian heralds. While heralds were quite probably

sent and both cities refused to submit to their request, the story re-

9
lating to their mistreatment must have been an anachronism. Neither

city would likely have been willing to violate a custom so "ancient and

7
It appears relatively certain that Cleisthenes was no longer in

power in Athena. Whether, however, this was due to his retirement, ostra-
cism, or death is unknown. On this subject see Victor Sirenberg, From
Solon to Socrates (London: Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1967), pp. 98-9^^
Several reasons have been suggested as to why the early treaty between
Athens and Persia was so soon repudiated by the Athenians. Some have
even suggested that the censure of the envoys sent to Artaphernes was in
reality an anachronism from a later time when such an alliance with the
Persians would have been more definitely ignoble. On this subject see:
M. F, McGregor, "The Pro-Persian Party at Athens from 510 to ii80 B. C,,"
Athenian Studies Presented to William Scott Ferguson, Harvard Studies in
Classical Philology Suppl. 1 (19li0), 71-85; A. E. Raubitschek, "The Treaties
between Persia and Athena," Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 5 (196U),
I5l''l59; C, A* Robinson, Jr,, "Hedizing Athenian Aristocrats," Classical
World 35 (I9I1I), 39-56j E. M. Walker, "Athens under Cleisthenes," The
Cambridge Ancient History U, chap. 6, part U, (1930), 157-163.

8
Herodotus 7. 133.

9
R, W, Macan, Herodotus: The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Books, 2

vols. (London: Macmillan and Co., 1895), 2:100.
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undisputed* as the inviolabilitj of heralds at so perilous a time, as

both would have been hoping for the full favor of the Gods.^^ Nor is it

probable that Darius would have dispatched separate envoys to each

Instead he more likely sent only a few, perhaps only oneGreek city.

group, and these were charged with visiting each of the various states

in Greece. Given the relative proximity of the various Greek cities.

such would not have been at all impractical.

The other states in Hellas were not so willing as were Sparta and

Athens to incur the enmity of the Persian king. Many of the mainland

cities and all of the islands visited by the heralds freely rendered

the requested tokens of submission. Among the states that groveled

before Darius' envoys was the island of Aegina, a nearby neighbor of

This island, one of the leading commercial powers in all ofAthens.

Greece, had prospered through trade with the east and it would have been

"economic suicide for her to have been an enemy of Persia, even apart

from the eventuality of a Persian invasion. Beyond the economic con*

siderations involved in the Aeginetan decision to submit to Persia was

their decade long struggle with the Athenians. Darius' avowed intention

•10See George Orote, A History of Greece, 12 vols. (London: John Murray,
1856), h:2Uli, on the inviolability of heralds in ancient Greece.

^^Herodotus 6. U9.

12■‘• Bum, Persia and the Greeks, p. 232.
13

The ongoing stru^le between Athens and Aegina, called by Herodotus
(5. 8l) the "unheralded war," has itself been the subject of a great deal
of controversy; especially- in regard to its proper dating. Among the
most noteworthy of the studies that deal with this topic are: A. Andrewes,
"Athens and Aegina, 510-1:80 B. C.," Annual of the British School at Athens
37 (1936-1937), 1-U; N. G. L. Hammond, "The War between Athens and Aegina,"
Historia Ij (1955), 1:06-Ull; W. C. Helmbold, "Athens and Aegina," Classical
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tQ punish severely their bitterest enemies may have been the primary

reason for the Aeginetans having allied with the Persians. As will

later become more evident, it was characteristic of the Greeks to react

to immediate threats rather than to think in terms of long range dangers.

Given the strategic position of Aegina on Athens' flank, the Athenians

would have been foredoomed had the Persian invaders been permitted to gain

the use of Aegina as a base for attack.^ With this in mind, and perhaps

also fearful that the Aeginetans might even join with the Persians in

attacking them, the Athenians hurriedly dispatched messengers to Sparta

and there accused the Aeginetans of having been traitors to Greece.

Although Herodotus does not indicate that they addressed their appeal

to Cleomenes specifically, in the light of later developments it appears

almost certain that it was from the king rather than from the ephors that

the Athenian envoys sought support.

For the Athenian people to have appealed to Cleomenes against Aegina

at this time suggests that they wero to some degree confident of receiving

a positive reply. This suggestion should become even more obvious when

it is later seen that Cleomenes readily responded to their request and

personally moved to quell the treason of the Aeginetans. let in the light

Philology U7 (1952), 95-97; L. H. Jefferey. "The Campaign between Athens
and Aegina in the Tears before Salamis," American Journal of Philology 83
(1962), UU-5U; L, E, Law, "The Unheralded War," Classical Philology 30
(1935), 16U-167; and E. M. Walker, "Athens and Aegina," The Cambridge
Ancient History U, chap. 8, part 7, (1930), 25U-259.

M, Walker, "Cleomenes and Aegina," The Cambridge Ancient History
U, chap. 8, part 8, (1930), 259.

^^Herodotus 6. U9.
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of earlier developments such an assumption mst have been based upon

something beyond what has been recorded by Herodotus. Based upon his

account alone, the Athenians should have assumed only hostility from

the Spartans and esp>eclally from their Agiad king. The mere fact that

both Athens and Sparta had refused to render offerings to the Persian

king would alone have been insufficient to suggest to the Athenians

that Cleomenes would now be willing to assist them against Aeglna, his .

own ally. Attica had been invaded by Spartan armies on at least four

occasions since Cleomenes had become king. These attempts having ultl-

matoly proven unsuccessful, the Spartans had even suggested to a congress

of the Peloponnesian League that Hippias be restored as tyrant of the

Athenians, but the League had declined. Even the current Athenian struggle

with Aegina had been an indirect result of an earlier diplomatic maneuver

by Cleomenes that had sought to provoke enmity between Athens and the

This maneuver had proven a success and in Cleo-Boeotian city of Thebes.

menes' own ill-fated invasion of Athens in ?06 B. C the Boeotians had• >

been among his allies. After the eventual breakup of the Peloponnesian

army at Eleusis, the Thebans along with the Chalcidians were easily put

It was at this time that Thebes appealed toto rout by the Athenians.

Aegina for an alliance, whereupon the Aeginetans attacked Athens and did

considerable damage; thereby beginning what is called by Herodotus the

nl7 And beyond even this, it was the unsuccessful attempt"unheralded war.

by Sparta to restore Hippias as tyrant that, according to Herodotus,

^^See above, pp. 18-19, andp. U3.

^^Herodotus 5. 7h-7d
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prevented the Athenians from being able to.avenge immediately this un-

1 Q
provoked attack at the hands of the Aeginetans.

The assertion that the Athenians must already have been conscious

of Cleomenes' willingness to Join in an alliance against the Persians

and their Greek supporters is further substantiated by the fact that

Aegina, the state which Cleomenes was being called upon to coerce, had

previously been closely allied to Sparta.

"Sparta was bound to Aegina by almost every conceivable tie."^^

E. M. Walker has crisserved that

Like the

Spartans and unlike the Athenians, the Aeginetans were of Dorian rather

than of Ionian stock. Although it had only recently become a member of

the Peloponnesian League, it had been consistently oligarchic throughout

the sixth century; something generally insisted upon by Sparta of its

As recently as h9h B, C, the Aeginetans had provided Cleomenes
20

allies.

with ships needed for transporting his troops during his successful invasion
21

With all of these many factors seemingly pointing Cleomenesof Argos.

sympathies in the opposite direction, it appears as almost certain that

only a clear sensitivity of the imminence of a Barbarian invasion can

explain the Spartan king's ultimate decision to assent to the appeal of

Athens, and then finally personally to coerce Aegina into joining an anti-

Persian alliance.

18
Herodotus 90,

19
^Walker, "Cleomenes and Aegina," 260.

M. Leahy, "Aegina and the Peloponnesian League," Classical Philo-
logy U9 (19^14), 232-2I43, shows that Aegina entered the League in U93 B, C.
but that it earlier enjoyed close ties with Sparta.

21
Herodotus 6, 92.

cussed in detail below.
This Invasion of Argos by Cleomenes will be dis-
See pp, 6I4-65.
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It is unfortunate that Herodotus narrative of events in Greece

during this specific period is only sketchy at best and is probably

based almost completely upon later Athenian sources. Thus his account

of events as they occurred elsewhere in Greece is often only a corollary
22

to his more detailed account of Athenian history. For this reason

there may have been many important facts concerning affairs outside of

Athena that are not included in his story. It is quite probable that

such may be the case regarding those events that were perhaps early

moves by Cleomenes aimed at strengthening Hellas against the forthcoming

Persian invasion; thereby indicating to the Athenians and others that

he would be willing to cooperate with any who shared a similar objective.

There are, however, some hints in Herodotus that such a policy was

indeed pursued by the Spartan king. He remarks that the Lacedaemonians

were the first of all the Greeks to hear of the Persian king's designs
23

against their country,

reference to the final Persian invasion of U80 B. C

Though he makes this specific observation in

it may well have♦ f

alluded to some general awareness among the Greeks that it was the Spar-

tans who first began to prepare for facing the Barbarians,

also relates an account of how in li9k B. C. Cleomenes led a Spartan army

Herodotus

against the city of Argos. This city was Sparta's only remaining rival
o I

for supremacy in the Peloponnese. ^ Herodotus suggests that the expedition

^Slacan, Herodotus, 2:80-81.
23Herodotus 7. 239.

2USeveral scholars have questioned U9U B. C. as having been the
proper dating for the expedition against Argos. Some of their arguments
and the reasons for here having assumed this date to be correct are
discussed in Appendix 2.
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iraa pronpted by an oracle received by Cleonenes earlier in that year

at Delphi that had foretold that he would soon take Argos.

the light of earlier and yet to be discussed events concerning Cleo-

Yet in

nenes and the Delphic Oracle, it seems more likely that the oracle

was again merely leading the king along a course that he had already

decided to follow. Beyond this allusion to the oracle, Herodotus makes

no mention of any event that may have precipitated Cleomenes' attack.

That the actual purpose behind this expedition was merely an attempt

to reaffinn Sparta's hegemony over her immediate neighbors, a hegemony

that had been somewhat weakened by the previously discussed events

centering around Athens in $06 B. C has generally been assumed by• f

26
modem scholars. Beyond this they have seen little calculated purpose

behind the king's activity. This objective may well have been a contri¬

buting factor to Cleomenes' decision to do battle against the Argives and

it was no doubt very important in his success at gaining the support of

the efAors for his ventum. The realization that a resounding victory

over the arch-enemies of his people would regain for him much or all of

the power and prestige that he had earlier squandered was probably also

significant. But on further consideration it seems highly probable that

the prime motivating factor behind this attack was the same consideration

2$
Herodotus 6. 76.

26
Among the recent scholars who have accepted this explanation are:

Hermann Bengtson, Griechiache Oeschichte (Munich: C, H. Beck, 1950)»
p. 1U8; W, 0, Forrest, A Histo^ of Sparta, 950-192 B. C, (New York:
W. W. Norton and Co. Inc., 1968), p. 90; 0. L. Huxley, Early Sparta
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), p. 83; A, H. M, Jones, Sparta
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967), p. 53; Thomas Lenschau, "Kdnig
KleoBienea I von anarta," Kilo 31 (1938), UlU; and E, M. Walker, "The Argive
War," The Cambridge Ancient History U, chap. 6, part 5 (1930), 163-16U.
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that would later determine his handling of the awkward situation In

Aeglna: the desire to insure a united front of the Greek cities against

the Persians. Because the Athenians were probably aware of the motire

behind this gesture of the Spartan king, they could appeal to Cleomenes

in li91 B. C. with some assurance that their request would not be denied.

This suggestion that Cleomenes' attack on Argos was ultimately a move

against Persia is substantiated by the work of R, A. Tomlinson. He

argues that since the authority and territory of Argos had been continu-

ally eroded by Spartan expansion in the sixth century, the Argives rory

probably sought to ally with the Persians in hopes of reversing the trend
27

in which events of the past one hundred years had moved. ' As was earlier

noted concerning the "Medisa" of the island of Aegina, it was not unusual

for the Greeks to ignore long-range threats while reacting to an immediate

danger. The potential danger to trtiich Greece in general and the Pelopon-

nesian peninsula in specific would have been exposed had the Argives been

allowed to secure an alliance with the Persians was no doubt very fright-

ening to the Spartans; probably even moreso than the future treason of

It was so horrifying, in fact, that Cleomenes was apparentlyAegina.

able to gain at least the tacit consent of the ephors for bis proposed

endeavor.

Cleomenes was thereupon enabled to move quickly against Argos in

hopes of neutralizing that city both militarily and politically. After

having reached an area called Sepia, near the ancient Mycenaean city of

Tiryns, the Spartan and Argive armies faced each other for several days

27
R, A, Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolld (Ithaca: Cornell University

Press, 1972), pp. 95-96.



65

until Cleomenes becas» certain that the Arglve commandere had become

accustomed to the Spartan routine. After having sounded an order to

retire for dinner and then seeing the opposing army do likewise, he

Not wantingfell upon the enemy forces and won a decisive victory.

to estrange other cities whose support would be needed in the forth-

ccmilng struggle, he did not destroy the city, although it appears

that such would have been possible had he so desired. The victory

was sufficient, however, to break Argive power for a generation and it

enabled Cleomenes to reassert decisively his own position and Sparta's

authority throughout the Pelopoxuiese. Probably even more ia^ortant at

this juncture was the fact that Argos was now unable to hamper Cleomenes

plans of presenting at least the smblancc of a united Greece to the

When the Acginetans, close allies of the Argives,Barbarian invaders.

later attempted to resist Cleomenes' coercion into remaining neutral

against the Persians, the Argives were powerless to come to their assis-

Likewise, their subservient allies, Mycenae and Tiryns, were able

to assert their own independence and played an active part, insofar as

their limited resources would allow, in resisting the Persian invaders.30

tance.

28
Herodotus 6. 76-80.

^^Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolid, p. 96, attributes Cleomenes
refusal to annihilate the city to a similar motive,

^^erodotus 7. 202, and 28.
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THE LAST YEARS OP HIS REIGN

A further consequence of Cleomenes' victory over Argos at Sepia

in U9U B. C, was that other cities in Greece which did not submit to

Darius were assured of the resolute policy favored by Cleomenes against

the Persians amd their sympathizers. Ibus the Athenians could request

his assistance in U91 B, C, with some certainty that it would elicit a

positive response. They were not to be disappointed for, with the

arrival of the Athenian messengers, Cleomenes proceeded personally to

Aegina with the intention of insuring that island's loyalty by arrest-

ing those who had been responsible for offering the tokens of submission.

Yet once in Aegina he met with some uneaqjected opposition. His fellow

king in Sparta, Demaratus, who had earlier helped to undermine Cleomenes

attempted invasion of Attica in 506 B, C had contrived with certain• f

leading citizens in Aegina to again thwart the Aglad king's plans. The

motives behind Demaratus' activities ai^ uncertain. A, R. Bum has

suggested that he may have been a natural defeatest who thought that it

would be better to reign in Sparta under Darius than to lose everything

by resisting the Great King.^ More likely, however, ho was only the pawn

of persons in Sparta who wished to oppose Cleomenes at any price, even

if the cost was to be the loss of a strategic ally for the forthcoming

struggle with Persia. The Aeginetans themselves argued with Cleomenes

that he did not have the support 6f his own government and, had their

^A. R, Burn, Persia and the Greeks (New York: St. Martin's Press,
1962), pp. 232-233.
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assertion been untrue, Domaratus would have almost certainly been

seriously punished by the ephors for his interference. Tet it turned

out that Cleomenes was forced personally to contrive to have Demaratus

deposed and thereby to eliminate the possibility that he would be able

further to hamper the execution of his plans in Aegina or elsewhei^.

To secure this purpose, Cleomenes revived an old rumor that Dema-

ratus was not the legitimate son of Ariston, the previous Eurypontld
2

king of Sparta. Demaratus had been born to Ariston'a third wife shortly

after their marriage and, when told of the birth, Ariston was said to

have counted the months and remarked in the presence of the ephors that

the child could not have been his. The matter was at the time ignored

but it was not forgotten, and thus Cleomenes set out to take advantage

of irtiatever uncertainty may have remained conceniing his opponent's

legitimacy. He was supported in his intrigue by Leotychides, who was

next in line for Demaratus* position, and who had earlier become an

enemy of Demaratus irtien the latter had stolen his fiancee. Together

they made public their charge of Demaratus' illegitimacy and brou^t

forth as witnesses the ephors who had heai^i Ariston's remarks upon

learning of Demaratus* birth. The ^artans seemed unable to resolve

the issue and so finally the question was placed before the Oracle at

Delphi.

responsible for persuading the Spartans to take this step.^
As Herodotus himself notes, it was Cleomenes who was mainly

By prior

agreement with Cobon, a very influential person at Delphi, he had

2
Herodotus 6. 61-70.

^Herodotus 6. 66.
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arranged to have the prophetess give the answer he desired. Demaratus

was thus declared illegitimate and deposed from his position as king.

Indicative, however, that he still retained many friends in the Spartan

government is the fact that even after his treachery in Aegina and his

subsequent deposition, he was chosen to serve as a magistrate.^
did not remain in Sparta long aifter these events for he was unable to

endure the Insults of his triumphant enemies* He left the city upon

the pretext of visiting the Delphic Oracle, whereupon he fled to the

Yet he

court of Darius and, according to Herodotus, was welcomed with generous
5

gifts of land and cities.

The swift flight of Demaratus to the Persians, and the lavish

welcome there accorded him, may suggest some earlier correspondence

between the Persians and Cleomenes' opponents within Sparta.^
indication of this possibility is the fact that Cleomenes* atteit^t to co-

Further

erce Aegina was in reality a move against the Persians and yet still

Slerodotus 6. 67. The general tenor of Herodotus* description of
Demaratus is very favorable and was no doubt based upon later Spartan
tradition. This suggests that Demaratus had retained supporters within
Sparta and that these were among those irtio had finally been victorious
in Sparta*s Internal power struggle. They were, therefore, also the ones
from irtiora Herodotus obtained his version of Spartan history during this
period.

^Herodotus 6. 70.
6
R. A, Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolid (Ithaca; Cornell Dniver-

sity Press, 1972), pp. 95-96, has pointed to the probability of nego-
tiations having been carried on between the Persians and the mainland
Greeks. He also suggests that '*such negotiations would doubtless be
secret and unofficial, with prominent individuals rather than govern-
ments, and conducted by unobtrusive intermediaries,
and Persian worlds were free from contact of this sort is unthinkable,
even if the (ancient) historians know next to nothing about them.**
Demaratus may very likely have been one of these **proroinent individuals"
to which Tomlinson alludes.

That the Greek
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it did not enjoy the full support of the ephors. Thus there may well

have been individuals in Sparta who were ready to cooperate with the

Persians in order to gain some immediate advantages in their struggle

for control of the Spartan government. Similar motivations have already

been shown to have Influenced the political scene in Argos and Aegina.

National patriotism of the modern fashion was notably lacking among the

Greeks throughout the Classical period. Though it is tempting to assume

that the Greeks were very early conscious of the contrasts between them-

selves and the Barbarians of the east, this Hellenic Volksgeist actually

belonged to a period after the great battles of the Persian wars had al-
7

iready been won.'

At least for the time being, however, Cleomenes and his policies

were again triumphant in Sparta. As soon as Demaratus had been deposed

and replaced by Leotychides, Cleomenes and the latter proceeded to Aegina.

By now the Aeginetans could see the futility of further resistance to

Clecmienes' demands. Upon his request they turned over to him ten of their

leading citizens. These men were then given over to the Athenians to be

held as hostages. It was hoped by Cleomenes that this maneuver would

assure Aegina's cooperation against the Persian invaders. Although his

treatment of Demaratus had been unscrupulous, Cleomenes had effectively

eliminated one of the weakest spots in the Greek armor by having forced

the Aeginetans to at least remain neutral. He had also strengthened the

uncertain unity of the Greek cities by giving to the Athenians more posi-

tive proof of his support against the Persians.

7
See A. E, Raubitschek, The Treaties between Persia and Athens," Greek

Rowan and Byzantine Studies 5 (196U), l^U.
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Events were soon to show, however, that Cleoaenes had gone too

far in his efforts to elijtLnate his opposition within Sparta. Though

Deraaratus was now gone, those who had supported him in opposing Cleo-

menes remained and they were now even more determined in their hostility

toward the Agiad king. ^ having bribed the priestess at Delphi, Cleo-

menes had given his enemies an opening. How they discovered the infor-

mation, Herodotus does not say, but shortly after Demaratus' deposition.

Cleomenes' enemies charged him with having bribed the oracle. Knowing

full wall the traditional Spartan reverence for the oracles and respect

for religious institutions, he decided to flee from Sparta and take refuge
8in Thessally. That Cleomenes' involuntary exile from his mother-city

had already begun before the time of the battle of Marathon seems almost

certain. According to Herodotus, when the Athenians sent the messenger

Philippldes to Sparta requesting support after the Persian forces under

Datis had already landed on the plain at Marathon, the Spartans claimed
9

that they would be unable to come to their immediate assistance.”^ Their

supposed reason was that it was only the ninth day of the month and they

could not, according to Spartan tradition, march out of the city until

In the light of Cleomenes' earlier activities itthe next full moon.

does not appear likely that such an excuse would have prevented him from

coming to the aid of the Athenians had he been on the throne at this

time. In fact, the very manner in which Herodotus describes this event

is again significant. When two thousand Spartan troops finally reached

^Herodotus 6. 7l».

%erodotu8 6. 105-107.
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the scene shortly after the battle was over, Herodotus refers only to

the ’’Spartans" and "Lacedaemonians," and Cleomenes is never mentioned.

Considering, however, the very Important role played by Cleomenes in

earlier Athenian affairs, Athenian tradition would almost certainly have

preserved his name had Philippides requested aid from Cleomenes at the

time of Marathon or had it been under his command that the Spartan troops

visited the scene of the battle a short while later.

Even after his Initial flight from Sparta, a resourcefxd. Cleomenes

did not hesitate to plot vrtiat he hoped would be a triumphant return. He

soon returned to Arcadia, an area north of Sparta in the Peloponnese,

and there united the Arcadian cities under his leadership in an alliance
12

against Sparta. Such a maneuver on his part tends to suggest that his

main concern was not the welfare of Hellas or even of Sparta, but his

own position and reputation. In fact, Forrest has suggested that it was

as a result of Cleomenes* intrigues that Sparta was unable to come to

the assistance of Athens at the battle of Marathon and that he thereby
13

severely Jeopardized the security of all of Greece, It may be added.

however, that personal ambition was placed above patriotic loyalty by

most Greeks from the Homeric age onward.^ He might have felt that he

^°Herodotu8 6. 105-107, 120.

W, Macan, Herodotusi The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Books, 2 vols.
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1095), 2:63.

^^Herodotus 6, 75-76.

0. Forrest, A Histoir of Sparta, 950- 192 B, C, (New Torkt
Norton and Company, Inc., 1960), pp. 92-93.

W. W.

^^See C, M, Bowra, The Greek Experience (New York: Mentor Books, 1957),
pp. 32-57.
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alone vas capable of leading Hellas in defense against the Barbarians.

His activities in this instance were probably directed not so much

against Sparta as against the reigning Spartan government. He might

have assumed it to be essential that he regain his lost position of

power in Sparta at any price; even if the cost should prove to be the

temporary humbling of his native city.

Upon hearing of Cleomenes' alliance of Arcadian cities, the Spartans

were so teriified that they decided to invite him back to Sparta to re-

15claim his former position. W. P. Wallace has clearly pointed out the

improbability of the suggestion that such an alliance could alone have

alanned the Spartans to such an extent that they would recall as king a

16
man of whom many in Sparta had for so long sought to rid themselves.

It was for this and other reasons that Dickins, Wallace, and others have

suggested that, in addition to bringing together the Arcadian cities.

Cleomenes attempted to incite a revolt of the Spartan helots by perhaps

offering to them their freedom in reward for their helping him to regain

his position within Sparta.

^^erodotus 6. 75.

P. Wallace, "Kleomenes, Marathon, the Helots, and Arkadia,"
Journal of Hellenic Studies 72 (195U), 32.

17
Plato Laws 698 DE states that there was a Messenian (helot) revolt

at the time of Marathon. Also Pausanius U. 15. 2, records a tradition that
suggests that Leotychides was king during the Second Messenian War. Dickins
was apparently the first modem scholar to suggest that there was such an
uprising and that it was precipitated by Cleomenes. His view was contested
by Grundy. See above, pp. 12-lh. Dickins' conclusions have been accepted
by most modem scholars. Among those studies that have accepted the idea
of a helot revolt are 0. L. Huxley, Early Sparta (Cambridge; Harvard Uni-
varsity Press, 1962), p. ll;3, n. 606, and J. Wolski, "Pausanius et le prob-
l^me de la politique spartlate," Eos U7 (195U), 76, n. 2.
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Herodotus* account of the events that followed Cleoraenes* return

to Sparta Is vague and is concerned mainly with pointing out the king's

alleged insanity.

became king as before but that shortly after his return went mad.

He says only that Cleomenes came back to Sparta and

He

was then bound and imprisoned by his own kindred and finally died from

self-inflicted wounds.^® Yet it seems improbable that someone who had

so cunningly arranged the deposition of Deraaratus, and soon thereafter

organized the Arcadian uprising and quite possibly a helot revolt,

should have so soon afterwards gone raving mad. It is more probable that

the entire story concerning his madness was but a further attempt of

Spartan tradition to tarnish the name of their overly ambitious king and

that continued political difficulties rather than a mental breakdown

were responsible for his final defeat. The stoiTr of his suicide perhaps

arose from an attempt to cover up vh&t was more likely a political exe-
19

cution.

Cleomenes* death was followed by a noticeable change in Sparta's

attitudes towards further cooperation with the Athenians against Persia.

Leotychides, Cleomenes* accomplice, was brought to trial and then turned

His activities, however, had been clearly
20

over to the Aeginetans.

constitutional and otherwise legitimate since by having offered tokens

of submission to Darius the Aeginetans had breached their alliance with

^®Herodotus 6. 75.

^^See Thomas Lensehau, **K0nig Kleosienes I von Sparta,** Klio 31 (1938),
U29, and Arnold Toynbee, "Sparta's Constitutional Development," in Some
Problems of Greek Histoiry (London: Oxford University Press, 1969), p. 2U5.

^^Herodotus 6. 85.
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the Peloponnesian League; for ^rtiich Sparta was chief executive. Thus

it seems certain that political rather than judicial considerations

were responsible for the decision against him. The ephors were now

once again firmly entrenched in their position of supremacy in Sparta

and they were dominated by Cleomenes' earlier opponents. They were

therefore determined to rid themselves of any supporters of Cleomenes
21

who remained in Sparta as possible threats to their policies. Leo-

tychides was forced to march with the Aeginetans to Athens, where they

demanded that the Athenians return the hostages that had earlier been

left with them by Cleomenes. The Athenians refused, however, and soon

22
thereafter entered into another war with the Aeginetans. This war was

to later have some important consequences in that it helped to prepare
23

the Athenians for the second Persian invasion. That the Athenians now

refused to accede to the request that the hostages be returned suggests

rather conclusively that it it had been with CLeomenea personally rather

than with the Spartan government that they had earlier entered into an

agreement concerning the coercion of Aegina. It is also clear that, after

the death of Cleomenes, the Spartans were no longer so willing as before

to cooperate in assuring Hellenic unity against the continued threat of

Persia.

21D. M, Leahy, ’♦Aegina and the Peloponnesian League," Classical ^il-
ology (195U), 235-238, agrees that the punishment of Leotychides was
prompted by a desire to purge those who had supported Cleomenes.

22
Herodotus 6. 86.

23
According to Herodotus (7. lliU), this war was used by Themistocles

as a pretext for building a large navy that proved to be the savior of
Greece at the battle of Salamis.
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CONCLUSIONS

Althou^ Herodotus remarks that Cleomenes reigned for only a short

while, it is clear from the text of Herodotus' work itself that the

rule of the Spartan king approached thirty years in length.^ His activ-

ities throughout his career may be characterized as having been ambitious

for himself and for Spai*ta. He attempted to reassert royal authority

in that city after it had continually dissipated for nearly a century.

and at several points in his career he appears to have temporarily sue-

His ultimate failure in this area is evidenced,ceeded in this objective.

however, by the ignoble manner of his death. From this point onward

the balance of power in Sparta was tipped decisively in favor of the

ephorate.^ Tet even after his exile and death, Cleomenes' opponents

found his memory so troublesome that they deliberately sought to play

down his Importance. One is led, therefore, to wonder as to what other

significant events relating to Cleomenes' nile might have been made known

to later generations had his story not been told by his political enemies.

At various points in Cleomenes' reign he was certainly the most

powerful king his state had known to that time. On these occasions he

also helped to expand Sparta's power and prestige throughout the main-

Some of his policies, however, had perhaps been moreland of Greece.

It may wellthan the Spartan system could hope to indefinitely sustain.

Herodotus 7. litU. The dates generally recognized as having en-
compassed the reign of Cleomenes are c. 520-U90 B. C,

p
Arnold Toynbee, "Sparta's Constitutional Development," in Some Prob-

lems of Greek History (London: Oxford University Pr^ss, 1969), p.
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have been for this reason that the enterprising Agiad king inevitably

came into conflict with the more conservative policies that were cham-

pioned by the ephors and their supporters. Had Cleomenes been successful

in his early attempts at expanding Sparta's dominions to include Athens,

and later perhaps all of Greece, the Spartan constitution might have

cinimbled under the weight of such an empire. This was vividly demonstrated

in the fourth century B. C, during the period of the "Spartan hegemony" in

Greece. At this time imperialistic policies such as Cleomenes had promoted

were finally adopted by the ruling ephors as they sought to make all of

Greece a Spartan domain. The final victim of such a policy proved to be

the Spartan system itself and the Spartans never again were able to regain

their lost position.^
It was pz*obably Cleomenes' most important and lasting contribution

that he sought to give to the Greeks the unity that was eventually to

enable them to defend Hellas against the Barbarians at Salamis, and later

at Plataea and Mycale. Had it not been for his resounding victory over

Argos at Sepia in U9U B. C Athens would perhaps not have appealed to• S

Sparta for help against the "Medizing" Aeginetans, and Pausanius would

not have been able to march unmolested into central Greece in preparation

for the battle of Plataea in U79 B, C, Likewise, had Aegina been on the

Persian side in ii80 B, C the battle of Salamis could never have been• f

U
Almost singlehandedly Cleomenes prevented the Aeginetans fromfought.

^For the effects of this empire upon Sparta see J. B. Bury, A History
of Greece (New York: The Modem Library, 1900), pp. $20-^21.

^E, M. Walker, "Cleomenes and Aegina," The Cambridge Ancient History
U, chap. 8, part 8, (1930), 262.
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assaulting Athena in cooperation with the Persians in U90 B, C and• y

he thus allowed the Athenians to win lasting glory on the plain of Mara-

This one victory gave to the Athenians a great confidence in theirthon.

own abilities that was instrumental not only in allowing them to success-

fully face the much greater Persian peril of ten y^ears later, but was

also the creative stimulus behind the great achievements of the "war

generation".^
Although Cleoraenes' early imperialistic moves may have been prompted

by his desire to gain prestige and power, perhaps coupled with a youth-

ful longing for adventure, his later activities can best be explained

in relation to a conscious attempt on his part at building a defensive

alliance against the Persians. It was apparently for this reason that

he ventured to involve himself in schemes that were so potentially danger-

ous to himself and to ^arta as were his intervention in Aegina, his de-

position of Demaratus, and his organization of the Arcadian alliance and

helot revolt. It must have also been for this reason that he extended

friendship to Athens after the battle of Sepia rather than attempting to

seek revenge upon the then suppliant Athenians,

only speculate at best as to why and how Cleomenes seems to have so clearly

perceived the Persian threat, and so resolutely resisted it, irtiile others in

The modern historian can

his native state either could not comprehend their peril or else assumed

Perhaps the reason was again rootedthat any opposition would be useless.

Few in Sparta were ever allowed to venturein the Spartan system itself.

0
See Victor Ehrenberg, From Solon to Socrates (London; Metuen and Co
1967), pp. 169-186, and Alan Lloyd, Marathon (New York; Random House,

• y

Ltd

1973), pp. 207-208, on the influence of the victory at Marathon on the
cultural achievements of fifth century Athens.

• 9
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beyond the boundaries of Laconia and visitors to their city were few

and far between. Although it is possible that his enemies may have as

accurately foreseen the imminence of a Persian invasion as did Cleomenes

himself, they perhaps could not comprehend the enormity of the Persian

entire or of the armies which that empire would be able to hurl against

anyone who resisted it. And as was earlier suggested, it is conceivable

that there may have been parties in Sparta who were willing to cooperate
6

with the Persian invaders. Similar elements are known to have existed

in several other Greek cities (e. g. Thebes, Aegina, Eretria, and even

Athens).

The policy of the Spartan government throughout the sixth century

had been what might be called a "Peloponnesian Policy", The ephors appear

to have assimed that Sparta could resist any external threats so long as

the Peloponnesian peninsula itself remained united. It was in line with

this policy that Cleomenes' political opponents acquiesced in h9h B. C,

to Cleomenes' assertion that Argos shotUd be humbled in order to prevent

that city from becoming a base for Persian operations into the Peloponnese.

They even brought Cleomenes to trial after his return to Sparta for having
7

failed to destroy the city.

the ephors do not appear to have been desirous of coming to the aid of

Again, tan jrears later, just before the battle of

Salamis and after the policies of the ephors had again become supreme

in Sparta, the Spartans made a similar proposal to the Greeks who had at

It was probably for this same reason that

Athens at Marathon.

^See above, p, 68.

^Herodotus 6. 82.
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the last minute united to face the Barbariams, They suggested that the

Greeks again abandon Athens and other cities outside of the peninsula

and rerert to their "Peloponnesian policy".®
Cleomenes, however, was in a special position to understand the

potential seriousness of the Persian threat, and he thus sought to ally

all of the major cities on the mainland of Greece in her defense. While

the ephors were chosen yearly and served only one year terms, Cleomenes

was king for nearly a third of a century. He traveled often into central

Greece and especially to the already rapidly expanding and cosmopolitan

city of Athens. Ho had been a close personed friend of Isagoras, the

In k99 B. C. he conferredleader of the aristocratic party in that city.

with Arisagoras, tyrant of the flourishing trading city of Miletus and

already a subject of the Persian king. Herodotus relates a colorful

story that on this occasion Cleomenes gained a privilege that few in

Sparta or else>rtiere had at that time enjoyed.^ He was shown by Aristago-

ras what was probably the first map brought into Europe showing the

extent of the Persian empire. Thus it would not be unjustifiable to

assert that Cleomenes enjoyed an awareness of the possible implications

of the Persian menace irtiich his contemporaries within Sparta did not share.

^Herodotus 8. 7U.

9
Heirodotus 5. U9.

^^Herodotus was probably accurate in reporting that Cleomenes had
been shown such a map. Cartography had recently been developed in Ionia
by the Ionian natural philosopher, Anaximander, and had been improved
upon by Aristagoras* own associate, the geographer-historian, Hecataeus.
It also seems that Herodotus was especially well infonaed about Gorgo,
Cleomenes' daughter and the probable source for this story. See W. W. How
and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2 vols. (Oxford; Clarendon Press,
1928), 2:20.
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Because Cleomenes refused to form alliances with Persia's enemies

before Joining Athens to check Aegina, most scholars fail to see any

anti-Persian sentiment in the Agiad king. Most recent among them is

W. 0. Forrest, who sees a persistent enmity towards Argos as having rather

bean the motivating factor behind Sparta's policies before and during

the period of CLeomenes' reign.^ He stresses that on at least three

occasions Cleomenes had declined invitations to intervene against the

Persians, let Forrest has incorrectly assumed that the policies of Sparta

and the Spartan king were one and the same. As Dickens has suggested, and

has hopefully been shown in this study, such an assumption is not a sound

When it is realized that very often the king and ephors were veryone.

much at odds as to what policies should be followed, and that on various

occasions the king was not ultimately responsible for the formulation

of policy, then both Cleomenes' activities and. Just as importantly, his

It is tme, as Forrest points out.failures to act can be \inderstood.

that Cleomenes rejected the requests of the Greeks in Ionia, the Samians,
12

and the Sc3rthians, to intervene against the Persians. But two of these

requests, those of the Samians and the Scythians, were made just after

Cleomenes had become king. On both of these occasions the young king may

have been powerless to resist the "Peloponnesian policy" favored by the

One coiaiLd hardly criticize him even if he himself had failed toephors.

recognize the potential danger of the Persians so early (5lU B. C. or

earlier). At a later date, U99 B. C., when he refused the request of

^^W. 0. Forrest, A History of Sparta, 9^0-192 B. C. (New York: W, W.
Norton and Company, 1968), pp. 79-93.

^^Horodotus 3. Ili8, 6. 8U, 5. 50. See also above pp. 19-20 and p.
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Aristagoras of Miletus, a somewhat similar situation may have prevailed.

Given the recent failure of Cleomenes' adventures in Athens, it would

have been almost impossible for Cleomenes to have offered Aristagoras

military assistance, even if he had so desired. Had he been able to

convince the ephore to support such a policy, it is certain that he

would have been unable to persuade the allies in the Peloponnesian League

to take part, in view of their having refused earlier to support even

his Athenian ventures. It would not be \mtil after his victory over Argos

in U9U B. C. that he himself would again become predominant in Lacedae-

monia and Sparta unchallenged in the Peloponnese. He might also have

assumed that there would be no tactical advantage to be gained by becoming

involved in Ionia, and that regardless of the outcome in Asia a united

Greece under Sparta's leadership woiild be the best possible defense against

the Persians. It might also be noted, in deference to Grundy, that any

long expedition by the Spartan army in Ionia would have increased the possi-
13

bility that the helots might take advantage of their absence and revolt.

The fact that late in his career he was himself to instigate such an

uprising among the helots and a rebellion among Sparta's neighbors does

make it appear that he considered the welfare of his native city to be

Yet even with this in mind it mayless important than his own position.

bo reasoned, as has already been suggested, that he may have assumed that

he alone was capable of leading Sparta and the rest of Greece against the

He was at times unscrupulous, tyrannical, and even cruel; as inPersians.

13See G. B. Grundy, "The Population and Policy of Sparta in the Fifth
Century, " Journal of Hellenic Studies 28 (1908), 77-96, and "The Policy of
Sparta, " Journal of Hellenic Studies 32 (1912), 261-269. See also above,
pp. 12-lh, for a short discussion of Grundy's assertions and their rele-
vance to this study.
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his treatment of Demaratus. But he lived in a period during which the

Homeric values of axTogant pride and self glorification were still re-
lU

That he longed for personal power and glory would be difficultvered.

to deny, but this alone would not preclude the suggestion that he earlier

than most others in Greece sought to prepare for her defense against the

Barbarians.

Ih
C. M, Bowra, Hie Greek Experience (New YoA; Mentor Books, 1957)»

p. 33, stresses the continuation of the Homeric values throughout the
Classical period.



Appendix 1

THE DATE OF THE ATHENIAN-PLATAFJIN ALLIANCE

Several scholars have suggested that 509 B. C. rather than 5l9 B. C.

was the correct date for the beginning of the Athenian-Plataean alliance

that resiilted from an early diplomatic maneuver of Cleomenes. The

earliest and most notable among the historians who have accepted this

later date is George Grote in his monumental study of ancient Greece

that was completed in 1856.^ 'Hie original basis for the earlier dating

of this event had been the remark by Thucydides that the final destruction

of Plataea by Thebes in the early years of the Peloponnesian Wars (U26

B. C.) occurred ninety-three yeaie after the former city had first entered

into an alliance with Athens*, thus placing this event at 519 B. C. For

several reasons, however, these scholars have suggested that the text of

Thucydides is corrupt and should read "eighty-three" rather than "ninety-

three"; thereby placing the alliance at 509 B. C.

Perhaps because Grote realized the even greater improbability of these

events having occurred in 509 B. C. rather than the earlier date, he did

not himself suggest that they should be placed precisely at 509 B. C. In-

stead he attempted to show the in^)robability of their having occurred on

the earlier date and then advances the suggestion that the proper date was

^^orge Grote, A History of Greece, 12 vols. (London: John Murray,
1856), U:9U-95, n. 1. Other s^olars irtio have accepted the later date to
have been correct are: Georg Busolt, Griechlsche Gesehichte Bis Zur Schlaet
Bel Chaeroneia, 2 vols. (Hildesheim: Georg 01ms, 189^), 2:399, n. U; W. W.
How and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1928), 2:109-110; and R. W. Macan, Herodotus: The Fourth, Fifth and
Sixth Books, 2 vols. (London: Macmillan and Co., 1895), 1:363-36117

2
Thucydides 3. 68.
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actually 507 B. C the date which he assumed for Cleomenes ill-fated• 9

second expedition into Attica. To have accepted such a date would have

required an assumption that Thucydides was entirely mistaken in his dating

of these events rather than the idea that the text of his work may have

been slightly corrupted over the ages. As will hopefully be shown, each

of Orote's arguments against the likelihood of the earlier date can sue-

cesfully be refuted. Thus his hypothesis would have to rest entirely

upon his distrust of Thucydides* chronology. Due, however, to the general

accuracy of Hiucydides , the burden of proof is on scholars who disagree
^
It will here be shown that no such proof exists andwith his account.

that, in fact, the earlier date is the more logical of the two that have

been suggested.

The arguments which Grote first set forth appear to have been so

convincing that the later date was accepted almost without exception for

In 1905, however, an article appeared in the Journal of

Hellenic Studies by J. Wells which attempted to show that Grote was mis-

over thirty years.

taken in having assumed a later dating to have been more appropriate for
U

Since that time the question has not received a greatthese events.

deal of attention among scholars but most writers appear to have been con-

vlnced by Wells' arguments for they have generally accepted the later

Because of the significance which this problem holds in relationdate.

to any attempt at assessing the role played by Cleomenes in the foreign

3
On chronology as found in Thucydides, see Stephen Usher, The His-

torians of Greece and Rome (New York; Taplinger Publishing Company, 1970),
pp. 25-257

UJ. Wells, "The Chronology of the Reign of Cleomenes," Journal of
Hellenic Studies 25 (1905), 193-203.
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policies of Sparta during this period, the basic arguments that have

been presented by Grote and Wells will briefly be discussed. The reasons

for having here accepted the earlier dating will hopefully also be made

clear.

Grote argues that had the Athenian-Plataean alliance been first

established in 5l9 B. C the name of Hipplas would have certainly appeared• 9

in Herodotus' account. On this point Grote was criticized by Wells for

not having properly understood the true nature of Herodotus* narrative.

Wells has suggested that the omission of any reference to Hippias by Hero¬

dotus in discussing these events was entirely understandable in light of

the fact that Herodotus' story in this instance was almost certainly based

upon the account given to him by later Athenians. Any patriotic version

of how the Athenians first entered into an alliance with the only city

that had come to their assistance at the battle of Marathon would ^tnder-

standably have failed to mention the role of the, by then, infamous tyrant.

Entirely apart from Wells argument, it does not appear that the omission

by Herodotus of arty reference to Hippias could be ;ised in support of the

later date, for Herodotus does not refer to Cleisthenes and the new govern¬

ment that came to power after Hippias* expulsion. Another point to be

considered is that it was not until after the murder of Hipparchus in 5lU

B. C. that Hippias is supposed to have assumed a completely despotic con-

^ Like his father before him, Hippiastrol over the Athenian government.

had until this time allowed the Athenian constitution to function along

the lines of the reforms of Solon that dated back to the early sixth

^See above, p. 2$,
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He did make certain that those officials who served in impor-century.

tant governmental positions weire respronsive to his wishes in terms of

policy decisions. But the suggestion that these officials may have

chosen to join in an alliance without having publicly demonstrated their

reliance upon the discretion of Hippias ought not to appeau* so unusual

as to infer that such could have occurred only after the tyrant had been

deposed.

A second argument proposed by Grote is that the presence of Cleo-

menes in the neighborhood of Plataea cannot be explained in 519 B, C. ,

but that it could be easily accoxmted for after the expulsion of Hippias.

Wells suggests that Cleomenes may have been in the area at the earlier

date for the purpose of extending the territory of the Peloponnesian

He also points out that the fact that it is not clear fromLeague.

Herodotus for tdiat reason Cleomenes was in the area near Plataea should

Herodotus' account of this event isbe expected rather than questioned.

rendered only as it directly relates to affairs in Athens on the verge

Thus he offers no further account of otherof the first Persian invasion.

events concerning Sparta or any othelr Greek city except in such instances

where this information might fit into his general account of events lead-

For this reason it is not clear where Cleomenes wasing up to the war.

in 519 B, C, or for what purpose.

517 B. C

ence in central Greece is more easily explicable in 509 B, C. than in

it would appear that rather the opposite would be true.^

Nor is it known where he was in 5l6 B. C • 9

or 516 B. C etc. As to the suggestion that Cleomenes' pres-• 9 • 9

519 B. C From• 9

^This argument is the basis of How's entire argument against the
earlier date. See How and Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2:110.
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Herodotus' account it does not appear at all likely that Cleomenes

ever returned to Athens after driving out Hippias in 5l0 B, C

his return in 508 B. C.j at which time he expelled Cleisthenes and

the Alcmeonid family.

until• >

In fact, the same statement alluded to by Orote,

in irtiich Herodotus recounts the various occasions on which Attica had

been invaded by the Dorians (Spartans), may be cited to point out that

Herodotus was likewise unaware of any invasion of Attica having occurred

in 509 B. cj
It also appears that Grote may have incorrectly assximed that' Cleo-

menes could have come into contact with the Plataeans only while involved

in an invasion of Attica. In line with the suggestion that Cleomenes

was in the area due to matters concerning the Peloponnesian League, sev-

era! scholars who have accepted the earlier date have also concluded

that the specific purpose for such an expedition was a successful attempt

by Cleomenes at bringing the city of Megara, with its recently restored
8

aristocratic government, into the League. This city was strategically

located near the border between the Peloponnese and Attica. It would thus

^Herodotus 5. 76. This statement by Herodotus is rendered in George
Rawlinson's translation as follows. "This was the fourth time that the
Dorians had Invaded Attica: twice they came as enemies, and twice they
came to do good service to the Athenian people. The first invasion took
place at the period when they founded Megara, and is idghtly placed in
the reign of Codrus at Athens; the second and third occasions were when
they came from Sparta to drive out the Peisistratids; the fourth was the
present attack, when Cleomenes, at the head of a Peloponnesian army, entered
at Eleusis. Thus the Dorians had now four times invaded Attica."

8See A, R, Bum, The Lyric Age of Greece (New York: St. Martin's
Press, i960), p. 265; A, H. M. Jones, Sparta (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Prosa, 1967), p. 1»9; Thomas Lenschau, "Kflnig Kleomenes I von
Sparta," Klio 31 (1938), L25; and Ernst Meyer, "Megara: Geschichte,"
Paulys
TT95^,

Realencyclopadle Der Classiche Alterum Wissenschaft 15, part 1
186-187.
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have been an important base for any later attempt at moving troops over-

land from Sparta into central Greece.

For further evidence in support of the later date, Grote points

out that in 5l9 B, C. the Spartans were on good terms with Hippias and

for this reason would not have wished to weaken the power of Athens by

embroiling them in a controversy with the Boeotians. Implicit in this

idea must be the suggestion that at the later date Sparta and Athens

had already become enemies. Wells has pointed out, however, that such

a diplomatic gesture was not at all out of line with the later policies

of Cleomenes. He also points out that the probability of Athens having

entered into an alliance with, and later defended, the Plataeans would

have been far greater in 519 B, C, when Athens under Hippias was at the

height of its power, than ten years later when she had just passed

Yet it again appears that there remains stillthrough a revolution.

more convincing evidence than that which is presented by Wells to show

In 509 B. C. relationsthat this argument is by no means convincing.

between Sparta and Athens were probably on a more congenial basis than

at any other time in antiquity. Cleomenes had only the year before

helped to expel the tyrants, and according to some scholars, Athens may

9
even at this time have become a member of the Peloponnesian League.

That CLeomenes would have attempted at this point to involve his own allies

in a struggle with the Thebans should, therefore, seem highly unlikely.

Even in 507 B, C the date at which Grote places these events, relations• 9

between Sparta and Athens had not yet deteriorated to the extent that

9see above, p, 36,
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Cleonenes would have already begun to make diplomatic moves against the

new Athenian government. laagoras^ Cleonenes' personal friend, had been

elected as Archon in $08 B, C. and affairs do not appear to have yet

swung irrevocably in favor of the democratic party that would have been

hostile to Sparta,

macy, if dated in 5l9 B, C

Conversely, however, this stroke of skillful diplo-

would not appear to conflict at all with• 9

Cleonenes' policies and intrigues as they later revealed themselves,

was the "Lacedaemonians" with whom Hippias was on good terms in $19 B, C

It

• >

but it was Cleonenes who persuaded the Plataeans to seek an alliance with
10

Athens. As has hopefully already been demonstrated, these were not al-

ways in agreement as to foreign policy decisions.

Grote's final argument in support of the later date is based upon a

statement in Herodotus in which the latter argues that the Athenians

under the tyrants were unenterprising and cowardly, and thus could not

be credited with having valiantly come to the assistance of Plataea and
11

shortly thereafter won a decisive victory over Thebes. Wells dismisses

this argument in a manner similar to his rebuttal of the suggestion that

an accoimt of these events dating to $19 B, C. would of necessity have

mentioned Hippias. Herodotus' remarks concerning an abrupt change in

the character of the people of Athens after the expulsion of Hippias was,

he felt, unmistakeably colored by the source of his information and perhaps

^Herodotus $, 63, suggests that the Peisistratids and the Lacedae-
monians were bound by the closest ties of friendship. Grote concludes
from this statement that Cleoraenes would thus have been unwilling to
embroil the Athenians with the Thebans at this time.

^^The statement to ^ich Grote refers is found in Herodotus $» 78.
For an account of the Athenian victory over Thebes that followed the
Athenian treaty of alliance with the Plataeans, see Herodotus 6. 108.
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also by the fact that Herodotus was himself an ai*dent admirer of Athen-

ian democracy.

On the basis of the information that is now available and the evi-

dence that has thus far been presented, it should seem clear that the

earlier dating of the events here in question is the more probable.

Spartan policy throughout the sixth century had been one of opposition

to tyranny wherever it had emerged in Hellas. Tyxannies were suppressed

without exception among the cities of the Peloponnesian League. That a

similar policy had been very early anticipated against the Athenian

tyranny, especially by a young king vtio would later attempt to extend his

powejrs within and outside of ^arta, should not, therefore, be seriously

doubted.
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THE DATE OF THE BATTLE OF SEPIA

The date of the campaign against Argos that resulted in the Spartan

victory at Sepia has for some time been a subject of debate among clasai-

cal scholars. The reasons for here assuming that it occuiTed in li9U B. C.

will, therefore, be briefly outlined. Modem historians had without ex-

ception placed the battle sometime after the turn of the fifth century

until the publication in 1905 of the study by Wells that was frequently

mentioned in Appendix 1.^ Such a date corresponds with the projected

date of the fall of Miletus, and was assumed because of a "Double Oracle"

referred to by Herodotus that predicted the simultaneous defeat of both
p

Argos and this Ionian city,

have sought to show that the battle more likely occurred around 520 B. C

shortly after Cleomenes had become king.^

Wells, however, and later Thomas Lenshau,

• f

Both scholars have based their

assumptions largely upon the account of the battle that is recorded by

the second century A. D. Greek geographer-historian Pausanius.^ Although

neither ccanplotely rejected Herodotus' account concerning the Double

Oracle, they argue that it alone is not conclusive evidence that the battle

Lenshau suggests that the lonians laay very probably

have attempted an earlier revolt around 520 B. C. that was not recorded by

occurred in U9U B. C.

^J. Wells, "The Chronology of the Reign of Cleomenes I," Journal of
Hellenic Studies 25 (1905), 193-203.

^Herodotus 6. 19, 77.

^Thomas Lenshau, "KOnig Kleomenes I von Sparta," Klio 31 (1938),
U12-I429.

U
Pausanius 3. U. 1, claims that Cleomenes invaded Argos soon after

he became king.



92

Herodotus. He points out that the Persian empire was somewhat weakened

at this time by the internal struggles that followed upon the death of

Cambyses.

The story found in Herodotus that the Argives were able to send a

thousand Tolunteers to help Aegina in h87 B. C, in their war with Athens

is also pointed to by both scholars.

they contend, had the battle of Sepia occured in U9U B, C, because.

Such would have been impossible.

according to Herodotus, Argos was left so bare of men after the battle

that slaves managed to gain control of the state.^
in particular, emphasizes that a law was passed in Sparta in 506 B. C.

7
that forbade both kings from again accompanying a military expedition.'

And finally, Lenschau

He then concludes that since, according to tvoancieftt' sources, Demaratus

was with Cleomenes at Sepia, the battle could not have occurred after

506 B. C. as the later dating would suggest.

While these arguments might at first appear to be conclusive, a

further examination of the facts will show that the traditionally ac-

cepted date of Ii9ii B. C, is more probable. The suggestion that an

earlier Ionian revolt occurred in 520 B. C, and would thus explain the

Double Oracle can be dismissed as purely speculative. There is no evi-

dence to be found in Herodotus or elsewhere to suggest that such did in

Herodotus himself had been bom in Ionia and would almostfact occur.

Nor is the suppositioncertainly have been aware of such an event.

Herodotus 6. 92.

Herodotus 6. 83.

^Thls law was passed after the breakup of Cleomenes' Peloponnesian
army at Eleusls. See above, p. Ii8.
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convincing that the appearance of a thousand Argive volunteers in

Aegina in U87 B, C. would make the later date for the battle impossi-

ble. It is evident from the text of Herodotus that these volunteers

went without the sanction of the Argive state. This might suggest that

they were attracted to such an expedition by the hope of pay or plunder.

The existence of such ”8oldier3 of fortune" is symbolic of the disorder

and confusion that would have immediately followed such a disastrous
8

defeat as the Argives had apparently suffered at Sepia.

On the surface at least, Lenschau's argument that the presence of

Demaratus at Sepia would make a date later than $06 B, C. for the battle

impossible appears to be the most convincing evidence presented in favor

of the earlier date. The probability, however, of Demaratus having been

present at the battle does not appear as very great. He is conspicuously

absent from Herodotus' account of the battle, an account that was appar-

9
ently based upon both Argive and Spartan sources. Lenschau, therefore.

has based his assumption that Demaratus was present entirely upon the

descriptions of the battle that were rendered by Plutarch and Polyaenus,
10

a second century A. D. Greek rhetorician. Yet neither of these sources

should be considered as sufficiently reliable to cause one to mistrust

Herodotus' account in this instance. The works of Polyaenus are often

of little value historically and in this case he is probably only relating

8See W, W. How and J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2 vols.
(Oxford! Clarendon Press, 1928), 7:352.

9
R, W. Macan, Herodotus: The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Books, 2

vols. (London: Macmillan and Co., IB95T7 2:97.

^^Plutarch Mulierum Virtutes li. 2U5 d, and Polyaenus Stratagems
8. 33.
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lAat he himself had read in Plutarch,And although Plutarch is

ally considered to be much more reliable than Polyaenus, he is relying

upon an earlier account of the battle recorded by Socrates of Argos.

gener-

The latter was a local Argive historian who wrote during the Hellenistic

age in Greece. Phillip A, Stadter, in his recent study of Plutarch,

has concluded that when Plutarch accepted Socrates* account, and thereby

placed Demaratus at Cleoraenes* side during the battle of Sepia, he was

merely recounting a "literary invention of Argive writers, It should

perhaps be added that even had the battle occurred in 520 B, C as Len-• f

schau and Wells have suggested, it is highly improbable that Demaratus

could have accompanied the Spartan army. Macan has shown that Demaratus

could not possibly have become king by this early date and he goes on to

suggest that it was probably not until shortly before he accompanied Cleo-

army that marched on Athens in 506 B, C, that Demaratus assumed the

Eurypontid throne,

menes

There can be found in Herodotus still further evidence in support

of the later date. In li8l B. C. the Argives pleaded for neutrality at

On the reliability of Polyaenus as a historian see William W,
Tara, "Polyaenus," The Oxford Classical Dictionary, 2nd ed. (Oxford;
Clarendon Press, 1970), 853.
Methods (Cambridge; Harvard University Press, 1965), pp, 18-19, points
out that Polyaenus bases his story upon Plutarch in this instance.

^^Stadter, Plutarch’s Historical Methods, pp. 51-52.

^^On Socrates of Argos and his reliability as a historian see R, A.
Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolld (Ithaca; Cornell University Press, 1972),
p. 221, and Felix Jacoby, ed., pie Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker
(Berlin: Weidmann, 1923), no. 310.

^^Stadter, Plutarch’s Historical Methods, p. 53.

^^acan, Herodotus, 2;86.

Phillip A Stadter, Plutarch's Historical
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the time of Xerxes' invasion because their defeat by Cleomenes had

been so recent and they would thus have been unable to offer any

meaningful support in the struggle against the Persians, Though

the year of h9h B, C. may well have been recent in their opinions as

late as Ii8l B. C it does not seem likely that the Argives could have• 9

used as an excuse a disaster that had occurred nearly forty years pre-

vious. A final, and perhaps the most important consideration of all.

is the fact that since Herodotus wrote in the mid-fifth century B. C,

he was not so far removed from the events which ho described in this

Instance that ha would easily have been deceived as to the dating of

an event that was so significant as had been the defeat of Argos at

Sepia. He undoubtedly had the opportunity to speak with both Spartan

and Argive survivors of the battle and it would seem much more logical

to accept his date than that of Pausanius, who lived more than five

hundred years later.

Herodotus 7* lU8.
X7
'Recent historians have been almost unanimous in accepting h9U B,

C. as having been the date of the battle of Sepia. See: Hermann Bengt-
son, Qrieehische Geschichte (Munich: C, H. Beck, 1950), p. 1U8; W. 0.
Forrest, A History of Sparta, 950-192 B. C. (New York: W, W, Norton and
Company, Inc., 19^77 p. 90; N. 0. L. Hammond, A History of Greece to

2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19^7), pp. 1^, ^01; How322 B. C
and Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus, 2:352-353; 0. L. Huxley, Early
Sparta (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962), p. 83; A, H, M.
Jonas, Sparta (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967), p. 53; H.
W. Parke and D, E. W, Wormell, *n:e Delphic Oracle, 2 vols. (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1956), I:l58-l59; Tomlinson, Argos and the Argolid,
p. 93; and E, M, Walker, "The Argive War," The Cambridge Ancient History
U, chap. 6, part 5» (1930), 16U-165.

• f
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